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ABSTRACT

The paper deals with genre varieties of a literary critical essay (reviews, feature articles, essays, portraits, series of
essays), which functioned in the periodicals of Western Ukraine in the 20-1930s of the XX century. The authors
have shown how, through the interpenetration of components of different genres of literary criticism, basic style
features of the leading critics of the denoted time and region, primarily Ye. - Yu. Pelenskyi, M. Rudnytskyi,
M. Kovalskyi, L. Nyhrytskyi, S. Hordynskyi — were formed. Specific examples demonstrate the dominant criteria
for critical assessments and perceptions.
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CTaTTs CTOCY€ETHCSI )KAaHPOBUX PI3HOBH/IIB JIITEPaTYPHO-KPUTHIHOTO ece (petieHsil, GefisieTonn, HaprcH, HOPTPETH,
cepii ece), 110 GYHKI[IOHYBaB y MepioAMyHUX BuAaHHsX 3axinHoi Ykpainu y 20-30-ti poku XX cromiTrs. ABTOpH
TTOKA3aJH, SIK 3aBJISKH B3a€MOIPOHUKHEHHIO KOMIIOHEHTIB PI3HUX JKaHPIB JITEPaTypHOI KPUTHKH C(HOPMYBATHCS
OCHOBHI CTHJIICTUYHI OCOOJMBOCTI TBOPIB HPOBITHMX KPHUTHKIB 3a3HAUYEHOTO Yacy Ta perioHy, ocoOmuBo €.-
10.I1enencekoro, M. Pynuuneskoro, M. Kosanscekoro, JI. Hurpurskoro ta C. 'opauacskoro. Jlominyroui Kputepii
KPUTHYHHX OI[IHOK Ta CIIOCTEPEKEHb MMOKa3aHi Ha KOHKPETHUX NPHUKIANaX.

Kurouogi ciioBa: iteparypHa KpUTHKA, )KaHD, JIITEPATypHHUE IOPTPET, pelieH3is, TepeIMOBa, PEICH31s, cepis, ece.

Artykut dotyczy odmian gatunkowych literackiego eseju krytycznego (recenzje, felietony, eseje, portrety, cykle
esejow), ktore funkcjonowaty w periodykach zachodniej Ukrainy w latach 20. i 30. XX wieku. Autorzy pokazali,
jak poprzez przenikanie si¢ sktadnikow roznych gatunkéw krytyki literackiej uksztattowaty si¢ podstawowe cechy
stylistyczne prac czotowych krytykow wskazanego czasu i regionu, przede wszystkim J. -J. Pelenskiego,
M. Rudnyckiego, M. Kovalskiego, L. Nyhryckiego i S. Hordynskiego. Dominujace Kryteria Krytycznych ocen i
spostrzezen zostaty pokazane na konkretnych przyktadach.

Stowa kluczowe: krytyka literacka, gatunek, portret literacki, recenzja, przedmowa, recenzja, cykl, esej.

In Western Ukrainian criticism of the said period, we often find speeches in which the literary process
and the tendencies of its development are dealt with a particular period of time. Such reviews are not
just about their creative victories and losses, for, say, a year (essays by O. Babiy “Literaturni zhyrnaly
v 1922-1923 r.” (Literary journals in 1922-23s)”; L. Burachynska “Na hrani roku” (At the Edge of
the Year), “Nasha povist u 1937” (Our Novel in 1937), but also significantly longer time frames (for

example K.K. “Literaturne zhyttia v Sovitskiy Ukraini” (Literary life in Soviet Ukraine). The
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publication “Suchasne zakhidno-ukrains’ke pys’menstvo. Ohliad za 1930-1935 roky” (Survey of
Contemporary Western Ukrainian Literature, 1930-1935) by Ye. - Yu. Pelenskyi is considered the
best example of such a review essay, aimed at showing the full palette of literary success over a long
period of time. The author reconstructs the overall picture of the literary process of that time,
highlighting traditions and innovation, explaining the advantages and dominants of Neo-
Romanticism and Neoclassicism on the one hand, and the influence of social aspects on literature on
the other one.

Considering the successes of fiction, Ye.-Yu. Pelenskyi dwells separately on lyrics (in more
detail on famous names, mentioning young and promising; 41 names in all), “epics”, paying special
attention to prose and journalism (30 names), drama, which he considers “3a Haiicia0rie micie B
cydacHii Hamii moesii” (the weakest point in our modern poetry) (7 names). The critic does not
analyse the pros and cons of these works, limiting himself to some very precise value judgments and
statements of facts. For example, “Bix momynasipHux, 3 nepecTapijiorn TEXHIKOI apaM, SKHX y Hac
Oarato, BinOuBaroTh iHTepecHi cripodu Mepisama (I'. JIyskuunpkoro). B cBoix 1BoX omepeTkax 3yMiB
BiH IMO€THATH MOJICPHI 3aCO0H 13 IIKAaBUM CIOXKETOM 1 TOOpUM KOMi3MOM ™. 3 MOJIOJIIIIKMX JIpaMaTypriB
MokHa Ha3Batu ['amana (“Bantax”), . Kpymensnunpkoro (“Ha ckensix”) i b.I'omsuna (“Kpos
kiude”, 1933). Ornsinay 3BepTae yBary uMTadiB Ha MHUCTEIbKI eKCIepUMEHTH: “JloCUTh piaKuil y
HAC YKaHp HOBEJII 3 EPOTUYHHUM CIOKETOM, JIETKOTO (hpaHIy3bKOro THITY, 3aro4aTtkyBaB ‘“‘Haromamu
i mpurogamu” M. Pymaunpkuii. Kyau gami mimoB Creman JleBuHchbkuil (‘3 SIMOHCHKOTO JOMY”,
1933, “Cxin 1 3axin”’, 1934). Bin nokuagae MomnacaHiBCbKY JIETKiCTh, 1I00M miTu ciigoMm Kympina-
ApuubarieBa. Epotusm crae TyT sickpaBwuid, 3acioHioe Bce mpoue” [Ilemencekuii 1935: 45-46].
(interesting attempts by Meriyam (H. Luzhnytskyi) differ from numerous popular dramas with
outdated techniques we have many. In his two operettas, he managed to combine modern means with
an interesting plot and a good comedy. Among younger generation of playwrights Halan (“Cargo”),
|. Krushelnytskyi (“On the Rocks”) and B. Homzyn (“Blood Calls”, 1933) could be mentioned. The
observer draws the readers’ attention to experiments in art: “M. Rudnytskyi was the first to suggest
a rather rare in our country genre of short story with an erotic plot and of a light French type
(“Possibilities and Adventures”). Stepan Levinskyi went even farther (“From the Japanese House”,
1933, “East and West”, 1934). He leaves Maupassant’s lightness to follow in the footsteps of Kuprin-
Artsibashev. Eroticism here becomes vivid, overshadowing everything else)

Offering an example of Stepan Tudor’s experimental quest (“Moloshne Bozhevillia”, 1930),
Pelenskyi emphasizes: “Ilo3utuBHe TyT Xi0a HaMaraHHs J0 MEJIOMIMHOCTA MOBHU. 3acid MpOCTUH 1
OJIMH: HAKOTIMYEHHS CIIiB, A€ € 3BYK “mitT” [...]. Pobunu me Bxke Oarato panimie i To 6arato kpaiie
¢dyrypuctu Cemenko i Hkypymiit [[lenencekuii 1935: 47-48]. (The only positive thing here is the
desire for melodious language. The means is simple and the only one: piling up words with the sound

“lit” .... This was done much earlier and much better by the futurists Semenko and Shkurupiy) The
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reference to the experience of the writers of Naddnipryanshchyna (the Dnieper Ukraine) is not
accidental. The critic, when reviewing the literature of Western Ukraine of 1930-1935s, constantly
tries to put it into the all-Ukrainian context, and in a certain way, also into the European one.
Pelenskyi’s review, both in its meaning, structure, level of generalizations, and accuracy of evaluation
can be referred to a succinct monograph. Therefore, the genre modification can be defined as an
essay-monograph of a review character.

On the pages of Halychyna periodicals the following forms of reviews are featured: one
author’s works review (I. Fedorenko “Oscar Wilde (Review of Literary Works)” [JIHB 1923: 339—
345], review of the works of a group of authors (Ye. Malanyuk “U susida. Dekilka profiliv suchasnyh
polskyh poetiv”. (At the Neighbours. Some Profiles of Modern Polish Poets)”. [Mamaii 1923: 47-50]

S. Hordynskyi published an interesting combination of a recension and review on the pages
of “Nazustrich” (“Hazycrpiua”): “Chotyry retorty liryky”, dedicated to the poetry of B.-l. Antonych
(“Try persteni”), N. Levytska-Kholodna (“Vohon’ i popil”), Yu. Kosach (“Cherelen”) and Ye.
Malaniuk (“Zemna Madonna”). The critic clearly outlined his intent: “Tlumryuu tenep mpo mnoesito,
He Oyay YiIUIATHCS MOOAMHOKUX BipIIiB, Oyy TOBOPUTH PO MOETIB, SIK TEPOJIBIIB CBOIX iJealis,
Oyay TOBOPHUTH “BUSICHSUTBHO, OO SKHAWOLIBIIT 00 €KTUBHO 3’ICYyBaTH KOKHOTO TMOETA, SIK BUCITIB
BiacHoro tumny” [Haszyctpiu 1935: 2]. (I am writing about poetry now, | will not cling to individual
poems, I will talk about poets as heralds of their ideals, I will speak “explanatorily” in order to define
each poet most objectively as a phrase of his own type). But he prefaced it with general reflections
on the fact that contemporary literature “rmoromae... B maTpioTHYHO-MOMYISPHUX THcaHHAX (IS
sinking... in patriotically-popular writings), which he considered a trouble. Such poetry makes sense
if their patriotic moments “3poCTyThCsl OpraHiYHO B OJMH €MOLIWHUI KOMIUIEKC 3 MHUCTELBKOIO
dopmoro” [ibid] (merge organically into an emotional complex with the form of art) Further he
warned against using “mopiBHsUILHOrO METOY 3 IHIIMMH, 9y>)KHHHUMU Toe3isimu” (the comparative
method with other, foreign poetry). It is on this basis that the critic formulates his clear and precise
judgments, presents the readers’ impressions, and shares his doubts and raptures.

The reviews presented on the pages of Western Ukrainian editions were mostly in line with
the canons of the genre and were structured by the authors’ desire to examine the development of
certain trends in the literary process within a clear chronological framework against a social, and
historical-literary background.

Among the genre diversity of the critical essay, a special place was given to discussion
speeches. It is in this that the situational and discursive nature of literary criticism, which for all its
vivid individual features still remains a collective affair, was expressively manifested. Truth
manifests itself in confrontation. Disputes, discussions, polemics, regardless of their sharpness and
passion, remain a necessary condition of the normal literary process, conditioned by the nature of the

artistic world.
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More often than not, such clashes, provoked by individual writers and critics, concerned
questions of ideology. In such cases, each critic behaved in a peculiar way. Thus, S. Hordynskyi wrote
mainly polemical essays. M. Rudnytskyi wrote essays, D. Dontsov preferred op-eds or “fiery
speeches”, and O. Turianskyi liked open letters or reviews. The topic of the sharpest polemics was
self-criticism in its newspaper-journal stream functioning. Briefly, the priorities of such criticism can
be conveyed in the words of S. Hordynskyi: “Tlepeaycim kpuTHKa: MaeMo Ha yBa3i HE Ty, IO il
poOIATH podecopH 1 M0 3BEThCS HAYKOBOIO. BoHA HaM MaJio IiikaBa i /i Cy4aCHOCTH, sIKa Hac
nepeayciM 3axoIuTioe, HeicToTHa. Mu ii 3amepedyeMo B Jjiteparypi, 60 HeMa 1HIUBIIYyaTiCTHYHOT
HayKH, a JiTepaTypHa KpUTUKA 3HAE JIMIIIE 1HIUBIIyaIbHOCTI, JIFOCH 1 TBOPH, a BTIM, )KUBEMO B Yaci,
KoM CBOOOJa MHCTEITBA 1 WOTr0o BiYHE BIJHOBIIOBAHHS, BiYHA 3MIHHICTH € BXKE Piddi0, IO HE
BUKJIMKAE CyMHIBIB. 3aTe KpUTHKA (iocodiuHa — OIe PAMKH, B SIKUX JOOpE MOUYyBAETHCS CydacHa
miteparypa. s nuporo He Tpebda 000B’s13k0B0 OyTH (inocodowm; [...] pinocodiuna KynpTypa — 1€
HE 3HAaHHA CHUCTEM, a 3A10HICTh PO3’€JHYBATH IHTENEKTYyalbHI MOHATTS U BIYHO pO30MBATH 3aCTHUIJI1
CUCTeMH Ha Te, 100 TyIu BOPOBAJAUTU X U T T . Takuil MiAXi[ Ja€ HAM CIPOMOXKHICTH Kpalie
3pO3yMITH JIITEPATypHY TBOPUICTh, 0O MEpmUM OOOB’SI3KOM KPUTHKA € — BCE 3PO3YMITH, HE
3aMUKATHUCS TIepel HiSKOI HOBOIO CIPO0OI0 i OyTH 3Mi0HMM CIpHiiMaTH HaBiTh HAWTOHKIII
HaOLTRII HenepeadaveHi crocobu MipkyBauus” [Mu 1935: 150]. (First of all, criticism: we don’t
mean the kind that professors make and which is called scientific. It is of little interest to us and is
not important for modernity, which we are primarily fascinated by. We deny it in literature, because
there is no individualistic science, and literary criticism knows only individuals, people and works,
and in general we live in the times when the freedom of art and its eternal revival, eternal
changeability is already a thing that does not cause doubts. But philosophical criticism is the
framework within which contemporary literature feels good. You don’t have to be a philosopher to
do this, [...] philosophical culture is not about knowledge of systems, but about the ability to
disentangle intellectual concepts and to break down perpetually frozen systems in order to introduce
life there. Such an approach gives us a better understanding of literary work, for the first duty of the
critic is to understand everything, not to be closed before any new attempt, and to be able to perceive
the subtlest and most unforeseen ways of thinking)

The approaches to the evaluation of a literary work as a thoroughly individual phenomenon
were not shared by all, even by the representatives of liberal and aesthetic criticism. Whereas M.
Rudnytskyi made high demands on the aesthetic form and psychology of characters, S. Dolenho
believed that ideas and even political convictions, if they are organically woven into the fabric of a
work of fiction, must necessarily be accentuated.

A group of young writers with a nationalist orientation presented their approaches to the

evaluation of a work of art in the article “Criteria for Evaluating the Artistic Creation” written by
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S. Osynskyi. They argued “ITpu po3ItiHIli BAPTOCTH MUCTELLKOIO TBOPY — Tpeba 6 — /I JICTIIIOTro
neperigay nepeBCeCT TakC CXEMAaTUIHC PO3MCIKYBAHHS:

EcTeTnunuii MOMEHT;

Etnyna TeHaeHIis;

HamionansHo-cycminbHa ines tBopy” [Hasycrpiu 1935: 3] (When evaluating a work of art,
the following scheme should be applied: Aesthetic moment; Ethical tendency; National social idea of
the work)

The most interesting is that by ethical moment, young people meant heroics. The rhetorical
discourse unfolded in this way “...Uu MoXHa OIIIHUTH IO3UTHBHO TBIP 3 YY)KOK HaM 4YH
MPOTHJIS)KHOIO HAllOHAJIbHO-CYCHUIbHOIO ife€t0? UM Ui OIiHKM BapTOCTH TBOPY € HEOJIMIHHO
JOKOHEYH1 CTHCIIO MOETHAHI Ti TP 3acaju, BUIIE 3rafani? BapTicTe npu3HAEMO 3a TAaKUM TBOPOM,
o y BI/ICJ'IiI[i y CHpHﬁMaHa BUKJIUKYE FepOiHHe CTUYHC IICPCIKUTTS, IO HAXOAUTH CBOE TBOPUC
BIIHOIIEHHS JI0 WOT0 HaIllOHAIBHOI 171€i, mocepenHe 4u Oe3mocepe/He, — B ICUXIIl YMTada 49U
3arajioMm can/IﬁMaqa. 3Ha‘{I/ITB, €CTEeTUYHUII MOMEHT y 3B’${3Ky 3 FepO'l.‘lHOIO KOHH@HHiCIO KUTTA
npojoBxkyBaHoro y TBopi?!... Lleli kxputepili Moxke OyTH TUIBKH TOJi BaJIbOPHHUM, KOJH CTYIIHB
€CTeTUYHUX MEPEXKUTH 1 KHUTTEBOI 17I€0JOTii cripuiiMada € TOTO POy, [0 BOPOKUX HAM CYCIUTBHUX
i7eil TBOpy BiH He IpuiiMe, He 3[eMOOLTI3yeTbCd HUMH, a €CTeTHYHI i TepOoidHi €JIeMEHTH TBOPY
MOCWIIATh Y HhOMY KOXaHHsS HOTro HallioHaabHO-cycmiibHol imei...” [ibid] (Is it possible to evaluate
positively a work of art with an idea that is foreign to us or opposite to the national-societal idea?
Or, are all these three above-mentioned combined components necessary for work of art evaluation?
We recognize as qualitative that work, which in consequence causes heroic ethical experience in the
recipient, which directly or indirectly finds its creative ratio with the national idea in the psyche of
the reader or the recipient in general. The aesthetic moment, then, in connection with the heroic
conception of life continued in the work! ... This criterion can be weighty only when the degree of the
aesthetic experiences and life ideology of the recipient is such that he will not accept the hostile social
ideas of the work, and will not be demobilized by them, but the aesthetic and heroic elements of the
work will strengthen his love to his national-social idea)

That is, we see that the dialogueness of evaluative judgments operates in the form of an
internal monologue, addressed to a specific addressee (its potential reader) and at the same time
influenced by the presence of ideological opponents, who will not read such a text. The educational
and didactic function dominates in such speeches.

One of the most popular and mobile genres of literary criticism of the interwar twenties in
Halychyna was the review. Such a critical speech had a clearly defined goal: to give Halychyna’s
readers an idea of the general state of Ukrainian literature and its individual phenomena, to determine
their place in the historical and literary process, the territorial division of Ukraine, in the socio-cultural
life of Halychyna. Very often, the logical structure of such approaches (especially in newspapers)
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consists of such components: a general assessment of current events (or some event) of literary life,
free associative transitions from one phenomenon to another, strongly pronounced subjectivity. The
speech by M. Kovalskyi “Memento vivere” (“Kigbka ciaiB mpo cydacHy mnoesito”) (“A Few Words
about Modern Poetry”) can be considered an example of such a review. The author, continuing D.
Dontsov’s thesis about the crisis of Ukrainian literature, considered emigrant poetry. He believed
that the main motifs of these poems were disappointment, fatigue, exhaustion, hopelessness, and
despair, confirming his conclusions with quotations from the works of A. Pavlyuk, M. Osyka,
M. Obidnyi. Evaluation criteria for him were the works of famous writers of Ukraine, because the
period of national revival still lasted, M. Kowalski stressed: “...i MycumMo Taku TpH3HATH, IO
TBOPYICTh TOroOiuHa, cebTo Ha Ben.YkpaiHi, mo 30BHIIHIA (GopMmi 3HAYHO SICKpaBillia, >KHUBIIIA.
“Uepsonwmii [1Insax” y koxmoMy pasi inTepecHimie yntatu, HiK “HoBy Ykpainy”. [JIHB 1924: 335]
(We should confess, that the external form of literary creativity from that side, from Great Ukraine,
is much brighter and vivid. “Chervonyi Shliah” is more interesting than “Nova Ukraina ) The reason
that emigrant poetry has so far given nothing new, he saw in “camiii mcuxoborii YKpaiHChKOi
IHIMBIIyalbHOCTH, B CTEIeHI HaiioHaapHOI cBimomoctu” [ibid: 336]. (the very psychology of
Ukrainian individuality, and in the degree of national consciousness) But the creative process on the
other bank of the Zbruch River did not exactly appeal to the critic either. The lyrics of V. Yellan,
Y. Savchenko and others seemed to him as “mpusmamu, Kpi3b fKi HEpeIOMIIOIOTHCS POCIHCHKI
tennenuii’ (prisms, through which Russian tendencies break). Comparing Ukrainian authors with
S. Yesenin, M. Kovalskyi considers the latter not as a poet, but primarily as a Russian, moreover — a
communist. The conclusions of the author of the essay were based mainly on his ethno-psychological
ideas: “IlpnunHN aHEMIYHOCTH TBOPYOCTH Ha eMirpauii 1 HEMPUPOAHOCTH MHUCTEIbKUX LUIAXIB Ha
VYkpaiHi MoJAratoTh y TOMY, 1110 B HaC — Y KpaiHI[iB — 1111€ HE [ICUXO0JIbOI1s TOO1THUKA, HE BU3BOJIEHOTO
[IpomeTesi, HE BUIBHOTO JyXOM BIIPOJKEHOTO BEJIETHS, CBIJOMOTO CBOET CHIIH, — aJie TICUXOJbOT1s
paba” [ibid: 338]. (The reasons for the anemic nature of creativity in emigration and the
unnaturalness of the paths of art in Ukraine is that we, Ukrainians, do not yet have the psychology of
a winner, not a liberated Prometheus, not a free-spirited reborn giant who is aware of his power, but
the psychology of a slave)

The model of spiritual slavery for M. Kovalskyi was then Pavlo Tychyna: Ilepmni kamxku
Tuunnn — “Constuni Knapuern” 1 “Ilnyr” — sikpa3 moka3yloTh BU3BOJIEHHE 3-T1/1 TyXOBOTO pabcTBa
VKp. iIHIuBIAyanpHOCTH. Jlaimi — “3amiciib COHETIB 1 OKTaB” — TIMOOKUNA MICTHITU3M, OUTb 1O BTpATI,
1o He3a0yTHhOMY. A “B KocMiuHOMY OpKecTpi” ce BiKe SICHUH MOBOPOT 10 CTapoi MCUXO0JIbOT1] pada,
110 TYJUTHCS 10 CHIIbHOTO “Mipa cero” [ibid: 339]. (Tychyna'’s first books “Soniachni klarnety” (The
Solar Clarinets) and “Pluh” (The Plow) demonstrate the liberation of Ukrainian individuality from

spiritual slavery. Then — “Zamist’ sonetiv i oktav” (Instead of Sonnets and Octaves) - deep mysticism,
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pain of loss, about the unforgettable. And “V kosmichnomu orkestri” (In the Space Orchestra) is a
clear return to the old psychology of a slave, who sticks to the strong ‘of this world’)

The critic addressed his predictions and wishes for the future not only to writers, but also to
readers. “IHKOJIM MOPIBHATH T€, IO CTBOPUJIO MHCTEITBO YKp. Ha CHOTOIHIIIHIN J€Hb i3 THM, IO
MOI'JIO BOHO CTBOPHUTH 1 4OT0 BUMAarae CydaCHa XBUJIA Bi,[[pOI[}KCHHH HaI_[ﬁ — 1mobayumMo AYy>XKE MaJIo
IUTIOCIB, @ 0araTo BUTPAYeHOT 0 HATApEMHO Yacy, eHeprii il cui [...]. XoueTbes BipuTH, — 1 Ha CE MaEMO
paBo — M0 AiKaeMocs Toro Moiices, sikoro Tak O0omrode nparHyB y “Ilmy3i” [1aBno Tuuuna (He
komywicTt)” [ibid]. (Sometimes to compare the art which Ukr[aine] has created to date with what it
could have created and what the modern wave of national revival requires — and we will see very
little pluses and a lot of wasted time, energy and efforts [...]. We would like to believe, — and we have
the right to believe - that we will wait for that Moses which Pavlo Tychyna (not a communist) so
painfully waited for in his “Pluh”)

Very often the purpose of such reviews was to represent to readers what they had not yet read.
This is the most convenient form of performing the orientation and stimulating function. This type of
reviews can include essays devoted to the literary process outside Ukraine (for example: Ye.M. (Ye.
Malaniuk) “Z tvoriv “pershoi v sviti literatury”’; M. Gnatyshak “Nova nimets’ka beletrystyka pro
vijnu (richevi zamitki)”; M.R. (M. Rudnytsky) “Z novyh amerykans’ryh knyzhok”, etc.).

Preface and afterword were no less important types of critical essays. Such texts were not
numerous, but popular. More often, they accompanied the works of European writers that were
published in Lviv or as ‘libraries’-supplements to magazines and newspapers. Very often such articles
resembled sketches or essays, they preceded mainly Ukrainian translations of European writers, often
little-known or, even, completely unknown to Halychyna’s readers. Critics focused readers’ attention
on the winning points and successes of the writers, thus intending to demonstrate the creative portrait
of the translated authors.

The preface “Romantychnyy siuzhet” (Romantic plot) to the book “Ivan Mazepa. Zhyttia i
poryvy velykoho hetmana” (Ivan Mazepa. The Life and the Impulses of the Great Hetman), written
by I. Borschak and R. Martel and published in Paris in 1931 can be considered a striking example of
this type of critical texts. An authorized translation with a preface by M. Rudnytskyi was published
in Lviv two years later. The critic, introducing a new book to the readers, explained the reasons and
motives for its appearance. The preface consists of three parts, which one by one, present the impetus
for the appearance of the biography of Mazepa. The critic explains how the book under consideration
differs from those already written by other writers, and why the fictionalized study has become so
popular in the world. M. Rudnytskyi, in his characteristic essayistic manner, pointed out:
“IlepexnagaeMo OTy KHIDKKY TOMY, IO y PiAHIA MOBI HE MaeMO JI0Ci KpaIoi KOpoTkoi MOHOrpadii
npo Maszeny. Mera aBTOpiB MO3HAHOMHUTH YYXKUHY 13 OJHOIO CTOPIHKOIO Hamoi OyBalbIIWHU

CXOJUTHCS 3 TIOTPEOOIO HAIIOTO 3arajiy npuragaT codi o OyBanbiuay” [Pyaauiekuit 1991: 7].
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(We translate this book because we still do not have the best short monograph about Mazepa in our
native language. The purpose of the authors - to acquaint foreigners with one page of our history
coincides with the need of our society - to remember this history) The critic sees the reasons for this
need as follows: “Ocranns BiiiHa 3poawia HOBY MOTPeOy OKHUBJISATH JETCHAM Ta BiATBOPIOBATH
icropuuHi monii. HepBoBe moOKOIIHHS KIiHOBOI M00M Mae Iopa3 MEHIIE Yacy Ta TEpII0 Ha
TOBCTEJIC3HI KHUTH 3 IPUYMHKAaMU, KoMeHTapsimu, nutaramu’ [ibid: 5]. (The recent war has created
a new need to revive legends and recreate historical events. The nervous generation of the cinema
period has less and less time and patience for thick books with prefaces, commentaries and
quotations) The critic believes that the war aroused the interest of wide readership in the lives of
famous historical personalities not only in Ukraine. Demonstrating the process of developing of the
genre of fictional biography in America, England, France, emphasizing the role of André Maurois in
the self-affirmation of this genre, M. Rudnytskyi wrote: “Benuka BifiHa BUTBOpHIIa TOJIOI FepOCTBA
Ta iCTOpI/I‘lHI/IX BCIIMYHH. Il Henepez[6aqua 3arajibHa HEBJa4da 11€ 30LIBIINIIA oo cMmary. Maio xoan
B iCTOpii Taka BeJdHKa BiifHAa 3 TAKUMH BETUKHMMU raciiaMy 3pOJuiia TaK Majo 1HAMBIAYyalbHOCTEH 1
BiJIKpHJIa JIFOJCHKY IIJUIOTY B Takii Haroti. HeOyBane HUHINTHE 3aIliKaBICHHS KUTTEMUCAMU JaBHIX
BEJIMKUX JIIOJICH — 1€ Tyra 3a BeJIMYMHaMU, 3a iHauBinyansHocTssmu’ [ibid: 6-7]. (The Great War
created a hunger for heroism and historical magnitude. Its unforeseen general failure further
increased this need. Few times in history has such a great war with such great slogans given birth to
so few individuals and so exposed human meanness. The unprecedented current interest in
biographies of past great men is a mourning for the great, for individuals) The critic believed that
the authors had escaped the danger of “po0uTu i3 nocrateii Haioi OyBaNIbIMHU CaMi KPHUIIEBi cTaTyi”,
(creating only bronze statues from the figures of our history), to depict Mazepa - a man with all his
advantages and disadvantages: “Masena npu Bciii cBOill 1HTeNIreHuii He OyB TaKUM IPOrPaMOBUM
repoeM. Sk crpaBkHINA OepKaBHUW Hisid 1 10OpWi AMIUIOMAT IMIOB 3a MOTpedamMu CBOEi 100w,
XUTaBCs, KUJAaBCS Ha Bci OOk, OyB JHMCOM, BOBKOM 1 TUIBKH JIIOJWHOK 3 MPHUCTPACTSIMH,
cebemrOCTBOM, YIIEPTICTIO Ta IHKOJIM HAaITO BEJMKOIO Bipoto y cBoi cuiu” [ibid: 8]. (Mazepa, for all
his intelligence, was not such a program hero. As a real statesman and a good diplomat, he followed
the needs of his time, swayed, threw himself in all directions, was a fox, a wolf and only human, with
passions, self-love, stubbornness and sometimes too strong faith in his own strength) The intonational
and stylistic peculiarities of the critical narrative indicate that M. Rudnytskyi was impressed not only
by Mazepa, “the most European among the Cossacks”, but also by the authors of his biography, and
most of all, by their attempt to show Ukraine not through boring political and historical journalism
and “overly rural means”. Borshak and Martel’s Mazepa is not without his flaws. We can question
more than one phrase, “nepeaaBany sik ‘icTopuuHi cioBa’ Masenu, He oAuH ‘(BakT’, BUBEICHUNA Ha
MJCTaBl IOKYMEHTIB Ta CIIPaBO3/JaHHS MOMEPEAHIX 1ICTOPUKIB. [[i710 HE B TOMY, UM MOTOIKYEMOCS

OutbIIe 200 MeHIe 3 mopTpeToM Maszenu Ha Tl TOAIIIHBOI 70O, 110 BBMIKAETHCS HAM 3aBCIJIU SIK
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KO)KHa icTOpuYHa 100a Kpi3h MPU3MY HAIIUX MalOyTHIX imeaniB. BaxkHe Te, 1m0 aBTOpU HE
JISIKAIOTHCS SICHUX, CMUIMBUX BHCHOBKIB, XO4a HE MAalOTh Hamipy WTH 3a MOJHHUM Y CJIOB’STHCBKHX
Kpasix “marpioTmyHuM’’ HaB4aHHSM ictopii” [ibid: 15]. (conveyed as Mazepa’s “historical words”,
or not a single “fact” given on the basis of documents and research of previous historians. It is not
a question of whether we more or less agree with the portrait of Mazepa against the background of
that time, which is seen from here as each historical epoch through the prism of our future ideals. It
is important that the authors are not are not intimidated by clear, bold conclusions, although they do
not intend to follow the fashionable in Slavic lands “patriotic” study of history) The important thing
is that the authors are not intimidated by clear, bold conclusions, although they do not intend to follow
the fashionable in Slavic lands “patriotic” study of history).

These examples from M. Rudnytskyi’s essay show that S. Zalyhin was right, claiming that
“nepenMOBa, SKIIO BOHA HC CTaBUTH IICPC/ c00010 J'IiTepaTypOSHaB‘IOFO 3aBJAaHHsA, IOBMHHA JIMIIC
JOIIOBHIOBATHU aBTOpa, HOBiI[OMJ'I}IIO‘II/I YHUTAYEBI IIOCh TAaKE, IO HAIICBHO 3AJIMIIUTLCA 3da paMKaMH
fioro TBOpiB — Xxait To OyayTh GiorpadiuHi qaHi 4u OCOOHMCTI BpaxKeHHs Bij mpouutaHoro” [VIis.
I'pom’sik 1986: 20]. (a preface, if it not intended to be a literary criticism, should merely supplement
the author by giving the reader something that is certain to remain outside the scope of his work, be
it biographical data or personal impressions of what he has read) This also applies to the prefaces
by S. Hordynskyi and O. Hrytsai, which preceded Ukrainian translations from French, Russian,
German and English literatures (more than 20 publications of this type).

The desire for a holistic comprehension of literary and social life and the need for a rapid and
at the same time regular response to current events and phenomena forced critics to turn to critical
cycles. The peculiarity of such texts is the multi-genre nature of their components. The open structure
of these cycles allows to write “mixes”, freely moving from problem to problem. However, such a
literary-critical cycle, for all its openness, is still a holistic creation, because it is characterized by
conceptuality, a common systemic principle, a formal connection between the individual components,
stylistic unity, unifying cross-cutting compositional details. An example of such a literary-critical
discourse can be M. Rudnytskyi’s cycle in the journal “Svit” (The World). During 1926-1929, the
author published 19 literary-critical essays, in which he outlined various aspects of the psychology of
creativity, reflected on the problems of adequate perception and full understanding of artistic works
by contemporaries, relations between writers, and near-literary events. Much attention was paid to
the author-reader-critic communication system, the contacts between writers and the press; also, he
touched upon the moral and ethical aspects of literary creativity.

Mykhailo Rudnytskyi chose the most convenient genre, the essay, because it allowed him, on
the one hand, to get as close to the reader as possible and create the illusion of a sincere conversation,
and, on the other hand, to express his own views on the issues raised without the risk of being accused

of authoritarian imposition of his opinion. On two occasions the critic used the genre of open-ended
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writing. In 1927 his speech “Who do you write for?” took the form of a speech, and in 1929 his letter
to the young author of “Chy maju talant?” (Do | Have Talent) was presented in the form of a parting
word.

A somewhat different structure had the critical cycles of K.K. and L. Nyhrytsky, published in
the “Literary and Scientific Supplement to “Novyi Chas” (The New Time) in 1938. During the year,
L. Nyhrytskyi (literary pseudonym of Hryhor Luzhnytskyi) published 14 essays in which he tried to
explain to the readers what criticism is, its formation and development, and how he sees the modern
literature. He used mainly the form of a literary-critical essay (8), a historical-literary essay (6), and
one open letter. The author paid special attention to the period of the middle and second half of the
19th century, to such figures as Panteleimon Kulish (“Kulish-critic and Shevchenko™, “P. Kulish on
the Tasks of Ukrainian Criticism”, “Between Kulish and Hrinchenko”) and Borys Hrinchenko (Borys
Hrinchenko’s critique, Shadows of Hrinchenko-the-critic). It should be emphasized that while
professing the principles of Catholic moral and ethical criticism, L. Nyhrytskyi thoroughly and
objectively describes the state of criticism, the ways of its formation, emphasizes above all its
educational nature and educational function in literature and society.

Critical cycle of K. K. on literary figures of the Dnieper Ukraine was published in the literary
and scientific supplement to “Novy Chas” (The New Time) during 1938-1939, and consists of 15
articles. One of them is review-problematic (“Novorealism sovitskoi literatury” (New Realism of
Soviet Literature)), and the rest are literary portraits, which migrate towards the historical-literary
essay. These critic essays are primarily informative. The author outlines the ideological and thematic
interests of each of the portrayed, names the works, determines their place in the literary process,
emphasizing the detrimental effect of imperial ideology on writers, the collapse of talents, the
formation of spiritual bifurcation.

To summarize, we can argue that the phrase “literary-critical essay” cannot have a strict
terminological status, because it does not outline the semantic-structural formation and the nature of
literary-critical activity. As a term it can name one of the types of criticism, that covers (summarizes)

a number of clearly structured literary-critical genres (varieties of the genre).
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