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THE UKRAINIAN CONTEXT OF M. LERMONTOV’S ART
(SOME METHODOLOGICAL ASPECTS)

Kazarin V. P.

INTRODUCTION

In 2014 UNESCO internationally celebrated the 200th birthday
anniversary of M. Lermontov. Ukraine also took part in this project,
and it had something to show in its framework. However, preparation
for such serious actions involves not just demonstrating of the results,
but first of all reviewing existing and developing new strategies,
including publishing, research, translation, mass media and educational.
Without claiming for full coverage of this issue, the authors would like
to initiate its discussion. We define its tasks as follows. 1) To determine
the qualitative difference in the understanding of the Ukrainian aspect
(the authors would prefer an even more dynamic concept of the
“Ukrainian vector”) in Lermontov's art and in the writer’s research
studies in two stages: | — pre-1990; Il — 1990-2000-period. 2) To do
this not through accusation and justification, but in the conceptual and
pragmatic way. 3) On conceptual grounds to propose some possible
directions of search for new problem complexes. 4) To show pragma-
tically (by means of methodology) how research strategies can provide
a new vision for this subject and formulate new problems for its
programme study.

Degree of Problem Exploration

I. Pre-1990. The works of Ukrainian Lermontov scholar, translator
and comparatist Professor I. Ya. Zaslavsky were considered to be the
mostly fundamental on this stage. He covered the results of our problem
study for the period from 1840 to 1960". Chronologically, his encyclo-
paedic article could not include publications of 1970-1980. At the same
time, semi-legalized by that time M. K. Zerov (executed in 1937), one
of the latest Ukrainian Lermontov translators, managed to “get through”
censorship to be included to this article. But G. P. Kochur, the twice-
repressed survivor, did not, in spite of the fact that his translation of the

! 3acmapcxmit U. 5. IlepeBoas! u uzyuenue JlepmonToBa B nureparypax HaponoB CCCP. Ykpaunckas
nurteparypa / U. 5. 3acnasckwuit // JI3. — C. 383-385.
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poem “Dead Man's Love” has always been and still remains the one of the
peaks of the 20th century Ukrainian translation school?.

Besides, the review chronologically did not include the doctor’s
thesis of the 1980s°® accompanying by set of publications. Again, from
the methodological point of view the thing that is more important than
this lacuna itself, is the fact that in these works the new approaches to
the analysis of Lermontov's heritage and its Ukrainian translations were
proposed and justified. Lermontov was finally released from
“overcoming” romanticism and “mastering” realism obligatory for all the
“progressive” writers. The poet remained to be a romantic, but a
romantic of a special type, close to Gogol — and this proved to be
valuable not only for classical Russian culture, but also for the 20th
century modernist style and for other Slavonic (and wider, European)
cultures as well. Instead of the “only true” historical and sociological
methodology (applied, among other things, to Lermontov's study), a
methodology of multiple interpretations, both critical and translational,
was proposed. This multiplicity is due primarily to the national cultural
context of the interpreters (other language, other epochs, different
literature and culture, other readership and their expectations). These
ideas were subsequently developed.

Unfortunately, it should be noted that certain methodological
“breakthroughs” did not change the general scientific panorama in
Ukraine. The works of the Ukrainian diaspora did not save the day either.
Firstly, Lermontov was not, naturally, the subject it was focused on.
Secondly, when it came to Ukrainian figures whose art in one way or
another was focused on Lermontov, the emphasis placed was rather
political: i.e. how the Western Ukrainian works dated of 1920 (pre-1939)
and the diaspora were partially or completely withdrawn from the “sub-
Soviet” publications (or accompanied by forced “revelations
of distortions” and “critique of errors™). Thirdly, the voices “from there”
really did not reach the wide “local” readership.

I1. Period of 1990 — 2000. Under the new socio-cultural conditions,
the scientific picture of Ukraine could not but change. Only during the
past two decades, the works of forbidden before writers, philologists and

2 Hosukoa Mapuna. [lepexnamaupkuii ceit I'puropis Koaypa / Mapura Hosuxkosa // T'puropiit Kouyp.
Hpyre Bigmynns: [lepexmagn. — K.: {ninpo, 1991. — C. 5-18.

Kazapur B. II. TIpobnembl Xyoo’KECTBEHHOTO MeToaa pycckoi nmurteparypbl 30-x rr. XIX Beka:
(ITymkun, JlepmonTtoB, ['orons) / B. 1. Kazapun / Atoped. mucc. ... moxT. ¢pmmon. Hayk. — K.: UactutyT
surepatypsl umenu T. I'. Illeyuenko AH YCCP, 1987. — 36 c.; HoBukoBa M. A. [IpoGiemMbl MHANBUIYaIbHOTO
CTHJISL B TEOPHUHU XyAOKecTBeHHOro mnepepona: (Cruimctuka nepeBomunka). / M. A. HoBukoBa // ABtoped.
JMCC. ... IOKT. puioin. Hayk. — JI.: JIT'Y, 1980. — 34 c.
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translators had been already published “here” in the metropolis. Thus
many (but still not all) of the previous lacunae were closed. Suffice to
mention, for example, the publication of early philological works of
A. |. Beletsky, M. T. Rylsky, M. K. Zerov and others and the issue of
monumental Ukrainian-language mono-translation or “multi-translation”
anthologies, where “Ukrainian Lermontov” gained his new context too.
Modern research strategies of mythopoetic, symbolic, contextual,
discourse, texts conceptual analysis had been mastered, as well as more
specific analytical techniques, including narratological, gender,
reconstructive, thesaurus, etc.

At the same time, Lermontov’s art was largely ignored by these
strategies. This led to easily noticed losses suffered by the Ukrainian
Lermontov studies in comparison with Pushkin and Gogol studies’ results.
In fact Ukraine represented by its scholars could have managed to reveal
to the world fundamentally “another” Pushkin, “another” Gogol during
the period from 1990 till 2000*. They may object: Gogol is Ukrainian by
origin and mentality, as well as by topics and subjects of many of his
works. Pushkin is not Ukrainian. However, the poet travelled a lot in
Ukraine and wrote about it in different genres. His wife, Natalia
Nikolaevna, was known to be the great-granddaughter of Ukrainian
hetman P. D. Doroshenko (1627-1698). Among those who significantly
influenced the Pushkin’s worldview were many Ukrainians or coming
from Ukraine. Therefore, Pushkin's connections with Ukraine is a reality
and it is quite natural for scholars to discover and cover them.

Lermontov was very close to Ukraine, to its present eastern and south
eastern borders. He was not known for visiting Ukraine for sure.
However, according to one version his grandmother could bring him to
her Ukrainian estate in the Priluky county comprising present Chernihiv
region. (We will refer to story of the poet’s secret visit to Crimea,
permanently circulating in pseudo-scientific literature, below). The circle
of some of his relatives, people close to him, teachers and friends had
undoubted Ukrainian genealogy, sometimes purely biographical,
sometimes cultural as well. (In fact, this aspect is far from being fully
documented and considered.) It is significant that the features of
Ukrainian speech are accurately reproduced in “Taman”. But much more
important is the “Ukrainian vector” itself: the one that contributed to the
deep reinterpretation of other Russian classics, but has not been fully

* To review thesis of this period see” HoBuxosa M. O. MeToxuuni pexoMeHamii mis caMoCTiitHOT
poOOTH MaricTpaHTiB Ta acHipaHTIB JIITEpaTypo3HaBUMX clienianbHocTed. Bun. 2. ABrop — ymopsin. a.¢.H.,
npod. Hosuxosa M. O. / [M. O. Houxosa] // Kam'sHeup — [Toxninscekuii: Abetka-HOBA, 2007. — 99 c.
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manifested yet in Lermontov studies. To put it briefly: all that could be
said about Lermontov by Moscow or Petersburg, Penza or Tambov, will
be said. Ukraine, like Caucasus or Baltic countries, of the “Atlantic” or
Turkic world are called to say — and to do it to see it in Lermontov — what
and in such a way that (and how) only they can see and say. And by doing
this to see themselves from a new side. Here are some examples.

1. Reconstructive Method of Research:
Lermontov and the Dynasty of the Gireys (Gerays)

Pushkin made one of the last Crimean (Bakhchisaray) khans, Kirim
Geray (Krim Girey), to be the hero of his poem “The Fountain of
Bakhchisaray”. By the way, Pushkin by doing this a hundred years later at
first (during the fight against the “tsarist past”) would save the Khan's
Palace from the demolition, and then (during the fight against so-called
“Crimean Tatar collaborations”) — would protect the city itself from
renaming. After Crimean Tatars’ deportation of 1944 for about
2,500 cities and villages disappeared from the map of Crimea. They were
given other names. A resolution to rename the capital of the Crimean
Khanate Bakhhchisaray to the city of Pushkinograd was developed as
well. But precisely because the 150th anniversary of Pushkin's birth was
approaching, it was impossible to erase the “Bakhhchisaray” toponym
from the map of the peninsula. Thanks to more than a century-long all-
European glory of Pushkin's poem, the name of the city became
“untouchable”. None of the resolutions and decrees neither local nor
central authorities (both secret and explicit) could not longer resist this
omnipotence of “memory of culture” (M. M. Bakhtin).

Nevertheless, attempts to “deport” this very memory of culture were
made. Apparently, they can explain the very evident (not from the former
but today’s point of view) gap.

In the summer of 1825 Lermontov being a boy stayed in Pyatigorsk
due to treatment by “waters”. There, the young poet watches the main
Muslim holiday — the Great Bayram or Uraza-Bayram (the Feast of the
Breaking of Fast), which is celebrated at the end of Ramadan (the holy
month of the Fast). It is a movable three-day feast. In 1825 it started on
July 12. In 1820 the same feast, the same places, but starting only from
June 30 was seen by Pushkin. He reflected it in the poem “Prisoner of the
Caucasus”. On September 7-8 already in Crimea in Bakhchisarai Pushkin
witnessed how the Tatars celebrated the second most important religious
holiday — the four-day Little Bayram, or Kurban-Bayram (the Feast of the
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Sacrifice, it started in 1820 on September 6), reflecting his impressions
in “Bakhchisarai Fountain” poem?®.

Let us return, however, to Lermontov. Aji village (aul) was located at
the distance of 5 km from Pyatigorsk. On July 15, all the vacationers
traditionally gathered there for the annual secular culmination of the
Uraza-Bayram (we recall, this is the fourth day after the Fast breaking),
consisting of various competitions, performances and treats®. The memory
of an 11-year-old boy was overwhelming. He remembered everything:
that no prayers were made that day; that the event was opened by horse
racing with shooting, accompanied by the young people’s “fun,
exultation”; that the performance was culminated by the singing at the end
of the day of the folk singer-ashik, who accompanied himself on a three-
string saza. Someone probably recited the content of the song to the
curious boy. In 1832 being 18-year-old he would include it into the
“Ismail Bey” poem together with the description of the feast. (On July 3,
1820 Pushkin and Rayevsky also seem to be present at this traditional
feast organized by Muslims for the guests of the resort on the next day
after the end of three-days Uraza-Byram in Aji village. Description
elements of “Bayran” — this word is used by Pushkin and Lermontov in
their poems — show a great similarity).

The Soviet reader could find many of these data in the “Lermontov's
Encyclopaedia”” already in the 1980s. Although not all of them. Today we
are certainly surprised with the fact that list of scientific literature for the
poem provided in the encyclopaedia includes only two surnames
of “persons of Caucasian nationality”: Z. Sheripov (1929) and R. Tuganov
(1972)°. But much more surprising is other fact: the name of the famous
mountain singer performing at the feast in Aji on July 15, 1825, has not
been commented yet in Lermontov studies. And this name matters a lot
because it is Sultan Kerim-Girey?.

Moreover, the connection between the Lermontov’s family and the
Khan’s dynasty of the Haji Gireys and in a broader way with the Turkic

S «K npezenam JanbHbIM...»: Ouepku nyremectBus A. C. Ilymkuna mo Kpemmy / Ilon pemakmueit
npodeccopa B. I1. Kazapuna. — Cumdepono:ns: KpeiMckuit Apxus, 2012. — C. 191-192.

6 3axapoB B. JlepmontoB u Boctok // [Dnekrponusiii pecypc]. — Pexum moctyma: http.www.oks-
glagol.ru. — 11.08.2013.

" Tpuropssir K. H., ynsxpurynosa E. M. «Usmann-Beii» (1832) / K. H. T'puropsss, E. M. Iynbxpu-
TymoBa // JlepmoHTOBCKas sHIuKIoneaus (namee JID). — M.: Coerckast surmkmoneaus, 1981. — C. 187-1809.

8 llepumos 3. Uto mocaykino JIepMOHTOBY CrOKeTOM uIsi TooMbI «M3man — Geiin? / 3. [llepumos //
I'posnsriit: ['ocuzgatr PCOCP, 1929. — 56 c., un.; Tyranos P. V. M3mawmn-6eid. ctopudeckuii ouepk o repoe
omHonMeHHOH mosMbl M. 1O. JlepmontoBa / P. V. TyranoB // Hampumk: CoBerckmii mmcatens, 1972. —
121 c., mi.

% See 3axapos B. JlepmontoB u Boctox // [Dnekrtponnsiii pecypc]. — Pexum mocryma:
http.www.oks-glagol.ru. — 11.08.2013.
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world has not been commented on yet. Without these comments, much in
the life and works of the poet remains “unread” for both Crimean Tatar
(and Ukrainian!) scholars and Crimean readers, even for those who are
aware of the history of the Gireys-Girays clan.

It was Pushkin who “introduced” the Gireys into the new Russian
literature, making the Khan Krim (Kirim) Girey (1758-1764, 1768-1769
years of reign) to be the hero of “Bakhchisarai Fountain” poem. With this
choice, the poet deliberately violated the historical authenticity (being the
Khan, Krim Girey did not raid Poland). As an evidence the name of the
Moscow’s raider Devlet | Girey (1550-1577 years of reign) appeared in
the poem’s drafts but it was Krim Girey who was rumoured to be
connected with a Christian captive girl.

According to the official pedigree, the Gireys are the Genghisids and
are descended from the Tugatimurids, the ancestors of Khan Tohtamish. It
Is of Nogai clan. The Nogais, the steppe-herders, once occupied a vast
territory — from the Caspian Sea region in the east to the Rumelian steppe
(part of present-day Bulgaria and Romania) and Budzhak (part of present-
day Moldova) in the west, across the North Caucasus, the Azov Sea
region and the Black Sea region. The representatives of the Gireys
dynasty not only ruled the Crimean Khanate for almost 350 years, but also
during different period of time occupied the thrones of the Kazan,
Astrakhan and Kasimov Khanates, run the lands of mainland Tavria,
Kuban, Volga region, Dzhemboluk, Edisan and Budzhak. This clan’s
members are widely scattered all over the world. Even modern
toponymics speaks clearly about this, for example, Novogireevo district in
Moscow and the village of Girey in the Krasnodar region.

It was Nogai (who perceived Krim Girey being not so much as the
Bakhchisarai Khan, but as “their” tribal leader) who helped him take to
the throne. It was their “steppe democracy” and patriarchal independence
that got Girey-Giray’s “proud soul” to keep the dream alive about the full
independence of Crimea. It was the Nogais, his closest relatives, to whom
Khan came to get support before death, finding himself between the devil
and the deep blue sea — two opposing empires, the Russian and Turkish
ones, with the silent non-interference of the Western Europe. He went to
them and died “unexpectedly” being in his prime of life. The rider, the
warrior — he died allegedly from severe pleural effusion. Now scholars
believe that Khan was poisoned™.

% For more details see: Hosukosa M. A. T epail ucropudeckuit u I'mpeit mymxunckuit: (Mctopuxo-
murepatypHast runorte3a) / M. A. HosuxoBa // Ilomndonust kynsTyp Ykpannsl: COOpHHMK MaTepuajioB
MexyHapoiHO# HayyHOU KOoH(pepeHuun. — JIyranck, 2007. — Beim. 2. — C. 131-143.
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This historical personality entered the history of Crimea and Ukraine
and impressed the young Pushkin. However, the family branch of the
Khaji Gireys has one more feature. Today, by “Hajji” we mean the person
who made the pilgrimage (Hajj) to Mecca. Initially, the meaning of “hajji”
was broader: it was a devout, reputable in faith issues person, who was
“given by God” to his people. A folk singer, but not a Khan is such a
person presented in Lermontov’s poem “Ismail Bey”. Let us remember
that the real singer’s prototype was named as Sultan Kerim-Girey. That is,
the singer who the young Lermontov listened to on July 15, 1825 in Aji,
originated this famous dynasty. Ashik is not just a poem maker; it is a
“God-inspired” singer, a singer-prophet, similar to the “Boyans” (bards)
of “Lay of Igor's Warfare” and the Kiev folk epics. It is worth
remembering in this connection that the Gireys dynasty was also a
dynasty of poets. The poetic anthology “The Dreams of the Rose Garden”,
representing the works of eight of the thirty Gireys who wrote poetry, was
published in Crimea in 1999,

In 1783 the last Crimean Khan — Shakhin Girey (1777-1782, 1782—
1783 years of reign) — abdicated, received the protection of the Empress
and the right to reside in Russia, moving there along with a large retinue,
relatives and a harem (according to various sources he was accompanied by
2,000 to 3,000 people). Voronezh was his first place of residence, then —
away from the Crimea and the Nogai steppes — Kaluga. In his youth,
Shakhin Girey studied in Italy. He wrote poetry. He was fond of theater and
knew Arabic, Greek, Italian and Russian. Life in the Russian outback, away
from the native Turkic world, depressed him. In addition, the atmosphere
around the former ruler was thickening. So his correspondence was
intercepted, close people were arrested, guards and retinues were cutting all
the time. Nobody remembers about the promise once made to Shakhin
Girey to make him ruler of Persia. The loyalty that the Nogai maintain
towards him annoys and scares the Russian authorities.

Three years later Shakhin Girey begins to seek permission to travel to
the Ottoman Empire. Having received this right, in 1787 he would leave
Russia, quite clearly understanding what awaits him. But it was no longer
a question of him; Shakhin Girey needed to protect his families from
persecution. Khan would enter the borders of Turkey with all the honors
assigned to Genghisid. However, in the summer of that year, he would be
executed by order of Sultan Abdul-Hamid I: he would be strangled with

1 I'pe3bl po3oBoro cajga: AHTOJNOTHS CpPEAHEBEKOBOM KpbIMCKOTaTapckod mnoasuu. [Tekcr.] —
Cumdeponosns: COHAT, 1999. - 86 c.
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the help of silk lace. According to the concepts of the Turkic world it was
a noble death — bloodless. The khan was executed in the same place where
other high-ranking convicts were executed — on the island of Rhodes.

For 350 years, the Girey dynasty left a large and still unexplored
offspring in Russia. Lermontov was also related to this surname in the
mother's line. The direct descendant in one of the Girey’s lines was the
second cousin of poet Akim (in the Turkic language “akim” means
senior, commander) Pavlovich Shan-Girey (traditional for the Tatar
language: Shakhin-Shain-Shan). The likely founder of the Russian clan
of Shan-Girey, the ancestors of not only Lermontov, but also Grigory
Skovoroda, is a Cossack colonel from the time of Bogdan Khmelnitsky —
Shagin Ivan Girey (Shan-Girey), born before 1648. His father was Khan
Saadet Il Girey.

By the way, this is not the only Turkic branch in the Lermontov
family. Both A.P. Shan-Girey’s grandmother Catherine and M. Yu. Ler-
montov’s grandmother Elizabeth came from the Aslan-Murza family
of Chelebey, who in 1389 moved from the Golden Horde to the service
of Grand Duke Dimitry Donskoy. Chelebey married to a girl from the
boyar clan Maria Zhitova, their eldest son Arseniy (based on the Turkic
name Arsen) became the founder of the Russian noblemen Arsenyev’s
clan, to which the poet’s grandfather M.V. Arsenyev'* belonged to.

Thus, by mother's side Lermontov belonged to the most noble and
influential Tatar clans. Did he know about this? Of course, he knew, like
every nobleman who knew his family crests (the Arsenyevs had two
crossed scimitars in their coat of arms, an arrow, a horseshoe and a
crescent moon, testifying the eastern origin of their ancestor) and a
pedigree. Lermontov was interested in the Tatar line of his family. There
is an evident fact that in the Caucasus the poet, by his own admission,
would study the Turkic language: «Hadan y4uthbcsl mo-TaTapcku, S3bIK,
KOTOPBIN 3/1ech, U BOOOIIE B A3uM, HEOOXOJIUM, Kak (paHIy3CKHil B
Espome <...>»"%. According to one version, Lermontov studied the
Azerbaijani language in Tiflis, and his teacher was the famous Azerbaijani
poet, playwright and educator Mirza Akhundov**.

12 See: Caburos K. Unnrmsuas:: B nomckax Umnrus Xaxa. 1. Pycckue [mpen // [DIeKTpOHHBIIA
pecypc]. — Pexum nocryma: http.www.elim.kz. — 24.07.2009; T'ymues M. Tloromku Illaxun Tupes u
HaxubiBan // [DnextpoHHsIi pecypc]. — Pexkum moctyma: http.www.azerizv.az. — 07.10.2010; [b. a.] Ilan-
Impeit // [Dnextponnsiii pecypc]. — Pexxum mocryma http.www.pstp.info; [B. a.] [larua Wean Tmpeit //
[Omextponnstit pecypc]. — Pexkum moctyma: http.www.rodovid.org.; Backakos H. A. Pycckue dammnmm
TIOPKCKOTO MPOUCXOXKAeHU. — MockBa: Hayka, 1979. — C. 150-151.

B JlepmontoB M. 1O. Cobpanue counnenuii. B 4 11. — M3ganue Bropoe, UCIIpaBI€HHOE U IOTIOJHEHHOE.
JI.: Hayxka, 1979-1981. - T. 4. — C. 402-403.

Y Augponnkos U. JI. O6pa3 Jlepmontosa / Y. JI. Augporukos // JID. — C. 16.
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In the Caucasus the poet, like the hero of his essay “Caucasian”,
seeks to realise his “inclination towards Eastern customs” as fully as
possible. Lermontov expressively talks about this in the letter already
quoted to S. A. Raevsky: «C Tex mop, kak Belexai u3 Poccuu, OBEPHUIIL
JU, 4 HAXOAWJICA OO0 CUX IIOP B 6€CHp€pBIBHOM CTPAHCTBOBAHUH, TO Ha
HepeKHaﬂHOﬁ, TO BCPXOM; U3BC3INI JIunuio BCIO BAOJIb, OT KI/I3J'I$Ipa a0
Tamanu, nepeexan ropsl, 061 B [lymme, B Kyoe, B [llemaxe, B Kaxerun,
OJETHIN TMO-YEPKECCKHU, C PYKBEM 3a IJICYaMHU; HOUYEBAJI B YUCTOM IOJIE,
3aChINAaI MO KPHK IIAKANIOB, €11 9ypPeK, I KaXeTHHCKOe Aaxe... .

The subsequent Lermontov’s admission is no less eloquent: « yxe
COCTaBJIAJ IINIaHBI €XaThb B MGKKy, B Hepcmo " IIpOY., TCIICPb OCTACTCA
TOJIBKO TIPOCHUTBHCS B JKCHEIUIAID B XHUBY C HepOBCKI/IM>>16. In reality,
these plans were not destined to come true, but the poet would fulfill them
in his work: Pechorin, who dreams of going to America, India or Arabia
and meeting death there, the author would send to Persia, on the way from
which the hero of the novel would die.

In the light of all these circumstances, many well-known works of
Lermontov begin to be interpreted in a completely different way. For
example, these personalized poems from «Banepukay:

<...> U BHXKY S HEMOJAIEKY

Y peuku, ciaenys [opoky,
MupHOU TaTapuH CBOM Hama3
TBOpUT, HE TTOABIMAS TJ1a3;

A BOT KPYKKOM CUJSAT JIPyTHE.
JIr00110 S IBET UX JKEITHIX JINIIL,
[Tom00HBIHM 1IBETY HOTOBHII,

Nx manku, pykaBa Xyple,

WX TeMHBIN U JIyKaBbIA B30D

N ux ropraHHbIn pa3r0130p17.

The vyellow faces of the Tatars from the Lermontov poem
unambiguously indicate that these are the Girey’s Nogai.

In addition, in the light of these circumstances, the old theme of
Lermontov’s alleged desire to visit Girey’s inherited estate — the Crimea —
begins to sound more evidently. According to legend, the poet once hired a
sailing boat and sailed for several days from the Caucasus to the peninsula.

1> JlepmontoB M. 0. Cobpanne counnenuit. B 4 Tt. — M31aHue Bropoe, HCIPABICHHOE U JOIOIHEHHOE.
JI.: Hayka, 1979-1981. — C. 4. — C. 403.

16 Tam camo. — C. 404.

Y7 Jlepmontor M. 1O. Banepuk / M. FO. Jlepmonros // M. FO. Jlepmontos. Co6p. cou. B 4-x 1. — T. 1. —
M: UsparensctBo «IIpaBnax», 1969. — C. 318.
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At least in “T'epoe Hamero Bpemenn”, he admits that in Taman he admired
«M3 OKHa Ha roiiyboe He0O, YCESIHHOE pa30pBaHHBIMHU OOJAYKaAMU,
Ha JaibHu  Oeper KpbiMa, KOTOpBINM TSHETCS JIMJIOBOM IIOJOCOM U
KOHYACTCA YTCCOM, Ha BCPHINHC KOCTO OesreeTcst MasgyHas 6aIJ_IH5118». How
detailed and accurate (up to the mention of the white tower of the
Yenikalsky lighthouse near the strait) Lermontov describes such a close
and at the same time distant Crimea! How attractive this land seems to him!

It is clear that today the whole history of the poet’s relations with the
Caucasus, with the Turkic world and Islam, Lermontov’s understanding
the past of Russia and the peoples of the empire need to be rethought.
The poet’s words from the March 1837 letter to S. A. Raevsky before
leaving for the Caucasus can serve as a kind of epigraph to this work:
«5l 6yny x Tebe mucarh MPO CTPaHy 4YyJleC — BOCTOK. MeHs yTemaroT
cinoBa Hamoneona: Les grands noms se font a I'Orient”".

There is also reason to believe that the life fate of Shakhin Girey was
reflected in the plot of the poem “Ismael Bey”: a hero who faithfully
served Russia returns to his native land and is murdered by his fellow
tribesman. This assumption is more likely that in reality Ishmael Bay was
not killed by a co-religionist but by enemies®.

By the way, the village of Aji, as local historians of Pyatigorsk
established, was built by the father of the real Ishmael Bay and was
destroyed by the troops after the hero glorified by Lermontov in the poem
led the rebellious Caucasian tribes®.

2. Intertextual Research Method:
Lermontov, E. P. Grebinka, the Bible
The second text, which clearly demonstrates the new possibilities of
the “Ukrainian vector,” is Lermontov’s poetic portrait of a young
beautiful Ukrainian Princess Maria Alekseevna Shcherbatova, nee
Shterich?? (“Ha cBerckue nenu...”, 1840).

18 See «K npezaenam aaibHbIM. .. »: Ouepku myrtemectsus A. C. Ilymkuna no Kpeimy / Tlox penakuneit
npodeccopa B. I1. Kazapuna. — Cumdepomnons: Kpbimckuit Apxus, 2012. — C. 32-33.

19 See JlepmonroB M. 0. CobGpanme coumnenuii. B 4 11. — HM3nanme BTOpOe, HCIpaBiIeHHOE
u nonoineHnoe. JI.: Hayka, 1979-1981. — T. 4. — C. 400.

2 Tpuropesia K. H., Hynsxpurynosa E. M. «Mamanin-beii» (1832) / K. H. T'puropsss, E. M. [yisxpu-
TynoBa // JlepmoHTOBCKas sHIMKIoNeAns (naree JIJ). — M.: CoBerckas surmknonenus, 1981. — C. 188.

2l See 3axapoe B. JlepmonToB u Boctok // [DmekTpoHHBIi pecypc]. — Pexnm gocryma:
http.www.oks-glagol.ru. — 11.08.2013.

22 Pepmreiin J. I'. 06 oxsoM mmpraeckoM mukie Jlepmontosa / Iepurreiin . T. // JlepMOHTOBCKHit
coopuuk. — JI.: Hayka, 1985. — C. 131-151; Jlepmonto M. FO. < M. A. Illep6aroBoii > («Ha cBetckue
uenu...») / M. 1O. Jlepmonros // M. 0. JlepmontoB. Cobp. cou. B 4-x T. / 3nanue 2-e, nucnpasieHHOE U
nononaennoe. — T. 1. — JI: Hayka, 1979. — C. 428-429.
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By the will of family circumstances, M. A. Shcherbatova became a
St. Petersburg high-society lady, but according to Lermontov she did not
lose either the memory of her motherland or the main features of the
Ukrainian woman: “proud peace” towards slander and ridicule, spiritual
chastity, unwillingness to ask “strangers support”. Lermontov’s image
of a real woman grows to the image of Ukraine and even deeper.

Lermontologists wrote about this poem in both Ukraine and abroad?.
It was translated into Ukrainian by one of the leaders of the Ukrainian
literary translation of the twentieth century M.K. Zerov®. A similar
“doubled” portrait of a young beauty (in fact, the Motherland-Ukraine) by
E.P. Grebinka® could serve as the immediate impetus for the creation of
this text. Professor E. G. Etkind, a well-known philologist-translator and
poetologist, expelled from the USSR (1974) for the support of Alexander
Solzhenitsyn and Joseph Brodsky, summarized: «Ha cBetrckue uenu...» —
one of the most important poems of mature Lermontov. It moves <...>
OT CBETCKHU JIETKOTO BOCXBAJIECHHUA IIIA30K, MIEYEK, KyAPEU KEHIMHBI <...>
K BOCIIEBAHUIO €€ «JICTCKOHN BEPhI» U «ropAoro mokos» <...>». It turns out
that a woman’s love is «HanaéxHa, ecjid OHa OIUpaeTCs Ha HaIEKHOCTD €€
ganuu». And further: «Jlaxe B Takom YyTh JIM HE MaJpUTAIILHOM
00BSICHEHNU HepMOHTOB OCTa€TCcs Ha BBICOKOH O3 — I'paKJIaHrHA,
IEHSIIIIETO MPEXkK/Ie BCEro 00IIeHAPOHbIC TPAIUITUU <.>»%,

It is hard to disagree with the researcher. However, it is a significant
fact: we will not meet the references to the verses by E.P. Grebinka. And
vice versa: authors who specifically studied the Ukrainian community of
St. Petersburg, including the activities of E.P. Grebinka, his attempts to
organise periodicals in the “northern capital”, from where the Russian-
speaking reader could find objective literary and cultural information
about Ukraine, — these authors keep the silence about “Grebinka’s echo”
in Lermontov’s work.

There is one fact that is more significant. The above-cited professor
E.G. Etkind, the master of subtle poetological observations, does not
explain: how in Lermontov’s poetry the switch from the “society man” to

2 For a literature review, see Otixenbaym b. M. JlepmMoHTOB. ONBIT HCTOPUKO-IUTEPATYPHOI OLEHKH /
b. M. Diixenbaym — JI.: Academia, 1924. — 221 c.

2 See Appendix 1.

2 I'pe6inka €. I1. M. 0. Jlepmontos. [Tekcr.] / €. II. T'pe6inka / €. I1. I'peGinka. Bubpasi TBopu. —
K.: Auinpo. 1976. — C. 434; [b. a.] I'pebinka €sren Ilasmoswy / [b. a.] // YkpaiHcbka siiTepaTypHa €HIMKIIO-
nenis: Y 5-tu 1. T. 1. / Iix pen. Izesepina 1. O. — K.: Bug-so YPE, 1988. — C. 482; Haiiguu 2. D. Ctuxo-
tBoperne «M. A. Ilepbarosoit» (JlepmontoB u E. I1. I'pebenka) / O. 3. Hafiguu / M. FO. JlepMOHTOB.
UccnenoBanus u marepuansl. COopHUK HayuHbIX ctaTed. — JI.: Hayka, 1979. — C. 403-408.

% Srkung E. [[".] Macrepuak u Jlepmonros. K mpobneme nostuyeckoit auanoctu // E. [[.] DTkunm.
Tawm, BayTpu. O pycckoit mo3zuu XX Beka. — CI16.: MznatensctBo «Makcumay, 1995. — C. 473-474.
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the “citizen” and to the philosopher-confessional is performed. On the
other hand, perhaps, Lermontov does not have any switching — there is
only an adjacency, an overlap. Lines 1-2 are society discourse; lines 3-6 —
discourse of Ukrainian romanticism. Lines 7-8 return us to the salon
speech (colored, however, by the “bitterness and anger” of the narrator
himself). And lines 9-16 again refer to the style close to E.P. Grebinka,
O.M. Somov, L.I. Borovikovsky.

However, there is still a switch (substantial and stylistic) in
Lermontov’s text, and it is quite unexpected: references to the Bible.
They begin with lines 7-8 («Kak BeTep myctbinu, / M HexaT U KryT eé
nackuy»). The marker of this biblical context, breaking into the speech of
both St. Petersburg balls and the Ukrainian steppes, is the “desert
wind”*. What gives us reason to think so? 1) The stylistic marks of the
Image itself, which does not coincide with the style registers of either
“light” or “steppe”; 2) The inability to apply this image to the steppes of
Ukraine. Let us not forget: in 1831 the first part of N.V. Gogol's
«Beuepa Ha xyrope Oim3 Jlukanbkm» was already published (in
St. Petersburg) with famous descriptions of Ukrainian nature, least of all
similar to the “desert”. «Beuepa...» became a sensation among the
reading public; Lermontov also knew this. Therefore, style dissonance is
not accidental here; 3) Compositionally — the “desert wind” distinctly
divides the poem into the “madrigal” and “odic” (or “elegiac”) parts.
Without this image, the introduction of new philosophical and religious
motives into this text is unthinkable. What then is the status and meaning
of the “desert wind”?

This is not a simple landscape reality, neither Ukrainian, nor even
Palestinian®®. In the role of reality, the “desert wind” is never matched
inthe Bible with the motives of love and/or female affection. Its
contextual meanings are the death of all living things, or God's wrath,
or retribution to enemies. However, if you read it as a biblical symbol,
then a different, deeper motive comes to the forefront — trials (going back
to the mythical plot of initiation).

Whom does the Lermontov wind put on a trial? And since it is also a
metonymic sign of the heroine, who does she put on a trial?

T Differentiation of the concepts of “inttext-intertext” see: Hosuxoa M. A., A6pamoa E. O.,
Tpomr C. D. / UnTeprekcryanmcTrka: HOBbIe m3Mepenust / M. A. HoBukoBa u ap. / KymbTypa HapomoB
[Mpruepnomopks. — Cumdeponons: Uznarensctso THY um. B. U. Bepranckoro, 2011. — Ne 209. — C. 109-121,
HosukoBa M. A., Tynyn 3. P., Cemenenn O. C., Tpom C. D. / MccnemoBaTensCKie CTpaTeTHH B aHAJIN3e
MOJMKYJIBTYPHBIX XyIOXKEeCTBCHHBIX TekcToB / M. A. HoBukosa u np. / Kynaerypa Haponos [IpuueprHoMOphs. —
Cumdeponons : U3narenscteo THY um. B. U. Bepranckoro, 2012. — Ne 240. — C. 166-169.

“8 See Appendices 1 and 2.
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First, she undergoes the trials herself. Preserving children's traits
(by the time the poem was created princess M. A. Shcherbatova was
about 20 years old), spiritual purity and fidelity to the «oTum3HBEI
npumepy» were much easier at home than «cpenu nensiHoro, cpeau
oecnomaguoro ceeta». Not only in a foreign land, but also in such a
different world, where all these values cause only ridicule and anger.
On the other hand, only after passing the test of evil, the heroine was
able to grow to internal (and not just external) independence — to the
“peace” of a mature soul®.

However, the lyrical “author” hero also passes the test. His state of
mind is initially dual; precisely because of this, his poetic speech is
stylistically dual (and even “triple”). He admires the mysterious beauty of
the “nights of Ukraine”, their cosmism, and not just idyllic. He is touched
by the semi-childish beauty of the heroine. (This is where the “eyes” and
the like come from, which are sometimes interpreted as merely madrigal
gallantry.) The hero himself would like to ask for *“hope in God”.
However, “ice light” is his familiar world, which managed to leave his
“signs” on him, from society manners to chilling demonism. Therefore,
the heroine for him is a subject of surprise and hope («mooOUT HECKOPO,
3aTO HE pazIoOUT YK Japom»), love and sadness. (Cp.: «MHe rpycTHO,
oToMy 4To s TeOs aro0mo...», — according to some researchers these
lines are also addressed to Maria Shcherbatova®.

Why did a young woman who had no previous “Petersburg”
experience and who had recently experienced a personal tragedy
(the death of a first newborn son), a widow at age 20, preserve what only
partially managed to save the male hero? Lermontov answers
unambiguously: behind her is the whole “native tribe”, all her “sad”, but
not broken motherland. And there is the motherland behind the hero,
which he loves, but loves with another, “strange” love (poem
“Motherland”, 1841). Such a formula is possible only in the case when
between the “motherland” and “me”, with all “my” love, there remains a
certain — and considerable — gap. There is no such gap between the
heroine of the analysed text and her motherland.

% BuGneiickas sumukinonenms [Teker]: B 2-x ku. — Ku. 1. A-M. — M.: 1891. — [penpust. w3n.]. — M.:
M3n-Bo «CTIMCHW» u ap., 1990. — C. 142-143; bubneiickas sanuxioneaus [Tekcr]: B 2-x kH. — Ku. 2. H-®. —
M.: 1891. — [penpunr. u3a.]. — M.: M3n-Bo « CIIMCHW» u ap., 1990. — C. 54-57.

%0 Junecman T. I'. «Otuero» (1840) / T. I'. unecman // JID, c. 360; DOiixenbaym b. M. JlepMOHTOB.
OmbIT HcTOpUKO-TUTEpaTypHoi onerkn / b. M. Diixenbaym — JI.: Academia, 1924. — C. 116.
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METHODOLOGICAL PROSPECTS OF RESEARCH

There are several of them. It is necessary:

1) to replenish and systematize modern data on the Ukrainian circle
of acquaintances, friends, creative mentors and followers of Lermontov
(thesaurus method — real commenting — reconstructive method);

2) Clarify the historical-genealogical contacts with Ukraine and the
Crimea not only of Lermontov personally, but of his entire family. It is
gratifying that such paternal ties are increasingly leading researchers to
two ancient (and both famous) British families: the Gordons (including
the poet J. Gordon Byron) and Lermontov (including the 13th century
visionary poet Thomas Lermont) (historical and biographical methods,
etymological and genealogical analysis). It is time, apparently, to pay
attention not only to the West, but also to the East;

3) Compare the Lermontov image of Ukraine: both its sources and
textual implementation with the image of Ukraine in Russian literature
contemporary for Lermontov (imagological and comparative-typological
analysis);

4) To do a similar work with materials about the addressees of
Lermontov's poems; supplement them with genderological and
intertextual analysis on the scale of both macrotexts (poetic cycles) and
megatexts (the term of Professor I. M. Kolegaeva), that is, scientific and
memoir comments on these verses.

The totality of these new approaches and methods, listed and / or left
out of our listing, will make it possible to significantly rethink the
topic “Lermontov and Ukraine”, or otherwise: “Ukrainian context
of Lermontov”.

Appendices 1
M. 1O. JlepmonToB. <M. A. lllepOaToBoir>
(«Ha cBerckue menu...») (Translation Made by M. Zerov)
Ha nyTa cyBopi,
Ha romin npuBabiuBHii Oana
Crenu Heo3opl
VYkpaiiHu BoHa MpOMIHsIA.

Ta miBaHS MAJIKOTO

Co0l 3anuimia npumity
Cepen KprkaHOrO,

Cepe/l HEeBOJIAaraHHOTO CBITY.
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Sx Houl YKpaliHu

VY cs€eBi 31p TaEMHHYUX,
JI0XOBYIOTh TallHU
CnoBa I yCT yapiBHHYHX.

Sk oOpii cuHi —

Oueii i1 TOJIUCK | CIHHS;
Sk BiTep mycTuHi —
XKaryude I MmuryBaHHS.

| cturmictio ciuBH
PoxxeBe oOmmuust 30pie;
| coHIte mecTiuBe

VY Kydepsix il 30JI0TIE .

|, MOSTUKCH TIIUPO

3a mpHUKIag0M PIJTHOTO Kparto,
Hezaiimany Bipy

VY cepiil IUTSYIM TIJIEKAE.

Sk mon 11 piaHU,
He >x1te BiJl 9y >KUHIIS OTOPH;
BesmoBHO | rigHO
Tepnuts | 3HymIaHHS, | TOpE.

Ha mormnsan 3yxBanuii

He 3aiimeTbCst Bpa3 moTaeMHoO,
3BUKA€E MOMaIy,

3aTe il HEe PO3TIOOUTH JAPEMHO.

1930-1931 rr. [see 27]

Appendices 2
(Translation Made by M. Novikova)
3a BUIIKLI 4yKUHCHKUH,
3a OaJiB HYyAHE CTOTOJIOCCS
CBiil cTen yKpaiHCbKUI
[ToxuHyTH 11 1OBEIIOCS.
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Ta € B Hill O3HaKH —
BitanHs niBIEHHOMY JITY
Kpi3b xomoz | Mpsiku
Uyskoro miBHIYHOTO CBITY.

Ak Hiv Ha Bkpaini

B psicHOTI 3ipok BIYHOCSHHUX,
JlyxwmstHi 1 HeTIIHHI

CroBa Ii ByCT KHUTTEIAHHUX.

Sk paHOK, Becedi
BkpaiHchki 0J1akuToBI 0dl,
Sk BiTep mycreni,

[MTanroui o6itiMu xiHOUI.

Sk 3pitodi CIIUBH,

Bce nuuko B pyMm’siHUX 3arpaBax;
| contst po3nuBH

V kocax IT 30J10TaBHX.

Bituusny nernie,

Xou sik Tast TocKHa | BOOra,
Jutsa4ay HaJi0

OoOwnaBi mokiasmu Ha bora.

Sk pinHI KpasHH,

[TigmMoru B 4y>KUHIIIB HE TPOCHUTH;
Ix xkmuHK Ta paHu

Y ropiomMy CIIOKOK 3HOCHUTb.

He crioBHUTBCS XITTIO

Bin mornsiny cBiTCHKOTO JieBa.

[Tonr0OUTH HE MUTTIO.

[IpoTe # HE pO3TOOUTH MUTTERO.
2014 1. [see 28]



SUMMARY

The paper gives an overview of Ukrainian research strategies
in Lermontovian studies (pre-1990 and 1900-2000-periods). New
approaches are also proposed and not only of scholars but publishers,
pedagogical and that of translators. If for the last decades the Ukrainian
scholars could have managed to reveal to the world ‘another’ Pushkin and
“another” Gogol in the Ukrainian context the matter with Lermontov is
quite different: this new approach is yet to be realized. The authors of the
article initiate the discussion of the problem and propose some samples
of the methodology which gives practical results.

In a new light thanks to the reconstructive method the creative ties
of Lermontov with Turkic world (Caucasian poetry/poem “Ismail-Bey”)
are revealed. The poet turned out to be in genealogical connection as with
Crimean khan clan of Girey-Geray as with a distinguished generation of
Chelebey. In the Caucasus he deeply learnt Turkic religious and folklore
traditions. All that demands new and deep rethinking of the whole
Lermontov’s creative heritage? Connected with the Turkic peoples of the
South-East.

The second sphere which also demands new approaches — is the
Ukrainian aspects of the poet’s life and art. It includes his Ukrainian
(or connected with Ukraine) circle of friends, teachers, comrades —
in-arm, the very image of Ukraine in Lermontov’s poetry and its
reinterpretation in Ukrainian translations. A penetrative poetical analysis
demonstrates quite obviously the way how the Ukrainian or Caucasian
mentality gave a new meaning to Lermontov’s motif of Faith, Love and
Motherland. Thus the intertextual approach helps much to deepen our
understanding of national classic authors, actualizing their significance
for international audience.
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