L

Between Narodnist' and Indyvidual'nist".
Ivan Franko’s Theory of Literary Creativity

ULRICH SCHMID

Ivan Franko’s theory of literary creativity has been the subject of many studies,
most of them contending that his perspective moVed from a sociological to a
psychological one. Most significantly, John Fizer has argued' that Franko’s
seminal 1898 essay “Iz sekretiv poetychnoi tvorchosti” constitutes a “radical
turn” in his aesthetic conception. Fizer maintains that in contrast to Franko’s
critical writings of the 1870s, those of the late 1890s show him as more and
more interested in the psychological mechanisms of the poetic imagination.
Fizer’s interpretation of Franko is shared by a good number of other literary
critics, even Soviet ones, among whom Ivan Doroshenko was the first to
propose the scheme “from sociology to psychology” in his book Ivan Franko—
literaturnyi krytyk.2 Doroshenko’s approach must be assessed as daring in the
context of the 1960s: a censored version of “Iz sekretiv poetychnoi tvorchosti”
appeared in the Soviet Union only in 1955.3 By 1966 it was possible to give a
psychological—albeit still politically correct—interpretation of Franko in the
Soviet periphery, but not in the very center: Doroshenko’s book appeared in
Lviv, whereas Mikhail Parkhomenko’s study Esteticheskie vzgliady Ivana
Franko, which advocated a very orthodox and arguably distorted picture of
Franko’s poetics,* was accepted and published in the same year in Moscow.

However, the one-dimensional thesis “from sociology to psychology” is
clearly unsatisfactory. Even Fizer acknowledges that his interpretation only
covers Franko’s development as a theoretician, not as a critic. One of the most
puzzling phenomena of Franko’s work that has been studied recently’ is his
ambivalent relationship to modernism and decadence. During the first decade
of the twentieth century, Franko was very critical of various Ukrainian and
foreign modernist works. For instance, he fervently attacked the decadent
group “Moloda Muza” in a review article written in 1907. On the other hand,
Franko himself wrote such powerful and genuinely modernist works as the
lyrical volumes Ziv’iale lystia and Iz dniv zhurby. Fizer is unable to solve this
contradiction and concludes that Franko “united, but did not synthesize theory
and criticism.”$

I will try to show that it is possible to explain this apparent inconsistency if
the one-dimensional model “from sociology to psychology” is modified in two
respects. First, the idea of a clear development has to be dropped. From his
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early writings on, Franko was already very much attuned to the poet’s mindset
and, furthermore, even after 1900 he never really lost his interest in the social
functions of literature. Second, Franko’s conceptualization of literary produc-
tion cannot be reduced solely to his treatise “Iz sekretiv poetychnoi tvorchosti.”
In this article, Franko investigated the roles of the conscious and unconscious
at work, which are intertwined with each other to feed an artist’s creativity. In
fact, the dichotomy of the conscious and the unconscious is central to Franko’s
poetics. However, it has been overlooked that this conception was superseded
by still another distinction that affected his aesthetics significantly: narodnist’
and indyvidual'nist'. Franko conceptualizes art as a semi-conscious process in
which popular culture is subjected to an individual transformation. Therefore,
literary creativity is determined not by two, but rather by four factors. Basi-
cally, two axes can be identified: the first concerns the artist’s psyche and the
degree of conscious control over his creativity, while the second represents the
narrower or ampler frame of reference that may be applied to a writer’s work.
Both axes intersect in the activity of artistic production. Graphically, the field
of variables can be projected as follows:

indyvidual'nist'
unconscious literary creativity conscious
narodnist’

The interaction between these two axes forms a surprisingly stable hermeneutic
system, which is applied by Franko to writers of different epochs and nations
and, as will be shown, to his own work. According to Franko, every writer can
be located at a certain point in this field: a well-balanced position in the center
implies for Franko a highly artistic achievement, whereas a one-sided inclina-
tion towards one of the four poles would be assessed negatively.

I

In the second letter among the five comprising his “Literaturni pysma” of 1876
Franko states programmatically:

The most important characteristic of all contemporary literatures is narodnist’.
[TonoBHO Hix010 MatiXe BCiX HOBIAIIMX JiTEPaTYp € Kapodwicms.]
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Franko’s prominent use of the notion of narodnist’ should not come as a
surprise. Following the publication of Ivan Kotliarevskyi’s Eneida in 1798,
narodnist' proved to be a key concept in the intellectual definition of
“Ukrainianness” throughout the nineteenth century. Special attention was paid
to the role of the vernacular and the newly emerging national literature. The
central question in this discussion, which was led by Mykhailo Drahomanov,
Panteleimon Kulish, Mykola Kostomarov, Ivan Nechui-Levytskyi, and others
can be put as follows: Does Ukrainian literature have a right to exist, and, if so,
in what form? This is not the place to assess the legitimacy of such a question.
For now, it is sufficient to recall that the question was one with which every
Ukrainian literary critic was forced to grapple, particularly in the period be-
tween 1863/1876 and 1905, when tsarist Russja already had given its own, very
rigid legislative reply.®

Franko’s purpose in stressing the narodnist’ of Ukrainian literature is two-
fold. First, he argues on the basis of narodnist’ that belletristic writing should
be in the vernacular. He especially criticizes the centralist theory that Ukrainian
is a mere dialect of Russian and therefore not fit for literary and journalistic
use. In the third of his “Literaturni pys'ma,” Franko ironically cites the position
of the Russian-language journal Slovo on this question. In order to put forward
the thesis of a unified language, the author from Slovo is forced to write in a
maccaronic mixture of Russian, Ukrainian, and Church Slavonic:

“There is only one written (or literary) Russian language, which has been
elaborated out of the living national language of all Rus’, with one orthogra-
phy, but two main oral pronunciations—a northern (Great Russian) and south-
ern (Little Russian). The latter is closer and corresponds more to the written
language than the former.”—What a great linguist Mr. Ploshchanskyi is!
[“Odum xnuxubiii (W Aimepamyphuiil) pycCKMi A3bIK, BHpabOTaHHHI Ha
JXHBOM HapomHoM s3nue Bceit Pycu, ¢ OOHOIO MpaBOMHCHIO, HO € 2
rOJIOBHHIMM CeBepo- (BEJIMKO-) M I0XKHO- (MaJio-) PYCCKMMH YCTHHLIMH
MPOM3HOLICHHAMH, W3 KOTOPHIX mocyeaHee 6/MXe H Gosibilie COOTBETHO
cnocoby nucanusa, Hexesnu nepsoe. (...)"—Illo 3a A3LKOC/IOB 3 m.
ILnomanckoro!)®

Second, Franko uses the concept of narodnist’ to show the natural, continuous
evolution of Ukrainian literature. According to him, the great Ukrainian au-
thors of the nineteenth century developed out of the folklore traditions of their
land:

Those writers [Ivan Kotliarevskyi, Petro Hulak-Artemovskyi, and Hryhorii
Kvitka-Osnovianenko] were not innovators; in their Ukrainian works they
just continued what had been developed during a former spiritual and literary
phase of the Little Russian people. [Diese Schriftsteller waren keine Neuerer;
in ihren ukrainischen Werken kniipften sie nur einfach an das an, was sich im
Laufe der friiheren geistigen und literarischen Entwicklungsphase des
kleinrussischen Volkes ausgebildet hatte.}'°
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It is thus clear that Franko understands “literature” in a very broad sense. In his
“Istoriia ukrainskoi literatury” (1909) Franko defines literature as the sum of
all the spiritual products of humanity. Accordingly, literature has an oral
(slovesnist’) and written (pys'menstvo) component.!!

Franko’s positivistic approach is also shown in his understanding of the
functions of literature. A central idea of the young critic echoes the aesthetics
of Chernyshevskii (“prekrasnoe—eto zhizn™’) and stresses the imminent root-
ing of literature in life. In the article “Poeziia i fi stanovysko v nashykh
vremenakh” (1876), Franko most succinctly expresses his central concept in a
reciprocal formuia: “Life is poetry, and poetry is life.”” [“KuTTa—T0 noesis, a
Noe3is—T0 Kumma.”] 12

In an article written in 1891, Franko statés that literature should not limit
itself to predetermined topics:

Today, everything that can be perceived in nature and society may be the
topic of poetry and above all of the novel. [Cporomsi Bce, IO TiJNLKH
CTOCTepiraEMo B MPHPOZI, B CYCHINBCTBi, MoXxe GyTH mpeaMeToM moesii i
nepenyciM pomany.)'?

In 1878, Franko posits a “scientific realism [naukovyi realizm}]” that includes
all the aspects of human life.'* The application of scientific methods to litera-
ture is explained most clearly in his 1891 work “Pot¢ga ziemi w powiesci
wspélczesnej.” In this article, Franko defines man as the “product of his
surrounding [moguHa—ie mpoaykKT cBoro otodenHs).”'> Further, he argues
that an author requires a knowledge of many sciences if he wants to describe
the actual situation of humanity:

The novelist became not only a psychologist and a sociologist, he also nowa-
days has to be a natural scientist, an industrialist, a doctor, a lawyer, a
manufacturer, a farmer, in order to understand, delve into, and reproduce a
highly differentiated society. [PoMaHiCT cTaB He TiJIbKH NMCHXOJIOFOM i
COLI0JIOrOM, BiH MyCHTDb GyTH Tenep i MPHPOAO3HABLIEM, i TPOMHCJIOBLEM, i
JnikapeM, i IOpHCTOM, i peMicHHKOM, i Xni6opo6GoM, W06 3po3yMiTH,
3ar/IMGHTHCA i BIXTBOPUTH HAZTO AH(pepenniHoBate CycrimcTso (. . . )} !¢

However, Franko does not limit the task of literature to an analytical
description of life. He sees literature as one of the most important means for the
emancipation of humanity. In his view, literary works are effective in depicting
the misery of the majority of the people to the degree that the intellectual elite
develops a sense of responsibility and is prompted into action. Franko defines
the scope of literature as follows:

(It should] show in their very roots the good and bad sides of the existing
order and create among the intelligentsia individuals willing to support with
all their strength the good sides and to fight the bad sides of life—i.e., to bring
the intelligentsia and the people closer to each other and to call it to the
service for the benefit of the people. [( . . . ) Bka3yraTH B camiM KopeHi AoGpi i



BETWEEN NARODNIST' AND INDYVIDUAL'NIST’ 49
-+
371i GOKH iCHYI0YOro MOPA/IKY i BUTBOPIOBATH 3-NIOMiXK iHTeslreHii mopaei,
FOTOBHX CJTY>KHTH BCEIO CHJION0 [/1A MifIepXKaHHA KO6PHX i yCyHEHHS JTHX
60KiB XKHTTA,—3HAaUNTh, 3GJIMKYBATH iHTEJIMCHILIO 3 HAPO/OM i 3arpiBaTH
fi mo curyx6u #oro nobpy.]'’

This somewhat naive program (written in 1878) sounds like a belated version
of the Russian “khozhdenie v narod” (“going to the people”), which by that
time had to be considered a failure.'® However, there is an essential difference
between Franko and the Russian shestidesiatniki, whose educational program
for the common people was based on materialistic concepts. Such populist
writers as Nikolai-Zlatovratskii, Pavel Zasodimskii, and Vasilii Sleptsov saw in
the mir (village commune) a possible offspring for a socialist society. In
contrast, Franko’s literary conception is fueled by a romantic sense of religious
mysticism. In 1875 Franko wrote the poem “Bozheske v liudskim dusi,”® and
one year later he defines poetry as the detection of God’s spark in reality
(“puHalineHHs ickpu GoXecTsa B AilicTuTeNBHOCTI").X Soviet critics have
treated these texts as youthful aberrations, pointing to the poem “Ex nihilo,
monolog ateista” (1885) where, according to them, Franko reached a scientific
nihilism based on the ideas of Feuerbach (“Non Deus hominem sed homo
Deum ex nihilo creavit”). However, throughout his whole literary career
Franko parallels poetry with religion. In 1884 he wrote:

What once was religion, is now poetry. Most interesting is the fact that the ties
between primordial religion and contemporary poetry are much closer than it
might seem at first sight. [Illo kosmch 6yJio pesirieio, To HHHi ECTb NOE3i€10.
Haitijixasiiue Te, o 38’ 430K NEPBiCHOI peJiirii 3 HOBOYACHOIO NMOE3I€I0 €CTh
ganeko TicHimi, aHixk GH ce Ha NMEPINHR TOTJIAJ MOIJIO BH/IABATHCS

¢..O»

Furthermore, in the introduction (1902) to a collection of poems to be de-
claimed, Franko very clearly states the close connection between the mimetic,
the religious, and the psychological functions of poetry. In his view, it is
precisely the encyclopedic character of literature that allows it to mirror not
only the outer, but also the inner life of man. In an interesting mixture between
romantic and positivistic poetics, Franko designs a conception of literature that
is partially indebted to Leo Tolstoy’s theory of art as a kind of infection (“Chto
takoe iskusstvo?’):

Poetry was something higher, it was a prayer, it was the elevation of the spirit
over everyday affairs to the highest superhuman beings, to God. [ . . . ] In this
elevation of the human spirit over daily sorrow and struggle lie the main
power and the main significance of poetry. In the beginning, only religion
could achieve this, and therefore the oldest poetry was almost exclusively
religious. [ .. .] Poetry became the mirror of human life—not only of the
superficial life that we perceive with our eyes, but mainly of the invisible life
which takes place in our souls. [ . . . ] What is the effect of poetry? It shows us
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the human soul like in a mirror in her most beautiful emotions and most
horrible aberrations, it strives to render to us for a moment the feelings,
opinions, sorrows, and joys of the most different human beings, hundreds of
miles remote from us in space, hundreds of years in time. When we read
poems by Shevchenko or other great masters of the word, we cease to be
ourselves for a while; the poetic word abducts us, we live the life of
Shevchenko, we look at the world through his eyes, we cry with his tears, and
this is for us the highest education, because we learn to be a part of a great
man, we make a part of his soul our own. And here, in its ultimate goal, poetry
meets the prayer. [[Toesisa GyJsia uumch Ginbie, Gysia MoOJIHTBOIO, GyJsa
Ii/iHeCeHEM AyXa NOHaA GyAeHHi CIIpaBH, 0 BHCILMX HaJUTIOACHKHX iCTOT, 10
Bora. ( . . . ) B TiM nigHomEHIO JTIOACKKOrO AYXa 110 HaA GydeHHi KJIONOTH Ta
FPH30TH JIEXHTB I'OJIOBHA CHJIA i rOJIOBHE 3HUiHE noe3ii. Criepiuy Lie MorJia
POGHTH TiJIBKO peJtiris, i ANA Toro HahaasHilla moe3is Oyna Mmafixe
BHKJTIOYHO pediritina. (7) (...) IToe3ia crasa cA 3epKasioM JOACHKOro
XHTTS—HE TiJIbKO TOrO 3BEPXHBOTO, 0 GaYHMO OUYMMA, afie FOJIOBHO TOT'0
He3puMoro, 1o BinOyeae cia B Hami#t aymi. (11) (...) A mox poGHTb
noe3ia? BoHa 4K Te 3epKaso, NOKa3ye HaM JIOACHKY Ayuly B il HalKpammx
nopuBax i HaftcTpalnHiAux 3abJsiygax, BOHa CTapae cA NepejaTH HaM Ha
XBMJIIO MOMYTTA, MOFJIAAH, XOJIi # pajomi HaHpiXHIiIMX moageH,
BiIL/IEHHMX BiJf HAC COTKAaMH MHJIb, COTKAMH JIT Yacy. My uuTaloun noesi
IlleByeHka a6o HHBIIMX BEJIMKHX MaliCTpiB cJioBa Ha XBHJIIO HEMOB
nepecTaeMo 6yTH cCaMHMH cOGOIO; MOETHYHE CJIOBO NIOPHBAE HAc 31 c06010, MH
JKHEMO XHTeM camoro lleByeHka, JMBHMO CA Ha CBIiT HOTO OYHMAR, TJIAYEMO
#oro cJyib03aMH, i ce € AJIA Hac HalBHCINA IIKoJIA, 60 MM BYMMO ca GyTH
9acTKOIO BEJIMKOT'O 4Y0JIOBiKa, IMPHCBOIOEMO cobi yacTury Horo mymii. I TyT,
y cBOift KOHeYHil UiJTi, noe3is cXxoauTHCA 3 MOJHTBOIO. (13)]32

Not only the religious but also the sociological function of literature constitutes
a leitmotif in Franko’s aesthetics. In a very important article on Lesia Ukrainka
(1898), Franko elaborates on his emancipatory and activist understanding of
literature. For obvious reasons, Soviet critics frequently have cited the follow-
ing passage:

Always and everywhere, poetry serves the necessities of life, the higher ideal
order that leads people to action, to improvement of their destiny. And if
sometimes it serves the entertainment and enjoyment of the higher classes, it
achieves its highest power and aptitude only if it manages to express life and
the fight of the broad masses and at the same time the powerful fight for the
highest human and social ideals—for freedom, equality, and brotherhood of
all men. {Bce i BcloaM noesisi—cJyra XHTTEBHX NOTPeD, c/yra Toro
BHILOTO ifeftHoro nopsaky, W0 BeAe JuoAelt A0 MOCTYNy, 40 NOMpaBH ix
noJii. I xos 3pa3sy BOHA CJIYXHTbh iHKOJIM PO3PHBKOIO i 3a6aBOIO BHIIMX
PEPCTOB, TO [0 HAHBHMINOI CHJIM i riAHOCTI AOXORMTH TU/ILKM TOAi, KOJIM
POGHTLCA BHPa30M XHTTA i 60pOTHGH HAHIMHPIHX HAPORHHX MAC i 3apa3oM
6oeBMM OK/IMKOM 3a HaWBHILi JIIOACHKI i rpoMajachkKi ineasmi—ceoGoay,
piBHicTB i 6paTepcTBo BCix mopedt.] 2
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However, it is grossly misleading to reduce Franko’s entire article to this
quotation. The social relevance of literature is only one part of Franko’s
conception of literary creativity that complements other theoretical aspects. It
also must be noted that Franko cautions against an exclusively social orienta-
tion of literature. In his article “Z ostatnykh desiatylit XIX v.” (1901), which
once again for obvious reasons has not been included in the fifty-volume
edition, Franko criticizes the socialist theory of the diminishing importance of
narodnist".

Among the Ukrainian youth—and not only the youth—prevailed the creed,
that all nationalities will be united in the future and that the nurturing of
whatever national privileges is a regressive ’tendency [...] The Ukrainian
intelligentsia, together with the Russian, prepared itself to go “to the people”
and to herald in the factories the “vile mechanism™ and the ideals of social
justice—this, of course, in the Russian language. [B kpyrax Toi ykpaiHcbKoi
MOJIONiXKH—Tall He JMIlEe MOJIOAIXH—IIAHYBAJIO NIEPEKOHAHE, IO PO3Biit
ifle MO 3NMBAHHA HAPOMHOCTHH A0 KYNH i WO IUICKAaHE AKOiCh HAIIOHAJILHO1
OKpeMIILIHOCTH, TO perpec. (...) YkpaiHChKa iHTeJlireHuia pasoM i3
MOCKOBCBKOIO FOTOBHJIACA HTH “B Hapoa” i mponosisaTH mo cabpukax
“XHTPy MeXaHiKy” Ta ileaJIH COliaJIbHOI CIIpaBeAJTHBOCTH—PO3YMIETLCA,
MOCKOBCHKOIO MOBOIO.] 24

In a review of Anatolii Faresov’s book Narodniki i marksisty (1899), Franko
makes a similar point:

It is very sad that the most enthusiastic part of the Ukrainian youth is signifi-
cantly captivated by this doctrine, even though social democracy becomes
hostile to all manifestations of social independence and decentralization and
to the Ukrainian national movement itself. From this point of view, social
democracy is a much worse enemy for ukrainstvo than the Russian autocracy
and Russian censorship. The autocracy is a pressure based on physical power
and in a certain sense binds the hands; social democracy steals the soul, fills it
with viscid and false doctrines and turns it away from action on the native soil.
[Ayxe cymHO, LIO Ha CIO NOKTPUHY JIOBHTHLCA B 3Ha4HiM 4acTi rapavilua
yKpaiHCbKa MOJIO/Ib, XOYa COL{iAJI-AEMOKPAaTH3M CT4€ BOPOXKO, AK NPOTH
yCAKMX 06’ ABiB CYCIUTBHOI CaMOAIUTBHOCTH Ta ICHiEHTpaJsIi3allii, Tak camo i
MPOTH HalliOHAJILHOTO YKPAaiHCLKOr'O PYXY, i 3 TOr0 NOrJIAMy ABAAETHCA AJ1
YKpaiHCTBA [aJieKo TipHIMM BOPOrOM, HiX pocificbke camopepxasie€ i
pocificbka neHsypa. bo kosm camonepxaBHMH THCK € THCKOM (Di3UdHOl
CWIH i TaK CKa3aTH, B’fXe PYKH, TO COIiAJI-ACMOKPATH3M Kpaje Ay,
Hanoloe ix rycTumH i ¢aybIIHBHMH AOKTPHHAMH i BiBepTae BiA npani Ha
pimuim rpynTi]
It is possible to discern three normative aspects in Franko’s understanding of
narodnist. First, Franko emphasizes that every national literature has to be
organically rooted in life and must reflect the popular mentality. This require-
ment also guarantees the comprehensibility of literature and its direct reception
by the public. Second, Franko argues that narodnist’ is not valid in literature
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without a religious dimension. He coins the phrase “poetry as a form of prayer”
in order to stress the importance of spirituality in art. Third, Franko draws a
clear line between narodnist’ and “socialism.” To put it plainly, narodnist' is
always socially engaged, but socialism in its pure form eventually undermines
the national grounds of narodnist'.

n

Franko’s psychological analysis of the poetic mind, which he unfolds in his
treatise “Iz sekretiv poetychnoi tvorchosti” (1898), is well known and has often
been quoted. In an abbreviated form, the same basic ideas can be found in his
articles “Topolia T. Shevchenka” (1890), ¥‘Lesia Ukrainka” (1898), and
“Juvilei Ivana Levytskoho (Nechuia)” (1905). Franko’s interest in psychology,
however, predates these articles. Indeed, as early as 1878, Franko called psy-
chology the most important auxiliary science for the contemporary novelist.26
Moreover, Franko announced in a letter in 1880 his intention to dedicate one
section of the newly founded journal Svit to psychology.?’ Therefore, in
Franko’s literary theory, “sociology” and “psychology™ are not opposite but
rather complementary dimensions of a single holistic conception. Franko is too
fine an artist not to discern the difference between a political pamphlet and a
work of art. According to Franko, Lesia Ukrainka is actually a classic example
of a poet who manages to present important thoughts in a genuinely artistic
form:

The author forms his image, penetrating it with his fantasy, lighting it up from
different sides, and by using poetological devices he tries to evoke it possibly
in the same shape, in the same power, in the same atmosphere in the reader’s
soul. [ . . . ] The poetic technique, which is based on the laws of psychological
perception and association, tells us that this goal is best reached with the
simplest devices and with the combination of concrete images, but arranged in
such order that they almost unwillingly touch the most secret strings in our
souls and disclose the broad horizons of emotion and life. Without this, so to
say, basic harmony, a poet may paint very nice and plastic images, but they
don’t leave in our souls a deep trace, [ . ..] they leave us cold. A poet may
call himself a real poet only if he enriches our soul with mighty emotions and
makes us citizens of a higher, ideal world, pure from everyday mischance and
egotism. If a poet’s individuality is immature, low, characterless and
inharmonic, then also his poetry will even with great talent not elevate itself,
will not touch our souls. [BrimGasiounca ¢anrasielo B Toi 06pa3, aBTOp
06pHCOBYE, OCBIT/MOE HOro 3 pi3HHX GOKiB i CHJIKYETLCA CIoco6aMH, AKi Nae
HOMy noeTHYHa TeXHiKa, BHK/MKAaTH HOro 1o 3Mo3i B Takiit camift dopmi, B
TaKi# camilt CHJli, B TaKiM caMiM KOJIOPHTI B Ayl yuTaya. ( . . . ) [ToeTauHa
TexHiKa, OnepTa HA 3aKOHAX NCHXOJIOriYHOI Neplienmil i aconjatii, roBOpHTSL
HaM, W0 C¢ HaHKpamle OCAraeTbCA HaHMpOCTIIHMH cnoco6Gammu,
KOMGiHalli sMH KOHKpeTHHX 00pa3iB, aJle TaK yNopAAKOBAHMMM, 106 BOHHM,
MOB 3HEXOTH, TOPKAJIM HaHTaHHili CTPYHM Hawoi Aywi, mo6 BiAXKPHBAIH
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HaM LIHPOKi TOPH3OMTH UYTTH i XMTTEBHX BiHOcHH. Be3 Tiei, wo Tak
CKaXy, AOJIILHBOI rApMOHil MOET MOXKE 3MAJTIOBATH Iy XK€ rapHi i NIacTHyHi
obpa3kH, aJie BOHM B HALLIH Ayuli HE JIMILATH ITHO0OKOro CJliAy, ( . . . ) BOHH
JIHIIAIOTh Hac XosiofAHMMH. TiNbKH TOH MOET TOACH 3BATHCA MPaBAMBAM
noetoM, XTo (...) 36arauyye Hawry Ayuly 3BOPYLIEHHAMH MOrYTHiMH, a
NPUTIM YMCTMMM Bifl MPHMIlIKH GyACHINHHH, MPHNAAKOBOCTI i eroiamy,
pPOGHTh HAaC FOpPOXKAHAMM BHILIOTO, iAe#HOro cBiTy. (...) KOJIH
inaMBigyanbHicTh MoeTa HeBHpOGJieHa, HEBHCOKa, Ge3xapakTepHa i
HerapMoHi#iHa, TO H HOro noesis HaBiTb NPH BEJHKiM TajaHTI He
nigiMeTECA BICOKO, HE MOPYLIMTH Hawol Ayuri]?®

The last sentence of this quotation containg the second key word on which
Franko’s literary theory is based: indyvidual'nist’. Whereas a poet’s narodnist’
has to ensure that his art is rooted in the people’s tradition, his indyvidualnist’
guarantees the unrepeatable, unique originality of his work. In Franko’s view,
every artist must try to bring together these two elements:

{...]to contribute to the global treasury of literature at least a small drop of
something new, something of his own, which was enclosed in the well of his
national and individual life, which has not been exploited in this manner
before.[( . ..) BHOCHTH Yy BCECBITHIO CKapOGHMINIO JHTEPATYPHY XO4 Masty

~ KpaneJibKy, a HOBOFO, CBOTO BJIACHOTO, 334€pPTOro B KPHHMIL TOrO XHTTA
HapoAHoro i imauWBigyanbHoOro, mio mie mepex HumM He 6yjno Tax
excrTyaToBane.]?”

Franko uses indyvidual'nist’ as differentia specifica, which separates art from
science. The rights of literature go further than those of historiography. The
historian has to limit himself to the typical traits of an event; the writer tries to
sketch the aura of a certain historical epoch in an individualistic manner. In the
foreword to his collection of poems Z burkhlyvykh lit (1903), Franko writes:

[The historian] has to discern in thousands of details a common stream, in
disparate manifestations— the great law of development, in the individual
traits—the type. The novelist, by contrast, grasps the manifestations in their
flight. In the turmoil of historical action, he seizes individuality, laying it bare
like a red thread in a colorful cloth, and only on the bases of this individuality
can he show like a chronicler the great historical events; he lets us glance at
them as if through a small window. His goal, like everywhere else—is the
depiction of the human soul in its impulse, passion, struggle, triumph, and
defeat. [(IcTopuk) MycHTHb BiiHalTH NM03a THCAYAMH APiGHHIL OCHOBHY
Teyilo, mo3a BigipBaHUMM ABHLIAMH—BEJIHKHit 3aKOH pO3BOIO, 1032
iHAMBiAYANMLHAMM PHCAMH—THIIOBE. BesIeTPHCT, HABMAKH, JIOBHTD Ha JILOTY
caMmi ABHINA, y BHXpi iCTOPHYHHX NOMifH BiH XaNacTLCA 3a iHAMBIAYANBHICTD,
BHTOPOUYIOUH i, MOB YepBOHY HHTKY 3 Pi3HOGApBHOI TKAHHMHH, i Ti/ILKH Ha
Till iHAMBIAYAJIBHOCTI, MHMOXiTh, HEMOB DHKOIIETOM, MOKa3y€ BEJHKIi
icTopuuHi noxil, a€ HaM TJIADITH HA HUX Hi6W Yepe3 HEeBEJIMUKE BiKOHIIE.
Horo uisb TyT, K i BCIoaH iHzie,—MAa/IOBAHHS JIOACHKOL AyLLi B i nopuBax,
NPHCTPAacTAX, IMaraHAAX, TpiyMdax i ynagxaxJ®
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Already in his 1891 article “Potgga ziemi w powieSci wspéiczesnej,”
Franko stresses the successful combination of sociological and psychological
elements in the “first novel of newer profile,” namely, Don Quixote: “. . . ne
CycniHO-NCHXoIoriuHul TBip [ . . . this is a socio-psychological work].”!
Furthermore, in the article “Pryntsypy i bezpryntsypnist™ (1903) Franko de-
fines the main task of literature as the twofold presentation of man in his social
network and in the secrets of his soul [mamoBaTH doJsiOBika B #Horo
CyCMiJILHOMY 3B’ A3KY i B TaltHmuKax #oro aymi.]*

Franko often uses the juxtaposition of subjectivity and objectivity to de-
scribe these two aspects of literary creativity. If literature is to represent life in a
valid manner, objective and subjective traits have to be intertwined and bal-
anced in the artist’s work. In an 1899 article, Franko praises the historical
novellas of the Swiss writer Conrad Ferdinand Meyer as an example of a
successful individual description of a broader social situation:

Meyer found a topic where he could—without doing harm to the historical
and poetic truth—characterize his hero and at the same time express his own
opinion, mood, sorrow, and hope. Precisely this contemporary subjective
element, which is so delicately present in the whole poem, inconceivable yet
palpable, is its most attractive bait. [Mei#tep 3uattinoB TeMy, ge 6e3 ywep6y
icTOpHYHOI i MOEeTHYHO! NMpaBAM MIr, XapaKTEePH3YIOMH CBOTO repos, AATH
BHpPa3 TaKOX BJIACHHM TIOIJ1A/aM, HACTPOAM, XaJiaM i HafjisaM. Baache ceft
CYJYacHHH Cy6’EKTHBHMH eJIEMEHT, TaK JIeJIIKaTHO PO3JIHTH Mo LiJTilt moeMi,
HEBJIOBHMUH, a Yy THMiA, € HalGLIBIION ii MpHHAanoI0.]*

The direction of this artistic process is also reversible. Objective history may
not only be rendered through a subjective perception, but a very subjective
destiny also can be elevated to obtain objective validity. Franko gives an
enthusiastic characterization of Dante Alighieri, who managed to express his
most subjective feelings in the form of an objective epos:

An objective presentation of the most subjective thing, an epic based on
lyricism, a love song, which expanded to the size of the lliad—that is Dante’s
“Divine Comedy.” [O6’e¢kTHBHe nNpecTaBJIeHHA pedi HalGiabi
CYG’€XTHBHOI, €NOC OCHOBaHUH Ha JIpHL|, NMiCHA JNOGOBHA, IO PO3POCsIacs
1o poamipip Lniagu,—otce TanToBa “BoxecTpeHHa KoMenin.”]

Here, the relationship between subjective and objective elements is presented
not only as a balance but also as a synthesis. Franko detects this kind of mutual
mirroring of indyvidual'nist’ and narodnist' in all of the most influential texts of
world literature, and—what is most important for his role as a literary critic—
the synthetic principle becomes a normative measure that Franko uses to assess
contemporary Ukrainian writing.
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In his article “Stare i nove v suchasnii ukrainskii literaturi” (1904), Franko
sketches out the recent development of Ukrainian literature. In his view, the
poetics of the older generation of writers of the nineteenth century are very
much characterized by narodnist".

[Ivan] Karpenko-Karyi and [Panas] Myrnyi are two talents who have all the
characteristics of great painters, people, and national psychologists. Both of
them are true sons of their nation, products of their milieu, [ . . . ] organically
tied to their" people. [Kapnenko-Kapuit i MuUpHHI—OCH [1Ba TaJIaHTH,
HajliJIeHi BCiMA MPHKMETaMH BEJIMKHX MANApiB MoGYTY i HANIOHAJIBHMX
nicuxosioris. O6a BOHH MPABMBiI CHHH CBOT'G HApOAY, BHPOCJIH CEpeAl HHOTO
(...), opraHiuso 38’ A3aHi 3i cBoiM HaposioM.] 3

The younger generation of writers, Franko continues, is no longer interested in
describing national characters but rather tries to analyze the human psyche in
general:

The young Ukrainian writers don’t confine themselves solely to national
types; they aim at a psychological analysis of the human being without regard
for which national or class-marked dress he might wear. Their task is the
description of all motions of the human soul, which basically is the task of
every great artistic literature. [Mosiofti yKpaiHCEKi NMHCHMEHHHKM BXKe He
0o6MEeXYIOTbCA HA CaMHX HAUiOHANIBHUX THNAaX; BOHH GepyThCa A0
AICHXOJIOTiYHOro aHanmi3y voJiosika 6e3 orjsAny Ha Te, B AKHH OH
HAUIOHA/LHHH M KJIACOBHH KOCTIOM BiH Gy opsrHeHuit. Ix saspanns—
BHCJIOBJIEHHA BCiX PyXiB JIOACHKOI AyIIi, 010 # TBOPHTH BE/IMKE 3aBaHHA
KOX/I01 ApTHCTHYHOI JiiTepaTypu.]>

However, this shift in Ukrainian writing from the characterization of the na-
tional society to the psychological study of individuals does not coincide with a
development from objective to subjective literary techniques. Franko clearly
distinguishes between the topic of a literary work and its presentation. He states
that the newer generation of Ukrainian writers—especially Vasyl’ Stefanyk—
chooses a point of view that is highly uninvolved:

In comparison to the old epics one might call them lyrics, although their
poetry is not at all subjective. On the contrary, they are much more objective
than the old narrators, because they vanish totally behind their heroes and
actually transfer themselves into their souls, let us see the world and the
people through their eyes. [B nopiBHsHHI N0 AaBHINIMX cHiKiB iX MOXHA GH
Ha3BaTH JIiPMKAMH, XO04a iX JpHKa 30BCiM HE CYG’€KTHBHA; HABMAKH, BOHH
najieko 06 eKTHBHILI Bi AaBHIX onoBiZayiB, 60 3a CBOIMH repOAMH BOHH
HIE3aI0Th 30BCiM, & BJIACTHBO, IEPEHOCATD cebe B IX Ayllly, 3aCTaB/AAIOTh HAC
GauMTH CBiT i moaci ix ounma.] ¥’

It is probably no coincidence that the history of Ukrainian literature as per-
ceived by Franko is paralleled by his own development as an author. Tamara
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Hundorova has structured her book Franko—ne kameniar according to the
different periods of Franko’s writing: the idealism of the 1870s, the naturalism
of the 1880s, the psychologism of the 1890s, and the humanitarianism of the
1900s. Nevertheless, she characterizes Franko’s writing as “synthetic”: his
fictional works very often are a sociological study, a detective story, a psycho-
logical analysis, a didactic piece, and a lyrical sketch all at the same time.3?

In the foreword to the second edition of Ziv’iale lystia (1910), Franko
characterizes his own work with the same categories that he had applied earlier
to the history of literature in general:

A second edition of this collection of lyrical songs has become necessary.
These songs are the most subjective which have appeared here since the times
of Shevchenko’s autobiographical poetry and at the same time the most
objective in their manner to paint the complicated human emotions. {(...)
3anoTpe6UIOCA Apyre BHAaHHA cei 36ipKH JIIPHYHHX HiCEHb,
Haftcy6’eKTHBHIlIMX i3 yciX, AKi MOABMJIMCA Yy HAC BiJl Yacy aBTO-
Giorpacdiunnx noesit IleByenka, Ta MpH TiM HaMGLIBI O6’€EKTHBHHX Y
crocobi MaJIIOBaHHS! CKNAJHOTO JIOACHKOT0 UyTTA.]

In Franko’s view, it is precisely the well-calculated balance between subjecti-
vity and objectivity that distinguishes his modernist verse from the decadent
poetry of, for instance, Moloda Muza. For the same reason, Franko presents his
“lyrical drama” not as the product of his own ego, but rather assumes the role of
an editor. In the article “Z dziedziny nauki i literatury” (1891) Franko explicitly
states the shortcomings of decadent literature:*°

The exclusive preoccupation with one’s own ego, the permanent rummaging
in one’s own soul, the straining of one’s ears to the most secret nervous
movement—is doubtlessly a pathological case, which is proved by the nar-
rowing of the horizon, by the decay of what constitutes the human being
above all—the feeling of a social adherence to other people. An exaggerated
individualism is always and everywhere an illness and eventually leads to
insanity. [BuksouHe 3arsm6sieHHA y cBoe “A,” mocTiliHe KONMpcaHHA Y
BJIACHi#l AyLI, NMPHCJIyXOBYBaHHA A0 HAaHMOTAEMHIIIHHX MOPYXiB CBOIX
HepBiB—G6e3 CYMHiBy CTaH XBOpPOOJIMBHit, IO CBiMYMTb MPO OOMEXEHHA
KpYro3opy, Ipo 3aHenaj Toro, o nepeayciM poGHTh JIIOAUHY JTIOAUHOIO—
BiAYyTTA crisbHOCTI 3 iHmmMMKH Jnoasmu. TlepeGinminenwit inaMBinyaNisM
3a8K/M i BCIOAM € XBopo6oIo i 3pewrTolo Bese 1o 6oxeriuis.}*!

The most prominent writer criticized by Franko for his hypertrophy of indi-
vidualism is the Polish modernist Stanistaw Przybyszewski:

Insanity, a serious psychic illness—these are the clear characteristics of his
writing of which the symptoms are especially the inquiet and fast flashing of
images in his fantasy, the sudden leaps from the fifth to the tenth, and the
completely insane narrowing of his spiritual horizon, which compels the
author to see in the whole world only his own idolized and isolated ego.
[Boxesinna, TAXKKA NyXOBHa XBOpoGa—ce BHpa3Hi MPH3HAKH CHOTO
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THCaHHs, BEPa3Hi 0COG/TMBO B TiM HECTIOKIMHIM i MPYAKiM MHTOTaHHI 06pa3is
fioro ysBH, B HaTJIMX MEPECKOKAaX 3 I’SATOro Ha /ecATe i B TIM HAaCKpisb
XBOPOGJIHBIM 3aTiCHEHHi lyXOBHOT'O KPYI'030pY, IO 3MYHIY€ aBTOpa B LIITIM
CBiTi 6aUHMTH TiJILKH CBOE BJIaCHE A, 060XKaHe i HiYMM He 38°s3aHe (. . . )].42

In his 1894 article “Odczyty Miriama,” Franko directly polemicizes with mod-
emist poets and pathologizes them:

In vain, gentlemen, you call yourselves symbolists, decadents, geniuses, and
lyrical musicians, artists for the sake of art. Call yourselves hysterics, so we
may immediately understand. [[lapemHe, naHOBe, BH Ha3UBa€Te cebe
CHUMBOJTICTAMH, JEKAICHTaMH, Xy[OXKHHKaMH H My3HKaHTaMM B noesii,
apTicTaMH miia apTuaMmy. Hassito ceGe 1crepmcaml, TO MM Bac Bigpasy
3po3ymiemo.]¥

Franko frequently uses medical terms to describe modernist tendencies in
literature. This metaphorical field results from a special kind of literary Dar-
winism to which Franko adheres. According to him, only literary texts that are
“healthy” and fit for life will survive. In this context, the article
“Internatsionalizm i natsionalizm u suchasnykh literaturakh” (1898) is particu-
larly revealing:

We don’t have to fear that insane and nihilistic directions may get the upper
hand and dominate: they do not have fertile power—like all hybrids in zool-
ogy—and if they beget something, their fruit will not be fit for life. [Hema
cTpaxy, o6y XopoG/mBsi, HIrilicTHYHI HAIPSAMH NEPEMOTJIM i 3a0aHyBaJIM;
BOHH, TaK SIK 6aCTap[ B 300JI0Tii,—He MaIOThb PO3MJIOA0BOI CHITH, A KOJH #
CILTOAATH LIOCH, TO Celf IX mtia HeamiGumii xuTn]*

Not only a surplus, but also a lack of individualism is harmful to literary
writings. The shortcoming this time is called “epigonism.” Franko points to the
work of Panteleimon Kulish, who, in his view, tries to imitate Shevchenko’s
creative individuality but proves to be unable to add a personal tone to his
material:
Kulish struggled until death with Shevchenkian perceptions and images of
Ukraine, Cossacks, haidamaks, lords, and simple people. [( . ..) Kyuim ao
CMEpTi BOIOBAB i3 WIEBYEHKIiBCHKMMH TOHATTAMH Ta oGpasaMH YKpaiHw,
KO3aI[TBa, rali/laMaITBa, MAHCTBA i npocTosnoans.]*

There may be a lack not only of indyvidual'nist’ but also of narodnist’ in a
poet’s work. For Franko, the Ukrainian school in Polish literature is a case in
point. All poetic mastership is in vain, if the topic of the literary text is not
deeply rooted in the people:

Excluding carefully from Ukrainian tradition everything that would have
recalled an autonomous, independent, and protesting Ukraine, Zaleski had to
arrive at the creation of a fictitious, painted Ukraine. The more beautifully this
fiction was being painted, the worse it was for Polish society, because in this
way one big illusion became more firmly rooted in their hearts and minds.
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[...] The example of the Polish poets of this school demonstrated how one
should not write for the Ukrainian people. [BuK/04a109H NHAbLHO 3
YKpaischKoi TpauIii Bee, L0 HAraAyBasio TaKy BJAACHOBLILHY, CAMOCTIilHHY,
npoTecTyiody Ykpaiy, 3asechkuft mycus AiHTH O BHTBOpeHHS YKpAiHH
¢ixuifisoi, MayoBanoi. YuM Kpatiie MasmoBaHa GyJia Ta (ikiisi, THM ripie
BJI NOJIBCHKOI CYCTIUTLHOCTI, 60 THM CHJIBHilLIE CKPiTUTIOBasIach B ii yMi i
cepiti odna eeauxa inosia (. ..). TlpuMip noeTis NOJBCHKMX TOI LIKOJH
Giybiue Ba3ysas Ha Te, AK He TPeOa MHCATH /LIS YKPATHCEKOro HapoAy, HiX

AKX Tpeba.]%

Most interesting in this respect is Franko’s famous critique of Adam
Mickiewicz as a “poet of treason.”” In Franko’s view, Mickiewicz managed to
deprave the self-consciousness of a whole \nation with his highly personal
ethics of camouflage and treachery. Thus, Polish narodnist’ is fatally deter-
mined by a highly gifted artistic indyvidual'nist’, which adheres to wrong
values. In this special case, the relationship between indyvidual'nist' and
narodnist’ is literally perverted: Mickiewicz’s poetic individuality has not
grown organically from Polish nationality, but Polish nationality turns out to be
the ideological construction of a strong individual. Franko’s essay ends with a
statement of grief:

Sad must have been the time when an ingenious poet was driven on such
wrong ways, and sad must be the fate of a nation, which considers such a poet
without reservations as its highest national hero and prophet and keeps nour-
ishing every new generation with his poisonous spiritual products. [Traurig
muss die Zeit gewesen sein, wo ein genialer Dichter auf solche Irrwege
gedriingt wurde, und traurig muss es mit einer Nation beschaffen sein, welche
einen solchen Dichter ohne Vorbehalt als ihren héchsten Nationalheroen und
Propheten betrachtet und immer neuve Generationen mit seinen giftigen
Geistesprodukten nithrt.]*

In contrast to these negative examples, Shevchenko is hailed as the incarna-
tion of a true poet who manages to express the deepest feelings of the Ukrai-
nian people in a highly personal tone, or—to use Franko’s own terminology—
who links narodnist with indyvidual'nist".

We have to consider Taras Shevchenko as the writer, who accomplished here
what Dante did in Italian literature. Moreover, in his works the traditional
element in respect both to content and to form is still very powerful and
noticeable, but his mighty and bright individuality is everywhere able to
bestow on these borrowed elements a distinctly Shevchenkian brand, a dis-
tinct light. [TIncaresiem, KoTpuit 3po6KB y Hac Te, mo [danTe B JitepaTypi
iTaniicekist, (. ..) MychMo BBaxaTn Tapaca Lllesyenka. I B Horo Topax
€JICMEHT TpaMIii M i mWoKo 3MicTy i moao ¢opMu Iie AyXKe CHIILHMM i
3aMiTHMIt, ane HOro MOryva, CBiTNIa iHAMBIYaJILHICTH YCIOEH BMi€ THM
3aN03HYEHHM EJICMEHTAM HANIATH BiipyGHY, IICBYEHKIBCEKY WXy, BipyGHY
okpacky.]¥®
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Shevchenko, the “Ukrainian Dante,” thus fully conforms to the definition of the
ideal writer set forth by Franko in his Istoriia ukrains'kof literatury (1909):

Without negating the sense for beauty and harmony, he will seek their expres-

sion not in maintaining aesthetic formulas and clichés, but in the careful

attention to manifestations of social and individual life, to the phenomena of

the power, creativity, and harmonic development of the human person and the

whole nation. [He pinxunaioun HaGiK NOYyTTA KpacH H rapMotii, in Gyne,

ofiHaye, LIYKaTH iX BHPa3y He B MPHACPXKYBaHHI ECTETHYHHX (POPMYJIOK Ta

WAGNOHiB, a B MAJILHIM yBa3i A0 ABHMI COLIaBHOrO Ta iHAMBIAYAJILHOTO

XHTTA, B BHABAX CHJIM, TBOPYOCTI Ta rapMOHIHHOTO PO3BOIO JTIOACHKOL

OJMHHL # Lisol Hamii]>®

In conclusion, Franko’s theory of literary cteativity should not be reduced to

the scheme “from sociology to psychology.” On the contrary, it should be
viewed as a complex field with at least two ideological axes intersecting each
other. First, there is the dichotomy between conscious and unconscious artistic
work—as most prominently outlined in “Iz sekretiv poetychnoi tvorchosti.”
Second, there is the dichotomy between narodnist’ and indyvidual'nist' as
presented throughout Franko’s critical essays. The quality of a writer can be
judged by comparing the balance of these four categories. Franko does not
exempt his own modemnist poetry from his literary theory, but conveys it as the
successful taming of the excessive individualism present in modernist poetry,
both Ukrainian and foreign. He makes a universal use of his critical catego-
ries—they are applicable in world literature, Ukrainian literature, and in his
own texts. Finally, they provide a grid which not only can systematize the
synchronic but also the diachronic dimension of literature.
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