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UKRAINIAN SECOND-STAGE NONCONFORMISM: FEATURES OF DEVELOPMENT

Purpose of the study is to present the author’s standpoint on the issue of inner resistance in the non-liberal Ukrainian art
community. The research covers the period since the 1960s through 1980s, when the author was a student at the Kyiv State Art
Institute, a researcher at the Museum of Folk Architecture and Life of the Ukrainian SSR, a senior researcher at the Ukrhudozprom
(Ukrainian applied arts enterprise), and a member of the Union of Artists of Ukraine. Using the previously unpublished materials (his
own diary, interviews with the participants in the process, memories of artists, workers and members of the National Union of Artists of
Ukraine), the author suggests an interpretation of the problem of Ukrainian nonconformism with regard not only to the artistic, but also to
the sociocultural component of the phenomenon. The methodology employed in the study includes new methods of studying
nonconformism, built primarily on the author's own experience. In addition, the methods of art history studies and analysis, the
structural-functional approach and the method of interviewing were used. The applied methodological approach broadened possible
understanding of the long-hushed issue of artistic resistance to the official totalitarian doctrine. Scientific novelty of the results. The
author intends to cover the problem basing on the impartial analysis of the studies of Ukrainian and foreign art historians and on the
author’s own experience as the participant of the art process of the time. The article for the first time presents author’s personal
theoretical approach to the important scientific problem, arising from a situation with no unanimous opinion and assessment of the
artistic phenomenon. Conclusions. The revival of nonconformism as a cultural and artistic phenomenon meant enacting of modernist
stylistics, embracing forbidden formalism and using postmodern trends within the cultural space of Soviet Ukraine. After the death of
Stalin historical conditions changed, and the artistic circles reacted on temporary political “thaw” accordingly—that was a start of
inevitable social changes resulting in new artistic phenomena and new artistic forms. As for the Ukrainian nonconformism, it should be
noted that it never mimicred artistic life of the West of the studied period. As to the global context, it, undoubtedly, influenced the
Ukrainian “phenomenon of dissent”. The methodology of the avant-garde ideas, as well as its stylistics, were revived anew in the
Ukrainian nonconformism of the 1960s through 1980s. The “second revival” of nonconformism in Ukraine was the transgression of the
so-called “Executed Renaissance” of the 1920s and early 1930s.
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PozomyeHko Onekciti Onekcitiosu4, 0oKmop mucmeymeo3Hascmea, cmapluuli Haykosuli CrigpobimHUK, 20/1068HUL HayKosull
cnigpobimHuk 8iddiny meopii ma icmopii Kyrnbmypu IHcmumymy npobniem cy4acHo2o mucmeymea Akademii Mucmeyms YkpaiHu

YkpaiHCbKuih HOHKOHOpMi3M Apyroi ¢a3n: ocobnmeocTi po3BUTKY

Merta cTaTTi nonsrae y onpuniogHeHHi aBTopcbkoro 6ayeHHs Npobnemn cynpoTuBy Yy HEBINIbHOMY YKPAIHCbKOMY XYAO0XHbOMY
couiymi. OcHoBoto gocnigxeHHs1 € 60-80-Ti poku MUHYNoro CTomiTTs — 4ac konu aBTop OyB cTygeHToM KuWiBCbKOro gep)KaBHOMO
XY[AOXHbOTO iHCTUTYTY, HayKoBUM cniBpobiTHUKOM My3eto HapogHoi apxiTekTypu Ta nobyty YPCP, ctapwmnm HaykoBuM cniBpobiTHUKOM
Ykpxygaoxnpomy (YKpaiHCbKi XyAoXHi npomucrnu), yneHoM Cninkv XyAoXHWKIB YkpaiHu. BukopuctoBytoun panilie He nybrikoBaHi
MaTepianu (BMacHW LOAEHHWK, IHTEPB'IO 3 y4acHWKaMmn Npouecy, cnoragu MuUTUiB, npauiBHukiB Ta YneHiB HCXY (HauioHanbHoi cninku
XY[AOXHUKIB YKpaiHW), aBTOp MPOMOHYE NPOYUTaHHS NPOGneMM yKpaiHCbKOro HOHKOHGOPMi3My, NOCUNAYUCh HE NULLE HA MUCTELIbKY,
ane 1 Ha COLiOKYNbTYPHY CknagoBy 3a3HadeHoro sisuwia. MeToponoris NponoHOBaHOro AOCNIAKEHHS NONSArae y 3acTocoBaHi aBTOPOM
HOBUX METOfiB BUBYEHHS HOHKOH(OPMIi3My, NobygoBaHUX y mepLly Yepry Ha BnacHoMy AocBifi. Takox Oynu 3anyyeHi icTopuko-
MUCTELTBO3HABYMI MeTo Ta MeTo aHanidy, CTPYKTYPHO-(YHKLiOHaNbHWUM Nigxig Ta MeToA iHTepB’loBaHHS Y AOCNIMKEHHI NocTaBneHol
npobnemun. 3actocoBaHW METOAONONYHUIA MiAXiA PO3LUMPUB MOXIMBOCTI MPaBUIbHOMO PO3YMIHHA AOBrO 3aMOBYyBaHOI nNpobnemu
MUCTELbKOrO CrpOTUBY OiliViHi TOTaniTapHin AOKTpuHi. HaykoBa HOBM3Ha OTpMMaHuX pesynbTaTiB MOMArae y BUCBITNIEHHIO
3afeKknapoBaHoi TEMU LUNSXOM HeynepemKeHoro aHanisy AOChiMpKeHb npaub YKpaiHCbKMX Ta iHO3eMHUX MUCTELTBO3HaBLIB Ta
BMacHOro AOCBiQy aBTopa — y4YacHuKa npouecy, Lo AOCHiMKYeTbCS. Y CTaTTi BNepLlue 3anpornoHoBaHe BnacHe TeopeTnyHe GayeHHs
BaXNWBOI HaykoBoi npobnemu, WO BUTIKAE i3 cUTyalii, KONMM He iCHye €AWMHOI OYMKW i OUiHKM 3 MPWBOAY MWCTELILKOro siBULLA.
BucHoBkuW. BigpomkeHHss HOHKOHPOPMI3MY y SIKOCTi KyNbTypHO-MUCTELBKOTO SBULLA O3HaYano BiATBOPEHHSI CTUMICTUKM MOAEPHI3MY,
3abopoHeHoro dopmariamy Ta 3acTOCyBaHHS MOCTMOAEPHICTCbKMX Tedill y KynbTypHOMY npocTopi PagsHcbkoi YkpaiHu. BupgosmiHeHi
iCTOPUYHI yMOBM Ha TNi TMMYACOBOrO «NOTENMIHHA» NOMITUYHOrO KNiMaTy nicnsi cMepTi M. CraniHa, CMPOBOKYBanu BiAMoOBIAHY peakLuieto
MUCTELbKUX Kifl Ha HeBIOBOPOTHI couianbHi 3MiHW, WO Oynu BUKNWKaHI HOBMMU XYAOXHIMW siBULLAMM Ta HOBUMU MUCTELBKAMMU
dopmamu. CTOCOBHO BITYU3HSHOTO HOHKOHMOPMI3MY Crif, 3a3HaYMTW, LLO BiH HIKONW He iMiTyBaB MUCTELbKE XUTTHA 3axigHOro CBIiTy
pocnimkyBaHoro nepiogy. Llo o CBITOBOro KOHTEKCTy, TO OCTaHHii, Ge3nepeyHo, BMMMBaB Ha YKpaiHCbKe «SBULLE HE3rOAn».
MeToponorisi inen aBaHrapaly, Moro MUcTeLIbka CTUNICTMKA 3HAWLLNN CBOE HOBE Bi0GpaXKeHHs B yKpaiHCbKOMY HOHKOHopMi3Mi 1960—
1980-x pokiB. «[lpyre BiApOMKEHHS» HOHKOHMOPMI3MY YKpaiHu cTano TpaHCrpecieto «po3CTPINAHOro BigpomkeHHs» 1920-x — noyatky
1930-x 6e3 3acTocyBaHHSA MUTLSIMU XOLHUX MEAUKaMEHTIB.

KnrovoBi cnoBa: HOHKOHGOPMI3M, He3roAa, couianicCTUYHNUIA peanisam, XyA0XXHWUK, MUCTELTBO3HaBCTBO, KyrbTypOroris.

PozomyeHko Anekceli Anekceesu4, OOKMOP UCKyccmeogeOeHus, cmapwull Hay4yHbil cOmpyOHUK, eraeHblli Hay4YHbIl
compyOHUK omdefnia meopuu U ucmopuu Kynbmypb! MHcmumyma npobriem cogpeMeHHO20 Uuckyccmea Akademuu UcKyccme YKpauHbl

YKpauHCKui HOHKOH(POPMU3M BTOpPOI (ha3bl: 0COGEHHOCTU pa3BUTUA

LUenb ctatbM 3akniovaeTcsi B PacKpbITUM aBTOPCKOTO BWUAEHWsI MpobrnemMbl MPOTUMBOAEWCTBUSI B HECBOOGOAHOM  YKPaMHCKOM
XygoxecTBeHHOM coumyme. OCHOBOWN vccrnefoBaHus cTaHoBsiTcst 60-80-e rodbl NpoLUNIOro Beka — Bpemsi, korga aBTop Obin CTyAEHTOM
KvieBCKOro rocyjapCTBEHHOTO Xy[OXXECTBEHHOrO MHCTUTYTA, Hay4YHbIM COTPYAHVMKOM My3est HapofHow apxuTekTypbl 1 beita YCCP, crapumm
Hay4HbIM COTPYAHUKOM YKpXyAOXKnpoma (YKpauHCKUe XyOOXECTBEHHbIE MPOMbICTIbI), YneHoM Coto3a XyAOXHUKOB YkpauHbl. Wcnonbays
paHee He nybnuvkoBaBlUMECS MaTepuanbl (COBCTBEHHbBIN AHEBHUK, WHTEPBBLID C Y4YacTHUKamu MNpouecca, BOCMOMWHAHWUS Xy[AOXHWKOB,
pabotHukoB 1 uneHoB HCXY (HaumoHanbHOro cotosza XyAOXHWKOB YKpauHbl), aBTOp MpeanaraeT npovTeHue npobrembl YKpamHCKOro
HOHKOH(POPMU3MA, CCbINasCb He TOMbKO Ha MCKYCCTBOBEOYECKYID, HO M Ha COLMOKYNbTYPHYK COCTaBISIOWLYIO YKa3aHHOTO SBMEHWs.
MeToponorusa npeanaraemMoro MCCNEAOBaHWA 3aKniovaeTcsd B MNPYMEHEHWU aBTOPOM HOBbIX METOAOB W3YYeHWst HOHKOHpopMM3ma,
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MOCTPOEHHbIX B NEPBYIO ovepedb Ha COOCTBEHHOM onbiTe. Taikoke Obiny NpUBMEYeHb! MCTOPYKO-MCKYCCTBOBEAYECKUI METOA U METOZ aHanmaa,
CTPYKTYPHO-(DYHKLMOHAmbHBLIA  MOAXOA W METOA WHTEPBLIOMPOBAHWS B WUCCEedOBaHUM MOCTaBMEHHOW npobnembl. [MpuUMeHEHHbI
METOZOMOMMYECKWA MOAXOA, PacLUMpWIl BO3MOXHOCTW MPaBWIbHOTO MOHVMMaHUs JOMro 3aManynMBaeMol Npobnembl XyOoXXECTBEHHOMo
COMpOTVBIEHNST ODULMANBbHON TOTanuTapHOW AOKTpMHe. HayyHas HOBM3HA MOMyYeHHbIX pe3ynbTaToB, 3aKMioYaeTCcs B OCBELLEeHWN
3aeKnapMpoBaHHON TeMbl NyTeM 6ecrnpucTpacTHOroO aHanuaa UCcneaoBaHuin paboT YKPaMHCKMX U MHOCTPaHHBIX MCKYCCTBOBEAOB, a Takke
CcOBCTBEHHOTO OMbiTa aBTopa — y4acTHWKa 1ccrnedyemMoro npouecca. B ctatbe BrnepBble npednokeHo cobCcTBEHHOE TEOpeTUYECKoe BUaeHVE
Ba)KHOM Hay4HOW Npobrembl, KOTopas BbITEKAET U3 CUTyaLmu, Korga He CyLLEeCTBYET eOMHOr0 MHEHMS U OLIEHKU MO NoBOAY XYAOXXECTBEHHOrO
sBneHns. BbiBoabl. BospoxaeHne HOHKOHGOPMM3Ma B KayecTBe KyrbTypHO-XYOOXECTBEHHOTO SIBMEHMS O3Hayaro BOCNpousBeaeHve
CTUNMUCTUKN MOAEPHN3MA, 3anpeLLeHHOro doopManunama 1 NpUMeHeHNs NOCTMOAEPHUCTCKMX TEHEHUI B KynbTypHOM npocTpaHcTBe CoBeTcKow
YkpauHbl. BupgomsmeHeHHble MCTOpUYeckue YCroBusi Ha (POHEe BPEMEHHOrO «MOTEMMeHUs» MOMMTUYECKOTo KnvMmarta Mocre CMepTy
W. CtanuHa, cnpoBoLMpOBani OTBETHYIO peakLMio XyAOXKECTBEHHbIX KPYroB Ha HeunsbexHble couparnbHble U3MEHEHNS!, BbI3BaHHbIE HOBBIMM
XYOOXKECTBEHHbIMU SIBMEHWUSMW W HOBBIMU  XYAOXECTBEHHbIMU ¢hopmamu. OTHOCUTENBHO OTEYECTBEHHOrO HOHKOHdOPMM3Ma criegyet
OTMETUTb, YTO OH HMKOrAA HE UMUTUPOBAN XyOOXECTBEHHYIO XXU3Hb 3amafHOro mvipa vccrnegyemoro nepuoga. Uto kacaeTtcs MMpOBOrO
KOHTEKCTa, TO NocreaHwin, 6e3ycrnoBHO, BNUsM Ha YKPaMHCKOE «sIBMEHWE Hecornacusi». MeTofonorvsi uaen aBaHrapaa, ero XyaoXKeCcTBeHHas!
CTWUNMCTHKA HaLLMNM CBOE HOBOE OTPaXXeHUE B YKpauMHCKOM HOHKoHdopMmame 1960-1980-x rogoB. «BTopoe Bo3poxaeHe» HOHKOHGopMM3ma
YKpauHbl CTano TpaHCrpeccuen «paccTpensHHoro Bo3poxaeHus» 1920-x — Havana 1930-x 6e3 NpUMEHEeHVst XyOOXHWMKaMWM HUKaKuX
MeaUKaMEHTOB.
KntouyeBble crnoBa: HOHKOH(POPMMU3M, HECOrnacue, CoLManmCTUHECKUIn peanuam, XyO0XHUK, UCKYCCTBOBEAEHWE, KynbTyporiorvis.

Present-day democratic society explores and studies a variety of artistic and cultural issues not
researched in past historical periods. Currently the focus of attention switched, among others, on the theme
of artistic resistance in totalitarian states. The literature and fine art of Soviet Ukraine since the 1930s
through 1980s is probably the least studied subject. This phenomenon has a logical explanation. The
repressive apparatus of the state was so powerful, and the number of security service agents in the artistic
environment was so massive that occasional acts of dissent by the artists had no affect on the overall
historical process. The author proposes to distinguish two stages within the resistance movement of
Ukrainian artists and writers. The first stage started during the extermination of free artistic groups in the
early 1930s and lasted until the outbreak of World War Il. The second phase took place since the end of the
1950s and turned out to be more powerful than the first one. It may be assumed that the second stage
ended during the late 1980s and early 1990s, thus becoming the basis for the third stage of the resistance.
This massive transformation is rooted in collective rejection of the state-imposed artistic doctrine—socialist
realism. Group and individual protests that started during the period still periodically occur up to this day. The
proposed study outlines the events of the second stage of the resistance of the Ukrainian art community and
reveals the author’s vision of this problem.

The processes of confrontation between Ukrainian artists and the official doctrine are among the least
studied issues of art and culture research as of today. Open and latent opposition to the totalitarian system
has a logical term definition. Nonconformism could be specified as dissent and avertion by an individual to
the ideological foundations of the ruling regime. Universally, culturology defines the artists’ resistance as a
different way of thinking, a revolt of a certain stratum of people, denial of state ideology and impossibility to
exist within the proposed morality.

As for the history of the term “nonconformism” itself, it dates back to the period of the Reformation and
to the first “dissenters” against the Church of England during the 16th and 17th centuries. The undermined
authority of the traditional perception of rational academic and realistic doctrines during the last third of the
19th and early 20th century initiated the nonconformist artistic experiments in many fields of visual culture.
This was the period of the first interest of sociology and philosophy in the theory of dissent and civil
disobedience, which in turn led to the rapid formation of theoretical and terminological foundations of
nonconformism. Nonconformism, or non-conformance, derives from from Latin “nonconformist”, meaning
discrepancy, non-uniformity, dissent. The term became particularly relevant for the Soviet Union of the 1960s
and was used to dub individuals and artistic events that opposed the dominant culture and fine art. The
1960s entered the history of culture as a period tolerant “towards the only true creative method called
socialist realism.” “...nonconformism in its essence is a local manifestation of alternative culture” [1, 235].
Resistance to the official art doctrine of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic became a popular theme of
research papers during the last decades. Probably, the pendulum just swung in the opposite direction. In the
past, Ukrainian culturologists, historians, art historians were afraid to write the truth about events, when the
“proposed” method of socialist realism was an official directive. Moreover, its ideologists, in addition to the
writing of laudatory essays, researches and publication, also spied on those critics and artists, who did not
profess the official the propaganda. On the contrary, these days there is a desire and an opportunity for art
historians to research artistic resistance.

However, the years when the real events were silenced, provoked the other distortion. The period of
forced silence corrupted the accuracy of the events record, therefore today it is possible to come across an
entire nonsense, and at times a total lie about events that in fact never happened. One can even get familiar
with the “participants” of those non-existent events. Many artists who professed the profitable art of socialist
realism, whose works were exhibited at state art exhibitions, who received thousands of state commisions,
were later on attributed the dissent with the system by the critics, while this so-called “silent struggle” never
actually happened to them. Only a very small circle of artists opposed the authorities. Yet a fewer number of
artists lived in the so-called “inner emigration.” To describe the artistic community of post-war time as a fully
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supportive of the official art would be an exaggeration. Yet, stating that a significant part of the artists was
drawn to nonconformism would be exaggeration as well.

The author of the current paper and his family actively participated in the artistic life of the republic;
such experience allows not only to draw a realistic outline of the events of 1950s and 1960 but also to
understand the underlying causes of behavior and actions of the creators and viewers of the art of the era.
Reflecting on their behavior and actions without a preliminary explanation of some significant circumstances
(not only of artistic, but also of socio-cultural, psychological, philosophical, and economic nature), would lead
to bias in perception.

An important issue in the study of dissenters is the problem of embracing and professing the dominant
method of the Soviet state—socialist realism. The vast majority of artists in the post-war period willingly
embraced the proposed artistic method for several reasons. The first reason was not at all artistic, as many
contemporary critics state, but economic one. It was difficult even to a mainstream artist to stray from the
artistic method, where academic component remained dominant, and the theme was always a secondary
issue. Photographically accurate academic depiction—be it a portrait, a genre painting, realistic landscape,
sculpture or graphics— remained the only way for practically all plot lines. Only under one condition was it
possible to sell one’s work at a republican or all-Union exhibition or to receive a commision from an artistic
foundation—the work had to be realistic. Non-realistic work would not make it to exhibition and, of course,
would not be commissioned. It should be noted that the only source of income for the artist was official art
exhibitions and official commisions from the artistic enterprises, magazines or publishing houses.
Consequently, the artist who dared to oppose the existing system faced complete lack of earnings. Before
the war (1941-1945) and in the first decades of the post-war period fear remained an important factor of
artists’ obedience, as well as of anybody living in USSR. The fear of getting into a concentration camp
prompted people to be humble. Only since the late 1950s the public became less afraid of physical
elimination. After the end of Joseph Stalin’s cult of personality was officially proclaimed, the creative
intelligentsia enjoyed a relative comfort. However, only to some extent, as a campaign against so-called
cosmopolitanism unfolded at the turn of the 1950s. Many Jewish and Ukrainian artists and writers fell victims
of the campaign.

Previously convicted writers, composers, artists and workers of theatre gradually returned from the
concentration camps. That marked the start of the first manifestations of dissent with the official art doctrine.
Therefore the other two components that contribute to understanding the artist’s inner state come to light.
That is, psychological and philosophical factors.

It should be emphasized that a number of Ukrainian researchers of culture, historians, art critics,
depicting the hardships of the time, operated the real facts while building up their storyline. Mainly, they used
the audio recording of the interviews with the participants of the events. Such studies were issued by Olesia
Avarmenko, Glib Vysheslavskiy, Orest Holybets, Borys Lobanovskyi, Victor Sydorenko, Lesia Smyrna,
Galyna Skliarenko, Oleksiy Tytarenko, Oleksiy Rohotchenko, Oleksandr Fedoruk. Foreign scholars also
turned to the Ukrainian dissenting art: i.e. Matthew Bown, Igor Golomstock, Hans Gunther, Yevgeniy
Dobrenko, Ekaterina Degot, Aleksandr Morozov, Vladimir Paperny, etc.

During the post-war era, the artworks of different genres follow this path of dissent with the Soviet
apparatus. Not only writers and artists but also journalists, composers, folk artists, art critics, literary
historians are to be mentioned. The present-day democratic society rejects the state pressure on the
dissenters. This allows correct understanding and right evaluation of the past events. While studying the
philosophy of the dissenters of the second-stage nonconformist, one should keep in mind, what exactly was
rejected by the creative community that cast aside the state morale doctrine. The dissenters were opposed
by the whole army of workers of the ideological apparatus, that is, culture departments at the regional and
district party committees, special sections of the KGB, the Council of Ministers, Central Committee of the
Communist Party, Central Committee of the Komsomol, Communist Party committees at the art unions, as
well as the “conscious” members of the latter unions and their staff that informed curators about the
dissenters affairs.

Ardent supporters of aestethic doctrine and morale of the state were assigned to their fellow artists
who did not embrace socialist realism. The first ones mostly collaborated with KGB (State Security
Committee) or were its agents and performed curatorial functions. The main lure were the open letters in
support of one of the imprisoned dissidents. Upon signing this document, investigation of the artist’s affairs
started, and soon he could find himself behind bars. Ukrainian art researchers did not turn to nonconformism
for a long time with the situation changing only after the Proclamation of Independence. Finally, there was a
real opportunity to objectively investigate the movement of dissenters within not only cultural, but social
context as well. Despite all the hardships of today’s life, primarily the ongoing war, Ukraine remains a
democratic state. Consequently, the values of the exterminated generations recur, the declassified facts and
events are returned into circulation and, most importantly, the little-known or unknown names of the artists
who were not afraid to express their position in relation to uncontested socialist morality and imposed
method of socialist realism, come out of oblivion. “| will not say that | was starving at the turn of the 1960s. |
had my daily bread. What was lacking is the sense of freedom and opportunities,” tells Volodymyr Mykyta, an
art critic and painter from Uzhgorod, in his interview [3]. These days the vast majority of creative students,

320



BicHuk HauioHanbHOI akageMii KepiBHUX KaapiB KynbTypu i MmucteutB Ne 2°2019

answering the question on the history of Ukrainian art, would safely state that dissenters’ art of the 1960s
through the 1980s marked the beginning of free thinking. It also laid ground to the new reflection on the one
of the most painful pages in the development of Ukrainian art by an art world.

In fact, there is still no single theory and vision among art historians. Probably this is a sign of a
democratic society, or perhaps scientists may see and understand commonly known facts from the history of
art in different ways. In any case, there is none one and only true solution and neither could it be. The author
has his individual vision of the milestone moments in the development of Ukrainian dissenting art.

For instance, most of the Ukrainian schoolars date nonconformism as back as early 1960s. There is
some ground for this statement. The famous Fence Exhibition of Stanislav Sychov and Valentin Khrushch,
the young Odessa-based artists, was one of the first recorded events of Ukrainian underground. The
exhibition took place in 1967, when young artists hung their works on a wooden fence beside the local Opera
House. The credits, inscribed with chalk, stated: “Sychik + Khrushchik.” The Fence Exhibition lasted just over
three hours and was dismantled by police. The famoust Moscow so-called Bulldozer Exhibition took place
seven years later—in September 1974. Many scholars consider these events as the official beginning of the
USSR dissenting art.

In reality, everything started much earlier. Despite the fact that it is extremely difficult to establish the
exact date of the beginning or end of the phenomenon or stylistic experiments when it comes to artistic
processes, in the studies of Ukrainian nonconformism there is a date that according to the author’s opinion
should be regarded the official start of dissenting art. The author believes that the first nonconformists were
the Kyiv-based monumental artists Ada Rybachuk and Volodymyr Melnychenko. They became the first
official opponents to the state art authorities, thus setting the start to the second-stage Ukrainian artistic
nonconformism.*

| am talking about the notorious newspaper article “Art stands no hullabaloo,” which was signed by the
famous artists and workers of the Union of Artists of the Ukrainian SSR [4, p. 4].

Of course, many critical materials were issued prior to the mentioned one, still, this case was
pioneering in systematic ruining of students’ future careers by their teachers for not supporting the principles
of socialist realism. After the intership on Kolguyev island, within the Arctic circle, the young artists in their
creative works depicted the themes from real life that were not consistent with the principles of the official
method. ARVM revealed the truth about the terrible life of people of the North, which was prohibited under
the rules. It did not take long for the punitive apparatus to react. The article was signed by Vasyl Kasiyan and
Mykhailo Deregus, the famous Soviet artists, both professors. Vasyl Kasiyan was a teacher of ARVM
(abbreviation for Ada Rybachuk and Volodymyr Melnychenko) in the Kyiv State Art Institute.

The author considers this fact to be the first official act of dissent because on all previous similar
occasions the articles critisizing artists or writers had a dead end. None of the accused managed to give an
answer to accusations. People were afraid to engage into the struggle with the authorities. In this case,
however, the story had a development. ARVM did issue an answer. Thus, the positional warfare between the
artists and the leaders of the Union of Artists of Ukrainian SSR—Mykhailo Deregus and Vasyl Kasiyan—
unfolded. The study of the history of nonconformist art during its second stage in Ukraine gives grounds to
link this phenomenon with modernism. It is reasonable to consider the Ukrainian nonconformist art of the
1960s—-1980s period as a resumption of avant-garde tradition, interrupted by the official ideology of socialist
realism. The early 1960s in the European countries were the time of worsening problems between the
authorities and the new or revived old subcultures that logically turned into the counterculture, emphasizing
the conflict of generations and the eternal irreconcilability of mass and elite art. In the case of the USSR and
Ukrainian SSR, the conservatism of a totalitarian society, elevated to the rank of public morality, spawned
nonconformists’ counterculture. “An alternative model of existence,” according to Achille Bonito Olivia's
successful definition, finally began to be perceived by different artistic strata. The first ones to realize and
fulfill this were the young artists. While the mid-1950s and early 1960s in European countries are marked
with the process of rapid engagement of artists into abstract art, expressionist pop art, the 1960s and 1970s
generate a large number of new artistic trends: from “new realism”, kinetic art, mail art, minimalism, to “poor
art”, land art, hyperrealism, and body art. In Ukraine, out of all the mentioned trends, only hyperrealism was
adopted. The era of postmodernism started globally, yet it had little effect on Ukrainian artists. The vast
majority of Ukrainian artists continued to work according to the canon of socialist realism and to glorify the
fictional hero in a non-existent historical plane. Of course, for money. The resistance of Ukrainian artists did
not cross the country’s borders. The political component even of the ideologically akin countries of the
socialist camp differed from the Ukrainian one, and the demonstrations of disobedience by the artists of the
German Democratic Republic, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary were not identical to the manifestations of
disobedience by Ukrainian artists.

Ukrainian nonconformist art was asserted as the creativity of individuals, regardless of the region of
their residence. The region was less important. The process of artistic disobedience started in a city or town

*The author considers the first stage of Ukrainian nonconformism to be the struggle of the Mikhail Boychuk fellow artists against the
official doctrine and apparatus during the 1930s.
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from an individual artist. There were two options of further development. The artist would either remain
nonconforming and exposed himself to unemployment upon having no state commissions, to oblivion and
constant attention of special services or the artist could undergo a serious pressure, intimidation and was
subsequently “crushed”, damping his desire to dissent. The vast majority of nonconformists were residents of
Kyiv, Lviv, and Odessa. Nevertheless, there were artists from Cherkasy, Poltava, Dnipropetrovsk, Chernihiv,
and Sumy. There also are recorded cases of artistic disobedience of workers of the art enterprises of
Opishnia, Poltava, Korosten.

It seems obvious that the fate of nonconformism in such a specific society as the Soviet one was set in
advance. However, something happened that could not have been foreseen by the “art historians” that in fact
were the plain-clothed KGB agents. First silent and then public demonstrations of disobedience launched
within the creative unions of artists, writers, workers of theater. Having all the understanding of the grim
situation, the activists nevertheless did not stop, facing the possibility of oppression, of not receiving official
earnings and even the worst case scenario of imprisonment.

The following cultural figures, true innovators and fighters, pleaded for individual non-socialist realistic
creativity and for conscious standpoint in the Ukrainian second-stage nonconformism: Kyiv—Anatoliy Sumar,
Valeriy Lamakh, Hryhoriy Havrylenko, Anatoliy Lymarev, Akim Levich, lvan Marchuk, Feodosiy Humenyuk,
Oleksandr Dubovyk, Alla Gorska, Ada Rybachuk, Volodymyr Melnychenko, Anatol Navrotsky; Lviv—Roman
Selsky and Karlo Zvirynsky with their disciples; “informal academy” of Fedir Manailo in Uzhgorod, Volodymyr
Makarenko (Dnipropetrovsk), Andriy Antonyuk (Mykolaiv); Odesa—Vladimir Strelnikov, Liudmyla Yastreb,
Oleksandr Anufriyev, Victor Marinyuk, Valentin Khrushch.

The process of origination of the dissenting art of the 1950s and 1960s in the Ukrainian SSR was not
identical to the ones in the other Soviet republics and countries of the Eastern Bloc. Ukrainian second-stage
nonconformist art is a unique manifestation of national consciousness in an uneven struggle between the

artist and dominant totalitarian regime.
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