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Although chronologically Lesia Ukrainka belongs to the period of Ukrainian Modernism,

few critics have placed her into this tradition. Mostly she is seen as a poet “sui generis”, a grand

proponent of the personal and national struggle, and one who has greatly expanded the thematic

confines of Ukrainian literature while giving rise to and developing the genre of poetic drama.

The reason for Lesia Ukrainka's exclusion from the ranks of Ukrainian modernists lies primarily

with the limiting definition usually proposed for Ukrainian modernism. If Ukrainian modernism

is seen as the turn-of-the-century movement of formalist experimentation and “decadent” pose

(as in the case of the poets of the Moloda Muza), Lesia Ukrainka does not fit for she is too

traditional as a lyrical poet: quite versatile in form, but very wholesome in content and with little

of the typical imagery and vocabulary of the “weary” modernists. The exhortative and upraising

leitmotiv of most of her lyrical poetry, so concerned with overcoming the personal sickness

eating at her limbs, sets her lyrical poetry almost in opposition to that of the so-called modernists.

If, on the other hand, Ukrainian modernism is seen in its broader context, a movement embracing

everything “modern” including the so-called renaissance of the 20’s with symbolism, futurism

and other modern modes of expression, Lesia Ukrainka again does not quite fit, or, more

precisely, fits only in so far as her work reflects elements of neo-romanticism. And yet, though

some of her lyrics could have been written by a poet like Hrinchenko, the whole of her work, and

especially her poetic drama, is markedly different from the writings of the populists and realists

who preceded her.

As our discussions at the three previous sessions devoted to Ukrainian modernism have

shown, the problem, first and foremost, lies with the definition of modernism. Chris Baldick

reviewing a series of recent books on modernism in the Times Literary Suplement made an

interesting observation about this very problem:

The modern writer who sets out to explore the cultural contradictions of the fin de siécle
movement has a choice of two possible strategies by which to resolve the incertitudes into some
kind of narrative order: the first is to emphasize the recurring pattern of anxiety or dread in the
cultural products of the period, yoking them under the dominant myth of degeneration; the second
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is to repudiate all the talk of decline and to reconstruct the grave Victorian confidence as the cradle
of modernist innovation.1

Although Baldick is writing within the context of English literature, his observation is

nevertheless applicable to Ukrainian modernism as well. Whereas in our previous deliberations

we concentrated on primarily the “temporal” murkiness of definition, a narrow time frame vs a

wide one, Baldick sees the problem of definition not so much in the “time frame” but in the

emphasis. In doing so he suggests another viable approach. Thus his “reconstruct the grave

Victorian confidence” in the Ukrainian context can be replaced by “establish aestheticist

principles.” With such an alteration of words Baldick's statement becomes useful in broadening

the definition of the turn-of-the-century Ukrainian modernism to include not only the

molodomuztsi but also such proponents of aestheticism as Lesia Ukrainka.

The molodomuztsi, however, would certainly resent the exclusion implied in the “not only

them but also ... proponents of aestheticism.” They would argue that actually they, more than

anyone else, were the proponents of aestheticism. They would be partially correct. They did

espouse “art for art's sake.” They not only espoused it, but their adherence to what they thought

were its principal demands brought them into conflict with the literary establishment, notably

with Franko and with Iefremov who saw the aestheticism of the modernists as only “skin deep.”

Actually they did not fare too well either at the hands of such non-establishment proponents of

“modernism” as Ievshan. Although more tolerant than Franko and certainly less caustic than

Iefremov, Ievshan too saw the works of the modernist molodomuztsi as rather weak and

superficial. Similarly Lesia Ukrainka's attitude toward the writings of many of her

contemporaries was rather critical. Writing to Olha Kobylianska in 1900 she remarks: Äèâíî, ÿê

òåïåð äåõòî äóìàº, ùî ò³ëüêè òðåáà íàïèñàòè “ïî-äåêàäåíòñüêîìó”, òî âæå ñå äàº ïðàâî ÿê³

õî÷åø äóðíèö³ ïèñàòè.2

1. Chris Baldick, “Secular variations,” Times Literary Suplement, September 3, 1993, p.20.
2. Letter to O. Kobylianska 14-21 December 1900 (Henceforth refered to as Khronolohiia p. 519) Strange, how
nowadays some think that all one has to do is write á la decadent and that gives one the right to write any kind of
nonsense. (Here and in all other quotations the translation is my own—DHS).
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The reason for such criticism from Lesia Ukrainka, Ievshan, as well as  Franko and Iefremov

lies in emphasis. The utilitarian approach to art had gone too far. All agreed that more attention

had to be given to the artistic, the aesthetic element of art. The contention centered on the degree

to which art was to be only self-serving. In their desire to break away from the proceeding

tendentiousness of the populist-realists and under the influence of Stanis1law Przybyszewski, the

molodomuztsi stressed the meaninglessness of art beyond its very self.  Franko attacked this3

notion as lack of idealism and ideology and presented his Ziv'iale lystia as a sample of what a

literary work should be when written with artistry but without the burden of social consciousness.

In the context of Ukrainian political reality it was very difficult to accept that art should care

about nothing but itself. Thus it is of little surprise that the works of the French aestheticist,

Marie Jean Guyau (1854-1888), had such an immediate and profound influence on those of the

Ukrainian modernists who were revolted by the utilitarian attitude toward literature of the

populist-realists but could not fully accept a literature free from all and any “higher” purpose.

Guyau's L'Art au point de vue sociologique provided an answer. As early as 1889 (one year after

Guyau's death) Lesia Ukrainka was directed to Guyau's work by her brother Mykhailo who in a

letter to her on the 5th of November 1889 wrote: Â X êíèæö³ “Ðóññêîé Ìûñëè” äóæå õâàëÿòü

êíèæêó Guyau “L'art au point de vue sociologique.” ßêáè ¿¿ ïåðåêëàñòè, àáî õî÷ çì³ñò ïîäàòè

äî “Çîð³.” Êíèãà öÿ õîðîøîãî íàïðÿìêó ³ íå çàøêîäèëî á íàøèì ïèñüìîâöÿì

ïîçíàéîìèòèñÿ õî÷ ç ¿¿ çì³ñòîì.”  Although I did not find definite confirmation that Lesia4

Ukrainka did in fact read Guyau, her statements about literature indicate that she not only read

him but agreed with the gist of his ideas.

3. As an illustration of the extreme position one should recal Vasyl Pachovsky’s “Öå º Øòóêà — ÿ íå ïõàþ  òóò ³äåé
[this is art—I don't push ideas into it].”
4. Letter of brother Mykhailo to Lesia and mother on 5 November 1889, Khronolohiia, p. 91). In the X book of
“Russkaia mysl” they praise highly the book Guyau “L'art au point de vue socilogique.” If one could but translate it
or at least give its contents in “Zoria.” This book has a fine direction and it would not hurt for our writers to get
acquainted at least with its content.
It is interesting to note that Guyau's second work Les problàemes de l'esthétique contemporaine was translated into
Ukrainina in 1913 and reviewed by Ievshan in “Ukraiins'ka khata” of that year. Ievshan, of course, draws very
heavily on Guyau's aestheticism.
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Guyau was unequivocal as to the aim of art: “Le but le plus haut de l'art est de produire une

émotion esthétique d'un caractère social.  In fuller terms he argued:5

L'art véritable est, selon nous, celui qui nous donne le sentiment immédiat de la vie la plus
intense et la plus expansive tout ensemble, la plus individuelle et la plus sociale. Et de là dérive sa
moralité vraie, profonde, définitive, qui n'est d'ailleurs pas la même que celle d'un traité de morale
ou d'un catéchisme.6

or

Un des traits caractéristiques de la pensée et de la littérature àa notre époque, c'est d'être peu
àa peu envahies par les idées philosophiques. La théorie de l'art pour l'art, bien interprétée, et la
théorie qui assigne àa l'art une fonction morale et sociale sont égalements vraies et ne s'excluent
point. Il est donc bon et même nécessaire que le poàete croie àa sa mission et ait une conviction.7

Those who lack this belief and conviction (most of the molodomuztsi- herein lies the reason

for the conflict between them and people like Franko) tend toward a disequilibrium which,

Guyau notes, can lead to pessimism:

Une tendance très caractéristique des déséquilibrés, c'est un sentiment de malaise, de
souffrance vague avec des élancements douloureux, qui, chez les esprits propres à la
généralisation, peut aller jusqu'au pessimisme.8

The above ideas of Guyau found fertile soil. The neo-platonic notions of a higher good

which art must serve coincided well with the neo-romantic tendencies of Lesia Ukrainka and

provided a frame for her aestheticism. Most important was Guyau's insistence that there was no

contradiction between art for art, properly understood (his words) and art with a purpose. The

matter lay, of course, in the quality of the art. In any case the art itself had to strive toward

perfection, the artist had to believe in his mission as one called by a higher force. There were

certainly to be ideas in literature, but they had to be an intrinsic part the work of art. Thus Lesia

Ukrainka could easily dismiss the “tendentious” literature of her less gifted contemporaries and

5. M. Guyau, L'Art au point de vue sociologique, Paris, 1897, p. 21.[The highest aim of art is to produce an
aesthetic emotion which has a social character (purpose).]
6. Ibid., p. 75 (emphasis in the original). [True art, according to us, is that which gives us a sense of the immediacy
of most intense life, all together most expansive, most individual and most social. From this is derived the its true
morality, profound, definite, and which is not, moreover, the same as a treatise on morals or a catechism.]
7. Ibid., p. 161 (emphasis in the original).[One of the characteristic traits of thought and of literature in our epoch is
to be a bit overcome by philosophic ideas. The theory of art for art, well interpreted, and the theory which assigns to
art a moral and social function are equally true and not exclusive. It is nonetheless good and even necessary for the
poet to believe in his mission and have a conviction.]
8. Ibid., p. 342.[A very characteristic tendency among the unballanced is a feeling of malaise, of vague suffering
with painful throbbings, which can in minds prone to generalizations go as far as pessimism.]
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accept her own art which often carried a very specific “tendency.”

As early as 1890 in a letter to her uncle-mentor, Mykhailo Drahomaniv, she notes that her

friends accuse her of “lacking” a purpose and a social message:

Òà îò ìåíå äåõòî ç òîâàðèø³â êîðèòü, ùî íåìà â ìî¿õ â³ðøàõ ì³öíî¿ òåíäåíö³¿, ùî
áðàêóº ãðîìàäñüêèõ òåì, ùî â ìåíå ò³ëüêè îáðàçè ³ ôîðìà.... Áà ùî æ ðîáèòü, õî÷ ³ òàê! äåñü
ìîÿ ìóçà âäàëàñÿ òàêà íåòåíäåíö³éíà òà âáîãà, .... Äåõòî òåæ âèð³êàâ, ùî ÿ õîâà/ñü â³ä
“íàðîäí³õ” òåì ³ ñêëàäó ìîâè íàðîäíüî¿, ë³çó â ë³òåðàòóðùèíó òà “³íòåë³´åíöòâóþ”, àëå òóò,
ïåâíå, âñÿ á³äà â òîìó, ùî ÿ ³íàêøå ðîçóì³þ  ñëîâà: íàðîäí³ñòü, ë³òåðàòóðí³ñòü òà
³íòåë³´åíö³ÿ, í³æ ¿õ ðîçóì³þòü ìî¿ êðèòèêè....9

Not only did Lesia Ukrainka understand the concepts differently, she believed that only

those “tendencies”, those “messages” which aesthetically fit and intrinsically flow from a work

of art, only those have a place in proper art. Again, in a letter to Drahomaniv, she returns to these

accusations of her critics but now clearly states that there must be a proper artistic union between

form and content:

Âïðî÷³ì, ìåíå ëþäè çîâñ³ì íå çà ñàìèé â³ðø  ëàþòü, à çà òå, ùî ÿ ìàëî ³äåéíà, ÷è òî ïàê
ìàëî òåíäåíö³éíà, àëå ìåí³ çäàºòüñÿ, ùî êîëè ÿ áóäó òåíäåíö³þ  çà âîëîññÿ ïðèòÿãàòè, òî
âñ³ì áóäå ÷óòíî, ÿê ¿¿ âîëîñ òð³ùàòèìå íåùàñíèé. À âîíà, ÿê ñõî÷å òî ñàìà äî ìåíå ïðèéäå,
òîä³ ÿ âæå ¿¿ íå ïðîæåíó.10

To paraphrase Guyau when a poet senses his mission and has the conviction then the form

and the content will meld to create a truly aesthetic work. Lesia Ukrainka echoes this belief in

1905 in a letter to Ahatanhel Krymsky:

Òèì÷àñîì, â ïîåç³¿ ÿ òåïåð îáäàðîâàíà íåñïîä³âàíîþ  ãàðìîí³ºþ  íàñòðîþ  ìîº¿ ìóçè ç
ãðîìàäñüêèì íàñòðîºì (ñå äàëåêî íå çàâæäè áóâàëî!). Ìåí³ ÿêîñü íå ïðèõîäèòüñÿ íàâ³òü
íàãàäóâàòè ñ³é ñâàâ³ëüí³é áîãèí³ ïðî ¿¿ “ãðîìàäñüê³ îáîâ’ÿçêè”, òàê îáìàðèâ ¿¿ ñóâîðèé
áàãðÿíåöü ÷åðâîíèõ êîðóãîâ ³ ãîì³í áóðëèâî¿ þðáè. ß íàâ³òü íå ðîçóì³þ, ÿêà ïðèºìí³ñòü ñ³é
citoyenne-Muse âîëîâîäèòèñü òåïåð ç òàêèì íåäîëóãèì ñîòâîð³ííÿì, ÿê ÿ. Íà ¿¿ ì³ñö³ ÿ
âèáðàëà á ñîá³ ïîåòà ç òàêîþ ãåðî¿÷íîþ  ïîñòàâîþ , ÿê V. Hugo, ç ãîëîñîì, ÿê ó Ñòåíòîðà,
ïðèñòàâèëà á éîìó ðóïîð äî óñò ³ ãóêàëà á ÷åðåç òàê âäîñêîíàëåíå çíàðÿääÿ ìîº¿ âîë³ íà âåñü

9. Khronolohiia, p. 123. [Some of my friends reproach me that my poems lack a strong tendency, that they lack
social themes, that all my poems have is imagery and form... But what am I to do, even if it is so! somehow my muse
turned out to be with out tendencies and poor.... Some have also complained that I hide from “populist” themes and
that I avoid the pattern of the peoples' speech, that I climb into literariness and “snoby intellectualism”, but I'm
sure the whole problem lies in the fact that I understand differently the words: populism, literariness and
intellectualism than my critics do...]
10. Khronolohiia, p. 176.[By the way, people scold me not only for my poems, but because I am not ideological
enough, or rather tendentious enough, but it seems to me, that if I insist on pulling tendency by the hair, then all will
hear how her unfortunate hair is cracking. But it (tendentiousness), if it wills, will by itself come to me and then I
will not chase it away.]
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ñâ³ò.11

This seamless union of art and ideology is the cornerstone of the aestheticist principles

which motivated Lesia Ukrainka as an artist and as a literary critic. Although she wrote some

literary articles (mainly in Russian for Russian magazines—they paid better), the more

interesting and spontaneous literary criticism is found in her voluminous correspondence, where

Lesia Ukrainka revealed an unwavering consistency and astute insights. The object of such

critical musings was not only her own work but that of her writer friends as well as of other

literary figures. An examination of some of these observations reveals a consistent conviction as

to what forms true art: it has to be formally developed, true to life, that is, honest, and when it is 

so, it invariably has the necessary purpose and the right amount of “tendency.”

Although Lesia Ukrainka does not admit it outright, she seems to have found it extremely

hard, however, to live up to the Guyau-an notions of aestheticism in her lyrical poetry. She views

her poems very much in a romantic manner as creations of a “possessed” soul, something which

cannot be directed, forced, or manipulated. Hence, they are either good, both artistic and

meaningful, or not. She states this very clearly in a letter to Pavlyk in 1902:

Âëàñíå, íàéòðóäí³øå “çâàæèòè” íå ïèñàòè â³ðø³â, áî òî íå ðîáîòà, à òàê ñîá³ õâèëåâ³
³ìïðîâ³çàö³¿, ïåâíà ôîðìà íàïàä³â áîæåâ³ëëÿ, çà ÿê³ ëþäèíà çäåá³ëüøîãî ðó÷èòè íå ìîæå;
âçàãàë³ æ ÿ âìèñíå, ç âèðàçíèì çàì³ðîì, í³êîëè íå â³ðøóþ , — ÿê íå éäóòü â³ðø³ ñàì³ íà
äóìêó, òî ÿ ¿õ í³êîëè íå êëè÷ó, õî÷ áè é ð³ê ö³ëèé — îá³éäåòüñÿ.12

When she does manage to write a poem which is purely an exercise in formal virtuosity, like

her excellent pre-Chuprynkian “sound” poem “Khvylia” (written in 1908 but published in 1911)

11. Babyshkin, O. K. (ed). Lesia Ukraiinka pro literaturu: Poeziii, statti, krytychni ohliady, lysty, K. 1955, p.
252.[Meanwhile, I am now blessed by an unexpected harmony between my muse and social issues (this was not
always the case!). It seems that I need not even remind this carefree goddess about her “social duties”, to such an
extent she has been stupefied by the flame of the red flags and the shouts of the unruly mob. I don't even understand
what pleasure this “citoyenne-Muse” gets in bothering with such a pathetic creature as I am. In her place I would
choose a poet with an heroic stance, like V. Hugo, with a stentorian voice, I'd place a speaking trumpet to his mouth
and through such a superb instrument of my will I'd address the whole world.]
12. Babyshkin, Oleh: Lesia Ukraiinka pro mystetstvo, Kyiv, 1966, st. 151. [Actually, it is most difficult “to decide”
not to write poems, for that is not work, but rather momentary improvisations, a certain form of attacks of insanity,
for which a person generally cannot be held responsible; in general I never write poems “purposefully”, with a
general intent to write — if poems do not flow of “themselves”, then I never call them out, even if a whole year went
by, one can do without them.]  (emphasis by LU).
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she is quite critical of it since the poem seems to be too frivolous. But she does note that it is a

sample of what the new poets consider, wrongly in her mind, as “art for art” pure poetry:

... òåæ ñàìå â³äíîñèòüñÿ ³ äî “Õâèë³” — ÿ çîâñ³ì çãîäæóþñü ç òâî¿ì ïðèñóäîì ïðî íå¿,
äîêàç òîìó, ùî âîíà òðè ðîêè æäàëà ïîñèëêó äî äðóêó (ïèñàíà ùå â ªâïàòîð³¿). Òåïåð
ïîñëàëà á³ëüøå íà äîêàç òîãî, ùî é “ñòàð³” ïîåòè ìîæóòü, êîëè õî÷óòü, “äçåíüêè-áðåíüêè”
ïèñàòè, ³ ïèñàëè ¿õ ðàí³øå, í³æ òîé âåëèêèé ïðèêëàä ïîäàëè “ìîëîä³”, òà ò³ëüêè íå
ñï³øàòüñÿ ç òèì ìåæè ëþäè, áî ââàæàþòü öå ìàðíèöåþ , äëÿ òîãî ³ òî÷íà äàòà ñòî¿òü ï³ä
â³ðøèêîì.13

As any artist who is also a critic, Lesia Ukrainka was never quite certain if what she had

written merited publication  and relied heavily on the opinions of people she trusted, especially14

her mother, Olena Pchilka, and her uncle Drahomaniv. She was, nevertheless,  very definite

about aesthetic and structural aspects of her works. Ever conscious of both form and content, she

found it difficult to write good lyrical poetry maintaining the necessary poetic high mission and

conviction. The few poems where she did manage to merge the lyrical I with the social one (such

as “Contra Spem Spero”, “Slovo chomu ty ne tverdaia krytsia”) were a great success and brought

her, especially after Franko's pronouncement wherein he named her as the “only man in

Ukrainian literature”, much recognition and a place in the “pantheon” of Ukrainian writers who

advanced the cause of nationhood. It was in the realm of poetic drama, however, where Lesia

Ukrainka found for herself the more applicable medium for creating true literature within the

dictates of the aestheticist theory as propagated by Guyau.

That she was both conscious of her aesthetic “mission” and convinced in the correctness of

her approach can be glimpsed even from the few remarks she wrote to her mother about

13. Ibid., pp 159-160.[...the same can be said about “Khvylia”—I am in total agreement with your judgment of this
poem, the fact that the poem waited three years before it was sent for publication serves as proof of my agreement
(it was written still in Yevpatoriia). I sent it now only to show that even the “old” writers can, if they so choose,
write these “jingle-jangles” and that they wrote them much sooner, even before the great example of this kind of
poetry was given by the “young”, but that they did not hurry into print with such works because they consider them
trifles; thus the exact date is given for the poem.]  (The poem is given on p. 145-6, vol 2 of the Tyshchenko-Bilous
collected works of LU in 12 vols.)
14. She writes to her sister Olha in 1912: 2 ñàìà í³êîëè íå ìàþ  ïåâíî¿ äóìêè ïðî ñâîº ïèñàííÿ: ïîêè ïèøó, òî
ìåí³ çäàºòüñÿ, ùî âàðòî ïèñàòè (³íàêøå êèäàþ), à ÿê ñê³í÷ó, òî í³êîëè íå çíàþ , ÷è âàðòî éîãî äðóêóâàòè. [I
myself am never sure about my writing: as long as I am writing, it seems to me that it is worth writing (otherwise I
stop), but when I finish I never know if what I have written is worth printing.], Babyshkin, Lesia Ukraiinka pro
literaturu, p. 289.
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“Iphigenia”—her first attempt at poetic drama:

”²ô³ãåí³þ”, áà÷èø , ïîñèëàþ , âîíà âæå äí³â òðè, ÿê íàïèñàíà... Ìîíîëîã, ÿ ñàìà áà÷ó,
ñòðàõ äîâãèé, êîëèñü ïîò³ì, äëÿ ñöåíè (!) ìîæíà áóäå ñêîðîòèòü, à äëÿ ÷èòàííÿ ñå, ÿ äóìàþ ,
í³÷îãî. Êîëèá ñå áóëà ïîáóòîâà äðàìà, òî òàêèé ìîíîëîã áóâ áè çëî÷èíñòâîì, àëå äëÿ
äðàìàòè÷íî¿ ïîåìè en style classique ÿ ñå äîïóñêàþ . Ñå ïèøó äëÿ òîãî, ùîá òè ³ Ìèõ[àéëî]
Ïåòð[îâè÷ Ñòàðèöüêèé] íå äóìàëè, í³áè ÿ çð³êàþñü ñâîãî ïðèíöèïó âèêëþ÷åííÿ ìîíîëîã³â ç
íîâ³òíüî¿ äðàìè. “²ô³ãåí³ÿ” ³ìåííî íå áóäå íîâ³òíüîþ: â í³é áóäå õîð, ðåïë³êà a parte ³,
ìîæå, íàâ³òü deus ex machina!15

Perhaps even more telling about Lesia Ukrainka's belief in her “mission” as an artist are her

statements which accompany the writing of her “Kaminnyi hospodar.” In a letter to A. Krymsky,

Lesia Ukrainka confides:

Îöå ïîçàâ÷îðà ñê³í÷èëà ïî÷àòó âæå ïî âåëèêîäí³ íîâó ð³÷, àëå ÿêó!... Áîæå, ïðîñòè
ìåíå ³ ïîìèëóé! — ÿ íàïèñàëà “Äîí-Æóàíà”! Îòîãî-òàêè ñàìîãî, “âñåñâ³òíüîãî ³ ñâ³òîâîãî”,
íå äàâøè éîìó íàâ³òü í³ÿêîãî ïñåâäîí³ìà. Ïðàâäà, äðàìà (çíîâ-òàêè äðàìà!) çâåòüñÿ
“Êàì³ííèé ãîñïîäàð”, áî ³äåÿ ¿¿ — ïåðåìîãà êàì³ííîãî, êîíñåðâàòèâíîãî ïðèíöèïó,
âò³ëåíîãî â Êîìàíäîð³, íàä ðîçäâîºíîþ  äóøåþ  ãîðäî¿, åãî¿ñòè÷íî¿ æ³íêè äîííè Àííè, à
÷åðåç íå¿ ³ íàä Äîí-¿óàíîì, “ëèöàðåì âîë³.”... Òàê ÷è ³íàêøå, àëå îò óæå ³ â íàø³é
ë³òåðàòóð³ º “Äîí-Æóàí” âëàñíèé, íå ïåðåêëàäåíèé, îðèã³íàëüíèé òèì, ùî éîãî íàïèñàëà
æ³íêà (ñå çäàºòüñÿ, âïåðøå òðàïèëîñü ö³é òåì³).16

Aware of her achievement as a woman she is even more conscious of her act as a Ukrainian

writer. She writes to Liudmyla Starytska-Cherniakhivska:

...ñå í³ á³ëüøå, í³ ìåíøå, ÿê óêðà¿íñüêà âåðñ³ÿ ñâ³òîâî¿ òåìè ïðî Äîí-Æóàíà. “Äî ÷åãî
äåðçîñòü õîõëàöêàÿ äîõîäèò”, ñêàæå Ñòðóâå ³ âñÿ ÷åñíà êîìïàí³ÿ íàøèõ “ñòàðøèõ áðàò³â.”
Ùî ñå º ñïðàâä³ äåðçîñòü ç ìîãî áîêó, ñå ÿ é ñàìà òÿìëþ , àëå âæå ïåâíå “òî â âøñøåì
ñóæäåíî ñîâåòå”, ùîá ÿ mit Todesverachtung êèäàëàñü â äåáð³ âñåñâ³òí³õ òåì (ÿê, íàïðèêëàä, ç
“Êàñàíäðîþ” ñâîºþ), êóäè çåìëÿêè ìî¿, çà âè¿ìêîì äâîõ-òðüîõ îäâàæíèõ, âîë³þòü íå
âñòóïàòè.17

15. Khronolohiia, p. 427.[As you can see, I'm sending you “Iphigenia”, written some three days ago... The
monologue, as I can see myself, is frightfully long, sometime later on one can shorten it for the stage!, but for
reading I think this will do. If this were a play of manners, then such a monologue would be a crime, but for a
dramatic poem “en style classique” it is permissible. I am writing this so that you and Mykhailo Petrovych Starytsky
do not think that I am abandoning my principle of excluding monologues from contemporary drama. “Iphigenia” ,
precisely, will not be a contemporary drama: it will have a chorus, dialogue “a parte”, and perhaps even a “deus
ex machina.”]
16. Babyshkin, Lesia Ukraiinka pro mystetstvo, pp. 161-2.[It was the day before yesterday that I finished a new item
begun after Easter, but what an item!... God forgive and pardon me!—I wrote “Don Juan”! The very one, the
“universal and worldly one” and I did it without even giving him a pseudonym. True, the drama (again it's a
drama) is named “The Stone Host”, because the idea in the work is the victory of the stony, conservative principle,
embodied in the Commodore, over the split soul of the proud, egotistic woman Donna Anna, and through her over
Don Juan, the “knight of freedom.”... In one way or another, but here we have in our literature our own “Don
Juan”, which is not a translation, but an original and to top it all the author is a woman (this, it seems is a first
for this universal theme)]. (Emphasis is mine—DHS.) 
17. Ibid., p. 162.[... this is no more nor less than a Ukrainian version of the universal theme of Don-Juan. “the
khokhol impudence has no bounds” Struve and the whole honorable company of “elder brothers” will say. That this
is indeed impudence  on my part, I know very well myself, but it must have been written “in a higher council” that I
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Certainly Lesia Ukrainka's views are an excellent illustration of Guyau's Il est donc bon et

même nécessaire que le poàete croie à sa mission et ait une conviction.

The rather negative, if not scornful, note in the above quotation regarding her contemporary

Ukrainian writers stems from the fact that Lesia Ukrainka found most of them wanting in both

form and content. As early as 1892 she writes to her uncle:

Óêðà¿íñüêèì æå ïîåòàì ñë³ä áè íà ÿêèé ÷àñ çàáîðîíèòè ïèñàòè íàö³îíàëüíî ïàòð³îòè÷í³
â³ðø³, òî, ìîæå á, âîíè ñêîð³øå âåðñèô³êàö³¿ âèâ÷èëèñü ïðèìóøåí³ äî òîãî ë³ðèêîþ  òà
ïåðåêëàäàìè, à òî òåïåð âîíè íàéá³ëüøå íàä³þòüñÿ íà ïàòð³îòèçì ñâî¿õ ÷åòö³â, à íå íà
âëàñíó ðèìó òà ðîçì³ð.18

and continues, but with more conviction, in a letter to Osyp Makovey:

² Âè, ³ ä. Âåðõàòñüêèé ïðèçíàºòå ó ìåíå ïîðÿäíó ôîðìó â³ðø³â, — ÿ ñüîãî íå ñòàâëþ
ñîá³ â âåëèêó çàñëóãó, áî ñå ïîâèíí³ñòü êîæíîãî, õòî ïèøå â³ðø³ íå äëÿ çàáàâî÷êè
ò³ëüêè, äîáèðàòè êðàùî¿ ôîðìè. Ïðàâäà, ùî ó íàñ ùå íå âñ³ ïèøó÷³ çðîçóì³ëè ñþ
ïîâèíí³ñòü ³ äóìàþòü, ùî äëÿ òàêî¿ óáîãî¿ ë³òåðàòóðè, ÿê íàøà, “âñÿêîå äàÿíèå áëàãî” ³
÷åðåç ñå äðóêóþòü ðå÷³, ÿêèõ çàïåâíå íå îäâàæèëèñü áè ïîêàçàòè æàäí³é ðåäàêö³¿ ÿêî¿
÷óæîçåìíî¿ ÷àñîïèñ³. Àëå æ ÿ äóìàþ , ùî òàê³ ïèñüìîâö³ íå ïîâàæàþòü àáî ñåáå, àáî
óêðà¿íñüêî¿ ë³òåðàòóðè. À ÿ âñå òàêè íå ââàæàþ  íàøó ë³òåðàòóðó çà æåáðà÷êó ³ êîëè ó ìåíå
âèõîäèòü ùî íåãàðàçä, òî âæå õ³áà ÷åðåç òå, ùî íå âì³þ  êðàùå çðîáèòè.19

Not only the writers but also the critics are not quite aware of the proper aesthetic

requirements:

Áîþñÿ ÿ, ùî íàø³ êðèòèêè äèâëÿòüñÿ íà òó íàøó ë³òåðàòóðó òåæ ç âèêëþ÷íîãî ïîãëÿäó,
ùî âîíà, ìîâëÿâ, ìîëîäà, òî íå ñë³ä ¿¿ òàê ñóâîðî ñóäèòè, à íàâïàêè — òðåáà õâàëèòè é
çàîõî÷óâàòè õî÷ äî ÿêî¿íåáóäü ïðàö³. Êîëè ä³ëî ñòî¿òü ñïðàâä³ òàê, òî ñå âåëèêà øêîäà. Íå
çíàþ, ÿê õòî, à ÿ á õîò³ëà, ùîá ìåíå ñóäèëè ïî ùèðîñò³, íå ââàæàþ÷è í³ íà ìîþ  ìîëîä³ñòü, í³
íà ìîëîä³ñòü íàøî¿ ë³òåðàòóðè, à ÿ á òîä³ â³äàëà, ÿê ìåí³ ç òèì ñóäîì îá³éòèñÿ... . Íå ëþáëþ
ò³ëüêè êðèòèêè ad hominem , áî é ñïðàâä³ íå â ò³ì ñèëà, ÷è ïîåò ìîëîäèé, ÷è ñòàðèé, õâîðèé

throw myself with “contempt for death” into the thickets of universal themes (as, for example, with my
“Cassandra”) where my fellow countrymen prefer not to tread, with the exception of the two-three courageous
ones.]
18. Khronolohiia, p.175.[For a while the Ukrainian poets should be forbidden to write national patriotic poems.
Then, perhaps, they would learn more quickly the art of versification, forced into it by (reading) lyrical poems and
by (doing) translations. As it is they count more on the patriotism of their readers than on their own rhyme and
meter.]
19. Khronolohiia, p. 200.[Both you and Mr. Verkhatsky note the proper form of my poems. I do not consider this a
great achievement because it is the duty of everyone who writes poems, and not only for a lark, to find the
appropriate form. It is true, that not all of those who write among us, have understood this duty and think that for
such a poor literature as ours “anything will do” and for this reason print things which, for sure, they would never
dare show any editorial office of a foreign publication. But I think that such writers either do not respect themselves
or do not respect Ukrainian literature. I, nevertheless, do not consider our literature a beggar and, therefore, if my
work is not up to standard, then it is because I cannot do it any better.]  (emphasis is mine—DHS)
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÷è çäîðîâèé, îïòèì³ñò ÷è ïåñèì³ñò ó ñâîºìó æèòò³, â³ä òîãî â³ðø³ éîãî í³ êðàù³, í³ ã³ðø³.20

But the primary cause for poor literary criticism is the lack of proper knowledge, the lack of

any consistent aesthetical theory. Much later in 1909, Lesia Ukrainka voiced these concerns in a

letter to Nadia Kybalchych:

Êðèòèêà íàøà, ïðàâäà, äóæå â³äñòàëà, òà ñå òîìó, ùî âçàãàë³ â ìåæàõ “ðîñ³éñüêî¿
êóëüòóðè” ëþäåé ë³òåðàòóðíî îñâ³÷åíèõ äóæå ìàëî, à äëÿ êðèòèêà íå äîñèòü òàëàíó ³
ãðîìàäñüêèõ öíîò, ò³ëüêè òðåáà êîíå÷íå ñïåö³ÿëüíî¿ îñâ³òè, ³íàêøå âèéäå — ºôðåìîâùèíà,
àáî õîòêåâè÷³âùèíà. Íå ïîäóìàºòå, ùî ÿ âæå òàê õîëîäíî-ðîçâàæíî ñòàâëþñÿ äî òîãî, ùî â
íàñ “çàêîíè ïèøóòü” òàê³ êðèòèêè, ÿê ... passons les noms! Ùî â íàñ àâòîðè ä³ëÿòüñÿ íà
“ñòàðøèõ ³ ìîëîäøèõ”, íåíà÷å â øêîë³, ùî â íàñ ÷àñòî ïåðåéìàþòü “îñòàíí³é êðèê ìîäè”,
íå çíàþ÷è íå ðàç ùå é abc — âñå öå ìåíå äóæå áîëèòü,... (empasis by LU)21

Seeing the failures of Ukrainian criticism Lesia Ukrainka tries to compensate by her own

critical evaluations. Thus she dismisses Maupassant for his “corruption” of naturalism , sneers at22

Ibsen for “forcing” his ideas onto his characters,  and praises Maeterlinck, albeit cautiously for23

his achievements in modern drama.   As a critic of her contemporaries, even of her friends,24

20. Idem.[I'm afraid that our critics look at our literature also from an exclusive point of view, that it is, they say,
still young, that one should not judge it too severely, on the contrary, that it should be praised and encouraged to
produce, no matter what. If such is indeed the case, then it's a great loss. I don't know about the others, but I want to
be judged sincerely, disregarding both my youth and the youthfulness of our literature. Then I would know how to
deal with such criticism... I do not like, however, criticism “ad hominem” because the point is not whether the poet
is young, or old, sick or healthy, optimist or pessimist in his own life, and his poems, because of these conditions,
are neither better or worse.]
21. Babyshkin, Lesia Ukraiinka pro literaturu..., p. 274.[It is true, our criticism is very much behind the times, but
that is so because in the confines of “Russian culture” there are very few people with a literary education, and to be
a critic one needs more than talent and social graces, one definitely needs a very specialized education, otherwise
all one will get is Iefremovism or Khotkevychism. Don't think that I am blasé about the fact that for us “laws are
set” by such critics as... “passons les noms!” or that our authors are classified as “older and younger”, as if in
some elementary school, that our authors often follow the latest “literary fashion” without knowing even
“abc”—all of this pains me greatly.]  
22. Ùîäî Ìîïàññàíà, òî íàä íèì, ÿ äóìàþ , íå âàðò ñîá³ ãîëîâè ñóøèòè, áî â éîãî òâîðàõ ÷èñòà ³äåÿ
íàòóðàë³çìó çîâñ³ì çîïñóâàëàñü ³ âèéøëî ùîñü òàêå, ïðî ùî íå âàðò ³ ãîâîðèòü. [As to Maupassant, there's no
cause to bother one's head with him, for in his works the pure idea of naturalism has been corrupted completely and
what has appeared does not merit discussion.] Letter to her brother from November 26-8, 1889. Khronolohiia, p.
93.
23. Ñÿ Íîðà [Ibsen's heroine from The Doll's House] òàêå íà¿âíå çâ³ðÿòêî, ùî ÿ íàäèâóâàòèñü íå ìîæó, ÿê âîíà
ìîãëà âê³íö³ îáåðíóòèñü ó Frau Ibsen. Àëå æ òàêè îáåðíóëàñü, ïðè Áîæ³é òà àâòîðîâ³é ïîìî÷³, áî îñòàòíþ
ñöåíó áóëà òàêîþ ïðîïîâ³äíèöåþ , ùî àæ çë³ñòü íà íå¿ áðàëà — es klag gar zu erbaulich und es roch nach Oel.
[[This Nora is such a naive little creature, that one cannot cease to marvel how in the end she turned into Frau
Ibsen. But turn she did, through the will of God and the help of the author, because in the final scene she was such a
preacher that one got annoyed—this sounded a bit too didactic and smelled of oil.]  From a letter to O. Kobylianska,
18 January 1900, Khronolohiia, p. 510.
24. ß íå àáñîëþòíà (äàëåêî í³!) ïîêëîííèöÿ Ìåòåðë³íêà ³ âçàãàë³ “ìîäåðíè”, àëå â òðüîõ äðàìàõ ñüîãî àâòîðà
ÿ ñïðàâä³ áà÷ó íîâ³ åëåìåíòè øòóêè, ñêîìá³íîâàí³ ç âåëèêèì òàëàíîì. [I am not an absolute (far from it) fan of
Maeterlinck and the “modernists” in general, but in the three dramas of this author, I truly see new elements of art,
combined with great talent.]  From a letter to Hnatiuk, 18 May 1900, Khronolohiia, p. 514.
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Lesia Ukrainka was brutally honest. She notes, for example, Kobylianska's inability to make her

characters quite believable:

Êîáèëÿíñüêà ïèñàòåëüêà íîâî¿ øêîëè, íåîðîìàíòè÷íî¿, àëå ¿¿ íåîðîìàíòè÷íèé ñòèëü íå
ä³éøîâ ùå äî òàêî¿ ãàðìîí³¿ ³äåàëó ç æèòòüîâîþ  ïðàâäîþ , ÿê òî ºñòü ó äåÿêèõ ôðàíöóçüêèõ
ïèñüìîâö³â. ×àñîì ó íå¿ òåíäåíö³ÿ íàäòî âèñòóïàº ÷åðâîíîþ  íèòêîþ  ³ ðàçèòü î÷³ ìîâ
äèøàðìîí³ÿ áàðâè.25

but she is also aware of Kobylianska's strengths:

Ùîäî í³ìå÷÷èíè, òî ÿ ³íøî¿ ãàäêè ïðî ñå, í³æ Âè ³ âñ³ ãàëè÷àíè. Íå çãóáèëà, à âðÿòóâàëà
Ê[îáèëÿíñüêó] í³ìå÷÷íèíà, ïîêàçàëà ¿é øèðîêèé åâðîïåéñüêèé ñâ³ò, íàâ÷èëà ³äåé, íàâ÷èëà
ñòèëþ  (íå â çíà÷åíí³ ñë³â, ëåêñèêè, àëå â çíà÷åíí³ ôðàçè, áàãàöòâà ôîðìè), à ðîçâèâøè ¿¿
ðîçóì òèì  ñàìèì âèõîâàëà äëÿ ñâ³äîìî¿ ³ ðîçóìíî¿ ñëóæáè ð³äíîìó êðàþ .26

What is of special interest is the last sentence where Lesia Ukrainka clearly reaffirms

Guyau's aestheticist belief that good art must be well done and have a higher purpose, in this case

the “service of one's native land.” If the works are not good artistically, Lesia Ukrainka dismisses

them as she does Nechuy Levytsky's work in a letter to Drahomaniv:

Ïðèíàéìí³ íå çíàþ  í³ îäíî¿ ðîçóìíî¿ ëþäèíè â Íå÷óºâèõ ðîìàíàõ. ßêáè â³ðèòè éîìó,
òî âñÿ Óêðà¿íà çäàëàñü áè äóðíîþ. Ó  íàñ ò³ëüêè ñì³þòüñÿ ç òîãî “×îðíîãî ìîðÿ”, à
ïðî÷èòàâøè éîãî, ìîæíà ò³ëüêè ïîäóìàòè, ÷è íå ÷àñ áè âæå Íå÷óºâ³ çàëèøèòè ïèñàòè
ðîìàíè, áî âæå ÿê òàê³ ðîìàíè ïèñàòè, òî êðàùå ï³ð’ÿ äåðòè. À, ïîæàëüñÿ Áîæå òîãî ïåðà ³
÷îðíèëà! Ìåí³ ò³ëüêè æàëü, ùî íàøà á³äíà óêðà¿íñüêà ë³òåðàòóðà îòàê ïîíåâ³ðÿºòüñÿ ÷åðåç
ð³çíèõ Íå÷ó¿â, Êîíèñüêèõ, ×àé÷åíê³â ³ ò. ï. “êîðèôå¿â”....27

Nechuy's work is criticized for failing in the two tenets of Lesia Ukrainka's aestheticist

outlook: it was neither well written nor properly motivated. Furthermore, it was dishonest

because it was not true to life. A work is true to life, not because it reflect reality but because it is

25. Khronolohiia, p. 134. Letter to Pavlyk from 6 March 1891. [Kobylianska is a writer of the new school, the
neo-romantic, but her neo-romantic style did not reach such harmony of the ideal with life's reality, as it did in the
French writers. Sometimes tenedentiousness in her works appears as a red thread and hurts the eye with its
disharmony of color.]
26. Khronolohiia, p. 490. From a letter to Pavlyk on 26 May 1899. [As to Germany, I am of a different opinion
about this than you are and all other Galicians. German did not destroy but saved Kobylianska, for it introduced
her to the wide European world, taught her ideas, taught her style (not in terms of words, lexical borrowings, but in
the meaning of the phrase and in the richness of form), and having developed her mind prepared her for the
conscious and intellectual service of her native land].(Emphasis is mine—DHS)
27. Khronolohiia, p. 156. [At least I do not know of one intelligent human being in the novels of Nechuy; if one were
to believe him, then all in Ukraine would seem idiots. Here they only laugh at his “Chorne more”{ref to Nad
Chornym Morem}, and having read it, one can only reflect whether it is not time for Nechuy to stop writing novels,
for if one is to write such novels, one would be better of to [be engaged in] feather plucking. And, God have mercy,
how much pen and ink he used up! I am only sorry that our poor literature is in such dire straights because of the
various Nechuys, Konyskys, Chaychenkos and such similar “coryphées”....
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so well constructed that the reader can accept the author's creation as plausible and probable. In

discussing her own works with her mother, Drahomaniv, Pavlyk, Krymskyy, Kobylainska and

even Franko, Lesia Ukrainka demanded of her works precisely that they be well constructed and

aesthetically well motivated so that they present a plausible and probable vision of the author.

She expected the same from other authors. The fact that she was a woman, 15 years junior, and

addressing an “icon” of contemporary literature, did not stop her from telling Franko how he

erred in respect to the above dictums of a good literary work.

In a fascinating letter to Franko from January 13-14 1903 she takes apart one of his works.

She is tactful but honest and the validity of her criticism is confirmed by rereading the work,

Franko's long poem “Lisova idyliia.”  She reminds him of his own dictum to authors that first28

and foremost they must be “honest, honest, honest!”  and then turns to his very tendentious and29

forced poem:

Ùî ñêàæó Âàì ïðî Âàøó ïîåìó? Âîíà ùå íå ñê³í÷åíà, ³ ìîÿ äóìêà ïðî íå¿ íå ñê³í÷åíà.
Â  “Çàñï³â³” (äî Âîðîíîãî) ìåí³ íå ñêð³çü ïîäîáàºòüñÿ ñòèëü, àëå, ïðîòå, ÿêáè Âè ñõîò³ëè, ìè
ïîãîâîðèëè á ç êíèæêîþ òà ç îë³âöåì â ðóêàõ, à òàê â ëèñò³, ïðèéøëîñü áè ðîçòî÷èòèñü â
äð³áíèöÿõ, ëèñò æå ì³é ³ áåç òîãî ðîçòî÷óºòüñÿ ad infinitum . Ïðîëîã ìåí³ äóæå ñïîäîáàâñÿ â
ïåðø³ì óñòóï³ (äî ïî÷àòêó äÿëîãó), íàâ³òü í³÷îãî íå ìîæó ñêàçàòè ç ïîãëÿäó ñòèëþ . Ùîäî
ôîðìè, òî º îäíà ñòðîôà çàäîâãà... âàðòî á ¿¿ ñïðàâèòè, ùîá íå íàðóøóâàòè ñóâîðèõ ïðèïèñ³â
îêòàâè (ìåí³ á áóëî ó íèõ çàò³ñíî!). Â  ä³ÿëîãó ìåí³ âñå ïðèõîäèëîñü ïðèìóøóâàòè ñåáå
â³ðèòè, ùî ë³ñ ìîæå òàê äîâãî ³ ñêëàäíî ðîçïîâ³ñòè ö³ëèé òîé âèïàäîê ç êíÿçåì, êíÿãèíåþ ,
etc. Ñàìî ïî ñîá³ òå îïîâ³äàííÿ íå çëå, àëå ùîá éîãî Âàì ë³ñ îòàê knapp und gebunden 
ðîçïîâ³â, òî íå âêëàäàºòüñÿ â ìîþ  ôàíòàç³þ . ² ë³ñîâèé ðèòì ÿ ñîá³ íå îêòàâàìè ïðåäñòàâëÿþ ,
— îêåàí ùå ìîæå ìàòè îêòàâè, áî â õâèëÿõ éîãî âñå æ ºñòü ÿêèéñü ëàä ³ çàêîí, à ë³ñ, ìåí³
çäàºòüñÿ, “âåðë³áðèñò” ³ í³êîëè íå ñêàíäóº ñâî¿õ â³ðø³â. Ùå äâ³-òðè îêòàâè ë³ñ, ìîæå á, ³
âäàâ ïðè ïîãîæîìó â³òð³, àëå 16? Íàòóðàëüí³øå (ÿ âæèâàþ  ñå ñëîâî â îñîáëèâîìó çíà÷³íí³)
çäàâàëîñü ìåí³ òàì, äå ë³ñ ïðî ñâîþ  âëàñíó ðó¿íó ðîçïîâ³äàº, à êîëè ðîçêàçóº ïðî òå, ÷îãî íå
ì³ã áà÷èòè (ïðî áóäóàð êíÿãèí³, ïðî ïîä³ë ñïàäê³â), òî ìåí³ çäàâàëîñü, ùî òå íå â³í ãîâîðèòü,
à òàêè Âè ñàì³. ×è íå ìîæíà á òàê ³ ïîä³ëèòè ñå îïîâ³äàííÿ, ùîá êîæíèé â³ä ñåáå ãîâîðèâ?30

28. See Ivan Franko, Zibrannia tvoriv u p'iatdesiaty tomakh, vol 3. pp 107-135.
29. Babyshkin, Lesia Ukraiinka pro mystetstvo, p. 154. Âè ñàì³ ñêàçàëè ïðî ïîåò³â: íàé áóäóòü ùèð³, ùèð³,
ùèð³!” — Îò òóò âåñü çàêîí ³ ïðîðîêè! [You yourself said about poets that they must be honest, honest,
honest!—Here's the whole law and prophets!]
30. Idem. pp. 155–6. [What can I tell you about your poem? It is not yet finished and my thoughts about it are also
not finished. In the “Invocation” (to Vorony) I don't like the style in every instance, but we could talk about this, if
you would wish, with book and pencil in hand, as it is in a letter, one would have to expand into details, and my
letter, even without this is expanding ad infinitum. The Prologue I liked very much in the first part, (up to the
dialogue), I can't even say anything regarding its style. As to the form, there is one line too long ... one should fix it
in order to maintain the strict rules of the octave (I myself would find these too confining!). In the dialogue I had to
constantly force myself to believe that the forest can narrate for such a long time and in such complicated detail the
whole episode with the prince, princess, etc. All in all, its not a bad story, but to have the forest narrate it all like this
“knapp und gebunden” {briefly and concisely}, this I find hard to believe. Also I do not imagine the forest rhythm in
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Franko never did finish his poem and in the 50 vol. collected works there is no reply-letter.

But Lesia Ukrainka’s appraisal shows how she expected a work of art to comply with artistic

plausibility and authorial sincerity. The whole conflict between the proponents of unbridled

art-for-art and those who could not abide such frivolity comes down to authorial sincerity and

artistic plausibility. The argument that a work was “frivolous and without tendency” really meant

that it was unplausible and insincere. Conversely, the argument that a work was “too

tendentious” meant that it lacked plausibility and replaced sincerity with preaching. Lesia

Ukrainka understood this and in her poetic dramas she has both a “mission” and a “conviction”

and manages to merge the structure with purpose in such a way that there is no tendentious

preaching, only an exquisite artistic creation.  Thus through her poetic dramas and her criticism

Lesia Ukrainka is not only a part of Ukrainian Modernism chronologically, but together with

Ievshan, is a true proponent of aestheticism in Ukrainian literature.

 

octaves, the ocean could have octaves because in its waves there is some order and rule, but the forest, it seems to
me, would speak in vers libre and never scan its poems. Perhaps the forest could manage two-three octaves, with the
help of the wind, but 16? More naturally (and I use this word in a special sense) it seemed to me that where the forest
is narrating its own misfortune, but when its narrating that which it itself could not see (the princes' boudoir, about
the division of the inheritance) then it seemed to me that it was not the forest speaking but you yourself. Could one
not then divide the story in such a way that everyone speaks for himself?] (emphasis by LU).


