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ABSTRACT

This study explores from an interdisciplinary point of view the attitudes of
Ukrainian and Bulgarian modernists toward their respective local traditions. More
specifically, it focuses on the efforts of the modernist Ukrainian and Bulgarian
artistic intelligentsia to critically assess, re-invent, and appropriate available
indigenous resources in order to make them meaningful in the present as part of
modern public high culture. Such practices appear to have been characteristic for
the nation building initiatives in ‘marginalized,” peripheral societies. My study
examines the Ukrainian and Bulgarian redactions of the phenomenon by relying
on an eclectic theoretical framework that combines ideas deriving from sociology
(Pierre Bourdieu), political science and social psychology (John Hutchinson,
Carolyne Vogler), postcolonial literary theory (Gregory Jusdanis) and
anthropology (Michael Herzfeld, Roger J. Foster and others).

The historical and socio-political developments in Ukraine and Bulgaria
suggest that—at the turn of the twentieth century—the local modernist
intelligentsia reacted to a particular crystallization of ethnic identity, which
naturalized the peasants as the embodiment of Ukrainianness and Bulgarianness
respectively. In principle, they disagreed with the adoption of such a demotic
model for national identification because it inadequately promoted the institution
of a modern, highly intellectual and sophisticated national culture. In both

societies, therefore, Modernism developed in opposition to other approaches to
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nation formation and nation building. In both localities it evolved as a public
moral position that allowed the creative intelligentsia to criticize the state and
construe itself as an alternative force of social change and innovation.

This study proposes that Ukrainian and Bulgarian modernists engaged in a
form of cultural nationalism which—through the implementation of the ideas of
political liberalism, individualism, and pure aesthetics—pursued the
Europeanization and Westernization of local cultural traditions. Simultaneously,
they also sought to elevate the prestige and symbolical value of modern Ukrainian
and Bulgarian national culture. In short, my study proposes and defends the idea
that Ukrainian and Bulgarian Modernisms were not exclusively aesthetic
movements, but expressions of specific, locally generated ideologies of
subversion and resistance that pursued the cultural re-invigoration and political

transformation of the respective national societies.

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



PREFACE

When the idea for this study was originally conceived, the relationship between
vernacular cultures and Modernism seemed a fascinating and challenging
intellectual topic. For me, it opened opportunities for critical revising of outdated
and reductive, primarily linguistic mainstream approaches to Modernism such as
New Criticism, Structuralism, Semiotics, and Hermeneutics, all of which seek to
discover the ‘transcendental truth,” beauty or ethics embedded in experimental
literary pieces (Melaney 2001, 17; 24-25; 100-101). This ‘truth’ was considered
immanent to the ground-breaking, original form created by the artist inasmuch as
literary scholars tended to pay little attention to the conditions under which the
production, consumption and evaluation of modernist pieces occurred. The
practice of ‘close reading,” accordingly, offered an opportunity to make
authoritative statements regarding the uniqueness of the artistic endeavor and to
affirm the singular significance of authors and works as originators of a new
aesthetic paradigm (Aronowitz 1994, 44-96). I saw the problem as an intellectual
challenge, because of the largely ignored question of the political uses and
implications of modernist intellectual practices. I found the evolution and
utilization of the ‘art for art’s sake’ aesthetic ideology to be particularly
interesting in locations where Modernism was considered to be an intellectual
project, ‘imported’ from the West, which the local intelligentsia successfully or
unsuccessfully ‘imitated’ and ‘managed to reproduce.’

Today, the increasing interest in cultural politics and the growing
awareness of the various uses of literature for the enforcement of particular social
orders and power relations — especially in light of the ample theorizations
concerning the central role of national literatures in the creation of the nation and
the promotion of the nation-state — make the topic less formidable. Although it
does not attempt to elaborate a decisively revisionist theory, my proposed study

seeks to explore the complex historical and social circumstances that conditioned
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the evolution of modernist critical attitudes and cultural practices in two
‘marginal’ geopolitical locations, namely Bulgaria and Ukraine. Thus, the central
theoretical assumption of this study is the idea that the Bulgarian and Ukrainian
literary Modernisms were cultural-political projects that aimed at the creation of
national citizens and articulated, through the ‘art for art’s sake’ aesthetics a very
distinctive nationalist program for cultural revival and nation-formation.
Ultimately, this program sought the congruence of the political and the cultural as
a way to mitigate the controversial, and often conflicting, experience of
nationality as a modern form of social bonding and identification. Therefore, the
study attempts to unravel the tensions involved in the ‘construction’ of high
national culture by focusing on a single aspect of the nation-building process.
That is, to put it succinctly, the attempt to appropriate available indigenous
resources (i.e., the ‘pre-existing’ traditions of vernacular culture) in order to make
them meaningful in the present as part of the modern public ‘high’ culture. This
seems to be characteristic for the nation-building initiatives in ‘marginalized,’
peripheral societies.

Specifically, I am interested in explicating the paradoxical logic of
modernist controversial engagement with folk culture as a resource for identity
formation and articulation. My study is concerned above all with the exploration
of Bulgarian and Ukrainian modernist theoretical and critical production. It
refrains from offering extensive literary analyses of individual modernist works
and, instead, looks at private (letters and diaries) and public (articles, reviews,
etc.) expressions of modernist attitudes toward local vernacular traditions in order
to trace the similarities and differences in the intellectual articulation of these two
“small nations” (Hroch 2000). My choice is justified by the desire to investigate
the processes of systematic “allocation and contest for resources” in the
purposeful intellectual promulgation of the nation in public discourse (Verdery in
Kennedy and Sunny 1999, 20).
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In Bulgarian and Ukrainian turn-of-the-century society, a common feature
appears to be the tension between the inherited vernacular cultural production and
modern written literature as two code-systems that defined the manner of
collective self-expression and supplied means to signify the nation through the
public discourse of the ‘common’ culture. In other words, my study is concerned
with the frictions between the traditional and the modern, the native and the
foreign, the ‘high’ and the ‘low’ (popular) in the constitution of Bulgarian and
Ukrainian national culture, which seem to be particularly significant for the

formation and cultural-political modernization of ‘small / marginal nations.’

This study proposes an alternative reading of the modernist project and
practices — an attempt that tries, on the one hand, to transcend the current debate
between primordialists, modernists, and perenialists in the theorization of the
nation (cf. James 1996). On the other hand, the study challenges stereotypical
approaches to Bulgarian and Ukrainian Modernism that render these movements
as inadequate and deviant reproductions of Western Modernism(s). As Ilnytzkyj
has pointed out, it is a commonplace in Ukrainian scholarship to assert that
because of its “strong patriotic strain,” Ukrainian Modernism has “normally been
interpreted as failing,” demonstrating “the inability of Ukrainian literature to shed
completely its populist heritage, or as the inevitable response of poets to the
inevitable political position of Ukraine” (1991: 261-262). Although Bulgarian
Modernism was rarely assessed from this position, its conceptualization suffers

similar prejudices.

In this context, one immediate purpose of my work is to open a space for
the critical re-evaluation of the Bulgarian and Ukrainian modernist projects in
light of the socio-historical circumstances that propelled the modernization of
these ‘peripheral’ locations. In addition, this work explores the modernist
ideological manipulation of the established vernacular traditions as resources for
the intellectual construction and articulation of the nation. Thus, the study will

argue three main points. First, Modernism in Bulgaria and Ukraine was a cultural-
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political rather than exclusively aesthetic movement. In these two locations, it
evolved as a form of cultural nationalism that pursued the modernization and
moral resurrection of the respective communities through their Europeanization
and Westernization. Respectively, in both cultural contexts the modernist
ideology that the local intellectuals contrived differed from the mainstream
European Modernisms in its purposes and general orientation (the patriotic strain
to which Ilnytzkyj alludes) because it was contingent on the specific experience of
nationality occasioned by the local socio-historical, and political conditions of the
time. Second, the central concern of these two movements was the articulation of
alternative versions of Bulgarian and Ukrainian identity. Such versions were often
developed in opposition to the models of self-representation officially promoted
by the state. As a rule, they reflected the modern definition of social collectivity
thereby endorsing the supremacy of personal autonomy and freedom of choice in
a way that exposed the ‘fluidity’ and ‘constructed-ness’ of identity as embodied in
the controversial experience of nationality, “lived as a series of remarkable
contradictions” (James 1996, xi). Third, the modernist project in both localities
focused on the articulation of the basic parameters of civil society, pushing for the
nation’s further democratization and liberalization. The modernist projects in both
localities I believe were successful with respect to the formulation and
endorsement of a positive national image by means of creating a high national
culture that attempted to unite the ethnic and the civic principles of national self-
determination. This high national culture had a long-lasting effect because it
produced a habitus that essentially maintained the prestige and social value of the
local intellectuals as a powerful and progressive social force that relentlessly
opposed society’s backwardness, continuously introducing change and social

innovations.
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1. THEORETICAL AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK:
LOCATING THE PROBLEM

We are now at the threshold of a new age for
the study of all modernist literature [...]
there is no richer time to be a modernist
teacher and scholar [...] and many of the
riches are yet to be found in the untapped
archives and in the unexamined histories of
modernist texts.

R. Schuchard’

1.1. Theorizing the Relationship of Modernism
and Local Tradition: Revisiting Modernism

The term ‘Modernism,” although widely used, is problematic. Its meaning is
vague and strongly dependent on the scholarly discourse within which it is
constructed. In literary studies alone, there are enough contradictory definitions to
make ‘Modernism’ an ambiguous and somewhat useless concept. Thus, it is
obligatory, while going through what other scholars have written about the
meaning of the term, to try, at least in principle, to point out the set of features I
hold to be part of the conceptual ‘schema’ of Modernism.

Let me begin the examination of what — in my view — appears to be a
standard approach in western conceptualizations of Modernism with a reference
to Astradur Eysteinsson's comment that “ ‘Modernism’ signals a dialectical
opposition to what is not functionally ‘modern,” namely ‘tradition’ ” (1990, 8). In
the same line of thought, another comment, one made by folklorists, is worth
mentioning. In the introductory article to the special issue of Western Folklore

featuring the new perspectives in contemporary folkloristics, Charles Briggs and

! Cited in Ian Wilson, Warren Gould and Warren Cherniak, eds., Modernist
Writers and the Market Place (London: Macmillian Press, 1996) xviii.
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Amy Shuman opine that folklore is “a discipline [that] is concerned with the study
of traditional, vernacular, and local cultural productions,” and as such was
“created as the silent Other of modernism” (1993, 109).

Today, it appears to me, the cleavage between Modernism and tradition is
not so sharp. As Eysteinsson has pointed out, Modernism at present is just another
contested tradition, one of the many we have recognized as part of our most
recent art and literary history. I also agree with this scholar when he suggests that,
“the anti-traditional aspects of modernism and their implications were played
down at an early stage by writers and critics seeking an aesthetic order in which to
ground a modern poetics” (1990, 8). Let me also introduce the ‘post-modernist’
anthropological perspective of Arjun Appadurai, who claims that,

[o]lne of the most problematic legacies of grand Western social science
(Auguste Comte, Karl Marx, [...] Emile Durkheim) is that it has steadily
reinforced the sense of some single moment — call it the modern moment —
that by its appearance creates a dramatic and unprecedented break between
past and present. Reincarnated as the break between tradition and modernity
and typologized as the difference between ostensibly traditional and modern
societies, this view has been shown repeatedly to distort the meanings of
change and the politics of pastness (1997, 3).

In this light, the characterization of Modernism as the reverse of traditions
fails to provide a solid frame of reference to support a reading of the term’s
meaning that would be useful for the purposes of this study. Even though I agree
in principle with the interpretation of Modernism as the Other of tradition, I also
find it compulsory to broaden modernism’s definition by attempting to see it as a
form of cultural practice that did not oppose tradition, but in fact strove to revise,
modernize and re-invent traditionalized modes of aesthetic signification in order
to make these suitable for the expression of modern aesthetic sensibilities and
cultural dispositions. Thus, regarding the relationship of Modernism and tradition,
I tend to espouse Jusdanis’ view (1991): this scholar argues that “the split
between tradition and modernity has been a function of the modernization project,
which assumes that modern societies have completely eradicated traditional

elements and, conversely, that traditional societies have no modern features”
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(Jusdanis 1991, xiii). According to him, the two concepts are dialectically related
and continuous rather than radically opposed and separated, proposing therefore, a
more sophisticated and more plausible model of their interaction.

In the view of another author concerned with defining the concept of
Modernism from a philosophical perspective, the term designates “an aesthetic
movement inside modernity, yet one that sees itself as counteracting certain
negative aspects of modernity — the inability, for example, to yield a contented
and equitable society, despite its promises, or fully to account for the aesthetic
experience as a guide to and authorization of value, as romanticism had been able
to do” (Berman 1994, viii). As this critic asserts, the fundamental presumption of
Modernism is the romantic belief in the “pre-eminence of art as affording a
verifiable access to truth” (Berman 1994, viii). In his view, “modernism
incorporates notions of spirit, genius, self-expression, and inspiration as
instruments of world change” while at the same time it produces critical
formalism “in a more comfortably empiricist guise” (1994, 23).

According to Berman, “by the end of the nineteenth century, modernism
has emerged to impede or prevent modernity from proceeding along the path
dictated solely by empiricist principles” (1994, 25). This intellectual movement
was concerned with defining “values, not facts.” To deal with facts and
technology was a task left for scientists to tackle. In this manner, Berman writes,
“the modernists claim a separate territory, the aesthetic-emotional leadership
necessary to give value to science” (1994, 25; italics mine).

More or less explicitly articulated, the idea that modernism is an essential
part of the processes of modernization seems to be unanimously accepted in
contemporary critical discourses (Neville 1992, Berman 1994, Sarup 1996).
European Modernism is viewed as an intellectual movement that challenged the
most basic philosophical and epistemological assumptions of ninéteenth-century
‘bourgeois’ society. It, ultimately, questioned the rights and capability of the

‘bourgeoisie’ to function as cultural leaders. It is commonly held that modernism
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was primarily an aesthetic project, though one that had far-reaching social and
political implications. It was put forward, as Pierre Bourdieu shows us (1995), by
a certain type of intellectual who aspired to éain social recognition in the field of
cultural production.

These individuals arrived with a wealth of symbolical capital (following
Bourdieu's apt formulation) that, presumably, no other social group possessed at
the time. Their goal was to assert themselves as “fully fledged members of the
world of art,” and to acquire a dominant position in it (Bourdieu 1995, 61). The
fact that they were rich with symbolical capital served to prove their ability to be
cultural leaders, and thus, by means of announcing the right of art to serve no
other master but itself, they substantiated their claim to cultural hegemony.

It is important, for the purposes of this research, to distinguish between
‘modernizers’ and the modernists. In the context of Bulgarian and Ukrainian
society, the modernists, though primary, were not the only agents of
modernization. However, what was peculiar to their practice as ‘modernizers’
seems to inform the specificity of the Bulgarian and Ukrainian versions of
Modernism. For instance, artists and critics, such as Pencho P. Slaveikov and Dr.
Krustiu Kristev in Bulgaria, or Volodymyr Vynnychenko, Natalia Kobryns’ka
and others in Ukraine, were interested in the political as well as economic
transformation of their communities. They, although speaking of political and
social disengagement, were actively involved in the propagation of modern liberal
and democratic ideas. Many of the modernists (especially in Ukraine, which at the
time was a colonially dependent territory) were members of political parties that
opposed the existing official institutions and actively engaged in the ‘creation’ of
alternative political and social structures. In other words, the strong socio-political
orientations of the Bulgarian and Ukrainian modernist movements appear not to
be distortions or insufficiencies of the cultural development of these people, but a
logical outcome of the peculiarity of historical conditions in which modernization

in these two ‘marginalized” communities took place.
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The aesthetics of ‘art for art's sake,” as Bourdieu (1995) points out, was
elaborated as an independent ideological position, and expressed in a
sophisticated conceptual paradigm that sustained the modernists’ aspirations for
power. As a strategy, modernists in the West chose to follow the path of
renunciation. Their fundamental credo became the principle of complete
detachment from social and political activities. They went to extreme in defending
their depreciation of things material. The almost ascetic seclusion, and withdrawal
from the social reality into the world of beauty, harmony and idealistic musing,
which they discovered in their own creative drives, became a matter of moral
virtue.

The figure of the modern artist or writer, “[who is] a full-time
professional, dedicated to one's work in a total and exclusive manner, indifferent
to the exigencies of politics and to the injunctions of morality, and not
recognizing any other jurisdiction other than the norms specific to one's art,” was
legitimized as a new social personality. The new social position was embodied in
the modern archetype of the ‘starving artist.” Stripped of material possessions and
social obligations the modernist artist was invented as an individual who stands
beyond the constraints of history, culture, and society. As such, the modernist
artists enjoyed high social prestige and found themselves established in the
system of social differentiation (Bourdieu 1995, 76-77). The process of creation
and empowering of the modern artist was, as Bourdieu writes, “inseparable from
the invention of pure aesthetics” and the institutionalization of art as an
autonomous and highly respected social activity (1995, 111).

This ideological position, as the eminent French social theorist argues, was
the only option available to the modernists, especially if one takes into account
the configuration of power relations brought about by the shift towards capitalist
economy and industrialization (Bourdieu 1995, 61). He explains that the aesthetic
ideology of pure art was not a ready-made position, one “to be taken up, like

those founded in the very logic of social functioning, through the social functions
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they fulfill, or claim to [...].” It was, in his view, “a position to be made, devoid
of any equivalent in the field of power and which might not or wasn't necessary
supposed to exist” (Bourdieu 1995, 76). Its roots are to be found “in the
experiences associated with the fact of occupying, at the heart of the [artistic]
literary field, a dominated position which is clearly not unconnected with [the]
position [of such individuals] in terms of origin, and more precisely, to the
dispositions and the economic and cultural capital they have inherited from it”
(Bourdieu 1995, 74).

If seen from this perspective, European Modernism then, seems to be best
conceived of as an ideology of subversion. It evolved because of the changes and
historical disruptions taking place since the second half of the nineteenth century
and, undoubtedly, was a major consequence of the spread of modernity
(Eysteinsson 1990, 6). According to Berman, the major characteristic of
modernist ideology was the “discontent with the triumph of modernity through its
technology and its international economics.” European modernists “protest[ed]
that the cost of economic prosperity has been the homogenization of humanity,”
and they strove to “liberate people from economy” and offer them a different
ideological perspective, which itself constitutes the policy of aesthetic revolt and
negation of ‘normality,” conventionality and tradition (Berman 1994, 25).2

The various channels and means of communication were the primary
focus of modernist revolt. This was, as Eysteinsson writes, “where the interruptive
practices of modernism appear in their most significant and characteristic forms”
(1990, 6). Modernists rebelled against conventional stereotypes of perception, and
above all, were concerned to find alternative modes of representation. Because art

needed to be recognized as a “social, political and aesthetic corrective” to

% 1t is widely known that the modernists did not produce “an audience of the
requisite magnitude and power, aside from the audience that uses modernism only to
adorn its surroundings” (Berman 1994, 25). But their zest for originality and, to a certain
degree, their philosophy of cynicism are also what, in my view, remain the driving forces
of contemporary post-modernist intellectualism.

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



modernity (Berman 1994, 5), modernists directed their efforts to undermine the
unquestionable authority of rational thinking, which, since the times of
Enlightenment, provided the basic premise of modern epistemology. In the course
of their resistance to ‘political’ and ‘economic’ domination, modernists made
many transgressions and erased many boundaries, thus, irreversibly changing the
very structure of the field of cultural production. A fundamental aspect of the
modernist aesthetic enterprise was, as Bourdieu observes, to “be its own market,”
and evidently, through the institutionalization of such a ‘market’ social prestige
and authority were vested into the activity of modern artists and writers.

Here, 1 think, two methodological points are of relevance. I try to
conceptualize the modernist revolt against tradition and conventionalized forms of
representation in relation to the changes occurring in a particular historical,
cultural and social environment because of the arrival of ‘modernity’ there. I
espouse the idea that if we were to understand what modernism as a cultural force
was, we must look at the specific historical, political, cultural conditions that
characterized the social contexts in which the modernization projects were
engendered in different places and times. More specifically, we need to explore
the transformations in the mindset of the local intellectuals that allowed for the
modernist aesthetic practices to evolve, and the ideology of art for art's sake to
gain social recognition. In other words, we have to see how Modernism became
an international movement by means of its careful instilment, reproduction, and
institutionalization in many different localities around the globe.

I see the modernists as a sort of international ‘society’ of intellectuals
who, to a degree, shared a particular critical attitude toward their contemporary
socio-economical and cultural environments. This attitude was manifested in their
lifestyle, social relations, aesthetic preferences and tastes. Yet, I also recognize
the modernists to be historical subjects who were products of very distinct social

and cultural ‘neighborhoods’ (to use Appadurai's formulation)® within which they

* Cf. his discussion on the production of locality, and the distinction he makes
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lived and operated, and against which they rebelled. Essentially, this directs us to
see modernist literature and artworks as realizations of a concrete social practice,
‘globally’ known, but with a logic of development and struggle that was
historically and culturally dependent on the social circumstances under which it
arose.

A successful break away from the existing traditions meant, as Bourdieu
argues, that modernist ideology had to find itself “instituted both in the objective
structures of a socially governed universe and in the mental structures of those
who inhabit it and who tend by this fact to accept as evident the injunctions
inscribed in the immanent logic of its functioning” (1995, 60-61). In this context
then, the formal approaches (New Criticism, Formalism, Structuralism, etc.),
which tend to neglect the influences of social forces, and focus on the exploration
of the aesthetic qualities of modernist works, become merely strategic devices, as
Eysteinsson has acknowledged, tied to the “vested professional interests of those
whose careers are felt to be dependent upon literature as an autonomous field of
study.” I fully agree with him that “[b]y securing the autonomy of literature [...]
literary criticism is also protecting its vulnerable specificity and justifying its
existence as an area of significant cultural inquiry” (Eysteinsson 1990, 77).

To re-invest the historical perspective into the study of modernist art
means also that the notion of tradition becomes a very specific category, one that I
conceptualize as a locally constructed ‘object’” of modernist disruption and
experimentation. In each particular space and time what are viewed as
‘traditional’ and conventional modes of representation, are historically concrete
phenomena, which modernist artists and writers sought later to challenge in order
to define their own distinctiveness. The field of cultural production, as Bourdieu
(1995) calls it, where the modernists had an ambition to assert themselves as

individuals rich with symbolic capital, in each case exhibited a very specific

between locality as a structure of feeling, and neighborhoods as the actual social forms in
which locality is embodied through the formation of what the anthropologist calls “local
subjects” (Appadurai 1997, 178-200).
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configuration, because in every particular cultural environment a different
structure of power relations, ideological struggles and access to the market
determined against whom and what the modernists stood in opposition. Thus, they
justified, rejected, and attempted to transform different local traditions.

In literary studies on Western Modernism, the general premise has been
that, in countries like France, or Britain and America, etc., the traditions
modernists rebelled against were predominantly written literary traditions which
were incorporated into the national canon. As Ruth Finnegan (1988) has
observed, in western European cultural space the notion of ‘literature’ bears
strong association with the notion of ‘written.” This bias, as she emphasizes, over
the last centuries of European history had determined the attitude of western
scholars toward existing oral modes of communication. Accordingly, it had
influenced the way the concept of ‘literature’ has been defined and interpreted. As
Finnegan writes, “what was written was to be valued and analyzed; and what was
not written was not worthy of scholarly study” (1988, 124).

Complementary to her observations is the previously mentioned comment
of Eysteinsson, who acknowledges that modernists aspired to challenge and
disrupt conventionalized modes of literary writing, or, as he refers to it, “the most
immediate literary heritage” (1990, 59). Evidently, the sharp division of oral and
written (i.e., strictly literary) modes of communication, which in western
scholarly conceptualizations are viewed as two distinct, somewhat non-related or
even opposed types of aesthetic communication, is another important factor that
might have set obstacles for the study of Modernism’s relationship with the local
vernacular traditions. However, as Finnegan has argued, and I completely agree
with her, “orality and literacy are not two separate and independent things; nor (to
put it more correctly) are oral and written modes two mutually exclusive and
opposed processes of representing and communicating information” (1988, 175).
There are, as she convincingly shows, many diverse forms in which they might

come into contact, and “there is a striking overlap between oral and written
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literature” (1988, 110). In this respect, I here share the same view as Finnegan.
She fervently defends the position that “in differing cultures and periods [orality
and literacy] are used differently in different social contexts, and insofar as they
can be distinguished at all as separate modes rather than a continuum, they
mutually interact and affect each other, and the relations between them are
problematic rather than self-evident” (Finnegan 1988, 175).

In other words, it is somewhat naive to continue taking the relationship of
vernacular traditions and Modernism for granted. By refusing to delve into the
variety of forms in which traditional and modern culture at different places and
times come into contact, we miss a chance to grasp the intricate way in which
they are interpenetrating, and mutually nourishing each other. Essentially, what
follows from recognizing the constantly changing dynamics of their relations is
that the categories of ‘literary’ and ‘tradition’ are relativized. This means that in
different cultural environments the term ‘literature’ will encompass different
forms. In some cultures, it might refer to nothing but oral verbal expressions
appreciated for their aesthetic qualities. In other contexts, both written and oral
texts will constitute the literary heritage of a community. If it is true that in
Western Europe, the term ‘literature’ refers above all to the established written, or
even printed national literary traditions, incorporating above all individually
authored works (cf. Allen 1985, 428 and Barber 1998, 837), it does not
necessarily follow that the same assumption is universally valid. In Bulgaria and
Ukraine for instance, as I tend to think, a clear distinction between ‘written’ and
‘oral’ literature arose due to the modernist project. In my view, the development
of folklore studies as a scholarly discipline was also one of the outcomes of the
‘modernization’ (Europeanization) of Bulgarian and Ukrainian societies. It was
during the period of Romanticism and Modernism that folklore research gained
social recognition and became a professional enterprise in both countries. The
history of this development, to some extent, will be the subject of discussion in

the next chapters. Insofar as this topic will be broached again in later sections, it
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suffices to say here that Bulgarian and Ukrainian modernists were, in my view,
the first to support such distinction by means of announcing a sharp division
between ‘high’ and ‘low’ literature. I aspire to explain why they needed to do this
in subsequent chapters.

As was previously mentioned, the manner in which ‘tradition’ is
constituted and defined as Modernism's ‘Other’ is of central importance in the
study of modernist practices. Thus, in order to be able to explore these practices,
it is necessary to define first what is meant by vernacular culture and folklore. My
next section examines on the basis of recent scholarly discussions the changes
introduced in contemporary theorizations and approaches to the study of local

vernacular cultures.

1.2. Modernism’s Other: Re-Defining ‘Tradition’

I employ the terms ‘vernacular’ and ‘local oral traditions’ as synonyms. This,
notwithstanding, I am aware, as Finnegan reminds us, that the terms do not
necessarily overlap in their meaning. Thus, following her review of the concept of
‘oral tradition,” I observe that in scholarly writing four different semantic
attributes are usually ascribed to this expression. These are, namely, verbal, non-
written, belonging to the ‘people’ (what conventionally is designated as Volk),
fundamental and valued (1988, 7).' In this thesis I use both vernacular (folk)
culture and local oral traditions to denote the everyday life practices of Ukrainian
and Bulgarian peasants, from which the romantic, populist and modernist artists

‘borrowed’ raw material for their creative endeavors.

* According to Finnegan what is usually meant by Volk is “non-educated, non-
elite.” Regarding the perception of ‘oral tradition’ as fundamental and valued, it is
connoted because ostensibly such traditions are long-lasting, ‘transmitted over
generations, perhaps by the community or ‘folk’ rather than conscious individual actions’
(1988, 7). Her comments are helpful to reveal what modernists, and in particular
Bulgarian and Ukrainian modernists, saw as inherited vernacular traditions.

11
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Reiterating Finnegan’s opinion, the American folklorists Briggs and
Shuman insist that it is important to reflect carefully on what we and others define
as ‘tradition’ and for what purposes we (re)-construct this concept. But this is only
one aspect of the problem. In addition, it is, perhaps, more important to keep in
mind, as these scholars enthusiastically advise, that “[...] characterizing cultural
forms as ‘traditional’ constitutes a powerful means of imbuing them with social
value and authority” (Briggs and Shuman 1993, 116).

The folklorist Henry Glassie has defined tradition as “the many ways
people convert the old into new.” In his words, “[...] tradition is the creation of
the future out of the past.” The scholar admits that “[in] a continuous process
situated in the nothingness of the present, linking the vanished with the unknown,
tradition is stopped, parceled, and codified by thinkers who fix upon this aspect to
that, in accord with their needs or preoccupations, and leave us with a scatter of
apparently contradictory, yet cogent, definitions” (1995, 395). By means of
stopping, parceling and codifying old forms, a tradition comes into existence, and
what I see in the modernist re-invention of Bulgarian and Ukrainian vernacular
cultures is namely a process of re-codification, and re-creation of traditional
cultural items for the purposes of constructing a national high culture. In their
imaginary totality such items are presented as symbols of the Volk ‘roots’ and
offered to the modern audience as a revived or re-invented ‘tradition.” Thus, when
I use the term ‘tradition,” I am referring to such consciously re-invented folk
material.

With respect to folklore, Finnegan explicitly states that the term “has
notorious problems too” (1992, 11). As the popular story runs, Sir W. Thoms
coined the term around the middle of the 19th century. According to him, ‘the
lore of the people’ referred to the survivals of the past: “the few ears which are
remaining, scattered over that field from which our forefathers might have
gathered a goodly crop” (qt. in Finnegan 1992, 11). At the time, according to

Finnegan, the word was meant to serve as a substitute to the then fashionable
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expressions ‘popular antiquities’ and ‘popular literature’. A more recent
definition of the term reads:

Folklore (or traditional and popular culture) is the totality of tradition-based
creations of a cultural community, expressed by a group or individuals and
recognized as reflecting the expectations of a community in so far as they
reflect its cultural and social identity; its standards and values are transmitted
orally, by imitation or by other means. Its forms include, among others,
language, literature, music dance, games, mythology, rituals, customs,
handicrafts, architecture and other arts.’

This definition, perhaps, is too general to be applicable here. Some clues
for its revision come directly from the writings of contemporary folklorists. More
specifically, I refer to a statement of Dennis. L. Brenneis (1993). Commenting on
Deborah Kapchan's article in the previously mentioned special issue of Western
Folklore, he writes that the “classical artifact of folklore, the ‘item’ ” is no longer
considered to be a “recapitulation of lineal past, but as the locus of a new
animation of, and set of meanings for it” (296). In this light, the practice of
“traditionalizing,” as Shuman and Briggs call it, is essential for the construction of
traditions of various kinds, and moreover, folklore is, as they write, “always
already (in Derrida's terms) a politics of culture” (Briggs and Shuman 1993,
112).° The fact that folklorists have widened the scope of their study to include all
forms of artistic expressiveness’ that could be characterized as “traditional,
vernacular and local,” provides me with a chance to look at how exactly the

“process of traditionalizing [and re-invention of] culture thus emerges as a locus

> This, according to Finnegan, is the definition accepted by UNESCO. See in her
book Oral Traditions the reference to L. Honko's citation (1988, 12).

¢ See also Shuman's statement that tradition in the view of folklorists is never a

"monolithic static category" but rather "a process of inventing and appropriating the past"
(1993, 361).

7 One of Ben-Amos' famous definitions of folklore reveals that it encompasses
"all conventional expressive devices available for performance and the achievement of
performer status within a socially bounded group” (qt. in Hanson 1993, 329). Another, no
less influential saying of the prominent American folklorist acknowledges that folklore is
"artistic communication in small communities" (qt. in Briggs and Shuman 1993, 121).

13

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



of strategies for empowering particular groups, rhetorics, [and] interests” (Briggs
and Shuman 1993, 116).

American folklorists, and I presume many contemporary scholars in the
humanities, tend to agree that ‘traditions,” in this respect are, in the majority of
cases ‘invented,”® and so the category of ‘authenticity’ is, by definition, a
contested notion. Today, as Paul W. Hanson (1993) argues, the new perspectives
of folklore study take that into account. Moreover, according to him, the most
significant shift in the focus of attention at present is from exploring the “ties that
bind texts to their performative contexts” toward the investigation of what he calls
“the situated discursive appropriation of texts from previous contexts.” In
Hanson’s understanding, the highly textualized and valued segments of ritual
performances — and I dare to extend his assertion to other traditional forms as well
— are often “issued travel visas that allow them to be decontextualized and
recontextualized along socially recognized pathways.” Thus, the scholar claims
that the theorization of practices (defined by Bauman and Briggs as

”)10

“entextualization, decontextualization, and recontextualization is of central

importance in the contemporary study of folklore (Hanson 1993, 332). In my

 The notion of “invented tradition” is used in the sense meant by Eric
Hobsbawm who described the invention of tradition as a “process of formalization and
ritualization, characterized by reference to the past, if only by repetition.” “Invented
tradition,” he writes, “is taken to mean a set of practices, normally governed by overtly or
tacitly accepted rules and of ritual or symbolic nature, which seek to inculcate certain
values and norms of behaviour by repetition, which automatically implies continuity with
the past” (1983, 4; 1). The theorist shows that ancient materials can be used to construct
invented traditions of a novel type, and it seems to me that both Bulgarian and Ukrainian
folklore in that sense, are ‘invented traditions.” They were constructed for the purposes of
Bulgarian and Ukrainian nation-building during the period of Romanticism; they were
contested and modified in modernist times; they were irreversibly altered through a
subjugation to the hegemony of socialist politics, but nevertheless, re-emerging like a
phoenix from the ashes, always in periods of transition and crisis when the cultural
distinctiveness of Bulgarian and Ukrainian national identity was at stake.

? Interesting also is the comment of Shuman. She recognizes the change to be in
the fact that some “folklorists have moved from a goal of documenting and/or conserving
dying traditions to studies of the commodification of culture” (Shuman 1993, 362).

1% Cf. Hanson's discussion of Bauman's and Briggs' work (1993, 332-33).
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view, the essentialization of the vernacular culture, its selective revision and re-
invention fits well such an intellectual ‘schema,” and I hope that approaches like
Bauman’s and Briggs’ are indeed as helpful as they seem to be for explicating the
politics of cultural change and alteration governing the modernist mobilization
and manipulation of traditional cultural codes and sings.

Another important aspect of modern approaches to folklore is the
awareness that ‘local’ as well as Volk are not neutral categories. As Amy Shuman
(1993) asserts, “[...] local culture is always marked and always part of a larger-
than-local context” (345). What is especially important, therefore, is to see how
the concepts of ‘locality’ and Volk were constructed in any particular period and
place, and what political interests were projected in these; how the imagined
localities and group identities become locus of negotiation, and were naturalized,
thus proving indispensable ideological tools in the fabrication, manipulation and
maintenance of particular power positions. In this respect, as Shuman argues,
“one of the central contributions folkloristics can make to a politics of culture is to
name the invention of the category ‘folk’ as a place-holder for what modernists
[did] not study” (1993, 361). At this point, it is necessary to indicate that when
using the term ‘folklore,’ I refer to invented vernacular traditions.

In light of these comments, it is also imperative to clarify the principles
according to which the concept of ‘nation’ was constructed and rendered
linguistically in the Bulgarian and Ukrainian cultural contexts during the 19™ and
early 20™ century. I include the following note on translation in order to justify
the rendition of a number of Bulgarian and Ukrainian terms (narod, natsiia, rasa
and their derivatives), which I employ as equivalents to the English words
‘nation’ and ‘national.” Let me start by briefly examining the theoretical premises
that underlie my translation of the words narod and naroden. In both languages
the word marod is a common designator, initially used by the romantic

intellectuals, to identify ‘the people’ as a collective historical subject that was
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“seen as the bearer of sovereignty, the central object of loyalty, and the basis of
collective solidarity” (cf. Greenfeld 1996b, 10).

Greenfeld's concept of ‘people’ refers to “a mass of population whose
boundaries and nature are defined in various ways, but which is usually perceived
as larger than any concrete community and always fundamentally homogeneous
(essentially a community of equals) and only superficially divided by the lines of
status, class, locality, or, in rare cases, even ethnicity” (1996b, 10-11). She
informs us that the English noun ‘people’ was a term that initially was applied to
the lower classes and was often used “in the sense of ‘rabble’ or ‘plebs’. ” In her
view, “the redefinition of the ‘people’ as a ‘nation’ symbolically elevated the
populace to the dignity of an elite” (1996, 11). In most countries, the process took
place during the modern period, and was clearly associated with the
modernization and nationalization of their respective societies. This process
manifested itself in the attempts of local intellectuals to articulate a national
identity which, in agreement with Greenfeld’s reading, is meant here to describe
“a person’s — and group’s — position in the social world.” This position derives
from membership in a given ‘people,” a political agent that the modern world
recognizes as a ‘nation,” that is, the bearer of sovereignty and cultural
distinctiveness. As Greenfeld maintains,

Every member of the ‘people’ so interpreted partakes in [the nation’s]
superior, elite quality, and it is in consequence that a stratified national
population is perceived as essentially homogenenous and the people as
sovereign. This principle lies at the basis of all nationalisms and justifies
viewing them as expressions of the same general phenomenon, even though
apart from it they share little. Modern society is a society based on this
principle of nationality. It is this principle that made possible and in some
instances caused the development of major economic and political ‘structures
of modernity’ (1996b, 11).

With respect to the English term ‘nation,” Greenfeld claims that it acquired
its modern meaning in the early 16™ century when it was used as a synonym of
the ‘people.” According to her, “it meant ‘an elite’ and specifically referred to an

elite of representatives of cultural and political authority” (1996b, 11). Here, 1
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espouse Greenfeld’s interpretation of this term because it makes clear the
distinctive historical usage of the English words ‘people’ and ‘nation,” thus
emphasizing their conceptual differences. I find her semantic explorations helpful
in validating my interpretation of the Bulgarian and Ukrainian terms narod and
natsiia (nation) as synonymous. In my translations I try to emphasize the
historical continuity of the uses of the concepts nation and ‘people’ as these were
locally constructed and articulated in the Bulgarian and Ukrainian contexts, while
simultaneously showing that their equation was a phenomenon that in both
localities occurred with the advancement of modernity. “The equation of the two
concepts — ‘people’ and ‘nation’,” as Greenfeld has argued for England, “signified
a conceptual revolution.” This is also noted in the Bulgarian and Ukrainian
contexts, where the gradual redefinition of the term narod (people) and its
substitution with the term natsiia (nation) resulted from a number of structural
and semantic changes that occurred in the course of the 19" and 20" century.

An objective of this study is to trace some of the most significant aspects
of such structural and semantic changes in the attempt to highlight the complexity
of the processes of Bulgarian and Ukrainian self-determination. Although not
central to my study, I will attempt to show that the processes of nationalization
and modernization pose certain linguistic difficulties since at each stage the
concepts and linguistic terms — popularized as common designators of the nation
— “evolved out of usage within a particular set of structural constraints”
(Greenfeld 1996b, 11-12). As Greenfeld warns,

The dominant meaning of [such terms] at any given time [was] applied
within circumstances to a certain aspect of which [they] corresponded.
However, other aspects of these circumstances, which did not originally
correspond to this dominant meaning, became associated with the word,
creating a duality of meaning. The initially dominant meaning was gradually
eclipsed, a new one emerged as dominant, and, while the word was retained,
one concept gave way to another. This process of semantic transformation
was constantly redirected by structural constraints, which formed new
concepts. At the same time, the structural constraints were conceptualized,
interpreted, or defined in terms of the inherited concepts, which oriented
social action. As the concepts evolved, the definition of the situation changed,
[thus] changing the orientations too (1996b, 12).
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From this perspective, hereafter I will translate the word narod either as
demos, or as ‘people,” using both terms to convey an ethnic definition of the
Bulgarian and Ukrainian nation. The first patriotic intellectuals utilized this term
in an attempt to articulate key cultural-linguistic principles of Bulgarian and
Ukrainian national identity. To a certain degree then, the term betrays a close
semantic relation to the German notion of Volk. Its usage manifests a typically
romantic approach to national self-determination, which insisted on defining the
nation as a genealogical community bound by a common vernacular language,
history and culture. It is necessary to note that here I will use the term Volk rarely,
and mostly in contexts that feature a demotic model of national identification. In
both Ukraine and Bulgaria this demotic model affirmed the peasantry as the core
of Bulgarian and Ukrainian nation, and interpreted the ‘people’ primarily as Volk
(i.e., the uneducated, the non-elite, peasants). As I will try to show, during the 19™
century Ukrainian and Bulgarian romantic intellectuals identified peasants as the
bearers of cultural distinctiveness and the central object of patriotic loyalty and
love. They constructed a national identity that elevated the value of vernacular
culture as the ultimate expression of national identity, establishing the ‘plebs’ as
an absolute agent of political and cultural authority.

The concept ratsiia (nation) is less confusing since in both localities the
term was adopted as an equivalent of ‘nation.” The popularization of this term at
the end of the 19™ century signaled a new shift in the intellectual
conceptualization of Bulgarian and Ukrainian national identity, which clearly
indicated the inclusion of a new set of principles — primarily political — that began
defining the respective national community. Thus, the term was ‘imported’ and
used as a local rendition of the European notion of nation as a civic society, and
clearly was associated with the endorsement of democracy and civil rights. My
study argues that Ukrainian and Bulgarian modernists were some of the most
active historical agents in promoting the civic concept of nation. They operated

with a notion of nation (natsiia) that, as I will try to prove later, was an inherently

18

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



contradictory concept because it encompassed both civic and ethnic criteria for
group-identification. Thus, the term natsiia (nation) was often used as a synonym
for the ‘people.” Although in some cases I translate both rarod and natsiia as
‘nation,” I will keep their semantic differences clear by adding in parentheses the
original word used by the local writer in hope that the meaning of these terms will
not be confused.

Lastly, I want to point out that I translate the Bulgarian word rasa — which
literally means ‘race’ in English — as ‘nation’ and ‘national’ because in the 1920s-
1930s the term was also used to convey the idea of nation (Elenkov 1998, 126-
127). Rasa and its derivative adjective rasov at that time were popular among the
members of Bulgarian quasi-fascist and extremely rightist political and cultural
organizations, which embraced the principle of ethnic homogeneity and
uncontaminated genealogical ancestry (e.g., the youth organization Brannik, the
Military League, and so on). Yet, rasa — as Elenkov maintains — was also a
popular term among certain intellectuals, who used it in order to accentuate the
‘autochthonous’ character and ethnic singularity of the Bulgarian people (e.g.,
Kiril Khristov, Professor Metodi Popov; Elenkov 1998, 127). Teodor Traianov, in
fact, interpreted this term as a synonym of nation and employed it to emphasize
Bulgarian cultural distinctiveness. In this manner, he expressed a burning concern
with, and anxiety over, the unsolved national problem and the uncertainty of
national future.

Let me now continue with the exposition of my conceptual framework.
With respect to the study of the relationship between Modernism and local
vernacular cultures I notice that, despite the fact that folklore was often
constituted as the ‘Other’ of Modernism, evidence for the interests of western
European modernists in reviving and re-inventing elements from the local
vernacular traditions is not lacking. Here I will point out only two such instances,
although I am convinced that numerous others can be easily found if one is

willing to challenge the stereotypical interpretative models and techniques of
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mainstream literary criticism. The first example is the use of Irish folk tradition in
Yeats’ modernist experimentation. According to Michael Tratner, “Yeats sought
all his life to write a poetry that would express or create a national mind.” Thus,
as Tratner argues, in works such as “I See Phantoms” and “Nineteenth and
Nineteen” the poet delved into Irish traditions in order to create the images of the
new ‘leadership’ that modernists aspired to produce (1996, 135; 156)."" The
second writer, worth mentioning in this regard, is James Joyce. His hallmark
modernist novel Ulysses, according to Eysteinsson, “is seething with popular
culture: popular songs and music, bits and pieces out of newspapers, [...],
brothels, pub talk, reverberations from popular novels” (1990, 121; Italics mine).
In this context pertinent also is Tratner's comment that “in Ulysses, changes of
social setting are marked by changes in style so complete that we often loose track
of which characters we are following. Most of the styles used in the text are, [...],
‘anonymous, collective discourse,” so that sentences seem to derive from
institutions that shape characters and authors alike rather than from any individual
mind” (1996, 25; Italics mine).12

Along the same lines, one may also recollect the fascination of fin-de-
siécle French artists, such as Henry Rousseau and Paul Guillaume for instance,
with folk art and performances. According to Salmatanos, in the article “Folk Art”
published in Paris-Journal on July 25, 1914 by Apollinaire, the latter observed
that folk art was “definitely in vogue these days.” In Apollinaire’s view,
Roussau’s experimentation was “catalytic for this new fashion,” and Samaltanos
continues by stating that “[Rousseau’s] [...] success pushed collectors and
curiosity seekers to search for peasant and folk paintings” (qt. in Samaltanos

1984, 34). Thus, Salmantos’ intepretation is that “the arbitrary combination of

1 See also Mary Helen Thuente’s book W.B. Yeats and Folklore (Totowa, N. 1.:
Barnes and Noble, 1980).

2" Also, Marguerite Quintelli-Neary (1997) offers a very illuminating and
elaborate analysis of Joyce’s treatment of traditional Celtic motifs in Ulysses and
Finnegans Wake in her study Folklore and the Fantastic in Twelve Modern Irish Novels
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naturalistic elements in a non-naturalistic context, the creation of a non-
naturalistic realism, appealed to 20th century taste. It accounted for the
appreciation of Rousseau along with Negro and folk art” (1984, 36). The situation
is not at all that simple, as this commentary, imbued with strong formalist
innuendo, suggests. What was most of all appreciated and praised in Rousseau’s
art was, to put it in the words of ohe of his admirers, “the miraculousness” of his
talent, the fact that his creativity seemed to spring directly from the ‘unconscious’
(qt. in Samaltanos 35). The concept of ‘unconscious’ in modernist works, as
Tratner (1996) convincingly shows, was of a very controversial nature, for it was
usually associated with the psychology of the crowd and the mass mind. In other
words, the ‘unconscious’ in the modernist discourses presents itself less as an
individualistic, but rather as a collective category, describing a fundamental
property of the human mind.

The attitude of modernists toward vernacular traditions, especially if one
has in mind literature, was thus, nothing but simple. Tratner cogently argues that
the modernists were simultaneously fascinated and afraid of using folk (popular)
culture in their artistic quests. Aiming at expressing the ‘pure spirit’ and the
sublime truth about human consciousness and creativity, they epitomized the
‘mass unconscious’ and delved into the anonymous, uncontrollable creative
impulses of the ‘mob.’ In this manner, they strove to master the language of the
unconscious believing, as the scholar writes, that “ [...] vast collective entities
such as classes, genders, nationalities shape the individual mind [...].” (Tratner
1996, 3).

It is noteworthy that the critic even ventures an unconventional
periodization of Modernism, proposing two stages, arguing that in the first period
the West European modernists were terrified by the ‘masses,’ and transformed the
‘mob’ (or Volk) into a symbol of suppressed potentials and powers. By means of

such transformation the ‘mass unconscious’ became tightly linked to notions and

(Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press; 25-58; 59-82).
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images of sexual potency, racial and cultural differences, and the feminine. These
were conceived of not as alternatives but as a source of psychological energies
that would allow for individuals such as Yeats, Woolf, Eliot, etc. to acquire a
completed identity in which the collective and the individual would ultimately
blend (Tratner 1996, 132-134). So, the early period these writers’ literary careers
“was characterized by a desire to remain separate from the masses and by a horror
at the inability to do so” (Tratner 1996, 136).

The second phase, as the scholar describes it, was dominated by their
endeavors to “develop workable structures for speaking to and from the mass
unconscious.” During this period modernists joined the masses, and began serving
‘collective causes,” affirming themselves as cultural and political leaders. Tratner
conceptualizes Yeats’ literary development as an exemplary case, one
illuminating best the transition from individualistic to a collectivist vision of the
human personality that, according to the critic, took place in modernist writing. In
Tratner’s view, the poet gradually reached the conclusion that the individual
cannot “hold the ‘essence’ of the nation in his mind,” therefore “the only way to
create a nation [was] to disrupt the individual mind” (1996, 135). In this respect,
as Tratner argues, one has to look at modernist disruption as a shift from
“representing individuals to representing masses.” This change, states the critic,
“was a change in artistic style as much as a change in politics” (1996, 68). I find
his understanding extremely insightful, and I wholeheartedly align myself with
his position. Here, it will be my task to show how exactly this change in politics
and style occurred in Bulgaria and Ukraine, and what special role the vernacular
tradition — invented as a symbol of the ‘mass unconscious’ — played in the
projects of Bulgarian and Ukrainian modernists to establish themselves as the
cultural leadership of their nations.

More revealing of the changing perceptions of Western literary
scholarship and the recent shift toward more careful examination of the use of

folklore in modernist art is the previously mentioned book of Marguerite

22

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



Quintelli-Neary (1997). She maintains that modern Irish novelists such as James
Joyce, Flann O’Brien, Mervyn Wall, Darrell Figgis and others, “raised in a
tradition of orality combined with exposure to in-depth scholarly research and
findings, in both academic and popular writing, used elements from myth and
Jfolklore to their own purposes” (2; italics mine). Quintelli-Neary acknowledges
that “[w]hether freely blending motifs from assorted source works in fantasy
writing, or religious satire, they assert the uniquely Irish quality of their writing
and evince their ability to recycle motifs from well-worn tales” (1997, 2). She
warns against a simplistic interpretation of the treatment of folkloric and
mythological elements in the modern novels as “an attempt to denigrate the
tradition or rob it of its dignity.” Fitting William R. Bascom’s functional approach
to folklore, Quintelli-Neary suggests that the effect of folklore elements used in
modern Irish novels was “to validate culture, to educate, to maintain conformity,
and to allow for escape in fantasy from repressions imposed on men by society”
(1997, 3).

I agree with her, but my approach is based on a different set of theoretical
sources. In principle, my desire is to tackle the problem of modernist mobilization
and intellectual manipulation of the local vernacular culture from an
interdisciplinary point of view. Thus, the theoretical framework of this study
constitutes an eclectic web of ideas coming from sociology, social psychology,
postcolonial literary theory, and anthropology. Briefly outlined, let me conclude
this chapter by introducing Pierre Bourdieu’s theory of practice (1990a). It
presents the intellectual model informing my work’s most general conceptual
frame of reference. The rest of my theoretical sources will be critically reviewed
in subsequent parts of the thesis, usually as a means of setting up the intellectual

backdrop for the proposed explanations and analyses.
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1.3. Clearing the Grounds: Methodological Concerns

In the light of Bourdieu’s self-reflective theory, I would begin the synopsis of his
work that is pertinent to this study by remarking that I see in his
intellectualizations an attempt to propose a more realistic and accurate ‘micro-
theory’ of human practices, which draws attention to the fact that researchers are
human agents and therefore, are not completely objective in their approach and
handling of the facts.

Regardless of the various critiques to which Bourdieu’s theory of practice
and in general his sociological method can be subjected, it is clear that the scholar
insists on acknowledging that we always analyze reality from a particular
perspective, bringing our value judgments into “the spectacle offered to [us]”
(Bourdieu 1990a, 52). In this respect, what I most appreciate in Bourdieu’s
approach to literature and culture is his attempt to offer a method that, as Jenkins
has pointed out, “is concerned with what individuals do in their daily lives,”
avoiding the pitfalls of interpreting human practices as solely determined by the
individual’s decision making, as on the one hand, sociological subjectivism would
have it, or defined by the supra-individual structures of society as, on the other
hand, sociological objectivism would have it (Jenkins 1992). For the eminent
French sociologist, social practice is embodied knowledge, an integral part of
social agents’ behavior that is manifested in their ways of life. In this respect, I
find Bourdieu’s theory a particularly powerful tool for explaining workings of
culture that are not readily available for critical analysis because they are part of
our own regime of truth. Although his demand for showing our intellectual biases
is somewhat trivial, I highly value the scholar’s struggle to define an analytical
mode that “neither imposes [relations and rules] from the outside nor turns from
the actual workings of practice toward a formalization imposed by its own logic”
(Loesberg 1993, 1035). In my view, his effort to produce a description that is both

‘independent’ from the immediate primary experience yet providing objective
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elucidation of such experience — while striving to grasp the rules that govern the
practice as one is engaged in it — is most commendable. Having stated this, let me
also add that I do not see Bourdieu’s theory as a universally applicable system of
propositions but rather as a network of ideas one can borrow from and, with a
certain dose of skepticism, adjust to fit one’s particular ends. In this light, the
concepts 1 assess as most useful in directing the following analyses and
discussions are Bourdieu’s definitions of habitus, symbolic power, and taste.

The concept of habitus is a key to understanding Bourdieu’s sociological
method. As John B. Thompson has pointed out in his introduction to the English
translation of Bourdieu’s Language and Symbolic Power, the notion has been
known since the times of Aristotle and classical antiquity, but the French
sociologist “uses it in a distinctive and quite specific way” (1999, 12). Bourdieu
defines the habitus as a “system of durable, transposable dispositions, structured
structures predisposed to function as structuring structures [or] principles that
generate and organize practices and representations that can be objectively
adapted to their outcomes without presupposing a conscious aiming at ends or an
express mastery of the operations necessary in order to attain them” (Bourdieu
1990a, 53). He views such principles as formed through a historical interaction
between social agents, who in their behavior are guided by certain regularities
“inherent in [the] arbitrary condition” that is one’s social world. These principles
“tend to appear necessary, even natural, since they are the basis of the schemes of
perception and appreciation through which they are apprehended” (Bourdieu
1990a, 53-54). The habitus then functions as an organizing cognitive framework
that ensures “the active presence of past experiences, which, deposited in each
organism in the form of schemes of perception, of thought and action, tend to
guarantee the ‘correctness’ of practices and their constancy over time, more
reliably than all formal rules and explicit norms” (Bourdieu 1990a, 54). “This
system of dispositions [is] a present past that tends to perpetuate itself into the

future by reactivation in similarly structured practices, an internal law through
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which the law of external necessities, irreducible to immediate constraints, is
constantly exerted...” (Bourdieu 1990a, 54).

At a first glance, it may seem that Bourdieu’s concept of habitus refers to
those unwritten rules that generate and guide our dispositions and reactions to the
world, and which are embedded in the particular culture wherein we dwell. The
habitus operates in the twilight zone between completely conscious and
subconscious modes of thought, involving (learned) knowledge that we usually
take for granted, yet is available for reflective intellectualizations once we make
the effort to analyze it. The habitus then, may appear as that social mechanism (or
system of rules) that enforces continuity in the social world by imposing certain
cultural limitations to our actions and defines our outlook on life. It is not
surprising that some scholars (May 1996, 133-134) have accused Bourdieu of
failing to show how historical changes in the social system occur over time,
undermining and imperceptibly altering “the system of generative schemes” that
is the habitus (Bourdieu 1990a, 55). However, in my view, the French theorist is
fully aware of such changes, and although he does not make these an explicit
object of intellectual scrutiny, the implications are quite clear. For example,
Bourdieu admits that the habitus “makes possible the free production of all the
thoughts, perceptions, and actions inherent in the particular conditions of its
production” thereby suggesting that it is important to explore the change in the
conditions that require the invention and re-invention of a particular habitus.
“Because the habitus is an infinite capacity for generating products — thoughts,
perceptions, expressions and actions — whose limits are set by the historically and
socially situated conditions of its production, the conditioned and conditional
freedom it provides is as remote from creation of unpredictable novelty as it is
from simple mechanical reproduction of the original conditioning” (1990a, 55).

It is not difficult to understand why I like Bourdieu’s concept of habitus,
considering that I intend to analyze the cultural practice of Modernism as one that

was globally known, but reproduced under very different political and social
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conditions. From this perspective, it is impossible to look for European
Modernism’s ‘mechanical reproduction’ as it is impossible to neglect the
limitations imposed on the realization of the modernist practices by the conditions
of their original conception. Therefore, analyses that assess the originality of the
local versions of Modernism, or different local modernist movements from the
standpoint of a universal model, checking the quality of the ‘reproductions’
against a limited list of characteristic features, thus claiming the unsuccessful or
imitative nature of the modernist practices in these more or less ‘peripheral’
societies, seem to be quite impoverished.

I think that in the perspective of my scholarly research — and yielding to
the purpose of this investigation — Bourdieu’s concept of habitus offers a chance
to grasp the intricate dialectic between “an objectifying intention and the already
objectified intention” that allows the unity of a lifestyle of a group to be described
in historical terms. As Bourdieu contends,

the genesis of a system of works or practices generated by the same habitus
(or homologus habitus, such as those that underlie the unity of a life-style of a
group or a class) cannot be described either as the autonomous development
of a unique and always self-identical essence, or as a continuous creation of
novelty, because it arises from the necessary yet unpredictable confrontation
between the habitus and an event that can exercise a pertinent incitement on
the habitus (1990a, 55).

In this regard, I take to heart his warning that “the habitus like every ‘art
of inventing’ is what makes it possible to produce an infinite number of practices
that are relatively unpredictable (like the corresponding situations) but also
limited in their diversity” (Bourdieu 1990a, 55). Modernism, then, was such a
habitus that generated in various localities very distinctive and unpredictable, yet
limited diversity of cultural practices, which while replicating the general system
of dispositions that structured the behavior of the modernists in those localities
allowed them also to change the ‘rules’ so that these become “objectively adjusted
to the logic characteristic of a particular [social-cultural reality]” (Bourdieu
1990a, 56).
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Relating this to the Bulgarian and Ukrainian versions of Modernism, it
seems the concept of Bourdieu’s habitus accurately captures and accounts for the
differences of these movements in comparison to the ‘original’ conditions that
generated the modernist habitus and practices. Therefore, 1 acknowledge
Bourdieu’s extremely insightful suggestion that a particular habitus can be
accounted for only “by relating the social conditions in which the habitus that
generated them was constituted, to the social conditions in which 1t is
implemented [...]” (Bourdieu 1990a, 56). Together with the French sociologist, I
view the modernist habitus and the practices it generated as “embodied history”
(Bourdieu 1990a, 56). Moreover, his concept seems helpful in explaining the
specific workings of the ‘internalized’ Modernist habitus, which in both localities
produced certain attitudes to, and relationships with, the existing traditions, life-
styles and mentality (is it possible to call these ‘local habitus’?) that significantly
differed from the conditions of its initial conception. In addition, Bourdieu points
out that “being produced by a modus operandi [...] which outruns the conscious
intentions of its apparent author and constantly offers new pertinent stimuli to the
modus operandi of which it is the product and which functions as a kind of
‘spiritual automation’,” the habitus is “a mode of objectification of past history, in
which there is constantly created a history that inevitably appears, like witticisms,
as both original and inevitable” (Bourdieu 1990a, 57).

The Bulgarian and Ukrainian modernist movements, then, were what
Bourdieu calls “regulated improvisations” that need not be confused with the
originally formulated model. They are variations that have their own logic of
practice that cannot be completely explained through the established mainstream
forms of Western modernist criticism. Thus, inspired by Bourdieu, I attempt in
this study on the grounds of his theory of practice to articulate an alternative
interpretation of Bulgarian and Ukrainian Modernism, which recognizes that “the
methods, channels, and means of presenting knowledge are anything but

secondary to its contents” (Fabian, gt. in Jusdanis 1991, xvii). However, I hasten
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to add that it is not my intention to draft an alternate theory, but simply to flesh
out the cultural differences that can assist the formulation of such a theory (cf.
also Jusdanis’s similar position 1991, xvi-xvii). In this respect, and strongly in
resonance with Bourdieu’s analytical reflectivity, my study also aims at showing
that our apparently individual intellectual approaches to universally recognized
facts “are more than innocent responses to self-evident truths” (Jusdanis 1991,
XVii).

The second concept that I borrowed from Bourdieu is that of symbolic
power (1985, 1993, 1999). I find it useful for the explication of the modernist
logic of action. The modernists vociferously attempt to conceal their relation to
the existing field of political and economic power, seeking to establish an
opposing if not an alternative source of power. Thus, the symbolic systems of art,
language, and ultimately culture, become the focus of their effort. In this respect,
culture in their practices emerges as a “means and end in competitive struggles for
social position,” an idea that, as Jenkins points out, Bourdieu has addressed with
much intellectual rigor and clarity (1992, 179).

The first characteristic of symbolic power according to Bourdieu is that it
is “invisible power which can be exercised only with the complicity of those who
do not want to know that they are subject to it or even that they themselves
exercise it” (1999, 164). To possess symbolic power means to have control over
the “instruments of knowledge and communication” (1999, 166). It is a power to
construct reality by establishing the “immediate meaning of the world,” that is, by
imposing a “homogeneous conception of time, space, number and cause, one
which makes it possible for different intellects to reach agreement” (Bourdieu
1999, 166). As the French theorist suggests, the purpose of symbolic power is to
achieve solidarity on the bases of the ‘shared’ representation of the social world
since symbols are “the instruments par excellence of ‘social integration:’ as
instruments of knowledge and communication [...] [that] make 1t possible for

there to be a consensus which contributes fundamentally to the reproduction of
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the social order” (Bourdieu 1999, 166). Symbolic power, in other words, is also a
political power in the sense that it preconditions the integration of society as a
whole providing the ideology that justifies and makes legitimate the hierarchy of
distinctions thus contributing to the legitimization of the established social order.
In short, the symbolic power is the power of the dominant culture, which
produces unity “by concealing the function of division beneath the function of
communication” while at once affirming and “legitimating the distinctions by
forcing all other cultures (designated as sub-cultures) to define themselves by
their distance from the dominant culture” (Bourdieu 1999, 167). Within a given
social order, the different fractions of society are “engaged in symbolic struggle
properly speaking, one aimed at imposing definition of the social world that is
best suited to their interests.” In this respect, “the field of ideological stances thus
reproduces in transfigured form the field of social positions” (Bourdieu 1999,
167).

Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic power, therefore, is significant for the
analysis of Modernism as a particular practice that attempted to disrupt certain
developments in a given locality, seeking the revision if not complete
transformation of the established social order and above all, the hierarchy of
social positions. I think that Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic power offers a
feasible explication of the modernist orientation towards the channels of
communication allowing one to grasp the hidden political agenda of the modernist
movement as a form of social critique. As Loesberg has put it, “the cultural
becomes an intrinsic value in terms of its opposition to economic domination”
(1993, 1045). I will resort to Loesberg’s explanation of the concept of symbolic
capital, which is derivative from the concept of symbolic power in order to point
out those specific moments in Bourdieu’s theory of practice that emphasize the
political function of art, literature and culture in general. According to Loesberg,
in Bourdieu’s theorizations,

Symbolic capital, then, is not merely a symbol for economic capital but the
capital that exists when economic interests are denied or negated. This
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negation can occur in a pre-capitalist economy. But it can also occur in a

capitalist economy when agents resist economic interests. Finally, capital per

se amounts to the value that motivates any conversion, whether economic

exchange or the disguise of economic exchange. One might argue that

disguise is always a form of exchange, but this would be true only if
exchange were always a form of disguise. From this perspective, then, capital

just is symbolic (1993, 1046).

It is clear then that the concepts of symbolic power and symbolic capital
are conceived as designating a particular displacement of meaning that leads to
the realization that symbolic systems “owe their distinctive power to the fact that
the relations of power expressed through them are manifested in the
misrecognizable form of relations of meaning” (Bourdieu 1999, 170). As
Bourdieu insists,

symbolic power as a power of constituting the given through utterances, of
making people see and believe, of conforming or transforming the vision of
the world, and thereby, action on the world and thus the world itself, an
almost magical power which enables one to obtain the equivalent of what is
obtained through force (whether physical or economic), by virtue of the
specific effect of mobilization — is a power that can be exercised only if it is
recognized, that is misrecognized, as arbitrary. This means that symbolic
power does not reside in ‘symbolic systems’ in the form of an ‘illocutionary
force’ but that it is defined in and through a given relation between those who
exercise power and those who submit to it, i.e., in the very structure of the
field in which belief is produced and reproduced (Bourdieu 1999, 170;
author’s italics).

In light of my main point that the modernist project in Bulgaria and
Ukraine, two ‘peripheral’ localities, was also a nationalizing enterprise,
Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic power could be interpreted as a power of
persuasion and mobilization that allowed the local modernists to subvert the
existing habitus by showing that transgression of the established relations of
power was possible. As a result, what the modernist projects in both localities
achieved, in my view, was to pose the ‘political’ as problematic, simultaneously
enhancing the value of the ‘cultural’ as a key factor in the processes of social
integration. The formulation of alternative models of national development by the
modernists in Bulgaria and Ukraine, then, can be interpreted as a practice that

“represents the power to confer meanings upon social reality whilst also providing
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for a social recognition of one’s place within social relations” (May 1996, 125-
26). Again, in Bourdieu’s theory of practice I find possibilities that support the
elaboration of a form of political criticism to the mainstream western approaches
to Modernism, one that explicitly emphasizes the importance of historicizing our
notion of difference (in this way also undermining the influences coming from
Bourdieu’s theorizations on the formation of the modern literary field in mid-19®
century France, for I deem these ineffective if directly applied to the conditions in
Bulgaria and Ukraine). In this instance, then, Bourdieu’s theory of practice is — in
Jenkins’ words — “good to think with” while attempting explanations that come
primarily from the specific textual material.

The last of Bourdieu’s notions that I find extremely pertinent to the
discussion of Bulgarian and Ukrainian Modernism is his concept of taste. Here 1
will offer a very brief synopsis of his interpretation since later in the analysis
more will be said on this matter. In principle, I read Bourdieu’s concept of taste as
a classificatory category which functions mainly as a means to organize, express
and maintain social distinctions. As he writes,

in fact, through the economic and social conditions which they presuppose,
the different ways of relating to realities and fictions, of believing in fictions
and the realities they simulate, with more or less distance and detachment, are
very closely linked to the different possible positions in social space and,
consequently, bound up with the systems of dispositions (habitus)
characteristic of the different classes and class fractions. Taste classifies, and
it classifies the classifier. Social subjects, classified by their classifications,
distinguish themselves by the distinctions they make, between the beautiful
and the ugly, the distinguished and the vulgar, in which their position in the
objective classifications is expressed or betrayed (Bourdieu 1984, 56).

In the French sociologist’s theory, the notion of taste emerges as a key
element of individuals’ lifestyles. People with similar tastes tend to have similar
lifestyles and on this basis, also tend to group together. As a significant part of the
habitus, tastes affect the choices of individuals thus determining their behavior
too. However, the aspect that I find particularly insightful is Bourdieu’s
proposition that taste is one of the key signifiers of social identity. Moreover, in

his analyses, taste is conceptualized as a seminal element of one’s social identity.
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Once recognizing this, it is not difficult then to see how and why taste becomes
important factor in the game of political struggle and more particularly, in the
“conflict about who defines what as culture and art” (Jenkins 1992, 129; author’s
italics). According to Jenkins, Bourdieu’s theory while failing to provide a
plausible explanation for “the rise of [M]odernism” (1992, 149), clearly has
indicated the significance of cultural struggles, suggesting that in fact conflicts
over the content and function of culture “have hardened the boundaries of taste
[...]7 (1992, 129).

I see the value of Bourdieu’s concept of taste predominantly in his
suggestion that taste is a determinant and an element of social identity. By the
same token, I applaud his effort to constitute taste as a sign of struggles and
competition over status and cultural distinction, in this way making taste a vital
analytical category for the study of nationalism as well. But first, let me cite what
Bourdieu says about the struggles for recognition of cultural distinctions:

In my earliest analyses of honor [...] you find all the problems that I am still
tackling today: the idea that struggles for recognition are fundamental
dimension of social life and that what is at stake in them is an accumulation of
a particular form of capital, honor in the sense of reputation and prestige, and
that there is, therefore, a specific logic behind the accumulation of symbolic
capital [...] (Bourdieu 1990b, 22; italics mine).

From this perspective, what is more fundamental than the sense of cultural
distinction that triggers the desire of a people to pursue their independence? If we
approach the nation and the struggles to establish a national culture as a field of
possibilities defined in Bourdieu’s terms, I think we are more capable of also
grasping the peculiar logic of nationalism as a social practice that “offers a
sufficient range of relationships of similarity and dissimilarity with respect to its
products to constitute a ‘system of differences’ which allows the comprehensive
expression of basic social differences [social stratification] and well-nigh
inexhaustible possibilities for the pursuit of distinction” (Bourdieu qt. in Jenkins
1992, 142). The nation, in the light of Bourdieu’s sociological method, can be

seen then as a social space, “a multidimensional arena in which economic and
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cultural capital are both the objects and the weapons of a competitive struggle
between social agents,” who seek to articulate and implement competing visions
of their social world (Jenkins 1992, 142; author’s italics). Suggestively then,
Bourdieu’s theory of practice, regardless of its inherent inconsistencies and
limitations, offers a theoretical model that accounts for ‘the choice of the
necessary’ available to social agents in their efforts to sustain and realize in
practice the political ideal of the nation."

In conclusion, I believe that cross-breeding between different disciplines
could enrich our thought processes tremendously, and at the same time encourage
us to engage in a mutually beneficial dialogue, thus opening “a space for debate
that [would] allow scholars to hear one another and agree with each other,” as
Bourdieu hoped, “at least enough to enter into [such] a constructive dialogue”
(1991, 373; author’s italics). It is with such an intention that my work was

conceived.

3 Andrew Thompson proposes a reading of nationalism from a more agent-
oriented perspective in his article “Nations, National Identities, and Human Agency:
Putting People Back into Nations,” Sociological Review 49.1 (February 2001): 18-33; cf.
also Norbert Elias’ successful use of Bourdieu’s concept of habitus in relation to national
character (The Germans [Cambridge: Polity Press, 1996]).
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2. THE NATIONALIZATION OF UKRAINIAN SOCIETY

In the course of the 19™ century the modern international system based on
separate nation-states gradually emerged, resulting in the rapid spread of the idea
of nation as a political principle that affirmed the congruency of political and
cultural unity. For example, in his book Nationalism, published in 1997, Ernest
Gellner, the renowned contemporary theoretician of nationalism claims that this
modern political philosophy is based on the principle that “homogeneity of
culture is the political bond.” As he writes, the “mastery of [and one should add,
acceptability in] a given high culture [...] is the precondition of political,
economic and social citizenship” (29; author’s italics).

The emergence of nationalism as an appealing philosophy underlying the
arrangement of international relations, created the general intellectual premises
that allowed for the idea of nation to be conceived and pursued as a reality in
different regions of Europe, Latin America, Asia and Africa. National identity
became known, respectively, as a psychological and social condition that “linked
the individual to the world order” (Treanor 1997). The forming national political
elites, particularly in Central and Eastern Europe, thus expressed their desires for
participation in a global rather than regional geopolitical system, which supported
the exercise of public authority and provided opportunities for the realization of
the new humanitarian agenda of increased self-direction, autonomy and liberty
(cf. Picket 1996, 10-23).

If we agree that national identity “describes that condition in which a mass
of people have made the same identification with national symbols — have
internalized the symbols of the nation — so they may act as one psychological
group when there is a threat to, or the possibility of enhancement of, these
symbols of national identity” (Bloom 1990, 50), then, it is crucial to look at
Ukrainian intellectuals’ discursive work in order to trace — as Greenfeld (1996b)

in principle has advised — both the semantic and the structural transformations that
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in the early 20™ century led to the nationalization of Ukrainian society. Also, as
Treanor (1997) advocates, the “standard nationalist thought says more about
nationalism than the immediate goals of any one nationalist group.” Apparently,
such “standard nationalist thought” is more revealing of the mechanisms involved
in the formation of a nation than any scholarly theorization on nationalism and
national identity might ever suggest. Before proceeding further with the analysis,
let me also repeat here Bloom’s warning that “the nationalist cry — ‘this nation
demands an independent state’ — does not emerge as a natural expression of the
nation. It emerges as the utterance of certain particular political activists who
already identify with the nation.” In agreement with him, I espouse that
nationalism “has no intrinsic power to create any national identity. It may [...]
harness a sense of national identity which already exists” (1990, 60-61; italics
mine).

In the light of the theoretical approaches presented here, the purpose of
this chapter is to examine the initial model of Ukrainian national identity
articulation, or to put it in Bourdieu’s terms, the initial conditions in which the
Ukrainian national Aabitus was formed during the Romantic period. This is
important because it provides the historical background that will allow me to
elaborate the analysis of Ukrainian modernist practices as a form of subversive
social ideology that pursued the modernization and further nationalization of
Ukrainian society by proposing a type of Ukrainian national identity, different
from the one, established during the romantic period. For the purposes of this
study only, I refer to the period between 1790-1860 as the ‘romantic period.” In
the course of this half century, the modern Ukrainian literature was formed
through the writings of authors such as Petro Hulak-Artemovs’kyi, Hryhorii
Kvitka-Osnovianenko, Ievhen Hrebinka and the most prominent figure of
Ukrainian Romanticism, the poet Taras Shevchenko. One of the most significant
contributions of Ukrainian romantic writers, and above all, Shevchenko, was that

they gradually came to realize the importance of literature as a means of
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Ukrainian nation’s unification. As Paul Magocsi writes, Shevchenko’s works
were very influential in introducing a shift in the ethnic self-perception of
Ukrainians. He was definitely talking about a distinct Ukrainian identity, seeking
political as well as cultural autonomy for the Ukrainian people. Thus, by means of
his poetry a completely different principle, one of “mutually exclusive identities”
(Magocsi 1996, 356) was popularized among intellectuals and speakers of

Ukrainian.

2.1. Discovering the Essence of Ukrainian Identity

In the Ukrainian historical space, the concept of nation was adopted in the early
19™ century as a collectivist notion that identified an imagined socio-historical
entity: the Ukrainian ‘People.” The self-ascription of power by the local elites, in
particular the representatives of the Ukrainian creative intelligentsia, was a move
that vested dignity into the actions of the Ukrainian nobility. According to the
historian P. Magocsi, “the original motivation of those who contributed to the
first, heritage-gathering stage of the national movement in Dnieper Ukraine, was
not a desire for social innovation. Rather it was a desire to revive something from
the past, or, more precisely, to use the past to acquire something in the present”
(1996, 355). In the view of this scholar, after the Ukrainians were subjected to
Russian imperial rule in 1785, when the last vestiges of Ukrainian statehood were
destroyed, the local nobility in these territories, the so called Cossack starshyna,
sought to obtain rights equal to those enjoyed by the Russian elite class
(dvorianstvo). They sought to “justify the merits of specific requests that certain
individual Cossacks were indeed of noble status according to local ‘Little
Russian’ [Ukrainian] conditions” (Magosci 1996, 356). Both history and folkore
became instrumental in the struggle to preserve one’s high social status. Thus, as
Magocsi insists, the practice of documenting local traditions, customs and rituals
was central to the accumulation of evidence for the elite social status of Ukrainian
nobility. This evidence was used to justify local models of domination and power

relations, and therefore, it provided an indispensable means to substantiate the
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starshyna claims in front of the Russian imperial authority. Historical
investigations, on the other hand, supplied the required hereditary rights and
showed continuity in the hegemony of the Cossack elites over the peasant
population in these areas (Magosci 1996, 356).

Despite the merit of Magosci’s analysis, I think that his interpretation of
the ‘first stage’ of Ukrainian nationalization is somewhat simplistic, as it does not
account for the important culture building incentives of the initial patriotic
activities. His observations are valid perhaps for the period preceding the
Ukrainian intelligentsia’s committed engagement in the processes of nation
formation. Therefore, I suggest that the motivation of the patriotically oriented
Ukrainian artistic intelligentsia differed somewhat from those of the starshyna. In
my view, the Ukrainian writers from the first half of the 19™ century were
concerned predominantly with articulating the boundary of difference that
enabled them to politicize Ukrainian ethnicity, thus empowering their resistance
to the existing social divisions and hierarchies and respectively, indirectly
challenging the established social order.! I argue that the social innovation,
although implicit, was an essential part of the Ukrainian national project, as it
involved both the articulation of Ukrainian distinctiveness and “the mobilization
of the boundary of difference” in a pursuit of greater social and political interests
(cf. Appadurai qt. in Jusdanis 2001, 19).

One of the most significant innovations that the intellectual practices and
discursive imaginings of the first Ukrainian writers introduced was to give rise to
the figure of the patriotic intellectual. A case in point is Rozumnyk Honors’kyi,
the editor of Ukrainski vestnik (Ukrainian Herald, 1816-1819), who was among
the first to express his patriotic sentiments, indicating the necessity of collective

identification with the Ukrainian ethnie (cf. Smith 1999). As he clearly stated it,

! Cf. similar interpretation in Myroslav Shkandrij, Russia and Ukraine:
Literature and the Discourse of Empire from Napoleonic to Postcolonial Times
(Montreal: MacGill-Queen’s University Press, 2001).
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the purpose of this journal, was to provide information about the Ukrainian lands
and their inhabitants, making the group known to the rest of the Empire as a
distinctive local community, learned and successful in sustaining a unique
lifestyle and ethnic character (Honors’kyi 1816 [1996], 26). Honors’kyi’s
discourse is interesting because it betrays the ambition of the Ukrainian
intelligentsia to articulate its distinctions and mobilize Ukrainian cultural
differences in a quest for recognition of its cultural-leadership rights. Thus, as I
will show later, the Ukrainian writers asserted their symbolic power as
participants in “the struggle over the monopoly of legitimate ideological
production” (Bourdieu 1999, 168) by highlighting the function of Ukrainian
culture as a means of social change and innovation (cf. Jusdanis 2001, 11).

This ascription of power was manifested in the increasing involvement
with matters Ukrainian and the intensified engagement in debates over the
linguistic and cultural distinctiveness of the Ukrainian ‘People.” The majority of
discourses articulated in the first half of the 19™ century (the pre-Romantic and
early Romantic writers from Galicia, such as Rozumnyk Honors’kyi, Oleksii
Pavlovs’kyi, Hryhorii Kvitka-Osnovianenko, Markiian Shashkevych, Ivan
Vahylevych, and others) suggest that the patriotic activities of the intelligentsia
focused on outlining and expressing the reality of the linguistically distinguished
group of Ukrainian speakers, defining it also as an ethnic community with
indigenous folk traditions, customs and rituals. The language question then
emerged as the dominant issue and throughout the entire 19™ century remained
the principle focus of Ukrainian writers’ struggle for recognition (Shulman 1999,
Yekelchyk 2001).

The reason why the first Ukrainian patriots were so interested in the issues
of language, history and culture is to be found in what John Armstrong has
identified as a typically Romanticist fascination with “the archaic, the traditional
(or pseudo-traditional), and (in Europe) the peasant” (1995, 39). As the scholar

remarks, this emphasis on language derived in part from “the romantic movement
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that endowed most nationalist ideologies with an aversion to rationalized
programs and imbued adherents with contempt for rational planning as contrasted
with self-sacrifice, ‘heroism’ and emphasis on will-power” (Armstrong 1995, 39).
Rozumnyk Honors’kyi is a case in point. In his article devoted to the Cossacks
and Bohdan Khmel'nytskyi (Honors’kyi 1817 [1996], 32-33), he communicated
interesting thoughts regarding the incentive for documenting and writing about
the past of the Ukrainian lands. His main motivation, as Honors’kyi suggested,
was the need to find suitable role models to evoke national sentiments and a sense
of group belonging in his targeted audience (educated, hybrid imperial elite). He
found the tragic figure of Khmel’nytskyi particularly fit to serve this purpose and
proceeded to ‘construct’ him as a national hero and an example of patriotism.
“From the depth of our history, let us summon a man, who completely devoted
himself to serving his country. Let [his image] be an everlasting reproach to those,
who are indifferent and a prime example for the patriots!” wrote the editor of
Ukrainian Herald in an attempt to create a very appealing tragic-heroic figure to
evoke patriotic identification with the historical past of the Ukrainian
community.” The romantic intellectual explicitly promoted Khmel’nytskyi as an
example to follow because, as the writer admitted, the greatness of this Ukrainian
historical character was manifested in his readiness to sacrifice himself in the
name of the fatherland (Honors’kyi 1817 [1996], 33-34).

On the other hand, as careful examination of the argument developed by
the early Ukrainian patriots reveals, such fascination with the Ukrainian spoken
language, history and local traditions had an additional, more ‘political’ aspect to
it. The first Ukrainian patriots attempted to define the ‘people’ in cultural terms
(through the spoken language and vernacular traditions). They aspired to identify

a culture in the Ukrainian demotic to fulfill the needs of all Ukrainian speakers,

? “Bo330BEM H3 MpaKa NPOLISIIINX BpeMeH MyKa, OT/JABIIEro BCero cebA Ha
IOJIB3y OTeuecTBa: MyCTh OH OyNeTh BEYHON YKOPH3HOIO OeCHeYHBIX W TBEpPAbIM
HasunanueM 6oapuix!” (Honors’kyi 1817 [1996], 33-34).
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and eventually, to provide the basis for constructing a high local culture to
identify the group as a distinctive ethnic community within the multiethnic
imperial milieu. The argument developed by Izmail Sreznevs’kyi in his discourse
on Ukrainian folk poetry is typical in this sense. As the prominent 19" century
Ukrainian scholar declared in a letter to Professor Snegirev (Sreznevs’kyi 1834
[1996], 67-68), the Ukrainian language was not a dialect of the Russian language.
It was a fully developed linguistic medium, the sole means for transmitting the
historical and cultural legacy of the Ukrainian people (“slava velykhyh liudei
Ukrainy”; Sreznevs’kyi 1834 [1996], 67). His vision of Ukrainian language as
suitable for serving the communicative needs of Ukrainians on both sides of the
Dnieper was, in my view, one of the earliest, most eloquent declarations in favor
of the power of Ukrainian language as a unifying and identity defining principle
(Sreznevs’kyi 1838 [1996], 65).

The discourses of Ukrainian romantics feature both the Ukrainian spoken
language and the traditional culture as a politicized ethnic identity (cf. Jusdanis
2001, 69). In other words, the Ukrainian intellectuals quickly become aware of
the significance of culture as an institution of national signification conducive of
social-political change. To be sure, I think that the Ukrainian romantics clearly
recognized Ukrainian traditions as a source of greatness that not only enabled
them to see themselves as separate from others, but also to accumulate cultural
capital that eventually could be used in the political struggle for Ukrainian self-
determination. By imbuing with symbolic power the Ukrainian spoken language
and vernacular culture these were transformed into ideological weapons to
defend, in the absence of modern structures, the cultural distinctiveness of the
Ukrainian people.® In addition, as Joshua Fishman points out, the construction of
the spoken language as a “beloved language,” and the public discussion on issues

of its orthography, grammar and standardization, reveal nationalist passions that

? My interpretation here is inspired by ideas coming from Bourdieu (1999, 46-50;
57-61; 172-174) and Jusdanis (2001, 69).
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originate “in the desire to endow the [demotic] with prestigious societal
functions” (1996, 11) and thus, to establish Ukrainian language as ‘the
primordial’ identity defining marker. The creation of a written Ukrainian
language, therefore, became a central aspect of Ukrainian intelligentsia’s culture-
building and nation-building activities. In short, the central claims of the
Romantic nationalist rhetoric, such as the claim for the ‘uniqueness’ of the spoken
Ukrainian language* laid the foundation of the emerging nationalist ideology.
However, it should be noted here that the Ukrainian nation-building
process presents an interesting case because it deviates slightly from the models
typically described in political theories of nationalism. From the point of view of
such theories, the nation is born when the political and the cultural coincide
(Gellner 1983, 1997). However, the circumstances in Ukraine demonstrate that
the processes of nation-formation (or formulation) do not always derive from the
principle congruence of the political and the cultural. The argument developed
here takes into account that the political definition of the Ukrainian nation initially
was not a necessity. Hence, Ukrainian nationalism in the early to mid-19™ century
evolved as an intellectual movement with a definite culture-building incentive.
The ultimate intellectual goal of the first Ukrainian patriots was to define

the culture that would hold and unify the politically divided Ukrainian speakers

* Mostly, this motif was developed as an argument defending the independent
status of Ukrainian as a linguistic medium and the claim that the vernacular embodied the
“people’s spirit / soul.” Cf. for example, Markiian Shashkevych’s “Frahment do
chytatelia” (Fragment to the Reader) where he wrote: “SI3bik — TO € HalluecHIIIMM
JapoM Ipupond, [...]. B HiM ABJIA€ThLCA Oylia Hapoay, CTemiHb Horo mpocBiueHHA,
ryméuHa a6o MiJib HOro MpUCTPOIOBAaHHA MpHponi ii mifictBam.” (Language is the most
valuable gift of nature; it reveals the soul of the nation, the level of its education, the
depth or shallowness of its thoughts, its adjustment to nature and her actions;
Shashkevych 1912, 148). In the mid-19™ century, Mykola Kostomarov and Panteleimon
Kulish voiced almost identical arguments (Kostomarov 1843, 194; Kulish 1857, 241).
See also the following articles: Oleksii Pavlovs’kyi “Hrammatyka Malorossiskoho
narechyia” (A Grammar of the Ukrainian Language 1818, 54-56); Markiian Shashkevych
“Azbuka i abetsadlo” (Alphabet and the ABC’s 1836, 144-46); Amvrosii Metlyns’kyi
“Zametki otnosno iuzhnorusskogo iazyka” (Notes on the Ukrainian Language 1839, 138-
41), and others. Page citations refer to the reprints in Fedchenko 1996.
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by identifying a set of common cultural traits (national character) to provide the
content of the collective (in-group) identity. Moreover, in the early 19t century
the necessity to claim political rights was irrelevant as the historical conditions
were favorable for the patriotic activities of the Ukrainian intelligentsia. During
this ‘first stage,” if one can make such a periodization, the Russian imperial
government, as Magocsi writes, “ [...] provided a solid organizational basis for
research into Ukrainian matters” (1996, 358). For example, in 1805 the first
Ukrainian university was established in Kharkiv. Shortly after, in 1834, another
one was founded in Kyiv. At that time, many Russian scholars and intellectuals
became interested in Ukrainian vernacular culture. They found Ukrainian oral
traditions fascinating, and wrote about the richness and beauty of Ukrainian folk
songs and stories. Indeed, the Russian Prince Nikolai Tsertelev published in 1819
the first collection of Ukrainian folk songs, entitled Opyt sobraniia
malorossiiskikh pesnei (An Attempt at a Collection of Ancient Little Russian
Songs). In his preface, the Russian Prince indicated that the Ukrainian folk songs
“exhibit a moral quality which sets them apart from the songs of their greedier
and more aggressive neighbors [i.e., the Russians]” (Magocsi 1996, 356).

The first Ukrainian patriots felt a strong need to express their cultural
legacy and common identity in sophisticated artistic forms thereby engaging
mostly in culture invention. One of the first techniques they employed in order to
‘map’ the boundaries of the emerging Ukrainian nation was the
institutionalization of Ukrainian vernacular culture as the epitome of Ukrainian
ethnicity and the essentialization of Ukrainian peasants (Volk) at the core of the
collective identity. The belief that the spoken language embodied a distinctive
native culture that expressed an indigenous local viewpoint of the world
(Weltanschauung) provided the first Ukrainian patriots with a sound reason to
pursue the collection of ethnographic evidence from the live oral traditions and
customs, an activity that defined the nationalizing efforts in the course of the 19"

century. In this respect, folklore research became one of the first ‘programs’ of
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national agitation to complement the collection of historical documents and the
writing of the Ukrainian people’s history as activities that allowed the first
engineers of Ukrainian identity to discover the richness and beauty of their native
land and culture. Moreover, it was used to support the efforts of those writing in
the Ukrainian language to establish Ukrainian literature as a written tradition
distinct from Polish and Russian, and therefore to invest the national enterprise
with more symbolic power and prestige.

Clearly, this is what Kvitka-Osnovianenko’s critical discourses suggest to
me. In his “Letter to the editors of Russkii vestnik,” the Ukrainian writer
expressed his discontent with the accusations that his writings have a very limited
audience, and even those who read his Ukrainian stories, were gradually
becoming indifferent to what he had to say (Kvitka 1849 [1996], 81). In his
eloquent defense, Kvitka admitted that he started to write because he wanted to
“prove to a non-believer that the Ukrainian language had the power to convey

subtle and touching emotions.”

He argued that it was best to write about the
people and life familiar to the author, describing ingenious experiences and
events. “I do not like and do not want to imitate [other writers’ styles]. Thus I
follow no one. I do not represent ‘foreign’ people in my stories; I do not describe
nor explain the past because I did not live then. I write about my experiences [...].
One cannot please every reader, and I write to please myself.”® The Ukrainian
writer articulated similar thoughts in a letter to Piotr Pletniov, dated March 15,
1839, where he confessed: “I always will write in the Ukrainian [language] [...]
Dear Piotr Aleksandrovich, please try to understand the essential difference

between our two idioms: the Russian and the Ukrainian. {Words] that in the

* “Yt06hl JOKA3aTh OJHOMY HEBEPYIOMIEMY, YTO Ha MaJIOPOCCHHCKOM A3BLIKE
MOXKHO MHCaTh HexHoe, TporatesibHoe” (Kvitka 1849 [1996], 78).

6
“IToppaxaTh He JIIOGJIIO M HE XO4Uy, U MIOTOMY-TO He JIe3y 32 OpyrdMH Ha

JIMTEpaTypHble MOAMOCTKH. [...] 3aArpaHuyHBIX Jllofed B CBOM MOBECTH He Oepy,
H3JlaraTh M OOBACHATH CTApUHY He TIycKawcda: A He XKW Torga. A mumy, 410
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Ukrainian language would be expressive, melodious, and fluent in the Russian
sound lifeless, harsh, and plain.”7 In this line of thought, Kvitka was even more
explicit in defining his subject matter and interest in his native culture. In another
letter to Pletniov (April 26, 1839), the writer admitted that his authorial intention
always had been to portray the Ukrainian lifestyle, upbringing, traditions, and so
on (opisat’ malorossiiskuiu zhizn’, i vospitanie, i obriady, i proch., i proch. |...];
Kvitka 1839b [1996], 93).

Kvitka’s patriotic rhetoric, therefore, suggests that the first Ukrainian
writers were most concerned with establishing a national readership and
expanding the market for Ukrainian cultural goods. More importantly, it seems to
me that the rhetoric of the nation was used to ‘construct’ a social reality in which
the Ukrainian speakers, primarily peasants, lived their life. Again, as Calhoun
explains, the power of nationalism is so pervasive partly because “national
identities and the whole rhetoric of nationalism appear commonly to people as
though they were always already there, ancient or even natural” (1997, 12). The
primordialist claims of Ukrainian romantics expressed in the respective ‘myths’ of
ethnic uniqueness (e.g., Kostomarov’s Knyha Bytiia Ukrainskoho narodu |The
Book of Genesis of Ukrainian People]), such as the myth of the chosen people,
attempted to ensure the ethnic community’s continued existence in space and
time, conveying the “phenomenological experience of ordinary people that the
‘nation’ has been already always there” (cf. Calhoun 1997, 30). In short, the 19™
century Ukrainian patriots sought to ‘revive’ the collective memory by
discovering it in the everyday life, ritual practices and oral lore of the Volk

(peasants). In this manner, the first engineers of Ukrainian national identity

BCTPETHTCA MeHA. [...] 3a BceMu He yroHsemibcs; mumd mo-coemy’ (Kvitka 1849
[1996], 81).

7«[...] Bcerga 6ymy cOMBaTHCA HA CBOM TOH, MaJIOPOCCHICKHIL. [...] TIputoM,
nouteHHeni [leTp AJleKCaHOpPOBUY, NOTPYAUTECh BHUKHYTh B BUAUMYIO Pa3sHULLY
HallMX — HY HMEHHO A3BIKOB PYCCKOTO W MAaJIOPOCCHMCKOro, YTO Ha OHOM OyAeT
CHJIBHO, 3BY4YHO, TJIaIKO, TO Ha APYroM He INpOU3BeleT HHUKAKOro [AeWCTBHUA,
xoJiofHo, cyxo” (Kvitka 1839a [1996], 89-90).

45

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



engaged in the naturalization of Ukrainian nation, i.e., they made it seem
primeval.

During the romantic period, and due to the work of the intellectuals at that
time, the tradition-based forms of artistic expression such as songs, tales, personal
stories, legends, etc., became subjects of systematic collection and documentation.
The recorded folk items were ‘packed’ into fixed written texts, and published in
special collections and journals.8 The evident purpose of this enterprise, as
Michael Herzfeld has pointed with respect to folkloristics in Greece, was to
address “what perhaps were the most sensitive aspects of national identity” (1982,
7). Thus, it was during the romantic period that Ukrainian folklore became
established both as a scholarly discipline and as a particular national ‘tradition.’
The items of this ‘constructed’ tradition were additionally endowed with high
value, as these were perceived to be the expressions of an authentic Ukrainian
culture. They showed both its richness and historical longevity. Because of this,
the artifacts of Ukrainian folklore were conceived as the manifestation of people’s
ethnic identity.

Furthermore, for the first patriotic intellectuals, it was important to define
those cultural characteristics, which were to give substance to the emerging
nation, focusing on identifying the features that united the inhabitants of both
Eastern and Western Ukraine. Clearly then, they assisted the essentialization of a
cultural identity that derived its commonalities from the same source (i.e., the
Ukrainian spoken language and traditional culture), hence providing the key
elements of Ukrainian distinctiveness by identifying those “cultural and ancestral

bonds” that they perceived as making Ukrainian nation natural and primordial (cf.

¥ Mykhailo Maksymovych published the first systematic assemblage of
Ukrainian folk songs in 1827. In this collection, the scholar, as Prince Tsertelev before
him, stressed the differences between the Ukrainians and the Russians by comparing their
folk songs. This, and the other two collections of Maksymovych, which were respectively
published in 1834 and 1849, had an immense impact on Ukrainian intellectuals, who, as
Magocsi asserts, “sought to discover the riches of their people’s indigenous culture”
(1996, 356).
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Jusdanis 2001, 26). For them, this task was an imperative too. Due to the
influence of the German romantic philosophy, the first Ukrainian patriots
modeled the national identity on the basis of a common language (Ukrainian
demotic), history (a master-narrative according to which the inhabitants of both
Left and Right Bank Ukraine were the descendants of Kyivan Rus’ and the
Cossacks) as well as what they perceived as similarities in values, beliefs,
customs and traditions, preserved and expressed in the living oral lore of the
Ukrainian Volk (peasantry). In this sense, the issue important for us to address is
not whether these cultural commonalities existed but how they were constantly
constructed, negotiated and renegotiated, and continuously called into action by
nationalist leaders and ideologues (cf. Calhoun 1997, 32).

As Stephan Shulman (1999) and many others have argued, national
identity “emerges from the recognition of the commonality among the members
of a nation and both the commonality and differences between the nation and
others.” It seems that the comparisons the first Ukrainian patriots began to make
stirred up a desire to ‘construct’ boundaries with the neighboring cultures by
maintaining and expressing a deeply felt need for self-esteem. This need, as their
writings suggest, forced them to seek and interpret their common cultural traits as
a unifying (in-group, interconnecting condition), and respectively, to insist on the
recognition of their ethnic distinctiveness within the imperial context. This was
also their main motivation to engage in the process of culture-formation and
ethnic demarcation.

Again, Kvitka-Osnovianenko’s critical writings and letters offer an
excellent example. His self-revelations demonstrate the complexity of his
motivation to write in the Ukrainian language. Besides the utilitarian purpose of
satisfying the needs of the Ukrainian-speaking readership, which he expressed in
a letter to Mykhailo Maksymovych from October 3, 1839 (Kvitka 1839c [1996],
93-95), one also detects between the lines of his other critical writings the

author’s latent desire to be acknowledged and respected as a writer. Because he
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was not a very successful writer in Russian, it is likely that the popularity his
Ukrainian short stories and novellas brought him also gratified his secret need to
be a distinguished author. By the same token, noteworthy is Kulish’s critical note
expressed in the epilogue to his historical novel The Rabble’s Council (hereafter
Epilogue). Here he wrote:

In fact, it should be noted: none of the Ukrainian writers, including Gogol,
had felt content while writing in the Russian language. Each one of them had
known the alarming feeling that he had not fulfilled his obligation because his
works were worthless to his compatriots. Indeed, such works were not as
powerful as was the literature written in the writer’s native [Ukrainian]
language, the sacred language in which his mother has imparted to him
[basic] moral principles and virtues.”

From this perspective, the Ukrainian romantic intelligentsia essentialized
the Ukrainian vernacular culture as the principle container of Ukrainian
distinctiveness. Hence, the collected folk items were used to set the foundation of
an emerging Ukrainian national culture. By means of folklore collection, the
images of ‘rural life’ and ‘the peasantry’ were contrived in order to evoke strong
patriotic feelings and a sense of belonging, or as Foster has put it in general, “a
timeless and natural connection of ‘the people’ to the land” (cf. 1991, 234). In this
regard, the first engineers of Ukrainian national identity worked to ensure the
community’s cultural independence and cohesiveness as a distinct ethnic group in
the context of the Russian and Austrian empires. By means of such collection and
subsequent commodification through publication in journals and books, now these
folklore items became available on the market, and were used to communicate

Ukrainian cultural differences.

’ [Tpap/ia, OHO 3aMaHYHBO: HO TOJIHKO HH OHH H3 MaJIOPOCCHHACKHX MOITOB —
B TOM umMcie Aaxe H ['orosp — He OB YIOBJIETBOPEH CBOMMH COYHMHEHMAMHM Ha
A3BIKE CEBEPHOPYCCKOM. Y KaX[IOro HW3 HHX BCerga ocCTaBaJioch Ha OyIlIe
TOMHTEJIbHOE CO3HAHHWE, YTO OH HE HCIIOJIHUJI CBOEro Ha3HAYEHHS NPUHECMU NOAL3Y
Oauocremy, U NEHCTBUTEJIBHO He NPHUHEC €€ B TOM Mepe, B KaKOHM POJHOE CJIOBO
TIPHHOCHT NOJIB3Y PONHOMY cepAny [...] — Ha TOM CBAIIEHHOM A3BIKE Ha KOTOPOIO
MaTh BHyIIajla eMy NpaBW/Ia YecTHocTH H mobponetenn (Kulish 1857 [1996], 253;
author’s italics).
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2.2. Constitution of Folk Culture as the National Heritage:
The Demotic Model of National Identity

Liah Greenfeld has maintained that nationalism, not industrialization was the
constitutive element of modern society. The renowned Canadian theorist
maintains that in the study of nationalism, investigation of the orientations that
transformed the nature of social actions and defined modern society as “a
historical individual, located in time and space, and contingent on possibly unique
historical circumstances rather than predetermined” is of utmost importance. The
scholar also insists that, “the concept of ‘nation’ as ‘an elite’ was a result of a long
series of transformations which combined structural and semantic elements”
(1996b, 11-12). She persuasively argues that “the formation of an egalitarian
conception of social order and the related collectivization of authority” were the
nuts and bolts of modernization. As she suggests, “nationalism, in turn, evolved as
the principal ideology to accomplish this task” (Greenfeld 1996b, 9). In the
scholar’s view, it was “a response of individuals affected by dysfunctions of the
society of orders — the traditional structure modern society replaced — to the sense
of disorder they created” (Greenfeld 1996b, 9-10).

The second half of the 19™ century saw a change in the political treatment
of Ukrainian intelligentsia and the emerging national culture. After the
enforcement of the Valuev decree in 1863 and the Ems ukaz in 1876, publications
in the Ukrainian language on the territory of the Russian Empire were banned
because by then Ukrainian ethnic self-identification became associated with
peasant dissatisfaction and revolts against colonial economic oppression. The
Russian government began seeing in these attempts a form of political separatism,
and reacted harshly with repressive and discriminatory measures. The
organizations of Ukrainian intellectuals were demobilized. Many of the members
were sent to exile. In short, as Magocsi summarizes, “the national movement was

basically forced to lie dormant during the last decades of the nineteenth century
(1996, 376).
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As the Ukrainian intelligentsia’s discourses from that time suggest, the
repressive measures of the Russian imperial administration required a different
type of reaction. The writings of intellectuals such as Mykola Kostomarov,
Panteleimon Kulish, Mykhailo Drahomanov, and later Serhii Iefremov and Ivan
Franko, directly articulate a different need for ‘essentializing’ the nation, and
respectively, a different conception of the ‘people.” The budding historical
consciousness, discovery of the glorious past substantiated the Ukrainian
intelligentsia’s claims for participation in the social structures of the absolutist
state while simultaneously producing an inventory of specific historical markings
that determined the symbolic domain of the imagined Ukrainian nation. Such
activities became the first form of manipulation of communal sentiments.
Together with the gathering of ethnographic materials, which grew to be an
activity providing the “potent reinforcement for the Romantic exaltation of the
peasantry” (cf. Armstrong 1995, 39), such intellectual pursuits enforced a
particular form of self-representation. It allowed — as Gourgouris has pointed out
for the Greeks — for the social imagination “to institute its own People.” The
Greek scholar has emphasized the significance of this fact by claiming that the
notion of ‘people’ became “the unifying signifier through which a nation can be
identified as such, which is to say, can render its geographical presence palpable
[...]” (Gourgouris 1996, 18; author’s italics).

Similarly to the earlier patriots, the psychological need for self-esteem
motivated the late 19™ century Ukrainian intelligentsia’s desire to establish and
maintain boundaries with the neighboring ethnic groups of the Russians and the
Poles. Panteleimon Kulish was one of the most eager and articulate defenders of
this exigency. In his Epilogue, the author, with resentment and anger, notes the
increasing threat to the Ukrainian language, literature and culture. As he points
out, he wrote this historical novel because he felt compelled to reveal “[...] the
reasons for the political disenfranchisement of Ukraine, and to prove to every

doubting mind, not through a scholarly thesis, but through the artistic
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reincarnation of the forgotten and thwarted [...] past that Ukrainians and Russians
need to unite and form a single state.”'® The writer expresses his strong love for
the Ukrainian people and pride in his culture, arguing that

[...] The people who joined the Muscovite state in the 17" century were not
minor. The majority of Ukrainians were persons of strong character, prideful,
and conscious of their human dignity. In their mentality and conduct, the
Ukrainians have nurtured and still nurture the highest civil principles. These
people offered to Russia many progressive and enthusiastic individuals,
whose contributions to the development of Russian statehood were indeed
significant. Finally, the Ukrainians enriched the ethnically and linguistically
akin group of the Russians with their distinctive and elegant language. The
unique features of the Ukrainian idiom will contribute to the maturation of
the Russian literature and language, i.e., the intellectual resources that mark
the evolution of [the imperial] historical community and serve to measure its
contributions to the development of human civilization."

As Kulish’s discourse suggests, the prominence given to linguistic
differences at that time was a popular technique for ‘mapping’ the Ukrainian
ethnic boundaries. In addition, it was utilized as a tool for demanding recognition
of Ukrainian contributions to the building of the imperial multiethnic high culture,
which also meant an acknowledgement of Ukrainian intelligentsia’s high status as
the cultural leadership of the emerging nation. Again, Kulish articulated this

clearly. Espousing a typically romantic view on the uniqueness of the writer’s

19 <[...] NpHYMHBI MOJHTHYECKOr0 HHYTOXKECTBO MAaJIOpOCCHH, M KaXIOMy

KoJebsolmeMycss  yMy, [0Ka3aThb, He [HccepTalielo, a XyAXKeCTBeHHBIM
BOCIIpOM3BEIMeHeM 3abbimou W ucckaxcennou [...] crapuHbl, HpPaBCTBEHHYIO
HeOOXOOMMOCTh CJIMAHAA B OTHO TOCYIaPCTBO I0JKHOPYCCKOIO IIJIEMEHH C CEBEPHBIM
(Kulish 1857 [1996], 255; author’s italics).

" [...] He HMuTOXHH Hapom npucoequaniica B mosioBuHe XVII Beka k

MOCKOBCKOMY 1apcTBy. OH ©6oJibllel0 4YacTHIO COCTOSJI U3 XapaKTepoB
CaMOCTOATEJILHBIX, I'OPABIX CO3HAHHEM CBOET0 4eJsIOBeYECKOro NOCTOMHCTBO: OH, B
CBOMX HpaBax M MOHATHAX, XPaHWJI H XpaHUT [OO CHX II0p Hayajia BHCLIEH
rpaxJaHCTBEHHOCTH; OH mpuaaj PoccMd MHOXKECTBO HOBHIX, 3HEPrHYecKHX
oedresief, KOTOPHIX BJIMSIHHE HeMaJio CIOCOOCTBOBAJIO Pa3sBUTHIO I'OCYNapCTBEHHOM
CHJIBL PYCCKOI'O HAapola; OH, HAKOHENb, MPHIIEJT B eAUHOIJIEMEHHYIO H e{HHOBEPHYIO
emy Poccmio ¢ aspikoM, 6GoraTeIM CcOOCTBEHHO €My IIpUHAAJIEeKAIMMU
OOCTOMHCTBAMH, KOTOpble B OyAyllleM, CBOEHapOAHOM OOpa30BaHWH JIATEPATYPHI
OOJIXKHBI YCOBEpPIIEHCTBOBATh OPraH PYCCKOI'O YYBTCBO M PYCCKOH MEBICJH, — 3TOT
BeJIMKUH OpraH, IO CTeleHH Pa3BHTHA KOTOpOro HeHaTca uctopueio Hapoas! (Kulish
1857 [1996], 255).
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‘voice,” he asserted that originality was the most valuable and inspiring quality of
true literature. He affirmed that such an original authorial voice was both
‘personal’ and ‘public.” As Kulish advocated, there was a close relationship
between the chosen medium of expression (Ukrainian language) and the writer’s
creative imagination for a writer simultaneously expressed both individuality and
collectivity as he “[possesed] a unique language [style] that [was] particularly apt
to express his unique mental and emotional experiences.”'?

In Kulish’s view, Kvitka was the prime example of such an original and
culturally specific author because it was extremely difficult “to translate his
Ukrainian conceptions (malorossiiskie kontseptsii) into the Russian language (na
russkom iazyke).” According to the Ukrainian intellectual’s profound
understanding, it was impossible to separate the artist’s language from the subject
matter it expressed. He claimed that otherwise the harmony would be disrupted
and the translation would render a poor approximation to the original. “If you
translate [Kvitka’s] stories in the language of another writer, most of their beauty
will be lost,” remarked Kulish, thereby further enforcing the distinction between
the Russian and the Ukrainian language (1857, 249). He further argued that, “It
[was] not a matter of linguistic differences, but a matter of a distinctive native
character, which [was] manifested always in the expression of ideas, feelings, and
the movements of the [artist’s] soul.” “Neither of these,” Kulish reasoned, “can be
expressed in a language, foreign to the author.”"?

In this sense, the linguistic and cultural claims of Ukrainian patriots were

used as ‘political tools.” The Ukrainian scholar Serhy Yekelchyk expresses a

similar view. In an article on the construction of high Ukrainian culture in the

12 «[...] MMeeT cBOM OCOGEHHBIN A3BIK, KOTOpO# TOJILKO U XOpoUl [Jis TOro

B3IJIA4Aa Ha KU3Hb, V1A TOI'O CKJaJa yMa, IJIA TeX OBUKeHHSAX cepila, KOTophie
onHoMy eMy cBoiHcTBeHHBIe” (Kulish 1857 [1996], 249).

13 .
“[...] Oeno TyT He B OMHOM Pa3HOCTH SABIKOB; HEJIO B OCOBEHHOCMAX

énympenHeld npupolds:, KOTOphle Ha KaXOOM IIIary OKa3blBaloTCA B clocobe
BEIPaKEHHA MBbICJIel, YyBCTB, [BHXKEHMH [OyIIM, U KOTOphle Ha S3LIKEe, He
MIPUPOAHOMY aBTOPY, BhIpasuTheA He MoryT” (Kulish 1857 [1996], 254; italics mine).
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Russian Empire, he writes: “The Ukrainian intelligentsia in the Russian Empire
[...] claim[ed] they were only reviving their nation’s culture, while in fact they
were creating a new one.” As the scholar further observes, “[...] the significance
of the Ukrainian intelligentsia’s cultural work was unprecedented because the
tsarist government suppressed not only the Ukrainian political and social
movements, but also the language, literature, education, and scholarship.” In this
sense, it is important, as he emphasizes, to understand that the culture-building
work of the Ukrainian intelligentsia throughout the entire 19" century was not a
“pre-political” stage for as he points out, both the attitude of the intelligentsia and
the reaction of the imperial administration, “confirmed that the culture-building
was a political enterprise” (2001, 211; author’s italics). As he goes on to explain,
and [ fully agree with his view, “due to the tsarist repressions against any form of
organized Ukrainian life [especially, since the second half of the 19" century], the
local intelligentsia particularly appreciated the need to constitute a nation
discursively, remaining at the stage of ‘imagining’ the nation during a time when
other peoples in East-Central Europe saw their nationalisms developing into mass
movements” (Yekelchyk 2001, 211).

Under the conditions of oppressive absolutist regimes, Ukrainian writers
and literary critics, being the first designers of Ukrainian national identity,
engaged primarily in what the eminent scholar of nationalism Miroslav Hroch has
referred to as “the formation of the image of the ‘fatherland’ as a psycho-
geographical fact” (1995, 70). In this way, they opened the possibility for national
agitation. Once again, one of the most clearly articulated ethnic claims is found in
the writings of Kulish, who as early as the late 1850s, recognized the need for
identifying the Russians and the Poles as “dissimilar strangers” (Shulman 1999).
In his Epilogue, the Ukrainian writer suggested that creating linguistic and
cultural boundaries with the Russians and the Poles was crucial due to the
oppressive attitudes of both neighboring ethnic groups as well as their apparent

differences from the Ukrainian people in both language and culture (Kulish 1857
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[1996], 241). The patriotically mindful intellectual argued that those, who
“limit[ed] the study of the people and their language [and by extension culture] to
the so-called true Russians, neglecting in their blindness the millions of
Ukrainians, who also [partook] in the movement for self-discovery and self-
determination, [acted] against the success of the Russian state’s moral
advancement.”'* As a result, he saw the promotion of Ukrainian literature and
culture as a moral obligation and the only way to build relationships of respect
and collaboration between the two nations.

In this text he also re-assesses Gogol’s literary reputation and
acknowledges his role as a cultural ambassador whose writings re-connected the
Russian and the Ukrainian culture, for a long time divided by “ancient
misunderstandings and lack of mutual respect” (razronennykh starymi
nedorazumeniiami i nedostatkom vzaimnoi otsenki; Kulsih 1857 [1996], 244). As
he urged, the patriotic duty of Ukrainian writers was to produce literature in the
Ukrainian language not only because it was the only appropriate medium to
convey the unique Ukrainian outlook but because it was the only language to
address the Ukrainian audience and incite common patriotic sentiments and
human pride. He insisted that,

When we talk about the highest aspirations of the human spirit, quantity is
irrelevant. Rather, it is a matter of the quality of the ‘soil’ where we plant our
words. It is a matter of our ability to captivate our audience’s mind and heart.
If you were able to soothe the inner turmoil of a single person with inspiring
stories about the triumph of the human spirit, you will do a greater good in
the eyes of God and the people than if you offer to a mass readership an
entertaining and delightful but pointless reading."

1 «[...] orpaHMYHBAIOT KPYT M3yYeHHA HApOJA M ero peqyd TaK HashIBAEMBIM

HACMOAUWUM PYCCKUM Yen08eKoM, OTUYXKIasd, B CJICNIOTe CBOeH, OT y4acTUd B IeJie
CaMONO3HAHUSA U CAMOBBLIPAXKEHH MHOT' e MUJIJIMOHBI I0JKHOT'0 PYCCKOIO IJIEMEHH, —
M OefCTBYIOT MPOTHB YCNeXoB HpaBCcTBeHHOTo pa3BuTua Poccuu™ (Kulish 1857 [1996],
242; author’s italics).

13 “He B KOJIMYECTBO MeJI0, KOr[a pedb HAET O BHICOKMX NpeJaHHAX TyLIH
4eJIOBEUYEeCKON: [eJI0 B KauecTBe MOYBBbI, Ha KOTOPOIO MajaeT Hallle CJIOBO, [eJIO B
TOH CHJIe, C KOTOpOIO OHO ©opaxkaeT yMbl H cepllia cJylaTesied. Ycrokoi
Bcenobe K AIOINM BIOXHOBEHHEM DEYH OJHOIO 4eJIOBeKa B TAXKKHMX COMHEHHAX O

54

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



Thus, Kulish’s writings began revealing a different attitude towards the
Ukrainian nation. Implicitly or explicitly engaging in the formulation of
Ukrainian cultural nationalism as ideology affirming the originality of the culture
Ukrainian patriots labored to create, the apparent purpose of such statements, in
my view, was to enhance the significance of Ukrainian culture as a source of
pride and dignity.'

In this context, the idea of a ‘homeland’ became instrumental in the
articulation of a Ukrainian national identity. As Calhoun has argued, the image of
the ‘homeland’ “encourages an identification with one’s nation that makes it
attractive to think of it as superior because that implies a certain superiority for
oneself” (cf. 1997, 19). In the Ukrainian context, even a quick glance at how the
poet Taras Shevchenko was constituted as both ‘the national poet’ and the
exemplary Ukrainian patriot can illustrate the work of the romantic nationalist
imagination thereby revealing also its attempts to ‘construct’ an appealing mytho-
poetic image of the ‘homeland’ Ukraine.

According to Calhoun, “when the work of a writer, or a painter, or a
composer is presented as embodying the spirit of the nation, this is different from
presenting it as the work of a rootless genius or cosmopolitan citizen of the
world” (cf. 1997, 22). In his view, the nationalist rhetoric in such instances does
not just aim at explaining why a particular event or a person has national
significance but “helps to constitute each through cultural framing” (cf. Calhoun

1997, 22). It works to heighten the sense of group cohesion based on a shared

GeccMepTHi OyIIH YeJsI0BeYeCKON, IOJHUMHI OHOrO GJIMXKHETo U3 pa3BpaTa UYyBCTB M
IOHATHNA, — M Thl CHeJlaelllb OoJbIlle 3ac/yTd Neped OOroM M Ieped JIIOAbBMH,
HeXeJqd ecJad 6 [OOCTaBMJ Jierkoe M TpHATHOe, HO OecmjiogHoe YTeHHe
MHorouucseHHoMy obmectBy” (Kulish 1857 [1996], 254).

' Cf. Jusdanis’s discussion on the significance of national culture as a source of
pride and dignity (2001, 71-101). In agreement with Max Weber, the scholar concedes
that such significance is clearly “anchored in the superiority or at least the irreplaceability
of the culture values that are to be preserved and developed only through the cultivation
of the peculiarity of one group” (Jusdanis 2001, 34).

55

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



membership in a particular history and life-world inasmuch as it “highlights the
capacity of culture to serve as a means for political action, and ultimately, social
change” (cf. Jusdanis 2001, 11).

Shevchenko’s ‘embedded-ness’ in a Ukrainian culture that was
geographically tangible and chronologically continuous proved the potential of
Ukrainianness as a source of solidarity and mutual obligation. Hence, he was
traditionally perceived to be the first ‘to construct’ and represent the wholeness of
the Ukrainian ethnoscape as a highly suggestive and pervasive mytho-poetic
image. The image of the homeland, as it emerged in his lyrical musings, offered a
powerful national symbol. Perhaps, the reason for this was that of all the
Romantics, Shevchenko alone produced the most elaborate and emotionally
charged articulation of the national destiny. His poetry recast the Ukrainian
people’s historical path in a deeply emotional language and expressive rhetoric
that heavily accentuated the closeness of Shevchenko’s style to traditional
aesthetic expressions. In his lyrical representations, the tragedy of Ukraine (the
motherland) issued from the gradual destruction of its people, a sensitive and
humane society that was doomed to suffer under the rule of foreign oppressors. In
this sense, the intensely personal and heartfelt language of his discourse,
permeated with kinship and family imagery and symbolism (widows, orphans,
raped maidens are key symbols in his lyrical musings), aimed at evoking most of
all a sense of enipathy and discontent in the reader, who witnessed the stoical
sacrifice of the Ukrainian people in the face of historical misfortunes. Most of all,
Shevhenko’s nationalist rhetoric manipulated feelings of both shame and pride,
seeking to express in their sharp juxtaposition the tension involved in adequately
expressing the ‘national character’ and the ambivalence and counterbalance of
weakness and glory, vulnerability and resistance in the Ukrainian nation’s
historical existence. In addition, Shevchenko’s poetry rendered the common
intellectual and emotional grievances in a rhetoric that powerfully re-shaped the

very basis of individual and collective self-perception. To conclude, his rhetoric
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emphasized social solidarity as found in “a long-standing ethnic identity, local
community networks, and claimed connections to ancestral territory” (cf. Calhoun
1997, 29).

Anthony Smith is a contemporary theorist, who persistently has argued
that the concept of ‘ancestral land’ is pivotal for the inculcation of national
sentiments. In his view, “only an ancestral homeland can provide the emotional as
well as psychological security required by the citizens of a nation” (1999, 149). In
this sense, the writings of the Ukrainian romantics transformed the territory into a
‘homeland,” an image that invoked particular psychological and emotional
attachments (through feelings of empathy, pity, pride, etc). Perhaps, as suggested
previously, one reason why Shevchenko was canonized as the ‘national poet’ is
that he offered the most appealing image of the homeland Ukraine as an abstract
mytho-poetic symbol, yet geographically concrete and recognizable area where a
distinctive Ukrainian culture has been shaped since ancient times.!” Respectively,
his biography and work find prominent place in the national myth, and the poet
himself, was ‘invented’ as a cultural hero and an exemplary model of a Ukrainian
patriot. In this way, Shevchenko’s vision of the Ukrainian nation constitutes “a
crucial source of cultural content, emotional commitment, and organizational
strength” (cf. Calhoun 1997, 129). Thus, the poet was revered because of his
uncompromising patriotic position.

His contemporaries, such as Kostomarov and Kulish, applauded
Shevchenko’s deep-seated sense of cultural belonging expressed in his strong

attachments to the Ukrainian land and people (Kostomarov 1860, 1881 and Kulish

17 Cf. also Grabowicz (1982). In my view, Kulish historical fiction, as well as
Kostomarov’s scholarly study of Ukrainian history, mythology, folklore, and literature
served analogous purposes. For the Ukrainian nationalists, this was one of the most
important tasks, and the study, publication and revival of Ukrainian folklore provided a
good opportunity to create ‘imaginary’ unity based on language, history, and common,
but not shared, living oral traditions. Interestingly enough, the Ukrainian intellectuals
from that period accepted and emphasized regional differences as part of the policy of
national unification.
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1857, 251-252). As Kostomarov and Kulish’s discourses suggest, his lyrics
unquestionally elevated the symbolic value of the Ukrainian language, history and
vernacular traditions while his patriotic passion provided the core of the
Ukrainian romatic nationalist rhetoric. In short, Shevchenko’s patriotic vision as
expressed in his poetry, had an integrative function and manifested the desire of
the Ukrainian patriotic intelligentsia to create a number of narratives that by
means of their powerful and emotionally charged messages would ensure the
Ukrainian nation’s consolidation. For this reason, Shevchenko’s patriotic ideology
was used later as a caliper to measure up the growth of Ukrainian cultural
nationalism (Grabowicz 1982; Magosci 1996).

In the course of the 19™ century, the romantic and later populist literature
incorporated the traditions of Western and Eastern Ukrainians by discovering
their closeness and intimate relationship. As a result, the Ukrainian vernacular
culture (both as ethnographically documented, revived folk culture and as a
system of thriving tradition-based everyday practices and knowledge) was
recognized as a national cultural heritage common to all Ukrainians. Shevchenko
was celebrated as the national poet, and his works were equally appreciated on
both sides of Dnieper. I tend to think that Ukrainian romantic literature created the
realm of shared experiences and sentiments to give substance to the emerging
Ukrainian national culture by providing vivid descriptions of the Ukrainian
historical past and peasant life. Shevchenko's poetry, moreover, proved beyond a
doubt that the Ukrainian language possessed the expressive powers and abilities
of an indigenous linguistic system. Thus, in his poetry the Ukrainian demotic was
transformed into a full-fledged linguistic medium for the enunciation of a
distinctive psyche and mentality. For these reasons, the romantic literature, and
most of all Shevchenko's poetry, became instrumental in the articulation of

Ukrainian cultural differences and the forging of Ukrainian ethnic identity.'®

18 1t should be noted, however, that Ukrainian vernacular culture was not the only
source of influence. Cultural production from Western Europe entered Ukrainian
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Furthermore, toward the end of the 19™ century the growth of a written
tradition in the spoken Ukrainian language, and the establishment of a literary
cannon, i.e., the maturation of modern Ukrainian literature complemented the
collecting of folklore and ethnographic and historical research as means of
defining the boundaries of a bourgeoning nationality. The process of establishing
the national literary canon is detectable in the gradual accumulation of critical
reflections on Ukrainian literature, which demonstrate a shift in the
conceptualization of its role as a social institution. The continuity of literary
tradition is established through careful examinations of the ‘new’ and the ‘old’
production, hence outlining its history. The criteria for including authors into the
canon seem at first to be ‘ethnic’ rather than aesthetic. In my view, the purpose of
review articles such as Kostomarov’s “Obzor sochinenii ...” (1843 [1996], 194-
211) and Kulish’s critical analyses is to mark the continuity of Ukrainian
literature’s development leading to the current period. In additon, these overviews
affirmed Ukrainian literature as a means to ‘construct’ and bring alive the history
of the ‘people,” securing in this way its significance as a vital part of the
contemporary historical consciousness and cultural identity." It is also worth
mentioning that later histories of literature and review articles such as
Drahomanov’s “Literatura Ukrains’ka, ...” (1873), the writings of Iefremov,

Nechui-Levytskyi, Hrinchenko and Franko not only continued the process of

territories in the form of translations, and the principle intermediaries in this form of
cultural contact were Polish and Russian romantic authors. Moreover, Ukrainian
intellectuals were acquainted with the classical European heritage represented by the
literary traditions of Ancient Greek and Rome. This cultural heritage was now
rediscovered and re-incorporated into the Ukrainian cultural space through satirical and
humorous adaptations of the classics, a practice that also expressed a reaction to one’s
own legacy.

9 Cf. Jusdanis 1991, 49-66, for clues with respect to the theoretical model
informing my interpretation of the processes of canon formation in both Ukraine and
Bulgaria. However, here I would refrain from further exploring this particular issue since
my interests are not, strictly speaking, ‘literary.” Being more concerned with issues of
culture change and exchange, I prefer to limit myself to the eclectic interdisciplinary
cultural approach proposed in my introduction.
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creating the literary canon, but also clearly spelled out the distinctiveness of the
Ukrainian people. As the major argument goes, Ukrainian literature had the right
to exist independently, striving to represent the rich cultural heritage of Ukrainian
speakers by addressing its readership in a language that was the single, most
adequate medium to express, in sophisticated and emotionally appealing
narratives, the native world outlook and ‘voice.” The emphasis put on the social
and educational function of literature, which was conceived as a ‘mirror of life,’
suggested that literature was viewed as instrumental in the promotion of an
egalitarian model of ethnic identification whose major objective was to invent a
national culture on the basis of Ukrainian vernacular culture and history. In other
words, the Ukrainian romantics and their successors, the realists-populists,
espoused a model of cultural self-definition that fashioned Ukrainian identity on
the premise that the Ukrainian peasantry constituted the core of the nation.
Respectively, the nation was essentialized as a ‘natural’ and continuous
genealogical community in which one is born, and nationalism was extolled as a
‘mass phenomenon.” In short, both the romantics and the realists-populists
endorsed the ‘collective’ rather than the individual experience of the nation. This
is significant because it reveals an aspect of the Ukrainian intellectuals’
dispositions toward the national question (i.e., habitus), which the Ukrainian
modernists would fervently strive to change.

As previously mentioned, since the mid-19" century, the Ukrainian
intelligentsia began entertaining different versions of what would constitute the
Ukrainian nation. Partly, as a reaction to the repressive measures of the colonial
administration, a number of ‘ethnic’ nationalist ideologies slowly evolved.
Crucial in all debates about the ‘content’ of the emerging nation were the
questions of culture and roots. As Foster maintains, the self-conscious creation
and dissemination of representations of the nation inevitably “entail[s] contest
among competing interests and not merely a ‘choice’ — rational or otherwise —

made by cultural policy makers” (cf. 1991, 239). The debates over the essence of
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the national culture provide “privileged insight into the ideological processes of
selection, revision and invention through which competing agents simultaneously
construct idealized images of the nation (as well as of authority) and press local
political claims” (cf. Foster 1991, 239).

By the end of the 19™ century, the Ukrainian patriotic intelligentsia
proposed two different models of national culture. One spelled out a notion of
people with a peasant identity and traditional culture based on strong familial and
kinship relations and sought to create national culture ‘for the masses.” The other
model was more elitist in its nature, and initially was quite unpopular. It insisted
on the dominant place of Ukrainian intelligentsia as a social group and publicized
its values and beliefs as central to the cultural experience of Ukrainian
nationhood. In this sense, this ‘anti-demotic’ model sought the °‘roots’ of
Ukrainian national identity in a common high culture that absorbed, but was not
identical with the Ukrainian vernacular culture.

According to the ‘demotic’ conceptual model, the rural roots provided the
foundation of the Ukrainian cultural identity. The Ukrainian scholar, Solomea
[Solomiia] Pavlychko, associates the ‘demotic’ complex of ideas with the cultural
practices of Ukrainian populists at the end of the 19™ century, therefore
identifying it as a “traditional-populist” model (1996, 84). However, I consider its
intellectual genesis to be the discursive work of Mykola Kostomarov. In articles
such as “Dve russkie narodnosti” (Two Russian Nationalities), “Pravda Poliakam
0 Rusi” (The Truth to the Poles about Rus’), “Pravda Moskvycham o Rusi” (The
Truth to the Muscovites about Rus’), and others, he articulated the main principles
of the ‘demotic’ vision of the Ukrainian nation. By asserting the historical rights
of Ukrainian peasants as bearers of a distinctive cultural identity, he placed them
at the core of the Ukrainian nation, thus favoring the creation of a public (mass)
national culture to meet their intellectual and aesthetic needs.

One of the most important texts in which Kostomarov elaborated the late

romantic concept of ‘the people’ is his review of Ukrainian literature, published in
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1843 in the almanac Molodik. In this text the scholar identified Ukrainian
peasants as the embodiment of the national character. As he asserted, the
Ukrainian identity was a distinctive category that reinforced tolerance to the
Russian imperial nationality. “Indeed,” wrote Kostomarov, “the national idea that
propelled the development of Russian literature has triggered also the creation of
a distinctive literary tradition within its context, Ukrainian literature, which in
orientation is truly indigenous [...] [though still a part of the imperial cultural
production].”® In a typically romantic manner, the critic viewed Ukrainian
literature as a social institution to serve the nationalizing efforts of Ukrainian
intelligentsia, whose heartfelt desires to express their distinctive identity in a
language that was able to convey their idiosyncratic and ethnically specific vision
of the world, became more acute.

When in Europe the idea of a nation was conceived, the imitative and rigid
academic art became original and talented. The Russians (who quickly
capture all that is available) adopted this idea and discovered in themselves
ample resourses for its implementation. We [the Ukrainians] also started to be
ashamed of our indifference towards the native and our irresponsible
attachment to the foreign. We realized that despite the huge amount of books,
we had no literature and we resorted to our own resources of nationality
(natsional 'nost) and ethnicity (narodnost). ..

Tastes changed and with that the language also changed. The foreign forms
that were imposed on our native language by a thwarted understanding of
elegance, gave way to the indigenuous forms of the native idiom, refined
through its various uses by the educated classes. Literature also changed. Its
main impetus became not the effort to imitate the foreign, but the [desire to
re-create the] unique native [forms]. 2

20
“WNTaK, uAes HApOOHOCTH, MOABHHYBINAA Bliepell PYCCKYIO JIMTEpaTypy,
IpousBeJia B Hell 0COOEHHBIN OTHAEJ — JIMTepaTypy MaJIoOpocCHiicKylo, KoTopad Io
HaIIpaBJIEHHIO CBOEMY eCTh YHCTO pyccKas, cBoeHaponHasa” (Kostomarov 1843 [1996],
196).

2l “Korma B EBpome ABWJIACh HOes HApPOJHOCTH, HONPAaXaTeJLHOCTD

yCTynuWja OpHUIrHHAaJIbBHOCTH, @& IUKOJIBHOCTD — TaJIaHTy; PYyCCKHE, XBaTad C
2KaOHOCTBIO BCE, YTO HHU MOIAaAaJIOCh IO PYKY, YCBOUJIH cebe u 3Ty HOCIO U HAlIVIA Y
ceba OoraTele CHJIBI [JIA OCYLICCTBJICHHA ¢€€; MBhl HavaJId CTBIAUTBCA CBOEIo
POBHOAYILINA K OTCUYCCTBCHHOMY " 6e30TUeTHON NPUBA3aHHOCTH K
YYyXIOCCTPaHHOMY; Mbl YBHOCJIM, UYTO HE CMOTpA Ha KOJIMUECTBO KHHI, Y HAaC HET
JINTEepaTyphbl, H 06paTHJIHCB K COﬁCTBCHHOMy HCTOYHHUKY HAIIHOHAJIbHOCTH H
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Thus, the scholar identified the identity-securing function of Ukrainian
literature as its primary function. In his view, the representations of peasant life
and the ‘authentic’ (realistic) fictional characters that Ukrainian writers strove to
create were of utmost importance for the fostering of national sentiments and
enforcing a sense of ‘ethnic’ belonging that infused the common identity.
Engaging in the canonization of Ukrainian authors, Kostomarov commented on
Kvitka-Osnovianenko’s contributions to modern Ukrainian literature, stating that
the latter’s characters supplied the Ukrainian readership with a ‘mirror image’ of
who the Ukrainians were as a ‘people’ by offering them accurate descriptions of
Ukrainian life, customs, traditions, mentality and national traits (Kostomarov
1843 [1996], 200). As the critic asserted, this was what made the writer popular
and won him the unconditional love and respect of the Ukrainian audience.

It is important to stress here that toward the end of his life, Kostomarov
expressed a different position, seeing the ‘ethnographic realism’ of Ukrainian
literature as an impediment to its development. He articulateed, probably for the
first time, the idea that national literature had to address the needs of a diversified
audience, maintaining that literature was a necessity for the intelligentsia as well
as for the masses. He reacted harshly against the ‘ethnographic primitivism’ of
Ukrainian writers for he found it a very reductive method of representing
Ukrainian life and experiences. As he wrote, “The strong winds, the hills of the
steppe, the Cossacks, the chumaks,?? the black-browed maidens, the cuckoos, the

nightingales [...] and other accessories of Ukrainian poetry have grown into

HapogHocTH. HM3MeHssica BKyC, H3MeHaJICA M A3BIK. dyxpaecTpaHHble (hOpMHI,
KOTOpBIE HAJIOKEHH OBLLJIM HA Hallle POMHOE CJIOBO IPEBPATHHIMH IMOHATHAMH 00
H3AIIHOM, YCTYNAJHd POOHBIM pOpMaMH HApOOHOIO A3bIKa BeJIMKOPOCCHUHCKOIO,
06J1aropoKEHHOr0 MPOCBELEHHEM, HayKaMH M YIOTPeGJICHHEM B BBILIEM OOLIESCTBE.
HsMmensanach u JmuTepaTypa. [JlaBHOe cTpeMJyieHHe ee OBJIO He K ITOIpaKaHHIO
HHOCTpaHHOMY, HO K cBoepomHocTH” (Kostomarov 1843 [1996], 195-196).

22 Ukrainian word naming the ox-cart drivers, who transported salt, fish and other
goods from the Crimea; cf. Podvezko (1962, 987).
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outdated and trivial clichés, vulgarized shadows akin to the [images] of ancient
gods and shepherds in pseudo-classical literature.””

His dissatisfaction with the slow pace of Ukrainian society’s
nationalization is a possible reason for this criticism. Kostomarov sadly
commented on the lack of interest demonstrated by his educated contemporaries,
who in his view were involved in pseudo-nationalist pursuits (“writing stories and
verses often tasteless and empty; eagerly dressing in quasi-national costumes for
entertainment; spicing their speech with a Ukrainian saying or two, arguing about
Shevchenko’s merit”), instead of engaging in the meticulous study of the history
and culture of Ukrainian people and the creation of the literature necessary for the
education of the peasantry, or offering financial support for the national project of
mass education.?* Of course, there is always the possibility that Kostomarov in
fact proposed only a stylistic critique, being more concerned with encouraging the
improvement of modern Ukrainian literature’s aesthetic qualities.”® However, in
my view, even if his was just a stylistic critique, the implications are still much
more profound. Kostomarov’s consistency in extolling Ukrainian folk culture as
the placeholder of Ukrainian uniqueness shows that the scholar did not attempt to
articulate a program denouncing the vernacular culture. Rather, it demonstrates
that he reacted against the uncritical ‘borrowing’ and ‘imitation’ of the images,

themes, techniques and style of Ukrainian oral traditions. As I read it, his criticism

23 v
“BydHbIE BETpBI, CTENOBbIE MOIHWJIBI, KO3aKH, YyMakKd, 4YOPHOGPHUBH

OUBYaTa, 303yJIH, COJIOBEWKH [...] W HpouHMe NPUHANJIEKHOCTH MAaJIOPOCCHICKON
MO33UH CTAHOBWIMCH H30BITHMM, THNHYECKHMM OMNOILIEJLIMA  INpH3paKaMHu,
MOJOOHPIMY AHTHYHBIM 60raM M MacTYIIKaM IICEBIOKJIACCHYECKON JIMTepaTypHl |[...]
(Kostomarov 1871, 322). Page citations refer to the reprint in Betko and others 1994,
314-325.

24
“[m]ucaTh MOBECTH M CTHIIKH YacTO Oe3lBeTHBIE, MYCThle [...] oxoTHO [

onesaTcA] A4 3a6aBH B quasi-HalMOAJIbHBIN KOCTIOM, BBEPHYT B CBOIO pedb /iBa-TpH
MAJIOPOCCHICKHX BHIpasKeHHsA, mocrnopATr o gocToiHcTBax [llepuyenka” (Kostomarov
1862, 313). Page citations refer to the reprint in Betko and others 1994, 309-313.

?* 1 thank Dr. Ilnytzkyj for suggesting this idea to me; I acknowledge that it is a
feasible alternative to my interpretation.
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of ‘ethnographic realism’ is motivated by discontent with the nationalizing role of
Ukrainian literature, whose failure to ‘recruit’ the members of the intellectual elite
and to convert them into firm believers in the Ukrainian national cause he saw as
the major hindrance for its development. Nevertheless, his solution is consistent
in expressing a ‘demotic vision’ on the common culture, which was to be built
with the peasant masses in mind. The idea that the peasantry was the foundation
of Ukrainian society underlies his program of national revival; the solution he
offered was the cultivation of ‘educated’ peasants under the guidance of
intelligentsia, which was patriotically conscious and concerned with national
well-being (Kostomarov 1882).

Kostomarov’s argument in favor of, and enthusiastic response to
Ukrainian literature heavily depended on the notion of national character, which
he persistently articulated throughout his writings. In his view, Ukrainian
literature carried a unique understanding of the human condition that was
expressed in the national character, hence, revealing the ‘soul of the people.’
Kostomarov, in principle, did not regard the fiction written in the Ukrainian
spoken language to be of low quality because — as he argued — it disclosed
characteristics such as high moral principles, genuine compassion, tolerance, free
and independent spirit, pious religiosity, and acute sensitivity (Kostomarov 1843
[1996], 200-201). The critic saw the culturally specific nature of this young
literature as one of its most valuable features, an inexhaustible source of patriotic
pride and dignity. As he maintained, “Despite the small amount of original works,
Ukrainian literature [...] can boast narratives that are totally original; these do not
imitate foreign [works], do not express foreign ideas in a twisted form; there is no
banal thought, common to all, but a truthful representation of the national

character’s distinctive quality.”?® Kostomarov concludes his review of Kvitka’s

26 . . .
“mpu MaJioM KoJimdecTBe cBoux mpousBefenmu [Ukrainian literature] [...]

MOXKET IOXBaJUTCA TAaKHMH, B KOTOPHIX BHAHO He KaKoe-HHOyIb IO[paXkaHHE
Yy>KOMY, He HHOCTpaHHBIe, UyXK[ble HOEH, OfeThle B MCKaXeHHyIo ¢opMy, He
XKaJjkasd BceOoOIIHOCTh MBICIIM BCEM HM3BECTHHIM, HO MCTHHHOE H300pa’KeHHe CBOEro,
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short stories by pointing out that the Ukrainian writer’s works were
“neizcherpaemym rodnikom chuvstva” (inexhaustible resource of [patriotic]
feelings; Kostomarov 1843 [1996], 201).

In a similar vein, the critic also interpreted the function of the traditional
Ukrainian folk poetry whose most powerful quality he recognized to be the “rich
and dignified emotional overtones” that had allowed the Ukrainian peasants to
communicate their passions, dreams, grievances and joys. He proceeds with a
brief description of what in his view constituted the Ukrainian national character,
exalting in a typically romantic fashion the peasantry as the carrier and
incarnation of the ‘national soul,” an elusive, but pervasive notion, often used in
Ukrainian nationalist discourses to signify the substance of the collective identity.
More specifically, Kostomarov, and he was not alone in this understanding,’
conceptualized Kvitka’s fictional characters, and especially his female
personages, as ideal representations of what he perceived to be the virtues of the
Ukrainians. Kvitka’s imaginary personae, according to Kostomarov, revealed the
peculiar piety, moral purity, and “dreaminess” (idealism, naiveté) with which the
Ukrainian peasants continued to withstand and overcome their tragic fate. The
critic identified their deep religiosity and extreme sensitivity as key elements of
the Ukrainian national character. In his view, Ukrainians were “a young, but
religiously enlightened People” (narod iunom, no prosvetlennom religieiu) and, as
he was quick to add, sincere in the expression of their feelings. Emotional

outbursts and false sentimentality, however, the critic remarked, were rare in

POIHOTO, CO BCEM OTMEYATKOM HaIlHOHAJILEHOro XxapakTepa” (Kostomarov 1843 [1996],
200-201).

?7 Panteleimon Kulish also was fascinated with the notion of ‘national character,’
which he understood as those mores, beliefs and personal traits that constitute the nature
of Ukrainian “ordinary, simple Volk” (malorosiiskogo prostoliudina). The writer
interpreted Kvitka’s fictional characters as powerful impersonations of Ukrainian ethnic
identity, or as he had eloquently put it, “this profoundly moral essence, which comes
from a society we do not know [...]” (eto gluboko nravstvennoe litso, kotoroe vedet svoe
proizkhozhdenie ot neizvestnogo nam obshchestvo; Kulish 1857 [1996], 247).
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Ukrainian folk songs. Trained by countless misfortunes in the past as well as the
poignant ambiguity of their current history, the peasants disliked “rampant
excitement” (neobuzdannii vostorg). Instead, Ukrainian folk songs reflected the
contemplative nature and perpetual attempts of Ukrainian peasantry to face its ill-
fated destiny with stoicism and steadfast determination (Kostomarov 1843 [1996],
202).

The idea apparently was very close to Kostomarov’s heart because in 1861
he re-articulated his view on the Ukrainian national character in the article “Dvi
rus’ki narodnosti” (Kostomarov 1861, 122-134)® In a more eloquent and
sophisticated fashion, this text argues the irrevocable ‘naturalness’ of Ukrainian
distinctiveness, stressing the fact that Russians and Ukrainians, although closely
related, were two different people, whose collective psychological traits and
mentality had little in common. Kostomarov identified as typically Ukrainian
characteristics such qualities as free and independent spirit, love for the land,
individualism, deep religiosity, tolerance and democratic sensitivity.

But what is even worse for the Little Russian [Ukrainian] is the mir, or
repartitional commune, which is widespread in Great Russia. The accusation
of laziness usually levelled against the Little Russians is most often made
when they are subjected to social conditions, which are foreign to them, such
as serfdom or the mir communal organization. For the Little Russians, who
are not chained together by narrow communal forums of property holding,
the mir [...] limits personal freedom and the free disposition of goods
(Kostomarov 1861, 134).

It seems clear that Kostomarov’s argument evolves around a
conceptualization of the common psychological characteristics, which
consistently have been associated with Ukrainian peasantry and thus, frequently
have been ‘constructed’ as the substance of the group identity. For example,
earlier Mykhailo Maksymovych pointed to such ‘typically’ Ukrainian ‘common’

traits as love of freedom, independent, honest and proud spirit, open-mindedness,

28 Page citations refer to the abridged English translation of this text in Lindheim
and Luckyj 1996. Cf. also Nechytaliuk 1999 (163-175) for a reprint of the original text.
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optimism, determination and lyricism (1827 [1996], 114-115). Kulish saw the
Ukrainian peasantry as “gentle” (nezhni) and “simple-minded,” a nation of
genuine poets, who were possessed by tragic energy (mrachna enerhiia) and
profound melancholy, expressing in their traditional songs and tales the
magnificent simplicity of their habits (“velychestvennoi prostote nravov,”
Epilogue, 246-247). Apparently, the writings of the romantics were intended as
powerful evocative messages that deployed the potential of symbolism of
traditional Volk (the aesthetic idolization of Ukrainian folk songs seems to be a
persuasive discursive strategy for stimulating and re-enforcing national self-
consciousness) in order to convey the ‘essence’ of the collective identity thereby
articulating a particularly ‘idyllic’ and tragic version of self-imagining that later
generations, and especially the modernists, steadfastly denied.

Kostomarov’s Obzor betrays an intriguing feature of the Ukrainian
romantic, and later, populist nationalist discourses. The concept of Volk, as
‘mapped’ in the writings of the 19™ century Ukrainian intelligentsia, is used to
mobilize patriotic sentiments and stimulate the establishment of a national culture
common to all Ukrainian speakers. As a strategic category, the concept of
slovesnost’ (literature) tended to encompass both the works of the modern written
literary tradition as well as recorded and published folkloric materials. Eventually,
it emerged as a central one for the imagining of national culture. In this way, clear
distinctions between ‘high’ and ‘low’ literature were not made since the romantic
intellectuals considered these irrelevant. Putting emphasis on the ethnic specificity
of both Ukrainian folklore and modern literature, the Ukrainian romantics worked
assiduously to intensify the symbolic value of the printed Ukrainian production
because — in the eyes of the patriotic intelligentsia — it supplied the collective
narratives, indispensable in the process of national consolidation. In this manner —
to borrow the pertinent remarks of two contemporary theorists — the intellectual
practice embraced a discourse of nationality that provided “a context that placed

the folk culture on a positive historical trajectory” (Kennedy and Suny 409).
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Respectively, both folklore and written literature were envisioned as the most
important identity-securing mechanisms to promote the inculcation of common
beliefs, behaviors, and identity.

Typical in this respect is Kulish’s attempt to articulate Ukrainian
literature’s cultural specificity in what he defined as “the popular orientation of
Ukrainian literature’ (“prostonarodnost’ v ukrainskoi slovesnosti;” Kulish 1862
[1996], 269-278). In this particular discourse, the Ukrainian writer took a stand
against the accusations of the influential Russian literary critic Vissarion
Belinskii, who espoused a negative view of the Ukrainian literary production,
defining it as ‘lowbrow’ (prostonarodna). Kulish challenged Belinskii’s position
by asserting that the true merit of Ukrainian literature was its ability to manifest
“respect for the individual, regardless of how low on the social ladder one
[stood]” ?° (i.e., its democratic aspirations), and as he announced proudly, such
great respect for humankind was championed in “all of Ukrainian oral literature,
[...] songs, legends, parables, proverbs, religious beliefs and general
philosophical ideas.”®® Therefore, he claimed the intellectual’s connectedness
with the ‘people’ as an advantage. The adjuration to “a journey to the folk” roots,
detected in his writing, constituted an integral part of his new national imagery.
Thus, he promoted the appropriation and reworking of Ukrainian folklore texts as
a much-admired intellectual practice that ensured the “proper tone” and “refined
cultivation” of the collective image (Kulish 1862 [1996], 270).

Kulish advocated a close relationship between folklore and literature
because he considered it important in successfully evoking empathy and interest
in the Ukrainian readership. The feeling of empathy, as it has been pointed out,

played a key role in the Ukrainian romantic aesthetics. Kulish employed the

¥ “ypaKeHHe K YeJIOBEYECKOM JIMYHOCTH, KaK Obl HH3KO HM ObLIa OHa

nmocTaBJieHa B rpaxnanckoM obiectbe” (Kulish 1862 [1996], 269).

30« [...] Bcelt yCTHOM CJIOBECHOCTHM HAIUEro Hapona, [...] ero mecHsX,

JlereHnax, NpUTYaX, IOCJIOBHIAX, BEPOBAHHAX M MOHATHAX 4eJIoBEKa BooOIIe”
(Kulish 1862 [1996], 269).
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notion with the force of a central principle for the consolidation of communal
sentiments:

We say this, so that those who care for the development of our native
literature — a profoundly vital idea — would take to heart the study of
ethnographic materials [i.e., the items recorded from the talented peasant
poets and narrators] and then, take any chance to test their conclusions in real
life [...] [To] recreate what one had heard ... with the same power and
authenticity so that those who had not listened to it would experience in the
course of reading what the artist had felt while creating it, is perhaps an art
form that evokes the same aesthetic feeling as that produced by putting into
words one’s first hand experiences.”’

In this fashion, Ukrainian literature was affirmed as a social institution,
complementary to vernacular traditions, and one that safeguarded the national
interest and cultivated patriotism. Kulish made an appeal to the Ukrainian
intelligentsia to record authentic stories from the Ukrainian peasantry and publish
those unaltered. The critic clearly indicated the importance of a national identity
that drew upon and reflected previous identities and traditions. It is also apparent
that he understood the symbolical significance of the ‘revived’ cultural heritage
for the construction of a common national culture. He was aware that it was
insufficient to simply inherit established traditions. Thus, he urged that they be
offered to the geographically dispersed and diverse Ukrainian readership. By
means of the printed word, the items of this revived folk culture would be re-lived
by current and future members of the Ukrainian nation as if they were part of their
‘natural,” everyday life.

Hence, the reproduction and popularization of folklore material itself

became a responsibility of the Ukrainian literary institution. Kulish, for example,

! Bce 3TO MBI TOBOPHM IJIA TOro, YTOGH KaXKIBIA, KOMy Ooporas Hued
POOHOTO CJIOBA HAIETO, UAes TJIyOOKO >KH3HEHHad, B34 Ha cebd TPyl nmoayMaTh 00
sTHOrpachuyecKmx ouepKax ¥ MOTOM, IIPH BCAKOM YHOOHOM cJly4ae, IPOBEPUTH CBOH
caMO3aKJIIOYeHHA Ha caMoM jeJie. [...] BocrpousBeneHue CJIBIIAHHOTO [...] B TakoH
CHJIe U UCTHHHOCTH, YTOOH Te, KTO HE CJIBIIUAJI, UCRBIMUBANU, YUMAS HANUCAHKOE,
mo camoe, 4mo owywaa hucaewul, IpUHAAJIeXKATh, MOXKeT OBITh, K TOMY Xe pony
HCKYCCTBa, UTO M BOCHPOM3BeNeHHe B cjloBe BuauMoro riazamMu (Kulish 1862 [1996],
272; italics mine).
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was convinced that printed reproductions of folklore materials and their
publication in literary journals amounted to a distinguishable aspect of modern
Ukrainian literature. As he wrote, the popularization of folklore materials in print
might result in “the formation of a literary production that entirely caters to the
tastes and mentality of Ukrainian Volk” (Kulish 1862 [1996], 272). In other
words, Kulish applauded this intellectual practice as “delo narodnoe” (a national
enterprise) and supported it with patriotic gusto. He was convinced that the
reproduction of the cultural heritage was of utmost importance because it
facilitated the ‘construction’ of “a future — not individual, not personal, but the
future of our people” (budushtnost’ ne sobstvennuiu, ne lichnuiu, a budushtnost’
nashego naroda; Kulish 1862 [1996], 273). Indeed, if one interprets Kulish’s
musings in light of some contemporary concepts, it is clear that the notion of
national culture in his discourses emerged not simply as the manifestation of
uniqueness but also as its ‘guardian,” an “upholding map for the nation’s future as
well as an archive of its history” (cf. Jusdanis 2001, 7).

Recently, Creg Calhoun has elucidated the power of such propositions as
means of national agitation and their role in developing national-consciousness
and a sense of solidarity. “Nationalism,” he contends, “fundamentally transforms
the pre-existing ethnic identities and gives new significance to cultural
inheritances” (1997, 49). By extolling the closeness of modern Ukrainian
literature and the existing or revived folk culture, the romantic nationalist
ideologues in fact sought to establish the continuity of their cultural legacy. Their
focus on the peasant traditions did not simply mean inheriting a pre-exisiting
culture, which in their view embodied the Ukrainian ethnic (‘primordial’ and
‘authentic’) identity. They rather sought its transformation and adaptation to the
new circumstances in order to keep it meaningful. Hence, the writing down of the
stories told by Ukrainian peasants was a practice that itself implied a fundamental

change in the social and cultural significance of Ukrainian traditional culture
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since there also continued many unselfconscious expressions of that culture
(‘eclipsed below’ the new layer).

In Gellner’s view, this change was instrumental for the nation-building
process because, as he asserts, “nationalism is not the awakening and assertion of
mythical, supposedly natural and given units [...] it is on the contrary, the
crystallization of new units, suitable for the conditions now prevailing, though
admittedly using as their raw material the cultural, historical and other
inheritances from the pre-nationalist world” (qt. in Calhoun 1997, 49). In
agreement with Gellner, Calhoun, and Jusdanis (cf. 2001, 44-52), I believe that
the necessity of re-adapting such local narratives and peasant traditions, and their
inclusion in the nationalist intellectual discourse also signifies their different
meaning, for they “work differently for individuals and society when they are
reproduced by artistic or academic specialists, when they are enshrined in sacred
texts, and when they figure in the lives of many different small groups, each with
its own, more local, word-of-mouth tradition” (cf. Calhoun 1997, 150). Kulish’s
discourse helps us grasp what such a difference entails, namely, that the local
traditions thereafter are woven into fixed, individually authored texts that are
circulated among a widely spread population and thus, become available for
political and emotional manipulation of leaders and ideologues.

Paul James’ theory of the nation as an abstract community supports such
interpretation as well. In his attempt to conceptualize the nation as a “changing
but distinctive kind of abstract community,” this scholar spells out an ontology of
nation formation that profoundly depends on the idea that modes of disembodied
communication are essential for the constitution of those forms of human
interaction that make the national association possible. According to James, the
process of nation formation entails expansion and transformation of the human
relations, which essentially become “relations of disembodied extension” (1996,
39). As he suggests, “[...] although the modern [...] nation continues to be

experienced as a concrete, historically condensed relation between people, it is
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only through a constitutive lift in the level of abstraction that it is possible to feel
comradeship with national mass who, except for one’s personally known network
of associations, will largely remain anonymous strangers” (James 1996, 39).
Thus, the theorist urges us to accept “that societies are constituted in overlaying
levels of abstraction.” Therefore, when we talk about the “levels of social
integration and forms of national association” this means we discuss “not only the
abstraction of ideas but also the abstraction of lived social relations” (James 1996,
41).

I would agree with his statement that “[n]ational formation only becomes
possible within a social formation constituted in the emerging dominance of
relations of disembodied communication. This level of communication is
abstracted from and yet based in a manifold intersection of prior levels — relations
formed in and through the limitations and possibilities of relations in face-to-face
and agency-extension” (James 1996, 45). The application of James’ theory to the
situation in Ukraine I see in his powerful insight regarding the role of intellectuals
in the process of nation formation. According to him,

If [...] national formation and subjectivity require as a necessary-though-not-
sufficient condition the abstraction of social relations integrated in the
emerging dominance of disembodied extension, then it comes as no surprise
that intellectuals and the intellectually trained are in the forefront of
imagining and enacting the nation. Such persons work in the medium of
disembodied extension. They have in this capacity played a significant part in
the complex basic changes in world history, changes which have brought us
to the stage when the nation is deeply embedded yet deeply contradictory
(James 1996, 195).

In my view, both the public articulation (orally delivered or printed
discourses) and the private expression (in correspondence as well as intimate
conversations and so on) of the Ukrainian nation by the patriotically conscious
intellectuals demonstrates the complexity and intersection of different levels of
interaction involved in the constitution and experiencing of the nation as a
community of ‘strangers’ that share a common life and culture. Kulish’s article is

a good illustration of this. In addition, it clearly shows that 19" century Ukrainian
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intellectuals saw Ukrainian literature, and respectively culture, as a strategic tool
for instituting, homogenizing and unifying the ‘People.” As Kulish contended, “In
this way, the popular orientation (prostonarodnost) of Ukrainian national
literature is not a disadvantage, betraying the inability of our authors to write for a
patriotic Ukrainian audience albeit small in numbers, but a warrant for the
transformation of Ukrainian literature into a national enterprise.”?

Modern Ukrainian literature was created and used to produce, manipulate
and enforce ethnic consciousness. It was established as an important social
institution to uphold the national interests of Ukrainian intellectuals in a public
sphere® that allowed for “literate subjects [to] come together in order to reflect on
the business of nations” (cf. Thorne 2001, 531). As Kulish had plainly put it, “the
participation of many educated individuals and the general sympathy to our
literature, shared by the people, provide the solid foundation of our [national]
movement and prevent it from deteriorating and from taking a direction contrary
to the essential demands of life.”**

Kulish’s discourse also makes it clear that the romantic nationalist rhetoric

was motivated by “a desire to create the conditions for the nation to know itself

%2 “TakuM 06pa3’oM IPOCTOHAPOIHOCTH B YKPAMHCKOH CJIOBECHOCTH HE €CTb
CBUIETEJIbCTBO GE3CHJINA HAIIMX aBTOPOB MHCAaTh Ui BhIAEJMBIIEHCS M3 Hapona
CPaBHHTEJILIO MAaJIOUMCJIEHHOM YacTH YKpauHIEB, a HANpOTHB — 34402
00ulenapoono20 pazeumus Hawew CcaoeecmHocmu 8 O6yOywem HA UWUPOKOM
ocrnosanuu [...]” (Kulish 1862 [1996], 277; Italics mine).

% Jurgen Habermas’ lasting definition of the public sphere as characteristic of
modernity considers it as “[a sphere] in which critical public discussion of matters of
general interest was institutionally guaranteed” (qt. in Thorne 531). As Rainey explains,
“[flor Habermas the public sphere is a historically specific set of sites and institutions
(salons, coffee houses, journals of opinion, web of social relationships) as well as a
practice of rational and critical discourse on affairs (at first cultural and aesthetic, then
civic and political in nature), a practice that institutionalizes a procedural ideal of
unfettered critical exchange and a social one of inclusive participation” (1998, 5).

3 “[...] y4acTHe MHOXKeCTBa IPAMOTHHX JIIOeM U IOBCEMECTHOE COYya8cmaus
[IPOCTOHApOIbA K INPOM3BENCHHAM Halllell CJIOBECHOCTH CaMH MO cebe CJIyXKaT
IIPOYHOIO OCHOBY [€JI0 U 00eCHeUHBaIOTh ero, Kak OT yIagKa, TaK U OT YKJIOHEHHS B
CTOPOHY, NMPOTHBOpeYalyl0 HacymHuM TpeGoBanusaM Ku3um (Kulish 1862 [1996],
277, italics mine).
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better” (cf. Kennedy and Suny 1999, 4). The focus of intellectual efforts was the
definition of boundaries with the neighboring people as well as the establishment
of the public symbolical domain in which the ‘unique’ Ukrainian subjectivity
could be freely expressed and maintained through participation in a number of
distinguishable levels of social integration: from concrete face-to-face to
abstractly ‘disembodied’ associations based on the ‘shared’ common culture,
itself in a process of active construction. Kulish’s literary criticism, then,
demonstrates that the intellectual’s concern was the unification of ideas that bind
together and connect ‘the people’ by re-grouping pre-existent, culturally
continuous local communities into a more or less ‘homogenized’ symbolical
space (the nation) that made meaningful the collective past, present and future (cf.
James 1996). Consequently, the romantics established the notion of nationality as
an ‘existential’ category inclusive of people from different social strata and above
all, the peasantry. This, as Yekelchyk has emphasized, was at the time a novel
idea that provided Ukrainian intellectuals with a common goal: the pursuit of
social, economic and cultural liberties (1994, 60).

To conclude, Ukrainian romantics as engineers of the nation engaged
mostly in what Foster has defined as “a segmentation of the global flow,” i.e.
demarcation of boundaries in which “space and time become bounded inasmuch
as a continuous history becomes attached to a delimited territory” (cf. 1991, 236-
237). They established the foundations of the ‘abstract community’ (the people)
as a collective ideal to provide the driving force for future claims of self-
determination. In their writings they sought to promote an understanding that,
despite the indifferences, members of the Ukrainian nation share the same
national attributes, which constitute their national identity (national character). In
this sense, theirs was what Mark Beissinger (1996) has called “the quiet politics
of nationalism” that manifested the potency of nationalism to provide “hidden
transcript of resistance,” whose disruptive power came from the “challenges it

presented to the dominating or prescribed forms of national self-assertion.”
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Clearly, at that period, Ukrainian national identity involved defining Ukrainians
as a part of the multiethnic Russian empire. The tensions between the more
influential advocates of the all-Russian identity (Russophiles) and the few who
insisted on a ‘pure’ Ukrainian identity (Ukrainophiles) presented a major source
of confusion and frustration for the patriotically minded Ukrainian intelligentsia.
Nevertheless, the articulation of an ethnic identity different from the all-Russian
one already undermined the loyalties to the current state, and gave birth to the
idea of political self-determination, which at the onset of the 20" century
triumphed in the Ukrainian nationalist imagination (cf. Shkandrij 2001).

In this sense, the nationalist rhetoric of the romantics, especially Kulish’s
musings on the nation, suggest that Ukrainian nationalism — to put it in the words
of one contemporary scholar — was not about “ancient enmities or even always
about ethnicity, but rather about [...] the drawing of the physical, human and
cultural boundaries” of the community and “the life chances that people believe
are associated with these definitions of boundaries” (cf. Beissinger 1996). As a
result, the patriotic Ukrainian intelligentsia was preoccupied with national
agitation that attempted the institutionalization of new collective beliefs, attitudes
and identities by allocating resources from the rules and assets of the available
local intellectual traditions, while also utilizing the then prevalent romantic
rhetoric of European nationalism. The purpose of this nationalist undertaking was
“intellectually to elevate the overall centrality of the nation in public discourse”

(cf. Kennedy and Suny 1999, 20).

2.3. Politicizing Ethnicity: The Populist Articulation of the Nation

The category of Ukrainian Volk was established in the writings of the romantics
as an idealized ethnocultural entity that differed from the Russians and the Poles
in their language, culture and history. The writings of the Ukrainian realists-

populists, who started dominating the cultural scene in the late 19" century,
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reiterated those linguistic and cultural differences.®® Folkloric discourses and

ethnographic descriptions continued for a long time in the 19" century Ukraine to
fill up the pages of populist literature, a type of literary production that defined

. I . 36
the aesthetic taste and criteria for evaluating literary craft.
Populist interests in the revival and popularization of Ukrainian vernacular

culture were inspired mainly by a desire to reaffirm the commonality between the

speakers of the Ukrainian language on both sides of the Dnieper.’” Historically,
the division of Western and Eastern Ukraine, and their consequent inclusion
within the territories of different colonial powers, resulted in perceptible cultural
differences between the two groups of speakers of Ukrainian. The populist
movement, as I see it, had two goals. Firstly, through the creation of a popular
literature, patriotic intellectuals sought to educate the enormous mass of illiterate
peasantry as part of the process of Ukrainian modernization. Secondly, under the

conditions of colonial oppression and in the absence of the legitimizing power and

% Populism in Ukraine was an influential ideology in the period of national
revival (late 18" and the entire 19™ century). Its main tenets were “federalism, the
emancipation of peasantry, and the recognition of the cultural distinctiveness of the
Ukrainian people” (Klid 1993, 152). They were actively engaged in the education of the
peasant masses. In the so-called Sunday schools, they taught the illiterate peasantry how
to read and write. The populists were also active in supporting the development of
Ukrainian scholarship. In fact, many of the first Ukrainian scholars, individuals who
started using the Ukrainian demotic to write on scholarly topics (history, linguistics,
ethnography, archeology, literary studies and criticism) were members of populist
organizations. They directly engaged in publishing popular religious and educational
literature in the Ukrainian language with the intention to educate peasants, the majority of
which at the time were illiterate.

36 The best evidence for the influence of populist ideas on literary production,
and their role in the formation of literary tastes of Ukrainian readership is found in the
writings of Ukrainian modernists. On the pages of the hallmark modernist journal
Ukrains'ka khata many critical articles appeared, fervently casting a stigma on the
‘ethnographic’ simplicity and mimetic realism of populist and realist literature that was
produced by the representatives of the older generation of writers, such as Marko
Vovchok, Ivan Nechui-Levytskyi, Ivan Franko, etc. (Cf. Klid 1993, 154, and Ilnytzky;j
1994: 9-13).

37 For more details on the historical development of the Ukrainian national
movement on the territory of Left Bank Ukraine, see Magocsi (1996, 436-460).
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ideological authority of an autonomous political entity such as the nation-state,
the populists viewed the process as a powerful strategy for the creation of
‘national subjects.’

The dominance of populists on the turn-of-the-century Ukrainian cultural
scene was marked by additional changes in the societal semantic and structural
order, which facilitated the crystallization of a new version of Ukrainian national
identity. This identity accommodated within itself the first explicitly political
justifications of the Ukrainian nation, thus substantiating a cultural-political
conceptualization of the nation as opposed to the primarily cultural-linguistic one
of the romantics. With respect to the analysis of Ukrainian modernist practices, I
would like to stress here that the definition of the nation in political terms resulted
in perceiving the content of the emerging national community in a particular way
(demotic version) to which the Ukrainian modernist reacted with a scathing
critique. They saw the populist model as reductive and quite inadequate to support
a fusion of the political and cultural principles, which could secure the process of
national consolidation by safeguarding the prestige and originality of Ukrainian
national culture. Having stated this in advance, I hope the raison d'étre of my
argument will become clearer as the discussion progresses.

A document left by Mykhailo Drahomanov, namely the Draft of the
Constitution for Ukrainian Society (herafter Draff; Drahomanov 1884 [1996],
171-184), suggests that in his time, the idea of political independence was an
inaccessible alternative for the leading Ukrainian intellectuals because of the
nature of the political regime in the context of which the Ukrainian national idea
initially developed. In this case, the repressive politics of the imperial colonial
administrations made the open formulation of political claims an unfeasible task.
Miroslav Hroch has shown convincingly that such forthright political expression
and advancement of national interests in the multiethnic European empires
became possible only after the introduction of constitutional regimes, i.e., since

the 1860s in Austria and after 1905 in Russia (1995, 70-71).
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In Drahomanov’s Draft, it is declared that the patriotic obligation of his
fellow Ukrainians was to “work to improve their intellectual and ethical
standards, and to strive to occupy as prominent a place as possible in all causes
benefiting society” (1884 [1996], 180). They had to work hard to prepare younger
generations for the political unity of all inhabitants of Ukrainian territory while
simultaneously seeking out “in every locality and in every class, ways of life,
traditions and aspirations that might serve as a natural basis for introducing the
aspirations of the Free Union” (Drahomanov 1884 [1996], 180).

The respected 19 century Ukrainian political activist imagined the Free
Union (vol 'nii soiuz) as a federation of Ukrainian and Russian territories in which
all nations — Russians, Ukrainians and others, lived in prosperity and peace with
each other. The goal of the Free Union, as he formulated it, was to allow for “the
political, economic, and cultural emancipation and progress of the Ukrainian
people and of other races living among them in settlements” (Drahomanov 1884
[1996], 171). Within this frame, in my view, he worked for the construction and
popularization of a Ukrainian ethnic identity that effectively could distinguish the
Ukrainians in the context of a democratic and eventually, a socialist Russian state.
His assessment of the political situation at the time was crystal-clear: before
attempting to resolve the Ukrainian national question, the people have to be
socially and economically liberated, which meant the abolishment of absolutist
rule and the establishment of a democratic and constitutional state as a guarantee
of human rights for all citizens inhabiting the imperial territory. For instance,
Drahomanov declared that, “[...] the idea of nationality itself is insufficient to
bring justice and freedom to all people. It alone cannot provide for the managing
of state affairs too [...]. We have to seek out universal justice that would be in the
mutual interests of all nations” (Drahomanov 1991, 469). Along the same lines,
he stated in his article “Literatura Rosiis’ka, Velykorus’'ka, Ukrains’ka i
Halits’ka” (Drahomanov 1873) that at the present time, “[...] nationalism is a

very old song if it is analyzed carefully; it is often associated with a new [song]
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about freedom and about democracy, popular rule.”® In his view, true patriotism
defied narrow-minded (ethnic) nationalism and separatism. Instead, it involved a
concern for the wellbeing of one’s fellow countrymen and was expressed in a
deliberate and dedicated service to ‘the people’ (Drahomanov 1873, 152, note 1).
The political justification of the nation, in this sense, became the crux of disputes
and divisions among Ukrainian populists. Worthy of note here is Drahomanov’s
lament that Ukrainian nationalists, in spite of talking profusely about the cultural
(ethnographic) and linguistic autonomy of the Ukrainian people, rarely addressed
the political aspects of the national question, which, as the ideologue stated, “in
itself, [was] the most important issue” (Drahomanov 1994, 201). I will touch upon
this matter again later. Here, let me briefly outline the model of culture the
populists proposed and examine their vision of who and what constituted the
Ukrainian nation.

The populists followed the romantics in endorsing the Ukrainian peasantry
as the core of the nation. Typical in this sense are Drahomanov’s remarks that
“the village and the peasant (selo i muzhyk) are the foundations of the state”
(Drahomanov 1873, 131). In his view, “[...] the characteristics of the nation [...]
have been preserved exclusively in the peasantry” (oznaky natsional’ni
vyderzhalys’ naibil’sh [...] abo vykliuchno u prostomu narodi [ ...]; Drahomanov
1873, 152, note 1). As Drahomanov’s and other discourses suggest, the populists
tended to idealize the peasantry to a lesser degree than the romantics. In my view,
they approached ‘the people’ with a rather somber criticism that inspired a
‘revision’ of the values and ideals that the traditional culture embodied. This
attempt, to some extent, motivated their educational and cultural politics,
elaborated from the perspective of creating a national culture to meet the needs of

the peasantry (i.e., they insisted on the creation of literature and culture ‘for the

¥ «“Y Ham BiK — HaIliOHAJI3M — IA QyXKe cTapa IIiCHA, AK po3ibpaTH ii, —
YacTO 3B’A3YETLCSA C HOBOIO — IIPO BOJIIO i NPO JAEMOKpaTiio, HapoaonpascTBo” (152,
note 1).
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masses’). Again, Drahomanov’s observation that under the circumstances, the
Ukrainian people needed “utilitarian literature” (praktychna literatura) is typical
for the ‘populist’ way of thinking. Drahomanov insisted on the creation of a truly
national literature that could “[...] convey to the people the scientific ideas they
require or tell them about their life in their living language.”™ In his view, such
literature should be based “on the native Ukrainian character and traditions, but
also doing so in harmony with the progress of European-Russian [imperial]
scientific and literary ideas.” One detects a similar intent in his remark that
national literature started to serve its proper function only when the populace was
given literature that was appropriate to its level; in his view this was “utilitarian
and educational” literature. The scholar contended that “a person will turn away
from a nationally formalistic, pointless literature, while a retrograde literature will
make one impotent for the purpose of competition with his neighbor; finally, the
people [nation] itself will turn away, beginning with those individuals who are
most intelligent.”40

In this respect, the idea of ‘mass education,” which provided both a key
objective and a key strategy for national mobilization, is characteristic of populist
ideology. Drahomanov articulated this objective rather succinctly: “National
independence without a certain level of education will lead neither to liberalism
nor democracy” (Drahomanov 1994, 165). Hence, ‘the journey-back-to-the-
people,” which the romantics extolled, in the populist ideology means learning to
understand and appreciate the culture of the Volk and, most importantly, changing
the mentality of the peasants through education and engagement in public

discussion in order to prepare them for political actions that would ensure the

% “XHBOIO HAPOJHOIO MOBOIO PO3KA3aTH HAPOLY TOTPiGHi oMy HayKoBi imei

a60 po3Ka3aTH Npo XKUATTA HapoaHe” (Drahomanov 1873, 142).

40 «[...] 60 Bim JiTepaTypi hbOpMasIbLHO-HANIOHAJICTHYHOI, NyCTOi, HApPOX

BiBepHeTBhCA, a JiiTepaTypa peTporpagHa o0e3CH/JINTh Horo B KOHKYpeHIii 3
cycigamu, Ta HapeluTi Biat Hei [...] BiiBepHEThCA H caM Hapoj IOYMHAIOUM Bifl CBOIX
Oisiblie iHTeslireHTHX 0co6” (Drahomanov qt. in Muchin 1987, 74).
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improvement of their social, economic, political and cultural conditions. A
positivist and pragmatist agenda informed the populist rhetoric of the nation,
whereas a critical reflection on the romantic exaltation of Ukrainian peasantry
turned into a principle strategy of distinction. To illustrate this thought let me cite
here from Drahomanov’s critical reflections. In his article Literatura, he wrote:

The following is what a reader, accustomed to realism and social analysis in
the new European literatures, sees in Ukrainian lyric poets: a terrible poverty
of thought and vagueness; family, enemies, enemies, enemies; Cossack glory,
freedom — but what kind? Planting of the field, but how? Ancestral warnings
prediciting social or divine retribution 4 la the Psalms; suffering on account of
the problems that one must endure for the sake of the family, Ukraine;
suffering that is hardly a match for what a simple man endures from
exploiters; and, then, in the end, the repugnantly boring complaints against
one's “fate.”*!

It is interesting to note also that Drahomanov’s thoughts clearly resonate
with Kostomarov’s latest laments about the narrow-mindedness and reductionism
of contemporary Ukrainian literature. For instance, in his article “Ukrainian
literature,” Kostomarov contended that, “[...] the mimetic ethnographic trend
[began] exhausting all its resources at times when [Ukrainian] intellectuals
[started] thinking about progress [...] It turned out to be a rather limited
[approach], and peasant life that previously provided inexhaustible resources for

literature, from this perspective, proved to be rather impoverished.”” Similarly,

' «Y jjesx BumHa GIOHICTH i HEACHICTH: POIMHA, BOPOTM, BOPOTH, BODOTH,
cJlaBa Ko3arbKa, BoJid, a dKa?, i JK .. 3aciBaHHA HMBH, a AK? yrposa IOMCTOIO,
HapoaHuM a60 60XKHM CYIOM AKOCH 4 Jia ICaJIMH, IIJIa4 Ha rope, KOTope IpUBEJIOCh
TEpNiTh 3a POOWHY, 32 YKpaiHy, rope, JajJeKo He Take BeJIMKe, AK Te, 10 TEPUTh
YCAKHM TPOCTHH YOJIOBIK OT €CKIJIyaTaTOpiB, a y KiHIIi ONPOTHBiJII O HYMHOCTI
KaJIoOH Ha «IOJII0» — OCh IO 6aYUTh Y YKPaiHCHKUX JIPHKIB YUTATeJ b, IPUBUKILNHN
[0 peasiisMy i colliaJIbHOro aHaJli3y HOBHX eBpomeuiicbkux JiitepaType” (Drahomanov
1873, 159).

2 M306pasnTe/IbHO-eTHOTrpachiIeCcKoe Hanpap/ieHHe HCUEpPIBIBAJIOCH B 3MOXY
KOTZla BCe MBICJIAINee OyMaJio O mporpecce [...] OHO OKa3BbIBaJIOCh CJIMIIKOM Y3KHM,
MPOCTOHAPONHAs JKH3Hb, MPEICTABJIABIIAACA HpeXKAe o00JaroJalomeo HECMETHBIM
0OraTCTBaM [JIA JINTEPATYPHl, C 9TOM TOUKM 3PEeHHs, ABJIAJIACh OUY€Hb CKYIHOIO [...]
(Kostomarov 1871, 35). Page citations refer to the reprint in Betko and others 1994, 314-
425.
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Drahomanov — being one of Ukrainian vernacular culture’s most passionate
advocates — also clearly articulated the necessity for breaking away from the
ethnographic dilettantism “etnohrafichnyi dylentantyzm” and “pseudo-realism” in
Ukrainian literature (Drahomanov 1873, 162).

He voiced an almost identical position in his “Lysty na Naddniprians koi
Ukrainy” (hereafter Letters). Here Drahomanov stated: “The growth and civic
value of literature was based not only on ethnographic, and more specifically, on
linguistic foundations, but on the entire sum of historical and cultural conditions
in which nations live.”* In fact, although Drahomanov recognized the power of
the Ukrainian nation’s ethnic definition, which insisted predominantly on the
linguistic and cultural distinctiveness of Ukrainians, it is also apparent that for
him this was a notion that could not provide a suitable basis for the articulation of
a Ukrainian national identity to uphold claims for political independence. From
this perspective, the critic assessed the aesthetic modes previously used to
describe the Ukrainian people’s life and lore as inadequate under the new
conditions. The scholar evaluated this type of writing as ‘provincialism’ and
refused to acknowledge it as a truly artistic representation because, in his view, it
potrayed a distorted image of Ukrainian reality. Although he promoted the idea of
creating a literature for the ‘peasants,” his notion of narodnist * was very

different from Kulish’s concept of prostonarodnist’.

# “3picTh 1 rpoMancka BapTiCTh JITepAaTypH OCHOBHBAJHMCH [He] TiJBbKHM Ha

rpyHTi eTHOrpachiyHOMYy, a Ie CHeliasbHillle Ha JHHIBICTIYHOMY, a Ha BCill cyMi
ICTOPHYHMX i KYJLTYPHHX OGCTaBHH, B KOTPHX KHBYThH Hapomu” (Drahomanov 1994,
208-209).

* Cf. his note in the article on the relationship between Ukrainian and Russian
literature, where he makes a distinction between natsionalizm (nationalism) and
narodovstvo (patriotism; Drahomanov 1873, 151-152, note 1). In my view, Drahomanov
espouses a very interesting form of vernacular nationalism (kosmopolitychnoho
narodovtsva, ibid.), which aims at articulating universal civil ideals by means of a
distinctively ‘local’ culture (“kosmopolityzm v ideiakh i tsiliakh, natsionalnism v hrunti i
Jormakh kulturnoi pratsi” (Drahomanov 1994, 190).
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Developed within a social-liberal ideological framework and in direct
opposition to the romantic idealization of the ‘people,” Drahomanov’s national
vision revealed his deep conviction that the Ukrainian peasantry must be exposed
to, and learn to live by the Western standards of social equality, political and
cultural autonomy and European humanistic values. “The true patriot,” argued
Drahomanov, “cannot be a nationalist” who in the name of restrictive nationalism
“neglects to work for the social good of his compatriots.” He espoused the idea of
social happiness as a universal ideal, the realization of which was impending. In
Drahomanov’s view, “the [true Ukrainian] patriot could respect the historical
forms of national existence when these are impregnated with the seed of
cosmopolitanism.” He encouraged his compatriots to labor to awaken a sense of
national belonging that encouraged “the growth of popular will and practices”
(zrostu voli i obichai masy narodu). He maintained that Ukrainian patriots love
their homeland because it was a territory where they could initiate humanist
endeavors with the least amount of effort (Drahomanov 1873, 152, note 1; cf. also
Drahomanov 1994, 190). Thus, Drahomanov’s intellectual articulation of the
nation focused on the propagation of civic ideals, and it is not surprising that in
his discourses France and the formation of the French nation were often cited as
an example to follow. “At first ethnographic-national feelings (soul) were
irrelevant. We consciously place before the word ‘national’ also the word
‘ethnographic’ in orderb to make our ideas clearer because the word ‘nation’ in
European [fashion] also means sometimes ‘state’ but not ‘race.” The world knows

political-national autonomy, which is separate from the national-ethnographic.”*®

* “Haponosenhb Moxe MOBaXaTH icTOpHYHI (POPMH XXHTTA HAIiOHAJILHOTO
TIJIKM TOr[i, 4K BOHH MaJid a0 MaloTh 3epHa HOro KOCMONOJIITHYHMX ifed, MoxXKe
OyIUTH NMOYYTTS HAIliOHAJILHI TiJIbKM TaKi, KOTOpi BeAYTh OO 3pOCTY BOJIi i 0GidaiB
Mac HapoAdy, — BiH MOXe JIIOOUTH PONMHY CBOIO TiJIbKHM AKO Miclle, ie BiH HalJerme
MOKe MpamioBaT 114 yosiosika” (Drahomanov 1873, 152, note 1).

6 “BErhorpaciuHo-HamioHabHE MOYYTTA (OyIIa) Crepily TyT 6YJO Hi IpH
yoMy. MU HaBMHCHE CTaBHMO IIpH CJIOBI HayioHassHe i cJIoBO eTHorpadiuHe, 1106
OyMmMKa Hama OyJsia fAcHille, 60 CJIOBO Hayis B eBpPOINEHCHKiN TepMiHoJIOril iHoAi
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Drahomanov’s comments oddly resonate with current theoretical distinctions
between ethnic and civic nationalism, therefore posing, perhaps for the first time
in the Ukrainian intellectual space, the problem of nationalism’s elusiveness and
inherent contradictions.

The motto “realism and social analysis” succinctly summarizes the
essence of Drahomanov’s aesthetic and cultural building incentives. I see it as a
key to understanding Drahomanov’s intellectualizations. He praised realism as a
method that allowed an objective and accurate description of the historical
conditions in which the Ukrainian people’s lives unfolded. He endorsed it as an
aesthetic approach that in concrete images revealed the social and political
injustices the Ukrainian people endured. Drahomanov considered realism to be a
powerful aesthetic ideology because it required artists to ‘capture’ the typical and
the usual in the life struggles of peasants, thereby offering an accurate (mirror
image) representation of reality. In his view, such images inspired and motivated
for changes. He, for example, praised Kulish’s ability to create life-like characters
(“rodyty zhyvi typy”) and demanded from Ukrainian authors to provide insights
into the “psychology of the peasant family,” exposing the economic oppression
plaguing the life of Ukrainian peasants (Drahomanov 1873, 160, 162).

His comments on contemporary Russian literature revealed the intellectual
premises of his aesthetic evaluation. As Drahomanov declared, the new Russian
literature was not concerned with the expression of shallow nationalistic ideals,
but tried “to investigate nature as it was and to create living characters, struggling
most against despotism in all its forms and manifestations, protesting not by
means of empty phrases but scenes and characters [whose presence in the
literature reinforces its national specificity].” The critic maintained that, “the

sphere of prose and poetry is already broadening while nationality itself follows

3HAYUTHL Oepicasd, a He paca 1 Ha CBITI YacTO MPOABJIAETHCH AaBTOHOMIsM
MOJITUIHO-HANIOHAJIBHUMN, OCiOHMI Bil eTHOr padpiuHO-HanioHa bHOro” (Drahomanov
1994, 163; author’s italics).
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the images and characters taken from the national source.™ As he believed,
literature was to enlighten and awaken the peasant masses by offering social-
political and national ideals. Therefore, Ukrainian writers should extol the ideas
of West European liberalism and socialism as well as the Ukrainian people’s
cultural distinctiveness. In this sense, his agenda argued for the ‘Europeanization’
of Ukrainian society, and was drawn from a more international rather than
regional perspective.

In comparison to Kulish and Kostomarov’s romantic approach, the most
obvious difference in Drahomanov’s attitude, which signaled a change in the
Ukrainian intelligentsia’s self-perception as national leadership and the tasks it
must fulfill, was the orientation toward mass education and mass culture as
political opportunities to enforce °‘real’ Ukrainianization. In this respect,
Drahomanov’s nationalism was what the Hungarian intellectual George Konrad
has defined as “self-expanding national strategy that takes anything from the
outside world that can be fruitfully related to what was previously considered
national and delights in integrating the two” (qt. in Kennedy and Suny 1999, 17).
In my view, Drahomanov’s discourses outlined a new context for imagining the
nation. As already mentioned, he explicitly conceptualized the Ukrainian polity in
relation to Europe, demonstrating an acute awareness of the current historical
conditions in which the nationalization of Ukrainians took place. He was
considerate of the multiethnic state structure within which Ukrainians lived and
the importance that the existing imperial high culture traditionally had for the
articulation and promotion of the Ukrainian national idea. As he saw it, the

products of this hybrid culture, although printed in the Russian language (what he

7 «Pociiicka i BEJIHKOPYChKa OeJIETPICKHKA i Mo€3id CHX 4aciB He 3aJjaBajach
BXe AKHMH-HeOyIb Y3KHMH HAaliOHAJIbHUMH i/lealJaMH: BOHA CTapaeThCs
BUCJIIKYBAaTH Hapypy sK BoHa € [...] i BUBOZWTb XKWBH THIIH, Halbijbire
6OpOIOYNCh NPOTHB AECHOTH3MY B ycix Horo ¢hopMax i mposApax, IMPOTECTYIOUH He
romuMe ¢pazaMi, a KapTuHaMH, Tunami. Ccpepa OeseTpUCTHKHM 1 MOe€3ii yce
POBIIUPAETLCA, [...] a HayionarsHicms cama coboio ltide 34 KaApMuHAMU | Munamu,
y3amumu 3 Hayionarsnozo dxcepeaa” (Drahomanov 1873, 159; italics mine).
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defined as all-Russian literature), served as a medium that connected Ukrainians
with the rest of the world, and more importantly, introduced them to vanguard
European ideas and developments. He refused to belittle the fact that Ukrainian
literature, and respectively culture, grew out of an imperial history shared with the
Russians and out of the same imperial institutions (Drahomanov 1873, 105, 143-
144).

In this sense, paramount for his articulation of the nation was the proposed
model of relationships between the Ukrainian nation and the Russian Empire,*
which he defined in terms of political, social and cultural oppression, urging for
constitutional reforms that would guarantee the state’s liberalization and
democratization. For example, in his Letters, Drahomanov wrote: “It has to be
admitted once and for all that serious work for the benefit of the Ukrainian masses
is impossible as long as there is no political freedom in Russia. And this means
that the Ukrainian movement itself cannot have serious civic meaning as long as it
does not take a political direction.™® In other words, in his discourses, the
tensions between the ‘center’ and the ‘periphery’ enter into the play, although
Drahomanov failed to acknowledge this distinction as a valuable principle of
national boundary demarcation and social categorization. As I will try to show,

the modernists transformed it into a key category by means of which they

*® Of course, Drahomanov was not the first to conceptualize Ukrainian national
culture in relation to, and within the context, of Europe. As previously noted, the notion
of Europe constituted a particular ‘knot’ of tensions and anxieties, which the first
designers of Ukrainian identity could not completely ignore. However, the European
framework did not play such a prominent role in their articulation of the nation for a
number of reasons. Here I cannot explore all of those in depth. Suffice it to point out only
that Ukrainian romantics did not perceive Europe as a ‘threat’ to their identity-defining
efforts and they adopted the European nationalist rhetoric without resistance because they
did not feel the need to re-inscribe the locality (Ukraine) in global relations to the same
degree. For them, as already stated, more important task was to define the boundaries of
the ethnoscape and transform it into a ‘homeland.’

¥ “Tpe6a pas HasaBlLIe NPH3HATH, IO CEPiO3HA Mpand N1 MacH YKpaiHChKOi
He MOXJINBA, IIOKH He Oyde B Pocii mo/liTHYHOI BOJIi, a 3HAYNTh, HIO # YKPaiHCHKHM
PYX He MOXe MaTH Cepio3HOiI I'poMaAChKOi Baru, MOKHM HE CTaHe Ha IOJIi THYHHH
rpyat” (Drahomanov 1994, 206-207).
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expressed the cultural distinctiveness of Ukrainians and substantiated their claims
for political independence.

Important, in the light of later developments in the intellectual articulation
of the Ukrainian nation, especially the elitist model outlined by the modernists, is
another distinction that Drahomanov introduced into his nationalist rhetoric,
namely the distinction between ‘high’ and ‘low’ culture, a boundary that became
another “pole of anxiety” (cf. Jusdanis 1991, 27) for the Ukrainian intelligentsia.
His ultimate objective of establishing Ukrainian national culture as separate from
the Russian in content and form® was supported by his demand to create
literature for a very broad audience (“velyka publyka”), growing from the
‘bottom’ to the ‘top’ (“znyzu vhoru”; “vid literatury prostoi do vysokoi,” Letters
181) and expanding its subject matter as the interests of the peasantry changed
(Drahomanov 1994, 211). He recommended that modern Ukrainian literature give
priority to universal human interests, aspiring to discover those in the national
character. As Drahomanov insistently reminded, it should help to cultivate a sense
of human dignity and desire for struggle against the remnants of retrograde and
repressive ideologies (Drahomanov qt. in Muchin 1987, 76).

Drahomanov’s position appears to be typical for the populist way of
thinking in that it was somewhat ambiguous and failed to draw a clear line
between ‘high’ and ‘low’ cultural production. He endorsed a model similar to the
one articulated earlier by the Ukrainian romantics who insisted on the creation of
a national culture to strengthen the relationships between the intelligentsia and the

peasant masses, and thereby to facilitate the process of national consolidation.

% Drahomanov admits that he, “on the basis of Ukrainian folk songs, considers
the national consciousness of Ukrainian peasants to be highly developed and the
Ukrainian language to be quite rich,” and so, he is hopeful that “a popular literature
different from the Russian will emerge.” He is certain that such literature immediately
would attract large audiences because “it will be the fruit of life and not the outcome of
scholarly speculations” (Drahomanov 1994, 211; italics mine). Cf. also his statement that
by 1873, “Ukrainian literature grew and somewhat freed itself from the hegemony of
Russian literature” (ibid.).
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Yet, Drahomanov defined the populist idea of ‘mass literature’ which focused
exclusively on peasant needs and interests as “formal nationalism without
patriotism (formalnyi natsionalizm bez narodoliubstva),” arguing against
Hrinchenko that national culture was a product of the intellectuals’ efforts to
reflect on, and express their knowledge and understanding of the Ukrainian
people’s experiences and mentality (Drahomanov 1994, 188). Perhaps, this is why
his contemporaries so harshly reacted to his position. For example, Borys
Hrinchenko accused him of servility to the Russians and betrayal of the Ukrainian
national ideal (Hrinchenko 1892 [1994], 95-96). Ivan Franko also disapproved of
Drahomanov’s political pragmatism, blaming him for having no faith in the
Ukrainian “national ideal, taken to its logical conclusion in political life.” This
lack of faith the West Ukrainian writer identified as the major cause for
Drahomanov’s life-tragedy and, as he phrased it, “the source of the impotence of
his political strivings” (Franko 1900 [1996], 198-199).

2.4. The Intelligentsia and the Masses:
The Populist—Modernist Debate

The Myth of the ‘Assimilated’ Ukrainian Elites

Also, significant for the intellectual articulation of the Ukrainian nation was
another boundary, namely, the divide between the Ukrainian intelligentsia and the
peasant masses. Initially articulated towards the end of the 19" century, and more
consistently in the beginning of the 20™ century as the myth of the ‘inefficient
elites,” this rupture was used as a strategy by means of which Ukrainian patriotic
intellectuals affirmed their hegemony in the Ukrainian cultural space. This
strategy of distinction warrants closer discussion. It offers a chance to illuminate
some deeply embedded stereotypes of self-imagining in the Ukrainian intellectual
thought that reveals the controversies surrounding the intellectuals’ own invention

as a national leadership.
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In Ukraine as well as in Bulgaria, the initial discursive articulation of the
nation betrays a peculiar type of paradoxical intellectual behavior that
characterized the work of the social imagination. The Bulgarian scholar
Aleksandlir K’osev has labeled this complex of ideas as “self-colonization”
(1999). The American anthropologist Michael Herzfeld (1997) refers to it as
“cultural intimacy.” Regardless of the term used, the heart of this paradoxical
behavior constitutes the intelligentsia’s need for self-reproach and criticism,
tirelessly expressed in a prescriptive negative stereotype, identifying the national
elites as “insufficiently nationalized, small in numbers and powetless, lazy and
internally divided” (Hrinchenko 1882, 41). As both the romantics and the
populists saw it, the Ukrainian intelligentsia’s most notorious characteristic was
its detachment from its own ‘People.” For example, Hrinchenko glumly observed
in his Lysty z Ukrainy Naddniprians koi (hereafter Letters):

Anyone who now looks at Ukraine will become sad, very sad. The whole
country has split into two distinct camps: lords and peasants, intelligentsia
and the people. [...] Many things have divided them: social conditions, both
economic and educational; laws and individualism; education (albeit mostly
superficial) has separated the lord from the peasant. But one must add one
more thing — and this one divides them completely: the lord has abandoned
his nationality [...]. **

The split between the intelligentsia and the people and the guilt complex
associated with it respectively became an important aspect of the Ukrainian
nation’s intellectual articulation. In the next section I will attempt a brief
explanation of this phenomenon in the light of Ian Craib’s theory of emotional

intersubjectivity (1998), as revised and expanded by Carolyne Vogler (2000).

1 “CymHO, CyMHO CTaHe TOMY, XTO IIOQMBHTBHCA TeNep IO Hamil Yxpaimi!
Bcs kapina po3Ouiiacs Ha JBa BHpasHi TaOOpU — nauie Ta MyXCUKI6, Inmeai2eHyilo Ta
Hapod. [...] PospisHmio ix GaraTo pedeii: i comiajbHi 0OCTaBUHM, i €KOHOMIYHi, i
nmpocBiTHi. 1 mpaBamMM, i 3aMOrHICTIO, i NPOCRiTOIO (XO04a 3Ae6i/IBIIOTO TiJILKH
MO3BePXOBHOIO) Bilpi3HUBCA IaH OT MYXKHKa. Ta JomaeThcsa e ofHA piy, i cd pid
po3pizHse iX ykpal: maH 3pikcs cBoei HaJioHasILHOCTI [...] (Hrinchenko 1882, 37).
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The Paradox of the Ukrainian Intelligentsia’s National Loyalties

Recently the growing interest in the psychology of nationalist behavior and
national identity has enhanced the awareness of the role that emotions such as
anger, frustration, resentment, contempt, guilt, shame, envy, jealousy, fear and
anxiety play in the processes of social identity formation. In current psychological
accounts of nationalism these emotions are conceptualized as important driving
forces, generating national sentiments and attachments (cf. Bloom 1990, Sheff
1994, Craib 1998, Cottam and Cottam 2001). Craib, for instance, conceptualizes
national identity as a specific form of collective (social) identity that, put in
Vogler’s phrasing, is “not just a result of social classification, boundary
demarcation, and processes of identification but also has an important [subjective]
emotional dimension” (2000, 19). According to Vogler, in Craib’s view, the
formation of a national identity is the outcome of “interplay between sociological
and unconscious psychological processes,” stimulated by the transmission and
sharing of a range of emotions, communicated in the processes of interaction
between the members of a community (2000, 22). As she indicates, “[...] the
emotional dimension of identity is rooted in the unconscious object relations,
fantasies and defense mechanisms [...] of splitting, projection and projective
identification which in addition to protecting individuals against anxiety, also
operate as unconscious forms of emotional communication” (ibid.). Under certain
circumstances, group members could unite to “respond to outsiders (and
sometimes even to some of their own members) emotionally, as if they disliked
parts of their own selves” (Vogler 2000, 25; italics mine).

Drawing also on Bion’s theory of social dynamics (1962), which examines
the operation of emotional intersubjectivity in groups, Vogler suggests that often
the group members experience conflicting or even contradictory emotions with
respect to their group since “pleasant feelings like security are always experienced
in combination with less pleasant ones such as hate, frustration and inadequacy,

this leading to anxiety, which group members defend against by resorting to one
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of the three basic defense mechanisms,” namely, splitting, projection and
projective identification (2000, 25-26). In stressful or conflictual social situations,
“the anxiety generated by external social conditions combines with the [...]
anxiety evoked by membership of the group to precipitate individual regression to
primitive paranoid defences which are then projected and given objective
existence in the social structure and culture of the community” (Vogler 2000, 26).
In such instances, “social conflicts in the external social world [...] come to be
reinforced by social defense mechanisms so that aggression is collectively
displaced onto subgroups and external enemies” (Vogler 2000, 27). Especially
strong, she underscores, are “the tacit assumptions about the purpose of the group,
which are not expressed explicitly but give meaning to its behavior” and thus, the
expression of the anxiety is “underpinned by internal fantasy so that conflicts in
the external social world come to be experienced in a very polarized way as a
battle between the forces of good and evil, victims and villains, them and us [...]”
(Vogler 2000, 28).

In my understanding, the conditions under which the Ukrainian
intelligentsia operated since the mid-19" century were particularly unfavorable
and represented a critical situation where membership in the group (i.e., the
Ukrainian nation) could produce extremely strong conflicting emotions (shame
and pride, rage and guilt, love and hate, etc.). The release of the felt anxieties
seemingly took the form of splitting and projection, which on the one hand,
strengthened the Ukrainian ethnic identity of the patriots whereas the perceived
‘bad’ behavior was projected onto a particular subgroup (the ‘assimilated elites’
or later, the ‘older’ generations). The representatives of such subgroups served as
‘scapegoats’ for the Ukrainian patriotic intelligentsia’s dissatisfaction with its
own social status of a colonially oppressed intelligentsia, and the slow progress of
Ukrainian society’s nationalization. Interesting evidence in this regard is provided
in the speech prepared by Drahomanov to be presented at the International

Literary Congress held in Paris (1878), where he wrote: “We just want to show
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the wide world that terrible injustice of which we are the victims in Russia. And
we are certain that the congress will not remain indifferent to our plight and will
find some way to come to our aid.”*?

Borys Hrinchenko in his Letters is much more explicit. There he angrily
talks about the current state of affairs in Ukraine, clearly articulating the line that
separated the patriots from the assimilated Ukrainian intellectuals. In his view,
there were two major impediments for the nationalization process in Ukraine. The
first was the fact that the Ukrainian intelligentsia was part of the all-Russian
intelligentsia. The second hindrance in Hrinchenko’s eyes was that the Ukrainian
people had undeveloped national consciousness (1882, 51). The negative
assessment of the Russian intelligentsia, whose representatives the critic defined
as “insufficiently cultured” (malokul'turni, Hrinchenko 1882, 53) is combined in
his discourse with a more decisive articulation of Ukrainian -cultural
distinctiveness and a more rigid delineation of the ethnic boundary with the
Russians. On this ground, the model of cultural autonomy that Hrinchenko
proposed insisted on the creation of a Ukrainian national culture shielded from the
influences of the imperial centers (Moscow, St. Peterburg, etc.) and even from
Europe (1882, 55; 107). In addition, Hrinchenko urged for the unification of
Ukrainians, refusing to accept a division of Ukrainian national culture into ‘high’
and ‘low,’ stating that such distinctions were ahistorical and illogical (1882, 93).
At the same time, he gave immense significance to the work of those few, whom
he considered to be true patriots, praising them for their struggle to establish the
social, economic, political and cultural rights of the Ukrainian people
(Hrinchenko 1882, 105). He criticized Drahomanov’s ‘cosmopolitism’ as well as
the work of older generations of Ukrainian patriots — people like Kvitka, Kulish,

Kostomarov, etc.— whose nationalist visions he denounced as futile, claiming that

2 “Mu XO4eMO TIJIbKH IOKa3aTH HIHPOKOMY CBIiTOBi TYyIO CTpaIUHYIO
HeCNpaBeVIMBICTh, KOTOPO1 MH € scepmeamu B Pocii, i Mu mneBHi, 10 KOHIrpec He
OCTaHe PiBHOAYINMM Ha Halli ymiMHeHHsA i Halile AKHMiCh cmoci6é NpHHTH HaM Ha
nomius” (qt. in Bernstein 1988, 189; italics mine).
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they were individuals divided in their loyalties: “[...] the Ukrainian activist of that
time had two souls: one Ukrainian, the other Russian. The Ukrainian soul came
from his people, from the feeling of love for one's own native land, from love for
one's language, for one's nation; the Russian soul was inspired by the Russian
leadership. This is why the Russian intellectual then was pulled in two
directions.”>

The historical raison d'étre behind the ambiguity and indeterminacy of the
Ukrainian intelligentsia’s national loyalties warrants a closer examination. But
here I will limit myself to two brief remarks conceding that mine is an insufficient
and somewhat superficial treatment.”* The ensuing discussion is based on
Kas’ianov’s study on the formation of Ukrainian intelligentsia in Eastern Ukraine
(1993). His work sheds light on the social factors underpinning the attitudes of the
patriotic Ukrainian intellectuals and their efforts in organizing and promoting the
national movement.

First, as Kas’ianov has already pointed out, the specific national-
demographic constitution of the Ukrainian intelligentsia and the peculiar
historical circumstances under which it operated at the turn of the 20™ century,
significantly affected the forging and expression of its national dispositions.
According to Kas’ianov, in that period the Ukrainian intelligentsia was poorly
organized, too homogenized, and a leader of a “backward agrarian nation with a
deformed agrarian structure” (1993, 41). The social context in which the
Ukrainian national movement evolved was characterized by the ‘modernization’

initiatives of the imperial administrations, which brought about one of the most

B “A THM 1e MOro/IXKYyBaJIocs, II0 B TOMIMIHbOMY BKpaiHCHBKOMY Mifd4eBi
CHIiNIO fABi NyILIi: ofHA YKpaiHChKa, a Opyra — pocifichbka. YKpaiHCBKY AyHly HOMY
0aB pig, mOYyBaHHA JIIOOOBI OO PiHOI'O Kpao, JIOOOBL OO CBOEL MOBH, IO CBOTO
Hapomy; PpOCIMCBKY OyImly maaBaJio HoMy pocificbke XHTTs, pOCiiChbKa YypsagoBa
CJIyXK06a, OHOpOKpaTHYHAa IMPHUXWIBHICTL [0 JIAaCKM, aKy BHABJIAJIO pOCilicbKe
HavyaJIbcTBO. OTO HOro, TOHNIMIHBOIO POCIHCHLKOro iHTEJHIeHTa, i TArJo i TymW, i
ciond [...]” (Hrinchenko 1882, 60).

* A more detailed analysis of this ambiguity one could find in the following
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profound social changes within the Ukrainian society. This was the migration of
Ukrainian youth from the village to the city. As a result, ethnically aware, but
politically inert, young Ukrainians were ‘uprooted’ from their regional vernacular
traditions and became “available for nationalist propaganda” (cf. Hall, J. 1995,
16; Hroch 1985). Moving to the large Russified urban centers, such individuals
faced a serious dilemma: to adopt the lifestyle of the assimilated urban
intellectuals and themselves become assimilated, or to resist the Russian cultural
dominance, maintaining and further developing their ethnic Ukrainian identity
(Kas’ianov 1993, 43). Furthermore, as Kas’ianov’s analysis demonstrates,
opportunities for the recruitment of Ukrainian patriots were profuse, for the
influences of the patriotically mindful, older generations of Ukrainian urban
intelligentsia, were also very strong. The patriotically conscious Ukrainian urban
intellectuals, such as the Kosach family, showed to the insecure and confused
Ukrainian youth that recognition of one’s Ukrainian cultural roots (ethnicity)
could be the source of great psychological comfort, pride and dignity.”> The
exposure to such influences had very specific consequences since the close
interactions between the urban and the rural Ukrainian intelligentsia obscured the
differences between the village and the city as two distinctive habitats of
modernity. This in turn, affected the culture adopted by Ukrainian urban
intellectuals and their building and mobilization techniques, which characterized a
specific style of political activism. Because of its small numbers, the Ukrainian
urban intelligentsia, as the activities of the populists suggest, at first actively
sought the assistance of provincial intellectuals to win over the peasant masses
and achieve its political goals. In fact, if we are to trust Kas’ianov, the provincial
intelligentsia served as the messenger of nationalism, providing the necessary link

between the politically active urban patriots and the passive Ukrainian peasantry.

authors: Shkandrij 2001, 30-34; Subtelny 1999 and Prizel 1999.

% Kas’ianov (1993) provides a number of good examples and therefore, I will
refrain from doing so.
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They were the people, who through the network of their personal relations
disseminated among the common people the European notions of civil rights,
economic emancipation, and political freedom. Provincial teachers, doctors,
agronomists, and so on, directly worked with the Ukrainian peasantry to stimulate
and arouse patriotic feelings, national pride, and loyalty to the native land
(Kas’ianov 1993, 43). Nevertheless, as Hrinchenko’s Letters revealed, tensions
between the urban and provincial Ukrainian intelligentsia existed, and these were
projected, at least prior to the arrival of the modernists on the cultural scene, onto
various other distinctions, the most important of which, perhaps, was the
opposition between the intelligentsia and its own ‘People.’

Second, the writings of Ukrainian intellectuals also suggest that in the
Ukrainian space another change played a more crucial role for the intelligentsia’s
intensified political activism and the spread of the Ukrainian national idea at the
onset of the 20™ century. This change assisted the conceptualization of Ukrainian
culture as a political bond and a source of collective solidarity. Unfortunately,
Kas’ianov only briefly touches upon it. In his attempt to find reasons explaining
the increasing involvement of the Ukrainian intelligentsia in the struggle for
political independence, especially from the 1900s on, the scholar points to the fact
that by that time Ukrainian intellectuals had learned how to create and maintain
the continuity of national-cultural traditions (Kas’ianov 1993, 24-25). In my
view, this means that the Ukrainian intelligentsia became more aware of its own
cultural history now engaging more actively in the re-writing and discursive re-
invention of Ukrainian cultural continuity. The ‘switch’ towards such a more self-
conscious attitude as part of the Ukrainian intelligentsia’s habitus manifested
itself in dispositions that required recurrent revisions of previously established
cultural codes in order to expand the Ukrainian semiosphere while sustaining the
originality of Ukrainian national culture. In this respect, the conflicts between
different generations of Ukrainian intelligentsia were a vital element of the

Ukrainian nation-building process. Therefore, the efforts to break away from
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previous enunciations of the nation in order to ensure the success of a particular
construction or version of national culture constituted another crucial aspect of the
Ukrainian intellectual social engineering. As Foster has argued, “the very notion
of a nation with a fixed, ‘given’ cultural identity is a sign of the success of a
whole array of practices naturalizing that identity [...] for all definitions of the
national essence selectively ignore competing definitions” (cf. 1991, 238). From
this point of view, it is not surprising that even though each new generation of
Ukrainian intellectuals as a rule rebuked the inherited intellectual legacy, the
strong relationship with past traditions (‘the roots”) was, nonetheless instrumental
in defining the makeup of modern Ukrainian, and respectively national, culture

(cf. also Kas’ianov 1993, 24).

Ukrainian Culture as a Political Tool: The Populist View

Ernest Gellner’s theory of nationalism provides further elucidation of the
significance of this shift. His key thesis is the idea that “an industrial [i.e.,
modern] society depends on a common culture” (qt. in Hall, J. 1995, 10)
constructed or rather ‘invented’ and ‘reinvented’ in the course of massive social
engineering as the principle place-holder of social integration and coherence upon
which the nation is built (Gellner 1995, 3). According to Gellner, nationalism
“[...] is based largely on the social reality of anonymous, atomized society.” In
his view, the most important mechanism of unification “was neither proletarian
impoverishment and alienation, nor a universal market prosperity,” but the new
role of culture in modern society, which was to create social cohesion through
“manipulation of ideas, and messages and people” (Gellner 1995, 3). Along the
same lines, John Hall has observed that “many national leaders in the 20" century
have been aware of the connection established by Gellner — that is, they are
modernizers consciously aware of how to create an industrial society.” As he
points out, such modernizers “seek to break down the segments of the traditional
order so as to create a common culture capable of integrating all citizens” (Hall

1995, 11; Italics mine). Thus, culture in the writings of the realists emerges as an
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indispensable political tool. Ivan Franko, in his article Beyond the Limits of the
Possible very powerfully articulated this significant change in the mode of
Ukrainian nation’s justification (1900 [1996], 193-200). Following a long
introduction, Franko directly asked a number of strategically imperative

questions:

What is the meaning of national revival? What material and spiritual spheres
of life does it embrace, and what is to be excluded from it? What goals should
or should not a national movement pursue? Which ideals are within the limits
of the possible, and which go beyond? Should one accept these limits as
something given and fixed, or should one, with one’s head and hands, push
them farther and farther away? (1900, 195).

For Franko the construction of national culture was not a matter of
successfully defining the national character, but a process that involved also the
‘planning’ of its transmission and reproduction through the available socializing
practices as “enduring personality traits” (cf. Foster 1991, 238).°° In his view,
culture helped above all to sustain collective identities over time and vast social
spaces:

One cannot deny that responsibly conducted literary and cultural work, even
without mixing in active politics, in the course of time could win for
Ukrainians some small political significance, and that all such idealistic
movements, when spread to the masses, tend to reflect a greater number of
economic and political interests as they take the people into an ever-widening
arena of struggle (Franko 1900 [1996], 197-98).

Franko’s interests in European socialist thought certainly helped him
realize the significance of mass mobilization in the processes of nation-building.
He conceptualized the national movement both as a struggle for economic
emancipation and political liberation. As he pointed out: “The economic question
is so important and so basic that it cannot be bypassed but must serve as the

starting point of the political independence of any nation” (1900 [1996], 196). In

* This would explain his systematic efforts to conceptualize literature as a
“service to the people, in assertion of that people’s national and human rights” and his
endorsement of individual artistict creativity as “a workaday routine, enobled by the
writer’s sense of obligation and concern with the topics of the day” (Pavlychko 1996, 84).
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addition, the writer thought of the Ukrainian national movement as a struggle for
cultural ‘naturalization,” which was another principal aspect of his political
thinking. He interpreted it as a struggle for the Ukrainianization of the public
space through the development and promotion of Ukrainian language, culture,
local administration, and mass education. In his view, the notion of a ‘non-
political’ culture was obsolete. While battling against the very concept of ‘non-
political’ culture, the prominent Ukrainian writer articulated a fundamental
principle of modern nationalist thought. In Geneviéve Nootens’ terms, this
principle was “the infusion of culture with political content and the infusion of the
political with cultural content” (1996 [1996], 242). Apparently, Franko’s
understanding of the national problem arose from awareness that the idea of
nation “has an inescapable political dimension, because political institutions and
governmental decisions are the essential means by which a people can ensure the
flourishing and survival of a culture” (cf. Nootens 1996, 244). It is also important
to note that Franko considered the national problem not as ‘ideal’ situation in
reference to some indefinite future (as, for example Drahomanov did), but as the
most pressing issue of his time.

Franko conceptualized the role of political freedom as the precondition for
individual self-realization, and the raison d'étre behind the structural and
semantic changes occurring in the Ukrainian social space. According to him, the
end of the 19™ century saw a novel way of reasoning about the driving forces of
human nature, which resulted in a different understanding of what personal
success, human history and progress meant. The idea of nation offered a mode of
explaining the human individual existence as an endeavor to “invent, to search, to
work hard, to serve and to associate” in the name of an ideal more vital and more
meaningful: the social and political fulfillment of a people. The idea of nation,
according to Franko, suggested “the synthesis of all idealistic striving, the
building blocks holding all the bricks in place” that gave greater meaning and

clear direction to all personal aspirations and efforts in approaching “the ideal of
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the full, unfettered, and unlimited [...] life and development” (1900 [1996], 199).
As he wrote: “A concern with anything outside the framework of the nation
reveals either hypocrisy of people who under the cover of international ideas want
to hide their striving for the domination of one nation over another, or the sick
sentimentalism of fantasists who want to cover up with “universal” phrases their
spiritual alienation from their own nation” (Franko 1900 [1996], 199).

In his view, the achievement of higher international aims would only be
possible “when national strivings have been fulfilled and when national
grievances and injustices have receded into historical memory” (Franko 1900
[1996], 199). But he was quite realistic in assessing the political and social
‘readiness’ of his compatriots to practice that ideal.

The ideal of total national independence, political and cultural, lies for us,
from our present perspective, beyond the limits of the possible. So be it! But
let us not forget that thousands of paths leading to its achievement lie directly
under our feet, and only our awareness of this ideal, our pursuit of it, will
determine whether we follow paths leading to it or turn into other paths [...]
(Franko 1900 [1996], 200; italics mine).

Thus, as a political goal he set the cultivation of a profound attachment to
the Ukrainian nation in his contemporaries: “We must feel this ideal in our hearts;
we must use all our means and all our energy in order to approach it. Otherwise, it
will not exist, and no mystical fatalism will create it, while the development of
material relations like a blind machine, will trample and crush us” (Franko 1900
[1996], 200).

From the analysis conducted thus far, it should be clear that, as elsewhere
in Europe, the concept of nation and the forging of Ukrainian national identity
were “predicated on a condition of status-inconsistency among the relevant elite
group (i.e., the Ukrainian intelligentsia), which resulted from the obfuscation, for
one reason or another, of status distinctions and was accompanied by a profound
sense of insecurity and anxiety” (cf. Greenfeld 1996b, 14). The spread of socialist

and liberal-democratic ideas aided the formulation of a new set of political goals,
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which determined the nationalist dream-work of the Ukrainian intelligentsia in the
early 20t century.

Within this conceptual framework, it seems also likely that the conflict
between the populists-realists and the modernists marked the establishment of a
national-political elite in the strict sense, as individuals who devoted themselves
exclusively to the political expression of the Ukrainian nation. The appearance of
the modernists on the cultural scene stimulated the formation of a hierarchical
structure within the Ukrainian social continuum and led to the Ukrainian
intelligentsia’s internal stratification and diversification. One of the most
pronounced manifestations of this divide was the openly articulated boundary
between the ‘mass’ culture propagated by the populists and the “elitist’ Ukrainian
culture advocated by the modernists. Working under the conditions of foreign
rule, and lacking its own political structures, the Ukrainian intelligentsia thus
engaged in the active construction of national culture as a placeholder of
Ukrainianness, the unifying concept that manifested “the intelligentsia’s mindful
decision to recreate Ukrainian culture in its own image” (Ilnytzkyj 1994: 7). In
that order, the public debates, represented above all by the heated polemic of the
modernists and the realists-populists, centered on defining the essence of that
culture, its roots and purposes, hence revealing the intellectuals’ desire to
institutionalize the ‘common culture’ as the source of homogeneity and political
unity. In this sense, the process of Ukrainian culture’s conceptualization as a
political bond and the source of collective solidarity, commenced by the
populists-realists, reached its logical next ‘stage’ in the modernist critical meta-

discourse (kul 'turolohichnyi dyskurs, Hundorova 1997, 32-74).
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3. THE MODERNISTS AND THE NATION

This chapter examines the logic of identity definition and the transformation of
Ukrainian ‘people’ into a nation by means of the modernist elites’ social-
historical imagining. Ukrainian modernists as architects of national identity came
from a social group, discontented with its position in the Russian Empire and the
manner in which contemporary society defined its social role and status. They
arrived on the historical scene with an ambition for radical transformation of their
society, an ambition that under the oppressive regime of the imperial government,
particularly in the last two decades of the 19" century, strengthened the Ukrainian
intelligentsia’s aspirations for practicing cultural and political self-determination.
In this sense, the modernist aesthetics since its inception was in effect a political
position (cf. Geuss 2001, 45) that pursued the establishment of Ukrainian national
culture as an agent of social transformation.

However, before turning my attention to the specific problem of Ukrainian
modernist practices, let me briefly outline the chronology of the modernist
movement as it evolved in Ukraine. Such chronologization would situate the
ensuing discussion historically and help me emphasize some of the characteristic
features of Ukrainian Modernism. In addition, it will reveal my attitude to the
problems surrounding Ukrainian Modernism’s periodization and definition, which
is part of my attempt to offer no ‘false’ answers to the questions raised by the
study of modernist practices in ‘marginal’ localities such as Ukraine and Bulgaria
(Pavlychko 1999, 7). Finally, it is also an important element of my effort, en
rapport with Bourdieu’s self-reflexive method, to approach modemist practices
from a historical and critical intellectual position that also sets up the common
time frames that will allow a comparative study of the Bulgarian and Ukrainian
Modernisms.

Ukrainian scholarship defines the time between the 1880s and 1920s as
the period of Ukrainian Modernism, marking the 1910s as the heyday of its
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development (Ilnytzkyj 1992, Hundorova 1997, Pavlychko 1999). As Oleh S.
Ilnytzkyj suggests, the lack of a common designator for this period in the critical
literary practices at the time is a factor that for a long time created difficulties in
setting the chronological boundaries of Ukrainian Modernism (1992: 113). In
addition, different scholars approach the issue with different intentions and
purposes, an intellectual strategy that quite naturally results in drawing
significantly different chronologies of Ukrainian Modernism (Pavlychko 1999,
11-13). Here, I will speak of Ukrainian modernism as an all-encompassing
cultural practice, defining it on the bases of its socio-political and national
ideology. Although I am aware of the differences in the aesthetic platforms of
Symbolists, Impressionists, etc., I do not consider these the most important facets
of the modernist project in Ukraine. I see the struggle to attain aesthetic autonomy
as an essential part of the processes of national signification and nation building.
Thus, the aesthetic uses of literature in my interpretation render secondary to the
main impetus of Ukrainian modernists, namely, the drive to create Ukrainian
national high culture as a means of modernizing and further integrating their
society.

For this reason, although it is possible to differentiate Futurism as a very
powerful literary movement, perhaps one of the most clearly defined in terms of
its distinctive aesthetic platform, I espouse the view that futuristic works were not
significantly different than the writings of typical modernist theoreticians in
promoting a Ukrainian identity that defined the Ukrainians as Europeans.
Supportive of this view are the comments of Ilnytzkyj, who in one of his articles
indicates that the futurists were attacked for “nihilism, nationalism, and
cosmopolitanism” (Ilnytzkyj 1978: 467-475). In this sense, the aesthetic
differences between Modernism and Avant-gardism in Ukraine are irrelevant to
my discussion on the modernist national politics.

The present reading of Ukrainian modernism, which I am proposing, is

conceptually very broad. Constructed from the perspective of a meta-discursive
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interdisciplinary analysis, its purpose is to provide a basis for describing the
cultural practices of Ukrainian progressive intelligentsia at the beginning of the
20™ century. I acknowledge the differences but prefer to dwell primarily on the
similarities among the attempts of the Ukrainian creative intelligentsia to define
the collective body and endorse its ‘elitist’ vision of Ukrainian national identity.
In my view, it might be useful to divide this long period into two different stages,
thus adapting the periodization already proposed by Hundorova (1997). This
Ukrainian scholar recommends distinguishing between early and late Ukrainian
modernism. According to Hundorova, the formation of the Moloda Muza literary
circle in the early 1900s represents the first phase in the development of the
Ukrainian modernist movement (she identifies it as ‘early modernism”). The
launching of the journal Ukrains’ka khata in 1909, she considers to be the
beginning of the second ‘tide,” or late Ukrainian modernism (95).

Inspired by Tratner’s periodization of Modernism (1996), I here propose a
slightly modified version of Hundorova’s model, suggesting that the period of
early Ukrainian modernism was characterized by the original inception of
Ukrainian modernist literature and criticism, and the struggle to institutionalize
the modernist habitus through the creation of national high culture; thus, both
Moloda muza and Ukrains’ka khata will be studied together. As late Ukrainian
modernism I identify the work of Mykola Khvyl’ovyi, Mykola Zerov and other
proponents of Ukrainian modernism in the 1920s. In my view, the culture
building initiatives of these intellectuals, and most particularly Khvyl’ovyi’s
cultural policy, marked another significant shift in the development of the
modernist national vision. Strictly speaking, this second stage of Ukrainian
Modernism never reached its ‘natural end.” Abruptly disrupted, the tradition
continued in literary practices of the Ukrainian diaspora (1940s-1950s), and even
later in the 1990s, when the modernist aesthetics and literary experimentation was
rediscovered and incorporated as part of the cultural and literary heritage of some

contemporary Ukrainian authors (e.g., Iurii Andrukhovych, Myroslav
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Myroshnychenko and others; cf. also Pavlychko 1999). In other words, Ukrainian
modernism became a cultural practice that was further re-invented as an aesthetic,
but also as an ideological disposition (habitus), and a cultural policy, recognized
to represent the ‘golden era’ of Ukrainian modern cultural history.

To conclude, the division proposed here provides me with an opportunity
to look at the subtle or not so subtle shifts in the conceptualization of the
Ukrainian nation as the modernists tried to come to terms with the large-scale
changes affecting the global community at the turn of the 20 century. Thus, early
Ukrainian modernism was characterized by an attempt to transform the collective
body into a spiritual entity and the definition of Ukrainian nation was enforced as
a struggle to change the moral, ethical and above all, philosophical dispositions of
both Ukrainian intelligentsia and the masses. The late modernists reacted to a
different set of obstacles to the nationalization of their society. In principle, while
agitating for the FEuropeanization and Ukrainianization of their society,
Khvyl’ovyi, Zerov, and others continued the practices of their predecessors
(Ukrainka, Sriblians’kyi, Ievshan, and others), insisting on the creation of a high
Ukrainian national culture. At the same time, they adjusted these to the new
socio-political and historical conditions (Sovietization), once again altering the
rules according to which the local modernist habitus operated. In this sense, they
introduced changes in the originally conceived intellectual project. 1 will look
more closely at such differences in the concluding section of this chapter.
However, let me state beforehand that during the late 1920s, especially in the
writings of Khvyl’ovyi, I see Ukrainian modernism emerging as a robust

Ideologiekritik and a potent political technology of resistance and dissidence.

3.1. Nation Building and the Aesthetization of Culture

The social change pursued by the Ukrainian modernists was predicated on the
thematic emancipation of art and literature from economic and social constraints
and the empowerment of Ukrainian writers, artists, and critics through recognition

of their expertise and authority as producers of values. Consequently, the
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constitution of the literary and artistic field as an independent and fundamental
dimension of modern society manifested itself in the Ukrainian creative
intelligentsia’s pretension to control the instruments of legitimation in cultural
production and impose its ideals and aesthetic dispositions. At the turn of the
century, poets and writers like Mykola Voronyi, Pavlo Tychyna, Lesia Ukrainka,
Natalia Kobryns’ka, Vasyl’ Stefanyk, OlI’ha Kobylians’ka, Mykhailo
Kotsiubyns’kyi, etc., launched a new type of aesthetic, seeking to establish
Ukrainian art and literature as an independent cultural institution, not subjected to
any immediate social and political goals. But while dreaming of such autonomy,
they in fact worked to expand the national space for cultural production in the
Ukrainian language. The process of autonomization of the literary and artistic
field, was thus, entangled with the forging of the Ukrainian nation and the
transformation of Ukrainian culture into a national institution. The task they tried
to accomplish was not simply to open space for the recognition of art as an
autonomous human practice, equivalent to other differentiated activities such as
politics, science, law, education and so on. More significantly, they attempted to
naturalize and affirm art as an exclusively national enterprise, subordinated to no
other power but the authority of Ukrainian intellectuals. As Ilnytzkyj points out,
the true essence of Ukrainian modernism “inheres not in the denial of social
imperatives, but in raising them from class concerns to national ones” (1992:
116).

Ilnytzkyj’s remark is very important because it suggests that different
social forces propelled the formation of an autonomous artistic and literary field
in Ukraine. Under the conditions of colonial dependency and discrimination,
Ukrainian modernists, in tune with the pretences of French intellectuals like
Baudelaire and Flaubert, expressed their claims for cultural leadership through the
rhetoric of pure aesthetic. But, the aesthetization of Ukrainian culture did not
produce the same results as in France, or in other West European countries where,

as Jusdanis has argued, “under the general process of differentiation, [...] the arts
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were unified under one concept (aesthetic autonomy) and ascribed a
compensatory function: to provide a space of deliverance from the consequences
of social differentiation” (1991, 103). In fact, in the Western nation-states, art
evolved into an autonomous institution’ in order “[to transcend] social
differentiation by devising unalienated experiences” (Jusdanis 1991, 103-104).
Respectively, literature and the arts were assigned the task of “deliver[ing] the
citizens of modernity into a utopian realm of undifferentiated unity where they
could transcend the problems of their fragmented society” (Jusdanis 1991, 105).
However, in Ukraine, like in Greece or Bulgaria, the situation was
different for there the experiences of social differentiation did not conform to the

model of western industrial (‘bourgeois’) societies. In short, the modernist quests

here were not inspired by social alienation but unsolved national questions. This
is clearly suggested by the statement of Khvyl’ovyi, one of the most distinguished
ideologues of Ukrainian modernism. He wrote that “[...] in the name of solving
the national problem, Ukrainian art must, in the near future [...] pioneer a new
artistic style [...]” thus, obviously linking the modernists’ search of new poetics,
and their desire to attain the highest aesthetic values with their efforts to create
and express the national mind (qt. in Ilnytzkyj 1991: 261-262).

M. Sriblians’kyi, another prominent Ukrainian modernist, voiced similar
ideas before Khvyl’ovyi. In an article entitled “Pro Domo Sua,” the theorist of
Ukrainian modernism confessed that Ukrainian nationalism was the ideal
inspiring contemporary intelligentsia to produce cultural artifacts epitomizing the
completeness of the Ukrainian national existence by representing the interests of
the integrated Ukrainian society and not just partial (primarily peasant) social and
political interests (1909d: 421). Implicitly comparing the ambitions and
dispositions of Ukrainian modernists with the cultural attitudes of the preceding
generations, which in his view, developed “[as] impotent [mertvyi]” and limited

nationalism, the critic passionately argued the distinctive status of Ukrainian
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modernists, defining their stance as the most profound form of Ukrainian
nationalism (1909d: 421).

In another article, entitled “Po mizh susidamy: Ukraintsvo i velykorusy”
(Among Neighbors: Ukrainians and Russians), the prominent modernist critic
reiterated the same idea. Reacting harshly to the Russian ethnic discrimination
and coercion, Sriblians’kyi restated the main principles of the version of
Ukrainian nationalism espoused by him. In essence, what he advocated was
antipopulism, a cult of aesthetism and individualism, and uncompromising
cultural nationalism, pursuing the creation of a high Ukrainian national culture to
set the foundation of the future political nation (1909b: 64; cf. also Shkandrji
2001, 199). Thus, he denounced the “apathetic cultural nationalism” (mliave
kul turnytstvo) of the realist-populists, and firmly put in place the ethnic boundary
with the Russians, decisively refusing to negotiate the integrity of the Ukrainian
identity. The modernist openly declared his ambition to “defend (vyrazno staty v
oboronu)” the completeness of the national exitence, working to meet the
requirements for the free and independent development of the Ukrainian nation
(Sriblians’kyi 1909b: 64).

Sriblians’kyi’s and Khvyl’ovyi’s statements certainly suggest that
Ukrainian modernism evolved as a form of cultural nationalism (cf. Hutchinson
1992, 1994, 1999, 2000), opposing both the attitudes of the assimilated Ukrainian
elites and the political nationalism of the Russian state. In principle, I propose that
it developed as a movement that sought the nation’s moral ressurection by means
of instilling West European democratic and liberal-humanist ideas while
attempting to articulate the essential principles of a Ukrainian civil society. In this
sense, Ukrainian modernism was a political project because its adherents fought
for the recognition of national rights, arguing that these were fundamental social
and political human rights, thereby demanding the acknowledgment of Ukrainian

nationality as an essential aspect of an independent democratic state-order (cf.
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Kapustians’kyi 1910: 466-75)." Despite the fact that their interests were ‘veiled’
by the typical modernist ‘disinterested gaze’ (the art for art’s sake motto), it is
apparent that their ambition was to valorize Ukrainian high culture as a factor in
the pursuit of justice and autonomy while elaborating a critique of the existing
social and political conditions, implicitly or explicitly urging for the
democratization and liberalization of the Ukrainian society. Interesting in this
regard is a letter sent to Drahomanov by A. Kryms’kyi on May 15, 1890. In this
letter, the modernist writer complained: “How can you compel us to love those,
who even in their liberalism do not consider us a nation? What kind of common
action is possible here [...] How can and ought Ukrainians to join with Russians
(moskaliamy) who are hostile toward them in order to win rights and freedoms
(including, of course, national rights), without drowning in the ‘general Russian
sea’?” (qt. in Shkandrij 2001, 199).

From this perspective then, Ukrainian modernist practices emerge as a
locus of opposition to the Russian state (cf. Shkandrij’s similar interpretation,
2001, 197-217). In my view, the belief that aesthetic autonomy was possible only
in a self-determined and free society, i.e., a Ukrainian nation-state, informed the
ideological position that incited the Ukrainian modernists’ quest for social
prestige and their struggle to establish themselves as the superior cultural
authority in the Ukrainian social space. Consequently, in the modernist
“kul ’turolohichnyi dyskurs” (Hundorova 1997, 32-74), I see at play a key tenet of
modern liberalism, namely the understanding that “the political sphere [...]
specifies the morality which characterizes the common life of the citizens™ (cf.
Nootens 1996, 245), a conviction that also dictated their engagement in

ideological conflicts over the definition and articulation of a Ukrainian national
ideal.

' will consider this particular text in greater details later.
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As Nootens has argued, the common morality established via the political
sphere is “not a mere modus vivendi: the principle norms and principles on which
citizens agree play a motivational role, which depends on the conception of the
citizen that defines the political ideal” (1996, 245). In addition, as she contends,
this public moral position had to be declared from a disinterested perspective, that
is, a perspective that did not represent the self-interests of any particular group
(Nootens 1996, 246). In this respect, the aesthetic principle of ‘art for art’s sake’
was adopted in the Ukrainian modernist rhetoric as an appropriate strategy to
disguise the national interests of the Ukrainian modernists, who aspired the
creation of a national culture that would integrate all Ukrainians and establish a
source of political power by providing the discursive means for imagining the
sovereign Ukrainian nation-state.

A case in point is Sriblians’kyi’s abstract representation of the
‘homeland,” which suggests a different fashion of thinking about Ukraine and its
people. In his article “National’nist i mystetstvo” (Nationality and Art), the
aesthetization of the ‘homeland’ enforces identification with a symbolical domain
that opened an ideal space for a complete and harmonious, primarily aesthetic
experience of the nation: “Ukraine is a site of a certain combination of lines,
treasures, forms, colors of the sky, reflections of water, rustling of fields, breadth
of a resonanting steppe; it is a combination of such aesthetic impressions,
influences, shapes, which create the Ukrainian nationality, spirit, worldview.”
Ukrainian nationality accordingly was affirmed as an aesthetic and spritiual
principle to bring the community of conationals together through the shared
culture. Thus, the modernist legitimization of Art as an independent social
institution served the “battle cry for inventing an entirely new image of

Ukrainianness” (Ilnytzkyj 1994: 7). Respectively, the modernists envisioned Art

2 “Ykpaina - me Miclie meBHOI KOMOHMHanii JiiHiH, ckap6, ¢opM, KOJILOpiB
Heba, BiOJIMCKIB BOOM, IIYMY raiB, INMPHHH UIyMH CTeNiB - e KOMOiHallid TaKMX
eCTETAYHHUX BpaXKiHb, BIUIiBiB, popMalliif AK TBOPATh YKpPaiHCHKY HalliOHAJIbHICTb,
nyx, ceitorsian” (1910c: 375).
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as an ideal realm where the Ukrainian people could experience their desired
solidarity.

As Kenneth Ferguson has argued, with the ‘politicizing’ of aesthetic
notions came also the realization that “what have traditionally been isolated
preferences are in fact highly dependent on the positioning of the social structures
that locate the individual. Aesthetic affiliations, displayed in taste, demonstrate
solidarity with a social group” (1996, 180). In this sense, the concept of Ukrainian
nation in the modernist discourses was implemented as a symbolic order where
the collective and the individual would ultimately blend. National identity,
respectively, was seen as an internalized collective behavior resulting from one’s
emotional response to, and identification with, the collective symbols.

Ukrainka’s letter to M. Pavlyk, dated May 10, 1903 provides interesting
evidence in this regard. Here the famous feminist writer confessed:

I found depressing your Umstand that [ must disavow all politics. I'd like
to know in more detail how am I supposed to do this? Do you really
expect me to live in even greater silence in Galicia than in Ukraine? If
so, this is a terrible sacrifice of one's soul. Perhaps, I'd be able to avoid
this by not becoming a member of local parties because I don't have the
talent for the former while the latter is of little interest to me. I think, that
as a writer | am more useful if I take stands completely independently,
even if [ do it all alone. But there is no way I would be able to disavow
all politics in literature or in my relationship to the centre not only
because my convictions but also my temperament would not allow it.
Morally I cannot accept that the political chasm (historical, as Kulish
called it) is a real chasm. As long as I cannot disavow the knowledge of
Ukraine's absolute slavery, I cannot — it is not in my strenghth — to
disavow that which I did not disavow under harsher circumstances. I
would have to disavow my poems, my most sincere words because to
speak them and to place them on paper — while disavowing that which
they call others to do — would be shameful.?

3 IIpukuM 3maBcsi MeHi OIWH, BUCTaBJeHWH BXe y Bac Ymcmano, mo a
MycHja 6 'CKHUHYTHCh BCAKOL IOJITHKH. 5 XOTijsla 6 3HATH OOKJIafHille, AK A Malo
ce po3ymitu? Hexe, uto B 'aiunHi 1 MaJjia 6 e THXIIe XXHTH, Hi2K Ha YKpaiHi?
Kosm Tak, To ce crpamHa XeprBa nyui. S me, Moxe, MorJla 6 He MilIaTHcA A0
0cOGUCTOIO ariTamnielo, He BCTynajia 6 B 4JIeHHM KpaeBHX HapTidl, 6 mo omHoro s He
mouyyBaio B co6i TajlaHy, a ApYrHM MaJlo iHTepecyloch, 60 aymaio, IO, AKO
JIiTepaTop, A Jimnmie 3po6J1io, KOJHM BCTYMATHMY 30BCiM He3aJleXXHO, XOuU Hexal i
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The essentially different dynamics of Ukrainian modernism then surfaces
clearly. In the context of the specific social, political and cultural conditions that
determined the formation of the Ukrainian nation and the development of
Ukrainian national literature at the outset of the 20™ century, it seems that the
modernist process of literary use entailed also social and political processes that
called for the articulation of a particular version of Ukrainian national identity.
The Ukrainian modernists engaged not simply in creating a national high culture
but, to put it in Greenfeld’s terms, in the promotion of an ‘elitist’ and ‘civic’
conception of the nation (1996b: 103-104, 107) that clearly supported the
Ukrainian intelligentsia’s struggle for political self-determination. Here 1 would
also like to cite Sarah Coarse, who insightfully observes that, “one of the central
roles of a national literature [an by extension, national culture as well] is to assist
the ‘construction’ and ‘invention’ of the nation. [...] The nation and its cultural
expression in literature [and art] underlies, unifies, and makes meaningful the
political formation of the state” (1997, 22; italics mine). Considered in this light,
Ukrainian modernism developed as a movement that tried to make meaningful the
formation of a Ukrainian national state. In short, through the abstract and highly
symbolical modern aesthetic the modernists campaigned for Ukrainian political
freedom and self-determination.

It is not surprising then that the modernist positon was affirmed as a
liberal (or at least liberalizing) position as well. The Ukrainian modernists
themselves evaluated it as an explicitly rebellious and non-conformist social-

cultural practice. As Sriblians’kyi admited:

ONMHOKO. AJie CKHHYTHCH ‘BCAKOI MOJITHKH B JIiTepaType i B MOeX 3HOCHHAX 3
METPOIIOJIEIO HifK HEMOXKY, 60 He TiJIbKM NIepeKOHAHHH, ajile TeMOepaMeHT Mil TOro
He I03BOJIAE, a Ilie He TO3BOJIAE, 3HAeTe W07 AA0bKIB MOBIT. ...

MeHi MOpaJIbHO HEMOXKJIMBO NPH3HATH IMOJITHYHY NpipBY (iCTOPUYHY, SK
Kazas KyJiiln) 3a npipBy peasibHY, i IOKH He CKHMHYJIacsd CHOrafy mpo aGCOJIIOTHO
HEBIJIbHY YKpaiHy, 1 He MOXY, He CHJIa MOA CKHHYTHCA TOrO, 4Oro [0Ci He
CKHMHyJIach NpH ripmmx ymoBax. Toni TpebGa CKHHYTHCh MeHi i Moe€i moesii, Moix
HAMIIUPIINX CJIiB, 60 BUMOBJIATH i CTABHTH IX Ha manepi, CKHHYBIIUCH TOTO MHiJa, Ha
AKU BOHH KJIMIYTh iHIIaX, MeHi 6yne copoM (Ukrainka 1966, 48-49).
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Modernism in Ukrainian criticism refers to that current of literary-social

thought that appeared in Ukrains’ka khata. To a certain degree this is

true. [It was] Modernism, but only in the sense of ‘newness,” because

khatianstvo never had anything to do with decadence in literature, nor

with Modernism in religion. Our Modernism was a reappraisal of the

Ukrainian movement, and our relationship to Ukrainian history, a

reappraisal of our relationship to our revolutionary contemporaries, who

created the revolution of 1905, a reppraisal of our liberation ideology and

the search for a new ideology of liberation (Sriblians’kyi 1955, qt. in

IInytzkyj 1994: 5; emphasis in original).

From this perspective, the cultural production of Ukrainian modernists
was used to construct national identity in an intricate way. On the one hand, it
undid cultural identities, such as the all-Russian one promoted by the Russian
imperial government, or the ‘demotic’ one, based on the folk tradition, and
defended by the representatives of Ukrainian populism and Ukrainophilism, who
saw the peasant population and its locally diverse cultural practices as the
hallmarks of Ukrainian cultural distinctiveness. On the other hand, it produced
and maintained cultural identities in opposition to Europe, for Ukrainian

modernists were suspicious toward the uncritical adaptation of models coming

from the West. Perhaps, one of the first and most interesting discourses
communicating the Ukrainian modernist intelligentsia’s ambivalent attitude
towards West European influences is Kobryns’ka’s article “Symvolizm v narodnii
pisni” (Kobryns’ka 1958, 385-88). In this text, she appealed to Ukrainian writers
not to look for ‘fdreign gods’ when the Ukrainian folk culture provided such
treasures. Kobryns’ka advised her compatriots not to wrench themselves away
from their ‘roots,” and escape into foreign worlds, to be aware not to lose the
distinctive character of the national genius. By the same token, Ilnytzkyj's critical
review of the editorial policy of Ukrains’ka khata suggests that Ukrainian
modernists insisted on the creation of indigenuous modernist forms. The scholar
acknowledges that “[a]lthough generally open-minded and cosmopolitan in their
orientation, [...] [Ukrainian modernists] did stray from time to time into
obscurantism when they [...] searched for the ‘real Ukrainian style’.” His

conclusion is that “[i]n the process they exhibited suspicion and even antagonism
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toward ‘foreign’ things, especially when they were Russian, or radically formalist
in nature” (Ilnytzkyj 1994: 15).

The Ukrainian modernist revolt then, in my view was motivated by the
creative intelligentsia’s desire to undercut, as Shkandrij has proposed, both the
“colonial discourse and the national counterdiscourse” (2001, 198). In a sense, the
modernists in Ukraine tried hard to define their own cultural program, and to
outline their own vision of what the Ukrainian modern nation should be. The
underlying premise was that a neighboring culture cannot serve this purpose, and
as Ilnytzkyj writes, they aspired to preserve and cultivate “a high national
culture,” one that will remain “authentically Ukrainian” in its nature, but also will
fit the Western standards of literary and aesthetic excellence (1994: 13-15). As a
result, they found themselves in a hard place, having to decide on the principles
sustaining Ukrainian cultural originality. The anxiety over the ‘roots’ of the
Ukrainian national culture clearly surfaced when the problem became a focal
point of public discussions, social tensions and conflicts in the beginning of the
20™ century (e.g., the Modernist-Populist debate).

Pierre Bourdieu has drawn attention to the fact that the struggles to
establish the autonomy of art, i.e., the formation of the literary field, cannot be
analyzed independently but have to be considered in relation to the “field of
power” (Bourdieu 1995, 60-61) as it had emerged in a particular historical
location.* In the light of his theory, I argue that the attempts of Ukrainian
modernists to assert themselves as “fully fledged members of the world of art, and
above all those who claim to occupy the dominant positions in it” (Bourdieu
1995, 60-61) stemmed from the need which Bourdieu identifies as “a need to
manifest their independence with respect to external powers, political or
economic” (ibid.). More significantly, however, the modernists in Ukraine were

driven by a conviction that the success of their revolt was determined by their

* A more detailed definition of Bourdieu’s concept of the ‘field of power’ one
can find in his work Language and Symbolic Power (1999, 171-202).
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ability to liberate themselves from the Russian cultural dominance on the one
hand. On the other hand, in their view, achieving a high degree of autonomy also
meant that they had to liberate themselves from the ‘oppression’ of the locally
established cultural traditions. For this reason, the entanglement of political,
social, cultural, and strictly literary interests specific to the Ukrainian modernist
national program appears to be less surprising. In fact, I tend to think that it was
crucial for the success of their project.

Moreover, I consider it important to place the modernist program properly

within the complex network of social positions, and positions of power, which at

the turn of the century collided in the Ukrainian social/cultural space. A glance at
the history of Ukrainian political organizations reveals an interesting
configuration of conflicting political and cultural positions. Many of the
Ukrainian modernists became members of overtly political societies, and parties
such as the Taras Brotherhood (Bratstvo Tarasivtsiv), founded in 1891 by Kyiv
University students, or the Revolutionary Ukrainian Party, initiated in 1900 by
young enthusiasts from Kharkiv University, who, as Magocsi states, “did not want
to join the all-Russian revolutionary parties” (1996, 378). In 1905, the
Revolutionary Ukrainian party changed its name to Ukrainian-Social Democratic
Party. Volodymyr Vynnychenko, one of the most prominent modernist writers in
Ukraine, was not only a member of the party, but also became a leading figure in
the independent Ukrainian government during the short period of Ukrainian
statehood between 1917-1920. Plainly put, the political space in Ukrainian lands
at the turn of the century accommodated the following positions: “the national
socialist, anational socialist, and nationalist political orientations” (Magosci 1996,
379). In this context, Ukrainian modernists identified “Populism, Ukrainophilism,
Little Russianism, and ethnographic tradition [i.e., the essentialized oral culture]”
as “ ‘primitive’ ills that had to be destroyed” in order to build a modern Ukrainian
national culture (Ilnytzkyj 1994: 11-12). Thus, I believe, it is safe to say that

Ukrainian modernists were most active in promoting westernization and
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modernization in Ukrainian lands by attempting to enforce acceptance of the

Ukrainian national identity, modern lifestyles, mentality, and aesthetic tastes.

3.2. Contested Identities: Re-inventing the Ukrainian ‘People’

One of the first “modernizing offensives” (cf. Wagner 1994, 20-25) conducted by
the Ukrainian modernists was the rejection of ‘people’ (narod), a discursive
construct of previous generations of intellectuals that identified the Ukrainian
demos as a collective entity, the core of which constituted the Ukrainian
peasantry. They focused on designing a national identity in resistance to versions
developed by the previous generations of patriots who modeled Ukrainian
national culture on the rudiments of the vernacular (folk) culture and, in sympathy
with other groups, imagined a civic nation elsewhere. By contrast, the modernists
aspired to create a culture that would transcend “the ethnic realities of the society
by the civic principle of the political domain” (cf. Schnapper 1996, 233). Thus,
they engaged in the creation of a national literature, and by extension culture,
capable of integrating all citizens of the future Ukrainian state (polity). Interesting
in this respect is the following statement by Kapustians’kyi, who acknowledged
that national culture was “the cement” that would hold Ukrainian society together
by ensuring the dissemination of elite culture to the masses.” According to this
Ukrainian intellectual, the national idea obliterated class distinctions and social
differences because it was “the permanent embodiment of those cultural-

democratic ideals that all of humanity aspired to.”®

As noted previously,
Sriblians’kyi also expressed similar ideas, insistently articulating the need for
achieving the completeness of national existence through the creation of a

national high culture. In his article “Pro Domo Sua” the critic plainly stated:

5 . .

“CKpinJIfioviM 1EMEHTOM, THM MOCTOM, [0 KOTOPOMY KYJIbTypa IOBHHHA
nepeTh oT 6ypacyazii 0o Hapoda, i CTATH TaKMM YUHOM CIIJIbHUM cKapOoM IJIs
ycix BepcTB cycmisibeTBa” (Kapustians’kyi 1909: 384-6).

6 sy . .
“[...] mocriitnumM [...] BTIJIECHHAM THX KyJIbTypHO-IEMOKPATHUYHHX 3aBIAHIB
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“Natsionalizm musyt’ buty universal 'nym, a ne klasovym” (Nationalism must be
universal and not based on class distinctions). Therefore, he demanded that
realism and naturalism be abandoned as ineffective artistic methods to convey the
profoundness and wholeness of the national experience (Sriblians’kyi 1909d:
421).

Within this interpretative framework, the modernists criticized the
romantic as well as the populist-realist understanding of the concept of nation
because they saw it as collectivistic and reductive. It built the ‘image’ of the
nation as “a collective individual, endowed with a will and interests of its own,
which are independent of and take priority over the wills and interests of human
individuals who compose the nation” (cf. Greenfeld, 1996a: 104; Franko 1900,
199-200). Consequently, they reacted negatively to the populist cultural program,
elaborated on the premises of European Enlightenment ideas for mass education,
social equality, and political freedom, which pursued the creation of a democratic
mass culture (prostonarodna, ‘culture for the regular people’) to express the
unique social-historical experiences of Ukrainian people. To illustrate this point,
let me cite here Ukrainka, who criticized Franko’s ideological stand because, in
her view, his ultimate goal was the popularization of the national ideal among the
Ukrainian peasantry. She stressed that he interpreted “the term [nation] not in its
European but in its populist sense: ‘peasants’ ” (Ukrainka 1977, 21).

Clearly, for the modernists this was a very limited and already outdated
objective. Consequently, in their view the populist-realist politics of culture failed
to produce adequate and effective institutions of nation building and nation-
signification. They rejected the populist conceptual model of the nation associated
with it, because it operated in a regional rather than a global (predominantly
Eurocentric) geopolitical frame, attempting to assert a Ukrainian presence within
the Russian cultural and political space. The ‘high’ Ukrainian literature, and by

extension culture, which the modernists in Ukraine proposed to create was a

1o KoTopux npocTye Jioakicts” (Kapustians’kyi 1909: 384-6).
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necessity, which they felt was dictated by the need for establishing the Ukrainian
nation as a partner in the international exchange of symbolic goods. Operating in
opposition to the imperial political nationalist discourse, the modernists acutely
felt their ‘statelessness’ as a condition that they had to overpower by offering a
space where the unity and singularity (uniqueness) of the Ukrainian nation could
be experienced freely. This motivated their desire to participate in the Ukrainian
political life.

The shift in perspective from local to global was an important change that
the modernists introduced in Ukraine. Interestingly, their position resonated with
the imaginings of Mykola Mikhnovs’kyi considered by many to be the “father” of
Ukrainian political nationalism (Kas’ianov 1993, 101). In my view, Mikhnovs’kyi
voiced clearly the new ideological framework that instigated the political
orientation of Ukrainian progressive intelligentsia. In his booklet An Independent
Ukraine, published in 1900, he wrote:

[...] it must be recognized that whenever any nation desires to attain
independent and sovereign statehood, it can do so only when
acknowledged on the basis of international relations.

When it is recognized that the unhampered development of an individual

is possible only in a state whose goal is the cultivation of individuality,

then it will become quite obvious that state sovereignty is the main

determinant of the existence of a nation and the national ideal is

realizable only within the sphere of international recognition (202;

italics mine).7

A few of Petro Karmans’kyi’s comments also reveal the Ukrainian
modernists’ different international orientation. His confessions underscore the
symbolical function of Europe as an embodiment of progress and high cultural
standards, as well as a resource for disrupting the Ukrainian traditional societal
order and invigorating Ukrainian belles lettres. “We felt that Europe was racing
forward, whereas we, Galicians, were sitting rock-solid on the granite foundations

of a traditional conservative way of life, cheap patriotism and primitivism! We

7 Page citations refer to the abridged English translation in Lindheim and Lucky;j
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were no longer enthused by noble phrases trivialized by daily use: ‘Work alone
will free us from slavery!’ and ‘Acquire knowledge my brothers, think, read!’ »8
Karmans’kyi admitted that the poetry and prose created by the early modernists
(the authors, who formed the circle Moloda muza in 1906) was a reaction to the
social stagnation, caused by the national indifference and failure of the Ukrainian
conservative intellectuals to acknowledge the necessity for changes:

We were engulfed in our native world up to our very ears but felt more
keenly than others our illness and suffered because of it. We were irate.
No wonder that we longingly turned our gaze to the West and that some
of us, like a drowning person, stretched our hands out to the poetry of
“Young Poland,” which was rehabilitated and cleansed from false
romanticism. [Such gestures] estranged us even more from the general
public, which suffered from hyperthrophy of provincial patriotism, [was]
devoted to a cult of ‘saints,” embroidered shirts, and false pathos, [was]
isolated from the cultured world and speculated at the patriotic bazaar.

The point is that, although the comparisons with Europe were not a newly
introduced mobilization strategy, for as I have already noted Drahomanov too
operated from an Eurocentric perspective, the differences between his and the
modernist position is clear. Ukrainian modernists refused to see Russia as the
mediator in their cultural exchange with the West, turning their gaze directly to

Europe in search of blueprints for Ukrainian society’s modernization. The effect

1996, 201-215.

8 . .
“[...] BimuyBaju, mo Eppona XKeHeThCs BHepeld, TOAi, K MH, FaJH4YaHy,

CHIMMO CKaM’fHiJi Ha TpaHiTHUX OCHOBaxXx TpadulifiHoi mo6GyTOBIUMHY,
‘HEHbPKOBATOCTH, NPHMITHBI3MY [...] Hac yXe He 3aXxomIoBajiM CTpHBiaJIi30BaHi
IIOIEHHUM YKMTKOM KaHOHIYHI KpuJaTi ¢dpa3u: ‘mpand €quHa 3 HEBOJIi HaC BHpBe’
[...] i yuitecs, 6paTTH MOi, gyMaiite, yntanTe!” ” (Karmans’kyi 1936, 114).

“[...] mo cami BUXa CTpPUMiJIM B HALIOMY PpigHOMY CBIiTi i TIJIbKH

CHJIbHIILIE 3araJly Big4yBajIM Hamy XBopoOy, i 6oJism 3 mporo npusony. 1 6yim
o3j10051eHi. [0 X OUBHOrO, IO MH TYXKHO 3BEpPTAJIM MOIJAAM Ha 3axin i mo
OeXTO 3 HAC, MOB IOTONAIOUHWI, BUTIraB PyKH [0 OHOBJEHOl i OUMIIEHOI 3
¢hbaJILIIMBOrO0 MATPIOTHYHOrO poMaHTH3MY moe3ii ‘Moutonoi Iosemm’? [...] wme
Oisbllle  BIMINTOBXYBaJHM BIX HAC 3araJjg, MI0 XOpyBaB rineprpodicio
3aryMiHKOBOI'O MAaTPiOTH3MY, B AKOMY [...] HOKYTyBaB AyX [...] KyJbTy ’cBATUX’
BHINIMBAHNX COPOYOK, i HEIIUpPOro martocy [...] BiACTaJiCTh Bill KyJHTHPHOIO
CBIiTY i ceKkyJiAmio Ha maTpioTHuHOMY 6asapi” (Karmans’kyi 1936, 114-115).
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of this semantic shift in fin-de-siécle Ukraine was analogous to a mental
revolution.

From this point of view, the modernist position developed on the premises
of what Nootens has defined as “rooted cosmopolitanism” (1996, 612), a position
that directly challenged the existing social order by recognizing the significance
of nationality not as an ethnic but as a cultural-political category. I think that
Ol’ha Kobylians’ka’s life and work offer a prime example of this phenomenon.
Educated in a German-speaking environment, she made an effort to learn
Ukrainian, and published in this language her experimental literary prose. Her
choice reveals the new mode of conceptualizing Ukrainian culture and identity, a
mode that represented “not simply an historic shift in style and sensibility (i.e.,
from Realism to Modernism), but a total realignment of Ukrainian culture along
European lines” (Ilnytzkyj 1994: 7). In this sense, it is interesting to note that
Kobylians’ka sustained her interest in Ukrainian folklore throughout her life. As
she confessed in her 1903 autobiography, under the influence of Petko Iu.
Todorov (1879-1916),'°

I wanted to abandon the old path of literary modernism [...] and turn

onto [Todorov’s] path, which seemed to me the proper and only path for

preserving the true art and poetry of the folk, the folk character,

unchanged by hyper-culture, but conveyed solely through the prism of

Jresh talent, like folk poetry dressed in melodies, for the whole world to

admire its folk treasures, heretofore barely noticed (qt. in Tarnawsky

2001, vi; italics mine).

Essentially, what Kobylians’ka’s life and work symbolize is the effort of
the Ukrainian modernist intelligentsia to Europeanize and modernize their culture
through “the integration of European values into Ukrainian spiritual life”
(Pavlychko 1996, 85). Ukrainka’s culture-building program, in my view, pursued
a similar objective. Like Pavlychko, I read her writings as a plea for “the

Europeanization of Ukrainian culture” (1996, 85). It seems that for both Ukrainka

19 Todorov was one of the first Bulgarain modernists. He is famous for his
modernist re-interpretations of Bulgarian folk motifs and themes.
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and Kobylians’ka, the notion of Europeanization represented the desired social
order that secured the Ukrainian nation’s free and democratic development and
allowed one to choose to belong to the Ukrainian nation rather than to be ‘born’
into it. To a certain degree then, the notion of Europeanization for the Ukrainian
modernists signified an ideal that stimulated the introduction of a different set of
national identifying markers, namely the civic criteria of national membership
reinforcing a willful attachment to the nation based on one’s recognition of the
value of his or her cultural belonging.

Greenfeld has pointed out that “the civic criteria of national membership
acknowledge the freedom of the individual members, which the collectivistic
definition of the nation denies” (1996a: 104-105). The modernist articulation of
the Ukrainian nation, in this regard, presents an intriguing amalgam of both civic
and ethnic criteria, ultimately seeking a resolution of the modernist intelligentsia’s
dilemma to assert itself as the modernizing cultural elite of an oppressed,
stateless, divided and socially underdeveloped people. Tovkachevs’kyi’s
“Pryiateli i vorohy narodu” (Friends and Enemies of the People) is a case in
point. In this text, the modernist critic wrote: “There is something greater than the
Ukrainian people, namely, ukrainstvo. [...] [We must] preserve our existence as a
cultural-national complex. We can be a modern nation through culture, not
through [...] ethnographic characteristics, not through our common roots, not
through our common traditions” (1913: 129, 130; qt. in Ilnytzkyj 1994: 13; italics
mine).

The dilemma faced by the Ukrainian modernists manifested itself in their
anxiety and intolerance with respect to earlier definitions of national identity and
culture. The modernists saw these as inadequate for meeting the need of pursuing
Ukrainian nation’s cultural and political self-determination, and above all its
international recognition. Thus, I believe that, for example, Sriblians’kyi’s
antipopulism, and more specifically, his biting criticism of the populist

articulation of the Ukrainian nation, elaborated in articles such as “Nova era”
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(New era, 1911b), “dpoteoza prymitivnoi kul’tury” (Apotheosis of Primitive
Culture, 1912a), and “Z hromads ’koho zhyttia” (From the social Life, 1913) in
fact argued for the construction of the Ukrainian nation as a civil and cultured
society rather than an ethnographically defined and historically continuous
genealogical community. At the same time, as Kobylians’ka’s concerns indicate,
some modernist writers felt intensely the unfeasibility of ‘abandoning’ the
‘peasant roots,” thus being entrapped in a deeply conflictual situation.

In this sense, the modernists carried on political claims concerned not with
descent but based on a cultural-political principle (national high culture) that
appealed to “the empathic understanding of impartiality emphasizing that many
people do strongly value their cultural belonging, not only because it provides
them with meaningful options about how to lead their lives, but because they
value the sense of a shared identity” (cf. Nootens 1996, 255). As a result, one of
the most pressing questions the Ukrainian modernists had to address was to
provide the imaginary space for the articulation of ‘shared national experiences,’
i.e., to create the common national culture that would make possible for the large
and diverse Ukrainian-speaking population to experience its solidarity despite the
fact that most members of the nation would never meet one another (cf. Jusdanis
2001, 29). This meant that Ukrainian modernists had to re-create the national
master-narratives that would imbue the national identity with “such an aura of
factuality that it [appeared] to be real unquestionable, and an intrinsic element of
personal identity” (cf. Geerz, qt. in Foster 1991, 237; italics mine). Sriblians’kyi’s
statement that Ukrainian nationality, “in its social, ethical, and aesthetic content
creates a vast life world [allowing one] to experience satisfaction and
completeness in her individual existence” is typical in this sense. Moreover, as the
critic acknowledged, “In this new world [national culture] [...] we also detect the

manifestation of those inner desires that require the individualization of all life.”"!

11 e . . . %
“3 11 COIMAJIbHUMH, €CTHYHHUM, €CTETHYHHM 3MICTOM TBOPITH BCJIMYC3HHUH

CBIT JKMTTA, INOO BiguyBaTH HeOOXHOHY NOBHOTY 1 3aJ0BOJICHICTH CBOIM
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In this way, he spelled out the principle of individualism as the foundation of the
national culture-building project.

The Ukrainian modernists felt compelled to re-establish the national
token-symbols of public culture, and above all, to promote the self-image of
Ukrainians as a modern nation, affirming the place of a non-existent national state
in the sphere of international relations. Unlike the Greeks, however, the
Ukrainians did not possess an illustrious past, a history, which the European
nations themselves sought to acknowledge as a constitutive part of their cultural
heritage. In this respect, the Ukrainians were deprived of a chance to inscribe their
national identity in “the identity formations of superpowers” (cf. Jusdanis 1991,
14), thus compelling Europe to acknowledge their struggle for national self-
determination. They, like the Bulgarians, and other people from ‘the margins,’
had to look for different options. Ultimately, as I will try to show later, they saw
the proposed Europeanization of their society and the creation of a high national
culture that endorsed the moral, political, social, and aesthetic values of the
Ukrainian intelligentsia as a means to promote Ukrainian national identity and to
gain international recognition and prestige.

In my view, the shift from establishing the Volk /peasant as the bearer of
cultural values to affirming the intelligentsia as such was an outcome of the
progress of capitalist development and utilization of European liberal-democratic
ideas. Through the writings of the modernists, especially the early modernists, the
values of the intelligentsia were acknowledged as the core values of society, and
respectively of the nation. As Kas’ianov points out, the image of the intelligent, as
it was negotiated in the Ukrainian historical space at the turn of the century,
rendered a highly educated (cultured) and refined individual, an artistic genius,

the creator of ethical and spiritual values who embedded in herself the culture of

icTHyBaHHAM. B TakiM HOBIiM CBiTi, B HOBi#l cdepi MU 6adMO MPOAB TOTO 3MAaraHHA
BHYTPIIIHBOI OYIIi JIONCBKOI, fAKe Bele BCe XHTTe OO iHmiBHAayasizamii [...]”
(Sriblians’kyi 1910c: 738).
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her society and all that this society represented (1993, 21). Typical in this sense is
Ukrainka’s response to Franko’s article “Z kintsem roku” (The End of the Year,
1896). In her discourse, the modernist writer criticized Franko’s national-cultural
program as too limiting and ineffective (Ukrainka 1977, 21-22). Renouncing his
exclusive focus on the peasantry, she argued: “If in Galicia the peasantry is our
target group, here in Ukraine we have to first create an intelligentsia. We have to
return to the nation its ‘brain.” If that does not happen, there is no one to work
with. Then, together with [Western Ukrainians] we have to obtain those rights
[and freedoms] that the Galicians have gained by means of foreign help.”*?
Essentially, the values of the Ukrainian modernist intelligentsia were
defined in reference to the new European humanitarian agenda of individualism,
political autonomy and civil rights, as well as the Western idea of ‘art for art’s
sake’ (chyste mystetstvo) that provided those Ukrainian writers, who were
interested in aesthetic experimentation with creative culture building incentives,
thus also revealing their deep devotion to the Ukrainian national art and culture.
Sriblians’kyi, for example, in a number of articles (cf. 1912a, 1912b, 1913) urged
his compatriots to participate in the nation’s cultural and artistic life: “Everyone
who desires to live and create must [...] come out into the fresh air of action,
movement, work and individual creativity in the name of complexity, broad
ambition; [they] must struggle in the hearth of ambiguity in the name of a
mysterious, deep blue superiority” (1912b: 361; qt. in Ilnytzkyj 1994: 12). This is
exemplified also by Ukrainka’s comments regarding the German influences on
Kobylians’ka’s life and work. In a letter to Kobylians’ka (March 20, 1899),
Ukrainka acclaimed: “When you came to Ukraine with your German background,

you made a willful choice, knowing where and why do you go, and now there is

12 “Roumi B Taymumsi rosoBHimmmi TPYHT AJIA pafuKaJibHOI poOOTU — CeJIIHH,
TO y Hac, Ha YKpaiHi nepul ychoro Tpeba 3mo06yTH cobi iHTeJlire Lo, sepHymu Hayii
ii ‘Mozox’, — abo ne 6yA0 maK, wjo € HAO HuM POOUMU, MA HeMA KOMY, — a TIOTHM
BKyNi 3 cyciiamu 3000yTH Ti mpaBa, fKi ['aJMumMHi JaBHO BXe 3000yTi 4y XKHUMH
pykamu” (Ukrainka 1977, 22; italics mine).
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13 Again, in a letter sent to M.

no fear that you will [disown you Ukrainianness].
Pavlyk (June 6, 1899), Ukrainka recognized the importance of Kobylians’ka’s
European education for the development of her Ukrainian national identity.
“Germany,” she wrote, “did not destroy Kobylians’ka, but saved her by opening
her mind to the wider European world. [German culture] [...], while cultivating
[Kobylians’ka’s] mind, also prepared her for an intelligent and conscientious
service to the native land. [...].”'* Thus, the modernist national ideology
(intelihents ’kyi natsionalism; Kas’ianov 1993, 98) materialized as “a patriotism,
in which the promotion of one’s own nation coincided with the promotion of
universal human ideals” (cf. Van de Putte 1996, 164). Above all, the Ukrainian
modernists promoted the ideal of the free, creative individual. Respectively, the
cult of aesthetism became a strategy of distinction that set them apart from their
predecessors and current opponents, allowing them to campaign for
individualism, nationalism, and the radical modernization of their society.

From what has been said, it is clear that I conceptualize the aesthetization
of Ukrainian culture as an attempt to solve a number of cultural-political and
national antinomies in the Ukrainian social space. As Jusdanis has argued for
Greek nationalism, the aesthetization of social practices was also the “ultimate
goal [...] of the project of statism [nationalism]: the maintenance of national unity
through a network of linked experiences [...] ” (1991, 93). Moreover, as this
scholar claims, the very concept of Greekness (and I relate this to the concept of
Ukrainianness as well) “is aesthetic because it promised unification of differences
[...] in this imaginary sphere” (Jusdanis 1991, 93-94). “The supposedly common

response to beauty is but one experience linking the subjects to one another”

13 . . . . .
“[...] Konu BH 3 HIMeNBKOI INKOJIK NPUAINIA Ha YKpaiHy, TO NpHALLIH

CBilOMO, 3HaIOYH, KYOH 1 HaBillo, OTXe, Telmep HeMa CTpaxm mo Bu mokuHete ii”
(1966, 128).

14 . .y
He 3ryb6msa, a BHpATyBasa Ko6mingHceky HiMmeuyumna, nokasasa ift

MIAPIIKA €BpONeNChKHMI CBIiT, HaBUWJIA JIEKCHKH, [...] a pO3BHBIIM ii PO3yM, THM
CaMHM BHXOBaJIa [JIA CBIOMOI i Po3yMHOI cJiyX6m pimHOMY Kpato [...]” (Ukrainka
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(Jusdanis 1991, 94). Accordingly, the institution of autonomous art and literature
in the eyes of Ukrainian modernists proved capable of engendering a realm of
shared values, a realm where the Ukrainian nation could experience its solidarity

and singularity.

3.3. Constructing the Modernist National Canon

Ukrainian modernists appeared at a time when national sentiments thrived. The
work of the romantics and, above all, the mass educational practices of the
populists bolstered the cultivation of national sentiments and the idea of an
independent Ukrainian state was no longer an abstract and foreign concept.
Ukrainka’s unfinished article “Derzhavnyi lad” (State Order, 1898; Ukrainka
1977, 215-233) provides evidence of this. Her text clearly communicates
modernist political concerns and ideals. Here the prominent writer addressed the
issue of statehood, proposing that the most liberating state order was democracy
because it guaranteed the exercise of one’s free will as embodied in the collective
political will and lawful state governance. According to her, the fundamental
objective of the democratic state was to recognize and protect one’s human, civil
and national rights. However, Ukrainian national sentiments were not unified at
that time and a national myth'® to express the political ambitions of the emerging
nation was just beginning to be conceived. In this sense, the work of
Drahomanov, Kulish, and other earlier patriots in creating a national identity
along the lines of Shevchenko’s mythical symbolism was not so much contested
but adopted and adjusted to the needs of the changing social and psychological
circumstances. A case in point is Kotsiubyns’kyi’s letter, sent to the City Council

of Poltava (miska dumka) in 1903. In his discourse, the eminent Ukrainian

1966, 129).

15 The nationalist myth, according to Haas, represents “those ideas, values, and
symbols that most citizens [or citizens to be] accept despite their being divided into
competing ideological camps. The myth represents the overlap among ideologies” (1997,
43).
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modernist paid tribute to Ivan Kotliarevs'kyi, and construed the writer as a
cultural ‘hero’ and a national symbol that powerfully exemplified the patriotic
attachment to the Ukrainian land, people, and culture (Kotsiubyns’kyi 1974, 336).

The formation of the political circle “Brotherhood Tarasivtsiv”’ (Bratstvo
tarasivtsiv) in Kharkhiv in the early 1890s also exemplified the process of
revising the old canon of national heroes in an attempt to establish a different
hierarchy of values and endorse the formation of a common Ukrainian high
culture. The act of taking membership vows on Shevchenko’s grave, if we are to
believe Kas’ianov’s evidence, was an explicit and deliberate act of
acknowledgement and acceptance of the symbolic-historical legacy represented
by Shevchenko as the national poet and mythmaker (Kas’ianov 1993, 98). As
Kas’ianov points out, after the disbandment of the organization, its members
founded the Revolutionary Ukrainian Party, out of which in 1901-1902 branched
the National Ukrainian Party. Under the leadership of Mikhnovs’kyi this party put
the watchword for political independence as central of its program. Its formation
thus marked the birth of Ukrainian political nationalism (Kas’ianov 1993, 102). It
is interesting to note here Mikhnovs’kyi’s unequivocal identification with
Shevchenko as a national symbol. In his brochure An Independent Ukraine he
wrote: “Contemporary Young Ukraine considers itself the direct heir of
Shevchenko. Its traditions go back to Mazepa, Khmel’nytskyi and King Danylo,
passing over the Ukrainophiles” (Mikhnovs’kyi 1900, 212-213).

More significantly, Sriblians’kyi, while arguing against the cult of
Shevchenko, pointed to the fact that previous generations of intellectuals have
misinterpreted the national poet’s political message. On these grounds, he
attempted a revision of Shevchenko’s life and work in order to acknowledge the
poet’s incontestable status as a unifying national symbol. To him, it was important
to affirm the national poet as a member of an elite Ukrainian culture. Thus,
Sriblians’kyi’s “adaptive preference formation” (cf. Geuss 2001, 25) was

expressed in resistance to the ‘appropriation’ of Shevchenko’s image by previous
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generations (i.e., both the romantics and the realists-populists). He appraised
Shevchenko’s uniqueness and integrity, reflected in the national poet’s well-
defined system of values, among which patriotism was the most vital. The
Ukrainian critic defined Shevchenko as a dreamer and a prophet who was able to
foresee the political future of the Ukrainian nation. Sriblians’kyi emphasized the
poet’s Promethean spirit and elitist position in relation to the ‘mob’ (iurba; 1910b:
204; cf. also 1909d: 420). In this manner, the modernist critic undermined the
established perception of Shevchenko as the poet of ‘the people’ (cf. Kostomarov
1881 [1996], 220), simultaneously discarding the concept of national identity
associated with it.

Worthy of note here is that Ukrainian modernists often used the
contestation of Shevchenko’s legacy and poetic authority as a strategy of
distinction by means of which they asserted their departure from the previous
literary traditions. It is not surprising that Ukrainian Futurists, led my M.
Semenko, also announced their revolutionizing aesthetics by ridiculing
Shevchenko’s idolization, and denouncing his cult (cf. Ilnytzky; 1997, 17-18).
Semenko’s criticism of the cult resonated with earlier pronouncements, including
Ievshan’s, Tovkachevs’kyi’s and Sriblians’kyi’s sarcastic comments, which
attempted “to divest [the national poet] of his absolute social, national and poetic
authority” (Ilnytzkyj 1997, 17). Ironically, however, this criticism also was used
to challenge and undermine the authority of the modernists as the ultimate
modernizers, for Semenko and others in 1914 claimed their art to be the most
revolutionizing, and innovative aesthetic cry of modern Ukrainian culture (cf.
Iinytzkyj 1997, 18-27).

Inspired by Jusdanis’ ideas, I view this struggle as a manifestation of
Ukrainian intellectuals’ desire to canonize contemporary aesthetic practices in
their national culture. On the basis of Bourdieu’s theory of disctinction, Jusdanis,
for instance, argues that the national literary canon is a “category of distinction,

useful in maintaining social and cultural exclusion” (1991, 65). According to this
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scholar, “The legitimation of certain modes of reading and the canonization of
priviledged texts are related to the manner by which status is assigned, advantages
in social selection ascribed, and social stratification preserved. By reading
canonical texts individuals separate their taste from popular taste, thereby lending
superior value to their own social position” (Jusdanis 1991, 65). Thus, I argue that
the struggles to revise and redefine the Ukrainian literary canon, and moreover,
the desire of each artistic trend to establish its version as the most essential part of
the emerging national culture, show the growing power of the Ukrainian
intelligentsia. This power was used to exert control over the formation of a high
national culture, which as Bourdieu has stressed, required the accumulation of
cultural capital, i.e., the acquisition of modes of aesthetic appreciation, manners,
tastes, preferences and interpretive skills (in other words, knowledge) that gives
one competence and access to the products of high culture (cf. Bourdieu 1984,
466).

In my view, the significance of Sriblians’kyi’s discourse on Shevchenko is
twofold. On the one hand, the text contributed to the formation of the modernist
literary canon, which affirmed the prestige and status of the Ukrainian artistic
intelligentsia. On the other hand, it communicated the critic’s desire to engage in
the making of cultural citizens of an impending sovereign state, for he urged all
patriotically mindful individuals, regardless of political or class or other social
interests, to recognize the need to identify and internalize the values encoded in
Shevchenko’s life and poetry. In Sriblians’kyi’s view, these described actual
experiences of psychologically beneficial identification (i.e., identification that
led to the enhancement of Ukrainian identity and resulted in individual
psychological security) with the imminent Ukrainian polity (cf. Bloom 1990, 61).

As Bloom has argued, for a successful identification to be made, it is
necessary that national symbols be “appropriate as a mode of behavior and
attitude for a particular and real experiences” (1990, 51). In the Ukrainian

historical space there was hardly a more popular and ‘appropriate’ persona than
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Shevchenko is to be invented as a national symbol in order to create a sense of
national identity for all diverse social strata. Perhaps, this is why Sriblians’kyi
asserted: “Shevchenka liubyt’ ne til ’ky narod, ale i pany” (Both the people and the
elite love Shevchenko; 1910b: 204). Apparently, the ideologue of Ukrainian
modernism realized that the poet was already a constituent of the national myth
and he had no other choice but to ‘manipulate’ the image in favor of his
(modernist) political rationale. In this sense, I agree with Ilnytzkyj, who notes that
“Sriblians’kyi and Ievshan never condemned the idea of the cult itself: they
objected primarily against its ‘Ukrainophile’ character. Sriblians’kyi proved on
several occasions that he was willing to defend the cult when it unequivocally
served the Ukrainian national cause” (1997, 20; see also footnote 15).

I emphasize this second aspect of Ukrainian modernist attempts to revise
and redefine the literary canon and pantheon of cultural heroes because, in my
view, it expressed the desire to offer a competing version of national identity.
This is what I think underpinned Sriblians’kyi’s relentless antipopulism, and
inspired him to engage in the ‘battle’ for canon formation. The purpose of his
semantic reappropriation of Shevchenko that rendered the poet a part of the
Ukrainian intellectual elite was to propose, in opposition to the official nationalist
discourse of the Russian state, and the Ukrainian populist counterdiscourse, a
coalescent emblematic personality that offered a persuasive model of behavior
and civilized conduct for people who soon would be subjects of an independent
Ukrainian national state. For the same reason, I think he also introduced the
difference between high culture (modernism) and low culture (realism, populism)
in cultural-political rather than strictly aesthetic terms.

Such unconcealed appropriation and re-interpretation by modernist
national ideologues of literary figures like Kulish (cf. Sriblians’kyi 1909c),
Shevchenko and others surely signals that the Modernist-Realist debate in
Ukraine was above all a cultural-political dispute that could be characterized as a

conflict over the symbols of national identity. For example, Sriblians’kyi’s
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aesthetic definition of the nation betrays close similarities to one of Kulish’s
earlier pronouncements, where the romantic writer idealized the Ukrainian nation
and national identity. In one of his articles, Kulish identified the experience of
Ukrainianness in Kvitka-Osnovianenko’s stories’ as music: “You hear as if music
touches your heart and tunes it on a higher note, so that you feel free from earthly
concerns, flying into a realm of pure spirituality, compelled by the words of the
poet. We enter his paradise, without noticing the path or the door ... and we feel
that indeed heaven exists on earth.”'® Not surprisingly, the modernists adored
Kulish, for as Muchin stresses, the notion of aesthetic harmony was pivotal in his
nationalist ideology (Muchin 1987, 54).

The process of constructing the modernist literary canon in Ukraine had
broader social-political goals. As Jusdanis has suggested about the Greek
nationalist project, the formation of the national literary canon ensures not simply
“the preservation of prestige and allocation of cultural resources” but above all the
valorization of Modernism as a national ideology to “indoctrinate the nation into
its values,” clearly engaging the production of patriots (1991, 66). From this
perspective, it is not surprising that in fin-de-siécle Ukraine the notion of ‘people’
(narod) together with the concept of culture became the most contested
categories. Both the modernists and the realists-populists faced a contradiction
that neither of the opposing positions could resolve. This was the issue of ‘rooted-
ness:” what constituted the core of Ukrainian national identity and what narratives
best represented it. The modernists discovered the ‘roots’ in the national high
culture. The populists argued the value of ‘re-invented’ mass (folk) culture,

asserting its closeness to thriving Ukrainian vernacular practices.

16 . . .
“gyem aOymeo, Hade fAKach My3MKa MpoHIia ToOi dYepes aymy i

HACTpOi/Ia 1i Ha BHINWN, Ha AKWIICH Jiaj, — IO 3HABCA OH O 3eMJIi 1 MOJIHHYBaB O
roJlyOMHMMM KpHJIaMH ONIOYHBATH O 3eMHHX MYK TaM, e YHCTi aymi, [...]
BJIA[IMYUX peyedl moeTa, 3afilllyii MU B Horo pail, He CIIOCTEpiriH, AKOI CTEXKOIO,
AKMMM [IBepHMa, — i 3[aJjloch HaM, IO CIpaBai pail Ha 3emuri OyBae [...]” (qt. in
Muchin 1987, 58).
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3.4. Modernizing the Tradition:
The Elitist Model of Ukrainian National Identity

The specific historical conditions in fin-de-siécle Ukraine stimulated the
modernist social imagination to produce a concept of national culture and national
identity that emphasized the individual experience of the nation. Unlike the
Bulgarians, the Ukrainian modernists operated without the protection and
legitimating power of a Ukrainian nation-state thereby facing a difficult
predicament: to negotiate a version of national identity that would successfully
combine the political and the cultural principle, thus securing the originality and
cohesiveness of their nation. Their solution was to formulate Ukrainianness as a
moral and spiritual principle embodied in the high national culture they labored to
create. As a result, modernist ideologues articulated a notion of culture that was
explicitly aesthetic and tightly associated with the establishment of a sovereign
Ukrainian state. In Ievshan’s words, this “aesthetic culture” was the space where
the individual and collective creative potentials are realized, inspired by ideals
and values that reveal “the constant strive of humanity towards absolute goodness,
purity, and freedom” (1910, 5; qt. in Muchin 1987, 334). Naturally, modernist
critics began conceptualizing literature, and respectively culture, as a social
institution that commended the need for stable identification with the nation as a
universal human value. As Sriblians’kyi wrote: “Nationality we consider as a
form that effortlessly and in the most beautiful manner represents the content of
life. Nationality expresses our ideals and dreams, and therefore, it must have for
us the all-encompassing and most universal character. [...] Nationality is one of

the forms of human compliance to life.” '’

17 . : o AV .

“HamioHaJbHICTh HpHiiMaeMO K ¢popMy, B fKill HaWKpallle, Haijerue
yJTIOOJIEHO MOXKEMO BUSABJIATH 3MICTh KUTTA, Hallli ifea/d, Mpii, i TOMy BOHa AJId
HAaC IOBMHHA MaTH CaMHi IIHPOKHIA, YHiBepcasbHUM XxapakTep” (Sriblians’kyi 1910c:
734).
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One detects a similar intent in his pronouncement that Ukrainian
literature’s goal is to resolve the Ukrainian national problem by assisting “the
Ukrainian people’s cultural emancipation from their tragic colonial dependency
and slavishness” (Sriblians’kyi 1912b: 104). The precondition for completing this
goal was the liberation of the individual, for only “a free person could create
culture and be [...] a patriot, true patriot” (Sriblians’kyi 1912b: 104). Essentially,
what Sriblians’kyi meant by ‘a free individual’ was a person, unrestricted in the
expression of her will, liberated from all kinds of oppression and social
constraints, a strong and unique personality that creates and controls the dynamics
of societal and cultural progress. In short, Sriblians’kyi espouses the philosophy
of individualism and the universal human values of freedom and personal
autonomy associated with it.

The question of identity crisis as well as the psychological consequences
of the transformation of an individual into a citizen of a newly developing nation
then became the subject of many modernist artistic and theoretical musings. In my
view, Vynnychenko’s writings present particularly powerful illustrations of the
new concept of the individual as a member of a collectivity that essentially was
constituted through the union of free individuals who associate in the name of the
national good.'® In this sense, the major thematic focus of Vynychenko’s oeuvre
was the individual’s struggle to overcome the passivity and dullness of ‘mob’
psychology, which enforced total dependency on, and assimilation of the
individual will into the willpower of the ‘crowd.” As Ukrainka put it,
Vynnychenko was most concerned with one’s struggle to overcome “the spirit of
slavishness that forces one to ‘blend” with the mass, a gripping force that erodes
individuality, making everyone the same, subjecting the individual to animalistic

impulses and instincts,”® leading to one’s complete deindividualization and

18 Cf. also Ukrainka’s interpretation of Vynnychenko’s works (1966, 192).

19 o . .
“pabchKuMil AyX, IO NMPUMYIIYE JIOAUHY CaMOXiTh 3aJjliuyBaTH cebe Oo

HABTONY AK YOIoCh CTHXIMHOrO, IO MOTJIHHAE, HIBEJIIOE, CTHpAcE iHAiBiAyaJIbHOCTI,
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depersonalization. As Ukrainka furthermore contended, Ukrainian modernism, in
particular Vynnychenko’s writings, explored the psyche of the mob by
recognizing that “the mass individual” was neither a “theatrical accessory as the
romantics saw her” (butafors’ka prynadlezhnist’, iak tse bulo u starykh
romantykiv) nor was she “a mannequin to try clothes sewn from societal
documents as the naturalists saw her” (maneken dlia prymiruiuvannia kostiumiv,
poshytykh z liuds kykh dokumentiv, iak tse bulo v narutalistiv), but a person “ in
the widest sense of the word, not separated from the crowd [...] but on the
contrary [...] immersed into her [social] environment and at once standing out
sharply so that society ceases to be one body but dissolves into equally valuable,
albeit differently constituted personalities.”*°

I read Ukrainka’s own dramas in a similar vein. In particular, I see her
Kaminnyi hospodar (1912) whose main idea — according to the author’s own
confession — was to express the “triumph of the deadening, conservative principle
embodied by the Captain over the divided, prideful, and egotistical lady Anna,
and through her, the triumph over Don Juan, ‘the knight of liberty’.”*' In other
words, at the center of most modernist literature was the individual’s struggle to
preserve, develop and express her own unique personality in resistance to the
pressures of the ‘mob.” As Ukrainka acknowledged, the new Ukrainian literature
approached this problem with an understanding that “each personal tragedy is
unique, rooted not in the tragedy of others, but related to these [...] through the

power of common intellectualizations.”*

TIPUHOCHTH 1i B 2KepTBY iHCTiIHKTOBI, cTamuocTti” (Ukrainka 1966, 141).

20 3

CEepelOBHII i pa3oM 3 THM BHCYHYTO HAa NepIIHA IUIaH TaKk OJIM3bKO, WO M
CepeIOBHILE BXe IepecTasio 3[aBaTHCA TJOM, pO34JIeHYBaBIIMCh Ha PpiBHOIIHHI,
npote HepaBHO3HauHi moctati ” (Ukrainka 1966, 139).

21 . .
“nepeMora KaM1HHOIO, KOHCCPBAaTHBHOI'O IIPHMHIMIIY, BTIJICHOI'O B

Komanzgopi, Hal po3MBOEHHOIO OYINEI0 rOpIoi, eroiCTUYHOI KiHKH HOHHM AHHH, a
yepes Hei i Han Jou-2KyaHoM, ‘nunapem Bodti’ ” (Ukrainka 1966, 162).

22 . . . .
“y KOXKHOI 0cOOM CBOA IpaMa, He MiIKOpeHa iHIIMM, a TiJIbKM IOB’A3aHa 3
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The different understanding of the modernists concerning the nature of
nation occasioned their specific style of imagining the Ukrainian nation. Their
conceptualization, as suggested earlier, was essentially ambivalent, operating with
both ethnic and civic criteria to maintain and express claims for cultural
distinctiveness. Greenfeld has stressed the problematic nature of this type of
nationalism, which is “plagued by internal contradictions” and combines both
ethnic and civic criteria of nationality, defining it as “particularistic civic
nationalism” (1996a: 104; 107). She writes,

the freedom of the individual in this type of nationalism is denied
consistently, or, rather, it is redefined as inner freedom or as recognized
necessity, and this denial and redefinition are predicated on the rejection
of the individual as a rational being and an autonomous actor.
Individuality itself is equated with the ‘true’ human nature, which
expresses itself in self-abnegation and submersion (dissolution) in the
collectivity (Greenfeld 1996a: 104-105).

In this respect, Sriblians’kyi’s interpretation of individualism (1912b) and
Ievshan’s concept of ‘aesthetic culture’ (1910) were articulated with the intention
of asserting a sense of self that was ambiguously defined as free from social
constraints but bound by patriotic obligation to “express that complex of
sensations, beliefs, struggles and optimism that constitutes the ideology of the
Ukrainian creative intelligentsia.”” Aiming at constructing a civil society, the
modernists tried to inculcate a new, ‘elitist’ model of national identity, and
relentlessly worked to create a civic public ‘polity’ with the intelligentsia as the
national-political leader. This position was predicated on the belief that the
intelligentsia was the most educated and cultured part of Ukrainian society and
therefore, was able to understand and appreciate other cultures as well as to
adequately communicate Ukrainian national interests. The political expression of

this position one finds in Mikhnovs’kyi (1900), who stated:

iHIIHNM, [...] 3HOBY X Tak# B cliy coisibHuX ymMoB” (Ukrainka 1966, 138).

23 9 . o
“BHCJIOBUTH TOH KOMJIEKC IO4YyBaHb, BipH, 6agb0opoCcTH, OG0OpOTLOM, AKHM

CKJIaJIa€ CyTb ifeiiHoro, TBopuoro ykpaincrsa” (Sriblians’kyi 1910c: 735).
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[...] The aspirations of a society are the aspirations of the intelligentsia.
The spontaneous movements of the intelligentsia are the spontaneous
movements and sympathies of the entire society.

[...] The era of embroidered shirts, peasant overcoats, and whisky [i.e.,
often interpreted as the culture of the Narod] has passed, never to return
again. The stand taken by the Ukrainian intelligentsia of the third
Jformation points towards a bloody and relentless struggle for its people.
The intelligentsia believes in its own personal strength and in the
national will to fulfill its obligation (Mikhnovs’kyi 1900, 211; 213;
italics mine).

By the same token, it is interesting to note Ukrainka’s response to the
accusations that she had neglected “peasant themes” and had devoted her writing
to “literariness” (literaturshchyna) and intellectualism. In a letter to her uncle,
Drahomanov, she wrote: “certainly, the problem is that I interpret the words
nationality, literature, and intelligentsia in a different manner.”** In her view, the
nation was “a community of free individuals” (spil’ka samostiinykh osob)
integrated through a system of common existential interests and ideals (Ukrianka
1966, 192). Thus, she maintained that the freedom to express one’s distinctive
inner self as an autonomous individual, and the personal willful contribution to
the collective wellbeing determined the membership in the national society
(Ukrainka 1966, 138; 141).

Statements like Ukrainka’s — asserting one’s freedom to chose and
willfully change her nationality because the individual strongly valued her
cultural belongingness and a sense of shared Ukrainian identity (cf. also
Kapustians’kyi 1910) — make me think that the literary production of the
Ukrainian modernists was, in Ukrainian modern intellectual history, one of the
first attempts of a particular group to establish control, and regulate the national
image for both insiders and outsiders alike. However, it is important to reiterate
that in Ukraine the modernists did not have a dominant position in the literary

field. They had to struggle to affirm themselves as individuals, rich with

24 . . .
“[...] ayrle TyT, meBHe, BcA Oiga B TOMYy, IO A iHAKIIIE PO3YMIIO CJIOBA:

HApOOHICTH, JIiTepaTypHicTh Ta iHTesrenia” (Ukrainka 1966, 121).
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symbolical capital. The possession of such capital, in their view, guaranteed them
the status of cultural leaders. In additon, by means of defending the hegemony of
art over political and social concerns, they sought to affirm also their status of
national leaders. As they saw it, the new ideology of ‘art for art’s sake’ allowed
them to “exercise power while denying participation, belief, and investment” (cf.
Jusdanis 1991, 93).

Taking into account the politics of cultural identity that motivated, for
example, Ukrainka’s statements, two important points can be made regarding the
modernist position on the national problem. First, it is clear that the ‘state’ as a
political goal and a mobilizing metaphor started to a play more significant role
than ‘the people’. In this sense, the formation of an independent Ukrainian state
surfaced as a key political claim because the nation-state was now envisioned as
the only social-political order wherein Ukrainian culture could survive and
flourish. Second, the identification of ‘the people’ was now made on the basis of
their perceived relationship to the Ukrainian high culture that would aid the
formation of the independent state, i.e., as citizens — political subjects that were
rendered ‘governable’ by their self-motivation, free will, and consciousness.
Perhaps, this is what inspired Sriblians’kyi to declare that, “Nationalism is
considered most necessary for the masses. The elites do not need it. From this
perspective, the demos is the object of nationalism. Nationalism [...] must be only
democratic [...]. Ukrainianness as ethics is the never-ending force of protest [...],
because Ukrainianness is the idea of relentless struggle with iniquity in the name
of the free, creative individual.”*®

In this way, ‘the people’ as a collectivist notion became associated with

the “mass unconscious” that held vital, albeit primitive and irrational,

= “HarionariaM HaiGiJIbIn MOTPIGHMN /1A HAWMHH3IIHX IUAPiB JIIOAHOCTH, a
He [J1d BUCIIHX. | TOMY — TOUKY NpPUJIOXKeHH HaliOHaJi3My — democ. HanioHastism
[...] moBuHEH OyTH TIJIBKH demokpamuynum [...]. YKpaiHCTBO, K €THKA — Iie BiYHO
[IpoTecTyloya cuia [...] 60 Halle yKpaiHCTBO — iflesl BiYHOIO NpOTeCTy MPOTHB 3J1a,
BO iMA BiJIbHOI TBOpUOi JoguHu” (Sriblians’kyi 1910c: 736).
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psychological forces (cf. Tratner 1996). Even a superficial consideration of the
fictional conflicts explored in modernist prose, will show Ukrainian writers’
preoccupation with individual rebelliousness, and desire to escape the constraints
of their backward and oppressive society. The conflict often takes the form of an
internal dilemma, which the fictional characters have to resolve. Particularly
powerful examples are Kobylians’ka’s Tetiana and Mavra, who daringly face
their fate, resisting a philistine provincial society, yet bounded to its culture and
mentality by indestructible ties (V nediliu rano zillia kopala 1908; cf. Tarnawsky
2001). In this manner, I also read Kotsiubyns’kyi’s female character Paraskitsia
(“Vid’'ma” [Witch], 1898), whose immense suffering as a result of the
intimidation and collective coercion of her fellow villagers reveals the tragedy of
the individual trying to fit collective expectations and imposed social roles. Both
narratives, in this sense, attempt an exploration of the ‘collective unconscious,’
recruiting superstitions and images of outcasts (e.g., witches and gypsies) that are
deeply embedded in the ‘folk’ consciouness and trying to outline the societal
impact on the formation of an individual’s personality by redefining the
relationship between the individual and society.

Kotsiubyns’kyi’s and Kobylians’ka’s texts are also interesting because
they reveal the mechanism of the modernist use of elements borrowed from
Ukrainian folk culture. Their fiction shows that, despite the fervent denouncement
of the vernacular tradition as an identity securing system in many critical and
theoretical discourses on Ukrainian modernism, the practice of exploiting folk
items was popular among Ukrainian artists. In fact, a number of early modernist
writers and poets examined traditional items and the thriving Ukrainian oral
tradition in order to find symbols, images and expressive ‘native’ artistic forms
that were particularly suitable to produce the emotional effects pursued by the
artist. In addition to Kobylians’ka and Kotsiubyns’kyi, the modernists who were
interested in experimenting with folkloric material also included Ukrainka,

Stefanyk, Tychyna, Kobryns’ka and others. This observation is significant
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because it points to a paradox specific to the Ukrainian modernist movement, a
paradox that has been regarded as one of the Ukrainian modernism’s ‘deviations.’
This paradox is manifested in the discrepancy between actual artistic practices
with respect to the revival and appreciation of vernacular culture, and its zealous
denigration in the critical and theoretical definitions of Ukrainian modernism as
an aesthetic ideology. Contrast, for example, Kobylians’ka’s, Kobryns’ka’s and
others’ interests in experimenting with folkloric images in their modernist
writings with Sriblians’kyi’s, Ievshan’s, and other modernist critics’ objection to
the consecration of Ukrainian folk culture as an identity securing system.

Some ideologues of Ukrainian modernism particularly disliked the
populist re-invention and commodification of tradition-based expressions that had
been borrowed from the extant everyday life practices of Ukrainian peasants. This
type of folklore they identified as a “trade in folk-art goods” and harshly reacted
to its popularization (Sriblians’kyi 1912a: 354). Still, some of Sriblians’kyi’s
pronouncements sound confusing, especially when the critic fails to draw a clear
line between the commodified (revived) folk material and the actual tradition-
based expressions. For example, in his article “Z hromads’koho zhyttia,”
Sriblians’kyi declared that “the culture of the simple folk [Ukrainian peasantry] is
useless” for the “intelligentsia” (1913: 564). However, his intentions are
transparent when he talks about the ‘popular culture’ produced by the realists-
populists, noting that they “use the simplest popular element as a foundation of
the national culture,” thus creating a ‘mass’ culture (“culture for the common
people”) instead of “a culture for the nation” (Sriblians’kyi 1912a: 354).

As I have tried to show so far, one of the principal and most passionately
defended points by the ideologues of Ukrainian modernism was the renunciation
of the demotic model of Ukrainian identity. Critics like Sriblians’kyi and Ievshan
refused to acknowledge the primacy of ‘invented’ peasant (folk) tradition as an
epitome of modern Ukrainianness. However, as the narratives of Kobylians’ka,

Kostiubyns’ky and other authors demonstrate, modernist artists sought inspiration

139

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



from extisting vernacular traditions and delved, perhaps deliberately, into the
collective memory in search of suitable native aesthetic forms. This type of
expirementation was particularly characteristic of the Ukrainian symbolists who,
much in accord with their Bulgarian counterparts, attempted the rediscovery and
expression of the national ‘soul’ through the transformation of tradition-based
items into abstract symbols that simultaneously conveyed universal values and
ideas, yet preserved the native flavor of the original oral form. In this regard, the
most important change that the modernists introduced with respect to the aesthetic
treatment of traditional texts was their ‘individualization’ and re-contexualization
in a more abstract philosophical, aesthetic, and thematic background. More
specifically, the use of traditional elements, as for example Kobylians’ka’s
experimentation illustrates, could be viewed as ideological means of re-fashioning
readers’ consciousness in an attempt to propagate and enhance a national identity
based on a system of modernist values and virtues. This was achieved by looking
at tradition-based items with an aesthetic gaze that compelled the reader to notice
the mode of artistic representation, involving her in a ‘game’ of form and style
that accentuated the mastery over the old form (cf. Bourdieu 1984, 183).
Essentially then, the reader becomes entangled in a continuum of shared aesthetic
experiences intended to engeder a sense of pleasure and pride.*®

Although it was not a prevalent mode of aesthetic innovation, utilizing
folkloric elements in Ukrainian modernist literature can be viewed as a vital part
of the processes of nation building and the creation of collective identity. It
essentially shows that one of the many ways to represent the modern mind and

attitudes is by exploring and aligning the centuries old ethnic traditions with the

26 Particularly powerful examples of the modernist use of items borrowed from
the oral tradition one can find in Ol’ha Kobylians’ka’s (V nediliu rano..., “Pryroda’™),
Mykhailo Kostiubyns’ky’s (Intermezzo; Tini zabutykh predkiv), and Ukrainka’s works
(Lisova pisnia). The practice is also well represented in Kobryns’ka’s modernist prose,
created between 1893 and 1899. Most of her experimental pieces were included in a
collection of stories, entitled Kazky and published in Chernivsti in 1904.
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present conditions. This transpired in both Bulgaria and Ukraine. By subjecting
folkloric elements to the modernist code and exposing them to a cynical®’
idiosyncratic reinvention, the modernists in both localities pursued the creation of
a specific national ‘style’ that would distinguish their modernist production from
the Western prototypes and would help them create art forms that clearly
manifested their ethnic and cultural distinctiveness.

As Fisher points out, “the constitution of communities requires the
existence of certain modes of communication.” He further elaborates by saying
that “communities are co-constituted through communication transactions in
which participants coauthor a story that has coherence and fidelity for the life that
one would lead [...] ” (1997, 307; 320). Modernist writers re-borrowed folkloric
items because they wanted to encourage their readers to recognize such elements
as part of their national cultural heritage. In this manner, modernist authors
created order and meaning (making the tradition relevant to an elite and highly
educated audience) by mediating between the self and the world, providing the
self with a sort of “transsubjective truth value[s]” (Hintchman and Hintchman
1997, xvi; xxiii). As a result, the experimentation of modernist narratives with
traditional folk items attempted to locate individuals within the legitimate and
continued existence of the group, thereby offering to the Ukrainian readership a
powerful means to generate a sense of common identity, yet having also the
potential of being “critical, emancipatory instrument[s]” (cf. Hinchman and
Hinchman 1997, xviii.). For this reason, I think that the modernist practice of
using traditional folk items assisted the re-invention and modernization of pre-
existing traditions, at once producing a specific type of printed literature that
opened a space where the community of modernist readers was formed, and at the

same time liberated from its ties to ‘peasant roots.’ In this sense, the modernist re-

1t is important to note here that I employ the concept of cynicism without
implying pejorative connotations. Instead, I adopt Peter Sloterdjik’s definition, which
recognizes modern cynicism as a “state of consciousness that follows after naive
ideologies and their enlightenment” (1992, 3; 5).
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borrowing and use of folk items helped their efforts to ‘appropriate’ the tradition
and re-invent it as a part of the Ukrainian high national culture. Essentially, this
space was also the realm where coherence of the nation was reinforced. More
importantly, however, it was a space where Ukrainian artists successfully
realigned their cultural heritage with Europe, asserting their right to control the
revival — and ultimately, modernization — of their inherited traditions. They not
only made such traditions meaningful in the context of modernity, but most of all
successfully resisted the influences coming from Europe, resorting to local
resources in sustaining the singularity and originality of their national culture. The
paradox then appears to be not at all paradoxical. What in fact theorists of
Ukrainian modernism denied was the appropropriation of the Ukrainian cultural
heritage by the populist-realists who approached folkloric items as ‘facts’ that
represented the life and history of the Ukrainian nation, rather than signs or even
symbols, the meaning of which was the subject of constant negotiation,
manipulation, change, and reinsitutionalization.

On the other hand, an attempt to legitimize and encourage modernist
experimentation with items from Ukrainian folk culture is evident in modernist
critical discourses, institutionalizing the notion of ‘people’ as a container of
national creative energy. For example, Sriblians’kyi in his article “Na velykim
shliakhu” wrote:

The People (rarod) contains in itself plentiful unique features, deeply
buried in the soul treasures of ideas and beauty which, if touched by a
skillful artistic hand would play the strings of its spiritual lyre and
produce a new tune such as the world has not known yet. It is no wonder
that the Ukrainian spirit is expressed in this luring magnificence and will
flare with unprecedented power of thought because it is a vast organism,
harmonious in its brilliance, characterized by the richness of intrinsic
processes of movement and a multitude of subtle and thrilling nuances of
feelings. When this intact, inherent potential artistry becomes alive and
gives birth to splendid, unexpected blossoms of creativity, there is hope
that beauty and expressive power will flourish, a unique beauty, and
artistic drive, which exist nowhere in the world yet. The raison d’étre for
the search of the new sphere of existence that we call the Ukrainian
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people lies in this uniqueness. This is the new sphere and the new culture
that forms a new layer over the rest of previous modes of existence.”

Eva Mackey, a contemporary scholar, has argued that the processes “of
creating identity at a national level typically involve ‘cultural politics,” whereby
attempts are made to institutionalize a particular ideological notion of ‘people’ in
order to create new types of citizens and subjects, and new categories of ‘insiders
and outsiders’ (1997, 137). It is apparent from the examples cited above that,
given the ambivalent evaluation of Ukrainian society as ‘backward’ and
‘uncultured’ and the prevalent embarrassment of being ‘at the margins” of
Europe’ (Sriblians’kyi, 1909d: 422), the modernist image of ‘the people’ was
highly ambivalent and biased. This tension was expressed by the recurrent
classificatory categories in Ukrainian modernist criticism natsia (nation), narod
(the ‘people’) and iurba (the mob).?’ These terms were used to express the
modernist intellectuals’ antipopulism when affirming their pretensions for cultural
leadership. In addition, the boundary between narod and iurba operated as a
strategy for mobilization and agitation by means of which the modernists

encouraged the acceptance of their own model of Europeanization.

28 “Hapon Mae B cobi OCTiJIbKHM CBOEPIMHMX OCOOJIMBOCTiB, 3aXOBaHHMX B
rabuEl Oymi cKap6iB OYMKH i KpacH, IO KOJIM YMIJIOIO i MHCTEIbKOIO PYKOIO
TOPKHYTH HOro IyXOBHOI1 JIipd, TO 3a3By4YHMTh BOHA II0-HOBOMY, TaK, fAK, We Hi 0OuH
UHWUL enemenm ececéimy He 3eyyas. He muBo, 0 YKpaiHCHKUN AyX BHABJAETHLCA B
TIPUHAIIHOMY CBIiTJIi, BHOJIMCKYE HE3HAHUM IIle CAMBOM NAYMKH, — 60 Ile BeJIUKHH,
CKJIaJHHH B CBOiil I'PaHOIO3HOCTI OprafisM, 3 6e3/IiM41I0 BHYTPIlHIX MPOIECiB pyXy, 3
6e3JIiY4I0 TOHKWX 1 YapiBHHX HIOAHCIB HacTpolo. | KonM BcA LA BHYTpIllHA,
MOTEHIIAJIbHA XYHOOXKHICTh OXKHBAa€E, TO 3’ABJIAIOTHCA HALid Ha OGaraTuil posnBiT
KpacHl i cuud. CBOepiiHOI Kpacd 1 CHJIM, Hifle Ille Ha CBiTi He BHABJIeHOi. B omii
CBOEPIMHOCTI i JIEKUTh TOM BeJIMUE3HHi raison d étre IyKaHHA B HOBIi ccepi 6yTT4,
1o 3BeMO YKpaiHChbKUH Hapon. Tak, me HoBa cchepa, a TOMY i HOBa KYJbTypa, IO
KJIaleThC HOBHM IIapoM Ha BCi momepenHi miaactd XKuTTa” (1910a, 52; author’s
italics).

» According to Ilnytzkyj, “[...] only during the modernist period [...] the
systematic expression of dissatisfaction with things Ukrainian” is clearly manifested.
“The populist image of the ‘noble’ people now metamorphoses into the ignoble ‘mob’,
from which the intelligentsia must defend the achievements of culture” (1991: 262).
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While engaging in the creation of modern individuals (highly
sophisticated and cultured European citizens, or “spiritual artistocrats” as
Sriblians’kyi has put it), Ukrainian modernists thus played a role in the ‘subject-
ification of the people’ (i.e., in the making of cultural citizens; cf. Ong 1996, 738).
In particular, Kotsiubyns’kyi’s confession that Ukrainian modernists “did not

»30 is typical of the

intend to abandon the representation of the peasant life
attitudes of Ukrainian intellectuals, who were born and raised in the context of a
thriving Ukrainian vernacular culture. As the eminent Ukrainian modernist writer
acknowledged, “[...] to limit the resources for our program is not our goal, [...]
[rather] we want to expand and make them deeper [...], we endeavor to [make
aware our intelligentsia] of other literary forces that represent the interests of
other social groups such as the intelligentsia, the working class, and the artistic
community.”" On the other hand, Sriblians’kyi and other modernist ideologues
contested the popularization of folk culture in its realist-populist reinvention,
refusing to recognize such ‘ethnographic representations’ as the placeholder of
Ukrainian national identity because, as Sribilians’kyi put it, the modernists felt
obliged to establish their version of Ukrainianness on such principles so that it
“attracts with its incomparable beauty and power” (vono malo prynadnu krasy,
sylu; 1910c: 733).

Further evidence of the cynical attitude of modernists toward the
symbolization of the vernacular culture is the rhetoric employed by Sriblians’kyi
to promote the modernist national ideal and high culture. Interestingly enough, he

relies on conventionalized ‘folkloric’ metaphors such as the ‘magic folk tale’

30 Letter to Panas Myrnyi, requesting his assistance in the launching of a new
literary almanac, entitled Z potoku zhyttia; Kotsiubyns’kyi 1974, 292-93.

31 . . .
“He MaJIM Ha MeTi B3araji 3peKTHCHA TBOPIB 3 XKHTTA CEJIAHCKOrO [...]

oOMeXyBaTH JIXKepesia TBOPUOCTH 30BCIM He Hamia mporpamMa [...] MH Xo4eMo
PO3IIMPpATH Ta MNOIJIMOMTH iX [...]. 3agyMaBIIM BuaTH Takul 30piHEK [...] Mu
TiJIBKM XOTiJIM 3pOOGUTH CHPOOy, XOTi/IM 3BEPHYTH YBary HallMX JIiTepaTypPHHX CHJI
Ha iHIIA BepPCTBH CYCMIJIBHOCTH, Ha IHTeJlireHuniio, baOpuyHHAX pOGITHHUKIB, CBIiT
apructuynni ” (Kotsiubyns’kyi 1974, 292-293).
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(kazka)* He, for example, defines the mission of the modernist art as
“provodyria po dorozi v kazku” (leading onto the road to wonderland). In my
opinion, this metaphor is used in order to assert the specific and unique character
of the modernist perspective on the national question, and convey the central idea
of their modernizing political ideology: “We must be always in motion, walking
on the road to wonderland, [trying to complete] the wondrous tale of our life:
[the creation of] universal Ukrainianness in Ukraine.”>® In fact, Sriblians’kyi’s
rhetoric, the devices and strategies of distinction he employs, including the
appropriation of conventionalized ‘folk’ terms, reveal his selective re-invention
and re-contextualization of the ‘folk’ code. He utilizes it with the intention to
strengthen and deepen the emotional effect of his idealized aesthetic notion of
Ukrainianness, simultaneously assuming a ‘disinterested,” modernizing and
nationalizing position.

As linytzkyj has pointed out, the truly innovative aspect of Ukrainian
modernist ideology was that “[it] severed art from its edifying and enlightening
function.” “It,” writes Ilnytzkyj, “also liberated literature in a programmatic sort
of way from its fixation on the visibly salient attributes of the Ukrainian identity,”
the peasant and ethnographic themes of populist-realist ‘mass’ literature. His
revision of the texts published by Ukrainian modernists on the pages of the
journal Ukrains ka khata shows that the dissociation from the peasant masses was

extremely aggressive, and clearly announced as a principle of “spiritual

32 Worth noting is that Kobryns’ka, for instance, harbored deep love for the ‘oral
tales’ of her native village. In her modernist works, she often ‘played’ with traditional
prose genre forms such as the tale and the legend in an attempt to find the most suitable,
authentic Ukrainian forms to convey her emancipatory and feminist ideas (cf. her stories
Sudyl’nytsi, Chudovyshche, and other; Kobryns’ka 1958). In this respect, cf. also
IInytzkyj’s comments (1994: 20, note 70).

33 . . . .
“Bce ypkaiHOiJLCTBO, MHHYJle i cydyacHe [...] He Majlo # He Mae

BHpasHOro O6JINYYs, HE Mae cBoei izei [...] I ToMy MH MycuMoO BpeIliTi MOCTaBUTH
CBOE YKpaiHCTBO Ha TaKHH IPYHT, e 6 BOHO MaJlo MPHUHANHY Kpacu, cuiy [...] Mu
MycUumo 3a6xcou 6ymu 6 npoyeci pyxy 0o 0oposi é Ka3ky, HIydd OO Ka3KU HAuL020
ocumms — yHieepcaasnozo ykpaincmea Ha Yepaini” (1910c: 733; italics mine).
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aristocratism.” In Sriblians’kyi’s view, the priniciple of spiritual aristocratism was
the “precondition for culture.” As Ilnytzkyj demonstrates, the writers of
Ukrains ’ka khata “strongly opposed the idea of Ukrainian culture as some sort of
petty provincialism engaged to open a space so that urbane and civilized pursuits
could take their place.” They espoused a view that Ukrainian popular culture, was
“unfit for the intelligentsia,” and saw a resolution in the creation of a
sophisticated, high culture (1994: 12). In short, “the ideologues of the journal
were clearly spelling out a program that would take Ukrainian culture both
outward and inward, i.e., make it simultaneously an expression of the universal
and the national. It had become a medium that granted individuals ‘the necessary
fullness and satisfaction of [their] personal existence’ while allowing them to

remain true to their nation” (1994: 14).

3.5. Modernist “Political Acculturation”

and the Nation’s Europeanization
The modernist reasoning about Europe betrays similarities to Ferguson’s notion of
“political acculturation” (1996, 174-177) because it was used to explore
inconsistencies in, and alternatives to, the extant models of Ukrainian national
culture. Moreover, it was a type of nationalizing cultural policy that was
implemented from a particular cultural-political position (what would be
beneficial for the creation of a Ukrainian high culture) and thus, was used to
disrupt the existing traditions and redefine the social order by a purposeful and
careful introduction of European aesthetic ideas, values of conduct and tastes. In
fact, as I argue, the modernist insistence on the Europeanization of Ukrainian
culture, a process that in their view equaled the creation of a high national culture,
represents an interesting attempt to change not simply the aesthetic dispositions of
their readership, but more importantly, to enforce a different national habitus.

I recall Bourdieu’s concept of habitus here, especially as he defined it in

relation to taste and aesthetic dispositions, hoping that it will help me grasp the
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operative principles of Ukrainian modernist ethos and nationalizing politics.
Citing Kant, Bourdieu defines taste as “an acquired disposition to ‘differentiate’
and ‘appreciate’, [...] in other words, [a disposition] to establish and mark
differences by a process of distinction which is not (or not necessarily) a distinct
knowledge, in Leibniz’s sense, since it ensures recognition (in the ordinary sense)
of the object without implying knowledge of the distinctive features which define
it”(Bourdieu 1984, 446). Arguing that the primary forms of classification through
which the habitus operates are effective because of their impact on the
unconscious and non-linguistic modes of knowing that lie “beyond the reach of
introspective scrutiny or control by the will,” Bourdieu points to the fact that such
schemes “engage the most fundamental principles of construction and evaluation
of the social world” serving to provide one with “ ‘a sense of one’s place,’
guiding the occupants of a given place in social space towards the social positions
adjusted to their properties, and towards the practices of goods which befit the
occupants of that position” (1984, 446).

The modernist aesthetics that aimed at upsetting the ordinary way of
thinking about the world by stimulating the release and expression of a flow of
impressions and sensations inaccessible to the consciousness were, therefore,
particularly fit for shaping independent individuals, or social agents who, “far
from reacting mechanically to mechanical situations, respond to the invitations of
threats of a world whose meaning they have helped to produce” (Bourdieu 1984,
467). In this context, the elitist social order was defined in terms of a network of
clear-cut oppositions

between high (sublime, elevated, pure) and low (vulgar, low, modest),
spiritual and material, fine (refined, elegant) and coarse (heavy, fat,
crude, brutal), light (subtle, lively, sharp, adroit) and heavy (slow, thick,
blunt, laborious, clumsy), free and forced, [...] between unique (rare,
different, distinguished, exclusive, exceptional, singular, novel) and
common (ordinary, banal, commonplace, trivial, routine), brilliant
(intelligent) and dull (obscure, grey, mediocre; Bourdieu 1984, 467).

This network of oppositions ascribed particular roles to the ‘elite’

(Ukrainian nationalist intelligentsia) and the ‘mass’ of the dominated (the
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peasants, the mob). The point to emphasize is that the employment and systematic
reification of such oppositions facilitates the inscription of (particularly
suggestive) hierarchies and classifications into the people’s minds, including
classifications that support ethnic and national identification (Bourdieu 1984, 468;
470-471). Because the goal of Ukrainian modernists was to seek international
recognition for the Ukrainian nation, the solution for them was to align to
European standards, not only aesthetic, but also social, political, economic and
quality of life. The re-invented traditional folk culture propagated by the realists-
populists, on the one hand, and modern Europe, on the other, constituted for them
two poles of anxiety of influence (cf. Jusdanis 1991, 27). The modernists in
Ukraine strove to gain respect both locally and globally, which forced them to
declare a position that somehow was able to transcend local boundaries without
loosing the flavor of ethnic distinctiveness. They had to connect Ukrainian
national culture to the larger political-economic world; and Europe embodied for
them this ‘world system.” In other words, they found themselves crucified
between ‘the modern’ and the ‘traditional,” seeking a distance from the latter in
order to affirm the former. It is hardly surprising then that Ukrainian modernists
put an emphasis on the construction of a high Ukrainian culture and its acceptance
as the only legitimate institution of signification representing the essence of
Ukrainian cultural distinctiveness.

Ferguson’s notion of political acculturation, to a degree, also helps us
understand why the modernists in Ukraine posed such a fundamental challenge to
the cultural norms they inherited. Their discourse was essentially one of social
engineering. A key aspect of modernist cultural politics was the worshiping of the
artist as an accomplished individual, whose refined taste and aesthetic sense was
“an expression of a priviledged position in social space whose distinctive value
[was] objectively established in its relationship to expressions generated from
different conditions” (Bourdieu 1984, 56). This priviledged position was also

clearly associated with the free and creative expression of one’s Ukrainianness,
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deemed as a supreme act of self-fulfillment. Therefore, the cultivation of a taste
for West European modernist literature and art, and in that order — understanding
and appreciation of Ukrainian modernist art and literature — was used as a means
to unite and separate. As Bourdieu explains, aesthetic taste “distinguishes in an
essential way, since taste is the basis of all that one has — people and things — and
all that one is for others, whereby one classifies oneself and is classified by
others.” It, as manifested preferences, affirms in a practical manner “inevitable
differences” (Bourdieu 1984, 56). As he explains,

[...] every struggle over art [...] is [also a struggle for] the imposition of
an art of living, that is, the transmutation of an arbitrary way of living
into the legitimate way of life which casts every other way of living into
the artbitrariness. The artists’s life-style is always a challenge thrown at
[the common life-style], which it seeks to condemn as unreal and even
absurd, by sort of practical demonstration of the emptiness of the values
and powers it pursues (Bourdieu 1984, 57).

Revealing, in this respect, are the confessions of O. Biletskyi, P.
Karmans’kyi and others. Let me here illustrate this point with Biletskyi’s finely
tuned observations:

An urban intelligentsia emerged, a young Ukrainian bourgeoisie stirred
to life, a Ukrainian literary-artistic bohemia appeared. [Suddenly] there
was a need for madrigals, triolets, impromptu verses and other forms of
salon poetry, unheard of earlier in Ukrainian literature. Almanacs
appeared with sketches that emulated seminude maidens who inhaled the
aroma of unusual lilies or extended their hands to the sun, which was
either rising or setting in a mysterious distance. In city living rooms,
hanging on the wall right next to Shevchenko's portrait decorated in
embroidered ritual cloths, were reproductions of [Arnold] Boklin's
"Island of the Dead" or Franz [von] Stuck's "Sin;" poets — with elaborate
ties, carelessly knotted (in place of a ribbon), sporting wide-brimmed
fedoras instead of gray hats — began reciting and singing their poems.
Their verses reverberated with new motifs, new private experiences, a
yearning for an unknown divinity in which they "believed while not
believing;" motifs of the city as a million-headed beast, which they both
loved and hated, cursed and blessed; motifs of Baeudelaireian spleen,
Ukrainian ennui, which was unknown previously by poets in this sense.>*

34 . . . -
“BuHHKJIa MHChKa iHTeJII'eHIlis, NPOHHKHYJIaci MoJioJa YyKpaiHChbKa
OypXKyasid, 3’dBHJIacA YKpaiHCBKO—JIiTepaTypHO—apTHCTH4YHa GoreMa. 3’ABHJIACA
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The modernist position then signaled the occurrence of important changes
in the lifestyle of Ukrainians, firstly, because it tried to redefine — from an elitist
and individualistic perspective — all key mobilizing metaphors (e.g., individual,
family, people, culture, society, etc.). This is exemplified by Sriblians’kyi’s
evaluation of Kotsiubyns’kyi’s novella Fata Morgana, where the modernist critic
acknowledged that,

[...] the novella Fata morgana [...] demonstrates that the writer has
approached with a subjective and impressionistic method even the most
realistic representations [...] The entire work [...] defeats populist ideals
with their own weapons [...] the peasant social ethics and the
physiological terror of undeveloped beings create such a depressing and
repulsive picture of inner tragedy [...] that contemporary populists need
to find a new [more viable] foundation to legitimate their ideology. [...]
[Kotsiubyns’kyi’s work] firmly draws the conclusion that the collective
ideal is destroyed [...] and that the strong independent individual is the
only hope.35

moTpefa B MalpHrajax, TpioJieTaX, eKCHpOMTax i B iHIIMX BHIO3MiHAX CaJIOHOBOI
noesii, 32 4Ky paHillle B yKpaiHCBKM JiTepaType He 4yJd. 3’IBUJ/IMCA ajlbMaHaxH 3
BE3UPYHKAMHU, 1[0 BAABaJIM HAITBIOJUX [iB, AKi a0 BAMXAIOTh apoMaT JHBOBHXKHHX
JIiJIel, a6o NMPOCTArAIOTh PYKH O COHIIA, IO CXOOWJIO, YH Aech 3HiKaJIo y HeBifoMii
MaJHi. ¥ MIChKHX BiTaJIbHAX, [e 030000JIeHHH ranTOBAaHUMH PYILIHHKaMH BHCIB Ha
crinni moptper IlleBueHka y 6e3mocepeHLOMY CYCIICTBI 3 penpodyKIisiMU
“OcrtpoBa MeptBux” Bekusina un “I'pixa” ®panna IllTyka, cTaju OekJaMyBaTd i
MEJIONEKJIAMYBATH CBOI Bipllli MOETH C NHMIIHAMHU TaJICTYXaMH — 3aMiCTh CTPiuKH,
AKi BOHM 3aB’A3yBajii. Hel0asio, a HAa BYJIMII 3aMiCTh TPalULiNHOi CHBOI INANKH —
HOCi/IM (hepTOBI INMKPOKOIOJI KaNeJ IIOXH. Y iXHiX Biplllax 3BY4YaJjld HOBi MOTHBH, HOBi
iHOiBiOyasbHI Tlepe’KWBaHHA, MOPHBaHHA MO HEBIIOMOro OOXKeCTBa, B AK€ BOHH
“BupnyIn” — “He Bipyl04ud,” MOTHBH MiCTa CTOTHCAYOI'0JIOBOrO 3Bipd, IO HOro pa3oM
JOONJIM W HEHaBHOI/IH, IPOKJMHAJIUN OJlarocsoBsdannd, MoTuBH bBoasepisckoro
CIJIiHy, YKpaiHChKOI HyObIH, — HIO B IbOMY 3HauUeHHiI OyJla HeBioMa paHilllUM
nmoetaMm” (qt. in Muchin 1987, 262).

35 . .
“[...] TBip Fata morgana [...] mokasye, o NUCBMEHHHK y MaJIlOBaHHi

HaBiTh O0’€KTHBHH MAJIIOHKIB MepeHIlIoB A0 iMIIpecioHisMy, A0 Cy6’€KTHBHOIO ix
ocBeTyieHHA [...] Le#t TBip [...] mobuBae 3y3OpoM iea/id HapoAHMUNTBA |[...]
COIlid/IbHA eTHKa ceJla, BKyIi 3 hi3ioJIoriyHuM XKaxXoM HEPO3BUTHX iCTOT TBOPATH
Taky OrHAHY i CTpallHy KapTHHY BHYTpPilIHbOi HeBosi [...] Imo cy4yacHUM
HapoIHHKaM Tpeba Ilie MOIIYKAaTH HOBOTO MMOBIpHOTO I'PYHTH, Ha AKUN MoXHa 6yJio
6 omupaTuch AK Ha 3aKoH mnpupond [...] TBip HENmoXUTHO Bede HOYMKY [0
3pyHHYBaHHA KOJICKTHUBICTUYHOIO ifeasy [...] a HaTOMICThb NOKJIafia€ Halil0 Ha
oKpeMy CHJIbHY ocoly” (Sriblians’kyi 1911a: 170).
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Secondly, modernist aesthetic practices aimed at reshaping the way
individuals constructed their ‘self” and located themselves as subjects of power,
ultimately recognizing the ‘manipulability’ of national identity; they recognized it
as an expression of the individual’s infringed right to choose her belonging on the
basis of strong emotional attachments to a given cultural-political order. To a
certain degree then, Ukrainian modernists challenged the traditional way of
thinking about the nation as a primordial, genealogical community (cf.
Kapustians’kyi’s 1910: 467-8). Thirdly, Ukrainian modernist discourse was so
contested because — in the long run — it constructed objects of ruling and large-
scale social identities, which rendered the ‘governable subjects’ somewhat too
independent (Kapustians’kyi 1910: 470-71).%

The cultural-political ‘technology’ of the modernists, therefore, was
oriented to work upon the individual’s sense of self. It focused on the processes of
designing new forms of conduct and was concerned with how individuals adopt
and internalize these. In this respect, modernist ideologues of nationalism sought
to establish control over the process of ‘self-making’ of Ukrainians by redefining
the structure of the inherited cultural habitus (i.e., reversing the relationships
between the °‘bottom’ and the ‘top’) while endorsing the new ethos of
individualism. For example, Ukrainka articulates the new objective in the
following manner:

The old romanticism aspired to liberate the individual from the masses,
but only the extremely heroic individual; naturalism regarded one totally
subordinated to the masses, governed by the laws of necessity and those,
who manage to benefit from such laws [...] The New Romanticism [i.e.,
Ukrainian modernism] aspires to emancipate the individual within the
masses, to expand one’s rights, to provide her with a chance to find like-
minded individuals, and if the person is more advanced and active, to
give her opportunity to lift up others to her achievements instead of

36 See a more general theoretical elucidation on policy as language in Shore and
Wright, “Policy: A New Field of Anthropology” (Shore and Wright 1998, 18-24).
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descending to their level [thus allowing one to escape] the dilemma of
being for ever in a state of moral superiority or moral imprz‘sonment.37

Ukrainian modernists, consequently, established and maintained a
boundary between the ‘highbrow’ and the ‘lowbrow’ cultural production for a

number of reasons.

3.6. The High — Mass Culture Divide

In my view, the modernists in Ukraine mobilized the opposition between the
‘high’ culture (i.e., the modernist cultural production, created in accordance with
West European standards of excellence) and ‘popular’ culture (i.e., the production
of Ukrainian populist-realists) in order to further affirm the status of a progressive
national-cultural leadership. This boundary was not only successfully used to
claim differences in relation to the production of the Russian imperial centers but
more importantly, it served the modernists to distinguish their cultural production
from local realist-populist literature and art, which they perceived as ‘retrograde’
and old-fashioned. In addition, it was utilized effectively as a strategy of
mobilization because it assisted modernist efforts to elevate the status and
symbolic value of Ukrainian national culture as an essentially European and
aesthetically sophisticated, modern institution. Finally, the introduction of such a

boundary made visible the transformation of Ukrainian culture into a source of

3 “Crapelii poMAaTH3M CTPEMHJICA OCBOGOAUTH JIHYHOCTh, — HO
TOJIBKO HCKJIIOUUTEJILHO TePOMIECKYIO, — OT TOJINbI; HATYPaIM3M, CUUTAJ ee
6e3HANEeXKIHO IMOAYMHEHHOM TOJIMe, KOTOpas YOpaBisdeTcid 3aKOHOM
HOOXOOUMOCTH M TeMH, KTO JIy4lle BCero yMeeT H3BJeKaTh cebe MOJIL3Y H3
9TOro 3akoHa [...] HoBopomanTu3M (i.e., Ukrainian Modernism) cTtpemurcs
0Cc80600UmMd AUMHOCMS 6 CAMOU MOAne, pacuiupums ee npaéd, AaThb el
BO3MOXKHOCTb HaXOAUTh cebe MONOOHHX, WM €CJIM OHAa HCKJIIoYHMTeJIbHAa U
Ipyd TOM aKTHBHA, JaTh €H CJlydall BO3BHILATH K CBOEMY YPOBHIO APYIHMX, a
He IOHMUXKAThbCcA [0 HMX YPOBHA, He Obimb 6 aAbMEPHAMUEE 6EHHO20
Hpascmeennozo odunowecmea uru npaecmeennou xazapmor” (Ukrainka 1966,
192; author’s italics).
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political power and its institution as the principal means of self-understanding in
relation to the emerging egalitarian order of social organization and the novel
manner of conceptualizing the relation between individuals and society (cf.
Wagner 21; 26-28).

Herbert Gans® description of high culture (1999)*® as a separate type of
cultural production that is characterized by its creator-oriented bias because it
sanctions the values and ideals espoused by professional artists, critics, and
scholars is helpful here to elucidate what the Ukrainian modernists perceived as
‘high’ culture. They envisioned it as an educationally transmitted culture that
endorsed the values and ideals of the Ukrainian West-European oriented
intelligentsia, namely nationalism, individualism and the cult of aesthetism in
pursuit of one’s absolute intellectual and spiritual growth. As Gans observes, the
cohort of artistic intelligentsia claims expertise in the intellectual and aesthetic
field because of its special training and skills. Consequently, high culture, in the
view of this scholar, focuses exclusively on the “construction of cultural products,
such as the relationships between form, substance, method, and overt content and
covert symbolism, among others [...] ” (Gans 1999, 101). Its standards demand
rigorous intellectual inquiry and extensive competence from the audience by
placing “high value on the careful communication of mood and feeling, on
introspection rather than action, and on subtletly, so that much of the culture’s
content can be perceived and understood on several levels” (Gans 1999, 101-102).

According to Gans, high culture is concerned predominantly with the
exploration of abstract social, political, and philosophical questions and
fundamental aspects of the human condition. It differs from the other ‘taste
cultures’ because its creators, due to their extensive training and specialized
education, more systematically and more intensively address complex and

difficult societal assumptions and issues, often seeking to explain the essentials of

3 In general, I found his analysis of the relationship between different taste
cultures and structures in contemporary American society to be very informative.
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human existence (Gans 1999, 103-104). In fact, because of its creator-orientation,
high culture ignores the values of the audience while enforcing a belief that “the
creator’s intentions are crucial,” and thus, by privileging the creators rather than
the audience, “makes it easier for them to create [...]” (Gans 1999, 76). In
particular, I recollect Kotsiubyns’kyi’s articulation of concerns regarding the
content of the new literature, which he ultimately conceptualized as a complex
intellectual enterprise focused on exploring diverse aspects of Ukrainian reality
while also delving into thorny philosophical, psychological, historical, and social-
political issues (cf. Kotsiubyns’kyi’s letter to Myrnyi from February 10, 1903;
Kotsiubyns’kyi 1974, 280). His discourse suggests that the Ukrainian modernist
intelligentsia decided to introduce the conflict of different taste cultures as part of
their struggle to create the high national culture and to establish themselves as the
creators of cultural values.

Coming ‘late’ on the European scene,>® having recognized the economical,
political, and cultural advances of the West, the Ukrainian modernists vigorously
pursued the establishment and maintenance of a high national culture. Moreover,
in their discourses, cultural activities were construed as a means of enabling the
elites to mobilize the masses, naturally leading to the conceptualization of the
national culture as the most important element of Ukrainian national identity (cf.
Jusdanis 2001, 59). Once again, this is exemplified by Kotsiubyns’kyi’s
engagement in issues concerning the’(‘)rganization of public entertainment (1974,
103-117). Therefore, the modernist struggle to create and promote the cultural
production of the artistic ‘elites’ as central in safeguarding and representing the
collective identity assisted also the politicization of Ukrainian culture. The

boundary between ‘high’ and ‘low,” ‘traditional’ and ‘modern’ was also

3 The implications of this ‘belatedness’ are cogently elucidated by Jusdanis
(2001, 102-133). Goodall (1995) offers an informative historical analysis of the high and
popular (mass) culture debate in the European intellectual tradition. In addition, Bourdieu
(1984) has elaborated an excellent theorization of this intricate relationship.

154

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



politicized thereby becoming a constitutive boundary of social identity (peasant
[selianyn] vs. intelligent [intelihent]).

Peter Goodall has claimed that culture “always becomes a burning issue in
times of perceived change and conflict” (1995, xv). The attempt of Ukrainian
modernists to construct and popularize ‘high art’ in their society is but another
confirmation for the validity of this insight. Ukrainian modernist endeavors were
inspired by their desire to valorize modernism while safeguarding their own
‘ethnic’ tradition (cf. also Jusdanis 2001, 100). Since the necessity to distinguish
between ‘high’ and ‘low’ art in Ukraine resulted not only from class
differentiations, but also from a fear for the integrity of the national ideal and an
anxiety over the success of the experimental, new literature on the Ukrainian
market,*’ it is logical to assume that their attempt to belittle the realist-populist
tradition by ascribing it a ‘lowbrow’ status was another strategic mechanism that
aided the modernist effort to re-define the relationships of power in the cultural
field.

Gans has claimed that the prestige of high culture “derives from its
historical alignment with the elite, [...] and from the status of its own public and
its claim to cultural experise, which is legitimated by the many creators, critics,
and scholars in its public. In this way, the standards of high culture receive more
deference” (1999, 143). The significance of this is that the formation of an
audience in addition to the application of the standards of high culture in print,
university, and other social institutions, makes those standards more visible (cf.
Gans 1999, 143). Essentially, this is why I interpret the Populist-Modernist debate

in fin-de-siécle Ukraine as a political ‘conflict,” centered on the issues of national

40 Particularly informative in this respect is Kotsiubyns’kyi’s correspondence
with Myrnyi, Kobylians’ka, Kobryns’ka, and other Ukrainian intellectuals. In his letters,
he explicitly poses the issue of creating an audience and expanding the market for
modernist literary production by promoting the publication of the new literary
production, while also catering to the taste of Ukrainian readership (cf. Kotsiubyns’kyi
1974, 223; 226-7; 280-1; 283; 292).

155

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



identity, its content, and the appropriate methods of its symbolical representation.
A close examination of the arguments presented by the opposing sides, clearly
suggests that the dispute involved primarily issues of values and power relations
whereby the modernist Ukrainian intelligentisa explicitly questioned the values
and relations of power encoded in the artistic production of the more
conservatively oriented representatives of the ‘older’ generation. In this respect,
the critique of prosvita (educational, popular) culture elaborated by the
modernists is a typical defensive strategy, “constructed to protect the cultural and
political privileges of high culture” (cf. Gans 1999, 77).

Within this frame of reference, the cultural formation the modernists
proposed comprised of “those practices by means of which moral regulation
aimed at giving unitary and unifying expression of what are in reality multifaceted
and differential experiences of groups within society” (cf. Ong 1996, 738). For
example, the aesthetic experience evoked by the masterful play with language and
form in Ukrainian modernist literature, Ievshan sees as a mechanism of social
cohesion. The impressionistic approach to life in his view offers the readers a
complete and undisturbed emotional experience of national identity by affecting
one’s “inner psychological space” (Craib 1998):

The artist is not the master of content, but the content rules over her; the
artist is just an obedient, deprived of will tuning fork. The artist touches
it to her ear and from this contact flows to her the essence of words.
Actually, the mood flows. It gives [the creator] opportunity to sense the
slightest vibrations, to capture the imperceptible nuances. With delicacy
and precision of description, she is capable to convey the exceptionality
or dullness [of her sensations] and to recreate the entire atmosphere of
her experiences. What ultimately captivates one’s spirit is the intimate
tone, the proximity to real speech, which otherwise might not be
noticeable in the replication of concrete images.41

4 «He apTHUCT IaHOM HalJ 3MiICTOM, a 3MICT IaHye HaJ HUM — HOro poJid
3BOOUTLCA /10 TOCJIYIUHOTO TO30aBJIeHOIOo BOJIi KaMepTOHy. BiH xail TiJibKH
MPUJIOXKHUTh CBOE BYXO — 3 yCiX pedell momsmmMHe OO HHOroO iX €cTBO. I ToH HacTpiit
mificio mumBe. BiH pgae 3Mory BiAYYTH HAWTOHINI JpOXKaHHA, JIOBUTH HalMeHII
BiITIHKH. 3 [e/IKaTHICTIO Ta TOHKIiCTIO MaJIIOHKa MOXHA MOJIyduTH i ¥Horo
ACKpPaBiCTh, 1 MOCAAHICTh Ta BiATBOPUTH BCIO HOro arMocdepy, 110 YHOCHThCA Hal
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One detects similar intention in Kostiubyns’kyi’s illumination of
modernist literature’s objective as a “reflection of each moment in life [...] free
from duty to represent the mundane of peasant life, but accurately representing
the lifestyle of all social classes” (Kostiubyns’kyi 1974, 292).

At the time when the modernists declared their ambitions to become
national leaders, “an excessive focus on regional cultures” was not any longer
desired, because, as Herzfeld has proposed for the Greeks, “[...] [it would then]
undercut the universalist claims of a modernizing elite” (cf. 1997, 98). Seen in
this light, the nationalism of Ukrainian modernists displays characteristics similar
to the Greek nationalism, and perhaps, to the nationalist projects of other local
elites, who had to struggle to represent their politically ‘marginalized’
communities in front of the larger, international world. “As a result,” writes
Herzfeld, “local elites find themselves between a rock and a hard place: they
cannot afford to admit to the international community the existence of internal
disunities, yet their refusal to acknowledge such fissures saps their credibility
before knowledgeable audiences at home and abroad.” Under such circumstances,
the anthropologist argues, “the political marginality and the idea of historical
centrality are bound tightly together: tradition is the nourishment of national
identity [...]” (1997, 92; italics mine).

The expression of this modernist ambition is evident in the numerous
critical discourses that interpret high culture as central to the experience of
nationality, and respectively see harmony as the ‘job of culture,” granted that such
unison was achieved not through “a consensus of the parts, work[ing] through
with compromise,” but the surrender of the autonomy of what the modernist
creative intelligentsia considered outdated, marginal, and uncharacteristic

elements of the modern individual and collective ‘psyche’ (cf. Goodall 1995, 19).

HUAM. A Haf6ijIplle MpoMOBJIde TYT OO AyHIi — TO ce iHTHMHICTb TOHY, OJIM3KiCTb
JIIOACBKOI MOBH, Ky MOXKEMO HeHade OadyTH B IlepeKJlalli Ha KOHKDETHi obpasu”
(Ievshan 1912, qt. in Muchin 129).
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Their strongest argument, indeed, became the claim that the culture they created
represented the whole life of the Ukrainian society. Indeed, as their harsh
criticism of the populist ‘mass’ culture suggests, they saw the realist uncritical
emulation of the vernacular culture as a threat to the development and vigor of
modern Ukrainian national culture. The new national culture envisioned by the
Ukrainian modernists was hierarchically organized, entailing stable criteria for
aesthetic evaluation and distinction against which the values and power relations
represented in previous artistic production were explicitly questioned.

The critique of the ‘mass’ culture (including the ‘invented’ folk culture
propagated by Ukrainophiles, populists, and so on) attacked predominantly the
conservative political values of mainstream realist literature and art, encouraging
exploration of different aspects of human behavior, which previously were not
problematized or even noted (e.g., eroticism, feminism, the conflictual experience
of identity, etc.). The liberalization of content, thus, was predicated on the
necessity of creators to express and impose new standards and new values.
Henceforth, the issues of what constituted cilivilized ways surfaced as a prime
theme in Ukrainian modernist belles letters and criticism. The modernists, in
other words, identified a knot of ideas that they considered suitable themes for
high art, imposing in this way distinctions that sustained social stratification in the
Ukrainian cultural-political space. Essentially, the modernist thematic concerns
expressed the anxiety of the patriotically minded intelligentsia over its inadequate
status as a colonially dominated and locally contested national-cultural leadership.
Therefore, the problem of defining and protecting the originality of the Ukrainian
national identity became also a focal point of their literary and aesthetic quests.
As a result, the ‘civilized’ ways and behavior of the free creative individual for
them represented the new mode of thinking, experiencing, and writing about the
Ukrainian nation.

In my view, discussions on the principles of nationality elaborated by

authors as Sriblians’kyi, Kapustians’kyi, Hruschyns’kyi (1911) and others, reveal
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consistent concerns with the definition of the Ukrainian nation’s members as
subjects ‘located’ within different power structures. Kapustians’kyi’s discussion
on the right of self-determination is particularly interesting for he insisted that the
exercise of this right was a sign of social maturity. The critic recognized the
change of nationality according to strong feelings of belonging as a supreme act
of self-integrity, strong will and wisdom. According to him, individual
consciousness, honor and emotional attachment should be the factors to influence
one’s choice of nationality. He pointed to the fact that nationality was not a fixed
category, and to exercise the right of national identification required a lot of
courage and determination (Kapustians’kyi 1910: 466-75). In the same line of
thought, worthy of note is Ukrainka’s interest in the issue of political ethics. In
1903, she wrote an article, entitled “Zamitky z pryvodu statti ‘Polityka i Etyka™
(Ukrainka 1977, 253-256) that argued with M. Hankevych about the relationship
between political terror, humanism and justice. In addition, I think that
Vynnychenko offered the most consistent engagement with the issue of ‘civilized
conduct.” His principle of ‘honesty with oneself’ and his entire life-style as well
as the aesthetic disposition associated with it epitomize the ethos of the ‘new’
Ukrainian citizen. In Voronyi’s view, Vynnychenko’s intellectual interests
focused on unravelling “social-communal conflicts, the undermining of traditional
life’s foundations, the re-evaluation of old values, merciless analysis of the
tormented [...] mind of the intelligent, the struggle to preserve one’s
individuality, and the formation of the new avantgarde.”** His artistic method
allowed the writer if not to resolve his characters’ moral dilemmas, at least to
reveal their true sources: “honesty with oneself, which manifests itself most

2543

profoundly in the cultured and sophisticated individual.”™ As Voronyi acclaimed,

42 . . . " .
“coliaJIbHO-TpOMaJIChbKi KOH(DJIIKTH, PpYHHYBaHHS MiABAJIMH CTaporo

XUTTA, TepelliHIOBAaHHA CTapuX I[HHOCTeH, Oe30liafHMH aHaJli3 po36HTOl
pedyiekcaMH iHTeJITeHTChKOI aymii, 6opoTsba 3a iHAiIBiAyaJIbHICTH i (POPMYBaHHA
aBaHrapny HoBux cuir” (Voronyi 1996, 484).

43 . P - . ..
“YeCHICTb 3 CaMHM cobolo, AKa MOXKe Haﬁ}’Tl/I Hal61/IbIIO1 CBIIOMOCTI 1
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Vynnychenko’s method was not a superficial cosmetic alteration of previous
models and prescribed morality, but a way to upset, dislocate, and change
traditionalized aesthetic and social norms (Voronyi 1996, 487).

In this manner, the divide between the high and the low cultural
production maintained and utilized by the Ukrainian modernists in their
evaluative practices of Ukrainian realist-populist literature, supported also the
crystallization of a specific version of Ukrainian national identity, which aimed at
‘transcending’ the limitations of local history and geography. It stressed the role
of imagination and emotional intersubjectivity (i.e., the shared sense of cultural
identity) over the attachments to concrete places and the collective (‘the people’).
Because it articulated an essentially sophisticated, liberated, and modern ideal of
‘self,” the modernist intellectual nationalism successfully linked the Ukrainian
national identity with the ‘high’ European culture and philosophy.44

As Ong has noted, becoming a citizen “depends on how one is constituted
as a subject who exercises or submits to power relations” (1996, 738). To
transform individuals into citizens, was thus preconditioned on the development
of what Foucault has identified as “the modern attitude”, i.e., “an attitude of self-
making in shifting fields of power that include the nation-state and the wider
world” (qt. in Ong 1996, 738; italics mine). It appears to me that the consciously
cultivated bohemian image and lifestyle, the rebellious temperament, and the
scornful attitute to the populist revival of the vernacular tradition provide
evidence for the subversive power of the modernist social engineering and sense
of ‘self.” One cannot ignore also the explicit relation between Ukrainian feminism
and modernism, for the majority of initiators, and the most outspoken ideologues
of Ukrainian feminism participated in the popularization of Modernism in

Ukraine. They actively engaged in the public discussions, promotion, and

HalKpamoro BUpasy TiJIbKH B JIIOAWHY BUIIOro KyJbTy” (Voronyi 1996, 484).

* Goodall elaborates cogently on the significance of this nationalizing strategy
(1995, 96).
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explication of its aesthetic ideology, and/or publishing of modernist experimental
prose. Examples are profuse, to mention but a few: Kobryns’ka, Ukrainka,
Kobylians’ka, etc. The issue is an important one, although I will not indulge in a
theoretical exploration of this topic here. Worthy of mentionning are some
probing steps into this area, undertaken by Pavlychko (1996, 83-103) and
Tarnawsky (1994). However, I would like to note that the issue of ‘civilized
ways’ surfaced in the polemics between Efremov and the Ukrainian modernsists
in 1903 through the discourses of Ukrainka. Her letters show a deep emotional
concern with the “improper tone” of Iefremov, and offer an implicit criticism of
his masculine arrogance. “It costs me a lot of effort [to control myself] and not
become sarcastic and insulting. I tried to avoid showing this. I want my response
to be calm, distinguished from [Iefremov’s] pueritlity (bursachynny) by its almost
‘courtly’ tone.”*® In this sense, Ukrainka engages in a subtle attempt to undermine
the conventionally accepted model of male-female relationships and endorse a
new, more civilized mode of comunication based on courtesy, mutual respect, and
the recognition of women’s equal status.*®

I think it is necessary at this point to make a note about the notion of
civility as it was constructed and manipulated by the Ukrainian modernists.
However, before continuing with the analysis of this notion, I ought to make a
point regarding the use of the terms ‘civil society’ and ‘civility,” in light of current
debates about the viability of these concepts and their usefulness (cf. Kumar 1993,
Hall 1995, Rouner 2000, Edwards 2001, Chanders and Kymlicka 2002).
Refraining from taking any sides, let me begin by stating that both notions are

used here in their broadest sense, in most cases defined according to the

45 .
“barato BHOEpXKKHM MeHe KOIITYyBaJio, IIO6 HE BIACTH B capKasM i He
no4aTH " cobi «A3BHTBH», Ta A MOCTApaJlach TOoro He poOutH. A xouy, OO0 MoA
BIAMNOBIb ONOMBajIa CBOIM CHNOKIHHHM, HABUTH «PHIIAPCKHM» TOHOM Bill TOI IOHKOI

«6ypcaunnau»” (Letter to O. Kosach from February 7, 1903; Ukrainka 1966, 131).

* Cf. also Ukrainka’s letters to her mother (February 2, 1903), to Kobylians’ka
(January 24, 1903 and March 12, 1903), and to Pavlyk (March 31, 1903; Ukrainka 1977,
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anthropological and not strictly political usage of the terms. In addition, I agree
with the position of Michat Buchowski, who maintains that in order for these
concepts to be effective when applied to different cultural contexts, one must
explore what these mean in each historical space-time continuum where they were
formulated and utilized.

There is no doubt that “individuals share some moral values and pursue
their internalized goals via largely established institutions” (Buchowski 1996, 80).
On the grounds of such normative consensus, civil society arises as the sphere
which Hegel first located in-between “the family and the state” (qt. in Buchowski
1996, 80). As a result, two are the “prototypical possibilities” as Buchowski
points out: “either the interests of the state and society converge, or they are in
conflict” (1996, 80). More importantly, however, that does not mean that the
formed free associations have to be explicitly political. According to Buchowski,
“the anthropological concept of civil society is broader [since] it regards as part of
civil society the formation of common-interest groups that are not overtly
political” (1996, 81). In the light of Foucault’s concept of transactional reality, the
contemporary Polish anthropologist suggests that “the contours of [civil society]
are inherently variable and open to constant modification” thereby rendering an
alternative definition of the notion, which reads as follows: “Civil societyisa[...]
technology of governing and at the same time a mode of exerting pressure on the
power of the state” (Buchowski 1996, 82-3). Although fairly vague, the advantage
of his definition is that it opens a space for revision of fossilized Western
theoretical concepts that do “not always fit in different cultural contexts,” and
thus are of limited use (Buchowski 1996, 83).

Ukrainka’s epistolary oeuvre, suggests that Ukrainian modernists adopted
the standard West European understanding of civility, which strongly accentuated
the association of civility with courtly manners and ‘good’ (polite) behavior.

Having said that, I hasten to point out that in the view of Ukrainian modernists the

28; 29-35; 45-51).
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notion of civility began to represent primarily a complex of cultural-political
ideals that defined the personality of the true Ukrainian patriot. Therefore, it was
articulated in relation to requirements of social participation and accountability.
Let me recall again Vynnychenko’s principle of ‘honesty with oneself,” which
presupposed honesty in recognizing one’s Ukrainian identity and struggle to
guard it from colonial coercion and intimidation. The best illustration of this point
is the participation of Vynnychenko in the political struggle for Ukraine’s national
liberation. In this respect, the modernist writer himself offered a prime example of
a true Ukrainian patriot. I interpret the self-awareness of Ukrainian modernists as
the ultimate modernizing agency in both Ukrainian culture and society, and their
promotion of the ‘modernist’ habitus as a manifestation of the ‘civility’ they
championed, an idea that to some degree motivated their attempts to alter the
collective identity as a psychological force to serve further the political and social
needs of the Ukrainian nation. Accordingly, the gradual naturalization of the
national identity as a core social value and the reification of the concept of the
Ukrainian nation as the psychodynamic complex that linked the individual to the
world order by defining and securing above all one’s personal identity became the
ultimate goal of their modernizing project.

Anthony Cohen’s discussion of personal nationalism is also pertinent here.
It will help me reveal the nature of modernist efforts to instill national identity as
a subjective corporeal experience. Cohen maintains that nationalism is so elusive
a concept that if it is not ‘located’ in the subjective living experiences of the
person, it becomes a theoretical absurdity. In his view, “personal nationalism
expresses the idea that people refract their identities as ‘nationals’ through their
own selthood.” Of course, he quickly adds that personal identity does not
“exclude the proposition that [people] may also construct their selfhood to express
what they perceive to be the qualities and components of their national identities.”
Thus, he argues that the heart of personal nationalism is “the embodiment of

national interests in the self, and inherent in one’s very experience of the world”
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(Cohen 2000, 161). His definition of personal nationalism reads: “That is the
construction of nation in terms of self, or the identity of nation and self’ (Cohen
2000, 163; Italics mine).

It seems to me that this form of nationalism is what Sriblians’kyi and other
Ukrainian modernists espoused when articulating that: “The nationality we aspire
is of predominantly ethical nature. [...] Ukrainianness must serve as an
imperishable value. Ukrainianness, in my view, if seen in a moral perspective,
must be the guarding of truth, that is to say, it must secure individual freedom.”’
Succinctly put, while the romantics and the populists ‘invented’ the ‘Ukrainian
People’ as a distinctive albeit anonymous ‘collective body,” the modernists turned
the ‘people’ into a nation by singling out the individual as the building block of
the collective unit. They constructed “the nation in terms of self” by ensuring the
status of the creative individual as a new role model and an example of a civilized
conduct. This became an essential part of their identity and cultural politics.
Respectively, Modern Art and more specifically literature, they saw as an
indispensable means in achieving this goal.

In a sense, the modernist national ideal can be briefly described in terms of
a committement “to the common liberty of our people,” which, as Viroli remarks,
“means that if our country is unfree we have to work to make it free instead of
leaving to look for liberties elsewhere, and if we are forced to leave, we have to
continue to work in order to be able to go back to live in freedom with our
fellows” (cf. Viroli 1995, 9). Respectively, the notion of ‘civic virtue’ was
interpreted as capability “to stand up for the defence of common liberty and
rights” (cf. Viroli 1995, 10). For example, Vynnychenko reacted with an
excruciating desperation to the Russian government’s repressive politics. On

February 2, 1915, the eminent Ukrainian writer wrote in his diary:

47 “HaIioHaJIbHICTh IO AKOI MparHeM, Mae BeJIMUe3HUH eTHIHMIA 3MICTh. [...]
YKpaiHbCTBO Hallle MYCHTb BUCTYIHUTH AK BiYHA IiHHICTb. YKPaiHbCTBO, IO MOEMY,
B €THYHOMY PO3YMiHHI MYCHTb CTaTh B OOOPOHY iCTHHH, IIe6-TO — CBOGOIH JIIOIHHHU
” (Sriblians’kyi 1910c: 735).

164

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



Everything is prohibited in Kyiv, absolutely everything that can be
banned. The word ‘Ukrainian’ even appears to be illegal. The minister of
international affairs, S. D. Sazonov, in his pompous speech called us
traitors in front of the entire Russia and the world. Our aspirations and
our suffering before the whole world he called swindling [...] We are
worried, [...] each one of us is overwhelmed by a heavy foreboding
which ceases the heart: difficult, frustrating, pernicious struggle awaits
us [...] I have no mood for writing. It is depressing to wait but there is
nothing else I could do.8

Ukrainka in a letter to M. P. Kosach, also reveals her innermost thoughts
about the fate of her country. Her angst strongly resonates with the above cited
emotionally charged personal discourse of Vynnychenko.

I often see, [...] imagine that my hands and neck are covered with
bloody marks, which the chains of colonialism have left and I am
ashamed because everyone can see these scars, and I am ashamed for
myself before [other] sovereign nations [...] When I move to Ukraine, I
become even more restless, losing the last residue of repose I have. But
that worries me not. Now we need not to strive for peace.49

The new function of literature as the expression of national culture and the
most important institutional tool for making national citizens is clearly manifested
in the works published in Ukrains 'ka khata. In this respect, Sriblians’kyi’s articles
on the function of literature as a national institution and Kapustians’kyi’s
discourse on the right of the individual to national self-determination could be

considered the most outspoken articulations of the cultural and identity politics

48 «y Kueni Bce 3a60pOHEHO, BCe, IO MOXHa 3a60poHUTH. CJIOBO ‘yKpaiHenp’
HaBiTh BBaXKaeThCA Hemo3BoJsieHHM. MiHicTep 3akopaonnux cnpaB C. [I. Ca3oHOB y
CBOil YypOUMCTili mpoMoBi nepen ycielo Pocielo i IijliM CBIiTOM Ha3BaB Hac
3ampodaHAMH, Iepeld YCiM CBiTOM Hallli MTparHeHH:A, Hallli BUCTpaKOaHi 3H00yTKH
Ha3BaHO MoOIIEHCTBOM. [...] Mu Bci GampopmMocs, Gynydd pa3oM, a B KOXHOIO,
MalyTh, TAXKKHM MEepeIuyTTAM CTHCKYEThCA Ceplie: BaXKKa, pyHHyIoUYa, HIKiIJIHBa
6opoThOa cTOiTh Meped HaMHU [...]. | Hema ToHy mywni nyid nucaHHA. HynHo, TAXKKO
XKOaTH, a Hivoro OiJiblne He MoxHa Tenep” (1980, 151).

¥ “Meni ne pa3 BHAAETHLCA, [...] MeHi BHOAE€THCA, IO HA PyKax i Ha mwmi y
MeHe BHIHO YepBOHI CJIOH, IO HATHpaJId KaiilaHH Ta SIpMO HEeBoJIi, 60 Bci 6a4aTh
Til cJIigd, 1 MeHi copoM 3a cebe mepell BIIBHUM HapoOoM [Austrians] [...] Sx mpuiny
Ha YKpaiHy, To, IeBHe, MEHE e rocTpille AifiMaTHMe i cTpadyy A OCTaTHIA CHOKiH,
AKUA TaM y MeHe mie 6yB, Ta gapMa. 5 o TiM He Xyploca. He mpo cnokiit Tpeba HaMm
tenep n6atn” (Ukrainka 1966, 145).
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adopted by the modernists. The principle understanding of both Ukrainian
theorists is that national identity is expressed in the national culture sanctioning
the values and dispositions of the European-oriented Ukrainian intelligentsia. The
making of national citizens, therefore, they saw as a fundamental task of literary
and other cultural production, convinced that it assisted the complex processes of
national self-determination and collective naming (“inclusion of national selves
and exclusion of cultural and political others;” cf. Carey-Webb 1998, 4).

Bearing this in mind, it is not surpring that Sriblians’kyi demanded a
literature that could not only name and linguistically identify Ukrainians but more
importantly, have the capacity to integrate the Ukrainian people by offering
persuasive psychological models of civilized behavior and patriotic conduct,
deeply rooted in the social, political, and historical practices of the Ukrainian
intelligentsia. The modernist habitus then was propagated as the most germane
experience of both the modern self and Ukrainian national identity. It was
established in opposition to the populist-realist representations and ‘revival’ of
Ukrainian traditional culture, which to the West European oriented Ukrainian
intelligentsia offered a baseline for evaluating the change they tried to enforce. As
they assessed it, the substitution of the ‘mass’ produced, re-invented ‘folk’ culture
as the benchmark of Ukrainianness with modernist high culture and the habitus
associated with it, was a significant shift firstly because the modernists engaged in
an even more aggressive demarcation of the ethnic boundaries between Russians
and Ukrainians. In this way, they declared the exclusive rights of Ukrainian
intellectuals to rule over the field of cultural production in the territories inhabited
by Ukrainian speaking people, investing their position with prestige and power.
The modernist critical quests, whose prey became the older generation of writers
and poets, namely the realists and the populists, thus served to enhance their high
social standing within the national community, and their authority to represent the
nation both for insiders and outsiders alike. From such a perspective, it seems

only logical that Ukrainian modernists talked about ‘cultural aristocratism’ and
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struggled to break away from the ‘primitive’ ethnographic tradition, i.e., the

popular ‘mass’ culture.

In his article “Apoteoza...,” Sriblians’kyi highlighted the unacceptability
of the realist cultural production, pointing to the fact that, as he wrote: “The
populists [realists] create culture not for the nation but for the people [...] They
propagate as national culture that which they would not allow in their homes.
They are creating culture of elements that they themselves would not let into their
house.” His reaction to the realist tradition was based on the rebuke of
literature’s utilitarian function (as a tool for promoting literacy among the peasant
masses). Sriblians’kyi’s different understanding of literature as a national
institution to express, enhance and strengthen unity and collective solidarity
among different strata of the society inspires his poignant rhetoric (1909d: 420).

Let us recall that Sriblians’kyi criticized the populist-realist position as
reductive, arguing that the function of literature was to communicate the
experiences of the entire range of diverse social groups inhabiting the Ukrainian
historical space (Sriblians’kyi 1909d: 421). Thus, the modernist critic voiced his
concern with the making of national subjects. His rhetoric of inclusion and
exclusion was straightforward: Ukrainians were not Russians and he discarded as
outdated the necessity of negotiating such a boundary. In tune with
Mikhnovs’kyi’s radical pronouncements, which asserted the self-right of
Ukrainians to an independent existence and called for “a battle” to win their own
freedom as “people, as citizens, as members of a free nation” (Mikhnovs’kyi
1900, 213), Sriblians’kyi too proclaimed the necessity of the Ukrainian people’s
political liberation. Although his articulation was not as explicitly political as that
of Mikhnovs’kyi, Sriblians’kyi’s aesthetization of Ukrainianness epitomized by

the “language of [the] free people,” stemmed from the same sentiments and

50 “[...] TBOPATH KYJIbTYPY He OJI4 Halii, a OJIA HapoAy i MO- HapoAHLOMY.
M y y

[...] B TiMToO i piv, IO yKpaiHel Iponarye aJid HanioHaJIbHOL KYJBTYpPH Te, 1[0 HOro
CaMoro He BIOBOJIA€. Byaye KyJabTypy Takux eJIEMeHTIB, AKHX HIKOJIM He MYCTHUTb
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political agenda. For example, reacting to Semenko’s radically experimental
poetics, Sriblians’kyi voiced the following thoughts:

The future language will be a language of free people, not the limited
scale of sounds [produced] by a degenerate. Let us become free people —
then we will have a free, musical, and supple language which will ring
forth in a symphony of magical sounds. This language will shine and
blaze in one’s eyes, will astound by the beauty of its gestures, will entrall
the body with bliss. The future language is Beauty. The future life is
Beauty. This will be the language that will echo from the mouths of free
people [...]” (qt. in Ilnytzkyj 1997, 8-9; Italics mine).

The critic severely disowned the narrow nationalism of his predecessors
by regarding the realist-populist prosvita ideology as an obsolete and futile
method for resolving the Ukrainian national problem. Associating the realists-
populists with the Ukrainophiles, the critic abhored the type of autonomy
demanded by the latter. Deeming the Ukrainophile position an expression of a
false patriotism and anti-democratism, Sriblians’kyi was quick in accusing its
advocates of sycophancy and betrayal of the Ukrainian national ideal by serving
the assimilatory agenda of the Russian government.

In politics, [the Ukrainophiles] demand autonomy shouting at their
numerous meetings while in fact, they participate in the Russian political
parties, which fight against Ukrainian autonomy. They crawl into anti-
Ukrainian journals and newspapers, promoting the literature of Russian
centralists and supporting the ideology of Russian centralism, [...]
nonetheless claiming that they demand Ukrainian autonomy. They do not
need political independence [...]. They simply replicate in a foreign
idiom [the Russian government’s nationalistic] nonsense, without
organically feeling the meaning of their [own] words.”!

co6i B xaty” (1912a: 354; Italics mine).

51 «y mostituni Te x ‘[aitTe HAM aBTOHOMIIO’ KaXyTh Ha CBOIX ‘YHCJIEHUX’
360pax, a caMH TIPALIOIOTh B POCIHCHKHUX IMapTiAX, sSKi MPOTi YKPaiHCHKOiI aBTOHOMIl
6opaThes. [103a/1a3aTh B aHTi-ypKalHChKi JKypHAJIH 1 ra3eTH, PO3HOCATD JITEpaTypy
POCisiH HEHTPAJIUCTIB, HMiATHPAIOTH MpAIio i1e0JIoriB POCIHCHCKOrO IEHTpAaJIUCMY, i
[...] kKaxyTh mpo sKych aBTOHOMIIO YpKainn. He Tpe6a iM i aBTOHOMIi, TO JiHIIE 3
YYyXKOI0 TOJIOCY IepeXONM/IH HEHapOKOM 1 IOBTOPIOIOTh OGe3cMHCJIeHO, He
BiIUyBalOYH OPraHUYHO 3MICTy CBOIX cJiiB” (1909d: 425).
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In his view, the exclusive focus on social and political issues, without the
necessary work for the people’s spiritual liberation eroded the power of the
national ideal. As he contended, the profound interest in the individual’s struggles
to define her destiny, the rebellion of conscience (protest sovisty) against one’s
“miserable existence and spiritual delusions,” “the cry of the offended honor,
which protests against the cruel treatment of the individual, against the crude
exploitation of one human being by another and [one’s subordination] to the

tradition, the clericalism, the state, and so on’ 2

were the true expressions of real
democratism, an intellectual position and practice that was open to the
“quintessential problems of individual and social life.” In this context,
Sriblians’kyi’s was convinced that the problems triggered by the emerging
internal distinctions and group memberships within the Ukrainian public space
were more important to tackle than the negotiation of Ukrainian identity in
relation to Russia.”® Therefore, he proclaimed that the political acculturation’ of
both the peasant mass and the intelligentsia, who in his view were “below the
level of the current [European] thought and artistic aspirations” (1909d: 429) was
of immediate concern.

According to Sriblians’kyi and others, the function of literature as a
national institution made it an invaluable resource for the creation of a national
identity to solidify unity within the Ukrainian public space. By assigning to each
individual the responsibility for self-determination, the critic thus affirmed one’s

willful choice to become a ‘cultured citizen,’ i.e., an individual who freely and

52«

2 &

[...] HiKUYeMHOro icTHyBaHHsA, NMpPOTH 3a0JyndiB ceéozo [Oyxa,” “KpHK
00paxeHoi vecmu, IO MPOTECTye MPOTH 3HYMIAHHA Hal JIONCHKOIO 0CO60I0, IIPOTH

OHKOI eKCILIOTallil JIOOWHH JIIOObMH, 3BHYAdIMH, KJIEPHKAJIH3MOM, IepXKaBoo i T.IL.”
(1909d: 424).

53 Jevshan too lamented the signs of ideological and formal “differentiation” in
the Ukrainian cultural space (Ilnytzkyj 1997, 22). The modernist critic feared for the
integrity of the Ukrainian national idea because — as Ilnytzkyj’s insightful comments
suggest — the leading ideologue of Ukrainian modernism saw those as a threat from
‘inside.” To him, the situation was more alarming than the threat coming from the
colonizing politics of the Russian tsarist government (cf. Ilnytzkyj 1997, 24-25).
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creatively contributed to the formation of a future independent Ukrainian state.
The literature he required was one that prepared his fellow compatriots
psychologically to accept and fight for their political rights. This literature
inspired each Ukrainian to demand political freedom. In his view, “Our old
literature is useless in the struggle for freedom because it does not address the
core of the issue. Talking about freedom, it is concerned merely with minor forms
of freedom, incapable of generating those psychological foundations that will
nurture the power of protest against colonization.”* Thus, the critic espoused the
belief that the purpose of literary works was to teach Ukrainian people how to
think, and how to question and articulate sophisticated visions of their collective
fate and destiny. Defining nationalism as a moral position, Sriblians’kyi
approached the problem as a critical moral issue. “The weakness of aesthetics is
produced by the shortage of ethics” he wrote, further demanding that Ukrainian
writers engage in the inculcation of European values and norms of civilized
conduct because, essentially, these values and norms once internalized would
impel Ukrainians to pursue their independence (1912a: 360). It is not surprising
that he appealed for the creation of literature that spoke to all social strata. He
insisted, in accordance with his modernist ethos of individualism, that such
modern Ukrainian literature be effective in shaping subjective behavior by
providing works that expressed the complex inner world of the educated
(cultured) individual with all twists and turns, doubts, conflicts, crises and
successes in her struggle for self-discovery and self-determination (1909d: 424).
Identification theory, especially in Bloom’s revision, offers a viable model
for explaining the modernist nationalization practices from a psychological point

of view. This scholar claims that the perceived threat to national identity is the

% “HapiTh 4K KJacoBa, Halla cTapa JliTepaTypa He CTOITh Ha BiANOBiTHiN
BHCOTi, 60 KaXy4W IIpO BH3BOJIEHHE, BOHAa TPpaKTy€ TMpo 3OBHIUIHI OpPMH
BO3BOJIEHHS, HE MiATOTOBJIAIOYH BHYTPilIHHOI'O, NCiXOJOrHYHOI'O I'PYHTH, HA AKOMY
TIJIbLKM ¥ MOXKHO OCHYBAaTH CHJIy IIPOTECTY IPOTH 30BHilIHOI HeBouti” (1909d: 431;
italics mine).
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major factor for triggering the internalization of national values, symbols and
cultural norms. As he writes, “mass mobilization is possible when the individuals
in the mass share the same identification” (1990, 51). The scholar hastily clarifies
that “the identification is made [...] with a model that provides the right mode of
behavior in a situation of threat.” The need for security is gratified through an
ongoing communication of experiences of anxiety, vulnerability, and
disadvantage, which in turn, render individuals to feel comfortable and protected
by acting as a group. The pursued integration of Ukrainian society, in my
interpretation, was predicated on the actual and alleged threat from Russia,
suspicion towards Europe, and cynical rejection of the positions of all internal
‘enemies.” The specific “projection of enemies” (cf. Vogler 2000) was determined
by the manner in which Ukrainian modernists experienced their ‘peripherality’
both within the Ukrainian historical space and in relation to the world order.

To conclude, it seems to me that the call for freedom from the colonial
master (Russia) and for international recognition of the Ukrainian nation’s
singularity and uniqueness, the modernists obscured with the rhetoric of high and
low cultural production, establishing this opposition as a principle strategy of
distinction that above all assisted the politicization of Ukrainian culture by
empbhasizing its increased symbolic value as a basic right that “should be placed
alongside civil and human rights” (cf. Jusdanis 2001, 165). In short, the
distinction between high and low culture served as a major classificatory
category, which although explicitly aesthetic, served to strengthen Ukrainian
national identification. It was used to communicate the patriotic intelligentsia’s
concerns with the centralization imposed by the Russian state and to keep ongoing
the communication of experiences of anxiety. The boundary between the
production of high and low culture was thereby ardently maintained because it
was a constant reminder of the threat to the integrity of Ukrainian cultural and

national identity.
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3.7. The Treatment of Center and Periphery

in Ukrainian Modernist Rhetoric

The periphery-center relationship, as some theorists of nationalism have argued,
presents a key to understanding the dynamics of national self-determination of
people who stay at ‘the margins’ or, rather, perceive themselves to be located ‘at
the margins.” As Cohen (2000) suggests for the Scots, the notion of periphery is
implied in the presence of the significant Other. In the instance of Scottish
nationalism, England was imagined as the ‘enemy’ and the relation to the English
constituted the boundary that determined who belongs and who is excluded from
membership in the nation. I find similarities between the thinking of Scottish
nationalists and Ukrainian modernists in the sense that Ukrainian modernists also
needed a significant Other in relation to which they felt ‘peripheral.” In their
theoretical discourse, Europe, in addition to Russia was constructed and
reconstructed as the significant Other to assist the modeling of Ukrainian national
identity.

The complex vision of periphery articulated by the modernist national
ideologues warrants closer analysis. Unlike the Scots, who mainly constructed
their national identity in relation to a single significant Other — England,
Ukrainian modernists operated with at least two different notions of peripherality.
Thus, Ukrainian modernists developed their aesthetic and political program by
means of a double resistance: on the one hand, they continued to rebel against the
dominating cultural production of the Russian colonial power. As a result, they
vigorously dismissed the once popular, but now already outdated model for
shaping the Ukrainian national identity, which Magocsi has labeled as “multiple
loyalities” (1996, 362). This model identified Ukrainians as a culturally distinct
group within the multiethnic imperial society, but did not seek political
independence for the Ukrainian nation. The modernists, like Shevchenko before
denounced this principle to the extreme, both in cultural and political terms. Thus,

the modernists fervently rejected the political positions of the Ukrainophiles and
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the populists in defense of their own exclusive position. On the other hand,
because they struggled for power and authority with Ukrainian realists, populists,
socialists, Marxists, futurists, etc., in order to affirm their position of ‘aesthetic-
emotional leaders’ of the emergent Ukrainian nation, Europe, in their project,
sometimes reluctantly, was ‘essentialized’ as the desired Other.

In the instance of Russian-Ukrainian interactions, it is apparent that the
modernists sought the complete reversal of the relationship, trying to establish
Ukrainian high culture as ‘central’ in the Ukrainian national space. This high
culture was to encompass and impose unity on the ethnic minority cultures
existing within its scope. For example, Kapustians’kyi in his article on the right to
individual self-determination also addresses a number of very important questions
of boundary regulations. Defending the right of the individual to self-
determination, the critic asserted that prejudiced attitudes toward minority groups
were psychological and social impediments to the exercise of national rights
(Kapustians’kyi 1910: 468). He praised tolerance in the relationships between
different minority communities, explicitly evaluating such behavior as “cultured.”
From this perspective, Kapustians’kyi recognized the treatment of Jews in the
Ukrainian lands to be a “weak spot [boliuche mistse],” firmly declaring that anti-
Semitism was shameful in a democratic and civilized society (1910: 468-69). He
introduced the distinction between ‘low’ (nyzhchi) and ‘high’ (vyshchi) nations in
order to criticize ethnic intolerance and bigotry, seeing such narrow-minded
attitudes as a typical feature of the “psychology of the masses” (Kapustians’kyi
1910: 471-72). On these grounds, the modernist ideologue argues that the
individual who dared to stand up to bigotry and discrimination, freely deciding on
her nationality, deserved the highest respect (Kapustians’kyi 1910: 472-73).
Ultimately, he espouses the harmonious and peaceful existence of different
groups within the Ukrainian nation, resolutely maintaining its high status and

prestige (Kapustians’kyi 1910: 473).
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Since this topic remains tangential to my current concern, it should suffice
to note that, apparently, the ethnic boundaries the modernists drew were, more or
less, inclusive in relation to all other cultures and ethnic groups (Jews, Gypsies,
White Russians, Slovaks, etc.) that dwelled in the Ukrainian lands.” However, the
boundary with the Russian (colonializing) culture was strictly exclusive.
Moreover, the negation of Russian culture was motivated also by the fact that the
modernists began to perceive the Empire in a position peripheral to Europe,
assessing it as a ‘backwater’ requiring itself the modernization of its society. In
their uncompromising renunciation of Russian colonial identity as a measure for
calibrating their own culture and national identity, we see an attempt to escape the
prescriptive conditions of a given overbearing identity and its norms. The
liberation was achieved by means of appropriating the centrality of Russian
culture and transferring that to ‘high’ Ukrainian culture they were determined to
create, sanctioning it as a source of national dignity and pride. The reversal is
clear in Kapustians’kyi’s (1910) and Sriblians’kyi’s (1909b) texts mentioned
above.

As previously noted, another distinction that proved operational in the
modernist nationalizing politics was the relationship established with Europe. In
this context, a more general notion of peripherality, which James W. Fernandez
has defined as “peripheral wisdom,”*® is worthy of discussion here. Ukrainian
modernists used it to instill the “political perspective” that assisted the articulation
of their differences from Europe. Furthermore, it is also possible to see their
ambivalent attitude as an ‘imported’ model of behavior. Ukrainian modernists by

means of such detachment posed themselves as part of the European intellectual

> The modernists’ broadminded attitude is the reverse of the alleged anti-
Semitism of Ukrainian radical nationalists (cf. Kas’ianov 1993, 109).

36 Cited in Cohen (2000, 166). In the words of Cohen, Fernandez makes the point
that center and periphery posses different knowledge systems, the former — as the
presumed site of power — being dogmatic and unified, the latter: perspectival, thriving
upon diversity and multiplicity of individual perceptions. See also Fernandez’s essay
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milieu, and in a sense, enhanced within the Ukrainian community a particular
view of European Modernism that essentially supported their image as cultural
leadership. As Herzfeld (1997) shows, Greek intellectuals essentialized in a
similar manner a particular vision of Europe in order to measure Greek
distinctiveness. The scholar refers to the strategy as “the promotion of particular
self-image and its calibration to a particular reading of Europe.”

Anthony Cohen, in agreement with Fernandez, has maintained that center
and periphery are “not just categorical descriptions of social entity: they also
describe ways of seeing and of knowing to be found throughout society.”
According to this scholar:

Peripheral knowledge, or what [Fernandez] refers to as ‘peripheral
wisdom’, is predicated on the differences between the peripheral society
and that to which it is supposedly peripheral. To this extent, peripherality
implies (and often values) diversity. Yet, the periphery is simultaneously
an integral part of a larger unit (that to which it is peripheral), and with
which its condition implies conjunction. This ambivalence characterizes
social identities and identity-making on the periphery, since fundamental
to them is the boundary between itself and the centre (Cohen 2000, 166).

From this point of view, it is not surprising that Ukrainian modernists
were suspicious and very selective about what they imported from Europe. The
ambivalence of their position® was occasioned by the need to preserve their
unique identity while making themselves noticeable in the global ecumene.
Embodying this perspective was the call to define a Ukrainian style that expresses

the soul of the Ukrainian people while simultaneously speaking the universal

“Peripheral Wisdom” (in Cohen 2000, 117-144).

°7 Fernandez maintains that essential characteristic of peripheral wisdom is the
ambivalence with respect to the center. As he writes: “A feature of peripheral wisdom,
therefore, would lie in its recognition of elemental vectors of human experience, and its
suspicion of complications elaborated in the centre as a form of intellectual privileging.”
In his view, the ambivalence with respect to the center is triggered by “the desire at once
to escape the identity constructions of boundedness and, at the same time, to celebrate
and privilege the separate identity it confers” (2000, 132). According to him, such
ambivalence produces an awareness of the artificiality of boundaries and their
“constructedeness” and manipulability, which, as the anthropologists asserts, is an
inexorable part of the knowledge of peripheral societies (Fernandez 2000, 133).
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language of art (Sriblians’kyi 1911a: 108). In this sense, the modernists had to
redefine also the frontier with Europe, and this is nowhere more explicit than in
the writings of Ievshan and Sriblians’kyi. Similar concern surfaced also in the
writings of Ukrainka and other modernist writers, who addressed the issue of
Ukrainian identity from the position that the “destiny of Ukrainian national
culture depend[ed] on its tuning to the world pulse, which can be perceived in
diverse manifestations.”®

Nevertheless, it was also clear to the new generation of patriots that while
“culture, along with the nation that creates it, must constantly feel and react to the
spiritual thythm and progress of humanity, the best manifestations of human
genius, are possible only through the uniquely national and the national
essence.” In this sense, Europe, despite the fear of its ‘centrality,” was cautiously
constructed as a potentially beneficial Other that allowed the patriots to set
standards in order to model the ‘civilized,” cultured individual. It is clear then that
Ukrainian modernists, particularly at the outset of the 20™ century, attempted a
symbiosis of ‘traditional’ values and ‘modern’ ethics, while at the same time
denouncing explicit and uncritical identification with peasant culture and the
ethnographic realism prevalent in modern Ukrainian literature. Their ambivalent
attitude was expressed in the ultimate desire to reveal the Ukrainian variant of
universal social tragedies. In their writings, the modernists proposed a criticism of
their ‘backward’ society while indulging in a search for new ideals, revisiting the
‘spiritual heritage of Europe,” avoiding direct association with the technological
or overtly anti-democratic aspects of its civilization. They offered their

aestheticized notion of Ukrainianness as a panacea for “the loss of a civic ideal,

58 . . PR .
“HOJIH HaIIOHAJIbHO1 KYJIBTYPH 3aJIC2KHTh Bl 11 CBITOBOI'O PE30OHAHCY,

AKUA MOXKe MpOoABJIATHCA ¥ HaipisHoMaHiTHiIIMIA cioci6” (Verves 1996, 72).

% “TosopHe: KyJIbTypa i Hapoll, AKHil ii TBOPHTh, MAlIOTh MOCTil{HO BiAYyBaTH
i pearyBaTH Ha OYXOHHH PAUTM i MOCTYII JIOACTBA; HAMBHIII IIPOABH JIOACHKOIO IeHisd
MOXKJIMBI TiJILKH Yepe3 HalliOHaJIbHe HEMOBTOpPHE i HaIlioHaJIbHO cyTTeBe” (Verves
1996, 72).
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the weakness of national self-consciousness, the betrayal by the elites in their
pursuit of 'miserable greed' [...]” because as they saw it, “in the upper spheres of
society there was the intelligentsia's self-devouring and kowtowing before the
oppressor, while the lower classes, although morally pure subjectively, were
almost completely submissive.”®

Although they ‘feared’ Europe and were cautious about the models,
attitudes, social and aesthetic dispositions imported from there, the early
Ukrainian modernists compared their society to Western Europe in a positive
note, determined to “[copy] the powerful Other” in order to subsequently
“[overcome] this imitation” (cf. Jusdanis 2001, 89). The situation slightly changed
in the middle 1920s because of the yet again changing social, political, and
historical conditions in Ukraine that led, in the words of Ilnytzkyj, to “[...] the
culmination of literary and cultural processes begun at the turn of the century”
(1991: 258).

It was not until Khvyl’ovyi wrote his pamphlets, taking a definite stand in
the heated literary discussion of 1925 that the fear of Europe surfaced as a real
threat and entered Soviet public discourse as a prime issue (cf. Khvyl’ovyi 1925).
This perceptible shift and the semantic and structural transformations in the social
order associated with it, as suggested by Khvyl’ovyi’s writings, was a response to
the new historical and political developments occurring at the time. The October
revolution in 1917 established new political parameters — Soviet communist rule.
As Frederick Barth has argued: “under new political parameters, new leadership
positions could be constructed and factional followings could be mobilized by
appeal to inter-ethnic stereotypes and intra-ethnic interests” (2000, 32). The

modernist national ideology reified in Khvyl’ovyi’s program for cultural revival

60 “[...] BTpaTa TrpOMajCLKOr0 ifeally, KBOJICTb HaI[iOHAJBLHOI
CaMOCBIOMOCTi, 3paga BepxiB y TMOrOHI 3a ‘JIAKOMCTBAMH HeIJaCHUMH,
CaMOIIOKMpPaHHA iHTeJIireHIii i 3amobiraHHa ii mepel MOHEBOJIIOBAUEeM — HaBepXy;
MaiiKe TOTaJIbHA IOKOPA Xall i MOpaJIbHO YHCTHX Cy6’eKTHBHO HH3iB, — OCh CHHTE3
ycix ii TBopiB” (Verves 1996, 70).
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pursued the construction of a new political position for the Ukrainian
intelligentsia as an echelon of national resistance against the Soviet communist
rule. In this respect, I fully agree with Ilnytzkyj’s view that Khvyl’ovyi’s politics
of culture was clearly modernist in essence as it, apparently, was elaborated as a
conscious extension of the nationalist project which the critics, writers and poets
associated with Moloda muza and Ukrains’ka khata had initiated and
implemented at the turn of the century. It not only articulated similar goals and
objectives for the construction of the Ukrainian nation and national idenity, but
also employed a similar rhetoric and methods of mobilization, insisting on the
creation of an ‘elitist’ and sophisticated national culture that openly challenged
and undermined “all manifestations of petty provincialism and crudely ultilitarian
[art]” (Ilnytzkyj 1991: 258).

The writings of Khvyl’ovyi then are also important because they reveal
the peculiar dynamics of Ukrainian modernist practice which, as previously
mentioned, attempted disrupting the experience of a ‘current modernity’ through
the careful revision of the inherited cultural traditions and their alignment to the
latest developments in the world. The perspective of Khvyl’ovyi is broader than
that of the earlier modernists for, as his theory of the Asian Renaissance implies,
he operated within a larger geopolitical context, envisioning Ukraine as a
‘spiritual bridge’ between the East and the West (Eurasia, cf. Khvyl’ovyi 1993,
259). In fact, Khvyl’ovyi attempted to also widen the social basis of the national
movement by insisting on the proletarization of Ukrainian national culture. This is
a very significant change, which also affected his definition of the political ideal
and the associated with it version of Ukrainian national identity. In the next
section I will elucidate some of the most important differences from antecedent
modernist articulations of the Ukrainain nation that transpired in Khvyl’ovyi’s

politics of culture and identity definition.
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3.8. Khvyl’ovyi’s Cultural Nationalism:

Ukrainian Modernism as Ideologiekritik

The starting point of my analysis of Khvyl’ovyi’s contribution to the modernist
national project is Ilnytzkyj’s remark that “at a time when others were debunking
Modernism from the point of view of the new Marxist ideology, Khvyl’ovyi saw
it fit to defend the movement in his Dumky proty techii” (Ilnytzkyj 1991: 258).
This was an essentially political decision that the patriot deliberately made. A
cogent understanding of the political implications of Sriblians’kyi’s ‘spiritual
aristocratism’ and, as he called it, “molodomuzivs’koi hihantomakhii’
(Khvyl’ovyi 1993, 224), which the writer evaluated as the most adequate
intellectual resource for nationalization and mass mobilization, informed his
particular imagining of the nation. He asserted “certain consonance between his
position and those of the Modernists” (Ilnytzkyj 1991: 259) as a strategy of
distinction that secured continuity in the development of the Ukrainian national
movement. In his view, Ukrainian modernism was a singular “natural
phenomenon” that characterized historical periods preceding an imminent
national-cultural revival (Khvyl’ovyi 1993, 224). Thus, Khvyl’ovyi’s acceptance
of the modernist inheritance motivated his particular manipulation of the
modernist position in order to affirm his novel national-cultural agenda.®!

The consciously constructed similarity with the preceding generation of
Ukrainian modernists assisted Khvyl’ovyi’s agitation for participation in the
processes of social change and nation building. By embracing the potential of
Ukrainian modernism both as an established literary tradition and as a powerful
position of social criticism to attack the currently experienced socio-economic and
cultural-political environment (Khvyl’ovyi 93, 224), the critic, on the one hand,

implicitly proved that the achievement of Ukrainian modernists had been to form

¢t Ilnytzkyj, who acknowledges that the “linkage between art and the national

question was Khvyl’ovyi’s preeminent issue, one which was also the most politically
controversial” (1991: 261).
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a readership and to wedge a market niche for their cultural production. In other
words, his discourses celebrated the success in establishing an autonomous
Ukrainian artistic and literary field, and a national culture that, as [ have tried to
show, opened space for further legitimation of the Ukrainian nation as a
discursively constructed, coherent totality (cf. Jusdanis 2001, 46; 88). More
significantly, however, Khvyl’ovyi’s criticism demonstrated that Ukrainian
modernism, as a subversive cultural practice was indeed the most efficient, locally
generated ‘technology’ of identity definition.’ On this grounds, the patriot
attempted to further expand the modernist project, acknowledging that his epoch
was the next logical step in the development of the Ukrainian national revival
(Khvyl’ovyi 1993, 234).9

In Khvyl’ovyi’s vision, key factors were needed to bring about the cultural
revival of the Ukrainian nation: Westernization, de-Russification and a break with
previous traditions, including the mass literature created by his contemporaries.
Thus, he wrote:

Ukrainian art must find the highest aesthetic values. And on this path the
Vorony’s and Ievshan’s were a phenomenon of social importance. For us
the eminent ‘muzhyk’ Franko, who considers Flaubert to have been a
fool, is less dear than (let this not be personalia!) the aesthete Semenko,
this tragic figure against the backdrop of our backward reality
(Khvyl’ovyi 1926, 273).%*

On the other hand, the writer also used the constructed similarity with

early Ukrainian modernists in order to undercut the discursive imagining of the

62 Cf. his letters to M. Zerov, Radians ke literaturoznavstvo 7 (1990): 3-15 and 8
(1990): 11-25; also, Khvyl’ovyi 1993, 224; 234; 236. Succinctly put, here Khvyl’ovyi
admited that Ukrainian modernism had been a “healthy, logical and inevitable stage in
the process of social differentiation [and] the awakening of new social forces” (qt. in
Ilnytzkyj 1991: 259).

63 Cf. also Ilnytzkyj’s analysis of Khvyl’ovyi’s letters to M. Zerov (1991: 259-
262). This scholar suggests that Khvyl’ovyi “attributes extraordinary civic meaning to the
modernist position, seeing it as a contribution to nationbuilding” (1991: 259).

64 Page citations refer to the abridged English translation in Lindheim and Luckyj
1996, 269-277.
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all-Russian Soviet identity, which was sanctioned through the official state
politics of culture. In this manner, he also at once communicated his distance
from other crystallizations of Ukrainian national identity available for
manipulation to Ukrainian intellectuals at that time (Khvyl’ovyi 1993, 219-226).
Consequently, Khvyl’ovyi’s texts even more explicitly demonstrated that
unresolved national questions fueled the Ukrainian modernist project. For this
reason, his intellectual take on the Modernist position, especially if considered
against the background of the then occurring historical and socio-political
changes, proves to be both similar and different from previous modernist
discursive imaginings, relying on different mobilization techniques that aimed at
further strengthening the capacity of Ukrainian modernism as a historically
specific cultural and political practice. In my view, the most significant aspect of
Khvyl’ovyi’s powerful ‘peripheral wisdom’ and a-typicality was the novel way in
which he tackled the principal comparison made earlier by Ukrainian modernists,
namely the relationship between center and periphery.

The recognition of the artificiality and manipulative value of the metaphor
of boundary is encoded in Khvyl’ovyi’s title, Ukraina chy Malorosiia (Ukraine
versus Little Russia), which plays on a recurrent Ukrainian modernist discursive
opposition between center and periphery. The modernist revision of the
symbolical value of the historical term Malorosia turned it into totally negative
image. In this sense, Malorosiia and malorosiianyn as identity descriptors were
transformed into introspectives stereotypes that expressed the anxiety of the
Ukrainian patriotic intelligentsia over an unwelcome ‘peripherality.’
Sriblians’kyi’s articles “Natsional’nist i mystetstvo” and “Apoteozis...” were
precursors of Khvyl’ovyi’s articulations. Semantically speaking, this metaphor
has had a pervasive influence on the Ukrainian national imagination, thus
becoming an important element of the symbolic self-construction and
representation of Ukrainians as located ‘at the margins of Europe.” The dichotomy

Ukraina versus Malorosiia is more than just a simple labeling, because it
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manifests a deep split within the Ukrainian national psyche, which even today is
considered ‘irredeemable.’®®

The change of political regime in the 1920s produced the need for re-
establishing two particular boundaries: the inter-ethnic one with Russian culture
and the intra-ethnic one with the uneducated, or semi-educated mass Ukrainian
readership. Recognizing that the success of Ukrainian cultural revitalization
depended on a more definitive renouncement of Russian culture as a model-
system and the ability of Ukrainian intelligentsia to mobilize a mass audience for
its native cultural production, Khvyl’ovyi and others engaged in a heated battle in
defense of art that was essentially Ukrainian and of high aesthetic worth. As
Khvyl’ovyi pointed out: “One of art’s most important characteristics is its
unrestrained impact on the developed intellect” (1993). Another of his articles
explicitly challenges official positions on the Ukrainian issue, posing questions of
high importance for the development of Ukrainian national culture and arts:

We are faced with this fundamental and unexplained dilemma:

Are we going to approach our national art as fulfilling a service (in the
given instance, serving the proletariat) and as forever subordinate,
forever a reserve for those of the world’s arts that have attained a high
level of development?

Or, on the contrary, while retaining the service role shall we find it
necessary to raise its artistic level to that of the world’s masterpieces?

We believe that this question can be resolved in this way:

Our formulation will lead to real results only if our society begins to
view our art in the context of artistic encounters on a world scale
(Khvyl’ovyi 1926, 272-273).

Myroslav Shkandrij, while analyzing the literary debates of the 1920s in
Ukraine, indicates that it was a crucial period for the development of Ukrainian

culture’s development. As he writes, the events of 1917-1919 “shook the

> Interestingly enough, contemporary Ukrainian scholarship relies on the
connotations first ascribed by the modernists to the name Ukraine, in order to argue the
importance of Ukraine in the current world order. Consider for example, Subtelny’s
semantic dissection of the name Ukraine in his introductory essay on the ambiguities of
Ukrainian national identity (1999, 1).
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Ukrainian intelligentsia from its quietist slumber and provided the impulse for a
revival of literary [cultural] life” (Shkandrij 1992, 19). In the course of the
ensuing decade, Ukrainian intellectuals had to make particularly difficult
decisions, which concerned the survival of the Ukrainian nation. When the
successive colonization of Ukrainian lands began with Ukraine’s transformation
into a Soviet republic, in the eyes of Khvyl’ovyi and other late modernists the
Ukrainian nation represented still an ideal rather than an actual psycho-political
reality. To the spread of Bolshevism and the introduction of new assimilatory
politics of Sovietization, which posed a different type of obstacle for the growth
of mass mobilization and nationalization of Ukrainian society, the descendants of
the modernists reacted by proclaiming a policy of Ukrainianization that aimed at
reinvigorating Ukrainian cultural life, setting firmly the distinctive cultural and
politicial markers of Ukrainian national identity (Shkandrij 1992, 8).

The new literary program launched by the successors of the late
modernists — the alliance of the Olympians around Zerov and the VAPLITE,
headed by Khvyl’ovyi — addressed several important questions. First, it insisted
on faster Ukrainianization, which essentially meant faster mass mobilization and
nationalization of Ukrainian society. Second, it also articulated a different view
on the relationship with Europe as the significant Other. Khvyl’ovyi and like-
minded Ukrainian intellectuals, being aware of the ‘threat’ potentially posed by
European inclusion or complete identification with European identity insisted on,
as Shkandrij writes, on “the assimilation of European models in order to move
beyond imitation to the discovery of one’s own unique identity” (1992, 8). Eager
to establish Ukrainian culture on the firm grounds of its own national traditions,
Khvyl’ovyi denounced superficial Westernization based on a naive faith in
progress and technology and urged on “the thorough and sustained study of
European works, knowledge of languages and familiarity with the internal logic
of European developments” (cf. Shkandrij 1992, 8). As the modemnist critic put it:

“When we speak of Europe, we are thinking of more than its technical expertise.
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Bare technique is not enough for us; there is something more precious than the
latter. We conceive of Europe also as a psychological category which thrusts
humanity forward, out of prosvita onto the great highway of progress (Khvyl’ovyi
1993, 253; cf. also 226-30).

This preoccupation with European identity and harsh criticism of mass
culture (identified by Khvyl’ovyi as prosvita philosophy, a concept which bears
close resemblances to what Sriblians’kyi earlier had defined as “primitive culture”
— prymityvna kul tura) manifests the anxiety caused by looking at the past. This
anxiety, as Herzfeld maintains, betrays “the symptoms of a deeply wounded sense
of social, cultural, economic and political dependency” (cf. 1997, 105-106).
Khvyl’ovyi’s modernist nationalism in this sense, was a “form of remedial
political action,” which addressed a deficient or “pathological condition” and
proposed to solve it (cf. Brubaker 1996, 79).% Thus, many saw the cure as a break
with populist ‘ethnographic’ traditions, de-Russification and the creation of
Ukrainian proletarian culture, which pursued a “harmonious synthesis of the
individual and the collective (Polishchuk, qt. in Shkandrij 1992, 25).

The specificity of Khvyl’ovyi’s position then lies in the fact that he
insisted on alignment with European standards and firmly acclaimed that Russian
culture should not serve as a model for the new proletarian Ukrainian culture.
Adamantly proclaiming that Ukrainian culture had to carve its own, independent
path of development, his rejection of Russian culture as a model for the new
proletarian Ukrainian culture was based on three major arguments. First, he
claimed that Russian culture was “ethnographic.” Second, it was also a
competitive presence on the Ukrainian market and as such, needed no protection
and excessive political support. “The new watchword, which is directed against

the Russian literature, is for a healthy rivalry between the two nations not as

66 Particularly interesting in this respect are Khvyl’ovyi’s thoughts, expressed in
his pamphlet Ukraina... (1993, 241; 265), and utlimately, his theory of the Asian
Renaissance, which, if considered from another point of view also reads as a critique of
Spengler’s historical pessimism (Khvyl’ovyi 1993, 253-260).
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nations but as revolutionary factors” (Khvyl’ovyi 1993, 252; trans. by M.
Shkandrij in Lindheim and Luckyj 1996). Third, the fundamental differences of
the Russian and Ukrainian Weltanschauung made it impossible for Russian
literature to express the positive optimistic mentality of the Ukrainian people. As
Khvyl’ovyi argued: “Russian literature, which did not witness the birth of its
indigenous bourgeoisie, [...] which did not experience the pathos of capitalist
development [...] was unable to create a positive Weltanschauung” and remained
trapped in its specific “dead Christian spirituality” and decadent pessimism (1993,
245; 249; trans. by M. Shkandrij in Lindheim and Luckyj 1996). Here is another
of Khvyl’ovyi’s arguments:

You will find no parallels in the ‘life of Moscow’ for our discussion. And
this is not in the least because one participant or another in the Ukrainian
dispute is more talented than one or another in the Russian (God forbid!),
but because Ukrainian realities are more complex than the Russian,
because we are faced with different tasks, because we are the young class
of a young nation, because we are a young literature that has not had its
Lev Tolstoys and which must have them, which is not in ‘decline’ but in
the ascendant (Khvyl’ovyi 1927, 276).

Essentially, what Khvyl’ovyi’s discourses reveal is that the ideological
pressure and political tensions resulting from the enforced Sovietization of
Ukraine called for sharp distancing and displacement from the centralizing power
of Russian communist rule. Thus, he utilized the spatial metaphor of center-
periphery as a means to enforce his project of Ukrainian nationalization in
opposition to the state. He appropriates modernist ideology because of its power
to resist colonializing discourses by projecting onto external ‘enemies’ those
negative emotions, frustrations, and anxiety associated with the experiences of the
Ukrainian intelligentsia’s disempowerment and peripherality, consequently
leading to beneficial identification with the Ukrainian nation and identity.

In my view, the insitence on °‘situating’ Ukrainian identity within the
broader context of Europe, was an intellectual strategy similar to the type of social
creativity described by Smith and Bond (1999, 189). Hence, I tend to interpret it

as a strategy that enhanced the appeal of the promoted version of collective
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identity by the Ukrainian modernists. This identity was perceived to be more
suitable for foreign-dictated display and international interaction. As a result, the
attempts of Ukrainian modernists to regulate the national image for both insiders
and outsiders alike aimed at controlling national identification by keeping the
introspective stereotypes strictly in the domain of “cultural intimacy” (cf.
Herzfeld 1997, 3). Of course, such awareness made their position particularly
resilient as their social criticism grew to be extremely millitant (Khvyl’ovyi 1993,
219; 224).

Khvyl’ovyi’s discourse also shows that pairings of internal (Ukraine) and
external (Little Russia) ethnic names were an “important consequence of conquest
and other forms of domination” (cf. Herzfeld 1997, 16). In this light, the
denigration of the populist ‘revival’ of Ukrainian vernacular culture functioned
also as a source of permanent embarrassment (cf. Herzfeld 1997, 7). The
dichotomy Ukraine versus Little Russia respectively was utilized as a spatial
metaphor to signify ideologically contrasted cultural identities. One of course,
was positively charged and represented the desired complex of national-cultural
identification (Ukraine). The other one (Little Russia) was transformed into an
introspective auto-stereotype, employed selectively and often, cynically, with the
intention to foster patriotic passion and enthusiasm. Both stereotypes were offered
to all social actors for assessment, internalization and selective deployment (cf.
Herzfeld 1997, 17). Apparently, the Little Russian identity was offered as a ‘self-
colonizing’ representation and the use of this label, as Khvyl’ovyi’s discourse
suggested, was encouraged in situations of self-criticism and self-doubting.
Ironically, it was meant to provoke one’s stronger identification with the
Ukrainian nation.

Khvyl’ovyi’s rhetoric relied on the mobilization of these introspective
stereotypes at a time when the communist policy of totalitarian rule through
“ideology and terror” ominously cast its shadow over the Ukrainian lands. As

Shkandrij explains, the importance of Khvyl’ovyi as “a political and ideological
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figure lies in the fact that he explained why Ukrainianization had not made the
progress it should have and challenged the party to admit that social inequality
and political power in Ukraine ran along national lines” (1992, 66). The struggle
had acquired somewhat new nuances, which turned the literary debate into a
perilous ideological battle. Shkandrij notes that the Ukrainian national question
was the burning issue of the day not simply because it was unresolved, but more
importantly, because it became a crucial argument in an attempt to challenge and
redefine Marxism as the official political doctrine of the Soviet state.

To some extent it was a question of using Marxist theory to support and
legitimize his [Khvyl’ovyi’s] argument, but it was also a question of
changing and developing a Marxism that had inherited biases. The statist
and great-power interpretation of Marxism, which, in its Bolshevik
version, proposed the idea of a unitary Russian state and assimilatory
practices, proved too well ensconced to be shifted. Khvyl’ovyi’s attempts
at correction, innovation and change were soon to be branded as
‘nationalist deviations’ (Shkandrij 1992, 66).

Within this context, the urgent need of Khvyl’ovyi and others to assert the
modernist Westernizing position, which in Ukraine was already a recognized
political technology of subversion and resistance, can be viewed as a social effort
to endorse a change that might have given rise to a new social movement. It
definitely was read as opposition to the Leninist regime and handled as a
‘dissenting,” heretical ideology (i.e., as bourgeois nationalism).

Christian Joppke has offered an informed interpretation of the nature of
revisionism, dissidence and nationalism as forms of opposition to Leninist
regimes. The scholar remarks, and I agree with him, that in communist regimes
every form of independent action, including movements for cultural revival and
national renascence, are not single-issue politics since “their very existence
contradicts the principles of the regime” (1994, 548). By definition, such actions
have what Joppke calls “a system-transcending implications” and are treated as a
form of activism that defies the legitimacy of communist rule and its monistic
power structures. Thus, Khvyl’ovyi’s modernist philosophy bears close

resemblance to what Joppke has defined as a peculiar form of East European
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dissidence, by means of which later generations of intellectuals also responded to
the deficit of differentiation and legal rules in a society that itself was “couched in
the imagery of utopia and history-making” (1994, 551).

I find Joppke’s account of nationalism in Leninist regimes particularly
useful in elucidating the nature of Khvyl’ovyi’s modernist position as a political
technology of resistance and dissidence. Dissidence, Joppke defines as “anti-
politics and activism by default, which makes the world turn by rot doing certain
things” (1994, 551; author’s italics). In his view, dissidence in Eastern Europe
was an attempt to “contain the reach of politics that is by definition state
controlled.” As he maintains, unlike in Western Europe, where social movements
usually proceeded by appropriating “political spaces that were considered
previously private or exempt from public scrutiny,” in its Eastern counterparts the
logic was the reverse. “Since the official space of politics is occupied by
communist rulers,” writes Joppke, “dissident politics resorts to the pre-political
sphere.” And he continues: “It is not accident that artists and literary intellectuals
have played such a prominent role in East European dissident movements” (1994,
551).

According to Joppke, the perennial issue of dissident politics “is the
reclaiming of basic individual rights.” These are strongly associated with the idea
of citizenship and interpreted from the perspective of a “political community of
equal and free members” (1994, 551). It is apparent that Khvyl’ovyi’s modernist
nationalism pursued precisely this. As the writer insisted, the Ukrainian
intelligentsia had to become European in order to fulfill its mission as creators of
Ukrainian national culture. But that could be done only if the culture was built to
endorse the ideal of a civic person.®’

Here, finally, we come upon the ideal of a civic person, who over the
course of many ages has perfected his biological, or more accurately,
his psycho-physiological nature, and who is the property of all classes

87 Cf. also Iinytzkyj, who interprets Khvy’lovy’s view as an extension of the
Modernist position (1991: 261).
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[...] This is the European intellectual in the best sense of the word.
This, if you like, is the sorcerer of Wurttemberg who revealed
grandiose civilization to us and opened up limitless vistas to our gaze.
This is Doctor Faust, if we conceive of the latter as the inquisitive
human spirit (Khvyl’ovyi 1926; qt. in Ilnytzkyj 1991: 260; emphasis in
the original).

Shkandrji has explained the above as “an attempt to formulate a Marxist
argument for cultural and political independence while simultaneously developing
the humanistic side of social-democratic thought [...]” (1992, 66). In my view,
Joppke’s interpretation takes this argument further by pointing to the fact that the
maintenance of the private-public distinction was probably the most vital strategy
for the recovery of civil society in the context of a regime whose main purpose
was its systematic destruction. This view sheds a slightly different light on
Khvyl’ovyi’s constant rejection of mass culture and his relentless struggle to
bolster the acceptance of the modernist individualist ethos. It is clear that
Khvyl’ovyi recognized the formalization of the boundary between ‘high’ and
‘mass’ culture as a prime necessity because it served his effort to dissociate
himself from the official party politics of culture and identity. In a sense, it also
assisted his critique of Marxism and attempts to revise the official attitude of the
Communist party to the national question. The maintenance of this boundary,
then, became both a strategy of distinction and dissidence (cf. Khvyl’ovyi 1993,
241-2).

Joppke has emphasized the importance of maintaining the private-public
distinction under conditions of communist rule when he writes: “Aware that
Leninist regimes are at odds with the pluralism and individualism that citizenship
entails, the dissident position sought to vindicate free spaces in which citizenship
could be restored, if not de jure then de facto” (1994, 551). Khvyl’ovyi, whose
political vision, perhaps, could be secen as a precursor of later Ukrainian
dissidence, sought the establishment of a genuine public sphere in which, in
Joppke’s terms, “people are no longer subjects but ‘citizens’ in the sense of fully

enfranchised members of the political community” (cf. Joppke 1994, 553). The
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institution of the private sphere, especially in the Ukrainian historical space was
an imperative for two reasons. On the one hand, it would have contributed to the
framing of the Ukrainian nation as a civic polity, thus affirming the status of
Ukrainian society as a modern European nation and potentially, easing access for
Ukrainian national-cultural production to the European market. On the other hand,
it would have increased the prestige of the Ukrainian intelligentsia in the eyes of
the international community and ensured its status as Ukraine’s national-political
leadership. It is not at all surprising, therefore, that Khvyl’ovyi so vigorously
engaged in the defense of modernist individualistic ethos, which also was a clear
cry for political independence of the Ukrainian nation. The link that connected
Khvyl’ovyi with his predecessors from Moloda muza and Ukrains 'ka khata was
very important for the critic, because at the time it provided him with a legitimate
political tool for the manipulation of the Ukrainian public space. For example, in a
letter to Zerov, the critic wrote,

I attribute to the representatives of our modernist Europe an enormous
civic meaning because I look at things not from the point of view of
those syrupy-sweet principles of populism which retard national
development but from a deep understanding of the national question. 1
dare say that this ‘cursed question’ will cease to stand in the way of
progress only when the nation fully can express itself, when, to be more
specific, its art attains the highest aesthetic values. In this respect, the
Voronyi’s and Ievshan’s were a genuine civic phenomenon, one could
say, a red [communist] one (qt. in Ilnytzkyj 1991: 260).

As Joppke explains,

While aesthetics offers a medium of expression untainted by political
manipulation [at least at first sight], the impulse and content of dissident
politics is distinctively moral. [...]

To be sure, the connection of politics and morality is an attribute of
social movements as such, which always denounce existing power
structures in the name of moral standards of justice. But in Leninist
regimes, ‘living in truth’ has some specific connotations that are without
parallels in the West, such as putting the individual up front in a society
that defines the collectivity, or restoring to the only sphere that is left free
of ideological manipulation (1994, 551).
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From this perspecive, the modernist aesthetics of Khvyl’ovyi worked at
two levels; first, it undermined the collectivist epistemology of Marxist ideology,
thereby finding a way to overcome the tension between individual and
collectively defined society. On the other hand, it also ‘appropriated’ the
exclusively private space of ‘artistic creativity’ and aesthetic judgment, imbuing it
with explicit political ideals, aspirations and issues.

Since the Ukrainian nation has striven for its liberation over a period of
several centuries, we consider this to be its irresistible desire to express
and realize fully its national (not nationalistic) features.

These national features express themselves in its culture and — in
conditions of free development, in conditions similar to those prevailing
in the present situation — do so with the same verve, the same will to
achieve parity with other peoples that we witnessed in the Romans, who
in a relatively shorter period of time narrowed the gap with Greek
culture. National essence has to play itself out in art as well. [. . .]

Because in fact national features are nothing but the ordinary features of
the culture of a given nation. [. . .]

Our formulation of the question flows logically from our Party’s policy
on the national question (Khvyl’ovyi 1926, 271-272).

On such premises, he asserted the distinctiveness of the Ukrainian nation
and demanded its autonomous development and expression in an independent
Ukrainian proletarian culture. In this sense, his modernist nationalism was a
reaction to the violation of one of the most fundamental anthropological facts, as
Joppke observes, “the fact that humans complete themselves through culture”
(1994, 556). “In a world,” the scholar proceeds, “where cultural boundaries are
drawn along national lines, nationalism was the inevitable response to the
violation of cultural particularity by communism” (1994, 556-557).

Shkandrij interprets the literary debates of the 1920s also as a “conflict
between two strategies for the developing of a mass movement” (1992, 180). As
he has phrased it, “Pylypenko was making peasants into Ukrainians; Khvyl’ovyi
was transforming Ukrainians into intellectuals.” In Shkandrij’s view, despite the
fact that the objective was the same — the making of the Ukrainian nation, the

processes were very different and each required a different kind of activist.
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“Khvyl’ovyi,” he writes, “argued that the first, elementary stage of
Ukrainianization was a job for the school system. If, however, one wanted to
produce extraordinary writers, then young people had to be provided with
challenges. Whereas the movement’s ‘tail’ was growing rapidly in the
predominantly Ukrainian villages, its ‘head’ still remained underdeveloped”
(Shkandrij 1992, 180).

In other words, the conflict essentially was over the tactics of national
mass mobilization that would successfully lead to the achievement of national
independence in conditions of missing elitist cultural institutions. As Shkandrij
rightly points out, the Discussion was not about irreconcilable class antagonisms
but “had more to do with rhetoric or demagogy” (1992, 180). In my view, the
disagreement in fact was over the nature of the much-needed ‘common culture’ as
the core of the modern Ukrainian nation. It seems that all of the literary debates
since the conception of Modernism in Ukraine were debates over the self-
expression of Ukrainian elites in contrast to the dominant ‘mass’ (either populist
realist or socialist) culture. Accordingly, the continuous clash of the top-to-bottom
approach (the modernist national ideology) with the bottom-to-top approach (the
ideology of mass culture) nurtured a persistent disagreement between Ukrainian
intellectuals, who sought to create a suitable model for a unifying Ukrainian
national culture.® Then, the major dispute between ‘lowbrow popular’ (mass,
prosvita culture) and egalitarian ‘high’ culture, running like a red thread
throughout the late 19™ and entire 20™ century history of Ukraine, also lies at the
heart of the rigorous process of defining the national image, a process that is
hardly completed today. In this sense, the history of the Ukrainian modernist
imagination can be appreciated through the perception of Dominique Schnapper,
who in a separate context has stated:

If one agrees to define a democratic nation by the never fulfilled aim of
creating a political society by transcending concrete roots and specific

68 I think that Ilnytzkyj has argued a similar point (1991: 261-2).
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memberships, there are no ideas of a nation, but one, unevenly and
differently achieved, following an ever-different pattern according to the
political project which is at the basis of nation-building.

The different nations are both ‘ethnic’ and ‘civic’ but are differently
‘ethnic’ and ‘civic.” In every national tradition, there are different means
and institutions to transcend the ethnic realities of the society by the civic
principle of the political domain (Schnapper 1996, 233).

In Ukraine, modernist literature and its aesthetic ideology was discovered
and used as an institution of signification and means to transcend the ‘ethnic’
realities in order to endorse “the civic principle of the political domain.” The
emphasis put on the creation and institutionalization of Ukrainian high culture
was triggered by the modernist desire to find a balance between the ethnic and the
civic definition of the nation. Essentially, the modernists conceptualized high
culture as an intercession where the congruence of the political and cultural
principles sustaining the existence of the Ukrainian nation could be achieved. The
search for Ukrainian identity continues at present in a different social-political
reality, and Ukrainian modernists, as Shkandrij asserts, provide the new symbols
of “creative potential for a new generation that is once more charting a new
course” (1992, 185).

From the analysis conducted here, it should be clear that Ukrainian
modernists did what was crucial, from their point of view, to ensure the survival
of an emergent Ukrainian national culture. In the absence of a nation-state, they
performed “a [different] segmentation of the global flow” (cf. Foster 1991, 238),
thus “making” the national culture existent within the context of the world
system. What they also did was to establish Ukrainian literature and arts as
modern institutions of signification, vital for the success of the nation building
process. Through the efforts of Ukrainian modernists, these two fields of social
practice obtained autonomous status. In the context of Ukrainian fin-de-siécle
society, the act was revolutionary because literature, and by extension the arts,
during the years of Soviet domination continued to be the institutions most

responsible for the preservation of Ukrainian distinctiveness. For a long time
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these remained the only two agencies that embodied and maintained in space and
time the concept of Ukrainian national-cultural identity. Perhaps, this is why in
the early 1990s when Ukraine finally achieved its independence, the
contemporary writers and poets assumed a clear modernist-like stance with
respect to the arts’ engagement with social and political issues. To put it in
Oksana Zabuzhko’s words, contemporary Ukrainian art and literature should
“[...] devote itself without any reservations to things ‘eternal’ (the only thing that
ultimately interests art!), to primordial questions of love and death, to the essence
of being human and to the meaning of life” (1990). The renowned contemporary
author (much in accord with pronouncements by Viktor Neborak, Iurii
Andrukhovych and other compatriot artists) affirms the autonomy of the aesthetic
sphere, declaring that art should not serve political and social ends. Yet, in the
light of the discussion proposed here, I think that the modernist position in the
1990s was recalled again because it provided a particularly powerful ideology of
subversion and resistance, which successfully obscured artists’ interests,
engagements and investments. In short, it was once again mobilized as an
effective ‘political technology’ of social criticism and permanent resource for
civic activism and social change in defense of the fundamental universal
principles of human existence, further democratization and liberalization of

Ukrainian society.
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4. BULGARIA: THE INSCRIPTION OF MODERNITY

ONTO THE COLLECTIVE BODY

4.1. The Politization of Ethnicity:

The Bulgarian Nation State

The nation disordered
Patriots come forth.

Lao-Tzu, Tao Te Ching

The next two chapters continue examining the work of the modernist social
imagination, shifting the focus of attention to the efforts of Bulgarian modernists
to nationalize and modernize their ‘people’ at the turn of the 20™ century. My
purpose is to illuminate the differences imposed by the local socio-political
conditions, and to outline the similarities in the patterns of modernization of
Bulgarian and Ukrainian society, i.e., two European nations that conceived of
themselves as ‘people’ located ‘at the margins of Europe.’

In the early 1900s, Bulgaria was a newly formed national state. The
machinations of the Great European Powers, involving their rigorous attempts to
redefine the continental geo-political order after the Russo-Turkish war of 1877-
78, occasioned its birth. The intervention of the West European countries
enforced the conditions of the Treaty of Berlin (July 1, 1878), according to which
the territory of the Bulgarian state was significantly trimmed compared to the
initial agreement between the Ottoman Empire and Russia, which defined the
state borders to include all territories populated by Bulgarians (Crampton 1983,

22-23; Detrez 1997, 8). The Treaty of Berlin divided Bulgaria into three parts.
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The Principality of Bulgaria was constituted as a vassal state of the Ottoman
Empire. Eastern Rumelia (currently encompassing the territories in the Southern
part of the Bulgarian nation-state)' was granted the status of autonomous province
within the Ottoman Empire, while Macedonia (the so-called Western territories)
remained its integral part. In essence, the intervention of the Great Powers
reduced the territory of Kingdom Bulgaria almost in half (64, 500 square
kilometers; Crampton 1983, 23), therefore leaving large populations of ethnic
Bulgarians outside the borders of the nation-state.

The revision of the Treaty of San Stefano (signed on March 3, 1878) left
bitter feelings in the Bulgarian intelligentsia for a very long time. As Crampton
acknowledges, “ [...] San Stefano gave the new nation almost all it could ask in
territorial terms and was to remain for generations after 1878 the national ideal of
the Bulgarian people” (1983, 22). Thus, the nationalist ambition of the Bulgarian
elites to re-unite all Bulgarians inhabiting the Balkan Peninsula and their attempts
in re-constituting San Stefano Bulgaria as a leading geo-political force in the
region determined the course of Bulgarian history until the end of the World War
II. In his book Balkan Ghosts: A Journey Through History, Rober Kaplan, an
American journalist, aptly captures the essence of the Bulgarian tragedy with a
metaphoric statement: “What emerged in the second half of the 9™ century was a
smoldering and dismembered ghost of a nation. Bulgaria was the modern world’s
first ‘fashionable cause.” The West long ago forgot this, the Bulgarians never did”
(1993, 216). In short, Bulgaria of the early 1900s was a national state, fresh on the
global scene, burdened by a plethora of internal and international antagonisms and
fervent, unresolved territorial aspirations (cf. Pundeff 1994, 27; Hall, R. 1996, 2-
3, and Detrez 1997, 8).

' These territories were unilaterally proclaimed part of Bulgaria in 1885.
However, it was not until 1909 that the Ottoman Porte officially recognized the union of
Eastern Rumelia and the Principality of Bulgaria and granted full independence to the
Bulgarian state.
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Roger Brubaker (1996) has argued that there is good reason to study
separately the ethnocultural nationalization of the new nation states that emerged
in the 19" century after the break up of the multicultural European empires.
Countries like Bulgaria, Hungary, Greece, and so on, he calls “nationalizing
states,” insisting that they represent a “distinctively modern form of politicized
ethnicity” (1996, 83). “Pivoting on claims made in the name of the nation,” the
governing national-political elites of such states, as this scholar underscores, were
concerned with issues of “political control, economic well-being, and full cultural
expression within ‘its own’ national state” (Brubaker 1996, 79). Respectively, the
discourse inspiring mass agitation, although based on the same core lament that
the identity and interests of the nation were improperly expressed by the extant
political institutions and practices,” tried to evoke and mobilize particular
“subdiscursive sentiments” that assisted the nationalization of the existing
political entity (cf. Brubaker 1996, 79). A case in point, presenting a particularly
powerful expression of such sentiments is Stoian Mikhailovski’s analysis of the
state of affairs in the first decade of the 20th century. In his discourse, the
Bulgarian writer examined the reasons for the inadequate political governance of
the Bulgarian nation-state, communicating also a strong dissatisfaction with the
official solutions of the national problem. He eagerly articulated a necessity to
reform the current mentality by ‘educating’ politically both the intelligentsia and
the people. As he maintained, in their willful blindness they failed to grasp the
true meaning of liberty, equality, and democracy (Mikhailovski 1924, 103). The

? Brubaker defines the “nationalizing states” as “states that are conceived by their
dominant elites as nation-states, as the states of and for particular nations, yet as
‘incomplete’ or ‘unrealized’ nation states, as insufficiently ‘national’ in a variety of
ways” (1996, 79).

? See Dr. Kriistev 1898, 92-94; Mikhailovski 1924 (Page citations refer to the
reprints in Elenkov and Daskalov 1994). Both authors urge for a radical transformation of
the established political institutions through compulsory implementation of West
European parliamentary democracy as the first step in the ‘political acculturation’ of the
Bulgarian nation.
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writer mobilized poignant introspective stereotypes (Herzfeld 1997). He called the
Bulgarians “former Turkish slaves” (6uswume mypcku pobu) declaring that
because of the lasting colonial oppression, the national psyche was corrupted,
comprising of primitive feelings and deadening, animalistic instincts that rule
over people who enduringly have been deprived of respect and human dignity
(Mikhailovski 1924, 111). Clearly, in order to impart his vision, Mikhailovski
operated with “subdiscursive” sentiments actuating strong feelings of shame,
guilt, and embarrassment. In his critique, key metaphors — conveying the felt
anger and frustration — provided images of “disease” and “decay” (1924, 114),
which were also used to motivate a negative comparison to Europe, one implying
an inferior and ‘deviant’ development of the Bulgarian nation-state. This implicit
comparison aimed at provoking the patriotism of readers through shock.

More to the point, Brubaker (1996) also indicates that the persuasive
rhetoric of the elites in the aspiring nation-states addresses an allegedly deficient
or ‘pathological’ condition, and uses a powerful utopian vision and romantic
language to extol political solidarity and cohesion among society’s members. This
is not surprising. Brian Parkinson and other psychologists have stressed that any
attempt at persuasion involves “the deliberate expression of emotion in order to
evoke a particular kind of audience reaction concerning some topic of concern.” If
one conceives emotions as “social roles supplied by the culture to deal with
situations where norms for action are in conflict” (Parkinson 1996, 671), then the
overzealous adulation of San Stefano Bulgaria as the national ideal and the highly
emotional rhetoric used by the Bulgarian intelligentsia and political elites seem to
be on the order of the ordinary. Their purpose was to evoke strong feelings of love

and loyalty to the nation-state, given that these arose “as a function of society’s
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simultaneous respect for, and neglect of, the individual.” In this sense, as will be
demonstrated later, part of the primary meaning of patriotism was the
“idealization of the loved one [the nation] and reciprocally of oneself, providing a
means of preserving self-worth (as demanded by society) within a system which
typically has little time or money for the individual’s needs” (cf. Averill, qt. in
Parkinson 1996, 674).

In the nationalizing discourses of aspiring states, the metaphors of healing,
resurrection, revival, etc., constitute benchmarks of national self-determination,
instigating strong beliefs in the forthcoming great success of the nation (Brubaker
1996, 79). All representatives of the Bulgarian intelligentsia employed this
strategy. It surfaced in the writings of the national poet, Ivan Vazov, as well as his
opponents from the Modernist camp. It saturated the propaganda literature
published by Marxists, Liberals, Conservatives, and other political fractions.
Despite the differences in their modernizing agendas, Bulgarian intellectuals
depended on this strategy to express both the excitement and distress caused by
the historical events befalling the Bulgarian ethnos. For example, Vazov’s tributes
commemorated the Day of Bulgarian Liberation (March 3) by rejoicing at the
sublimity of this moment, which in the poet’s view symbolized the rebirth and
ultimate ‘new’ beginning in the history of the Bulgarian nation. In his speech,
published in 1881, the writer eulogized:

The strongest and deepest feelings to move one’s heart unite all Bulgarians
on this day for they now act as one. Even though we are a divided and
fragmented [nation] this day eliminates all barriers the enemies have set
between us. [...]

Blessed is the nation that has in its history a date, which through the feelings
it inflames and the memories it ignites [...] gives the people hope in the
future and faith in their historical mission [...].

[This day] hands down to us two things. First, there are the indestructible ties
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of love and gratitude that bond us with our brothers, the Russian people.
Second, there is the transcendent national-political ideal, enshrined in the
Treaty of San Stefano whose accomplishment we ought to pursue at any
cost.”’

According to Brubaker, the feeling that the national cultural history begins
with the arrival of modernity is overpowering, provoking a thorough examination
of previous traditions and models of self-identification (1996, 79). Apparently,
such emotions are communicated in order to encourage citizens to participate in
the state-building process. The memorandum issued by the Bulgarian Ministry of
Learning on January 5, 1916 offers another example of such emotional
manipulation (Koneva 1995, 61-63). This programmatic document used highly
emotive language, infused with compelling patriotic passion and faith in the
future of the Bulgarian nation. “The more a given nation is permeated with the
national ideal, the more it is aware of its natural rights, without being lured to
pursue foreign ideals. Moreover, if the national intellectual and material resources

are highly organized, the nation’s prosperity is for all time ensured,” wrote the

* Haii-cunuuTe, Haii-gen60KkuTe YyBCTBa, KOUTO MOraT Aa pa3BbJIHYyBaT
YOBEIIKOTO CHPLE, CheAUHIBAT B TOSA ICH B €JHa MMCHI LieJuii ObIrapcku Hapon.
PaskbcaHu U pazenuHeHH, TOs JIeH ch0aps BCHUKUTE I'PAHHLA, KOUTO BParoBeTe HU
ca TOCTaBHIIH ITOMEXIY Hac. [...]

YecTur HapombT, KOWTO MMa B HMCTOpHATa JaTa, KOATO 4pe3 YyBCTBaTa,
KOHUTO BB30YyKAa B HEro, 4pe3 BH3NOMHHAHHUATA, KOUTO My HayMsBa, MOXe [...] aa
My faje Bipa B ObJAIHOCTTa MY, B HCTOPHIECKOTO My NPH3BaHHUE. |[...]

Toit Hu 3aBema THA ABe Hemla: BPB3KUTE HEPYLIMMH Ha IIPU3HATENIHOCT U
mo00B, KOUTO HH CHeJUHABAT ¢ OPAaTCKUil HU PyCKUil HapoJ, U BeJUKHH MOIHTHYECKH
HapoieH upeas, ocBeTeH oT CaHcTedaHCKHiI TOTOBOp, KbM H3ITBIHEHHETO Ha KOWTO
TpAOBa NOCTOSHHO Aa ce crpeMuM (Vazov 150-152).

* See also Vazov (1957, 159, 172) and Slaveikov (1959, 66). In his article
“Blainove na moderen poet” (Dreams of a Modern Poet, 1903), the modernist critic
wrote: “Awaiting the new times, poets are the prophets who will lead the masses into the
future. This is their tribulation and sublime happiness. The longing for the imminent, for
what is to come, for what is emerging is overwhelming, affecting every one of us” (B
npeqyyBCTBHE 3a HOBOTO, TMOETHUTE, HETOBH YSACHUTENH, BBPBAT Hpel peAuliata Ha
OGMKHOBEHUTE CMBPTHH. TOBa € TAXHATa MbKa U BHCIIe 1acTie. KOMHeXbT KbM OHOBa,

KOETO € Ha ITbT, KOeTO e GJIU3KO, KOeTO Iie Aoiiae, 003eMa BCEIIO TEXHUTE YyBCTBA
[Slaveikov 1959, 66]).
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unknown author of this memorandum.® According to the author, it was crucial
that “[we] look at the state of affairs somberly, yet optimistically, for this
optimism will rekindle [the soul of the new generations], their will and faith in the
forthcoming. It will refresh and strengthen their vision of new possibilities.” 7
Some Bulgarian historians have referred to this attitude as “cultural
optimism,” arguing that it played a key factor in securing the survival of the
emerging national community (Koneva 1995, 61, note 66). In the eyes of turn-of-
the-century Bulgarian intellectuals (Konstantin Giiliibov, Ivan Shishmanov, Dr.
Krustev, Boian Penev, and others), this expression of “cultural pathos”
characterized “periods, aiming at ‘outshining’ the achievements of the past” (qt.
in Koneva 1995, 61); it was the only self-respectful and dignified way to imagine
the advancement and affluence of a marginalized® and fragmented nation. I agree
with Koneva who believes that such cultural pathos communicated not only the
ambition of Bulgarian intellectual elites to surpass the past, but more importantly,
epitomized a conscious philosophical position that was essential to the success of
all “modernizing offensives.” I shall offer a more thorough examination of this
attitude once the focus of attention shifts specifically to the Bulgarian modernists’
cultural revolt. Here, suffice it to say that, in my view, this ideological perspective
stemmed from the particular exigencies that determined both the subjective and

collective experience of the Bulgarian nationality at the turn of the 20™ century.

% KONKoTO €/IHa HalKs € NPOHHKHATA OT CBOS M/€aJl, KOJIKOTO TS € B Ch3HAaHHE 3a
CBOETO OTEYECTBEHO IIpaBo, Oe3 Ja JIAMTH 3a YYXJAOTO, KOJKOTO IO-yMeno ca
OpraHu3MpaHy HeWHHWTE WHTEJEKTYalHH U MaTepPUAIHH CHIH, TOJIKOBA TS € IO-CUTypHa
3a cBoeTo chinecTByBaHe (qt. in Koneva 1995, 61).

7[...] ma riena Tpeso Ha HellaTa B CBETa, HO W JIa Ce crpee B HeifHaTa
Qylna, HeifHaTa BOJISA U HeifHaTa Bspa B OBJEmIETO U Jia ce 0OOApH M 3aCHIH
HEHHUAT B30p KbM cBeTn nepcrekTuBH (Koneva 1995, 62, cf. also Vazov 1957,
14-15).

8 Cf. Achebe’s statement that in the “nineteenth century English mind, [...]
Bulgaria was the psychological equivalent of the ‘Congo of King Leopold of the
Belgians’ or [...] ‘whatever’ ” (qt. in Moore 2001: 122). In Moore’s view, the Balkans
represent “the West’s original third world, its nearest quasi-oriental space” (2001: 122).
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Chronologically speaking, the period of Bulgarian Modernism (1890s-late
1930s) coincided with the time of intensive construction of the national political,
legal, economic, social, and cultural jurisdictions. The Bulgarian political project
involved the creation of those institutions that represented the authoritative power
of the nation-state as “a container — the safeguard and limit — of modernity” (cf.
Wagner 1994, 7). The process of building “the new Bulgaria” (Dr. Kriistev 1978,
12) was controversial, slow, and uneven. The inclusion of the Bulgarian
population into the modern institutions such as the police, the army, the state
administration, and so on meant also a disruption of the traditional societal order.
These transformations were painful for they entailed the “re-embedding of
society’s individuals into a new order — to be achieved by means of an increasing
formalization of practices, their conventionalization and homogenization” (cf.
Wagner 1994, 17).°

Anthony Smith, has argued that the nation perpetuates pre-existing ethnic
feelings and institutions (1998, 1999). In this way, the contemporary theorist
assures, the political forms of the nation-state are dependent on previous “political
experiences” and models of power relations (cf. also James 1996, 183-84 and
Schnapper 1998, 19). In this respect, the choice of the political form of the new
Bulgarian nation-state was not accidental but involved a process of negotiation
between local traditions and the political structures available on the ‘global
market.” Thus, the accepted model of state building relied on the continuity of
popular pre-liberation social and political institutions. For example, a prominent
role in the organization of social life in the new Bulgaria continued to be played

by the local patriarchal and professional guilds (zadrugi), which gradually were

® In the view of Weber, the modern state is a political association that
successfully monopolizes the legitimate exercise of violence and its authority is
specifically concerned with commands and prohibitions (qt. in Geuss 2001, 30). The
abstract structure of the state bureaucracy, i.e., “offices endowed with powers, warrants
and resources which are distinguished sharply from the contingent human occupants of
these offices” (Geuss 2001, 45) required a certain degree of impersonality and alienation
that the traditional social structures did not posses.
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transformed into modern commercial, financial, and industrial enterprises. The
network of existing elementary, middle, and high schools was preserved and
further developed. The church parishes as social structures remained one of the
most effective forms of administrative and social organization. The chitalishta
(literally, reading rooms) were another form of social organization popular in the
pre-liberation period, which grew in number at the beginning of the century.!® The
chitalishta hardly changed their function and purpose, continuing to serve as a
type of art and cultural centers that advanced new ideas and ideals through the
popularization of West European and Bulgarian literature and arts. As Detrez
remarks, although “known to all Balkan peoples in the nineteenth century,
including the Turks” [such centers] were “extremely popular among the
Bulgarians, who considered them a means of raising the cultural level and the
patriotic feelings of the nation” (1997, 90).

In this respect, it is also interesting to note that the Bulgarian army was
formed initially from volunteers, who aided the Russian army during the
Liberation war of 1877-1878 (Detrez 1997, 30-31). Another particularly
prominent political institution that was imparted from the past was the national
liberation organization which had been founded in Bucharest in the late 1860s and
was known as the Bulgarian Revolutionary Central Committee (Biilgarski
Revolutsionen Tsentralen Komitef). This political formation put the watchword
for Bulgarian independent existence and served as a coordinator of the political
activities and armed actions during the second half of the 19" century. Its post-
liberation successor, the Bulgarian Secret Central Revolutionary Committee
(Builgarski Taen Tsentralen Revolutsionen Komitet) operated in the autonomous

province of Eastern Rumelia in the 1880s-1890s, preparing the Union of Eastern

' The first such center was opened in Svishtov (1856). By the beginning of the
20™ century, the number of chitalishta grew rapidly, and in the 1930s there were 2,356
such institutions serving the cultural and educational needs of a large regular membership
(over 100,000 regular members; cf. Deterz 1997, 91).
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Rumelia and the Kingdom of Bulgaria (Detrez 1997, 76). Even clearer was the
continuity between the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization (IMRO,
1919) and the Internal Macedonian-Adrianopolitan Revolutionary Organization
(IMARO), which Damian Gruev founded in 1893. The purpose of both political
organizations was the liberation of Macedonia and the “implementation of
administrative reforms promised by the Ottoman government” in preparation for
the unification of these areas with the Kingdom of Bulgaria (Detrez 1997, 170).
As Detrez points out, “during the Balkan Wars and the World War I, the IMARO
joined the Bulgarian Army operating in Macedonia and by the end of the war,
formed a provisional government” (1997, 171). He also suggests that both
political organizations enjoyed “the behind-the-scenes support of the royal palace
and [the Bulgarian] rightist political circles” (Detrez 1997, 172). The relationships
of these pre-liberation political structures with the post-liberation internal and
international political institutions (the monarchy and the ruling political parties)
did not end there. Later developments demonstrate the active participation of the
IMAROQO?’s successors in the internal and international politics of the Bulgarian
state (Detrez 1997, 172-173; 207-213). Essentially, what all these examples reveal
is that, in many instances, a simple cosmetic re-arrangement of the old institution
was performed, while its competencies and functions were sustained.

The tensions between the pre-liberation political structures and sentiments,
and the emerging new forms of cultural and political bonds surfaced above all in
the founding political acts of the state. For instance, the first Bulgarian
Constitution accepted in Tlirnovo in 1879, defined the political organization of the
ethnic community as a constitutional monarchy; an intentional act that suggested

a compromise between the Western ideals of liberal democracy and the local
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traditions of political governance. Paradoxically, the acting constitutional
principle embraced a double standard in defining the rights and obligations of
Bulgarian citizens. The ‘people’ were liberated but not ready to practice their
freedom, therefore, the Constitution imposed limitations on individual autonomy.
It failed to express the fundamental principle of political liberalism symbolized by
the values of equality and liberty as ends in themselves and to acknowledge that
the democratic nation was a community of citizens distinct from the state.

Both models of political organization, which came into being during the
constitutional debates, i.e., the Conservative and the Liberal, sought the source of
political authority in an abstract supra-collective entity (‘the people’ or ‘the
Law’), which originated in the undivided collectivity of the ethnic group (Elenkov
1994, 22). As one Bulgarian historian hastens to point out, such conception of
democracy proceeds from the understanding of a completely homogenized ethnic
space that can tolerate individual differences and autonomy only to a certain
degree (Elenkov, ibid.). Thus, the founding political act of the state became a
gesture of idolizing the past while negotiating a new image for the Bulgarian
community on the world scene. It constituted the nation as a “natural and
primordial” ethnic group with a collectively remembered history that the evolving
new order had to “preserve in the present and project into the future with as little
change as possible” (cf. Treanor 1997).

This rigidity was particularly noticeable in the field of cultural production
where the majority of the existing cultural institutions were directly inherited
from the past. Indeed, between 1878 and 1918 ten cultural institutions controlled
and regulated Bulgarian cultural life. The majority of them already existed in the

pre-liberation period, coming now into the governance and central management of
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the Bulgarian state. The process of centralization took place over a period of
several decades, a fact that the Bulgarian intellectuals conceptualized as a serious
impediment for the nation-formation. Nevertheless, the established system of
cultural institutions, although rather sparse, practically concluded the
development of the state institutional structure and became a vital factor in the
promotion of the state official politics of culture.

As Wagner has emphasized, cultural institutions were essential to the
modernizing project because they provided “self-understandings in relation to
modes of social organization and to the relation between individuals and society”
(1994, 21). The noticeable delay in regulating the formalization of the rules and
resources to govern the cultural life of the Bulgarian nation-state was due to the
priority given to the legalization and empowerment of political structures
(Manafova 1987, 92; Koneva 1995, 21-22). Thus, the state-building project
emphasized certain aspects (the development of political, military and judicial
structures) over others (the development of economic institutions and the
infrastructure), which preconditioned the uneven and inconsistent modernization
of Bulgarian society (Koneva 1995, 21-22).

In addition, there was little political stability in the newly found state. In
1881, the first Bulgarian King, Aleksander Batenberg, suspended the Tirnovo
Constitution. It remained so until 1883 when the National Assembly consented in
augmenting the King’s power and political prerogatives. Later on, the founding
political act was constantly challenged by subsequent heads of state, suspended
once again in 1934, and never restored. The polarization of political life was
typical at a time when Bulgarian liberals and conservatives struggled for power.

By the end of the 19™ century, the workers’ and peasants’ party emerged,

206

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



trumpeting their claims for political participation and control. As Detrez indicates,
“from the turn of the [20™] century on, the Bulgarian political life suffered from
cliquishness. Parties were often founded not with the aim of advancing a political
program but of satisfying the ambitions of individuals” (1997, 9). Moreover,
governments rose and fell quickly, thus leaving no noticeable trace. “Those that
were more durable,” writes Detrez, “often acted dictatorially,” straining to the
extreme the fragile political balance. Coups d’etat were the normal means of
political change (1997, 10). The situation was further aggravated by the growing
political ambitions of the Bulgarian monarchs, who persistently worked to
establish “personal regimes that allowed [them] to reign without much
interference by the National Assembly” (Detrez 1997, 10).

Even so, Bulgarian society in the beginning of the 20™ century took
satisfaction in a highly educated intelligentsia, gradual economic growth and
“social security, health care, schooling, and so on that were on a higher average
level than elsewhere in the Balkans” (Detrez 1997, 10). Still, slow cultural
institutionalization and nationalization resulted in an incomplete formulation of
the national project, which generated a sense of ‘belated’ cultural development.
The psychological complex associated with the idea of ‘belatedness’ became a
permanent feature of the Bulgarian self-definition, affecting deeply the confidence
of Bulgarian intellectuals as producers of cultural values. In turn, the
internalization of this ‘belatedness,” which was expressed in the conviction that a
languid and insufficient modernization was a structural flaw of Bulgarian society,
posed the problem of cultural distinctions between ‘us’ and ‘them.” There was
anxiety over the formulation of the Bulgarian cultural identity and the models that

were to be ‘imported’ from Europe in order to modernize — what was perceived to
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be — a ‘backward’ Bulgarian demos (narod).

In spite of the intelligentsia’s beliefs, the cultural nationalization of the
political entity presented one of the most important objectives of the state-
building project (Radeva 1982, Bozhkov 1985, Manafova 1987, and Koneva
1995). The creation of national citizens and the conclusion of the process of
nation-building were clearly the focus of the state administration, motivating its
vigorous attempts to establish control over the cultural expression of the
Bulgarian nationhood. The official politics of culture, however, derived from the
same paradoxical rationale that governed the construction of political and
economic structures in the Bulgarian nation-state. They fed on the blending of
traditional and modern principles of governance and organization, which on the
one hand, motivated the “exaggerated desire for authentic sources, [the revival] of
[...] a mythic set of heroic, purer ancestors who once controlled a greater zone
than the people now possess” (cf. Moore 2001, 118).

On the other hand, the official raison d'étre insisted on ‘mimicking’
models of the West. This defined the peculiarly Buigarian pattern of culture
building at the outset of the 20™ century. The governing cultural-political
institutions utilized pre-modern executive models and outdated organizational
structures, which reified the informal, voluntary, and free participation of
individuals and groups as producers and consumers of Bulgarian national culture.
At the same time, the formalization and centralization of cultural practices and
habits were compulsory, performed with the ambition “to promote cohesion
among the members of the nation through bonds of debt and association” (cf.
Jusdanis 2001, 33). As one scholar contends, “The public nature of national

culture [expressed in the system of public rituals and symbols] allows it to
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demand obligations from its members” (cf. Jusdanis 2001, 33). Those
compulsions stemmed from the participation of individuals in the cultural life of
the state, having “a greater sanction than physical coercion” (cf. Jusdanis 2001,
33) because they actuated the emotional experience of Bulgarian nationhood
(Vazov 1957, 150).

Nationality, as some psychologists have argued, is an emotional
experience that strongly depends on culturally supplied aims (Parkinson 1996,
Craib 1998, Vogler 2000). By providing an evaluative frame of reference, the
emerging Bulgarian national culture and its institutions promoted “implicit and
explicit expectations about interactions [that] affected the ways in which [public
celebrations and cultural events] were playing out in the interpersonal arena” (cf.
Parkinson 1996, 671). These became important emotional episodes, influencing
deeply each member of the Bulgarian community by enforcing a sense of
belonging and patriotic duty, strengthening both the political and the cultural
bonds between the members of the emerging “abstract collectivity” (cf. James
1996). In this respect, all public holidays, and particularly those that explicitly
celebrated the experience of nationality (i.e., the Day of Bulgarian Liberation, the
Day of Sts. Cyril and Methodius, etc.) assisted the creation of the national myth.
This was a master-narrative that circumscribed all notable and lasting events from
the past and present history of the state, thus enabling the communication of the
nation’s uniqueness while simultaneously commanding respect from the
‘outsiders’ (Vazov 1957, 161; cf. Parkinson 1996, 668-669).

Although the official cultural policy was often inconsistent and vacillating,
it served the sole purpose of drawing together the community of citizens by

means of endorsing the Bulgarian ethnic values and norms as the placeholders of
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political as well as cultural cohesion. In this context, a pivotal act that legitimated
the Bulgarian nationalist idea was the so-called “Memorandum Regarding
National Patriotic Education” (Decree No. 12353), issued by the Bulgarian
Ministry of Learning on October 17, 1913. This document reveals the main
objectives of the post-liberation educational and cultural system, insisting that
young Bulgarians develop a “strong social instinct,” manifested in their
“attachments to the ethnic collectivity,” strong belief in the Bulgarian “national
genius,” and determination to work for the “realization of the national ideal” (qt.
in Koneva 1995, 45). The rhetoric used in this document is very similar to the one
utilized in Mikhailovski’s discourse. This ‘coincidence’ tentatively signals that
the exaltation of the nation in a highly emotional register was a mobilization
strategy exploited by the government and intellectuals alike with the intention to
assist the participation of individuals in the building of the nation-state. Clearly,
the nation was endorsed as a primordial birthright, which came along with certain
privileges and responsibilities. For instance, the above-mentioned memorandum
unambiguously declared that all Bulgarian citizens were to acquire common
Bulgarian values and adopt the norms of behavior by which the collectivity
maintains itself (Koneva 1995, 45).

In this sense, the wars led in the name of the Bulgarian nation’s
consolidation (1885, 1912-1913, 1918, 1944) posed the greatest trials for state
cultural politics. These indisputably proved that modern Bulgarian culture
succeeded in affirming the significance of the nation. To put it in Weber’s terms,
the official Bulgarian culture succeeded in positing “the contents of the nation as
an absolute value” by communicating the “irreplaceability of the culture values

that are to be preserved and developed only through the cultivation of the
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peculiarity of the group” (qt. in Jusdanis 2001, 34). Hence, national cultural
institutions embraced the modern principle of nationalism. They effectively
performed the service of “validating the existence of the nation in the name of its
uniqueness” (cf. Jusdanis 2001, 34). In short, these institutions enabled the
nationalization of Bulgarian society by promoting the growth of national culture
as “the keeper and expression of [people’s] distinctiveness” (cf. Jusdanis 2001,
34). This national culture not only was cultivated in the name of the nation’s
uniqueness but also became a principle method for commanding loyalty from the
citizens of the Bulgarian state, a commitment that in turn guaranteed the
preservation of the Bulgarian ethnic identity." It is of no surprise then, that the
message the official cultural institutions persistently communicated through their
activities was the message of nationalism, professing that the Bulgarian nation
was superior to its neighbors and therefore, the Bulgarian state and its subjects
must preserve its uniqueness (Koneva 1995, 45-46; 48).

This type of nationalism is specific to the modernization projects of
aspiring nation-states. Michael Hetcher has defined it as a “state-building
nationalism” (2000, 62). In his view, its most conspicuous feature is that the
efforts at cultural homogenization result from the growth of direct rule (Hetcher
2000, 62). Such efforts becofne central to the ambitions of the emerging political
elite whose purpose is to assimilate all culturally distinctive individuals by means
of their involvement in the exercise of newly promoted national traditions, which
often are designed “to impart a sense of national history that might supplant long-
held popular attachments to local territories and authorities” (Hetcher 2000, 64).
In this sense, the rediscovery of Bulgarian vernacular culture was institutionally

encouraged, becoming the principle incentive of the free public education and

' Koneva discusses the effect of another act of the Bulgarian Ministry of
Learning issued on the eve of the first Balkan war (September 17, 1912). According to
her, after its release the atmosphere in the capital, Sofia, was charged with militant
patriotism for people greeted each other with “Blessed War!” instead of “Good
morning!” (1995, 102).
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public culture, for it continued to sustain all claims for Bulgarian cultural
uniqueness (Koneva 1995, 30-35; 45-46; 62; 85-145). Its constitution at the core
of the newly emerging public culture determined the mode of social engineering
of both the state and the intelligentsia (Koneva 1995, 45, 82).

The official cultural agenda of the state clearly supported a cultural
identity that was embedded in the matrix of pre-liberation cultural sentiments and
identity categories. The purpose of promoting the study of Bulgarian folklore,
ethnography, history, and language is apparent inasmuch as these academic fields
served as public channels to advocate the urgency of the Bulgarian nation’s
cultural and political integration. Agitating for the fulfillment of the national
ideal, the systematic study of the Bulgarian language, folklore, history, and
ethnography thus sanctioned the coincidence of territorial, ethnic-cultural, and
political boundaries. Therefore, these disciplines in the post-liberation period
developed as the most prestigious and respectful areas of academic research,
exceeding in scope and publications the achievements of all other intellectual
enterprises (Koneva 1995, 68-69).

Clearly then, the official nationalist doctrine while encouraging the study
of Bulgarian traditional culture and lifestyle performed what Smith (1999) has
defined as a “vernacular mobilization of the masses.” It proceeded from an
understanding that vernacular culture, which only then became elevated as the
basis of the national public culture, was the source of collective dignity and pride.
The scholarly oeuvre of Professor Ivan Shishmanov, the founder of Bulgarian
folkloristics and ethnography, most powerfully expressed this position. In an
article, crucial for the development of Bulgarian cultural anthropology, which

outlined the major principles of folkloristic and ethnographic research in Bulgaria,
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the distinguished post-liberation theorist championed the study of Bulgarian
traditional culture as a grounding, identity-securing mechanism to ensure the
continuity of Bulgarian national history (Shishmanov 1966, 7-61). Shishmanov
was aware of the unfeasibility of preserving the traditional peasant culture under
the new conditions. From his perspective, this culture also supplied an “archaic”
model of cultural identity that was no longer fit to represent the changes in the
Bulgarian mentality. In this article, he made it clear that the study, collection and
documentation of ethnographic and folklore materials was vital. According to
him, the study of Bulgarian vernacular culture offered insights into the “collective
soul” and historical fate that were essential to piloting the nation in its further
development. Thus, the crux of Shishmanov’s argument was that only a profound
knowledge of the Bulgarian ethnic Weltanschauung, encoded in the living albeit
slowly disappearing traditional peasant culture, would guarantee Bulgaria’s
successful launch into modernity (1966, 25-31). In this light, the study of
Bulgarian folklore and ethnography assisted the establishment of “a single
continuous conceptual space” circumscribing the “undivided, primordial” totality
of the Bulgarian nation (cf. James 1996, 183). It sustained all political claims for
cultural homogeneity and served to justify the expansionist ambitions of the
Bulgarian political elites.

Ernest Gellner is the renowned contemporary theorist who insisted that the
development of a homogenized high culture is the most notable feature of the
nation as a modern social formation (1983, 1997). However, if we agree with Paul
James, this concept of cultural integration (i.e., cultural homogeneity) offers a too
simplistic, one-dimensional representation of reality. James criticizes Gellner’s

interpretation by stressing that the notion of homogenized high culture contains
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inherent contradictions. On the one hand, as he points out, Gellner’s theory fails
to supply plausible explanation for the need for homogeneity, that is, why the
single continuous cultural space of the high national culture emerges in the first
place, and what factors assist its formation. Besides, the theorist disagrees that the
process of constituting the continuous cultural space is usually one that aims at
the creation of a closed and bounded society. As he underscores, the
homogenization of culture often presupposes its opening to experimentation and
exploration insofar as the development of a high national culture implies freedom
of the intellectually trained to challenge and constantly undermine the supremacy
of any ‘common’ version of cultural expression. As a result, the tensions between
the various “risings of the cultural” (the high and the low, the traditional and the
modern, the cosmopolitan and the local) come to play a significant role in the
demarcation and maintenance of national boundaries (James 1996, 140-144).

In his cogent discourse, the post-modernist scholar suggests that a more
plausible picture emerges if the ‘rise of the cultural’ is explored through analysis
of the parallel tensions, generated by the changes in the mode of integration.
Resulting from the “rapid development of the means and relations of disembodied
extension, including the newspaper and [the] telegraph” (James 1996, 180), as he
points out,

These changes in the mode of integration also became part of the
transfiguration of the hometown society and the uneven consolidation of the
nation-state — hence the overlap or coincidence of apparently antithetical
subjectivities, from romantic longings for the blood and soil attachment of the
village, and commonsense assumptions about the primordiality of the nation,
to cosmopolitan desires for a “brotherhood of mankind.” Moreover, despite
the way in which a dominant level of integration was reconstituting prior
forms, it was an uneven process occurring more as the intersection-in-
dominance of different forms of integration than the supplanting or complete
dissolution of the old. Resistance to the modernizing tidal wave of capitalism
and nation-state was common in the late nineteenth century, even if
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paradoxically the act of resistance itself also contributed to the reconstruction
of older ways of life (181; author’s italics).

At this point, I will discuss the methodological implications of James’
critique. They are significant for he offers a flexible and more ‘rounded’
theoretical approach to the phenomenon of Bulgarian intellectual resistance to the
particular forms in which modernization took place in this historical locality. It
serves well as a guiding framework for explicating the Bulgarian modernist
cultural revolt because it allows for conceptualizing the attempts of Bulgarian
modernists as a controversial practice. As I will show later, it entailed tensions,
inconsistencies, and differences (but also interpenetration) between “the
cosmopolitan, the national, and the ‘residual’ pockets of parochialism,” the high
and the low culture, and the realms of the private and the public sphere (cf. James
1996, 184). More importantly, James’ conceptual paradigm recognizes that the
congruence of the political and the cultural presuppose some continuity of social
structures and although the nation is a modern social formation, “it is [also]
materially grounded in historically long-run social forms.” It continually “recalls
‘concrete’ images of blood and soil” in order to affirm itself as a “community that
extends beyond the boundaries of kinship relations or attachments to a perceptible
place” (cf. James 1996, 183).

From what has been said, it is apparent that acknowledging such
“ontological contradictions” (cf. James 1996, 183) — intrinsic to the definition of
nation — is a tangible theoretical position that accounts for the complexity of the
nation as a modern social form. James’ theorizations then offer a way to surmount
the difficulties posed by the experience of the Bulgarian nation as ‘dismembered,’

i.e., a nation whose cultural and political boundaries did not coincide. In short, his
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analytical scheme helps us create alternative interpretative models to investigate
cases that mainstream theories of nationalism have only inadequately handled.
Now, I will conclude this section with a brief summary of the main points made
so far.

Fin-de-siecle Bulgaria was an aspiring national state whose -elites
undertook the task of state-building with little political experience and without
extensive preparation. The liberation from the Ottoman Empire set the clock at
point zero, hence marking the beginning of modern Bulgarian history. Although
the officially endorsed national myth sustained the legitimacy of the political
community as a historical subject with a durable presence in international
relations, trumpeting that the third Bulgarian state was the restoration,
continuation and further development of Bulgarian statehood. In fact, the
Bulgarian nation became a historical subject inscribed in space and time only with
the institution of the modern state. The officially promoted version of Bulgarian
identity clearly spelled out features that reified the collective solidarity and
‘national character’ that was rooted firmly in the network of traditional social
relations.

Besides, the Bulgarian nation was a politically constituted nation because
it became a sovereign political unit as a result of a war. As Schnapper recognizes,
the order of the state and the order of the nation are different things (1998).
Although the Bulgarian state was an expression of the will of the Bulgarian ethnie
to be recognized as a modern polity, the political bond that united the citizens was
yet to be established. This is why the most pressing task of state building was the
creation of the “political domain™ as a “site of transcendence of all particularisms

by means of citizenship” (cf. Schnapper 1998, 12). This granted, what also needed

216

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



to be done in order to constitute the community of citizens was the formulation of
a governing principle that would integrate the populations included in the political
unit, as well as those that were perceived as Bulgarians, but dwelled outside the
territorial boundaries of the state. In other words, the invention of the cultural
principle that would pre-condition the inclusion of these populations in the
Bulgarian state and would provide the basis for the political consolidation was a
necessity that justified “the internal and external actions of the state” (cf.
Schnapper 1998, 16). Both the political and the cultural unification of the
Bulgarians therefore presented key objectives of the state nationalizing agenda.

As many theorists have claimed, the nation as an ideal type of political
union is characterized by the coincidence of cultural unit and territorial political
organization. As this apparently was not the case with the Bulgarians, the
mobilization of the notion of cultural homogeneity was a strategy used by the
Bulgarian nationalists in order to gain international recognition for the need to
redraw the borders of their country so that the allegedly homogenized cultural
entity would reside in its own territory, i.e., the Bulgarian nation-state. As history
attests, they were prepared, if necessary, to arouse this homogeneity by aggressive
political acts. Since the accoutrements of Bulgarian nationhood were already
discovered in the existing vernacular culture, the elites felt that they needed to
“[work] to increase the vitality of the nation by reinforcing the cultural
homogeneity of populations” for the adopted national-political ideal was “the
coincidence between the political unit and the cultural community” (cf. Schnapper
1998, 28).

The Bulgarian post-liberation intelligentsia embarked on this mission with

the enthusiasm of a pioneer generation, who had the self-confidence that its

217

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



visions and actions created the modern political, economic, social, and cultural
dimensions of “the new Bulgaria” (Dr. Kriistev 1978, 12). However, the outcomes
of intellectuals’ participation in the state-building project are complex and often
puzzling, leaving one with the impression that the modernization of Bulgarian
society failed somewhat. “The reality of the restricted liberal modernity” (cf.
Wagner 1994, 93) that the newly formed nation-state embodied, produced
relentless societal anxiety and a lasting sense of crisis. Nonetheless, the fact
remains: the Bulgarian Kingdom, regardless of the inconsistencies of its
modernization, internal instability, and international isolation, effectively
performed its function as a container and safeguard of modernity because it
successfully imposed limitations on the experience of social order and
nationhood. It introduced new sets of formal rules and power relations through
“enabling and constraint” (cf. Wagner 1994, 94), thus setting the boundaries that

established the collective agency, i.e., the Bulgarian nation.

4.2. ‘Folk Roots’ or the Politics of Traditional Bulgarian Identity

Interest in the Bulgarian traditional peasant culture arose in the 19™ century under
the influence of foreign, predominantly Serbian, Russian, Czech, and Ukrainian
scholars and political activists.' Particularly influential was the work of Yurii
Venelin, who inspired Vasil Aprilov — a famous Bulgarian merchant and
respected benefactor of the Bulgarian national-cultural revival in the first half of
the 19" century — to start gathering traditional Bulgarian artifacts in order to draw
the attention of the Great Powers and Russia to the Bulgarian cause. It is
interesting to cite from Venelin’s letter sent to Aprilov on September 17, 1837.

Here the prominent Russian folklorist wrote:

12 The works of the Serb Vuk KaradZig, the Russians Peter Bezsonov and Viktor
Grigorovich, the Czech P. J. Safarik, and the Ukrainians Yurii Venelin and Mykhailo
Drahomanov played a key role in the development of Bulgarian folkloristics. A pivotal
moment in the familiarization of Western audiences with Bulgarian oral poetry was the
publication by Auguste Dozon of a collection of Bulgarian folk songs, entitled Chansons
populaires bulgares inedites, which appeared in Paris, in 1875.
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Dear Sir,

You are complaining that the Russians have forgotten the Bulgarians. Please,
allow me to explain. The educated European nations have not forgotten the
Greeks and the Serbs because they, while doing business in Europe, began
speaking, writing, and loudly propagating ethnographic evidence about their
people. For example, the Serbs have already published four volumes of their
folk songs. [...] These songs were translated in French, German, and English.
Despite the poor translations, the educated European nations are still able to
identify and appreciate the Homeric nature of these works. [...]

It is true that the Serbs are ignorant people, yet in the eyes of Europe they
have acquired the status of an antique culture. Now, regardless of the
misfortunes that happen to them, the Europeans who have read Homer’s
poems do not ignore them because the Serbian folk songs speak on their
behalf [...]."

This letter clearly reveals the purpose served by Bulgarian folklore and
ethnography in the pre-liberation period. It demonstrates that such activities
played a complementary, albeit very important role in the process of national
awakening and nation-formation by ascribing the fundamental vectors of cultural
distinctiveness.

Amilcar Cabral has explained the significance of cultural claims in the
process of national liberation. He espouses that culture is “the vigorous
manifestation of the ideological or idealist plane of the physical and historical
reality” of the colonized society, and in this respect, any attempts to “deny the

culture of the people in question” provoke a reaction that negates the oppressor

" Bue ce omakeate, yBaaeMH TOCIIOJHHE, Ue GhArapure ca 3aGpaBeHH OT
pycute. Ilosponere na Bu ob6schs ToBa. I'bpuure M chpbute He ca 3abpaBeHH OT
NPOCBETCHUTE €BPOMNEHCKH HapOIH, 3aI[0TO Te CaMHTE, ThPryBaliku W CIIy)KeHKH H3
EBpona, nuimexa, roBopexa M Kpemlixa ¢ eTHorpadcku cBeaeHHs 3a cebe cu. Taka
HalpuMep, ChpOHTE BeUe U3AI0Xa YeTHPU TOMA CBOM HAPOIHHM MecHH. [...]. Tus necHu
ca mpeBe/ieHH Ha ()PEHCKU, HEMCKU U aHTJIMHCKU; MaKap THs IpeBOAM [a ca ciabu, Bce
naKk oOpa3oBaHHTE HApOAM HE MOrar Ja ce HaloOyBaT Ha OMHDOBCKHS XapaKkTep Ha
necaute MM [...]. IIpu Bce ue cbpbure ca chBceM HeoOpa3oBaH HApOM, NMPEBOAMTE Ha
HApOJHUTE UM TeCHH Hakapaxa Lsula Espona ma ru cmsTa Bede 3a MOJTy-KJIACHYECKH
HapoZ. M xakBOTO M HeIacTue Jia ce CIIyud Ha ChHpOHTE, eBPOIEHIMTE, KOUTO Beve ca
yenu Mnagara u Onucesta, He e ru 3a0paBiT, 3a10TO T€ MO3HABAT HAPOIAHHUTE TIECHH
Ha TAXHaTa ApeBHOCT. Excerpts of this letter were translated in Bulgarian and published
by Todor Shishkov in 1858-1860 (cf. Dinekov 1990).
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culture (Cabral 1994, 63). This specific role of Bulgarian folklore gathering
should be underscored for it presents another difference from the Ukrainian case.
As a patriotic activity, the collection and study of traditional artifacts, customs,
and rituals was clearly executed with the intention to advertise the Bulgarian
liberation movement in front of the Great Powers and win their assistance in the
accomplishment of Bulgarian people’s political freedom. It gave opportunity to
the leaders of the liberation movement to learn about their people and to create an
inventory of cultural claims that supported the struggle for political liberation (cf.
Cabral 1994, 63). In addition, as Cabral maintains, the purpose of any cultural
analysis is to give “a measure of the strengths and weaknesses of the people when
confronted with the demands of the struggle [for national liberation]” (1994, 63).
The recorded folklore materials and ethnographic descriptions presented a form of
cultural analysis because they demonstrated the Bulgarian progressive
intelligentsia’s self-reflective and self-critical discovery of their culture. This
process entailed a selection and revision of available categories that were assessed
on the basis of their usefulness for the fabrication of the people’s reputable
national ‘image.’ In this sense, the Bulgarian liberation movement was “not only a
product of culture but also a determinant of culture.” A clear formulation of the
objectives of cultural resistance thus became a compulsory and integral part of the
Bulgarian liberation struggle (cf. Cabral 1994, 64).

Regardless of the fact that the collecting of folklore could be considered
one of the most explicit manifestations of the growing Bulgarian national
consciousness, the study and popularization of folklore materials as an organized
collective endeavor in the course of the Bulgarian revival did not produce a

widely spread intellectual movement.'* It was mostly an expression of personal

" The earliest extant records of Bulgarian folksongs date back to the 16" century
when two texts were found in a handwritten Bulgarian dictionary produced in Kostursko
(presently in Macedonia). The collector used the Greek alphabet to record the songs. This
isolated case reflects a subjective interest and certainly not a planned and organized
activity. It was not until the 19™ century that the gathering of Bulgarian folklore actually
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interests and was performed by amateurs, who populated the large Bulgarian
émigré colonies of Istanbul, Bolgrad, Odesa, Bucharest, and Vienna.!> The
primary case in point is Liuben Karavelov, who published part of his
ethnographic records as Pamiatniki narodnogo byta bolgar (Documents of the
National Way of Life of the Bulgarians, 1861). His collection was written in
Russian and published in Moscow. This fact clearly betrays the Bulgarian
intelligentsia’s ambition to win the support of the Russian imperial government in
promoting the Bulgarian national cause. Karavelov’s intellectual efforts show that
Bulgarian folklore and ethnographic materials supplied evidence for the richness
and longevity of Bulgarian culture, suggesting also that the people who have
created it formed a distinct ethnic group whose natural rights ought to be
recognized by the international community.

During this first stage of the development of Bulgarian folkloristics,
romantic ideas were a dominant conceptual model. The ideas of German romantic
philosophy and nationalism reached the Bulgarian educated society directly or
through the influence of the Austrian Slavs and the Russians (Pundeff 1994, 18).
Under these influences, the oral tradition together with the vernacular language,
the Orthodox Christian religion, and the history of the Bulgarian state were
identified as the bedrocks of Bulgarianness. The ‘facts’ they provided were used
to sustain political claims for practicing Bulgarian self-determination. The search
for the ‘inner,” primordial sources of Bulgarian ethnic distinctiveness at that time
was unproblematic inasmuch as “[...] the striking differences of language,

religion, and alphabet, and the pride in their own civilization and heritage set the

began. The collections that marked the turning point were published by foreigners: Vuk
KaradZi¢’s Narodna Srpska Pesarnitsa was published in 1815, while Yurii Venelin’s
book, entitled Drevnie i nyneshnie bolgary (1829) was written in Russian (Dinekov 1990,
80-81).

' A detailed list of the major first publications of Bulgarian folklore, collected
and published by ethnic Bulgarians could be found in Shishmanov 1966, 7-11, notes 1
and 2.
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conquerors and the conquered, the ghaazi and the raya, sharply apart and
reinforced the cohesion of each of the antagonistic nationalities” (Pundeff 1994,
11).

In the light of the present discussion, Jason Goodwin’s analysis is also
worthy of mention. The post-modernist historian suggests that “[t}he most
impressive feature of Ottoman rule was its opposition to the thin inadequacies of
national identification.” In his view,

The Ottoman system made no national distinctions; and truly there were few
to be made with clarity. Language was a very uncertain indication of
nationality [...] Nationalism was a pretense, like the construct of the empire
which it came to overthrow. As soon as nationhood became the coy, the
principles on which each nation based its identity could be cobbled together
ad hoc from a smorgasbord of history, religion, middle-class notions of
propriety, brigand notions of honour, foreign intervention, Ottoman initiation,
military advocacy, energetic tyrants, slothful pashas, ambitious professors of
philology, greed, despair and ridiculous youthful heroism (1999, 294-295).

Although I, in principle, welcome this interpretation, it seems to me that
the problem of the Bulgarian, Greek, Serbian and other Balkan nationalism(s) is
not as simple as the American scholar wishes it to be. I tend to espouse the
position of the anthropologist Marcus Banks who advises that “the interplay of
self-identification and external classification is important in the process of
endorsing a national identity” (1996, 132). Moreover, as Banks further
acknowledges, this interplay and effort to confer a respectable national image
takes place in a taxonomic space that is not neutral. This space renders available,
if not acceptable identity categories. In the majority of instances, these seem to be
dually constructed through negotiation and interaction between the self-
identification (on a personal as well as on a group level) and the ‘imprint’ of

categories (labels) from outside, or as Banks has put it, between “achievement and
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ascription” (1996, 132).

In this respect, crucial for the articulation of the Bulgarian ethnic identity
and mobilization of the masses was the mapping of Bulgarian distinctiveness onto
a set of rigidly maintained ethnic boundaries between the Bulgarians, the Greeks,
and the Serbs. As a result, all claims of cultural distinctiveness were formulated in
contrast to the claims of the Greeks and the Serbs. The rhetorical style used to
extol Bulgarianness at that time markedly reflects the antagonistic nature of those
comparisons. The three ethnic groups contended in winning the support of the
Great Powers for their particular national cause and this rivalry distinctly affected
the construction of identity defining descriptors.

Pettir Dinekov, the prominent Bulgarian folklorist, also has pointed out
that the collection and publication of folk songs and other ethnographic
documentation in the pre-liberation period was above all an instantaneous reaction
against the threat to the integrity of Bulgarian ethnic identity, posed by the
colonizing cultural and political aspirations of the neighboring ethnic groups
(Greeks and Serbs above all; Dinekov 1990, 87). Also, as previously mentioned,
the folkloristic activities of the Bulgarian intellectuals harmonized with their
ambition to construct a Bulgarian national image for the Western powers and
Russia, in pursuit of international political support for the growing Bulgarian
independence movement. For these reasons, the politics of Bulgarian self-
identification involved significant exertion of efforts in demonstrating that the
Bulgarian people were unfortunate, oppressed and ‘forsaken’ by the civilized
world. In this conceptual framework, the folklore materials were used to certify
that Bulgarians were a people possessing a rich and unique as well as a very

ancient culture. Thus, a dominant bearing in the political use of the Bulgarian
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folklore during the period of Bulgarian national revival became the struggle to
discredit a widely accepted belief by foreign scholars and collectors that
traditional Bulgarian songs were poor, unskilled and expressionless adaptations of
Serbian folk epics (Dinekov 1990, 85-86). In short, the ‘essentialization’ of the
vernacular culture, its ‘invention’ as a common tradition that defined the group’s
“cultural personality” (cf. Cabral 1994, 56) was a reaction to the negative
evaluation and the ascribed international ‘labels’ that portrayed Bulgarian culture
as unoriginal and underdeveloped.

Clearly then, the collecting and publishing of ethnographic data were
important, though not the most notable aspects of the Bulgarian intellectuals’
patriotic activities. From the second half of the 19™ century onward they engaged
in explicit revolutionary acts against the Ottoman Empire and Greek and Serbian
assimilation politics. Thus, the western and central Bulgarian territories saw the
most enthusiastic involvement of intellectuals in the gathering of traditional
Bulgarian heritage.'®

During the period of national revival, Bulgarian folklore turned into a
valuable cultural asset because it supplied the ‘content’ of the secular and most
recent expression of Bulgarian ethnicity. The sense of identity endorsed during
this period was predicated on the cultural differences between the Turkish
colonizers and the colonized Bulgarian speaking population. In a typically
romantic fashion, the patriots placed the demographically prevalent peasant
‘class’ at the core of the nation, identifying the ‘people’ as a tightly bound,

cohesive patriarchal collectivity whose independent institutional existence was

' This is not surprising considering, that the Western parts were the territories
fiercely disputed by the neighboring countries. For this reason, two Bulgarian folklorists,
who were born in that area, have been celebrated as passionate Bulgarian patriots.
Dimitlir (1810-1862) and Konstantin (1830-1862) Miladinovi were born in Struga
(present-day Macedonia). As legend has it, the Miladinov brothers died in prison,
allegedly poisoned by Greek Phanariots because of their agitation for the recognition of a
distinctive Bulgarian culture. Their work suggests that in the 1860s the Slavic population
in these lands had a Bulgarian national consciousness (Detrez 1997, 217-8). In regards to
the central parts, these constituted the core of the modern Bulgarian nation-state.
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abruptly ceased by the Ottoman oppressors. Thus, local vernacular customs and
traditions were acclaimed because they legitimated a sense of history that
sustained the memory of, and pride in, the achievements of the medieval
Bulgarian state. In addition, the traditional lore was still alive at the time and as a
result, folklore was strongly associated with the other two key ethnic descriptors
of the Bulgarian nation, namely the vernacular language and history. Included
within the idea of a sovereign Bulgarian state, these three principles encoded the
quintessence of Bulgarianness, which was also defined in comparison to the
neighboring Balkan cultures of the Greeks and the Serbs. In this respect, the
claims for Bulgarian cultural superiority played major role in the national self-
definition, asserting the originality and richness of the Bulgarian vernacular
language, culture, and history. Those claims supplied the ‘cultural’ content of the
emerging Bulgarian nationality and contained its distinctiveness.

In its function as the principle marker of cultural uniqueness and container
of Bulgarian autochthonous identity, the living oral tradition also played an
important role as a resource for the development of modern Bulgarian literature.
The evolution of Bulgarian literature as a social institution was an essentially
modern phenomenon, because the social imagination of that period vigorously
associated Bulgarian belles-lettres with the idea of nationality and modernity. For
Bulgarian intellectuals, the emergence of a written tradition in the vernacular
symbolized the success of the Bulgarian people in upholding their ethnicity under
conditions of a detrimental colonial rule. They compared the new literature to
Greek and Serbian cultural production, asserting both its uniqueness and
significance for the awakening of the Bulgarian national consciousness. The

maturation of modern Bulgarian literature as an ethnic written literary tradition
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confirmed that the Bulgarians were a community of sophisticated and literate
people, whose historical progress had been tremendously slowed down by the
‘primitive culture’ of the invaders. Respectively, both the invented tradition
(folklore) and the thriving vernacular culture aided modern Bulgarian literature as
resources that bespoke the uniqueness of the Bulgarians, especially in contrast
with the conquerors and the neighboring ethnic groups. For this reason, the
literary production of that period was endorsed as a building block and expression
of national identity. Its significance was measured by its social function of
representing the collective experience, and the single evaluative criterion for its
merit was its ability to reinforce the national ideal: an independent Bulgarian state
(Shishmanov 1966, 59; Manning and Smal-Stockyi 1960, 52-72).

With respect to the relationship of folk poetry and prose to the belles-
lettres of the Renascence period, Bulgarian scholarship unanimously has
recognized the strong and enduring influence of Bulgarian folklore on the
emerging written tradition (Dinekov and Lekov 1977). Conventionally, Bulgarian
literary scholars view the oral tradition as the foundation of modern Bulgarian
literature. The use of folklore in the revolutionary lyrics of Khristo Botev, perhaps
the most eminent among the Bulgarian romantic poets, is well studied. The works
of less significant romantic and sentimentalist authors who wrote in the 19"
century also provide profuse examples. Here I would mention the names of
Liuben Karavelov, Georgi Sava Rakovski, Ilia Bliskov, Naiden Gerov, Raiko
Zhinzifov, and Petko Slaveikov (the father of Pencho Slaveikov, one of the first
Bulgarian modernists). Folklore stylizations and adaptations proliferate in the
writings of Ivan Vazov, the acclaimed patriarch of modern Bulgarian literature,

who often retreated to the world of traditional legends and songs in order to find
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the most suitable representations of the national social ideal and express the most
popular official vision of Bulgaria’s democratic future.

The claim that folk tradition played the role of a modeling aesthetic
system (Dinekov and Lekov 1977, 25-26) is commonplace in Bulgarian literary
scholarship. According to the standard interpretative position, Bulgarian folk
songs and tales provided not simply the motifs, images and themes of modern
Bulgarian poetry and fiction, but most of all affected the very manner of their
aesthetic representation. In contrast to medieval Bulgarian literature, folklore texts
offered a secular, realistic, and sensual metaphoric description of life events and
human emotions that set the foundations upon which modern literary tastes and
aesthetic perceptivity further flourished (Dinekov and Lekov 1977, 25-26).

This approach, however, is slightly biased. The relationship between
folklore and literature in Bulgarian cultural history is not without problems. If one
takes into account, for instance, Botev’s own pronouncements and evaluations of
Bulgarian folk poetry, the picture is not as clear-cut as it may seem. According to
the contemporary Bulgarian folklorist, Albena Khranova, Botev rarely engaged in
romantic exaltation of the Bulgarian peasantry (1998). On the contrary, his
articles published in Duma na Biilgarskite emigranti (Word of the Bulgarian
Emigrants, 1871) and Zname (The Banner, 1874), often carry a negative
assessment of Bulgarian folklore as a definitive descriptor of cultural
identification (Khranova 1998, 87-88). Khranova’s explanation, and I
wholeheartedly agree with her, is that such a conflictual attitude and the tensions
resulting from Botev’s ambivalence arise because of his attempt to overcome the
modeling paradigm of traditional aesthetics (i.e., realism) and express not the

anonymous, all-inclusive, collective voice but his personal ideology and values
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(1998, 88). His lyrical discourses appropriated folkloric items through re-
contextualization that intentionally situated the collective ‘voice’ within a matrix
of idiosyncratic experiences. However, Bulgarian criticism has insufficiently
addressed the implications of the folklore-literature adversity. By monopolizing
the interpretation of lyrics by Botev and other pre-liberation poets as a form of
‘folkloric stylization,” mainstream criticism has used it to enhance a patriotic
political agenda. During the epoch of Bulgarian national revival and thereafter,
particularly during socialist rule, the tensions resulting from the denial of folklore
as the modeling paradigm were perceived by definition as a deficiency with dire
cultural consequences (denationalization). Works that failed to establish inter-
textual or meta-textual relationships with Bulgarian folklore were assessed as
insufficiently artistic and incomplete (Khranova 1998, 97-98).

In this respect, the association of folklore and literature as conventionally
postulated by the Bulgarian critical imagination was a form of ideological
manipulation through which the continuity of Bulgarian culture was established.
It was an analytical construct enabling the unproblematic construction of cultural-
historical continuity by gluing together multiple layers of cultural history. In my
view, the ultimate purpose of this manipulation is clear: while setting up the
boundaries of the national semiosphere, it also defined it as a diversified and rich
intellectual space, a system of codes that gave rise to various, individual
‘languages,’ all originating from the same source. In addition, this conceptual
paradigm affirmed the centrality of literariness as a more sophisticated and
refined yet ideologically dominant mode of artistic communication. In this sense,
Khranova is correct in noting that modern Bulgarian literature since its inception

took over and appropriated the non-literary modes of expression, subjecting them
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to ideological distortion that tried to bridge the gaps in what was perceived to be
the discontinuous historical development of the Bulgarian written tradition and
high culture (1998, 93).

In the post-liberation period, Vazov’s critical discourses most clearly
exemplify this position for he insistently argued in favor of a realistic Bulgarian
national literature, deeply rooted in the oral traditions. In fact, he contended that
literary production that was not grounded in the vernacular culture had little to say
to the Bulgarian audience and perpetually urged for the preservation of traditional
aesthetics as a defining national category (Vazov 1957, 645-646). In his view,
modern Bulgarian literature ought to espouse the collective values of the ethnic
group. “Only then,” wrote the patriarch, “it will be capable of expressing the
nation’s indigenous character” (1957, 46). Consequently, he advocated that
realism based on the “folkloric principles” of artistic representation should be
accepted as the method of modern Bulgarian literature (Vazov 1957, 632-633).
On such premises, he maintained that the most significant social function of
written Bulgarian literature was to express “the feelings, the genius and the
originality of the people” (Vazov 1957, 46). As the writer believed, only then
would Bulgarian belles-lettres secure the perpetuation of the ethnic quintessence
(Vazov 1957, 390).

It is clear that Vazov championed a collectivistic interpretation of
Bulgarian nationality and his understanding permeated the conceptualization of
Bulgarian national literature as an expression of the collective experience, filtered
through the traditional Bulgarian Weltanschauung. Thus, he saw the emerging
written literary tradition as a prime identity-securing mechanism and the leading

institution of signification in modern times (Vazov 1957, 46).
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Vazov’s enunciations are important because they indicate a traditional
intellectual approach to the definition of the Bulgarian nation (cf. also
Shishmanov 1966, 310-312). Conventionally, the Bulgarian patriotic intelligentsia
has sought the essence of group identity in the institutional existence of the ethnie
as an autonomous political, religious, and cultural collective agency. The first to
describe the ‘national character’ and to articulate the ideal of Bulgarian identity
was Paisii Khilendarski. His brief history of Bulgarian statehood
(Slavianobiilgarska istoriia, 1762) proposed that the source of Bulgarian identity
rested within the ethnic group as a whole, therefore endorsing a sense of group
belonging that became a form of mandatory public behavior. To Father Paisii, the
national identity was something that had been lost and that needed to be revived
and regained by the community as a whole. His discourse celebrated
Bulgarianness as a permanent collective condition, embodied in the ethnic
group’s past and vernacular culture and he ardently invited his compatriots to
recognize the supremacy of the bonds that tied them to the national community:
“Oh thou foolish and degenerate man, why art thou ashamed to call thyself a
Bulgarian? Have not the Bulgarians had a Kingdom and Empire of their own?
Why shouldest, thou, O imprudent man, be ashamed of thy nation and shouldest
labor in a foreign tongue?” (qt. in Manning and Smal-Stockyi 1960, 51).!" Thus,
the monk from Khilendar exalted Bulgarian nationhood as a social commitment to
the ethnic group and willingness to sacrifice one’s life in a way that no other
group or association commanded. To him, nationality was not a matter of personal
choice but an exigency that stemmed from one’s embeddedness in a given
historical and genealogical community. He failed to see it as an immediate

personal experience, therefore, insisting on the irreplaceability of the taken-for-

' The modernized version of Paisii’s history is available on-line from Biilgarska
virtualna biblioteka Slovoto (1999-2003): http://slovoto.orbitel.bg. Cf. Predislovie kiim
oniia koito zhelaiat da prochetat i chuiat napisanoto v taia istoriia.
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granted concrete collectivity as a source of dignity and status.

Father Paisii’s model of national identification built upon three main
principles, thereafter consistently reified in the nationalizing discourses of the
more conservatively oriented representatives of the Bulgarian intelligentsia. The
glorification of the past and the definition of Bulgarian identity, exclusively in
terms of retrospective association with the institutions of the medieval Bulgarian
state and church, nourished this version of national identification. The
maintenance of firm ethnic boundaries with the Greeks, the Serbs and the Turks,
also aided the articulation of the essential principles of Bulgarian nationality.
Thus, Paisii’s and subsequent formulations accentuated the ‘primordial’ quality of
the ethnie, asserting that the Bulgarians were a people with a long history of
institutional existence thus giving prominence to the political rather than the
cultural element in national self-determination. According to this conservative and
somewhat limited vision, the continuity of political tradition presented the most
powerful argument in support of Bulgarian nationhood.

Bulgarian political elites adopted this model because it emphasized the
natural and primeval character of the modern Bulgarian polity. They saw it as an
opportunity to agitate for an armed resolution of the national question,
simultaneously enhancing the internalization of a social identity that cherished the
authority of the state. As one Bulgarian critic points out, all representations of
traditional communal existence and material life, together with the vernacular
language and culture, were interpreted as reflections of the ethnie’s glorious and
dignified past, and used in the present to clearly institute the Bulgarians as a
distinctive political nation (Elenkov 1994, 11).

Indeed, Paisii’s history extolled a number of ‘typical’ Bulgarian qualities,
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which later came to be associated with the ‘autochthonous ethnic character,’

29 ¢4 22 46

namely “tolerance,” “friendliness,” “simplicity,” “veneration of authority,” and so
on. These traits were consistently attributed to the ‘People,” a notion that for the
post-liberation political elites identified the peasant population of Bulgaria, and
therefore, were affirmed as the roots of Bulgarian national identity. Additionally
elaborated by later generations of intellectuals, these served as a repository of
nationalizing ‘stereotypes’ used to excite and mobilize the masses to partake in
the nation-building process. Paisii, for example, claimed that unlike the Greeks,
who were “refined” but “perfidious,” Bulgarians were “plain” but “good-natured”
(Colombo and Roussanoff 1976, 61-62). His style of romantic adulation featured
the ‘uncultured peasantry’ as the bearer of high morality and love for freedom, yet
a people who were committed to upholding their collective well-being. Paisii’s
history demonstrated that the Bulgarian people knew and respected the power of
higher authority and, if needed, the people were ready to sacrifice their lives for
the collective interests symbolized by the King and the state.

It is no wonder that the official version of national identity relied on this
model. Apparently, it instilled qualities and values that rendered Bulgarian
citizens obedient and governable subjects, who highly esteemed the authority
vested in the ruling administration and the head of the state. In addition, Paisii’s
version of national identity vigorously declared the Bulgarian people’s superiority
in comparison with the ‘hostile’ Greeks and Serbs. Therefore, it supplied a
psychologically beneficial model for identification, which emphasized the rights
of Bulgarians to be united and thus, justified the expansionist political ambitions

of the elites.

The conservative version of national identity also found a particularly
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strong reification in the writings of the realist and populist writers whereby it
offered an image, though nostalgically charged, of the undivided and harmonious,
ideal existence of the ethnos. Here this model was supported, and became an
expression of an ideological position that obsessively opposed modernization. The
conservative ideal of nation motivated the reaction of the older generations of the
Bulgarian intelligentsia, whose representatives believed that any ‘modification’
and adjustment would be harmful to group identity. It entrenched an exclusively
collectivistic reading of the nation that, unlike the official version of
Bulgarianness, sought the source of group identity in the everyday, mundane life
of the peasant. The idealization of the past in this context motivated an absurd
rationale that called for the revival of the ‘traditional’ societal and economic
institutions. According to this view, preserving the patriarchal ideology, mental
structures, and networks of social relations opened the possibility of perpetuating
the group’s originality in the modern era.

In the view of some contemporary Bulgarian scholars, this exclusively
collectivistic reading of Bulgarian identity originated in the pre-liberation period
as a cultural reaction to colonial oppression. It was inspired by the loss of the
Bulgarian state, which left the Bulgarian people ‘in the dark,’ for centuries
isolated from the mainstream European developments. Elenkov, for example,
argues that concepts such as “traditional society,” “patriarchal society,”
“traditional culture” and “folk culture” in the early 1900s communicated the idea
of “statelessness,” and were used in the ethnographic and historical writings of the
period as synonyms, clearly connoting the nation’s insipid and shameful existence
on the margins of Europe. As he writes:

At the end of the 19" and the beginning of the 20" century, Bulgarian society
[came to pass an interesting point]: it was as if two different layers of culture
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simultaneously co-existed and people from different historical epochs all
lived together. In this consisted [the source of struggle and tensions] that
encroached upon the process of national self-definition and impelled the
searchlgor a new identity to meet modern-day expectations of the nation’s
future.

The Bulgarian scholar explains that the image of a patriarchal or
traditional culture, described in the ethnographic literature and the populist-realist
belles-lettres, implied hermetically confined and limited existence within the
ethnic group, which in itself was regarded an eternal, natural and self-contained
formation (Elenkov 1994, 17-18). This model of traditional society required each
person to be tightly associated with the community, which in its totality
sanctioned and validated individual existence by strict regulation of the norms of
public conduct. In traditional Bulgarian society, domination was enforced and
sustained through interpersonal relations that emphasized the ‘binding’ of
individual and group by imposing blood and friendship relations as primary
principles of social communication. “There was no individual truth and there was
hardly a personal life,” writes the scholar, for the events of private significance
(birth, death, personal success, and so on) were considered “an important aspect
of collective welfare,” and hence, subjected to a complex ritualistic legitimization
through the system of customary seasonal celebrations (Elenkov 1994, 7).

The populists and the realists thus defined Bulgarian national identity
along the lines of idealized bonds between the individual and the community. In
their writings, the older generations of Bulgarian intellectuals stressed above all

those ties that made a person part of traditional basic structures (i.e., the

18 Hopu B kpas na XIX u Havanoro Ha XX Bek ce IOJiyyaBa HHTepecHara
CHUTyallus, 4e MOXe Ja ObJie BUASHO B OBArapckoTo OOLIECTBO CAKAll €IHOBPEMEHHO
npebvBaBaHe Ha pa3/IMYHM €TaKU B KyJATypaTa, CAKall ChbBMECTEH XKHMBOT Ha XOpa OT
pasiu4yHM BekoBe. ToBa € M eHO OT OOACHEHUATA 32 HANIPETHATOTO JHPEHE Ha KIIrova,
paskpuBall Ky/ITypHaTa HICHTHYHOCT OTTOraBa KaTo HEOOXOAMMA Omopa 3a HOBa
HICHTHYHOCT, OTroBapsllla Ha XOpPH30HTAa HAa OYaKBaHMA mped OBIrapckoTo Obaelle
(Elenkov 1994, 6).
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patriarchal family, the village, the Orthodox diocese, etc.).” They focused on
showing the Bulgarian experience as something harmonious, primordial, and
larger than the individual who was merely an insignificant building block in the
collective formation. Such a collectivist approach fed on the nostalgia for the past
and the romanticized accessories of former cultural identification — the
ethnographic tokens of traditional peasant culture such as the village square
[megdan], the pub [kriichma), bagpipes [gaidi], moccasins [ts#rvuli], and so on
(Elenkov 1994, 18).

In agreement with Elenkov, I here espouse that the populist fiction and
paintings (the so-called artistic trend of bitopizm) were “an aesthetization of the
traditional society and an aspect of [a] general ideological model of resistance to
the changes, which the Bulgarian society endured at the turn of the century”
(1994, 19). The manifestations of this culture-specific complex were not limited
to expressions in modern Bulgarian literature and the arts, but proliferated in
various spheres of Bulgarian public life as well (Elenkov 1994, 18; Elenkov 1998,
13-31).

In this semiotic framework, the ‘rise of the social,” a category that “came
to be associated with all the qualities of the family, but applied to relations
obtaining between men in the public sphere” supported the conservative vision of
Bulgarian nationality, which attempted to “domesticate” political relations.
Regardless of the variations in its articulation, it aspired to establish the public
sphere as “a super-family [whereas] politics [turned into] a gigantic, nation-wide
administration of house-keeping” (cf. Ringmar 1998). What is ‘wrong’ with this
picture, as Ringmar contends, is that such a notion of political community was

still largely based on “blood and kinship” allegiances that could tolerate “no

' The works of Mikhalaki Georgiev, Todor Vlaikov, Tsani Ginchev, and other
populist writers are typical in this regard. In their fiction, such populist-realist writers
represented the Bulgarian experience as an almost intact, idyllic perpetuation of the self-
sufficient, ubiquitous life cycle, encompassing both individual and communal existence.
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foreign contamination, no impurities or mixes” (Ardent, qt. in Ringmar 1998).
Respectively, it could not accommodate the need for acknowledging the unique
qualities of the individual, which in its own terms was one of the major pledges to
allegiance that made the modern nation-state thrive (cf. Schnapper 1998, 26-27).
The threat, therefore, was that a modern society built upon this conceptualization
of political community failed to substantiate a politics “based on the intimacy of
citizens” that was less prejudiced, and less exclusionary than that based on “the
intimacy of the national family or the national body” (cf. Ringmar 1998).

Be that as it may, traditional culture indeed became an essential part of the
modern Bulgarian consciousness. In a sense, it provided a point of departure for
post-liberation Bulgarian intellectuals who, although acknowledging its strong
formative influence, could no longer embrace it wholeheartedly and gullibly
accept the identity it embodied. Similar to the Ukrainian case, the essentialization
of the Bulgarian vernacular culture signaled the moment in which the Bulgarian
intelligentsia became conscious of its own cultural history. From this point on,
vernacular culture (traditional society) established the ‘roots’ of national identity,
and while assiduously revised and reinterpreted, it continued to inform all
successive efforts for national self-definition and identity construction.

As Elenkov suggests, “the feeling that traditional Bulgarian society is
falling apart, and that European civilization [i.e., modernization] inescapably,
though slowly, progresses through the Bulgarian lands, constitute two poles of
anxiety in the search for national identity in the early 1900s” (Elenkov 1994, 14).
At that time, as already noted, the model of national identification outlined by
Paisii was the most popular, flowing into the officially adopted version of

Bulgarianness, upon which Bulgarian public culture emerged.
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In the light of the present discussion, it is important to mention another
aspect in the traditional model of Bulgarian self-representation. As it was
originally formulated in the nationalizing discourses of the Bulgarian
revolutionary intelligentsia, the concept of Bulgarianness embraced a significant
dose of shame and embarrassment, triggered by the perceived ‘absences’ or
deficiencies in cultural development. Thus, Bulgarian intellectuals adopted
Hegel’s model and began defining the nation in negative terms. This negative
definition of nation became a structural feature of the Bulgarian post-liberation
social imagination.

Aleksandiir K’osev has explored in detail the implications of this negative
self-perception, identifying it as an attempt at “self-colonialization” (1999).20
According to the contemporary Bulgarian critic,

[...] in the genealogical knot of Bulgarian national culture there exists the
morbid consciousness of an absence — a total, structural, non-empirical
absence. The Others — i.e., the neighbors, Europe, the civilized World, etc.
possess all that we lack; they are all that we are not. The identity of this
culture is initially marked, and even constituted by the pain, the shame ~ and
to formulate it more generally — by the frauma of this global absence. The
origin of this culture arises as a painful presence of absences and its history
could be narrated, in short, as centuries-old efforts to make up for and
eliminate the traumatic lacks (K’osev 1999; author’s italics).

His observation calls to mind Brubaker’s statement that nationalizing
discourses of aspiring states are predicated on what is perceived as anomalous and
pathological condition of expressing the nation (cf. 1996, 79). As K’osev points
out, the first implication of such rueful self-stereotyping is that the nationalist
ideal materializes as efforts to ‘revive’ rather than ‘inaugurate’ the nation and in
this respect, the intellectual articulation of the Bulgarian nation is no exception in

what Brubaker has defined as “nationalizing” nationalisms (1999). Another

® An expanded, carbon version of this text in Bulgarian is published in a
collection of scholarly articles entitled Bilgarskiat kanon? Krizata na literaturnoto ni
nasledstvo, edited by A. K osev (Sofia: “Aleksandiir Panov,” 1998) 5-49.
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ramification that K osev discusses, which in the context of Bulgarian history had
a more significant impact, was the internalization of the collectively felt
‘inferiority’ in relation to the modern world and particularly, in relation to Europe.
The ambivalent constitution of Europe as the ‘center’ and the significant Other,
similarly to the Ukrainian case, produced a series of negative introspective
stereotypes that portrayed the Bulgarians as inferior, uncouth, and uncultured
‘People.” In Bulgaria, the sublime embodiment of this internalized inferiority is
the character of Bai Gan’o, created by Aleko Konstantinov in 1895.

Originally, this character appeared as a secondary fictional figure in the
travel memoirs recounting Aleko Konstantinov’s visit to the International
Exposition in Chicago (1894). Bai Gan’o is the central character of a separate
prose work, entitled Bai Gan’o. Neveroiatni razkazi za edin siivremenen biilgarin
(Bai Gan’o. Extraordinary Tales About a Contemporary Bulgarian), which
Konstantinov published in 1895. This original assemblage of loosely connected
short stories tells of Bai Gan’o’s various adventures in Europe and his political
career in post-liberation Bulgaria. The piece presents an interesting genre form, an
explicitly critical narrative that intentionally undermined the officially promoted
version(s) of Bulgarian national identity. Since then, Bai Gan’o has been
discursively appropriated both in critical and fictional discourses, constantly re-
invented and re-affirmed as the supreme negative archetype, the ultimate source
of collective embarrassment and shame. Konstantinov’s fictional persona is used
in social interactions even today as a cultural icon that demonstrates the ‘belated’
and aberrant development of the Bulgarian nation. It is evoked in contexts where
interaction emphasizes the discomforting, confusing, and generally, humiliating

experience of the Bulgarian nationality. Simultaneously, Bai Gan’o is a culturally
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specific symbol that is often used to affirm the highly localized specificity of the
Bulgarian experience, thus evoking a deep sense of cultural intimacy (cf. Herzfed
1997). In this light, he seems to be used as a cultural symbol, mobilized mostly in
“potentially threatening contexts” whereby “the familiar social experiences” must
be projected onto unknown and challenging social environments (cf. Herzfeld
1997, 7).

In addition to creating a “common ground with the encompassing
society,” enhancing the bond and sense of belonging to the nation, the self-
abasing introspective stereotypes such as Bai Gan’o delineate a discursive “secret
space” free from the nationalizing “sometimes suffocating formal ideology of the
state” thereby allowing the experience of nationality through “often disruptive
popular practices” whose existence the state, tries to suppress (cf. Herzfeld 1997,
5). In this manner, the tension between the official cultural logic of the nation-
state and the lived historical experiences of the Bulgarian nationality enabled the
construction of another structural opposition to assist the intellectual articulation
of the nation. The ambivalent emotional experience of Bulgarianness as a
simultaneously empowering and humiliating condition, encoded in Father Paisii’s
history, “suggests the possibility of subtle recasting(s) of the official discourses”
that provoked the “rethinking of the multiple pasts” and engendered “the counter-
invention(s) of tradition” (cf. Herzfeld 1997, 12). In the Bulgarian context, two
main structural gaps determined the orientations of the modernist revolt. On the
one hand, there was “the civil discontent in the validation of the nation-state as
the central legitimizing authority” (cf. Herzfeld 1997, 2) in the life of the
individual. This discontent provoked the modernist formulation of Bulgarian

identity in opposition to the official versions of cultural identity and resulted in
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21 that supported the binary split between the ‘state’ and the ‘People.’

“disemia
On the other hand, the Modernists’ deeply ingrained ‘alienation from the people’
generated another discursive dichotomy, one signifying the split between the
‘elite’ and the ‘ordinary’ people. On these premises, the modernists pushed
forward claims for power and participation in the nation-building, “[engaging] in
the strategy of essentialism” (cf. Herzfeld 1997, 31). Although they drew on the
common tepository of ‘shared’ positive and negative symbols and self-
designations, their nationalizing quests suggest different interpretation and are
beset by different interests, anxieties, and expectations.

In this sense, the Bulgarian case conforms to the inherently controversial
and contradictory formulation of nationality that characterizes the process of
modernization and nationalization of ‘peripheral’ societies. The following
chapter will look more closely at the identity politics of the Bulgarian modernists,

exploring the modernizing initiatives related to it that pursued a radical

transformation of the established social order.

*! Herzfeld’s broad definition of disemia identifies it as “the formal or coded
tension between official self-presentation and what goes on in the privacy of collective
introspection” (1997, 14).
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5. THE MODERNIST CULTURAL REVOLT:
CONSTRUCTING NATIONAL HIGH CULTURE

5.1. The Social Imagination in Transition:

The Old and the New Bulgarian Intelligentsia

Transforming the social imagination and the manner in which Bulgarianness
would be typically conceptualized proved a painful and very laborious process.
Time and again, the Bulgarian progressive intelligentsia experienced the changes
as a period of deep spiritual and moral crisis, struggling to accept its own
historical fate, each time going back to its roots, eager to surmount the pressures
of its past and present. For example, in his article “Bilgarskata inteligentsia”
(Bulgarian Intelligentsia), Dr. Kristev clearly expressed the anxiety resulting
from what he viewed as a scarcity of patriotic zeal and national enthusiasm during
the period of building the new Bulgaria. He characterized his contemporary
society and fellow citizens in the following manner:

[...] Our patriotic idealism vanished. Crude materialism and egotistic
concerns with securing a ‘respected position’ set in instead. In the life of our
nation apathy reigned for the times were charged with a sense of crisis (kriza)
similar to that experienced by a man whose dreams had come true or had
already lost any appeal to him [...]. On the other hand, even though the new
generation [of intellectuals] was incapable of creating new ideals, it
succeeded in preserving respect for their elders. In spite of all partisan wars,
governmental mistakes and wanderings in the dark, failures and
malfunctions, this generation did not betray patriotic ideals but daringly and
firmly defended national interests (narodni interesi) whenever it thought the
fatherland (otechestvo) was in danger.

! [...] TarpuoTHueckHAT €HTycHa3bM OTJICTS H Ce 3aMEHH C TPE3BOTO M
“pa3syMHOTO” BapleHe Ha JOOpPOTO HMe, HA CIIeYEIEHUsA HOYHT, Ha rpyOus uHTEpec. B
JKMIBOTA Ha HapOJa HACTHIIBALlIC €110Xa, MHOTO CXOHA ¢ OHasA €rnoxa, ¢ oHas KpH3a, KOATO
[PEXUBABA BCEKM HHAMBHAYYM, KOrato OJSHOBETe My CTaHAT AEMCTBHUTEIHOCT HIM
M3TYOAT HAKOTalHOTO cu ovyapoBan#e. [...] Ho u ako na He Geile criocobHa aa ch3aane
HOBH HJ€ajld, HOBaTa MHTEJIUIeHLUA ChYMsS OBIrCO BpeMe Ja 3ama3d B CBOATA IaMeT
CBETOCTTA HAa CTApUTE BCEHAPOAHH MICATH W BBIPEKH BCHUKHTE MAPTU3AHCKH KHIIEXKH,
BBIIPEKH BCUYKUTE JBPXKABHH JIyTAHUS W Hepa3OMpINUHH, TS HE CaMO He H3BBPLIH
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Psychologically speaking, this frustration was experienced as a
discrepancy between the imagined harmonious and complete national existence
and the reality of the ‘dismembered,” incomplete nation. As Dr. Kriistev
acknowledged, the major source of distress for the Bulgarian national
intelligentsia was the shortage of patriotic ideals that could sustain the struggle for
unification indefinitely (1898, 92). He claimed that the older generations of
Bulgarian intelligentsia tempered their patriotic passion, giving in to more
materialistic concerns and goals (Dr. Kriistev 1898, 93). “[In the post-liberation
period],” he lamented, “the cruelty of the state authorities” (brutalnostta na
sredstvata, s koito si sluzheshe diirzhavata) drove away from political
participation all true patriots, namely people who refused to compromise the
purity and integrity of the national ideal. “To commence a movement of the same
proportion and colossal enthusiasm” (da se dostigne podobno viizbuzhdane,
podoben entusiaziim) as the pre-liberation revolutionary movement, in his view,
was impossible (Dr. Kriistev 1898, 93).

In this context, as the contemporary Bulgarian scholar Aleksandiir
lIordanov (1993) points out, the ideas of West European Modernism, especially
the Symbolist musings on beauty, truth and harmony, fascinated the Bulgarian
creative intelligentsia because they strongly resonated with a common appeal for
the resurrection and reconstitution of Bulgarianness, which the majority of the
intelligentsia at the time felt was urgently needed. Informative, in this respect are
Teodor Traianov’s reminiscences regarding the launching of the first symbolist
journal in Bulgaria, Hiperion (1922-1931). The prominent Bulgarian poet, one of
the earliest and most devoted followers of West European modernism, admitted in
an interview with Atanas Dushkov that the reason for introducing the journal and

forming the literary society of Bulgarian symbolists, was the depression and the

HUKaKBa M3MsAHAa COPAMO HApOJHUTE HHTEPECH, HO M ChbyMs Oa Obae xpabpa u
pEIIMTENHA B MUHYTH, KOraTo MHciemie oTedecTsoTo B onactHOcT. (Dr. Kriistev 1898,
92-93; page citations refer to the reprint in Elenkov and Daskalov 1994, 91-97).
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sense of spiritual crisis overwhelming his contemporaries as a result of the
Bulgarian defeat in the First World War. According to Traianov, the devaluation
of the national ideal was the main reason motivating him and like-minded
intellectuals to face this predicament. As he confessed, “The Bulgarian intelligent
felt ashamed to call himself or herself a Bulgarian. The artistic intelligentsia, the
producers of Bulgarian national culture, forgot the true meaning of the word
‘fatherland,” for in their eyes, it seemed an unattainable chimera.” The modernist
poet remarked that the journal was conceived with the intention to bolster
Bulgarian national consciousness and to offer “positive ideas and ideals” without
explicitly promoting political solutions. To put it in Traianov’s words, the
Bulgarian modernists made every effort “to grasp Beauty and the eternal forms of
the Bulgarian spirit.” To cries for social justice, they responded with “pushing
forward the national and ethnic issues.” The symbolists endorsed universalism
instead of cosmopolitanism in order to breathe life into the Bulgarian nation and
to promote Bulgarian nationalism because “[they] believed that only faithful
nationalism is ‘the path’ leading to universalism.”

The perception of spiritual crisis and moral regression was pervasive in
the self-definition of Bulgarian modernists and marked their style of social

imagining, influencing also their visions for the nation’s economic, political, and

> WspnaBaHero Ha “XunepuoH” M OCHOBABAHETO Ha JIMTEpaTypHAaTa 3aapyra
3ano4Ha npes 1922 r., koraro JyXOBHOTO IaJIeHHE MO HATIOpA Ha OTPULIATENIHHUTE CHIIH
6e B3eno karactpodanHu pasMepu. HaluMsT WHTEMIEHT IOYTH Ce CpaMyBalle Ja Ce
Kasea Obnrapus, a 3a TOKOJICHHMETO, KOeTo Go)eM TBopelie KyJTypa, HOHATHETO
“oTeuecTBO” Oele HikakBa xuMepa (Traianov 1935, 94; page citations refer to the reprint
in Iliev 1992, 91-95).

* KpacoTaTa u Be4HHTE ¢dopmu Ha Gbarapekus Qyx 6sxa GnaropofHUTE yCHIUS
Ha Bcuukd Hac. OcBeH TOBa, Ha BHKOBETE 3a COLMANHM npolsieMu, HHe
OPOTHBOIIOCTABUXME HAIMOHAJIHMUTE W HApOJHOCTHHUTE 3aJayd. BMeCcTo KbM
KOCMOIIOJIMTH3bM, HHE C€ CTpeMsXMe KbM YHHBepcanu3bM. CaMo upe3 IBIHOTO
U3KUBABAHE Ha WHAWBHIyaJli3Ma MOXKEIIE fJa ceé CTHrHe 10 Obiarapcka oOIHOCT, 10
Obarapckus HaMOHAIM3BM. [..] 3a Hac Oelne HemokiTaTHMa MCTHHA, Y€ CaMO 4pe3
KPUCTaJIHUA HAllHOHAIM3bM MOJKE J1a ce€ CTHrHe no yHuBepcanusbM (Traianov 1935, 94
and note 341).
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cultural progress. In their discourses, the nation was persistently constituted as an
‘object’ needing urgent regeneration. The West European oriented Bulgarian
intellectuals — contrary to the official politics of nationhood — felt that the most
pressing task was to turn the political unit into a cultured and civic nation. Hence,
they insisted that their duty was to make the political and the cultural congruent
by spelling out an authoritative cultural concept of Bulgarian nationality. The
modernists rejected the ethnic model that supported the efforts for political
liberation during the renascence period. They denounced the conventionalized
national symbols of identification established in the course of the struggle for
political independence because they saw these as already outdated. Their revolt
aimed at discarding the inherited formulas of patriotic exaltation as tokens
conducive of national sentiments because they evaluated them as a vain and
insufficient source of national pride. Their bottom line, as I will try to show later,
was the proposition that the state failed to elaborate a unifying cultural agenda,
which categorically affirmed Bulgarian cultural distinctiveness, i.e., the
singularity of the nation. Thus, the Bulgarian modernists saw a lack of national
ideology and rushed to fill in the gap.

This is significantly different from Ukrainian nationalism. For the
Bulgarian intelligentsia the formulation of cultural claims became more
prominent after the constitution of the political nation, rather than before that. In
other words, the “[politicization] of the cultural concept of nationality” (cf.
Jusdanis 2001, 72) justified the creation of a national culture that offered “a site
for agency enabling a people to posit itself as a special community worthy of [the
attained] sovereignty” (cf. Jusdanis 2001, 69). Professor Liubomir Miletich, the
eminent Bulgarian linguist, in a letter to Konstantin Irechek appropriately
summarized this key intellectual incentive when stating that until the national
question was resolved, Bulgarian cultural life would be anomalous, always
suffering from stagnation and irreversible decline (gt. in Koneva 1995, 23; cf. also
Mikhailovski 1924).
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It should be noted that, similarly to the Ukrainian movement, Bulgarian
Modernism was a polyphonic phenomenon that, for the period of its development
(1890-1930), encompassed a variety of aesthetic positions and styles. Its
chronology, therefore, is no less problematic than the periodization of Ukrainian
Modernism. The reason, as some scholars have pointed out, could be the scarcity
of theoretical manifestos and treatises left by Bulgarian modernist writers.
Theoretical reflections on the poetics of Bulgarian Modernism were rare as poets
and critics showed little interest in “philosophical speculations” (Kirova, n. d.).
Ambiguity and critical indeterminacy regarding the use of western commonplace
designators such as impressionism, expressionism, symbolism, and so on,
additionally muddle the picture, leading contemporary researchers to seek new
definitions and approaches. As Liliia Kirova emphasizes, “regardless of the terms
and phraseology we employ” in order to describe the dynamics of the modernist
processes in Southeastern Europe, “we should not forget that the distinctive
reactions of the Balkan intelligentsia to the established [West European] canons,
their particular relationships with the [local] cultural traditions, require more
differentiated approaches” (n. d.).

However, some relatively stable timeframes could be set. The work of the
literary circle Misiil (Thought, 1892-1907) thus represents the first stage in the
development of Bulgarian Modernism. The authors connected with this circle
engaged primarily with the popularization of Nietzschean philosophy and the
ideals of individualism. Similar to the Ukrainian modernists, the first Bulgarian
modernists were concerned with the moral, philosophical, and aesthetic
invigoration of Bulgarian nationality. Together with the symbolists, who gained
power and prestige in the period immediately preceding the World War I, they
shared a passion for moral innovation, aspiring to define Bulgarian nationality as
a moral and spiritual principle that could sustain their efforts for discovering and

expressing the timeless and harmonious Bulgarian essence.
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On the other hand, the heated campaign against Bulgarian symbolism
marked in the 1920s the ‘arrival’ of late modernism, which developed under the
influences of German expressionism, Russian and French Dadaism and
Surrealism (Igov 1990, 261). Thus, in post-World War I Bulgaria, Geo Milev’s
journals Vezni (Scales, 1919-1922) and Plamiik (Flame, 1924-1925) launched a
different type of aesthetic, one that sought to express the political disillusionment
and patriotic anxieties of the post-war generation. To the same period belongs
also the work of the literary society Strelets (Shooter, 1926-1927), which included
intellectuals, who were deeply concerned with discovering the unique modern
Bulgarian style. Speaking strictly in literary terms, the change indicating the late
modernists’ orientation took place as many of the prominent Bulgarian symbolist
writers and critics stopped publishing in Hiperion, the literary organ of the
Bulgarian symbolists, and after 1925 withdrew altogether from the movement
(Kirova, n. d.). Thus, the crisis of Bulgarian symbolism in the aftermath of World
War I signaled a turning point in the evolution of Bulgarian Modernism,
simultaneously becoming a sign of a distinctive semantic shift that resulted in a
slightly different conceptualization of the Bulgarian nation. Having stated this
beforehand, I will also point out that both the early and the late Bulgarian
modernists experienced the need for opposing state political nationalism. As
mentioned previously, in their view, state cultural and political approaches
ineffectively sought a resolution of the thorny Bulgarian national question. This
was one of the few common ideological dispositions that held the Bulgarian
modernists together and identified their independent position within the Bulgarian
fin-de-siécle political space. In addition, it should be noted that Bulgarian
modernists, regardless of their diverse political affiliations — ranging from quasi-
fascist (Stoian Mikhailovski, Kiril Kriistev, and others) to socialist and social-
democratic views (Peio Iavorov, Geo Milev) — in principle did not associate with
the proletarian or far leftist ideologies and political parties. As Iordanov remarks,

the majority of Bulgarian modernist artists and critics preferred the moderate
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ideals of Bulgarian liberal democrats and supported, directly or indirectly, the
Democratic party (Demokraticheska partiia), which Petko Karavelov founded in
1896 (1993, 43).4

5.2. Bulgarian Modernist Intelligentsia: A Psychological Profile

Partly, the modernist aspirations and constant dissatisfaction with state political
nationalism could be attributed to the peculiar formation of the Bulgarian post-
liberation intelligentsia and its specific psychological profile (Genchev 1991). The
new generation of Bulgarian intellectuals, much in accord with their Ukrainian
‘brothers-in-arms,” were eager to establish themselves as the leading political and
cultural elite of a country that they perceived as a ‘backwater’ of Europe. In
addition, as Meininger asserts, it was a nationalist intelligentsia that was formed
under peculiar and somewhat complicated circumstances, being “present at its
own making.” According to this American scholar, “as its eventual members
passed through their childhood and their schooling [a secular scientific, economic,
and humanitarian knowledge, initially obtained in Greek, Russian, or other
foreign languages], they acquired not only the education which made them an
elite in their society, but also a sense of mission, a desire to lead their people
toward a modern and independent national life” (1987, 393). A number of
historians share similar views, noting that the Bulgarian intelligentsia was created
as a distinctive social group during the period of national revival (18" and 19"
century; Genchev 1977, 1979, 1987, Markovski n. d., Pundeff 1994).

The initial stage of the formation of the Bulgarian patriotic intelligentsia
(late 1700-1850) was the result of a complex social-economic dynamics that
propelled changes in the dominating colonial power, the Ottoman Empire. The
development of a Bulgarian ethnic consciousness and later, national identity, had

its foundation in the political and most of all, economic reforms that the colonial

* A brief, but informative overview of the development and various
transformation of the Democratic Party can be found in Detrez 1997, 108.
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administration undertook in the end of the 18" and the beginning of the 19"
century (Genchev 1979, 1987, Markovski n. d., Meininger 1987). The changes
resulted from the pressures exercised by Western Europe on the Ottoman
administration to ‘open’ its market to the flow of Western commerce and
manufacture. This, in practice was a demand for the declining Empire to come to
terms with modern technological progress, business relations and, to a certain
extent, the progressive ideas of liberal democracy. Thus, a number of legislative
acts, issued at the beginning of the 19™ century by Sultan Mahmut II document
the efforts of the Porte to “Westernize’ the domain.” Such changes created for the
Bulgarians, as well as all other Balkan people, auspicious conditions to pursue
their own political interests. During this first period of the Bulgarian national
revival, the quest for cultural determination manifested itself in the struggle for an
independent Bulgarian Church (1830-1872) and Bulgarian education (Genchev
1977; Detrez 1997, 126-127; Markovski n. d.). The church question was a
culmination of Bulgarian efforts in self-determination prior to the appearance on
the scene of revolutionary Bulgarian nationalism in the second half of the 19™
century (Genchev 1977; Detrez 1997, 92-93). The Crimean war of 1853-1856 and
its aftermath marked the next step in the awakening of the Bulgarian national
consciousness, signaling the “emergence of [the revolutionary] Bulgarian
nationalism” (Meininger 1987, 3). The struggle for liberation from this moment
onward became the most prominent expression of the processes of Bulgarian
nation formation. Officially, it concluded with the creation of the Bulgarian
national state after the Russian-Turkish war in 1877-1878.

In short, it was in the course of the late 19" century that Bulgarian
intellectuals gradually become aware of “[their] own growing vigor and size” as a
social group and their common interest in leading the Bulgarian people

(Meininger 1987, 3). By the end of the century, they emerged as a major political

° A brief but helpful summary of these changes can be found in Goodwin 1999,
301-320.
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force to claim leadership rights as the cultural and political elite of the newly
formed state. More importantly, however, they formed the first generation of local
intelligentsia to partake in the building of the nation-state by participating and
heading its political, juridical, and cultural institutions.

The majority of Bulgarian intellectuals dominating the post-liberation
cultural and political life were people educated and formed during the times of the
revolutionary struggle for independence (Genchev 1991, 274-278). These
intellectuals were predominantly male and primarily of middle-class origin,
therefore middle class values and virtues remained a strong element of their
outlook and self-perception. Moreover, as Meininger has correctly observed,
regardless of the modern orientation and desire to break free from their origins,
consecutive generations of Bulgarian intellectuals never succeeded in completely
disengaging from the system of middle-class materialist values and success ethics,
in which “they mirrored their origins more than they supposed” (1987, 179). In
fact, their family and educational background formed them, as Meininger writes,
into “[...] a more idealistic, a more activist, and a more presumptuous
intelligentsia” than their predecessors, thus creating significant obstacles for the
pursuit of their leadership ambitions (1987, 119).

Unlike the early revivalists, the intellectuals of the late 19" and early 20
century “earnestly wanted to believe in the rightness of their own images, wanted
to believe that the world they invented was the world of reality” (Meininger 1987,
394). They pursued higher goals and vigorously defended the modern life and
mentality, yet they had a difficult time translating these ideals into a common
ideology. As historical reality proved, the straightforward enthusiasm and
devotion to the national ideal were insufficient to ensure the transformation and
modernization of Bulgarian society for, as Meininger recognizes, the attempts of
the Bulgarian intellectuals to “bring a people so long in slumber to a readiness for

progress along Western lines” were doomed to fail (1987, 396).
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For example, Dr. Kriistev’s (1898) and Pencho Slaveikov’s (1906) critical
accounts clearly bespoke some of the most specific tensions and antipathies that
defined Bulgarian society at the onset of the 20™ century.’ In my view, the most
apparent discordance seems to be between the demands of modernization and the
capabilities of Bulgarian intellectuals, who then had the positions and power to
undertake the modernizing offensives. In its majority, the elites consisted of
representatives of the revivalist generation who were “born and educated under
different historical circumstances” (Genchev 1991, 285). In principle, they
unwillingly supported any radical transformation of the traditional Bulgarian
society, which, as the modernist poet Iavorov avowed, in their eyes appeared as “a
moderate, familiar and thus, [acceptable] ‘hard and fast’ reality” (1907, 66).”
Therefore, the most pressing imperative, which was the creation of new groups of
intellectuals who had the preparation and willingness to enforce the necessary
structural and mental changes in order to push Bulgarians forward onto ‘the path
of progress,” in itself, constituted a major source of societal dissension. As
Genchev indicates, this imperative became the basis of further disagreements and
antagonisms to mark the peculiar relationships between the well-established and
successful ‘elders,” on the one hand, and the new, ambitious and optimistic, but
devoid of a “glorious past” ‘youth’ that came after them (1991, 285 and Dr.
Kriistev 1898, 93).

The new intelligentsia differed significantly from their forerunners. One of
their most discernible characteristics was the type of education they had received.
Many of the modernists pursued higher studies or specialization in Western
European universities and institutions (mostly in Germany and France).
According to Moser, “this educational gap was sufficient in itself to engender
certain coolness between the representatives of the old and the new in Bulgarian

culture” (1972, 120). An additional factor that deepened the rift was the conscious

% Cf. also Iavorov (n. d.), Debelianov 1912, 1914b, Penev 1924 and others.
7 Page citations refer to the reprint in Iliev 1992, 64-66.
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orientation of the Bulgarian modernists toward Western Europe as a depository of
cultural blueprints for modernization, a position that came into conflict with the
typical pro-Russian orientation of the older generations. Also, since the early
1900s, Bulgarian intellectuals had to assert their presence in a fiery struggle with
the growing proletarian movement and literature, whose adherents too were
strongly pro-Russian. This fact blurred the picture even more, making the struggle
for ‘Europeanization’ and modernization of Bulgarian society rather intense and
complicated. Similar to Ukraine, the structure of the national cultural space was
thus clearly polarized along the axis Western Europe — Russia (cf. Penev 1924,
Sheitanov 1925, Radoslavov 1928, Traianov 1932).

The opposition is extremely important for it exemplifies the choices for
national development that the Bulgarian nationalist intelligentsia entertained at
the time. It also reveals the specific preferences and motivation that led the
representatives of the younger generation to look up to Europe for examples to
follow. As it happened in other small nations, in addition to being familiar with
Western culture, the new intelligentsia of Bulgaria operated from a broader
international perspective, attempting to locate the place of their nation-state in the
balance of geo-political powers in Europe, openly articulating an ambition to
participate as equals in continental affairs. To illustrate this point, let me cite here
the words of a loyal patriotic intellectual, who in 1925 made an honest attempt to
conceptualize the complex intertwining of internal and international politics in
modern Bulgaria: “Our continent, for various reasons, is divided into two
opposing camps: Western Europe and Russia,” he writes. “Bulgaria is located on
the borderline, and therefore is of great international importance. Today, the
nation-state continues to play the same role it used to play in the past [i.e., a
frontier], [...] maneuvering between Scylla and Charybdis. [...] Present-day

Bulgaria struggles to cope with the two forces generated by the polarization of
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European political power,” thus reflecting those in its internal conflicts.® From
this perspective, the new generation of Bulgarian intellectuals felt historically
challenged to bear responsibility of immense proportions, which somehow added
to their frustration and confusion, also escalating the conflicts between different
generations.

When talking about the factors determining the formation of the Bulgarian
modernist intelligentsia at the beginning of the 20™ century, what also should be
taken into account is that the younger generations operated under conditions of a
centralizing state authority, which in most instances pursued its own national-
political and cultural agenda. Regardless of being considered ‘a backwater’ of
both Russia and Europe by national as well as international elites, this state was
powerful enough to promote certain cultural practices while denouncing and
suppressing others. As previously mentioned, the establishment of national
culture was a central task of Bulgarian state policy. Its main goal was the
‘molding’ of Bulgarians, whom “[the national] culture [would induct] into the
imaginary space of national values and experiences” (cf. Jusdanis 1991, 40). This
was a compulsory strategy because national identity, “as a repertory of
conventions and beliefs, has to be acquired” (cf. Jusdanis 1991, 40). In this
respect, Bulgarian modernists represented one of the practices of modernization
officially sanctioned by the national state, i.e., one that can be best described as

“‘Westernization’ of Bulgarian society.’”

® HammaT maTepuk ce € pasmafHaiI 1o pej NPUYHHH HA JBa BpaxaeOHH Jlarepa:
3anagna EBpona u Pycus. Beiirapus nexn Ha camus 1pefies1 MexKAy BaTa OOMHM cTaHa
U IpHTEKaBa ToJAMO MEXAYyHapOJHO 3HaueHHe. TS W cera, mMpH HOBH YCIIOBHA,
[poab/DKaBa BeKoBHaTa cH poiis. OT crapo BpeMe omie KopaObpT Ha ABp)XaBaTa HH €
TpsAGBaNO Ja IUTyBa Npe3 ONacHUs MPOTOK Mexay XapuOaa u Cumna. [...] B mHemHa
couManHa bBeirapus ce CTBHIKHOBSBAT JBE CHIIHM, KOMTO CSKAaIl M3XOKAAT OT JBaTa
momoca Ha ceramsa noaurudecka Espona (Sheitanov 1925, 266; page citations refer to
the reprint in Elenkov and Daskalov, 266-269).

? It should be noted, nonetheless, that the relationships between Bulgarian
modernists and the state were very often strained. For example, Pencho Slaveikov left the
country, unable to handle the oppressing political reality and died in exile in 1912.
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Nevertheless, the modernists saw the insufficient elaboration of the
nation’s cultural identity resulting from the protracted nationalization of the
cultural institutions as a condition that provoked a negative international
perception of the Bulgarian nation. In their attempt to remedy the situation, they
elevated national high culture as the essential institution of national signification
as well as a guarantee of the nation’s singularity and originality. By definition,
they considered traditional Bulgarian identity to be founded on a rather inferior
sense of ‘self.” Respectively, their cultural revolt developed as a reaction against
the self-colonizing implications of the conservative version of cultural and
national identification predicated on the absence of a high Bulgarian culture
(Kiosev 1998).

The form of cultural nationalism they elaborated in response to the state
political nationalism betrays close similarities to the ideology of subversion that
their Ukrainian counterparts espoused in pursuit of establishing the Ukrainian
nation as an equal participant in world civilization. In both societies, cultural
nationalism evolved as “an anti-traditionalist and a political movement”
distinctive from political nationalism (cf. Hutchinson 2000, 591). By insisting on
the creation of a high national culture that would unify and integrate the citizens
of their respective communities, modernist artists and critics in those localities
engaged in a form of social activism whose ultimate purpose was to drive their
‘marginal’ societies out of what the patriots perceived as a state of spiritual
stagnation. They sought to create an exceptionally sophisticated aesthetic culture
in order to attain “a higher stage of social evolution” that would embody “a higher

synthesis of both the ‘traditional’ and the ‘modern’ ” (cf. Hutchinson 2000, 591).

Similar is the fate of Petko Iu. Todorov, who died in 1916 in Switzerland. Peio lavorov
committed suicide on October 29, 1914 after a strenuous and unpleasant conflict with the
Bulgarian authorities regarding the death of his wife, Lora Karavelova, the daughter of
the famous Bulgarian politician Petko Karavelov and niece of the prominent revivalist
writer Liuben Karavelov.
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I would like to make one last point regarding the formation of the
Bulgarian modernist intelligentsia — namely that the authority of the Bulgarian
traditional cultural system, in principle, remained very strong. Hence, since the
vernacular culture continued to play a crucial role in the articulation of a national-
identity, the shaping of modern Bulgarian consciousness thus was determined by
a number of retrospective mythologies, which underpinned the prevalent self-
definition (Elenkov 1994, 5-26). These mythologies affirmed the institutional
existence of the ethnos as a continuous, natural, and ‘primordial’ entity (narod),
and time and again reinforced the conceptualization of the Bulgarian nation as a
“single macro-ethnic community with a shared history, language and culture” (cf.
Gutierrez 2001, 12) that encompassed both the denizens of the kingdom of
Bulgaria as well as those residing outside the state geographical borders.
Consequently, in spite of the efforts to resist the officially endorsed version of the
national myth and identity, each new generation of modernist intelligentsia could
not completely rid itself of the bonds that tied it to its predecessors. As a result,
the modernists were extremely vigilant in formulating modernization objectives
that did not appear to be too drastic or modern for fear of compromising the
integrity of the national ideal. For instance, Traianov identified this feature
clearly. In his interview with Atanas Dushkov, the modernist poet stated the
following: “Nationalism (rasovo dvizhenie) on the one hand aspires to distinguish
the culture of a given people by condensing the ethnic color, which is
understandable. On the other hand, our experience shows that such movements in
spite of their extraordinary idealism subliminally carry within the bacillus of a

certain spiritual conservatism.”"°

' 3amoTo, ako PacoBOTO ABIDKEHHE HA eNHA CTpaHa ce CTepMH Aa o0ocobu
KyJITypHaTa MposBa KaTo CI'bCTH HALMOHAIHUTE Oarpy, KOETO HMa CBOETO OIpaBaHue,
OT JIpyra CTpaHa, cera, Kakro # B MHUHAJIOTO — OMMTHT HH Y4YH, Y€ TaKHBA JBHIKEHHS
BBIIPEKH KpaiHUA CH HAealu3bM HOCAT B cebe cH, Ge3 ma och3HaBar, Galuia Ha
W3BECTHA NyXoBHa peakuus (Traianov 1935, 92).
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What becomes clear in modernist writings is that as a cultural ideology
Bulgarian Modernism originated in the societal pressures and struggles for
political and cultural control during the first decades of the 20" century, often
provoking deeply running contradictions and rivalries that stemmed from the
confusion and uncertainty about the national fate. This confusion was expressed
in the formulation of a contradictory concept of nation, one similar to the type of
“collectivistic civic nationalism” that Greenfeld has identified (cf. 1996a, 107,
103-105). Thus, the antipathies and disputes between different generations of the
Bulgarian intelligentsia as well as the divide between the intelligentsia and the
‘people’ — most noticeable after the arrival of the Bulgarian modernists on the
historical scene - transpired as the most significant loci of socio-cultural distress
in the newly formed nation-state.

In conclusion, the Bulgarian nationalist intelligentsia emerged as a “class
divided against itself” (Meininger 1987, 399). The intellectuals were forced to
compete between themselves for positions and influence. Perhaps, they were too
numerous and too well educated for their society. They were disappointed by the
little appreciation the general population showed to the traditional roles of cultural
activists. Indeed, this conviction represents one of the most steadfast contentions
voiced by Bulgarian modernists regardless of the historical timeframes in which
they operated. It is found in the writings of the early modernists such as Pencho
Slaveikov, Peio Iavorov, and Teodor Traianov, as well as writers and poets, who
worked in the late 1920s and early 1930s (Geo Milev, Kostantin Gilitbov and
others)."! Thus, while longing for prestige and recognition, both the old and the
new intelligentsia, especially in the post-liberation period, continued thriving on
what one Bulgarian historian has called “the anti-modernization ideological
delusion,” which, in principle, expressed the angst generated by the experienced
social, political and cultural changes (Elenkov 1994, 14). Furthermore, the

Bulgarian West European oriented intellectuals were unprepared psychologically
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to accept the disillusionment and frustrations accompanying the processes of
radical social change. As a result, they failed to come to terms with their
environment. The majority of Bulgarian nationalist intelligentsia developed
patterns of behavior that clearly indicated the split of personality, negativism, and
alienation from its society. As already noted, the socio-historic realities of
independent Bulgaria triggered a specific reaction to the changes occurring after
liberation from colonial rule, which constituted a complex psychological attitude
of duality and ambivalence, simultaneously rejoicing and lamenting the influences
and ideas imported from Europe, fervently defending and pursuing the ethnic

specificity of the Bulgarian national culture.

5.3. Folk Culture and Modernity:

Rediscovering Bulgarian Cultural Originality

In the early 1900s the prevalent cultural ideology propagated by the West
European oriented Bulgarian intellectuals was, as in the rest of Europe, the
ideology of Modernism. Despite the extreme diversity of ideas and beliefs
proliferating then in the Bulgarian cultural space, which, as the American critic
Charles Moser points out, make difficult defining the “main thrust” of the post-
liberation period, especially from the 1890s on, “the era’s fundamental note was
sounded by the men gathered about the critic Dr. Kriistev and his journal Misal”
(1972, 120).

The first professional literary journal in Bulgaria was published from 1892
to 1907 and the intellectual group that formed around it included the most fervent
advocates of West European Modernism. The circle functioned under the
intellectual leadership of two Western educated individuals, namely Dr. Kriistev
and Pencho Slaveikov. It encompassed the first generation of post-colonial

Bulgarian intelligentsia, mostly people who were brought up in exaltation of the

"' Cf. Traianov 1935; Debelianov 1912 and 1914b, Milev, G. 1921d.
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revolutionary ideals and tried to fulfill the high mission of ‘creators’ of the
national cultural values with extreme devotion and patriotic zeal, assuring, rather
than breaking the continuity of tradition. It is interesting to note that Bulgarian
literary scholarship traditionally refers to this period as “the era of individualism”
in modern Bulgarian literature (Radoslavov 1935, Bogdanov 1970, Igov 1990).
The ensuing discussion hopes to clarify why this is a justifiable ‘label.’

Bulgarian modernists, as the critic Georgi Konstantinov wrote, imported
into Bulgarian literature “the longing for the eternal, the striving toward an
aesthetic and moral Absolute” while simultaneously defending the true
democratic values of social existence. They aspired to express “the timeless
aesthetic and ethic virtues of the collective [i.e., ethno-cultural] life and creativity,
standing against retrograde, petty-minded and materialistic values” that conflicted
with the idea of spiritual artistocratism.'”> The modernists strove to assert
themselves in an autonomous cultural space, whose ethnic structure allegedly was
established and dominated by an ethnic Bulgarian identity. Hence, people like
Pencho Slaveikov, Peio Iavorov, Teodor Traianov, and later Dimcho Debelianov,
Liudmil Stoianov and others, promoted an ‘art for art’s sake’ ideology as an
intellectual resource most potent in ensuring the complete nationalization of the
Bulgarian cultural realm.

Adopting foreign models in order to create a high national culture of equal
standing with the cultures of other European nations is a strategy the modernists
implemented with the intention to enforce higher synthesis of ‘autochthonous’
(svoe, rodno) and imported (chuzhdo) to warrant the distinctiveness of the
collective ‘self’ in its interactions with the world, thus building culture that was

also capable of setting the foundation for the political and social integration of the

'2 B nureparypara [the literary circle Misiil] BHacs HOBH HEH — Ha ITHPBO MACTO
JUPCHETO Ha BEYHOTO, €CTETHYECKM U IYXOBHO TPailHOTO B OWTa M HAapOAHOTO
TBOPYECTBO, 2 B OOIIECTBEHHA >KUBOT BHPBH MapaliesiHO ¢ Hail-CBOGONOMIOOMBHTE 3a
BPEMETO CH TEYCHHs, BpaXkayBa ¢ BCHYKO, KOETO € Ha3aJHUYaBO, APeOHABO, YyXKIO Ha
IryxoBHHUS apucTokpatu3sM (Konstantinov 1943, 203).
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Bulgarian nation (Milev, T. 1925; Gtiliibov 1927b, 62). This is the main thrust of
their modernization offensives. The goal remains constant, providing a common
objective to direct the efforts of the first modernists, as well as the cultural
building incentives of all succeeding generations of intellectuals, who, as Moser
claims, “may be most conveniently classified by their attitude toward the
‘modernists’ who [in the early 20th-century] predominated, however, briefly, in
Bulgarian letters” (1972, 120). In this respect, although Bulgarian Modernism
emerged as an extremely diverse conglomerate of personal attitudes and
intellectual positions, the shared national interest and the understanding that
Bulgarian professional artists safeguard the creation of spiritual and moral values,
being the only social agency competent to define the essence of a modern
Bulgarian national identity, somewhat united them as a social group.

Gregory Jusdanis has convincingly argued for Greek culture that the idea
of an autonomous aesthetic, i.e., the cultural ideology of Modernism in the early
1900s was imported as a means to resolve the tensions created as a result of the
project of modernization and Westernization undertaken by the Greek intellectual
and mercantile elites. In my view, the same argument also holds true for the
cultural aspirations of the Bulgarian intelligentsia in the early 1900s. The
difference from the Greeks is, nonetheless, very clear. Bulgarian progressive
intellectuals did not attempt to ‘inscribe’ their nation in the master-narratives of
Western Europe as the Greek elites did, who claimed that the modern European
culture was founded on the classical Greek heritage and sought help in
establishing their history and collective identity around the notion of “direct
successors” of Ancient Greece, the “cradle of European civilization” (cf. Jusdanis
1991, 25). Indeed, Bulgarian modernists entertained other options. They operated
in the Slavic region, alleging the critical role of medieval Bulgarian culture for the
development of Slavic civilization. For example, let me cite Iavorov here, who
expressed his cultural optimism in the following manner: “The Bulgarians have

purified their soul throughout the centuries of constant suffering [and are ready
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now] for their sublime mission that is to keep alive and complete the
achievements of the Slavic genius.”’® Traianov voiced a similar conviction,
claiming that only “an individual who is true and loyal to the Bulgarian nation” is
capable of being “a true Slav and an excellent European” (samo edin dobiir,
fanatichen biilgarin mozhe da bude ne samo istinski slavianin, no i edin otlichen
evropeets; 1932, 95). As the symbolist confessed, this conviction sustained his
faith in the success of Bulgarian society’s modernization and Europeanization (cf.
also Milev, G. 1964, 223).

As is apparent from the above citations, the modernists labored to broaden
this geopolitical space aiming at making Bulgarian national culture both ‘modern’
and ‘European’. Their position was, of course, fiercely disputed. As noted earlier,
the modernists were not the only group striving to become the cultural leadership
of the Bulgarian nation (Radoslavov 1935, 125-140). In this light, the literary
debates between the younger and the older generations of Bulgarian writers very
much resemble the debates in Ukrainian literature, although these took place in a
different political context. Concerned with creating a respectable national image
for the international, especially European community, Bulgarian modernists used
a similar rhetoric and arguments to denounce the realist-populist orientation of
their older fellow-writers.

The orientation and content of modern Bulgarian culture are probably the
two most significant issues that different generations of intellectuals in the
beginning of the 20™ century approached from conflicting standpoints. Because of
the strong sense of inferiority permeating the traditional Bulgarian cultural
identity as represented in the writings of the realists-populists (Todor Vlaikov,
Mikhalaki Georgiev, Tsani Ginchev, and so on) and the older revivalist

intelligentsia, the modernists uncovered in it a solid reason for relentless attacks

13

Cskam OBJITApUHBT TpPe3 CBOMTE CTPaAaHUAd TOJKOBA BEKOBe 6 MpeqHCTHN
Oylmmara CH 3a BBPXOBHHM MPO3PEHMS — 3a [a NPOABIDKA M JOBBPIIM JAEIOTO Ha
claBgHCKUsA renuil (n. d., reprinted in Iliev 1992, 72).
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against their predecessors. A primary case in point is the clash between Pencho
Slaveikov and Ivan Vazov (cf. Angelov 1998-2002). Although betraying certain
personal enmities too, their argument developed mostly as a disagreement over
the construction of high national culture and the national identity it would
embody. On the one hand, as a typical realist Vazov defended a ‘demotic’ notion
of Bulgarianness, identifying the Bulgarian peasantry as the core of the nation.
Proclaiming that the purpose of the intelligentsia was to serve the ‘people’ by
educating, communicating and defending their interests, the artist thereby
suggested that, in order to ensure a truly modern and prosperous future for the
Bulgarian nation, the needs and interests of the masses should be of central
concern (Vazov 1957, 241-244). He saw the °‘people’ as an anonymous,
undivided, and powerful mass whose newly awakened commitment to its freedom
and prosperity brought together and made into a cohesive group. The superior
literary representation of this ‘demotic’ concept of the nation is found in Vazov’s
novel Under the Yoke (Pod Igoto 1889), where the national poet portrayed the
Bulgarian people’s massive enthusiasm and determination to win their
independence during the unsuccessful revolutionary uprising of April 1876."
Vazov’s idealized image of the ‘people’ accentuated the integrity of the group,
willfully ignoring any references to the heterogeneity of class or political interests
that this particular revolutionary act involved because his purpose as a writer was
to commemorate the group’s colossal fervor and solidarity of hopes, emotions,
and actions in the name of achieving national liberation. In other words, Vazov’s
representation and construction of the ‘people’ embraced nationalism as a mass
phenomenon, exalting its power to inspire many people to think, feel, and act as
one.

In contrast, Slaveikov operated with an elitist conception of the nation,

arguing that the uncouth Bulgarian peasantry first of all had to be transformed

' See “A Nation Intoxicated” (Pianstvoto na edin narod, chapter 16) in Vazov
1971, 264-266.
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into a community of refined and intellectually sophisticated individuals, who can
freely express their unique personalities and creativity. His notion of ‘people’
placed emphasis on the intellectuals thereby insisting that possessing extremely
valuable cultural capital — namely, a West European education, — they were the
only legitimate creators of moral and aesthetic values in the undeveloped state.
The critic argued that such individuals were spiritual aristocrats and natural
leaders, capable of proposing beneficial role models for the rest of society.

I have stressed times and again that a writer who respects himself and his
profession should not espouse pitiful and narrow-minded doctrines, or belong
to feeble schools of thought. [...]

The true artist is a spiritual aristocrat, without preconceived notions about his
art and purposes. [...] His own imagination ought to inspire him to create; the
reality should be merely an ‘object’ of scrutiny and construction."’

From this position, the modernist declared that the ultimate duty of artists
was to serve Art and remain free from influences and social pressures, refraining
from participation in the political quarrels and struggles for power, holding in
their heart the single most noble ideal: “[to express] [...] one’s free heart and free
mind” (svobodno siirtse i svoboden um; Slaveikov 1959, 187). Once attaining
such inner freedom, artists were obliged to lead their people, being the cultural
messiahs whose field of expertise was the formulation and administration of those
moral and ethical principles that would hold their society together and guarantee a
dignified and fulfilling individual existence. Hence, Slaveikov insistently
demanded from Bulgarian poets and writers to initiate the transformation “of each
Bulgarian into a human [i.e. an individual]” (izvoiuvane na choveka v biilgarina;

Slaveikov 1959, 177).

1 Kazpan cuM He BeHb:X: mHcaTes, KONTO yBaxaBa cefe CH H CBOETO J€/I0, HE
Tpa0Ba ]a NPUCTBHIBA NPArbT HA HAKOS LIKOJIA, Ha HUKOE TeKe, B KOETO C MOJIUTBEHHIIU B
ppKa ca JOLUIM Ja CTpPyBaT METaHH JOCTOMHMTE 3a ChKajeHue. [...] HMcTuHcKuaT
XyZMOXKHHUK TpsOBa fa Obje enuH, 6e3 KaTeXHu3Hc 3a M3KYCTBOTO M HErOBHTE LIENH. [...]
JIndHOTO BABXHOBEHHE Ja € MoAOyAa 3a TBOPYECTBO, ACHCTBUTENHOCTTA — €JHHCTBEH
npeaMeT 3a HabmonaeHusa U Be3feiictBue (Slaveikov 1959, 186-87; cf. also Dr. Kriistev
1994).
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Thus, the aesthetic ideas of West European Modernism also served to
strengthen the position of Bulgarian modernists as professionals, vesting prestige
and value in their cultural building initiatives. The attempt to affirm their status as
cultural leaders of the young nation is best represented by Slaveikov’s conviction
that the autonomy of art makes it impossible for artists to participate in explicit
political manipulation (Slaveikov 1959, 50). His version of cultural nationalism,
unlike the cultural vision and ambitions of Vazov and the realists, distinguished
culture as a sphere controlled by artists, and proclaimed it independent from the
political sphere which in his view was a social sphere on its own, ruled by
individuals of a different vocation (Slaveikov 1959, 53). On these grounds,
Slaveikov discredited Vazov’s contributions, expunging him from the national
literary canon, because, as the modernist critic stated, Vazov’s writings catered to
the ‘crowd,” simply expressing feelings and emotions that the collective deemed
important. In consequence, he subordinated the subjective authorial voice and
exceptional personality of the artist to the will and power of the illiterate, animal-
like (vdobichena) peasant mass (Slaveikov 1959, 196).'°

The language used by Slaveikov when assessing the writings of his
predecessors, especially the realists-populists, is extremely derogatory and, at
times, even obscene. His critiques exhibit very little tolerance and understanding;
his personal attacks against Vazov in particular, manifest a deeply running
obsession and oftentimes, uncompromising modernist determination to break
away from established traditions, to scandalize and challenge the accepted
societal order. The following passage encapsulates the differences between the
old and the new generation of artists in Bulgarian belles lettres. When concluding
another of his personal attacks against Vazov, the modernist critic crossly
remarked:

Our current readership appreciates and comprehends only Mr. Vazov’s
[writings] because his language is understandable, light, and flows naturally,

16 Cf. similar criticisms in Stoianov 1920-21 and Debelianov 1914a.
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yet it is a lifeless and barren language, for his writings do not express the
heart of a living person with [the complexity of conflicting emotions] that
normally move an individual. All is bleak and simplistic so that even [the
least educated of peasants] can regurgitate it. [...]

[The new generation of poets] is discontented with simply touching on a
subject, saying plainly what they think. The [modern] poets are not interested
in the idea itself but in the nuances of its expression. Is it surprising then that
the contemporary reader, who barely can understand a forthright journalistic
thought, cannot understand us? We do not use language to convey deep, but
unoriginal and thus, useless thoughts. We try to flesh out the idea-life,
expressing one’s personality and temperament.'’

Slaveikov ended his critique on a more general note, declaring that the
“truths and ideals motivating the past are now obsolete.” The modernist critic
enthusiastically admitted that the representatives of his generation, in contrast to
their precursors, craved “emancipation [...] from the haunting ghosts of the past,
emancipation from traditions, established notions and ideas, which confine the
individual spirit and completely destroy one’s [artistic creativity] and vitality.”'®
His cultural optimism derived from his firm conviction that, as the creators of
values, the younger generation of intellectuals had to offer “to the citizens and
citizens-to-be [of the modern Bulgarian state] a precise idea of their geography,
history, culture and resources |[...] allowing them to value and defend sovereignty

and self-rule” (cf. Gutierrez 2001, 12; Slaveikov 1959, 313) thereby encouraging

the sublimation and admiration of the Bulgarian nation.

' 3a upTaTenu KaTO CeralHWTE HALIM, OHATEH, JEK M Xy0aB €3HMK MMa CaMo I.
BazoB — 3an0To TO# € raabk U 6e3CHABpIKATENIEH, HEMKCaH C pbKa Ha XKHB YOBEK, HOJ
JIUKTOBKA Ha chplle, Ouelo Jio6oB u 37106a. BcHuko e paBHO M rajxo B TOs €3HK, [...] 1a
MOXe J1a To miackar 0e33n0M ycta. [...] Hue He ce 3amoBonsBaMe Aa KaKeM, KakToO
CBapHUM, HaJBE-HATPH, MHUCHJITA CH ¥ C TOBA Ja CBBPIINM; AOPU YeCTO IIBTU Hac He HU
HHTepecyBa caMaTa MUCHII, @ HI0aHCa 3apaill KOWTO 1 U3Ka3BaMe HUH, — U YyTHO JIH €, 4e
yHTaTelNs He HU pa30upa, Tos YMTaTell, KOMTO efBa pa3dupa JOpH U Npska BECTHUKAPCKH
kazaHa Mucha! Hue He m3nonzyBaMe e3wka KaTo CPEACTBO 3a H3Ka3BaHe MOXe OM Ha
nbpiboka, HO Oe3TUTbTHA, 3a TOBa H 0€3MIOJHA MHCHI — a 33 OTKPOABaHE Ha MHUCHITA-
JKHMBOT, 33 W3pa3sABaHe Ha €IuH HHAMBHAyanuTeT U TemnepameHT (Slaveikov 1959, 196-
98).

'8 Ocro6osxnarane [...] OT mpuU3paLKUTe HA MHHANOTO, OT TPAJHIMH, YCTAHOBEHH
MOHATHS, KOWTO HajlaraT OKOBM Ha CB3HATeJIHMS 4YOBeK M YOHMBaT Herosara
skuzHepanocTHocT (Slaveikov 1959, 204).
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Above all, Slaveikov’s cultural optimism originated from the belief that
the literature, and by extension the culture, produced by his fellow-modernists
offered the most powerful tool for social integration since it sought to ‘bring
together’ the fragmented ethnos by reviving the most ancient and indigenous roots
of Bulgarian spirituality. These roots, Slaveikov thought, were locked in the relics
and vestiges of Bulgarian folk songs and tales; therefore, he urged the new
generation of intellectuals to dig up this heritage, to know it and love it because it
contained the Bulgarian soul and spirit in their purest form:

The modern, poorly educated Bulgarian [intellectual] knows nothing about
Bulgarian folk songs and does not understand them; thus, he dislikes them.
Lacking artificial pompousness, insincere declamatory pathos, sophisticated
thyming schemes and other superficial ‘trinkets,” which so generously
embellish [modern lyrics], traditional Bulgarian poetry is incomprehensible
to those representatives [of the Bulgarian intelligentsia], who have spent
years, studying abroad and who are ‘blinded’ by the lustre of the big
European cities; they certainly cannot appreciate [our folklore]. Only a
handful of young poets are able to enjoy sincerely the beauty and uniqueness
of [Bulgarian traditional songs]. They love and understand them, seeking
inspiration in the traditional texts, and I believe, the future belongs to these
artists. Their poetry is riveting and invigorating, infusing contemporary
Bulgarian 1poetry with fresh blood, assisting its establishment as a national
enterprise. ?

The critic’s preference was for pagan myths and pre-Christian legends
preserved in the collective memory of the Bulgarian community. While in fact
attempting to re-establish Bulgarian folklore as a unifying system of symbols that
encapsulated Bulgarian cultural distinctiveness, Slaveikov also re-discovered it as

an inexhaustible mine of national treasures and cultural pride. In his analysis of

' Ha wamms cnaGokynTypeHn GBIArapuH € 4yxIa HAPOAHATA IECeH, TOH He s
obuya, 3amOTO HE A NPOYMsABA, 3alIOTO He s 3Hail. OTCHCTBHETO Ha JeKiaMaliuf, Ha
M3KB/IYEHH YYBCTBA, Ha 3BYYHHM PMMM W JPYrH BBHIIHM YKPAalUEHHs, KaKBUTO C ITbJIHH
YOBaJIA My JlaBa U3KYCTBEHATa NIECEH — TOBA HE MOJKE JIa CE Xapeca Ha OTCTHITHHLHUTE OT
CBOA Hapo[, Ha OHE3H, KOUTO Ca NpO3ANaId MJIAJMHH MO 4y>KOHHa, IO YJIHLMTE Ha
rojieMuTe eBponeHcku rpajgose. CamMo eIWH-IBaMa OT MIAAUTE OBIrapcké IOETH
pazbupaT, o0M4aT M ce BIHAAT OT HapOJHATa IIeCCH M, a3 BAPBaM, TAM IPHHAUIEKHU
OBAeweTo, THH KaTo C NPOU3BEICHHUATA CH TE BHACAT B U3KYCTBeHaTa Obirapcka neceH
HOBA M CBeXa CTPYS H COcOOCTBAT C TOBA Ta3M IeCeH, B MO-HATATBHIIHOTO CH pa3BHTHE,
Jia ce yCTaHOBH TBBPAO Ha HallMoHanHa ro4sa (Slaveikov 1959, 116).
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Petko Iu. Todorov’s modernist idylls based on motifs or images borrowed from
Bulgarian folk songs, the critic suggested that to seek the past, a return to its
sources was needed in order to keep alive the national ideal, aspiring the moral
regeneration of the Bulgarian nation. “To accomplish the moral rebirth of the
individual [Bulgarian]” was a credo that expressed the essence of the new national
ideology sustaining the modernists’ hope and faith in the future (Slaveikov 1959,
66-67; 199).

Hence, Slaveikov held folk texts to be the most authentic source of
individual creative inspiration (1959, 83-84). However, in contrast to the
mainstream approach to folklore during his times which in somewhat
romanticized fashion sought to validate the merit of Bulgarian traditional heritage
as a ‘communal asset’ by insisting on the interpretation of traditional folk items
either as ethnographic facts or as expressions of the anonymous collective ‘voice’
and will (Shishmanov 1966), the modernist critic saw in Bulgarian folk culture a
repository of personal expressions, a code-system capable of generating a
limitless variety of individual voices and original ‘languages.” Thus, he claimed
that it provided Bulgarian artists with a home-grown stockpile of original
meanings and a system of unique symbols through which each individual was
able to know and express his or her identity and distinguish it from the identity of
others (Slaveikov 1959, 117). For example, in his article entitled “Bilgarskata
narodna pesen” (The Bulgarian Folk Song), Slaveikov exalted the beauty and
subtle moralistic overtones of traditional Bulgarian songs, which in his view
represented the purest incarnation of the national soul. He insisted that Bulgarian
folk songs had preserved through the centuries an intimate connection with the
pre-historical past and culture of the ethnos, imbued with values and ethics that
come from the depth of pre-Christian (pagan) traditions and mentality (Slaveikov
1959, 83-84).

According to the modernist poet, the “pre-historic, mythological past” was

the truest and most indigenous root of Bulgarian consciousness, representing the
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original, untainted mentality of the Bulgarian people (Slaveikov 1959, 83-84). He
encouraged the new generation of poets to experiment with the ‘shared’ and
readily available symbolic material, thereby transforming it into imaginative and
highly idiosyncratic expressions of the artist’s subjective experiences that
signaled both his or her national belonging and distinctive individual self
(Slaveikov 1959, 116). Thus, Slaveikov gave prominence to the vernacular
culture as part of the national-cultural heritage, while at the same time indicating
that “[it should serve] as a modality of innovation” (cf. Jusdanis 2001, 37). It is
important to stress that Slaveikov assessed Bulgarian folklore critically,
consequently failing to conform to the typical idealistic exaltation of traditional
culture. He was completely aware that the traditional songs and tales belong to the
past, constituting “the history of Bulgarian culture,” and their role in the present
was limited albeit essential (Slaveikov 1959, 93; 118-119). He suggested from the
“treasures of our past to take only what is pertinent to the present times,”
acknowledging that Bulgarian vernacular culture was a container of the national
experience that held universal and undying human values and wisdom. However,
he poignantly warned that not everything it held could serve well the modern life
and people (Slaveikov 1959, 67).

Slaveikov’s rationale for re-discovering Bulgarian vernacular culture is
twofold. On the one hand, he tried to propose a model for the creation of a high
national culture that would ‘rescue’ Bulgarian cultural originality in times when
foreign influences diluted the ‘pure image’ of Bulgarianness and distorted the
expression of the ‘authentic’ cultural identity of the nation. As the modernist critic
admitted, his motivation to collect and publish Bulgarian folk songs was not
because he wanted to offer folkloric items or ethnographic facts to both domestic
and international audiences but because he wanted to familiarize the European
literary readership “with Bulgarian poetry in its purest national form” (Slaveikov
1959, 94). The fact that his essay introduced a collection of English translations of

traditional Bulgarian folk songs, which the modernist critic and poet himself
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compiled and edited so that it could be published in London in 1904, is
significant.?’ In my view, this signaled a distinctive purpose in the popularization
of Bulgarian folklore for it now became a cherished cultural tradition used by the
Bulgarian modernists in order to inscribe the Bulgarian nation within the
European milieu. Demonstrating that, similarly to other nations, the Bulgarians
were blessed with a long-lasting traditional culture deeply embedded in the
national consciousness, they tried to exploit its integrative power to show to the
world that the Bulgarian nation was united by a common national culture
stemming from centuries old vernacular customs and rules, now seen as the
carliest receptacles of Bulgarian ethnic uniqueness (Slaveikov 1959, 93-95).
Clearly then, Slaveikov’s appreciation of Bulgarian folk culture derives
from his impetus to create a prestigious and reliable international image of the
Bulgarian nation. He engaged in the ‘marketing’ of traditional Bulgarian artifacts
because he wanted to present the West with a credible account of Bulgarian
cultural singularity and distinctiveness. In this respect, the modernist embraced
Bulgarian folk culture (already transformed into a national cultural heritage) as
the single most important ethnic principle to warrant the continuity and wholeness
of national-cultural history (Slaveikov 1959, 84). He successfully proposed, “in
the world of literature and learning, [an image of the] ideal national folk culture
which enjoy[s] a complex relationship with actual folk practices” (cf. Thiesse and
Bertho-Lavier 2001, 119), therefore enhancing the process of creating a unified
national-cultural space (Slaveikov 1959, 92-94). Essentially, Slaveikov’s musings
on Bulgarian folklore reveal his ambition as a modernizer to open space for
linking the national past and present wherein the local also meets the universal,
thus engaging in a productive and creative exchange the purpose of which was to
enrich Bulgarian national culture, preserving rather than compromising its

singularity (cf. Thiesse and Bertho-Lavier 2001).

20 Cf. Boris Delchev’s explanatory note in Slaveikov 1959, 427.
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On the other hand, his exaltation of Bulgarian folklore was motivated by

b

his desire to ‘mobilize the masses.” His aspirations as a cultural messiah,
advocating the Westernization and Europeanization of Bulgarian society limited
the options he entertained in deciding on the tactics and policies of cultural
nationalization. From this perspective, his ambivalent attitude toward the tradition
surfaced as a strategy of distinction and subversion for as his meditations on
Bulgarian traditional songs suggest, he was unable to accept the supremacy of the
identity embodied in the Bulgarian traditional literature. Thus, another reason
compelling Slaveikov to engage in the promotion of Bulgarian folklore was his
revisionist ambition, which was expressed in the cynical reaction to the ‘flaws’ he
discovered in the conventional construction of Bulgarian national identity. As a
result, acerbic overtones and often disparaging remarks imbue most of his
discourses dealing with Bulgarian folk culture. For instance, in his essay on
Bulgarian folk songs, the modernist critic insisted that these songs “stink, emitting
a stench of sickness that is the smell of the national soul, heavily injured by the
blows of fate” (dukhiit na bolna dusha, bolna ot obidite na siidbata; Slaveikov
1959, 119).

His language is definitely unpleasant, yet the passion and subtle ironical
twists with which the modernist writer constantly laced his writings, compel one
to appreciate the sophistication, wit and emotional suggestions of his poignant
critiques, apparently targeting a highly educated and competent literary readership
that was capable of deriving aesthetic pleasure from the implied intellectual
‘game.” This is especially true for his falsified literary ‘history’ of the Bulgarian
nation-state, narrated in his literary mystification Na ostrova na blazhenite (On
the Island of the Blessed, 1910), a work of fiction and an extraordinary genre
experimentation that represents Slaveikov’s typical style. In addition, he wrote
also a satirical fictional travelogue with the same title where he critically looked
at the historical and social-political conditions of his contemporary Bulgaria,

expressing strong discontent with the political system and the decisions of the
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ruling elite. This fictional travelogue was published posthumously in the
modernist journal Zlatorog (1921).2' Both texts (the literary history and the
travelogue) complement each other, offering a total picture of contemporary
political and cultural life in Bulgaria, also showing clearly Slaveikov’s
dissatisfaction with the direction of Bulgarian historical development.

In the words of the American scholar Charles Moser, his style “combined
a deep respect for [the] national and individual characteristics with a striving
toward the classical ideal of the universal” thereby attempting also “the synthesis
of the romantic with the classical” (1972, 132). Slaveikov’s poetry for example,
especially his long narrative poems based on folklore motifs such as Ralitsa,
Boiko, Koledari (Carolers), and above all his epic Kiirvava pesen (Song of
Blood), complement his articles and critical observations in providing examples
of the type of literary experimentation the modernist artist endorsed. In these
works, Slaveikov elaborated his original theory of ‘spiritual aristocratism’ and
individualism, affirming as fundamental credo the principle of “the free heart and
the free mind” (Slaveikov 1906). The modernist writer promoted the autonomous
individual as absolute ideal. From this perspective, he recommended that
Bulgarian authors focus on representing the intricate symbiosis of universal
human qualities and national peculiarities that shaped each Bulgarian.

Thus, Slaveikov first introduced a novel understanding of what constituted
the Bulgarianness of his people by putting an emphasis on universally human
faculties rather than the ethnic features of their ‘national character.” He was the
first to suggest looking at personal identity as the only possible realization of
national sentiments. On these terms, he strove to define what was the proper
relationship between the individual and the society, soliciting from the
community to recognize and accept individual human and civil rights, freedom
and independence as the most valuable credentials of Bulgarian nationhood. This

understanding motivated his deeply liberal position, his critical attitude toward the

21 Cf. Reprint in Slaveikov 1959, 332-350.
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monarchy as a form of political governance and the national state as a modern
political institution (Slaveikov 1959, 332-350). In principle, because Slaveikov’s
musings on Bulgarian folklore accommodated harsh criticisms of the ‘national
character’ portrayed by the oral literature, they also created the impression that
the rhetorical thrust of his reflections falls short of idolization. Thus, Slaveikov’s
adulation of Bulgarian vernacular culture was very distinctive for it manifested a
highly ambivalent attitude, simultaneously commending and demeaning the
traditional cultural heritage, and recognizing its influence while denying its
ideological superiority and primacy. In this manner, most of the critic’s sharp
comments aimed at neutralizing the self-colonizing implications infiltrating the
representation of the ‘national character’ in traditional folk songs and tales.

According to Slaveikov, the national personality was weakened and
corrupted due to long-term foreign colonization and the oppression of crude
domestic rulers, which ‘disabled’ the Bulgarian people, transforming them into an
inert and lethargic crowd. The lack of self-confidence and the thwarted sense of
individualism Slaveikov viewed as the greatest collective ‘disadvantage’ and the
‘worst of enemy’ for achieving national consolidation. In spite of that, he insisted
that the national character clearly encompassed characteristics that were at once
positive and negative. Slaveikov found Bulgarian endurance and patience — traits
that he waywardly described as “the virtues of pack-animals” — to be the source of
Bulgarian infirmity of purpose, submissiveness, and suspiciousness. Nonetheless,
he also insisted that these very qualities made the Bulgarian people daring risk-
takers (Slaveikov 1959, 118-119). As he wrote, the Bulgarians had not failed to
prove that they could rise to the occasion, being capable of heroic outbursts that
have scared both Europe and the immediate neighbors, who without delay and at
any cost today are prepared to prevent the independent political development of
the Bulgarian nation (Slaveikov 1959, 119).

Apparently, the modernist employs here a historical allusion evoking the

victories of the Bulgarian army over the Turks and the Serbs in several conflicts
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that led to the consolidation of the Kingdom of Bulgaria and the province of
Eastern Rumelia, thus expanding the territory of the Bulgarian nation-state (1885,
1912-1913). It is tempting to suggest that the allusion was used as a means of
invoking patriotic pride by reversing the semantics of the notion of ‘weakness’
since, as he conceded further in his essay: “The Bulgarian soul might be ailing,
but it is not defective; its illness is the morning sickness of a mother, who carries
a new life in her womb” (Biilgarskata dusha e bolna, no ne e nediigava; neinata
bolest e — bolestta na maika, pod chieto siirtse e zaroden nov zhivot, Slaveikov
1959, 121). In addition to being a prime example of the subtle ironical twists the
modernist writer constantly introduced in his critiques, this citation also shows
one of the typical revisionist techniques employed by other Bulgarian modernists.
I have in mind the utilization of conventionalized metaphors and images of
sickness and physical disability, which in the revivalist and realist-populist
writings usually were imbued with negative connotations. The ironical overtones
used by Slaveikov when talking about the “illness of the national soul” indicate
his attempt to undermine established stereotypes. His intention was to deconstruct
and obliterate with a single rhetorical gesture the accepted meaning of routine
metaphors (e.g., the blind person, the deaf person, the cripple, etc.), completely
reversing the connotations customarily associated with them. Thus, the images of
diseases and physical disabilities were re-charged and used to instill hope and
stimulate a beneficial identification with the nation that invoke a feeling of pride
rather than disgrace and humiliation (Peleva 1994, 42-44). The modernists like
Slaveikov employed these in order to accentuate the “originality, individuality
and extremely talented poetic rendering of various topics as well as their daring
break away from the preceding literary traditions” (Peleva 1994, 42). In this
context, the strategy was merely one of the many lines of attack that the Bulgarian
modernists pursued in their attempts to redefine the identity of their community.
Another strategy they utilized, as Slaveikov’s critical essays and his

fictional works demonstrate, was the production of a number of archetypes, which

271

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



“epitomized models of perfection, accomplishment and beauty” (cf. Gutierrez
2001, 7) and which suggestively illustrated that the Bulgarian nation and its
distinctive culture were worthy of admiration and emulation. In this respect, many
of the modernists, and above all Slaveikov, engaged primarily in idealization of
the beloved motherland, nevertheless refusing to compromise the elitist position
that underpinned their culture-building and modernization activities. For example,
Slaveikov is likely the first modernist who used the folk image of the Balkan
(mountain) to construct a positive national public image (Zlatanov 1998, 56-83).
In his article “Biilgarskata narodna pesen” the poet suggested that the title of the
collection of Bulgarian folk songs in English translation be “Under the Shadow of
the Balkan” (Pod siankata na Balkana). He explained that this was an appropriate
name because it evoked “the image of all mountains, scattered through the Balkan
Peninsula” (a subtle expression of Slaveikov’s hope that Bulgaria one day will be
the dominant geo-political center of the region) and because “it [was] intimately
connected with the history of Bulgarian people” (Slaveikov 1959, 84). The critic
suggested a very distinctive demographic and ethnic profile of the Balkan
Peninsula insisting that the Bulgarians were located predominantly in the
mountains, “while the valleys were inhabited by the Turks” (Slaveikov 1959, 84).
In fact, Slaveikov created an image that later modernists would develop and
elaborate, transforming it into a positive stereotype that rivaled in its suggestive
power the negative stereotype of Aleko Konstantinov’s character Bai Gan’o (cf.
also Sheitanov 1923-26, Giilibov 1926a).

Essentially, what Slaveikov did in order to construct this influential public
symbol was to enhance the folk image’s positive connotations by transforming it
into a universal mytho-poetic literary image, which through the act of aesthetic
representation gave the reader a chance to recognize the unified history and
identity of Bulgarians within a semiotic context that strove to remove any
connotations associating the image with the ‘real’ nation. Whereas previously, the

Balkan was a concrete geographical fopos, Slaveikov disregarded or explicitly
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refused to accept references to actually existing geographical localities (“The
Balkan is not that mountain, [...] which divides Bulgaria in two, extending from
[its eastern to its western border]”; Slaveikov 1959, 84). Instead, the modernist
highlighted the image’s semiotic ability to encapsulate the continuity of the
Bulgarian civilization. In this manner, the act of aesthetic idealization in fact
introduced the sign not as an element culturally specific to a given geographical,
ethnographical or political-cultural community, but a constituent of a ‘spiritual’
community, i.e., “an ontological category” that was the source of the very
possibility for national existence because it was also the locus of the
quintessential human quality (Zlatanov 1998, 67). I think that Zlatanov is right
when conceding that Slaveikov approached the traditional image as an
intellectual, who sought to unravel the complicated web of archetypal meanings
and constitutive boundaries of the national self-identification (1998, 68). The
model of collective identity proposed by Slaveikov confirmed the message of
nationalism since in his writings, the universalism and “the idea of a world
intellectual community offered a form of escape, a possibility to dream about” a
harmonious and dignified collective existence in a nation that provided “real
opportunities for social fulfillment” and personal success (cf. Greenfeld 1996a,
99).

In this context, it is necessary to mention that the collecting of folklore
was a popular activity among the first Bulgarian modernists. However, unlike
their predecessors, the modernists were motivated by purely aesthetic reasons,
interpreting folkloric materials not as ‘facts’ of life, but as inherited cultural
symbols whose aesthetic potential they had to explore and intensify. Besides
Slaveikov, Petko Iu. Todorov, Peio Iavorov, Kiril Khristov, and Teodor Traianov
were interested in uncovering and experimenting with the artistic potentials of
Bulgarian folk songs and legends. Interesting evidence comes from Traianov’s
writings. His main rationale is that Bulgarian traditional poetry was a repository

of national symbols strongly endorsing a dignified and prideful aesthetic
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experience of the nation. More specifically, in his review of modern Bulgarian
poetry, the eminent modernist poet provided an in-depth analysis of a number of
national symbols, including traditional Bulgarian folk songs. Traianov
maintained:

The Bulgarian people can also take pride in their folk songs. Next to the
lyrical song, the Bulgarians have created deeply religious and original songs
cross-breeding Christian and pagan motifs. Some scholars have even
considered Bulgarian Christmas carols to be the most exquisite achievement
of the Bulgarian poetic genius. Moreover, in the course of political and
cultural colonization, the Bulgarians have created heroic songs (haidushki
pesni) which, like indigenous ballads, praise the heroic deeds of those who
fought for independence; these songs embody the longing for freedom at
once celebrating the creative imagination of the Bulgarian people. [More
importantly however], these texts also manifest the struggle of the artists to
find the right [poetic] form. Thus, the agitated rhythm, powerful words, and
majestic images, complement the fine sense of form and high morals that
make some of these songs sound like ancient epics. The internal dynamism
and the universal sensitivity embodied in the songs are magnificent
(orpheichni) [...] (Traianov 1942, 87).2

Similar is the motivation of Petko Iu. Todorov, who, inspired by
traditional Bulgarian songs, produced a number of modernist dramas and idylls,
which Slaveikov at the time commended as leading examples of the expression of
the “modern artistic spirit” (Slaveikov 1959, 199). According to Todorov’s
personal confession, “[a]Jmongst the many sources of [Bulgarian] folk songs and

tales, those that I favored in my work were the publications that I owned, and

*2 BLITapUHBT MOXE J1a CE TOp/ee He IO-MaKo ¥ C HApOJHATA CH MeceH. PesioM
C YHMCTO JIMPUYECKaTa NIECEH, HApOABT € Ch3/1aJl M IPOHUKHATA OT PETUIHO3HH PEACTaBH
IIECEH, B KOATO CE€ CMECBAT M KPBCTOCBAT XPHCTUSHCKH M €3HM4YecKd MOTUBH. Hskou
M3CJIEN0BATENN CYUTAT OBIrapcKUTe KOJEJHH MEeCHH 3a Haii-Xy0aBOTO MOCTIDKEHHE Ha
HapoaHoCTHHA AyX. OcBeH TOBa mpe3 JBITHTE TOJHHH Ha MOJIMTHYECKO H JTYXOBHO
p06CTBO CC Ch3JaJ0Xa BEJIUKOJICITHUTE, HEITOBTOPUMHU xaffmymlcn MNCCHH, KOUTO BB3IIABAT
KaTo UCTUHCKU HapoiHu Ganaau repos U 6opena. B TaX HapoABT € W3pa3swi Lenus cH
KOIHEX 3a cBOOO/IEH JKUBOT H € JIaJl MPOCTOp Ha TBOPYECKOTO CU BroOpaxkeHue. B te3n
necHH cpemame Beue 6opbata 3a cobcTBeHaTa, MpeaonpeneneHa popma. Mma xaimymku
IIECHH, B KOWUTO OYypJIMBHAT PHTBHM, MOTIBILECTBOTO Ha CJIOBOTO M BEIHYABOCTTa Ha
obpasure, HyBCTBOTO 3a (opMa, KaKTO M eJHa BHCIIA €THKAa BB3AEHCTBAT MOYTH
aHTU4YHO. BpTpeliHaTa quHaMuKa, a ChIIO U U3Pa3eHOTO B Te3H HECHH MHPOBO YYBCTBO
KBM CBeTa ca HambJHO opdeudnH [...]. Page citations refer to the reprint in Iliev 1992,
86-88.

274

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



from which I borrowed the majority of my poetic images, themes, rhythms and
the plot ideas for my dramatic works. These were the Miladinov’s collection, the
collection of Verkovi¢ and Dozon’s collection [...].”** Todorov acknowledged
that he borrowed directly from published material, usually motifs or images he
found extremely beautiful or intellectually provoking, subjecting those to an
intricate literary re-creation by means of injecting modernist meanings into
traditional forms, preserving rather than eroding its specific ‘native’ structure
(1958, 563). The experimentation of Todorov is significant because, as Slaveikov
has noted, it represented a successful symbiosis of native and foreign, of
traditional and modern. By infusing “the old content with new meaning,” i.e.,
original meaning (svoi smisil) that arose “from the depth of the poet’s individual
consciousness and subjective experiences,” Todorov like the “great European
poets” brought “the past into the present” adjusting the tradition in accordance

“with the rhythm and concerns of the artist’s epoch and his innermost creative

purpose.”?*

What Traianov, Todorov, and Slaveikov essentially speak of here is the
‘re-contextualization’ and consequent semantic modification of traditional
folkloric items by means of which the modernist artist altered the common stock
of literary elements so that now each aesthetic ingredient selectively borrowed
from the oral literature became an expression of the artist’s subjective thoughts
and feelings. Through such personal semiotic manipulation, the traditional
symbols were endowed with individualistic meanings, expressing modern
concerns about individual autonomy and freedom. In addition, as Slaveikov

acknowledged, the suggestive power of these symbols was enhanced since the

3 MexIy MHOXECTBOTO COODHHIM OT HAPOJHHM TIECHH M YMOTBOPEHHS, THA,
KOWTO Haifi-Beue ChbM HWMajl Ha pbKa W OT KOUTO Ca TMOYEPIeHH MOBEYETO MOETHYECKU
MOTHBH, 00pa3u, pUTMH U 3aMHCITH 32 MOWTE ApaMH ¥ Wwiny, ca Tpu: COopHuka Ha Bp.
Munagunorm, “Xencke necme” Ha Bepkosuua u Tos Ha J[rozona (Todorov 1958, 563).

2 o« .

* Ha cTapuTe ChOBPKAaHHA Ce 1aBa HOB CMHCHII, CB0I CMUCHT, KOMTO OTpassBa
MoJiepHaTa Iynia Ha [oeTa H [...] XapMOoHHpa ¢ HIeUTe Ha CBOETO BpeMe H HACTPOSHUATA
Ha cBOS TBOpYeckH Ayx (Slaveikov 1959, 199; author’s italics).
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ancient, especially negative meanings and connotations, were purged from their
semantic field. As a result, the symbols start to express the delight of a
harmonious and fulfilling existence marked by personal self-confidence and high
self-esteem (Slaveikov 1959, 201).

The endorsement of self-confidence and self-esteem as modern values was
important for Slaveikov and the rest of the Bulgarian modernists because, in their
view, it distinguished them from the previous generations of Bulgarian
intellectuals. Self-liking (samokharesvane) was a virtue that Slaveikov, for
example, held in high priority, insisting that it was a token of “internal freedom”
(viltreshna svoboda; Slaveikov 1959, 201). The expression of the individual’s
internal freedom, the modernist critic assessed as a vital condition, especially if a
society’s incessant growth and prosperity was to be secured (Slaveikov 1959,
201). Slaveikov thus exalted individualism and freedom of expression declaring
that the task of Bulgarian progressive intellectuals was not to “serve life” but to
struggle to emancipate the individual, trying “to win the battles” in one’s heart
and mind, “liberating [one’s] inner self (dukh) and stimulating [his or her]
humanism — a weapon that the individual will continue to use in the future
crusades [for spiritual progress].”*

Slaveikov was particularly influenced by Nietzschean philosophy and
above all, by his theory of the ‘Super-human,’ i.e., the morally superior individual
(spiritual aristocrat), who in Nietzsche’s view embodied the quintessence of
human nature. Nietzschean ideas also fascinated many of the early modernists,
who embraced the intellectualizations of the eminent German philosopher as a
form of an ideological ‘panacea’ to tone down the pressures from unresolved
national questions and reduce the antagonisms that the modernization of their

belated society had brought. Adapted to the needs of the local knowledge elite,

% [...] na HampaBuM JyXBT My CBOGOJICH H BCEEM B CH3HAHHETO MY YOBCUJUHA, C
KOETO OpBXKHE TOH Iie uma Ja ce Oopu B OureuTe Ha Opaemero (Slaveikov 1959, 205;
author’s italics).

276

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



Nietzsche’s intellectualizations hence served as an ideological frame of reference
that the progressive intelligentsia of fin-de-siécle Bulgaria used in order to
elaborate an ambitious cultural program that proposed an alternative model of
national consolidation to the state militant political nationalism.

From this perspective, the emphasis that early modernists put on the re-
invention of Bulgarian oral traditions could be interpreted as a historical
requirement arising from the specific conditions of their locality. Despite the
pressures of a centralizing state and a social milieu whose demographic structure
was defined by a ‘poverty-stricken peasantry,” they strained to promote the ideals
and ideas of modernity. Consequently, they extensively borrowed from Bulgarian
folk culture, though selectively appropriating and considerably transforming its
constituents. The most apparent reason, as my analysis of Slaveikov’s attitude
proposes, was to enforce the integration of cultural space and to disseminate a
form of national identity that elevated the experience of Bulgarian culture and
offered a positive model of self-identification in resistance to the traditional
Bulgarian identity and its ‘self-colonizing’ ramifications. As already mentioned,
the national identity articulated by the Bulgarian modernists was anchored in the
high culture they aspired to create. Because the Bulgarian nation was already
politically constituted, the modernists used the national heritage of Bulgarian folk
culture as a mobilizing ‘tool’ in order to secure “a sense of national identity
solidly in the population as a whole [...] [and to] entrench a patriotic sense of
identity which was national, community-based, transclassist, i.e., spanning
different social classes” (cf. Thiesse and Bertho-Lavenir 2001, 126; Slaveikov
1959, 205).

Still, their relationship with the national oral tradition is a thorny question
that has no simple explanation. I perceive the modernists’ attitude as cynical
(Sloterdijk 1987, 3-5) inasmuch as in their writings they did not attempt to
idealize the Bulgarian narod. This cynical attitude was expressed in the form of

selective appropriation and modernization of folklore elements that entailed a
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sophisticated re-working and re-invention as official (public) symbols of
Bulgarian nationality. Informative in this respect is Ivan St. Andreichin’s
discourse that identified two principal sources the Bulgarian modernists explored
in search of appropriate symbols: nature and folklore. The critic acknowledged

that:

[Bulgarian poets] drew from the inexhaustible treasure of [traditional] myths
and legends [...] that represent a type of ideal reality in which humankind
mirrors itself [...] In contrast to the Romantics, contemporary poets [i.e., the
modernists] approached [this treasure] in a different manner. They attempted
to grasp the eternal [universal] thought and ideal feeling. Where the
Romantics saw folk tales and parables [i.e., folkloric items], the modernists
saw symbols. [...] Their interest in the legends and myths was nothing but an
attempt to express their thoughts in a symbolical form, [...] a feature that,
together with the idealistic aspirations, clearly betrayed the most
characteristic features of the new literary movement.”®

To further illustrate this point, I would also cite here the thoughts of
another prominent defender and practitioner of Bulgarian modernism:

[Bulgarian] symbolist and individualist poetry [...] connected the Bulgarian
intelligentsia to the mysticism of the [native] land and the sanctity of the
blood. The evolution of the Bulgarian symbolist movement happened rapidly
after [the symbolist authors] began to seek for, and became attached to
Bulgarian myths and traditions, for they [started] looking at the past more
intensely. They hunted not for the history of the ‘People,’ but tried to come to
terms with the fate of Bulgarianness; for them, this was a problem of utmost
importance. Bulgarian individualism came to its end in those who initiated it,
in order to emerge, as one German critic puts it, as supra-individualism. In
this process, the individual emancipated himself or herself from the chains of

%6 Te ueprexa olme oT 60raToTO CHKPOBHILE Ha MHTOBETE H Jerexmute [...] He ca
JM Te€ €IUH BHI HAealHa JEHCTBUTENHOCT, C KOATO YOBEYECTBOTO CE MNPE/CTaBisIBa B
cobcTBenuTe cH oun? [...] CeraliHuWTe MOETH MOIJeJHaXa APYrosye Ha MHUTOBETE W
nerenamre. Te Thpcexa B TAX TpalHAaTa MHCBJ U UACATHOTO YYBCTRBO; (3a pa3ivka OT
pPOMaHTHLHTE) KBAETO €JHUTE BHXKJaXa NMpPUKa3Ky W OacHH, APYTHUTE BIXKAAXa CUMBOJIH
[...] Ta3sm 6marocKJIOHHOCT KBM JiereHzaTa W MuTa [..] Oemme eaHO-€IWHCTBEHO
CIIEICTBHE OT CTapPaHHETO /1A C€ H3pa3iAT CHMBOJIIMCTUYHO MHUCIIHTE — 2 TOBA CIIeYesId Ha
CEeTalllHUTE MOeTH UMETO, C KOETO Te I'M omnpenenxa. Ta3u XapaKTepuCTHKa ce NpubaBs
KbM HJCAIHUCTUYHHTE CTPEMEXKH, KOUTO, [...] ca XapaKTepHCTUYHH YEepTH Ha HOBaTa
mkoia (Andreichin 1907, 119; page citations refer to the reprint in Iliev 1992, 109-121).
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foreign materialism and became united with the ever-lasting Bulgarian

spirit.”’

For this reason then, the modernist re-contexualization of folklore items
indeed is best viewed as a practice that was dictated by attempts to negotiate a
respectful national image for the Bulgarians in front of the world community. As
Slaveikov’s, Andreichin’s, and Traianov’s utterances demonstrate, Bulgarian
modernists engaged in a subjective re-invention of traditional items, which while
“transposed as required for consumption by the cultured and highly sophisticated
[domestic and international] public” (cf. Thiesse and Bertho-Lavenir 2001, 122),
also became part of Bulgarian high national culture in the form of well-known
individually authored literary works. The consequence was twofold: on the one
hand, the modernists secured a niche for their distinctive production within the
domestic market of cultural goods. On the other hand, they acted as a mediator
and spokesmen for the Bulgarian nation in the international exchange of ‘cultural
capital’ claiming both their authority over the tradition as well as their authority
over the import and utilization of foreign models and cultural blueprints for
modernization.

Perhaps, the explanation is that folklore was established as a chief code-
system of the Bulgarian national culture through the centralizing cultural practices
of the state. In this respect, the adulation and utilization of Bulgarian vernacular
culture in modernist discourses could be explained as an attempt of Bulgarian

progressive intelligentsia to “concede to the primacy of the state [...] and [be]

%7 CUMBOJMCTHYHATA M MHAHBHAYAINCTHYHA JTUpHKA [..] CBBp3a GBIarapckus
HUHTEJIUIeHT ¢ MHMCTHKAaTa Ha 3eMATa M CBETOCTTa Ha KpbBTa. Pa3zBUTHETO Ha T. Hap.
OBrapcky CHMBOJIM3BM CTaBalle I1aBojIoMHO 6bp30. Toii MoTHPCH M HaMepH Bpb3KaTa
¢ OBarapckus MHT M OBITapckOTO MOBEpHe, KaTo MOTJIeflHAa HAa MHHAIOTO IIO-
NMpPOHUKHOBeHO. He ucropusra Ha OBarapckus HapoZ, a cbadara Ha ObarapmuHara O6s1xa
npobieMHuTe, KOWTO BBJIHyBaxa JO caMousrapsHe TtBopuure. bearapckusr
VHIMBUyaJIN3bM CE U3KUBS B CAMHTE Te3H, B KOUTO C€ POIIH, 3a Jia ce Ipeodpasu B e1H
CBPBXHHIVBUAYAJIH3bM, KaKTO C€ H3pa3siBa €IWH HEMCKHM KPUTHK. B To3u mpoliec
6BArapcKUAT YOBEK ce OCBOOOAM OT Hy’>KAWUTE OKOBH HAa MaTepHajM3Ma M ce MpHoOLH
KbM OBJirapckus BedeH ayx (Traianov 1935, 94).
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drawn in political nationalism” adapting to “the formal modes of organization in

order to regenerate the nation” (cf. Hutchinson 2000, 602).

5.4. The Intelligentsia and the ‘People:’ Re-defining the Nation

Regardless of their interest in Bulgarian vernacular culture, the modernists clearly
distanced themselves from its main ‘producers’ and consumers: the peasants. As
previously mentioned, the divide between the modernist intelligentsia and the
‘people’ was another expression of the tensions prevalent among Bulgarian
society at the turn of the 20t century and were provoked by the changes
associated with the advancement of industrialization and modernization. Within
this context, the ambivalent and selective attitude of Bulgarian modernists toward
local traditions reveals an aspect of the specific cultural habitus of modernist
intellectuals that suggests both their enthusiasm and acceptance of the occurring
changes as well as their fear, confusion, and disillusionment. This ambivalence
surfaced as a defining feature of their activities, fueling the modernist
intelligentsia’s social imagination and desire to revise, redefine, and disrupt
existing social patterns, conventions, behavioral, and cognitive schemes. In this
respect, the divide between the Bulgarian intelligentsia and the ‘people’ became
an important boundary the modernists articulated, maintained, and manipulated in
their struggle to establish themselves as the national-cultural elite. They used this
boundary to promote their modernizing offensives. Thus, it symbolically
represents another aspect of their cultural revolt, which concerned the attempts to
discard the ethnographic concept of narod (People) constructed in the course of
the liberation struggle and the traditional notion of Bulgarian national identity
associated with it.

Like the Ukrainian modernists, their Bulgarian counterparts engaged in the
creation of “an abstract community” of “unseen, unheard, [...] national fellows”
(cf. James 1996, 33) that was based on “disembodied integration” rather than on
immediate and direct face-to-face interactions. The ‘community of strangers’ (the

nation) thus formed had, nevertheless, to be presented and “consummated
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concretely” (cf. James 1996, 33). The nation that Bulgarian modernists had
conceived and imagined was slightly different from the abstract, primarily
aesthetic concept the Ukrainian modernists constructed. Perhaps, because of the
partition of what Bulgarian patriotic intelligentsia perceived to be their ethnic
lands, Bulgarian intellectuals interpreted the nation in reference to a specific
geographic and spatial framework as “being bound by particular conceptions of
time, space, and embodiment” (cf. James 1996, 35; Slaveikov 1921, and his
unfinished epic poem Kiirvava pesen). Consequently, the modernists used some
concrete spatial oppositions such as the village—city dichotomy, as well as the
opposition between the center (capital) and periphery (province), as symbols of
social distinctions that the diversification of labor in the modern state produced.
While preserving the reciprocity of traditional relations, which continued to give
meaning and structure to the social existence, this served as another intellectual
strategy that also “reconstituted [outside the village] and at a more abstract level
[...] the social relations and subjectivities associated with the emerging
predominance of newer means of disembodied extension [the press, the printed
book, and ultimately, the Bulgarian national culture]” (cf. James 1996, 45). In
other words, the focus of this section is to trace how the Bulgarian modernist
intelligentsia tried to “abstract a community among strangers” (cf. James 1996,
46) in a period when the reconstitution of national integration was perceived as
urgently needed.

The effort to establish the coherence of the Bulgarian nation as an abstract
quality that united a population which — in the eyes of the patriotic intelligentsia —
was politically divided and lived under the influence of different power structures,
motivated a very specific image of the nation. It accommodated the modernist
perception of Bulgarianness as a benchmark of social integration championing
individualism, nationalism, spiritual aristocratism and moral superiority.
Accordingly, the modernists formulated the nation primarily as a spiritual and

moral principle embodied in the incipient ‘high’ national culture, which they
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considered to be the only institution responsible for preserving and sustaining the
integrity and wholeness of the Bulgarian ethnos.

Slaveikov, Dr. Kriistev, Iavorov, Todorov and others spoke of high culture
from the perspective of a knowledge elite, whose purpose was to transform and
reform. Their disappointment in the political solutions of the national problem
forced them to formulate an alternative concept of nationality, one that was
grounded in the philosophy of individualism and the concept of Absolute beauty,
both closely associated with the idea of a civilized and ‘modern’ individual
(Slaveikov 1903, 52; K’orchev 1906). To the pragmatism and political
opportunism of the state mechanism, they opposed their idealism and cultural
optimism, envisioning Bulgarian society as a community of refined, cultured, and
highly sophisticated citizens with developed aesthetic tastes, which freely
expressed their creative mind and will. It is worthy citing from Radoslavov’s
emotionally charged introduction to his history of Bulgarian literature, where he
remarked:

At Neuilly, during the peace negotiations, the representatives of the defeated
Bulgarian people were forced to listen [many] harsh accusations questioning
the reputation of our nation-state. We are certain that if our recent efforts
were focused on creating cultural and intellectual ‘goods,” our fate today
would have been different [especially] if we had followed a different ideal
from the geographic-territorial [political one]. Other people did not vanish
under crueler and more oppressive tyrannies and influences from older
civilizations, because the world, familiar with their acts of heroism in the
struggle for spiritual advancement, did not allow such breach of moral and
divine justice to occur.”®

% Texxu ca ymure, kKouTo B Hboil, Ha 3aceanHaTa 3a Mup, 6:1Xxa NpHHYACHU Jja
M3CIyLIaT JiejieraTuTe Ha nobeneHus 6barapcku Hapon: bwenrapus Llapcteo nu e wim
Peny6nuxa? MoxeMm ma 6baeM TBbpIO yOeNeHH, Ye ako HallUTe YCHIMSA B Hali-HOBarta
HH HCTOpHs 0sXa HACOYEHHU B CH3[aBaHE Ha KYJITYPHH H JyXOBHH Jiejia, HAIATa y4acT
JHec Ou O6una mo-Ipyra; ako Ha TO3M 3JIOBeI aepomnar HaMaxa camo reorpadugeckoro
MOHATHE 3a HamaTa 3eMs. JIpyrd Hapoau He 3arMHaxa IoJ MHOTO [0-OTIACHH THPaHUH U
BIIMSHHS Ha MHOTO IO-CTapH LMBHJIM3AlMH, CaMO 3alOTO CBETHT, NMO3HABaKH I'd, HO
TE€XHUTE BEJIMKH MOABHM3U Ha OoifHOTO moye Ha [yxa, HUkora He OHM MO3BOJIMI Ha ce

M3BBPIIM €[HO MOAOOHO CBETOTAaTCTBO Cpelly OOXKECTBEHHTE M MOPANHH 3aKOHM
(Radoslavov 1935, 6).
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The critic, then proceeds with the following appeal, expressing his
conviction that only the creation of a high national culture will bring to Bulgaria
the desired international prestige: “To create! Creativity in the name of our
Intellectual Growth! This is the ideal of our times and the ideal of the next
generations to come.”® Even more explicit is Dimo K’orchev, who earlier
defined the impetus of the modernist project in the following manner:

To discover the ingredients of social life [civil society], and on their
foundation, or under their bearing to look for new societal values is a
requirement of the new [culture]. These constituents are not the individual,
the family, the state and the community of co-nationals considered separately
but their relationship with each other; this is what constitutes the grain of
social life. Modern artists depict the individual alienated from those
structures, thus inspiring one to become the creator of a new life. Being
people, who live alone, those hermits [i.e. the modernist artists] seek no
connection with their compatriots, stay away from society, and take no part in
social activities. Their [deliberate] disengagement, however, is the most
unconcealed and active form of [social] criticism demonstrated through their
intentional acts of dissent.*

Along the same lines, K’orchev declared that:

The time when we had to befriend the ‘people’ has passed. Earlier, we were
weak and needed the support [of the masses]. The strong individual ought to
be alone. He carries in himself everything that a human being needs, and
hence, he becomes the focus of the new art. [...] The strong individual is a
super-human, said Nietzsche, and he was right. The actions of the strong
indiylidual provide superior examples for those who aspire to find meaning in
life.

29
Ja tBopruM! TBopdectBo 3a menoro Ha Jyxa! Eto eauH Huean nHa Hamero
BpeMe, HIeall U Ha IMOKOJIEHHATa, KOUTO 1ife Haeat cienx Hac (Radoslavov 1935, 6).

* Jla HaMepuM eneMEHTHTE HA OBIECTBEHHS XXMUBOT M BHPXY TAX, HIH B TAXHA
cpeda, Ja TBhPCHM OOINECTBEHH LEHHOCTH, € €IHO OT HW3HCKBaHHUATa Ha HOBaTa
nurepatypa. Te3su elleMeHTH HE ca JMYHOCTTa, CEMEHCTBOTO, Abp)KaBaTa, ¢ HaIlHTE
CHYOBEUM, 8 OTHOIUCHHMATA HM €IOHO KbM ApYro. IIpH HOBMTE mUcaTe/ JIMYHOCTTA CE
YeAHHsBA, OTHAJe4aBa ce OT Te3HW O0JacTH Ha YoBelKa JeHHOCT M CTaBa €JIEMEHT,
3apoauir Ha HOB HBOT. Karo xopa, KouTo >xuBesT 3a cebe cH, THA ITyCTHHHULIM HE ce
cOmDKABaT ChC CBOMTE CHUOBELH, M30ArBaT OOIIECTBOTO, HE Y4YAaCTBYBAaT B HErOBHTE
JleNla, HO Ta3W MAaCHBHOCT € Hal-royisMaTa aKTUBHOCT KaTO KPUTHKA, KaTO CH3HATEIHO
HenoBoicTBo (qt. in Radoslavov 1935, 245).

*! Muna Bpemeto, Korato TpabBaue fa ApyskuM ¢ xopata. Torasa 6s1xme cnaGu
1 aupexme noanopa. CHIHHAT TpAOBa na 6bae cam. Ton npubpa B cebe cH BCHUKO, IO €
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K’orchev’s discourses reveal that the Bulgarian modernists found between
the individual and the nation an intimate connection, evoked through the personal
experience of nationality as a mutual bond generated through the internalized
values of national culture and the subjective aspirations motivating the individual
to reach the moral and aesthetic absolute. “The purpose of culture is to cultivate
spiritual aristocrats, who approximate the genius. [...] Is it unlikely for a
democracy to triumph in a society where [...] such a goal is impossible, such an
ideal is absurdity, and its realization curbed in a remote and forgotten past?”>? The
modernist critic promoted Nietzschean ultra-individualism in order to substantiate
his view that nationalism ought to unite through the shared aesthetic experience of
beauty, harmony and “silence” (K’orchev 1907, 158).>> “Art as a means for self-
improvement encompasses three elements: God, silence, and Motherland [i.e.
nation].”* K’orchev believed that a nation begins to truly exist at the moment
when each individual realizes his connection with the rest of humanity; by
resisting the “human tragedy,” he or she commences ascent to a higher state of
civilization, thus cultivating a superior vitality and resilience that springs from
one’s philosophical compliance with the human existential paradox: mortality.
Therefore, the critic maintained, the purpose of art was neither “to solve issues”
nor “to serve agendas;” it had to enhance “the synthesis of all cultural expressions

created in the world” by means of exposing “the universal human essence

HY>KHO 3a YOBEKa M TakKa CTaBa 00EKT Ha HOBOTO M3KYCTBO. [...] CHIHMAT Ha CBeTa e
CBPBXYOBEKYT, ka3Ba Hurure — u Toit 6e npas. CaMo MUCITHUTE U JiejIaTa Ha CHIIHHA MOraT
Ja ciIyXaT KaTo YpPOLM 32 BCHYKHM, KOMTO HMCKAT Ja ocMuciar >xusota (1907, qt. in
Radoslavov, 244-5).

* Tlenta Ha KyATypaTa € Ja Ch3aBa BCE IO-BHCIIM HHIMBUIAYYMH, [a Ce
NpubImKaBa Bce MO-OM3KO A0 reHHA [...] BBE3MOXHO M € eIHO TPBKECTBO Ha
JeMOKpaTH3Ma [...] Korato Karo LeJl TOBa € HEBB3MOXKHOCT, KaTo uaean e abcypa, KaTo
JEHCTBHTENIHOCT — €AHO JaneyHo u 3abpaBeno mmuanmo (K’orchev 1906, 151; page
citations refer to the reprint in Iliev 1992, 138-153).

33 Page citations refer to the reprint in Iliev 1992, 153-161.

34
H3kycTBOTO KaTo CpelCTBO 3a CaMOYCHBHPLICHCTBaHE KpHE TPH €JIEMEHTA:
bor, Mbi4nue u poauna... (K’orchev 1907, 158).

284

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



originating in God and our interactions with the divine” (K’orchev 1907, 158-
159).

Thus, Bulgarian modernists developed an understanding of nationality as a
universal fact, seeking to reinforce the appeal of the nation as a phenomenon of
modern times. “The Nation is the Truth [toward which] the entire humanity
aspires. Each individual attains it in his or her own way, therefore in each person
the truth is manifested differently. The merit of nationality is not in the diversity
of forms [in which it is experienced] but in the intensity of that experience.”
From this standpoint, K’orchev elaborated his cultural theory as a form of ‘rooted
cosmopolitanism,” according to which the universal human problems could be
approached only from a national perspective. In this respect, his writings show
that the boundary between the Intelligentsia and the ‘people’ supported the
construction of the Bulgarian nation as a community based on individual acts of
imagining and experiencing the nation for which national art and culture provided
a feasible context. Accordingly, modern(ist) literature and art were conceived as
instrumental in preserving “the linkage of individualized identities with the
national one” (cf. Jusdanis 1991, 150; K’orchev 1906, 160-161). The separation
of ‘people’ and intelligentsia, consequently indicated the distinction made
between “national identities that emerge through open processes of debate and
discussion” and identities that were imposed from ‘above’ by means of
indoctrination (cf. Miller 1995, 39). In short, the modernists promoted their
version of national identity as one that ‘evolved naturally’ during the exchange
and dissemination of compelling cultural artifacts that conveyed “truths and
nationality that everyone, wherever he is, can grasp, feel, and relate to”
(Modernostta im e v tui, che sochat rodinata i istini, koito vsichki, gdeto i da sa,

mogat razbra i pochuvstva;, K’orchev 1906, 160), thus giving also the individual a

* Poouna e uctrHaTa KBM KOSTO CE CTpeMH 4OBeuecTBOTO. Beeku crura 1o Hes
ype3 cebe CH, 3aTyil BCEKMMY paslIM4HO ce OTKpuBa. Ho welinama yewnocm He e 6
HeeOHaxkeocmma Ha gopmama, a 8 cmenenma Ha uzuyecmeyeanemo (K’orchev 1907,
160; author’s italics).
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choice to cast off those identities that were mainly “result of political imposition”
(cf. Miller 1995, 39).

The proper connection of individual and society in this manner was
scrutinized excessively in the modernist discourses, which inexorably reiterated
the need for the moral ‘rebirth’ of each Bulgarian, conceptualizing the extant
reality as degrading to the individual’s true humanity and identity (Slaveikov
1959, 179-180; 196). As Elenkov acknowledges, from the 1890s on the debate
about the role and social function of the Bulgarian intelligentsia and its relation to
the ‘people’ surfaced as one of the most heated public discussions in which all
rivalry groups of intellectuals partook (1998, 64-75). In this way, the boundary
was formalized, as it became part of the official negotiations of Bulgarian cultural
identity that openly took place in the public sphere (Stefanov 1995, 205-220). In
Elenkov’s interpretation, this dichotomy reflected °‘the poles of anxiety’
identifying the reaction to the modernization of Bulgarian society where the
‘people’ conventionally have been constructed as a “key symbol of identification,
opposed to the modern society” and its models, norms and rules of regulation
(1998, 66). The debate about the role of the intelligentsia, then, argues the
contemporary Bulgarian scholar, “implicates an attempt to formulate an ideology
of the impossible public consensus” regarding the issues of culture and identity,
which nevertheless “tried to bring together the sharply contrasting groups of
intellectuals” and unite them on the basis of their opposition to the state, on the
one hand, and the inert ‘mass’ of people, on the other (Elenkov 1998, 66-67).

To be sure, the notion of ‘people’ was employed in modernist discourses
with a double meaning. For example, Dr. Kriistev’s article in response to the
position of the state on the current educational problems during the so-called
‘Teachers’ Question’ (1905-1908; Manafova 1987, 32) made a clear distinction
between the ‘people’ (narod) and the ‘mob’ (ti#lpa, masa), identifying the
intelligentsia as the ‘core of the nation,” while discarding in a single rhetorical

gesture the uneducated, illiterate, and uncultured narod:
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Any attentive and cognizant observant of Bulgarian society will be quite
hesitant to decide whether the Bulgarians constitute ‘a People’ (narod).
Indeed, our social formation could be identified simply as a conglomerate of
individuals, a geographic and ethnographic, even administrative entity, but a
nation it is not and cannot be, because it lacks the conditions for that. The
mass we can ignore — its psychology is different. Let us limit ourselves to
considering the intelligentsia. Does it feel some sort of responsibility towards
the collective, in itself perhaps an abstract notion, yet very concrete in its
existence? Did [the intelligentsia] demonstrate such unified consciousness;
did it commit an organized collective, social or intellectual action, driven
exclusively by its own emotional attachments and beliefs? We do not single
out specific persons, for we do not claim that there are no individuals who
sincerely and altruistically [work for their society]; we claim that even these
people hgve failed to produce a coherent, organic whole, [i.e. a nation], acting
as one.”

Perhaps Stefanov and Elenkov are right when trying to conceptualize the
divide that the modernists constructed in the beginning of the 20™ century
between the Intelligentsia and the ‘people’ as an “intellectual technique” by
means of which “the crises within the national social space were controlled
through [a series of] discursive catharses” (Stefanov, qt. in Elenkov 1998, 68).
The Bulgarian nation in the modernist discourses thereby emerged as an abstract,
inclusive, primarily ‘ethical community’ (nravstveno obshtestvo) of citizens,
which neither the state nor the traditionally defined ‘people’ could contain in their
one-sided, limited dimensionality. Therefore, in contrast to the previous modes of

identification, the modernists articulated their cultural nationalism, arguing that

* Equu cTpor H no-abn6ok HaGMoaTeN Ha HAIIMS OOIIECTBEH JKUBOT IBITO 6
ce Koyieba, pe/in Aa penId OaiH ChIIecTBYBa Obirapcku #apoo. Y nelicTBUTENTHO TOBa,
Koero HHH o0pa3dyBame, Moxe na Obme eauH MHOro A0OBp KOHIJIOMEpaT oOT
HUHIMBUAYYMH, €JHO reorpaduuecko U eTHOrpadcko WIH Aaxe aAMUHHCTPATHBHO 11O,
HO HapoJ TO He € M He Moxke Ja Obje, 3aI0To My JIMIICBAT BCHYKH YCJIOBHA 3a TOBA.
Macara MoxxeM IIpH TOBa J1a OCTaBUM HacTpaHa — HeliHaTa IICHXOJIOTHS € ChBCEM Apyra —
Y J1a ce OrpaHU4YMM C MHTeNnureHuuara. iMa nu T KakBO-roge Ch3HaHHE 3a JTBXHOCT
CpsiMO Hello o610, KOJIEKTUBHO — B CBOETO IOHATHE MOxe O aOCTPaKTHO, HO B CBOETO
O6utne pocymr konkperHo? [IposiBuina oM e T4 gocera eIWH-€IWHCTBEH MBT TaKOBa
Ch3HaHME, U3BBHPIIMIIA JIH € MO BHYIICHHE Ha CBOMTE COOCTBEHM HyBCTBA U YOEKIEHHS
€IHO KOJIEKTHBHO, COLMAJTHO WM HHTENeKTyasHo aelicteue? He roeopum 3a oTaenHu
€IUHUIM; HE TBHPIUM, Y€ HSIMAa XOpa ¢ Hali-AbI00K H UCKPEH aNTPYU3BM; HO TBBPIUM,
4ye U THA Hail-noOpH eQuHUIM HUKOTa He ca 00pa3yBajiM €HO KHUBO, OPraHU4ecKo Lo,
eoun uHAuBUAYYM (Author’s italics; Dr. Kriistev 1898, 95-6).
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the nation was an expression of a higher social bond that was realized in the
internalization of common values, endorsed through the national high culture.

The notion of high culture articulated by the Bulgarian modernists was
predicated on the political ideology of liberal democracy (Genchev 1991, 287-89;
Tordanov 1993, 43-44). It accommodated the intellectuals’ vision of the artist as a
new social ideal and a role model to be disseminated among those, who in the
view of the intelligentsia, were neither educated nor sophisticated enough to
produce national values and ideals tuned to modernity. According to this
intelligentsia, this was the majority of the Bulgarian population. Intended as a
unifying principle, however, as Elenkov has argued, the idea of ‘high’ culture —
promoting the independence and personal autonomy of each Bulgarian, while
arguing above all the right of individuals to define and freely express their
identity outside of societal restrictions, outdated norms, etc. — paradoxically
became “an experience of social fragmentation” that made possible the cultivation
of individualism through a series of “nihilistic” detachments from historical
reality, which the modernists had formulated (Elenkov 1998, 59). The
promulgation of modernist aesthetics, which affirmed that the absolute moment of
internal freedom and true individual existence was achieved only by way of
intense aesthetic pleasure, became a vital part of this process (Elenkov 1998, 59).

The modernists persistently restated this idea, especially when assessing
the derogatory effects of the ‘mass’ culture popularized and instilled by the state.
In this context, Slaveikov’s struggle to secure the autonomy of the National
Theatre, which consumed most of his time as a director before he was fired and
left the country in 1912, is exemplary of the type of agitation the modernists
employed in their culture-building and culture-promotion activities (Slaveikov
1959, 268-301; 345-46). It is noteworthy that the distinction they made between
‘high’ and ‘low’ culture, also reflected in the cleavage between the Intelligentsia
and the ‘People,” developed into a key point of the Bulgarian creative

intelligentsia’s demands for political reforms. Slaveikov, for example, explicitly
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stated in his article “Natsionalen teatiir” (National Theatre): “Everywhere around
the world the autonomy of artists is achieved through struggle and sacrifices [...]”
(Slaveikov 1959, 268; 345-46). I will discuss this aspect of Bulgarian modernism
in the next section. Suffice it to note here that Slaveikov’s understanding of true
democracy, for instance, was underpinned by his conviction that the autonomy of
the artistic field was crucial for the realization of the liberal-democratic model
(Slaveikov 1959, 332-347). Any other social and political ideology the modernist
rejected as a form of “cheap populism” (evtin demokratizm; qt. in Iliev 1992, 59).

Iavorov voiced similar views, although more poetically. In his
posthumously published fragment, “Geniiat niama viizrast i narodnost” (The
Genius Is Ageless And Stateless), he confessed that the Bulgarian intelligent
impregnated with the modern sensitivity, remained “alienated from his social
environment and from those for whom he carries the cross to Golgotha” (vsiakoga
samotfen] i chuzhd, sred koito zhivee i za koito nosi kiim Golgota svoia kriist,
Iavorov n. d., 69). Despite that in his heart, the artist with patriotic nostalgia
“craves” closeness to his society, in quest of a “bosom” and a “homeland,” he is
always lonely and estranged. The implication is clear, for Iavorov indeed
perceived the artistic intelligent as separate from, and superior to ‘the masses.’
Tavorov hastens to add that the intellectual, possessing “an inborn longing for the
sky and the eternal, the realm from which he had come [...] is without a family
(bezroden) and without a state (bezotechestven), searching for a motherland
(rodina) [...] always imagining and living in the world of his illusions” (khimerite
na zhivota i sredata; lavorov n. d., 69). The nation thus emerges as a utopian
realm of harmony, peace and beauty.

Particularly visible that is, as Elenkov points out, in the intellectual
articulation of the nation communicated after the defeat of the Bulgarian political
nationalism in the World War I, when the artistic intelligentsia agitated for
identification with the ‘imaginary’ national space depicted in the writings of the

Symbolists, wherein the experience of Bulgarianness was symbolically integrated,
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continuous and whole (Elenkov 1998, 71). The imagined nation was contrasted
henceforth with the real nation. The opposition took the form of a new semiotic
twist that recharged the conventional notion of motherland (rodina) with fresh
connotations. In contrast to the previously endorsed fatherland (otechestvo, a
masculine noun), the term rodina (a feminine noun) now was established as an
acceptable public symbol of national identification (K’orchev 1907, 160-61).
Together with the Balkan (mountain), rodina (motherland, homeland) was
essentialized as the embodiment of Bulgarian cultural history in space and time,
thus situating the ethnic community within a mytho-poetic rather than a concrete
geographical realm. Galin Tikhanov has discussed the significance of this act.
This Bulgarian literary critic suggests that:

[...] The ‘native’ is no longer necessarily conceptualized as ‘Bulgarian’; this
incongruence [of native and Bulgarian] results from the expanded meaning of
the idea of homeland (rodina). From a specific and limited territory, a
product of a stable patriotic attachment that generated the images of
collective identification, the homeland (rodina) is transformed into an ideal
[immaterial] substance, materializing only through the efforts of the
individual to search for it and attain it, respectively eroding rather than
achieving collective identification. The homeland thus becomes the
individual’s destiny. [...] One is not born into a nation, but gives birth to the
nation within ‘the self”.”’

For instance, K’orchev proclaimed that the homeland (rodina) was
everywhere, contained in the “shining stars and the cloudy sky, the green forest
and the rocky desert, within [one’s] friend and the eyes of his dog, the rose in the
garden and the spider weaving his web in the corner of the room, which all hold

bits of mortality and immortality [...].”*® His effort to erase all associations with

*7[...] ponHOTO He e Beue HENPEMEHHO GBIrapCcKOTO; TAXHOTO HECHBIANAHE €
CBBP3aHO C pa3lIMPEeHHs U IPOMEHeH 06eM Ha NOHATHETO 3a poauHa. OT 3eMs, ‘B HAKOH
npenend,’ NPONYKT Ha €[Ha YCTOMYMBA CETHBHOCT, MNpOHM3BeXnalla oOpa3u Ha
KOJIEKTHBHOTO HIIeHTH(HULIHpaHe, pOAUHATA Cera CTaBa JyXOBHa CyOCTaHIWA, pe3yJsTar
HAa WMBHIYaJHO THPCEHE W NOCTHIaHe, IO-CKOPO NMOAPHBALIO, OTKOJKOTO IOCTHTallo
KOJICKTUBHAaTa HIeHTU(HKalyi. PoanHaTta ce mpeBphila B HHAMBUAYyajdHa yd4acT. [...]
Beue He HOBEKBT € B poAMHaTa, a poJHHATA € B IMuHocTTa (1994, 131-32).

38
Ponunara e BCHAC: ACHUTC 3BC3HU U 3aTHbMHCHUAT OT o6naume CBO/JI, 3€JICHaTa
ropa 1 KaMCHHUCTaTa ITyCTOLN, NPHATCIIAT BH M OYHTE Ha HEroBOTO Ky4e€, po3aTa B
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concrete geographical fopoi, an intellectual practice that Slaveikov also frequently
utilized,

[...] could be explained as a consequence of the actual infeasibility of
accomplishing the geographical ideal — the unification of all Bulgarians
inhabiting the Balkan Peninsula into a single territory. The waning of this
ideal was as much an outcome of the historical circumstances (actual political
decisions, participation in the wars, the national catastrophes) as it was a
result of the psychological uncertainty and skepticism that the modernist
‘cultural universalism’ [rooted cosmopolitanism] provoked.”

Part of this complex of semantic or rather semiotic transformations which
reflected the social changes occurring in Bulgaria, constituted the formulation by
the modernists of another boundary signaling ambivalence with respect to their
current reality. This was the distinction between the city and the village,
conceptualized as two separate habitats of modernity. In addition to the divide
between the intelligentsia and the ‘People,’ this binary opposition was employed
as a metaphor conveying social tensions and inequalities that the progressive
intellectuals considered imperative to articulate in the process of re-forming the
nation. Above all, they used it to affirm once again their status as cultural leaders
and to claim authority over the production of the nation’s ‘symbolic,’ i.e., cultural
capital. On the other hand, they projected their frustration and disagreement with
official policies of nationalism that imparted a rather incomplete version of group
identity by extolling the ‘demotic’ concept of the nation. In this respect, the
boundary served them to dispose of previous models of self-identification and to

formulate new objectives for the Bulgarian national movement.

rpajuHaTa ¥ MaskbT B BIbja HA CTaATa — BCHYKO € HOCHTEN Ha KbC OT BEYHOCTTA M
cmeprra [...] (K’orchev 1907, 160).

¥ 3arybaTta Ha OBJTapcKOTO B HEroBaTa BeIIECTBEHA CHIYPHOCT — TO3H
cnemmpuueH peduieKc Moxke Jga ce OOSCHH Karo CIIeACTBHE OT PeajiHOTO
HEOCBILECTBABAHE Ha ‘reorpadCKus ugeay’ — T[OCTHraHETO HA TEPHTOPHAIHO
o0enrHeHNe Ha BCUUKM OBIrapy >KuBeely Ha bankaHCKUA MOMyOCTPOB. YracBaHETO Ha
TO3U OJIsH, € pe3ysTar, KOJKOTO Ha MCTOPHYECKH CTEKIH ce obcToATencTBa ( peaHd
MOJIMTHYECKH PELICHUs, yJyacTie BbB BoifHUTE, HALIMOHAJIHN KaTacTPO(H), TOJIKOBA U Ha
MICUXOJIOTHYECKO PAa3ABOCHUE U HEJIOBEPHE POAMIIO CE C MOJIEPHUCTHYHOTO Ch3HAHUE 3a
‘kyatypeH yHuBepcamuzsM’ (Tikhanov 1994, 131-32).

291

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



One of the most interesting discussions addressing the relationship
between the city and the village, symbolically reinforcing the awareness of their
distinction, is the article “Bilgarskata natsionalna dusha” (The Bulgarian
National Soul) by one Mois Benaroia (1996).*° In his discourse, the Bulgarian
intellectual refused to see the city and the village as similar in terms of their role
as containers of modernity. Criticizing typical conceptualizations of their
relationship, Benaroia renounced the mainstream tendency of Bulgarian literature
to identify Bulgarian peasantry as the ‘People,” focusing exclusively on
portraying their lifestyle and problems. The Bulgarian city, in his view, more
often than not had been disregarded as an artistic object because “being a product
of foreign influences,” its urbanized culture was seen insufficient to generate
representations of the typical Bulgarian life (Benaroia 1996, 179). Having the
awareness of a true patriot, this critic thus reacted with annoyance to previous
conceptualizations of the nation (including those formulated by the early
Bulgarian modernists) that sought the real meaning of Bulgarianness in the
‘village’ and among the peasants. He insisted that the essence of Bulgarianness
was not to be found in the material existence (bif) and its ethnographically
accurate (realistic) or romanticized (idealized) aesthetic renderings, therefore
demeaning the significance of both Vazov’s and Slaveikov’s approaches. Instead,
Benaroia favored a symbolical method that above all endeavored to represent the
“eternal soul” of the nation (1996, 179). In any case, the critic emphasized, the
ethnographic elements, especially Vazov’s precise portrayals of Bulgarian
peasants in the context of their every day life, could be interpreted only as
“records of Bulgarian people’s backwardness” and their fascination with “the

progress of the advanced world” (1996, 179); the village itself then turned into a

“ The original date of publication is unknown; page citations refer to the reprint

in Literaturnata zadruga “Hiperion,” edited by Stoian Vasilev (Veliko Tirnovo: Slovo,
1996).
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spatial metaphor indicating such backwardness regardless of the authorial
intention invested in it.

On the other hand, argued Benaroia, the large urban centers possessed a
distinctive culture that reflected the modernization and Westernization of
Bulgarian society. Although the city stood out neither as a chief economic nor
most dominant social attribute of Bulgarian society, the culture and diverse
lifestyles it encompassed, characterize it as one of the most significant factors
propelling the progress of the Bulgarian nation (Benaroia 1996, 180). He
interpreted ‘the city’ as a symbol of modernity, endowing the notion with a
number of positive connotations by means of which the metaphor started to
function also as a sign of change and advancement. “The specifics of the new
social and economic conditions,” wrote Benaroia, “are revealed in the
intensification and growing significance” of urban life as a contemporary
condition that obliterates the patriarchal foundations of the Bulgarian nation. On
these grounds, he agitated for a different model of national identification, one that
recognized the power of urban (high) culture to raise the individual to a new
understanding of her relation with the nation. In other words, Benaroia’s
discourse celebrates the diversity and pluralistic nature of urban life and culture,
recognizing that different interests could engender conflicts and disagreements
between the intellectuals. Thus, he proclaimed the clashes with the older
generations as “natural,” pointing to the fact that such conflicts gave birth to
pluralism, which in contrast to the uniformity and conformity of the ‘village’
(traditional) life, reflected adequately the rhythm of the modern times to which
the younger generations of Bulgarian intelligentsia were prone to respond
(Benaroia 1996, 180-81).

The critic gave credit to the eclectic nature of Bulgarian modernism,
viewing it as an intellectual reaction to a reality that “had not completely adjusted
to West European big-business” (v nesprisposobilata se oshte kiim edriia

kapitaliziim Biilgaria). He maintained that this was “a typical feature of ‘belated’
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nations, whose modernization was triggered by negation” (otritsanie; Benaroia
1996, 181). In the quest for adequate models to express the polyphony of voices
in Bulgarian national culture, Benaroia offered an interesting re-arrangement of
the literary canon, declaring that the true essence of Bulgarianness one could
discover in the lyrical ponderings of the Bulgarian patriotic intelligentsia rather
than in the best prose-works it created (1996, 191). Respectively, he paid tribute
to Khristo Botev, Pencho Slaveikov, and Teodor Traianov as artists, who marked
three distinctive stages in the evolution of the “Bulgarian national soul.” Benaroia
preferred the symbolist Traianov, for as he put it, “[this poet] lives through the
destiny of the nation, surmounting the duality of Bulgarian existence, incarnating
the national ideas of love, goodness, enlightenment, and predestined suffering.”
Traianov’s poetry demonstrated that by moving through these phases, “the
synchronization of life with the rhythm of the universe is achieved, thus giving
meaning to the earthly existence; the new Bulgarian therein is born.”*!

The divide between the intelligentsia and the ‘people,” thus started to
function as an indicator of the new social tensions that the modernization brought
forth, therefore signaling the transformation of traditional society. As a result, the
modernists found it effective in symbolizing the occurring restructuring and
diversification of relationships within the Bulgarian space. For them, this was an
important strategy of distinction because it eliminated traditional confusions about
the status of the intelligentsia, which the older generation conceptualized as being
‘born’ out of the peasant mass and thus, insisted on its subordination to the
‘people,’ agitating for social service in the name of the ‘people’ that required from
the intellectuals to become ‘one with the masses.” Contrary to this view, which

the realists and populists shared with the writers of proletarian literature, the

‘' Teomop TpasHOB UJKMBABA CHAGaTa HAa HApOJa, MpPEBB3MOrBa

JBOHHCTBEHOCTTa Ha OBJIrapckoTo OUTHE W BBIUIOTABA HETOBUTE HAeH Ha oOHY, Ko6po,
CBETJIMHA U OpPHCAaHO CTpaJaHHe, BB3BECTABAHKU Ye B ABIKEHHETO Ha TO3U ITBT ce
MOCTHra BHCIIaTA XapMOHHSA Ha JKHBOTa, KOCMHYHHS PHTBM, KOWTO OCMHCIIA
MPeXOJHOCTTa Ha 3eMHOTO. Tyk ce ouepraBa U HOBUA Obarapcku yosek (1996, 190-191).
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modernists insisted on recognizing the right of the individual to have a mind of
her own and more importantly, to criticize both ‘the masses’ and the state. For
example, Benaroia while recognizing the need for closeness between the
intelligentsia and the ‘people’ also campaigned for the intellectuals’ disinterest in
popular (common) ideals, arguing that this would give the intelligentsia the
privilege “to criticize the masses.” Such criticism, however, in order to be useful
“has to be constructive and spring from [the intelligentsia’s] deep love for the
people” (1996, 191).

Benaroia’s article is important for it offers a glimpse into the change
occurring in the work of the Bulgarian modernist social imagination. The tone of
his words differs from that of the early modernists in being less aggressive and
militant when defending the right of intellectuals to participate in the shaping of
the nation’s historical fate. One senses in his position an attempt to cope with the
depressing reality of a growing political repression, economic and social
instability that resulted from the decisions made by the ruling political elite, a
shift that fully manifested itself only in the mid-1920s. As Elenkov points out,
“the wars and their aftermath constitute another critical situation,” which the
Bulgarian intelligentsia tried to ‘control’ by intensifying the struggle for cultural
regeneration. The debate about the role of the intelligentsia re-opened with a
renewed force in the public space after the First World War, when the Bulgarian
symbolists and later, expressionists, dadaists, etc. had to assert their right to be the
creators of the new social and cultural values. In this context, their prescriptions
for changes and proposed new definition of Bulgarian identity fed on a slightly
different conceptualization of the relationship between the individual and the
nation. They advocated for identification “with the imaginary national space that
they saw as the only warrant for the successful mastering of the post-war reality,
because it provided solace for the educated and terminated their dismal
wandering” (Elenkov 1998, 71). The utopian experience of the nation, as well as

the interest in experimenting with Bulgarian oral traditions set the foundation of
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the cultural program the intellectuals developed in opposition to the state and its
militant political nationalism. The key objective of this program remained the
formulated by the early modernists need for aligning Bulgarian culture with the
West European aesthetic standards of excellence. Thus, in the debates of the
1910s-1920s the issue of westernization and Europeanization re-surfaced,
escalating the artistic intelligentsia’s angst and distress. The relationship between
the center (Europe) and the periphery (Bulgaria) as manifested in the heatedly
debated topic about the relationship between the ‘native’ and the ‘foreign’ in
Bulgarian art and culture became the principle metaphor to express the increasing

tensions that further propelled the modernist cultural revolt.

5.5. Creating National Citizens:

The Intelligentsia Against the State

Among the most prominent factors provoking dissatisfaction and discontent with
the pace and direction of Bulgarian society’s modernization, thus strengthening
also the Bulgarian modernists’ critical reaction to the extant historical reality, was
their ‘disempowerment.” As the intellectuals quickly became aware of the
limitations the centralizing activities of the ruling administration imposed on their
involvement in the political life of the nation-state, they became more fervent in
the formulation of an alternative cultural agenda and program of action. This
section looks closely at the relationship of the progressive Bulgarian intelligentsia
with the nation-state in an attempt to elucidate further the source of Bulgarian
modernist practices and ideology, which developed as a form of cultural
nationalism that resisted and challenged the power of the political nationalism of
the Bulgarian state.

The political and socio-cultural realities in Bulgaria during the first two
decades of its independent existence clearly perplexed Bulgarian intellectuals,
above all, the cohort of West European oriented artistic intelligentsia, because the

state failed to define clearly their purpose in modern society. Consequently,
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Bulgarian writers, artists, academics and so on — in particular the advocates of
modernism and Westernization — felt politically and financially marginalized,
held back from active participation in the state building process (Iordanov 1993,
23). Informative in this respect is Boian Penev’s article “Biilgarskata
inteligentsia” (Bulgarian Intelligentsia, 1924). His commentary entertains a
common motif running as a ‘red thread’ through the bulk of Bulgarian modernist
discourses, namely the disappointment in the way the principle political acts of
the state (the Constitution, the ministerial and other administrative regulations)
defined the role of the artistic intelligentsia.® Among this plethora of critiques,
Penev’s review-article is worth mentioning because of his lucid and thorough
exposition of the problem that also offers a detailed and articulate program of
national-cultural revival, illuminating many of the typical modernist ambitions.

To begin with, although Penev’s essay opens with a trivial lamentation
about the inadequate state of cultural affairs in the Bulgarian nation-state, it
proceeds with an unusual twist as the critic shifts his attention to the meticulous
examination of the alternatives for national-cultural development. As he
acknowledges, Westernization was inevitable because of the overwhelming
apathy and deficiency of genuine intellectual resources. The critic clearly
indicated the lack of higher pursuits as the “sickness” of the times. “Although we
were politically liberated, the end of our spiritual ‘oppression’ is still unknown.
This spiritual ‘slavery’ is more dangerous than any political tyranny because we
cannot rely on others to free us from it. We have to do it ourselves. We have to

become a Great Power. But where are the efforts?”*

*2 Page citations refer to the reprint in Elenkov and Daskalov 1994, 131-144.

 To point but a few: Dr. Kriistev 1889, Slaveikov 1906, Debelianov 1912,
Mikhailovski 1924, Milev, G. 1924, Giilibov 1927b, and so on.

* Tonuriyuecku ce ocBOGOAMXME, HO KpasiT Ha JyXOBHOTO HHU poOCTBO Olle HE
ce BIKJAA. BropoTo po6cTBO € MHOrO Mmo-CTpamHo OT MOaUTHYecKoTo. OH Hero HUKOY
BBHIIIHA CH/Ia He 11le HU OCBOOOIM — HHe caMH TpsAOBa Jla ce 0cBOOOAUM, CaMH 3a cebe cH
na ctaHeM Benuka cuna. Ho ge ca yecunmuara? (Penev 1924, 132).
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Then, the intellectual proclaims that “heightened [social] awareness,
unison, and will” were the qualities the Bulgarian intelligentsia needed to
cultivate in order to secure the fulfillment of the cultural ideal: the creation of a
coherent and strong Bulgarian nation (Penev 1924, 132). As he wrote: “Bulgarian
society is familiar with hostility, pusillanimity and indifference but had never
experienced the powerful creative rhythm of a single harmonizing collective
will.”® Therefore, he suggested that the progressive Bulgarian intellectuals have
to seek inspiration in foreign models and imported cultural ‘goods’ in order to
produce the high national Bulgarian culture they aspired. Penev was adamant
about the need for high national culture, insisting that it was the most vital factor
in the revival of the Bulgarian spiritual and intellectual potential (1924, 132). In
his cultural vision, France was the country of choice because, as the critic argued,
it was the single European state that had a well-developed sense of social
solidarity and cohesiveness (Penev 1924, 133). Allow me to cite here a passage
from his discourse that finely illustrates the intention of his argument. In the
critic’s view,

The Frenchman is civil and polite. [...] His superbly tuned social instincts
turn him effortlessly into a cosmopolitan, who defends and lives by universal
humanistic values. His sole ambition is to serve mankind. [...] He is well
disposed to Otherness as well as to his native [culture], equally open-minded
and tolerant to [cultural differences]. [...] Unlike the Englishmen and the
Germans, the French are not haughty and treat ‘smaller’ nations with respect.

[...]

The most important feature of the French national character, however, is the
spiritual maturity and wealth that is expressed in the constant, unlimited,
creative imagination and the fine aesthetic taste. Such spiritual wealth is
predicated on a synthetic mind and an uninhibited imagination, which the
Bulgarians unfortunately do not possess, for they are too serious and crude to
develop it.*®

45
E’BJ'IFapCKOTO 06IJ.ICCTBO No3HaBa BpaXaaTra, NOO3HaBa MAJIOAYIIHETO H

PaBHOLYILIMETO ~ HO HE U TBOPYECKHSA PUTBM Ha €[JHa XaPMOHHMYHA KOJEKTHBHA BOJIS
(Penev 1924, 132).

46 .
OpaHIy3UHBT € B Haii-moOpHsA CMHCHJI Ha JyMara, OOIIECTBEH U CBETCKH
YyoBeK. [..] HeroBoro comuanHo UYyBCTBO Io H3aura A0 KOCMOIOJMTH3BM, [0
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Apparently, the intellectual put an emphasis on the concept of ‘civil
society’ interpreted in the light of the French ‘civic’ nationalism and in the
framework of a liberal-democratic ideology, which respected the infringed
rights and freedoms of the individual. His anti-governmental critique, although
subtle, targeted the state disinterest in the contribution and participation of
intellectuals as citizens and therefore, was elaborated from the perspective that
the state political nationalism was exhausted or rather insufficient in providing
models for further development. It indirectly implied the ambition of Bulgarian
modernists to transform the Bulgarian nation into a civil society, guarding with
fervor and unreserved patriotic devotion the originality and uniqueness of its
culture. Thus, Penev suggested that the core and unifying principle of this civil
society was not the state, but the national culture, which thus becomes the most
important constituent of Bulgarian collective identity. Since [the intelligentsia]
was politically marginalized and had no power to enforce in this “god-forsaken
and remote territory” the necessary changes, “it is imperative,” advocated the
critic, “to create our distinctive national culture” (Penev 1924, 133; see also
Zlatarov 1926, Giiltibov 1926c¢, Iankov 1927, and Kriistev, K. 1927).

It seems that, Penev featured the debate about the function and purpose
of the Bulgarian intelligentsia as a key to the solution of many internal conflicts.
He indicated the Bulgarian intellectuals’ growing belief in the need for finding

alternatives to the authority of the political elite, hence endorsing also a new

00IIOYOBEYHOCT ¥ YHUBEPCATHOCT Ha Ayxa. [‘onsMara HeroBa aMOMIS € 1a — 1a BBHPIIH
AeJOTO Ha LBUIOTO 4oBeuecTBO. [...] KBM OKOnMHOTO M HaneyHoTo TOH € eJHAaKBO
IPUBETIIUB, OTKPHUT, OT3MBYMB, JieCHO BB30yauM. [...] Uykna My € oHast HaJAMEHHOCT,
KOSTO OTJIMYaBa aHIMYaHH W HEMIIM — OCOOEHO B OTHOIICHHATA UM KBbM €JIHO MO-IO0JTHO
ChCIIOBHE HIIM HAPOAHOCT, HE 110 CBOSI BUHA M30CTaHAJIA Ha3a/l B yXOBHOTO CH pa3BHTHE.

[...] Ho ToBa, B KOETO CE KpHe HapbT Ha TOS HApOJ M HEroBaTa IMOe3us, TO e
JYXOBUTOCTTa — creuuduyHaTta (peHcKka IBXOBHTOCT. B Hesd (paHIy3WHBT Haii-
3aBBpIICHO MpOsBABA CBOS TI€HHH, HEyMOpHAaTa CH TBOpYecKa (aHTa3us, CBOATA
6e3kpaiiHa n3o6peraTeTHOCT. JlyXOBUTOCTTa TIpeanoyiara He caMO CHHTETHYEH yM, HO U

CHIHO BhoOpakeHHe. EnBa Jiu 1me s nputexaBame HAkora. MHOTO cMe CypOBH H CYPOBH
3a Hes (Penev 1924, 139-140).
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type of power relations and collective identity (Elenkov 1998, 73; see also
Giltibov 1927b). For instance, in his essay, Penev explicitly declared that the
state cared little for the development of culture (1924, 132). In order to drive
this point home, he utilized the center-periphery metaphor. In his text, it served
as a chief rhetorical tool with multiple functions. Talking about the “quiet daily
tragedy of the Bulgarian intelligentsia” (tikhata tragediia na bilgarskata
inteligentsiia), stuck in the “province” where the social milieu simply stifled its
ambitions and hardly allowed one to escape from “the rust of Bulgarian
provincialism” (Penev 1924, 132), the critic revamped the distinction between
the city and the village made earlier by the first modernists. By deftly exploiting
the spatial relationship between the capital Sofia (center) and the province
(periphery), he conveyed the catastrophic consequences of the governmental
indifference to the problems of the intelligentsia and Bulgarian national culture.
“It is sad that until this day, Sofia is the only cultural center we have. Every one
wants to be here. Not so much for the culture: what kind of culture does Sofia
have? Every one comes here not to create, but to be engrossed in the scum of
everyday life.”"’

Penev insisted that the reason behind the deteriorating state of the
creative intelligentsia, and by extension, of Bulgarian national culture, was the
failure “for so long to establish another cultural center [different from the
capital], even if smaller in size.” As the critic sadly notes, “nobody cares for

that, neither the state nor the society.”*®

What essentially the patriotic
intellectual challenged here was the integrative power of the culture promoted

by the state, which of course, he interpreted as a popular culture — a second-rate

¥ MewanHoTo e, 4ye U 0 JeH-IHEIIEH HAE OCTAHAXME C €/IHH-eJHHCTRBEH LIEHTBP
Ha ayxoBeH xuBOT — Codus. Beuuko ce cremu Tyk. He TonkoBa 3a Ky/nTypara — KakBa e
Kyinrypata Ha Co¢us? He 3a na ce3naBa, a 3a Ja Obe yBle4eHO B ITHAaTa Ha oOIIMA
notok (Penev 1924, 132).

8
4 3a TonkoBa IrOOWHH HHUC HE YCIMIXME Jia Ch3daneMeE Apyr, Makap U Nno-Mallbk,

IyxoBeH LeHThp. Hukoii He monara rpmka 3a TOBa — HHTO JBP)KaBa, HUTO OOIIECTBO
(Penev 1924, 132).
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standardized enterprise that had little real value (Penev 1924, 132). Thus, he
used the center-periphery metaphor to express the modernist resistance to mass
culture, revealing also the Bulgarian intelligentsia’s desire to overcome its
marginality, and create a powerful center that would attract large and diverse
populations to identify with the rich and varied national high culture (Penev
1924, 133). In this sense, his critique also aimed at strengthening the prestige of
Bulgarian cultural and national identity.

Penev’s discussion operated with two different notions of peripherality.
On the one hand, he mobilized what Fernandez has aptly phrased “peripheral
wisdom” (2000, 117-144), thus affirming within the local national-historical
space the centrality of the high culture that the modernists labored to create.
“The situation,” the critic wrote, “would have been very different if our youth
was raised to follow [the principles] of an authentic cultural ideology [that
would provide the framework for collective actions] as this is the case in
countries that have produced a distinctive national high culture.”®® Penev
continued by posing a crucial rhetorical question, to which he thoroughly
responded in the second part of his discourse: “Which way should we direct our
efforts — to which country, to which culture?”*°

Extensively analyzing the variety of influences coming from Europe and
Russia, the intellectual concluded that the single solution was to synthesize all
intellectual imports from the advanced European nations, in the process
adapting and transforming these so that they befit the “national soul” (Penev
1924, 143). He strongly emphasized that while borrowing intellectual and

cultural goods from other European nations, Bulgarian intellectuals ought to be

¥ CeBcem apyro 6u 6m0, ako HAINKTE MIIALCKH GIXa BH3MMTAHHLM HA eIHA
JIOMalllHa IIKOJIa, KaKTO TOBa OMBa B CTpaHH, KOMTO €a CH3JaH MO-BHCOKA HALMOHAIIHA,
camobutHa Kyntypa (Penev 1924, 133).

%0 Jle TpaGBa na Hacounm YCHIIMATA CH — KBM KO CTpaHa, KbM KOs KynTypa?
(Penev 1924, 136).
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careful to “take only significant constituents that are useful to us” (ibid.). On
this basis, Penev identified the ideal goal of such cultural exchange to be

[...] the matching of German pragmatism, diligence, and profound
philosophical thought with the lively French style in order to tame the crude
Bulgarian skepticism by injecting in it some of the Russian moral idealism so
that we can conquer our dry didacticism and cultivate a freely flowing
imagination like the Englishman, simultaneously ennobling and
reformulating our limited individualism according to the experience of the
open-minded and universalistic in spirit French.”’

The implications of this statement are significant and I will touch upon it
again later. Suffice it to say here that Penev communicated a set of particular
qualities, which in his view portrayed the desired ‘civility’ of the Bulgarian
people and eventually presented values that modern art and literature would take
as its responsibility to describe and instill.

Penev also pointed to the need for re-establishing the frontier with
Europe. He reified Europe as a civilizing center and a significant Other in
relation to which Bulgarian national identity were to be defined. In principle, he
viewed Europe as a beneficial source of cultural blueprints, nonetheless
manifesting acute critical awareness of the many pitfalls the closeness to it
involved. For example, while arguing the advantages of importing cultural
‘goods’ from Germany, Penev pointed out that “the famous German
determination” was a double-edged sword, for as the critic contended, “this
determination sometimes turns into a blind, mechanistic force [...] [that
bespeaks too much premeditation] resulting in a sluggish mindset: slow thought,

slow responses, controlled impulsivity.”52 Similar negative comments Penev

5! [...] ma npumupnM B cebe c HEMCKATa MPEIMETHOCT, H0GPOCHBECTHOCTTA H
rp0MHaTa Ha HEMCcKaTa MHCBJI C )KUBUA (PEHCKH CTHI, [a MPOTHBONOCTaBHUM PYCKHUS
HPAaBCTBEH HJ€ANH3bM Ha rpybara Obirapcka NPaKTHYHOCT, Aa MobeauM cyxus
JIOTMaTH3bM CHC CBOOOIHHMTe (OPMH Ha AHIITHHUCKOTO TBOPYECTBO, Ja OCMHCIUM H
obraropoguM HalMsA OrpaHWYeH HHAWBHIAYAJU3bM C IIMpOKaTa OOLIECTBEHOCT H
yHuBepcaHus Ayx Ha @panius (Penev 1924, 143).

52
[...] Ilonskora BonATa UM ce MpeBphILA B CJANa, MEXaHUYECKa CHIa — y Hac
no-yecro. MyjaHa mcuxuka: GaBHO MHCJIEHe, GaBHO pearupaHe, OBJlafifHa BBTPEIIHA
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made for all European nations, clearly manifesting his guarded and selective
attitude to the various European influences. >

In any case, what is important to stress is that Penev’s discussion shows
that the late modernists manipulated the center-periphery relationship as a
transparent ‘spatial code’ to communicate the felt need for cultural and social
reforms (1924, 132). In short, the critic used this spatial code in reference “to a
set of meanings carried by physical relationships in space, specifically by
closeness (‘proximity’ [...]) and distance” (cf. Hodge and Kress 1988, 52),
which the early modernists had established already. In this sense, the center-
periphery metaphor and the meanings associated with it operated within a
particular semantic net that provided the context for the code’s interpretation.
Endowed with inherent ambiguity,”* Penev uses it as a key intellectual tool for
elaborating a complicated anti-governmental critique, making also more
apparent the need for redrawing the boundary with Europe by introducing a
more positive image of the Bulgarian society as an equal partner in the
international cultural exchange.

The growing confidence of Bulgarian intellectuals in the value of their
own culture is clearly expressed by Geo Milev, who as a student in Germany
wrote a number of letters published in the Bulgarian press under the title
“Literatruno-khudozhestveni pisma ot Germania” (Literary-Artistic Letters
From Germany, 1913-14). Here the patriot recorded his observations during his
stay in Germany, noting both the positive and the negative aspects in the

German cultural lifestyle and mentality. The same impressions, but in a more

ctpact (Penev 1924, 137).

3 Again, Penev was not the only one who clearly saw the danger of unguarded
adoption and thoughtless mimicking of foreign models. Similar thoughts expressed also
Sheitanov (1923-26), Giiliibov (1926¢), Iliev, At. (1926a), and many other intellectuals.

* Cf. Hodge and Kress’ statement that “closeness, on its own carries a
contradiction. It is a strongly ambiguous sign that is only disambiguated if there are other
reasons or sings which control interpretation” (1988, 53).
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intimate note, Milev also conveyed in letters to his father. In the correspondence
he sent from various European cities, the youth expressed both his
disappointment with the West, and his fervent patriotism. For example, in a
letter sent from Leipzig, he stated: “This is what I learned abroad. We should
stop thinking that only the West has great cultural accomplishments while our
culture is [inferior and unoriginal]. No! No! [...] We also have great works, and
great people, and great professors, and great actors, and great poets. At least, I
find the West, as represented in Germany, to be not so impressive.”> His native
land, despite a critical attitude toward the political and social reality there,
emerges in his writings as the catalyst needed to stimulate the internalization of
everything he had learned. The changes occurring in the young Bulgarian,
concerning his growing critical awareness toward the advancements of the West
were documented in another letter to his father, sent from London on September
21, 1914. Let me cite from it here:

American pragmatism, materialism, the interest in practical aspects of life,
technology, business, finances, and so on, should be outlawed in Europe, the
Old civilization, where, as Nietzsche has said, people must strive to be
humans |[...] and good Europeans. [...]

As you see, the boldness of my thoughts is extreme. This means that the ideas
raging in my mind today are not a logical consequence of my maturation, as
you reminded me in a recent letter, but something extraordinary that only
geniuses bear. For I am, also an ‘egotist’ but one with a greater altruism than
all altruists in the world; I have to accept myself as I am, a unique mind that
in the language of the masses equals genius. Yes! One, who is capable of
rising above the mass, the mass of [ Western] professors and philosophers, the
mass that fills and continues to fill the precipices of the world!

Oh, I wish I could return to the innocent time when I craved to hear their
precious words [...] I listened to them and diligently copied their wisdom.
Today I say: “Burn it!!”*

% ToBa Me HayuM dyOGHHaTa, ue He TPAOBA Ja CE MUC/IH Y€ CaMo Ha 3armaj uMa
xy0aBu pabotu, a HHH cMe olle Ha AonHus Oacamak. He, ue! M y Hac mMMa BeJHMKH
paboTH, U BEMUK HapoXA, M BeNHKH NpodecopH, U BEUKH aKTHOPH, H BEJIMKH HOETH.
ITone rpemackusT 3anaz He € Hemo ocobeno (Milev, G. 1964, 24).

56
AMepPIKaHPIi’;M’BT, MaTCpHalHaTa HaykKa, MNpPaKTHYHOTO, (1)H3H'{HOTO,

MalIMHApUICTBOTO, TEXHMKATA, M MP. M Mp. — € elHA AyMa “aMepHKaHIIMHATa® — TS
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Milev’s dramatic gesture is an expression of his ambivalent attitude
towards Europe and is typical in a sense, for it shows the difficulty of
outgrowing the regular for Bulgarian intellectuals naive exaltation of European
centrality. Boldly facing his sense of inferiority, Milev consciously formed a
more critical position, thus becoming more selective in what he accepted and
what he found objectionable in European influences. The letter, therefore,
reveals the intensity of the inner struggle he had to experience as a young patriot
living abroad. It ends on a strong patriotic note, demonstrating Milev’s cultural
optimism nurtured by his awareness of being a Bulgarian-European:

I live at 19 Gordon Street, W.C. London.

This is my room: a cupboard, a bed, a sink, a table, and on top of it, a pile of
thick and slim volumes, over which I am bent with my thoughts and my fear
[...] But you must not worry. You have to be cheerful, totally happy; as
happy as I am [because] I am absolutely healthy, healthy; above my head are
only the stars; there is a big sun on the sheet where I write: this is my fear!
But I am fearless and you should be happy ... .”’

TpaOBa 1a ce usronu ot Espomna, Ctapus cBAT, KbJETO XOpaTa TpiOBa Aa GbJaT YoBelHU U
— KakTo Ka3pa Hunie, [...] “nobpu eBponeiinm.”

[...] Brknami, ye cMenocTTa Ha WAEHTE MM OTHBA JI0 KpalHOCT. A TOBa 3HAYH, Y€
uzenTe, KOUTo Oyyar JHEC B IjIaBaTa MH, He ca OOMKHOBEHO PEHOBHO CIEICTBHE OT
BB3pacTTa MM — KakTo MM Oe mucan Hanocieabk B Jladmnmur, - a Hewo mo-apyro ot
OOHKHOBEHOTO , HELIIO KOETO Ce BHPTH CaMO € eJTUHUYHH IJIaBH. 3alI0TO a3 — TOXKE €AUH
‘€roMCT’ ¢ MHOTO MO-TONAM o0ade alNTPyH3bM OT BCHYKHTE AITPYHUCTH, COpaHH B €JUH
Kolll, - 3aI[0TO a3 He Mora Jia rienam Ha cebe cH KaTo Ha eIdHHYHA riaBa. C e3uka Ha
CraHTta: IeHUil: Ja: reHuil € BCEKH, KOHTO MOXe Ja ce U3JMTHEe elHWH NPBCT HaA Ta3u
TBHJNA, THINata Ha npodecopu M Quiocodu, THANMATa, KOATO € MBJAHWIA H ITBJIHH
MPOMNAacTUTe Ha 3eMATa.

Ax, ne e 61a)X€HOTO BpeMe, KOraro >xaJHeexMe Ja HyeM 3JIaTHUTE YCTa Ha THS —
6narocnoen Gor Ham! — Ha TUA: mpodecopu. Macmymax ru, macax HM JOCKOPO
JeKuuHTe; AHec obave: naiire ras u kuodput!! (Milev, G. 1964, 255).

%7 A3 xuBes Ha: 19 Gordon street, W.C. London. Tyk e MosiTa cTast: equu mKag,
€/IHO JIETJIO, €[IMH YMHBAJIHUK, €[IHAa Maca, BBpXY Hes L1 pe AeOel KHHTH M BbPXY Hes
TOXE — a3 ¢ MOMTE MUCIH: ¢ Mos cTpax [...]. Ho — Buii HAMa 3am10 Ja ce OOHTe, BHII HE
CTe JUThKHH J1a ce 6oute. Buii MoxxeTe na Gb/ieTe ChBEM BECENH, Thi BECEIIH, KAKTO H a3:
Jia, a3 CbM CBBCEM 37IpaB, CbBCEM 3]paB; Haj IJIaBaTa MH 3Be3OH W BBpPXY JIMCTa, Ha
KOMTO nyilla — €AHO OrpOMHO CiTbHIIE: MoAT cTpax! Ho a3 cbM GescTpalueH u Buii TpsaOBa
Ja 6saerte Becend ... (Milev, G. 1964, 256-257).

305

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



On the one hand, then, while substituting the ‘city-village’ dichotomy
that in earlier modernist conceptualizations signified Bulgarian society’s
‘backwardness,’ the center-periphery opposition was used by Penev and other
Bulgarian intellectuals from the 1920s to subdue some of the spatial metaphor’s
most embarrassing implications. Through a skillful code-changing invention (cf.
Eco 1979, 245-261), which I will refrain from exploring here, the previously
accepted interpretations were rendered as ‘introspective stereotypes’ that could
be manipulated as means of generating a sense of closeness and exclusivity,
conveying at once the Bulgarian intellectuals’ superior position in relation to the
‘people’ that were still perceived as insufficiently Europeanized. In this manner,
the metaphor was used to emphasize the effort of Bulgarian intellectuals to
propel the struggle for recognition of their cultural leadership rights.

On the other hand, the center-periphery metaphor was also manipulated
with the intention to meet ends analogous to the ones pursued by the Ukrainian
modernists: to increase the symbolical value of the national high culture and
thus, to accelerate the process of national consolidation by transforming the
‘people’ into a society of modern citizens. It is in this context that the center-
periphery relationship habitually started to accommodate also an implicit or
explicit comparison with Western Europe, which the modernists in both locales
hesitantly construed as a ‘superior’ civilizing center and an originator of
modernizing ‘offensives’ they both feared and loved.*®

The crux of Penev’s argument was also typically modernist in the sense

that he underscored the urgency of political acculturation whereby the

% Interesting thoughts shared with his audience Atanas Iliev, who in 1926 wrote:
“The representatives of West European culture are no longer accepted as the supreme
authority, whose opinions we have to repeat. No! Western European culture ought to be
experienced as our own; it should be modified, recreated and further elaborated by us”
(IlpencraBurenure Ha 3amagHOEBpONeiickaTta KylaTypa He ca Bede aOCONIOTHH
aBTOPUTETH, YMHTO MHEHHs TpsaOBa camo na ce noprapsaTr. He! 3amamHoeBpomeiickata
KynTypa Tpab6Ba Ja ObJe HM3KuUBIHA KaTo Hama coOcTBeHa; TA TpsAbBa na ce
npucnoco6sBa, MPOAb/DKaBa U JOTBOpABA OT camure Hac [1926a, 104; page citations
refer to the reprint in Vasilev 1995, 103-106]).
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intelligentsia internalized the ideals of West European liberal individualism and
democracy, advocating the creation of a culturally advanced civil society which
recognized the priority of the collective without restricting and violating
individuals’ sacrosanct rights. Thus, the critic suggested that Bulgarian
intellectuals would benefit from sharpening their social instincts to resemble
French intellectuals, championing respectively a more engaged and active
participation in the country’s political and social life.

He clearly stated that the intellectuals had to learn to criticize the ruling
administration and pursue their own ideals, becoming therefore the spiritual
(cultural) leadership of the nation in opposition to the current political elite.
“Presently, we need those individuals who are mentally and spiritually strong and
resilient — self-confident, yet aware of others’ needs, knowing who they are and
who they should be — to develop a critical attitude towards our reality, a critical
attitude that is not passive but active.” Partly, this cultivated criticism fed on the
intelligentsia’s knowledge of how to interpret and modify imported foreign ideas
and models so that these would naturally enter national life, thereby achieving an
“ideal blending of foreign and native.” Professor Penev and many of his
contemporaries saw this principle as a promise for the success of the
modernization project (1924, 143). For example, Atanas Iliev referred to this
principle as “the organic bond between foreign and native” (organicheska vrizka
mezhdu rodnoto i chuzhdoto; 1926a, 103). The artist thus declared: “[...] We have
to reach the foreign through a profound understanding of the Bulgarian. Then, we
could create something original and new, which is the offspring of the Bulgarian

soul. Then, we could claim our contribution to the global cultural progress.”60

* Twi ue, IHeC 3a AHEC, OCTABAT Aa PHKOBOMAT JyXOBHOTO PaBHTHE TIO-CHIIHHTE,
MO-yCTOMYNBUTE XapaKTepH — TUS KOUTO MMaT Ch3HAHHME H 3a cebe CH, U 3a IpyTUTe H
3Ha’AT KaKBO Ca M KakBO TpsAOBa Aa OBAAT — M Ce OTHACAT KPUTHYHO KbM OBIrapckara

HeﬁCTBHTeHHOCT — OTHacAT ce l'[pPI TOBa HC C NAaCHBHaA, a ¢ aKTHBHa Kpprrm(a (Penev
1924, 132).

60 [] TyxKOOTO TpHGBa Jda €€ MNOCTHUIrHEe MO IIbTA Ha €IHO BI[’BJIGO‘-IaBaHe B
POOHOTO. Camo Torasa OHMXMe MOTJIH Ja agaaeM HEIo HOBO, KOC€TO € po>1<6a Ha
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Penev’s response to the question he posed is also typically modernist
because he treated the closeness to Europe with a sound dose of skepticism and at
times, even cynicism. This allowed him to present his cultural program as
‘objective’ while at the same time unfailing in his promotion of the Bulgarian
West European oriented intelligentsia’s specific interests. As a result, in spite of
the anxiety caused by the perception of European centrality and Bulgarian
peripherality, the cultural agenda he and alike-minded intellectuals pursued set
standards of national identification in opposition to official formulations, by
endorsing a type of collective identity that clearly sustained its link with
Slaveikov’s and Dr. Kriistev’s individualistic nationalism. Accordingly, the
maintenance of the ambivalent relationship with Europe was important for the late
modernists since it allowed them to articulate successfully a competing definition
of the nation. The essence of this new definition Konstantin Giiliibov had aptly
put as exchange with West European culture that leads to a revised notion of
‘native culture’ and the purging from it of all self-colonizing overtones in an
attempt to create an extremely positive image of Bulgarian-ness (1926¢, 84).61

Anthony Smith (1998) has explained the significance of this act. He, in
agreement with John Hutchinson, argues that cultural nationalism develops in a

peculiar relation to political nationalism, gaining power from the latter’s

OBirapckus OyX; camMoO ToraBa OMXME MOIJIM []Ja BHECEM CBOETO B OOMIMA KYJITYpeH
nporpec (Iliev At., 1926a, 103).

61 Cf. also Atanas Iliev’s statement that Bulgarian art up to this point had
managed to present a superficial expression of Bulgarian reality, thus failing to convey
“the sacred depths of the national soul [psyche]” (sitkrovenite diilbini na bilgarskata
dusha; 1926a, 103). In addition, the influences coming from Western Europe had
“touched the soul of the Bulgarian intellectual” too sketchily, without causing a profound
change. “The reason for this,” argued the critic, “is the superficial attitude toward the
local historical conditions where the foreign can be absorbed only by people, who have a
complete understanding of their native ‘self” ” (Kynrypuure Bnusuusa ot 3amagHa
Erpoma [...] mocera ca o6pxBaiu OBJIrapcKis TBOpell, 6e3 1a MPOHHKHAT B ABJI00YHHATA
Ha gymara Mmy. IIpuumHaTta 3a ToBa TpsGBa ma ObAe QMpeHa NMak B NMOBBPXHOCTHOTO
OTHacsSHe KbM Omjrapckara MAEHCTBHTETHOCT. 3alOTO 4YYXKIOTO MOXke Aa Obae

OINONI30TBOPEHO CaMO OT OH3H, KOMTO INpeau BCHYMKO mo3HaBa cebe cu [lliev, At. 1926a,
103]).
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perceived or real failures, always aiming at remedying the resulting mishaps in a
quest for achieving further integration of the community in crisis by propagating a
wide-ranged cultural program that seeks its moral rebirth (Smith 1998, 177). Both
contemporary theorists underscore that for cultural nationalists “the state is
accidental” since they recognize the essence of the nation to be “its distinctive
civilization, [...] seen as the product of a unique history, culture, and geographical
profile” (Hutchinson, qt. in Smith 1998, 177). Consequently, cultural nationalists
start conceptualizing the nation as “a primordial expression of the individuality
and the creative force of nature. Like families, nations [in their view] are natural
solidarities, evolving in the manner of organic beings and living personalities.
Hence, the aim of cultural nationalism is always integrative: it is a movement of
moral regeneration which seeks to re-unite the different aspects of the nation [...]
by returning to the creative life-principle of the nation” (Smith 1998, 178).

Since tensions between the competing definitions of the nation are usually
resolved “by trial and error during interaction with other communities” (Smith
1998, 178), the reiterated ambivalent relationship with Europe was important for
the Bulgarian modernists because it assisted them in promoting and
institutionalizing their version of national identity in distinction from the rest of
competing definitions. Thus, the late modernists while following in the steps of
their forerunners, operated with a slightly modified definition of Bulgarianness
that supported their revision of the concept of nation. In fact, due to the changes
brought about by the processes of state construction, the modernist definition of
nation acquired specific characteristics: the nation became reinvented time and
again as new artistic trends articulated their claims for superiority and cultural
leadership. The principle point I want to make here is that modernist national
ideology was formulated in double resistance to the centralizing efforts of the
state and the influence of the realist-populist-proletarian coalition to foster the
spread of mass culture based on the invented ‘folk’ or ‘traditional Bulgarian

culture’ (Mutafov 1927, Guliibov 1926¢, 1927d). In this sense, Bulgarian
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modernism was a profoundly ideological movement, becoming a form of political
reaction to the unresolved national issue and the perceived governmental
incapacity to tackle the creation of a national high culture. According to Iordanov,
at the heart of Bulgarian modernism lay a subversive social ideology, similar to
the socialist and communist doctrine, which inspired many Bulgarian intellectuals
in the early 20" century to look for alternative social-political ideals. It clearly
expressed displeasure with the state social-political solutions and disapproval of
the forms in which modern Bulgarian society had established itself (Iordanov
1993, 41).

As the cleavage between the ruling political elite and the artistic
intelligentsia deepened, and the attempts of the state to control the activities of the
intellectuals increased,” the struggle of the intellectual elite to gain political and
social rights became more explicit.”® The conflict with the state administration
reached its first high point in 1906, when the autonomy of the University was
suspended and the leading Bulgarian institution of higher learning was closed for
a period of six months (Manafova 1987, 39-42). Subsequent clashes between the
artistic intelligentsia and the state authorities became even graver, especially after

the June 1923 coup d’étar,®® and involved illegal arrests, direct and violent

%2 The Democratic Party government (1908 — 1911) voted a new Educational Act
in 1908, which replaced the old one from 1894. It aimed at enforcing further
administrative centralization of both public education and public culture. This act
determined the supreme supervisory prerogatives of the Ministry of Education as the only

legal agency to implement the state educational and cultural policies (cf. Manafova 1987,
45).

83 Cf. the series of articles published by Prof. Liubomir Miletich in the newspaper
Den (Day) between March 1911 and January 1912, in which he urged for the revision of
the 1909 University Act, stressing the necessity to include a special clause guaranteeing
the electoral rights of University professors that would allow them to become members of
the parliament (qt. in Arnaudov 1939, 327-328).

% This event ended the rule of the Agrarian Party and the economic and social
reforms attempted by its leader, Aleksandiir Stamboliiski, who aimed at improving the
conditions of the Bulgarian peasantry, instituting the peasants as the most significant
social group in the state. The June 1923 coup d’état was followed by another violent act,
the September 1923 uprising, in which long-lasting tensions and disagreements with the
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political abuse, harassment and dire executions of intellectuals. Here I will point
to Geo Milev’s death. The renowned Bulgarian expressionist was brutally
murdered in 1925 after he published the long-narrative poem Septemvri
(September), an outstanding expressionist rendering of the September 1923
uprising. His body was found years later in a mass grave near the llientsi rail
station in Sofia.

Under these conditions, Bulgarian modernists voiced their ambitions to
transform the Bulgarian people into socially active, independently thinking, self-
confident and exceptionally upright citizens, who cherished individual autonomy
and human rights as a supreme moral law. The promotion of West European
culture therefore became a tool for the institutionalization and propaganda of
ideals that stimulated civil responsibility and high personal ethics. Recognizing
the importance of high culture as a means to instill the new social values, the
modernists campaigned for its development because in their view it was the
“creative life-principle” (cf. Smith 1998, 178) that at this particular historical
moment could unite and save the nation (Sheitanov 1925, 266-69).

For example, Geo Milev made more explicit the connection of high
culture and prosperous nation. In his article “Biilgarskiat narod dnes” (Bulgarian
People Today, 1921¢),%> he suggested that the current misfortunate state of the
Bulgarian nation was a result of the failure to “[...] start the free life (which
requires cultural initiative and creativity) with an organized life energy.” “This is
why those who were chosen to lead the people, taking the responsibility for the
nation’s historical fate, had the supreme duty to organize the people’s vital energy
and transform it into creativity [i.e. “the creative life-principle” of which Smith

talks].”®® The leading expressionist poet then identified the principle of “labor and

official line of Bulgarian political nationalism surfaced, further deepening the
intellectuals’ conviction of the divide between the nation and the state.

65 Page citations refer to the reprint in Milev, G. 1971, 48-51.

66 .
[...] Hue 3ano4Haxme cBog CBOGOJEH KUBOT (KOHTO M3UCKBA OT HAC KYJATYPHO
TBOpUECTBO) O€3 opraHu3MpaHa XXM3HEHa eHeprus. 3aroBa obadye oHHsA HM30paHU CHHOBE
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honesty” (trud i chestnost) as the unifying factor in Bulgarian national life, a
principle that would bring together the collective powers and ensure the desired
“spiritual renascence” of the Bulgarian people. This was, according to Milev, “the
single, most viable social-cultural principle to integrate the nation” because “the
Bulgarian nation [rarod)] is constituted primarily of hard-laboring individuals in
the villages and cities.”®’ His appeal to the intelligentsia and the Bulgarian people
was “to cultivate a leadership that will organize the urban and the peasant
population [on a communitarian basis], endorsing the principle of labor — “the
principle of honest cultural work” (Milev, G. 1971, 50).

With this principle a new party would grow in the bosom of the nation, a
party that would encompass the entire population and will burry all past and
present parties, pernicious and destructive to the nation; the true patriots — the
people’s ingenious offspring — ought to come forth — they are the new and
honest people [...] who, under the spiritual patronage of [earlier generations
of patriotic intellectuals] [...] will allow the Bulgarian nation to realize its full
creative potential and in the course of fulfilling its cultural mission to produce
all that would ensure not simply the Bulgarian people’s well being but also
their cultural advancement. However, the condition to achieve this goal is
one: to purify Bulgarian national life. Then, it would be possible for the
Bulgarian people to see the limitless horizons of culture and cultural
creativity in the future [...].%

Ha Hapoa, KOMTO IoeMaxa B PBLETe CH M BBPXY CHBECTTa CH CBAOHHHUTE HApOIHH,
nMaxa C€IWH BBPXOBEH ABJII Jda OpraHHU3Upar >KU3HECHaATa CHEprua Ha Hapoda, na A
opraauzupar B TBopuectBo (Milev, G. 1971, 48-49).

7 Enu € U3XOmBT: 06edunssane Ha HapooHume cunu. A ToBa 00eqUHSBaHE 1N
CE€ U3BBPLIM CaMO IMOJ 3HAKA Ha €IHH JIO3YHI: mpyo u wecmuocm [...] 3amoro Toi —
OBArapcKUAT HApOJ Ce — ChCTOM MPEIH BCHYKO OT XOpa Ha TpyZaa (B cellaTa H IpaJioBeTe).
(1971, 50-51; Milev’s emphasis).

% C To3u npuHIMT TpaGBa 1a ce POAM U3 HEPATa HA HAPOJA eIHA HOBA ‘IAPTHS’
— roisMa KOJIKOTO LENMHsA HAapoHd, - KOATO Aa CJIOXH rpoOHa IUioYa HaJ BCHYKH
JIOCEralllHY U CeTalllHU [apTHH, YUATO JeHHOCT € OMna camMo 3M0TBOpHA W MarybHa 3a
Hapoja; Tpsa0Ba Ja M3JA3aT Hayelo HCTHHCKUTE CHMHOBE Ha HApoAa — HOBH M YECTHH
Xopa, - a He oHHs Oe3 Mopas, KOHTO ca ympaBisABajau OO AHec Bbarapus. Eqna HoBa
MapTUs — LEJHAT HApoJ — Ha KOSATO HEBHAMMH OyXOBHH wIeOBE Ca CEHKHTE Ha
PakoBcku, boteB, JIeBcku M BCHYKM OHMA 4YeCTHH OOpasH OT MHHAJIOTO, KOHTO C€
JKEPTBYBaxa 3a BBb3paxkaaHeTo Ha Ownrapckus Hapond. [...] U camo Taka — camo Tora3s
OBJITapCKHAT HapOJX Ille MOXKE Jla PasrbpHE B ITbJICH 00eM CBOSATA KH3HEHA EHeprus H B
IIbTA HA CBOETO KYNTYPHO NpHU3BaHHUE Jla Ch3Ja/le OHOBA, KOETO Ie O'hae muemecTan He
caMo Ha HeroBoTo 0siarofieHCTBHe, HO M Ha HEroBOTO KYJITYpHO Bb3BenudyaBaHe. Obaue
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It seems, that Milev viewed modern literature as the most representative
institution to express the essence of the nation. In his article, “Modernata Poezia”
(Modern Poetry, 1914)% the expressionist reaffirmed the relationship between
high culture and nationality by recognizing that modern literature aspired to
discover the eternal in the national soul. Defining as the most notable feature of
the “modern soul” its quest for the Absolute, Milev proposed that the new
aesthetics was born from the longing of “the modern soul” to achieve its “oneness
with the undying Cosmos,” thus clearly indicating that art “is not created for the
people, but for the soul” (1914, 316). In that, modern art, in his view, followed the
truest vocation of aesthetic creativity, which was to “reflect the verve, feelings,
and thoughts of Eternity” (Milev, G. 1914, 316). In short, what he campaigned for
was the experience of the nation as an abstract entity that although limited to a
certain territory, was not defined by actual geographic or ethnographic, even
cultural-historic elements, for these still warranted its concrete corporal
experience as a “distinctive cultural habitus, material existence, and a colorful
lifestyle” (Vasilev 1995, 14). In his view, nationality was an immaterial substance
(dukh, dusha) that one always carried within. In this sense, Vasilev is right, when
he points out that for the late Bulgarian modernists it was more important to assert
the nation as a form of ‘expression’ (ekspresia) rather than a concrete
representation (izobrazhenie; 1995, 15). On these grounds, the late Bulgarian
modernists claimed their distinctiveness from previous generations, who in their
view still imagined the nation as a concrete, physically extant community, rather
than a spiritual principle that unified one with the world. Again, evaluating the
nationalism of earlier modernists as inadequate, the artistic intelligentsia of the

mid-1910s and the 1920s offered a number of revisions that at once modified and

€IHO € HY)KHO IMpPEead BCHYKO: MpeYyHCTBaHe Ha Obarapckus >kuBoT. CaMo Toras mpen
OBIrapckust HApoOA Ie Ce Pa3TBOPAT KPBrO30pUTE HA KY/ITYPa H KYJITYPHO TBOPYECTBO B
opnemeto [...] (Milev, G. 1971, 51).

% Page citations refer to the reprint in Iliev 1992, 308-316.
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preserved the intellectual legacy of their immediate forerunners (Kazandzhiev
1921, Milev, G. 1921a and 1921b).

By giving prominence to Bulgarian culture, as opposed to the prominence
given to the state in the official political discourses (Elenkov 1998, 22-28), the
Bulgarian modernists aimed at establishing national high culture as the most
important element of the Bulgarian collective identity. From this position, the late
modernists modified the elitist conception of the nation formulated by their
predecessors still explicitly accentuating the infringed acknowledgement and
absolute guarantee of individual rights and freedoms. In their discourses, the
national culture emerged as the most important institution of signification to
represent the nation, wherein the conflict between the individual and society is
resolved and a new form of bonding is achieved that allows for the individual to
harmonize her will with the collective willpower. In my view, this was a
necessary strategy of distinction for they also pursued the recognition of their
rights to participate in the decision-making process concerning the political
destiny of the Bulgarian nation.

In contrast to earlier modernists, who explicitly stated that poets should
not partake in politics, the late modernists operated in conditions, which in their
view required the artists’ active participation as honest and responsible citizens in
the political doings of the state. For example, Geo Milev urged his fellow writers
to react to the political acts of the Democratic Alliance government, which
attempted to turn Bulgaria onto a more conservative-rightist path. Milev was
particularly concerned with the ‘white-collar terrorism’ of Aleksandiir Tsankov,
then a prime minister of the country. During his rule (1923-1931), the ‘bloody
professor,” as Tsankov was infamously nicknamed (cf. Detrez 1997, 321) killed
thousands of Bulgarian intellectuals without pressing charges, or conducting

trials. The article “/ svet vo tme svetitsia...” (And the Light Shines Even Through
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Darkness, 1924)"° voiced Milev’s daring thoughts. Here he wrote: “We, the
intelligentsia — cannot and must not show indifference toward the suffering of our
people [...] not because of an ordinary compassion, but above all because of our
regard for the well being of the nation. The blood shed from the people’s hearts
falls as a fiery dew upon our hearts.”’! Reacting with disgust to Tsankov’s
dictatorial regime, the artist declared that it was the intellectuals’ responsibility to
guard against violations of the nation’s “natural cultural development,” since
intellectuals were the social agency to oppose and withstand any efforts to the
contrary (Milev, G. 1971, 185). Perhaps, this is why the issue about the
relationship of the Intelligentsia with the ‘people’ became extremely important
during the wars (1912-1913; 1915-1918) and subsequently, when Bulgarian
intellectuals reified the elitist conception of the nation, formulated by Pencho
Slaveikov, at once rendering its alteration and adjustment.

The late modernists affirmed nationality as a subjectively experienced
distinct ethical relation between the members of the Bulgarian society that was
based on the recognition of one’s “full humanity, interdependence with the other,
and desire to make common cause with the other.””? For example, in 1923, Geo
Milev stated that:

Today, there is nothing but Nation and Individual. An Individual in the face
of the Nation. An Individual Amidst the Nation.

The poet is granted his true vocation: to be first and foremost a Human. A
Human amidst the People.

7 Page citations refer to the reprint in Milev, G. 1971, 183-88.

7! Huif — MHTe/IMreHIUATa — He MOXeM (He TpAGBa) fa OCTaHeM GesNPHCTPACTHH
KbM OHOBA, KOETO IIPEXXHBS HAPOIBT MPe3 CENTEMBPH; HE CAMO OT POCTa YOBEYHOCT, HO
Ipeay BCHYKO — OT PEBHOCT KBM J€0TO Ha Hapozna. [IposnsHara oT ¢bpLeTo Ha Hapoaa
KpBB Ilafia KaTo OrHeHa poca B Hamnurte chpua (Milev, G. 1971, 184).

2 Adam McClellan has argued that the presence of these three elements is
important in defining ‘civility’ as a term. He points to the fact that civility is exclusive in
that it is tied to the notion of civil society adopted in a particular locality, thus
acknowledging the relative character of the term’s meaning, which is always constructed
according to local perceptions, rules and cultural norms governing individual and
collective behavior (cf. 2000, 81-82).
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We cannot remain insensitive witnesses to the People’s tragedy — lost in our
fantasies, drowned in our small feelings. Because above us, and everything
ours is: The People, The Mass: inert and anonymous, yet infinite and
timeless, which gives birth to all of us.”

His interpretation of the notion of individual, elaborated extensively in a
number of articles, made plain that in Milev’s view the notion functions as a
spiritual category, tightly associated with the Absolute; each human being for the
Bulgarian expressionist is in fact the embodiment of the Absolute, i.e., the eternal
creative life-energy that runs through the history of human civilization (1921f,
174).* As illustrated above, the nation in his view was a primary element
(stihiia), a mass of people — “inert and anonymous, yet infinite and timeless.” It
was above and beyond the singular individual, but also evaded definition in terms

of the state:

[There is nothing else] but a Nation and a Human. In the midst of horrible
political tribulations, when State and Power interfere with an alien hand.

But we know: Superior to both is the Nation. The holy People.

We choose to stay with the People: next to the People, amidst the People.
Because we are not tempted by the charity of the state; because our feelings
guide us away from careerism; because our conscience cries against the
present-day parvenu, who is appointed as a director or manager of some
committee on the advancement of national culture; because we see a criminal
in everyone who is not with the People, for we consider it a felony to
compromise the position of the Individual amidst the People; therefore, we
will stay with the People.”

™ Jlnec uma camo Hapon u Yoeek. YoreksT npexn smuero Ha Hapona. YoBeksT
nocpexn Hapona.

IToeTsT nO6GMBA MCTHMHCKOTO CH Npu3BaHMe: Ja Obae Mpead BCHYKO U CaMo -
Yorek. Yosek nmocpen Hapona.

Hue He MoXkeM /1a OCTaHeM ITyXH 3pUTENH Mpe/l HapOoOHATa Tpareaus — yHeCEeHH
B HallUTEe He3eMHHU OJITHOBE, NOTOINEHH B HAalOWTe APeOHH YyBCTBAa. 3aUIOTO HAJ HAC H
BCHUKO Hame ctou: Hapombsr, Macara — mHTepTHa M Ge3uMeHHa, HO Oe3IbHHA H
Oe3cMBpTHA, - KOATO paxkaa Bcuukd Hac (Milev, G. 1971, 183-184).

[ Page citations refer to the reprint in Milev, G. 1971, 174-177.

75
Hapon un Yosek. Ilocpen crpamrHuTe nepuneTdd Ha MOJMTHKATa, ACTO Ce
HaMmecBa Yy>KJIaTa pbKka Ha Bnacrra, Ha JlppkaBara.

Ho nuii 3naem, Hag Bnactra u [{ppkaBara cron Haponst. CBemenust Hapon.
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What Milev’s emotionally charged discourse demonstrates is that this time
the dichotomy (Intelligentsia vs. ‘People;’ individual vs. society) began to
indicate the questioning of the “complete dissonance between the nationalistic and
individualistic aspirations” in an attempt to bridge the gap, and achieve the
effective synthesis of collective and personal, modern and traditional (Elenkov
1998, 71-72). I also detect a similar intention in Spiridon Kazandzhiev’s
definition of the ‘people’ (nation). Interpreting Slaveikov’s epic work Kiirvava
pesen, the critic in 1921 construed the ‘people’ as a “darkness, chaos,
incomprehensible mystery” (narodiit e mrak, khaos, niakakva nepostizhima taina)
that “silently transforms itself in order to bare [its creative power]” and will to act
(Kazandzhiev 1921, 485). The initiator, who stirred up the ‘people’ — this
mysterious but powerful life-force, was always a gifted individual, a leader, who
was capable of “taking into his own hands the will of the masses — their fiery
passion, irrational in its drives and unscrupulous in its means, which rules over
life, inflamed by its own creativity.”’® “Born from the people,” the Leader will
transform the ‘people’ into a relentless creative influence that would ensure the
“[passage of each individual] from the bloody sea of transient earthly suffering
into the transcendental realm” of beauty, harmony and love (za da mine

kiirvavoto, chervenoto more na zemnite vremenni bedi i da spre otvid,

Huii me ocranem Tam, aeto € HaponsT: mpu Hapona, cpen Hapoza. Ilonexe He
HM ch0JIa3HABAT MIJIOCTUTE Ha IbpiKaBaTa; MOHEKe YyBCTBOTO HH BOJH HE B ITbTUIATA
Ha KapHepH3Ma; MOHEXe ChBECTTa HU BHKA NMPOTHB OHMS [1apBEHIOTA HA JCHA, KOUTO
MOJIy4aBaT MECTa Ha JUPEKTOP U HaYaJTHHIM KM CelaiHia B KOMHCHH 3a HACHPUCHHE
Ha POAHOTO U3KYCTBO; INOHEXE MPEIIyBCTBYBaMe MPECTHIIHUK y BCEKH, KOHTO HE € IpH
Hapona; noHexe npeqdyBCTByBaMe MpPECTHIUICHHE BBB BCEKHM KOMIIPOMHC MEXIY
OTJeJHATa JIMYHOCT M HapoJia — 3aToBa: Iie ocTaHeM TaM, Aeto € Hapomer (Milev, G.
1971, 184).

70 [...] ¥ MBIKOM Ce BHPLIM B HETO TOBA, KOETO M3/M3a OTHOC/E Haspe. [...] 3a

NoABUI OTPEIACH, TOH Il B3eME B CBOA BJIacT HapoaHaTta BOJIA — OHas 6y171Ha CTpacT,
CTHXUIiHA B IIOPpHUBH U 6e3or. JICOHA B CPpEACTBA, KOATO ILECTBYBa II06C,HHO B JKHBOTaA — Y€

B Hes IUITaMBK Ha TBOp4YecTBO ropu. OT Hero ChTBOpPEeH — TOM Hero na TBopm!!l...
(Kazandzhiev 1921, 485).
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Kazandzhiev 1921, 485).”” Thus, Kazandzhiev declared that the highest duty of
the ‘people’ was to “nurture” the exceptional individual, who would become their
leader, embodying in herself their “love and power — the hidden essence of their
soul” (liubovta i voliata — na skritiia zhrets v dushata na naroda; Kazandzhiev
1921, 485). In this sense, although he reified the superiority of the individual over
the masses, Kazandzhiev, unlike Slaveikov and the early modernists, did not
necessarily see this situation as antagonistic. Apparent, in my view, is his effort to
underline the unison of will and power that makes them act as one, thus
highlighting the empathy and mutuality of their relation.

The new understanding of the growing bond between the intelligentsia
and the people was also clearly expressed by Konstantin Giiltibov, who in 1926
wrote in his essay “Na Velika Sriada” (On Easter Wednesday) the following: “We
all are the offspring of ploughmen and diggers — [sons] of mourning mothers. But
we all live with the longing for the sun: with an extraordinary determination to
surpass our cultural level, to become the next stage in the development of
Bulgarian people. Our present generation is an indication of a future that no
[European nation] has envisioned and cannot envision [for the Bulgarian people]”

(1926b).7® Although this may seem as communist rhetoric, the intellectual

77 Cf. also Asen Zlatarov’s interpretation of the principles on which the civilized
Bulgarian society should rest. In his article, “Kulturnostta v sluzhba na rodinata”
(Cultured-ness in the Name of Motherland, 1926), the famous Bulgarian intellectual
discussed the ideal of an autonomous person, stating the following: “The ideal of an
autonomous person does not imply the mechanical integration of the nations in a global
humanity, neither does it mean the subordination of all people under the mentorship of
the most culturally advanced nation[s], but harmonization of different types of societies in
the common concert of aspirations toward Beauty, Peace, and Goodness” (MUneanst Ha
CBOOOIHUS 4YOBEK He € MEXaHHWYHOTO H3TpHBaHE Ha IUIeMeHaTa B €QHO BCEMHpHO
YOBEYECTBO, HUTO MOAYMHEHHETO Ha BCHYKH OCTAHAIM IIOJ OleKaTa JOpH M Ha Haii-
HamnpeqHaaus B KY/JATypaTa HAapoA, a XapMOHH3yBaHe Ha OTAENHHTE BHIOBE Ha
Y4OBEYECTBOTO B OOIIMA KOHLIEPT HAa AOMOTBaHe KbM KpacoTa, MHp M no0pyBaHe). From
this position, he declared, “Europeanization [cultured-ness, kulturnost] will rescue
Bulgarianness” (1926, 94; page citations refer to the reprint in Vasilev 1995, 93-96;
italics mine).

78 Bcuuky HMe cMe CHHOBE Ha OpadH M KOTIauH — Maiky ¢ uepHHu 3a6paaxu. Aa
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opposed the political principles of the Bulgarian communist party, and distanced
himself from its ultra-leftist program for cultural and social innovation. He
espoused a more moderate leftist position, associating with the political ideas of
social-democratism and liberalism.

Giiliibov’s “longing for the sun” is what Geo Milev earlier had identified
as the most important characteristic of the “modern soul.” In Milev’s view the
quest for the Absolute was also the most important aspect of one’s identity as it
signaled the emergence of the modern ‘self” (Milev, G. 1914, 312-13). It seems
that the semantic overlap in the formulations of the two Bulgarian intellectuals
indicates a common tendency to identify the pursuit of cultural advancement and
cultivation of a taste for the modern, anti-realist and anti-traditionalist art, as an
essential manifestation of ‘cultured-ness’ (kulturnost). In the interpretation of
Bulgarian modernist intelligentsia, this notion primarily meant a capacity to
acknowledge and enjoy the freedom of creative expression and the virtues of
pluralism (Milev, G. 1921d).”

Guliibov’s and Milev’s cultural optimism and certitude spring from their
conviction that the Bulgarian intelligentsia was capable of creating an original
Bulgarian culture that would make the nation an equal and respected partner in
the international cultural exchange. As Giilibov insisted, the Bulgarian
modernists’ self-confidence was fuelled by their belief that the Bulgarian people

can be both “Bulgarians and Europeans” (1926b, 59). Although, the ‘People,’ as

BCHUYKH HHEC KUBCEM C KOITHEXKa IIO CIIBHIEC: ¢ MOrmlara BOJIA Oa HAAXBBPIUM CBOA
AYXOB€H PBCT, Ja 6’B,IleM CKOK B Pa3BHUTHUCTO Ha 6’BJII‘apCKOTO INIeME, U AHCIIHOTO
NOKOJICHHUE € ITOKasaJielu Ha €QHO 6’B,Z[eHIe, KaKBOTO HHKOM OT NMpOXOOAIIATE B €KCIIpECa

He e moJo3upan U He noxosupa (Page citations refer to the reprint in Vasilev 1995, 56-
57).

7 Cf. Milev’s article, entitled “Viizvanie kiim biilgarskiia pisatel” (An Appeal to
the Bulgarian Writer, 1921; reprinted in Milev, G. 1971, 59-61). In this text, the
modernist urged his fellow writers “whoever they are, wherever they are” to express the
constant rebellion of the self against all limitations, celebrating the quest of the individual
to discover and absorb the “spirit [dukh] of Humanity.” In his view, art was born from the
aspirations to attain the quintessence of humanity: “the Spirit: the Superior Spirit, the
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another intellectual admitted, were still “a dark and inert mass of peasants that
come into the focus of the [Bulgarian political elite] only on a market day and

before election,”*’

the late Bulgarian modernists claimed now their closeness to
the people and introduced a divide between the people and the state in order to
substantiate their vision of the nation. Essentially, they viewed it as alienated from
the state (Milev, G. 1971, 183-189). Thus, it helped them to pinpoint the
incongruity of cultural and political principles, which in their view was
detrimental to the process of Bulgarian self-definition. As a result, they urged for
the further democratization of Bulgarian society by means of expanding its
civility and ‘cultured-ness’ (kulturnosf). The concept of necessary
Europeanization they championed became a nebulous notion that signified the
variety of social and social-political changes pursued by the progressive Bulgarian
intelligentsia at that moment.

Indeed, the intention to overcome the crisis caused by the political
decisions of the state stimulated the process of modernist social engineering the
purpose of which was to legitimize West European liberal individualism, its value
system and norms of cultured behavior (Giiltibov 1927b, 60-62). The mission, as
the Bulgarian modernists saw it, was to accomplish the ‘civilizing’ of Bulgarian
society. This meant that the Bulgarians had to be turned into Europeans, since the
majority of the country’s population was perceived as too ‘unrefined’ and too
‘old-fashioned’ to be ready to join the European community. In this sense,
Professor Penev was not alone in identifying “the insufficient ‘cultured-ness’
[kulturnost] if not total lack of ‘cultured-ness’ [rekulturnost] of the Bulgarian
people” as “the most obvious hindrance to the prosperity and success of the

Bulgarian society” (Penev 1924, 131).

Sacred Spirit that generates the need for Beauty and Art” (Milev, G. 1971, 61).

80
B’b]lZaPCKu}lm H(JPO() CH oCTaBa ¢Ha ThMHA M HHTEpPTHa CCJICKa Maca, OT

KoATO [...] ce MHTepecyBaT caMO B Ha3apeH AeH M mpemu m3bopute (Author’s italics;
Kriistev, K. 1926, 135)
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The concept of kulturnost is an interesting topic for discussion, for it
emerges as the focal point of all modernist efforts to create a high national culture
that could sustain the implementation of West European democracy as “a strategy
for the shared characteristics of human nature” and a means “for finding
agreement in underlying commonalities” (cf. Hoover 1997, 47). Professor
Zlatarov, for example, proposed that “the route Bulgarian people should take” in
order to become a nation of “Europeanized Bulgarians” was “to adopt all that the
West is better at” (1926, 96). This would generate a sense of equality that could
“nurture rather than destroy the Bulgarian soul” because such ‘borrowing’
“strengthens one’s patriotic passion” as the individual assimilates the “spiritual
food of the West” consequently fostering “a sense of humanity that can sponsor
forms of social progress” (Zlatarov 1926, 96; cf. Hoover 1997, 48).

Analyzed in strictly political terms, the modernists employed the notion of
kulturnost (cultured-ness) in order to demonstrate their protest against the
violations of freedom of expression. Thus, they also recognized the primacy of
culture as the paramount container of materials for identity formation (Milev, G.
1921e; 1924, 183-84). In short, this means that by identifying culture as the most
important attribute of civil society, the modernists, while pursuing the prominence
of Modernism and high culture in the national life, were “fighting for new
channels of representation, access for excluded interests to the political system,
and the reform of decision-making processes and the rules of the political game”
(cf. Guibernau 2001, 78). This is why their revolt was most clearly expressed in
the attempt to redefine the nation as a community of cultured (Europeanized)
citizens. With similar intention, they required the formation of a civil society as a
challenge to the unrivaled political authority of the state (most explicitly the view
is expressed in Milev, G. 1971, 184-185). On these grounds, they also proposed a
new definition of identity regarding it as a specific bond between the self and the
community, “an internal achievement of [the individual] that can be facilitated or

hampered by the social processes” (cf. Hoover 1997, 76).
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In my view, the notion of identity for them became an assembly of
culturally embedded meanings that one had to harmonize on her own, “realizing
that expressive freedom is required to allow this to happen” (cf. Hoover 76). Geo
Milev was the most eloquent proponent of this idea. In his article “Nebeto” (The
Sky, 1920)81 he defined the self in terms of a transcendental connection with the
endless universal creative ‘spirit’ (dukh) and the divine. In the act of creating the
world (“ ‘I" grasping — absorbing — reality and melting it into the sky beyond,”
“reality fades, disappears forwards, in order to be born again in the Universe as
Art,”® a creative act through which the individual ‘self’ (4z) vanishes into the
world, becoming one with the Absolute: the realm of Art which has no physical
boundaries and is timeless (Milev, G. 1920, 24-25). Expressionistic art, insists
Milev, transforms reality and its concrete forms into symbols that capture the
quintessence of the primitive, authentic, truest experience of the self, the source of
“new, original forms” (1920, 25). Such creative acts help the individual to
establish connection with the universal nature of humanity and to immerse oneself
in it, sharing the common “longing for the sky beyond” and attempt to express the
Absolute.

What comes out as a particularly strong point in Milev’s philosophical and
highly abstract critical contemplations is that the corporal experience of the ‘self’
as a concrete historical subject is replaced with a transcendental ‘self’ that
materializes in one’s interconnectedness with the world: in the emotional and
intellectual interaction with “the community of co-nationals, the international
community of nations, the universal culture of humanity” (1971, 61). On these
grounds, the late modernists aspire the emancipation of the native artistic form

from the outward aspects of nationality (ethnographic details, realistically

8l Page citations refer to the reprint in Ruseva 1995, 23-25; cf. also Milev, G.
1914.

%2 A3 Bsema — rpaGea — CBera M To pasrans B HeGeTo 3ax cBera. [...] CBETET
OTHBa, H34e3Ba Hanpe] 3a Ma ce nossu B Kocmoca karo Mzkycteo (Milev, G. 1920, 24)
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rendered ‘folkloric’ paraphernalia such as bagpipes, folk costumes, threshing-
floors, etc.; Mutafov 1927, Iliev, At. 1926b). In this respect, while attempting to
intensify the suggestive and expressive abilities of their creative outpourings by
implementing the aesthetic deconstruction of reality typical for modern art, the
Bulgarian modernists pursued two goals: to express the native as an immediate
and unrestrained emotional feeling of oneness and to connect the native with the
universal seeking not the contrast between the two, but the fusion of both (Iliev
At. 1926b, 107-115).83

The act of creating universal art whereby the organic blending of the
native with the foreign was achieved required as a necessary step the
transformation of the foreign into Bulgarian. The late modernists, unlike their
predecessors, accomplished this by eroding the native form from inside, by
estranging it and presenting it as ‘other’ (Iordanov 1993, 254). To put it in the
words of one Bulgarian intellectual, “to see the native as if a foreigner looks at it,”
therefore discovering sincerely, without prejudices, but also without naive over-
sentimentality, the true value of Bulgarianness (Iliev, At. 1926a, 108). Geo Milev
called this process “ovarvariavane” (barbarization; Milev, G. 1971, 210). Sirak
Skitnik named it the search for the “modern primitive” (37).%*

Regardless of the idiosyncratic designations, the common point in the
ideology of Bulgarian late modernism was the idea that realism and ethnographic
symbolism (including the art produced by the early Bulgarian modernists),
attempted to preserve the original ‘native’ artistic form and therefore is
insufficient in capturing the depth of one’s embedded-ness in the nation. Since
Bulgarianness was no longer perceived as the projection of the national ‘soul’
onto material objects that in turn the artist can transform into national symbols,
the images of folk paraphernalia and other national emblems were evaluated as

nothing but “outward” representations of the Bulgarian psyche, inadequate to

% Page citations refer to the reprint in Vasilev 1995.

8 Page citations refer to the reprint in Ruseva 1995, 33-39.
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convey its depth and eternal appeal (Giiltibov 1926b, 1926¢). This is why, in their
view, modern art with its anti-realistic impetus was so suitable for the creation of
original Bulgarian art. Pursuing the immediacy of expression, the emotional
directness and active engagement of the reader, it allowed for the free expression
of one’s national sentiments triggering an almost subconscious yearning for the
eternal in the national psyche, and a gush of patriotic pride. For example, Milev in
his review of Traianov’s lyrical collection Biilgarski baladi (Bulgarian Ballads,
1921; reprinted in Milev, G. 1971, 62-68) appreciated the poet’s ability to
“express the Bulgarian national soul with all its qualities” while elevating it above
the “daily hubbub of politics and rhetorical nationalism” (1971, 64). He held
Traianov’s poetry in high esteem because the patriotic feeling was “felt in it as
nothing but a subconscious creative force, which galvanizes the poet and imbues
his works with the specific flavor of a Bulgarian poetry” (Milev, G. 1971, 64).

In the eyes of Bulgarian modernists, ‘the fragment’ and ‘the primitive’
were not simply aesthetic categories that identified modern approach to life, but
were above all ‘tools’ to achieve synthesis of thoughts and emotions. They were
the aesthetic means to provoke the sense of “emotional intersubjectivity” (Craib
1998, Vogler 2000) that brought through space and time the ‘strangers’ together,
and made the existence of the Bulgarian ethnos possible (Skitnik 1995, 33-39).
From this perspective, the focal point of Milev’s aesthetic and ideological bunt
(rebellion, revolt), which is probably the most extreme of all Bulgarian modernist
gestures, constituted the explosion of established forms of national identification
through the act of creating a universalistic art. Perhaps, for this reason he declared
that Bulgarian literature had to destroy itself as a fossilized national tradition that
celebrated the ethnic, the contemporary, and the popular (“Protiv realizma”
[Against Realism], 1919 and “Rodno izkustvo™ [Native Art], 1920). The poet’s
credo was that: “Art is born from the longing [for the eternal]. Art is struggle.
Struggle to overcome oneself. Rebellion. Rebellion against oneself” (Milev, G.

1971, 60). In this rebellious act, one attained complete freedom as the tradition
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was surpassed, but “not killed” (Skitnik 1995, 35). Thus, the modern ‘self’ was
liberated from “enslavement by the past,” i.e., freed from the imposed models of
identification as one was open to discover, experience, and express her true
identity (Skitnik 1995, 35).

The process of creating art was thus equated with the process of creating a
‘self” where the experience of Bulgarianness was akin to the involuntary,
unpredictable, irrational subconscious movements of the soul (Skitnik 1995, 35).
The sense of belonging-ness then was perceived as impossible to define in
rational terms. It was not a construct, but “a confession” wherein one achieved the
“lost immediacy” of openly reacting to the other, a form of “primitive” empathy
that helped one to recognize the roots of her self-definition (Skitnik 1995, 35).
Therefore, modern art was acclaimed because of its abstract and highly elusive,
symbolical forms of expression. Its anti-realistic method gave freedom to the
artist to transform reality according to her own vision and desires, simultaneously
evoking a sense of metaphysical insurgence against the limitations imposed by the
geographical and ethnocentric definition of Bulgarian nationality, which insisted
on the nation’s physical experience as existence situated in a concrete place and
within a particular social-political-cultural order (otechestvo).

In Bulgarian modernist discourses, modern art was moreover appreciated
and promoted primarily because it was conceptualized as the realm where the
sense of ‘belatedness’ is surmounted as the artist outstrips the ‘provincial rooted-
ness’ of her limited national existence and experiences her commensurability with
the world (Ruseva 1995, 15; Milev, G. 1971, 179). On the other hand, because of
its symbolical power to unite through the quest for the eternal and the sense of
humanity it instills, modern art was also recommended as a means to tie together
the ‘community of strangers’ that was the Bulgarian nation. Respectively, it was
affirmed as an ultimately collectivistic and ‘constructive’ form of art (Ruseva
1995, 15). Geo Milev, for example, declared that only when Bulgarian authors
learned to describe the Human with her “life pulse” and “start drinking from the
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source of the primitive forces of human drives” they would have the capacity to
create national literature that was alive and significant (1971, 180). “Such
literature we will have once we stop thinking of art as a private affair, but instead
accept it is a collective exigency” (ibid.) Perhaps, this is what motivated the
intellectuals of the mid-1910s and 1920s to see Bulgarian modern culture as a
fundamental integrative principle to connect Bulgarians on the basis of a constant
struggle for self-improvement and self-definition. In this, they recognized the
equality and basic right of all Bulgarian citizens, regardless of differences in
tastes, political or professional interests. Again, Milev is the most ardent
proponent of this view. In his article, “Bulgarskiat pisatel” (The Bulgarian Writer,
1923),% he asserted that the artist was no different than other people. His talent
and inspiration was nothing but “hard labor” and “spiritual energy” (1923, 177).
Discarding previous conceptions of artistic exclusivity as outdated, Milev
contended: “Only the Human remains. Nothing more but the Human: earthly,
imperfect and alive in this world” (ibid.).

The modernists thus pushed for participative processes that acknowledged
“the need to incorporate means of communication that facilitate exchanges
whereby differing visions can be expressed on the integrative principles that tie
the [community] together” (cf. Hoover 1997, 78). Simply put, they pushed for
pluralism that was based on the recognition of one’s equal and autonomous status
as a social agent, which allowed the person through free and voluntary
interactions to make possible the harmonization of “the particular and the
universal aspects of [her] own strivings for identity” (cf. Hoover 1997, 78).
Worthy of note in this regard is Giiliibov’s explicit declaration that the newspaper
Iztok (East) which he founded was eclectic and aimed at creating a space for
different voices to express their opinions on significant cultural issues and
problems of common concern (1927c, 59). Interpreted in the light of Hoover’s

suggestions, the modernist notion of kulturnost therefore evoked a concept of

8 Page citations refer to the reprint in Milev, G. 1971, 177-183.
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national identity that is essentially democratic as it implied that on the basis of
equal rights of participation, the community is capable of respecting and
tolerating differences of opinions, tastes, and dispositions. In short, the Bulgarian
modernists pushed for the creation of a civil society.

The notion of civil society, as it is typically applied in Western European
and American thought, usually means “the expansion of democracy,” identifying
a “desired social order that recognize[s] the virtues of pluralism and allow[s] the
autonomous agentic individual to freely associate and form relations in a sphere
that [is] outside the power of the state” (Hann 1996, 1-26). It seems that the
Bulgarian modernists were well aware of this option, for they clearly articulated a
boundary between the nation and the state. One of the many connotations in their
‘notion of high national culture is the implication of a social order that was
different from the state. The nation (rodina; narod), in its completeness and
transcendence, was opposed to the political state (otechestvo; durzhava), therefore
giving the late modernists opportunity to assert the right of Bulgarian citizens to
associate freely in the public sphere where they could express their aspirations for
kulturnost and civility. Art was emancipated from the control of the state only to
be affirmed as the realm where the Bulgarian citizenship extended since the
populace could voice different opinions on the problems of common concern. As
a result, by emphasizing the importance of the avant-garde art and literature they
produced, the late modemists let the political elite see that “the state itself cannot
provide an identity of its citizens” since, as Hoover has persuasively argued,
“identity formation takes place primarily in civil society, rather than through the
state and even the economy” (cf. 1997, 40). In this context, the modernist
intelligentsia challenged the status quo by conceiving of themselves as an
intermediary social agency, whose prerogative was to create those values and
principles of kulturnost and civility that would bring the state and the people
together. Thus, the modernists also tried to combine the political and cultural

principles that defined Bulgarian self-determination. As Giiliibov has put it,
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“Bulgarian writers can play a crucial role in the process of [Bulgarian society’s
nationalization], being the channel through which the civic ideas and sentiments
that guide the life of the Western individual, can enter Bulgaria” (1926¢, 81).

Indeed, the late Bulgarian modernists pushed for a “supervised”
Europeanization, whereby the local intellectuals “could resist those influences that
might hamper the national progress, thus preserving the specificity and originality
of [their] native culture” (Giilibov 1926¢, 80). Gililiibov insisted that the goal of
this directed Europeanization was “to gradually institute the missing criteria for
what is valuable and characteristic in our life and our cultural practices that is
worthy of protecting against the western ravishment” (1926¢, 80). In this, I see a
typical reaction of a post-colonial intellectual, who struggled “through indigenous
means of establishing competence, integrity, and mutuality” to overcome the
nation’s colonial legacy and confront the challenges that modernity posed (cf.
Hoover 1997, 39). Again, it is important to stress that the Europeanization
envisioned by the Bulgarian progressive intelligentsia was different from what the
more advanced Western nations applauded. Guliibov, for example, regarded it as
a process that would take place under the control of the Bulgarian intelligentsia
thereby subordinating the foreign to the native. As he and like-minded Bulgarian
artists at that time proclaimed, the process involved also a deliberate breaking
away from “the tight grip of the narrow-minded passé [realist] aesthetic,
withering like the garland of an old maid” (1926¢, 80). This statement is
significant because it shows that Bulgarian modernists did not simply copy
techniques, attitudes and methods from the West, but interpreted these from the
position of what was beneficial and served their specific (local) cultural interests.
In this respect, the cultural program the late modernists elaborated was both a cry
for a new aesthetic as well as a cry for further nationalization and democratization
of Bulgarian society.

The essential characteristics of this cultural program, especially in post-

war historical conditions, were anti-realism, nationalism, and communitarian
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individualism. The latter term obviously needs explanation for it is coined with
the intention to render the peculiar meaning that the Bulgarian modernist
intelligentsia ascribed to the notion of civility. It is offered as an analytical tool to
signify the local interpretation of the West European ideal of civil society, which
during the late 1910s and early 1920s was perceived in Bulgaria as a normative
category that encompassed ideas about good government, virtue, and
responsibility. Thus, the notion of civility surfaced as a key element of the
proposed Europeanization and modernization.

I will launch my analysis of the modernist idea of civility as interpreted by
Bulgarian modernists in relation to their definition of Bulgarian national identity,
remarking that Bulgarian modernists used the rhetoric of West European civil
society in order to discuss and criticize the merits of governmental decision-
making process concerning the quality and direction of the social life they
experienced. Typical in this sense is Penev’s discourse glossed earlier. His and
other modernist intellectualizations outlining alternative models for Bulgarian
social development reflect, in my opinion, a sincere effort to understand how their
society has changed, and on this basis, to articulate feasible prospects. Seen in this
light, the notion of civility, in my view, bears extremely important implications,
for it expresses the Bulgarian intelligentsia’s view of the ‘good citizen,” who in
terms of their wide-ranging cultural program was an individual capable of making
an informed assessment about the changing quality of life (cf. Hann 1996, 28).

Paradoxically, the Bulgarian modernists adopted the concept of civil
society as a normative concept that helped them introduce in the public sphere a
division between the state and the nation (people) in pursuit of their unity. If this
is viewed as a strategy to open a space for the criticism of the state and the
contemporary political-social realities, then their position is not illogical. As
previously noted, the fundamental drive of the modernist practice was to disrupt
the current reality in the neighborhood where the particular modernists lived. In

this respect, Bulgarian modernists viewed the formation of a civil society as the
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absolute guarantor for the recognition of the infringed rights and freedoms of the
individual. Therefore, they espoused the principles of universalist (cosmopolitan)
individualism, while also acknowledging the need for social accountability. In
short, Nietzschean ultra-individualism, particularly in the writings of Geo Milev
became a form of communitarian individualism that aimed at binding the citizens
together in matters of common concern. In this context, the various, often
conflicting associations of Bulgarian writers and artists served as a representative
system of common-interest groups that could affect the public policy, requiring
the expansion of human and civil rights. A case in point is Milev’s appeal to the
Bulgarian writers, as well as a number of articles that addressed crucial issues for
the functioning in Bulgaria of a civil society. Complementing his critical
meditations on modern art, publications such as “Biilgarskiat pisatel,” “Kraiat na
inteligentsiata” (Intelligentsia’s End), “Narstud,” “Politseiska kritika” (Police
Censorship), “Durzhava i tsurkva” (State and Church) and others, clearly reveal
his communitarian ideological position, publicizing a sense of civic responsibility
and appreciation of commonality and mutual dependence as primary values,
urgently requiring the cultivation of changes of historical conditions.

Central to all these explicitly political texts is the idea of the free
individual, whose full realization Milev saw as the absolute goal of the national
society. This idea consistently was articulated in his earlier writings, becoming
most apparent in articles such as “Modernata poeziia” and “Nebeto.” In Milev’s
view, the free individual was above all one, who thought and acted independently,
always in agreement with his conscience and high morals. The free individual was
not passive, for he actively participated in the public life, engaging with the issues
of the day, always in defense of the ideal of free life. The most distinguishing
features of his character were his honesty, creativity, and hard work. The free
individual was responsible for his actions and had a concern for the good of the
whole society. He did not compromise his beliefs and ideals. He was optimistic.

He did not give up in the face of oppression and terror, but firmly stood up in
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defense of the sacrosanct human rights. The free individual was not bound by
limited and empty nationalistic sentiments because he recognized one absolute:
Humankind. Because of his profound universalism, the free individual was also a
true patriot.

This image, in which one could recognize without difficulty the
personality of Milev himself, is a construct that emerges from the various
intellectualizations he had left as a legacy. In their mass such writings voice the
idea that independence of thought and faith in one’s own decisions was extremely
important. “I am in control of my own destiny, my will, my conscience, my heart
are in my power. I have not lost control over myself. Nobody can take it from
me,” he wrote in a letter to his father as early as 1914. The confidence of Milev is
impressive, but it never grew into hubris, for his self-esteem was always tempered
by his consideration of others’ dignity and self-respect. It is these qualities that he
also strove to instill in his compatriots, when he wrote that the religion of the
modern intellectual should be “profound faith in [the incessant progress] of the
human being” (1924c).

Similarly to Slaveikov, Milev was a stalwart optimist, who believed in the
ultimate goodness of people and the victory of humanism over pragmatism and
selfishness. Evidence is profuse. It seems, at times, his very sharp criticism was
motivated by his belief in the merit of pursuing “common aims greater than the
selfish, conflictual, and nérrowly private goals that might otherwise shape the
character of public life” (cf. Strauss 1996, 230). Particularly interesting in this
light is his article “Politseiska kritika.” It was published in the same issue,
together with Milev’s expressionistic masterpiece Sepfemvri. As the poet openly
stated, the article was meant to express his protest against the confiscation of the
sixth issue of the journal Plamiik. This act of civil protest, however, turned into an
angry meditation on the fundamental principles of civil society and a heated
argument in defense of individual’s freedom of thought and freedom of

expression. In his list of the free society’s essential attributes, Milev named such
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rights as the right to criticize, to think independently, to write and publish freely,
to read, and ultimately, to live. The citizens of democratic Bulgaria, he
sarcastically remarked, were deprived of those fundamental human rights, as the
government enforced laws and legal acts that encouraged the Bulgarian people to
stop thinking (Milev, G. 1971, 271-272). The highly educated ruling political elite
regarded the people as a herd of brainless livestock (stado) that needed someone
else to think and make decisions on its behalf. However, the responsible citizen
could not accept this situation, because the people “are thinking” and the
possibility of a “policed criticism” was a futile fantasy of any authoritarian regime
(Milev, G. 1971, 272).

“Thought has no master and no tyrant” (misilta ne tirpi nito gospodar,
nito tiranin), proclaimed the poet, embracing civic disobedience and revolt. His
revolutionary impetus increased as he briefly touched upon the new international
developments. “Today,” wrote the patriot, “[...] the people of the world realize
that they are the masters of their destiny, there is no need for ‘elected’ or
forcefully imposed authorities to supervise them.” As “the idea of the singular
individual slowly melts away” (kogato otdelnata lichnost umira), it is absurdity to
think that human ideas and struggle for freedom can be suppressed.®® He boldly
challenged state authorities by declaring that, “the journal Plamiik (Flame) may be
banned. The journal Plamiitk may not exist. But there is not a firefighting unit in
the world that can put down the fire of my thoughts.”®” Refusing to compromise
his beliefs, the poet-citizen then declared: “We will not accept the sentence of the
deadening censorship that makes us write what we neither think nor feel” (No nii

niama da se stiglasim s prisiidata na politseiskata kritika, koiato ni kara da

% Ilnec, koraTo BCHYKM HAPOJIH B CBETA y3psABAT Aa GhaT FOCHOAPH Ha ChaGara

cH, 6e3 Aa s MOoBepABaT B PHLETE HA APYTH — ‘U30paHy’ WM HATPAMIH Ce Upe3 HACHJIHE
- rocnogapu (Milev, G. 1971, 273).

87
Moxe “ITInampk” ma O6bae cnpsH. Moke Oa He CBHLIECTBYBA CIIHCAHHE

“IInambKk.” Ho HAMa B cBETa IIOXKapHA KOMaHAa, KOsJATO Ja MOXKE da yraCH IUilaMBbKa Ha
2
MHUCBJITA (MlleV G 19; 1, 2 73)
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pishem tova, koeto nito mislim, nito chuvstvame). Being true to his own morals,
Milev advocated that, unlike those hypocrites who only on paper claimed their
love and expressed their concern with the nation’s well being, he would follow his
ideals and his conscience so that he could continue to be a true patriot (1971,
273).

Apparently, the individualism of Milev is communitarian in the sense that
he demanded recognition of one’s full humanity. In his view, every citizen was
entitled the right to express his concerns about the common good and to react to
what was harmful or in violation of the fundamental principles of free life.
Embracing the uniqueness and difference of individual opinions, his acclaim of
independent thought and civic responsibility stemmed from his respect for the
basic rights of the other person, thus providing a positive example of a virtue he
regarded necessary for citizenship. Social activism then, in his discourses emerges
as one of the most significant features of democratic society, and he encouraged
his compatriots to be active in resisting the power of the state. At least, this is how
I read his public protest against the confiscation of the literary journal Plamiik he
edited.

Milev’s position essentially was that public and private interests could
harmonize if individuals took responsibility for, and gave priority to the social
good. In the poet’s eyes, modern art supported such balance because it was an
emotionally charged and socially engaged expression of the artist’s independent
thought. Milev admitted that in the quest for harmonizing the personal and public
interests one may resort to means that were uncivil, yet that did not mean that one
was not a good citizen. In another article, tackling the problem of traditional
morality, Milev declared that “[...] Today, we would like to see barbarians,
hooligans, savages — with fiery eyes and iron teeth. Barbarians — a new race — that

would give new blood to [the Bulgarian nation].”*®

88 o
[. . ] HHH KeJIacM Ja BUAUM OHEC BapBapu, XyJIMI'aHH, IICUYCHCTH — C IUIaMBK B
OYHTE H JKEJIC3HH 3HOH. BapBapn, HOBa paca — KOATO Ja BJICC HOBA KPBB Ha OBNr apckata
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Reading Milev’s texts, I find it ironical that the late Bulgarian modernists
tried to articulate the ideal of a good citizen resorting to language and imagery
that clearly undermined the implications of the romanticized Western model. In
their discourses, of which Milev’s pronouncements are the most representative in
their extremity, the notion of civility rarely suggests polite and refined speech,
good manners, courtesy, and other traits the historical Western term typically
connotes. Of course, this is only a segment of the term’s multiple semantic
dimensions, but as recent theorizations have shown, it is quite a significant one as
articulated in the history of Western political and social thought.*® In this light,
the Bulgarian modernist concept of civility fits more McClellan’s revised
definition, which needs to be reiterated again here.

McClellan has argued that civility is “an impulse or mood, which requires
the fulfillment of three criteria: the recognition of the full humanity of both one’s
self and the other, the awareness of one’s interdependence with the other, and
desire to make common cause with the other” (McClellan 2000, 78). In my view,
the Bulgarian modernists extolled patriotism as a civil virtue in this very sense.
Denying the need for yielding to the power of the state, Milev, for example,
declared: “National sentiments, patriotism, love for the fatherland, faith in the
national ideal, ethnic boundaries, historical past and so on, are devalued stock on
the contemporary social-political market; they are blank cartridges with which we
cannot catch the desired bird of freedom.”™® Locating themselves as a
representative group of citizens mediating between the state and the people, the

late Bulgarian modernists actually functioned as a social agency capable of

moesus (Milev, G. 1971, 211).

% Cf. McClellan in Rouner 2000, 78-93; also the debate between Robert B.
Pippin and Daniel O. Dahistrom in Rouner 2000, 103-125.

90
Hanwmonanso TyBCTBO, IATPUOTU3BM, JMo00B KbM poauHaTta, Bsipa B ‘H&pO}lHI/IH
I/I}ICaJI’, €THUYECKH IpaHUlId, HCTOPHYCCKO MHHAJIO U T.H. — TOBa C¢a JHEC 0663HeHeHH
aKI{H, KOUTO HE C€ KOTHpAT Ha JHCIIHATA IIOJIMTUKO-COLUATHA 60pca; TOBA Ca XaJIOCHH

MaTPOHH, C KOMTO He MOXe J1a ce YJIyUH JKeJlaHaTa NTHUa Ha cBoboaara (Milev G. 1971,
277).
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bringing together the political and the cultural principles defining the nation. Such
awareness gave them the confidence to oppose conventional interpretations of
nationality and motivated the formulation and pursuit of their modernization
objectives, the ultimate purpose of which was the successful completion of the
process of Bulgarian nationalization.

Indeed, from the evidence presented here I hope it is clear that the
Bulgarian modernists were the agency most actively engaged in ‘correcting’ the
negative collective self-awareness, while simultaneously elaborating and
promoting on the global market a new image of the Bulgarian nation as an
advanced, sophisticated and democratic cultural-political unit. In this light, the
introduction of European thought into the Bulgarian cultural tradition was a
pivotal moment in the politics of the modernists, who also turned to Bulgarian
folklore in search of the true Bulgarian soul. Seeking the synthesis of native and
foreign, the Bulgarian modernists tried to create a system of new values that
would govern individual behavior by affirming universal personal qualities and
characteristics, which, according to the modernists, were also the primordial
features of the Bulgarian ethnic character. In this regard, Pencho Slaveikov was
the first of a number of modernists, who tried shattering the conventional
stereotype of national self-identification as a negation of others (the Bulgarian as
a non-Greek, non-Serbian, non-Turkish). He refused to compare the Bulgarians
with their neighbors but rather focused on re-discovering, reconstructing,
inventing, and representing a new distinctive collective self that he labored to
inscribe within the FEuropean context. He tried to create a new national
mythology, which geographically situated the Bulgarians at the center of the
Balkan Peninsula, and rigorously argued their importance for the cultural,
political and economic revival of the region, thus enhancing the singularity and
originality of the Bulgarian national culture.

Later modernists, while following in Slaveikov’s steps, saw themselves as

the missing social agency to accomplish the well-balanced transition from
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colonial to post-colonial cultural and political existence. In this regard, Bulgarian
modernism began as an attempt to define the subjective, private sphere in
Bulgarian culture and to create a novel individualistic philosophy and a world
outlook that would unite the ideas of European individualism with the
Enlightenment admiration of Freedom and public Heroism (lordanov 1993, 8). It
ended as a project that, similar to Ukraine, focused on the creation of a civil
society inasmuch as the ultimate goal of the modernizing activities of the
Bulgarian progressive intelligentsia was the transformation of the ‘people’
(narod) into a nation of cultured, sophisticated and morally superior individuals
through the refinement of literary and artistic tastes. Thus, the desire for
fundamental cultural and social changes (break away from all previous traditions,
denial of the established norms of cultural and ethnic identification) was very
strong and the modernists pushed for the radical transformation of the Bulgarian
mindset by urging the cultivation of a national high culture. In the eyes of
modernists, the national culture served as the means to win the respect of Western
nations, proving not only the longevity and richness of Bulgarian tradition but
also its status as a modern European culture that is capable of sustaining
Bulgarian political sovereignty.

Europe, then, was introduced in the Bulgarian intellectual space as a
‘unified’ whole. It was conceptualized as a totality, an intellectual space where the
conflicts and tensions between the European national cultures on their own terms
(for example the rivalry between French and Germans, or British and French)
were insignificant. This ‘oddity’ produced the peculiar polyphony and ambiguity
characteristic of Bulgarian modernists’ relationship with Europe. The fervent
desire to express their own, original, and nationally specific understanding, while
seeking the unity of Bulgarian and Western thought, determined the modernists’
modernizing efforts. Accordingly, the main principle of their cultural program the
modernists saw in the synthesis of ‘indigenous’ Bulgarian values (svoe, rodno —

native; encoded for example in ‘authentic’ folklore) with the humanistic values
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represented by a number of canonized ‘treasures’ of world culture (chuzhdo —
foreign). Granted, the stress always was put on the Bulgarianness of the outcome
and only such creative adaptations bore significance and were encouraged.
Apparently, the ethnic ‘bias’ of Bulgarian modernists had a deeper social-
psychological motivation. It was a reaction to the failures of political nationalism
and the partial resolution of the Bulgarian national question. The awareness of the
‘dismemberment’ of the Bulgarian nation, its geographical tearing apart, defined
all their intellectual quests, especially with respect to modeling the process of the
national-cultural development. Hence the emphasis on the ‘national.” Of course,
this was a limited position, but it was compulsory in terms of the redemptory and
reformist intentions of the Bulgarian progressive intelligentsia. In this respect, as
Jusdanis has noted on another occasion, Bulgarian cultural (modernist)
nationalism acted as a dynamic force rather than a “compensatory prize for
victimized people in search of absent ideals,” for it evolved as a revolutionary,
progressive, and an utopian ideology, seeking the transformation of the inherited
social order, pushing Bulgarian society “into a modern, global world” (cf.

Jusdanis 2001, 10).
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6. GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this last section I review the main points and observations made in the course
of this study, and address some of the issues raised with respect to the analysis of
marginal cultures. I begin by reiterating the idea that the Bulgarian and Ukrainian
Modernisms occurred as intellectual projects related to, but different from, the
Modernisms originally formulated in countries such as France and England. If we
accept Bourdieu’s and other theoretical models regarding the factors that
propelled the struggle for establishing the autonomy of the artistic field in
‘bourgeois’ societies of Western Europe, it becomes clear that both localities
under scrutiny did not conform to that model. The modernity experienced by the
Ukrainian and Bulgarian intellectuals was unlike the one known to the
intellectuals of other European countries. As I have tried to show, the intellectuals
in both Ukraine and Bulgaria felt marginalized and disempowered as a national
elite. This particular experience strongly colored the objectives and goals they
pursued through the ‘import’ of the idea of pure aesthetic.

The priority that the local intelligentsia gave to socio-political and national
issues was not surprising if one takes into account the strong desire of those
intellectuals to ‘catch up’ with developments occurring in the global community.
Advancement in turn-of-the-century Bulgaria and Ukraine meant inaugurating the
processes of modernization (i.e., technological and economic innovation, the
creation of the nation-state, etc.). Unlike in Western Europe, the disruption of
modernity in those two localities came about concurrently with the initiation of
modernization. This fact posed for the national intellectuals a number of very
distinctive problems. In the first place, the colonial legacy in both countries
influenced the local intelligentsia’s choices regarding the changes they wanted to
introduce in their societies. Therefore, the modernists in both Ukraine and
Bulgaria actively engaged in the creation of political, economic, and socio-

cultural structures alternative to the inherited (or dominant) colonial ones. In this
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regard, the strong socio-political orientation of both modernist projects is a logical
outcome of the peculiarity of historical conditions that occasioned the
modernization of these two societies. It can hardly be viewed as a distortion or
insufficiency in development of these people. In my view, the colonial situation in
Ukraine and the post-colonial situation in Bulgaria pre-conditioned the
uncharacteristic evolution of Bulgarian and Ukrainian Modernisms as ideologies
of cultural nationalism. Thus, the entanglement of socio-political, cultural, and
purely aesthetic issues was not only natural but more importantly, necessary for
the success of the modernizing initiatives undertaken by the local intelligentsia.
Defining the Ukrainian and Bulgarian modernist movements as a form of
cultural nationalism is problematic in itself. Although I do not consider such
justification necessary, in this final section I will do so, while simultaneously
reviewing the set of general conclusions reached in the course of my comparative
cultural study. The problem first of all arises because of the definition usually
attached to the notion of cultural nationalism, which is viewed as a significant,
albeit subordinate, aspect of political nationalism (cf. Gellner 1983, Hobsbawm
1990, Kedourie 1993). In contemporary anthropological and socio-political
approaches to nationalism, John Hutchinson should be credited for his systematic
research on the nature of cultural nationalism, always offering an eloquent
defense of its distinctive character. Taking his views as a point of departure, I
would like to propose a list of attributes that help conceptualize both the
Ukrainian and Bulgarian modernist movements as cultural nationalist projects.
According to Hutchinson, cultural nationalism “does have a politics, but it
is communitarian and diversitarian” (1999, 393). The primary goal of cultural
nationalists is the moral rebirth and regeneration of their respective communities,
the ideology itself called upon “at times of deep-seated social crisis, when statist
nationalism seems to have failed, in order to offer new pathways for individual
and collective action” (Hutchinson 1999, 393). “In evoking historical models,

cultural nationalists act primarily as moral and social innovators not as
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reactionaries, in seeking to formulate an indigenous basis of collective progress”
(Hutchinson 1999, 393). In attempting to define the collective personality,
cultural nationalists seek to revive authentic and distinctive collective features,
extolling the singularity of their cultural identity, insisting that this distinctive
collective personality has “a name, unique origins, history, culture, homeland, and
social and political practices” (Hutchinson 1999, 394).

The developments in turn-of-the-century Bulgaria and Ukraine suggest
that the modernists reacted to a particular crystallization of ethnic identity, which
naturalized the peasants as the embodiment of Ukrainianness and Bulgarianness
respectively. In principle, they disagreed with the adoption of such a demotic
model for national identification because it inadequately promoted the institution
of a modern, highly intellectual and sophisticated national culture. In both
societies, therefore, Modernism developed in opposition to other approaches to
nation formation and nation building, often refusing to compromise on the
principle positions underlying its specific policies of cultural invention.

Struggling to assert their cultural hegemony and to make it a natural right
of the intelligentsia, the modernists in Ukraine and Bulgaria adopted at the
beginning of the twentieth century the ideology of pure aesthetic as a public moral
position that allowed them to criticize the state. Gradually, the ideology evolved
as a locus of opposition to the state. Regardless of the nature of the statist
nationalism they reacted against, the modernists in both localities construed
themselves as an alternative ‘social’ force that challenged the official political
solutions to the national question. As Hutchinson has noted, rivalry and “internal
competition” in the definition of the nation is crucial “for the group identity and
survival.” “The parochialism of the struggle [...] separates the population off
from uncomprehending ‘outsiders,” and the recurring but evolving rivalry
provides a repertoire of options from which leaders can select in order to cope
with a changing world” (1999, 396). In this sense, the processes of negotiation

and competition over the symbols of the nation in Ukraine and Bulgaria were

340

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



institutionalized through the “internal dialogue incomprehensible to outsiders,” as
Hutchinson aptly puts it (1999, 396), that gave rise to the national public domain.
When the Ukrainians Karmans’kyi, Sriblians’kyi, Ievshan, and the Bulgarians
Slaveikov, Dr. Kriistev, and Debelianov (as well as others), publicly demonstrated
their commitment to certain modernists behaviours (e.g., a bohemian lifestyle, a
preference for modernist literature and arts, migration to the large urban centers,
etc.), they provided a form of binding together the community of citizens
(citizens-to-be, in the Ukrainian case). The rejection of populist and realist
ideologies (above all, the association with the peasant masses, renunciation of
symbolically traditional clothing, communal and cultural norms) supported the
formulation of modernizing objectives that explicitly questioned the established
social and political order. It opened a space for creating institutions that would
maintain the distinctively modern ‘moral’ of the Bulgarian and Ukrainian
societies. As I have tried to show, the modernist commitment to instill Western
values of social democracy, liberalism, and individualism motivated the struggle
of the local artistic intelligentsia to emancipate itself from the economic and
social constraints of an oppressive (in the Ukrainian case, colonial) state, and to
seek recognition of their expertise and authority in the production of national
cultural values.

In both localities, the modernist project was triggered by a sense of moral
crisis, which resulted from the failures of statist nationalism to solve the national
problem. This attitude surfaces in the writings of Lesia Ukrainka and Volodymyr
Vynnychenko and becomes prominent in Khvyl’ovyi’s works. In Ukraine,
particularly in the years after 1917, this dissatisfaction clearly manifested itself in
the growing awareness of Ukrainian intellectuals that the practicing of aesthetic
and cultural autonomy is possible only in a self-determined and free society, that
is, in a Ukrainian national state. In this respect, as the discourses of the khatiany
(i.e., the contributors to Ukrains ’ka khata) and Khvyl’ovyi indicate, the aesthetic

principle of ‘art for art’s sake’ was discovered and utilized as an effective strategy
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to create a national high culture that could integrate all Ukrainians and provide the
discursive means for imagining the sovereign Ukrainian state. It is in this
context—i.e., an intensified anti-colonial struggle aiming at resisting the attempts
at Russification and gruesome Soviet political repression—that I define the
modernist project in Ukraine as a political project which called for the articulation
of a particular version of Ukrainian identity. This version was predicated on the
promotion of an elitist and civic concept of the nation that clearly supported the
Ukrainian intelligentsia’s desire for political self-determination. The principles of
aesthetism, and the priority given to the construction of a national high culture
were crucial aspects of the modernist project, which developed as a movement
that tried to make meaningful the formation of a Ukrainian national state.
Otherwise, the prominence given to culture as an agency of social change and the
creation of indigenous cultural forms makes little sense as a goal in itself. It
should be noted, however, that culture in the Ukrainian modernist project is not
subordinate to the political formulation of the nation, but an equally powerful
articulation of the essential principles of Ukrainian self-determination, which
helped to form a distinctive egalitarian and libertarian ideal of the nation-state (cf.
Hutchinson 1999, 401).

In the ideological climate of the USSR in the 1920s, the Ukrainian
modernists experienced their statelessness as an impediment to the progress of
their society and they reacted to it in the best manner they knew. They saw
modern national culture as the most essential condition to ensure the unity and
singularity of the Ukrainian nation. It provided the ‘free’ space where Ukrainian
identity can be celebrated and unreservedly experienced as a positive life
opportunity. Ukrainian modernists, thus, directly challenged the existing social
order by giving priority to the nation as a cultural-political principle of
integration. In the early-twentieth century, they insisted on, and agitated for, the
Europeanization of their community because they wanted to validate their culture

and identity, asserting a place for a non-existent state in the international order.
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From 1917 onward, some sought the recognition of their right to form a sovereign
country as the most propitious place for the progress and efflorescence of the
Ukrainian nation. Although in their quest for articulating ‘the modern Ukrainian
psyche,” Ukrainian modernists continued to mobilize ethnic criteria of self-
determination, it also seems that they tried to expand the semantic field of the
category to include more civic terms. Vynnychenko’s civic position as well as
Khvyl’ovyi’s agitation for recognizing the rights of Ukrainians to self-rule is
typical in this regard. Thus, reinforcing the sense of pride and shared identity,
manifested in one’s willful attachment to the Ukrainian nation, was one of the
strategies the modernists in Ukraine employed when recruiting Ukrainian patriots.
In their discourses, individuals like Ukrainka, Vynnychenko (in the early-
twentieth century), and Zerov, Khvyl’ovyi and others (in the mid-1920s),
demonstrated the value of one’s cultural belonging. In this manner, they argued
for the construction of a distinctive Ukrainian civil and cultured society, which
could guard and preserve the collective personality in times of threat and growing
foreign influences. They encouraged each speaker of the Ukrainian language to
refract this collective personality subjectively, searching for meaningful options in
constructing a life and identity for oneself. The emphasis on the value of shared
identity and the international orientation of the Ukrainian modernist intelligentsia,
who decisively refused the mediation of Russian culture in the intellectual and
cultural interaction with Europe, are probably the most prominent aspects of the
modernist program. The valorization of Ukrainian high culture, consequently, was
performed through the inculcation of Ukrainian Modernism as a distinctive
national version of the European modernist ideology of subversion. It endeavored
to produce highly cultured and sophisticated individuals, who worked for the
spiritual, cultural, political, and economic advancement of their native society.
Thus, the contradictory nature of the Ukrainian modernist definition of the
nation, which combined both civic and ethnic principles of self-identification,

emerges as one of those peculiarities that make the nation-building process unique
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wherever it happens to take place around the globe. The modernist project in
Ukraine aimed at reducing or overcoming tensions and antinomies over the
content of national culture and identity which characterized the Ukrainian national
space during the first half of the twentieth century. The arising twofold
articulation of national identity (European-Ukrainian) was thus a strategy that
allowed the modernists to successfully express and maintain their distinctiveness
in resistance to both Russian colonial pressures, and unwanted influences from
Europe, at once affirming their independent status as mediators between the self
and the world. In fact, the modernist position cut most powerfully through both
the colonial discourse and the national counterdiscourse (to use Shkandrij’s
appropriation of Terdiman’s formulation; 2001, 199), aspiring to find the truly
national style (as Hutchinson has pointed out, one that represents a given
community’s historically rooted and unique way of life; 1999, 393). From this
perspective, Ukrainian modernists were cultural nationalists who sought to use
tradition to “legitimate social innovation through selective borrowing from
others,” while simultaneously “rallying to the cause of building on indigenous
traditions” (cf. Hutchinson 1999, 404). In this respect, their ambivalent treatment
of Ukrainian vernacular culture—at once denouncing it and insisting on its
‘modernization’ through extensive experimenting with available folklore items—
was a strategy of distinction that helped Ukrainian modernists affirm their status
as ‘modernizers.” The aesthetic and formal treatment of Ukrainian folklore in the
works of Ukrainka, Kobylians’ka, Tychyna, and other Ukrainian modernists,
pursued the re-contextualization, innovation, and idiosyncratic reinvention of
common material, and served to differentiate them from their predecessors
(romantics and realist-populists), who revered tradition. The modernists did not
idolize tradition, but their practice of using folklore materials produced a specific
type of literature that opened a space for experimentation that had a distinctively
Ukrainian flavour. In addition, through such experimentation, the modernists

successfully realigned their cultural heritage with Europe, asserting their right to
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control the appropriation of vernacular traditions. Let me reiterate that, in my
view, the modernists in Ukraine not only made tradition meaningful in the context
of modernity, but most of all, effectively resisted the influences coming from
Europe, resorting to local resources in sustaining the singularity and originality of
their national culture.

In Bulgaria, it was the experience of the nation as ‘dismembered’ that
instigated the sense of moral crisis and urged the patriotically oriented
intelligentsia to seek alternatives to the tensions produced by the political
solutions of the national question which the state proposed. The emphasis on
culture in this instance aimed at establishing control over the processes of nation
building, which the progressive Bulgarian intelligentsia felt were taking an
unfavourable course. The prevalent traditional model of identity and culture-
invention accentuated the negative experiences of the Bulgarian nationality and
relied too much on the mobilization of inferiority complexes and sense of
belatedness that were inherited from colonial times. The modernists thus
undertook the difficult task of promoting modernization and nationalization by
insisting on the creation of a Bulgarian high culture that pursued the moral
resurrection of the Bulgarian community through its Europeanization.

The most notable feature of the Bulgarian modernist project was its
attempt to reduce the effects of the self-colonizing conservative version of
national identity, nurturing the collective sense of self since the beginning of the
Renascence period and during the struggle for liberation. This conservative
version was predicated on the absence of a modern high culture, which left the
Bulgarian intelligentsia often confused and in a state of spiritual stagnation. As I
have shown in this study, the modernists in Bulgaria reacted to the traditional
conceptualization of the nation, engaging in a form of social criticism that tried to
find a balance between the ‘foreign’ (i.e., imported from the Wesf) and the
‘native’ (i.e., original resources for self-expression, such as the inherited oral

tradition and the memory of the high culture of medieval Bulgaria). The ultimate
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purpose of the modernist project, then, was to overcome the tensions caused by
the feeling of ‘belatedness,” which characterized the self-perception of the
Ukrainian modernists as well, in order to affirm the place of the artistic
intelligentsia as the legitimate and most competent creator of national-cultural
values.

The valorization of Western ideas of pure art in Bulgaria happened
because this ideology was seen as the most potent intellectual resource to ensure
the complete nationalization of Bulgarian society. Like the Ukrainian modernists,
their Bulgarian counterparts positioned themselves as mediators in the cultural
exchange with the world, warranting the distinctiveness of the collective
personality in its interactions with Europe, thus building also a culture that was
capable of attracting diverse Bulgarian populations and uniting them. In addition,
the import of West European modernist ideas in Bulgaria assisted the struggle of
the Bulgarian modernists to strengthen their status as a national and cultural
leaders, vesting prestige and value in modern culture-building incentives.
Through the writings and social activism of the Bulgarian modernists, the sphere
of culture and art became relatively independent from the political sphere, gaining
value on its own as a sphere under the control of the artistic intelligentsia. In this
respect, the modernist project in Bulgaria confirms Hutchinson’s observation that
cultural nationalists act as mediators, “who ‘returning’ to an imagined past in
circumstances of confusion,” engaged in “a project of self-discovery and
collective definition that may lead them to experiment with several alternative
visions of the nation over an extended period” (1999, 397).

The conglomerate of individual approaches to the Bulgarian nation during
the modernist period suggests that the intellectuals, who sought Bulgarian
society’s modernization and Europeanization, worked in fact for the revival of the
most ancient and indigenous roots of the Bulgarian way of life. Where they could
not find it in the essentialized and officially canonized folk culture, they invented

it, trying to bridge the gaps in the continuity of the Bulgarian nation’s cultural
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development. Slaveikov was probably the most active of all Bulgarian modernists
in producing novel collective identities from “embedded cultural assumptions”
(cf. Hutchinson 1999, 397), a feature that Hutchinson closely relates with the
workings of cultural nationalism. Again, similar to the Ukrainian modernists, their
Bulgarian fellow ideologues saw tradition as a “modality for innovation” (cf.
Jusdanis 2001, 37), seeking the realignment of their cultural heritage with
modern, worldly intellectual advancements. Unlike Ukrainian modernist critics,
however, Bulgarian intellectuals did not articulate a radically critical position vis-
a-vis vernacular culture. They extolled it as a cherished tradition that served to
inscribe the Bulgarian nation within the European milieu. This strategy, as
Hutchinson has pointed out, is a common technique used by intellectuals in
marginal European nations (Irish, Finnish, Serbian, etc.) to affirm their exclusivity
and originality as ancient and rich European cultures.

Through experimentation with Bulgarian folklore, its transformation and
adaptation to accommodate modern ideas, and simultaneous preservation of some
aspects of the native form, the modernists initiated a dialogue with the world. At
the same time, they revisited their national past, and realigned it with the present,
eradicating with a single semantic gesture the strong self-colonizing implications
of the traditional model of Bulgarian self-identification. The sober approach of the
Bulgarian modernists to their native traditional culture (or to put it in Sloterdjik’s
terms, cynicism), which was expressed in their individual re-workings of the
inherited traditional symbols, themes, motifs, and so on, assisted them in
promoting their view of Bulgarianness. This concept was defined in relation to the
ideals of individualism, spiritual aristocratism, and civil responsibility. The
Bulgarian modernists aspired to enforce the homogenization of cultural space and
to disseminate a form of national identity that elevated the experience of the
Bulgarian nationality. They formulated the nation as a spiritual and moral
principle embodied in Bulgarian high national culture, the only institution of

signification that the modernists conceived as capable of expressing the national
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mind and historically rooted way of life. The modernists agitated for the creation
of highly sophisticated individuals, well-versed in both their native culture and the
intellectual treasures of the world (Europe), who could make informed choices
regarding the realities of their national existence and actively could participate in
the building of Bulgarian modern civil and cultured community. In this sense, the
Bulgarian modernist movement developed as a communitarian project that
pursued the unification of Bulgarians on the basis of one’s willful choice to
contribute to the advancement and unification of national society through one’s
individual creative energy.

The distinction the Bulgarian modernists made between culture and
state—a boundary they persistently articulated as mandatory in their interactions
with ruling governments—suggests that they acknowledged that the nation was
founded on a “strong sense of history,” stimulating the incessant reinvention of
the historically rooted way of life, “a living tradition which is continually
recreated to meet the needs and perspectives of each generation” rather than on
the administratively imposed “legal uniformity” (cf. Hutchinson 1999, 399). As
Hutchinson stresses, and the Bulgarian modernists firmly believed this, “because
a national way of life is a spontaneous outgrowth of different individuals and
groups, it cannot be constructed like a state from above; it can only be nourished
from below” (cf. 1999, 400). Thus, unlike the Ukrainian modernists, who
imagined the nation as an abstract and purely aesthetic realm (e.g., Sriblians’kyi’s
articulation of Ukraine), their Bulgarian counterparts created concrete images of
the ‘homeland,” a place geographically situated within particular territorial
boundaries (San-Stefano, or Great Bulgaria; Slaveikov 1959, 313). Thus, they saw
the nation as an abstract community “being bound by particular conceptions of
space, time, and embodiment” (James 1996, 35), i.e., a rodina that did not
coincide with the political unit, that is, the Bulgarian nation-state.

Bulgarian modernists established and maintained the distinction between

nation and state, because they experienced the political incompleteness of the
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Bulgarian ethnos as a tragedy. By means of equating the nation with the high
culture they aspired to create, the modernists in Bulgaria reacted to the aggressive
and politically unsound solutions proposed by the state to the national question.
Imagining an ethnic Bulgarian community, unified through its high culture, they
also aspired to provide those principles of national identification that would
remedy the failure of the state to integrate all Bulgarians into a single national
territory. In this sense, Bulgarian Modernism was a movement that offered a cure
for the negative experience of the nation as fragmented and incomplete. The
modernists sought to articulate Bulgarianness as a moral and spiritual principle
that could sustain their efforts in achieving national integration regardless of
territorial boundaries and historical discontinuity, thus encouraging the discovery
and expression of the timeless and harmonious Bulgarian existence.

Hutchinson’s conclusions are useful for interpreting Bulgarian Modernism
as a distinctive form of cultural nationalism. This scholar maintains that the goal
of cultural nationalists is to “modernize traditions so as to restore the nation to its
former status in the vanguard of human progress. Their evolutionary historical
vision claims to present an innovative solution that will reconcile the interests of
traditionalists and modernists, thereby redirecting energies away from destructive
conflict into a cooperative reconstruction of the national community” (1999, 402-
403). The bulk of Bulgarian modernist discourses analyzed in this study shows
that the desire to unite and integrate for the modernists in Bulgaria was very
strong. They viewed themselves as the missing social agency to accomplish the
well-balanced transition from colonial to post-colonial cultural and political
existence. Proving the longevity and richness of the Bulgarian tradition, they
worked to establish the status of Bulgarian national culture as a modern European
culture capable of carrying the ethnic claims for Bulgarian uniqueness into the
highly competitive modern world of political nations. Thus they also

demonstrated that Bulgarian political independence was timely and well deserved.
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