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Review Article 
SLAVIC REVIEW 

SHEVCHENKO STUDIES 
ONE CENTURY AFTER THE 

POET'S DEATH 

BY GEORGE S. N. LUCKYJ 

The study of Taras Shevchenko began even before his death in 1861 
with literary reviews and critical articles. Today, after a century of 
arduous and massive research, it is still best to approach the legacy of 
the greatest Ukrainian poet without the aid of a volume of criticism or 
a biography, numerous as these are. While this observation applies to 
the study of any literature, in the case of Shevchenko the absence of 
reliable works about him is conspicuous. There are some excellent 
specialized studies on separate aspects of Shevchenko but no adequate 
portrait of the whole man. 

There are many reasons why Shevchenko scholars could not produce 
outstanding interpretations of the poet's life and work. First of all, there 
is an overpowering image, created by his countrymen, of Shevchenko 
as a national prophet and genius. The veritable cult of Shevchenko, 
whose works are regarded by Ukrainians as scriptures-an inspired and 
final revelation of all wisdom-has not stimulated scholarly interests. 
Then, there is an additional difficulty-Shevchenko's uncompromising 
nationalism. It has proved an obstacle to scholars, not because it is 
aggressive or overriding (in fact, it is defensive and subordinated to a 
humanist and Christian ethos), but because of the first requirement of 
Shevchenko's political outlook: an independent Ukraine, free from 
Russian or Polish control or influence. Since the poet's country has 
failed to achieve this, the ambivalent status of the Ukraine in modern 
history has divided scholars into two warring factions: those in the 
Soviet Ukraine trying to prove the not so obvious existence of a liber- 
ated Ukraine (in alleged fulfillment of Shevchenko's testament), and 
emigre scholars (or those who before 1939 lived in the western provinces 
of the Ukraine, outside the USSR) eager to demonstrate the opposite. 
With both sides claiming Shevchenko as their own, little attention has 
been paid to him as a poet. Indeed, it is still claimed by both sides that 

MR. LUCKYJ is Professor of Slavic literature at the University of Toronto. 

This content downloaded from 195.34.79.158 on Tue, 17 Jun 2014 13:56:02 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Shevchenko Studies 723 

it is impossible to separate the poetry from politics and ideology, both, 
in fact, belonging not so much to the poet as to his admirers. 

In any review of Shevchenko studies it is impossible, therefore, to 
ignore the political motivation of a study or to minimize the damage 
that partisan scholarship has caused in this field. If one is to survey the 
latter, the significant trends in recent years become discernible only 
underneath the "sound and the fury" of the familiar old war cries, such 
as "Shevchenko - the Revolutionary Democrat," "Shevchenko - the 
People's Poet," "Shevchenko-the Prophet of the Revolution," to which 
scholars are so addicted. On the other hand, such a scrutiny can be very 
rewarding, since the evaluation of a writer over a period of time in all 
its changes, transformations, and contradictions, though not attempted 
here, can be fascinating, even if it does not shed much light on the 
subject. 

The disagreement about Shevchenko did not begin with the revolu- 
tion of 1917. Before that, scholars had put forward several interpreta- 
tions of the poet reflecting different schools of thought and the 
intellectual aspirations of the times. The image of "Shevchenko-the 
Poet of the People," the "Peasant Genius," so common among the 
Populists in the 1860's, was later replaced by those of "Shevchenko- 
the Poet of the Ukrainian National Revival" and "Shevchenko-the 
Democrat." The contributions of each school and the disputes between 
them (especially the one started by Drahomanov's plea1 for a detached 
and historical approach to Shevchenko) enriched the understanding of 
the poet and provided stimulus for further inquiry. However, the 
partisanship, natural enough under the conditions in which the Ukrain- 
ian intellectual development took place in the nineteenth century, did 
not diminish but was intensified after 1917. What is even more interest- 
ing, after the revolution the old images of Shevchenko came to life 
again, reconditioned though they were. The main dilemma of Shev- 
chenko studies remained unresolved; indeed, it has never been properly 
faced by scholars. It may be summed up simply thus: Should Shevchenko 
be regarded merely as the "national poet of the Ukraine"? Is there 
universal human content in his work? Is what he has to say and the 
form in which it is said of interest to those who are not involved in 
Ukrainian politics? Although the answer to all these questions is 
affirmative, they have rarely been discussed in scholarly research, since 
the main emphasis in the study of Shevchenko in the last century has 
been placed so overwhelmingly on political considerations. There is 
thus a considerable virgin territory in the study of a poet about whom 
so much has been written. 

Current Soviet research has come up with few insights and no defini- 
tive studies, but the grossest distortions and abuses to which Shevchenko 
was subjected during the Stalin era have disappeared. Although Shev- 

1 M. AparoMaHoB, <dHeieuico, yiKpainobiaH i co,iqji3m,>> Ppomada, Vol. IV (Geneva, 1879). 
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724 Slavic Review 

chenko is still regarded more as a revolutionary spokesman of class 
struggle than as a poet, he is no longer represented as a product of 
Russian radical thought. The change of attitude dates back to the 
"historic decisions of the party" in 1956. In an article by the leading 
Soviet authority on Shevchenko, Ievhen Kyryliuk, published in 1957 
in the proceedings of the Fifth Shevchenko Conference held in 1956,' 
we read that "it is necessary to fight against the elements of anti- 
historianism and simplification, against a subjectivist approach to 
history, against modernization and opportunism" (p. 5). Having taken 
to task some Soviet scholars (Dmyterko, Holovakha) for their over- 
simplified interpretation of Shevchenko, Kyryliuk pleaded for a new 
approach to old problems. This he demonstrated in his major work,3 
which is still today the most authoritative and therefore merits closer 
scrutiny. 

Kyryliuk reconstructs Shevchenko's life in great detail and supplies 
it with a running commentary. He observes that Shevchenko, born in 
1814 as a serf, "lived in an era of the decay in Russia of the feudal-serf- 
owning order which gave birth to bourgeois-capitalist conditions" (p. 3). 
The poet's unhappy childhood, spent under inhuman conditions of 
landlord exploitation, was brightened only by the solicitous care of his 
sister and the "atmosphere of the living traditions of revolutionary 
struggle by the people for their liberation" (p. 8). Orphaned at eleven 
years of age, Taras owed his survival in the cruel world entirely to his 
own resourcefulness, first as a shepherd and then as a pupil and servant 
of the village deacon (diak). Later he recorded his first love for Oksana 
Kovalenko, a girl whom he met when he was thirteen. Endowed with 
exceptional artistic talent, the boy was finally taken into the service 
of his landlord, Engelhardt, as a page boy and then apprenticed as a 
student of painting. In 1829, as a member of his master's entourage, he 
traveled to Kiev, Vilno, and St. Petersburg. In Vilno, Taras witnessed 
the disturbances resulting from the Polish uprising against Russian 
rule in 1830. After following his master to St. Petersburg in 1831, 
Shevchenko continued his painting apprenticeship and met three Uk- 
rainians, the painter Soshenko, the poet Hrebinka, and the professor 
of fine arts, Hryllorovych, who in turn introduced him to more influen- 
tial friends. In the end their efforts to win freedom for the brilliant 
young painter were successful, largely because of Karl Briullov's interest 
in the matter. In April, 1838, Shevchenko's freedom was purchased 
from the proceeds of the sale of a portrait of V. Zhukovsky by Briullov. 
Shevchenko became a full-time student at the Academy of Fine Arts, 
where he gained a substantial liberal education. 

The second half of Shevchenko's life (1838-61) falls into three distinct 

2 C-. IT. MipHemo, T. r. llee'qtenmo (Kiev, 1959). 
3 C. II. JliipwPoR, <<CTaH i gaBAanHH paAflHcBRoro meI3'HOHKoOHaBcTBa,>> 36iplmu npaMip 

n,'qflmoi 2 ay?COOOt 2IteGltentni6co2oi wonfiepentii (Kiev: AN URSR, 1957). 
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parts: I-"the St. Petersburg period" (1838-47), which includes his 
extended visits to the Ukraine; II-imprisonment and exile (1847-57); 
III-the postexile period (1858-61). Kyryliuk describes accurately the 
events leading to the liberation of the poet in 1837 though, naturally 
enough, his emphasis falls heavily on the social injustices which affected 
Shevchenko's early life, and he plays down the sympathy and assistance 
of people like Engelhardt and Briullov. It is in the second, creative half 
of Shevchenko's life that this emphasis becomes more and more one- 
sided. 

Shevchenko began writing before he was liberated from serfdom, 
although it was not until 1838 that he devoted himself seriously to 
poetry, which never quite displaced his first love-painting. His first 
collection, Kobzar ("The Minstrel") was published in 1840, and his 
long poem Haidamaky ("The Haidamaks") a year later, both in St. 
Petersburg. The eight poems in the Kobzar, ranging from a ballad to a 
historical epic, became very popular in the Ukraine because of their 
musical language, patriotic sentiment, and above all their wide range of 
thought and emotion in simple yet colorful Ukrainian, which at that 
time was still fighting for recognition as a literary language. Kyryliuk 
is less interested in the form or the impact of the poems than in the 
social content, trying to see social protest even in a ballad (p. 63). He 
grants, however, that several historical poems conveyed Shevchenko's 
concern for the national as well as the social liberation of the Ukraine. 

The critics' reaction to Kobzar and Haidamaky was mixed: nearly 
all acknowledged the poetic gifts of the author; many praised him very 
highly, but some disapproved equally vehemently. Following earlier 
Soviet distortions, Kyryliuk ascribes one of the positive reviews of 
Kobzar, which without signature appeared in Otechestvennye zapiski 
(May, 1840), to Belinsky (p. 78). The fact that a year later Belinsky 
wrote a scathing review of Haidamaky and in 1847, in a letter to 
Annenkov, denounced Shevchenko, immediately after the latter's arrest, 
in the strongest possible terms, confirms that, contrary to Soviet myth, 
Belinsky remained consistently hostile to Shevchenko. The story of 
the whole intricate relationship between the Soviet scholars, Shev- 
chenko, and Belinsky, is well discussed and documented in a recent 
article by Swoboda.4 

Defying his critics, Shevchenko continued writing in Ukrainian, 
although for a time he tried to write in Russian but gave it up. In 1842 
he made a short sea voyage to Denmark and Sweden, which inspired 
Hamaliia, a poem about the bravery of the Zaporozhian Cossacks in 
their raids on the Turkish Black Sea coast. During his extended visit to 
the Ukraine in 1843 Shevchenko was enthusiastically received by his 
countrymen, most of them small landowners, although he was critical 

4 Victor Swoboda, "Shevchenko and Belinsky," Thle Slavonic and East Eur^opean Reviezw 
Vol. XL, No. 94 (Dec., 1961). 
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of the manner in which some of them treated their serfs. He visited 
places of historical interest, sketched a great deal, met many liberal- 
minded Ukrainian intellectuals, attracted the love of Princess Barbara 
Repnina, and returned to St. Petersburg even more determined to 
awaken in his fellow countrymen a sense of patriotic pride in the heri- 
tage of Cossack independence and a revulsion at social and political 
injustices. Shevchenko's preoccupation with the Ukraine is evident in 
the poems he wrote at that time and in the fact that as soon as he 
finished his studies at the Academy (1845) he once more traveled to his 
homeland, saw his native village, and was happy to get a job with the 
"Archeographic Commission" which meant more traveling and sketch- 
ing. It was in Kiev, in April, 1847, that Shevchenko was arrested for 
belonging to the Ukrainian secret society-the Brotherhood of St. Cyril 
and Methodius, dedicated to the creation of an alliance of all Slavs, but 
not according to the Russian Panslavic formula. 

The most creative years of Shevchenko's life (1843-47), when the poet 
devoted himself wholeheartedly to Ukrainian problems, are regarded by 
Kyryliuk as a period when he came under the influence of Russian radi- 
cals and became a confirmed atheist (pp. 239-40). Even a single reading 
of Shevchenko's works and letters of that period leads to an almost 
opposite conclusion. No one can deny the impact of St. Petersburg on 
the poet, but anyone reading the poems, and in particular "Rozryta 
mohyla" ("The Ransacked Mound," 1843), "Son" ("The Dream," 1844), 
"Velykyi l'okh" ("The Great Vault," 1845), "Stoit' v seli Subotovi" 
("There Stands in the Village of Subotiv," 1845), "Kavkaz" ("The 
Caucasus," 1845), "Poslaniie" ("Epistle," 1845), "Davydovi psal'my" 
("David's Psalms," 1845) and "Zapovit" ("Testament," 1845) will see 
that Shevchenko passionately pleads for Ukrainian independence from 
Russia and for justice based on Christian love. Shevchenko's poetic 
imagination is nurtured wholly by Ukrainian sources-folklore, histori- 
cal legends and researches, and Skovoroda, whose work he copied down 
as a young boy. 

In "Rozryta mohyla," "Stoit' v seli Subotovi," and "Velykyi l'okh" 
Shevchenko bitterly attacks the Ukrainian Hetman Bohdan Khmel'- 
nyts'kyi, who in 1654 concluded a union with Russia. Bohdan, to 
Shevchenko, is a "stupid son," whose mother, Ukraine, regrets that she 
"did not smother him in his cradle"; he has "ruiined the poor Ukraine" 
which he once liberated from Poland only to deliver it to the "bastards 
of Catherine II which crawl like locusts over it." Shevchenko never 
changed his opinion of the pro-Russian policy of Khmel'nyts'kyi, and 
in 1857 he blasted the "drunk Hetman" ("lak by to ty, Bohdane 
pianyi") in a poem which is rarely included in Soviet editions of 
Shevchenko. That Shevchenko preferred this Ukrainian hetman to 
that, although significant, is not of vast importance; but he did success- 
fully awaken in his readers a sense of their national history, not as a 
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legend of the past, but as a vital interest of the present. In the trans- 
formation of myth into history, of people into nation, Shevchenko's 
achievement is unique in European literature. 

Kyryliuk grudgingly admits that Shevchenko "could not evaluate the 
progressive significance of Khmel'nyts'kyi's activity" (p. 196). He also 
regrets that Shevchenko hated Peter I and that he failed to realize "the 
progressive significance of the battle of Poltava as a great victory of two 
brotherly peoples, the Russians and the Ukrainians, over the Swedisl 
interventionists and their assistants, the Mazepists" (p. 195). Equally 
apologetic is Kyryliuk's explanation of Shevchenko's call in "Kavkaz" 
on all other nations of the empire to rise against Russian domination. 
However, Kyryliuk has nothing to say about Shevchenko's defense of 
Mazepa in the poem "Irzhavets'" (1847). He also exaggerates Shev- 
chenko's radicalism within the Brotherhood of St. Cyril and Methodius. 
Above all, the Soviet scholar plays down such interesting documents of 
Shevchenko's intellectual development as the unpublished preface to 
the second edition of Kobzar (1847). In it Shevchenko called on Ukrain- 
ian writers to forsake the tradition of the "ethnic" and "classicist" 
school of Kotliarevs'kyi and Kvitka-Osnovianenko. His main point 
wvas, and it was then by no means acceptable to most Russian intellect- 
uals, that Ukrainian literature had a different path to follow from the 
Russian. "Don't pay attention to the Russians," wrote Shevchenko. "Let 
them write in their own way and we shall follow our own."5 To make 
the division quite explicit, he held up Robert Burns as an example to 
follow and thus turned his back on his countryman Gogol, whom he 
otherwise greatly admired, simply because he wrote in Russian. Ukrain- 
ian literature, Shevchenko thought, could not be reduced to an ethno- 
graphic curiosity in Russia, but had to serve the interests of the 
Ukrainian people-and he did not mean the peasants but the whole 
submerged nation with its history, culture, and aspirations. 

Shevchenko's message was better understood by the tsarist police than 
by Soviet scholars. The report prepared by General Dubelt stated 
clearly that Shevchenko in his works "wants to awaken the hatred of 
domination by the Russians and, recalling old freedoms, successes, and 
exploits of the Cossacks, reproaches his countrymen with indifference."6 
In the final report to the emperor, the chief of the Third Section, Count 
Orlov, also made this point: "With his popular verses there could be 
sown and take root in the Ukraine thoughts about the alleged good 
times of the Hetman era, about the desirability of bringing back these 
times and about the possibility of the Ukraine's existence as a separate 
state."7 Tsar Nicholas I by adding in his own handwriting the words 

5 T. IlesB'eHEo, llepeAMoBa Ao Apyroro BH:aanH <<Jo63aps,>> flo0ne 3i6pamJ meOpi6 6 
aecimu mom.tax, Vol. I (Kiev: AN URSR, 1939), p. 375. 

6 IHaBJo 3aHfIeB, Wummq Tapaca Ieetenmca (Paris, New York, Munich, 1955), p. 171. 
7 Ibid., p. 177. 
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"under the strictest supervision, forbidden to write or to sketch"8 tried 
to stamp out forever the poet's creative powers. He failed in this partly 
because of the inefficiency of his bureaucracy and partly because Shev- 
chenko easily made friends with men who controlled his destiny during 
the decade of his penal service as a soldier of the empire he hated 
so much. 

While justly stressing the severity of the sentence, Kyryliuk fails to 
appreciate the relatively liberal conditions of tsarist exile. Shevchenko 
remained unbroken, not only because of the sheer will power of his 
character but because he could, after all, correspond with his friends, 
receive and read books, and write and paint. The mood of defiance is 
tempered, in the works of that period, by nostalgia for the Ukraine and 
somber meditations on life. Kyryliuk has some difficulty in explaining 
Shevchenko's religious feelings and contends that in his letters Shev- 
chenko pretended to be religious only when writing to religious persons 
(pp. 266, 490). By the same token, Shevchenko's letters to his revolu- 
tionary friends might be considered equally insincere. Kyryliuk does 
not wish to concede that a poet might be both revolutionary and 
religious, or religious and anti-clerical at the same time. 

Less than a year after his deportation Shevchenko was picked as a 
member of a scientific expedition to the Aral Sea. This proved a real 
boon, for during the full two years (1848-49) not only was the poet out of 
barracks but he was officially allowed to draw and was fortunate in 
having a most sympathetic and enlightened captain, Butakov, as his 
superior. The Aral Sea expedition, which was responsible for one-sixth 
of Shevchenko's total poetic output, was almost completely neglected 
until 1939, when Pavlo Zaitsev wrote his book, which awaited publica- 
tion until 1955.9 The proofs of Zaitsev's book were read by the Soviet 
novelist Marietta Shaginian, who in 1941 wrote her Taras Shevchenko.10 
Following Zaitsev (in the first edition of her work Shaginian acknow- 
ledged his help) she emphasized the significance of the expedition in 
Shevchenko's life. Drawing on recently found documentary evidence, 
she established beyond any doubt that this was one of the most creative 
periods in Shevchenko's life, when he also gained insight and compet- 
ence in scientific disciplines. Kyryliuk credits her with a considerable 
contribution to Shevchenko studies, although this unquestioned achieve- 
ment was reached not by a scholar but by a novelist relying on the work 
of an ermigre scholar. Another important contribution of Shaginian 
was her illuminating discussion of the role that unrequited love of 
women played in Shevchenko's life, a topic from which both Soviet 
and ermigre scholars usually shy away. 

8 C. fl. Rupu2uIoK, T. r. mefeteu7o, p. 252. 
9IllaBuo 3aifreB, JCummi Tapaca HIe6tenKca (Paris, New York, Munich: Nauikovc To7a- 

rystvo im. Shevchenka, 1955). 
10 Mapuarra IarammH, Tapac Hecfteumco (Moscow, 1st ed. 1941; 2nd ed. 1946). 
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Shevchenko's lyrics from Kos Aral (1848-49), some of them written in 
a most strikingly modern form, his scientific interests and his feelings 
for the oppressed Kazakhs and Poles (many of Shevchenko's best friends 
in exile were Polish revolutionaries) contradict Kyryliuk's claim that 
the early period of exile was characterized "by the revolutionary-demo- 
cratic tendency-of exposing serfdom in all its manifestations" (p. 336). 

The second part of his exile (1850-57) was harsh and from the creative 
standpoint barren, except for the autobiographical novel Khudozhnik 
("The Artist," 1856), written in Russian. The note of self-pity rings 
ominously in Shevchenko's letters to his friends. Hope of release was 
raised prematurely when Nicholas I died in 1855. Two years later 
release came, although owing to a bureaucratic tangle Shevchenko was 
stranded in Nizhni Novgorod during the winter of 1857-58. There he 
regained his vitality; he wrote his great poem "Neofity" ("The Neo- 
phytes," 1857), which Kyryliuk tries unsuccessfully to divorce from its 
Christian allegory, started to write his diary, fell in love with a fifteen- 
year-old actress, and in the poem "Iurodyvyi" ("The Fool," 1857) ex- 
pressed hope that the Ukraine would some day get her George Washing- 
ton. "Undoubtedly," Kyryliuk sadly comments, "the poet could not be 
throughly acquainted with the activity of the prominent bourgeois 
American leader George Washington in the struggle for independence 
from England. For him this is only a symbol of the presidency of the 
republic, the author of the constitution" (p. 474). 

Returning to St. Petersburg via Moscow, Shevchenko renewed his 
ties wvith his Ukrainian friends and was welcomed in Polish and Russian 
circles. Among the Russians he met in various literary circles were 
Turgenev, Polonsky, the brothers Zhemchuzhnikov, Kurochkin, Leskov, 
and Chernyshevsky. Kyryliuk repeats the Soviet contention about the 
"beneficent influence of Chernyshevsky's ideas" on Shevchenko (p. 545), 
although he admits that Chernyshevsky was at that time still a very 
young man and Shevchenko's experience of life ". . . could not but 
enrich Chernyshevsky himself" (p. 546). 

The last two years of Shevchenko's life were full of frustration, which 
nevertheless failed to mar his poems. These are among the best he 
wrote, full of detachment, stoicism, and compassion-a true crowning 
of his poetic quest. After a brief visit to the Ukraine in 1858, when he 
wvvas again arrested, allegedly for blasphemous and revolutionary talk 
about there being "no need for a tsar, the landlords, or the priests," he 
returned to St. Petersburg and desperately, but unsuccessfully, tried to 
find himself a wife. Fame and popularity in the form of new editions 
and critics' tributes (Dobroliubov's in 1860) came to him, but not the 
fulfillment of his dream: the abolition of serfdom and quiet happiness 
in a small cottage in the Ukraine. 

Shevchenko's biography serves Kyryliuk as a substructure on which 
to rest the main image of the poet in accordance with the decisions of 
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the Twentieth Party Congress. This image is of a class-conscious revolu- 
tionary, writing as a "critical realist," obeying the principle of "narod- 
nost" and pointing clearly in his works to the inevitability and justice 
of the Soviet order. This latest Marxist version of Shevchenko is differ- 
ent from the earlier ones, in which the poet appeared as the expo- 
nent of the "pre-proletarian era" and "peasant narrow-mindedness" 
(Richyts'kyi'1), or "bourgeois democracy" (Shabliovs'kyi in the 1930's12), 
or even of "friendship for the Russian people" (Bel'chikov,13 Dmy- 
terko,14 Nazarenko15), but it still fails miserably to show us the whole 
man. 

The new line on Shevchenko is followed by Ievhen Shabliovs'kyi in 
his latest work.16 The author, who held different views in the early 
thirties, now attempts to re-evaluate the poet. Like Kyryliuk, Shabli- 
ovs'kyi sees in Shevchenko's attitude to tsarism hatred of an autocracy 
based on social injustice (serfdom) and not of Russian imperialism. 
"National liberation," he writes, "in Shevchenko's thinking is organi- 
cally bound with and conditioned by the social liberation" (p. 61). Like 
Kyryliuk, Shabliovs'kyi contends that "the idea of the national 
separateness of Ukrainian literature is joined in Shevchenko's aesthetics 
with realism and narodnost" (p. 274). At one point Shabliovs'kyi is 
convinced that Shevchenko demanded for the Ukrainians a "separate 
culture . . . democratic, permeated with the desire for liberation, worthy 
of a great and fLamous nation" (p. 106), but it soon becomes apparent 
that this culture is inseparable from Russian. The final part of Shabli- 
ovs'kyi's book, devoted to Shevchenko's influence on the pre-October 
and Soviet Ukrainian literature, is a political tract which, fittingly, ends 
with these words: "Led by the immortal ideas of Marx, Engels, and 
Lenin, with an imprint of the spirit of Taras Shevchenko and Ivan 
Franko, the Ukrainian people 'in a free and new family' of peoples of 
the Soviet Union, march together with all progressive humanity to the 
shining peaks of communism" (p. 534). Other recent works are equally 
partisan.17 

Amid such verbiage the true Shevchenko is lost. His uniqueness lies 
in the "self-made" but not "homespun" quality of his genius, rooted in 
a simple peasant world but transformed into universal significance by 
the sheer power of poetry. The comparison, made by Shevchenko, 
between himself and Burns is incomplete and therefore misleading. 

11 AnHpiii Piuqliaiiai, Tapac leetteu?o a ceinmzi enoxu (Berlin, 1923). 
12 C. C. I1Ia6JdiOBCIeMHI, Ieetteu o ma iozo icmopuwtue 3uawenwq (Kiev, 1933); T. r. 

JHewteu o, uoio xumm? na meopticmb (Kiev, 1934); fewtemmo zi pociuciwa peeoioi4miua 
Oe3owpamii (Kiev, 1935). 

13 H. 4. BenuMHROn, Tapac Iee'teumco (Moscow, 1939). 
14 R. II. MllTepRo, 066uecneeneto-no.sumuutec?ue u (fiumucog6cmue 632aJ.bt T. r. Hlee?en?a 

(MIoscow, 1951). 
15 I. J. ilaapeimo, Crnozi.Wta T. P. HeWteusa (Kiev, 1957). 
16 C3reH Ilia6aiOnchHAI, Hapoa i caoeo Ieettewia (Kiev: AN URSR, 1961). 
17 JleoinA XnnicyaOn, Tapac Neelteeuo (MoscoW, 1960). 
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Like Burns, Shevchenko is rooted in folklore, and like Burns he rises 
above it because of his ability to articulate personal experiences and to 
see the totality of life, not merely the life of his countrymen. Yet while 
Burns is at the end of a literary and linguistic tradition, Shevchenko is 
at the beginning of one. Modern Ukrainian literature, especially poetry, 
owes much of its vitality to Shevchenko. Even metrically, his poems are 
only superficially folk lyrics or epics; his own inventiveness is astonish- 
ing and has been pointed out by scholars (S. Smal'-Stots'kyi,l8 F. 
Kolessa19) and repeated recently by a well-known Soviet Ukrainian poet 
and academician, Maksym Ryl's'kyi.20 As a poet, therefore, Shevchenko 
does not, as recent Soviet studies suggest, dissolve into folksiness, but 
rather elevates folk culture to a very sophisticated level (one of his fav- 
orite autobiographical themes-the seduction of an innocent girl-is not 
treated in a sentimental or romantic manner but is given a psychological, 
almost Jungian, interpretation). Shevchenko rejected the classicist liter- 
ature in Ukrainian and proceeded to create Ukrainian romanticism 
singlehanded. Yet his art is not bound by any school-it is just as much 
romantic as it is realist. 

At the critical time in Ukrainian history when the Ukrainian upper 
classes became russified and the national revival became the task of 
ethnographers, historians (Kostomnarov, Maksymovych), and religiously 
inclined liberals (The Brotherhood of St. Cyril and Methodius) Shev- 
chenko supplied a totally new and original idea: creation of Ukrainian 
culture and literature out of popular language, folk spirituality, 
Skovoroda and Cossack traditions of freedom and valor. Even his radi- 
calism is no imitation of anything he saw in St. Petersburg, for it is 
based on a clear advocacy of fleeing from Russian supremacy and on a 
deep concern for social justice, rooted in Christian humanism and not in 
materialism. His revolutionary ardor, like that of the Polish romantic 
poets, originates in the search for moral truths that will bring salvation 
to his nation and all mankind. For Shevchenko the fundamental and 
indestructible qualities of life are love and truth, and he evokes them in 
biblical language in many of his poems. Some of his longer allegorical 
poems ("Neofity," "Mariia"), which, ironically, are considered atheistic 
by Soviet critics, are entirely devoted to these archetypes of Shevchenko's 
poetic consciousness. Above all, Shevchenko's insistence on creating 
Ukrainian literature almost in isolation from others, a literature for the 
people and of the people (Burns and not Walter Scott), was so uncom- 
promising that it even annoyed his closest friends (Kulish), who saw in 
it certain limitations and dangers. They feared, with some justification, 
that Shevchenko's spontaneity might lead others to fanaticism, that his 
obstinacy would become their parochialism. Yet the incredible hap- 

18 C. CMaAB-CTOALKHII, Putmntiwa IelteetGKo6oi noe3ii (Prague, 1925). 
19 (. Rojiecca, Cmy&ii naa noemunnt08o mo6optianno T. Ifleotenwt (Lviv, 1939). 
20 M. PLIfLCE II, HO93t.n Tapaca Ie6'eooo (Moscow, 1961). 
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pened: for better or worse, after Shevchenko there were no more 
Gogols. To some extent Shevchenko's great passion for an active 
Ukrainian culture and consciousness obscured his philosophic and 
contemplative vision of life. Sometimes the role of prophet came more 
naturally to him than that of poet. This often led his interpreters 
(Franko, and, in a different sense, contemporary Soviet scholars) to 
exaggerate his activism at the expense of the other no less important 
elements of his works. 

Such vital problems as these are ignored by Soviet critics. E-migre' 
scholars are often guilty of similar one-sidedness. They are still unable 
to break loose from the neo-populist and nationalist interpretation of 
Shevchenko by Iefremov21 and spend most of their time berating and 
exposing Soviet contentions. Since Zaitsev's book (which, although 
poorly edited, is still the best), no important comprehensive studies of 
Shevchenko have appeared in the West. 

If the total picture of Shevchenko studies is not completely dismal, it 
is because of some developments after 1956, which are perhaps less noti- 
ceable but most significant. This is the ever-increasing research, both 
in quality and quantity, devoted to the detailed analysis of Shevchenko's 
life and works. Such studies, the true foundation for any larger edifice, 
flourished in the 1920's but were discontinued until 1956, when they 
again became possible. In the twenties pioneering research in this field, 
in most instances still unsurpassed today, appeared in symposia22 and 
individual contributions by such scholars as P. Fylypovych, M. Novyts'- 
kyi, M. Plevako, D. Bahalii, S. Iefremov, P. Rulin, B. Navrots'kyi, and 
0. Doroshkevych. Very few specialized studies of enduring worth ap- 
peared in the forties; among them are those on Shevchenko's poems and 
poetics by Ryl's'kyi and Bulakhovs'kyi.23 

After 1956 the published papers of the annual conferences of the 
Shevchenko Institute of Literature of the Ukrainian branch of the 
Academy of Sciences contain some valuable contributions (by I. A. 
Aizenshtok, le. M. Kudryts'kyi, V. I. Krekoten', D. F. Krasyts'kyi, le. 0. 
Nenadkevych, M. Kh. Kotsiubyns'ka, P. 0. Petrova, M. Ryl's'kyi, le. 
Kyryliuk, 0. I. Bilets'kyi, and H. KI. Sydorenko).24 Some interesting 
products of recent research and critical reviews of it have appeared in 
the journal Radians'ke literaturoznavstvo. An example of this kind of 

21 C. G%peMoB, lemopin ygpainchwow nucsuteuemCa (2 vols.; Kiev and Leipzig, 1919-24). 
22 Cf. JHe6,e?dc6ic'6uA 36iplO.c, Vol. I (Kiev, 1924); heWtenco mea iiozo do6a, Vol. I 

(Kharkiv, 1925), Vol. II (Kiev, 1926); special issue of the journal Ylcpahita, No. 1-2, 1925; 
Iewtemuco: Pi"otuic neputuii (Kharkiv, 1928). 

23 M. PaaacaRui, <<IloeTHnca IlleRmeua,>> Hayno6i 3anuceu, AH 37PCP, Vol. II, 1946. J. 
By.IaxoeBaCuii, <<MoBHi aco6u. iHTHMli3arii B 10oe3i Tapaca fIeBueHRa,>> ibid. 

24Hayicoea Neetexi6cibcimca Confi3epeu3(iq: 36ipitim, Hlpaip, Vols. I-IX (Kiev: AN URSR, 
1954-61). Also of importance are: Huallnanfi ute6eteio3ua6cm6a, Vol. I (Kiev: AN URSR, 
1958); 10. 0. IBaRiH, Canupa Hlewteutfa (Kiev: AN URSR, 1959); @. R. HpuHima, JIeteenmca 
it pyccuaf .mmepamypa XIX 6exa (Moscow and Leningrad: AN SSSR, 1961). 
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detailed analytical research, not devoid of a certain objectivity, although 
still very much concerned with the confirmation of Marxist hypotheses, 
is le. 0. Nenadkevych's From the Creative Laboratory of T. H. Shev- 
chenko25 and Annals of Shevchenko's Life and Work by M. M. Tka- 
chenko.26 It is to be hoped that as the rehabilitation of scholarly works 
continues, contemporary researchers will make greater use of earlier 
findings which are still forgotten. 

Severely handicapped by the inaccessibility of primary sources, 
emigre' scholars of the last decade have not contributed much to the 
exploration of particulars.27 cizevsky's chapter on Shevchenko in his 
History of Ukrainian Literature28 and his earlier essay29 remain the 
most outstanding recent studies of the form of Shevchenko's poetry. 
Contributions to the separate annuals published by the Ukrainian 
Academy of Arts and Sciences in the United States,30 especially the 
articles by V. Mijakovs'kyj, V. Doroshenko, P. Odarclienko, D. Hor- 
niatkevych, and the publications of the Shevchenko Scientific Society 
are also important. The greatest single achievement is the publication, 
in English, of the symposium edited by Volodymyr Mijakovs'kyj and 
George Y. Shevelov.31 The contents of this invaluable volume comprise: 
V. Mijakovs'kyj, "Shevchenko in the Brotherhood of Saints Cyril and 
Methodius"; M. Shlemkevych, "The Substratum of Shevchenko's Viewv 
of Life"; V. Petrov, "Shevchenko's Aesthetic Theory: An Approach to 
the Problem"; G. Shevelov, "The Year 1860 in Shevchenko's Work"; 
P. Zaitsev, "Shevchenko's Creative Process"; D. Horniatkevychl, "Prob- 
lems in the Evaluation of Shevchenko's Art as a Painter"; V. Revutsky, 
"Shevchenko and the Theatre"; J. Lawrynenko, "Shevchenko and his 
Kobzar in the Intellectual and Political History of a Century"; P. Odar- 
chenko, "Shevchenko in Soviet Literary Criticism." 

The "scholarly thaw" in the Soviet Union has given fresh stimulus to 
textual research on Shevchenko, although it has not yet led to a new, 
complete edition of his works. The battle for Shevchenko's soul for a 
long time adversely affected the preparation and publication of such an 
edition. Two splendid volumes of the collected works, published by 
the All-Ukrainian Academy of Sciences in the 1920's (Vol. IV, Diary, 

25 C. 0. O,HeianeBuq, 3 meoptoi ma6opamopii T. r. IJle6itenna (Kiev: AN URSR, 1959). 
26 M. M. ThauqeniRo, 7imhnonuc mcumnw i weoptocmi T. r. Nleeteniaa (Kiev: AN URSR, 

1961). 
27 Earlier contributions by M. Vozniak, F. Kolessa, S. Smal'-Stots'kyi, L. Bilets'kyi, and 

V. Doroshenko are also important. 
28 JIHTpO HXeBCIeaRHIi. Icmopi ysxpaincxoi.s imepam?ypu (New York: Ukrainian Academy 

of Arts and Sciences in the U.S., 1956). 
29JJ rTtl,eBCIRHII, jenxi npo60e.tu 0ocuiameumns ofoputw.Thnoto 6osy noe3ii IIleel.eula 

(Augsburg, 1947). 
30 HffIe6enKo-Pi'H.ww, Vols. I-IX (New York: Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in 

the U.S., 1952-61). 
31Volodyinyr Mijakovs'kyj and George Y. Shevelov, eds., Taras Shevclheulko, 1814-1861: 

A Symtiposiun (The Hague: Mouton, 1962). 
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1927; Vol. III, Letters, 1929)32 were subsequently proscribed, and the 
remaining volumes did not appear. The next attempt at a complete 
ten-volume edition started in 1939, was interrupted by the war, but was 
continued with the revised volumes I and II, in 1951 and 1953.33 It is a 
great pity that this most complete edition is not available in any of the 
major libraries in North America. Several editions which appeared in 
the 1950's and which were based on the five-volume collected works, 
edited by 0. Bilets'kyi in 1939, omitted several short poems by Shev- 
chenko, unfavorable to Khmel'nyts'kyi or to the Russians. Quite re- 
cently a valuable description of Shevchenko's manuscripts was published 
by the Academy of Sciences in Kiev.34 The first two volumes of the 
four-volume set of reproductions of Shevchenko's paintings and 
sketches35 are beautifully produced. 

The best entigre collected edition is still the one edited chiefly by 
Pavlo Zaitsev, in sixteen volumes, published in Warsaw.36 Recently it 
has been republished by photo-offset,37 with an expanded bibliographi- 
cal volume (XIV) by Volodymyr Doroshenko. The four-volume edition 
published in Winnipeg, edited by Leonid Bilets'kyi,38 is unsatisfactory 
and full of tendentious commentaries. Of the projected three-volume 
Collected Works of Taras Shevchenko in English Translation the first 
volume (Part 1)39 has appeared with good translations by Vera Rich and 
an introduction and notes by V. Swoboda. A sampling of Shevchenko's 
poems in English, French, and German translation alongside the 
Ukrainian texts, edited by the present writer, has been published in 
Munich.40 

A realistic summing up of the current Soviet studies of Shevchenko 
and a bold look into the future was offered in a lecture by a scholar who 
commanded respect on both sides of the Iron Curtain-Oleksander 
Bilets'kyi, who died in 1961. The lecture, delivered on March 9, 1960, 

32 o6ne 3i6panm m6opi6 Tapaca NetenKa, ed. Serhii lefremov, Vol. IV, ioaenni 
3anfcUC (xcypnaA) (Kiev, 1927); Vol. III, JUlcmy6arnn (Kiev: Vseukrains'ka Akademiia 
Nauk, 1929). 

33 Hone 3i6paifq M6Opi6 6 aecxmm mouax, eds. 0. I. Bilets'kyi, M. V. Heppener, D. D. 
Kopytsia, 0. le. Korniichuk, S. I. Maslov, P. M. Popov, F. A. Red'ko, M. T. Ryl's'kyi, P. H. 
Tychyna (Kiev: AN URSR, I, 11-1939; 1-1951, 11-1953, 2nd ed.). 

34 0. I. Bi.ieAmmfi, M. C. rpypumngKa, eds., Onuc pyxonfuCi T. r. Ne6?tenKa (Kiev: AN 
URSR, 1961). 

35 Tapac NeWtemKo: Mlucme4{ia cna@a,una, Vol. I (2 parts) (Kiev: AN URSR, 1961). 
The standard works on Shevchenko as a painter are: 0. HOBHgmKui, Tapac NeteuKo mg 
.ataaxp (Lviv and Moscow, 1914) and J. AHTOHOBHII, hacmrwtna m6opnicmb Tapaca Ne6- 
itemma (Vol. XII of the Warsaw edition, 1937). 

36 Ho6ne 6utaauniz m16opi6 T. Ne6iteiea (14 vols.; Warsaw and Lviv: UkraYns'kyi Naukovyi 
Institut, 1934-39). 

37 Ho0me 6ufga1a-tuM m6opi& T. H6eBtenima (Chicago, 1959-61). 
38 Tapac IIeB-qeuIHo, J?o63ap (4 vols.; Winnipeg: Ukrains'ka Vil'na Akademiia Nauk v 

Kanadi, 1952-54). 
39 Taras Shevchenko, Song out of Darkness (London: Mitre Press, 1961). 
40 Taras Shevchenko, Poems (Munich: Molode Zhyttia, 1961). 
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at the Academy of Sciences of the USSR in Leningrad was printed in the 
collected papers of the Ninth Shevchenko Conference in 1961.41 

Bilets'kyi's criticism of his own colleagues was most outspoken. Sup- 
porting his argument with scores of examples, he sharply ridiculed the 
Soviet predilection for discovering Shevchenko's debt to Russia, the 
habit of omitting or distorting primary sources, the constant interlacing 
of academic works with irrelevant quotations from unrelated sources 
and the attempts to turn Shevchenko into an atheist. He also deplored 
the fact that no satisfactory complete edition (this, notwithstanding the 
latest ten-volume edition) of the poet's works had yet appeared and 
urged a new effort in this field. Although much of what Bilets'kyi said 
was candid criticism, the article contains many suggestions of what 
remains to be done and points to the need for works of wide scope. The 
"bourgeois nationalists" are not spared, but the main brunt is directed 
against Soviet scholars who, Bilets'kyi maintains, do not know e'migre 
studies well enough. "We cannot fight the enemy across a 'curtain of 
smoke.' It is not enough to throw in his direction the words 'nationalist 
quagmlire,' 'loathsome falsifiers.' He must be destroyed by the logic of 
facts. It is not enough to spit and scold, hoping that the enemy will 
flee. There are more promising means, above all, accurate scholarly 
investigation" (p. 22). 

It is too early to say whether Bilets'kyi's plea to get away from "spit- 
ting and scolding," and the recent changes in Soviet scholarship on 
Shevchenko will prove far-reaching enough to lead to a re-evaluation of 
the poet, who still towers above his interpreters and critics. Their fail- 
ure is a measure of his greatness. 

41 0. I. BiAeipBKuil, <<3aBAauHH i lIepCIIeKTHBH BHB-1eHJ{5I IlleB-leHiKa,>> 36ipnux npap 
ae6' imoi nay0co6o0 ?ae6'tenKi6cbXoiKono6epefl{ii (Kiev: AN URSR, 1961). 
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