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Preface

he transliteration system throughout the volume is that

used by the Library of Congress, adopting the traditional
-sky and -y for personal name endings. An appendix at the end
of the volume provides the original Russian texts of quotations
from primary sources given in English translation. In the essays
and the Appendix, contributors’ omissions of material from cited
passages are indicated by spaced ellipsis points (. . .); ellipses
present in the original texts are indicated by suspension points
without spaces (...).

Alexander Lavrov’s essay in this volume is a revised and en-
larged version of his article “Mifotvorchestvo argonavtov,” which
appeared in Mif-fol’klor-literatura (Leningrad, 1978). It is pub-
lished here by permission of Nauka publishers. The translation
from the Russian is by Joan Delaney Grossman.

In preparing this volume the editors relied on financial sup-
port from the Center for Slavic and East European Studies and
the Committee on Research at the University of California at
Berkeley. Irina Paperno wishes to acknowledge support from the
Kennan Institute for Advanced Russian Studies. We are grateful
to our graduate research assistants Margherita DiCeglie, Russell
Valentino, and Glen Worthey.

LP, J.G.
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Introduction

IRINA PAPERNO

his study takes its departure from one of the “accursed
questions” in modern Russian culture—the relations of
art and life. A cornerstone of romantic aesthetics, an issue of
ideological importance for the mid—nineteenth-century positiv-
ist realists and their contemporaries, the problem was central to
the creators of Symbolism, the movement (1890 s-1910’ ’s) that

launched modernlsm in Russm

~ Following romanticism, the Symbolists aspired to merge the(
antitheses of art and life into a unity. Art was proclalmed tol '
be a force capable of, and destined for, the “ore !
!tvorchestvo zhizni), whlle “life” was viewed as §

credtio _act In this sense, art ¥ into "real:
fite” and “life" turned into art; they became one. For the artist nof
separation existed between the “man” and the “poet, betweeni
personal life (zhizn’) and artistic (creative) activity (tvorchestvo).

In a retrospective glance at the movement, the Symbolists’wi'
younger contemporary Vladislav Khodasevich described thls.1
concern as central to Symbolism: ‘.-‘

Symbolism did not want to be merely an artistic school, a literary move-
ment. It continually strove to become a life-creating method, and in this
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was its most profound, perhaps unembodiable truth. Its entire history
was in essence spent in yearning after that truth. It was a series of at-
tempts, at times truly heroic, to find a fusion of life and art, as it were,
the philosopher’s stone of art.!

The principle of fusing art and life as practiced by Russian
Symbolists is generally known as zhiznetvorchestvo? The word
itself is untranslatable. In Russian, it leaves room for multiple
interpretations: tvorchestvo refers to artistic creation; when com-
bined with the word zhizn’ (“life”), wﬁoth the creation
of life and a synthesis of the two elements—creation and life?

Zhiznetvorchestvo has been associated with highly publicized
Mfrom the artists’ private llvw
of significant cultural_events, such as the love relatigns involv-
ing Andrei Bely, Alexander Blok, and Liubov’ Dmitrievna Blok*
and the relations between Bely, Valery Briusov, and Nina Petrov-
skaia. All these episodes were self-conscious in a way suggesting
deliberate WD of behavior. In semiotic terms,
the artist’s life was treated as a text, constructed and “read” by a
method similar to that used in art.* Contemporary critics mostly _
use the concept zhiznetvorchestvo to mean aesthetic orgamzatlon

—of béRavior® This view 1§ prompted by the association of the EE.S.-'—

Ropa T

sian phenomenon with the aestheticism of Européan Decadence,
 such as amtudes and forms of behavu)r of whlcl;;éﬁi Wlld§
-beeamea ,s;gmhgl.. In the Russmn context "this interpretation o
zhiznetvorchestvo can be traced 1o Khodasevich, who, in the essay
“The End of Renata” (“Konets Renaty,” 1g28), derived his much
quoted formulations of the Symbolist “method” from his reflec-

tions on the story of Petrovskaia, described as an “artist” who
Ll S YW
created a “poem” out of her own life and as “a true vicum ot

Po€ MA
BA MRiprua

whA
A Looking back at the Russian “Decadents and Symbolists” of
b 'M 40 the 1goo’s, Khodasevich attempted to outline the mechanism by
¢ ¥which a merger of art and life was effected:

They attempted to transform art into real life and real life into art.
The even[s of llfe were never €x erlenced as merely_and solely life’s
1928 b #JLLE_\L_W
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e et

lmmedlately became _a_part of the internal world, a plece of creauon

an eve'nT“”f“l f “fbr‘ ‘alt~in-this manner, both life and literatiite were

created, as it were, by Joint, sometimes hostile, but stilt united, forces

of all who found themselves in this extraordinary life, in_ this * symbohst
” ‘—-—_-——'—L..__/'—'

-dimension,” This was, it seems, a true mstance of collectlve creation$ ™

According to Khodasevich, the Symbotlists did not find “the
philosopher’s stone of art.” “The history of the Symbolists,”
wrote Khodasevich turned 1nt0 a history Qf rumed llves ; at
the sphere of life, failed to become fully embodied? For Kho-
dasevich, Nina Petrovskaia, an artist merely in life and a woman (& ©
whose unhappy life endedmdsluudci_mylggii), stands as a traglc {.r UIh ke
sy bol of the age.

Is the case of zhiznetvorchestvo closed?

That the principle of fusing art and life left a powerful imprint
on the Russian culture, reaching from the turn of the century
into the 1920's and 1930’s and from literature into “real life,”
is undeniable. It is the purpose of this study to reevaluate it by
e;_gplgxmme of its crucial manifestations in the context of the
etaphysical kystem of Russian modernism. Viewed in this per-

s ““‘W»wv,?mmm%&-
erate orgarmizaton 0f Beliavior appears as a part of

‘what we call a Russian “aesthenc C utopia.” T

MmnlA K.?

i
Ll e el |
]

developed in Wes[ern European cu!tures and in Russxa at the
turn_of the ceﬁtury and lasted into the 1930 s, the concépt of \
modermsm suggests a certain generalized new’ consmousness }
or’ mental:ty, ” holding that the accepted model of reality, or the
world itself, is up for rearrangement. This mentality drew its_

p oy = : R o ';“-__ u 1
been trequently described as a agan ;
BALHIST POSIUVIST
realism_(or naturalism), Indeed, a major dynamlc force |
modernist movements across Europe was a rejection of the posn— |-
%

tvistic mode of ¢ cogmuon that rélied on tlie surface reality of | -
empmcal facts, subject to realistic representation. The notion of
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given, objectivel \ex1st g fact was %ﬂesnoned i
0 1cs, sycll Og ,_'ary )

as in Bergsonnan creative evohution, or ; éliberate. In t‘ e
i -"\3\:‘0}"0

framework of the latter, Nietzsche calle: manto se -créatlon,

.an aesthetic process; ‘the neo-Kantians placed their faith in con-
DE.SfOPlFW‘l‘ceptuahzmg consciousness. A powerful trend in modernism was

-

.’{m{’ d inspired by a distrust of “nature” (as it was modeled by posi-

AotiTl W‘:m tivistic science). Those who shared in this’ distrust quest;oned the

valldlty aﬁ&m{'}illlé of life that was allowed to run its natural”
_sustamed g sense that i

| Lcourse. .Tl’llS attin

’ Tr are vatieties o "modernism, each arising from the spe-
cifics of a national context. Russia had a long-lasting tradition of
apocalyptic thinking, which was closely ‘intertwined with a tradi-
?f&l of philosophical and social utoplamsm\E)rt—}:/se’JL’mmmtoj_'

m--thewglﬁcftéeriﬁ;eemr.g,&lsman culture went through a period

—of positivistic realism, mu;h_n.sn.l.lg_j “reality” (material reality
or sensual experience) and “action” {(social activism, mostly of a
socialist bend), a movement that matured in the 1860, in the
era of large-scale social and cultural change accompanying the
so-called Great Reforms. Although realism construed itself as a
radical rejection of the past, of romanticism, idealism, and the
Chnsnan religion itself, it can be argued that romantic (1deal-
istic and mystical) consciousness remained a tangible—though
denied-—presence in the consciousness of the realist.!!

The spirit of Russian modernism evolved in this context,
propelled by established patterns. The writings of modernists
abound in declarations of war on “realism.” Posmwsm was re-
- A new Idea |s m ti;:im _a_n' 1e new rell-

jouspess.” ‘Th e e oL NP
mmany critics and‘mtellectual hlstorlans Yet a case can be made
for continuity concomitant with the clearly marked, “apocalyp-
tic” ruptures. The idealism and mysticism of Russian modernists
rested on a solid positivistic substraturm.
Mechanisms of continuity can be illustrated with a case of
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“recycled” metaphors. The radical “realists” of the 1860's drew
the metaphors of reformation Trom the Christian tradition and % |84
adapted them for the use wnthm the context Of posmwsm The-

b ene o oA
. YHEVK

] B > Done? s About the New People (Chto delat’ 21z rmsﬁ%

%udmkh, 1863), in which the conception of the transfor-
mation, or “transfiguration,” of man was carefully encoded in
the language of science and social theory.

Prompted by the apocalyptic sense of living at the great divide
characteristic for the turn of the century, Russian modernists I\?G"b
(along with Western European modernists) operated with the
New Testament metaphors of renewal. They resorted, again, 0]

“the ‘metaphors of “{he gy fibn"and “the new womarf,” which
were “contaminated” by their previous use.?

The pattern of cultural development that accounted for the
mixing of historical styles also revealed itself in the ways Russian
culture, at various stages in its development, assimilated Western
European influence. Western cultural paradigms were freely (but
not necessarily consciously) rearranged to fit into a new context;
they were alloyed with ideas and 1mages specnﬁcally Russmn ]3.1.15> {
sian modernism blended. th on-] 1M
cePUst of Russian _a,hg [ Decadence i fo

o gy At

exlste:i side by side with utop: am§_rn, aest etncnsm wnt sbcml con- { {15TAS
cerns I the final analysns the* ‘new man” of Russian modermsm :
“was an amalgam of the Paulme ‘new man,” Chernyshe\(squ'r}_‘ k
__ﬂew man,” and Nietzschean superman.

.Jhe life- creatmg aspxrauons of the Russian Symbohsts—the

1A Tl T - e 4] 5':,»'
shock trooPS MOdC?f;lSlTP cap-be-g ced to the 1deas Of r(_.o.uj"'j
CFEDoicL

s eg ™ A

e asthetic ideks m(hg&ework of Chriss

J,m.m.g: and in close assocnatlon thh the apocalyptic.. ine;
both worked in a conggxt i ([rthodox th %—

\\\ “ologyroexisted wit }'mentahty A smkmg qual lty that

‘&E’y‘ghare is a type
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dyism”—concern with advancing coherent plans of action that
'%ndow human thought with ob_lectlve teatity and send the
world forth on the road to the practical reallzatlon of Chrlstlan
M_ldea]s
Sotovexsinfluence was eagerly acknowledged by the Symbol-
ists, who accepted him, along with Nietzsche, as 2 major prophet
“of the new apocalyptic times. Fedorov’s influence, though un-
_deniable, is hard to pmpomt Though his works remained un-
published until 1go7, he was known to such people as Dostoevsky,
Tolstoy, and Solov’ev through personal contacts and correspon-
dence; at the early stages in the development of Symbolism his
ideas spread by word of mouth !4 He is a powerful | presence in

FEgco

HoME M h Fas 011 ‘ _qy_l_) He clearly associated divine and aes-

Ciabor, thetic creation: Man is not merelg &produm w
MAT lowm

fwm

U

,Q.;{J&!ofé Mg, : ! - Sk .
‘ W most essentla com”p‘onent o rz_rrn_@‘ tatio Ch: m‘g was
: 1 striving for personal 1mmortahty and for the total resurrecnon

) !of [ the past generatlons here on earth Resurrectlon achle d

5 A s

fpﬁTd/ ; doctrme of resurrect n- 15 true‘ posmwsm, p051 TORN
NED & to actlon . the sort of positivism that.eliminates any pOSSlblllty
VE el {;,: of agnosuc1sm Le., of anything that cannot be known.”15 His
oy 1 i PhllO_fOPhY (known as the ‘philosophy of the common cause”) is
‘project” amwﬁf eExisting world- inro-a-ror=—
) P thh would Bﬁ e .f;f n £t from mortality, thm
"the col]ecuve e¥forts of human beings ezfﬂlpped with a power- ’
ful creauve force—a s;cmhesm of religion. sc1ence and art. Tn

3 y;c_al

FALAVE 1By ATo  Mas € Vith ESTatics (NRD A

E?E’;fwﬂcub e rQ\:UGNjA (CoONTRA § MATEELIA € A
fwle ,“
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%\W""‘L A By _ ;\};k Introduction il
- i T -

Nalinoe PRV s ks f .

mto “deed" (deastme, or ergon), aﬁeology (bogostovte) turns into ., ‘Q{?‘.’ZG:T'

theurgy (bogodezstvo) 17 Art should change from “art of 11k e- E- l) ’

#
4
<

-'-..,,,

-

o S
--~-~—~—€r i
j e material are umted Thus, the

..... - ki Mol (\r‘k o {"

the erotic - operate, $o (o speak, “in the image and vente ¥

, ' llkeness of Chrisy : Endowed with a _power to transform’  and im- NP
Rea Nu? mortalrze the human bemg by reumtmg ¥ the spmt and t the flesh, "u« o g’ri
Pl
Es P'w 7 the femrmne and the masculine, Eros 1s not an instrument of & 2’

— AR
B s ~§ rocreatlon but a Vehlcle ‘of divine acuon Tike love, art also s a f ﬁm f,d

St R : A
“J i dlvme acuon or theur_gy”; apustic rrea ,M,,‘ an_equivalent of” AETI5TrC 4
&k 9 - th Ic art rs self—creatlon 1 ime, -

Phivemy
»
98KT
¢y
AYTe -
, L TRIGL 1M
A contemporary, '"h PUDEISE ' W_Wth-‘n G!.’aﬂ

mﬂﬂﬂmign.lgfg_g

i

o0y wrote: “Editcated Russians. |
have always expected the transfiguration of life from ideas and
from artistic creations. In this spirit such antipodes as Pisarev,
with his utilitarian view of art, and Dostoevsky, with his slog;

— 00T
‘beauty will save the world,’ come together.” In this Trubetskoy
saw the meaning of the aesthetic program of Fedorov, Solov'ev,
and the Symbolists.22 (Solov'ev’s theories on art and love are

treated in more detail below in Chapters 1 and 2.)

It was in this cultural environment that the Symbolists‘de-
veloped their views on art’s relation to life and the notion of
“life-creation.” Deliberate aesthetlc organization of behavror was
a part of a general utopig

Pf‘to.re;o PRIEADD NA& rﬁn—tt@? EM Ru[AGEET INBIIBVALY

PRREGE, € Ny ne pENELATS Dar RELayog s Soan s
BE PRaPY{Ee '

-/
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of human beings is, in Zinaida Gippius's words, “to create life
collectively.” Gippius described how, in refusing to accept mar-
? riage as “the first, natural, and the most practica TOTT;
member of the Symbolist generation “began to ‘cogitate’ upon
the ‘question of sex.””?® Art was to play a special, if not the lead-
ing, role in this project. Many a Symbolist author hastened to
make a statement to that effect. Viacheslav Ivanov proclaimed
that artistic creation is not the creation of images (“icons”) but
the creauon of hfe itself (ne zkanatvorcbﬁim, a zhzznetvorchestvo) 24

hestvo. “Life |tsel! i3 Sreauon wro;gmx “It is life, that 1s,
WDH M2 movement forward, the growth of ever newer events—only life

poVL itself—is creatnon echoed Qﬂglus__ghe opposed this notlon to
v .

S ¢

DR ;

vi m{g"’ﬂ unction of a life- -giving force, it

TR 'e"’*“‘wﬂlﬂl disa _pPear as an independent ontological category. A_{t___sey:ri
aer € {life to the point ~where.it totally dissolves in life because it be:
D 15 Folus -Acomes life itself. This idea found its expression in the metaphor

f “the artist as malion . which became a building block of

n

et chose to express t _1s.1dea in terms of the Marxist theory of socna
revolutmn '

Art 1 a temporary measure: it is a tactical device in man’s struggle with |
fatum. Just as for the liquidation of class society a sort of dictatorship of J
|| the class (proletariat) is necessary, it is necessary to proclaim the dead ,

My L[ form [of art] as a banner in the abrogation of nonexistent, dead, fatal’ '
A g vk {lfe ... But perhaps s all of our life, subject to faium, should be blo
Ao Cﬁ uP, dlsappear, cease to be'-> “Then the new’ art would Terge w_V_the 7
_;"J:;\j.;-g- new life2® . ,,/’/“ e
e F»“‘nf A A{ter the revolution of 1917, under thw_hnp of/he

the”

pmlctarlat,ﬁymbohst theories were reﬁv::;j//y, Social de-
velopmeiits and intetteetuat-trends o fiew era. Alexander
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Bogdanov advanced his “universal orgamzatlonal sc1ence, or

rt?cﬁfotcrgy"’(WCFeek tecton, “builder”), created under

the alrect mHuence of Fédorov. 1t is the proletarian cultureina |

proletanan state, claimed Bogdanov, that is uniquely equipped
for the global [reJorganization of life, in all its aspects, from eco-
nomic relations to bodily functions. And the problem of mortality
can be finally brought to resolution.3® The theoreticians of “the

11’ (Levyi front iskusstv, or Lef), which included

members of the prerevoluuonary Futunst avant- garde%

___‘_‘l_lfg building” (zhzznestmeme) a concept w1th social a.nd techm-
cal connotations. Categories of Solov’evian aesthetic utopianism
were integrated into the theory of socialist realism. In the years
following the revolution, utopian visions of transforming the
world through aesthetic creation informed social and techno-
logical utopianism, including the utopian projects of the state 3!
It is no accident that commentators as diverse as the émigré
Symbolist Fedor Stepun, the repentant revolutionary Nikolai
Valentinov, and Nadezhda Mandelshtam came to see Symbohst

life-creation” as contributing to an atmosphere that allowc:a the

‘totalitarian control imposed by Stalm 32

This volume attempts to provide a comprehensive, but not
an exhaustive, treatment of the modernist aesthetic utopia. Each
essay takes up a specific dimension of the phenomenon and em-
ploys a specific set of techniques and approaches.

In Chapter 1, Irina Paperno offers a close look at the evolution
of the theme of art and life in the theoretical writings of Vladi-
mir Solov'ev and the Symbolists (Bely, Ivanov, and Briusov). She
_demonstrates that Symbolist theones are. orgamzed -by a set of
of these metaphors she traces the fusmn of posmvnsm with. mys-
ticism and the 1dlosyncratlc combmatlon of Nietzscheanism with
‘Orthodox Christianity,

In Chapter 2, Olga Matich examines a series of Symbolist (and
post-Symbolist) attempts to reconceptualize sexual love, in theory
(beginning with Solov’ev) and in practice. Experimenting with
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human relations, character, and body, the Symbolists focused on
a search for creative alternatives to biological procreation, seek-
ing to break the cycle of birth and death by creatmg an immortal
~androgynous human being. Matich’s analysis suggests that de-
bates on sexuality and gender in early-twentieth-century Russia
undertook a_metaphysical and epistemological, rather than a
social cause. They articulated concern with such issues as the

ﬁ matter and spirit, transience, and the creation of

In Chapter g, Irene Masing-Delic offers a different cross-
section of the material: she traces the motif of Pygmalion and
Galatea in Russian literature, from romanticism, through real-
ism, to Symbolism. Her analysis shows how life-creation, an aes-

e ——
thetic principle, was encoded in the artistic reworkmgs of the

myth. The motif reveals the felatlonshlp of continuity between_‘
reahsm ‘and modernism,

In Chapter 4, Alexander Lavrov undertakes the investigation
of yet another aspect of the phenomenon. Zhiznetvorchestvo was
mediated by an institution of sorts—the circle of the “Argonauts”
centered around Andrei Bely, with its peculiar “social structure,”
rituals, and private mythology. Lavrov has reconstructed the life
of the circle on the basis of archival materials that to this day
remain largely unpublished.

In Chapter 5, Joan Delaney Grossman reevaluates one of the
central “life texts” of Russian Symbolism, the Petrovskaia-Bely-
Briusov relationship. She reveals another source of Symbolist
life-creation—the writings of Stanislaw Przybyszewski. Focus-
ing on episodes from Briusov’s life text rather than his writ-
ings, Grossman brings to light an alternative stance in Sym-
bolist aesthetics. What emerges dramatically in his relationship
with Petrovskaia as analyzed by Grossman is Briusov’s principled
opposmon to utopian thinking. His position construes an alter-
‘native to the Solov’evian mystical brand of Symbolism practiced
by Gippius, Dmitry Merezhkovsky, Bely, Blok, and Ivanov.

In Chapter 6, Michael Wachtel explores the life and work of

Viacheslav Ivanov He shows lvanov seekt “formula” for the
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man _romantics. In the course of transiating Novalis’s poetry into
Russian, lvanov “translated” German romanticism into Russian
Symbolism and theory into biographical practice. Wachtel shows
how symbols penetrated “real-life” experience, mcludmg g that of of
Ivanov’s recorded dreams and visions.
— T .

In conclusion, in Chapter 7, Irina Gutkin traces the transfor-
mations of the conception of life-creation in the post-Symbolist

era, from Futurism to early Soviet culture to high Stalinism, re-

of the idea. e

Throughout the volume we advance two arguments concern-
ing the historical evolution of the Russian literary and cultural
tradition: that modernism, ostensibly reacting against positiv-

ism and reallsm actuallﬁ “assimilated some of the Tundamenial

prlnaplés of its archenemy; and that there is an essential conti- -
nuity between modernist aesthetics originating at the turni'of the
_century and _S_ovtet.ﬁultu..l:@ in the 1920's and 1930’s.

In emulation of the Symbolist principle of “collective cre-
ation,” this project was undertaken by a group of authors who
worked in close collaboration. Besides those whose essays ap-
pear in this volume, the group included several members who
provided creative energy that was not embodied in texts but con-
tributed substantially to the “common cause.” They are Boris
Gasparov, Robert P. Hughes, and Olga Raevsky-Hughes.
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The Meaning of Art:
Symbolist Theories

IRINA PAPERNO

ymbolist theories of art are informed by the ideas of Vladi-
mir_Solov’'ev, in whose works aesthetics is mterwoven with
theology.

Solov ev posits the notion of dualism as the foundation of his
system. For him, the world is Egp}ﬁgf:zg of anta_ggmsnc entities—
heavenly and earthly, material and spiritual, ideal and real—and
antagonistic realms—"inward reality” (the inner world of the
individual) and “outward” (objective) reality, The destiny of man

.is-the consolidation and “complete mutual penetrauon T oF these

“%W
antithetical entities and realms.! Art (or beauty) along wnh love,
PRI

“SE'IVES as'a mAjor vehicle of synthesm ,
" Solov'ev consnstemly descrlbes th

[{incarnation) and the spiritualization of matter (trangh tion).?

In “Beauty in Nature” (“Krasota v prirode,” 1884)

“of another, nonmalerlal element init.”* The main example is the

e i

mechanisms of the aesthetlc process: the mgggr_;almaunn\gf\ Spirit

Pﬂclx
gnmbu.m
gy -

vmﬁ_jag Low
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transformation of coal into a diamond. In their material ingre-
dients, their chemical elements, the two substances are identcal.
Therefore, the beauty of the diamond does not lie in its material
nature; it is produced by the refraction of light in the crystalline
structure of the gem. Beauty is produced neither by the ma-
terial body of the diamond nor by the light refracted in it, but
by the “distinct and inseparable [nesliiannyi i nerazdel’'nyi] union
of the substance and light.”+ The “task” of art, claimed Solov’ev
in “The General Meaning of Art” (“Obshchii smysl iskusstva,”
1890) is “the transformation of physical life into its spiritual
counterpart which . . . is capable of mternally [ransﬁgunng,
spititualizing matter or. truly becommg embodied in 1”5 Art is
essentially a synthesis of the material and the spmtual

The most important implication of the aesthetic process is
that, through participation in the spiritual achieved in art, the
physical world becomes a party to the immortality characterizing
the spiritual world: “with the immediate and indivisible union
in beauty of spiritual content angi_oy_}with their
complete mutual penetration, the material phenomenon, which

in reality has become beautiful; ihat w'mb_"é%fy,wau:tually has em-

“bodied it itself the idea; must become as permanent and immor-

44l 4s the 1dea ltse]f ’6 In this Solov’ev saw the difference between
his esthetics and Romantic, Hegelian aesthetics:

5‘0 LOU jAccordmg to Hegelian aesthetics, beauty is the embodiment of the uni-

Héet

versal and eternal idea in particular and transient phenomena; more-
over, they remain transient and disappear like individual waves in the
flow of the materlal process, only for a moment reflecting the radiance of
the eternal idea. But this is possible only with an impersonal, indifferent
relauonshlp between as Jrl[ual prmc:ple and a material phenomem)a,
For real and perfeclf EaELY: Pr ssmg jc%k‘mplete solldarlty and mutual
mlerpenetratlon of thése two elements, must necessarily make one of
them privy to the immortality of the other.?

Of no less importance is the quality of “reality” given to the
ideal. In “Beauty in Nature” Solov'ev argues that the embodi-
ment of beauty “is no less real and considerably more significant
(in a cosmogonical sense) than those material elements in which
it is embodied.”® From this it follows that art is a force capable of
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bringing about the real transformation of the world. Opposing
the Platonic notion of beauty asa."shadow” of the idea, accepted
by “idealistic” romantic aesthencs, he clalmqgl,gbg;_beautz ‘must

“Tead 't a real improvement of, mah&”g Georgy Chulkov quoted

‘this-defifiifion in his “On Mystical Anarchism” (“Q misticheskom
anarkhizme,” 1906), in which he presented art as a force capable
of bringing about social transformation

In propagating this idea, with its obvious mystical overtones,
Solov’ev found an ally in the positivist Nikolai Chernyshevsky,
whose The Aesthetic Relations of Art to _ﬁggﬁgﬂ (Esteticheskie otnoshe-
niia ishusstoa k deistvitel'nosti), when it appeared in 1853, became
anm manifesto of the new p051t1v1st1c aestE% m. Rus.su;—reallsg;,

In 1894 Soloviev reviewed the new edition of Chernyshevsky’s Lo M) 4 i
treatise. In his treatise Chernyshevsky reversed the romantic 4e1e—bgy
hierarchy in which art, as pertaining to the sphere of the ideal,§¢/# |45

was superior to life. He proclaimed reality superior to the ideal,
real life superior to art. A philosophical category tradmonally )

'H".\hya

i [oF's A

“associated with art, the beautiful, was to be found not in art but 3+
in real life: “The beautiful is life” (prekrasnoe est’ zhizn’). Accord-_
ing to Solov'ev, with this idea Chernyshevsky became the first
aesthenman to affirm * ‘thé reahtybﬁrfwbeauty il -
“Itappears that in Solov’ev’s thinking positivist “realism” (a be-

lief in the reallty of the matenal world) was compounded with

- 3% fiotion ‘of the * mseparable umty > and “total mutual penetration”
<
L

of the spiritual and the material principles in art is an applica-

l. e oe e ofdogos. a ns ‘main model Solov ev’s bs.} { “t."vj

tion of the Clyristological doctring in aesthetics. The theological DoUT RN

formulas that define the relations between the two natures of*
Christ (the inseparable union of the divine and the human; two
natures united yet distinct and autonomous) are recognizable in

€I T\){N‘ -
SHA

his aesthetic formulations. He relies.on the Chrlstologlcal notlon'ré

of the transformation of.the flesh Lhrough the incarnation o

~,the immutable and impassible Logmmgffgﬂﬁ?jﬂ,l}&
_impassibility on man)."? ‘

Indeed, Solovev’s aesthetic works complement his theologi-

TELOSIR CRISTA

IMETAFoR A ADaTAbA T P aNoy
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gy,
- P

cal treatise, Readings oh Godmanhood (Chtemw&%:echestve,
1877-81). The theologmal cencept of %chelovechest , in the

i g F T R =Y

sense refers to the union of GG a n in Christ.
Solov'ev uses godmanhood as a universal paradlgm of synthe—
sis. While in Readings on Godmanhood Solov’ev argued that man’s
striving for the reconciliation of opposnes in the unity of God
and _man is theultlmate

s, in his aes-.
thetic studies h hat aesthetic activity, a force uniting
e v g T T T ey .

the spmtual and the material, is destmed o play a ma_lor role

s YRy g

m that sam process Moreover, at the present stage in hlstory,
R e e Y NS, L ’ - o

art is a,rf: : nent of Hée 1o “The Cen-
eral’ Me: T ATt Solov ty (deistvitel'noe
iskusstvo) as “the palpable representatlon k. ébject or phe-
nomenon “from the pomL of view.of its ultimate state, orin_ the

light of the future world

" From this point of view Solov’ ev, in his “First Speech on Dos-
toevsky” (“Pervaia rech’ o Dostoevskom,” 1881), evaluated differ-
ent aesthetic systems: while “pure” (idealistic) art (a thing of the
past) lifted man above the earth,” contemporary realism returns
' man to earth mspmng h1m wnh love and compassnon for thls ’

e ? 1e.anc acihie
earth.'* In this Solov'ev'saw the

Solov'ev’s philosophy of art, as well as hi eal strate-
g1es, was adopted by the. SymellﬁLS,,_b_l_S_}Qggg and images are
chlmeg;l in the writings of Dmitry Merezhkovsky, Zinaida G1pp1us,

Andrei Bely, Viacheslgv Ivanov, Valery Briusoy, Fedor Sologub
ARTE-ibA.” :
and others. 1t was@elywho, taking Solov'ey as a starnng point,

.ﬁ;' ' ‘

In construct:ng the aesthetics of Symbolism, Bely follows
}g& y, Solov’ev’s strategy of creating metaphors from theologlca'iuw(fon— .
RRTE 5 A cepts and apBlylng them to aesthetic prob]ems Central 0B l}_{ s
c’.amma aesthetics is his thesis “artis the , ‘ Jor-
VY YA e . He argues that ‘artlstlc creanonmevnta ytaeon

areligious quallty.16 In arguing this point Bely adopied Solov’ev’s
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Jman as such) of the image of the ‘new man, that 18 Hev g fi.
LT Bely's “Symbollsm as World Understandmg (“Simvo- ¢~ .
m kak miroponimanie,” 1903) the word “theurgy” refers to DUIf /A%
5&\“‘.’. the “indwelling of God in the human personality.”'* Although ‘-} '

EO ¢ these ideas focused on the metaphor of the artist as “the new j;, M € rt
2 man,” with its obvious New Testament connotations, the Pauline -, ., .
“€ i 4 phraseology and Solov’ev’s religious aestheticism are not the only RPN 7

E T
ol

:Hnﬁﬁ sources of Bely’s theory. In Bely’s “new man” the New Testament .v& Y
symbolism merged with Nietzschean images, primarily with the ' o
doctrine of the superman. Bely claimed, “Nietzsche’s doctrine
of the individual is an aesthetics”; Nietzsche’s superman (“the
contemporary new man”) 1s *an arustlc 1mage of persona]lty ”20

1 _ashwreh ous

R A S et

~;--' : odermzed Chrlstlamt

1 his famous, 1586 preface fo The Birth of Tragedy NieszschenET2rcHE
claimed that the aesthetic view of the world implied attribut-
mg “a kind of divinity” to the world process, with God viewed
s “the supreme artist.” Yet this view involved a conception of
Wcreauon as an essentially amoral act, with God, the “supreme
Tarust,” ore allzlngﬁlmself indifferently in whatever he does or un-
does.” Moreover, Nietzsche emphasized that his purely aesthetic
interpretation and justification of the world put his doctrine “at )Z(OV-EV &
the opposlte pole from Christian doctrine, a doctrine entirely Fzp3e b
moral in purport.”?' To Russians, particularly to Soloviev and gay¢ssbe
Nikolai Fedorov, who were OMMW Bk NIEY
" such insistence on the anti-Christian nature of his doctrine was
unacceptable. Solov'ev, in “Literature or truth” (“*Slovesnost’ ili
istina”), an essay in Sunday letters (Voskresnye pis'ma, 18g7-g8),
reproached Nietzsche for substituting “philology” for religion
in his approach to life. In Nietzsche’s insistence on seeing life
as a purely aesthetic phenomenon (i.e., as a text), Solov’ey saw
a view of life devoid of any mystical component,-the-iriumph.
of ™ uperplulology over-true. supermanhood "2 The latter he
on51dered _attainable only. within the framework of Chrlsna nity:

P

Striving to resolve the contradiction between aestheticism and

Teol el CRISTA
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Christian doctrine{Bely)and Ivanov too reinterpreted Nietzsche
along the lines suggesied to them by Solov'ev’s critique: Nietz-
schean aestheticism they read as Christian mys ticism. Bely saw no
contradiction between ‘philological” and religious approaches
to life in Nietzscheanism; he read fiteraflly Nietzsche’s metaphor
“God as supreme artist,’ > and understood the Nietzschean con-
cept of aesthetic creation in life ¥ mystical Acivily ki o the”
creation of the world, In Bely’s synthetic system, Nietzschean and
Christian concepts are interchangeable: Nietzsche’s superman is
the Pauline new man.

Following Fedorov and Solov'ev, Bely included the issue of

—personal immortality in his view of art. In the article “Art”

MRS €ERA
oyfe 2
Facﬂo?

(“Iskusstvo,” 19o3) he elaborates: when applied to life, art ex-
tends life into eternity; in this way art becomes the creation of
personal immortality.® Bely and other Symbolists saw immor-
tality as one of the most important components in the thinking
of their predecessors. According to Bely, Nietzsche in Zarathus-
tra offered a practical strategy for the “bodily transfiguration
of man”—a step toward physical immortality (“Friedrich Nietz-
sche” [“Fridrikh Nitsshe,” 1907]).2¢ Viacheslav Ivanov saw “the

problem of-victory-over death” as the fecus of Salov’ev’s s godman-

hood, a concept that Ivanov described in Nietzschean terms as

NAG {;‘XNJ-— the “true supermanhood” (istinnoe sverkhchelovechestvo) 25

4 ASSIC gsufl god, Helios), who illuminates the images of this world to re-|

Mo¥

ST ) An essential part of the theory of life-creation is establishing
PoRees Symbo isms-place-ig the historical succession of creative styles.
-3 i ayssvmbolism” (“Simvolism,” 1908, pub-

. nyz) Bely describes the relation of the poet’s

creative consciousness to “nature” (the outward world) from the

@ point of view of different artistic systems. He acknowledges two
NATI TR Mmethods in the art of the past. In the first system, the
visived We forms of visible ‘nature (th (the ‘real rw_cir_ld“)
(b O which he understands as true 1mages or symbolsz of t e “true”
RERLY), w rld The metaphor of this ariistic strategy is the Sun {or the

veal them with y tlmate c]anty Beiy ca]ls this method Lela,

i
i
i

CENTE 3 BTl

-
I3

3
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2
_internal reality, or his og“ ;é#!a which reveals the “true” world. RE M'//

The result is a world of fantastic i images | taken from the aru}g TINVTER, Nf"

>\ 1mag1nat10n This method is fantastlc romanucnsm,’ exemph ALt L
: fied iy Milton. Having Cieated Nis OWn world, e artst may IMA G4

2MAN = discover that the external world (nature) is ac[ually createff in the M ANTY
J‘ o image and lik llkeness of hlS world (that is, of art). This is, accordmg M 0 Fq NT
au) S Lo Bely, the strategy of reahstlc romanticism, or “romanticism of A\)"T) 5 ¥
m’;exemp_hﬁed by Gogol. The metaphor of this type of cre.
Orpheus, who draws the ghost into the world of reality. @
thrd ethod, propagated by Bely as the e strategy of Symbol-

ased on a synthesis of the first two. L he image, which 153 | {‘;ABOLN
" b of the értlsts consc16"{f§ jess Teceives embodiment tﬁat ' ;
. . By P ; £ e “Uhhew

:"CEV‘ ged with reality, the lnwar sub- | ﬁ’;«‘?’o PR
& ) gctive) with the outward (objectlve) the image is fused w1th Lhe w
{ : IEWLL,Y t_‘almm B.Q.y 5 metaphor “of this’ type of crezitifm M U?db%

and by 1mp11catlon Chrlst ‘Bely uses .

_made ﬂeM he act of i _mcarnauon overcomes the sepa
| tween “poet’ “and “man. " Like the dlvme creator in t'he aCl Of Foaanrra
mcarnanon “thé poet_ hlmself cre
TR A _m_l}ely argues “the artist shou me his own aruistic for.
fr his natural ‘1. should merge. wnth his art., hlS life ‘should become
v0 4l artistic. He hlmself is ‘the word made flesh.’' "2
1y In order to fully understand Bely's view, we turn now to fan BR' U }
din earlier Symbolist attempt to deal with the relations between [art b )
’ and life as that attempt evolved historically, Briusov’s article » todichs
ATE R/ 4 #The Sacred Sacrifice” (“Sviashchennaia zhertva 1905).27 AT, ,aE,Fm X
cording to Briusov, the task of Symbolism is to merge life and ¢7a/1c3
art. This synthesis can be achieved by further developing the {p-10)
aesthetic principles of realism, which came to replace romantic
aesthetics. Romanticism limited the sphere of art to the "beauti-
ful” and “sublxme > As aresult, only some, elements of the poet’s
life could be turned intg poetry, Realism extended the realm of
the the beautiful by mcludmg the whole world in all of its manifes-

lanons “Realism opened all of life for inclusion in [he sphere of 4

me NAT:{&( 24
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; g art, thus erasmg the borders between the poet’s art and his life.
Y Z < In Briusov’s view, the realist and the Symbohst both “ergl?ody”
?; @ )_:, life in art. But whlle the reahst turns the external world i into art,
- &1y the Symbclist creates by ernbodymg his inner st self; “lee realists
é w ¢ | we recognize life itself as the only. thmg that is.ta. bg incarnated
S £8 | inart. But while they were looking for it [life] outside of them-
selves, we turn our gaze inward.” Thus, the artist in his entlrety
_is turned jnto art, From this it fo]lows that the goal of tEe artls
. 1s s to make his life into an art for oL CTe
ViDA . i
oMo
el obvious. Both Briusov and Bely view Symbolism as a synthesis
y Y i

of the romantic and a different, “objective” artistic method. But
“objectivity,” which Briusov describes as the method of realism,
Bely attnbutes to “classicism.” Both authors use Solov'ev’s meta-

mcarnaugg for the description of the artistic process

dualist worldv1ew, 1gn0res the mystlcal connotations of the con-

ceptand uses the term purely asa metaphor for the concrete
expression of an idea, Bely restores its original theologlcal and’

Rt ~ ysucal 51gn1ﬂcance his metaphors are “real.”

A1 These ideas, metaphors, and strategies of reasoning are shared
\{ VA NO_‘ another major proponent of Symbohst aesthetics, Viacheslav
""tr:f anoyThe notion o] Ariastranst 1 :  :

_ thematics of much of his ear y poetry reobrazheme

- <% Vselennoi” (“Call forth/the Transfiguration of the Universe”),
~_Ivanoy. ordesSthe artist in his_early programmatic poer “‘Cre—v_

atlvlty (“Tvorchestvo,” in the collection Kormchie zvezdy, 1903).

" Similarly, Ivanov's poetry repeatedly uses Solov'ev’s image of

the transformation of coal into a diamond. It appears in “Dia-

mond” (“Almaz,” in the collection Prozrachnost’, 1go4), “Dispute”

(“Spor,” in Cor Ardens, 1911), “Language” (“lazyk,” 1927, in Svet
vechernii) ?® Like Bely, Ivanov employs the  theological concept of
,incarnation as a  metaphor fc for artistic ¢ creauon However, Ivanov
focuses not on the nature of the relation ‘between * ‘man” and
“poet” but on the nature of the poetic word (a question that also
interested Bely). For the Symbohsts argues. Ivanov in hns Tes-
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A PALAVRA #/ ¢ STMELien O
taments of Symbolism” (“Zavety simvolizma,” 1g10), the poetic
mgentlaﬂy different from the general linguistic sign: it f’ﬂL QUAR
is “a sxmbml“r that is, it must be understood as was the word i m oMo gqut
Leral in medleval reahsm_ 2 total_n ) L of u,q LENTE
. that | e prototype or such a word is the M"‘* 3 DA
divine Logos j T Tvanov sThms the symbB)L}s not a dead-image R¥eirs. &
{or idol) of reallty but’i 1§s wliving >, the oﬁiiwm- to €le ngrhf
become flesh.” In tﬁ;smsense Symbo st poetry, whck operates [reve §

m worg symgo!s is an art that(str1ve§ to merge wuh reahii‘“to CRIC A VL

become reallt)/ ltself

According to lvanov, in this lies the ﬁ% é’ncéqbetween Sym-
bolism (a religious, “theurgic” art) and romanticism. Whj
i kes vmons of the “other ,ﬂ\gg&!@ﬂ, Sxénbo ‘
bod) ons ality. Tn R iSon tothese a arguments,
‘which are on reallzmg the metaphor “word become flesh,”
Ivanov affirms that poetry (Symbolist poetry) is by its very nature
an art that 15 ngjml:mphl;wg,ﬁbut acuve"’ o AETEG

r;tion of Images, but the C : (ne lekgnot;)orziigsibo a € IQ“Q({/Q
" s A VIDA

zhzznetvarchestvo = i

I now return to the Symbolists’ theories to clarify the logic of

their reasoning. '
§ olov’ eylan Symbollsm adopted th
ion of f the diia :

”

_ " Tealand "[aear, Hesh and | soul, mm
J)nrlt human and dlvme r and inner, ob_]ecnve and subjéf::
uve, ob_;ect and idea). Kant pos;ted the basic polarity as that 6f
the world of the object and the world of human consciousness,
in which the objects are known. From this followed the roman-
tic separation between art and life, with art seen as a realm of
“the ideal” and thus superior to life. In the romantlc context,
_attempts at overcoming the separatlonﬁtween art and llfe and
_between the two worlds invoived the following conceptual opera-
[lOl‘l “llfe" “was proclaimed to be consubstantial with ary; realn; VIDA

39&&651 into_the rc%m n.of the ideal, Life then became 2 g pia

SRR e

legitimate object of creative- ae«twu.y,aspahere of application of o€ e
~ .aesthetic prmc1ples However, in the course of this prolecuon a DA

LTS
CRARTIA

MRy Q‘%.{J'
PeIrHE, ﬂ,:_r)
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“residue” remained. Whole spheres of “life"—"the empirically
low” (such as physiological processes and trivial details of daily
existence) were excluded from art; they were regarded as ma-
terial suitable neither for artistic creation nor for aesthetization
in real-life creation. And, in a mystical key, not the whole of the
earthly life could inherit “life eternal.”

DesL Mo Russian Symbollste saw their attempts to merge art and life as
ar icism. However; they operated in the culture

evival of Toffi
that hiad ‘passed through and’ responded to the experlence of

J( ﬁém A—— realism, Realism was worked mto their aesthetics.
-Symbelism aspired to effect a total coincidence between the

foﬂ ‘LL two p]anes or the two worlds Whlle romanticism saw the other
€ gf“ world as the “true” world, Symbohsm adopted the realistic notion
Mynbo be of the ultimate “truth,” or reality, and superior aesthetic value

o@IE72 &  of this world and of life. In n their VIex_'g_nernyshe\_'_"sky s famous
peabe LA thesis “the beautiful is life” implied that real life in its Entlr‘é'ty
Lo, R@QLM could becom e'd dOmam of the beautiful and, therefore a sphere
HYPRA R oF artistic creatlon Life as 4 wholeé, withibutany “résidue,” can be
/t " iransformed into art.-In a-miystical key, the whole of “this world”

i _can be transformed into “the world beyond > Thus, roman-

P

nee e k|
t1c strlvmg for]émeats was replaced with the desme to br] g the

L P;L s of Symbolist acst ‘_eﬂn_c_:.s_zwthe notions of transﬁgurauon
Tt a and incarnation, used in con_]unctlon prov1de the _mBaradlgm for’
CRIEE, the “aesthenic Process. “His Tollowers, the Symbolists, privilege.
incarnation over transfiguration because, by making the spiri-
tual material, incarnation gives them access to “reality.”? The
Christological doctrine provides the paradigm for the union of
the man and the poet, life and art** In place of the dichotomy
“art and life” (zhizn’ i tvorchestvo) Symbolism offers a unity of art-
lifehood, or zhiznetvorchestvo, a direct parallel to godmanhood or
bogochelovechestvo. The oppo
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Merging theology and aesthetics, the Symbolists appeared to
have reconciled the world’s tragic dichotomies; moreover, they
resolved the conflict between the secular and the religious that
had plagued Russian culture throughout its modern history.

Viewed in this context, “life-creation” in daily life means much
more than organizing life aesthetically, as if it were a literary
text. By projecting principles used to construct verbal texts into
life the Symbolists realized the metaphor “the incarnation of the
Word.” Thus 'ironically, aestheticization of life Is an expression

i e
It that s, life as a %roduct of the mcarnaupl;,gf th. spirit

uc{' Rriveitse e

- (Bely, using Dostoevsky s phrase) N

OveV's Views on art 7 36 Loncrete atternpts at an.
aesthetic organization of personal life had far-reaching mysti- .
,m'fransformed through art, life was capable.of - -
“becoming “life_eternal.” Aestheticization of life was a way to,
achieve deification and to gain the kingdom of heaven, includ-
ing the “realistic” kingdom of heaven on earth: the social utopia
and Fedorovian personal immortality in the flesh. Viewed in
this light, “life-creation” appears as a manifestation of utopian-
_ism inspired by ike atmosphére of apocalyptlc forebodings and
nur[u;:ec_lT the amalgamation of mysticism _and positivism_in

turn- of the cemury culture.

Pras
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The Symbolist Meaning of Love:
Theory and Practice

OLGA MATICH

he self-conscious construction of one’s life according to a
philosophical, social, or literary model was begun not by
the Symbolists but by literary forebears who set wide-ranging
precedents for Symbolist behavior: first the romantics of the De-
cembrist era, then the men of the 1840%s, and then the “new
men” of the 1860%. For these several generations of Russians,
“living ideas,” so typical of Dostoevsky’s heroes, became a life
strategy. The tendency to turn philosophy into praxis and ab-
stract ideas into a strategy for living had European sources as
well as Russian; one of these, for the generation of the 1860,
was L. A. Feuerbach’s anti-idealism, which privileged the senses
and the immediacy of lived experience at the expense of pure
ideas. At the end of the century, Nietzsche reinforced the empha-
sis on praxis by rejecting abstract theory in favor of a philosophy
of life, a move that captured the imagination of the Symbolist
generation.
The Symbolists’ immediate Russian predecessor in the sphere
of life-creation was, of course, Vladimir Solov’ev. In keeping
with the emphasis on an experiential rather than an abstract
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philosophy, he began the process of translating key religious
and aesthetic concepts into a life strategy. Solov'ev’s ideas, which
incorporated Platonism, Christian mysticism, Hegelianism, and
positivism, became a way of life for the Symbolists, believing as
they did in the sacramental transubstantiation of “the word”—
that it could become flesh and blood.

The ultimate goal of the men and women at the turn of the
century was a total transformation of life resulting in earthly im-
mortality. In this they were inspired by Solov’ev’s Christological
model of godmanhood as based on the union of flesh and spirit,
as well as Nietzche's godlike superman, who, they believed, would
transcend death by giving birth to himself; Nikolai Fedorov's
project of resurrecting dead ancestors in the flesh; and Nikolai
Chernyshevsky's “new men and women.” Love played a seminal
role in these utopian projects. For Solov'ev love was even more
powerful than art in that it had real-life potential to bring about
the actual end of history and transform material reality.

Building on the ideas of Feuerbach and French Christian
socialists, nineteenth-century Russian utopian thought in the
1860’s commonly combined militant atheism, Christian theologi-
cal terminology, and asceticism in private life. Solov’evian roman-
tic life-creation, adopted by the Symbolists, reinstated the cen-
trality of religion. Reappropriating it from the hidden underside
of the utopian culture of Russian radicals and the metaphoric
discourse to which they had relegated it, Solov'ev fused religion
and eros in his theory of love. That theory was closely linked
with his theory of art, described in the preceding chapter.

Seeking transcendence and immortality through love, the
Symbolist new man and woman, inspired by Solov'ev, were driven
by the eschatological impulse toward rebirth or resurrection,
not procreation. Premised on the continuous cycle of birth and
death, procreation was rejected; hence the common preoccupa-
tion with abstinence in the here and now and with conquering
death by a higher form of love that rechanneled erotic energy
away from the biological drive to reproduce.! In their search for
these higher forms, the Symbolists offered a variety of erotic
practices as alternatives to the traditional family. Among them
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were Platonic love for a soul twin, Dionysian eros, new versions of
the romantic triangle, homoerotic love, narcissism, and romantic
love for an unattainable object. These models were frequently
intertwined, reflecting the eclectic, syncretic spirit of the time.
In its cultural sources, the Symbolist ethos brought together an-
cient Greek life practice (in the Platonic, or Apollonian, sense,
and in the Dionysian as defined by Nietzsche); elements of Gnos-
tic mysticism; the ideal of courtly love filtered through German
romanticism; the Slavophile notion of collectivity; and aspects of
Russian radical ideology of the 1860’.2

The Solov’evian Erotic Utopia

Vladimir Solov’ev in his seminal work “The Meaning of Love”
("Smysl liubvi,” 18g92—g4) presented a program of action for an
“erotic utopia,”* which had a profound influence on the Sym-
bolist generation’s mythology of love. Solov'ev envisioned eros,
which, he believed, was the only sign of divinity in the ma-
terial world, as having transformative power, not a procreative
function. Its goal was the creation of the new man who would
transcend death by reclaiming divine androgyny. According to
Solov'ev, the meaning of love emerged from a synthesis of oppo-
sites—the feminine and masculine and the spiritual and ma-
terial. His summons to recover the union of the spirit and flesh
in love, as well as in art, paved the way for the later Symbolist
attempts to combine Greek paganism and Christianity.

Eros was to be retrieved from the dustbin to which Christian
life practice had discarded it and reunited with the spirit in the
new man: “False spirituality is the negation of the flesh; true
spirituality represents its transformation, salvation, rebirth.”+
This, however, did not connote the physical consummation of
passion by historical men and women, but the transubstantiation
of the flesh. Like his followers, Solov'ev was both ambivalent and
ambiguous about the physiology of love. It may be that he in-
tended a collective physical union of all humanity to mark the
end of history and the emergence of the new man; before the
coming of that time the consummation of passion would be pro-
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scribed because it resulted in the disintegration of humanity and
death. Conflating the spirit and flesh, as if in an erotic retort,
the androgynous godman could be re-created only by mankind
as a whole, not by individuals. (Like Fedorov and other Russian
utopians before and after, Solov'ev insisted on the Slavophile
principle of communality {sobornost’].)

In keeping with nineteenth-century utopian discourse, he as-
sociated the transformation of life with the notion of task (delo
liubui), connoting activity and process. Moreover, the task of love
was intertwined with the task of Logos (delo slova); their common
goal was the creation of the new man. In the words of Evgeny
Trubetskoy, “for [Solov'ev] Godmanhood . . . is . . . that unique
task which man is called upon to accomplish on this earth. The
calling of man is first of all theurgy, i.e. the fulfillment of God’s
task . . . both in private and public life.”>

Solov’ev’s theory of love, premised on unconsummated eros
and an antiprocreative bias, had its basis in Plato. Emphasizing
the experiential, personal character of Plato’s erotic philosophy,
the Russian thinker explored its potential to transcend abstract
thought. The title of his most extensive essay on Plato, “Plato’s
Life Drama” (“Zhiznennaia drama Platona,” 1898), emphasizes
the philosopher’s personal history and life practice at the ex-
pense of pure philosophy. Written against the background of
Russian nineteenth-century utopian thought, Hegelianism, and
Nietzsche, Solov'ev’s “The Meaning of Love” was, first of all, a
response to Plato’s Symposium (translated into Russian as Pirshe-
stvo, or Pir). In the words of Viacheslav Ivanov, “Perhaps no one
since Plato has said anything so deep and vital about love and
sex . .. as Solov'ev, crowning the former and restoring the latter’s
human dignity and goal of godmanhood.”$ Plato was the source
of Solov’ev’s ideas of unconsummated divine love and divine an-
drogyny? Created in the image and likeness of God, Solov'ev’s
androgyne reclaims the original wholeness that reinstates im-
mortality. But in contrast to Plato, whose androgyne exists only
in the realm of forms, Solov'ev awaited its actual materialization
in the future.

Solov’ev’s mythology of love took as its starting peint the dis-
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tinction between earthly and divine love described in the Sym-
postum. Plato represented them by Aphrodite Pandemos and
Aphrodite Urania. The former, who is younger than her heav-
enly counterpart, was born of the union of male and female and
is the patron of physical love. Spiritual love is associated with
Aphrodite Urania, who is older and “springs entirely from the
male,” according to Pausanias in the Symposium; “those who are
inspired by this Love are attracted toward the male sex.”# De-
scribing the higher form of love, Socrates says that those “whose
creative desire is of the soul, and who long to beget spiritually,
not physically,” beget wisdom and virtue. This he associates with
sublimated love between male friends. Socrates’ teacher of eros,
Diotima, posits a third and higher form of love, which is linked to
philosophy and involves the transcendence of the sensible world.
Divine love in the Platonic sense is a pilgrimage that starts with
the love of male physical beauty, moves to love of spiritual and
moral beauty, proceeds to love of the beauty of knowledge and
truth, and finally attains to the contemplation of absolute beauty
(Symposium, p. 94). Mystical light illuminates the end of this path
from ordinary physical love to Platonic eros.

In distinguishing between the two Aphrodites, Solov'ev, un-
like his Athenian predecessor, did not draw a sharp line between
them, although his preference was for the celestial goddess. Nor
did Solov’ev associate her with homoerotic love, For Solov'ev,
Aphrodite Urania was the emblem of the eternal feminine, whom
he described as the woman clothed in the sun (zhena oblechennaia
v solnise), an image from The Revelation of St. John:

The woman clothed in the sun is already suffering birth pains: she
must reveal the truth, give birth to the word, but the ancient serpent
is gathering his last forces against her . . . in the end Eternal beauty
will be fertile, and from her will emerge the world’s salvation, when her
deceptive physical likeness has disappeared, as that sea foam which gave
birth to Aphrodite Pandemos. My poems do not serve her, not with a
single word ®

Juxtaposing images from the Apocalypse, Old Testament,
Plato, and Greek mythology, Solov'ev imitated Plato’s method of
“the midwifery of thought” by using metaphors of love that were
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pointedly procreative. Despite a disdain for physical progeny,
paradoxically, both Plato and Solov’ev appropriated the imagery
of birth and fecundity to describe divine love. Solov’ev depicts
eternal beauty as fertile, out of which will emerge salvation (in
the sense of rebirth), but not till the disappearance of beauty’s
physical form. The image that he proposes is that of a woman
enveloped by the sun and in the throes of childbirth, giving birth
to Logos.

However, in contrast to Plato, who put ideas above praxis,
Solov’ev adapted the Platonic discourse of love to a utopian ideal
and to the Russian tradition of turning ideas into life practice.
Like Chernyshevsky and Fedorov—his nineteenth-century uto-
pian predecessors in Russia—he emphasized the transformative
power of eros, whose goal is the transfiguration of human nature:
“Plato had not mastered the eternal power of Eros to perform
the real task of the rebirth of physical nature, his and another’s,”
although he had already begun transforming erotic philosophy
into a life strategy.!® According to Solov'ev, the three most im-
portant aspects of active love existed in Plato’s philosophy in em-
bryonic form: “the concepts of androgyny, spiritual corporeality,
and godmanhood . . . {t]he first—in the myth put into the mouth
of Aristophanes (Symposium), the second—in the definition of
beauty {Phaedrus}, and the third—in the very concept of eros as
a mediating force between God and mortal nature (the speech of
Diotima in the Sympostum)” (“Zhiznennaia,” p. 235). These three
manifestations of eros were for Solov'ev the goal of the transfor-
mation of life. For Plato, however, they remained in the realm of
fantasy: “He did not tie them together and put them at the real
basis of life's journey,” wrote Solov’ev, “and for this reason the
end of the journey, [which was] the resurrection of mortal nature
to eternal life, remained hidden from him, although logically it
followed from his own ideas. . . . Plato’s Eros did not fulfill its
goal, did not unite heaven with earth and the underworld, did
not build between them any actual bridge, and, empty-handed,
flitted away indifferently to the world of ideal speculation” (ibid.,
- 285).

As this passage so clearly illustrates, Solov'ev, like one of his
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other teachers, Fedorov, believed in the creation of a real bridge
between heaven and earth, what he called pontifex, and in the
actual rebirth of mortal human nature. Modeled on the resur-
rection of Christ, the prototypical godman, the transfiguration
of mortal flesh that is mediated by love’s winged eros is the path
to immortality: “Our personal task . . . [and] the common task of
the whole world . . . [is] to spiritualize matter. It is being prepared
by the cosmic process in the natural world, being continued and
reifted in the historical process of mankind.”!! This path is asso-
ciated with divine androgyny and the union of spirit and flesh.
Identified as the triad of divine love, androgyny, sanctified flesh,
and godmanhood became Solov'ev’s life task.

Like Fedorov, whose philosophy of the “common task” re-
jected consummated, procreative love in favor of an active, re-
demptive love that resurrects the dead fathers, Solov'ev seems to
have considered tampering with nature. He suggested the actual
physical transfiguration of man, especially since Adam the pro-
creator would become obsolete with the advent of androgyny.
(Reproduction, after all, is premised on the polarization of male
and female.) Resembling Fedorov’s, as well as positivist, utopian
visions of the scientific transformation of nature, his descrip-
tion of man’s rebirth borrowed terms from the physical sciences:
“Only this, so to speak, chemical fusion of two beings of the
same kind and significance, but throughout different in form,
can render possible (both in the natural and the spiritual order)
the creation of a new man, the actual realization of the true
human individuality.” 2 This new man was to be an androgyne,
representing the free union of the masculine and feminine prin-
ciples, whose androgynous wholeness will reestablish in him the
image and likeness of God:

In empirical reality there is no man as such—he exists only in a one-
sided and limited form as a masculine or a feminine individual. . . . The
true human being . . . cannot be merely a man or merely a woman, but
must be the higher unity of the two. To realize this unity or to create the
true human being as the free unity of the masculine and the feminine
elements, which preserve their formal separateness but overcome their
essential disparity and disruption, is the direct lask of love.13
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Although Solov’ev does not actually name Fedorov, “The Mean-
ing of Love” concludes with Fedorov's ideas about the internal-
ization of sexual energy that transcends procreation: love’s task is
“the transformation or the furning inwaerds of the creative power
which in nature, being turned outwards, produces the bad in-
finity of the physical reproduction of organisms.” This will be
accomplished by the release, or liberation, of “spiritual-material
currents [dukhovno-telesnye toki], which will gradually gain posses-
sion of the material environment,” resulting in the birth of the
“living and eternal likeness of absolute humanity.” 4

Solov'ev’s images of the physical transfiguration of the body
and his call for androgyny and the fusion of spirit and flesh were
to remain on the plane of discourse until the advent of Symbolist
discussions about life-creation. One of the examples of the Sym-
bolist attemnpt to translate Solov'evian theory into practice was the
debate in the Merezhkovsky circle about new forms of sexuality
that circumvent procreation. (In 1906, the circle included Vasily
Rozanov, Alexander Benois, Leon Bakst, Dmitry Filosofov, Pavel
Pertsov, Vladimir Gippius, Walter Nuvel’, and Sergei Diaghilev.)
According to Zinaida Gippius, they were all preoccupied with
“the unsolved mystery of sex,” its relation to God, and possible
alternatives to the biological sex act. Unlike some of the others,
Gippius proposed that it be abolished altogether: “The abolition
of procreation abolishes the [sex] act, of its own accord--not
by any law, but because of its having become . . . an unlawful
state, . . . Conversely we must . . . assert the phenomenal . . . trans-
figuration of the flesh here.”'s In contrast o his wife, Dmitry
Merezhkovsky, like Solov’ev, seems to have toyed with 1deas that
prefigure genetic engineering. Both he and Fifosofov believed
that the procreative sex act would be replaced “by some other
common single act . . ., equally powerful in its sensation of union
and corporeality”; but Gippius saw in this vestiges of the animal
law and old procreative psychology.!

Among the Symbolist followers of Solov’ev, there was a broad
range of erotic ideology. The Merezhkovskys attempted to reify
his ideas about the transfiguration of the body. Alexander Blok
and Andrei Bely borrowed Solov'ev’s romantic form of Platonic
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love, which had distinct courtly connotations and which the phi-
losopher had projected onto the Gnostic image of Sophia. Gip-
pius also appropriated the myth of divine androgyny and conse-
crated flesh. The bolder Viacheslav Ivanov and especially Mikhail
Kuzmin experimented with Platonic love in its original, homo-
erotic sense. In many cases, these elements of Platonism and
Neoplatonic, neoromantic, and Christian mysticism were inter-
laced with vestiges of the preceding Russian tradition of radical
utopianism formed in the 1860’s.

Homoerotic Love

An alternative to procreation was homoerotic love, celebrated
in European artistic and intellectual circles at the turn of the
century. According to Foucault and his followers, male homo-
sexuality was a late—nineteenth-century cultural construct, which
permeated the Decadent ethos. According to Elaine Showalter,
the homoerotic discourse of the 1890’s reflected the emergence
of two different kinds of homosexual identity. One was the fin de
siecle model of sexual intermediacy, characterized by liminality
and border-crossing in the sphere of gender. The other empha-
sized sexual polarization, or heightened forms of masculinity
and femininity.” Whatever the differences, both life strategies
were opposed to the subordination of erotic love to procreation.
The adoption of the second type as an elitist cultural model
was part of a general revival of ancient Greek culture and Pla-
tonic thought at the end of the century, which also characterized
Russian cultural development. Reclaiming the spirit of classi-
cal antiquity, with its cult of sensual beauty, the post-Victorian
and post-Nietzschean generation rebelled against Christian as-
ceticism, including militant heterosexuality. The Greek revival
elevated the status of homoerotic love, practiced by the aristo-
cratic elite in Plato’s Athens. The projection of Plato’s procreative
metaphor onto homoerotic love, which results in “generation in
beauty,” was particularly congenial to the apocalyptic mood of
the times in Russia. In Plato’s words, “the partnership between
[those whose progeny is spiritual] will be far closer and the bond
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of affection far stronger than between ordinary parents, because
the children that they share surpass human children by being im-
mortal as well as more beautiful. Everyone would prefer children
such as these to children after the flesh” (Symposium, p. g1).

The preference for mental progeny, artistic and spiritual,
which Plato associated with homosexual love, was imitated in
Symbolist culture, in which personal mythmaking and erotic ex-
perimentation had homoerotic connotations that went beyond
simple sexual preferences. This was true of the Merezhkovsky
circle and of some of the inhabitants of Ivanov’s Tower, espe-
cially Kuzmin. The celebration of homosexuality at the Ivanovs'
had a programmatic cultural subtext, whose intention was the
reclamation of the original meaning of Platonic eros.

The reappropriation of the homoerotic meaning of Platonic
love by Solov’ev and his Symbolist followers took place in stages.
The process was characterized by an initial denial of the homo-
sexual nature of Platonic eros, followed by its gradual accep-
tance. Solov'ev himself rejected homoerotic love, although his
theory of eros reflects an unspoken conflict between the hetero-
sexual Sophia, or Beautiful Lady, and the sexually ambiguous
androgyne, who can be seen in homoerotic terms. Sophia, whose
image informed Blok’s and Bely’s poetry and life practice, main-
tained her ties to Christian love symbolized by the Madonna; the
androgyne became associated with Plato’s Phaedrus and Aphro-
dite Urania, representing an assault on traditional Christian
values. Solov'ev seems to have resolved the contradiction between
them by simply fusing the teachings about Sophia with courtly as
well as Platonic ideals.

Acknowledging the differences in values between the nine-
teenth century and Plato’s time (“Zhiznennaia,” p. 223), Solov'ev
exalted heterosexual, not homosexual, eros. His preference was
most clearly reflected in his Sophiological treatment of an-
drogyny, which he based on the deification of the feminine prin-
ciple. The lonely Silver Age prophet of the family, Rozanov,
however, accused him of having introduced an antiprocreative
homosexual bias into Russian culture. He considered the re-
interpretation of Plato by Solov'ev only a mask concealing his
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subversive intentions. Describing Solov’ev’s erotic ideal, Rozanov
offered the pejorative syncretic image of “Aphrodite Sodomica,”
which contaminated Greek and biblical mythology. According to
him, she represented a sterile erotic ideal, expressed most power-
fully in her words to the earthly Aphrodite: “Oh, if only I could
smash your children against the rock.” '8 1t was Rozanov who, at the
turn of the twentieth century, first focused on the homosexual
nature of Platonic love, which had been consigned to oblivion in
Christian culture. “Plato called love of the opposite sex—'earthly’
love; ‘heavenly’ love he calls not philosophical but sensual love
and only for the same sex. In making the distinction, he names
and quotes the poetess Sappho, . . . this is so indisputable that
there is no doubt about it.”1¢

While Blok and Bely followed Solov'ev’s courtly Sophiologi-
cal treatment of Platonic love, Gippius adopted the ambiguous
ideal of androgyny. Repudiating all forms of physical union be-
cause they are founded on power and inequality, she professed
androgynous love, which is unconsummated and egalitarian hy
definition.2® In this she followed Solov'ev’s definition of the “new
man” in terms of Aristophanes’ erotic myth of the androgyne.
In relation to Decadence, she assumed a position of sexual inter-
mediacy. “I do not desire exclusive femininity, just as I do not
desire exclusive masculinity,” wrote Gippius in an intimate diary.
“Each time someone is insulted and dissatisfied within me; with
women, my femininity is active, with men—my masculinity. In
my thoughts, my desires, in my spirit—I am more a man; in my
body—I am more a woman. Yet they are so fused together that
I know nothing,” wrote Gippius in her diary of unconsummated
love aftairs.2!

Gippius’s views on homosexuality were ambivalent. She cele-
brated the highest form of Platonic love—*"Love between men
may be endlessly beautiful and divine”—but rejected its physical
consummation. In her private life Gippius was attracted to homo-
sexual androgynous men: “I like the illusion of possibility—as
if there were a tinge of bisexuality; he seems to be both woman
and man.”?? The biggest love of her life was Filosofov, who was
homosexual. A union with him would have come closest to the
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androgynous ideal as she understood it. Such a love could be de-
scribed as the fusion of two androgynes, mediated by the mystical
presence of Christ.2* She herself described this love as having ele-
vated her to the status of the utopian new man (budushchii dalekii
chelovek) 2

Ivanov treated all love relationships as elaborate reenactments
of ancient or contemporary myths. Among them were Dionysian
frenzy, which he experienced with his wife, Lidiia Zinov'eva-
Annibal; sacred incest, in which he engaged with her daugh-
ter Vera; and Platonic love patterned on the myth of Zeus and
Ganymede. Although directly connected with homosexual eros,
Ivanov’s Platonism was much more than a sexual preference;
it informed his behavior and worldview as a whole. It defined
his path of de realibus ad realiora, based on the continuous effort
to glimpse higher, absolute reality behind the world of appear-
ances.?* While experimenting with homosexuality, which in 1906
he identified with the ethos of humanism, Ivanov spoke of its
superiority. He described his friend Kuzmin as “a pioneer of the
coming age, when with the growth of homosexuality contempo-
rary sexual aesthetics and ethics, understood as ‘men for women’
and ‘women for men, will no longer deform and destabilize
humanity.” Yet he rejected exclusive homoeroticism, supporting
the ethos of bisexuality.?s

Viacheslav the Wise (also known as the Magnificent)?” imi-
tated the Platonic life model that merged the roles of teacher
and lover, and saw himself as the divine pontifex, mediating be-
tween all kinds of people and ideas. Fedor Stepun described
him as the most “Symposiesque person” of the prewar period,
whose speech was “bewinged.”? (The image of wings refers, of
course, to Plato’s Phaedrus and the myth of the winged soul.)
“His love of discussion was not so much a partiality for polemics,
but love of the feastlike [pirshestvennyi] play of the spirit,” writes
Stepun.2¥ (Pirshestvo is the title of one of the Russian translations
of Plato’s Symposium.) Life at the Tower, especially its Wednes-
days, was associated by many with the Platonic symposium.3
At one of the first Wednesdays, attended by, among others, the
Merezhkovskys, Berdiaevs, Bloks, Rozanov, and Bely, the sub-
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Jject of discussion was the meaning of love. “I don’t remember
who said what,” writes Bely, “but from everyone burst the words:
‘the erotic soaring [krylen’e] of Plato.”3! In a 1920 drawing of an
Olympian gathering at the Tower by Sergei Gorodetsky, he and
Ivanov are connected by the image of winged Eros. Blok and
Kuzmin are depicted with wings growing out of their shoulders,
which may refer to the image of sprouting wings in the Phaedrus
and in Kuzmin’s Wings (Kryl'ia, 1906).

Ivanov’s wife, Lidiia Zinov'eva-Annibal, was known among the
cultural elite of Silver Age Petersburg both as Demetra and as
Diotima; the former referred to the Dionysian lifestyle of their
spiritual commune, the latter to its Platonism. In Nietzschean
terms, the two names symbolize the split between the Ivanovs’
Dionysian and Apocllonian visions, with Diotima, whose image
is associated with the elitist ethos of Plato’s Athens, represent-
ing Apollonian sublimation and aesthetics. In the character of
Diotima, the Mantinean priestess who taught Socrates the mean-
ing of divine love, Zinov’eva-Annibal assumed the role of spiritual
midwife and Ivanov’s counselor.

In Plato’s thought, the love of an older, well-educated male for
a handsome youth, who combined physical and spiritual beauty,
was the starting point of “generation in beauty” and philosophy.
Appropriating woman’s biological role, Plato’s Diotima bestowed
procreative power on the male: the procreation of philosophi-
cal knowledge was to be engendered in a young man “fertile in
soul” by an experienced, refined male friend. Thus childbirth
was spiritualized and disembodied 32 The reclamation of the Pla-
tonic ideal became a central point in [vanov’s life strategy: “[He]
fell in love with people’s souls passionately, in whose depth he
heard the call and cry of ‘Plato’s infant.’”33

His most self-conscious attempt to reenact Athenian eros was
his relationship in 1906 with the young poet Sergei Gorodetsky,
whose soul Ivanov compared to that of Plato’s ideal adolescent.3
Twenty-two years old, tall and supple, Gorodetsky was a clever
and talented disciple, to whom Ivanov taught classical Greek,
Hellenic religion, and the subtleties of versification. The goal of
the relationship was the Platonic contemplation of pure beauty,
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as well as consummation of passion. In describing the poet’s
erotic fantasy about Gorodetsky, Olga Deschartes interprets it
in terms of the Phaedrus and the metaphor of the winged soul:
“V.1. hoped that at any moment this young soul would be awak-
ened, would open up and grow.”* In his diary from this period,
Ivanov depicts Gorodetsky naked, looking at himself in the mir-
ror while Ivanov reads to him an aesthetic treatise about the
body. Ivanov, cast in the role of the voyeuristic sensualist, watches
the young Narcissus indulging in his own reflection 3 Applying
the roles of Platonic teacher and disciple to the Renaissance, he
also compared himself to Leonardo, whom he wanted to imitate
by teaching Gorodetsky “everything he knew.”37 (Leonardo was
a characteristic Platonic image of the Decadence, popularized
in European culture by the Pre-Raphaelites and in Russia by
Merezhkovsky’s novel about the artist; Merezhkovsky’s Leonardo
also sprouts wings.)

The myth of the winged soul?® and the erotic relationship be-
tween teacher and disciple lay at the core of Kuzmin's famous
novel, Wings, written in 1gos and published in 1906, at the time
when Ivanov was actively searching for a new meaning of love.
An intimate of the Tower, which he began to visit regularly in
1go6 and moved into in 1go7, Kuzmin and his controversial
homoerotic novel must have influenced lvanov and the members
of his commune. The novel’s mysterious, refined Englishman,
Stroop, is steeped in Hellenic culture. In his role of spiritual and
aesthetic guide to the young Vania Smurov,® Stroop can be com-
pared to Ivanov, who perceived himself as the teacher and initia-
tor of young men like Gorodetsky. One of Gorodetsky’s literary
prototypes may very well have been Kuzmin’s Vania Smurov. The
host of a Petersburg salon, Stroop urges Vania to study classical
Greek; his relationship with Vania is emblematized by the sprout-
ing of wings: “Just one more little effort and youw'll grow wings.
I can see them already,” says Stroop. “Perhaps—but the growing
can be very painful,” responds Vania with a grin;# it is from
Stroop that Vania learns of nonprocreative homoerotic love.

In an explicit polemic with Rozanov, Stroop attacks the Old
Testament focus on procreation and its antiaesthetic ethos, con-



38 OLGA MATICH

trasting it with love in a higher, Platonic sense: “We are Hellenes:
the intolerant monotheism of the Hebrews is alien to us—their
rejection of the visual arts, their slavish attachment to the flesh,
to the getting of heirs, to seed” (p. 218, p. §2). He also speaks of
the interpretation of the biblical Fall by the Jews themselves, who
equated it with childbirth: “It is a Jewish legend which tells us
that childbirth and toil are a punishment for sin, not the purpose
of life. And as human beings put sin behind them, so will they
put behind them childbearing and toil” (p. 218, p. 32). Empha-
sizing the superiority of homosexual love, Stroop relegates the
love of men for beautiful women to lust, which takes them away
from the true idea of beauty.

Although Kuzmin’s posture was aesthetic, not mystical or ideo-
logical, it may have utopian connotations in Wings, in which
homosexual eros is associated with the myth of the new man and
the transformation of life and with the myth of the Argonauts.4!
“We are Hellenes, lovers of the beautiful, the bacchants of the
coming day. Like the visions of Tannhauser in Venus' Grotto,
like the inspired revelations of Klinger and Thoma,* somewhere
lies our ancient kingdom, full of sunlight and freedom, of beau-
tuful and courageous people, and thither we sail, my argonauts,
over many a sea, through mist and darkness. And in things yet
unheard we shall descry ancient roots, in glittering visions yet
unseen we shall know our own dear land!” proclaims Stroop in
his treatise on love (p. 220, p. 33). This image of the future based
on the return to the Hellenic myth of the Argonauts reappears at
the end of the novel in the projected opera by the composer Ugo
Orsinl. Depicting a series of mythological male heroes, including
the Argonauts, the opera, according to Orsini, will contain the
figures of Prometheus, Oedipus, Icarus, Phaethon, and Gany-
mede. But only Ganymede will be transformed into a new man,
because, contrary to the others, he is motivated by a higher form
of love, not rebellion against the gods. His wings are Platonic,
unlike those of Icarus and Phaethon, who are doomed to fall
from the heavens because their wings have a Promethean, not an
erotic, subtext.

Lover of Zeus, the beautiful youth Ganymede alone among
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his brothers remained in the heavens: “My poor brothers, of all
who sought to fly up to the heavens only I have remained, for
it was childish curiosity which lured you toward the sun, while I
was lifted up in the beating wings of a love beyond mortal ken”
(p- 320, p. 10g). Ganymede, whose homoerotic image was at the
basis of the Phaedrus, reflects Kuzmin'’s conception of the erotic
utopia, as does the figure of the beautiful youth Antinous, who
died for his beloved emperor Adrian. In an inserted tale, Kuz-
min’s Antinous, like Ganymede, is also transformed by means
of love, becoming a godman at the behest of the emperor. It
is the myth of Ganymede and Antinous that Ivanov invoked in
his desire to transform Gorodetsky into a new man or demigod,
a task that could only be accomplished in the act of love. But,
in contrast to Vania in Wings and his mythological prototypes,
Gorodetsky refused to play the role selected for him #

In a typical example of cuitural syncretism, Ivanov’s Platonic
ideal was intertwined with the Oriental homoerotic image of the
Persian poet Hafiz, chosen as the patron of the playful homo-
sexual coterie that met at the Tower from 1906 to 1go7. Besides
Ivanov and his Diotima, its best-known members were Kuzmin,
the artists Konstantin Somov and Leon Bakst, the musician Wal-
ter Nuvel’, prose writer S. A. Auslender, and Gorodetsky. The
Hafiz Society had its own symposia, or banquets, presided over
by a chorus leader, as in Greek tragedy. In contrast to the pub-
lic Wednesday symposia, which had a social, even revolutionary
utopian mission, these were intimate, frivolously playful, arustic
gatherings. The members of the Hafiz Society, emphasizing the
importance of “life” over Promethean revolutionary activity, re-
jected the conceptualization of love in the grand utopian sense.
Associated with “the hashish of fantasy, which led them through
the gardens of pleasure,” they practiced erotic and artistic re-
finement, effeminacy (except for Lidiia, no women were allowed),
and effete languor, represented by Beardsley’s and Swinburne’s
androgynes and dandies.#

The celebration of intirnacy by the Hafiz Society was reflected
in the special focus on its members’ diaries, which they read
to each other. Diaries with a fragmentary lyrical structure re-
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sembling poetry assumed a central place in Symbolist literary
practice in general. Gippius, whose Conies d'amour, or diary of
“love affairs,” reflected her ideclogy, considered diaries and let-
ters of equal importance with poetry.*s The diary could be seen
as the archetypal Symbolist text, blurring the boundaries be-
tween art and life, as well as transforming the life text into art.
Ivanov considered Kuzmin’s intimate diary, which the poet read
to his Hafiz intimates, a “work of art,” comparing its form with
that of the novel” In doing so, he must have had in mind the
fragmented, allusive, open-ended novel that was emerging at the
time, not the Russian realist novel of the nineteenth century, with
its ideological focus.

And yet, despite Kuzmin's cultivated aestheticism and ant-
utilitarian stance, his novel celebrating homoerotic love was seen
by some contemporaries as a program of action, something like
Chernyshevsky's prescriptively ideological What Is to Be Done?
From the Tales About the New People (Chio delat’? Iz rasskazov o novykh
liudiakh, 1863). According to Blok, “contemporary criticism has
the tendency to perceive Kuzmin as a preacher, to consider him
the bearer of some kind of dangerous ideas. I heard the opinion
that Wings for our time corresponds to Chernyshevsky’s novel
What Is to Be Done?™ 48

Celibate Marriage

The Platonic love myth suggests another important cultural
model of love—the practice of chastity, including marital celi-
bacy and chaste triple union, which were contrasted to tradi-
tional marriage and adultery. Chaste love, of course, goes back
to the chivalric ideal of the troubadours, or courtly love, which
developed in opposition to the feudal institution of marriage.
According to some interpretations of courtly love, it had a tri-
angular structure: the poet-knight’s love for the wife of a feudal
lord was mediated by the power of the husband. Courtly love,
with its mystical and romantic connotations, was celebrated by
Solov’ev and his Symbolist followers.+
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Culturally the most significant chaste marriage among the
Symbolists was Alexander Blok’s union with Liubov’ Dmitrievna
Mendeleeva (they were married in 190g), which Bely and Sergei
Solov'ev (the philosopher’s nephew) saw as a Solov'evian “sacred
mystery” heralding the new theocratic era® The realization of
this kind of marriage, according to Bely, was a “world-historical
task.”5! In his view, Liubov’ Dmitrievna, whose name means love
in Russian, represented “the image of ‘the woman clothed in the
sun’ or of ‘Sophia Divine Wisdom, ” which “received its incarna-
tion in . . . an earthly woman.”5? Bely’s later marriage (1g910) to
Asia Turgeneva, in whom he saw the androgynous Mona Lisa >
may have also been conceived as a chaste marriage based on a
shared philosophy of life, even though it was not in actuality.

The most consistently celibate and long-lasting chaste union
was the marriage (1889) of Dmitry Merezhkovsky and Zinaida
Gippius, who lived together for 52 years, without parting for a
single day. It is this union that presents the most heterogeneous
model of celibate marriage at the turn of the century. The case of
the Merezhkovskys is an example of Symbolist syncretism, which
combined what may seem to be incompatible cultural sources in-
forming the Symbolist conceptualization of love. The most unex-
pected ideological aspect of their marriage was the conflation of
Solov’evian erotic mysticism with the ideology of love developed
in the 1850’ and 1860’ that was codified in Chernyshevsky’s
famous novel What Is to Be Done? *

One of the nineteenth-century prototypes of the celibate mar-
riage between Merezhkovsky and Gippius was Chernyshevsky’s
concept of fictitious marriage, which influenced marital practice
among radical youth in the 1860’s and 1870’. Fictitious mar-
riage, originally a legal convenience that allowed a young woman
io leave the parental home and thus escape the strictures of
traditional family life and marriage, developed into a symboli-
cally significant pattern of human relations. “It was regarded as
the ideal marriage, a union that served” not only personal hap-
piness, but also “the realization of the common cause.”? The
young couple, which had married purely pro forma, frequently
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continued to live together on the basis of total equality; refrain-
ing from sexual relations, the two worked together for the shared
goal of social revolution.

Thus chastity, an integral component of courtly love, was
grafted onto marriage, whose ideology of love is very differ-
ent from the courtly ideal. The new radical family of the 1860
and 1870, based on the precepts of equality, economic coopera-
tion, control over one’s emotions and physiology, and ascetic self-
denial, was regarded as a prototype of future society. Symbolist
marital celibacy can be seen as a continuation of the erotic prac-
tice of earlier Russian utopian generations.

It one peels off the turn-of-the-century cultural layers from
the Merezhkovsky marital union, their partnership begins to
resemble a nineteenth-century radical marriage in some very
essential ways. Gippius was hiding a persona of populist per-
suasion behind the Decadent mask of femme fatale and queen
of Petersburg social life® Despite the Merezhkovskys' polemic
with the preceding literary generation, they appear to have im-
plemented Chernyshevsky’s views on love and marriage in their
secret private life. It was the concepts of asexual love and mar-
riage, defined by a shared ideology, not by family and procre-
ation, that helped shape the Merezhkovsky marriage. A celibate,
spiritual partnership, it was based on what Gippius called a com-
mon cause associated with the transformation of life in the “ Third
Testament.”

Like those men and women of the 1860’s who hehaved in
accordance with the radical code of celibate love, the Merezhkov-
skys lived in a fraternal union, which Gippius flaunted during
the first ten years of marriage by wearing a single braid, signi-
fying her virginity. In her biography of Merezhkovsky, Gippius
depicts their courtship, wedding, and early life in Petersburg in
terms remarkably similar to those describing the Lopukhov mar-
riage in What Is to Be Done?, the archetypal radical fraternal union
in literature.’” The first uncanny coincidence is Merezhkovsky’s
name and patronymic, Dmitry Sergeevich, which are the same
as Lopukhov’s. Both men reenact the radical version of the Pyg-
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malion myth by playing the role of mentor who introduces the
bride to a new way of thinking.5® Merezhkovsky, by marrying the
young Zinaida and bringing her to Petersburg, could be seen as
delivering her from her provincial environment and exposing
her 10 new ideas.

Like Vera Pavlovna and Lopukhov, Gippius and Merezhkovsky
subverted the traditional wedding ceremony and sexual initia-
tion of the bridal night. In contrast to the wedding and marriage
of Kitty and Levin, which Gippius invokes in the description of
her own, the Merezhkovskys had a conspicuously modest cere-
mony, lacking in epithalamic symbols. Instead of an extravagant
wedding costume (extravagant dress became her trademark only
in later years), she wore a grey suit; he was dressed in a great-
coat. The only elements of the wedding ritual that she mentions
reflect a feminist concern: the couple stepped on the wedding
carpet simultaneously, so as to signify sexual equality. After the
ceremony they had dinner as usual, as if nothing had happened;
like Vera Pavlovna and Lopukhov, they spent their wedding day
in her room, reading a book together: “Our day was the same
as yesterday. Dmitry Sergeevich and I continued reading yester-
day’s book in my room, then we had dinner. . . . D.S. went back
to his hotel rather early, and I went to bed and forgot that 1
was married.”*® The arrangement of the Merezhkovsky apart-
ment in Petersburg is described in almost the same terms as the
arrangement of the Lopukhovs’. Like the narrator in What Is to
Be Done?, Gippius underscores that the couple had separate bed-
rooms divided by a common dining rocom. Separate bedrooms
were typical of the Russian upper class and intelligentsia in the
nineteenth century; the ideologically significant point is the em-
phasis on the spatial division of Vera Pavlovna’s and Gippius's
private lives into what they shared and what they did not share
with their husbands. In both cases, there was common space for
husband and wife and exclusive space designated for the wife’s
intellectual socializing with her male and female friends. (The
husband also had his own room([s], but the narrative focus is on
the woman’s quarters.) Although this is where the textual simi-
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larities with What Is to Be Done? end, the later appearance of
Filosofov in the Merezhkovskys’ personal life may be compared
to the role played by Kirsanov in the Lopukhov marriage %

Gippius’s concerns with sexual equality continue the ideas cur-
rent in Russia in the 1860%, even though she did not define her
theory of love in radical or feminist terms. It may be significant,
In this respect, that Filosofov, a major inspiration in her life for
many years, was the son of Anna Filosofova, a well-known femi-
nist and populist whose values were formed in the 1860's under
the influence of the milieu of Chernyshevsky’s followers. (She
knew Ivan Sechenov, the third party in a well-known ménage 4
trois of the 1860’s, whose role was similar to that of her son in
the Merezhkovsky marriage.) Anna Filosofova’s ideas are known
to have influenced her son and may have contributed as well to
Gippius’s views, which were tempered by the mystical tendencies
at the turn of the century.

Triangular Love

Having rejected the procreative goal of marriage, the Symbol-
ists were seeking more dynamic and open forms of family life,
with greater creative potential. Among alternatives to traditional
marriage was the expansion of the chaste, as well as sexual, union
of two into a more fulfilling erotic union of three. This triangu-
lar living arrangement should not be confused with adultery,
which is generally illicit and sexual; adultery attacks marriage
from within, offering no constructive alternatives. The Symbol-
1st triangular relationship was conceived as a harmonious union,
or fusion, of three people into one through the transformative
power of love. The triple union represented the triumph of syn-
thesis and was the highest attainment of synthesis in the sphere
of private life, fusing together not two elements but three. It was
seen as a projection of the Christian trinity or as a reenactment
of Greek mythic communalism, as viewed through the prism
of Slavophile sobornost’ (communality). In other words, the new
family triad was intended as a prototype of the new community,
in which eros was joined to religion and to society.
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The experiments with alternative family structures, in which
a triangular arrangement was the desired goal, centered around
two Symbolist “families”: Gippius and Merezhkovsky, and
Zinov'eva-Annibal and Ivanov. In the spirit of cultural syncre-
tism, these experiments were informed by a variety of sources.
And as in chaste marriage, Platonic, Neoplatonic, and romantic
mysticism were combined with the Russian radical utopia of the
1860,

The belief in the revolutionary function of private life found
its expression in the experiments with “collectivity in love” under-
taken in radical circies in the 1860’. In their attempts to reorga-
nize established patterns of interpersonal relations underlying
the existing social order, the “people of the 1860’s” sought to
transform the fateful, adulterous love triangle into a form of
human relations that would be emotionally fulfilling, as well as
socially subversive. Radical versions of the ménage @ trois and
larger love collectives were presented in literary texts and were
practiced in some circles.

The harmony of the celibate marriage of the Lopukhovs in
the first chapters of What Is to Be Done? is destroyed when Vera
Pavlovna falls in love with Lopukhov’s best friend, Kirsanov.
Although the possibility for a harmonious cohabitation of all
three is offered, it remains unrealized. Later in the novel, how-
ever, collectivity in love triumphs when Vera Pavlovna with Kirsa-
nov and Lopukhov with his new wife settle ¢ quatre in a shared
household. Their foursome is meant as a prototype of an emo-
tionally, sexually, and economically harmonious society of the
future. The real-life examples include two celebrated cases: the
triple union involving the radical activists and literati Nikolai and
Liudmila Shelgunov and Mikhail Mikhailov and the triple union
of the distinguished scientist Ivan Sechenov and Petr and Maria
Bokov. In both instances, the establishment of a ménage a trois
followed what was initially a celibate marriage 5!

Following Chernyshevsky’s linkage of triangular love and po-
litical action, Gippius and Merezhkovsky began searching for
another person when they decided to build a New Church:
“We needed a third person to divide us, while uniting with us,”
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wrote Gippius in 1900.%? Around 1902, they were actively seek-
ing someone to form with them a triple union that would serve
as the secret, conspiratorial nucleus of the Church of the Third
Testament. Filosofov became that third person, living with the
Merezhkovskys for fifteen difficult years. After their final rup-
ture, in Warsaw in 1920, Viadimir Zlobin, a pale replica of Filo-
sofov, gradually replaced him and remained with them until they
died, in Paris, although his life in the Merezhkovsky household
was also a cover for his homosexual life style.

Gippius, who was the active force behind the Merezhkovsky
ménage, modified the populist triangle with Solov’evian ideas, as
well as a Decadent ethos. Combining Solov'ev’s and Cherny-
shevsky’s views of love, she grafted onto them romantic unre-
quited love and the Liebestod. In a mystical sense, the triangle,
which was symbolically associated with the Holy Trinity, repre-
sented Solov'ev’s idea that the higher form of erotic love must
be mediated by God, not the desire to propagate. According to
Gippius, divine resurrective love is triangular by definition, with
Christ as the third person in the configuration: “The one I love—
I love for God,” proclaimed Gippius in an early poem (“Truth
or Happiness?” {“Pravda ili schast’e,” 1904]). “In relation to you
and with you,” wrote Gippius to Filosofov, “I could do and feel
only what I could do before Christ, under His gaze, and even
of necessity in His presence.”%® Following Chernyshevsky, how-
ever, the notion of mediated desire was also reified in the here
and now. Triangular love, according to Gippius, was intended to
energize the union, promoting activism in the social sense. Like
the role of Vera Pavlovna in What Is to Be Done?, Gippius's role
was to stimulate the men in the union to action.

The underside of the radical triple union ¢ la Merezhkov-
sky was the romantic ideal of unrequited love and incompat-
bility, which helped reinforce the principle of chastity. {Since
Filosofov was homosexual and Merezhkovsky appeared to be
asexual, there was no compatibility among the three partners in
purely sexual terms.) Incompatible in their sexual preferences,
the members of this triangle were psychologically incapable of
physically consummating their love for each other. Instead they
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sublimated their erotic needs by dedicating themselves to a com-
mon cause. Actually, Filosofov was Gippius’s ideal “new man”;
he combined homosexuality, which she associated with the an-
drogyne’s sexual intermediacy, and unattainability.

On the surface, the triple union seemed idyllic, and their
religious and political cause was well served. Like the Shelgu-
nov ménage, they lived together, traveled to Europe in search of
collaborators, and even emigrated together. They first went to
France in 1906 to “discover in their closeness new things that
would be useful later for their cause and for Russia.”% Like
the characters in What Is to Be Done?, they equated the triple
union with marriage. The religious ceremony they celebrated in
1go1 to consummate their relationship reflected this equation: in
dedication to each other and to the invisible New Church, they
devised a combined wedding ritual and Communion. At the first
service, they removed all rings (Gippius had seven) symboliz-
ing past relationships and exchanged crosses to signify the triple
marital union.

On the basis of Gippius’ triangular model, Anton Kartashev®
and Gippius's sisters Tat'iana and Natal'ia also formed an ideo-
logical ménage d trois to promote the Religion of the Third Testa-
ment. Imitating the Merezhkovskys and Filsofov, they performed
a ritual resembling a wedding ceremony to mark their triple
union with the purpose of dedicating themselves to the invisible
New Church. Kartashev, who was especially close to Zinaida Gip-
pius at the beginning of the century, claimed that she preached
the idea of celibacy and abolition of childbearing among her
friends % which included Blok, Bely, and himself. Gradually,
however, Kartashev reverted to more traditional notions of love
and Christian family, which resulted in the disintegration of his
union with the Gippius sisters.57

Even more eclectic and more radical than Gippius and
Merezhkovsky were Viacheslav Ivanov and Lidiia Zinoveva-
Annibal, whose highly unconventional life practice combined a
wide variety of disparate symbols. (The standard example is iva-
nov’s conflation of Dionysus and Christ, resulting in the power-
ful Symbolist metaphor of the suffering god who unites pagan
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eros and Christian ascetic love.) In spite of his clear preference
for Dionysian (i.e., physically consummated) eroticism, which
set him apart from Solov'ev and the Merezhkovskys, Ivanov ex-
pressed a longing for celibacy. “Despite all that has happened
tome . .., I envy you: virginity like yours,—there is nothing
higher,” he said in a conversation with Solov’evss And although
Ivanov’s marital practice was Dionysian, not Apollonian, he was
attracted to celibate marriage and the idea of immaculate, what
he called “seedless,” conception.® Yet his marriage, unlike the
unions of Merezhkovsky and Gippius, Blok and Liubov’ Mende-
leeva, and Bely and Asia Turgeneva, was not childiess.

Itisin a syncretic spirit that the Ivanovs approached the notion
of the triple union in the period around 19o5. Their theory
of triangular love was related to the reenactment of the Greek
tragic chorus at the Tower and belief in the transcendence of
individualism and possessive love by Russian communalism: “We
cannot be two, we should not close the circle. . . . Qur rings of
love are for the ocean of love!” wrote Lidiia Zinoveva-Annibal in
her diary from this period.”® Describing their mythology of love
at the time of the 1905 revolution, Olga Deschartes character-
izes Ivanov’s marriage to Lidiia by means of an alchemical image
from his verse: “a melter of souls fused them into one nugget”
(plawil’ shchik dush v edinyi splavil slitok). But this was only the be-
ginning; according to Deschartes, they were “to ‘melt’ into their
double union [dvuedinstvo] a third being—not only spiritually,
but also physically.” 7! Aware of the difficulties posed by physical
intimacy in such an arrangement, Ivanov and his wife perceived
their plans for a sacred spiritual and physical triple union as a
first step on the path to communalism.

Like the Merezhkovskys a few years earlier, they actively
looked for a third person to join them in this radical enterprise.
Margarita Sabashnikova-Voloshina, the Ivanovs' neighbor, who
lived in a celibate marriage with the poet Maximil'ian Voloshin,
became one of the main candidates for such a union. She de-
scribes it as the beginning of a new social and religious collective:
“They had a remarkable idea: when two people, like them, had
become one, they could love a third person. . . . Such a love is the
beginning of a new human community, even of a new Church, in
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which eros is incarnated into flesh and blood.”7 Discussing the
experiment with Margarita Voloshina a few years later, Ivanov
referred to it as “marriage”; “my love was in the rhythm of three,
not two,” he wrote. The marriage, however, did not take place;
when Ivanov realized that the inclusion of Voloshina in a triple
union was not working, he lost interest in her.” As a result of
this failure the Ivanovs began to doubt whether their program
of triadic love was feasible at all.™

Ivanov’s active search for the third member of their new col-
lective coincided with his homosexual experiments, which co-
incidence resulted in the conflation of Platonic love with the
triple union. Before the experiment with Voloshina, his choice
fell on the young poet Garodetsky, who was expected to become
the third member of the triadic family as well as Ivanov’s Pla-
tonic lover: “I1 am seeking from fate happiness in the shape of
a threesome,” wrote Ivanov to his wife in 1g06.7 And in the
poem “Architect” {*Zodchii”), he uses the recurrent image of
metallurgical fusion to represent the desired union:

Dai vedat’ vostorgi vershin

I splav’ ognezhalym perunom
Tri zhertvy v altar’ triedin! 76

Let me know the rapture of the heights

And melt by means of a perun with a fiery sting
Three sacrifices into a triple altar!

Like Diotima, Lidiia was expected to play the role of mediator,
reifying divine love in the triple union. Her role may be likened
to the image of Christ invoked by Gippius in her transformative
love for Filosofov, with the exception that in the Ivanov triad the
symbol of divine love becomes flesh and blood. It may be argued
that Ivanov attempted a kind of transcendence similar to that
celebrated by Gippius, and that both failed in their task of break-
ing down the barrier between homoerotic and heterosexual love.

To conclude, the erotic as well as family life strategies of the
Symbolist generation were consummately eclectic and provoca-
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tively subversive. In keeping with the Symbolist penchant for life
creation, some of the movement’s more active representatives at-
tempted to project their favorite ideas and cultural models onto
real life. Private life, especially life of the heart and family, be-
came an arena for experimentation with the purpose of creating
a “new man” and “new woman.” The new man would resemble
the divine androgyne; the new woman would be clothed in the
sun; new forms of union between men and women would replace
traditional marriage. The antiprocreative, androgynous, and tri-
adic life practice among the Symbolists was rooted in Platonic,
Neoplatonic, and Christian mysticism, which rested on the sub-
stratum of radical utopianism of the 1860’s. Combining romantic
love with social radicalism, the Symbolist models of love brought
together two seemingly irreconcilable cultural myths, romantic
and realist, in what appears to be a peculiar amalgam.



Three

Creating the Living Work of Art:
The Symbolist Pygmalion
and His Antecedents

IRENE MASING-DELIC

he notion that the artistic imagination coupled with the

energy of sublimated eroticism was a powerful transfor-
mational magic, capable of overcoming even death, assumed the
form of realized metaphor in the writings of the Russian Sym-
bolists. In keeping with this notion, Pygmalion, who brought to
life his own statue, became one of their preferred emblems of
the artist. This mythic sculptor as it were anticipated their cher-
ished theurgical aspirations. To them he was the true artist who
transcended the confines of mere art, an artist who, knowing
the secrets of wondrous transformations, learned how to animate
stone in the literal sense of the word “animate.” He thus achieved
the creation of real life, as opposed to its mere likeness. In their
interpretation of the animated-sculpture myth, Pygmalion might
even surpass this wondrous transformation by creating, not just
real life, but immortality, again in the literal sense of the word.
This he would achieve when he transferred the metaphorical im-
mortality of his work of art to the living beloved model. He would
transcend the immortality metaphor of pure art, since a work of
art sooner or later must disintegrate, whereas the aestheticized
beloved would exist forever.
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However, the Symbolists were not the first to take an interest
in Pygmalion. The motif of a statue coming to life had attracted
considerable attention in Russian literature, at least since Push-
kin. Culled from Ovid’s Metamorphoses, the Pygmalion motif cap-
tivated Russian writers for the same reason that it did their West-
ern colleagues from Jean Jacques Rousseau to George Bernard
Shaw: because it demonstrates “a specific relationship between
the artist and his work of art, a specific type of artistry and a spe-
cific attitude toward art,” one that focuses “on artistic creativity
itself.”?

Within this meta-aesthetic sphere there is room for a great
variety of both complementary and contradictory interpretations
of the motif: the range of approaches extends to Rousseau’s nar-
cissistic self-mirroring;? A. F. Boureau-Deslandes’s Promethean-
Faustian curiosity about the “transmutability of matter within
the ‘Great All,” manifested in his Pigmalion, ou lo Statue ani-
mée (1741);* Goethe’s rejection of Pygmalion in favor of King
Midas, since, in his view, the artist must “kill” in order to “turn
into gold,” that is, make live human beings into statues rather
than statues into human beings;! Shaw’s dismissal of the art-for-
art's-sake artist in favor of the one “who aspires, like God, to
create life.”? The motif was not always raised to the symbolic and
philosophical heights mentioned above. Often it was treated in
purely erotic terms, particularly in eighteenth-century French
opera and ballet.

However, the erotic and the philosophical did not necessarily
exclude each other in the reception history of this Ovidian meta-
morphosis. In fact, the two aspects were often interlinked in
theories that posited pleasure as a major source of consciousness.
"Thus the motif of the animated statue attracted the eighteenth-
century philosophes, who believed in John Locke’s theory that
the human mind is entirely formed by sensual experiences, as
opposed to innate ideas. Diderot, Voltaire, and Condillac specu-
lated on man’s ability to penetrate “nature’s deepest mystery—
the link between matter and mind” and on his potential for
endowing matter with sensations in an act rivaling God’s cre-
ation® A utopian line of thought postulated that not only bodies
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(organic matter) but also statues (inorganic matter) could be
endowed with consciousness by sensual means. Stone could be
“caressed to life"” (see also note g).

In Russia, the blend of eroticism and philosophy inherent in
the Pygmalion motif fascinated the religious philosophers Viadi-
mir Solov’ev (1853—1900) and Nikolai Fedorov (1828?—1903), as
well as those Symbolist “life-creators” who adopted the cause
of perfecting a flawed woman into an incarnation of das Ewig
Weibliche In an act of sublimated eroticism.” Almost invariably,
the Russian interpreters of the motif took a decidedly anti-
Midas and pro-Pygmalion stance, in the sense that they believed,
as did Shaw, that the true artist is not the man who is inter-
ested “in painting pictures,” but the one who wants to “[trans-
form] people.”® However, Russian life-creators did not need
Shaw and his play Pygmalion (1913) to formulate their aesthetics;
they followed a national tradition of preference for “life over art,”
already cultivated by the Russian radicals of the 1860%. These,
in their turn, clearly were influenced by those philosophes who
believed in the total malleability of man and all other material
forms—organic or inorganic.

In addition, many other native and foreign ideological sources
served to inspire the Symbolist life-creators, who placed their
hopes in art as a means for transforming life. A survey of some of
these antecedents may provide us with some contexts for Russian
life-creation aesthetics and its realized-immortality concept. As
already briefly stated, Russian life-creators saw the Pygmalion-
type artist as powerful enough, literally, to overcome even death:
this is their main contribution to the muttifaceted and ever evolv-
ing Pygmalion myth. They metamorphosed the sculptor Pyg-
malion into an artist who attemnpts the immortalization of his
living model, following the dictates of a love that is endless and,
hence, demands eternity. '

What ideological sources and traditions were available to Rus-
sian life-creators in their transformation of the myth? Symbolist
writers presumably made their first acquaintance with the Pyg-
malion motif when studying Ovid's Metamorphoses in school. Since
the turn of the century was a time of particular awareness of
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myth, classical and national, the Latin text did not sink into post-
commencement oblivion. Instead, it was merged with the newer
myths of Nietzschean heroic-tragic neoromanticism, preaching
the superman, and with Bergsonian vitalism, teaching eternal
creativity.? Following the precedents set by Friedrich Nietzsche's
The Birth of Tragedy from the Spirit of Music and Richard Wagner's
mythological music dramas, Russian Symbolists, oo, sought to
revive ancient myths and make them relevant to contemporary
life. Many, like Innokenty Annensky, Fedor Sologub, Dmitry
Merezhkovsky, Valery Briusov, and Viacheslav Ivanov, celebrated
a rebirth of antiquity in their literary works and translations, as
well as that Renaissance which resurrected antiquity. The Rus-
sian Symbolists showed a particularly great interest in all forms
and revivals of Hellenism, including Roman Hellenism, of which
the popular Metamorphoses forms an integral part.1®

Earlier, Russian romanticism had taken a great interest in
Ovid. The exiled Pushkin repeatedly wrote about the exiled
Roman. His own “poetic mythology of miraculous sculptures”
may, in its fascination with transition, owe something to Ovid; it
explored both directions of metamorphosis, that is, “the triumph
of imagined movement over the inertia of matter” and the vic-
tory of “eternally immobile matter, overcoming the illusoriness
of ephemereal movement.” ! At least, the motif of the statuesque
(frigid) woman who is gradually aroused by the poet’s caresses
offers a Pygmalionesque element in Pushkin’s erotic poetry (“No,
I do not treasure [“Net, ia Ne dorozhu,” 1841]). Continuing this
Pushkinian tradition, the realist Ivan Turgenev makes his frigid
Odintsova in Fathers and Sons (Ottsy i deti, 1861) into a statuesque
Galatea. She is, however, a Galatea who remains unmoved by
Bazarov’s efforts to emulate Pygmalion. One reason for his fail-
ure is undoubtedly his brutal impetuosity. The Pygmalion motif
usually emphasizes the need for creative patience, for caress-
ing life into stone. Thus Madame Odintsova is perhaps rejecting
Bazarov not only as a lover but also as a materialistic scientist who
believes that unconscious matter may be awakened by crude sen-
sual delights. She refuses to become Bazarov’s quasi—test object
for his primitive version of Locke’s sensationist theories, which
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entirely dismiss the metaphysical concept of the soul. Turgenev,
who studied philosophy at Berlin University, was probably aware
of the philosophical implications of the Pygmalion motif, includ-
ing the notion that pleasurable sense stimuli may awaken cold
and lifeless matter. 2

Russian nineteenth-century poets cultivating anthological
poetry devoted much attention to “describing statues and pic-
tures” and often presented people “in statuesque terms” and
scenes in pictorial ones.’* Anthology poets, although influenced
by the Ovidian Metamorphoses, nevertheless stressed the impossi-
bility of a genuine transformation, viewing life as separate from
art; they took a Goethean pro-Midas and anti-Pygmalion stance
rare in later Russian hiterature. Thus Afanasy Fet’s persona some-
times toys with the idea of animation, as in the famous “Diana”
{1847), where a ripple on moonlit waters makes the poet ex-
pect the “milk-white” goddess to step down from her pedestal to
look at “sleepy Rome, the city of eternal glory.” But he eventu-
ally states that the marble "remains immobile, shimmering in its
white beauty, forever beyond grasp.” 4

Ovid’s Metamorphoses fare differently in the poetry of the
Tiutchev pleiade, where the poet’s animating power is em-
phasized. Thus the Lubomudry (wisdom lovers) movement paid
homage to Ovid’s Pygmalion, naming one of its journals Galatea
(1829—30, 1839—40). And Evgeny Baratynsky, moving toward
a “lover of wisdom” stance at the time, wrote the programma-
tic poem “The Sculptor” (“Skul’ptor,” 1841). In this poem, the
Pygmalion motit serves the poet’s romantic vision of the artist
as powerful enough to create realiora superior to mere realia.
This power derives from his sensitivity to form: firstly, he per-
ceives the form of the beautiful nymph hidden in the rough
stone, and, secondly, he forms himself, while bringing the envi-
sioned form out of its dark entrapment into the light. The act
of artistic creation thus becomes a sublimation of passion and a
quest for self-knowledge. Seized by an intense desire for the en-
visioned nymph, the sculptor does not yield to frenzied passion,
but channels his fire into creative energies. Slowly and carefully
he “undresses” his nymph hidden in the marble until the last
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garment falls, revealing her perfect form. At this moment the
caresses of his “insidious chisel” yield a corresponding “flush of
desire” in his creation. The work of art is perfect when there is
no further resistance from the raw material, which now is the
ideal incarnation of the artist’s vision:

In sweet, intuitive effort,

More than an hour, day and year will pass,

And the last robe will not fall,

From her, perceived and desired from the beginning,
Until, fully grasping the nature of passion,

And caressed by the insidious chisel,

Galatea gives a responsive glance

And, blushing with desire, entices

The sage to celebrate with her the triumph of love.1s

The Galatea of Baratynsky’s poem presumably comes to life
in a metaphorical sense only. She is liberated from her nonexis-
tence in stone when she acquires a form that entirely corresponds
to the artist’s ideal of beauty. The created work of art is thus a
mirror in which he sees his own evaluations, dreams, and ideals,
in short, himself. Galatea revealed is not an imitation of (exter-
nal) nature but a receptacle of the artist’s inner world, a mirror
of his personality and, as such, the proof of his creative might,
surpassing, in some respects, even that of the First Creator. In
nature there is no woman of perfect beauty, but the sculptured
Galatea has no blemish.'® As his externalized anima, Galatea is
a work of art superior to any beautiful form found in nature. If
one compares Baratynsky’s liubomudry version of the Pygmalion
motif with Western variants, one sees that it approaches the
Rousseauan vision of the artist as exulting in his own creative
powers and creating a world for himself in which he is able to
feel emotionally at home. Intensely erotic as the poem is, it also
contains traces of the sensationist philosophy that inspired some
philosophes to believe that pleasure is the key to the animation of
matter.t?

In spite of its metaphorical-symbolic essence, Baratynsky’s
poem does cross a magical borderline dividing the inanimate
from the animate realm. Within the poem’s reality, the statue ac-
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quires life, blushing in response to the artist’s final advance. Such
animation is impermissible in a realistic text, where a statue can-
not acquire life except in dreams and hallucinations. In a realistic
text, however, a beautiful form may be buried in layers of fat
instead of stone and steeped in a spiritual indolence, qualifying
for an inanimate state. This is the case in Ivan Goncharov’s Obls-
mov (1859), whose eponymous hero, while representing a distinct
literary type, still may be subsumed under a yet broader head-
ing, namely that of Gogolian “dead souls” in need of animation
and resurrection.'® Oblomoev offers a Russian variant of the West-
ern “pedagogical” Pygmalion myth, cultivated by the Enlighten-
ment and its ideological offshoots (such as Sentimentalism, which
stresses both sensation and sentiment).

Goncharov's prose realization of the motif entails several shifts
and reversals. Not only is Oblomov’s flesh the “stone prison” in
which his real physical and spiritual form is hidden; it holds a
man who plays the role of passive nymph, whereas his “sculptor”
is a woman."? The determined Olga accepts this reversal of roles,
seeing Oblomov as “a kind of Galatea whose Pygmalion she her-
self had to be.” As is well known, Olga’s forming of Oblomov
is not crowned by success, perhaps because, like Bazarov and
other radical life-reformers, she is too impatent. For whatever
reason, the beautiful physical-spiritual form she perceives under
the layers of grotesque infantility and baby fat barely emerges
before it is again imbedded in its material prisonhouse, now
to disappear there forever. Olga at times wonders what would
have happened if Oblomov “had come to life,” but, unlike Bara-
tynsky’s sculptor, she will never find out. What she does learn,
however, is that she herself can be a Galatea in relation to Stolz,
the mentor-husband, who forms her spiritual life, but who also
gains insights and self-knowledge from her.

Stolz and Olga offer a realist intelligentsia version of the
Galatea myth, in which the former is an “artist and thinker” ex-
tracting a “new image” of woman out of Olga’s current one. Nor
does Stolz lack artistic ambition, since he wants to make his wife
into something “different, exalted, almost unheard of.” Although
he succeeds in creating only a “pale reflection” of his ideal, and
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although Olga, in her turn, sees that the dreams of her youth are
unrealizable, both partners nevertheless do try to live up to their
ideal visions of each other, to the extent possible in our flawed
world. As realists, Olga and Stolz know that total transformation
is beyond reach, but love continues to be an aesthetic force in
their life, “as powerful as the life force” itself.20

Stolz and Olga mirror and form each other, to the point where
they can be seen as merging in a union of spiritual androgyny,
that state of human perfection earlier judged desirable by the
German romantics and later exalted by Solov’ev in his Platoniz-
ing philosophy of love. There is only one fundamental criticism
that the “erotic utopian” Solov’ev could have offered of their an-
drogynous union: that their aspirations were not bold enough.?!
Therefore their transformational creativity led to trivial results,
namely, a solid and happy marriage, as opposed to a qualitatively
new kind of human being, such as the immortal androgyne. The
couple certainly does not aim for immortality, as Solov’ev would
have demanded. Solov’ev saw the meaning of love in the immor-
talization of the beloved, the earthly representative of das Ewig
Weibliche. Although Olga sees her ideal of “masculine perfection”
embodied in her husband, and the latter, in his turn, lives in a
state of being that is “unfading spring,” neither attempts to tran-
scend the empirically possible. Both remain anchored in a solid
bourgeois existence, where miracles cannot happen and where
spring, however vibrant, eventually must pass.22 Both Olga and
Stolz, who have children, acknowledge the supreme power of
death and hence the need to procreate. They accept that either
frail Olga or, for that matter, the vigorous Stolz may die at any
moment and that eventually both must die and yield their place
to a new generation. In other words, their life-creation pro-
gram does not include immortalization through love, but consists
merely in enhancing the “quality of life” while it lasts.?* Gon-
charov, unlike his contemporary Solov’ev, wrote not a religious
utopia but a realistic educational novel where metamorphosis is
reduced to an educational experiment. Oblomov is a Russian an-
ticipation of Shaw’s educational Pygmalion, as is Chernyshevsky’s
What Is to Be Done?, discussed below.
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Goncharov wrote a Bildungsroman that, although it dealt with
metamorphosis, did not include the miraculous but kept within
the framework of realism. The religious philosophers Vladimir
Solov’ev and Nikolai Fedorov would demand the transcendence
of realism in an art that was to model life into an aesthetic text
where the laws of current reality would be invalidated. But they
were not the only ones to demand miracles in prophetic art
serving future life. Some of Goncharov’s contemporaries, who
claimed to be realists, materialists, and atheists, did so too. Radi-
cal realists such as Nikolai Chernyshevsky envisioned and wrote
about miraculous transformations of present-day life and flawed
human beings. Developing the biblical Mary Magdalene symbol-
ism despite their atheism, they usually took women as the objects
of their human-transformation projects. This is certainly the case
in Chernyshevsky’s famous What Is to Be Done? From the Tales About
the New People (Chto delat’? Iz rasskazov o novykh liudiakh, 1863). It
is true that the radicals saw not art but rather the natural and
social sciences as the direct agent of metamorphosis. Art was
important only as a disseminator of social and scientific ideas.
Its purpose was to impart the latest findings to a wider public,
as well as to teach the vanguard intelligentsia how to transform
current restricted reality into a wondrous future reality where
beauty and the imagination reigned.

Nevertheless, both art and science served life, in the nihilist as
well as the religious camp, since both camps perceived life as the
supreme value. Through their common stance against art for art’s
sake and for transformational science, in an alchemistic vein, they
perceived a basic unity in all material nature. Russian aesthetics
of the second half of the nineteenth century offers a materialist-
metaphysical biend with a much greater interaction between ma-
terialism and metaphysics than is commonly assumed. The ma-
terialist Chernyshevsky, as has convincingly been shown, shared
many theurgical aspirations with his idealist counterparts, how-
ever much he himsellf may have disputed sharing any common
ground with them 2¢ The utopian sections of his novel even inti-
mate that a free and creative love between a “new woman” and
a “new man” will lead to a “spring without end for all,” or, put
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in more Symbolist terms, that an androgynous union of two per-
tect lovers will lead to a radical transformation of life that may
even include immortality? Whatever it is that Chernyshevsky
uitimately envisioned by “eternal spring” for all—an ideal mar-
riage in the style of Goncharov’s Olga and Stolz, a Rousseauan
competition among lovers in pleasing one’s partner and causing
endless (moral) delight,?® or yet something else—his notion of
art as serving the supreme value, life, deeply influenced Solov’ev,
himself an ardent radical in his early youth.

The two main versions of the Pygmalion motif—the
materialist-realist version, which stressed education and scien-
tific cognition in the transformation of reality, and the classicist-
aesthetic variant dear to the romantic liubomudry—gave the reli-
gious philosophers Fedorov and Solov'ev all the 1de?/1,0gi_\cal raw
material they needed to create their phi '
Jmortality. It was their synthesized sCientnc- r
would msplr “Symbolist writers of the “life-creation” persua-
sion. “Thus with the "dissemination of the ‘theurgical philoso-
phles of Vladimir Solév'ev and his mentor Nikolai-Fedorov, the ~
uniquely Russian 1mmortaht version’ of thie” Pygmialicin tiogf
ﬁl‘s:::l em);rgdluerature 27 ’ shattliindt

Both phllosophers believed that life and reality should be “the
true goal of art,” and also that art should become the - activity
of “incarnating ‘the absolute ideal . . . in actual rcallty 28 The
ideal for each of them was an immortal mankind that had abol-
ished death as a residual phenomenon of biological evolution.
Although Fedorov usually is not seen as being overly concerned
with aesthetics, he did in fact regard art as essential to his im-
mortality doctrines. True, this ascetic moralist emphasized that
aesthetics must transcend itself. Thus he declared that he could
not understand why art critics insisted on the autonomy of art,
divorcing it from life, and why they deemed a stance of de-
tachment necessary for art appreciation.?® To him it was obvious
that art should be linked to life in an ameliorating function that
served perfection and hence immortality. Ilustrating his point
of view, the philosopher asked whether a statue acquiring life
really would become less beautiful in the eyes of the beholder
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than it had been in a state of inanimate immobility. If someone,
following Pygmalion’s example, could fall in love with a statue
and imbue it with life, would that really mean that this statue
no longer was a genuine work of art? He approvingly quoted
the French philosopher Marie Jean Guyau (1854—88), who also
had pondered “whether Venus di Milo really was beautiful only
because she was made out of marble and immobile.” Guyau was
inclined to think that, on the contrary, she would improve if her
now expressionless eyes would become filled with “an inner light”
and she started walking toward her admirer.* Similarly, Fedorov
found a “living statue” better than an inanimate one. Although
Venus certainly was not his ideal of female beauty, severe ascetic
that he was, the idea that inert matter could be animated by an
artist appealed to him. He seems to have reasoned that if statues
could be animated, so could the dead, who had heen reduced to
inanimate matter.

Solov’ev, Fedorov’s disciple in regard to immortalization theo-
ries and the Symbolists’ favorite philosopher, emphasized aes-
thetic factors in that perfecting of mankind which would make
feasible both the resurrection of the dead and the immortality
of the living. He made the well-known Dostoevskian aphorism
“Beauty will save the world” the epigraph to one of his essays
on aesthetics entitled “Beauty in Nature” (“Krasota v prirode,”
1889), but he exchanged the future tense for the present; inten-
sifying the idea’s salvatory optimism: “Beauty is already saving
the world.” In two subsequent essays, “The General Meaning of
Art” (“Obshchii smysl iskusstva,” 18go) and, above all, the famous
“The Meaning of Love” (“Smysl liubvi,” 18g92—94), Solov'ev speci-
fied from what exactly it is that beauty will save the world: death.

In his articles on aesthetics, Solov’ev postulates that what evo-
lution had been in nature, namely, the artistic trial-and-error
activity of the “cosmic architect and artist,” must be continued
in the aesthetic activity of the human artist. The latter should
devote himself to the further evolution of nature and mankind.
Above all, he should transform woman, the ultimate test object,
and through her, himself. Solov’ev’s version of the Pygmalion
motif may appear irreligious, but, in keeping with his Christian
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convictions, it is not developed as a defiant challenge to the Cre-
ator. Rather it is seen as a further development of His divine
plan, sanctioned by God Himself. Realization of His divine plan
in artistic creativity was a task given to true lovers.

This creativity involves psychological, spiritual, and aesthetic
refinement, rather than any drastic morphological changes. The
morphology of nature was basically established during natural
evolution, which, however, was not devoid of a progressive spiri-
tualization of material forms. Thus natural evolution, although
palpably biological, demonstrates a slow but steady aesthetic pro-
gression toward full realization of the principle of “positive all-
unity,” or freedom in harmony, in its three aspects of the good,
the true and the beautiful ®' Beauty attracted the philosopher’s
main interest, since progressively beautiful forms not only as it
were concretely demonstrate that evolution produced ever fitter
species but also mark an ethical and ontological progress. The
fact that the human form is aesthetically more appealing than
that of the worm, pig, or ape, according to Solovev, “proves”
man’s ethical and spiritual superiority over these species. But,
as is well known, there are many extremely ugly human beings.
This fact does not invalidate man’s claim to superiority over ali
other species, but merely points to the need for further aesthetic,
and hence also ethical-ontological, amelioration of the human
species. Mankind, of course, also has remarkably beautiful repre-
sentatives, capable of outshining any beauty in the amimal realm
or, for that matter, the vegetable and mineral realms, so rich in
beauty. The task lying before mankind, then, is to realize further
the human potential for beauty; it is in the aestheticization of
mankind that salvation lies. This is the realm where beauty can
and already does “save the world.”

Instead of mirroring nature on canvas, in marble, or in ver-
bal or musical sound, art should begin to change it from inside,
spiritualizing its living forms. Art, in fact, should become a kind
of white magic, making man and reality better and truer (to
the ideal), by imposing ever more beautiful forms on them. The
assumption was that the beautiful cannot possibly harbor evil
or deception, at least not for long3? The ideal, by definition, is
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immortal. Perfect beauty gives indestructibility to objects and im-
mortality to living forms. Pygmalion’s task, when fully realized, is
sublime, since it does not consist in 2 momentary animation per-
formed for the sake of fleeting pleasures, but puts forward the
goal of creating eternal perfection, of immortalizing the beloved.

Solov’ev does not point to the Pygmalion motif in his philo-
sophical articles, but he does mention it in a poem that ex-
presses his aesthetics of immortalization in a nutshell. His “ Three
Exploits” (“Tri podviga,” 1882) places Pygmalion’s accomplish-
ments first in a three-phase program culminating in the immor-
talization of the beloved, who has been made perfect. Thus Pyg-
malion’s deed is not completed when “the divine body™ has been
fully revealed and seems ready to live and love:

On the forbidding borderline

Do not think the deed has been completed.
And do not expect love N
From the divine body, Pygmalion.

His sculptural achievement is further developed by Perseus, who
makes a first attack on the dragon of death by showing him his
own frightful visage in the mirror of his shield:

And reflected in the mirror shield,
The dragon disappeared into the abyss,
Having perceived himseif.

This painterly attack on the dragon ensures but a short tri-
umph, however, in that the monster does not remain repelled
by his own ugly visage for long. He seizes Galatea in her third
hypostasis of Eurydice. The musician Orpheus, who challenges
“death to a lethal baule” and forces Hades, the “lord of pale
death,” to relinquish Eurydice, fulfills the ultimate task of the
true artist, which is to overcome death, not metaphorically but in
reality:

The sounds of the victorious song
Shook the vaulis of Hades,

And the Ruler of pale death
Returns Eurydice.33
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Solov’ev does not pursue the sad epilogue to the rescue mis-
sion, but, as is well known, Orpheus’s triumph lasted for only
a brief moment. The singer “shook the vaults of Hades” but
did not eliminate them altogether; to lead out “the throng of
dancing shadows dwelling there” is a task that has yet to be ac-
complished > This task requires an artist who not only masters
the arts of sculpture (Pygmalion), portraiture (Perseus), and “en-
chanting song” (Orpheus) but also fully possesses that theurgical
spiritual discipline that can transform momentary victory into
eternal triumph. Art must become no less than the task of diviniz-
ing man and woman, of making human beings into perfect works
of art, which, being perfect, neither procreate by giving birth to
new mortals nor die, but live forever as the immortal gods.

Russian Symbolist life-creators wanted to show how to com-
plete the “task” begun by Pygmalion and continued by Perseus
and Orpheus. Striving to transcend mere art for art’s sake, as well
as mere improvement of the human mortal wrought by lifelong,
loving education, they aspired to create the perfect and hence
immortal beloved, who is an animated statue, a living picture,
and eternally resounding music. The “ultimate exploit” facing
their Orphic Pygmalion, on the threshold of a new era and thor-
oughly initiated into theurgical philosophy, consists in a series of
challenges. He is to (a) transform the empirical beloved into an
immortal work of art; (b) channel the energies of erotic desire
into a sublime creative power capable of working this metamor-
phosis, which then becomes also a transformation of the self; (c)
“marry” the aesthetically formed beloved, who is a mirror image
of the artist (he, too, should be a mirror to his beloved), in a non-
sexual yet highly erotic unien. Thus he can create the immortal
androgyne in a nonprocreative act of mutual creative-corrective
mirroring that culminates in an “impregnation with Spirit.” This
is what Solov'ev, following Plato, calls “conception in beauty,”
as opposed to a mere physical-biological union.35 The creations
that result from the physiological acts of sexual intercourse and
birth are human beings as mortal as their parents. Conception
in beauty, where the biological seed metamorphoses into animating
spirit, yields immortal human beings.%
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Clearly, this version of the Pygmalion motif has metamor-
phosed far beyond original conceptions. The Symbolists created
a new variant that retained the components of the artist who
transgresses the laws imposed by reality and a love that thirsts
for perfection. But they added their notion of nonsexual concep-
tion in beauty that is to result in immortality. Their variants of
the motif do not retain the names of Pygmalion and Galatea, but
replace them by names taken from congenial myths and motifs,
such as Don Quixote and Dulcinea, or from self-created myths,
such as Sologub’s Trirodov and Elisaveta, or from cultural his-
tory turned myth, such as Merezhkovsky’s Leonardo da Vinci
and Mona Lisa. Regardless of names, the concept of the beloved’s
metamorphosis wrought in a sublime aesthetic-erotic act unites
the myth’s variants in a basic structure that may be termed the
“Pygmalion structure.” This structure is open to further meta-
morphoses, as well as to art forms other than sculpture 3

This three-phase task is presented in at least two major Sym-
bolist texts of the first decades of the twentieth century: Dmitry
Merezhkovsky’s Leonardoe da Vinci (1go1), where it fails, and Fedor
Sologub’s trilogy A Legend in the Making (Tvorimaia legenda, 1907—
13), where it 1s crowned with success. In Merezhkovsky’s novel,
da Vinci fails to immortalize Mona Lisa in the theurgical sense
and even “kills” the empirical woman, in the sense that Goethe’s
King Midas kills whatever he turns into the gold of art. He im-
mortalizes only her image in a painting that, to be sure, is a
superb work of art, but fails nevertheless, inasmuch as it does
not merge with its model, Mona Lisa, giving her and its creator
the immortality of the androgyne conceived in beauty. Instead of
eternal life, its model is given everlasting death. She is sentenced
to be buried in canvas and entombed in the picture frame. In-
stead of becoming an immortal woman, she is made a ghost,
exuding her “spectral charm” in a museum, a space entirely de-
voted to the dead. Her creator too is immortal in the traditional
sense; that is, it is known to many that he is dead.

In Sologub’s trilogy, Trirodov, a quixotic Pygmalion, succeeds
in bringing about a metamorphosis in his Lise, his beloved Elisa-
veta. He transforms her from a pleasant but trite girl into the
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mystical Rose and the immaculate Dulcinea, while himself chang-
ing from eccentric “loner” and ivory-tower artist into a king
bearing the name of Georgy. This name indicates that Trirodov
will succeed where Perseus and Orpheus failed, becoming the
one who slays the dragon of death for good. Pygmalion, Per-
seus, and Orpheus are synthesized in the artist Trirodov, whose
name alludes to a Trinity different from the Church’s, and who
becomes a Saint George piercing the dragon with the spear of
theurgical artistry and alchemy for the sake of creating life eter-
nal in a world made legendary.%8

Why does da Vinci fail where Trirodov succeeds? One answer
is that the former appears before the time is ripe for this meta-
morphosis, both ideal and real, of the human race. Ever eager to
merge realia with realiora, the Symbolists by no means despised
the sciences as sources of metamorphosis. They were particularly
attracted to the sciences of transformation, such as chemistry
and agriculture, favored also by materialists such as the French
philosophes, with their notion of transmutability, and the Russian
radicals (see note 24). On the contrary, they attributed important
functions to these in the various processes of creating the im-
mortal androgyne. Sublimation of the base libido into the lofty
Eros is, after all, a chemical (or alchemical) process also. In da
Vinci’s times these and other sciences had not developed suffi-
ciently for life-creation, not yet having recovered from the dev-
astation wrought by the obscurantist Middle Ages. Therefore the
painter who takes such a keen interest in the sciences often fails
in his varied and numerous experiments. For example, da Vinci
struggles in vain with a variety of mechanical problems, such as
the construction of wings that would liberate man from the mor-
tal grip of gravity. He dabbles in horticulture and genetics.3® But
he cannot achieve radically novel results; he belongs to a cate-
gory of people that may be labeled “the premature forerunners
of too tardy a spring.” 4

The twentieth-century chemist Trirodov, on the other hand,
knows of the energies that are released in radiocactive disinte-
gration, and he also knows how to utilize them in resurrective
efforts. To construct a spaceship is no problem for him, the sci-
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ences having advanced far beyond the stage at which they were
in da Vinci’s time. All the knowledge that has accumulated over
the centuries gives Trirodov a distinct scientific advantage over
da Vinci, the man of the Renaissance. In that time science was
being reborn but had not had tme to achieve great results. This,
however, is not the full explanation. Merezhkovsky’s da Vinci is
also marked by certain subjective spiritual limitations that hin-
der him from developing Pygmalion’s efforts further. The full
truth is that he has the genius, but not the courage, to become a
Pygmalion.

One of da Vinci’s spiritual limitations is to be found in his
fascination with knowledge for its own sake, as opposed to knowl-
edge in the service of immortality. His pupil, the hostile vet
fascinated Cesare, states with some justification that the artist
relies on “geometry instead of inspiration,” wherefore there is
a limit that, “with all his learning, he never can surmount.”4 A
parallel deficiency in his spiritnal makeup is his fascination with
art for art’s sake, as opposed to art for life’s sake. Da Vinci is
not a vital Renaissance man “to whom nothing human is alien,”
but rather an artist who, anticipating the Decadents, is “beyond
good and evil” and also overemphasizes the intellectual approach
to existence. He believes that an artist’s soul should be like a
“mirror, which reflects all objects . . ., remaining itself unmoved
and clear” (p. 46}. This Briusovian aesthetic (expressed in poems
such as Briusov's “I” and “To the Poer” [“Ia,” 1899; “Poetu,”
1907]), together with his scientism, explains da Vinci’s inability
to fuse knowledge and art into an act of sublime love and faith
leading to immortality.

As a great artist, da Vinci is certainly able to restore wholeness
of form to an object that he, as scientist, previously had “dis-
sected, like a lifeless body” (p. 358). But the ensuing synthesis, the
fusion of art with life, escapes him. His perspicacious pupil Gio-
vanni Beltraffio nghtly states, “But now I perceive that he doth
but strive yet doth not attain, that he secketh but findeth not,
that he knoweth but doth not realize” (p. 508). Da Vinci himself
increasingly realizes that he does not possess the ultimate glue
that would fuse his many separate works of art into a single total
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picture or vision of life. Comparing himself to Columbo (Colum-
bus), he understands that the latter found a “New Heaven and a
New Earth” (p. 263) because he had faith in Isaiah’s prophecy.
However, he himself has no faith in the miraculous potential
for metamorphosis inherent in reality, nor in the possibility of
unheard-of discoveries, or in the natural magic of life. He be-
lieves that reality must remain what it always has been, and by
studying its laws carefully he achieves a superb artistic mastery
but does not evolve into a life-creator. The “New World” of a
new heaven and a new earth where, as the Book of Revelations
promises, “death shall be no more” remains undiscovered by him.

In other words, da Vinci rejects the divine promise that a new
world and a new heaven are bound to replace the old ones, and
that this new celestial-earthly world will hold “no tears and no
death.” Ultimately, he is the typical modern intelligent, who lacks
a philosophical or religious vision that would give meaning and
purpose to his activities. In fact, in addition to Briusov’s Deca-
dently detached poet, he greatly resembles Anton Chekhov’s old
professor of medicine in “A Boring Story” (“Skuchnaia istoriia,”
1889). This uncommitted scientist of the positivist type lacks the
cohesive vision of faith and therefore has allowed investigative
curiosity to quell the irrational font of being found in love for
life and woman. Curiosity is a powerful stimulant to investiga-
tion, but only love can give it meaning by establishing a goal
that makes investigation a creative act. The immortalization of
the perfectly beautiful beloved thus remains an experiment not
undertaken by da Vindi, although it certainly would offer him a
worthy challenge, one in which his vast knowledge and superb
skills could merge with inspiring faith.

In Merezhkovsky’s novel we first meet da Vinci as a “resur-
rector of statues,” a kind of Pygmalion. Assisting in the secret
excavations of the treasures of antiquity still resisted by clerical
bigotry, he resurrects the sculptured gods of the past. On one
occasion, a statue of Venus, in Galatea-like fashion, assumes the
hue of life: “[The statue] lay like a coffined dead body, yet had
not the appearance of death, but seemed rosy, alive and warm
in the flickering reflection of the torches” (p. 39). The artist is
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captivated by the beauty of the sculpture he is “resurrecting”
“With the same serene smile as of yore, when she had risen from
the foam of the sea waves, she was emerging from the murk of
the earth, out of her grave of a thousand years” (ibid.). Deter-
mined to find the key to the secret of her perfect form and entic-
ing beauty, he carefully measures the proportions of the statue
and subjects these measurements to a thorough mathematical
analysis.

In acting thus, he is only partly right. Indisputably it is his
knowledge of proportion and perspective that makes him the
superb artist he is, as well as his study of the color spectrum and
the chemical makeup of various types of paint. This mastery of
techniques and excellent craftsmanship, based on exact analy-
ses of empirical data, is not enough, however, to make him a
life-creator. Typically, only the surface properties of the statue
captivate him, whereas the illusion of life created by the rosy glow
of the flickering fire kindles no theurgical ambitions. Archeology
fails to become a genuine resurrective act, as Fedorov would say.
The artist seemingly is overawed by the laws of nature so re-
cently discovered. He deifies them, attributing to them an eternal
validity. This passive stance in regard to natural law bars him
from envisioning creative metamorphoses, which could revolu-
tionize nature in a direction initiated by man. He cannot fathom
a transition from stone to flesh or from death to resurrection;
he therefore does not heed the promise of the rosy glow on the
statue’s body.#2 Although a creator of beauty, he does not believe
that beauty can radically change the world, let alone “save” it.
The salvatory potential of beauty’s white magic is lost on this
overly rational artist.

Though failing to become a life-creator, da Vinci is not a
soulless mechanist. He is fully aware of a spiritual reality be-
neath surface phenomena. But, once again, he seeks to grasp this
reality intellectually and analytically, rather than to understand
it with both mind and heart. Fascinated with the mysteries of the
human psyche, he seeks to penetrate the ultimate secrets of man’s
emotional world, to grasp the elusive essence of the human soul,
this “artist of its body” (p. 171), but he does so mainly by accumu-
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lating data and engaging in minute observation. For this reason
he watches, with pencil in hand, the faces of men about to be
executed. He selects a wide psychological range of pupils, keep-
ing even the one who hates him (Cesare), presumably in order to
partake of insights that oppose his own. He attends witch trials,
witnesses book burnings and the destruction of art works (in-
cluding his own “Leda”) performed by Inquisitors, “aiming his
gaze at everything” (Briusov) with curiosity and perhaps even
emotion, but without passion and without faith in change. Emas-
culated by his intellectual skepticism, da Vinci leads a monastic
existence. Yet his pupil Beltraffio is certain that he must have
had sexual intercourse at least once, “out of curiesity” (p. 176).

Studying the human psyche with an intense thirst for knowl-
edge, perceiving all its complexities of motivation and wide range
of sensations and emotions, da Vinci creates portraits full of
accurately observed truth, even inner truth. He fails, however,
to transcend experimental psychology. Therefore he also fails to
transcend art, since detached analysis and aesthetic amelioration
of the human model, however penetrating and beautifully exe-
cuted, are not enough for the ultimate artistic act of life-creation.
This act of genuine creation needs the powerful energy of pas-
sion and faith, whereas mere art, in the view of life-creators,
remains imitation of existing nature. Life-creation, on the other
hand, needs the burning love that discerns the wondrous Dul-
cinea in the disfigured Aldonsa and passionately desires that Dul-
cinea exist forever, although eternal life contradicts the laws of
nature. Skepticism offers no fertile ground for miracles. Knowl-
edge and faith together overcome all obstacles, changing the very
laws of nature. Faith enables man to see that nature is more
flexible than positivists assume, and knowledge enables him to
discover how the laws of nature are changed.

The dispassionate da Vinci, who persists in but one passion,
which is to satisfy his curiosity, cannot generate that powerful
spiritual vision that gives reality to the ideal beloved by trans-
forming her empirically. He cannot intensify his willing to the
degree that he can will the existing imperfect woman Mona Lisa
to become that perfectly beautiful incarnation of the eternal femi-
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nine who can live forever in a state of perfection. Passionate love
engenders, first, pity for the frail beloved, and then the determi-
nation to free her from the grip of death. Passion, however, is
exactly what Merezhkovsky’s da Vinci lacks. Unlike Baratynsky’s
sculptor, da Vinci does not need to struggle against tempestubus
desire, having no elemental passions with which to contend in
the first place. Love without desire is impotent. Only desire chan-
neled into creativity, elemental passion concentrated into “will to
(creative) power,” powerful instinct refined and aimed at a noble
goal: only these yield the love that creates perfect life or immer-
tality. The roses of beauty can grow only out of the dark soil of
desire, as Solov'ev puts it in his poem “We met not by chance”
(“My soshlis’ s toboi nedarom,” 18g2). Addressing his beloved,
the poet declares:

Light emerges from darkness,

Your roses could not raise themselves
Above the black soil

Unless their dark roots

Were submerged

In the adumbral earth.43

Love cannot subsist on curiosity, however insatiable. It feeds on
the energy of desire.

Studying his model, the intelligent and beautiful but natu-
rally imperfect woman Mona Lisa, the artist da Vinci transfers
her ameliorated image to canvas with painstaking labor, using
the finest techniques. Feeling sympathy for her, even attracted to
the mystery she exudes, he yet fails to perceive her potential for
living perfection, as a loving life-creator would. Like all art-for-
art’s-sake artists, he divides his model into a person of limited
interest and an endlessly cherished artistic image made by him.
The latter he detaches from the original human being in order
to immortalize it in art, thus “killing” the person. The fact that
the painting usurps the place of the living woman is made quite
clear in the novel. Thus one da Vinci disciple observes how the
“living beauty of Monna Lisa” is usurped by the “image he had
evoked” (p. 480). And there is also the moment when the artist
stands before his picture of Mona Lisa, long after she has died.
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Letting the drapery covering the portrait fall, he realizes that he
had taken the “life from the living woman to bestow it upon the
unliving” (p. 496).

There can be no doubt that da Vinci’s artistic creativity is “kill-
ing,” since the painting usurps the place of the living woman,
making the latter into a kind of discarded shell #* Mona Lisa dies,
of a throat disease, to be sure,* but also because she realizes that
she has no absolute value for da Vinci, either as the imperfect
woman she is or as the perfect woman she could become if he
loved her enough to desire her forever. She understands that he
sees her only as the motif for a beautiful picture, as the raw ma-
terial to be aesthetically transformed into an eternally dead work
of art that will be called “immortal” by connoisseurs. She dies
understanding that she is real to him only as the dead woman
he created on canvas, as a marvelous illusion of life, a construct
of harmonious proportions and color blends, a motif refracted
through his genius.

Remaining a perfect artist, da Vinci does not become the per-
fect lover in the Solov’evian sense of the term. Though he masters
the art of painting and mathematics, he does not master the ars
artium, which is the art of loving the real woman so intensely
that this sublime force creates a living work of art out of her,
a work of art that, ceaselessly perfected in life-creation, even-
tually becomes perfectly beautiful and hence immortal, as well
as immortalizing. A Pygmalion in reverse, Midas-like da Vinci
drains his beloved of life instead of imbuing her with it. This
vampiric attitude, characteristic of all traditional aesthetes (like
Poe, who regarded a beautiful dead woman the ideal subject of
art), can be explained by a failure of communication in the case
of Merezhkovsky’s da Vinci,

Life-creation posits a mutual “corrective mirroring,” culmi-
nating in a “conception in beauty” that leads to the birth of the
immortal human being. It is this mirroring that does not take
place in da Vinci’s detached and one-sided act of creativity. The
artist faithfully reflects the sense impressions conveyed to him,
but himself remains unchanged, being too self-contained to em-
pathize, let alone identify, with the real woman before him. Thus
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Mona Lisa remains a model, a challenging artistic task and an
intriguing motif, but she does not become the earthly represen-
tative of the eternal feminine and messenger from the world of
the ideal. Accurately observed in the portrait, her mystery is con-
veyed, but not understood. Da Vinci remains too isolated in his
egocentric, ivory-tower world of artistic self-projection to absorb
the signals sent out to him; he lacks the empathy with the Other
needed to decipher her riddle. Thus he also fails to decipher the
riddle of his own self, of his anima and soul.

Whereas Mona Lisa fulfills, and even over-fulfills, her part in
the “reciprocal mirroring” by becoming spiritually ever more like
the artist, cooperating with him to the extent that she turns into
his “feminine double” (p. 166), he remains detached. Though at
times hovering on the brink of illumination, da Vinci lacks the
daring for the final communication or the reciprocal mirroring
that is “conception in beauty.” No “impregnation” takes place,
and the silent plea of Mona Lisa’s smile to immortalize her as a
living woman together with his living self fails to reach the artist.

In this novel, then, the mystery of the spiritual androgyne is
not celebrated.t Even the endlessly obedient Lisa, “a stranger
to everything save the will of the master” (p. 468), at one stage
smiles mockingly at da Vinci as she poses the question whether
“curiosity alone” (p. 484) is sufficient to deal with the mysteries
of life and death. Da Vinci understands neither the mockery nor
the plea. Shrinking from theurgical activity, he remains a mere
artist.

Merezhkovsky's da Vinci, like Walter Pater’s, is a Decadent
who makes a young woman “older than the rocks among which
she sits,” since she has been made to absorb all the accumulated
experience of past culture and to display a “soul with all its mala-
dies.” She is indeed “like the vampire [who] has been dead many
times,” always returning to “the secrets of the grave,” but only
because her creator projected his own tired vampire’s soul into
her, not allowing himself to absorb her vitalizing and immortal-
izing essence.?” If da Vindi is seen as a Faust figure, he is one
who failed to understand das Ewig Weibliche, even on the brink of
the “abyss.”
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But is the creation of immortal art not a supreme act of love?
After all, da Vinci paints such an intriguing portrait of Mona
Lisa because he does love her, at least in the sense that he sees her
potential for artistic re-creation and is willing to devote much
time and mental effort to creating her double. Is not the paint-
ing, preserving the mortal model for ages to come, the most
sublime token of love he could possibly offer her? Can art aspire
to more than this, and is not this the “conception in beauty” that
Solov'ev himself so warmly advocated? As da Vinci asks him-
self in the novel: “could he have desired a more perfect union
with his beloved than in these profound and mystic caresses,—in
the bringing forth of an immortal image, of 2 new being, which
was being conceived, being born of them both, even as a child
is born of its father and mother,—and was both Leonardo and
Lisa?” (p. 480). The answer to his question is “yes.” Merezhkov-
sky’s Leonardo da Vinci should have desired a more sublime
union than one of pure artistry. He should have sought one
where contemplation and image transfer would have become
deed, mutual aesthetic-corrective mirroring and spiritual inter-
penetration, without becoming carnal knowledge. The perfect
union of which Merezhkovsky's painter proves incapable is the
merger with the living beloved in that spiritual-aesthetic sphere
of transfiguration where a genuine erotic union can take place.

To summarize: da Vinci could have performed an act of life-
creation, not by transferring the aestheticized image of the be-
loved to canvas, but rather by sending it back to her empirical
self, having let it pass through the prism of his own psyche;
by searching for his own ideal self reflected in her and, having
found it there and absorbed it into himself in a process of self-
transformation, letting it blend with her divine image in a “con-
ception in beauty.” Such a transfigured couple, both ideal and
real, forms the androgyne of completeness, perfection, and im-
mortality, in whom there is no room for such dualities as the
“model and her portrait” or the “artist and his work of art.”
Da Vinci either does not understand this or shrinks from what
he knows. Therefore he repeats the mistake that, according to
Solov’ev, the first theoretician of life-creation, Plato himself, had
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committed. This mistake was to separate earthly and heavenly
love, earthly and heavenly beauty, life and art, without building
any bridges between them. Platonic love, lofty as it may be, must
therefore of necessity remain impotent, while earthly love just
as inevitably must remain a crude servant of death, the wages of
earthly passion being mortality.

Like Solov’ev’s Plato, da Vinci fails to become a pontifex, a
builder of bridges, halting before the chasm separating art from
life, sexuality from Eros, eternal death from immortal life. He
fails to acquire those spiritual wings with which man can fly
across the deepest chasms, concentrating too much on engineer-
ing his clever, intricate, but nonfunctional mechanical contrap-
tions. Creating flying machines is not wrong in itself; it is mean-
ingless only when these replace the wings of faith and love. The
artistic engineer da Vinci constructs his flying machines since he
is afraid of taking flight on the wings of sublime love. He fears
the miracles of novelty (metamorphoses) wrought by love and
the breathtaking changes that may occur when the very laws of
nature are invalidated, since he does not possess that “love which
casteth out fear.” Here is the ultimate reason why he hesitates “at
the edge of the abyss,” where a “leap of faith” is imperative. Fear
is also the reason why the artist grapples in vain with painting a
truly convincing picture of Christ. The latter was and is a builder
of bridges, a synthesizer and redeemer possessing perfect love.
It is thus not for da Vinci, the supreme analyst and formalist,
to create that image where the idea of positive all-unity is em-
bodied forever, radiating that beauty that is the seamless and
total incarnation of the idea.

Sologub’s Trirodov in A Legend in the Making succeeds where
da Vinet fails. He constructs “wings” that can carry not only a
man but a whole crew. Trirodov’s spaceship bridges any chasms,
including the abysses of cosmos. The poet and alchemist pene-
trates deeper into the mysteries of knowledge and goes beyond
mere analysis of abstract structures into actual application. He
even resurrects the dead—at least those in certain categories,
such as immaculate children. Above all, he succeeds in creating
the immortal beloved, for he does not “use” his Elisaveta as raw
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material for a work of art but makes her his cocreator in the
transformation of life. Thus, for example, she i1s not metamor-
phosed into Trirodov’s chosen art form of poetry. In fact, Triro-
dov abandons this and all other traditional art forms in order
to create the living poetry that is Elisaveta. Not embalmed in a
poetic verbal structure (a beautiful grave), she is saved for eter-
nal life. She ceases to be a “bough” (Elisaveta—uvetka) like other
women, becoming instead the “mysterious rose”* of immortal
perfection that can dispense with reproduction and reduplica-
tion in all forms biological and artistic. Trirodov’s and Elisaveta’s
love serves no purpose except “beauty in the making,” or immor-
tality.

Like da Vinci, Trirodov abstains from sexual union with his
beloved. However, he does this not because he despises the flesh
or shuns all physical contact with women except for the sake of
experiment, as da Vinci does. He does so because he, like Bara-
tynsky’s wise sculptor, is able to control desire. Trirodov even
marries his Elisaveta. Thus he not only proves that he regards her
as his equal, his partner in a joint venture, but also demonstrates
that the flesh is not to be rejected with revulsion, nor lusted for
with greed, but rather transformed, illuminated, transfigured.
He teaches Elisaveta to sublimate her desires, while also trans-
forming his own into creative energies. There is, for example,
one occasion when the “enchantress of the night” whispers to
Elisaveta that she should go and offer herself to Trirodov as a
“slave and plaything” (pt. 1, p. 244). She obeys this impure voice
of lust, but her lover meets her dispassionately, albeit tenderly,
and their union remains pure. Before the “chaste moon” (pt. 1,
P- 245), the two lovers exchange vows of love, vows that, it may be
assumed, express their intent to free their love from convention
and greed. Basing their love on an intense admiration for the
unclothed body, an admiration that is devoid of even the slight-
est desire for its physical possession, they achieve a highly erotic
yet chaste union of love. This union is formed not for the sake
of lust but for the sake of immortality, as Fedorov and Solov’ev
demanded.

Elisaveta herself understands that the “art of loving” must ex-
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clude all utilitarian procreative sexuality. Even before meeting
Triredov she rejects her suitor Peter Matov because he sees the
“meaning of love” in traditional procreation. But Elisaveta knows
that in marrying an “old Adam,” she cannot have the “great and
free union” that liberates mankind from lust and leads to the
creation of a “new heaven and a new earth” (pt. 1, p. 40), where,
according to Revelation, there can be no death.

On these premises, I'rirodov’s and Elisaveta'’s love increasingly
assumes the form of a sublime chemical experiment, realizing
the mystery of Transubstantiation celebrated by the Church.
Unfortunately, the Church’s celebration is enacted without any
conviction. Purportedly, the mysterious liturgical metamorpho-
sis transforms “cold matter” into “true Flesh and true Blood”
(pt. 3, p- 89). But the Church makes no effort to relate this meta-
morphosis to reality, to apply it to life. Since the Church fails to
do so, it is now the task of the artist-lover to realize this sacred
mystery in an act of truly holy matrimony. Trirodov theretfore
does not shy away from woman and love but accepts the actual
imperfections of the real woman before him, his own Elisaveta-
Aldonsa, while creating with her consent and cooperation her
ideal hypostasis, Elisaveta-Dulcinea. In this process he himself is
transformed into a perfectly sane Don Quixote who is his lady’s
true knight.

Upon uncovering the hidden Dulcinea in his empirical Elisa-
veta, he does not transfer the beauteous image to verbal textures,
extracting Elisaveta’s essence, as it were, then discarding her as
an empty shell and proceeding to “enjoy” the poem. Instead,
he reflects her own ideal image back to her, acting as a creative
mirror and thus helping her to fuse her ideal essence with her
empirical self. In this process of creation Trirodov is himself
transformed, receiving and heeding her mirror images of him.
The two transfigured lovers can eventually meet in a spiritual-
erotic union, which is conception in pure beauty. This refusal
to transfer the ideal to art may lead to the disappearance of
art (as art for art’s sake), but when life itself has become art,
or beauty manifest and immortal, there clearly no longer is any
need for art in the ordinary sense of the word. Art has then
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fulfilled its function of “saving the world,” and the world saved
is beauty manifest, the visible manifestation of the true and the
good. A real legend is thus created. In King Georgy’s realm, dusty
museums are not likely to be found, since his kingdom is to be
a living Gesamtkunstwerk, not to be contained by walled-in space.
The hallmark of realized legends is that beauty there is not iso-
lated in certain compartments called “poetry, sculpture, music,”
and so on but is to be found everywhere, not least in those eter-
nally living Galateas and Pygmalions who will inhabit the happy
isles where Trirodov will rule as King Georgy the First, or Saint
George.

In the context of life-creation, a post-Symbolist text that has
many affinities with the Symbolist ethos may also briefly be con-
sidered: Pasternak’s Doctor Zhivago (Doktor Zhivago, 1957). Its
warrior-saint cum doctor-poet, Yuri Zhivago, depicts himself in
his poem “Fairy Tale” as Saint George, killing the dragon of
death. This novel, which in its very title intimates its closeness
to notions of life-creation, presents its protagonist as a Christian
Pygmalion, who advances at least as far as Solov'ev's Perseus in
the triple-phased task of overcoming death. Doctor Zhivago is a
Fedorovian-Solov'evian soldier who has declared war on death,
an Orpheus whose poetry immortalizes the beloved, but also a
“doctor” whose healing powers do not (quite) succeed in awaken-
ing his Galatea from her lethal sleep for good. In the poem
“Fairy Tale” she does not remain vigilant but succumbs to sleep
periodically. Lara, in Pasternak’s novel, remains a “daughter of
earth,” who, like Persephone, returns to Hades at regular inter-
vals. Zhivago does accomplish something toward her final lib-
eration from Hades, however, as the progression outlined below
demonstrates.

The first time Zhivago sets eyes on Lara, she is almost life-
less, or at least soulless—a puppet in the hands of Komarovsky, a
rich paradigm of seducer, sorceror, fat Roman, and “ruler of the
underworld,” or Hades. It is after her carnal engagement with
Komarovsky that Lara dreams she is dissolving in the earth.#
During their first encounter, the youth Zhivago does not attempt
to break the magic spell that has reduced Lara to a doll; he is
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merely filled with endless, searing love for her. He is, in fact,
charged with the “electricity” of sexual passion. This passion will
intensify with the years, but will also grow ever more sublime,
providing the energy for his heroic salvatory deed: he will rescue
Lara—if not from death, then from oblivion. “Eternal memory”
is the foundation of immortality.

Before Zhivago’s salvation of “Princess Earth” occurs, the
would-be liberator Antipov appears. Pure and brave, he is also
pitiless and egocentric, a warrior who believes he is struggling
for a new world but who remains a prisoner of the old. Dur-
ing their wedding, Lara is transformed into a Sleeping Beauty,
as the whole wedding party falls into a trancelike sleep (caused
by fatigue and liberal liquor consumption). Naturally, everyone
wakes the next morning, including Lara, but her spirit remains
weary—until she meets her Saint George and true liberator, Zhi-
vago.

A saintly Christ figure, Zhivago undertakes a journey to the
Underworld and, returning from it, opens the path of resurrec-
tion to his Beloved 5 During their famous stay at Varykino, Zhi-
vago, like Leonardo da Vinci, attempts to immortalize his beloved
through art. Unlike da Vinci, he succeeds, at least in the sense
that he does not “kill” his beloved by subordinating her to his art.
His art is not art for art’s sake, but rather serves the purpose of
immortalizing the beloved as well as himself. True, Lara and Zhi-
vago both die after their Varykino stay. They remain eminently
mortal, and their immortality certainly remains the traditional
immortality in art. But there is the difference that Zhivago'’s art—
simple and accessible to all, as opposed to the exclusive kind des-
tined for the museum or library—really serves life. It celebrates
the eternal memory of immortal love in the living memory of an
entire people, until the last and final awakening will occur. Zhi-
vago commits himself to that Fedorovian and Solov’evian “heroic
deed” (padvig) that consists in holding up the mirror of art to the
dragon of death in images that this monster understands. There-
fore, Zhivago's “faithful steed is trampling the Dragon/With its
hoof™ (p. 547), just as Perseus’s did earlier in Solov’ev’s poem.
Very likely, this time the dragon is even more sorely tried.
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Zhivago’s art, like Perseus’s shield, is held up to death’s many
ugly faces, reflecting its disintegration, corruption, and evil,
wherever these may manifest themselves. Zhivago’s is a constant
effort to “maintain fidelity to the ideal of immortality” (p. g).
In a sense, he even performs the third deed, that of retriev-
ing his Euridyce from the underworld. Although in a corporeal
sense he loses Lara to Komarovsky, he does “save her soul,” not
allowing her to “fall asleep” again under the influence of Koma-
rovsky’s magic sleep-inducing spells. At Zhivago’s funeral, Lara,
like the women who found Christ’s grave empty, is able to assert
the illusoriness of death and the triumph of sublime love over
death. The flowers filling Zhivago’s grave are living proof that
life and beauty will triumph over death. Galatea-Persephone-
Eurydice-Mary-Magdalene-Lara has thus escaped Hades (Koma-
rovsky and his prehistoric Mongolia), and Lara’s liberation from
Komarovsky’s clutches is not to be taken in too metaphorical a
sense. Lara dies, but her concrete immortality lies before her in
a future when the dragon of death will be crushed for good.
Solov'ev’s three tasks are taken seriously in Pasternak’s world,
which is very much a Christianized Hellas, as Solov’ev hoped
Russia would become. Zhivago may well be seen as an Orpheus
who, metamorphosing into Christ, will accomplish the task of an-
nihilating death in the creation of a new heaven and new earth.
In this he will join with other artists engaged in life-creation.
The task of saving mankind from death is a “common task,” as
Fedorov and Solov'ev postulated.

Pasternak’s novel is not the first of his texts to explore these
notions. Much earlier, the protagonist of his A Tale (Povest’, 1929),
young Seryozha, is also engaged in “resurrecting.” In a central
episode of this prose fragment, Seryozha, seeking out his be-
loved Mrs. Arild, finds her lying on her bed “as if dead” (kak
pokoinitsa). She is extremely pale, and for a long time the hero
looks at the “blinding paleness of her closed, heavy eyelids.”st
He too is near fainting, but at this moment she returns to con-
sctousness, as if resurrected by his despair, which is vented in his
heavy breathing. Seized by endless pity for her, he senses how
his heartbeats resemble galloping hooves. In short, he is a Saint
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George on his steed and a Prince Charming breathing life into
his beloved, just as in the later poem “A Fairy Tale,” discussed
above. He is a prince resurrecting his raven-haired, deathly pale
Snow White. She, without a drop of blood left in her face (ni
krovinki—in other words, usually pink-cheeked), clearly evokes
the image of the fairy-tale princess Snow White, who, “white as
snow, red as blood and black as ebony,” is resurrected by love.
Nothing supernatural takes place in this episode, to be sure. Yet
it is intimated that the artist’s task lies in overcoming death as
urged by Solov’ev and Fedorov. He is to be the theurgist who sub-
ordinates his art to the task of slaying the dragon of death and
freeing Princess Life from her subterranean imprisonment or,
alternatively, from the wicked stepmother whose name is Death
(of feminine gender in Russian).5?

Ultimately, then, the Pygmalion motif is part of the myth, all-
pervasive among the Russian intelligentsia, of reality’s ultimate
metamorphosis into earthly paradise. It was a myth pursued by
realists and Symbolists with equal fervor but in different philo-
sophic and stylistic registers. The Symbolists of the Solov'evian
persuasion envisioned this last transformation as the era of
Merezhkovsky's “Third Testament,” or Christ's “Second Com-
ing,” or the “Triumph of the Woman Clothed with the Sun.”
They saw themselves as theurgists bringing about this change
of the real into the ideal. They were thus fulfilling a legacy be-
queathed by those who had raised the Platonic question of the
relationship between the true, the good and the beautiful, and
who had emphasized the salvatory function of beauty. For beauty
possessed the magic force capable of enchanting even beasts.
1n their opinion, Gogol clearly belonged to such Platonists. The
creator of Dead Souls (Mertvye dushi, 1842) had shown that even
the hopeless vulgarian Chichikov could be enchanted by a fleet-
ing vision of beauty. Rooted in the mire in which he was wont
to wallow, this “pig” was captivated by the radiance of beauty
when glimpsing the Governor’s daughter. Another forerunner,
naturally, was Dostoevsky, whose Prince Myshkin formulated the
theurgical program in his aphoeristic statement on beauty as the
force that could and would save the world.
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However, both Gogol and Dostoevsky also demonstrated the
impotence of beauty, invariably letting it perish in a world where
beauty and love of beauty are either the most ephemeral of
all phenomena or, where they are entombed in works of art,
the most exclusive of all phenomena. How can beauty save the
world when it either leaves no lasting traces or is locked away
in museutns, books, and concert halls? The Symbolists have an
answer to this question. Beauty shall save the world permanently
when it no longer is removed from the world into the realm of
pure art. On the contrary, it must be carried forth from art’s
ivory towers into the world, with the help of that divine love
that demands to see beauty realized and eternalized. Then the
feeble manifestations of beauty found in the world even now will
become a “joy forever.” Then life-creators, as opposed to mere
artists, will make the sublime Eros the potent agent of aesthetic
metamorphoses that transform all mortals into their ideal proto-
types (the likenesses in which God created them). When this
happens, the world will be at last saved, for it will have become
a place of positive all-unity, where only two principles cannot
coexist: the ugliness of death and the beauty of immortal life.
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Andrei Bely and the
Argonauts’ Mythmaking

ALEXANDER LAVROYV

he “Argonaut” circle, formed in Moscow in the first years
of this century, was destined to play a notable role in the
establishment of Russian Symbolist culture. Perhaps more per-
suasively than other realizations of the Symbolist worldview, this
circle underlined by its very existence that artistic system’s sStriv-
ing to become a ife-creatin method. The Argonauts declared
“lifoccreation” T be heir basic, prumary @sk. Tiis cifort then .
generated a collective striving t i ily 1i
ations, and artistic activity. i
" The Argonaut circle was least of all a literary association.
Among the creators and enactors of the Argonaut myth, only
three were writers whose creative work entered Russian liter- N
ary history: Andrei Bely, Ellis (pen name of L. L. Kobylinsky), -~ J »,%, _
and Sergei M. Solov'ev. Indeed some members were remote FTALID
from artistic practice and from any creative activity in the usual

sense. But this fact did not keep them from being full-fledged 1, pro |
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tion of all the ideals, tastes, illusions and beliefs the century had
generated:Along with this came the feeling of “the frontier,” be-
yond which must lie the “all new.” The Argonaut circle came into
being—without any deliberate organizing—as a union of people
who found one another to be like-thinkers, sympathizers, and
fellow-seekers. “At a time when every individual thought that he
alone was wandering in darkness, without hope, with a sense of
disaster, it turned out that.gthers also were traveling that road,”
wrote Bely %@gg, after discovering with joy that he
and Blok had feelings and hopes in common 2

"The embryo of the future Argonaut circle is discernible in the

----- -_school friendship of Bely and Sergei Solov'ev, dating from the

~ .

¢ Nietzsche and Vasily Rozanov..

autumn of 1895. Acquaintance with the ten-year-old Solovev’s
parents, Mikhail Sergeevich Solov'ev, brother of the philosopher

~ Vladimir Solov'ev, and his wife, Olga Mikhailovna, helped the

young Bely become aware of his creative possibilities. At the end
ol 1896 a common interest in art drew Bely to his classmate Vasily
Vladimirov. Their friendship grew closer in 1898 and took on
a more conscious character. In fall 1899 Bely entered Moscow
University, where he met Alexei Sergeevich Petrovsky. These two
promptly found a common language in debates about Friedrich

Bely’s relations with these three friends, intensified by shared
youthful interests and enthusiasms, already by the end of the
1890’s anticipated to a significant degree the thematics and style
of future Argonaut meetings. In 1901 Bely wrote, “S. M. Solov'ev
is telling me about his new acquaintance L. L. Kobylinsky, a
raving Marxist and at the same time a Nietzschean, active in
workers’ organizations and simultaneously going out of his mind
reading Nietzsche. I am becoming very interested in him.”* In
that same year Bely found himself participating in several con-
genial groups: “I, Batiushkov and -Ertel at one time made up a

- sort of trio; another group was: the.SQLQ\fgy_s_, @)_vgkx_and I;
- finally, at the university I grew steadily closer to my school friend

V. V. Vladimirov. And around him gathered Pechkovsky and
S. L. Ivanoy.”? -

By 1903 all these friendly clusters formed one loosely orga-
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nized circle, the moving force of which was Andrei Bely. The
regular meeting place was the Vladimirovs’ apartment. Bely also
began to arrange Sundays at his home. Even more important,
Argonautism took theshape of © conversauons ‘with friends” that

“occurred in the university corrldor in the open air: in the Krem-
lin, on the Arbat, at Novodevichy Monastery or in a shop on
Prechistensky Boulevard.”6

This circle was in no sense formally structured, and it pro-
moted no concrete program—ideological, creative, or publica-
tional. It therefore remained, as it were, outside the literary
process or on its distant, barely discernible periphery. In any
case, no news of its existence appeared in print. Even to estab-
lish exactly the number of members is difficult. The nucleus was
Bely and his friends—young people (chiefly fellow students at
the university) who Jpromoted the “Argonaut”_myth. The initial
membership included_Ellis (then a student of economics), A. S.
Petrovsky (a chemist), V. V. Vladimirov (an artist who became, as Mo
did Bely, a student of the natural sciences), §. M. Solov’ev, still in
the last classes of the gymnasium, who enrolled in the university’s
philological division in 1904.

There were others: the student of organic chemistry Alexan-
der Petrovich Pechkovsky; the student Sergei Leonidovich Iva-
nov, later to become a prominent botanist; Alexander Sergeevich
Chelishchev, “mathematician and student at the conservatory, a
composer”;’ medical student N. M. Malafeev; philosophy stu-
dent Sergei Kouizy_lglsky, Ellis’s brother the student D. L. Ianchin;
the historian and theosophist P. N. Batiushkov; and the historian
M. A. Ertel. At that time, Bely noted, o

some came to be regarded as Argonauts simply because we felt they
were close to us, often without their suspecting that they were Argo-
nauts. Rachinsky, who rarely visited me and was never at Ellis’s, had no
suspicion of his “Argonautism”; neither did E. K. Metner, who in the
spring of 1go2 did not live in Moscow, suspect that he was an initiate 8

Consndered one of their own _Xthe Ar Tgonauts waggl;ii‘iwhose FLK

mythmakmg concepuons o
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In addition, each of the Argonauts created around himself
a sort of field of influence, which made the establishment of
boundaries between the “initiates” and the “noninitiated” in the
final analysis impossible. Thus, primarily through Bely, Argo-
nautic moods penetrated both centers of Moscow Symbolism:
Valery Briusov’s sphere at the publishing house Scorpio and the
publishing house Gryphon, headed by S. A. Sokolov (Krechetov).
And through other Argonauts these moods were diffused into
the broad milieu of the Moscow intelligentsia (“the Argonaut
center developed a parterre made up of those who came to watch
the performances of Ellis, Chelishchev, Ertel”).1?

The Argonaut circle, so varied and ill-defined in its mem-
bership, turned out to be equally so in its participants’ modes
of thought. The circle’s meetings produced odd encounters: the
translator of The Light on the Ways and the Bhagavadghita, a theoso-
phist who offered “a vinaigrette of Buddhism and Brahminism”
(P. N. Batiushkov), met an admirer of the populists Gleb Uspen-
sky and N. N. Zlatovratsky, a man of peasant origins (N. M.
Malafeev) who “fantasized his own sort of new peasant com-
mune.” ! A Baudelairean and Nietzschean who was attracted to
economic theories (Ellis) met a seeker for truth in Russian Ortho-
doxy who venerated Seraphim of Sarov (A. S. Petrovsky). “Ounly
mgsj_ogga_qm?mlsed some kind of future united us all at that,
time,” wrote Bely.12 Presenuments anmat approach-

ing future, veile Mm_a}hnuﬁul&ysmm QLmagesz constituted the

essence of Arg nautlsm
—._.d—_"‘—\-—-—...

“Chur youthful strivings toward the dawn in whatever guise it
appeared—in ideology, in life, in personal relations—served as a
kind of plan for our common life in new spaces and new times.” !
Bely thereby stressed the projective principle orﬁrgonautlsm
the “plan” of the anticipated common life must involve world-
transforming goals. ’Ihigrgiu:n'“artist sets_himself the goal
of creating a perfect work and only that. But an Argonaut’ s—:ggal
Lds . eschatalogical Teaning: it is the re-création of the world
following ap_ideal model that arises in his consciousness.

Later Bely often recalled how Argonautism united people for
reasons least of all literary in nature. He was profoundly right,
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o
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nonetheless, in calling that association Symbolist in spirit. Argo
nautism embodied with great conmstency the primary and mogt 4 £€ ag,

characteristic feature of the attitude toward reality:

percewe the world as a quasn-artlsuc phenomenon_ , to attribufe M‘__’;
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took the extreme position: elther they abstracted totally fro|
their own artistic creation or they look
created primarily as emanations of the universal “life text.” This

m appeared in the complex o i
conceptions. At the same time all separate, concrete, individugl( 1 rpo
myths were isomorphic with the basic myth that gave the associ
tion its name.

The Argonauts became conscious of themselves as a group
relatively late. It was 1gog when the collective’s membership and
its conceptual contours took definite shape. They then needed
only a designation to serve at once as symbol and as manifesto.
The plot line of the ancient Greek myth of the heroes’ journey in
the ship Arge seeking the Golden Fleece was brought into service
by Ellis, whom Bely with reason called “the soul of the circle—
the gadfly-agitator, the propagandist.”!* In autumn 1gog Eilis
wrote to Bely:

A symbot is a roadmark of experience, it is a conventional sign saying, JiMgolo
“Remember what was revealed to you at such a time, about which itisa §i6ND
sin to rationalize and comic to argue . . .” Sometimes a symbol says, “1 will

help you remember and once again @%nence;this.” ... Thisis the way

I look on my own symbol—the Golden Fleece. It is a conventional sign,

it is a hand pointing out the entrance to the house, it is a phonograph

shouting: “Arise and walk” . . . But the content of that symbol is given

to me by my mtellect and moral instinct, which were developed before
I invented the symbol of the fleece 16

On March 26, 1903. Bely wrote a letter to Emil Karlovich 26/ 3/63
Metner, his chief partner in discussions of worldview. This letter
offers possibly the first interpretation of the “Argonaut” myth ARGonAU
used as_hoth_a_“conventional mgj}__ gl}_d"a ‘_B(Mj

myth ideally suited to expressmg m‘ystlcal life-creating
that wereatoneel
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Zé/ %/1965 By the way, 1 and another young man (L. L. Kobylinsky) are planning
to establish a sort of secret society or association in the name of Nietz-

sche—a union of Argonauts: the exoteric goal is the study of literature
cvoted to Schopenhauer z and Nietzsche and of thosc authors them-

selves; the esoteric goal is _ajourse v of Mietzeche,
Mmel Karlovmh do you hear what rings
in that combination of words pronounced in the twentieth century by
Russian studenm—Argonaum traveling by way of Nietzsche in pursuit of the
Golden Fleece!! . For others this journey beyond the horizon that I

MIETZSHE

themnm&m;when the sall sinks beyon the horlzon in the view of shore

_dwellers, it contmues to fight the waves, ¢ salllng tol_tl_[e unkn‘qg\i‘

D e —

This letter already outlined the created myth's basic contours,
though not all the intentions Bely expressed were fulfilled by
the Argonauts. Thus the “exoteric goal”—organized study of
Schopenhauer and Nietzsche—probably was discarded or for-
gotten: such study would have contradicted the style and sense
of the Argonaut meetings. The stress on Nietzsche as the single
inspirer of the quest for “the Golden Fleece” stemmed chiefly
from Bely's mood at the time of writing the letter. (His second
surge of interest in Nietzsche began in the summer of 1gos2:
“For the first time am reading Zarathustra in the original—am
intoxicated by its rhythms.”)!® It can also be explained by his
close communication at that time with the “Nietzschean” Ellis
and his dialogue with Metner, who considered the philosophy of
Nietzsche the most brilliant and significant event of modern cul-
ture.!® Notable in this connection is the fact that_the Argonauts
did not take from Nietzsche the real content of his philosophical-

aesthetic views. Rather, their ldeals resonated ed chiefly with his

stéﬁhc"éﬁc’)f bol»c_l_’d_ggo\mlonwtp traditional attitudes s and commonly

accepted value systems, hi {with the age, and his attempt

to I‘l'“lOVE beyond the lumts of the permissible and the possible.
AN~ ‘__EMm "Argonauts Naetzsche was a sign that the positivisi bases™

resmiyioof _the life they rejected were undergoing a crisis and that the
. world was standing on the brink of renewal and transforma-~
\ tion, In that same letter to Metner, Bely wrote: ~Trseemed that--

- Nietzsche was a madman, whereas he merely sailed away.” The

NAETZSCHE SAUEY AWAY S [ARCONAGTAS)
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Argonauts understood Nietzsche’s insanity as the just madness
of the prophet rejected by his age; it gave yet greater meaning
to his philosophical discoveries. Thus in Ellis’s sonnet sequence
“To F. Nietzsche” (“K F. Nitsshe,” unpublished) the philosopher
is presented as a “demigod” and “shattered titan”:

He rose, like a waterfall beiling in white foam,
Nodding like a phantom in nocturnal darkness,
Like a gloomy mountain ridge in frozen armor
That holds aloft the heavenly vault, endlessly blue 20

To the myth of Nietzsche—“prophet” and “madman,” who
had penetrated the “abysses” and embodied the Argonaut ideal
—was conjoined another myth, also to become a foundation stone
of Argonautism: that of Vladimir Solov'ev. Having announced V- Sof 2VEV
“ rld hi " and the coming catastrophe that would

ush the world of evil, disunity, and egoism, Solov'ev ﬂforced
the ArLauts to believe in the genuineness of their “mystical

summons " “He became for me the teacher of the way,” wrote
Bely21 ‘Solov'ev's testaments and revelations, his prophecies of
 the early coming of eschatological time and of the struggle with
the “Antlchrlst " to be followed by the mystery of the final har-
emeusnion of earthly and heavenly principles, generated the
OPArgonaut meditations. Also i important for them was
e at Solov’ev was a Russian philosopher: they saw in
him their immediate forerunner, and they proposed to see his
prophecies of Russia’s messianic fate fulfilled concretely. Wrote
the philosopher’s nephew, the Argonaut Sergei Solov’ev:

Entering into battle with the power of darkness,
Amid the murk you fearlessly lit your fire

And the holy fate of Russia

You foretold, prophet aflame with God’s spirit.22

However, Argonautism did not fit entirely into the system of
Vladimir Solov’ev’s later views. Comparing the Argonauts with
Russian Hegelians of the 1840's, Bely later concluded: “The posi-
tion of the Bakunin circle was simpler: he had Hegel behind him.
Our awaited Hegel was ahead, we had to create him, because
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Vladimir Solov’ev was for us only the call to push off from the
shores of the old world.”#? These strivings to abandon the stag-
nant present and move into the future, unknown and awﬁl‘i‘f_‘:l___
with trembling and inspiration, found a complete symbolic em-
bodlment in the image of the Argo
B “ Insofar as Argonautism “was s only the impulse (o reject théy
~ (@) the launching out on a sea of searchings, the goal of whic
ghmmered in the fog of the future,”* its mythmak_l_n_g_Lunsup-

ported by * ‘real” prognostic constructions nded solely toward

%&rgonautlsm soon assumed all the—ém:;(_:tm

1stic fea ¢ Symbolist sphere. Saturated with details and
“orgamized in accordance with the Symbolist conception of life,
the Greek myth of the Arge turned into a kmd of eschatologi-

striving fQ[_ the sun whlch n Lur_n revealed ltself as | the pursuit
) of a final harmonlous reconciliation of eartll!xj’ and heave%
prmaples Thus the antique world is mterpreted in Bely s poem
“The Golden Fleece” (“Zolotoe runo,” 1gog), which became the

Argonauts’ distinctive password and their oath of initiation:

The arch of heaven is embraced with flame...
And there, the Argonauts sound to us

The horn of departure...

Listen, listen...

Enough of suffering!

Don your armor

Of sun-fabric!

An ancient Argonaut

Summons us,

He calls

With golden

Trumpet:

“To the sun, to the sun! Loving freedom,
We race forward into

The blue ether!..”

The ancient Argonaut summons to the sun’s banquet,
Blowing his trumpet

In a world turning gold.



Andrei Bely gl

The sky is all in rubies.

The sun’s globe has gone to rest.
The sky is all in rubies

Above us.

On the mountain heights

QOur Argo,

Our Argo,

Preparing to fly away,

Is replete with golden wings.25

The fullness, energy and force of the mythmaking experience
stimulated the construction of detailed symbolic pictures with
a carefully elaborated plot. This created the effect of a phased
progression in Argonaut strivings. At the same time as the pro-
grammatic poem “The Golden Fleece,” Bely wrote a letter to
Metner (April 19, 190g) in which he acknowledged his Argonau-
tic hopes: “My desire for the sun constantly grows. 1 want to
hurl myself through black emptiness, to swim through an ocean
of timelessness; but how to conquer emptiness?” Further on he
describes the path by which he intends to reach “the sun”:

Stenka Razin constantly drew a boat on the walls of his prison, he con-
stantly laughed at the executioners, saying he would board it and sail
away. I know what this is. I will behave in much the same way: 1 will build
myself a sun-vessel—the Argo. I wish to become an Argonaut. And 1
am not alone. Many want this. They do not know it, but it is so.

Now a flotilla of sunclad vessels stands in the bay of expectations. The
Argonauts will hurl themselves toward the sun. It required some kind
of despair to smash their little idols, but in return that despair turned
them toward the Sun. They demanded to go to him. They thought the
unthinkable. They lay in wait for the sun’s rays, woven of gold, reaching
out to them through the vast chaos of emptiness—constant surmonses;
they cut leaves of gold fabric, using them for sheaths for their winged de-
sires. The result was sun-vessels radiating streams of lightning. A flotilla
of such vessels now stands in our quiet bay, ready with the first favorable
wind to set oft through terror for the Golden Fleece. They themselves
forged their black contours in golden mail. Shining cuirassiers now walk
among people, evoking now laughter, now fear, now veneration. These
are the Knights of the Order of the Golden Fleece. Their shield is the
sun. Their dazzling visor is lowered. When they lift it, a gentle, sad face
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full of courage smiles at the seeing ones; those who cannot see are fright-
ened by a round black spot that, like a hole, yawns at them in place of
a face.

These are all Argonauts. They will fy to the sun. But there, they have
boarded their vessels. A burst of sunlight has set the lake afire. Golden
tongues spreading about lick the stones that protrude above the water.
In the Argo’s prow stands a shining warrior, and he trumpets departure
on the horn of return [rog vezvrata).

Someone’s vessel has taken off. That vessel’s spreading wings have
marked a shining zigzag and then disappeared upward beyond the curi-
ous gaze. There another. And another. And all have Aown away. Like
lightning they sundered the air. Now a dull peal of thunder is heard.
Someone is firing from a cannon at the surviving Argonauts. They have
far to go... Let us pray for them: and indeed we intend to follow them.

Let us gather sunness {solnechnost’] so as to build our own vessels!
Emil Karlovich, the spreading golden tongues lick the stones protruding
above the water; streams of sun break through the glass of our dwell-
ings; there, they have struck against the ceiling and the walls . . . There,
everything around is alight . . .

Gather, gather that sun! Scoop up with buckets that flowing radi-
ance! Every drop of it is capable of producing a sea of light. Let the
Argonauts pray for us! 26

.

Each picture drawn here by Bely expresses the general sense
of the myth. Replacement of one picture by another, of details
by general plans, merely imitates the movement of developing
thought. It represents in a multitude of images the many-faceted,
many-leveled embodiment of a single, integral spiritual condi-
tion. A kaleidoscope of images is created, each of which pro-
claims its identity with the whole. Here the “sun” (“the Golden
Fleece™) is the goal of the Argonauts’ striving and also their
shield, and they themselves are “shining cuirassiers” enclosed in
“golden mail” swept by a “burst of sunlight” and moving toward
the sun in “sunclad vessels.” The very striving toward the sun is
presented as pure movement outside of space; a vessel’s sailing
from the “bay of expectation” with a “favorable wind” becomes
a flight on wings “upward beyond the curious gaze.”

Yet more fantastic pictures issued from Bely’s consciousness
in the prose fragment “The Argonauts” (“Argonavty,” February
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1904). Here the myth is elaborated with such care that there
emerges a fantastic-utopian project of transferring mankind to
I e

the Sun, T project to be cartied out by thm&er of Argonauts™™
- _,---——-—-._' R =
at the dawn of the twenty—thlrd century.” A Journal called The

m(folotoe runoj is published:” the ship Argo is con-
structed at a plant called The Interplanetary Society of Commu-
nications, and so on. “Sunness” absorbs into itself all plot and
image structures: “clouds of autumn leaves” (“all resounded . . .
and rang with gold”)—and “the golden leaves of lamps that were
arrayed about,” “the windows of houses taking fire” and “flotil-
las of sunclad vessels.” The sun itself is here “a golden walnut
pouring forth ‘sunness.’”?7 Bely was capable of multiplying these
mythemes to infinity, but they were all swallowed up in the global
myth that ruled his consciousness.

_The general idea inspiring the Argonauts also colored.their.
daily attitudes and behavior, The .everyday became.the faverite
‘material for mythmakmg for the Argonauts felt themselves tg
(E’E_}lmaf:gnvl’wg}'frﬁbohsts but sy 'sts-m—_Practlcg _[hcun:glsx.s_.”ﬁs
foe appeared as atext fu]l opm !
: mry happenmg threatened to be
“SJ;)DUIX w1th an ancient, riddle,” The Argonauts behav101;= was
akm to the actions of fairy-tale heroes in maglcal space. Every
where theré" Tay in wait for them ““abyeses™and “horror§” that-..
@;gﬁtgwe“mm 16 Blessed ) revelatlonq “Not long ago there were
horrors~—anapparition of a menace in lightning that demanded
from me, under threat of immediate destruction, an affirma-
tion of my readiness for battle. I gave the affirmation. And for a
time they let me go”: Sergei Solov'ev confided this experience in
a letter to Bely® In February 1901, according to Bely, Solov'ev
underwent another shattering spiritual trial: “[A]ccording to the
newspapers, a new star burst forth in the sky (it soon disap-
peared). Sensational news was printed, saying that this star was
the very same that accompanied the birth of the infant Jesus.
[He] ran to me, much agitated, with the words: ‘It has already
begun.’ 30 “Almost every member of our circle possessing the Argo-
naut sﬂzm lgmf&jzeflenced horr s—ai first mystical, then. psychic and
ﬁnallgg, An.reality,” stated Bely, preliminary to describing his own
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experiences, which he perceived as a test of his fitness to fulfill
the destined theurgical plan?! A. S. Petrovsky wrote from Mos-
cow to Bely in Serebriany Kolodets on August 27, 1gog, about
his observation of the moon:

I have never seen a more revolting animal than that which I saw in the
: sky at seven o'clock in the evening on August 23. . . . Huge, turbid, like
" a greasy sheet of paper, yellow-green (I avoid the more precise epithets
- that run through my head, so as . . . “not to provoke the geese”), to:
* the horror of the earth-born the mocn rose, foretelling at the very least
one of the punishments of Egypt, the plague or some such. . . . The
. atmosphere, sticky, oppressive, was saturated with an evil fog and the
~ filthy fumes of Tsvetnoi Boulevard. A saffron-yellow sunset completed

'_ the picture. I had to go to Sretenka, and I felt clearly that something
- would happen to me. And in fact 1 was ill with insomnia and so on; but
; in spirit I am strong and calm 32

Thus a walk from one end of Moscow Wltem

o ke

. nary from a commonsense pomt of v1ew took on sacral me g

by their_commen-ebservations, hlled. WMLQJQW
_sunsets, dawns, and, generally, the normal transitional states in
‘nature,.in-which they recognized signs of global changes in the
worlds destinies. A half-joking note from Serge: Solovev to Be]y
speaks eloquent]y of this sort of “Argonautic” contact: *O Astra,
it has begun ........ A small cloud turned into the devil knows what.
Many things are much closer than might be expected. Please
come here for a minute. 1 have something to tell you. Inspector
Lunakov [from lura, moon].”3

The Argonauts saw the outlines of their myth not only in natu-
ral phenomena and everyday scenes but in the basic episodes
and prophecies of the New Testament as well. The mystery of
Christ's coming was reflected as in a mirror in the anticipated
new “coming.” In Sergei Solovev’s poem “The Virgin of Naza-
reth” (“Deva Nazareta”), Old Testament Judea and pagan Rome
are shown awaiting divine revelation. But beyond the historical
pictures can be glimpsed the contemporary life situation as the
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Argonauts understood it. The good news to Joseph resonates
with the Argonauts’ “secret” signs, and Nazareth, the place where
the mystery was accomplished, evokes Moscow of the “epoch of
sunsets’:

Joseph strode swiftly along steep streets,
Between steep houses and deserted squares;

His soul burned in him with holy premonition,
Open to its depths for marvelous revelations 34

Christ’s birth is symbolized in Solov'ev’s poem by the spiritual
awakening and brightening of all nature, and here once more
the Argonaut gé:}: motifs emerge:

The time has arrived

To become blissfully happy...
The blue mountain

Is blossoming with olives...
An angel with white wings

Shines from the corner,
With radiant arrows

The darkness is pierced...5s

The Argonauts appropriated more than evangelical figures
and the Christian thematic generally. In their perception, any
text, of whatever provenance, could in principle become an ema-
nation of the Argonaut text. For example, in 1go2 the publishing
house Scorpio printed Knut Hamsun’s play The Drama of Life in
Sergei Poliakov’s translation. The play produced a very strong
impression on Bely. “It is possibly the best thing that has ap-
peared in recent years here in Russia,” he wrote to Metner.® Bely
authored a special review of this edition, in which he included a
large number of quotations from the play and also his own ideas
and impressions:

Over the speeches of Kareno and Teresita in Hamsun there hovers an
inextinguishable northern light... An inextinguishable northern light...
A tender snow is falling. One stops. One closes one’s eyes. Let the whole
world rush by, speed away—genily, gently. And that mood accompanies
one through the horrors into a tender silence. And of horrors there
are many. The orgiastic waves of life splash... . . . And a gentle sadness
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settles on the soul—the eternal glimmering of clumps of snow, eternal
rest after a long storm, the gleam of gold, the intoxicating champagne
of the horizon, a whitish quiet... Hamsun’s heroes are people who, once
they have heard their inner music and learned something, can no longer
be stirred.37

The problematics of Hamsun’s play, which concerned chiefly
the themes of fate and retribution, were, as a whole, rather far
from Argonaut ideals. Nonetheless, they generated in Bely’s con-
sciousness moods and pictures that were inserted in ﬂg‘r_l_tg,t.hc.
.conceptual and’ sthxixstlc system of his * ‘syriphonies. v written i

garly 1goo’s. Bely was not iniéresied i theafreet; 1 fntrinsic con-
tent of the “speeches of Kareno and Teresita.” He cared about
what lay behind them and how they might serve as hints.

The Argonauts needed another’s text as a point of departure;
they hoped to glimpse in it possibilities for creating their own
text. And having fallen into a system of mythological relations,
that other text in the process lost its authorship. Thus they con-
stantly turned to the texts of others. (Along with his chief “rulers
of thoughts,” Vladimir Solov'ev and Nietzsche, the works of, for
example, Fet, Lermontov, Poe, Dostoevsky, and Ibsen had great
meaning for Bely in those days.) But inevitably they saw in these
other texts either a text of their own or some kind of stepping
stone, a transitional stage to their own text. For Bely each poet’s
individual features were only “veils” behind which could be dis-
covered the ideas that consumed him or an analogy with them.
He valued Mikhail Lermontov insofar as Lermontov’s poetry an-
ticipated the possibilities of Solov’ev’s creation. But the “search
in the beloved for the reflection of Eternity” found in Lermon-
tov’s love lyrics forced Bely to take “one more step—whereby
the beloved being becomes only an inexhaustible symbol, a win-
dow through which gazes an Eternal, Radiant Companion.”
Valery Briusov's work spurred him to meditate on conquering
the “chaos” reigning in the world: “The hope glimmers that Rus-
sian poetry will move toward the great task of organizing chaos
in preparation for its final conquest.”?

Bely regarded the history of Russian poetry generally as
incarnating the potential for revealing the “countenance” of
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“the Woman clothed in the Sun.” Solov’ev and Nietzsche, while
sharply contrasting thinkers, in Argonaut mythmaking fulfilled
essentially the same function: each of them was “no longer a
philosopher in the previous sense, but a sage.” They met at the
Argonauts’ point of departure, and Nietzsche was graced with.

that same theurgical aureole that Solov ev wore by Tight: “The
“theurgists’ task is complex They must go on where Nietzsche
stopped—they must walk on air.” 4 Both Solov’ev and Nietzsche
were allotted the two-in-one mask of “Argonaut-forerunner.”
The enthusiasm of Argonaut striving toward a final harmonious
world structure erased the cardinal differences between their
world outlooks, giving these only secondary significance.

The Argonaut circle did not long retain the outlines it had
assumed in 1903—4. One reason for this is the amorphousness
of its intellectual credo and the unstable formal nature of the
circle, which was actually halfway between friendly meetings that
obligated no one to anything and a goal-directed organization. It
was due also to the inevitable changes in the Argonauts’ attitudes
and convictions. Gradually their youthful character faded, and
the link between idealistic strivings and real-life practice came to
count for more. Generally, their horizons widened. The stormy
events in Russian social life and above all the 1995 1

_brought new..aecents-inta their attitudes. Their esato]oglcal

moodg_pggdg;l;grmmed their consistent radicalism; the A[gonauts ;

e SR L

“sympathized with the remlfonary parties and laughed arthe A
_ Octobrist and Cadet | Siuwfgg.”‘“

From outside it scemed that the circle grew steadily stronger:
new active participants were added (M. L. Sizov, V. O. Nilen-
der, N. P. Kiselev, K. F. Krakht, and others), connections were
widened, and so on. However, Bely admitted with good reason:
“Argonauts are multiplying, but Argonautism is degeneratmg__

" "Many years [ater he wioteT “Thetiagedy of Avgornautism was this:
we did not actually board the Argo all together, we merely lin-
gered in the port from which embarkation was possible. Each one
discovered his own vessel, which he subjectively called Argo,”4

To the degree that the initial keenness was lost or the spiritual
force that once united a few Moscow students into a circle re-
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ceded, the link became increasingly formal. It appeared less in
common spiritual moods and intimate experience than in par-
_ticipation in meetings and delivering lectures awirﬁ. The
center shifted from Bely’s “Sundays” to Pavel Ivanovich Astrov’s
“Wednesdays.” These later gatherings were organized by Ellis,
who found a common language with Astrov. A member of the
Moscow circuit court and a lecturer on civil process, Astrov was
interested in religious questions, most of all in the Christian-
Democratic views of Grigory Petrov.4? He offered his apartment
for regular meetings and lectures, in which, along with the Argo-
nauts, Astrov’s friends and his two brothers, as well as members

of their families, participated. ‘Astxov’s. ‘Wednesdays” continued

for several years,” Bely recalled.

A wide variety of people appeared there: Professor 1. Ozerov (who
talked with us on the theme “Social Spirit and Art”), Professor Gromo-
glasov {from the Academy), Privat-Docent Pokrovsky, Berdiaev and Via-
cheslav Ivanov; P. D. Boborykin once read a paper there. The most

Tl

“Oll’ E:sglenuﬁc Dogmat 7 ‘jApocalypse in Russian Poetrx s Elhs s (lwo
papers on Dante), M. Ertels (“On Julian™), Sizov’s (“The Moonllght
Dance of Philosophy™), Shklarevsky’s (“On Khomlakov”) P Astiovs
(“On Fr. Petrov™). V. P, Polivanov read his tale and the long poem “Saul”;

Sergei Solov'ev read his poem “The Virgin of Nazareth,” etc.45

At the Astrov “Wednesdays” Bely saw evidence of the degenera-
tion of Argonaut hopes and the dissipation of the circle’s primary
tasks: “{Olut of pure duty I appeared at the Astrov circle to wal-
low in Argonaut verbiage.”# The fruits of the Argonauts’ union
with the Astrov circle were the literary-philosophical antholo-
gies Free Conscience (Svobodnaia sovest’, the first of which came out
in the fall of 1905, the second in“1go6), in which, along with
the writings of Bely, Ellis, Sergei S\Eﬂm?’év, and other Argonauts,
were included various dilettante writings. Bely told Blok that Free
Conscience was “an unbearable institution.”4? Afger the second
collection appeared, the relations of Bely and Ellis with Astrov
broke down, and._the last locus of .the Argonauts’ meetings and
coperative activity ceased to exist.*®
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Possibly, for some of the circle’s participants, Argonautism re-
mained an example of immature youthful “good aspirations,”
a student game. Still, relations formed in the Argonaut period
resurfaced in common theosophical and, later, anthroposophi-
cal interests, as well as in such new associations as the Society
for Free Aesthetics (Obshchestvo svobodnoi estetiki), the House of
Song (Dom pesni) of the dAlgeims, and the circle of the sculptor
K. F. Krakht. Finally, the former Argonaut collective (E. K. Met-
ner, Andrei Bely, Ellis, A. mS_ﬁ_I:aE‘roﬁEy, M. T. Sizov, and. others)

~became-thie Keérnel of the publishing house Musaget, founded
in 190g.

Argonautism’s basic ideas and principles found their most con-
sistent embodiment in Andrei Bely’s writings between 1goo and
1904. The corpus of Bely’s “Argonaut” texts (broadly understood
as his creative searchings in the years mentioned) consists first of
all in the three “symphonies”—The Northern Symphony ( 1st, Heroic)
(Severnaia simfoniia, 1-ia, geroicheskaia, 19oo), Symphony (2nd, Dra-
matic} (Simfonua, 2-ia, dramaticheskaia, 1go1), and The Return.
{1 Symphony (Vozvrat. IIT simfoniia, 1901—2)*®—and fragments
of the first versions of The 4th Symphony (Chetvertaia simfoniia,
1902). The corpus included as well poems and prose fragments
making up the book Gold in Azure (Zoloto v lazuri, the largest part
written in 1gog); articles and prose studies from 1902 to 1904
(the most significant being “Forms of Art” [“Formy iskusstva”],
“A Lightsome Fairy Tale” [“Svetovaia skazka”], “On Theurgy”
[“O teurgii”], “The Poetry of Valery Briusov” [“Poeziia Valeriia
Briusova”], “The Singer” [“Pevitsa”], “Some Words of a Deca-
dent Addressed to Liberals and Conservatives” [“Neskol'ko slov
dekadenta, obrashchennykh k liberalam i konservatoram”], and
“Symbolism as World Understanding” [“Simvolizm kak miro-
ponimanie”]); “Apocalypse in Russian Poetry” (“Apokalipsis v
russkoi poezii,” 1905); and the unfinished, unpreserved long
poem “Child-Sun” (“Ditia-Solntse,” 1905).5° Bely’s letters of these
years, in which he expressed his ideals even more declaratively

~ and directly, must be considered of equal importance with these
works.
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Bely’s “Argonautic” world-perception shows a certain evolu-
tion divisible into several stages. “From 1go1 to 1gos—from
thesis to antithesis,” Bely himself summed it up, surveying his
life’s course 3! The first, actually pre-Argonaut, stage, which pre-
ceded construction of the collective myth, takes in 1go1—2. At
that time those notions of the world and those creative challenges
that were to be fundamental to the Argonaut brotherhood were
taking shape in Bely’s consciousness:

The eternal appears in the line of time as the dawn of the ascending
century. The fogs of grief are suddenly split asunder by the red dawns
of completely new days. . . . The rupture of old ways is experienced
like the End of the World, the tidings of a new epoch like the Second
Coming. We felt the apocalyptic rhythm of time. We reached toward the
Beginning through the End.52

Thus Bely described his sense of the world at the turn of the
century. That temporal boundary, as he saw it, was the frontier
between the accustomed and the new, historically unknown life;
it separated not centuries but eras.

These moods defined the tonality of Bely’s life at the time
of his creative formation. Vladimir Solov'ev’s “A Short Story of
the Antichrist” (“Kratkaia povest’ ob Antikhriste,” 18gg—1900),
Bely’s acquaintance with the philosopher, and Solov’ev’s death
shortly thereafter strengthened the mystical longings of the
young Bely into life convictions. The year of “quiet sunsets,”
1go1, became the most important phase of his life: that was “the
only year of its kind: it was lived with maximal intensity.” In February
1go1 “our expectations of some kind of transformation of the
world were at their peak”; “during the entire summer of 1go1
there visited me blessed revelations and ecstasies; in that year 1
became fully conscious of the intimations of the Unseen Bride
[Nevidimoi Podrugi], Sophia the Most Wise [Sofii Premudrosti].”

His acquaintance in September 1go1 with the poems of Blok,
who was experiencing a similar rebirth, was a remarkable event
for Bely: “recognition was clear: this was a tremendous artist—
ours, completely ours, he voices the most intimate trend of our
Moscow strivings.”* The premonition of a coming new era and
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encounters with the “Unseen Bride” were symbolized for Bely
in the person of Margarita Kirillovna Morozova, whom he first
glimpsed in February 1901 “at a symphonic concert during the
performance of a Beethoven symphony.”s This chance “meet-
ing of eyes” was taken in the Solov'evian key as a meeting with
the “Eternal Bride” (s Podrugoi Vechnoi), and in the wife of a
Moscow manufacturer was perceived the “Woman clothed in the
Sun” (Zhena, oblechennaia v Solntse): thus was born one of the
first and most significant myths in Bely’s creative consciousness.
"The confessional letters that Bely sent to Morozova, signed “Your
Knight,” in the medieval courtly spirit, represent the quintes-
sence of his pre-Argonautic perception of the world. In the first
of these, composed immediately after the “prophetic meeting,”
Bely wrote:

We are all living through the dawn [zeri]... Is it sunrise or sunset?
Can you possibly know nothing of the great sadness at dawn? Illumi-
nated sadness turns everything upside down; it places people outside
the world, as it were. The dawn-glow sadness—only that called forth
this letter...

‘The near is becoming the far away, the far away, the near; not believ-
ing the incomprehensible, one is repelled by the comprehensible. One
is immersed in a dreamy symphony...

Can you possibly know nothing of the great sadness at dawn?.. . . .

But all has changed... I have found a living symbol, an individual
banner, all that I have sought but for which the time had [not vet?]
come. You are my dawn of the future. In You is the coming event. You
are the philosophy of the new era. For you I have denied myself love.
You are the fated one! Do you know that? 56

The year 1go1 cannot be compared with any other phase in
Bely’s biography—for its purity, strength, and clarity of world
perception and for the vitality of its experiences. What he then
implanted in himself bore fruit for many years. In 1901 his
self-definition as a writer ok place: the Second Symphony, with
which he made his literary debut, was written then in its en-
tirety. The year 1go2 marked a transition from experiences in
seclusion to their proclamation to a broad audience: through
entrance into literature and publication of the Second Symphony,
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through acquaintance with writers (Merezhkovsky, Zinaida Gip-
pius, Briusov, and others), and through attempts to enter into
esoteric contact with them.

In 1go2 Argonaut Symbolism already had begun to grow: “for
me there first began the cult of the sun’s gold and the moods linked
with it; the note of the feminine dawn was superseded by the note
of masculinity; . . . the tone of the dawns [and sunsets] of 1go1
was rosy; the tone of those of 1go2 was a brilliant gold.”%? The
tonality of Bely’s worldview was changing—tfrom the “feminine,”
“rosy” “dawns” of 1go1 to the “sun” of the Argonautic 1903. To
the contemplativeness and intimacy of experiences (which still re-
flected his youthful attraction to Schopenhauer and Buddhism—
“reminiscences of Nirvana,” in Bely’s words) 5 to the effort o
sense the sacral meaning of events and submit joyfully to cata-
clysms that daily threatened were now added the enthusiasm of
optimistic daring, the summons to actively re-create the world.
Quiet ecstasy retired before the gospel of action, of real life-
creation. Solov'ev retreated somewhat to the secondary plane,
but the figure of Nietzsche loomed large. The bold prophecies of
Zarathustra began to prevail over the fatalistic oracular sayings
of “A Short Story of the Antichrist.” Bely’s inner searchings now
led to a seif-definition of the myth, which was losing its initial
purity as it was sublimated into a conscious symbeolic structure:

[Elverything apocalyptic, which is a historical concept, begins to be for
me only a symbolic prayerful ascent to Christ; Apocalypse is an Apocalypse
of the soul: the path to initiation into the mystery of Christ’s Name;
“She” is becoming only the gate to the inner Christ in me: Sophia is
becoming Christosophy: Christ’s raiment 5

The year 19og brought the final maturation of the Argo-
naut myth: Bely became the acknowledged leader of an esoteric
union. He was filled with faith in his creative powers and full of
radiant hopes for the world’s rebirth:

Let us fly to the horizon: there through the crimson curtain
shines the never-dimming light of eternal day.

Hurry to the horizon! There the crimson curtan

is all woven through with dreams and fire.80
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Now came the time for that which had been found and experi-
enced earlier to multiply and propagate. Most of the poems in
Gold in Azure were written in the summer of 1go3. However, con-
solidation of Argonautic convictions, now finally found, named,
and explored, did not make for a calm existence in an established
mythological continuum. In fact, quite the opposite occurred:
{from all sides came palpable blows. Ever more keenly he felt the
gap between theurgic expectations and everyday, trivial condi-
tions, the ineradicable sluggishness of life. He later wrote: “In
all those poems of that period can be heard clearly the note of
the ‘fracture’ of hopes . . ., the leitmotif of that summer was
‘not this,’ ‘not these’; I no longer felt in myself the vital current
of spirituality that had lent me wings during those two years.”$!
“The year 1gog was the year that saw the start of the inner ex-
tinguishing of the dawns.”$2 “The dawns’ unusual nuances gave
way to ordinary ones.”%* And that sense of the loss of life-values
warned of a painful crisis of Bely’s entire worldview.

For Bely the “external” spread of Argonautism was accom-
panied by a serious review of the world perception that had
generated this current of ideas. At the beginning of 1904 he
experienced a crushing blow to his theurgical ideals. A “defini-
tive break was acknowledged; a period was put to the past.”64
The events proceeding from Bely’s relations with Nina Petrov-
skaia cast the ultimate light on what had been inexorably ap-
proaching. In his relationship with Petrovskaia he had wanted
to see the prototype of “mysterial” love, but it had turned into a
trivial “romance.”% Bely gradually suffered disillusionment with
his “prophetic” mission. So too with his aim to achieve a direct
“brotherly” closeness and unity of ideas with other Symbolist
writers. And he became disillusioned with the Argonaut brother-
hood itself. His participation in Argonaut enterprises became
more and more perfunctory, and his creative work underwent
such a profound evolution that many poems from 1904 and
1905, later included in the volumes Ashes (Pepel, 190g) and The
Urn (Urna, 190g), in form and mood resemble a full antithesis to
works from the Argonaut period. “The commune, desired since
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1901, for me turned into a madhouse”: such was Bely's verdict
on his Argonautism .5

The primary reliance on autobiographical and epistolary ma-
terials in tracing the basic phases of Andrei Bely’s Argonautism
is not accidental. More than anything else these provide direct
evidence of that particular epoch’s experiences. The evolution
of Bely’s worldview was so headlong that frequently the artistic
works that were supposed to manifest a particular phase lagged
behind in time. They were written when he had fallen under the
sway of other ideas and beliefs, and they appeared in print yet
more tardily.

This general rule in Bely’s creative career was very apparent in
his Argonaut period. Indeed, only the Second Symphony, written
in the course of several months in 1go1, synchronized with the
moods that generated it. And Argonautism became a unifying
principle only when the exhaustion of the mine he had opened
was already quite apparent. Nonetheless, for some time writings
maintaining the tonality of that world perception dominated his
work. The article “Apocalypse in Russian Poetry,” the swan song
of Bely’s Argonautism, was written at the beginning of 1g0s5.
Still later he worked on the poem “Child-Sun.” By his own ad-
mission that poem, “written in June 1gok, was satured with gold,
with azure: in approach, in colors.”$” Many of Bely’s articles from
1go4—r were written in the Argonaut vein and filled with faith
in the imminent realization of hopes that to the author himself,
on the plane of personal destiny, now hardly seemed achievable.

In all of these works, of course, new tendencies are observable.
The original purity of world perception is absent; “phantoms of
chaos” constantly intrude. Yet creative inertia is evident in them.
For a long while Argonaut thematics and style remained in Bely’s
intimate correspondence also. Only late in 1gog and early in 1906
was he able openly to announce a major revision of his creative
work’s defining themes.

The lagging of “art texts” behind “life texts” observed in Beiy’s
case serves to confirm the subordinate position of the first in
relation to the second. The “life text” for Bely the Argonaut
was primary, valuable, and perfect; the “art text” was flawed



Andrei Bely 105

from the start, like an imperfect emanation of a myth actually
experienced, like a matrix of something single and unrepeat-
able. Bely’s remarks about The Second Symphony, written in 1go1,
are significant: it was “a chance excerpt, an almost stenographic
record of that genuine, huge symphony that 1 lived through for
many months of that year.”¢ One of the many “supertasks” that
occupied him was to overcome the narrowness, confinement,
and “literariness” of artistic creation and to elevate it to a gen-
uinely functioning force. It was necessary to unseal art’s world-
transforming nature, to rise to the level of “life-creation.” Here
was a principle of genuine value.

Bely chafed at hearing words only “about bliss,” “about duty,”
“about universal happiness.” “I want heroic exploit, duty, happiness,
and not the word ‘about,”” he averred to Margarita Morozova.8®
He prized Symbolism not as artistic creation but as a way of
understanding the world. Art was valuable not intrinsically but
only as a step to something larger and more meaningful: “When
that future becomes the present, art, having prepared mankind
for what will come after it, will disappear. The new art is less
art. It is a banner, a forerunner.””™ Only the orientation of an
artistic text along the coordinates of a “life text” gives the former
meaning and justification. An artistic text receives the right to
exist from the reality of the moods and experiences that evoke it;
its specifically artistic parameters play only the most subordinate
role. The dominating principle here is strict autobiographism.
The more a text follows its “life” source, the more accurately it
presents the variations of the life myth, the more it is justified.

“1 wrote the third part of the Symphony in the country, at my
mother’s, in Serebriany Kolodets, between the first and fifth of
June, galloping for whole days in the fields on my fast horse and
jotting it down in the saddle, scene after scene,” Bely recalled
about that summer of 1go1 and his work on the Second Symphony?
Such deliberately uncontrolled recording of experience appears
also in numerous “lyrical prose fragments” of those years, a large
part of them unpublished. In general Bely’s creative path was re-
mote from established notions of authorial activity. The rhythm
of his work on the Second Symphony is indicative: “[D]uring Holy

LI
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Week I hastily, in 2—3 days, sketched out the 15t part of the Sym-
phony.” 7 During one night in May almost the whole of the second
part was written, and that summer, also in a very short period,
the third and fourth parts were created. This is paradoxical. Yet
if one approaches Bely’s early work, which was ocutstandingly
innovative and unusual to the point of eccentricity from the point
of view of the author’s creative psychology, one can apply to it
S. Ia. Nadson’s famous lines: “If only somehow might be poured
forth/That of which the richly sounding heart is full!” Bely’s
closest friend, E. K. Metner, wrote of Gold in Azure:

[I1n its own way [it] is like The Robbers of Schiller, who considered genius
{whose? of course of As own type) almost incompatible with taste. . . .
In that genius there is something Schillerian, easily broken, extremely
impetuous; the result is a lack of taste or, more correctly, insufficient
subordination of one’s outbursts to one’s taste.”3

Even such an admirer as Briusov pointed out the carelessness
and formal imperfections of Bely’s poems, amazing as they were
in their vividness and originality of world perception:

Bely’s language is a vivid but random amaigam; the most “trivial” words
collide there with the most refined expressions, fiery epithets, and meta-
phors with feeble prosaicisms; it i1s a royal cloth-of-gold mantle with
unsightly patches. . . . Bely awaits the reader who will pardon his lapses,
who will yield along with him to the mad cataract of his golden and fiery
dreams, who will throw himself into the abyss foaming with pearls.74

The dialogue between the critic N. F. Nikolaev and D. V. Filo-
sofov concerning the “symphonies” is also highly typical. Niko-
laev, evaluating Bely’s works from the strictly “aesthetic” point
of view, concluded: “If Flaubert were alive and acquainted with
him, he would perhaps advise Mr. Andrei Bely to consign to the
flames almost all that he has written, just as, following his advice,
Maupassant did with his youthful experiments.” 75 Filosofov, who
with incomparably greater sensitivity grasped the phenomenon
of Andrei Bely, argued reasonably that such criticism

cannot possibly plumb the creative personality of the author of the
“Symphonies.” In fact it is impossible to force Bely into a strictly liter-
ary frame. . . . He constantly splashes over artificial barriers, constantly
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destroys the integrity of forms and gives himself to prophecies of a de-
cidedly unliterary nature. This is a sign of the time. It is not the fault of
Bely only.7

Bely emerged as an adept of the spontaneous creative process
not only as an artist but also—and primarily—as a “life-creator.”
Later, halfway through the decade after 1g9oo, the task of wrans-
forming the world having retreated to a secondary plane in
his consciousness, he was able to understand the meaning of
those artistic demands that had seemed to him despicable and
“formal.” And from that point of view he criticized his early
works for mmexperience, stylistic imperfection, the naiveté of
youth, and so forth.

If the artistic texts of Bely the Argonaut tended toward the
directness of a document about a myth in the making, those texts
usually thought of as “nonartistic” (for example, letters, articles,
reviews) in their turn took on marks of artistic organization.
Intended as the concrete expression of a life myth, they could
not take form otherwise than through those “secondary” means.
More than that, a contemporary consciousness might perceive
the life myth embodied in words as a recognized and unavoidably
artistic system. Such is the case, for example, with one of Bely's
first confessional letters to Margarita Morozova, which opened,
like a long poem or a philosophical article, with epigraphs from
Vladimir Solov'ev, Blok, and Lermontov:

Radiant is the philosophy of the dawns. Veil after veil falls on the hori-
zon, and there, while the sky is dark overhead, on the horizon it is pearly.
It is pearly. Yes.

If You embody the World’s Soul, Sophia the Divine Wisdom, if You
are the Symbol of the Radiant Bride—the Bride of the lightsome ways,
if finally the dawn is radiant, it will illumine also the horizon of my
expectations.

My fairytale, my happiness. And not mine only. My revelation incar-
nate, my blessed tidings, my secret banner.

The banner will unfurl. That will be on the day of the Ascension.”

Ultimately, texts that are normally disposed in a strict generic
and stylistic hierarchy merge to the point where demarcations
are impossible.
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For two years Morozova had no notion who the man was who
wrote letters to her signed “Your Knight.” She recalled:

In the spring of 1903 in a bookstore I bought a small book by the poet
Andrei Bely, The Second (Dramatic) Symphony, since I had heard about it
from many people. Coming home 1 opened the book and was stunned to
find in it literally the same expressions as in the letters of the “Knight.”
And I understood that under the name of “Fairy Tale” in that symphony
he spoke of me.’®

The first letters to Morozova were written simultaneously with
the Second Symphony during 1got, Bely’s year of transformation.
In this way the “life text” generated secondary texts, “artistic”
and “nonartistic,” all built on the same model. They differed only
in the degree of intentional poetic organization and the degree
of distance from their creator. The “intimate,” “nonartistic” text
most often embodied ideas and images only just generated, not
yet established in consciousness, as was the case with Bely’s pro-
grammatic letter to Metner, singing the praises of “sunness.” The
pathos of the Argonautic striving toward the sun penetrated also
the 1gog story “Lightsome Fairy Tale.” In it is traceable a certain
likeness of plot, the first sketch of the theme of childhood, which
was later to receive fruitful development in Bely's work. Indi-
vidual episodes are written with some pretensions to “evervday”
verisimilitude, but the story’s central idea and pervasive images
are the same as those about which Bely wrote to Metner:

The Sun’s Children desire to hurl themselves through fathomtess dark-
ness to the Sun. Like velvety bees who gather honeyed gold, they trea-
sure in their hearts reserves of sunny gleams. Their heart will hold the
noonday ecstasy: it will widen like a chalice, because their soul must
become the huge mirror reflecting the lightning of suns, etc.7

The burden of tasks greater than those usually borne by any spe-
cific type of text (artistic, philosophical, epistolary, etc.) equalized
these texts in some way, establishing their similarity and permit-
ting “interchangeability.” A letter might figure at the same time
both as an intimate confession addressed to a specific person and
as a philosophical study aimed at the widest audience, insofar as
it contained theurgical ideas and anticipations of the apocalyptic
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transformation of the world. Merezhkovsky understood this very
well when he published in the journal New Way (Novyi put’) ex-
cerpts from a letter of Bely’s to him under the title “Concerning
D. 8. Merezhkovsky's book Tolstoy and Dostoevsky.” And Blok, in
February 1903, asked Bely’s permission to publish one of his let-
ters. Bely did not consent, but the very fact that the question was
put in a correspondence only a month and a half old, between
two people who had not yet met in person, is striking.

The “life text” also generated a special mythological space—
a proscenium for Argonaut rituals. Bely felt deeply the impor-
tance of the place where the realization of the “world mystery”
was expected. “The time has drawn near. The center has been
designated in Moscow,” he wrote to Metner3® Moscow {(more
specifically its “professorial” region—the Arbat, Prechistenka,
Prechistensky Boulevard and the nearby Deviche Pole [Field])
was awarded the precious distinction of being both the witness
to the mysteries being consummated and the living backdrop of
the life-creating “act.” Moscow’s streets, lanes, boulevards, and
churches inspired the specific image structure of Argonaut ex-
pectations and was itself encircled by an eschatological aureole.
Bely confided:

Moscow is the center simply because [in Moscow] one feels most acutely
what will come to pass. It is revealed with stunning clarity, is easily
grasped. Not long ago I was at Devichy Monastery. The ecstasy of the
snows was above all measure. The snows marked the border between life
and death. A transparent pine cried out about what has secretly crept
to the soul 81

The individual and unrepeatable features of the city known since
childhood occurred in one synonymic series with the global phe-
nomena on which the gaze of Andrei Bely and the Argonauts
was trained. Bely stressed that for him Moscow then symbol-
ized the entire life universe: “the place of our strolls was not the
Arbat, not Prechistenka, but—Eternity.”8 He felt himself to be,
as it were, not in the real topographical space of the city but in
the cosmos, in inner proximity to the forces directing the world.
“In Symbolism,” he stated, “there is added to the five senses a
sixth one—the sense of Eternity. This is the coefficient that mar-
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velously refracts all.”#! That “sixth sense” dictated the original
portrait of Mescow in “the epoch of dawns” that Bely sketched
in the Second Symphony and re-created twenty years later in the
narrative poem The First Encounter (Pervoe svidanie):

And I recall: beyond Deviche Pole

A whitish swarm of clinics would go by;
We will the luscious mystery,

And sigh in joyful play:

In waves of radiant ether,

We read the chronicles of the world.84

The cosmic features of these experiences expressed them-
selves most vividly in the “symphonies” of sunsets and “music
of dawns,” in their mythologized “philosophy” and “aesthetic.”
The act of watching the sunsets and dawns took on a liturgical
meaning and was for Bely the most cherished of collective “acts.”
Remembering his outings with Sergei Solov'ev, Bely wrote, “the
hour of our strolls was sunset; we yielded ourselves especially to
the evening glow.” With A. S. Petrovsky he “climbed out onto
the balcony, surveyed the sleepy Arbat and watched how the rosy
light began in the east.”# In letters to Metner, Bely “narrated”
and interpreted the sunsets:

[ T]wice there occurred in the sky something unexplainable—joyful, ex-
pressed in its “externals” as the synthesis of incompatible (and, rarely, of
compatible) sunsets: a synthesis of a rosy, religious, mystical, feminine
sunset, symbolizing the holy Church, the World Soul, Sophia, the Light
of Heaven, the Holy Rose (Merezhkovsky) with a golden, Nietzschean,
mangodlike, self-affirming sunset .8

The most portentous place in mythological Moscow was Novo-
devichy Monastery, where, even as early as the end of 1900,
Andrei Bely and Sergei Solov'ev visited the graves of Vladimir
Solov'ev and L. 1. Polivanov, their beloved gymnasium teacher.
“We mythicized their graves,” Bely subsequently noted 3” In 1gog
Sergei Solov'ev’s parents and N. V. Bugaev, Bely’s father, were
buried there. “Novodevichy Monastery was the goal of our walks,”
Bely later recalled of his meetings with the Petersburg Symbolist
L. D. Semenov.
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We would come there, visit the graves of my father, Polivanov, Vladimir
Soloviev, M. 8. and Q. M. Solov'ev, all siill completely fresh, . . . and
often in the midst of the most elevated conversations about the tomb and
Eternity we would fall silent, observing the very still turquoise-colored
sky; it would grow rosy toward sunset. . . . After a silence sometimes we
would summon words from the silence: words about the last things, the
quiet, our own concerns, and generally what was precious to us.38

The Argonauts’ behavior at the graves of those dearest to them
turned into a ritual act. “I run to give myself to these delights,”
Bely wrote in The First Encounter about these visits to Novodevichy
Monastery.® Death presented itself to their consciousness less as
a frightening event bringing the sharp pain of loss than as a por-
tentous phenomenon in the providential destiny of the world.
In anticipation of apocalyptic changes it lost its concrete tragic
meaning and was equated with other, “mysterious” reflections.
On January 16, 1gog, M. 8. Solov'ev died, and O. M, Solovey,
unable to bear her husband’s death, shot herself. These were
Sergei Solov'ev’s parents and Bely’s spiritual teachers. Briusov,
who was present at the funeral, left a diary entry of interest
as a bystander’s view: “Bugaev [Bely] bore himself majestically;
Serezha behaved very strangely.” In this deeply affecting event
Bely felt above all the breath of eternity and the approach of
the eschatological epoch. Death was experienced not as an end
but as assurance of the inevitability of resurrection, as the sailing
away beyond the horizon to the “Argonaut” sun. “Heaven has
drawn near. 1 rejoiced at the grave of the Solov'evs,” he wrote to
Metner, adding about Sergei Solov'ev:

He accepted his misfortune heroically—it could not be otherwise. Fven
on the day of his parents’ death he said to me that he was ready for
anything (it seems he already knew that his mother too would not sur-
vive—he knew it all). He prepared himself for terrible things, reading
“Readings on Godmanhood.” He said: “There has risen in me a wave
of messianic feelings, and it will sustain me.” 91

Moscow was the scene not only of majestic rituals but also of
all possible games and “harlequinades.” These pranks served the
function of humorous intermedia in a mystery play, setting off
the sacral meaning of the events:
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We ourselves threw a veil of jokes over our cherished dawn . . . and we
began at times to play the fool and joke about how we seemed to the
“uninitiated,” and about what sophisms and paradoxes would result if
we exaggerated in overblown forms what was not put into words; i.e.,
we envisioned a “harlequinade” of ourselves.92

Thus Bely commented on one of their “Argonautic” jokes, in
which he and Sergei Solov’ev invented two researcher-philolo-
gists of the twenty-second century, the Frenchmen Lapan and
Pampan, who disputed about the correct understanding of the
“Blokian sect,” that is, the Argonauts. Insofar as Bely and the
Argonauts constituted a kind of “order of initiates,” “devotees of
the mystery,” their behavior had to be at all times extraordinary,
breaking with accepted conventions. Thus Bely, V. Vladimirov,
and S. Ivanov organized “in the fields” a “gallop of the centaurs.”
They devised a peculiar ritual—the “kozlovak.” And in the ap-
pearance of Moscow acquaintances they surmised fauns and
other mythical creatures. Typical was an entry in Briusov's diary:

Bugaev dropped in on me several times. We talked a great deal. Of
course of Christ, of the Christ-feeling . . . Later about centaurs and
silenuses, of their way of life. He told how he went to look for centaurs
beyond Novodevichy Monastery, on the other side of the Moscow River.
How a unicorn walked around his room . . . My ladies, hearing how one
man seriously said these things and the other seriously listened, thought
that we had gone off the rails.93

“Harlequinades” were one means of interpreting Argonautic
moods in everyday life (“a ‘centaur,” a ‘faun’ were for us in those
years not some kind of ‘elemental spirits’ but means of percep-
tion”)* and at the same time they were a profanation of the
“everyday.” The existing world had outlived, exhausted itself; it
was not righteous and therefore deserved mockery and provo-
cation. It was necessary to reveal its senselessness and to oppose
to it other values and another type of behavior. Argonautic fol-
lies and escapades, related to medieval “holy foolishness,” were
understood as a kind of “holy madness.” “If what is #0 us so splen-
did 1s madness, then long live madness,” Bely exclaimed. “We
will knock the spectacles of sobriety from myopic noses!”

With Petrovsky, Bely undertook a demonstrative action (“an
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incautious joke in which Alexei Sergeevich played a not unim-
portant role in that he ordered the cards™)* To a whole series
of acquaintances and to the editorial offices of New Way and
World of Art (Mir iskusstva) he distributed printed visiting cards
from mythical beings: “Vindalai Levulovich Belorog [White-
horn]. Edinorog [Unicorn]. Bellendrikovy Fields, 24th Izlom
[Fracture], No. 31”; “Ogyga Pellevich Kokhtik-Rrogikov. Edino-
rot [Singlemouth]. Vechnye boiazni [Eternal Fears]. Sernichi-
khinskii Tupik [Deadend], Omov House”; “Paul Ledoukovich
Thathyvva [written in Greek script}. Mius. Kozni [Intrigues].
Rogovataia [Horn-like] Street. Sharzhanov House.”¥” This prank
created quite an uproar. “Not long ago Bugaev raised a com-
motion with his Ogygs, Edinorogs, etc.,” Sergei Solov'ev wrote
to Blok. “They almost called a psychiatrist for him, and there
was a good deal of unpleasantness, for him and for us as well.”
Bely’s “Unicorns” with their “addresses,” which parodied Mos-
cow topography, were not merely prizes drawn by acquaintances.
They were also hints wrapped in jokes pointing to phenomena
concealed from quotidian vision and open to his own inner gaze,
emphasizing their vital daily presence to him. Briusov (the only
one who accepted the “rules of the game”)% perceptively noted
that for Bely this was “not . . . a joke, but a desire to create an
‘atmosphere’—to do everything as if these unicorns existed.” 100

Moscow, the arena for life-creating acts, changed its image
with the disintegration of Argonautism. It was no coincidence
that the crisis of the Argonaut world perception expressed itself
in part in the fact that Bely “fled” Moscow, on the physical level,
in April 1904 (“I am fleeing from Moscow to Nizhny Novgorod,”
where “I will recover somewhat from the series of [cruel] blows
dealt to my utopian dreams regarding the mystery”).'! On the
creative level his flight consisted in the writing of poems that
sang of flight “into the open” and the free life of wandering.
Moscow seemed a “roaring city,” and his dominant feeling was
now the “yearning for freedom.” The latter hecame the title of a
poetic cycle announcing new currents in his creative work.!2 The
myth of a Moscow that opened on eternity (“There for a year I
talked about the Eternal™), all compact with “secret” signs, col-
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lapsed and was transformed into its opposite—the image of the
urban torture-house with “stuffy chambers” and rusty window
grills, poisoned with dust, where the dawns and sunsets dear to
Bely were disfigured by the smoke of factory chimneys:

Through dusty, yellow clouds

I run, opening my umbrella.

And like smoke the factory chimneys
Spit at the fiery horizon.10?

Inwardly Bely abandoned that place of unfulfilled “mystery.”
Motifs of exile and bitter freedom in “the empty field” became
predominant.

The “mystery” of human relations took a central place in
Argonaut mythmaking. Here the prototype of the universal
“mystery” could be glimpsed. For the Argonauts human rela-
tions came in many ways to resemble artstic texts: they had
their plot, their pragmatics, their system of stylistic definitions.
“Essences began to emerge. The mask was torn away—and every-
where there were amazed, amazing, unmasked faces,” wrote
Bely in his article "On Theurgy.” % Facts of human interaction
seemed to signal phenomena and events hidden from the ordi-
nary gaze; they were perceived as the direct self-expression of
“essences.” Everyday relations occupied one of the highest places
in the Argonauts’ scale of values. Their realization in the de-
sired sense—the dialogue of “essences,” and not of “masks”—
was an exceptional phenomenon and required a “path of dedi-
cation.” Esoteric contact took place without regard to everyday
links, sometimes in spite of them. As early as in his first letter to
Margarita Morozova, wishing to be correctly understood, Bely
stressed that his confessions had nothing in common with the
usual motives of human behavior: “{Flor fear that You will mis-
interpret my love, 1 declare that I do not love You at all. . . . I do
not have to know You as a person, because I have come to know
You better as a symbol and have announced You as the great
prototype.” In another he repeated: “I do not need to know You
personally, nor to know how You feel about me. My bliss lies in
the fact that I consider You a sister in the spirit.” 1%
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Typical is the emphasis Bely put here on the first-person pro-
noun: he did not strive to know and understand this person who
meant so much to him. He only gazed rapturously on the mythic
aureole with which he himself had endowed the object of his
veneration. He was even ready to admit the artificiality, the ran-
domness, of his choice, but he believed in his experience because
he was prepared to see in the least human being a gleam of
greatness. As in medieval courtly ritual, veneration might bear a
conventional character, for all the object’s precious qualities were
generated by the effort to glimpse in a concrete phenomenon
the ideal image. All these were brought from without and were
not intrinsic to the object of veneration. He explained 1o Moro-
zova: “1 am not from heaven, and 1 am not with You, I am with
myself, I speak with myself: I summon myself, I am in love with
myself—there beyond the boundaries of time I summon myself,
I summon You, I summon all: ‘It is time, it 1s time . . " " 1% Not
surprisingly Bely rejoiced at learning that Sergei Solov'ev had
discovered the “World Soul” (Dusha mira) in the granddaugh-
ter of L. I. Polivanov, and that in Petersburg Alexander Blok
had found her in Liubov’ Mendeleeva. The important feature
for Bely was the likeness of moods, not the direct addressee.
The ideal image—the intermediary between the phenomenal
and the noumenal worlds—loses its real outlines and, being as-
similated to all of nature, speaks with the language of the uni-
versal elements. “Sky,” “ether,” “azure,” “blizzard,” “rapture of
snowstorms,” “pearly cloud,” “dawn”: Bely’s letters to0 Morozova
are dotted with these “ethereal” definitions symbolizing nature’s
essence, perceived as revelation.

In the mythmaker’s consciousness, the specific individual and
his myth need not even intersect. Morozova as “World Soul” and
the “ldea of future philosophy” (Ideia budushchei filosofiz) in no
way coincided with Morozova the arranger of lectures and meet-
ings to whom Bely was introduced in the spring of 1gos. She
recalled how Bely “would approach me, and we would converse
a little and in snatches about the most general themes. I invited
him to call on us, and he came two or three times, and never,
not by one word or one gesture, let it be known that he had writ-

LI T
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ten to me.”1%7 The subsequent confidential relations established
between them, if indeed inspired by Bely’s youthful letters, in
no way constituted their continuation. With Bely, relations with
one and the same person generally developed along two lines. In
the sphere of daily life they were regulated by ordinary, every-
day circumstances. But myth-creating notions lay totally within
the confines of the myth being created and the strict system of
stylistic means and “artistic” devices it generated. As a rule, the
myth-creating notions involving an individual were primary for
Bely. Only later were these overlaid by “life-related,” individual
features, but even so the myth remained the chief criterion for
evaluating the individual’s behavior in everyday life. Even many
years later, after the disintegration of Argonautism, Metner rea-
sonably concluded: “I very much doubt (in relation to Bugaev)
whether I was ever genuinely understood and loved. And I won-
der whether the ‘old friend, as Andrei Bely calls me, was not
simply one of the characters in the Symphony, while I myself, the
living person, was merely a model.” 108

Often it was not easy to reconcile a person’s myth with his
actual appearance and behavior. The myth’s inevitable “accom-
modation to life,” the discovery in the person of previously un-
known human traits not atlowed for in the system, was a dramatic
process. The first meeting of Bely and Blok was preceded by
acquaintance with each other’s creative work and by a year of
intensive correspondence on the most important questions con-
cerning worldview: on art and theurgy, on the paths for seek-
ing the “Radiant Bride” (Luchezarnaia Podruga) and dangers and
“threats” arising in the process, and so forth. A striking simi-
larity of life ideals and creative principles emerged. Nonetheless,
the long-awaited first encounter, in January 1904, did not yield
the expected result. Both poets were ill at ease: “It was difficult
to find immediately an authentic tone toward each other. . . .
We didn’t know what to do with each other, what to talk about:
it wasn't worth talking about the weather, but to talk about the
Splendid Lady was impossible.”10%

Bely’s words here sketch vividly the situation typical in Argo-
nautic mythmaking, where out of the familiar “text” about a
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person there stepped an unknown real person, and it was nec-
essary to look for points of contact between them. In the rela-
tions of Blok and Bely that desired synthesis of “text” and “real
life” was achieved, but again in the specific form of “a special,
involuntary esotericism that was incomprehensible to the ‘unini-
tiated.’” 11 Their relations took on the character of a distinctive
“soulfeast” and produced a peculiar jargon, beneath which the
moods affecting each might be discerned. Appropriately, the
most convenient and expressive language in Bely’s and Blok’s
communication turned out to be silence:

I would sit on the divan, resting my arm on the edge of the table. A.A,
would sit in an armchair facing the table, and Liubov’ Dmitrievna [Blok’s
wife], joining us, would perch on an armchair by the window. And there
would begin our silent, hours-long sitting with essentially no conversa-
tion, but only the occasional foaming up of some kind of uninterrupted
spiritual gurgling of a stream. And if there was any conversation, it was
chiefly 1 who carried it on, and A.A. and L.D. were the landscape across
which my stream of words cut.i11

On the other hand, the plot constituted by Bely’s relations
with Nina Petrovskaia demonstrates the disintegration of a myth
that did not sustain the test of “life.” Petrovskaia, who in 1903
drew close to the Argonauts and especially to Bely, aroused in
him hopes for a concrete realization of “mysterial” love. He con-
fided ecstatically to her: “I believe that we are linked for Eternity.
I believe there is not ‘us, separate, individual, but only ‘us’ inso-
far as we face toward Eternity, toward the One Source that gives
us its single law, fulfilling which we draw close with Faith, Hope,
and Love to Him—the Source of all love.”112 But Petrovskaia
turned out to be a refractory pupil on “the paths of initiation.”
She wanted to see in her love not only the symbol of higher
principles but something of intrinsic value. And she resisted
Bely’s “mysterial” rigorism, defending her right to a complete
earthly feeling. She answered a reproachful letter from him in
these words:

There sound in me “false notes from the point of view of religious
love™? . .. I know one love, koly and sinless always, even in its vivid earthly
beauty. . .. 1 do not think that you and I are “somehow special in Christ.”
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In Him all are equal. . . . But you split apart, destroy, divide, instead of
accepting love’s holy fullness.113

Bely was not a fanatical opponent of “earthly” union with
a woman, vet this seemed natural to him only in the category
of “everyday life” When it was a matter of a myth’s realiza-
tion, the emanation of a “lofty,” “supersensible” principle into
the “low sphere” of “fleshly” sensations seemed sacrilegious and
impermissible. Bely perceived the evolution of his relations with
Petrovskaia from hopes for “heavenly love” toward “common
romance” to be a tragic “fall.” “Everyday life” annihilated the
“mystery,” the exceptional degenerated into the trivial, the sym-
bolic and providential to the one-dimensional and unambiguous.
Insofar as Argonautism was characterized by the universal striv-
ing “to show in the common act its uncommon meaning,”''* the
collapse of his relations with Petrovskaia in its turn held signifi-
cance beyond that of an individual event. It was a symptom of
the discrediting of the global Argonaut myth.

The episode with Nina Petrovskaia marked the downfall not
only of Argonautism but also of Bely the prophet. The myth of
Bely, coryphaeus of the Argonaut choir, created by his contempo-
raries and by himself, obligated him to such a mission. If Blok’s
experience in those years was markedly individualistic, Bely, de-
spite the similarity of his moods to Blok’s, felt driven to make
his revelation available to many. Never mind that the “many” did
not extend beyond the limits of an esoteric circle.

Preaching an imminent end,

1 stood forth like a new Christ,
Donning a crown of thorns
Decked with the flame of roses,

wrote Bely in the poem “Eternal Summons” (“Vechnyi zov,”
1go3).!’* He went on to describe the lot of the newly appearing
prophet: the “asylum” and the “madman’s cap.”

His sense of election and his conviction of his right to pro-
claim what was “unspoken” were firm in the young Bely, and
they were strengthened by the readiness of many to hear his pro-
nouncements. “The beardless student Bely played the messiah,
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and we all applauded”: thus was the Argonautic situation later
characterized by Ellis, who was by that time disillusioned with
Bely.!'® Even those who were not Bely’s voluntary pupils spoke
of his genius, of the uniqueness of his life-creating credo. This
did much to aid the mythicization of his personality. “You pos-
sess such insights, such a sense of God, as none of the rest of us
has,” Merezhkovsky told him."” After contact with Bely, A. A.
Kublitskaia-Piottukh compared herself to the Samaritan woman
enlightened by Jesus: “If you will sometimes write to me, 1 will
be able once more to take an alabaster vessel and sit by the road-
side.” She signed another letter: “She who sits by the roadside
with an alabaster vessel.” 18 At one time, the myth of Bely as “the
Chosen of God” was zealously propagated by Ellis in tones like
those of his highly colored poem “To Andrei Bely” (“Andreiu
Belomu,” unpublished):

Yes, you did not know love, but, full of loving-kindness,

You thirsted, not for pleasing dreams, but for visions,

And sometimes joyfully on life’s way

You thirsted to melt, not into tears, but into sounds,

And you suffered much, aroused from dreams,

And in thought more than once were nailed to the Cross;

But training your radiant gaze on the cupola of eternity,

You heard the silvery chant of celestial angels,

In the flight of turtledoves and the sound of gray wings

You caught the lineaments of another realm,

In chants you heard, oo, with fainting heart

The whisper of heavenly strings and the murmur of heavenly
strearns,

You saw mother-of-pearl in heavenly skies

And the bright face of God rising above the waters.119

‘The germ of the myth was already contained in the very
pseudonym “Andrei Bely [White].” For him the color white em-
bodied the absolute fullness of being and at the same time most
adequately reflected the noumenal essence of the world. Later
Bely reminisced about himself and Sergei Solovev in 1900:

Our mystical experiment of that time was the discovery of apocalyptic
experiences in connection with the color “white”; laughingly we told
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each other that we were tracing the “white sources” of life; in them was
the intimation of the approaching great era of the coming of Sophia the
Most Wise and the Holy Spirit-Consoler.120

The mystical semantics of the color white persistently bubbled
up in the “symphonies” as well. Thus the choice of pseudonym
was first of all an affirmation of Bely’s participation in “trans-
figuration.” It was an anointing in preparation for the splendid
“life-creating” deed.

The pseudonym fit extremely well with conceptions of the
writer-theurgist and more than once served to good effect in
various interpretations of the Bely myth. Moreover, it is directly
linked to contemporaries’ perception of Bely’s appearance. To
many he seemed a2 messenger from other worlds. His “angelic
likeness” and “light-bearing” quality were constantly noted. “In
his presence everything seemed to change instantly, to be dis-
placed or illuminated by his light. And he was indeed radiant,” as
Vladislav Khodasevich remembered him.'?! “He was as if disem-
bodied, unphysmal noted N. Valentinov.?2 And these opinions
belonged to the most “sober” of Bely’s acquaintances, individuals
who did not share the Argonautic ecstasies.

Around 1905 the Bely myth was alive and developing. Briusov
affirmed its active existence when, in his novel The Fiery Angel
(Ognennyi angel, 1908), he endowed his Count Henrich with the
likeness of Andrei Bely. In historical guise Briusov reconstituted
not only the basic features of the Argonaut myth (a sort of secret
mystical society) but the phenomenon of Bely itself, even to the
“hypnotic” features of his external appearance.

The disintegration of Argonautism brought about the dis-
persion of dreams and illusions. And the myth of Bely either
collapsed or was modified into very different forms. (Symptom-
atic of the first was the characterization of Bely given by Kon-
stantin Bal'mont in 19o8: “He was a handsome blue-eyed poet
of the most delicate type, but he became a shrill journalist ‘furi-
ously clamoring on the stage.’ ”)123 In 1904 Beszaw himself.as
..a “self-proclaimed prophet.” But in the years | ollowu_;g_ despite
Briusov’s caution: “No, you cannot be a mere man of leggﬁ_,._w
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s cons:stent and conscious participation in the literary process
Rer se wayinereasingly. noticeable. HIS maximalist strivings (¢ be
_“more than a writer” were for a time replaced by authorlal and'
“only authorial, work. )
Erom his transports into the uncharted spheres of Argonaut-
ism, Bely thus gradually moved away into the tragic element of
- real life. Yet with all the zigzags of his creative evolution, his per-
sonality retained its wholeness. And Argonautism for a long time
retained its meaning as a source of all his creative potency. This
showed in the years when Bely’s myth-creating mood had ebbed,
but especially in the years of its resurgence., Again he fele the call
o transform the world: in the epoch of “the s ond dawn orT
1gog-11, by way of an[hroposophlc “dlSCLplesth ’; and, finafly,
_in the yeérs of revolutionary upheaval.

¢




Five

Valery Briusov and Nina Petrovskaia:
Clashing Models of Life in Art

JOAN DELANEY GROSSMAN

In his retrospective essay “The End of Renata” (“Konets Re-
naty,” 1928) Vladislav Khodasevich bitterly condemned the
whole Symbolist enterprise of merging life with art for its ruin-
ous effect both on talents and on human lives.! The impetus
for that essay was the suicide in Paris in 1g28 of Nina lvanovna
Petrovskaia, minor writer and critic, long-time mistress of Valery
Briusov, and model for the witch Renata in Briusov's historical
novel The Fiery Angel (Ognennyi angel, 1g08). The history of the
Symbolists, Khodasevich maintained, became the history of bro-
ken lives. At the same time he conceded to some of his former
associates—and preeminently among them Nina Petrovskaia—
a talent for life-creating that left a mark on their epoch inde-
pendent of their actual literary gifts.? Moreover, Petrovskaia’s
power to draw others into her enterprise amounted almost to an
act of living artistic creation. For this achievement Khodasevich
rendered her tribute: “More artfully and more resolutely than
others she created the ‘poem of her life.’ "3

The daughter of a petty official, Nina Petrovskaia was only
eighteen when, in 1go2, events took her into the center of emerg-
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ing Moscow Symbolism.* As the wife of Sergei Sokolov (Kre-
chetov), a minor poet and literary entrepreneur soon to found
the publishing house Gryphon, she took her place as hostess to
frequent literary gatherings in their apartment. From obscure,
probably provincial origins she thus plunged quickly into the
Moscow artistic vortex, where, though only a minor participant,
she was soon known to all who moved in its circles.

Nina Petrovskaia may have differed from numerous other
“average” members of that culture, chiefly in the intense seri-
ousness with which she sought escape from its more flagrant
banalities and vulgarities5 Andrei Bely contrasted the public
Petrovskaia with the small somber woman, curled up on a divan,
head on hand, who was capable of dreaming for hours “of some-
thing simple, something fine; and was ready at such moments for
heroic exploit, for sacrifice.”¢ She remembered those carly times
as tracts of misery and spiritual loneliness where life was mean-
ingless, where “days passed as if under a stupid glass beil from
which, little by little, the air was being sucked out.”? Devouring
every page by Konstantin Bal'mont, Valery Briusov, Zinaida Gip-
pius, Fedor Sologub, and other Symbolist “lights,” she assimilated
what she could of the new tastes, new ideas, and new strivings.
‘Thus she sought access by any means available to the rarified
but undefined spiritual regions they seemed to herald, where life
and one’s own self might be transformed. Yet, as Khodasevich
acidly observed, the formula for merging life and art was not
found, and Nina Petrovskaia, like too many others, became “a
genuine victim of Decadence.”8

In the rapidly overheating milieu of early Symbolism and
Decadence, intense emotions of all kinds, but especially love,
were greatly cultivated for the precious instants—migi—of ec-
static transfiguration they promised. “It was enough to be in
love,” wrote Khodasevich ironically, “for then one was supplied
with all the subjects of highest necessity for lyricism: Passion, De-
spair, Exultation, Madness, Vice, Hatred, etc.” Nor were halfway
feelings tolerated. “The Symbolists wished to nourish themselves
on the strongest essences of emotions.”® Nina Petrovskaia learned
this lesson quickly and from a highly regarded authority. Kho-
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dasevich’s description of her first teacher in this matter clearly
refers to Konstantin Bal'mont.!t

In 1903, recognized as the leading Russian Symbolist, Bal'-
mont was a major figure both in Gryphon’s publishing designs
and in Petrovskaia's initiation into the cultural code of early
Decadence.!! From a distance of some twenty years she described
the demands Bal'mont placed on his female admirers: “either to
become the companion of his ‘mad nights,’ throwing into these
monstrous bonfires all one’s being, including one’s health, or to
join the ranks of ‘incense-bearing women, humbly following be-
hind his triumphal chariot.” '* Their relationship cooled quickly.
Nonetheless, it was probably Bal'mont who introduced her to the
Polish writer Stanislaw Przybyszewski’s philosophy of love.

Bal'mont’s influence on Nina Petrovskaia in all spheres was
relatively short-lived.!* However, Przybyszewski was an influence
of another order. Publication of his works began in Germany in
the early 189o’s. Russian translation apparently began in 1go1
and by 1904 was in full flood.'* His novels, plays, prose poems,
and other small genres seemed to his readers to give shape and
dignity to inchoate longings through their daring, broad-brushed
pronouncements about life, love, dedth, God: the “accursed ques-
tions.” Petrovskaia later called Homo Sapiens (1895—96) a “new
mooral testament.” 15 In so saying she apparently spoke for many
in her generation who eried to fill a painful emptiness with
whatever promised relief: poetry, literary activity, spiritualism,
alcohol, drugs, love.i®

Meanwhile, along with Przybyszewski, another guide appeared
for Nina, one who for a time took precedence over all others.
In the spring of 1gog she became acquainted with Andrei Bely,
around whom the circle known as the Argonauts was form-
ing. (See Alexander Lavrov’s essay in this volume.) For the next
months she frequented Argonaut gatherings, atiracted to the
“fraternal mystery” of Argonautism and increasingly infatuated
with Bely. Despite its kinship to Symbolism, Argonautism was
not a literary movement. Its adherents were drawn together by
common hopes and apprehensions about the future. A sense of
approaching total change in all aspects of life, in which they
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might hope to play a leading role, was a central unifying theme
in their fellowship.!” Their visions of the new life were extremely
vague. Still, the aura of mystery, the promise of a new life, and,
above all, the quasi-messianic figure of Bely were irresistible to
Petrovskaia. Bely attempted to account for his relationship with
her on the grounds, first, of genuine friendship and, more, of
spiritual mission:

I felt in myself at that time the potential for creating a ritual, a rite;
but I needed . . . a helper, more accurately, a sui generis female hiero-
phant; she had to be found and properly prepared; I began to feel that
such a kindred soul existed: Nina Ivanovna Petrovskaia. She related to
me with a certain special sensitivity. I began to visit her often; and-—to
teach her.18

However, he soon found this relationship not only that of priest
and assisting priestess but something more complicated and trou-
bling:

My attraction to Petrovskaia is at last defining itself; she is becoming the
person closer to me than any other, but I begin to suspect that she is
in love with me; I am trying to transform the very feeling of love into
mystery. . . . I don’t know what to do with Nina Ivanovna; moreover, |

feel that she attracts me as a woman; relations between us are becoming
difficult.1e

His published autobiographical account was written later, from
a different perspective, and in some respects is less candid than
the private one just cited.?® Like Khodasevich, he looked back on
events that had occurred 3o years earlier with the knowledge of
Nina Petrovskaia’s decline and suicide. From that vantage Bely
might blame his naive pride, as well as sexual attraction, for
having blinded him to the complexity and perils of trying to save
the woman whom he now compared to Dostoevsky’s Nastasia
Filippovna ?! In addition, he could now acknowledge his need for
the adulation and sympathy Petrovskaia provided. “She was good
and sensitive and sincere; but she was too responsive: almost
criminally receptive,”22

Petrovskaia's intense attachment to him, his words, and his
presence frightened, flattered, and fascinated Bely. He protested
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the role of “teacher of life” in which she cast him, at the same
time encouraging her obedience to his precepts. This role was
not of her sole devising, since in Argonaut circles Bely generally
wore a prophetic cloak. Moreover, he wrote later of his youth-
ful delusion that his newly constructed “rules of life” had the
power to heal Petrovskaia’s deeply troubled soul.?* Both his pub-
lished and his unpublished biographical writings show Bely as
slow, possibly loath, to grasp the situation in which he found him-
self. Perhaps only after reading Briusov’s novel did he come to
understand the nature of this woman who became the “original”
of the sixteenth-century witch Renata. But various adventures
in the meantime prepared him for that outcome or at least for a
Dostoevskian interpretation of the situation.

For a time Bely cast himself and her in the roles of Orpheus
and FEurydice. This myth was popular among the Symbolists
as a paradigm both for life situations and for creative acuvity
where fantastic images are drawn from the artist’s soul into the
world of reality2* However, its application here held unforeseen
perils, as became clear on an occasion in 1go4 when Petrovskaia
summoned Bely and, “with sobs, with a revolver in hand, with
poison in a container and, reducing symbols to material reality,
demanded that 1 ‘lead her out of hell.’ "% The fact that she took
Symbolism’s “life-creation” with deadly seriousness was demon-
strated frequently over the next few years in her relations not
only with Bely but even more with Briusov. Long afterward Bely
summed up more than just his own experience when he wrote:
“Around her there was an atmosphere of danger, ruin, fate.”26

Bely’s Solov’evian conception of love as celibate mystery long
outlived his Argonautism, as various accounts of his relation-
ship with Asia Turgeneva show. (See Olga Matich’s essay in this
volume.) However, what he referred to as “my fall with Nina Iva-
novna” accompanied the collapse of Argonautism as a means of
life-creation for Bely. He elaborated on his disillusion: “instead
of dreams of mystery, brotherhood and sisterhood, there was
simply a romance,” a common, ordinary love affair (unconsum-
mated, to be sure) based on sensuality.??

Nonetheless, Bely did not immediately flee the perceived dan-
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ger but continued an ambiguous and ambivalent relationship for
some months?® During this time, according to Petrovskaia, his
close followers looked to him still in expectation of “the miracle.”
Even after three decades she resented his abdication of responsi-
bility to those he had hypnotized with prophecies evoking “cold
white halls, white garments, white flowers, pure candles with
white tears flowing, and we, radiant in the mystery of serving the
new Christ,” whom she and others considered to be “Bely him-
self—the ‘false prophet.””?® For Petrovskaia there was no such
conflict as that endured by Bely. If he saw their relationship as
an experiment in Solov'evian “mystic love” that precluded the
physical, she read the situation otherwise. Wounded and angered
by Bely’s rejection, she determined to demonstrate, with Przy-
byszewski’s guidance, how life might indeed be transformed by
love. Valery Briusov became her willing partner.

Bely’s relations with Briusov, already complicated by other
circumstances, speedily worsened as he became convinced that
Briusov, urged on by Petrovskaia, was persecuting him with hyp-
nosis and black magic. However, what began, at least in part, as
an intrigue to avenge thwarted love developed quickly into a pas-
sionate love affair, with Decadent overtones, that set a model and
standard for Symbolist “life-creation.” That both parties were
married to others was, if anything, a positive factor.%® In a milieu
that throve on such spectacles the Briusov-Petrovskaia liaison was
an invaluable means of elaborating the cultural code.

The chief artistic result was The Fiery Angel, obviously based
on the real-life triangle of Petrovskaia, Briusov, and Bely. In
Briusov’s novel the driving force was the cbsession of the witch
Renata (Petrovskaia) for the fiery angel who visited her dreams
and whom she recognized in Prince Henrich (Bely). The sol-
dier of fortune and narrator Ruprecht (Briusov) was her pro-
tector, slave, and lover. Bely later wrote with some admiration
that Briusov had achieved here an almost clinically exact de-
scription of Petrovskaia’s nervous malady3! Certainly Briusov
drew heavily for his novel on the personalities and behavior of
both his models, and, at Jeast in Petrovskaia's case, he had her
willing cooperation. Khodasevich’s picture of Briusov as exploit-
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ing Petrovskaia for the purposes of his art and then callously
abandoning “Renata” to the inquisitorial flames stood for many
years as the life drama’s definitive interpretation. Later infor-
mation, including Petrovskaia’s own memoir written long after
in emigration, has modified and greatly added to that picture 32
However, at the time, for the participants and their associates the
triangular relationship, with its dramas and turmoil visible to all,
exemplified the Przybyszewskian dictum that love was a force of
cosmic significance.

Przybyszewski’s writings, as well as his biography and charac-
ter, presented in concentrated form many of the elements em-
braced by the notion of “Decadence.” In the aggregate these
features offered a frightening but also flattering interpretation of
Decadence to a generation trying to be convinced of the radical
newness of its aesthetic vision and its worldview. To demonstrate
the point, its spokesmen flaunted their defiance of conventional
standards of morality and even sanity, chanting a litany of such
names as Poe, Hoffmann, DeQuincey, Nerval, and Baudelaire.
Przybyszewski, despite his links to the positivist scientific view,
seemed to many a splendid addition to the list.5

Przybyszewski’s career began in Germany in 18go with the
writing of his study "Chopin and Nietzsche.”* In Nietzsche’s
psychology (which Przybyszewski saw epitomized in Thus Spake
Zarathustra, 1883—92) he found a prime exemplar of “the
genius,” which he renamed “the individuum.”** The modern
“individuum-decadent” he likened 1o “the crevices after an earth-
quake, which point to places where the earth attempted to shape
itself anew.” 3 Through such crevices human nature’s profound-
est depth, the “individuum” or unconscious, becomes visible,
along with the sexual ferment that sets it all stirring? Because
Nietzsche had reached “the highest level of human development
and even something higher, because with one half of his being
he had already penetrated into the new period of development,
because the center of gravity of his organism’s development had
shifted to his brain,” he was able to analyze these secrets within
himself. He was destroyed by “the mysterious law of nature
by whose force in some fatal manner all such ‘bridges’ are de-
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stroyed. . . . But Nietzsche’s destruction was caused by the very
thing that at the same time constituted his might.”38

Nietzsche’s life and fate, then, formed for Przybyszewski a
paradigm for the most advanced members of society, and he
called this early piece a program for all his later work . Its first
major application came in his 1893 poetic study, Totenmesse, which
opened with the notable line: “In the beginning was sex.” His
protagonist, Certain, narrates his own psychological dissolution,
which is due to the dislocation of sex within his nature.*! The fate
that destroys him befalls the most sensitive, advanced individu-
als, in whom this dislocation, potentially present in all human
nature, is experienced more acutely. These advanced types are
the decadent-neurasthenics, often artists, who are able to under-
stand, though not cure, their sickness.

In his introduction, Certain sketches the history of human de-
velopment, powered by that primeval sexual impulse amounting
to the will to life. Starting from the lowliest level of human being,
this impulse is so exuberant as to result in increasing multiplicity
and diversity of types, often achieved by violent struggle. The
final goal is reunification at the highest level. But as the soul be-
comes ever more refined, it loses touch with its original driving
force, elemental sex. The outcome for both higher and lower
parts of man will be, not ecstatic reunion with its necessary other
half, but death and reabsorption into the “primary idea.” Cer-
tain traces the final terrible stages of this process in himself and
ends with the words “The reverse metamorphosis may begin.” 2

The ancient myth of androgyny as the original state of ail
being and humanity’s ultimate transcendent goal was widely dis-
seminated in turn-of-the-century European culture. Przybyszew-
ski, like his Russian contemporaries, had access to it in many
forms and many sources, from the Cabala (in which he was inter-
ested) to modern Decadent writers like Joséphin Péladan 4 Przy-
byszewski’s studies in biology and psychology were presumably
influential in making his notion of androgyny itself something
of a hybrid, For the notion of androgyny the result of this kind
of bias was frequently, as Olga Matich put it, “to plunge it from
the mystical realms of divine harmony into the murky waters of
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sexual ambiguity.”+! However, Przybyszewski’s version, at least in
his work Androgyne (to be discussed below), retained a strongly
mystical tone. But, like many of his generation, he—through his
characters—showed mankind unresigned to merely projecting
the return to final androgynous harmony onto another plane
beyond time. Their struggle against psychological and physical
limits led inevitably to the tragedies and despair experienced by
such as Certain.

Though this pessimistic, fatalistic scenario recurs variously in
Przybyszewski’s work, glimpses of another, ostensibly more opti-
mistic, outcome also occur, The foreword to Sons of Earth (1904;
Russian translation Syny zemli, 1904), which appeared in the Rus-
sian Symbolist journal Libra (Vesy) in 1904, presented another
picture with distinctly different terminology and tone, carrying
an echo of Edgar Allan Poe: “The axis of our life is Love and
Death.”#5 The focus here, however, was on love:

In my understanding, love . . . is a cosmic element, the fate weighing on
all mankind, the blessed force that preserves it from expiring.

. . . love is the unknown power that regenerates and resurrects life
again and again unto eternity.

. .. love is the unrestrainable striving (it may also become the source
of unquenchable sufferings) toward the full merging of the two sexes so
that the human race may be ennobled and reach Perfection.

In the name of that love and that striving toward Perfection, man
suffers, labors, torments himself, struggles, kills, and the result of this is
progress and the perfection of the human race.

Despite his talk of progress toward ultimate human perfection,
Przybyszewski is not so much presenting a program here as at-
tempting to illuminate a mystery: “I have tried to penetrate into
this essence of life. . . . I have studied all the manifestations of
love so as to form for myself a complete worldview. But the road
is long, very long.” ¥ His works, he assured his readers, have been
devoted to “this holy love and aspiration for the perfect merging
of the two sexes, who strive toward perfection.”#

Here indeed was encouragement for those who, like Nina
Petrovskaia, found the Argonaut doctrine, with what Bely later
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called its “left Solov’evian” cast, a hard and puzzling and ulti-
mately disillusioning word. Bely had finally retreated in confu-
sion, taking his “mystery” with him. But meanwhile there was
Przybyszewski, who taught that fully consummated sexual love
might be a life-transforming mystery.s

The first phase of Nina Petrovskaia’s relationship with Briusov
extended from autumn 1go4 to the end of June 1gos. Briusov
wrote, “For me that was a year of storms, a year of mael-
strom. Never have I experienced such passions, such torments,
such joys.”# The high point was a month’s stay in Finland, on
Lake Saima, already hallowed for their generation by Viadimir
Solov’ev,

While, thanks to Briusov’s novel and Khodasevich’s memoir,
much attention has been paid to the Briusov-Petrovskaia story,
little effort has been given to examining the element of personal
myth that informed their expectations and actions. The ideologi-
cal baggage they, and especially Petrovskaia, brought with them
to Saima carried materials for an experiment with profound,
life-shaping meaning for both. The mixture’s explosiveness came
from the incompatibility not only of their personal expectations
and demands but also of the very models inspiring their projects
of life-creation and life-discovery. The experiment was doomed
from the beginning, but of this, as often happens, the principals
were at first happily unaware,

Solov’ev’s Finland held many mysterious elements that nour-
ished his spirit, and his visions subsequently entered the Symbol-
ist culture.® The core of his Finnish landscape poetry was the
“Saima” series, written between October 1894 and July 18965t
In these poems the lake was portrayed variously: as the turbu-
lent captive of granite cliffs who remembered her waters’ im-
memorial dominance over the earth; the languorous beauty of
changing enchantment; the luminous vessel of revelation, “Dark
chaos’s radiant daughter.”52 Solov'ev’s Saima was a place where
heaven and earth came together in visionary union. The image
of the eternal feminine hovered over it. Andrei Bely wrote: “For
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Vladimir Solov’ev the Finnish lake Saima served as the source
of inspirations about Her: in the watery elements he saw Her
countenance.” 53

It is no exaggeration to say that Saima and southern Fin-
land generally became a place of pilgrimage for Symbolism. That
Petrovskaia and Briusov likewise went there with high expecta-
tions is evident in the writings of each over the next several years.
His 1906 volume of poetry, Stephanos, and her more modest 1go8
collection of short stories, Sanctus Amor, as well as The Fiery Angel,
all in various ways interpreted the “revelations” that had come.
Of these the cycle “On Saima” in Stephanos gave the most immedi-
ate response 5t No love poetry in the usual sense is found there.
Instead, the poems express the mood wafted to the poet by Saima
itself in midsummer, in the season of fair days and white nights.
There is little indication of any other theme. But the experience
is clearly a shared one: Saima casts a spell of silence, peace, and
clear beauty that penetrates the spirit. The first poem shows the
poet, so recently inspired by the city’s hum and roar, now su-
premely peaceful and receptive to the wordless messages that
flow as “her” image rises over him 55 Saima, Petrovskaia, “she” (in
Briusov’s case always his muse) blend into one. The next three
poems are purely descriptive, though the personal point of view
is expressed in syntax and punctuation.’® In the fifth poem bliss
becomes too much to contain: “I am ravished—I need nothing
more!/ If only this bright dream could last.”37 Here is the first
hint that “she”—now Petrovskaia unmistakably—does not totally
share his lightsome mood, but longs instead for darkness.*® The
sixth poem finds them in a boat, at one, sharing interior peace.
In this and in the final, seventh poem the poet’s imagination is
carried away to thoughts of Finnish legend and history3® This
closing poem’s “thou”—Saima—comes nearest to Solov'ev’s eter-
nal feminine, but the vision is Briusov’s: “all languor, all love!” as
she weaves endless tales of Finland’s legendary past.

An undated unpublished letter to Petrovskaia filled with Briu-
sov’s ecstatic reminiscences of the month on Saima evokes the
metaphor of the lake. It is also suggestive of his highest hope in
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going there: “You showed me the profoundest depths, the final
secrets of my soul.”% For Briusov the artist’s soul was the source
of all art, and if that source was muddied or dried up, the artist
was dead. In effect, by revealing to him his soul’s depths—stir-
ring the waters, as it were—she acted as his muse. A year later
he wrote to Petrovskaia, recalling his depleted spiritual condi-
tion shortly before their first encounter. He had just finished his
book Urbi et Orbi (1903): “I remember . . . exhaustion, weakness,
inability to create, the wish to run away, hide, disappear, so that
no one might force me to think, act, and mast of all feel” Then
came the miracle:

And suddenly-—you came, like something new, unexpected, unrealiz-
able, that was long ago dreamed of and suddenly came true. A love came
of which I had only written in poems but had never known; a woman
came about whom I had only read in books (in your Przybyszewski} but
had never seen. You have often told me that that year was a resurrec-
tion for you; but it was a resurrection for me as well. My eyes suddenly
opened and became a hundred times keener; in my hands 1 felt new
strength. Suddenly I saw around me treasures that my earlier vision had
not discerned 5t

The stay on myth-laden Saima brought this resurrection to its
fullness for Briusov. Moreover, as he indicated in his letter,
another magnetic field was in play, for Petrovskaia carried with
her an aura from another literary source. Thoroughly steeped in
Przybyszewski by the summer of 1go4, she now had a mission: to
impart to Briusov a true understanding of the Przybyszewskian
mystery of love and to try with him to achieve its promise of
life-creation. Przybyszewski’s foreword so recently published in
Libra (under Briusov’s editorship) concluded with a passage that
promised much for both of them:

Love and aspiration toward something better, higher . . . alone are the
source of inspiration for the true artist.

And the man and woman linked by the bonds of such love instinc-
tively strive ever forward, forward—into the radiant future, . . . trusting
in the great strength of Love, eternally regenerating toward ever more
perfect life 52
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Such a statement, with its vision of regenerative love leading
mankind toward future perfection, could almost have been ex-
tracted from Solov'ev’s “The Meaning of Love” (“Smysl liubvi,”
1892—94). However, as any reader of his novels and poems knew,
Przybyszewskian “love” was of an entirely different character.
Nina Petrovskaia herself formulated this difference, with appar-
ent oblique reference to Solovev, in a 1906 review of a new
Russian translation of Totenmesse:

There are two paths of ascent for the human spirit. One is the calm self-
afhrmation, the blessed olympian clarity, the even and majestic advance
of powerful inspiration. This is the image of the “wise man and poet” on
a lofty mountain peak, in rosy dawn rays. The other is the via dolorosa of
the human soul passing through chaos, through tragic self-division, the
terrible path of deep darkness accompanied by flashes of blue lightning
against the black sky of despair5?

If Solovev’s theory of love was Platonic, premised on uncon-
summated Eros, Przybyszewski’s required not only passionate
consummation but physical as well as spiritual suffering. Petrov-
skaia summarized it in Przybyszewskian language and imagery:
“Love . . . comes drenched in sacrificial blood. . . . It is the in-
toxicating eucharist, the sacrificial giving of body and blood, the
divine dionysian ecstasy.” 64

The discussion and reconsideration of love from new view-
points was as central to Briusov’s work as to Przybyszewski’s.
From the appearance of his first bock of poems, Chefs doevvres
(18g5), Briusov had been noted—and often abused—for his
treatment of love and passion. He strongly believed that experi-
ence of intense passion was the sine qua non for an artist who
would penetrate the soul’s depths. Yet in a December 1goz2 letter
to Liudmila Vilkina he confessed to what he considered his great-
est failure: “No, I really do not know passion—blinding, fren-
zied. I cannot enter its domain. I only stand at its heavy gates. . . .
Fate has refused me her best gift—the bliss of suffering!”&

But Briusov continued to ponder the subject. In the August
1904 (no. 8) number of Libra he published an essay entitled “Pas-
sion” (“Strast’”), which might be seen as a companion piece and
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answer to Przybyszewski's recently published foreword to Sons of
Earth. “Passion” opens by defending the new art’s alleged “immo-
rality.” Its free treatment of sexuality and the physical generally
was, Briusov maintained, a celebration of the equal rights of
body and spirit. Pointing to the Hellenistic roots of this new atti-
tude, Briusov noted that the modern cult of physical passion is
merely the full recognition of rights suppressed during twenty
centuries of European civilization. For this he credited Nietzsche
and, independently, the new French Symbolists (and in Russia
Merezhkovsky). But there is, he asserted, another cult yet more
effective in elevating passion to its preeminence: the cult of mys-
tery. Moderns have learned again to see beneath the surfaces of
immediate realities: “Our art is again becoming a key 1o the mys-
teries.” Here Briusov refined Przybyszewski's notions by drawing
a distinction between love and passion:

Passion is first of all a mystery. Love is a feeling on the level of other
feelings, elevated or low. . . . Passion does not know its genealogy, it has
no likes. . . . Passion in its very essence is a riddle; its roots are outside
the world of people, the earthly, our sphere. When passion rules us we
are close to those eternal bounds that encompass our “blue prison,” our
spherical universe swimming in time. Passion is that point where the
earthly world touches other spheres of being—always closed, but there
is a door56

Besides refining Przybyszewski’s concepts, Briusov cbviously
intended a shift of emphasis in two respects. One concerned the
place of art in their respective schemes. For Przybyszewski “Love
and the striving toward something better, higher” is an artist’s
best inspiration and the subject of all his own work 87 In Briusov’s
analysis art seems to play a more active exploratory role. Passion
is a phenomenon of another order than what surrounds us and
cannot be fully embodied in earthly forms. It is a mystery that,
maoreover, pierces the boundary of our world. Yet art, Symbolist
art, can catch a glimpse of passion’s real visage and thus open a
door out of the “blue prison.” By entering into the earthly, physi-
cal sphere of passion, it would seem, art is able briefly to lift the
veil from the mystery.
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Briusov’s second difference with Przybyszewski was a funda-
mental one: he rejected the utopian feature of the latter’s vision.
Przybyszewski wrote constantly about the state of perfection that
humanity strives for. The total reunion of the two sexes in an-
drogynous unity is a problematic outcome, as he showed in Toten-
messe. However, it is presented in radiant terms as a goal worth
striving and suffering for. On the other hand, Briusov’s negative
view toward any utopianism is derivable from his writings, early
and late 5

This attitude was already articulated in his diary, in essays,
and in poetry, particularly beginning with the collection Tertia
Vigilia (19g01)%° In a poem dedicated to Zinaida Gippius, only
partly intended to provoke the recipient, he wrote:

For a long time I have not believed
In unshakable truth,

And all seas, all harbors

I love equally.7®

His art gave him the freedom to explore the endless secrets of
a universe without limits. To his friend Mikhail Samygin he had
written as early as 18gg: “I have been amused by our striving for
a unity of forces or principles or truth. My dream has always been
the pantheon, the temple of all gods.”?! In the essay “Truths”
(“Istiny,” 1go1) he wrote: “Thought is the eternal Wandering
Jew. 1t cannot be stopped, its path can have no goal because the
path is itself the goal.” 72 Belief in any final state of perfection was
fundamenutally contrary to his worldview, which was premised on
an endless array of paths open to the adventurous spirit. Art is
“the way out,” and outside the “blue prison” the possibilities are
infinite.

Before 1904 Briusov showed no obvious interest in Przybys-
zewski™ Yet the latter’s burgeoning popularity in Russia and
Scorpio’s own project of publishing his works made certain of
Briusov’s acquaintance with those works. Moreover, in many
ways their concerns intersected. In “Passion” Briusov may well
have been asserting his own position before a competitor. In-
deed, retrospectively this essay should be regarded as the first
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hint of Briusov’s polemic with Przybyszewski—a polemic that
developed in the course of his relationship with Nina Petrovskaia
and reached a climax in The Fiery Angel’ For the time, how-
ever, he may have suspended his skepticism in the face of her
persuasion and his own desire to explore a path hitherto closed
to him.

The reminiscences of both Briusov and Petrovskaia after
their Saima sojourn hint at attempts then and over the previous
months at a rather literal enactment of the Przybyszewskian mys-
teries. It will be remembered that Petrovskaia later called Homo
Sapiens a “new moral testament.” This trilogy presented the his-
tory of the Decadent Falk, a tragically superior being, driven by
sexual fatality to destroy one woman, abandon others, cause the
suicide of a friend, and stalk onward alone, carrying his torment
with him. That torment resulted, as one critic put it, from the
inability “to dissolve totally in the loved being, to unite oneself
with it so as to re-create this being in its primitive unity, the
Androgyne.” 7

In Decadent literature, death looms large. This is especially
so when the subject is man’s quest for the androgyne. Euro-
pean Decadence’s obsession with suicide and death was partly
derived from romanticism, but developed its own peculiar char-
acter. Sometimes death was seen as a total rejection of existence,
sometimes as the ultimate ecstasy, sometimes as the prelude to
some species of transformation. Przybyszewski’s work suggested
the second and third possibilities. At the peak of her love af-
fair with Briusov, Nina Petrovskaia seems to have considered all
three:

In January of that year [1gog] such an unbearable sadness came over
my heart that I decided to die. . . .

He ... asked:

—Will you find a second revolver? I don't have one. . . .

—And why a second one?

—Have you forgotten about me? . . .

—You want to die? You... you? Why?

He said:

—Because I love you.7
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In the language of Decadence Petrovskaia recalled how in those
days “he thirsted to be intoxicated with the instant of ecstatic
death.”7?

In a letter to her later that summer of 1gop Briusov relived the
extreme happiness, the “madness” (bezumie) of that time “when
death came so near.”® What was there in the stern maiire, the
efficient manager of publishing enterprises, that permitted such
sentiments? Petrovskaia answered from the vantage point of
later years:

The striving toward something unheard of, impossible on this earth,
the sadness of a soul that longed to tear itself not only from all the
established norms of life, but also from the arithmetically exact percep-
tions of the five senses—from all that constituted his “severe mask” for
three-quarters of his life: this he carried within himself always.?

That inner striving was usually well hidden, except in his
poetry. But she offered him one of the “keys to the mysteries.”
To be sure, her formula differed from his own. Embedded in
her recollections is a quite specific reference to the androgynous
“mystery” that Przybyszewski offered as the ultimate, if uncer-
tain, fulfillment. Many years later, Petrovskaia could still think of
their relationship as that of two lovers sharing one soul. “What
did Valery Briusov find in me. . . ?” she asked. “In me he sensed
the organic kinship of my soul with one half of his own, with
that—‘mystery’ that those around him did not know, with that
part of himself that he loved and, more often, fiercely hated.”#

The work that seems to have crystallized Przybyszewski’s mes-
sage for Petrovskaia was Androgyne (1goo), which appeared in
Russian in 19og as In the Hour of the Miracle (V chas chuda),
with its concluding section called “The City of Death” (“Gorod
smerti”).#! The plot is slight. A concert pianist is presented with a
huge bouquet at the end of a performance. He has only a fleeting
impression of the young woman who presented it, but, seem-
ingly under the influence of the flowers’ intoxicating scents, he
is haunted by her face and becomes obsessed with finding her.
Varied visions feature in his obsession. Thoughts of the fresh
fields of his home are replaced by much less innocent sensations:



Briusov and Petrovskaia 139

the erotic, snakelike flowers twine before him; he is a king who
commands the beauties of his kingdom; he is a magician who
summons up Astarte, mother of love, daughter of Satan. Dreams,
drugs, fever, hallucination take over his existence. He glimpses
her on the street, only to lose her again after their eyes have met.
In a terrible dream he finds himself in a hall where the sought-
for face appears many times multiplied, wearing all the visages
of love from innocent tenderness through sadness and pain to
devilish laughter and debauch. He sees her crucified to the wall
in all her hellish beauty, but this vision is followed by angelic
consolation. Awakening in fever, in a sudden access of hatred he
orders her crucified and dreams of watching her tortures. Find-
ing her again in the street, he tells of his love—and his hatred.
At last she comes to him: the “hour of miracle” is accomplished.
But in the morning she is gone.

During his mad search for her, he comes to realize that she
is within him. He then understands that they must await their
reunion in the “city of death,” where an even greater “miracle”
will occur. At last, in the “city of death”—a ghostly Moorish city
bereft of human life—she comes to lead him to a realm of un-
imaginable wonder. Is it death? Is she a ghost? a vampire? a
part of himself? “He and she must unite in one bosom so as to
merge into one flame, into one holy sun. There the miracle will
be accomplished—the great unearthly miracle. . . . He is She.
Androgyne!”® She summons; he responds: “I am coming!” (Idu!)

Przybyszewski’s hero (be it noted, a famous artist) undergoes
months of ecstasy and torture before the “miracle” is revealed to
him. The sometimes wraithlike female figure is the instrument
of revelation. She comes to him at first mysteriously, unexpect-
edly, a young admirer paying homage to his art. She then leads
him through tortuous nights and days of passion, joy, and suffer-
ing. Finally in the wondrous “city of death” he understands the
“miracle”: total, inseparable union of two lovers in one soul. This
marvelous life-transformation was to be the reward for those
who believed and persevered.

For Petrovskaia this Przybyszewskian path was almost certainly
the goal of the experiment at Saima. But, however exhilarat-
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ing, it was an experiment that Briusov could not sustain. Later
that summer he warned her of the ephemerality of that stage of
their love. But he promised 2 new, more permanent stage now to
begin. 1f only she would believe “that love is not always madness,
and madness is not always love!”# Nina argued energetically
against this view. On July g she wrote: “You speak of ‘descent,’
the summit is past, . . . 1 do not feel this. . . . No, believe it, dear-
est, this is no descent, this is the beginning.” Of what? Her letter the
following day gives the answer in unmistakable Przybyszewskian
terms: “Believe in the miracle!”8

But Briusov rejected the improbable program she offered,
as he rejected any final translation to a perfect state: for him
there was always “more.” Over the next months and years it grew
painfully clear that whatever revelation came at Saima reached
them with deeply divergent meanings and consequently different
implications for their future separately and together. For him,
sexual passion was one of the keys to the mysteries, but there were
others that he pursued with new energy, and he invited her to
share them. If she could only see the clarity of his horizons, feel
his thirst to breathe, work, be alive, he wrote on August 2q. If
only she would consent to go forward with him. “In my soul there
are no more answers to what you again are seeking.” Instead
he offers “what I am now: without madness, with a stubborn,
unquenchable thirst to work, but with undying love for you.” s

However, a few months later, Briusov fell into the depres-
sion that regularly followed his completion of a book of poems.
(Stephanos came out at the end of 1go5.) He found himself search-
ing with increasing desperation for a new stimulus, a new direc-
tion 86 However much Przybyszewski may have seemed to offer at
one time, Briusov’s own model of constant quest required him to
move on now, despite Petrovskaia's relentless insistence on con-
tinued adherence. In June 1906 he wrote to her: “I cannot go
on living by outworn religions, those ideals that 1 have moved
beyond. I can no longer live by ‘Decadence’ and ‘Nietzschean-
ism, in which I believe, believe.”# This last paradoxical assertion
suggests that indeed Briusov was torn. But his own deep fear of
stopping on the road, of having nothing new to say that would
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Justify continuing to write poetry, pushed him forward. “There
are truths of some kind—beyond Nietzsche, beyond Przybyszew-
ski, beyond Verhaeren, ahead for mankind. Whoever will show
me the road to them, I will be with him.”#

In the meantime Stephanos was acclaimed by Symbolists and
others, with the notable exception of Nina Petrovskaia, who, ac-
cording to Briusov's reproach, never bothered to read it. He
wrote bitterly to her of this lapse: “That was a cruel blow for
me. You don’t know how many threads between your soul and
mine you broke then.”® The reasons for this pointed neglect are
extremely significant for understanding the clash of perceptions
and models operating in that highly charged relationship.

In spurning Stephanos, Petrovskaia seemed to spurn the very
poems that embodied Briusov’s experience at Saima. Upon close
examination, some of these reveal his subversive interpretation
of what happened there. But probably even more important in
understanding this is the structure of the book itself. Briusov
was the first of the Symbolists to employ the full structure of a
book of poems to convey meaning. He made the method explicit
in the foreword to Urbi et Orbi (19og): “A book of poems must
be, not a random collection of poems of various sorts, but exactly
a book, an enclosed whole united by a single idea.”% With this
in mind Petrovskaia presumably would have scanned Stephanos
for some testimonial to the doctrine she had so tried to incul-
cate in Briusov at Saima. In this she would have been gravely
disappointed.

The first edition of Siephanos contained five lyric sections and
four longer poems.®! The first three sections, “Evening Songs”
("Vecherovye pesni”), “The ldols’ Eternal Truth” (“Pravda vech-
naia kumirov”), and “From Hell Delivered” (“Iz ada izveden-
nye”), followed the history and progress of the romance. Fol-
lowing lyrical recollections of Saima and Finland, the next two
sections have clearly biographical elements. In the second of
these, several poems that refer to the Briusov-Petrovskaia-Bely
triangle employ a favorite Briusov device: embodying contempo-
rary emotions in antique images. The most metmorable of these
poems—and one of Briusov’s finest—is perhaps “Orpheus and
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Eurydice” (“Orfei i Evridika”). Here Bely, the “Orpheus” of the
Argonauts, might see reflected his efforts to save Nina from
“Hades.” 92 But the section’s closing poem, “Orpheus and the Ar-
gonauts” (“Orfei i argonavty”), shows the hero-poet in another
relation: now free of encumbrances, he is called to take up his
lyre again among his fellow heroes. This might refer equally to
Bely and Briusov.

However, the centerpiece of the book, the section in which
Petrovskaia is featured, is “From Hell Delivered.” Here are seven-
teen numbered pieces. The epigraph, “from an Assyrian epic,”
describes the descent into hell of the goddess Istar {Astarte) to
lead forth souls “so that they may again eat and live.” Some
poems included were written earlier and some after the return
from Saima, but the section, while clearly assembled to focus on
Petrovskaia herself and their relationship, was obviously also de-
signed to place these in a larger context. The opening poem, “At
Noon” (*V polden’”), already signals as much.

“At Noon” was first written in 1gog as a farewell to youth
and a resignation of higher hopes. Briusov revised it to suit his
new mood, celebrating the “miracle” of “flaming noon,” when
the soul’s hidden dreams come to light, the vault of heaven is
expanded by love, and it is granted to him to “tremble over mea-
sureless expanses on the wings of passion.”* Yet he will inevitably
fall into the abyss below, from where, unable to rise again, with
his whole being he will drink in the heights. It is, in short, a
poetic statement of his warning to Petrovskaia that the peak was
past, the “miracle” short-lived.

She could not have quarreled with the three portraits of her
that followed. “Portrait” (“Portret”), describing a spiritual waif,
corresponds very much to her own recollections. The two pieces
entitled “To the Moon Priestess” (“Zhritse luny”) cast her in an
unearthly light, in league with Astarte and Hecate. Then comes a
series of lyrics about passion, several of which greatly augmented
Briusov’s reputation for mingling soft pornography and sacrile-
gious imagery.®* “In the Torture Chamber” (*V zastentke”) most
strongly evokes Przybyszewski's Androgyne, with sadism, masoch-
ism, and a hint of incest that is not quite androgyny.* Briusov’s
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previous poetry was not innocent of these themes, but the con-
catenation here is new. At the center of the section is a diptych:
two of Briusov’s best known poems, “Antony” and “Cleopatra,”
raise the twin themes of passion and suicide to the universal
plane of “The Idols’ Eternal Truth.”

Yet nowhere is the Przybyszewskian formula proposed. Love,
passion, torture, suffering, even death are in no way presented
as the path to the higher synthesis, the androgyne. Briusov has
retained his own vision. Passion has allowed a glimpse beyond
the earthly, but it has not translated its votaries to another state
of being. Throughout these poems are hints of unearthly visions:
there is startling Christian religious imagery, as well as Astarte
and Hecate. But the treasured vision thus attained is not trans-
formed life, but art.

In the section’s final poem, “Marguerite” (“Margerit”), all that
has preceded is suddenly and pointedly transfigured into “art.”
The medieval conceit by which this is done involves several trans-
formations: “You are like the pearl. . . . I am like the coal” that
burns out, leaving a diamond. The “pearl” becomes The Pearl,
St. John Chrysostom’s work of wisdom, a precious book of “mys-
teries,” on the binding of which, in a gold setting, gleams the
diamond.

I am the coal, you the pearl.
But my transformed visage
Glows before your soul! 97

‘The proximate source for the “coal-into-diamond” image of aes-
thetic transformation is of course Vladimir Solovev’s “Beauty in
Nature” (“Krasota v prirode,” 188g), but Viacheslav Ivanov’s en-
thusiastic use of the same imagery may have influenced Briusov.
(See Irina Paperno’s essay in this volume.)

The book’s two remaining sections, “The Everyday” (“Povsed-
nevnost’”) and “The Present” (“Sovremennost’”), emphasized
Briusov’s energetic return to outward life, in particular to public
events of 19o5. Given this fact, the concluding poem (in the first
edition) is unexpected: it is an adaptation from Tennyson en-
titled “From the Songs of Maeldune” (“Iz pesen Mal'duna”). But
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its theme reminds one of Tennyson’s “Ulysses™ (1833), in which
the hero urges his men never to rest but always to seek, always to
dare. Briusov’s Maeldune exhorts:

Enough! Happiness has been tasted!
The empty goblet is overturned.
Sweeter than the trembling of passion,
The free waves rush upon us.8

It is, then, not surprising that Petrovskaia rejected Stephanos—
the book whose foreword was concerned only with the fate of
its private songs in a time of public turmoil, the book that was
dedicated “To Viacheslav Ivanov, poet, thinker, friend.”

The next few years saw constant and increasing tension be-
tween Briusov and Nina Petrovskaia. Still locked in a close re-
lationship that neither wished to break, each tried to win the
other to a life strategy based on one of the conflicting life-and-
art models put into play at Saima. For a time Petrovskaia spread
her gospel in the journals The Golden Fieece (Zolotoe Runo) and
The Crossing (Pereval), where, in reviews of new Scorpio volumes,
she told her readers: “All of Przybyszewski’s creative work 1s the
presentiment of future revolutions in the sphere of the human
spirit.” %

Writing for the section “Moscow Theatrical Life” in The Golden
Fleece, Petrovskaia also had occasion to review productions of
Przybyszewski’s plays, then popular in Moscow and Petersburg.
She used her review of For Happiness (Dlia schast’ia, trans. 1go4)
both to reassert some central tenets of her faith and to present
Briusov publicly with a life-model in art. Happiness, she wrote,
cannot be achieved until “the soul in its entirety, in the orgiastic
joy of suffering, throws itself onto the bonfire,” from which it will
arise like the phoenix. However, “they are not to know this mys-
tery, this miracle, they who are perishing in the contradiction of
feeling and duty: they who are poisoned by pity, which is worse
than death for those to whom they give it as a precious gift,” 19

The drama’s plot is simple. Four characters are fatally inter-
twined in a circle of love and torture. One of the women, Olga,
is “the eternal image of the love that the world has not accepted.”
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All is possible, she tells her lover, Mlicki, if only one loves. Flena,
the woman Mlicki has deserted for Olga, i1s a mediocrity who,
according to Petrovskaia, cannot know “the bliss of crucifixion,
of passionate-submissive torture in the name of Love.” ™ Mlicki
and Olga might have lived in each other, but he, poisoned by
the past, is unable to sustain their happiness. In Petrovskaia’s
plot summary, she herself is clearly identified with Olga, and
Elena stands for Briusov's wife, loanna Matveevna. The stric-
tures against those who let a false sense of duty stand in the way
of happiness were a rebuke 10 Briusov that many readers would
understand.

In 1908 Nina Petrovskaia published some creative work of
her own: a collection of stories entitled Sanctus Amor.'*2 These
stories, like her reviews, were conceived to blazon forth Przybys-
zewski’s teachings on love and were addressed to Briusov. Three
are cautionary tales about a pusillanimous man who deserts the
great mysterious love of his life and returns to a commonplace
wife.1%* His fate is bitter despair and personal diminution. Other
stories, less specifically referential, nonetheless all feature the
mysterious love that comes but rarely and is even more rarely
recognized for the treasure it is. The style and diction are remi-
niscent of Przybyszewski’s poems in prose. Characters have no
names, and settings are impressionistic, though sometimes sug-
gesting a northern landscape. The first-person narrator is always
masculine, but the bearer of the mystery is feminine. The story
“Vagabond” (“Brodiaga”) serves as keystone.!94 “He"” has often
seen “her” with her husband in society. On one occasion her
sadness prompts him to ask: “What are you thinking of ?” The
answer of course is “Love.” When she comes to him, he feels
something new and alarming entering his room: “the mystery of
a strange, unknown soul.” To his questions she responds: “I am
a vagabond—I roam from soul to soul, always seeking a meeting
with the love that I see only in dream.” And what is this love?

My love is what they call “madness.” It is unfathomabie joy and eternal
suffering. When it comes, like a fiery whirlwind it sweeps away all that is
called “life.” In it are drowned all the small, calculating, cowardly things
with which we destroy cur days. Then the most insignificant person
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becomes a god and will understand forever the great unknown word
“boundlessness.”

This tale, unlike most of the other stories, has two characters
who seem well matched. He responds: “That love of which you
speak is a miracle, and I feel that it has already touched my
soul.” 1% However, he makes a misstep: he proposes marriage. In
many well-chosen words she pictures a comfortable relationship
declining into habit and tedium. They part apparently forever,
but this Love remains their shared possession: not yet the ideal,
but still potentially so.

The Fiery Angel, or at least the character of Renata, was as
greatly to Petrovskaia's taste as Stephanos was alien. She gloried
in her role and watched intently as the character of Renata took
shape.1% Living and traveling abroad in the summer of 1908, she
wrote to Briusov from Italy: “I wish to die . . . so that you will copy
Renata’s death from me, so as to be the model of the splendid last
chapter.” 197 A few months later she described to him her visit to
Cologne, where she lay on the cathedral fioor “like that Renata
whom you created and later forgot and ceased to love” and where
she “relived all our life minute by minute.” % Briusov's Renata
had become her true identity. Sometime during or just after the
First World War, years she spent in Rome, Petrovskaia became a
Catholic. She wrote to Khodasevich: “My new and secret name,
written somewhere in the unerasable scrolls of St. Peter’s is—
Renata.”1%9

Much as she admired and delighted in The Fiery Angel, Petrov-
skaia could hardly have overlooked its covert polemic with the
Przybyszewskian vision. Yet if she chose to see the unhappy, be-
witched, and bewitching Renata as a tribute, the novel gave ample
grounds. From the moment when the stalwart but somewhat
stolid and pedantic soldier of fortune Ruprekht finds Renata
in a state of diabolic possession, he is lifted to another plane.
This is a woman such as he had “read about only in books,” if
that. The Latin dedication to his history (translated by Briusov)
pays tribute to this fact, as well as to the heroine: “Not to any
of the famous people lauded in the arts and sciences, but to
you, radiant, mad, unhappy woman, who loved much and per-
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ished from love, the author, as humble servant and true lover,
dedicates this true narrative.”"? Renata’s ecstatic but ambiguous
death, which obviated her sentence to burning, takes place in
his arms. But thereafter, much as he has suffered with and from
her, Ruprekht is able to gather his wits and make his escape. In
his closing paragraph, while swearing his unconquerable love for
Renata, Ruprekht wonders whether, given the choice, he would
relive the experience. Perhaps he would. “But with strict cer-
tainty I can here swear, before my conscience, never again to
give myself so blasphemously . . . into the power of one of God’s
creatures, no matter in how tempting a form that creature ap-
pears.” ''! Ruprekht now has other business, in the New World,
where further discoveries await.

The correspondence of Petrovskaia and Briusov in the years
between Saima and her final departure from Russia, in 1911, is
filled with complaints and misunderstandings on both sides. In
her letters she now rebuked, now challenged Briusov in language
very like that in her published writings. As S. S. Grechishkin and
A. V. Lavrov describe it, the style of her stories is so close to that
of her letters that her book without exaggeration can be called a
fictionalized diary.!2

Briusov’s letters form a saga in themselves. A thread running
through them leads directly from Saima to the final admission
that their two different life models could not coexist. In his letter
of June 10, 1906, he laid out some bones of contention between
them, several of which seem derived from her cult of Przybys-
zewski: her uninterest in his current artistic concerns, her disdain
for literary artistry and her overemphasis on the artist’s idea,
her maneuvers to bring all conversations back to the subject of
their love.!'* Some two years later he made his position abun-
dantly clear: the experiment is over, finally and definitively. He
cannot offer her the kind of love she requires. Instead he offers
something higher: “the divine closeness of two souls, similar and
separate, united and distinct, blended in one and forever unfused”
(emphasis mine)."'* No clearer rejection of the Przybyszewskian
androgyne could be imagined. A short time later he dismissed
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another of her earlier Przybyszewskian inspirations. Trying ear-
nestly to persuade Petrovskaia to rethink her future, he wrote:
death, murder—all that is in the past. The browning revolver
from “our famous days” is now only a symbol. The question now
is “how to live.” 115

Petrovskaia came reluctantly to admit that she had two ene-
mies within Briusov: his need to retain his domestic ties (no
matter how he abused them) and his single-hearted devotion to
his art. The former she treated with scorn, the latter with grudg-
ing admiration. In key with the milieu in which they functioned,
she conceived of the struggle between herself and him as a clash
of worldviews: her Przybyszewskian erotic-androgynous utopia
against his life-expanding, nonutopian vision in which art played
the central role. Much later, when her Przybyszewskian faith was
no longer in evidence, she still protested what she saw as his total
sacrifice of all the human elements in his life to art. And to the
very end she believed that Briusov had taken the lesser way, re-
fusing to fulfill his spiritual potential. For she remembered him
always as a man of “bottomiess spiritual depths.” 16

Vladimir Solov'ev’s erotic utopia, developed in “The Mean-
ing of Love,” with its patently religious base, inspired theory
and practice in what may be called high Symbolist culture. The
models of love derived from Solovev are reviewed in Olga
Matich’s essay in this volume. Przybyszewski’s was yet another
manifestation of that ethos, though including other sources. But,
though his writings were known, read, even translated in the
“higher culture,” the aura of Decadence surrounding both the
man and his works seemingly disqualified his utopian model
from serious consideration there. Moreover, that model was less
intellectually coherent and fastidious than Solov'ev’s. Both phi-
losophies offered the androgyne as the ultimate goal of mankind,
but Przybyszewski stressed the dark side of the road of attain-
ment, which is “love.” As he explained in his foreword to Sons
of Earth, love “is the unrestrainable striving . . . toward the full
merging of the two sexes so that the human race may be en-
nobled and reach Perfection.” But the goal and the means, he
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warned, are in painful contradiction: “In the name of that love
and that striving toward Perfection, man suffers, labors, torments
himself, struggles, kills, and the result of this is progress and the
perfection of the human race.”'"” This dark and tortuous way is
the only route, and in fact the ultimate cleansing, transforming
step requires a miracle.

Przybyszewski’s critics called his writings an invitation to un-
bridled indulgence and vice. Others, presumably like Nina
Petrovskaia, found his words to correspond to their life experi-
ence and grasped at the glimmer of hope they found there.
Thus in the more broadly based culture where Symbolism and
Decadence mingled, and where Nina Petrovskaia, for all her
aspirations, had her place, the Przybyszewski variant was not
only acceptable but welcome. In many ways Petrovskaia was an
“average” member of the culture, of modest talents and undis-
tinguished attainments, but thoroughly au courant and fashion-
ably notorious. In other ways—in intensity, in commitment, in
honesty, in tenacity—she was clearly exceptional. She went to un-
believable extremes, yet she was “typical.” Przybyszewski offered
to such individuals both solace and a sense of participation in the
higher strivings of their culture. That she played a woman’s role
in the Symbolist milieu is no doubt significant.

Briusov’s position in high Symbolist culture was always marked
by ambiguity. His early relations with both Bely and Blok fea-
tured a misunderstanding of his artistic and philosophical posi-
tion and a tendency on Blok’s part, at least, to seek parallels
between Briusov and Solov'ev that led to unwarranted conclu-
sions.!'® Blok saw both as seers privy to secrets of the contempo-
rary soul and bearers of new visions. He and Bely soon looked to
Briusov to assume leadership of Symbolism in the theurgic direc-
tion inspired by Solov'ev’s ideas. Briusov assiduously corrected
what he saw as a misconception. Moreover, he insisted on the
freedom of art from ideological commitment. Ultimately these
issues converged in the “crisis of Symbolism” debate in 1g10.11?

However, the fundamental disagreement that has always been
discernible between Briusov and the other major Symbolists may
come down to the question of utopia. The mystical belief in life-
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creation and life-transformation that was central to the main
branch of Symbolist culture was totally alien to Briusov. This
was 50 not because, as is sometimes thought, mysticism itself was
alien to him: his veneration for art might indeed be called mys-
tical. Thus he resented and rejected the notion put forward by
Bely and Viacheslav Ivanov that art, once its transforming task
was completed, will disappear into a life that has become art. As
Briusov viewed it, art is no mere instrument but a cosmic reality.
It is the eternal and ever expanding universe refracted in the
soul of the artist and embodied-—incarnated—in his medium.
As Irina Paperno notes in her essay, the principle of incarna-
tion that, in its mystical sense, was for Bely the foundation of
Symbolist art was for Briusov devoid of theological connotations.
The eschatological dimension had no place in his vision. 1f the
universe—spiritual, physical, moral—eternally unfolds, so must
art. Neither it nor the artist, whose soul must at every instant be
open to its messages, may submit to closure. The notion of utopia
is incompatible with such a vision.

But the utopian vision was fundamental to the followers of
Solov’ev. It also was fundamental to the beliefs of those who saw
in Przybyszewski more than sensationalism. Nina Petrovskaia was
clearly one of the latter, though she had earlier tried to join the
former. The experiment on Lake Saima may have failed not only
because of two unsuited temperaments but finally because of two
clashing life-models based in two fundamentally opposed visions
of reality.



Six

Viacheslav Ivanov: From Aesthetic
Theory to Biographical Practice

MICHAEL WACHTEL

iacheslav Ivanov occupies a secure place in Russian literary

history as the leading theoretician of the Symbolist move-
ment. This reputation, while undoubtedly justified, has led to a
one-sided reception of his work. Ivanov’s theoretical essays have
continually attracted critical attention while his poetry has been
accorded a secondary position. Biographical materials (diaries,
letters, etc.) constitute the most neglected area of Ivanov’s legacy.
Many scholars appear to share a tacit assumption that personal
documents contribute little toward understanding such a “cere-
bral” figure. Yet, in the Symbolist context, all facets of a writer’s
life have relevance to his work. Ivanov’s biographical writings,
no exception in this regard, are fundamentally linked to both his
theoretical work and his poetry.

The dearth of studies that integrate Ivanov’s life and work
in a meaningful way can be partially attributed to a paucity of
sources.! The vast majority of Ivanov’s personal writings remain
unpublished and inaccessible. The present emphasis, on a single
period in Ivanov’s life (19o7—10), has been dictated in part by
the availability of a number of “personal” documents from these
years. Yet this pragmatic reason alone neither explains nor jus-
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tifies the emphasis. The period under consideration marked the
height of Ivanov’s fascination with zhiznetvorchestvo, the Symbol-
ist longing to fuse life and literature. These years also coincide
with the ideological culmination of the entire Symbolist move-
ment. Afterwards, the so-called “crisis of Symbolism” hastened
the disintegration of the movement as such.

Between 1907 and 1910, Ivanov produced two major theoreti-
cal essays, “Two Elements in Contemporary Symbolism” (“Dve
stikhii v sovremennom simvolizme,” 19o8) and “The Testaments
of Symbolism” (“Zavety simvolizma,” 1g910). Originally written
as lectures, they can be considered belated manifestos, intended
to clarify basic Symbolist positions. In the retrospective “Testa-
ments of Symbolism,” Ivanov declared: “[Russian] Symbolism did
not want to be and could not be ‘only art.’ "2 This terse statement
expressed a central tenet of Symbolist thought: the insuthiciency
of aesthetics. According to Ivanov, art was inextricably linked to
all aspects of human endeavor. Symbolism should therefore seek
to transcend the merely aesthetic and act upon life itself.* Such
a goal not only claimed for the artist a position of utmost promi-
nence and even responsibility but also necessitated a redefinition
of traditional notions of art.

Ivanov was by no means the first to make such grandiose
claims for Symbolism. However, he went further than most of
his coevals in offering a consistent philosophical grounding for
his slogans. Following Vladimir Solov’ev, he embraced the notion
of “theurgy,” which called upon the artist to “re-create existing
reality” (peresozdat’ sushchestvutushchuiu deistvitel'nost’).* “Theur-
gic art” had radical implications, yet Ivanov, in the theoretical
writings, kept his discussion within carefully defined parameters.
In “Two Elements in Contemporary Symbolism,” he offered his
strictest delineation of this concept: “We think that the theurgic
principle in art is the principle of the least force and the most
receptivity. The highest testament of the artist is not to impose
his own will on the surface of things, but to see through and
spread the word of the secret will of essences.”® Ivanov stressed
the necessity of transformation, but only in response to a certain
transcendental imperative. Indeed, Ivanov’s entire philosophical
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system was predicated on the existence of an omnipresent ob-
Jective truth. By demanding that the artist recognize this truth
and change the world accordingly, Ivanov left no room for the
subjective will of the individual artist.

Ivanov’s theurgy was thus not as radical as it may at first
appear. It was essentially a theory of discovery, not invention
Condemning subjectivity (which he called “idealism”), he praised
instead a “fidelity to things” (in his own terminology, “realism").
Since divine will cannot ordinarily be verified empirically, Iva-
nov attributed to the artist special abilities of perception. He ac-
cepted the possibility of mystical experience and coined the term
“mystical realism” to designate (approvingly) this basic creative
impulse.?

On a theoretical level, these ideas are consistent and under-
standable (once the reader accustoms himself to Ivanov’s pen-
chant for creating idiosyncratic terminology)# Yet Ivanov did
not conceive of his work as being purely theoretical. In addition
to elaborating a philosophical system, he sought to offer practi-
cal guidelines. In “The Testaments of Symbolism,” he discussed
the “thesis” of Russian Symbolism, emphasizing the necessity for
theory and practice: “Artists were confronted with the problem of
completely incarnating in their life as well as in their work (abso-
lutely in the ‘agon’ of life as in the ‘agon’ of work!) the worldview
of ‘mystical realism’ or (according to Novalis) the worldview of
‘magical idealism.’ ”®

This account of Symbolism rests on two important proposi-
tions. The first maintains the inseparability of life and work (in
a word, zhiznetvorchestvo). The second equates “mystical realism”
(Ivanov's own term) with “magical idealism” (Novalis’s celebrated
formulation). It is worth considering why the name Novalis ap-
pears in a crucial passage about Russian Symbolism. For Ivanov,
the phrase “magical idealism” was synonymous with the entirety
of Novalis’s thought.!? In a lecture of 19og, Ivanov stated: “Nova-
lis is that living [element] which ties us to Romanticism. . . . He calls
his worldview magical idealism. His ideal is a theurgic ideal.” ' By
defining “magical idealism” in terms of theurgy, Ivanov identifies
Novalis as a proto-Symbolist.
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To understand Ivanov’s fascination with Novalis, another fac-
tor must be considered: biography. Like the Symbolists, the
romantics strongly believed in the indivisibility of life and art.
For more than a century after Novalis’s death, numerous “biog-
raphers” consciously transformed his life into myth. The central
role in these life-dramas was played by Novalis’s fiancée, Sophie
von Kihn,'? whose early death inspired his greatest poetry
(“Hymns to the Night”) and, putatively, his death (from grief).!?
Such an account, possessing an undeniable appeal to the reading
public, glossed over several significant facts. To name only the
most salient: Novalis became engaged to ancther woman after
Sophie had passed away. The marriage to this second woman
never took place because of Novalis’s own death (of tuberculo-
sis, not grief). Such details lessened the romantic effect of the
Novalis legend and were therefore played down or completely
ignored.* In Ivanov’s time these mystifications stll represented
the reigning tendency in scholarship.

Ivanov, who suffered the unexpected death of his own beloved
(his second wife, Lidiia Dmitrievna Zinov'eva-Annibal) in Octo-
ber 1go7, was clearly attracted by the image of a poet devastated
by the death of his great love. It is noteworthy that the first ex-
plicit references to Novalis in Ivanov’s work occur in 1go8 (*Two
Elements”). In 1gog, Ivanov’s fascination led him to translate
Novalis’s entire significant poetic output. In a lecture he gave
shortly afterwards, Ivanov summarized Novalis’s biography, re-
peating the traditional legend: “After the death of his fiancée he
spent the remainder of his life in grief for her and in the joy
of meetings, when it seemed to him that she was with him.”'s
Whether Ivanov was aware of the inaccuracy of this statement
is of little consequence.!® What is crucial is the fact that this de-
scription of Novalis’s existence after Sophie’s death accurately
depicts Ivanov’s own state in 19og.

In the years that followed Lidiia’s death, Ivanov went through
a prolonged period of grief. During this time, his literary output
consisted of programmatic and theoretical essays, two books of
poetry—Love and Death (Liubov’ : smert) and Rosarium, which were
eventually published as the second part of Cor Ardens (1g12)—
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and the Novalis translations. In addition, Ivanov produced a
number of curious biographical writings. These include diaries,
which he kept intermittently; many short and mysterious jottings
{mostly written in Latin and addressed to Lidiia); and letters to
the mystic Anna Rudolfovna Mintslova (which have survived only
in fragmentary form). In all of these writings (with the partial
exception of the essays), lvanov’s energies were directed toward
a single goal: reunification with Lidiia. The notion of theurgy,
so carefully elaborated in the essays, becomes central not only in
the poetry, but also in the biographical writings. The miserable
state of Ivanov’s own existence, as it were, forced him to try his
hand at zhiznetvorchestvo,

The contrast between literary and biographical writings re-
quires explanation. For present purposes, one central distinction
should be considered: “literary” texts are produced for publica-
tion, while their “biographical” counterparts are intended for a
select audience or, conceivably, for no one except the author him-
self. In terms of style and artistic organization, these two types
of texts can be remarkably similar. Like the Symbolists in gen-
eral, Ivanov actively sought to dissolve the dividing line between
personal and public genres. Victor Zhirmunsky’s description of
German romanticism is in this respect entirely applicable to Rus-
sian Symbolism:

The letters of the Romantic poets bear a remarkable resemblance to
their creative works. Not only because their works are characterized by
psychological naturalism and not simply because these poets wish their
works to be a poetic diary of their experiences, but also because in
their letters, experience is already stylized in accordance with a liter-
ary model. Life and poetry come together; the poet’s life resembles his
verses.!?

Ivanov’s biographical writings, like the romantics’ letters, rely on
the same principles as the author’s published work.

Before examining biographical writings from the period im-
mediately after Lidiia’s death, it will be helpful to turn to a work
Ivanov wrote many years later about this period. Though the
piece was originally part of a letter of 1939, Ivanov himseif chose
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to publish it as a separate essay in 1946 under the title “An Echo”
(“Ein Echo™).18

It was about thirty years ago: some stars had just became visible on the
twilight sky when we sailed out of a mountain ravine onto the coastline
of the Black Sea. There I perceived, amidst the chatter of my travel
companions, like a soft summons from my hidden tranquility—or was it
a spiritual echo of the distant sound of the waves?—some Latin words,
so unexpected that I at first could not grasp their meaning. Yet they
became all the more meaningful after deeper and deeper meditation.
Those words, which impressed on me with gentle insistence something
that I had somehow thought about earlier, possessed such a clear pal-
pableness that they had on me the effect of newly attained genuine
knowledge. “Quod non est debet esse; quod est debet fieri; quod fit
erit”"—these were the words. (“What is not, should be; what is, should
become; what becomes witl be.”}

True to my habit of shaping rhythmically what moves me deeply, 1
attempted to mount my secret jewel on the golden ring of a distich:

Quod non est, Pater esse iubet fierique creatum,
Spem iusso feri Spiritus afflat: “eris.” 19

The continuation of this passage (in which Ivanov replaces “be-
ing” with “beauty” and analyzes it in terms of Theodor Haecker’s
aesthetic theory) has no relevance o present concerns. How-
ever, the incident itself reveals salient elements of Ivanov’s own
theurgic ideal as well as his state of mind after Lidiia’s death.

The actual experience Ivanov records can be dated to 1go8.20
Taken at face value, the passage illustrates Ivanov’s notion of
theurgy based on maximum receptivity. The poet, in the midst of
a magnificent natural scene, hears a voice apparently inaudible
to his companions.?! This voice expresses in essence the ideal
of zhiznetvorchestvo—it prophesies change, promising existence
for what does not yet exist. Ivanov’s activity is limited to giving
poetic form to this message (putting the jewel into the appro-
priate setting, according to the metaphor he supplies). He thus
remains true to his own artistic ideal; rather than forcing his sub-
Jective will onto nature, he observes and spreads an insight that
originates in nature.

To a reader familiar with the larger context of Ivanov’s work,
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the “echo” motif calls forth a number of important associations.
Ivanov’s first collection of verse, published in 19og, contains a
metapoetic poem called “The Alpine Horn™ (“Alpiiskii rog™),
which concludes with the line, “Blessed is he who hears the song
and the echo.”?? This poem serves as the epigraph for a later
essay entitled “Thoughts on Symbolism” (“Mysli o simvolizme,”
1912), where Ivanov expounds a theory of Symbolist poetry
based on his own conception of echo.2? Ivanov contends that the
true poet must force his audience to respond not in unison but
in counterpoint: “If my listener is only a mirror, only an echo . . .
then I am not a symbolist poet.”2 In short, Ivanov conceives of
Symbolism as a process through which a poetic impulse inspires
a complementary echo in the audience .25

On first glance, “An Echo™ seems simply another variant on
this metapoetic theme. Yet a number of elements differentiate
it from both “The Alpine Horn” and “Thoughts on Symbol-
ism.” The title itself poses an immediate interpretive problem.
The “echo” apparently refers to the mysterious Latin phrase that
Ivanov overhears, but does it express a transcendent truth or
Ivanov’s own convictions? In other words, is the echo’s source
external (the objective truth in which the Symbolists so firmly
believed) or internal (the poet’s personal credo)? Ivanov himself
makes no effort to resolve this ambiguity: the voice was “like a
soft summons from my hidden tranquility~—or was it a spiritual
echo of the distant sound of the waves?”? One might seek to
reconcile these alternatives by invoking Ivanov’s beloved concept
of “anamnesis,” the Platonic doctrine that external knowledge
resides “a priori” within every individual. Yet even “anamnesis”
cannot explain why the Latin language is required to transmit
transcendent truth. If this voice truly originates in a world be-
yond, why should it speak Latin? Does the transcendent com-
municate only with those who have had the benefit of a rigorous
classical education???

The message itself demands closer scrutiny: “What is not,
should be; what is, should become; what becomes will be.” What
is it that “should be"? Everything that is not? Should the poet
await further instructions before attempting to interpret these
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cryptic words? Such questions remain unanswered. In turning
the statement into a distich, Ivanov creates his own idiosyncratic
echo. Although he claims merely to give the voice poetic form,
he actually expands considerably on the original. He adds mysti-
cal/religious actants (“Pater,” “Spiritus”) and, in the pentameter
line, a new concept: a spirit breathing hope. This image, a rep-
resentation of “Inspiration” in its most direct sense (the word is
etymologically derived from the Latin ¢nspirare, “to breathe into”)
evokes a traditional literary topos, absent in the original state-
ment.

There is no need to decide whether Ivanov’s experience was a
“mystical imtiation” 28 or an instance of self-delusion. It is encugh
to recognize several details that make the scene paradigmatic for
Ivanov’s life and work in the period after Lidiia’s death. First and
foremost, “An Echo” assumes the possibility of contact with the
transcendent world. Ivanov frequently posited the existence of
this world in his theoretical essays; indeed, it forms an essential
tenet of Symbolist (and all Neoplatonic) thought. Yet “An Echo”
is not written as philosophical hypothesis; it claims to be a record
of actual experience (a scene from the “real life” of Viacheslav
Ivanov). A second crucial element is the other world’s reliance on
Latin. Foreign languages, used frequently in Ivanov's writings,
often obtain a symbolic function in this period. They signal an
epiphany, Ivanov’s temporary escape from his immediate (Rus-
sian) surroundings.® Finally, one should note that the contact
with this other world is directly linked to theurgy, the need to
create “what is not,” or, in other words, to transform what is.

After the death of Lidiia, Ivanov’s desire to achieve contact
with the world beyond gained special urgency. He was convinced
that his wife had become a part of the transcendent world and,
therefore, that it should be possible to communicate with her. For
expert spiritual guidance in these matters, he turned to Anna
Rudolfovna Mintslova. Mintslova, a devotee of occultism, is one
of the most enigmatic and eccentric figures of the period.* She
appears to have lived in a fantasy world of her own creation,
touching base with reality only long enough to post letters and
telegrams, an activity she performed with the same indefatigable
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fanaticism that she brought to her mystical endeavors. Her volu-
minous letters to Ivanov begin before Lidiia’s death and continue
until 1910, when she disappeared from Moscow, never to be
seen or heard from again. These letters concern mystical top-
ics and, in the early period, often summarize Rudolf Steiner’s
lectures (without acknowledgment). In the years after Lidiia’s
death, the letters become more frequent and less coherent. For
example, Mintslova’s side of the correspondence from January 1—-
22, 1908, covers g9 pages®! On January 21, she seems to have
set a personal record by sending Ivanov three letters (notated
as “morning,” “afternoon,” and “night,” respectively) and two
telegrams. The contents as well as the quantity of these writings
offer ample evidence that Mintslova was not entirely sane. Yet
her considerable influence on Ivanov cannot be disputed. Evge-
niia Gertsyk, who spent the summer of 1908 with both of them,
testifies to this in her memoirs.?2 Moreover, in a series of letters
to Mintslova, Ivanov addressed her as “dear teacher” (dorogoi
uchitel’), and the tone as well as the subject matter was obviously
serious. These fragmentary letters were written over a two-week
span in January, most probably in 190833 They record Ivanov’s
efforts, through occult means, to rejoin Lidiia.

The following passage, dated “The night of January 26” and
quoted in its entirety, can be considered representative:

Breve aevum separatum
Longum aevum coniugatum

In honorem Domini

Quidquid terram est perpessum
Veniet tua [vi]ta fessum

In dies sacramini.3t

Dear teacher, here is a Latin poem in medieval style that 1 just heard
from Her during midnight prayer, when 1 conversed with Her, and She
consoled me in separation, responding to my request “Take me” with
the words “I am already taking you”—and 1 felt that She was Rlling my
soul with herself and proclaiming “Let it be your will.”35

It should be emphasized that this letter could not have been
conceived as an elaborate literary hoax. Ivanov never made any
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attempt to publish it. On the contrary, its very survival must be
considered fortuitous since it was not among the papers Ivanov
took with him when he left Russia in 1g24. Yet Ivanov reports
such unusual “realia” in such a stylized manner that he forces the
reader to understand the letter as a literary text (which, strictly
speaking, it is not).>®

For all of its peculiarities, this passage bears an obvious resem-
blance to the roughly contemporaneous scene described in “An
Echo.” In one sense, Ivanov appears even more “receptive” in his
letter than in the essay. In “An Echo,” he heard a Latin statement
and gave it verse form. This time Ivanov hears a Latin poem
derectly. (Ever the scholar, he momentarily interrupts his mystical
revelation to make a formal observation—that the poem is medi-
eval in style.) Ivanov presumably does not know the speaker of
the Latin words in “An Echo.” In the letter to Mintslova, how-
ever, he immediately recognizes the voice as that of his recently
deceased wife, While Ivanov expresses his individual will (“Take
me”), his desire appears to be in complete harmony with that of
Lidiia (as reflected in her response: “I am already taking you™).

Both passages describe contact with a world beyond. “An
Echo” takes place at twilight, the border between day and night.
The present scene occurs at midnight, traditionally the time of
mystical experience?? Once again, Latin serves as the medium
through which the world beyond communicates.3® In both cases,
the transcendent voice promises to transform reality. Yet there is
a crucial difference. While the “echo” expresses a general philo-
sophical statement, Lidiia’s words specifically concern Ivanov.

Did Ivanov truly experience an epiphany (theurgy as recep-
tivity), or did he create this vision in accordance with his own
needs (theurgy as an expression of subjective will)? Rather than
answering this question directly, it will be helpful to turn to Olga
Deschartes’s description of this same incident:

Once in the winter of 1908, V.1 sat at his desk, busy with his usual work.
Suddenly he heard a voice, slowly and clearly pronouncing some Latin
words. Without attempting to understand them, he started to write them
down. The voice dictated in a monotone, steadily, and then became
silent. V.I. read what he had written down:—verses.
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BREVE AEVUM SEPARATUM
LONGUM AEVUM CONIUGATUM

IN HONOREM DOMINI

QUISQUIS TERRAM EST PERPESSUS
VENIET TUA VITA FESSUS

IN DIES SACRAMINIL.?9

This version, presumably transmitted by Ivanov himself, contains
a number of departures from the original text. Most striking are
the omissions: Deschartes mentions neither Mintslova (Ivanov’s
“dear teacher”) nor Lidiia. The substitutions are also noteworthy.
Ivanov, no longer conversing with the dead or reciting midnight
prayers, is involved in mundane activities, utterly unprepared for
the revelation that occurs.

The difference between these two versions reflects more than
a desire to portray Ivanov in a less peculiar light. (Had this been
the intention, the entire scene could have been omitted.) Des-
chartes’s account rewrites the letter to Mintslova in order to align
Evanov’s biography with his philosophy. By depicting a poet who
suddenly and unexpectedly confronts the transcendent, it “cor-
rects” the original version, in which the poet forces this confron-
tation. Ivanov appears as the astonished recipient of transcen-
dent knowledge, a striking contrast to the letter, where he eagerly
participates in occult practices. Attentive editing (whether on the
part of Ivanov or Deschartes is secondary) thus brings the entire
scene within the parameters of Ivanov’s discussion of theurgy.

The significance of the mysterious Latin verses extends be-
yond the issue of theurgy to the question of genre. Their prom-
ise of a long reunification after a short separation has obvious
relevance to Love and Death, the fourth book of Cor Ardens. In
this book, a poetic protagonist, bereft of his beloved, repeat-
edly strives to overcome the separation caused by death. The link
between “Breve aevum separatum” and Cor Ardens is both the-
matic and intertextual. The same Latin poem appears—without
attribution and with minor textological changes—as the first of
two stanzas that open Love and Death*® Ivanov further accentu-
ated the significance of these verses by concluding Cor Ardens
with Mikhail Kuzmin’s musical setting of this same Latin poem.
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The midnight prayers (a “biographical” text) thus left a palpable
trace in Ivanov’s poetry (“literary” work). However, Ivanov sup-
plied no commentary to these verses—their supernatural origin
remains a mystery to the reader of Cor Ardens.

The 19og diaries offer a wealth of supplementary material
for an investigation of Ivanov’s theurgic practice. In this quintes-
sentially Symbolist document, quotidian reality mixes freely with
dreams, visions, and personal intrigue. A knowledge of Ivanov’s
theoretical positions often clarifies specific diary entries. For ex-
ample, on August 10, 19og, Ivanov writes, “Kuzmin continues to
play Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony. During the last movement,
one felt the closeness and almost the voice of Lidiia.”# The mys-
tical role attributed to music in much Symbolist theory renders
this event less surprising than it might otherwise be. Yet this pas-
sage has a more specific referent; in his philosophy of art, Ivanov
accorded a privileged place to Beethoven’s setting of Schiller’s
“Ode to Joy.” As early as 1904, in The Hellenic Religion of the
Suffering God (Ellinskaia religiia stradaiuschchego boga), he lauded
Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony for re-creating in modern times
the spirit of the Dionysian dithyramb.®? Ivanov understood Dio-
nysian myth as a paradigm of death and resurrection (death not
as an end but as a means of rebirth). It thus becomes consis-
tent that the modern equivalent of the dithyramb should “res-
urrect” Lidiia. In regard to the diary entry, one must ultimately
question the theurgic power of Beethoven’s music since Ivanov’s
experience appears overdetermined by his prior philosophical
convictions.

In the diaries, communicaticn from beyond the grave takes
various forms. Lidiia appears in dreams, as an apparition, and
as a disembodied voice, and even makes her own diary entries
(marked by a change of handwriting and a disregard for punc-
tuation marks and word boundaries). She frequently uses for-
eign languages, primarily Latin and Italian, and invariably con-
cludes her message with the Italian phrase ora ¢ sempre (“now and
always”), These words have strong religious overtones since they
conclude a number of Italian prayers.® In addition, they have
direct relevance to Ivanov’s poetry. In Love and Death, this phrase
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serves as the epigraph to the introductory sonnet of the cycle
“The Blue Veil” (“Goluboi Pokrov”).** The poem itself is framed
by these words. It begins with the line “Byl Ora-Sem pre tainyi
nash obet” (“Ora-Sempre was our secret vow") and ends with
“Sempre, slyshish’>—Slyshu. Ora” (“Sempre, do you hear?—
I hear. Ora”). In this poem, as in the earlier texts, a foreign
language signals communication with a transcendent realm. In
the context of the poem, the phrase’s eschatological implica-
tions stand out. The joining of sempre and ora corresponds to
the synthesis of the momentary (mig) and the eternal (vechnost’).
Once again, there is an intertextual relationship between a bio-
graphical document (the diaries) and the literature (the poetry).
Lidiia's cryptic “signature” (ora e sempre) appears to be the sub-
text for a poem about mystical experience. In short, a phrase
with fundamental autobiographical significance becomes an in-
tegral part of a poetic text. While a knowledgeable reader of the
poem may recognize the phrase’s religious dimension and even
vaguely sense its autobiographical implications, he cannot pos-
sibly understand its full theurgic significance. In the biographical
writings, the phrase testifies to Ivanov's conviction that he and
his wife have triumphed over death.

This intertextual connection adds a new dimension to Iva-
nov’s poetry. However, one could contend that such details are
superfluous. After all, poets frequently rewrite “personal” ex-
perience in their works. This criticism would perhaps be valid if
the interplay between biographical documents and literary texts
were limited to the level of subtextual echoes. In the case of Tva-
nov’s work, however, it extends to the most fundamental sphere
of his thought—the symbol. In 1908, Ivanov offered his most
precise definition of this crucial concept: “In different spheres
of consciousness the same symbol obtains different meaning. . . .
Like a ray of sunlight, the symbol cuts through all planes of exis-
tence and all spheres of consciousness, signifying in each plane
different things, filling each sphere with a different meaning.”
According to Ivanov, a symbol is not tied to a single meaning, but
rather obtains a variety of significations depending on the “plane
of existence,” or what one could probably call the “context.”
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In Ivanov's poetry, the “burning heart” (or cor ardens) is one
of a relatively small number of fundamental symbols. Its most
obvious association is biblical {L.uke 24:32), where it connotes
religious fervor.*® When, in 1go6, Ivanov chose the image as the
title of his book, he seems to have had primarily this meaning
in mind. However, in the period after Lidiia’s death, the burn-
ing heart takes on additional significance. In a diary entry from
June 15, 1908, Ivanov records a dream: “I saw Lidiia with giant
swan's wings. In her hands she held a burning heart, of which
we both partook.”+” This scene, as Pamela Davidson has dem-
onstrated, has a literary antecedent. It parallels with astonishing
exactitude a passage from Dante’s Vita Nuova {New Life), a work
Ivanov knew intimately. In Dante, the burning heart serves as a
link between Dante (the poet) and Beatrice (his dead beloved).+#

The image of Dante and Beatrice, joined by a burning heart,
recalls the pairing of Ivanov and Lidiia, also joined by a burning
heart. Such an interpretation of the diary entry is supported by
other writings of the period. In the dedication to Cor Ardens, writ-
ten after Lidiia’s death, Ivanov depicts both himself and Lidiia
in terms of this very image. He speaks of his own “burning
heart” (plamenetushchee serdtse) and Lidiia’s “fiery heart” (ognennoe
serdtse).

A similar usage can be found in extremely obscure biographi-
cal writings. Among Ivanov’s papers in the Lenin Library there
are 83 manuscript pages (written mainly in Latin) of what ap-
pears to be automatic writing.#¥ As in the letters to Mintslova, 1va-
nov notes the month and day but not the year. Internal evidence
strongly suggests that these jottings date from this same period.
They are clearly connected to the automatic writing found in the
diaries, often repeating key words and phrases (for example, ora
e sempre). Like the letters and diaries, they record communication
between Ivanov and Lidiia. The entry from August 7 contains
the following assertion: “ardor cordis signum victoriae nostrae”
(“the heart’s flame is the sign of our victory”). Since ardor cordis
is immediately recognizable as a variant of cor ardens, it becomes
evident that a literary symbol has obtained personal significance.
It is now a “sign of our victory,” presumably over death.
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The burning heart i1s ubiquitous in Ivanov’s work of this
period. With each use, the image gains symbolic weight. Simul-
taneously, it acquires an increasing degree of “reality” since it is
inextricably linked to the mystical experiences in Ivanov’s per-
sonal life. This process is most clearly illustrated when the same
burning heart finds its way into the Novalis translations. As has
been suggested, Ivanov’s sudden interest in Novalis in the period
immediately following Lidiia’s death was conditioned as much by
biography as by poetry. Like the work of Dante and Petrarch (the
obvious literary models for lvanov’s Love and Death), Novalis's
poetry mourns the death of a beloved woman. In his extraordi-
narily free renditions of Novalis, Ivanov rewrote his own bitter
experience of loss.* Although the image of a burning heart is
foreign to Novalis’s poetry, it creeps into Ivanov’s translations five
times. A single example should suffice to demonstrate the phe-
nomenon. In the concluding stanzas of the fifth of the “Hymns to
the Night” (“Hymnen an die Nacht”), Novalis writes of the path
to eternal life: “Von innrer Glut geweitet/Verklirt sich unser
Sinn.” (“Broadened by an inner glow/Qur sense is transfigured”).
These lines, admittedly obscure, would challenge any translator.
Yet Ivanov sidesteps the dithculties by ignoring Novalis's imagery
and substituting his own. He writes: “I serdtsa plamen’ tlennyi/
Griadushchego zalog” (“And the perishable flame of the heart/
Is the pledge of the future”). Novalis's text might allow for an
image of an internal fire (Von innrer Glut), but it contains no sug-
gestion of a heart. In the “Hame of the heart,” one immediately
recognizes Ivanov’s cor ardens. Furthermore, Ivanov interprets
his own addition, stating that the burning heart is a “pledge of
the future.” Novalis's poetry is thus subsumed as part of Ivanov’s
own personal symbolic system. Ivanov the translator, like Ivanov
the theurgist, clearly oversteps the boundary of objectivity. The
burning heart, first an image of religious fervor, then a sign of
personal victory, now becomes a promise of immortality. These
significations are not mutually exclusive, but neither are they
identical.

The hermeneutic implications of this phenomenon are con-
siderable. In Ivanov’s theory and practice, the symbol is a dy-
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narnic concept. Each new appearance modifies or broadens pre-
vious meanings. To understand the full significance of Ivanov’s
symbols, it is necessary to trace their usage through all of his
writings. As the example of the burning heart indicates, Iva-
nov’s practice does not distinguish between personal texts, lyric
poetry, and translations from another poet. All genres of Iva-
nov’s writings, whether biographical or literary, constitute parts
of a single, indivisible Symbolist text.

In his writings from the period after Lidiia's death, Ivanov
seeks to annul any distinction between the personal and poetic
spheres. Moreover, Ivanov’s very behavior from this period—in-
sofar as it can be reconstructed from the biographical writings—
demonstrates the consequent application of this same principle.
Yet this expansion of the symbol’s sphere of infiuence, this co-
incidence of the personal and the literary, occurs at the expense
of Ivanov’s theurgic ideal. While Ivanov’s theoretical statements
demand maximum receptivity from the artist, his other works
exemplify a more subjective view of the creative process. The
years 1go7—10 mark an atypical, particularly tragic chapter in
Ivanov’s biography. Nevertheless, his writings from this period
represent an organic development of (and not a rupture from)
his previous work 5!

From a post-Symbolist standpoint, the behavior that accompa-
nied the Symbolists’ atternpts to join life and art appears eccen-
tric, at times even ridiculous. Yet this behavior cannot be ignored,
for it forms part of a larger pattern. The Symbolists' biographies
warrant critical attention because they offer the modern reader
access to the movement’s fundamental beliefs.
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The Legacy of the Symbolist
Aesthetic Utopia: From Futurism
to Socialist Realism

IRINA GUTKIN

Futurists as “the New Men of the New Life”

By the early 1910, when the decline of the Symbolist move-
ment had become apparent to its own members as well as to
outsiders, new aesthetic trends were appearing in the form of
diverse groups and loose associations. Members of this new gen-
eration of the artistic avant-garde, who eventually became known
under the name “Futurists,” fostered aesthetic tastes that stood
in pointed contrast to the work of their Symbolist predecessors.

Indeed, a cursory comparison between eccentric_futurists—
irreverently mischievous and loudly !pwgol(ntnt—and their prede-
cessors, the Symbolists, those erudite mystics and refined aes-
thetes, is bound to evoke an image of striking dlsmmllan[y that
would seem to preclude further analogy. In fact, the Futurists
themselves deliberately emphasized this contrast. The Futurists’

_Eaﬂx mamfestos as - we]l as~somemof lhf:u‘ workmarﬁ rife. wuh

and overt invectives were almed_ at the notion of the e eternal femi-
nine, Argonautism, and other ‘ftenets dear to the Symbolists. To
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give but one example, in their “opera” Victory over the Sun (Pobeda
nad solntsem, 1914) the Futurists, portrayed as silachi—titanic ath-

letes or supermen or sorts—bury the sun in apparent negation
of the Symbolist worship of that symbol. According to Mikhail
Matiushin, the author of the opera’s musical score, Futurists thus
proclaimed the “vietoryover. the_old accepted concept of the

strategy worked to obscure an array “of afﬁmtles “that | the new

generation of visual and verbal experimental artists shared with

the aesthetic ideologies of the Symbolist generation.

! Like the Symbolists, the Futurists were informed by a sense of

— 'impending crisis and of the imminent advent of an ideal v;;o;Id
Consequently, their experiments centéted o ttie creation of new
 forms, anticipatory of the future life; The Futurist avant-garde,

{ ! in its early perlod was possessed by an all-pervasive revolu:

| tionary urge to vnolence and destriction, 1t was this spirit that
] prevailed over cONStructivé aesthé‘t‘t”%tfﬁfé’thmctﬁé
i energy was applied to distortion of the customary static forms of
! representation and perception of reality. Like the Symbolists, the
} Futurists pitted themselves against the ways of the “old world.”
 They adopted a tactic whose main goal was épatage, and épater
le bourgeois was their slogan. However, from the point of view
of the Futurists, the Symbolists also belonged with the camp of
the “old” and the “bourgeois.” In comparison with the Symbol-
ists, the Futurists chose much louder and more public (i.e., con-
sciously less arcane and esoteric) ways to dramatize their actual
lives. The young Futurist avant-gardists were set on casting off
all conventions, and they deliberately offered their bohemian
whims for public display. Their.every action, from their manner
of dressing to the language of the mamfestos and the very covers

and paper.of ,thelr,publlcauon,,s was a.dellbe ate act of deﬁanceﬂ -
aimed at the rejection of the accepted forms pf li o
During 1912 and 1918, David Burliuk, Viadimir Maiakov-
sky, and several of their artistic friends of the Rayonist persua-
sion scandalized the public by appearing on a2 number of occa-_

sions with pamted faces In an interview entitled “Why We Are é——
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Painting Ourselves” (“Pochemu my raskrashivaemsia,” 1913), the
painter Mikhail Larionov, the Teader ofthe Rayomsts, and Illa
Zdanev1ch explamed this action in the followmg s words: T T

Thé new life Jequires a new commumty and a new way of propagauon :
Our self-painting is the first speech to have found unknown truths. ' !
have joined art to life. After the long isolation of the artist we :

have loudly summoned life and life has invaded art, it is time for art to, ! :
Jnvade life. The painting of faces is the beginning of the invasion.3 ;

In other words, more than a flouting of accepted standards, this
shocking behav1or announced an aesthetic program aimed at

subordi ife to art.
Sincd theater ws allotted a very special place in the Symbolist
theories o e of the future, for the early Futurists theater

became a preferred form of self-expression, which was informed
by the desire for a role in the creation of new forms of future life
and art. In the words of Aristarkh Leéntulov, who designed the
sets for Vladimir Maiakovsky’s eponymous “tragedy,” the poet
was expressing “utopian realism, a kind of dream of the new
life.”* At one gathering, pompously entitled the First All-Russian )
Congress of Singers of the Future’ both the “tm
Maiakousky and the “opera” Victory over the Sun were proclaimed
to be examples of the “theater of the future man.”¢ In Victor
Khlebnikov’s Prologue to the opera, a Futurist (Budetlianin) calls
the audience to take Futurist theater (sozertspg Budeslavl’) as a

—guide to the fantastic world of the future and speaks of the
theater as a transformational force (fogda-to sozertsavel’ 5&%}_51%0
brazhavi’).

Early Futurist manifestos, in spite of their declamatory rheto-
ric, often directed against Symbolism, show in their declarations
on the pature and role Wa kinship to Symbolist
..theories, Thus, Futurists emphasized the mythmaking proper-
ties of the word. They declared: “We consider the word to be
the creator of the myth; the word, as it dies, gives birth 1o a
myth and vice versa.”# Moreover, though they attacked the Sym-
bolists’ poetic groping for metaphysical truths, they nevertheless~

ascribed to the Futurist poet the power to create the human
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soundee‘$they proclalmed themselves “the new people of
“the new Tife ) A

Wh]le rejectmg the mimetic method and the decorative func-

tion_ of art Futurists upheld its futurological character, and
therefore Tecognized 4 cerrain. @Mm

arts They belicved that art ought to shgpe hﬁe._umh.rd_lgg human
behaVlor and psyche, in order to mold a “new man.” They pic-
tured themselves as the models for that new man, transgressing
in their experiments the borders between pers@
It is likely, then, that in deriding their predecessors, the Futurists
did not merely ridicule Symbolist aesthetic sensibilities, but also
sought to assert exclusive rights on the formation of the future.
Benedict Livshits, the chief memoirist of the Futurist move-
ment, acknowledged this fact. He pointed out that rejection of
a general doctrine made it easier for the Futurists (and also for
the Acmeists) to fight with “hefty, lumbering” Symbolism and “to
become a literary school.” ! However, it was much easier to de-
clare the “shattering of syntax,” or the creation of new words for
“the new people of the new life,” than “to put a solid theoreti-
cal foundation under these uncertain yearnings, and, in turn, it
was still immeasurably more difhcult than to make any a priori
constructs to justify the declarations by creative production.”?
The early Futurists applied much of their energy to tech-

niques with which to destroy or distort matter, forcing it to take a__
new fo form The. constructlve tendenc1cs th actuall u1ded these _

predommant a decade latér, in the 19205 After the Bolshevik

“Reévotution iy members of the Futurist avant-garde put them-
selves at the service of the new society striving to realize a utopian
vision of the future in the life of the new Soviet state.

“We Shall Build Our New World”: Who Is in
Charge of the Design?

Futurological perception of aesthetic endeavor was rooted in

a certain historical perspective, This historical perspective, pre-
vailing in Russian culture in the first decades of the twentieth
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century, can be called millenarian.”® From this point of view,
whatever the preferred scheme—be it Marxist (as interpreted by
Bogdanov and Lunacharsky, or Lenin and then Stalin) or Chris-
tian {as interpreted by Joachim of Fiore, Solov'ev, or Fedorov)—
it had its fount in the expectation of the imminent end of history
(more often than not perceived in terms of apocalyptic catas-
trophism) and in the consequent, if not downright immediate,
advent of the Millennium. The ideal future was construed as the
ideal society in which all hlstoncal _oppasites are reconciled and
‘that has been thus far the property of social anci]lterary utopias.
A millenarian conception of history allowed for the fluid eclec-
ticism characteristic of Russian intellectual life in the first two
decades of this century. In this cultural environment the doc-
trines of Vladimir Solovev and Karl Marx, Nikolai Fedorov and
Friedrich Nietzsche converged as compatlble and complimentary
“salvation schemes”—that is, agg_nga(‘hes.tothe common cause of
building the ultimate future life.'* This historical perspective in f

Y |
formed movemems—Symbohst Futurist, Marxist-communist— |

whose aesthetic sensibilities were otherwise very diverse. f{
If a millenarian conception of history served as the common
denominator in salvation schemes, the notion of what constitutes _
the active agent in the realization of salvauon mai-gé_ singled
out as the ideological factor that s separated them. Influenced by
Nletzscﬁe and Hhis idea that in modérn sociéty “God is dead, thie”
WEOV ev and sought a replace-

ment for absent metaphysncal authorlty—tﬁat 1§, a new religion,
Theyconsndere d 1.

he” | especally the EZZESFIE'indWL-!y_@.L
W@Med w1th th e higher prophetic PQEEH[I&[ |

Another trend, known as “god- building” (bogostmztel stvo}, also
twﬁ ‘from Nietzsche. Instead of a metaphysical
search for a new goau wever, the “god-builders™ in fact-etimi=-
nated the divine from their scheme by trans"férrmg the démiurgic -
‘functlon to the “human collective,” identified as the active égent

_in the creamlgpf uture rea]uy God- bu1ld1ng then can be con-
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sidered an attempt to fuse Marxism with Christianity, in that
the god-builders were willing to take from Christianity its sym-
bolic and mythological properties, reckoning that Marxist ideals
“would be better understood by the masses 11 presented Within
““thé Tamiliar Christian paradigm.> —”
¢_chief ideologuc of god-building, Alexander Bogdanov
(real name Malinovsky, 1873—1928), developed a coherent theory
of cultural evolution. His “organizational science”—a complex
theory that evolved over a period spanning two decades and
that lent itself to various interpretations 1‘5—-was from its incep-
tion intended as no less than_the science.of t 13

attempt to dlscover a structural law that would establish connec-

. e e R 1 £

.tuons among all the scietices:” To mbmlug rwin with Marx,

e A T

v1ewed world hlstory asa progress:on of orgamza.u_onal forms

ce”—iRat 15, of various ways that the “human col-
lective” has dev1sed 1o facilitate labor processes {understood by
Bogdaaov asa general struggle with nature and, consequently as
necessary for the survival of human kind).

Accordmg to Bogdanov, the monistic view of the universe that
re]ngmn—nmtna_]}y_a anmary Torcec of orgamzauon":"aﬁ?fe offered’

was gradually lost as the division of Jaber-and.specialization in
“abstract” sciences splimered knowledge into a multitude OI Hls

ized ma*cﬁme*mode of PI‘OduC[lOl’l, consmuted

ollectlve, the tlme had Come

estoration of tfle mtegra QOstlc vzew, on the new W syn-

“thetic basis that ] Bogdanov thought his techtology could pr0v1de

EBO@&QMH'MTMM £ m‘:m.ually that hA”

science could-be reatized only “in the -future.”) 2 His theory em-
phasized mastery over human biology and psychology with the
goal of creating a supreme human being fit to live in the ulti™
mate human collective.!® Inspired by ideas of leola1 Fedorov,

_he contended that science would soon ﬁnd ways (o make thls

" 21
est and least understood form of organlzauonal actlvuy Art’s

—d-lsmlctlvc potential for organization of the human-psyche-orwill,
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lies, he suggested, in the special kind of language that all arts
use. Essenitially, he argued, words e éoncepts and as such coii-
—stitute rudimentary meats of vrganization 2! Bogdanoy. defined .
-art as “language plus cognition.”? Hence, the axiological crite-
ria for the arts: art must not serve a decorative function; it must
both express and form the “collective perception of the world”
(kollektivnoe mirooshchushchenie).

Bogdanov’s “organizational science” was intended first of all
as a practical phllosophy “Techtology” (from the Greek tecton
“builder?) was expected to arm the builders of ultimate society
_with all-encompassing knowledge 2t After the Bolshevik Revolu-
uon . which was Bercelved as the mumph of the proletarlat Bog-

dq_rlgg s orgamzatlonal theory served as the theoretical ground
for the Proletarian Culture movement (Proletkul’ t)2 and the Sci-
entific Organization of Labor (nauchnaia organizatsiia truda, or
N.O.T.)* Lenin vehemently Criticized Bogdanov s theories pre-
cisely because he saw in them a dangerous rival. The Bolsheviks
frgetieral, and especially Lenin“Tecoghized ot ¢ power of ideas,”
which inevitably are conveyed through language.

The Bolshevik Revolution, which put forward the immedi-
ate task of constituting new culture, created a situation in which
the potential for both rivalry and cooperation between the Bol-
shevik power and artistic avant-garde could be realized. On the
one hand, shared orientation toward the ideal future carried a
potential for cooperation and distribution of labor in the com-
mon task of construction of the new reality. On the other hand,
different forces presented alternauve models of the “new man”

Lreremt force
as the leader in transf mmg rea _lty Moreover, Marxist revolu-
/—-M

tionaries, ulumately the Bolsheviks, considered themselves the
vanguard of the vanguard historical class, the holders of the
“true scientific knowledge” that enabled them to predict the his-
torical future. Therefore, they claimed the role of avatars of the
new man and political organizers of the “elemental” (stikhiinye)
and “unconscious” (nesoznatel’nye) masses. Afier the Bolshevik
Revolution the question of who would have the leadmg (;{E—m
" designing a new life beca ng a new life became paramount.—"

The acceptance of the revoliition by the artistic avant-garde
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was conditioned, among other things, by their millenarian con-
ception of history, which went hand in hand with apocalyptic
leanings. That is to say, while some cultural pundits focused on
the horror of the revolution and the fratricidal civil war, others
read the revolution as a sign of the advent of the new era, the be-
ginning of the expected Millennium. They shared the euphoric

- feeling that the time had come to realize-millenarian goals—that
is, to. implement new forms of life. _

As early as 1018 an editorial in the gazette Art of the Commune

\ (Iskusstvo kommuny), a mouthpiece for the Futurist avznt-“gara?,

- / called for.dictatarship of the Futurists in the sphere of the arts_

in order to bring about “the victory over matter in the sense of
achieving perfect mastery of it.”?” This declaration, which clearly
emulated the Bolshevik slogan demanding the dictatorship of
the proletariat, apparently expressed the prevailing sentiment
that the Bolshevik coup had opened a new historical era in which
the avant-garde artists would be the power brokers in building
the beautiful society of the future.

The Bolshevik leaders, some of whom regarded with suspicion
the experiments of the artistic avant-garde (or Futurists, as they
were called summarily), nevertheless depended on the avant-
garde in matters of “cultural construction.” In this sense the
image of the future world, offered in Leon Trotsky’s consequen-
tial book Lilerature and Revolution (Literatura i revoliutsiia, 1929%)
may serve as a compelllné—gﬂlmple In the concluding pages of
the first part, in the section entitled “The Undoubted and the
Projected” (“Nesomnennoe i predpolagaemoe”), Trotsky, then a
people’s commissar in the Bolshevik government, expounded his
image of the world of the future. The following quotations are
selected to give an overview of Trotsky’s comprehensive plan for
the transformation of reality:

Man will get used to regarding the world as an obedient clay for molding
increasingly perfect forms of life. The wall between ar Mroductlon

will fall. The future monumental ST w11| not be degoratlve, it will give

R
form. In thxs, the Fpturlsts are right. . . But not only the wall be-
tween art and productlon “will fall; 51multaneously the wall between art

_and nature will also fall. This is not meant in the sense of Jean-Jacques
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[Rousseau], that art will become closer to a state of nature; but on the
contrary, nature will become more “artificial.” The present position of
mountains and rivers, of fields, of meadows, of steppes, of forests and
seashores, cannot be considered final. . . . If faith only promised to move
mountains, then technology, which takes nothing “on faith,” is able to
lift up mountains and move them. Up till now this was done for indus-

tnal_purgoses, ... in the future itw il mone on _an 1ncomparab1y

larger scale, in accordance with a general mdustrlal -artistic pian- L

In the end man will rebuild the earth, if not in his own image, then to
his own taste. . . . Socialist man, by way of machine, wants to and will
command nature in its entirety, with its grouse and sturgeon. He will
designate where the mountains shouid be, and where they should open
for passes. He will change the course of the rivers and will lay down
rules for the oceans.28

Although Trotsky took a cautious approach to Futurism, chiding
the Futurists’ ideas as outlandish and divorced from “life,” his
sweeping picture of future society is based on the key notions
of the life-building programs, in which, it will be remembered,
dife” was-terbesubordinated to art. First of all, aesthetic criteria
clearly eclipse utilitarian concerns in Trotsky’s landscape of the
future. He argues that in the past alterations in the surface of the
planet were made “for industrial purposes,” but in the Future
this will be done at man’s will—that is, man will organize the

- face of the earth as the Futurist artist organizes his painting, and \

._nature will become knore ari1ﬁc1al (iskustvennee).
Trotsky’s conception of the world of the future is informed
by sensibilities akin to those of the Futurists. He seems to have
been inspired by the same transformational urge as Maiakovsky
in his desire to “mess up the map of everyday 29 That is to say,
Trotsky’s appromcﬁl matter was dkin to the Futurist
concepuon of the revolutnonary treatmient of artistic material. Tt
is virtually a proposition ic remake the face of the earth Tike a
work of nonrealist art, changing its surface and structure to an
unrecognizable degree by means of machines and technology.
Much attention was given in Trotsky’s vision to the struggle
with the forms of “everyday life” (byf)—a component essential
also to the avant-garde. In planning the future reconstruction

A
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of byt and of man himself, Trotsky took concrete artistic experi-
ments as his launching point. For instance, he started expound-
ing his views on the new man with a reference to Vsevolod Meyer-
hold’s conception of the theater as a model for life and praised
the producer’s innovative method of actor training (“stage bio-
mechanics”), which emphasized efficient use of the body through
rhythmic organization of movement: “What a few enthusiasts
are dreaming about now, not always coherently, with regard to
the theatricalization of byt and rhythmicalization of man him-
self, fits well and firmly into this perspective.”3? Lest byt become
stagnant and petrified again, Trotsky emphasized introduction
of the dynamic principle into daily life—that is, the concept of
life as constant change envisioned as a sort.of artistic " perpetual
“tevolution” (permanenmaza revolmtma)

Man, who will learn how to move mountains and rivers, how to erect
peoples’ palaces on the surnmit of Mont Blanc and at the botton of
the Adantic, will, of course, be able to add to his mundane life not
only richness, brilliance, and intensity but also the highest dynamism.
The new-formed shell of everyday life will hardly have taken shape be-
fore being again shattered under the pressure of new technical-cultural
inventions and achievements.!

As in the avant-garde theories, in Trotsky's plan overall trans-
formation of reality includes a new family structure, which “will
liberate the woman from the condition of half- slavery and
which includes new approaches to the rearing of children: “Care
for the nourishment and upbrmgmg of chlldren which weighs
and will become the subject of communal initiative and inex-
haustible collective creativity.”3? Trotsky's locution suggests that
application of the creative principlfﬁ‘collective creativity”) to the
routine forms of family life is a struggle with death.

Finally, Trotsky envisions the creative reconstruction of man
himself—emotions, psyche, and even pl}ysioiogy From _ﬁgyer-
“hold’s organization of movement in accordance with aesthetic
principle, man will go on to transform psycho-physiological pro-
cesses:
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Man will finally take seriously the task of harmonizing himself. He will
take on the task of bringing into the motion of his own organs—in work-
ing, walking, or playing—the utmost precision, functionality, economy,
and, consequently, beauty. He will want to master the half-unconscious
and then unconscious processes of his own organism—{such as] breath-
ing, blood circulation, digestion, reproduction.33

Ultimately, the fear of death, and possibly death itself, will be
overcome. The future new man of Trotsky’s vision—in his words,
“a higher social-biological type, a Superman, if you will”#—is
also a figure familiar to us from Symbolist and Futurist theories:

Man will become immeasurably stronger, more intelligent and subtle;
his body will become more harmonious, his movements more rhyth-
mic, his voice more musical. The forms of everyday life will take on
dynamic theatricality. The average human type will rise to the heights
of an Aristotle, a Goethe, or a Marx. And above this ridge new peaks
will perpetually rise 3%

Overall, Trotsky’s design is informed by the idea that the
artist-messiah, through the act of his creative will, can bring
about an instant transformation of reality. But in the context of
the 1920 's the demiurgic r role of the artist was transferred to the

“the major force in the transformational scheme. Nevertheless,
creative spirit and aesthetic principle remained the active forces
of transformatlon As in Bog;_:lanov s theor_y of orgamzauonal
ft;scd wuh—avaﬁt-gardc‘g_e,sthet}_ct g_(ll_lce ts, He exupressedk—t?l“;:—lﬂ)e-
“lief that in the future everyone would be “able to fulHITtHE Tole
--of the individual crés creaf‘ ive genius, and o creative activity would be’
carried out by the wo ive...

Trotsky’s design could hardly be called practical. Neverthe-
less, his essay contains a blueprint for a communist utopia that
has been guiding the Soviet mentality to the recent collapse of the
Soviet system—a fact suggesting in turn that the legacy of mod-
ernist life-creating theories is more long lasting than is generally
granted 6
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“Art into Life”: Aesthetics of Constructivism
and Production Art

After the Bolshevik Revolution those modernist theories and
practices that had projected the life of the future became the
property and concern of nascent Soviet society at large. This
is apparent in the destructive tendencies of the incipient Soviet
culture, which were first focused on the elimination of those
“old”—that is, “stagnant” and “bourgeois”—forms of life that
had already been targeted by the artistic avant-garde. Revolu-
tionary society tried to supplant the bourgeois family with the
commune, bourgeois marriage with free associations between
men and women, the family kitchen with “kitchen-factories.” It
is quite obvious now that the society on the whole was possessed
by a MWWSL euphorla nothing seemed im-

uﬁmediatel'y attamable oo
T The artistic avant-giide, nevertheless, was making a conscious
effort to remain at the forefront of the offensive against old by
as well as of the struggle to institute new forms. This is why it
is not accidental that the avant-garde artists who united under
the banner of “Left Art” were the first ones to seek coopera-
tion with the new political regime® Basically, the avant-garde
artists who sought a place and a role in the revolution and who
espoused a congruent aesthetic program gathered under this
banner. The orientation toward forging the future art and life
can be seen as :Wmmm
Téspect it 1s indicative that ‘the erstwhile “Futurists” formed the
core of the Left Art movement and that the journal Lef served
as its organizational center and forum. Left Art harbored the
Constructivism and, perhaps to a lesser extent, Production Art
{proizvodstvennoe iskusstvo) movements, whose theories and praxes
reflected the general utopian striving to_realize the future by

_aesthetic means3* -
" Production Art, which originated in part as a response to
the Marxist theory that accorded the proletariat the role of the
ultimate historical class, was an attempt to fuse avant-garde aes-
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thetics with certain strands of Marxist thought, such as Bog-

danov’s theory of “organizational art.” Avant-garde gﬁi_sisﬁfan- vy ,a’j

cied themselves akin to the memberiMHEte cla_ss n ;
~that they claimed. to be. producers as well, Maiakovsky best cﬁi)_-t i

tured this aesthetic mood in his poem “Poet-Worker” (“Poet-

rabochii,” 1918), where he compared poetic art to various kinds

of menial labor:

I too am a factory. . ..

Aren’t we woodworkers? . . .

Of course, fishing is an honorable profession,
But poet’s labor is still more honorable:

To be fishers of men, not fish. . . .

We polish brains with the file of language. . . .
Hearts are just like motors.

The soul is just like an engine.

We are equals.

Comrades among working masses.
Proletarians of flesh and spirit4

Referring to poets as “fishers of men” by way of a gospel meta-
phor, Maiakovsky in fact reinterpreted in terms of a production
trope a tenet that the task of the verbal artist lay in shaping the
consciousness of the new man.

Constructivism, MS a nonobjective art mavement
of ‘abstract éizf)“c?nhnentlng with the organization of planes, soon_
‘evolved-ito-experimentation i “broader sphéres tradltlonally .
outsidethrebeawxarts; such as industrial design and architecture,
with a practical goal of i 1nsututmg the life forms of the future. In
January ig#1;at the time when heated debates on the place o of the
_experimemntat-artist-vis-a-vis Marxist political power were tearmg
apart the Institute of Artistic Culture, which served as the center
for Constructivists, Vladimir Tatlin, reporting to the Eighth Con-
gress of Soviets on behalf of his fellow Constructivists, explained
their program:

What happened from the social aspect in 1917 was realized in our
work as pictorial artists in 1914 when “materials, volume and construc-
tion” were accepted as our foundations. . . . In this way an opportuni[y
emerges of uniting purely artistic forms thh uuhtanan 1menuons
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The results of this ... stimulate us to inventions in our work of creating
a new world, and . . . call upon the producers to exercise control over
the forms encountered in new everyday life.3!

Linking the Bolshevik Revolution with the Futurist revolution in
the arts, Tatlin went on to name his Monument to the Third Interna-
tional as a model of just such a practice. In other words, in Tatlin’s
interpretation, the principle of utility was still seen in terms of
stimulus for further experimentation, and “life”—even though
he already called it “new life”—remained subordinate to art.
In_response to the all-pervading cult of technology in the
1920's, the prevallmg model of the artist became thgf of an'engi-
Deer, a master craftsman, who forges new forms out of old mat—
‘ter. Although the creative process could no longer be percelved
as the property of individual artist-messiahs and was instead
extended to the whole “society of producers,” the Production
| _Amg_s saw their role as somewhat similar to that of the “boiir- —

geois _Eeaallsts (ggetsy)—that is, to help the masses acquire tech-"

E@Mw how in organizing ‘the new reahty Under Pro:——
duction Att and, especially, Constructivism, abstract theoretical
projections into the future gave way to projects with applied
character, such as producing practical objects suitable for the
new everyday life (by¢). From the point of view of their workable
utility, two types of projects may be distinguished in the varied
praxis of the experimental artists of the 1gzo’s: those meant for

a more distant, altogether indefinite future and those with more
immediate “utilitarian” or practical designations,

To the first category belong such celestial projects as “flying
c1t1es T42 However, even in such pI'O_]eC[S the artists were gu1dea' ~
by the earne lief that their work was base& on ‘the T prlnr:lpte
of functional uuhty measured in terms of “new byt > For instance,
Boris Arvatov, a Left ATt critic and sociologically minded theo-
retician bent on wedding the Formalist notion of “art as a de-
vice” with Production Art for the masses, defended the sketchy
plan for an airborne city by the Constructivist sculptor-designer
A. Lavinsky, claiming that it was not “just some kind of eccen-
tricity” but “simply maximal expediency”: “[1t is] in the air in order
to free the earth. [t is made] of glass so that it will be filled
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with light. Asbestos [is used] in order to make the construction
lighter. It is on shock absorbers for balance.” To the inevitable
question of whether such systems are technically possible he gave
a dismissive answer:

I am ready to assume the worst—that a literal realization of the plan in
all its details is inconceivable, either under present technological con-
ditions or under any conditions. “My business is to propose,” . . . so
Malakovsky said to the angels. Lavmsky does this same thing since [in
this project] he was preoccupied primarily with the social side of the
venture—[that is to say], with the forms of new everyday life 44

Apart from the fact that this essay, entitled “Materialized Utopia”
(“Oveshchestvlennaia utopiia,” 1923), cogently illustrates the gen-
eral aesthetic principles guiding the model of the future “New
Jerusalem,” it is interesting in yet another respect. Its argument,
couched in dialogic form, reveals the author’s attempts to sepa-
rate contemporary Constructjvist practicesfrom those of pre-
yious, pr erevczlut;qnary Futurism. The author emphasnzes the
functlonal principle (or what [he author calls tselesoobmznost’ oy
pt:dié?cﬂ ;Tll_el_uﬂ_tgivil_"is_g‘vul&the needs of emq@y life
did, in fact, constitute a watershed in the history of life-creating
aesthetics. The aesthetic utopian ideal of art creatmg life, which~
‘took shape at the beginning of the twentieth century, was fused
with the utilitarian tradition of the 1860’s.

In the category of artistic endeavors intended for use in the
present, and hence endowed with unquestionably practical quali-
ties, one may list the models of convertible furniture, such as
folding beds, shown at an exhibit organized in 1923 by a group
of young Constructivist designers.*® The new Constructivist fur-
niture was simple and “light” (devoid of decorative embellish-
ments); moreover, each piece was designed for multiple func-
tions, so as to emphasnze the dynamlc principle of the new l]fe %7
"In [hlS experiment the desngners were gu1ded by opposmon to "~

thg stolid quallty of old @_y;ﬁ_ gymbohzed by household-pesses-

geois family dmners.“7 Similar projects by members of the Left
Art group included the clothes and textile designs of Liubov’
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Popova and Varvara Stepanova.®® Vladimir Tatlin too, though
renowned rather for his less feasible projects such as the famous
“Letatlin”—a winged device for individual flying, or the Monu-
ment to the Third International—did not shun clothing design. Such
unavoidable necessities of everyday life as dishes the artists deco-
rated with Malevich-inspired Suprematist motifs or with Soviet
themes, apparently with an intention to transform these tradi-
tional objects of “bourgeois” life style by endowing them with a
new, edifying function. w
ing overt_role models for the new Soviet men and women—
for example, Maiakovsky, il his poem . Good!” {"Khoroshol, ?
192"})H;g‘lnnﬁed.the revolutionary Bolshevik leaders in general,
and especially the founder of the security organs, Felix Dzerzhin-
sky, whom the poet recommended “to a youth, thinking about
life, deciding on whose model to make his life,” as the most
suitable ideal #
As in _earlier stages, artists continued to 8 style as
- models of the new reailfyml—)_y 'practlcmg in their own lives what
they. pror.:la;med in theory. With the growing tendency toward
functlonahty, Construct1v1st artlsts offered Lhemselves to the
mégéggnas Ilvmg models i n yet ‘another, more practical s sense—
that i by becommg the promoters and first consumers of thelr
own designs. T heir experitirental- work was now intended for
popular Eéﬁsumptlon Tatlin’s coat design, with the pattern and
a photograph of Tadlin himself sporting his stylish parka-like
creation, appeared in a newspaper under the heading “New Life-
styles” (“Novyi byt”)5® Varvara Stepanova and Liubov’ Popova
also modeled and wore novel clothes based on their own Con-
structivist patterns and often made from fabrics of their own de-
sign as well. The architect Konstantin Mel'nikov devised a model
for a dormitory called poetically Sleepry Sonata: A Laboratory of
Sleep (Sonnaia sonata: Laboratoriia sna, 1929). Intended to orga-
nize the physiological process of sleep of a workers’ commune,
the Laboratory was meant to accommodate some six hundred
residents. As one researcher noted, this project was replicated
on the level of Mel'nikov’s own household, where “sleep was a
collective activity”—the whole family slept in one room, divided
only by slight angular partitions.®!
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The experimental theater of Vsevolod Meyerhold (1874—
1g40) of the 1g20's, especially his method of stage biomechanics
(teatral’naia bio-mekhantka), was interpreted by its contemporary
critics as a part of the Constructivist and Production Art move-
ments. They also underscored the practical side of Meyerhold’s
method vis-a-vis the task of creatmg the new llfe In his program-
matic essay “Upgde i (“Pod znakom
Mtroenna 1923), Nikolal Chuz} ak en orsed biomechanics
as a form of “Constructi sm in theater” and, with typical dictato-
rial enthusiasm, commended Meyerhold s theater as a laboratory
for “cultivating skills, necessary for the man involved in the production
process.” 5% Likewise, Sergei Tret'iakov, reporting in the magazine
“Lef on the twentieth anniversary of Meyerhold’s work in theater,
praised the director’s achievements as extending “beyond.the
limits of the theater stage into those of an organizer of the ex-.
gg_sgs;ygmmovcments of the masses” and therefore as an agent in
the construction of the new reality53

The experiments of the revolutionary director, whose pro-
ductions were milestones of the history of avant-garde theater
in Russia, evolved in close relation to the conception of the
“new theater” that featured in the life-creating ideologies of
Russian Symbolism.3 The [he Symbolist program | for a “theater of |
the future” pledged to_cast off mimefic ‘conventions and envi-
sioned instead a synthetic act that would combine the various |
types of theatrical expression. It would erase barriers between |
t_l_]g_alu_dlgl_c_f_:_and the actors on stage to achleve “llturglcal” or |
“collective” creativity ( {sobomoe deistuo), whereby “i{he viewer and
the performer both become active-parwakersin the o mysucal act”

(souchastnikom deistva), whose purpose is o create new myth;_?i
r:I_ienjvtizonsclousness and, ultimately, a new man.5

When in 1920 Meyerhold took charge of the theater depart-
ment of the People’s Commissariat of Enlightenment, he used his
post to promote “October in Theater”—a program of reforms
that measured up to the Symbolist conception of the “theater of
the future.” On the one hand, Meyerhold’s productions in the
genre of “mystery plays” were committed to introducing a new
historical mythology into the mass consciousness. On the other

hand, whitever the contribuiion of his blomechamcal method to
e ——
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the innovation of the stage art might have been, its application
was meant to_shape life.

In the narrow sense, biomechanics was a method of actor
trammg that emphasized eff efﬁcnent use of body language as the

a search for a synthetic” technlque that would enable the actor
to reorganize his body. Hence, 1t made use of such diverse ideas
as Dalcroze’s gurhythmics, Pavlov’s reflexology, and Bogdanov's
theoh:y of o orgamzauonal art via Alexei Gastev’s Taylorist models -
of labor process (from the last the term “biomechanics” itself is
said to have been borrowed).’8 As Meyerhold himself explained
in a polemical essay, a performance staged according to the prin-
ciples of biomechanics was a means of “creating a new reality™:

Today's new viewer (I am speaking of the proletariat) is the most capable,
in my view, of freeing himself from the hypnosis of illusoriness [i.e.,
imitation of reality], precisely on the condition that_he must know that

he watches a play; and I am certain he will; [and he] will accem

play consciously, since through this play he will want to express himself
as a collaborator and as a creator of a new rearty bézdise Tor this Tivimg-
man-——[‘ 6] Tor the new man a]ready reborn under communism—every
theatrical reality serves only as a pretext to express from time to time,
by ways of reflective response, the joy of the new exislence.57

It is noteworthy that Meyerhold perceived the future reality as
already achieved: for him, the new man had already been “re-
born under commumsm.”

Meyerhold’s experimental methods of actor training found
applications in various spheres of life: there were projects de-
voted to general “theatricalization” of military training as well as
to the implementation of rhythmic movement in the production
process and in mass physical education.® In the longer run, the
reverberations of biomechanics may be found in the so-called
“sports parades” (parady fizkul’'turnikov), a distinctive feature of

l Soviet culture in the 1930,
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From Life-Creation to Life-Building:
Nikolai Chuzhak’s Theories

Within the brew of Left Art aesthetics,.the concept of art as
bu:ldmg life forms recelved 1ts own theorlst in the person of o
a new figure on the Moscow scene, who came to the Sov1et
capital in 1922 from exile in Siberia. Chuzhak introduced a
term that replaced the Symbolist zhiznetvorchestve (life-creation),
namely, zhiznestroitel'stvo (life-building). Chuzhak’s was an attempt
at Marxist validation of avant-garde aesthetics. Certain tenets of
his theory prov1de a viable link between the Symbolist notion of
art and the doctrine of socialist realism.

Chuzhak’s theoretical endeavors are concentrated in three
relatively short articles, each of them representing a new phase in

“Thie development of his theory of “new art.”» The first, “Toward
Marxist Aesthetics” (“K estetike marksizma”), was initially writ- | |
ten in 191250 The importance of this work is underscored by
the fact that he quotes from it in his next programmatic piece,

-“linder the Sign-of-Life-Building: Essay in Understan ding the_ \
Art of the Day” (“Pod znakom zhiznestroeniia: Opyt osoznaniia | |
iskusstva dnia”), published in the first issue of the journabLef, E
in 1923. Later, after Chuzhak, 2 member of the editorial board |t
of Lef, dissented from the other members, notably Maiakovsky l
(the journal thereafter folded), he was instrumental in institut- !
ing the journal New Lef (Nouyi Lef). There in 1928 he publicized
his new “factographical” platform in the essay “The Literature
of Life- Bu1ld1__g’”_(“L1teratura zhlznestro,enn”"w i
~printed subsequently in the collection (I#tte’mture of Fact (hiteratura o
facta, 1929), a symposium on the theohigﬁf\“factographkﬁi” aes-
thetics.52

As the title of Chuzhak’s first theoretical essay suggests, he
set about the task of instituting Marxist aesthetics. This sets him
apart from most other members of the Left Art movement, even
though many of them were toying with Marxism in one way or
another. As the guiding principle of his critical method he took
the idea of dialectics, according to which at any given moment
every phenomenon represents a contradiction, and thus contains

T %
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the vestiges of its own past as well as the seeds of its future.
Prefe§_glpg a class ﬂ)prg_agll to aesthetics, Chuzhak predicated
“the need for a NEW art that would represent the dialectics of the
proletarian class, He spoke of “some kind_of new special [art]
“form that would express th the dialectical + COlllSlOl‘l between “what

is”and-“what will be™: “To “expose-the sprouts of the futyre,
i visible reality, 10 expose new reality, hiding in the
depths of contemporaneity, to cast off the dymg, the temporarily,
dommecl:mg—such ]s_ the t true gda] of artﬁ?ﬁéﬂ' Ti'or}lw'the
“dialectic point of view.’ »8 Chuzhak proposed to call the new artis-

tic method “ultra-realism,” admitting the imperfections of such a

: term. By contending that this ultra-realistic art was supposed to

N\

Y

e

be separate from “everyday life,” or dyt, he adhered to the main
tenet of avant-garde aesthetics. He underscored the fact that this
new form had nothing to do with traditional realism—*“with the
exception of conditional acceptance of reality as the base,” the
materialist in Chuzhak made him add promptly. Reconciliation
was found in assigning art a transformational function vis-a-vis

i ; reality and _giving the artist the prerogative to be_the creator
T
; of future llfe MTo [ransform reahty in i3 dista

(‘ to perceive it in a uminate_it with_the far-off

light and to create future reallty-——such is-the-therny, but joyful,
path_of the geniug,”® Chuzhak’s conception of ultra-realism is

.obviously 1 remmlscent in diction and structurg_n£§y__n_1£c_)_lﬂfl_1_s;

e L i

course on life-creation, parucularly Bely’s essays in the section
“ ! he C eatlg oW‘Tvorchestvo zhizni”) in Arabesques (Ara-
beski, 1g11). For instance, section 7 of Chuzhak’s essay is entitled
“Seekers of the Heavenly City” (“Vzyskuiushchie grada”), refer-
ring to the New Jerusalem, the Christian metaphor of the ideal
millenarian society. Chuzhak underscores, however, that the pro-
letariat is impatient in striving to attain the heavenly kingdom
here on earth, and artists must hurry to show him “this future.”
Also, the closing section of the essay, entitled “To the Sun” {“K
solntsu”) and devoted to the artist-creators of thm:;\ins
references both to Tommaso Campanella’s Civitas solis (1624) and
to Solness, the hero of Henrik Ibsen’s drama The Master Builder.
These are similarly linked in Andrei Bely’s “Theater and Con-
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temporary Drama” (“Teatr i sovremennaia drama,” 1go7) as the
symbols of ideal society5® It is difficult, however, not to recognize
in Chuzhak’s conception of ultra-realism the incipient source of

waﬁaal formMmhst reahsm Wl’llCh Pur-

In pomt of fact the dlalecuc prmmple served to validate
in Marxist terms the theurgical aesthetics of Vladimir Solovev,”
—As-his-theoretical founidation Chuzhak took the statement of
Karl Marx (made in the Foreword to the second edition of the
first volume of Das Kapital) that “the dialectics, in its mystified
form, transfigures and illuminates existing reality” (preobrazhaet i
prosvetliaet sushchestvutushchee), while “in its rational form” it also
provides the understanding of the future negation of what is—
that is, it offers a dynamic view of reality, which in turn allows
one to see its ultimate end. Chuzhak then indicated that it was
Solov’ev who revealed best the kind of dialectics that “transfigures
and lluminates reality.”5” Chuzhak proposed-a futurclogical func- [/
_tion for the arts, quoting.directly from Solov'ev’s programmatic "
_treatise on aesthetlcs “The General Meaning of Art” (“Obshichii |
smysl iskusstva,” 18qgo): “representation of any ObJCCt or phe-.
nomenon from the point of view of its. uhzmat@%m%fh&hg@t_gﬁ
. the future world.” ¢ Chuzhak proposed that Solov'ev’s concepnom
" divested of idealistic and mystical notions of “eternal beauty”
and of “future otherworldly life,” becomes “perfectly acceptable:
for Marxists.” 69
Declaring current artistic practice to be “at a dead end”
(v tupike), Chuzhak turned his searching attention to Futurism.
In answer to the question “Which art is really closer to the prole-
_tariat?” (Kakoe zhe iskusstvo blizhe proletariaiu? ), posed in an essay
of 1919 that took this question as its title, he suggested that Futur-
ism was “the closest artistically to the emotions and psychology of
the rising class.”7® “Is not Futurism the needed ultra-realism?,”
asked Chuzhak. He predicted that Futurist experimentation with
linguistic forms would be needed "tomorrow”—"when iron ne-
cessity will put it [Futurism] face to face with the need for a new
iron language required for a new Sermon on the Mount.” 7t
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When in 1922 Chuzhak came to Moscow, he assumed an active
role in grafting his Marx-cum-Solov'ev blend of aesthetics onto
the current practices of the avant-garde.” His treatise ygde/rﬂn;

~--—— Sign of Life-Building” was clearly meant to have programmatic

Lé:g—nlﬁcance. it appeared in the section of the first issue of Lef de-

voted expressly to theory, thus putting the whole Left Art move-

ment under the sign of life-building. Quoting generously from

his previous work, Chuzhak promoted his earlier idea of ultra-

—— _realist art.” Some quotations, however, were altered to better _fjt
“the ambience of the day. He effaced, for EnS[MW
“emphasis on the role of the Tadividual artist as the “genius” in the

_transformation of reality.™ This ‘Alieration reflects the fact that in

llfméﬁgﬁ?ﬁmﬁ"s“iﬁer ﬂmvomm—a_[m};lru

of ‘the collective replacgd the figure of artist-superman. “This was

in line with the massmt L spirit and with Bogdanov s organizational

theory.

It is in this essay that the new aesthetics received its name—

Zlife-building.”7” Addressing the issue of the genesis of life-
building aesthetics in Russian art, Chuzhak now distinguished
three stages: first, Symbolism, the “formal construction of con-
ggpﬁ_(i‘_t?mg{sglvﬂ’_’m then Futurism, “the intensification of con-
temporary contradictions” with “the break-through into the
Future”; and hnally, the current synthetic stage, at which art
actually joins new life and begins to produce “new things.” Thus,
Futurism once again is made the artistic representative of the
working class. As Chuzhak put it, quoting himself, “The Russian
proletariat objectively, by virtue of its own progressive march in
step with history, happened to be the Pygmalion who brought 1o
life the Galatea of Futurism and turned the evolutionary tasks of
artinto the task of creating revolution.”?® According to Chuzhak,
the dialectical principle dictates, however, that Futurism cannot
remain “the only fixed and absolute form of art necessary to the
proletariat.” Therefore, Futurism should not be considered the
“permanent and ultimate form of the art”: art must continue to
march in step with the ultimate historical class.

. This meant first of all that the artist, although alien to the pro-
»ﬁ letariat in its origin, must “create in 14Tt new yet unseen llfe in the
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image of the working class” ass” (po obrazu i podobiiu rabochego klassa).

In more practical terms, this requirement amounted to sanction-
ing the artist’s further engagement in serving “life” and, more
specifically, to the endorsement of Constructivism and Produc-
tion Art. Obviously, in Chuzhak’s current view, “life” gained back
its supremacy over the arts because the new life launched by the
revolution was, as he saw it, “immeasurably larger than art.” This
explains #hy, for instance, at the beginning of his essay Chuzhak

ing them * only Hmid" “ﬁﬁﬁnmﬁi‘i'cr studies” in comparison to “lifes.

where one can witness “a whole ¥ uprlsmg “of things, resultmg g from !

-a_process of dlalectncally developmg milter, freateﬁy an un- |

known collective. artist-demiurge.””® Toward the end, however,
these very same projects are praised, because Chuzhak argues,

unfoldlrLg new lifé,” they are useful to this lifee =~ 7

The current stage of life- -building was defined by Chuzhak as
the “production of new material and ideological values”—such,
he wrote, “is the only reliable criterion with which the dialecti-
cian approaches art.”8" Besides, Chuzhak found fault with the
fact that emerging aesthetic ventures were splintering and going
in different directions, each claiming to be the ultimate method.

The cure, he suggested, could be found in a universal “guiding

Pp__ﬁlosophy of art, [construed] as one of the methods of bife-building,”
and it is to this end that all 1deologues ‘of the artistic front must
direct their efforts 3! Needless to say, Chuzhak took this task upon
himself

bunldmg theory, Nikolai Chuzhak was not alone. His program
found support in Sergei Mikhailovich Tretiakov (1892—39), a
one-time Ego-Futurist and a close associate of Chuzhak’s since
the period of their collaboration in the Far Eastern Futurist
Journal Creation (Tvorchestvo). Tret'iakov’s essay “Whence and

~

|

j

|

L
downgrades the Constructivist and Production Art eﬁ"m:ﬂ@l-_T :

|

'\

_Whither2 (The perspectives of Futurism)” (“Otkuda i kuda? [Per-
spektivy futurizma),” 1924) % published in the first issue of Lef,
complimented Chuzhak’s “Under the Sign of Life-Building” by
bringing into relief some cardinal components that we discerned
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in the earlier theories of both Symbolists and Futurists but that

were missing or understated in Chuzhak’s program. In addition,

Tret'iakov’s essay contains ideas that anticipate certain tenets of

socialist realist doctrine.

In general, Tretiakov’s theory on the role of art in the con-

struction of the future communist reality is Tac JmBogdanov s
organizational lheory Thus, Tret'iakov stated that the revolution

i had put forward new -w goals for the artist—namely, the shaping of

-~ > the masses’ psycholagy and the organization of. class will. Accord-
;‘ ing to Tret'iakov, the Futurists were the artistic task force best
suited to fulfill this mission, because “since its infancy Futurism
was concerned not so much with the creation of new paintings,

poetry, and prose but with the propagation of a conception of

M Tretiakov supported the Tdei© of Prodicton ATt
and defined it as art in which “the artist’s creativity serves not

the tasks of decorative work of all sorts_but 15_5f)f)lle_d\—to‘;_ll
production’ processes * The new artist belongs not to the cast
"6F “démiurges” but to an appropriate trade union. He creates
_useful products. The criterion of usefulness, however, he defined

as ar[lS[lC orgamzatlon ll’l a IVE“HII‘CCCIOH —that 15, tHf.‘

Vorgamzed form ~of human society-—the commune.” Instead of
g the new. artist_must be. _concerned_m.th,thg_gurgose

(f}g;_nacheme) of his art, Along the same lines, Tret'iakov postu-_
.lated that the task of the verbal artists was to create a new “live !

language, necessary for his tlme, because “next to the man of

science, the ‘artistic worker’ must become a psycho-engineer, a

psycho-constructor.” "3 Evidently, this ideation preﬁgure“cl the for-
mula Wﬂ of human soyls.” which became
the official tenet of socialist realism’s conception of the artist and
whose coinage has been attributed to Stalin

3 by a creatlve or life- bu1ld1ng atutude toward realltv He could

notbe. given to a reflective love of nature, His concept of beautyu
_should rest on the notion of nature organized by b human will:

It is difficult for him to love nature in the old way of a landscape painter,
tourist, or pantheist. The thicket, the untilled steppes, the unused water-
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falls, the rain and snow that fall without being commanded 1o, the
avalanches, the caves, and the mountains—all this is repulsive to him.
Beautiful is everything that bears the 51gns of the orgamz1nglluman

hand; splendld is every product of 1 human manufacture, directed toward

“the goal of conquering and mastering the elemental forces and inert
matter.84

NATY REZF

In redefining the notion of beauty, Tret'iakov followed the
strategy used by Chernyshevsky in his dissertation The Aesthetic
Relations of Art to Reality (Esteticheskie otnosheniia iskusstva k deistvi-
tel’nosti, 1853). Tret'takov’s picture of the beautiful future reality,
which is rooted in Futurist sensibilities, is close to Trotsky’s both
in content and in time.

In promoting transformational aesthetics, Tret'iakov perpetu-
ated the distinction between two antithetic modes of reality (byt,
or everyday reality, and bytie, or existence in a metaphysical sense,
corresponding to realie and realiora), a distinction that had been
propounded by the Symbolists and maintained, albeit with modi-
fications, by the next generation of the avant-garde. He specified {;
in what kind of reality the revolutionary artist must be involved [
“Not byt in its inertia and dependence on an established pattern § v;pfi
of thmgs, but bytze—a dlalecucally perceived reality that is in the
state of perpetual formation, reality understood as the” advance-
ment toward the commune, whlch [as the ulumate goal] is not to
b;; _forgotten fora smgle minute.”% In this opposition, the Er1nc1-

pal opposition of the Russian modeﬁméﬁtéhty,'ﬁfret lakov too
rejected the inertia of byt and supported the implicit notion of dy-
namic transformation of physical matter. However, he redefined
Its . §g_c_0nd mernl_'acr. the_indefinite “realiora” of the Symbolists
or the “future” of the Futurists was replaced by a more definite

“commune,” or communism. In so doing he, too, came very close
to the formulation of socialist realism as the depiction of reality
in its revolutionary development, as it was spelled out a decade
later, in line with the total mobilization of society’s efforts toward
communist construction

s fully dlssolve

.Ccpt.s of life- -creatin
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by the Symbohstg_{g%ﬁerpretanon the slogan became
a call for art’s return to reﬂecnmﬁf- . since Tife is
already “new”: contemporary Futurist art was expected to show
“the new man in reallty, in everyday actions, in the system of his

The aesthetlc ax1ology whose goal was “joining art with life”

and that was once relegated to the distant future was now con-
\ sndered subject to reallzatl.on in the present The tenet of mak

Vestiges of Life-Building Ideas in the Origins
of Socialist Realism

The preceding analysis demonstrated that certain notions of
life-building, especially those spelled out by Nikelai Chuzhak
and Sergei Tret'iakov, who grafted avant-garde theories onto
Marxism, approximated closely, even language-wise, the princi-
pal formulaic tenets of the socialist realist doctrine—a fact that
has not received scholarly consideration

The polemics connected with the preparation of the First
Congress of Soviet Writers, in which certain key formulas of
socialist realism attained categorical shape, manifest the role of
life-building vestiges in Soviet culture. In the pre-congress de-
bates and in the speeches at the congress, one can see that the
rejection of “formalism” goes hand in hand with the reappro-
priation of those avant-garde ideas that formed the core of life-
building theories. For instance, Maxim Gorky proclaimed that
the destiny of true revolutionary art was the creation of “new
reality.” The writer Fedor Gladkov supported this principle and
called for art that would be an instrument for the transformation
of reality® The idea was echoed in the speeches of other writers,
critics, and bureaucrats. From the congress podium resounded
also the idea that the dramatic arts especially constitute a major
transformational force.

The question arises: how do we account for the fact that the
appropriation of avant-garde ideas accompanied the loud cam-
paign against avant-garde art and the flagrant denunciation of
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experimental artists that resulted in eventual imprisonment and
physical annihilation of a great number of them (the long list
of names includes Chuzhak and Tret’iakov)? Any answer to this
question is subsumed by a larger problem that received different
designaticns—Stalinism, the “purges” or Great Terror, totalitari-
anism. No attempt is made here to answer that larger question,
which has obviously eluded solution# We may recall, however,
that there existed an inherent rivalry between the Bolsheviks and
the avant-garde artists with regard to who should be in charge
of designing the future reality. Or, as Boris Groys suggested:
“There would have been no need to suppress the avant-garde if
its black squares and transrational poetry confined themselves to
artistic space, but the fact that it was persecuted indicates that it
was operating on the same territory as the state.” 9!

It is also germane to consider the historical perspective that
prevailed in Soviet culture by the mid-19g0’s. It will be remem-
bered that the modernist aesthetics of life-building was guided
by the millenarian conception of history. This perspective was
characterized by the rejection of the past and the striving out
toward the ideal future. The present was perceived as more akin
to the past than to the future. From the first days after the
Bolshevik Revolution cultural discourse was dominated by the
pathos of the absolute break with the past. A historian cannot
fail to notice, nevertheless, the eagerness with which the makers
of the new culture strained to discern in present-day reality some
features of the “new life.” By the time the socialist realist aes-
thetic doctrine was taking shape, however, the historical outlook
was thoroughly invested with the Marxist conception of history,
and especially with the notion of socialism as “the first stage of
communism.” The time frame projected for completion of “the
first stage,” which was unfeasible from the outset, with the adop-
tion of the “general line” in 1929 grew progressively shorter,
until in 1936 socialism was ultimately pronounced “achieved and
won.” The haste with which the march toward communism was
drummed up reflected upon the historical status of the present
in Soviet culture. It was increasingly stressed that present-day
“socialist” life in a sense already constituted the future life that
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was sought for. To give but one example, in his speech at the
First Congress of Soviet Writers Gorky gave the following lesson
in the new perception of new reality:

We still do not see reality adequately. Even the landscape of our country
has drastically changed: its particolored character has disappeared—a
bluish strip of oats, a black patch of plowed land next to it, a golden
ribbon of rye, a greenish one of wheat, strips of land overgrown with
weeds, altogether—the multicolored sorrow of overall scatteredness
[and] disunity. Today huge expanses of land are colored mightily, with
one color.%2

Reality has changed and must be seen differently, postulated
Gorky. Characteristically, this vision is monochromatic and uni-
fied—because now the picture of grandiose life was guided by a
unified monistic view of reality and history.

Consequently, rejection of everyday life, or the new Soviet
byt, became inappropriate. On the ideological plane, it was the
peculiar schizophrenia with regard to historical perspective that
created the situation in which calls for further efforts toward the
communist future were matched by equally resourceful efforts to
maintain the status quo.?* Hence, the exclusion of the “formalist”
or “Decadent” because historically they were associated with the
rejection of existing empirical reality and as such constituted, in
the parlance of Soviet aesthetics, an “escape from reality” (ukhod
of deistvitel’nosti ). For the same reason so-called critical realism—
that type of nineteenth-century realism that adopted an acrid
view of reality-—was also unsuitable for aesthetic representation
of the new life.

Thus, in this new historical perspective two central life-
building principles—the idea that art must be separate from
“everyday life” in the present and the idea that art must be
merged with “life” in the future—became subject for reconsid-
eration. Art had to assume the task of reflecting or, at best,
decorating the new life, which in itself was declared to be of un-
precedented beauty. Thus, art became increasingly subordinate
to the needs of everyday life as read in the light of the party
program. The life-building program was taken over by the party
and state.
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At the same time, since the quest for the communist future
had not been completed, the pursuit for the ultimate form of the
future and the artist’s central role in this process remained opera-
tive in socialist realist culture. As an aesthetic doctrine, socialist
realism combined fatefully the principal modernist idea of the
transformational relation of art to life with the idea that the ex-
perimental artist must subordinate his art and his personality to
“life.” To summarize, the following affinities can be distinguished
between modernist “life-building” and the aesthetics of socialist
realism:

The futurological character of aesthetic endeavor, which was
adopted by the Symbolists and modified in Marxist terms in Chu-
zhak’s theory of dialectical “ultra-realism,” translated into the
socialist realist tenet mandating that art show reality “in its revo-
lutionary development”—mandating, that is, that art not merely
reflect life “as it is” but show it “as it ought to be.”

The conception of the artist as a creator of “new man,” which
was shared by Symbolists and Futurists, was also accepted and
modified by socialist realism into the concept of the artist as an
“engineer of human souls.” The highly privileged status of artists
in general and writers in particular in Soviet society suggests that
the notion of the transformational or demiurgic power of art was
recognized by official Soviet culture. The idea of art’s transforma-
tional function was expressed in the requirement that the artist
take an “active stance toward reality” (akiivnoe otnoshenie k dei-
stvitel’nostt). The official formulation of socialist realist aesthetics
decreed by the First Congress of Soviet Writers prescribed, how-
ever, that “the truthfulness and historical concreteness in artistic
representation of reality must be combined with the task of the
ideological conversion and education of the working people in
the spirit of socialism.”#* As the very language of the formula-
tion suggests, the task of “psychic engineers” was conceived in
definite and narrow terms—namely, as ideological indoctrina-
tion. Modernist life-builders thought of creating the “new man”
in terms of a breakthrough into a new form: Symbolists dreamed
of “transfiguration” of man, the Futurists took up the task of
“reforging” (perekovka) of man. Socialist realism abandoned the
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emphasis on form, but assumed the task as a process of gradual
ideological inculcation (ideinoe vospitanie trudiashchikhsia).

Nevertheless, under socialist realism, the arust was sull re-
vered as a seer and creator of the new reality. In practice that
meant that the criterion of artistic talent was conceived as ability
to perceive and present at any given moment the direction of
history in its progression toward the communist future—that is
to say, the veering party line accepted by the Soviet culture as
the expression of that direction. Such a requirement kept art-
ists in the spotlight as well as in trouble. They themselves were
expected to be the models for the new socialist man. Next after
the party leaders, artists—and writers especially—were accorded
the highest place in the social hierarchy. The criterion of self-
exploration and experimentation in the sphere of personal life
championed by the avant-garde artists was translated into gro-
tesque rites of public self-laceration when the artists denounced
“deviations” from the correct historical course, their own as well
as those of their colleagues.

In conclusion it seems appropriate to quote the view of Niko-
lai Valentinov, a contemporary of the Symbolists who was actively
involved in Marxism and the revolutionary movement, expressed
in his memoirs Two Years with the Symbolists (Dva goda s simvolistama,
published in 196q):

Strange as it may seem, there is a great deal of similarity between Bely’s
view on art at that time {1go7] and present views of the people in the
Kremlin. Like him, they reject art for art’s sake. For them art is only
a means of “transformation of life” in accordance with that absolutely
true philosophy—or, if you will, materialistic religion—which they, the
Kremlin theurgists, claim to possess. Artists are “engineers of souls.”
Stalin was the hierophant over the theurgists and his every word had to
be incarnated in works of art and in life. Now Khrushchev, Bulganin,
and Mikoian are the theurgists. They command “daring creative en-
deavors” of Soviet art (see address of the Party Central Committee to
the Congress of Soviet Writers on December 15, 1954).95
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The Russian Texts

Listed below are the original Russian texts of quotations found in the book
in translation. Included are all substantial quotations from primary sources,
as well as those brief quotations that are idiosyncratic in style or language.
All appendix entries are keyed to endnote numbers for the given essay.

Paperno: Introduction

1. CHMBOJIM3M HE XOTEN GEITH TOJNBKO XYHOKCCTBEHHOM [IKONOH, JIHTE-
PaTypHEIM TeucHueM. Bce BpeMs OR mophIBANICA CTaTh XH3HCHHO-TBOpE-
CKHM METOJIOM, H B 3TOM Briyia ero riybovaifinas, 6ETE MOXET, HEBOILIO-
THMAS [PABAA, HO B IOCTOXHHOM CTPCMJICHHHM K 3TOM NpaBIe NpoOTEKaia,
B CYILHOCTH, BCA €r0 HCTOPHA, JT0 ORI PAN NMONBITOK, HOPCH HCTHHHO
TEPOMHECKHX, — HANTH CIUIAB XH3HH H TBOPIECTBA, CBOero pona ¢unocod-
cKulf KaMeHE HCKYCCTBA.

8. 3neck DEITAMECH NPETBOPHTE HCKYCCTBO B ACHCTBHTCILHOCTE, & AcH-
CTBHTENEHOCTD B HCKYCCTBO. COORITHA XHIHEHHEIE, B CBAIN ¢ HEACKOCTEIO,
IIATKOCTHIO JIMHAH, KOTOPBIMH [UIA 3THX JIOACH 09ePYHBANACE PEATIHOCTD,
HHKOTa He HePeXHBANNCE KAK TONLKO M NPOCTO XKH3HECHHEIS, OHH TOTYAC
CTAaHOBHJIACH YACTLIO BHYTPECHHETO MHpA i YacThie TBOpuYecTBa. OGpaTHO:
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HAACAHHOE KeM OB TO HH GBIIO CTAHOBHJIOCH PEAJNIBHEIM, KH3HCHHEIM CO-
GrrrueM i Beex. Taxum oOpasoMm, ¥ OefCTBHTENLHOCTE, H IMTEpaTYpa
CO31ABAIMCE kKak bl 0BIMME, NOPOT0 BPAXAYIOIIMMHE, HO M BO Bpaxie co-
CAMHCHHBIMH CAJTAMH BCCX, NONABIIKX B 3TY HCOﬁBI‘laﬁHyw XH3HE, B 3TO
«CHMBOQJIMCTHYECKOE H3MepeRuen. D10 Onu, kaXeTcs, NOMTHHRLIE ciryyait
KOJUICKTHBHOTO TBOPYECTRA.

15, Yenopex He MPOH3BEACHREE TONLKO MPHPOILL, HO H ACJO RJIH CO37a-
Hue uckyccrea. Hocnenunit axT BOXeCTBEHHOIO TBOPYECTEA DBLI MEPBLIM
AKTOM YEJIOBEHECKOr0 HCKYCCTBa.

16. Vvenne o BOCKPCIICHHH €CTh HCTHHHBIH MNO3HTHBH3M, MOZHTHBH3IM
B OTHOIUCHMH K JCHCTBHIO . . . Takolf NO3HTHBHIM, KOTOpLIl ycTpaHsAeT
BCAKYIO BO3MOXHOCTE arHOCTHIH3IMA, T.6. Yero-yub0o HeXOCTYNHOrO 3HA-
HHIO.

22, OT MBICTH M OT XYAOXECTBEHHOTQO TBOPYECTBA PYCCKHE OSPESOBaH-
HBle JIOOH BeeTOa kAAJM Dpeobpakerus %H3HM; B 3TOM OTHOIICHAN Y HAC
CXOOATCA TaKkHe aHTHITOAL! KakK l'Iucapen C €rQ0 YTHIHTAPHBIM B3rnagoM Ha
HCKYCCTBO H HOCTOSBCKHIA C €ro JIO3YHTOM «KPacoTa CIAceT MHpS.

27. MMEHHO XH3Hb, — TO €CTh ABHACHRE BNCPE], HAPOCTAHHE HOBEIX K
HOBBIX COGHTHﬁ, — TOJIPKO OHA OJHa — TBOPUCCTBO.

28. McxyccTBO HAaLMHX AHEH yTBEpXAAeT XH3IHL, KaKk TBOPYECKHH mpo-
HeCC. . . . B HE MPHEMIICT XH3IHH, xocnelomeﬁ B O0KOBax OmITa.

29. MckyceTBo €CTh BpeMeHHAs Mepa: 5TO — TAKTHUCCKUE mpHeM B
Gopsbe wenorexa ¢ poxom. Kax B JIMKBHAAIAA KIACCOBOTO CTPOA HYXHA
CBOEro poRa MEKTATYPA kiacca (uposierapuar), Tak H OpH ynpasTHEHTH
HECYIL{ECTBYIONIEH, MEPTROIA, POROBOH ERUIKA HYKHO NPOBOITJIACHTE JHAME-
HECM XHIHH MCPTBYHO cbopmy. “ e HO, Kak 3HaTh, HC NOJDKHA JIH B30DBATh~
©f, HCYE3HYTE, He OMITHL M BCA HALA XH3Hb, noaBiIacTHas poky? Toraa-to
HOBOE TBOPYECTBO CONBETCH C HOBOH JKH3HBIO.

One/ Paperno: The Meaning of Art

3. npeobpaxeHne MaTepul 4pe3 BOIJICINEGHWE B Heil Apyroro, cBepx-
MaTepHAJILHOrO Havala,
5. TpeBpalicHHe (PH3HYCCKOH KH3HHA B IYXOBHYIO, T.€. B TAKYIO, KOTOpas
. . cnocofHa BHYTPEHHO NpeolpaxaTk, OOYXOTBORATE MATEPHIO HIIH HC-
THHHO B Heil BOILIOIIATRECA.
6. OpH HemocpeICTBEHAOM H HepasleIbHOM COSAMHEHNH B KpacoTe Jay-
XOBHOTI'C COACPKAHHA C YYBCTBEHHEIM BRIPAKCHHEM, IIPH HX ITOJTHOM B3aHUM-
HOM NPOHUKHOBEHUE MaTePHATLHOS ABJICHNE, JCHCTBHTEALHO CTABLIES IIPe-
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KPacCHBIM, T.C. neiicrnme;mno BOILTOTHBINEE B cebe HACKy, JOJDKHO CTaTh
TAKMM K¢ NPeOHIBAIONKM H GeCCMEPTHEIM, Kak caMa Hies.

7. TIo rerefBAucRO 3CTETHKE KPACOTA eCThL BOIUIOINEHHE YHHBEPCAMEHOR
H BeYHOH HACH B YACTHLIX M NPEXONSIUAX ABJICHUAX, NPH YeM OHM Tax X
OCTAIOTCH NPEXOALIIHMHE, HCYE3AIOT, KaK OTAC/IBHBIC BOJIAK B IOTOKE MaTe-
PHATLHOTC TPONECca, JHOIL HA MHUHYTY OTpaXas CAAHME BeuHOH WieH.
Ho 3T0 BO3MOXHO TONBXO NPH Oe3pa’IHIHOM, PABHOIYIIHOM OTHOIICHHR
MEXIY OYXOBHEIM HAYAJIOM M MATCPHANMLHEIM sBjieapeM. [loaymHHaA Ke
# COBEpUICHHAs KPacoTa, BEIPAXafd NOJHYIO CONHAAPHOCTE E B3aHMHOE
MPOHHKHOBCHNC 3THX OBYX JJICMCHTOB, HGOGXOJIHMO AOQJDKHA OeJaThk OJWH
H3 HUX (MaTepualieELI) NeficTRATSIIEHO NPHYACTHEIM DecCMEpTHIO ApY-
roro.

8. He MeHee peaNbHO H ropasfio Gonee IHAYMTENBHO (B KOCMOTOHMYC-
CKOM CMBICHE) HEXENM T€ MaTepHANLHEIE CTHXHH, B KOTOPHIX OHAa BOILIO-
IACTCH.

13. BCAKOE ONIYTHTEIBLHOE M30GpakeHne Xakoro-To Oul HM GBLMO Npen-
MCTA H ABJICHHA C TOYMKH IPCHHA €r0 OKOHYATCNLHOI'O0 COCTOAHHA, HJIH B
CBeTe OyAyLLIEro MHpa.

17. TBOPHMECTBO, MPOBEACHHOE A0 KOHLE, HENMOCPEACTBEHHO MEPEXOJHT
B PEIUTHO3IHOE TBOPYECTBO — TEYPIHIO.

19. BCCJICHHC l"ocnona B YCJIOBCHCCKYHO JIMMHOCTD.

26. XYIDOXKHHK AOJDKCH CTATH cOGCTBeHHOH GOPMOIL: £ro NpupOaHOe «an
AOJDKHO CIIHTBLCA C TBOPYCCTBOM, €r0 XH3Hb — HOJDKHA CTaTh XYIOXeE-
CTBeHHON. OH caM «CIIOBO, CTABILUCE MNIOTHION,

28. MMono6Ho peaaucTaM, MEI NPHIHAEM eAHHCTBERHO MOANICHAIIAM BO-
TDIOIEHHIO B HCKYCCTBE: XH3IHB, — HO TOrAa Kak OHH MCKAJIM €C BHC CGGJ!,
MEI obpalnaeM B3Op BHYTDb. . . . IIyCTs NMOIT TBOPHT HE CBOM KHHTH, a
CBOK) XH3HhA.

Two / Matich: Symbolist Meaning of Love

5. Jlna [Conosbesa] BorouenosevecTso .. . €CTb . . . GAMHCTBEHHOS Jeao,
KOTOPOE HeJIOBEK NPHIBAH NeNiaTh Ha aemule. IIpUIBarMe YesloBEKa eCThb
IPEeXRE BCETC TEYPIUs, T.€. OCYIIecTBACHECE deaa Boxba . . . Kak B IMYHOH,
Tak H B o0IIecTBeHHON XKHU3HU.

6. BHITE MOXeET, HEKTO nociie ITnaToHa, He CRa3ajl CToNb riry0oKoro |
AH3HCHHOrO 0 MOOBH M MOAE, YBCHYMBAA NEPBYIO H BOCCTAHABIIMBAA YeJI0-
BEYECKOE JOCTOHHCTBO B GOroYeNiopeyeckoe HAIHAYEHHE BTOPOTO, . . . Kak
Ba. Conoereb.
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9. JKena, obneveHnas B COJMHIE, Yke MYYaeTCA PONAMHA: OHa HOJDKHA
SEBATE NCTHHY, POAMTE CJIOBO, M BOT ApeBHu# 3Muit cobRpaeT npoTHB Hee
CBOM MOCJICOHHE CHJIM . . . B KOHIE Bewnad kpacora OyaeT nmnoJoTBopHa,
H H3 Hee BRIAZET CHACeHHe MED3, KOTAa e¢ 0GMaHYHBHE MONOGHS HCUCIHYT,
¥aK Ta MOpCKas MeHa, YTo poAniia NPOCTOHapoARyIo Adponaty. Imoi
MOH CTHXH HE CTYXaT HY ¢AHHEIM CJIOBOM.

Cited in text: NOBRATHe AaHZPOTHHM3IMA, OYXOBHOH TenecHOCTH H Goro-
YeNOBEYHOCTH . . . [lepsoe — B Mude, BroXeHHOM B YcTa ApurcrodaHa
(«[TupmecTron»), BTOpoe —- B onpeaesicHun kpacotel («Penp»), ¥ Tperse
— B CAMOM HOHATHH 3poTa, KAK MOCPENCTBYIONUIEH CHILI Mexay Boxe-
CTBOM H CMEPTHOI npupoxoit (peat JuoTumsl B «[Inpmectsen). . . . On
HE CBA3AN HX BMCCTE K HE MOJOXKHI B PEANLHOE HAYAJI0 BBICIIETO MXH3-
HEHHOTO MYTH, a NOTOMY H KOHED 3TOT0 NYTH — BOCKPEIIEHHEe MepTBOl
NPUPOILI NS BEXHON AUIHH — OCTAJICH JUIS HETO COKPHITHIM, XOTH JIOTH-
MECKHM BEITEKAJ M3 ero coBCTBEHHBIX Mbichell. . . . [TnaToHos JpoT . . . Be
COBEPLIM . . . CBOEr0 Ha3HAYeHHWS, He COCOMHWI Heba ¢ 3eMieio M Ipe-
HCHOAHEIO, HE NOCTPOWT Mek Y HHMH HHKAKOTO ACHCTBHTENEHOTC MOCTA,
H paBHOAYIIHO ¥NOPXHYJ ¢ MYCTEIMM PYKaMH B MHD HCaTLHEIX YMO3pEHHR
(«JKusnennas», 235).

11. Hame mi4noe aeno . . . (] ofmiee meso Bcero MHpa . . . — OOYXO-
TBopeRHe MaTepuH. OHO NOArOTOBIACTCA KOCMHIECKIM NTPOMECCOM B [PH-
PORHOM MHpe, IPORCIDKAETCA H COBEPINACTCA BCTOPHYECKHM NPOIIECCOM
B YCNOBEYECTRE.

12. ToJibkO NPH 3TOM, TAK CKA3ATH, XHMHYECKOM COCXHMHEHHH IBYX CYy-
IECTE OAHOPOOHBIX K PABHO3HAYHTEILRLIX, HO BCCCTOPOHHE PA3JIATHEIX 110
¢opme, BO3MOXHO (KaK B NOPAAKS NPHPOIHOM, TAK ¥ B NOPAJKE AYXOB-
HOM) CO3JJAHHE HOBOTO 4EJIOBEKA, NeHCTBUTEEHOE OCYIIECTRBICHAC HCTHH-
HOH YEIOBEYCCKOH HHANBHIYANLHOCTH.

13. B aMmupugeckoi qeHCTBHTENEHOCTH YENOBEKA, KAK MAKGE020, BOBCE
HET — OH CYIUECTBYET JIHIUb B ONPE/CIICHHOR OIHOCTOPOHHOCTH X OrParH-
YCHHOCTH, KAk MYXCKas MM KeHCKAs WHOWBHIYAJBHOCTD. . . . HCTHHHBIN
YEJIOBEK . . . HE MOXET OLITh TONEKO MYXKMHHOMN, MIIH TONBKO XEHIIHHOM,
a ROJDKeH GLITE BBICIIHMM COCOHHEHHEM 000uX. OCYIIECTBHTD 3TO ¢IRECTBO
HIiK CO3NATh HCTHHHOTO YENIOBEKA, Kak cBOGoAHOE eNHACTEO MYKCKOrO H
EHCKOTo HavaMa, COXPAaHAIONHX ¢BO0 (hopMaJLHYIO 0G0cOBNEHAOCTE, HO
MPEORONEBIINX CBOIO CYIIECTBEHHYO PO3HE M PACNAIEHHE, 3TO H eCTh co0-
CTBEHHAA 2adaua MobBH.

14. TpeBpalleRHe WIH olpaugerie enymps TOW caMOll TBOPYSCKOH CHIIEL,
xoTOpas B WpHpone, Gyayun obpalicHa Hapyxy, IPOM3BOMT NypHYIC Gec-
KOHEYHOCTH (PM3AYECKOTO PAIMHOMKEHHS OPraHHIMOB . . . . JYXOBHO-Tenec-
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HBI¢ TOKH, KOTOPbIE IOCTENEHHO OBJIANEBAIOT MaTEPHATLHOM cpenoi, [ony-
XOTBODSIOT e¢ H BOIJIOMIAIOT B Hell Te HM Apyrue ofpa3sl BCESAMHCTBA,]
— XHBHIE ® BeYHBIe BCEMONOOHA abCOMOTHON Ye0BEYHOCTH.

15. VnpasaHcHRE NETOPOXACHHA — YNPasAHAIOT M AKT, COBEPIICHHO
€CTECTBEHHO, HE 10 3aKOHY, 8 IPOCTO B CHIY . . . 8-3aKOHHOCTH. . . . HHave
HYXHO . . . YTBEPXAATh 30eck (pCHOMCHAIBHOE . . . IpeolpaXeHud TeJa.

16, XaKEM-TO APYTHM, PABHEIM NIO CHJIE OINYINCHUSA COC/MHEHHS B TUIOT-
CKOCTH; NPYIAM OGINAM, CIHHEIM . . . AKTOM.

19. I1naToH Ha3bIBaX JMOOOBEIO «3eMHO» — MOBOEL X APYroMy Moy,
a «HebecHoK» MOOOBLI0 HAIEIBAET BOBCS He QMIIAHTPOIMIECKYIO, HO YyB-
CTBEHHYIO MOBOBE H TOMBXO K OAWHAKOBOMY ¢ c0B010 nojty. OH HassBaeT
TIpH 3TOM H URTHpYeT mosteccy Cado . . . 310 Tak GeccmopHo, YTO B 3TOM
HEBOIMOXHO COMHEBATHCH.

22, MHe HpaBHTCE TYT 00MAH BO3MOXHOCTH: kax GH HaAMER Ha JBYNO-
FAOCTh, OH KaXeTCH M XEHIMAOR K My®RYHHOMR.

26. MEOHEp IPAAYLIEro Beka, KOrAA ¢ POCTOM FOMOCEKCYANLHOCTH, He
OyneT 6onee He306pa3NTh M PACINATEIBATL YENIOBEYECTBO COBPEMEHHAR 3C-
TCTUKA ¥ 3THKA [TOJIOB, IOHUMAEMEIX KAK «MYMTHHEL AN JKEHIUD K CKEH-
UIHHEL JJ13 MYXYHEY,

Cited in text: MBI — JUTHHBL: HaM YYXI HETEPITHMBIH MOHOTEHIM Ny He-
€B, HX OTBEPTHIBAHHE OT W3OGPa3HTENBHBIX MCKYCCTB, HX, BMECTE C TEM,
NIPHBAIAHHOCTEL K IUIOTH, K MOTOMCTBY, K ceMcHH («Kprusan, 218/32).

Cited in text: no eepeiickoif ®e NereHAe YaACPOIAE U TPYI — HaKa3aRHe
3a rpex, a He nenas xuaHd. M vem aameime momu GyayT oT rpexa, TeM Jajb-
me SyayT yXomuTh OT AeTopoxacHuA (ibid., 218/32).

Cited in text: MBI ~— 3JUIRHH, TOGOBHAKH HPEKPACHOTO, BAKXARTE IPi-
ayueii xusnu. Kak sunense Tanreiizepa B rpote BeHeprl, xax SCHOBROEHHS
Kmanrepa n Toma, €CTh TPAOTYH3AA, 3AJINTAA COITHUEM H cBOGOION, € pe-
KpacHEIMH H CMEJILIMA JTIONEMH, W TYIIA, Y€PE3 MOPA, HEPe3 TYMaH H MDAk,
MBI HOeM, apronastsl! H B camoii HECIBIXaHHOH HOBH3HE MBI Y3HAEM IPEB-
HefillHe KOPHH, ¥ B caMbIX HEBHRAHHEIX CHAHAAX MBI yyeM oTumsHy! (ibid.,
220/33).

Cited in text: Beanrie OpaTs, TOABKO 4 W3 BINETEBIINX Ha HEHO OCTANCA
TaM, MOTOMY YTO Bac BJICKJH K COJIHIY IODHOCTH H JETCKHC HIDYIIKH, a
MeHsl BIAJIA IyMSAIAs MoGoBs, HemocTHXUMAaA cMepTHEIM (ibid., 320/109).

48. CoBpeMenHas XpHTHKA HMeET TeHIEHUMIO paccMaTpusaTh Kyamnna
Kak nponesednukxd, CYHTATH €M0 HOCHTENEM ONACHBIX Kakux-To Haeil. Tak,
MHE NPHILNOCh CBLIHIATE MACHRE, GyATO «KpPELIbA» JUTA HALIETO BPEMEHH
COOTBETCTBYIOT poMaRy «Uro Aenars® YepHbInesckoro.

59. Haw aens npowen, kak suepammnuii. M ¢ /1. C. npoaomxam yu-
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TaTh B MOCH KOMHATEe Buepamniorw kuury. IlotroM obenam. . . . JIM. C.
ymen x ceGe B roCTHHHIY AOBOJILHO PaHO, & 8 JIerNia cnaTh # 3a6Lina, ¥To
3AMYKEM.

70. MuI He MoxeM GHITE JBOE, HE ACJDKHE CMBIKATEH KOJIBIA. . . . Oxe-

aHy MoGBY HALM KOJBLA JIFoGaH]

Notes

5. [On paccmaTprBaN] HCTOPHIO KAk NPOLIECC CTAHOBJICHUR GOrovueIone-
¥ECTBA, HMEIOLIErO 00 BeHHNTL ChiHoB BoXMUX Ha 3emMile H caMoe 3emmo
B oauo Goxkecreennoe Teno Wennl, obaeuendolt p CoHile.

16. AxT oGpaw€d Hajand, BHA3, B pOQ, B AEeTOPOXICHHE,

Three / Masing-Delic: The Living Work of Art
15. Cited partially:

Crymentop
Eprennit bapaTHHCKHIE

I'nyGoknil B30p BNCpHB HA KAMEH,
XynoxHrx HUMdY B HeM TIpo3pe,
Y npobexan no XuIaM MIaMEHS,
U & Heil OH cepIueM MONETE.

Ho, BeckoHeYHO BOXISMCHHBII,
Vxe o Bnacreyet cobofi:
Heroponmmserit, nocreneHHEIMl
Pezent ¢ 6oruHu CoKpoBEHHOHR
Kopy cHrMaeT 3a xopoit.

B 3aboTe cnagoCTHO-TyMaHHOR
He uac, ve mens, He rox yiaer,
A ¢ mpenyrafjanHoil, ¢ xenaruoi
IToxpos nocnenuuit ue namerT,

Iloxyna, cTpacTs ypasyMed

Ilon nackoii BKpaguHBOH pesua,
OteeTHEIM B30poM amaten

He ymnever, xeNaHneM pres,

K nobese weru myapeua. (1841}



The Russian Texts 205

33. Cited partially:

Tpu moasura
Bnagumup Conosnen

Korna pesny nocnymssiii kaMeHE
IlpencraHer B ACHO# KpacoTe,

M BOOXHOBEHBS MOIUHEI ILNAMCHE
HacTt Xu3HL B WIOTH TBOCH MeyTe,
¥ 3anowensoro npeacia

He MHA, 4TO MOOBHT 3aBepluen,
H y 6oxecTBeRROTO TEsa

He xma mobeH, IMurMammox!
Hyxna et noag noGena:

Crkana wajg 6e3IHOIO BHCHT,
3oBeT B cMATeRBE AHApPOMENA
Tebs, Tlepeeit, Te6n, Amxual
KpuinaTerif KOHb B HYYHHE NPAHYII,
H mHT 3epKaNbHLIE BOIHECEH.

H onpoxuRyT B Geanny KaHya
CeBs ysuneBnit ApakoH.

Ho nme3pumelii Bpar HacTaser,

B por mobenueii He 3080 —
Cxopo, ckopo TpH3HOit craner
Mpasmuux cyacTes H MOGEH,
I'acHYT panoCTHBIE KIIHEH,
Cxop6b ¥ Mpak ¥ CNE3H BHOBB ...
Epprauxn, Espuauxu

He cnacna teos moboss.,

Ho pocnpaas! Hymoit nenyxHoi
He cxnonsiica npen cyapdoif.
Beasanurhbii, GeaopyxHuit
CMepTh 30BH Ha cMepTHBIH Goil
W na cympairoM nopore,

B conme mnavynmx teuet
Ouaposamrue Goru

Vanaror 1e61, Opdeit!

Bosms nechu scenoGeanoit
IMoTpscmm Auga ceox,

H Bnapmixa cMepTi GnenHoil
Espunnky otaaer. (1882)
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43. CoeT u3 TeMuL. Hag vepro#t rmiboit
BosnecTHcs He MOrnM OB
JIukn po3 TBOHX,
Ecnu 6 B cyMpadHOe JIOHO
He BrmiBasics NOrpyxeHHBIR
TeMERIE KODEHD HX.

51, Cited partially: Ha Ba3aHoM HOKDBIBAIE KPOBATH, (PaCOHHBIME kaluty-
KaMH IIPAMO Ha BOIUEANIETo, B INIaKO#, YepHO# robKe, IMPOKO Jerieil Ha-
[POYL, MPa3AHHYHAL ¥ NPAMasd, Kak NOKOHHALA, TeXKana HABSHHTh MUCCHC
Apwina. Ee BOTOCH! ¥a33/IKCh YEPHBIMY, B JRINE He OLINO HY KPOBHHEH.

AmHa, ¥TO ¢ BaMH? — BRIpBaJIoch W3 rpyad y Cepexn, H OH 3axnebHyIcH
IOTOROM BO3NYXA, NOMCOITHM HA 3TO BOCKIIHIIAHHC.

Ou Gpocriics K KPOBATH K CTAJ Liepel Helo Ha KoNieRH. IloaXBaTHB rono-
BY ADUIILI HA PYKY, OH APYrOIO CTAJ ropsauo ¥ GeCTOMKOBO HAHCKHBATS €€
OYJILC. OH THCKaJ TaK H CAK NeXsHBIe CYCTABH 3aNACTeEA M €ro HC JOHC-
kusance. «Cocnoan. Tocmomut» — rpomsie IOWATMHOTO TOTIGTA TONKIOCH
Y HEro B yIIaX H B I'pYIH. Tem BPEMCHCM Kak B3TJAIBIBAACE B OCIICTHTCIb-
HYIO GNSAHOCTD e¢ TNTYXHX, NOJIKOBECHLIX BEK, O TOMHO KYIA-TO CTPEMH-
TeJLHO H 6e3 AOCTHNCHUS MANAI, YBJEKaeMBIi TAXeCTRIO e¢ 3aThLTKa. OH
3aZILIXATICA, B caM OwUT Hefasleko oT 0GMopoka. BApYr oHa OMHYJIACh.

— You, friend? — HepHATHO nMpo0OpMOTana OHAa M OTKphUIA TJa3a
(Boris Pasternak, Proza, 180).

Four / Lavrov: Andrei Bely.

2. B To Bpems, KoTIa KaX /LI ZYMAJ, 4T0 OH OXHH NpobHpaeTcs B TeM-
HoTe, 6e3 HamexIsl, ¢ YYBCTBOM TrHOEIH, 0KA3anock — H APYIHe COBep-
LIANH TOT XKe NMyTh.

4. C. M. ConoBser paccka3uBacT MHE 0 CBOEM HOBOM 3Hakomom JI. JI.
KobsUmiHHCKOM, APOM MAapPKCHCTE M OJHOBPEMEHHO HENLISAHLE, ACATCIIEHO
paboTaronieM B pabodHX OPraHU3aUNAX K ONHOBPEMEHHO CXOAAILEM ¢ yMa
npr yrennu Hunwe; on HaunHaeT MeHA CHITLHO MHATEPECOBATE.

5. 1, BaTiomKkoR, DpTeiib ONHO BpeMA COCTABIIIM Kak Ou mpuo; Apyrof
rpymmo#i 6uina rpynna: Cousosbewsl, [leTpoBCknil, #; HAKOHEL, B YHH-
BepcHTeTe 1 Bee Gosiee CXOAWICA C MOHM TMMHA3IHYECKHM TOBAPHIUIEM
B. B. BnaanmuposniM; okono Hero rpynmuposamick Ieuxonckuit u C. JL
Hranos.

6. NPOHCXOXHT OH — B YRUBEDCHTETCKOM KOPHAOPE, IOA OTKPBITEIM He-
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Gom: B Kpemie, sa Apbare, B HonofieBuyLeM MOHACTRIPE HIIR HA JIABOYKE
Ipeuncrenckoro Gynesapa.

8. B «aproHaBTax» XOOUJ TOT, KTO CTAHOBHIICA HaM BIH3OK, YacTo H He
TOOO3PEBAasd, ITO OH «(APTOHABTY; He NO03PEBa O CBOEM «apPrOHABTHIME?
PavurcKni, eme peqko MeHA NMoceWaBIHA H He Guparmni y DJumca; He
nonospesan 3. K. Metrep, BecHo# 1902 roga He xupmuii 8 Mockse, 410
H OH — CONpPHMHCTICH.

10, aproHaBTHYeckHil UeETp obpacran mapTepoM M3 NPHXOIUBIIHMX HA
Qmmca, Yennuiesa, Dprens.

13, Hanm 1oHolleckHe ycTpeMJICHHS X 3ape, B 4eM Onl OHA HE DPOSBII-
JIACh — B WACOJIOTHH, B )KH3HH, B JHIHOM olLieHny, GBI kak GuI IUTaHOM
COBMECTHOM XW3HM B HOBRIX NPOCTPAHCTBAX H B HOBLIX BpeMEHaX.

15, OYIIOKO KPYXKAa — TOJKAYOM-arHTATOPOM, NPONATaHIHCTOM.

16, CHMBOJ — BeXa MepekUBaHH, 3TO YCJOBHEIH 3HAK, TOBOPAILMI:
«BCIIOMHHM © TOM, 49TQ OTKPBUIOCH TeGe TOroa-To, ¢ YEM 2pex pacCyXIaTh
M cMewHo CIOPHTL.. ». Muoraa cuMBon rosopHT: «f nomory tebe Bcnom-
HHTH ¥ CHOBA NEPCXKHUTH 3TOM. . . . Tak # CMOTPIO # Ha CBOH cOBCTBEHHBIHR
CHMBOJI — 30JI0TOE PYHO. DTO YCIOBHBIH 3HAX, 3TC PyKa, YKAlkIBalOmias,
rOe BXOA B oM, 3To dosorpad, kpusammii: «BcTanb 1 uom» ... Ho conep-
HaHHEe 3TOr0 CHMBOJIZ JaeT MHE MO HRTEJUICKT H MOPaJIbHEI HHCTHHKT,
k[oTo]pBiil PAa3BET paHLIIe, ¥eM £ MPHAYMAJ CHMBOJ pYHa.

17. Kerati: 8w omur Mostonoit wenosek (J1. JI. Kobsuminckn#) cobu-
paeMCs YUPeOHTs ECKOTOPOE HErMAcHOe of1uecTso (Cors) Bo nMma Hunme
— COK03 apzondemos: el IKIOTEPHUeCKasd — H3YYCHUC JIMTEPATYPRI, 10-
cesmifennoit] Ilonenrayspy m Huuie, a Takke MX caMHX; [Edb 330Té-
pHiecKas ~— MyTeIIeCTBHE CKBO3E HHIIE B HANCKAE OTHICKATE 30.10Mmoe
pyno. . .. vl Kapnosut — wyBcTByeTe BbI, 4TO 3BYHHT B 3TOM coYe-
TaHAM CJIOB, MPOHIHECEHHOM B XX CTONETHN PYCCEKAMA cmydeHmamu —
apaonaemst ckeo3b Huywe 3a 3010muim pyrom!! . . | JUTA APYTHX 3TO YIUTHI-
BaHHE 32 YePTY TOPH3OHTA, KOTOPOE & X0UY TPEAIPHHATE, OYNET Ka3aTheA
THOENEI0, HO MYCTHL 3HAKOT H TO, UTO B TO BPEMA KOLAA Napyc YTOHET 3a
TOPUIOKTOM U1 B3OpA Oepezossix KETeNcH, OH Bee eiye npononxaer 6o-
POTBECH C BOJIHAMH, IUILIBA ... K HeBeIOMoMY Bory ...

20. On Beran, kak Bogonan, Oypisammii B nexe benoi,
Kusarowuif, Kak TpH3pax B TbMe HOUHOI,
Kak xmypulit ropauifi kpax B 6pone obnenenenoi,
Yro AepxuT cBoA Hebec BeabpexHo-romyboil.
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C cunoit Mpaka sctymapnmm B 60pe6y,

Cpemu TEME TH OecCTpalllHO OTOHL CBOH 3axer
H Poccuz cBatywo cyanby

TrI npenpek, 1yxoM BoXBEHM ropeBInnii mpopox.

23. Ionoxenne GaKyHMHCKOrO Kpyxka OsUIo mpome: on ument erens
nosamd cebq, HaMu 4aeMelif [eres OBUT BIepeaH HAC, — €0 MBI JOJDKHEL
GeLmr co3naTh, noroMy YTe B, ConosreB GBI ANA HAC JIHIUE 3BYKOM,
NPU3LIBAYOIKM K OTHYATHBAHHIO OT Oeperos cTaporo MHpa.

24. GBUI TONBKO MMNYMLCOM OTTOJKHOBERRA OT cTaporo GLITa, OTIUIEI-
THEM B MOpe MCKanuii, KOTOPHIX LEIL BUAeNach B TymaHe Synymero.

25.

TMoxapoM ckoR HeOa OOBAT...

H BOT aproHaBTH HaM B pPor OTJICTaHUH
Tpy6HT...

Buaumaiite, pHAMATE...

JoossHo cTpanaHmiil

Bpomto Hagesaiite

H3 COJHEHHOH TEaHw!

JobeT 3a cobowo

CTApRX aproHaBT,

B3LIBACT

TpyGoit

30JIOTOKO:

«3a cosHIeM, 3a ConHieM, ceoboay Jnobs,
YMYHMCH B 3QHp

rosnybofil..»
Crapux aproHasT NpH3EIBAcT Ha COJTHCHHEIH OHp,
TpyOa '

B 30JIOTCIOLHA MHD.

Bee nebo B pyGHHaX.

Map comsna novu.

Bce Hebo B pyOHHAX

RaJl HAMH,

Ha ropHsix sepummHax

HaIl Apro,

Hai Apro,

TOTOBACH JIETETE, 30JIOTEIMH KPBLTaMHA
3abmn.
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26. Moe xenaHWe CONHIA BCe ycHimBaeTcd. MHe xodeTcd pHHyThCA
CKBO3b YEPHYIO MYCTOTY, HOIILITE CKBO3b OKEAH GEIBPEMEHDS; HO KK MHE
ocwmth mycroty? . . . CreAnka PasHH Bce PACOBAJ Ha CTEHE TIOPBME
A0004Ky, BCS CMEICH HAl MAJIAYaMH, BCE TOBODHIL, MTO CANCT B Hee H
ywmeser. 4 suao, umo amo. S nocTynmmo npnGIMIHTENLHO Tak Xe: No-
cTpolo cebe coHewHBI# kopabas — Apro. 5] — xouy cTaTh aproHaBTOM.
W ne s1. Muorue xotar. OHu He 3HAIOT, & 3TO — Tak.

Teneps B 3a/MBe OXHOAHHA CTORT GIOTHIIHA CONMHETHBIX GPOHCHOCIED.
ApProsasTH puHyTCA X cONHNY. HyxXHH ObUM BCAKHE OTHAAHWA, YTOGH
pa3buThL UX ManeHLKHe KYMHEDEI, HO 3aTO oT4aArHe o6paTuno ux x Comn-
uy. OHH 3aMPOCHIHCE K HeMY. OHE H3MBICITHAN HeMbICHMoe. OHH noacre-
PCIVIH 3J4TOTKAHKE CONHEHHRIE JIYYH, IPOTARYBLIHECA K HMM CKBO3bL MILT-
JHOHABIA XaoC MYCTOTH, — BCE NPHILIBLI; OHHM HaPC3aJiA JIMCTH! 3070TokH
TKaHH, YNoTpeOHB €¢ Ha OBGIHMBXY CBOMX KPRITIATHIX Keaanui. Iony Hmice
COJHEYRBIE KopalJm, H3)yvalomHe MOIRHE3apHEIC CTPYH. QIOTHIHA TAKHX
xopa6reil CTOHT Teneps B HAIUEM THXOM 3aJHBeE, ITOOLI € NEPBEIM HOMYT-
HBIM BETPOM YCTPEMMTHECE CKBO3b YXKAc 3a 30JI0THIM pyHOM. Camu OHH
3aK0BAJ CBOH YepHEIE KOHTYPHI B 30JI0TYIO KOJBYYTY. CHAIOUIHE TATHHKH
XOIAT TeNeph cpeu Mmoeif, BoaGyxaasd TO HACMENIKH, TO cTpax, To Gnaro-
TOBEHHE. DTO pHuapH opaexa 3omortoro Pyna. Mix wmr — comme. Hx
ocnenuTeLpHoe 3a6pano cnymeno. Korna oHA ero MOAHHMAKOT, KEUORUUMY
yaBI0aeTCA HEXHOE, TPYCTHOE JMIO, HCIOJHCHHOC OTBACH; HEBHIAIIHE
nyTaoT[ca] Kpy2A020 Yephozo nAmua, XOTOPOS, XaK ABIpa, 3HAET HA HHX
BMECTO JIHLA.

DTo BCe aproHasTHL. OHM noneTAT X connuy. Ho BOT OHE B30ILIH Ha
cBou kopabm. CoymeyHsIi TOPLIB 3a%eT 03epo. PacnnacTanHBEe 3010TEIE
A3BIKM JIXYT TOPHAIIME H3 BOAH kKaMHA. Ha Hocy Apro cToAT CHAKIIEX
JIATHAK M TpYOHT OTHE3N B POT BO3BpATa.

Yeit-To kopabme puRyaca. PaciutacTannble KDRUILA XOpalJid OYepTHIH
CHSRIOIMI 3Wr3ar H YUUIM BBLICH: OT JOGONHTHEIX B30poE. BoT eme. W
eme. M Bce ynetema. ToYHO MOJIHBH pa3pe3aiv BO3XyX. Teneps CABILNTCH
H3 MPOCTPAHCTR ryXoif rpoM. KTo-To NanuT B yUENeBIINX aprOHABTOR K3
nymek. ITyts ux panex ... [loMomMcs 3a HuX: Bes H MBI cobHpaeMcs
BCNIEA 38 HEMH.

ByaeM ke COBHpATh coaueunocms, 4TOGHL MOCTPOMTH CBOH KopaGim!
Dmunmit Kapnosuy, pacninacTaHHEIC 30JI0THE S3LIKH MOKYT TOPYAIIHE K3
BONL KAMRH; COJIHEMHBIE CTPYH UpOGHMBAIOT CTEKJAa HAINMX KHJIALL BOT
OHH YAAPHIHCH O HOTOJNIOK H CTEHH ... BOT Bee 3aCRANO KPYTOM ...

Cobupaiite, cobupaiite 310 cHanne! YepmaiiTe BeApaMu 3TY JBLIONULYIOCH
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ceeTo3apHOCTE! Kaxas kamwna ec cnocoGHA pOMHTE MOpS CBET&. AproHas-
TH O3 NOMOJIATCA 32 Hac!

29, BeutH HeOaBHO yXackl, SBJCHHE TPOIAIIErO B MOJHHH, KOTOPEIHR
noTpeboBa OT MeHs oA YTPo3oh HeMeleHHOH rube I NoATRepRACHHE
Moeit ToToBHOCTH X Gophbe. S aan noarsepxnenue, M Ha bpeMd ony oT-
CTYIOHITH OT MEHH.

30. o raseram: Ha Hebe BCIEIXMBAaeT HOBag 3Be3fia (OHa BCKOpE IIO-
racJa); neyaTaeTca CeHCAIHONHOE H3BecTHe, OYATO 3Ta 386303 — Ta CaMad,
KOTOpas conpopoxaana poxnacrne Mucyca mmanenua; Cepexa npuberaer
KO MHe BO30YKIEHHEIH, co cnoBaMu: «YXe HAYAROCHY.

31. IouTR y scex wieHO8 HAWE20 KPYNCKA € AP2OMABMUNECKUM HAAEMOM
ObiAY PHCACHE —= CHANAAG MUCIRUNECKUL, NOMOM NCUXUYECKUe U, HAKOHeYy,
peaivrbte.

32. Bonee oTBPATHTENLHOTO XHBOTHOIO, YEM KaKoe £ BHOEN Ha Hebe B
7 4acoB Bevepa 25 asr{ycTa), § HMKOTJA HE BHAAN. . . . 'poManHas MyTHAR,
¥aK NpOMACIIEHHBIR JIMCT OyMar, seneHo-xenrtas (1 usberaro Gonee Tou-
HEIX 3MUTETOB, KOTOPHIE BEPTATCA ¥ MEHA B [OJIOBE, YTOOH ... «ryceil He
Pa3’fpajAATLY») IYHA NOAHAMANIACE HA YKAC 3eMHOPOAHHM, NPeABEILAd, Mo
MeHbIIEH Mepe, kakylo-HAOYN: W3 KadHell eTHnerckux, yymy H T.IL . ..
Atmocthepa, TUNKad, yayuumsas, GLIMa BACKINEHA 3IOKAYCCTREHHEIM TY-
MAaHOM M JPSHRLIMHA MenapeRHAME [perHoro 6ymeeapa. Xenro-madpan-
Hulit 3akaT aoeepman xapTuuy. Muae HyxHO GbUTO mpoilitTH Ha Cpetenky,
H A ICHO NOVYBCTBOBA, YTO HeCHOOPOBATE, — H REHCTBUTENLHO 3aXBODAT
GeccOHHMIEH H npow.; HO AyXoM GOIp W CIOKOEH.

33. O Actpa, Haqanocs ....... JbIMKa MpeBpaTHNIACE B YEPT 3HAET YTO.
MHoroe ropasgo 6mmxe, yeM MoxHO 6mnke oxuaaTe. [prxoanTe, noxa-
nydcta, Ha MHRYTY. Hmero mveyTo coobwmute. Hacnextop Jynakos.

14. Hocud GricTpo wies mo yIMuaM KpyTeiM,
Cpenr KpyTHIX JOMOB H IUtomaneii 6e3moaueix;
Topena B HeM yira NpeOMyBCTBHEM CBATEIM,
Jo OHa packprITas 1A OTKPOBEHHI YYIHEIX ..,

35. CraTh 6IaX%eHBO-CHACTIHBEIMH

Hacrynuna mopa ...

3almeTaeT OMMBaMH
IonyGas ropa ...

AHren ¢ XprULAMH GeNEIMH
Tlpocusan H3 yria,

JlyverapHrIMH cTpeRaMH
IMepepesana mraa ...
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37. Han pevamu Kapeno u TepesuTs y I'amcyEa HCyracCHMOE CEBEPHOE
cAswue ... Heyracumoe cepeproe cuanue ... Ilagaer mackopsi cuer. Ocra-
HaBJMBacIIbCA. 3akpriBacib rnasa. IIycrs Bech MHD NPORECETCH, YMUHTCA
— MATXO, MATKO. M 3TO HACTPOEHHE MPOBOXAET CKBO3b YXKACH B JIACKOBYIO
THUNY. A yXacoB He MaJio, TUIeyTcs oprufiHble BOJAE XA3MH ... . . . A
Ha Ayl MATKAA TPYCTh — BEYHOE MEJBKAHNE CHEXHLIX XJIONbED, BETHRIH
OTHBIX HOCTE AOroi BypH, G1eck 30JI0TOTO, OLAHAIIETO IIAMIAHCKOTO Ha
ropmicsTe, Geecopatas TKIUWEA ... [epou amcyna — 3T0 JOOIH, KOTO-
PbIe Pa3 NPHCTYIIAHCE K BEYTPEHHE IPO3BYYaBIICH MY3bIKe H YIHAIA UTO-
TO Taxoe, HOCJNC Mero HM HE CTOHT BOJIHOBATBCA.

38. erwe oAWH mar — | MoGMMOe CYUIECTEQ CTAHOBUTCA JHUIEL Oe3noH-
HBEIM CHMBOJIOM, OKHOM, B KOTOPOE 3arisapiBacT Kakan-To Beunas, Jlyqe-
sapHras [Toapyra.

39. BpeaxnT Hamexna, ¥TO pycckas NOI3MS MPHEIMINTCS K BEJMKO 3a-
Jave OPTAHW3ANMH XA0Ca A OKOWYATeNsHON NoGeasl Baj HUM.

40. 3anada Teyproe cnoxHa, OHM ZOJDKHE! HATH TaM, TA¢ OCTAHOBHACH
Huine, — ROTH IO BO3AYXY.

43. Tparemus «apzonasmu3ama»: He CeJTH KOHKPETHO MBI BMeCTe Ha «Ap-
20»; MMIL NOOHBAJM B TOH raBaHM, K3 KOTOpOH BO3IMOXHO OTIUIBITHE;
Kaxeiil Halen cBofi xopalis, CYOBLeKTHEHO MM HaIBaHHELH «Ap2ow.

45. «Cpeder» AcTPOBa JUTHUTHCE HECKONLKO JICT, 3eCh ABJIAIHCE BIOCHCI-
cTBHH pasHooGpasHele moau: npod. H. Oaepos (¢ Hamu Gecenosapumit Ha
TeMy «Obuwecmeennocms u uckycemgow), npod. I'pomornacos (w3 Axane-
muu), npus.-nou. Ioxposckui, Bepries u B. M. Msanos: I1. J1. Bo6ophl-
K¥H ONHAXA OpoweN 34ech Aokiaj. MHorooGpasHEE TeMBI OOKIANOB
CMCHATE JIPYT APYTa; B CE30H 904~005 FOAOB MHE 3aNOMHIINCE pedepaTsn:
Mou (€O neccumusmen, «IIcuxoa0zun u MEOPUR Iuanua», «Q nayunom do2-
mamuamey, «Anoxaruncuc & pyecroii neazum), Jiumca (z noknama «O
Hanme»), M. Iprens («Q FOauane»), Cuzona («WIynuuili maney guacco-
), HMknaperckoro («O Xomaxosen), [1. Actposa («O ceswy. [Temposen);
B. I1. TloymBa"oB YUTANI CBOIO MOBECTH, NIO3MY «Cay.m, ConoBres — HM
HAMHCAHHYI0 nosMY «[Jesa Hasapema» K T.4.

46. # pagM MOBHHHOCTH OABJANCS B ACTPOBCKOM KPYKKe NPETh B apro-
HAaBTHYCCKOM DPA3TNaTONLCTBOBAHUH.

52. Beunoe npodBNAeTCH B JIMHHM BPEMEHH 3apedl BOCXOMAIICTC BEKA.
TyMaHE TOCKH BADYT Pa3OpPRAHI KPACKLIMHE 30PAMH COBEPINCHHO HOBLIX
nueii. . . . Cpuis cTaprix nyTeil nepexnaevca Konuom MApa, BECTE O HO-
poit amoxe — Bropem IIpumectanem. Ham wyeTcsa amOKaJHNTHYECKHI
puT™ Bpemenn. K Havany Mu1 yeTpeMitsemcs ckso3b Konern.
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53. eduncmsennbtil 200 & ce0eM Pode: NEPENCUBGACA OH MAKCUMAALHETHUIM
HARPANCEHUEM. . . . HAIIH OXHIAHHA KaKoro-To mpeoSpaxeHHs CBETOM
MAKCHMAJBHEL . . . BOS JIETO GOI roAa MEHA TOCSIa GlIarHe OTKPOBEHHS
H 3KCTa3bl; B 3TOT FOA OCOIHAN A BuOJHe BesEAA Heprmumoit Tlompyru,
Codun Tlpemyapocrn.

54. OBLIO ACHO CO3HAHME: 3TOT OTPOMHEIN XYAOKHHE — HAN, COBCEM
Halll, OH €CTh BEIPA3HTEb RETHMHACHIICH Halllel JINHAH MOCKOBCKHX yCTpe-
MAacHHi.

56. MEI Bee nepekHBAEM 30DI0 ... 3aKaTHYIO WIH paceseTryio? Passe Bu
HHYETO HE 3HacTe O BEJIMKOA rpycTH Ha sope? O3apeHRas TPYCTh Mepesep-
THIBAET BCE; OHA CTABHT JnoAei kak Ol BHe Mupa. Japesast rpycTh — TOMB-
X0 OHA BHIIBANIA ITO [HCHEMO ...

Bmakoe cTAROBHTCA JasieknM, Aaiekoe — GIMIKEM; He BepA HETIOHAT-
HOMY, NOAYTacilb OTBPAILCHHE K MORATHOMY. Ilorpyxaemsca B8 connyio
CHM$OHHIO ...

Pa3spe Bt HAYETO HE 3HAcTe O BENAKON IPYCTH Ha sope? . . . .

Ho Bee mamMernnocs. .. Al Haluen xKuBO CHMBOJ, WHANBRAYANLHOE 3HAMA,
BCE TO, U€ro MCKan, Ho ueMy eme [He?] HacTano Bpems cosepumTrcs. Bul
— moa 30pa Gyaywero. B Bac — rpanymee coSutue. Bi — ¢rnocodua
HOBOH 3pH. [lna Bac 4 oTpekcs oT moGey. Brei — sanewatnennas! 3paere
s Bui atol.,

57. BIEpPBLIC HAYHHACTCH JUIH MEHA KYJILT (COANEYHO20 3040Ma» K Ha-
CTpOcHMH, CBA3AHHLIX ¢ HUM; HOTA XEHCTBEHHOMN 3apH CMEHACTCA HOTOIC
MYXECTBEHHOCTH. . . . ToH 30pk ieTa 1G0T roJia — PO30BELA; TOK 30pPL 902
roga — OCNENHTENbHO 30J10TOM.

59. BCC wanoKasumnuseckoe», NOHATOS UCTOPHYHO, HavuHaeT OBITE JUIA
MEHJ JIMIIb CHMBOJIMYECKHM BOCXOXKHEHHEM MOJIMTBEHHEIM kO XDHCTY;
«Anoxaauncucy eCTh «Anoxaauncucy OYLIA: NyTh IOCBAMWIEHHA B Taiiny XpH-
cToBa Menn; «oHa» CTAHOBHTCA MINE BPATAMH KO BHYTpeRHEMY XpHCTY
po mue: Codusa cranosnrcs Xpuctocodueit: pu3oit Xpucropoil.

6o. JleTnM K TOPH3IOHTY: TAM 3aHABEC KPACHEIH
CKBO3HT 6e33aKaTHOCTRIO BEYHOTO AHA.
Cxopeit x roprsonty! Tam 3aHasec xpacHBIH,
BECh COTKAH U3 IPe3 M OTHAL.

61, Bo Beex CTHXOTBOPCHAAX 3TOro NMEpHOAA IBYHHT RBCTBCHHO HOTa
«cpoviga» HaOexN . . . JeATMOTHB 3TOTO JICTA — «He ma»n, «He men, 1 YK
He OLIyaio B cele TOro XABATCILHOTO TOKA (YXOBHOCTH, KOTOPEHIA OKDEI-
Tt MEHS 3TH IBA TOnOa.
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68. ciryyaiineni o6 pHBOK, MOUTH MPOTOKONBRAA 3AIHCE TOH NOAHAHO,
OTPOMHO CEM(BOHHH, KOTOPad NEPEXHBATACE MHOIO DA MECAIER B 3TOM
rony.

69. 51 xouy nodsuza, doaza, cuacmepR, a HE CIIOB «OW.

70. Korga 3to 6ymaymee cTaHeT HACTOSIINM, HCKYCCTBO, IPHTOTOBUE Y-
JIOBEYECTBO K TOMY, YTO 38 HHM, JODKHO BCHe3HYTh. HoBoe HCKycCTBO Me-
Hee HCKyceTo. OHO — 3HaMeHMe, IpeATeHa.

71, Tperuio uacTe «CHMQPOHHME» A NHCAN, OK43ABUIMCH B OCPCBHE, Y
MaTtepl, B Cepebpanom Kononaue, Mex HepBLIM H NATHIM HIOHEM, HOCACH
OeNBIMH AHAMH FajionoM B NOJAX HA CBOGM CKakyHe H 3acTpauMBag b
celie: coeHy 3a CReHOH.

73. «30N0T0 B Ja3ypu» — B CBOEM poge To xe, 4To «Pa36oiinnxu»
Ilsnnepa, KOTOPEIH CYNTAN TeHHANBHOCTS (YbE0T — KOHCYHO, c60€20 THIIA)
TPYARO COBMECTHMYIO CO BKYCOM. . . . B 3T0il reHRaJILHOCTH €CTh Be4TO
OIENNIEPOBCKOE, CIIETKa HaUIOMIICHEOS, YEPecHyp CTPEMHTENBHOE: OTCIONA
HEIOCTATOK BKYCA MJIH, MPABHHLHES, HEAOCTATOMHOC MOOYHHCHHE CEOMX
NIOPEIBOB CBOEMY BKYCY.

74. SAanix Benoro — spkas, HO Ci1yMaliHAs aMAJILraMa; B HCM CBoeoGpas-
HO CTaJIKHBAIOTCH CAMEIE «TPHBHAJILHEICY CJIOBA C YTOHUCHREHITHMH BEIpa-
WEHHAMH, OTHEHHEIE SMUTETHL, OTHEHHEIE MeTadopEI ¢ GecCHILHEIME Npo3a-
H3MaMH: 3TO 3JIATOTKAHAA Hapckas nopdHpa B Ge3aofpa3HLIX 3amnaTax
. . . Benblit WOeT MHTATEN, XOTOPKIA NpOCTIII OB €My €ro NPOMaxH, XOTO-
priit orTzanca OH BMeCTe ¢ HHM Ge3yMHOMY BOIOTIAAY €ro 30JOTHIX H
OTHMCTBIX Ipe3, 6pocuics GH B 3Ty BCIEHEHHYIO nepiiaMA GesnHy.

75. Ecom 6 ®nobep GbUT KHB H 3HAKOM ¢ HEM, TO OH, MOXET BRITh,
nocoseroBan Oul I. AHapeto BenoMy IpeaTh COXOKCHHIO HOUM BCE HM
HANHCAHHOE, KaX N0 Ero COBETY MOCTYNAN € CBOMMH IOHOILCCKHMM ONBI-
Tami Mornaccan.

76. He MoxeT OLITH HCYEepllaHA TBOPYECKAA JIHYHOCTh aBTOpa «CHMpo-
Huii». Jeno B ToM, 4T0 Benoro HUKaK Helb3s BTHCHYTH B CTPOTO JIMTepa-
TYpHBIE PAMKY. . . . OH IOCTOSHHO BHIIUICCKHBAeTCA 32 GOPT [L1aCTHYECKHX
TIPEAE/IOB, IOCTOAHHO HAPYIIAET LELHOCTE (JOPMEL H BAAETCA B OTHIOAS
He JIMTEPaTYPHOTO XapakTepa MpopodecTha. DTO 3HAMEHHE BPeMeHH. B
3TOM NOBHHEH He onMH BemmIi.

77. CserozapHa dprnocodus 3ope. [eneHa 3a neneHolt cnaaaeT Ha ropH-
30HTE, H BOT, NOKa HeGo TeMHO HA[ TOJIOBOM, Y TOPH3OHTA QHO KEMYYRK-
Hoe. Ha.

Ecym 8 Bac sormnowense Qyvim Mupa, Codur Ilpemyapoct 6oxHet,
ecnd Bu Camson JIyuecsernoii ITogpyra — IToapyrH ceeT/LIX myTeid, ec-
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JIH, HAKOBEN, 30PA CBETO3APHA, MPOCBETHTCA H FOPHIOHT MOHX OXHIANHI.

Mo# cxa3ka, Moe cuacTee. M He Moe Tonpko. Moe BOIDIOIEHHOE OTKPO-
BenHe, GJ1arad BECTh MOA, TaliHEIT Mot cTAr.

Pasneprercs crar. 3t1o Gyner B nens BosHecenus.

78, BecHoii 1903 I. f KyIHNA B KHIDKHOM Mara3uae HebOJIbIIYI0 KHUKKY
noara Arnpes Benoro «Bropas cumdonns apaMaTHieckas», Tak KaK 4 0
Helf cheiuana or MEormx. Ilpuexas AoMolf, £ pacKphiia KHRXKY H GbLna
nopaXeHa TeM, YTO HAIIIA B Helf GYKBANEHO BHIDAXEHBA H3 ITHX MHCEM
pHILAPA, U MOHNA, YTO NoX HMeHeM Cxa3kd B 3Toi CHM(OHIH OH rOBOPHUT
obo mue.

79. Hern Commua cxBo3k Ge3OHHYI0O TEMY XOTAT PHHYTECA K CoNHLY.
Kax GapxaTHule miemml, 4ro coSupaioT MeJOBOE 30JI0TO, OHH BeperyT B
cepAuax 3amacel conHedHoro Giecka. Ceplue MX BMECTHT NOMYIHEBHLIH
BOCTOPF: OHO PACIUMPHTCSH, KAk Yallla, NOTOMY 4TO AYINa HX AOJDKHA CTATE
OTPOMHEIM 3€PKAJIOM, OTPAXKAIOLIMM MOJIHHH COJIHIL. . . .

81. B Mockse yxe noToMy LIEHTp, YTO YX OCHE [IPOCHTCA B CEPALE TO,
YeMY HACTaHET KOTAa-Jm00 BpeMs OCYILECTBHTRCA. OTKpLIBAETCS C NOPaA3H-
TemsHolt ACHOCTEIO, Jerko gaercs. Hepasuo 6w B J{eBAMLEM MOHACTHIDE.
BocTopr cHerop npeBriman bBee Mephl. CHera 3aMETANH TPAHHIY MEXIY
KHMAHBIO B cMepThio. CKBO3IHAS COCHA BOMMIIA O TOM, 4To TalHo moaxpa-
JIOCE ¥ Ay1ie.

83. B cUMBOIM3ME K IATH 1yBCTRAM NPABGABNFETCA H HIECTOC — TYBCTBO
BeysnocTtr: 370 %03$OHNMEHT, MyACCHO NPENOMIIAIOIAIN Bee.

84. BuBano: 3a Hepuupam IoseM
IIpoxoauT XMHHEK Genwlil poii;
Mu TaiiHy CIANOCTHYIO BOJEM,
BiarixaeM paxocTHol Hrpoit:
B BosHax syunctoro upa
YuTacM NETOMACH MHEpA.

85. BpeMs HAIUMX NIPOTYJIOK — 34KAT; MBI 0COGEHHO OTHAEMCH BeuepHe#
sape. {c A. C. IlerpoBckum] Met 3a6npanuck Ba 6aJIKOH, O3APaH COHALIA
Apbart H CMOTPEJH, KaK HAMHMHAJIOCE Ha BOCTOKS MOPO3OBEHHE,

86. mepa pasa B HeGe MPOHIOUINO HEYTO HEHIBACKHMO-OTPATHOS, BBIPA-
IHBILEECA B CROEM (GHELIHEM) KAK CHHTES HECOBMECTHMEIX (AJIH PEIIKO CO-
BMECTHMEIX) 3aKaTOB: CHHTE3 PO30BOre, PEJITHO3ZHOTO, MHCTHYECKOTO,
HCHCTBEHHOTO 3aKaTa, cuMBomaHpyromiero ce. Liepkoss, Hymy Mupa, Co-
¢mo, Lumen Coeli Sancta Rosa (Mepexkobcknif) ¢ 30JI0TLIM, HHIUICAH-
CKHM, YeJIOBEKODOKECKHM, CAMOYTBEPK/IAIOIEMCA 3AKaTOM.
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88. Hosonesuunii MOHAacTHIph — IEJL NPOTYIOK, 3aX0AHM TYAA, MOCE-
LaeM MOTHNE! oTHa, [ToymsaHosa, Biagummpa Cosnosnesa, M. C.u O, M.
CoJIOBBERLIX, COBCEM CILE CBCKHE . . . ACTO CPEAM YTOHYeHHeHIIHX pasro-
BOpOB 0 rpofe u BeunocTH MBI HaiHHaeM MOJMATE, Habnogas Tamalimes
OuprosoBaToe HebO; OHO PO30BEET K 3aKaTy. . . . IloMoimasmyu, GuiBasio,
ONATH BLIZLIBACM CJIOBA M3 MOJYAHLA: CAOBA O MOCIEAHEM, O THXOM, O
HAINeM, O BOBCE 3aBETHOM.

89. Bery cioma otoaTses Heram.

91. Ipubrmaunocek reGo. A panobancd nan mMorwnoil ColOBLEBEIX. . . .
OH NPHHAJI CBOE HECHACTHE TepOMYECKH — HHade OBITEL He Morno. Eme B
OCHE CMEPTH CBOHX POJNKTENEH! O TOBOPHII MHE, YTO KO BCEMY IPHIGTO-
BJIeH (Ka3aJI0Ch, OH YK€ 3HAJL, YTO M MaTk He GyNeT %HUBa, — OH &ce 3HAJ).
OH roToBHUICA K YXKacy, 3a4HTLIBAACE « Imenuem o bozoueroseyecmeer, [o-
BOPHJE: «(Bo MHE OAHATIACH BOJIHA MECCHAHHYECKHX YYBCTB, K OHA BBIHECET
MEHAY ...

92. Camu e MH HaOpPackIBAMA NOKPOB WIYTOK HAK Ramel 3aseTHOM 1a-
peif . . . M HAYHHAIH MOAYAC AYPASHTECH H MIYTATE O TOM, KAKAMH MBI Ka-
347HCh OL1 «HENOCBALIEKHBLIMY JIOMAM M Kakue CODHIME M Napaf0kCH BhI-
Tek/M Owl, ecim 6Bl YTPHPOBATH B MpeyBEAMYEHHLIX CXeMaxX 10, 4TO He
0G7ICKacMO CIGBOM, T.6. MEI BHACIH «Aprexuuany» camux ceba.

93. Byraer 3axomun ko MHE HeckoJbxo pa3. Mel MHoro rosopumn. Ko-
HewHo, o XpucTe, XpUcTOBOM 9yBCTBE ... [IOTOM O KeHTaBpax, CHICHAX, O
ux SuiTHH. PacckaseiBan, kak XOJIHN HCKATh KEHTAaBPOB 3a JeBrunii MoHac-
THIPB, IO TY ¢TopoHY Mockpa-pekn. Kax equHOpPOr XOIUII IO €ro KOMHa-
Te ... MoH namel, ciymas, ¥ax OZHH 3TO I'OBOPHT Cephe3HO, a Jpyrofi
CEPBEIHO CIAYLIACT, AYMAIH, YTO MLl PEXHYIHCh.

94, «xeHTaBp», «dapH» ONd Hac ObmM B TE¢ TOALI HC KAKAMH-HHOYOE
«CTUXMITHEIME JyXaMu», a cliocoGaMu BOCIPHATHA,

95. Ecm 1o, ¥TO no-namemy Tak NpEKpacHo, eciH oHo Gelymue, Aa
35paBcTBYeT Gesymue: nocmubaeM OUKH TPe3BOCTH ¢ OJIMAODYKHX HOCOB!

97. Burnanait Jlesynosuu Benopor. Exunopor. BeiueHapuxoBE nos,
24-# Hanom, Ne 31.

Oruira Ieinesny Koxtak-Pporuxos. Eanroport. Beunste Gonsnyn, CepRusi-
XuHCKMH TYNHK, X, OMOBa.

o NMenoyxosny Gofufpo. Muyce. Kosun. Porosatas ymua, a. Hlaxpa-
HOBA.
98. Henasno Byraes wanenan nepenonox ceoum Orstramu, Emuropora-
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Mi B T.0. K HeMy YyTh He IPH3BANH NICHXAATPA, B MHOTO OBUIO THXEIOIC
M IUIA HETO CAMOTO M IUIA HAC,

100, He . .. WYTKOH, 3 XeJAHEEM CONATE «aTMOoCcepy», — AeHaTh BCE
TAK, KaK €CNH OB 3TH SIHHOPOTH CYIECTBOBAIIH.

101. 3 yGerato w3 Mockeri [8] Huxauit Hosropon [rae] onpasnsiock He-
CEOMLKO OT psfa [KecTOKHX] YAZPOB, HAHCCCHARIX MOMM YTOIMMAM O MHC-
TEpPVH.

103. CxBO3b NEULHLIE, XKEJTHE KIYOR!
Bery, pacmycTHBILH CBOi 30HT.
M nrivom dabpuunsie TpyOE!
ITmoroT B OrHeBOH TOPHIOHT.
«Ha ymmne» (1904)

104. 3aroBopHiH cywmocTH. COoepHYTa Macka — IOBCIOIY YAMBJICHHEIE,
YIOEBIAIOUME, HEIAMACKHPOBAHHBIC JIHITA.

165. 3 GOA3HK, ¥T0 BB NpeBpaTHO NMoAMeTe MO0 JIE0GOBH, — A OOBAB-
JI910, umo cosceM He AobGawo Bac. . . . MHe He Hago Bac 3HaTh, Xak yeno-
BEK3, NOTOMY YTO Jiyunie % Bac yanan, kak CHMBOJI, H NPOBO3IJIACHT BEJIK-
XuM npooGpasomM.

MpHe He Hy*xHO Hd JE4HO Bac 3HaTh, HH 3HATE, Kak Bu k0 MHE OTHOCHTECE.
Moe 6raxeHcTeo B ToM, IT0 # Bac cyuTaro cecTpoif B nyxe.

106, 51 He ¢ HeGoMm, ¥ A He ¢ Bamu, 5 ¢ cobeil, ¢ coboif ropopro: 1 30BY
ceba, 1 BmobieH B cebi CaMOro — BOH TAM 33 TPAHBIO BPEMEH H 30BY
camoro ceGa, 5 308y Bac, & Bcex 30By: «ITopa, nopa ...»

107. BCETOAa MOIXOIWI KO MHE, H MBI HEMHOTO H OTpLIBOYHO GeceoBasH
Ha caMule ofiHe TeMH, S ero MpHracKia kK HaM, H OH 3aXOTHN paja Aza
TN TPH H IIPH 3TOM HHXOTAA HH OIHHM CJIOBOM, HE OJIHAM XECTOM He Aa-
BAJI MOHATDH, YTO OH MHE IHCAN.

108, A oYeHb CHILHO COMHEBAKOCH {OTHOCHTENbHO Byraesa), G5 JIH A
KOrAa-JH6o JeliCTBHTENEHO IOHAT K JEOOKM K He ABJIACTCA JIH «CTAPRHHLI
Ipyr», Kak MeHs HaskisaeT Auapeit Bensii, npocTo omuuM M3 MepcoRaxel
«CuMpornm», a 2 caM, XWBAA JIMHHOCTE, — NPOCTO MOJENEIO.

109. 6HI0 TPYAHO ¢pa3y B3ATh HACTOAMMIH TOH MO OTHOLUEHHIO APYT K
APYTY- - . . He 3HAJMH, YTO APYT ¢ APYTOM JE/AaTh, 0 4¢M FOBOPHTE: O IIOTO-
Ie He CTOHT, & o IIpekpacHoit JlaMe HeBO3MOXHO.

I11. Sl capuncs HA AMBAH, ONEPUINCE PYKOIO Ha Kpail cToma. A. A. ca-
JIHJICH B KPECIO Nepel CTONOM, a BeIXomuBmag k HaM JI. JI. ouens wacto
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3a6HpasNack ¢ HOTAMH HA KPecAo OKOJIO OKHA, M HAYMHAINCL HAIIH MOJYa-
JMBBIE MHOT'OMACOBRIS CHIICHHA, IJIe PAIrOBODPa-TO, CoBCTBEHHO, He GELIO,
rae oH SLUT THUIE CAyYaffHEIMMA rpefeiikaME NEHK KAKOTO-TO HENpEPhIB-
HOTO NYHICBHOTO XYpPYaHHMA CTpPYif, a ecd M GBUI pasroBop, TO BeJT €ro
riaBHeIM 06pasoM 4, a A. A, u JI. 1. G nanmuadToM Nepepesapinmx
HX pyucit cioB.

112, Bepto, MBI cBsaansl auta Besnoctn. — Bepio, ¥TO HET Hac, OTHETL-
HBEIX, 060COGICHHEIX, a BCe MBI, NOCKOJLRY OGPAINEHN K BeHHOCTH, o6pa-
uteHEl X EARAOMY BECTOMHMKY, AaBileMYy HAM eJHHLIN 3aKOH CBOM, HCIOJN-
Hsd XOTOpLIt MpuGukaeMca ¢ Bepoll, Hazex/aol, MOBOREIO K HeMy —
Hcrounuky seaxoit moGeu.

113. Bo MRe 3By4aT «aJLIIHBLIE HOTHL C TOYKH 3PERHS PEIMIHOINON
moGemn? . . . S 3HAI0 ce ORHY coamyo u beazpeinyio BCEr LA, AXKE B e Ap-
x0fi 3eMAoit kpacoTe. . . . JI HE NyMalo, IT0 MH ¢ TOBOI «Kak-TO 0COBERHO
BO Xpncren. ¥V Hero — Bce paBHEL . . . Thi %&¢ paspLiBacls, Hapymiacus,
JAEIHMIUL BMECTO TOTO, YTOOK NPHAATE €¢ CRATYIO NOJHOTY.

114, B oORIICHAOM OefiCTBHE MOKa3aTh HeOOLIASHHOCTE 3HAYECHHA €To.

115. l'Ipon'one)xya CKopHIii kKoHeRt,
A NpeAcTas, ¢noBHe HOBHI Xpucroc,
BO3JIOXKHBIIH TEPHOBLIK BeHEI,
Pa3yKpAIICHRLI IIAMeHeM Po3.

117. V Bac ¢cTb Takue mpoapenns, GOroOULYIIEHHS, KOTOPLIX HET HH Y
XOro H3 Hac.

118. Ecrm Bu Gynete WHOFAA NHCATL MHE, § CMOTY ONATE B3ATH COCYH
ANIaBacTPOBEIR M CeCTh MpH AOpoOTe.

Crpsmas npe AOpore ¢ AIABACTPOBLIM COCYHOM.

119.  Ha, TH Re 3HAN MoOOBH, HO, MOJHEIN YMHEACHLS,
He cnagocTHO# MedTHI TH %aXRaj, HO BHACHb,
H papocTrO mopo#t HA KUIHEHHOM NYTH
Tr makNan He B CIe3aX, HO B 3BYKaX M3OMTH,
H mnozo mut empadaa, o1 rpess npoGyxkacH,
H MECIIBIO KO KPecTy He pa3 GLUT MPHIBOXICH;
Ho B xynoa eevrocmu Buepss B30p JAyMUCTEL,
Tl TOPHHX aHTEIOB BHHMAJ HATEB CpeOpHCTRI,
B noJieTe TOpIMHOK ¥ B WYME CH3BIX KPHLT
Trer oucpTaHHA HHOM CTPaHBI JIOBHI,
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B HaneBax CJIHINAJ T B CEPACYHOM 3AMHDPAHLE

U wenor palickux CTpyH ¥ paiickEX cTpy# XypuaHbe,
Ta suzien nepaaMyTp Ha paficknx Befecax

H Gora cBeTnmill mix, BCTAKOMIMI Ha Bonax.

120. Hamr MHCTHYeCKHH ONBIT 3TOr0 BPEMEHH, YIBAHHE aHOKATHITHYE-
CK¥X NCpeXUBaHUil B CBAIM C «Besbim» UBCTOM; CMEACH, MBI TOBODIIH APYT
IIpYTY, 4TO MBI HCCIERYEM «Dedble HAYA1a» KHAIHH; B HHX — BeAHHE HACTY-
naromiei Bennkoit spet npruectsas Codun Mpemynpocty u yxa Vrenm-
TEJA.

121. B ero npucyTcTBHE BCe CIIOBHO MTHOBEHHO MEHAJIOCh, CMEIIAJIOCEH
WJTH 033apATock ero ¢setoM. M oH B caMoM Iene GLLN CBETEN.

122. On Obu xak 611 GecTenecer, He-GU3NYeH.

123. BBUI CBETNOTNIA3EI KPACHBEIA TOIT, JeMKATHEMIIEIH, CTAJI X KHe-
ACTOBO LIYMAIMIA Ha TOMOCTE» KPHKJIMBEIA KYDHAJIICT.

Notes

33. Cnycwmck TeH. MatexHble GOMLHEE CyMepKH, kak GecnokoiiRbie
CHEI, CIIYCTHIHCE Ha 3emuno. Baamu 3a srecom aackimaer 3aps, 3010Toit 3a-
KaT, kax Bel ropopuTe. Po30BOC 30JI0TO 32KATA TPEMELIYIUHM 3APCBOM
TYckHeno, Gnenpeno, yMHpano ... Jlec sacuman ... B xynax mepes ciios-
HO IIENTaN KTO-TO OBICTPLIM, TPEBOXKHEIM IIENOTOM, CIOBHO BOPOXMI
KAXAMHA-TO TAHABIMH YapaMH.

86. MerameTepeonorkyeckoe Habmonerue: B Jleope OT 11 Mast 1o 11
HIOHA Beero wame Gpocaiyocs MHE B IJ1asa clielyromee: GoH 3akaTa xopo-
OINHA, COBCEM MaliCKHR — po30BOE 30J10TO, HO HA 3TOM GiOHe OYeHs HEXO-
pollce — IUTMHHAS MCPRUILHO-CHHAA Ty4a ¢ GarpoesiMu KpaaMHi. BooGe
Masl [IOYTH COBCEM He OBUIO, a G110 4TO-TO CTpaHHOe, CKOpee HIONB, HO
He HioNth. B [Mancane 3axaros xo cux mop GuIno Mallo, a xoraa Gwum, To
HEXOPOIIHE — OpaHKeBO-KPACHBIE.

Five/ Grossman: Briusov and Petrovskaia

9. Jocrarouno GbUio OBITE BIIOGNIEHHEIM — H YEJIOBEK CTAHOBHIICH
ofecmeyen roeMn NpeOMeTaMH EPROH JIHpHYecKoi HeobxoaumocTa: CTpa-
cteto, OTuasnnem, JInkosanueM, Besymuem, ITopoxom, I'pexom, Hera-
BHCTBIO M T.A. . . . CUMBONINCTH XOTEIH MHTAaTECA KPEemYaiIuuMH 3CCeH-
HUWAMH YYBCTB.
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12. WM cTaTh cuyTHUnel ero «GeayMHuIx Houefi», 6pocas B 3TH 4yA0-
BUIIHLIE KOCTPH BCE CBOE CYIIECTBO, A0 3KOPOBbA BEJIOMHTENLHO, HIH
nepeliTH B IITAT ero (GKCH MUPOHOCHID, CMEPEHRO CIEIYFOIIHX N0 MATaM
TpayMpaILHEOR KOJIECHHUBI.

18. 3 B cele omyan B To BpeMs MOTEHIMK kK TBOPYECTBY «pumyand,
o6psaaa; HO MHE HyXcH OBUT IOMOLIHUK WM, BEpPHEE FOBOPA, MOMOLIHHIA
— sui generis TRepodanTHRA; ee Hano Geuto HaitTu; ¥ coGCTBERHO MOX-
TOTOBKTH; MHE CTAll0 KalaTbCA, YTO Takad POACTBCHHAS AylId — eCTh!
Hrua Wsanosna [lerposckan. ‘OHa ¢ kako-To 0c00010 Ty TKOCTEIO OTHOCH-
JIAck xO MHe. I 4acTo K Hell cTaj NpHXOJHTE; H — NOY4ATh ee.

19. Mos Tara x IleTposckoit OXOHYATENERO ONpeAEAeTcd; OHAa CTAHO-
BHTCA MHE CaMbIM OJIMIKHM HeJIOBEKOM, HO 8 HATHHAIO NOAO3PEBATh, ITO
OHA B MeH# BIIOGIIEHa; & caMoe YYBCTBO BIIOOICHHOCTH B MEHA CTaparoch
NpPEeTBODATE B MHCTEpHIO . .. SI He 3Halo, 4TO MHe menare ¢ Hunoi
Hsanopnof; BMeCTE ¢ TEM: A OLIYNIAIO, YTO H OHA MHE HDABHUTCH KaK JKeH-
1I¥HA; TPYOHbIE OTHOIIEHHA obpasyloTes MEkIY HAMMH.

25, C ILIaYeM, C PCBOJILBEPOM B PYKE, C AHOM B IIXAMYHKE K C YIUIOT-
HEHMEM «CHMBOJIOB» KO MaTepHasHol peasHOCTH TpeSoBana, YToOH n3
«ada uzsean.

29. Berie, XOJOAHLIE 3amsl, Germie ofexan, GeJible NBeTH, DeNEmMu cle-
3aMH HCTEKAIOUIAE HEMOPOYHBIE CBEYH, B ME], CIMARHEIC B TAHHCTBE CITyXe-
HYA HOBOMY XpHCTY. . . . camoro Besoro — «mxenpopoka»,

38, BHICHIYIO CTYNCHB HeJIOBEYECKOTO DAIBMTHA H JaXKe HEYTO BhINIE ee,
210 OH OARCH NOJIOBHHOH CBOEro CyHICCTBA NPOHHK YXKe B HOBHIH nepron
Pa3BHTHH, YTO LUCHTP TAKCCTH PA3IBUTHA €70 OPrand3Ma [CPCMECTIIICK B
MO3T.

TAWHCTBEHHEIH 32KOH IPAPOILI, B CHITY KOTOPOro POKOBHIM 06pasoM ra6-
HYT BCE TAKHE COSOMHATENLHEIE «MOCTRE. . . . HO HMEHHO TO, 9T0 NOCHy-
%Ano npaywHOR ruGerm Huuwine, cocTasnsnoe oHOBPEMEHHO H ET0 MOTY-
IHECTBO.

46. B MocM MOHEMAHHH, MOBORE, . . . — 3TO KOCMHYECKAs CTHXHA, 3TO
POX, TATOTEIONIMA BaJ YeJIOBCYCCTBOM, 3TO GJ1arcAaTHas Cila, OXpaHs1o-
njas 4eNoBeka OT BHIMHDAHHA.

. . . IOBOBL 3TO — HEBCROMAN CHAA, BOIPONKAAIOUIAA, BOCKPCLIAIOIAN
XHIHE BCC CRISHOBA, CHI3HOBA — N0 GECKOHEYHOCTH.

. . . HOGOBEL — 3TO HCYACPREMOE CTpeMITeHHE (OHO Xe MOXCT CTATh H
HCTOYHHKOM HCYTOJIMMBIX CTPAaIaHHui) K MOJIOMY CAMAHIIO ABYX IIOJIOB,
HaBLl po.d YENOBEYSCKMIt CTAN JyvIle H MOr JocTHYEL COBEpPILICHCTBA.
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Bo mmMa 3T0#-TO IM06BH ¥ 31010 cTpeMicHEHA kK COBEPIICHCTBY YEIOBEK
cTpanaert, paboraer, MyyaTcs, 6opercs, yGEBaeT OOHHE IPYTOro, pe3yibTa-
TOM 9€TO ABJIAETCA NMPOTPEce H COBEPLICHCTBOBAHUE 1EJI0BEYCCKOM MOPOAK.

B 3Ty-TO CYIHOCTD XH3HM IBITAJNCH A OPOHMKHYTSH . . . S| m3ywan Bce
NpPOABIICHAA JEOGBH, TTO0BI CO3AATE cebe TakHM 0Gpa3OM IOJIHOE MEPOCO-
sepuanue. I1yTh ganeunit, oveHs ganexHil.

49. Jlna mens aro 6rut rox 6ypH, BogoBopoTa. HHKOT A HE NEPERKUBAI
A TAKHX CcTpacTel, TaKHX MYYHTEIIBCTB, TAKHX panocTeif.

53. Bn. Conoereny dumngnnckoe ozepo CaliMa CHyRAIIO HCTOTHHKOM
Hoxnosenuii o Hefi: B cTrxnax BoAs Bunes o Ee mik.

57. S ynoen — ! MHe HHuero He Rano! / O, Torexo 6 AMHICA 3TOT ACHRIR
COH.

60. H Tu pana MEe yBHIATH NOCHCAHHE TAYGARH, NOCNCOHAE TATHB
Moel oyimn.

61. M BApyr mpEOUIA TEL, KaK YTO-TO HOBOE, HEOXKHIAHHOS, HeCORITOY-
HOE, 0 1eM MEYTANIOCh AABHO M YTO BIDPYr OCYIIecTBHIOCE. Iipumima mo-
60BB, 0 KOTODOH A TOJBKO IMCAN B CTHXAX, HO XOTOPOI He 3HAJ HUKOTOA;
TIPUILLJIE XKEHIMAA, O KOTOPHX 8 TOJLKO YHTAN B kHMTaX (B TEOeM ITImGH-
LIEBCKOM), HO He BHAAJ HHKOrAa. Thl MHE %acTo MOBOPHIIA, YTO TOT rojg
OLI BoCKpeccHHEM A Tebf; HO OH GBLM M AN MEHS BOCKpECEHHEM., V
MEHS BJpDYT OTKPHUINCE [Rasa, CAENaMich B cTO pa3 Gonee 30pkHMHE; B
PYKax 8 MOYYBCTBOBAA HOBYIO cwiy. Sl BAPYT YBHIAN BOKPYT BHOBE CO-
KpOBHINA.

62. JI1060BB H CTPEMIIEHNE X YEMY-TO JIYMUIEMY, BRICOKOMY . . . OJHH
ABJIAKOTCA HCTOVYHHKOM BOOXHOBCHHA IJIA HCTHHHOIQ XYROAKHUKA.

H Myx4nHa H XeHIIHHA, CKOBAHHBIC Y3aMH Takoh mobsn, Ge3oTyeTHO
CTPEMHATCH BIEpEl, BICped — B Jyue3apHoe Oyaylnee . . . Bepd B BEHKYIO
CHJTy BEYHO BOIpOXAalomeif ko Bce coBeplieRHeiimelt xuiun — Jliobeu.

63. EcTp ABa MyTH BOCXOMIECHHA YEIOBSYECKOTO OyXa. OoHH — crokoif-
HOE CAMOYTBEDXKACHHE, GraxeHHaR OJMMIKiickas ACHOCTD, POBHEIH H TOp-
MECTBEHHBIA MOALEM MOry4ero BIOXHOBCHHA. DTO — 00pa3 «Myapena M
03Ta» Ha BEICOKOH ropHO# BEpIINHE, B PO3IOBEIX YTpeHHUX yvax. K apy-
roii — via delorosa wenmosedeckoif AywmH, EOYIEGH CKBO3E XA0C, CKBO3b
TParwveckHit camopaissnajl, cTpamHelii nyts B riyGoxofi TEMe NpH ceeTe
CHHHX MOJIHEH Ea HepHOM He(e oTHafHMA.

64. 1 mo6oBhb . . . IPEXOMUT 3ANKTAR XKePTBEHHOH KpPOBEHIO. . .. DTO
YIOHTENBHAA EBXaPHCTHA, XEPTBONPHHOILICHAC TC/a H XpobH, duoHncoB
SoxecTBeHHEIN JKCTAd.
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65. [a, s Bee e HE 3HAIO CTPACTH, T.c. caensmel, GeayMHoi; % HE MOTY
B CTYIMTE B ¢¢ 00nacTh. A TOJBLKO CTOK ¥ €¢ TAKENRX BOPOT. . . . Cympba
MHe 0TKa3aja B Jy+IleM H3 Japos — B Gnaxencree crpaganusl

66. Crpacts — npexze Beero Taiiga. Jlio60BE — YyBCTBO B PAMY JPYIHX
YYBCTB, BOSBHIIICHHLIX H HU3KHX. . . . CTpacTh HE 3HAET CBOCTO POOCIIO-
BHS, ¥ Hee HET NOAOOHEX. . . . CTpacTs B caMoit cBoelf CymHOCTH 3arazka;
KOpHH €€ 32 MHPOM moncﬁ, BHC 3€MHOTI'0, HALLICTO. KO]‘}I& CTPAacTh BJIaccT
HAMH, MBI GIIH3KO OT TeX BeWHHIX rpagelf, KOTOpHIME 06oiileHa HAIIA «T0-
syGas TIopbMar, Hallla chepHdecKas, INHIBYINAA BO BPEMCHH, BCENIeHHad.
CrpacTs — Ta TOMKa, [HE 3CMHOM MIp HPHKACACTCA K HABIM OLITHAM, Boe-
ra 3aKpHTaf, HO ABEPH B HAX.

70. HexoneGmemodt ucTHHe
He sepro s naexo,
H Bce Mop4, BCE MPECTAHH
Jwbmo, mobmo papHo.

71. MHE GBUIO CMCIMHEIM HAILE CTPCMJACHHS K OKHCTBY CHUI HIIH HAMAT
WM HCTHHBL Moeit MeuToit Beeraa GuUT NaHTEOH, XpaM BeeX Goros.

72, Muicnbs — BevrEIf Aracdep, elff Heb3d OCTAHOBHTBCH, ¢¢ IYTH HE
MoxeT OHITh UenH, HBo 3Ta Ueih — caMEll OyTh.

76. B auBape 3TOTO roAa MONCTYNMJIA K CepAUy Takas HEBBIHOCHMAN
TOCKA, YTO f PEIWIIA YMEPETh. . . .

OH . .. copocum:

— A TH Halinews BTOpOH peBONBBED? ¥V MeHA HeT. . . .

— A 3adeM k¢ BTOPOi?

— A T 3265012 060 MHE? . . |

— Tu xowems ymepets? Tol ... Tai? Iowemy?

OH cxazan:

— IloToMmy uTO 7 moGmo Teb4.

79. CTpemneAde K 4eMy-TO HeOLIBAIOMY, HEBOIMOXHOMY Ha 3eMIIS, TO-
CKY AYLIH, KOTOPO! XOMETCH BHIPBATLCA HE TOJLKO H3 BCEX YCTAHOBJIEHHEIX
HOPM KH3KH, HO M M3 apH(METHIECKH TOMHOTO BOCIPHSTHA NATH YYBCTB
— U3 BCETO TOIQ, MTO OBUIO €ro «Macxoit ¢Tporoi» B TeYeHHE TpeX
YeTBepTel ero XHINK, — HOCWI OH B cele BCeraa.

80. YTo ke oTMETHI TOra Bo MHe Banepnit Bprocos. . . . ? OH yraman
BO MHE OpPTraHH4eCKYIO POJCTBEHHOCTh Moeit IymA ¢ omnol nomosrHOR
cBoeH, ¢ TOH — «TaiiHoi», XOTOPOR He 3HANM OKDYRAIOIINE, C TOM, KOTO-
DPYIo OH B cebe yobun M, waule, JMOTO HEHABHOEN.

82. OH ¥ oHA HOJDKHE! COEOMHHTLCA B OOIIce JIOHO, YTOORI CIIHTLCA B
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OJHO IIaM1, B OAHO CBAIEHHOE coymue. TaMm coBeplnTCa 4yA0, — BEJH-
EOE HeaeMHoe %¥yIo. . . . OH — ORa. Anaporusal
83. uro ymoGoBb He Beeraa Geaymue, B ¥To GesyMue He Beeraa MoOoBb!
84. Tu roBopHINb «CNyCK», BEPIIAHA MHHOBAMA, . . . 1 3TOTO HE %yB-
CIBYIO. . . . Her, Bepn, NOpoOToii, 3TO HE CNYCK, M0 HAUQAD.

Beps B yyno!

85. Ho B ayme Mmoeit HeT Goublue 0TBETOB Ha TO, wre T omATs
MINEllE. . . . KAKOB 8 Telleph: Gea Geaymmsa, ¢ ympamoi, ¢ HEHACHITHOR
sakIof paGoTaTs, HO ¢ GeceMmepTHoil roGobbIo k TeGe.

87. S we Mory Gonee XHTL H3KHTLIMA BCPOBAHHIMH, TCMH HACANAMH,
4epes KoTopele A nepemarkya. He mory Goliee KHTh «IEKafiCHTCTBOM? M
CHHULIEAHCTBOM®, B KOTOPHIE BEPIO f, BEPIO.

88. ECTb KaKHe-TO HCTHHL — aansiue Hure, gameie [Tmubumescko-
ro, gamsiie BepxapHa, BIOCPENM COBPEMEHHOTO WeNOBEYecTBA. Kro MHe
YKaXCT IYTh K HAM, C TeM Gyay a.

89. To Owin xecToxnil ynap &as McEA. TH He 3HACIIL, CXONMBKO HUTCH
ofopBana TH Toraa Mexay moell nynio# u Teoed.

90. Knnra cruxos nomkHa GRITE He CITyHalHLIM cOoprukom pasnopol-
HLIX CTHXOTBODCHRH, 4 MMEHHO Kiuzol, 3aMKHYTHIM LETHIM, OOReIHHEeR-
HEIM ¢AMHOI MEBICIBIO.

97. Vroae — A, T — MAaprepur.
Ho moil mx npeoGpaxeHHEIH
Tpen TBOCH mymo# ropur!

98. ITonno! H3BeOaHO CHACThE!
KyGok nmycToi OonpoKHHYT.
Cnawe, YeM OPOXE CIANOCTPACTEA
BoJybHLle BOJMHE HAC DHHAYT.

100. BCA AyIIA LEJHKOM, B OPrHAHON pajocTH cTpallaHes, He Gpourexa
B XOCTEp. . . . HE Y3HATE 3TOH TafiHbl, HTOrO 4Myda HM, HIHEMOTAIOIINUM B
NPOTHAOPEYHM YYBCTBA H JOJNTa, — HM, OTPaBJCHHLIM KANTOCTLIC, KOTO-
PAs XyXe CMEpPTH UIA TeX, KOMY HaloT €¢ OHM, XaK JparoucHHeli aap.

101, ONAXEHCTBA DACHATHLA, CHAJOCTPACTHO-TIOKOPHON MYyKH BO HMA
Jxo6pu.

105. — O 4eM BBl OymaeTe? . . .

— .. .0 moBBH ...
. . . TaiiHa 9yx0if HCHIBECTHON RYIIH.

— ... fl 6poadra, CKHTAlOCh TO AywraM H BCE XAy BCTPETH ¢ TOH
moBOBLIO, YTO BHXKY TOJILKO BO CHE. . . .
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— Mo noBoEs TO, YTO HA3LIBAFOT «Ge3yMaeM». Dr1a GesfoHHas pa-
HOCTH U Bewnoe cTpananue. Korna ona NpuaeT, Kak OrHEHHLIN BAXPh, OHA
CMETET BCE TO, YTO HAIBIBACTCA GKH3HBIOM. B Hell yTOHET BCE MaNieHLKOE,
pacyeTImMBOE, TPycmBoe, YeM ry6um Mol gun. Torma camunit EHYTOXHEIR
cTaHeT GOTOM M MofiMeT HaBCerJa BeJIHKOE HE3HAKOMoe ClIoBo «Geampe-
JEeILHOCTEY. . . .

— Ta nw6oBb, 0 XOTOPOH TH TOBOPHIIL — YYAO, H A YYBCTBYIO, — OHO
YXKe KOCHYJIOCH MOCH Ay,

107. # XOMY YMEpPETE . .. yToOm cMepTh PenaThl ¢nHCAnM TH C MEHS,
4To6E! GRITE MOAEBIO JUIA NOCHSOHEHR HpeKpacHoH riabsl.

108. xax Ta PeraTa, KOTGPYIO THI CO3IAJN, 2 TOTOM 3a0ELT ¥ PadTOGHIL.
.. . ICPeXHIIa BCIO HALLY XXHU3HL MUHYTY 32 MUHYTOI.

109. Mo¢ HOBO¢ M TaifHO¢ HMH, 3ANMHCAHHOE TAE-TO B HECTHPAEMEIX
¢BHTKax San Pietro — Penara.

110. He xoMy-1MG0 H3 3HAMEHHTHIX JOOAeH, [POCNABIEHARIX B HCKYC-
CTBaX WM Haykax, HO Tele, eHIUMHA cBeTnas, GelyMHas, HECUACTHAA,
XOTOpasi BO3106MIa MHOIO | 0T JI0OBH HOrE0a, NPABIHBOE 3TO NOBECT-
BOBaHHE, KAK MOKOPHEIN CAYXHTENb H BepHEIN MoOOBHHAK, B 3HAK BEMHOM
NaMATH NOCBAMACT aBTOP.

111, Ho co cTopoHB! yBEpeHHOCTBIO MOTY A 3JI6Ch ATh ENATBY, Nepeil
cBOSH COBECTRIO, ¥TO B OyAyIIeM He OTAAM S HHKOTIA Tak GOroxyimcrsen-
HO . .. BO BJIACTE OJHOLO H3 €ro colfganui, xakoil 68 cobMa3HNTeNEHOMN
dhopMoit orO HE GeUTo 0GNEUEHO.

Notes

13. BayeMOHT ORI 1A MEHA HEKNM GeperoM B IOHOCTH, OT KOTOPOTO
f ckopo oTyamma. He GLIN OH 414 MEHA HH TEYProM, OCHAHHEIM CBHINE,
xak A, Benmii, kg M3TpOM, AOCTOMHLIM TIOKNOHEHHA B rayGokoro noGpo-
BOJNBHOTO MOAYWHCHHA, Kak B. Bprocos.

Six / Wachtel: Viacheslav Ivanov.,

5. MBI nyMaeM, SITO TEYPrHYCCKHIA IPHHIMIT B XYTOXKECTBE €CTh TPHBIHAIL
HAEMCHLIICH HACHIFCTBCHHOCTH H HaHGobIIel BocnpunMynBocTH. He na-
JIATaTh CBOK BOJIIO HA NMOBEPXHOCTE BElIEH — €CTh BHICIIHHA 3aBET XyHOK-
HHKA, HO ¥ NPO3PeBAaTh M GJIATOBECTBOBATH COKPOBEHHYIO BOMIO CYILIHO-
cTel.

9. XyNOKHHKAM NpeNeKalla 3afgada NeNBHO BOIIOTHTE B CBOEH XH3HH
M B CBOCM TBOPYCCTBC (HCMPEMCHHO H B NOABHFE KHIHH, KaK B NONBATE
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TBOpPHECTRA!) MEpPOCO3EpIIaHEE MHCTRYESCKOrO PeajiH3Ma MM — [0 CJIOBY
Hopamica — MHPOCO3¢PIIaHNE «MArHYeCKOrc HASaIHIMaY.

15. Ilocnme cMEpTH REBECTH OH TPOBOANT OCTANLHOE BPEMA XKHIHH B Ipy-
CTH NO Helt U pafiocTn CBHAAHNAN B TO BPEMA, XOra eMy Ka3asioch, YTo OHa
€ HHM.

35. BOT JATHHCKOE CTHXOTBOPEHHE, B CPEAHEBEKOBOM CTHIIE, KOTOPOE A
TONRKO ¥TO yeymenman ot Hee, foporof yunrens, BO BpeMa NMOMHOYHOMN MO-
JNATBH, Koraa f Geceosai ¢ Heit, 1 Oxna MeHs yTelIana B pasiyke, roBOpA,
Ha Moto npoce0y: «Bo3bME Mead,» — «Yxe Gepy,» — H YyBCTBOBAJ, Kak
OHa HalOJHAST cOG0I0 MO0 AYIIy, Bo3pemaeT «Boust Teod».

41. Kysmed nponomkaeT Hrpats 9-yio cumdormo. Uyscreopaymcs 6im-
30CTEk W N0YTH ronoc Jingau npa nocneaueit gacTn.

45. B pasHux cepax cO3HAHHA OOHH H TOT X¢ CHMBON OpHoGpeTaet
pasHoe s3HavueHHe. . . . [IomobHO CONHEYROMY JIYHY, CHMBOJ NIPOPE3RIBACT
BCE TUIAHE! GLITHA M Bee cephl COSHAHMS H 3HAMCHYET B KaXHOM ILUIAHE
HHEBIE CYIUHOCTH, HCTIOJIHACT B kaXno# cepe HHOC Ha3HA%CHHE,

47. Jinouio BUAEN ¢ OFPOMHBLIMH JeGeOHHBIMY KPLLUIbAMY, B pykax oHa
HNEpXaa MbUIAIOIIEE Ceplue, OT KOTOPOro Mul 00a BKYCHIIN.

Notes

26. [moxoxu] nopof Ha MIHAYANLHOE BOCIOMHBHAHKE . . . nopoii Ha nane-
KO€, CMYTHOC NpeITyBCTRHE, NOPOit Ha TpeneT Ybero-TC JHAKOMOIO H %e-
JNAHHOTO NpHODKEHHA.

36, 1 momyumna Barme 3agasnoe muckMo. Bee Baumm BEREHRA 5O TOTO
CTPOHHEL, ACHH K 6e3YCIIOBHH, ¥TO TPYAHO TOBOPUTE O HHX, H JIHIIb CJIOBA
BnaromapeRns BO3IMOXHH 31€Ck, C10Ba pafocTn Bemikoii --—— Bce onH,
3TH BHJACHHA, TNACAT odno — 4To Ona Cama xouer pecT# Bac, u wro
KaxObIM JHEM pacTyT cunul Baum,

Seven f Gutkin; From Futurism to Soctalist Realism

12. [KoHewHo, B TRICAYY pa3 JIerye OTAANIATh BO3AYX TAKAMH OPH3ILIBA-
MH,] HeM HOLBOANTE IOA 3TH CMYTHHE TATOTEHHA NIPOYHYIO TEOPETHYECKYIO
6aay, ¥, B CBOIO ouepedb, HEHIMEPHMO TPYJHCE BCAKHX ANPHOPHEIX MO-
CTpOcHHIT ~— onpaBJaHNe AcKapanmii TBopueckoit npomyKuHei.

28, uesyioBedecTBO GYIET . . . NPHBHIKATH CMOTPETh Ea MED, XaK Ha IO-
KOPHYIO TANHY IUIA JIENKH BCe GoJiee COBEPIICHHBIX KU3HEHHEIX dpopm. Cre-
Ha MeXJy HCKYCCTBOM M IPOMBIIINCAROCTRIC NajeT. Bynymni Gommoi
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¢TRIE OyZeT He yRpamaronm, a popmapylommm. B stom dyTypreTH npa-
BHL . ..

Ho He TOJIBKO MeXAY HCKYCCTEOM H IPOH3BOJCTEOM, — OJHOBPEMEHHO
mafeT CTEHA MEXKIY HCKYCCTBOM H npHpomofi. He B TOM, XaH-%akOBCKOM,
CMEICTIE, 9TO HCKYCCTBO NMPHOJIMIETCH K €CTECTBEHHOMY COCTOAHHIO, a B
TOM, HaoOopoT, YTO mMpHpORa CTaHET «mcKyccrBenHeen. HuHenimee pac-
HONOXEHNE TOP B Pek, MoJeH M JIyToB, cTenel, ecoB B MopckHx Geperos
HHKAK HelL3d HA3BaTh OKOHYATENBHEIM. . . . Ecm BCPA TONBKO oﬁemana
OBHTATb TOpaMH, TO TEXHWKA, KOTOpas Hudero He OeperT «Ha Bepy»,
AeHCTBHTEIBHO CocoGHA CPHIBATE H nmepemetath ropel. Jdo CHX mop 310
HOeNIAA0Ck B HENAX NPOMBILISHHLIX . . . , B OyAymeM 310 GyneT ncnarecs
B HeCpaeHeHHO DoJtee LpokoM MaciuTabe o coobpaxeHRaM obmiero npo-
H3BOIOCTBEHHO-XYIOKECTBEHHOTO IUIAHA, . . . B KOHIE KOHIOB (YEJIOBEK)
NEPECTPOUT 3EMIIO, ECIH He N0 06pasy K nonobuio cBoeMy, TO MO CBOEMY
BKYCY. . . . CouHaycTaYecknil yenobex xo4eT B OyIeT XOMaRAOBATE NpH-
ponoit Bo BceM ee 00beEME, C TETEPEBAME H OCETPaMH, Yepe3 Mamuny. On
yKaxeT, rae GHTE ropaM, a rAe pacCTYMHThCA. FI3MEHRT RanpaBlicHHE pek
H COATACT NPABHNIA MUIA OKEAHOB.

29. Cited partially:

A cpasy cMa3ax kapry 6yaHs,
TUIECHYBIIIM KpacKy M3 CTakaHa;
% nokasay Ha 6moje cTyaRs
KOCHIE CKYJIEI OKeaHa.

Ha 4emye xecTaHOR pHIGH
Mpo4EN 4 30BH HOBEIX ry6.

A BHl

HoKTI0pH CEIrpaTh

Morym OB

Ha dunefite BogocTOYHBIX TPY6?

30. O YeM OTHENLHEIC FHTYIAACTHI HE BCETAA CKAAIHO MEYTAIOT HHHE —
IO YACTH TEATpANM3auAH GLITa X caMOTo YeJIoBeKa, — XOpOILIQ H ILTOTHO
yKNIagHBaeTca B 3TY MEPCNEKTHRY.

31. Yenoeek, KOTOPEI! HAYMUTCH NEpEMELIATE PEKH H TODE], BO3IBHraTh
HAPOAHEIE ABOPULI HA BepmnHe Monbnana ¥ Ha OHe ATTAHTHKH, CyMeeT
y¥ XOHEYHO NIPUAATE CBOEMY BHITY He TOJMEKO 60raTeTBO, APKOCTD, HANPS-
XEHHOCTE, HO H BRICIIYIO JMHAMHUYHOCTh. Enpa cnoxusincs, 06001ka
6rta GyzeT JONATECH MOJ HAOPOM HOBHIX TEXHHKO-KYJLTYPHEIX H306pe-
TeHHUE ¥ NOCTHKEHUI.
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32. 3a60TEI NHTAHHA ¥ BOCIHTAHHSA, MOTHJIEHRIM KAMHEM JIeKAIIHe Ha
HEIHEHHEH ceMbe, CHUMYTCA C HEE H CTAHYT NPEAMETOM obmiecTReHHOMN
HANIHATHBH H HSHCTOIHMOTO KOJUICKTHBHQIQ TBOPYCCTRA.

33. Yenopex NpAMETCA, HaKOHELl, BCephe3 rapMOHH3HPOBATh ceba caMo-
ro. O nmocrabrr cefe 3amaycii BBCCTE B ABIKEHHE CBOMX COGCTBEHHEIX
OpraHop — NpH TpyHe, Ipd XoAk0e, IPH ATpe, — BEICMYIO OTHETIHBOCTD,
uenecooGpaAoCTh, IKOHOMHEIO H TEM CaMEIM kpacoTy. O 3axo4eT oBja-
IeTh nonyGecco3RaTENTBHEIME, 8 3aTeM (GeCCO3HATENFHHMH NPOLECCaMH B
¢oBCTBEHHOM OpraHH3IMe: ALIXaHHEM, KPOBOOGPANICHHEM, NTHINEBAPCHHEM,
OIAOOOTBOPCHAEM.

35. UenoBek cTaHeT HeCpaBHEHHO CHJILHCE, YMHECEE, TOHBLIE; €0 TEI0 —
TapMOHHYHEE, JBHXCHHA PHTMHYHEE, TOJIOC My3kikanbHee. QopMEL BpiTa
HPHOGPETYT ARHAMHEYECKYIO TEATPANBHOCTL. CpeaHnii Yenobedeckui THI
MOOHAMETCH O0 YpoBHA Apucrorens, [ere, Mapkca. Han aTHM kpaxkeM
6yayT MOAHAMATRECA HOBBIE BEPIIHHEL

40. A roxe ¢abpuka. . ..
A MH He NepeBoOCRENOTHHEH pa3Be?
Koneuno — movTeHHaA BEIIb —— PHIGAYATE.
Ho 1pya noaroB — mourenneif mave —
mopeil KHABLIX NOBHTD, 4 Ke prib. . . .
Mosre numdyeM panimmieM A3bika. . . .
Cepnla — TaKHe Xe MOTODHL.
Jyma — rtaxoif xe XATPHI ABHTATENE.
ME! paBHEIC
Tosapumm B paGoueif Macce.
IIponeTapun Tena u xyxa.

43. B Bosayxe, — ut06 ocsobomnts 3emmo. Ha crekna, — yto6 Hanon-
HHBTB cBeTOM. Achect, — 9106 0Gner+uTh cTpofixy. Ha peccopax, — 4ro-
OBl CO3OATE PaBHOBECHE. . . .

44. ToToB NpeANONOXHTE Xyliliee — OyKBabHAs PEaM3aNMA IUIAHA BO
BCEX €ro JeTANNX HEMEICAMMA HH DK HEIHCIUHEM, HH NPH KAKOM YTORHO
COCTOAHMH TexHMKH. «Moe Ieno UpefIoXHTh? ... Tk 3aABHJ aHreaaM
Masxoscknit. To xe camoe aenmaer w Jlasunckmit, Tax xak JlapHHCKOTO
3aHHMANA IMaBHLIM 00PA30M COLKAMBHAN CTOPOHA AENA ~ opMbl HOE020
buima.

57. Tenepeurnuii ROBEIA 3pHTENE (1 TOBOPKO O IPOJIETAPRATE), HanboMNee
CTIOCOGHEIH, HA MO BIrJIAL, 0CBOGOAKTECA OT THIHO3a HIUTIOIOPHROCTH, H
HMEHHO NPH TOM YCJIOBHMH, MTO OH AOJDKCE (M A yBepeH, GyJeT) 3HaTh, 4TO
neped BEHM HIpa, NOHAET Ha 3TY HIPY CO3HATENBHO, MO0 Hepes Hrpy oH
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XOUYET CKa3aThL ¢ebf Kak comelcTBYIOIM H Kak co3udarowuil HosyIo Cyus-
Hocmb, HOO [UId €10 XHBOro (Kak IJd HOBOTO, B KOMMYHH3ME YXKe Iepepo-
JHBIIErOCH YEJIOBEKA) BCAKAA TEATPANLHAA CYIIHOCTE JHILE PeANoT BpeMA
OT BpeMeHH IPOBOATNIANIATL B pedulexTOpHONK BOIGYIHMOCTH padocms Ho-
8020 GLIMUA.

63. BCKpHITE 3perole B BHAMMON PCafbHOCTH POCTKH TPHUYILETO,
BCKPHLITh HOBYIO ACHCTBHTENBHOCTB, IPATYIUIYIOCH B HEJPAaX COBPEMEHHO-
CTH, OTGPOCHTEH OTXHBAIOIIEE, BPEMCHHO-TOCIOACTBYIOIEE — BOT HCTHH-
Haf Ueib XYA0eXKeCcTBa, PacCMaTpHBaeMas NpH CBETE AHANCKTHKH.

64. ITpeTBODHTE ACHCTBATENHLHOCTE B AANICKOA NCPCNEKTHEE, OCO3HATE
ce BO Bcell ee paspyxe, 03apHTh JANCKHM CBETOM M CO3OATH IDAXYUIYHY
HeHCTBHTENBHOCTE — TAKOB TEPHUCTELA, HO PafoOCTHEIA NyTh TEHAS.

71. JIng co3aanAA HOBOTO XKENEIHOro AILIKA, KOTAA XKeleaHad Heobxonu-
MOCTE HOCTABAT €ro nepex HeobxoaaMocThIo HOBON HaropHo# NPoNoBeIH.

76. Poccuiickuit nposneTaprat 06BeKTHBHO, CAMBIM XOJ0M NOCTYNATE Ib-
HEIX CBOUX ILArQB B HCTOPMH, ApHics [INrMaikoHOM, CXHBHBIIAM Iama-
Tero hyTypu3IMa, 06paTHBIIHM YBOJHONHOHHEIC 32 JaHUA HCKYCCTBA B TBOP-
YeCTBO PEBOJIOIHH.

84. Tpynuo emy jymobuTs NpRpPOAY NpexHell oGoBkI0 NanmuadTHIKE,
TYpHCTA WIH NaHTercra. OTBpaTHTeNeH ApeMy4Rit Gop, HeBO3NEAHHEIE
CTENH, HEUCIOMBL30BARNEIE BOJONAE, BANALIMECA Re TOrAa, KOTA3d UM IpH-
Ka3bIBAKOT, HOXIH M CHETa, JIABHHLI, HELePRI H TOpEL IIpekpacHo Bee, Ha
YeM CReAbl OPraHu3yIolleH pykH 1eI0BeKa; BEMKOJICICH KX Obli TPOoYKT
YEJIOBEYECKOT0 IPOR3BOACTEA, HANPABJICHHLI K [EIIAM NPEOAOICHNS, IO~
YHHEHHA W OBJAJSHUA CTHXMER M kocHOH MaTepueil.

85. He GLIT B ero KOCHOCTH H 3aBHCHMOCTH OT INaGJIOHHOTO CTpoA BE-
1ueif, Ho ORITHE — MHAJIEK THYECKH OlllyIlIaeMas IeHCTBHTEbHOCTE, HaxoAs-
[asicH B NpoHecce HENPEPLIBHOrC CTAHOBJCHHA. JIeHCTBATEEHOCTL — HH
Ha MEHYTY He 3a0bIBacMEIA X0 K KOMMYHE.

92, Mu eme moxo puaEM OeiicrBuTenbHocTs. [axe neiizaxk crpaHsl
PE3K0 HIMEHHNCH, MCYe3Na HHMILGHCKAA MeCTpOTa, rojyfoearas Nmoaocka
OBCa, PAIOM C HCIO —- YCPHLIA KJIOYOK BCHAXAHHOH 3€MJIMH, 30JIO0THCTAR
JIEHTa PXH, 3€JIEHOBATAA — NINEHHIA, TONOCKE 3¢MJIH, 32pocilcil CODHEIMHE
TPaBaAMH, 2 B 00LIEM — pPasHONBETHAN NeYalhb beeodiero paapodacaus,
pa3jopBaHHOCTH. B HAalW AHM OTPOMHLIC MPOCTPAHCTER 3EMJIM OKPAIICHB!
MOryue, ONHOUBETHO.

94. MPABIOHBOCTE H HCTOPHYECKAA XORKPETHOCTE XY/I0KECTREHHOIO H30-
6paxeHnsa AeHCTBHTENLHOCTH JOJDKHEI COMETATHECA C 3a4a4ed mueiidoff
nepenenk B BOCHUTAHUS TPYIAILMXCA JOoJeH B AyXe COLHATHIMA.
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95. CroXb 3TO HH CTPaHHO, MEXAY BILJIANAME B 3TO BpEMA HAa HCKYC-
cTe0 Besloro M HETHEIIHAMA B3riiaaMu nonei Kpemas oueHE MHOTO CXOA-
crea. OHHA, KaK H OH, OTPHOAIOT YHCTOE MekyceTho. MekyceTBo g HEX
TOJIBXO CPEACTBO «mpeobpa3oBaTh KA3HL» B COTMACHH ¢ Tol abcomoTHo-
pepHoil dunocodmell, WA, SCIHM XOTHTE, MAaTEPHAINCTHICCKOR pennrucH,
KOTOpOii, 10 X YBEPeHMIO, o6nanaroT omu, Teypra Kpema. Xynoxruks
~— 3TO «HEXeHepH gym». Crayma Gein nepodadToM HaJ TEYPraMH K Kax-
[I0e ero CNOBO TpeGOoBaJI0 BOIVIOINEHHA B MPOWIBCACHUAX MCKYCCTBA H B
xwsHA. Teneps Teypramue — Xpymies, Bynrapus 1 MAKOAH; 3TO OHH pyKO-
BOOAT «CMENBIME TBOPYCCKHMH [EPIaHHAMMW?! COBCTCKOrO HCKYCCTBA (CM.
obpamenne 15 ackabps 1954 r. HK nmapTHH k Cbe3Xy COBETCKEX ITHCA-
Tenel).
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Paperno: Introduction

1. V. Khodasevich, “Konets Renaty,” in his Nekrepol’ (Paris, 1976),
p. 8.

2. The word zhizretvorchestve appears in Viacheslav Ivanov’s “Zavety
simvolizma,” in his Borozdy i mezhi (Moscow, 1916), p. 139; and in Andrei
Bely's Vospominaniia o A. A. Bloke (1922—23) (Munich, 196g), p. 275. Bely
also uses the phrases zhiznennoe tvorchestuo and tvorchestvo zhizni; see, e.g.,
Andrei Bely, “Teatr i sovremennaia drama,” in idem, Arabeski (Moscow,

g PP- 22, 45. The term shiznetvorchestvo is widely useéd by students
of § ymbolism.

3. I am indebted to Michael Wachtel for the analysis of the meaning
of the concept and its possible English equivalents. Wachtel commented
that another ambiguous aspect concerns the very notion of “life,” which
means “human existence,” “living matter,” and “the individual life of
the artist.”

4. On the story of the relations between Blok, Liubov’ Blok, and Bely
see V. N. Orlov, “Istoriia odnoi druzhby-vrazhdy,” in his Pufi i sud’'by
{(Moscow and Leningrad, 1g63}; for information in English, see Avril
Pyman’s The Life of Aleksandr Blok (Oxford, 1g79). See also the following
documents: Andrei Bely, Vospominaniia ob A. A. Bloke (Munich, 1969);
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V. N. Orlov, ed., Aleksandr Blok and Andrei Bely. Perepiska (Moscow, 1940);
Aleksandr Blok, “Pis’ma k zhene,” in Literaturnoe nasledstvo, vol. 8g (Mos-
cow, 1978); L. D. Blok, I byl', i nebylitsy o Bloke i o sebe (Bremen, 1g7g). In
the words of Khodasevich, “MWM _important,
xale in the literary life of the epoch, in the lives of many people, inglud-
ing those who have not been directly involved in it, and, in the long run,
in the whole history of Symbolism.” See V. Khodasevich, “Andrei Bely.
Cherty iz zhizni,” Vozrozhdenie, February 13, 1934.

5. See Z. G. Mints, “Poniatie teksta i simvolistskaia estetika,” in Ma-
terialy vsesotuznogo stmpoziuma po viorichnym modeliruiushchim sistemam,
vol. 1, no. 5 (Tartu, 1974), pp. 134—41.

6. Lidiia Ginzburg described zhiznetvorchestvo as “deliberate construc-
tion of artistic images and aesthetically organized plots in life.” See her
Q psikhologicheskoi proze (Leningrad, 1977), p. 27; English translation:
Lydia Ginzburg, On Psychological Prose (Princeton, N.J., 1991), p. 20. For
a recent example, see Svetlana Boym, Death in Quotation Marks: Cultural
Myths of the Modern Poet (Cambridge, Mass., 1gg1}, where zhiznetvorchestvo
is defined as “imaginative self-stylization” (p. 5).

7. Khodamﬁﬁs—ﬁh;&?’};p. gand 13.

8. Ibid., pp. 10—11. On this issue see also V. Khodasevich, “O simvo-
lizme,” in his Izbrannaia proza (New York, 1982).

9- Khodasevich, “Konets Renaty,” p. 8.

10. See Malcolm Bradbury and James McFarlane, “The Name and
Nature of Modernism,” in Malcolm Bradbury and James McFarlane,
eds., Modernism: 1890—r1930 (Middlesex, Eng., 1976), pp. 1955, for the
discussion of the concept.

11. See Irina Paperno, Chernysheusky and the Age of Realism: A Study
in the Semiotics of Behavior (Stanford, Calif., 1988), p. 7.

12. Olga Matich was the first to appreciate and reveal the importance
of the heritage of the 1860’ for Russian Symbolists. See her “Dialectics
of Cultural Return: Zinaida Gippius’s Personal Myth” (198%), in Boris
Gasparov, Robert P. Hughes, and Irina Paperno, eds., Cultural Mytholo-
gies of Russian Modernism: From the Golden Age to the Silver Age (Berkeley,
Calif., 1g92), pp. 53—60, and her essay in the present volume.

13. John Malmstad, Preface, in John Malmstad, ed., Andrey Bely:
Spirit of Symbolism (Ithaca, N.Y., 198%), p. g.

14. The first volume of Fedorov’s Filosofita obshchego dela appeared in
1907 (marked 1906} in Vernyi, in a limited edition (volume 2z was pub-
lished in 1913 in Moscow); accounts of Fedorov's philosophy appeared
in 1904 in Vesy, Istoricheskii vesinik, and Russhii arkhiv. On Fedorov see
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the pioneering work by S. Grechishkin and A. Lavrov, “Andrei Bely i
N. F. Fedorov,” in Tvorchestvo A. A. Bloka i russkaia kul'tura dvadisatogo
veka. Blokouskii sbornik 1T (Tartu, 1979), and comprehensive studies by
Michael Hagemeister, Nikolaj Fedorov (Munich, 1989), and 5. Semenova,
Nikolai Fedorov: Tvorchestvo zhizni (Moscow, 19g0).

15. Fedorov, Filosofiia, 2: 239.  16. Ibid., 1: 2.

17. Ibid., p. 421. 18. Ibid,, 2: 241—42.

19. The concept “theurgy” is borrowed from patristic and Neopla-
tonic sources, where it is used to mean “divine action.” Solov'ev (and,
following him, other Symbolists) freely reinterpreted and expanded the
concept.

20. “.. . realizatsiia chelovekom bozhestvennogo nachala vo vsei em-
piricheskoi, prirodnoi deistvitelnosti.” Vladimir Solov'ev, Kritika otvie-
chennykh nachal, in his Sobranie sochinenii (St. Petersburg, 1911—14), 2:
352.

21. See Vladimir Solov’ev, “Tri rechi v pamiat’ Dostoevskogo. Per-
vaia rech’”, in his Sobranie sochinenii, 3: 18q; and idem, “Obshchii smysl
iskusstva,” ibid., 6: 8o—81.

22. Evgeny Trubetskoy, “Svet Favorskii i preobrazhenie uma,” Rus-
skaia mysl’, no. 5 (1914): 27. A concrete attempt to read the Symbolist
theory of art as a program of political action was undertaken by Georgy
Chulkov in his theory of “mystical anarchism,” initially supported by
Ivanov. See Georgy Chulkov, O misticheskom anarkhizme (St. Petersburg,
1906), with an introduction by Viacheslav lvanov.

23. Zinaida Gippius, Literaturnyi dnevnik 1899—1907 (Munich, 1970},
pp- 48 and 1g1. The original reads: “tvorit’ zhizn’ vmeste,” “pervyi,
samyi estestvennyi i prakticheskii zhiteiskii vykhod,” “nachinaet ‘myslit’”’
o ‘voprose pola.’”

24. lvanov, “Zavety simvolizma,” p. 189. P

25. “Iskusstvo est’ tvorchestvo zhizni.” Andrei Bclz,,r"Pesn’ zhizni,” in
his Arabeski, p. 43,7 %/ ) -

26. “Zhizn’ i ést’ tvorchestvo.” Andrei Bely, “Teatr i sovremennaia
drama,” in his Arabeski, p. 20.

27. Gippius, Literaturnyi dnevnik, p. 288.

28. Fedor Sologub, “Iskusstvo nashikh dnei,” Russkaia mysl’, no. 12
{1915): 62.

2g. Andrei Bely, “ Teatr i sovremennaia drama,” in his Arabeski, p. 21 / /307 /

30. Irene Masing-Delic reviewed the ideas on immortality in Russian
and early Soviet fiction in her Quvercoming Death: The Myth of Immortality
in Twentieth-Century Russian Literature (Stanford, Calif., 1992).
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31. See Richard Stites, Revolutionary Dreams: Utopian Vision and Ex-
e

perimental Life in the Russian Revolution (Oxford, 1989). Stites sees a clear

connection between the prerevolutlonary artistic avant-garde and the

utopianism of the Bolshevik Revolution and Bolshevik state {p. 6); he

sets a limit for the utopian period at about 1932, when Stalin (and

totalitarianism) took over. Boris Groys views Stalinism and totalitarian

art as a stage in the development of the avant-garde culture. See Boris
Groys, “Stalinism kak esteticheskii fenomen,” Sintaksis, no. 17 (1g87):
98—-110, and his The Total Art of Stalinism: Avani-Garde, Aesthetic Dictator-
ship, and Beyond (Princeton, N.J., 1992). The author of the essay on
Russian modernism (“Modernism in Russia 1893—19177) in the com-
prehensive guide on modernism, Bradbury and McFarlane’s Modernism:
1890—1930, claimed, “we know for certain that [modernism in Russia]
ended in 19177 (p. 134). This statement is an anachronism.

32. See Fedor Stepun, Vstrechi (New York, 1968), pp. 144 and 151;
Nikolai Valentinov, Dva goda s simvelistami (Stanford, Calif., 1969), p. 127
{quoted in Irina Gutkin’s essay in this volume); N. Ia. Mandelshtam,
Vioraia kniga (Paris, 1972), pp. 440—58.
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Sobmnie sochinenii, 7: 75; on this issue see James West, Russian Symbolism:
A Study of Vyacheslav Fvanov and the Russian Symbolist Aesthetics (London,
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12. On Christological doctrine, see Jaroslav Pelikan, The Christian
Tradition. A History of the Development of Doctrine, vol. 1 (Chicago, 1g71),
p- 233.

13. Soloviev, Sobranie sochinenii, 6: 85.

14. Ibid,, 3: 189—qo.

15. Aspects of Bely'’s theory of zhiznetvorchestvo were reviewed by
Maria Carlson, in chap. 2 (“The Silver Dove”) of John E. Malmstad,
ed., Andrey Bely: Spirit of Symbolism (Ithaca, N.Y., 1987), pp. 60—g5, and
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by L. K. Chursina, in “K probleme ‘zhiznetvorchestva’ v literaturno-
esteticheskikh iskaniiakh nachala XX veka (Bely i Prishvin),” Russkaia
hiteratura, no. 4 (1988): 186—gg.

16. See Andrei Bely, “Problema kul'tury,” Simvolizm (Moscow, 1910),

p- 10.

17. Andrei Bely, “Bal’'mont,” in his Lug zelenyi (Moscow, 1910), p. 2530;
see also his article cawplegs80) teurgii,” in which Bely used the word to
mean divine acti [ ‘% anslation of word into deed (Novyi pul’,
no. g [19og]: 102):- = o

18. Bely develops the theme of the deification of man in “Liniia,
krug, spiral’ simvolizma,” Trudy i dni, no. 4—5 (1912): 20; on this issue see
Robert A. Maguire and John E. Malmstad, “Petersburg,” in Malmstad,
Bely, p. 100,

1g9. Andrei Bely, Arabeski (Moscow, 1911), p. 236.

20. Andrei Bely, “Fridrikh Nitsshe,” in his Arabeski, pp. 66, 68, 65.

21. Friedrich Nietzsche, “The Birth of Tragedy” and “The Genealogy of
Morals” (New York, 1956), pp. 9—10.

22. Solov'ev, Sobranie sochinenii, 10: 2g. See the interpretation of
Nietzsche’s aestheticism by a present-day scholar who argues, “Nietzsche
looks at the world in general as if it were a sort of artwork; in particular,
he looks at it as if it were a literary text.” Alexander Nehamas, Nietzsche:
Life as Literature (Cambridge, Mass., 1985), p. 3.

23. Bely, Arabeski, p. 217.

24. Bely, Arabeski, p. go.

2i. Viacheslav Ivanov, “O Vladimire Solov’eve,” in his Borozdy @ mezhi
(Moscow, 1016), pp- 111—12.

26. Bely, Lug zelenyi, p. 28.

27. Dolgopolov claims that Briusov’s "Sviashchennaia zhertva” was
written “s ogliadkoi na Belogo” (“having Bely in mind”) and that it
had “a magic significance™ for Briusov. See L. Dolgopolov, A. Bely: i
ego roman “Peterburg” (Leningrad, 1988), pp. 20—21. A revealing com-
ment on Briusov’s attitude is found in Valentinov’s book: “Reading Bely,
Briusov would write on the margins: ‘Every word is unclear. What is
a creative transfiguration of reality?’” Nikolai Valentinov, Dva geda s
sémuolistami (Stanford, Calif., 1969), p. 132.

28. Valery Briusov, Sobranie sochinenii v semi lomakh (Moscow, 1973—
75): 6: 97. 99.

2g. For this information I am indebted to Michael Wachtel.

30. On Bely's philosophy of language and its theological sources see
Steven Cassedy, “Bely’s Theory of Symbolism as a Formal Iconics of

)
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Meaning” and “Bely the Thinker,” in Malmstad, Bely, pp. 285-335; the
further development of theological metaphors in discussions of poetic
language is traced in Irina Paperno, “O prirode poeticheskogo slova.
Bogoslovskie istochniki spora Mandelshtama s simvolizmom,” Litera-
turnoe obozrenie, no. 1 (1991): 29—36; English translation in Christianity
and the Eastern Slavs, vol. 2: Robert P. Hughes and Irina Paperno, eds.,
Russian Culture in Modern Times (Berkeley, Calif,, forthcoming), and
Steven Cassedy, “lcon and Logos: The Role of Orthodox Theology
in Modern Language Theory and Literary Criticism,” in Hughes and
Paperno, Russian Culture.

3v. lvanov, Borozdy i mezhi, p. 139.

32. Victor Zhirmunsky, in Nemetskii romantizm i sovremennaia mistika
(German Romanticism and Contemporary Mysticism) (Petrograd, 1914),
points out the importance of the heritage of realism for Symbolism,
which he treats as neoromanticism. In Zhirmunsky’s words, the age C of
positivism and naturalism that separates the last romantics from the

S P e
S mbohsts enrlchcd Symbohsm The experience. brought about “a HEW,
Jas ?a,;___@ :_‘ and ed to the establishment of “such ‘mysticism ¢ that

acceptet e deification of any earthly matter” (p. 1go)
'33. The metaphor Yincarnation;” in- apphcauonum.aesj;hetig_s_,_ meta-
_physics, and social. programs, was used. by many.Symbalists, See, for
example, Gippius’s “Khleb zhizni” (1g01). According to Pachmuss ..9,,1}3;
piusshared Bely s idea that the meaning of art lies in the i > Incarnation of
‘ the word 1nto ﬂesh See Between Paris and St. Petersburg Selected Diaries
of Zinaida, Hzppzm ed. and trans. Temira Pachmuss (Urbana, 111, 1975),
P- 5. According to Gippius, Merczhkovsky focused his thoughts “on the
incarnation of Christianity, on the Christianization of the earthly flesh
of the world, on bringing heaven down to the earth.” Zinaida Gippius,
Dmitry Merezhkousky (Paris, 1951), p. 99. Sologub echoes Bely’s metaphor
in Fedor Sologub, “Iskusstve nashikh dnei,” Russkaia mysl’, no, 12 (1g15):
g5—6a2.

%4. Metaphors derived from the Christological doctrine informed
discussions of “the man and poet” issue in Pushkin studies; see lrina
Paperno, “Pushkin v zhizni cheloveka Serebrianogo veka,” in Boris Gas-
parov, Robert P. Hughes, and Irina Paperno, eds., Cultural Mythologies of
Russian Modernism: From the Golden Age (o the Silver Age (Berkeley, Calif.,
1992), pp- 19-51.

35- Andrei Bely, “Teatr i sovremennaia drama” in his Arabeski, p. 21.

36. Andrei Bely, “Realiora,” Vesy, no. 5. (1908): 59. Following Solo-
v'ev, the Symbolists used the word “realism” in the meaning ascribed to
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it in the Platonic theory of universals (as opposed to nominalism). Thus,
many polemical arguments concerning “realism” rested on a rhetorical
operation of substituting the word with its homonym. An illustration can
be found in Nikolai Berdiaev’s article “Decadence and Mystical Real-
ism” (“Dekadentstvo i misticheskii realism,” Russkaia mys!’, no. 6 [1go7]:
114~23). Berdiaev argues that the “mcal realism” propagated by the
Symbolists is opposed both to positivistic “naturalistic réalisi™ and o
modernist “"decadent aesthetism.” Nineteenth-century realism and clas-
sicism, he states, are “pseudo-realisms,” whereas the true, or “real,”
realism is Symbolism. It is quite clear from the context that by “realism”
in the “real” sense Berdiaev means the mystical doctrine of the objecti-
fication of the word, or idea, expressed in the theologmal concept of the
mcarnatlon 1 of the Word, In application to art,“realism” means art that
creates Thot reﬂects) life.

Two/Matich: Symbolist Meaning of Love

1. The most undisguised, radical expression of the antiprocreative
bias of nineteenth-century utopian culture was Fedorov’s project of res-
urrecting the dead, which proscribed the reproductive impulse. The
wheel of history and laws of nature were to be reversed; “progress”
would be defined by the act of giving new birth to one’s fathers, who
would then live forever, instead of to children, who were destined to
die. For a discussin of the antiprocreative tendency in Russian utopian-
ism, see Olga Matich, “The Merezhkovskys’ Third Testament and the
Russian Utopian Tradition,” in Christianity and the Eastern Slavs, vol. 2:
Robert P. Hughes and Irina Paperno, eds., Russian Culture in Modern
Times (Berkeley, Calif., forthcoming).

2. In the words of Fedor Stepun, Ivanov’s life practice was a unique
combination of Slavophilism and Westernization, paganism and Chris-
tianity, philosophy and poetry, philology and music, ancient studies and
journalism, Fedor Stepun, “Viacheslav Ivanov,” in his Vstrechi (Munich,
1gb2), p. 141.

3. Evgeny Trubetskoy described Solov'ev’s “The Meaning of Love”
as an “erolic utopia”; see V. Zenkovsky, “Utopizm russkoi mysli,” Novyi
zhurnal, 42 (1955): 238.

4. Vladimir Solov'ev, “Smysl liubvi,” in his Sobranie sochinenii (St.
Petersburg, 1g11—14), 7: 40.

5. Evgeny Trubetskoy, “Vladimir Solov’ev i ego delo,” in Shornik per-
wvyi. O Viadimire Solov'eve (Moscow, 1911), p. 84. In the same collection,

< P AR
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Viacheslav Ivanov describes Solov'ev’s vision of history in utopian terms:
“[He perceived] history as the making of godmanhood, whose goal was
to unite the sons of God on this earth and the Earth itself in one divine
Body of the Woman clothed in the Sun.” (“O znachenii V1. Solov'eva v
sud’bakh nashego religioznogo soznaniia,” p. 42.)

6. Ivanov, “O znachenii Soloveva,” p. 42.

7. Related to his teaching of Sophia, Solov'ev’s image of the an-
drogyne also came from Jakob Boehme and Franz Baader, not only
from Plato.

8. Plato, The Symposium, trans. W, Hamilton (Baltimore, Md., 196%),
Pp- 46—47. Further references are given in the text.

9. Vladimir Solov'ev made this statement in 1goo in the third edi-
tion of his book of poetry. I am quoting it from Viadimir Solov'ey,
Sttkhotvoreniia i shutochnye pesy (Leningrad, 1974), p. xiii.

10. Vladimir Solov'ev, “Zhiznennaia drama Platona,” in his Sobranie
sochinendi, g: 235. Further references are given in the text.

11. Solov’ev, “Smysl liubvi,” p. 52.

12. Ibid., p. 19, quoted from Vladimir Solov'ev, “The Meaning of
Love,” in A Solovyov Anthology, ed. 8. L. Frank, trans. N. Duddington
{Westport, Conn., 1974}, p. i60.

13. lbid., p. 24, quoted from A Selovyov Anthology, p. 164.

14. Ibid., p. 60, quoted from A Solovyov Anthology, p. 179,

15. Temira Pachmuss, Inteliect and Ideas in Action: Selected Correspon-
dence of Zinaida Hippius (Munich, 1972), p. 67.

16. Ibid., p. 64. “The [sex] act is directed backwards, downwards,
into generation, childbirth,” wrote Gippius to Filosofov (p. 67). As a
substitute for the generic urge to propagate, Gippius suggested the
Christian kiss, containing God's spark. Premised on the partners’ an-
drogynous identity, in Solov’ev’s sense, it represented the union of “the
two in one” that preserved each individual’s uniqueness. “1 love kisses.
In a kiss both are equal,” wrote Gippius in Contes d'amour (Zinaida Hip-
pius, Contes d’'amour, in her Between Paris and St. Petersburg: Selected Diaries
of Zinaida Hippius, ed. and trans. Temira Pachmuss [Urbana, II1,, 1975},
p-71).

17. Elaine Showalter, Sexual Anarchy. Gender and Culture at the Fin de
Siécle (New York, 1990), pp. 172—73.

18. V. V. Rozanov, Liudi lunnogo sveta: Metafizika khristianstva (Peters-
burg, 1911), p. 111.

19. V. V. Rozanov, “Krotkii demonizm,” in his Religiia i hul'tura
{Petersburg, 189q), p. 162.
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20. Hippius, Contes d'amour, pp. 73—74-

21. Ibid., p. 77. (The Russian original and English translation of
Contes d'amour exist only in expurgated versions, but the omissions are
not the same in both instances. For the passage just cited the Russian is
unavailable.) Gippius’s androgynous position was refiected in the male
tyrical persona of her poetry and the male pen names under which she
wrote philosophical essays and literary criticism.

22. lbid., p. 74.

23. Unlike her counterpart in the Ivanov circle, Lidiia Zinov'eva-
Annibal, Gippius seems to have neglected the ideological connotations
of leshian love, perhaps to conform with the male Platonic ideal. Appar-
ently in 19oo, Gippius had an affair with Baronness Elizabeth von Over-
bach, an English composer. “Can both of us be equal in our love? For I
cannot be happy otherwise,” she wrote in reference 1o that relationship
(ibid., p. 78).

24. Pachmuss, Intellect and Ideas, pp. 71—72.

25. Like Plato, Ivanov was a practitioner of maieutics, or the mid-
wifery of thought, a dialectical method involving question and answer
and mutual criticism in arriving at the truth.

26. Viacheslav Ivanov, Sebranie sochinenii (Brussels, 1971-), 2: 750.

27. According to Bely, Shestov gave Ivanov the epithet Magnificent
(Andrei Bely, Nachalo veka [Moscow-Leningrad, 1933], p. 322). It re-
sembles the reference to Gippius as Zinaida Prekrasnaia (Zinaida the
Fair), by analogy with Elena Prekrasnaia (Helen of Troy).

28. Stepun, “Ivanov,” p. 143.

2g. Ibid.

30. In a typical case of cultural syncretism, they also evoked Christ’s
Last Supper and the Passion of Christ, which the Ivanovs reenacted,
combining them with the agony and ecstasy of Dionysus.

31. Bely, Nachalo veka, p. 316.

g2. For a discussion of Plato and Greek homosexuality, see K. J.
Dover, Greek Homosexuality (Cambridge, Mass., 1978), and Anthony
Price, Love and Friendship in Plalo and Aristotle (Oxford, 1989).

33. Olga Deschartes, “Vvedenie,” in Ivanov, Sobranie sochinenii, 1:
104. Like Plato, Ivanov believed that the spirit is born of beauty and
that each person he loved represented the path de realibus ad realiora.

34. The image of the adolescent also evokes Pushkin’s homoerotic
“Imitation of Arabic” (“Podrazhanie arabskomu”), which begins with
the verse “Tender youth, gentle youth” (Otrok milyi, otrok nezhnyt).

35. Deschartes, “Vvedenie,” p. g8.
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36. lvanov, Sobranie sochinenii, 2: 753. The image of Gorodetsky be-
fore the mirror as the high point of his Platonic relationship with Ivanov
may also be compared to Kuzmin's narcissistic mirror motif, symbol-
izing separation from as well as merging with the beloved. In Wings,
Vania Smurov admires his own reflection in the water after he is told by
another youth that he has a beautiful body. See Irina Paperno, “Dvoini-
chestvo i liubovnyi treugol'nik: Poeticheskii mif Kuzmina i ego pushkin-
skaia proektsiia,” in John E. Malmstad, ed., Studies in the Life and Works
of Mixail Kuzmin (Wiener Slawistischer Almanach, 24 [1989]), pp. 59—61.

g7. Ivanov, Sobranie sochinenii, 2: 759.

38. Perhaps the first Symbolist reference to the Phaedrus and the
myth of the winged soul occurred in the 19035 novel Leonardo da Vinei,
by Merezhkovsky; later it appeared in his study of Tolstoy and Dosto-
evsky. Discussing Plato’s metaphor of love, Merezhkovsky emphasizes
the association of pain and fever with feelings of love, symbolized by
the regeneration of wings in the lover’s soul, which Plato compares
to the pain of teething and of boils and wounds.

39. Vania Smurov is the name of one of the young boys around
Alesha in The Brothers Karamazov.

40. Mikhail Kuzmin, Kryl'ia, in his Proze, ed. V. Markov {Berkeley,
Calif.,, 1984), 1: 319; quoted from Mikhail Kuzmin, Wings, trans. and
ed. Neil Granoien and Michael Green (Ann Arbor, Mich., 1972), p. 108.
Further references to both—first to the Russian, then to the English—
are given in the text. For a discussion of the Phaedrus and Wings, see
Donald Gillis, “The Platonic Theme in Kuzmin's Wings,” Slavic and Fast
European Journal, 22, no. 3 (1978): 336~47.

41. See Lavrov's essay in this volume.

42. Max Klinger and Hans Thoma were German painters associated
with the Decadence.

43. Ivanov’s Platonic feelings were extended to the sons of his wife,
Lidiia. In his diary he speaks of moments when he is in love with Kostia
{Ivanov, Sebranie sochinenit, 2: 797) and with Serezha (ibid., p. 745).

44. 1bid., p. 744.

45. For a discussion of the Hafiz Society, see N. A. Bogomolov,
“Epizod iz Peterburgskoi kue'turnoi zhizni, 19o6-1907 gg..” Blokouskii
sbornik, no. 8 (Tartu, 1988), pp. g5—111.

46. Temira Pachmuss, Preface, in Hippius, Between Paris and St
Petersburg, p. viii.

4%7. Ivanov, Sebranie sochinenii, 2: 749—50.

48. Alexander Blok, “O drame,” in his Sebranie sochinenii v vos'mi
tomakh (Moscow, 1962}, 5: 185,
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49. For a discussion of courtly love vs. marriage, see Denis de Rouge-
mont, Love in the Western World, 2nd ed., trans. M. Belgion (Princeton,
N.J., 1956), pp- 32—35, 275-311-

ro. For a discussion of Blok’s marriage, see V1. N. Orlov, “Istoriia
odnoi liubvi,” in his Pué i sud’by (Leningrad, 1971), pp. 636-743.

51. Andrei Bely, Arabeski (Moscow, 1g11), p. 125.

52. Andrei Bely, Vospominaniia ob Aleksandre Bloke (Letchworth, Eng.,
1964), p. 21.

53- “He liked the ‘almond’ eyes of Asia, in whose smile were fused
the Gioconda and infant” (Nikolai Valentinov, Dva goda s simvolistami
{Stanford, Calif., 1969], p. 14).

54. The Blok and Bely marriages contained elements of populist
marital practice as well.

55. Irina Paperno, Chernysheusky and the Age of Realism: A Study in
the Semiotics of Behavior (Stanford, Calif., 1988), p. 136. On fctitious
marriage in the 1860, see ibid., pp. 31—36, 133—36.

56. For a discussion of Gippius as Cleopatra, see Olga Matich, “Dia-
lectics of Cultural Return: Zinaida Gippius’ Personal Myth,” in Boris
Gasparov, Robert P. Hughes, and Irina Paperno, eds., Cultural Mytholo-
gies of Russian Modernism: From the Golden Age to the Silver Age {Berkeley,
Calif., 1992), pp. 53—60.

57- The biography was written in the 1940’, at a time when the
polemics with utilitarian critics were no longer significant, which may
help explain the seemingly undisguised Chernyshevskian subtext.

58. For a discussion of the Pygmalion myth in Russian Symbolism,
see Irene Masing-Delic’s essay in this volume.

59. Zinaida Gippius, Dmitry Merezhkouvsky (Paris, 1951), p. 34. After
Vera Pavlovna and Lopukhov first discuss their marital plans, they shake
hands and part as usual. When they get secretly engaged, she feels
that they had already been married for a long time, as if nothing had
changed.

60. For a discussion of the Merezkhovsky marriage in terms of What
Is to Be Done?, see Matich, “Dialectics of Cultural Return,” pp. 60—66.

61. For a discussion of the radical triple union and collectivity in
love, see Paperno, Chernyshevsky, pp. 29—36, 133—53, 156-58.

62. Zinaida Hippius, “About the Cause,” in her Between Paris and St.
Petersburg, p. 102.

63. Pachmuss, Intellect and Ideas in Action, p. 71.

64. Vladimir Zlobin, Tiazhelaia dusha (Washington, D.C., 1970), p. 54;
quoted from Viadimir Zlobin, A Difficult Soul: Zinaida Gippius, ed. Simon
Karlinsky (Berkeley, Calif., 1980}, p. 85.
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65. Anton Kartashev was president of the Religious Philosophical
Society in Petersburg and was the last procurator of the Holy Synod. He
was also a close collaborator of the Merezhkovskys.

66. Temira Pachmuss, Zinaida Hippius: An Intellectual Profile (Carbon-
dale, Ill., 1971), p. go.

67. Pachmuss, Intellect and ldeas, pp. r2—53, 662.

68. lvanov, Sobranie sochinenit, 1: 34—35.

69. Ibid., 2: 796.

7o. Ibid., p. 755.

71. 1bid., p. 756.

72. Margarita Woloschin, Die Griine Schlange, Lebenserinnerungen
(Stuttgart, 1954), p- 191.

73. Ivanov, Sobranie sochinenii, 2: 777-78.

74- Lidiia Zinov'eva-Annibal’s doubts about the triple union were re-
flected in her 1go6 novel, Thirty-three Monstrosities (Tridisat’ tri uroda),
published in 19o7.

75- lvanov, Sobranie sochinenii, 2: 758.

76. Ibid., p. 762.

Three /Masing-Delic: The Living Work of Art

1. Hermann Schliiter, Das Pygmalion-symbol bei Rousseau, Hamann,
Schiller (Zurich, 1968), p. 5.

2. Rousseau’s Pygmalion perceives all reality not created by him as
so alien that he must produce a creature of his own imagination. The
“belle dme” that he is needs a partner, “an other,” but this “other” can
only be “another self” (un autre moi-méme). For Rousseau’s treatment of
the Pygmalion motif, see Schliiter, Pygmalion-symbol, pp. 11—44.

3. Quoted from ]J. L. Carr, “Pygmalion and the Philosophes,” Journal
of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, 23 (1960): 239. It is this assumed
transmutability of matter perceived as essentially one and the same in
all its manifestations that allowed Denis Diderot to assert that “flesh can
be made from marble, and marble from flesh” and that marble (as any
other type of inorganic matter) had “inactive sensitivity,” which could be
stimulated and become active. Quoted from Lester G. Crocker's Diderot:
The Embattled Philosopher (New York, 1966), p-312.

4. Mathias Mayer, “Midas statt Pygmalion,” Deutsche Vierteljahrsschrift
fiir Literaturwissenschaft und Geistesgeschichte, 64, no. 2 (19go): 2go—g1.

5. Elsie B. Adams, Bernard Shaw and the Aesthetes (Columbus, 1g71),

p-133-
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6. Carr, “Pygmalion,” p. 255. These ideas had logical repercussions
for pedagogics. A good teacher should fill the blank space of the mind
within the purely material shell of the body with valid conscicusness—
that is, he should act as a kind of Pygmalion (as Shaw’s Professor Higgins
does). A good pedagogue makes learning, or the acquisition of con-
sciousness, a pleasurable experience.

7. Alexander Lavrov’s article in this volume deals in detail with the
development of the term and coneept “life-creator.”

8. Adams, Bernard Shaw, p. 137.

g. In fact, Nietzsche views the creation of the superman in Pyg-
malionesque terms. His Zarathustra (in Thus Spoke Zarathustra, 1885)
perceives “an image sleeping in stone” that he cherishes above all else (as
“Bild meiner Bilder”) because it is the image of the future dynamic and
beautiful superman hidden in the rough stone of the amorphous con-
temporary man. See Friedrich Nietzsche, Also sprach Zarathustra, Sami-
liche Werke (Stuttgart, 1964), 6: g2—g3. Bergson, in his Creative Evolution
(190%), seems to perceive a basic “transmutability of matter” (Carr’s
term) that would allow for wondrous transformations.

10. Liudmila’s erotic fantasies in Sologub’s Mel'kii bes (1go7) are
Ovidian. Thus she envisions herself as lying naked on a lake shore while
a white swan approaches on the dark calm waters, i.e., as Leda. Liudmila
also constantly changes the image of her boy lover, Sasha, in dressing-
up games and make-believe play. Her creativity, however, is limited to
the pursuit of erotic pleasure and aesthetic play and therefore does not
acquire the ontological validity of theurgical creativity.

11. Roman Jakobson, “Stikhi Pushkina o deve-statue, vakkhanke i
smirennitse,” in A. Kodjak and K. Taranovsky, eds., Alexander Pushhin.
A Symposium on the 175th Anniversary of His Birth (New York, 1976), p. 10.
It may also owe something to Diderot's close friend Etienne Maurice
Falconet (1716—g1), who created a well-known scuipture on the motif
in 1763. Falconet’s Pygmalion watches his nymph come to life “in rapt
adoration” (Carr, “Pygmalion,” p. 247). As is well known, Falconet is also
the creator of the equestrian statue of Peter the Great, which, of course,
is the subject of Pushkin's The Bronze Horseman (Mednyi vsadnik, 1833). It
could be argued that this equestrian monument contains an element of
the Pygmalion myth in that the posture of the “proud steed,” as it pre-
pares for its leap, is so active as to be nearly animated. Also, according to
a popular anecdote of the times, Peter the Great purportedly once em-
braced a statue of Richelieu with grear passion, begging it/him to share
some of its/his statesman’s wisdom with him. This anecdote was used by
the German philosopher Johann Hamann (1730—88) to present Peter
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as a noble “Scythian” who had faith in miracles and therefore could
become the “creator of his people” (see Schliiter, Pygmalion-symbol, pp.
45—71). Pushkin may have known this anecdote, which well illustrates
the Enlightenment creed of “natural miracles,” performed by men be-
lieving in man’s endless potential both as malleable raw materiat and as
Promethean creator.

12. Turgenev certainly knew the myth. His “Three Meetings” (“T'ri
vstrechi,” 1852), for example, likens the disillusioned heroine to a Gal-
atea who has returned to her pedestal to remain there forever after
her excursion to the realm of love and life. For a detailed discussion
of Bazarov as utopian scientist, see Irene Masing-Delic, “Bazarov pered
sfinksom. Forma i dissekcija v romane Turgenva Oicy i deti,” Revue des
études slaves, 57, no. 3 (1985): 369—83.

1. Boris Bukhshtab, “Predislovie,” in Afanasy Fet, Stikhotvoreniia
(Leningrad, 1959), p. 30.

14. Fet, Stikhotvoreniia, p. 227.

15. Evgeny Baratynsky, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii (Leningrad, 1g57),
pp- 187-88, my translation. The emphasis in the quoted passages is
mine. Choosing the designation “sage” {mudrets) for his sculptor, the poet
indicates his affinity with the romantic “lovers of wisdom” group (liubo-
mudry). His artist is a philosopher who perceives creativity as a process
of cognition as well as a refinement of feeling, Galatea too must “grasp”
the meaning and purpose of the passion to which she is subjected (strast’
urazumeia). It is worth noting that, while in Ovid Pygmalion’s nymph
was nameless and Galatea belonged to another myth, she was by this
time firmly ensconced in the Pygmalion story. The wisdom-lover Dmitry
Venevitinov saw “self-cognition™ as the driving force behind artistic cre-
ativity. The artist, he wrote, “animates canvas and marble solely to realize
his own feeling, to convince himself of his own power; the poet betakes
himself by means of art into combat with nature, with fate, in order to
test his own spirit.” Quoted from Lauren G. Leighton, Russian Romantic
Criticism. An Anthology (New York, 198%), p. 111.

16. According to some Ovid scholarship, The Metamorphoses presents
the notion that artists are capable of surpassing the Creator Deity, for in
a “competition of beauty art comes out ahead” of nature. See Joseph B.
Solodow, The World of Ouvid’s Metamorphoses (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1g88),
p- 219.

17. There is some similarity between Baratynsky's poem and one
of Marquis de Saini-Lambert’s on the same motif. Although this
eighteenth-century poet was mainly interested in the erotic aspects of
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the sculptor’s work with his “ciseau voluptueux,” Lockean notions are
also discernible in his vision of the statue awakened to life by “des desirs.”
See Carr, “Pygmalion,” pp. 248—49. In Baratynsky’s poem the “insidi-
ous chisel” clearly has erotic implications, but eroticism is subordinated
to aesthetics in a romantic vein that anticipates Solov’evian views on love
sublimated to art.

18. Gogol's Dead Souls (Mertuvye dushi, 1842) may be seen as based on
a kind of Pygmalion principle, since the author is faced with the task
of transforming grotesque Russian landowners and bureaucrats (these
“bears,” “cucumbers,” “boxes,” and “samovars”) into human beings by
stripping them of their deformities and revealing a hidden, if not beauty,
then at least humanity. It was presumably the immensity of this theur-
gical metamorphosis that prevented Gogol from completing the trilogy
of which Dead Souls was to form the first part. Ovid is mentioned in the
novel in a jocular context. Satirizing Russian bureaucrats’ consciousness
of rank, the author states that a man who is a veritable Prometheus when
with his subordinates undergoes “a metamorphosis such as even Ovid
could not contrive” when faced with his superiors. Then he becomes “a
mere fly, less even, no more than a grain of sand.” Nikolai Gogol, Dead
Souls, trans. George Reavey (New York, 1985), p- 49-

19. Goncharov was prone to reversals of this type within the con-
text of “sculptural myths.” Thus young Alexander Aduev, in A Common
Story (Obyknovennaia istoriia, 1847), on coming to St. Petersburg is at
first deeply disappointed in the city. But he “freezes” into admiring im-
mobility before the statue of Peter the Great, unlike Pushkin's “poor
Evgeny,” who runs away in terror, as the author emphasizes. This reverse
reaction to the Bronze Horseman was pointed out to me by Ms. Liud-
mila Yevsukov, graduate student in the Ohio State University Slavic
Department.

20. The passages are from Ivan Goncharov, Oblomov, trans. David
Magarshack (Harmondsworth, Eng., 1986), pp. 253, 413, 447, 455- 455-

21. Konstantin Mochulsky speaks of Scloveev's “eroticism of
thought” (in his Viadimir Solov'ev. Zhizn' i uchenie [Paris, 1951], p. 244)-
S. N. Trubetskoy calls Solov'ev’s theories of androgyny and Sophia an
“erotic utopia” (quoted from V. V. Zenkovsky, A History of Russian Phi-
losophy [London, 19671, 2: 515). Solov'ev’s aesthetics seems indebted to
the erotic-animation theories of French philosophes, as well as to German
romantic Naturphilosaphie, which linked transformation to a “total eroti-
cization of reality” (Gesamierotisierung). See Kurt Liithi, Feminismus und
Romantik (Vienna, 1985), p. 34.
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22. Oblomou, pp. 456—57.

23. Stolz is often perceived, by both Soviet and Western critics, as
a mediocre man who lacks ideological daring. A notable exception is
Vsevolod Setchkarev, who sees Stolz as an entirely positive character,
a commonsense person ‘who, because of his sobriety and unwavering
love for Olga, is able to help her overcome her taedium vitae, caused by
the loss of youthful illusions about life and by adult realization of the
limitations of any human existence. Goncharov was not enamored of
radicalism of either a materialist or an idealist type. Stolz represents the
“golden mean.” See Vsevolod Setchkarev’s “Andrej Stol'c in Gonéarov’s
Oblomov: An Attempted Reinterpretation,” in To Honor Roman Jakobson
{The Hague, 1967), 3: 1799—1805.

24. See Irina Paperno’s Chernyshevsky and the Age of Realism: A Study
in the Semiotics of Behavior (Stanford, Calif., 1988).

25. The (phonetically orchestrated and hence foregrounded) ex-
pression “dlia vsekh vechnaia vesna” (N. G. Chernyshevsky, Chio delat’?
[Leningrad, 1967], p. 405) seems to imply something other than generic
immortality in the Feuerbachian sense. Rather it intimates a real con-
quest of death achieved by omnipotent mankind. Olga and Stolz also
live in a state of “eternal spring,” but without the utopian overtones
implied in Chernyshevsky’s novel.

26. Chernyshevsky's theory of rational egotism is heavily indebted 1o
the French Enlightenment, for example, Rousseau’s vision of a “sensibi-
lite morale” that demands the moral pleasure of making others happy,
for entirely egotistical reasons (Schliiter, Pygmalion-symbol, p. §2), since
seeing others in a happy state affords the perceiver undiluted pleasure.

27. According to Zenkovsky, Solov'ev was “inspired by the ideas of
N. F. Fyodorov” (Russian Philosophy, 2: 516), at least when writing “Smysl
liubvi,” where immortalization is presented as natural, logical, and,
hence, fully feasible.

28. Nikolai F. Fedorov, Filosofiia obshchego dela, vol. 2 (Moscow, 1913),
p. 226; Vladimir Solov'ev, “Obshchii smysl iskusstva,” in his Sebranie
sochinenii (St. Petersburg, 1911-14), 6: go.

29. See, for example, Fedorov’s “Iskusstvo, ego smysl i znachenie,”
in his Filosofiia, 2: 224~38.

0. Ibid., pp. 225-26.

31. Solov'ev, Sobranie sochinenii, 6: 45.

32. There is the possibility, of course, explored more in Solovev’s
poetry than in his philosophy, that beauty may side with deception and
evil, after all. In Dostoevskian and Blokian terms, the Beautiful Lady
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may “change her appearance,” leaving her noble knight in despair at the
transformation from the “ideal of the Madonna” to the “ideal of Sodom.”

33. Vladimir Selov'ev, Stikhotvoreniia i shutocknye p'esy (Munich, 1968),
pp- 77—78. It is of interest that Solov'ev seems to be following a Gogolian
hierarchy of the arts in the structure of his poem. Gogol's “Sculpture,
Painting and Music” (“Skul’ptura, zhivopis’ 1 muzyka,” 1831} declares
music to be supreme among the “three marvelous sisters” named in the
title, since sculpture is limited to the sensual, painting incorporates the
spiritual, and music is spirit manifest. Solov'ev perhaps shared Gogol's
concern that “if even music abandoned us, what then would become of
the world?” For Orpheus’s art form came closest to conquering death.
Or was it the Word that synthesized (plastic) imagery with {musical)
rhythm that was to free the world from death forever?

34. As a Christian thinker Selovev naturally acknowledged that
Christ had “overcome death by His death.” But he did also argue that His
spiritual conquest should be followed by an elimination of the physical
phenomenon, this to be accomplished by mankind (the ideal lovers) in
obedience to Christ’s own wishes. Fedorov oo argued that God (Christ)
Himself wanted mankind to abolish death as a physical phenomenon.

5. In his 1898 article “Plato’s Life Drama” (“Zhiznennaia drama
Platona,” in his Sobranie sochinenii, g: 194~241), Solov'ev claims that Plato
formulated the idea of life-creation, postulating that “the task of Eros
was to give birth in beauty” (p. 228) by immortalizing the flesh. Plato’s
mistake, his “life drama,” was not to take his own idea seriously enough
to realize 1t in life.

36. Gnostic thought establishes parallels between the “seeds of the
Spirit” and sperm (see Jacques Lacarriére, The Gnostics [New York,
19771, pp. 84~8g). Such parallels seem to be intimated also by both
Fedorov and Solov'ev. Clearly, sperm is an inferior materialization of
the fiery sparks of the creative spirit, just as procreation is an inferior
substitute for creation. It should therefore be metamorphosed back to
its origins in a higher spiritual realm where Eros is supreme creation.

37. Non-Symbolist writers within the modernist camp could be wary
of theurgical aesthetics, as seems to have been the case with Leonid
Andreev, who includes a kind of ant-Pygmalion motif in his story
“Eleazar” (1go6). In dealing with the spiritually unsuccessful resur-
rection of Lazarus, the story presents a Roman sculptor {(of sculp-
tural beauty) who is dissatisfied with his marble and bronze sculptures,
although his contemporaries call them immortal. He yearns to imbue
his art works with light, but is unable to do so, and herein lies “the noble
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[svetloe] suffering of his life” (Leonid Andreev, “Eleazar,” in his Povesti i
rasshazy [Moscow, 1971], 1: 636). Upon meeting the resurrected Lazarus,
the epitome of the nonsculptural man, disfigured as he is by four days of
decay, the artist loses his ability to create even the lifeless beauty of his
heavy bronze and marble statues. He has lost confidence, as it were, in
the human form, seeing how easily it is dissolved, as well as in the dead
immortality of stone. The only work of art he subsequently creates is a
butterfly placed in the midst of some grotesque shapes, The implication
seems to be that only the butterfly of the soul survives the material body,
and that the latter should be left 1o decay in its native realm of shapeless
matter.

38. Trirodov may well combine other archetypes also, such as the
Faust of Goethe’s Faust II, who wanted to become a wise king in order
to create an earthly paradise.

39. In his experiments with plants, Merezhkovsky’s da Vinci seems
to be “preempting” Goethe and his experiments with the morphology
of plants. He unwittingly helps discover laws that show that reproduc-
tion need not involve traditional progenitors; instead, a small material
component proves sufficient to recreate an entelechy, a total form.

40. This expression is taken from Merezhkovsky’s “Deti nochi,”
in D. 8. Merezhkovsky, Sobranie stikhov 1883—r1910 (Letchworth, Eng.,
1969), p. 7.

41. All quotes are from Dmitri Merejcovski, The Romance of Leonardo
da Vinci, trans. Bernard Guilbert Guerney (New York, 1954). The quote
here is from p. 67. Subsequent page numbers from this edition are given
in parentheses in the text.

42. Yet he himself creates statues that are but a step from the divine,
such as the model for the Colossus, showing Francesco Sforza on a rear-
ing “gigantic steed” that tramples a “warrior under its hooves” (p. 6g).
This model is destroyed, but the ultimate reason for da Vinci’s failure
to create a god is not mob destructiveness but the subject matter of his
work of art. His “bronze horseman” is not trampling on death, but on
a man subject to death. The artist fails to understand that (as Fedo-
rov taught) heroes will become immortal gods only when they declare
war upon death, instead of on mortals. Falconet’s statue of Peter the
Great a few centuries later would come closer to the notion of a Saint
George crushing death. His rearing steed tramples the snake, or dragon
of death.

48. Solov'ev, Stikhotvereniia, p. 112.

44. The image of the discarded shell is borrowed from Fedorov (Filo-
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sofita, 1: 83). The dire consequences of separating art from life are also
explored in Oscar Wildes The Picture of Dorian Gray, which is occasion-
ally evoked in Merezhkovsky's Leonarde da Vinei. It is also very likely
that Edgar Allan Poe’s “ The Oval Portrait” has left its traces in Merezh-
kovsky’s novel, since Poe belongs to the cult figures of the Symbolist
movement. Poe’s story deals with an artist who “in pursuit of his plea-
sure and his dream ravages his bride in the act of painting her.” When
“his dream is completed, he finds that reality and art, the non-living
representation, have exchanged places, and his wife is dead.” For these
quotes see Joan Delaney Grossman, Edgar Allan Poe in Russia: A Study in
Legend and Literary Influence (Wiirzburg, 1973}, p. 124.

45- But this detail only confirms that the living woman dies because
the painted woman is immortalized: Looking at her portrait, da Vinci
notices how well he succeeded in painting her throat. The dimple in it is
so lifelike that the observer can almost feel the blood pulsating there. Yet
his painting strikes da Vinci as “spectral” in its very lifelikeness, and the
young woman on the canvas is “ancient in her immortal youth” (p. 496).
He is, belatedly, realizing what he has done.

46. In one of his sketches for the Mona Lisa portrait, da Vinci en-
dows her with certain masculine features, such as muscular arms and
a flat bosom. This illustration, included in the novel {p. 396), may be
there to show that the artist perceives her readiness to incorporate his
masculinity. Yet he is not ready to absorb her femininity, in spite of his
affinity with the feminine (he has effeminate features).

47. Walter Pater, The Renaissance, Studies in Art and Poetry (1893 text)
{Berkeley, Calif., 1980), pp. g8—q9.

48. Fedor Sologub, Tvorimaia legende (Munich, 1972), pt. 3, Dym i
pepel, p. 169. The other two volumes of the work are pt. 1, Kapli krouvt,
and pt. 2, Koroleva Ortruda. All further volume and page references to
the trilogy are given in parentheses in text.

49. Mary and Paul Rowland see Lara as a Koré figure and explore
her mythic-archetypal relation to her mother, Amalia Guichard, who
is cast in the role of Demeter. See their Pasternak’s “Doctor Zhivage”
{(London, 1967).

50. Boris Pasternak, Doktor Zhivago (Ann Arbor, Mich., 1967}, p. 211.
All further page references to this edition are given in parentheses
in text.

1. Boris Pasternak, A Tale, in his Proza 1915-1958, ed. G. Struve
and B. Filippov (Ann Arbor, Mich., 1961), p. 180.

2. For further discussions of resurrection symbolism in Pasternak’s
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work, see my papers “Zhivago as Fedorovian Soldier,” Russian Review,
40, no. 3 (1981): 300-316; and “Bergsons Schoepferische Entwicklung
und Pasternaks Doktor Schiwago,” in E. Reissner, ed., Literatur- und
Sprachentwicklung in Osteuropa im 20. Jahrhundert (Berlin, 1982), pp. 112—
31.

Four/Lavrov: Andrei Bely

1. Vladislav Khodasevich, “Konets Renaty,” in his Nekropol’. Vospomi-
naniia (Brussels, 1939), p. g.

2. Alexander Blok i Andrei Bely. Perepiska (Moscow, 1g40), p- 7

3- See Andrei Bely, Nachalo veka (Moscow-Leningrad, 1933), p- 21.

4. Andrei Bely, “Material k biografii (intimnyi), prednaznachennyi
dlia izucheniia tol'ko posle smerti avtora” (1923). Central State Archive
of Literature and Art (TsGALI), f. 53, op. 2, ed. khr. 3, 1. 18.

5. Ibid., L. 26 ob. 6. Bely, Nachalo veka, p. 1.

7- lbid., pp. 2223, 8. Ibid,, pp. 107-8.

9. See Andrei Bely, Vospominaniia o Bloke, Epopeiia (Moscow-Berlin),
no. 1 {1gzz): 225,

1o. Bely, Nachalo veka, p- 23.

1. lbid,, pp. 57, 54.

12. Bely, Vospominaniia, Epopeiia, p. 225,

13. Andrei Bely, Vospominaniia ob Aleksandre Aleksandroviche Bloke,
Zapiski mechtatelei (St. Petersburg), no. 6 (1922): 113.

14. See Z. G. Mints, “Poniatie teksta i simvolistskaia estetika,” in Ma-
terialy vsesotuznogo simpoziuma po viorichnym modeliruiushim sistemam, vol. 1,
no. 5 (Tartu, 1974), pp. 134—41. A number of terms proposed by Mints
will be used below, among them “tekst zhizni” (“life text”) and “tekst
iskusstva” (“art text™).

15. Bely, Vospominaniia, Epopeia, p. 148,

16. Manuscript Division, Lenin Library, Moscow (hereafter GBL), f,
25, kart. g5, ed. khr. 46.

17. GBL, f. 167, kart. 1, ed. khr. 12.

18. Bely, “Material,” 1. 2g.

19. See E. K. Metner, “Romantizm i Nitsshe,” Pridneprovskii krai,
no. 2310 (19o4); signed “E.”

20. TsGALL f. 575, op. 1, ed. khr. 4. Compare the interpretation of
the Russian Symbolists’ “Nietzscheanism” in S. S. Averintsev, “Poeziia
Viacheslava Ivanova,” Voprosy literatury, no. 8 {1975): 152—53.

21. Bely, “Material,” . 15,
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22, Sergei Solov'ev, “Pamiati Vladimira Solov'eva,
1go1, GBL, £. 25, kart. 26, ed. khr. 1.

23. Bely, Vospominaniia, Zapiski, pp. 24—25.

24. Bely, Nachalo veka, p. 54-

25. Andrei Bely, “Zolotoe runo,” in his Zoloto v lazuri (Moscow, 1904},
pp- 8-9.

26. GBL, f. 167, kart. 1, ed. khr. 15.

27. Bely, Zoloto v lazuri, pp. 197—210.

28. Bely, “Material,” 1. 41 ob.

2g. GBL, f. 25, kart. 26, ed. khr. 13, I 11,

30. Bely, “Material,” 1. 17.

31. Bely to E. K. Metner, first half of May 1go4, GBL, f. 167, kart. 1,
ed. khr. g5.

g2. GBL, f. 25, kart. 21, ed. khr. 16.

33. GBL, f. 25, kart. 26, ed. khr. 2. Compare the July 6, 1go4, leiter
of A. S. Chelishchev to Bely, which reflects the effort to transmit an
inner condition by means of a psychological description of nature: “The
shadows descended. Restless, sickly gloom, like unquiet dreams, came
down on earth. In the distance beyond the forest the twilight is falling
asleep, the golden sunset, as you say. The rosy gold of the sunset with
a trembling glow dimmed, paled, died . . . The forest fell asleep . . .
In a cluster of trees it was as if someone whispered in a quick, anxious
whisper, as if he cast a spell with some kind of secret charms” (GBL f.
25, kart, 25, ed. khr. 6).

34. Svobodnaia sovest'. Literaturno-filosofskii shornik, bk. 1 (Moscow,
1906), p. 98.

g5. Ibid., pp. 100—-101. Sergei Soloviev's poems from the cycle “The
Olive Trees of Galilee” (“Maslina Galilei,” written chiefly in 1gog—4) on
Gospel and church themes, despite all of their historical coloration, con-
tain meaning relevant to the Argonauts. (See S. Solov'ev, Tsvety i ladan.
Pervaia kniga stikhov [Moscow, 1go7], pp. 11—46.)

36. Bely to Metner, Dec. 11, 1goz, GBL, f. 167, kart. 1, ed. khr. 5.

7. Andrei Bely, review in Nevyi put’, no. 2 (19o3}): 171, 172.

38. Andrei Bely, “O teurgii,” Novyi put’, no. g (1go3): 109.

3g. Andrei Bely, “Poeziia Valeriia Briusova,” Novyi put’, no. 7 (19o4):
138.

40. Andrei Bely, “Simvolizm kak miroponimanie,” Mir iskusstva, no. 5
(1904): 179, 185.

41. Bely, Vospominaniia, Zapiski, p. 95.

42. Bely to Metner, Apr. 1, 1905, GBL, f. 167, kart. 1, ed. khr. 44.

written July g1,
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43. Bely, Vospominaniia, Epopetia, p. 225.

44. Bely gave a caricature of P. 1. Astrov in Nackalo veka (Pp- 357—
63); the problems of the sessions were reflected in the letters of Astrov
to Bely from that period (GBL, f. 25, kart. 8, ed. khr, 17).

45. Bely, Vospominaniia, Epopetia, p. 157.

46. Andrei Bely, “Pochemu ia stal simvolistom i pochemu ia ne pere-
stal im byt’ vo vsekh fazakh moego ideinogo i khudozhestvennogo raz-
vitiia” (1928). TsGALL, f. 53, op. 1, ed. khr. 74, L. 20 ob.

47. Bely to Blok, May 26, 1906, Blok i Bely. Perepiska, p. 177.

48. The project of a series of anthologies to be called Argo, conceived
by Ellis, dates probably from 1go6. Ellis composed a list of proposed
members of an editorial committee and a constitution for Argo. The list
included P. N. Batiushkov, Andrei Bely, Ellis, M. A. Ertel, K. P, Khristo-
forova, N. P. Kiselev, G. A. Rachinsky, M. 1. Sizov, and S. M. Solov'ev.
Also proposed was a “committee of five,” to be made up of the editors of
the sections of the projected anthologies (1. poetry, literature, esthetics;
2. philosophy; 3. science; 4. mysticism; 5. social issues. TsGALI, f. 575,
op. 1, ed. khr. 15, . 2). The constitution included the following points:
“1. The basic task of the Argo anthologies is the synthesis of the five sec-
tions. 2. Arge will be published twice a year: at Christmas and at Easter.
3. Selection of materials is the responsibility of the editorial committee
in the form of an ‘editorial meeting.’ 4. At general meetings the editors
of sections shall choose by open ballot one of their number as chairman,
who will conduct the proceedings as ‘primus inter pares,’” etc. Ellis's
project remained unrealized.

49- The years indicated are those of compaosition, in most cases con-
siderably earlier than the years of publication.

50. “Spisok propavshikh ili unichtozhennykh avtorom rukopisei,”
compiled by Andrei Bely (1927), opens with the note: “Two cantos of
the poem ‘Child-Sun’ [‘'Ditia-Solntse’] including more than 2,000 verses
(ilambs, blank verse, in lines of various lengths); the poem was intended
to include three cantos; the third canto was unwritten; in its time the
poem was recited to 5. M. Soloviev and A. A. Blok; it was lost in the
spring of 1907.” (GBL, f. 60, ed. khr. 31. See also Andrei Bely, Mezhdu
dvukh revoliutsii [Leningrad, 1934]. pp. 19—21.) Bely saw in this poem
the “extinction” of the theme of the “symphonies™ {1goo—2). (See also
Bely to R. V. Ivanov-Razumnik, Mar. 1—3, 1927, published in Cahiers du
monde russe et sovietique, 15, no. 1-2 [1974]: 62--63.)

51. Bely to R. V. Ivanov-Razumnik, Jan. 21, 1931, TsGALI, f. 1782,
op. 1, ed. khr. 22.

52. Bely, Vospominaniia, Zapiski, p. g.
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53. Bely, “Material,” 1. 16, 17.

54. Bely, Vospominaniia, Zapiski, p. 15.

55. Bely, “Material,” 1. 17.

56. GBL, f. 171, kart. 24, ed. khr. 1a. (Translator’s note: The Russian
word zoria refers simultaneously to “sunset” and “sunrise.”

57- Bely, “Material,” Il. 28, 2g.

58. Bely to R. V. Ivanov-Razumnik, Mar. 1-3, 192, Cahiers du monde
russe, p. 61.

59. Bely, “Material,” 1. 29. 60. Bely, Zoloto v lazuri, p. 16.

61. Bely, “Material,” . 3g. 6z2. 1bid., L. 33.

65. Bely, Vospominaniia, Zapiski, p. 70.

64. Bely, “Material,” 1. 44 ob.

65. See below. For a more detailed account see S. S. Grechishkin and
A. V. Lavrov, “Biograficheskie istochniki romana Briusova ‘Ognennyi
angel, " Wiener Slawistischer Almanach, 1 (1978): 84-87. See also Joan
Delaney Grossman’s essay in this volume.

66. Bely, “Pochemu ia stal simvolistom,” 1. 18 ob.

67. Bely to R. V. Ivanov-Razumnik, Mar. 1-§, 1924, Cahiers du monde
russe, p. 5.

68. Bely, “Material,” l. 17 ob.

6g. GBL, f. 171, kart. 24, ed. khr. 1a.

70. Bely, “Simvolizm kak miroponimanie,” pp. 177—78.

71. Bely, Nachalo veka, p. 121.

72. Bely, “Material,” 1. 18 ob.

7g. E. K. Metner, “Poeziia 1 kritika,” Pridneprovskii krai, no. 2179
(1904); signed “E.”

74. Valery Briusov, in Vesy, no. 4 (1g04): 6o-62.

75. Chronicle of the journal Mir iskusstva, no. 15 (1903): 163, signed
“P.N.”

76. Chronicle of the journal Mir iskusstva, no. 4 (19o4): 164, signed
“D.E”

77. GBL, [. 171, kart. 24, ed. khr. 1a.

78. M. K. Morozova, Andrei Bely. Problemy tvorchestva. Stat’i. Vospomi-
naniie. Publikatsii (Moscow, 1988), p. 526.

79. Andrei Bely, “Svetovaia skazka,” Al'manakh “Grif” (1904). pp.
11-12.

80. Bely to E. K. Metner, apparently written on Jan. 23, 1904, GBL,
f. 167, kart. 1, ed. khr. 31.

81. Bely to E. K. Metner, written in Jan. 19og, GBL, f. 167, kart. 1,
ed. khr. 7.

8z. Bely, “Material,” 1. 18.
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83. Bely to E. K. Metner, Feb. 14, 1gog, GBL, f. 167, kart. 1, ed.
khr. g.

84. A. Bely, Stkhotvoreniia i poemy (Moscow-Leningrad, 1966), p. 418.
Translation from Andrey Bely, The First Encounter, trans. Gerald Jane-
ek, notes and commentary by Nina Berberova (Princeton, N.J., 1g79),
P- 33

85. Bely, “Material,” 1. 18, 19 ob. It is noteworthy that the image of the
sunset had great meaning in the work of Dostoevsky—one of the “rulers
of thoughts” for Bely at that time. Sunset meditations and symbols in
Dostoevsky transfer the described events to another register and endow
them with a certain higher meaning. The experience of sunset there
was of two kinds: “zakatnaia toska 1 gnet” and “zakatnoe osvobozhde-
nie mira.” (See S. N. Durylin, “Ob odnom simvole u Dostoevskogo,” in
Dostoevsky [Moscow, 1928], pp. 163~68.) V. N. Toporov reveals in this a
direct link to the mythopoetic tradition. (See his “Poetika Dostoevskogo
i arkhaichnye skhemy mifologicheskogo myshleniia,” in Problemy poetiki
i istorit Literatury [Saransk, 1973), pp. 96—-97.)

86. Bely to E. K. Metner, Aug. 7, 19oz2, GBL, f. 167, kart. 1, ed.
khr. 1. Bely drew many of those close to him into the discussion of sun-
sets. Characteristic is the postscript by M. S. Solov’ev added to a letter
from his son, Sergei, to Bely, written in Gapsal’ [Estonia], July 6, 19o2:
“A metameteorological observation: at Dedovo [rom 11 May to 11 June
more and more often 1 was struck by the following: the background
of the sunset was fine, completely May-like—rosy gold, but against that
background was something not at all fine—an elongated inky-blue cloud
with crimson edges. Generally, there was almost no May at all but in-
stead something strange, more like July, but not July. In Gapsal’ so far
there have been few sunsets, and when they occurred, they were not
fine, but orange-red.” (GBL, f. 25, kart. 26, ed. khr. 2.}

84. Bely, "Material,” 1. 15.

88. Bely, Vospominaniia, Epopeiia, p. 174.

Bg. Bely, Stikhotvoreniia i poemy, p. 424; Janelek’s translation, First
Encounter, p. 47.

go. Valery Briusov, Dnevniki r8g1--1910 (Moscow, 1927), p. 129.

gt. Bely to E. K. Metner, Mar. 15, 1903, GBL, . 167, kart. 1, ed. khr.
11. Cf. Bely’s poem “Mogilu ikh ukrasili venkami,” dedicated to “the
unforgettable memory of M. 8. and Q. M. Solov’ev” (Bely, Zoloto v lazuri,
p- 216).

gz. Bely, Vospominaniia, Zapiski, p. 57.

93. Briusov, Dnevniki, p. 134. Cf. T. Iu. Khmel'nitskaia, “Poeziia
Andreiia Belogo,” in Bely, Stikhotvoreniia i poemy, pp. 19—21.
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94- Bely, Nachalo veka, p. 11.

gp5. Bely, “Neskol'ko slov dekadenta, obrashchennykh k liberalam i
konservatoram,” Chronicle of the journal Mir iskusstva, no. 7 (1gog):
647. See also Bely’s assertion in a letter to Blok of July 14, 1gog: “[R]ol’
turedivogo, anarkhista, dekadenta, shuta mne poslana svyshe” (Blok i Bely.
Perepiska, p. §7).

g6. Bely 1o E. K. Metner, Oct. 22, 1903, GBL, f. 167, kart. 1, ed.
khr. 26.

97. GBL, f. 386, kart. 79, ed. khr. 5. The cards cited were sent to
Briusov on Oct. 18, 1go3.

g8. TsGALLf. 55, op. 1, ed. khr. 408.

gg9. On Oct. 20, 1903, Briusov sent his visiting cards to Bely in three
envelopes addressed to “Boris Nikolaevich Bugaev” and respectively
directed thus: “for transmirtal o Vindalai Levulovich Belorog,” “for
transmittal to Ogyga Pellovich Kokhtik-Rrogikoy,” and “for transmittal
to Pol’ Ledoukovich Thathyvva™ (GBL, f. 25, kart. 10, ed. khr. ga).

100. Briusov, Dnevniki, p. 134.

101. Bely, “Pochemu ia stal simvolistom,” 1. 18 ob.

to2. Andrei Bely, “Toska o vole,” Al'manakk “Grif” (1go03), pp-
g—1g. In 1gob Bely planned a volume of poems under the title “Toska po
vole.” These poems were later distributed in his books Pepel and Urna.
(Literaturnoe nasledstvo, vol. 85: Valery Briusov [Moscow, 1976], p. 392.)

103. Andrei Bely, “Na ulitse,” Al'manakh “Grif” (1gog), p. 10.

104. Andrei Bely, “O teurgii,” Novyi put’, no. g (19o3): 119.

105. GBL, f. 171, kart. 24, ed. khr. 1a.

106. 1bid., ed. khr. 1g.

107. Morozova, Andrei Bely, p. 528.

108. E. K. Metner to Viacheslav lvanov, Dec. 12/25, 1912, GBL,
f. 109.

109. Bely, Vospominaniia, Epopeiia, pp. 42, 45

110. Bely, Vospominaniia, Zapiski, p. 56.

111, Ibid., pp. 103—4.

112. GBL, f. 25, kart. g0, ed. khr. 13.

ng. GBL, f. 25, kart. 21, ed. khr. 17.

114. Boris Bugaev [Andrei Bely], “Formy iskusstva,” Mir iskusstva,
no. 12 (1go2): g36o.

115. Bely, Zoloto v lazuri, p.18.

6. Ellis 1o E. K. Metner, Feb. g, 1914, GBL, f. 167, kart. 8, ed.
khr. 28.

117. D. 8. Merezhkovsky to Bely, Sept. 30, 1904, GBL, {. 25, kart. 1g,
ed. khr. g.
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118. A. A. Kublitskaia-Piotiukh to Bely, July 31, 1505, GBL, f. 25,
kart. 18, ed. khr. 5.

119. GBL, f. 25, kart. 25, ed. khr. 31.

120. Bely, “Material,” l. 16.

121. Khodasevich, Nekropel’, p. 16.

122, N. Valentinov, Dva goda 5 simvolistami (Stanford, Calif., 196g),
P- 46.

123. K. Balmont to V. Briusov, Dec. 11, 1908, GBL, f. 386, kart. 76,
ed. khr. 1.

Five /Grossman: Briusov and Petrovskaia

1. V. F. Khodasevich, “Konets Renaty,” Nekropol” (Paris, 1976), pp.
7—25. The essay was dated “Versailles, 1928.”

2. Khodasevich recalled that the first edition of Konstantin Bal-
mont’s Budem kak solntse carried a dedication to another such figure, the
little-remembered artist Modest Durnov, “sozdavshemu poemu iz svoei
lichnosti” (“Konets Renaty,” P- 9).

3. Ibid.

4. Khodasevich, who became acquainted with Nina Petrovskaia in
1902, is the chief, though scanty, source of information about her early
biography. He reported that she completed the gymnasium and a dental
course, adding that she preferred not to recall her earliest years and
that she concealed her age, though he believed her to be about six years
older than himself (ibid., p. 10). In this he was mistaken; he placed
her birth “about 1880,” whereas actually she was born in 1884. Thus in
fact this extremely young woman had only a two-year advantage over
one of whom she speaks ofthandedly and sometimes unflatteringly in
her memoir, regarding him as a combination of younger brother and
devoted page. This originally unequal relationship, while it obviously
changed with time, suggests reasons for the tone and sometimes the
handling of facts in Khodasevich's recollections.

5. This is how she pictured those earliest years in the memoir she
wrote in the vastly different milieu of postwar Berlin. Here, in per-
sonally desperate circumstances, she recalled her years with Briusov as
a golden time of intense existence far above the common horde. By
comparison almost atl other participants in that culture appear in her
memoir as lacking either in sincerity or in true understanding of the
tasks and the possibilities open to Symbolism.

Petrovskaia’s “Vospominaniia,” first excerpted in Valery Briusov, vol,
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85 of Literaturnoe nasledstve (Moscow, 1976), pp. 775—80, appeared in a
complete version in Minuvshee, vol. 8 (Paris, 1989), pp- 17—90, edited
and with an introduction by Elda Garetto. Citations will refer to the
latter edition.

6. Andrei Bely, Nachalo veka, ed. Alexander Lavrov (Moscow, 19go),
p. 308.

7. Petrovskaia, "Vospominaniia,” p. 18.

8. Khodasevich, "Konets Renaty,” p. 13.

g. Ibid., p. 14.

10. Ibid., p. 15. Nina's unflattering description of Ba'mont and his
relations with women readily confirms the surmise. (Petrovskaia, “Vos-
pominaniia,” pp. 39—40.)

11. In his diary some years earlier Briusov recorded the parallel role
Bal’'mont played in his formation. Briusov first met Bal'mont in Sep-
tember 1894 and for some time saw in him the embodiment of the
Symbolist poet: “Bal’'mont just dropped in, exultant, mad, Edgar [Poe]-
like.” (Valery Briusov, Dnevniki 1891—r910 [Moscow, 1927], p. 23.) Their
relationship did not always remain on this level, however, as I have
described elsewhere. (Joan Delaney Grossman, Valery Bryusov and the
Riddle of Russian Decadence [Berkeley, Calif., 1985). See especially pp.
180—go0.)

12. Petrovskaia, “Vospominaniia,” pp. 39—40.

13. Petrovskaia summed it up: “Bal'mont was for me in my youth a
kind of shore from which I soon pushed away. For me he was neither
a theurge illuminated from on high, like Bely, nor a master worthy of
obeisance and deep voluntary submission, like V. Briusov.” (“Vospomi-
naniia,” p. 40.)

14. I am indebted for much valuable bibliographical and other in-
formation to the Ph.D. dissertation of Irena Szwede, “The Works of
Stanislaw Przybyszewski and Their Reception in Russia at the Beginning
of the XX Century” (Stanford University, 1970).

15. Petrovskaia, “Vospominaniia,” p. 41.

16. Her interest in spiritualisin was shared by many of her immedi-
ate Moscow circle, including her husband and of course Valery Briusov.
(See Joan Delaney Grossman, “Alternate Beliefs: Spiritualism and Pan-
theism Among the Early Modernists,” in Christianity and the Eastern Slavs,
vol. 2: Robert P. Hughes and Irina Paperno, eds., Russian Culiure in
Modern Times [Berkeley, Calif., forthcoming].)

17. Years later, in his memoirs, Bely described the amorphous quality
of Argonautism and its traces in the later careers of those associated
with it. (Bely, Nachalo veka, “Argonavtizm,” pp. 123—32.)
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18. Andprei Bely, “Material k biografii,” unpublished, quoted in Alex-
ander Lavrov, "Kommentarii,” in Bely, Nachalo veka, pp. 634—35. The
fullest discussion of the tangled Bely-Petrovskaia-Briusov relationship
is to be found in S. 8. Grechishkin and A. V. Lavrov, “Biograficheskie
istochniki romana Briusova ‘Ognennyi angel,”” Wiener Slawistischer Alma-
nach, vols. 1 and 2 (1978).

19. Bely, Nachalo veka, p. 635,

20. Bely, Nachalo veka, pp. 304—7. This volume of Bely’s memoirs
was completed in 1930, revised in 1932, and published in 1g33. (Lavrov,
“Kommentarii,” p. 557.)

21. Bely, Nachale veka, p. 308. The comparison with the heroine of
Dostoevsky’s novel Idiot implies the equally interesting comparison of
Bely and Idiot’s hero, Prince Myshkin, a Christ hgure.

22. Bely, Nachalo veka, p. 306.

2g. Ibid., pp. 304—5.

24. The section in Nachalo veka devoted to describing Bely's relations
with Nina Petrovskaia is entitled ““Orfei,’ izvodiashchii iz ada.” One of
the sections in Briusov’s book Stefanos (published at the end of 1gor),
which reflected the high phase of his relationship with Nina, was called
“lz ada izvedennye,” and one of the most admired poems in that book
is “Orfei i Evridika.” (Valery Briusov, Sebranie sochinenii v semi tomakh
[Moscow, 1973751, 1: 385—87.) Concerning the application of this myth
to aesthetic problems see Irina Paperno’s essay in this volume.

25. Bely, Nachalo veka, p. 311.

26. Ibid., p. g07.

2. Bely, “Material k biografi,” quoted in Lavrov, “Kommentarii,”
Pp- 635-36.

28. Bely explained his delays, withdrawals, and returns by the dif-
ficulty in clarifying for himself what was happening and the equal dif-
ficulty of persuading Petrovskaia to accept his interpretation. {(“Material
k biografii,” quoted in Lavrov, “Kommentarii,” p. 636.)

29. Petrovskaia, “Vospominaniia,” p. 29.

g0. Briusov’s wife, loanna Matveevna, a former governess in the
Briusov household, was totally outside the Symbolist milieu. She lived
painfully through many such episodes, though Briusov's relationship
with Petrovskaia was the longest. Briusov’s need for her and his secure
home endured through it all, much to Petrovskaia’s chagrin. Petrov-
skaia’s husband, Sergei Sokolov-Krecheiov, on the other hand, was an
active player in the culture and by this time had found another mate in
the actress Lidiia Ryndina, whom he ultimately married. Ryndina pub-
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lished reminiscences of those days later in emigration: Lidiia Ryndina,
“Ushedshee,” Mosty, no. 8 (1966): 2g5—312.

31. Bely, Nachalo veka, p. 308.

g2. Petrovskaia, “Vospominaniia,” p. 56. Their correspondence natu-
rally offers much information. In addition to that published in Valery
Briusov, a large number of unpublished letters are to be found in archival
funds in the Lenin Library (GBL), the Central State Archive of Litera-
ture and Art (TsGALI), and the Institute of World Literature {IMLI).

39. Stanislaw Przybyszewski’s early professional ambitions were first
for architecture, then for medicine and psychology, and his literary
enthusiasms were mixed. He recalled his reading in the autumn of
1889 as including “Nietzsche, Zola, Dostoevsky, Huysmans, Maupas-
sant” (quoted in Maxime Herman, Un sataniste polonais: Stanislas Przybys-
zewski [Paris, 1939], p. 69). Przybyszewski's writing is heavily loaded with
comparisons taken from the natural sciences, but, as Herman notes, the
role he assigns to the “hero” in the advancement of the species puts him
closer to romanticism than to naturalism.

34. Stanislaw Przybyszewski, “Shopen i Nitsshe,” in his Polnoe sobranie
sochinenii (Moscow, 1gog—11), vol. 5, (190g), pp. 9—5%. This essay was first
published separately and then together with his study of the Swedish
writer Ola Hansson, who had introduced him to the writings of Nietz-
sche (Zur Psychologie des Individuums, 2 vols. [Berlin, 1892], vol. 1: Chopin
und Nietzsche). The contemporary Russian translations of Przybyszew-
ski’s Polish or German originals are used as the basis for the English
translations since they are the versions Nina Petrovskaia and her circle
read, along with most Russians of that time. Two multivolume Rus-
sian translations of Przybyszewski's works appeared between 1900 and
1910: one was published in two four-volume Scorpio editions and the
other in the ten-volume Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, published by V. M.
Sablin. A fuller publication history is to be found in Szwede, “Works of
Przybyszewski,” pp. 192—g4, 21316, 222-25, 241.

35. Przybyszewski, “Shopen i Nitsshe,” p. 12.

36. Ibid,, p. 39.

37. Ihid., p. 43.

38. 1bid., p. 40.

39. Cited in Herman, Sataniste polonais, p. 116.

40. “V nachale byl pol.” Reference here is to the Russian transla-
tion entitled Requiem Aeternam, in Przybyszewski, Polnoe sobranie (Sablin),
7: 67. Originally published as Totenmesse (Berlin: Fontane, 18g3). “Sex”
here is sometimes translated as “lust.”
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41. The name “Certain” was taken from the title {(Certains) of a col-
lection of articles by J.-K. Huysmans dealing with artists so far little
known to the public. Przybyszewski at that time was under the influence
of Huysmans. (Herman, Sataniste polonais, p. 161 n. 2.)

42. “Obratnaia metamorfoza mozhet nachat’sia.” Przybyszewski, Re-
quiem Aeternam, p. 119.

43- See Olga Matich, "Androgyny and the Russian Religious Renais-
sance,” in A. Mlikotin, ed., Western Philosophical Systems in Russian Litera-
ture (Los Angeles, 1979), pp. 164—75. Przybyszewski’s acquaintance with
the Cabala was perhaps less thorough than that of Viadimir Solov'ev.
See the latter’s article “Kabbala,” in Entsiklopedicheskii slovar’, bk. 26 (St.
Petersburg, 1894), pp. 782—84.

44. Matich, “Androgyny,” p. 170.

45. “Os’ nashei zhizni eto—liubov’ i smert’.” Stanislaw Przybyszew-
ski, Syny zemli, Vesy, no. 5 (1904): 1. The original Polish version, Synowie
ziemi, appeared in Lwow the same year. A new Russian collected edition
of Przybyszewski's works in four volumes was published in 1904 by the
Symbolist publishing house Scorpio, in which Briusov played a major
role. Printing this short introduction in Vesy, also published by Scorpio
and edited by Briusov, was of course a familiar strategy.

46. Ibid., p. 2.

47. Ibid., p. 3. Przybyszewski does not here use the term “andro-
gyne,” already associated with his name in other contexts (see below).

48. Even at this stage Przybyszewski’s ideas were overtaking those
of the Argonauts in her consciousness. Two stories by Nina Petrovskaia
published in the January 1904 AP'manakh “Crif” are of interest in this
regard. The first of them, “Poslednaia noch’,” dedicated to Bely, is redo-
lent of Argonautism. (See Grechishkin and Lavrov, “Biograficheskie,” 1;
84.) But it is also not without a touch of Przybyszewski. The (male) nar-
rator concludes a day and night of waiting for the coming of Christ by
shooting himself, crying out: “I am coming!” This is the refrain of Przy-
byszewski's “Gorod smerti” (see below). The other, “Tsvetok ivanovoi
nochi,” ends with a murder and an easily recognizable Przybyszewskian
flourish: “Love and death are eternal!”

49. Briusov, Dnevniki, 196.

50. Solov'ev’s “Koldun-Kamen'” recounted an ancient belief, com-
mon to the mythology of some northern tribes, that the giant mossy
boulders marking the Finnish landscape were wizards who, for some
primeval crime, had been changed into stone, and who would come alive
once a century to wreak havoc in nature. (Vladimir Solov'ev, Stikhotvore-
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niia i shutochnye p'esy [Leningrad, 1974], pp. 102—3.) F. 1. Buslaev wrote,
in his Russkii bogatyrskii epos (Voronezh, 1g87), that the mythology of
Finnish and northern Germanic tribes presented some of their divini-
ties as titanic figures easily mistaken for natural features and presented
some natural features——cliffs, mountains—as the skeletons of ancient
giants. See the Russian “starshii bogatyr’” Sviatogor, whose legendary
origin Buslaev (p. 45) linked to the same myths.

51. Solov'ev, Stikhotvorentia, pp. 105-6, 107, 112—13.

52. “Temnogo khaosa svetlaia doch’!” Solovev, “Na Saime zimoi,”
Stikhotvoreniia, p. 107.

53. Andrei Bely, Vospominaniia ob A. A. Bloke (Munich, 1969}, p. 164.

54. In the first edition of Stephanos “Na Saime” is a cycle of seven
poems forming part of the book’s first section, “Vecherovye pesni.” In
later editions, beginriing with Valery Briusov, Puti i pereput’ia II (Mos-
cow, 19o8), an eighth poem was added and the cycle was elevated to an
independent section.

55. Briusov, “Menia iskavshego bezumii,” Sobranie sochinenii, 1: 348;
Valery Briusov, Stephanos (Moscow, 1go6), p. 27.

56. Briusov, “Zheltym sholkom [sic], zheltym sholkom,” “V dali, bla-
gostno sverkaiushchii,” and “Mokh, da veresk, da granity,” Stephanos,
pp- 28—2q.

57. “Ia upoen—mne nichego ne nado! / O tol’ko b dlilsia etot iasnyi
son,” Briusov, Stephanos, p. 0.

58. In her memoir Nina wrote: “Darkness. 1 know and love it.”
Describing her experience she concludes: “Everything contradicts the
most elementary physical laws, and therefore it is sweetly terrible and
one wants it to endure, like the last, already conscious, stage of some
kind of drug, when one cannot distinguish between vision and waking.”
(“Vospominaniia,” p. 63.)

59. Briusov, “My v lodke vdoem” and “Goluboe, goluboe,” Stephangs,
PP- 30-31.

60. TsGALL f. 3476, op. 1, ed. khr. 4.

61. Letters of Briusov to Nina Petrovskaia, Valery Briusov, p. 791.

62. Przybyszewski, Syny zemli, p. 3.

63. Nina Petrovskaia, review of Stanislav Pszybyszewski’s Zaupokoi-
naia messa, in Pereval, no. 1 (1906): 49.

64. Petrovskaia, review of Zaupokoinaia messa, p. 50.

65. From notes of D. M. Maximov, Institute of Russian Literature
(IRLI), f. 39, ed. khr. 834. Liudmila Vilkina, a minor poetess and the
wife of Nikolai Minsky (Vilenkin), was Briusov's current romantic inter-
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est. I have treated this matter in Bryusov and Russian Decadence, chap. g,
“The Year 1gog and Stephanos.”

66. Valery Briusov, “Strast’,” Vesy, no. 8 {1904): 25.

67. Przybyszewski, Syny zemii, p. 3.

68. Two examples, early and late respectively, both plays, are Valery
Briusov, Zemlia. (Stseny budushchikh vremen) (1gog), in his Polnoe sobranie
sochinenit 1 perevodov (St. Petersburg, 1913—14), vol. 15, and idem, Dik-
iator. Tragediia v piati deistviiakh { semi stsenakh iz budushchikh vremen (1921),
Sovremennaia dramaturgiia, no. 4 (1986), published by §. 1. Gindin.

6g. See particularly Valery Briusov, “Istiny,” in his Sobranie sochinenii
6: 55—61. This sentiment is elaborated in letters and in his diary (Dnev-
nikt, p. 61). See Grossman, Bryusov and Russian Decadence, chap. 7, “The
Third Watch.”

70. Briusov, Sobranie sochinenii, 1: 354.

71. Quoted in Briusov, Dnevriki, p. 61.

72. Briusov, “Istiny,” p. 57.

73. In September 1go1 Sergei Poliakov, the proprietor of the pub-
lishing house Scorpio and coeditor with Briusov, brought to him “one
Semenov” (M. N. Semenov), a translator of Przybyszewski, to whom,
Briusov later claimed, he hardly spoke (Dnevniki, p. 106). Briusov like-
wise referred slightingly to a fellow Russian tourist in Italy (May—June
1gog) who talked incessantly about Przybyszewski (Dnevniki, p. 121).
However, these disclaimers can in no way be taken as definitive.

=4. “Strast’” should also be read as a companion piece 1o Briusov’s
much more famous essay considered programmatic for Symbolism,
“Kliuchi tain,” published in Vesy, no. 1 (1goq): g—21, also found in
Briusov, Sebranie sochienii, 6: 78—93.

75. “...se fondre totalement dans 'étre aimé, s’'unir a lui de maniére
a récréer |'étre dans sa primitive unité, l'Androgyne.” (Herman, Sataniste
polonais, p. 252.)

76. Petrovskaia, “Vospominaniia,” p. 72.

77. Ibid. She recalled that twice, much later, he invited her 1o die
with him. “Ia ne mogu sebe prostit’, chto v igog godu ne soglasilas’
na eto.”

78. Briusov to Petrovskaia, Aug. 29, 1905, TSGALL, f. 376, op. 1, ed.
khr. 4.

79. Petrovskaia, “Vospominaniia,” p. 55.

8c. Ibid., p. 56.

81. Stanislaw Przybyszewski, V chas chuda and “Gorod smerti,” in his
Polnoe sobranie (Sablin), vol. 1 (1gos), pp. 139—226. This poem in prose
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initially appeared in sections in the Cracow journal Zjcie in 1899 under
successive titles: Androgyne, W godzinie cudu, and Fragment. The title An-
dregyne created various problems. The finished version was printed in
Warsaw under the title W godzinie cudu, imposed by the Russian censors.
(Herman, Sataniste polonais, p. 427 1.1, p. 428 n. 1.)

82. Przybyszewskl, “Gorod smerti,” p. 225.

83. Briusov to Petrovskaia, Aug. 29, 1905, TsGALIL f. 376, op. 1, ed.
khr. 4.

84. TsGALL f. 56, op. 1, ed. khr. g5. Unfortunately most of the very
large number of letters from Nina Petrovskaia to Briusov in TsGALI
and in the Manuscript Division of the Lenin Library have been unavail-
able to me. However, the numerous Briusov letters to her, in TsGALI,
GBL, and IMLI tell much about the relationship.

85. TsGALL f. 376, op. 1, ed. khr. 4.

86. At the same time, the Russo-Japanese War was coming to a hu-
miliating close for Russia, and Briusov poured his strong nationalist
feelings into a series of poems that cheered on the rising revolutionary
wave in the fall of 190g. This was a short-lived theme in his poetry. See
Grossman, Bryusov and Russian Decadence, chap. g, “The Year 1gog and
Stephanos,” and chap. 10, “The Death of a Poet?”

8%. Briusov to Petrovskaia, the night between June 13 and 14, 1906,
Valery Briusov, p. 791. Briusov then accuses her of hiding the fact that
she has herself already moved away from these ideals. If indeed Przy-
byszewski’s ideas lie behind these names, Petrovskaia’s writings at the
time (see below) do not bear out Briusov’s suspicion. However, further
context, particularly others of Nina’s letters, may cast a different light.

88. Briusov to Petrovskaia, June 5, 1go6, ibid., p. 7go.

8g. Briusov to Petrovskaia, June 10, 1906, ibid.

go. Briusov, Sobranie sochinenii, 1: 604—5. Alexander Blok’s first book,
Stikhi o Prekrasnot Dame (1903), was apparently indebted to Briusov for
this as well as other inspirations. (See Joan Delaney Grossman, “Blok,
Brjusov, and the Prekrasnaja Dama,” in Walter N. Vickery and Bog-
dan B. Sagatov, eds., Aleksandr Blok Centennial Conference [Columbus,
Ohio, 1984], p. 165.)

91. See Grossman, Bryusov and Russian Decadence, chap. g.

92. Bely, Nachalo veka, pp. g11—12, 636—37. The section also con-
tains the poem mythologizing the struggle between the two men and
Briusov’s alleged threats to Bely: “Balderu Loki.” The myth of Orpheus
and Eurydice had significance in another direction for Symbolism and
particularly for Bely as a metaphor for one type of creativity, in which
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fantastic images are drawn from the artist’s soul into the world of reality.
(See Irina Paperno’s essay in this volume.)

98. Briusov, Sebranie sochinenii, 1: gg6. Briusovs note identified
Astarte as the goddess of love, to whom the morning star was dedicated
(1: 628).

94. Ibid., 1: 3g6.

95. One poem from the cycle “Mgnoveniia” was omitted from the
1973—75 Sobranie sochinenis. It begins: “Muki sladostrastiia/Iskrivili
guby.” Briusov sent two others, “Molniia” and *“V zastenke,” to Liundmila
Vilkina, presumably to revise the lament he had sent to her earlier about
his failure to experience passion. “Molniia” he called “a photograph of
my soul today” (Briusov, Sebranie sochinendi, 1: 627.)

g6. Briusov, Sobranie sochinenii, 1: 400—401.

o7. Ibid., 1: 406—%, 628,

g8. This poem was later considerably revised, lengthened, and
placed much less prominently, within a new short section “Mgnoveniia”
{Briusov, Sobrunie sochinenii, 1: 410—11). This fact suggests the special
intention of its placement in the 1go6 edition.

99. Petrovskaia, review of Scorpio translation of Zapokoinaia messa
[Totenmesse], p. 50.

100. Nina Petrovskaia, review of Diia schast’ia, in Zolotoe runo, no. 2
(1906): 111.

101. Ibid., pp. 112—13.

102. Nina Petrovskaia, Sanctus Amor (Moscow, 19o8}. The title came
from Andrei Bely's 1903 poem “Predan’e,” earlier called “Sanctus
Amor,” which reflected an early stage of his relations with Nina Petrov-
skaia (Grechishkin and Lavrov, “Biograficheskie,” 1: 85). Vladislav Kho-
dasevich dedicated a 1908 poem to Petrovskaia under that name (ibid.,
p. 102). Valery Briusov wrote a variation on Bely's poem, also called
“Predan’e,” which he composed and revised between November 1904
and January 19o6 (Briusov, Sobranie sechinenii, §: 200—g2).

103. These are “Lozh’,” *Rab,” and “Severnaia skazka.”

104. Nina Petrovskaia, “Brodiaga,” in her Sanctus Amor, pp. 56—69.
In the climactic scene the heroine describes herself as a “dukhovnaia
brodiaga.” The same words are used by Certain to describe himself in
the Russian translation of Totenmesse.

105. Petrovskaia, “Brodiaga,” pp. 59, 61—62.

106. Grechishkin and Lavrov, “Biograficheskie,” 2: 83.

107. Quoted ibid., pp. 83—84. Ognennyi angel was published serially
in Vesy in 1907, nos. 1-3, 5—12, and 1908, nos. 2, 3, 5-8. It came out
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in 1908 in book form and in 1gog in a corrected edition with Briusov’s
explanatory notes.

108. Quoted in Grechishkin and Lavrov, “Biograficheskie,” 2: 84.

109. In Khodasevich, Nekropol’, p. 21.

110. Briusov, Sobranie sochinenii, 4: 13.

111. Ibid., p. goe.

112. Grechishkin and Lavrov, “Biograficheskie,” 2: 84. Briusov’s let-
ters to Nina, only a small number of which have so far been printed
(in Valery Briusov), often approximate the cadence of his best lyrical
prose. The narrative they contain, when published, will fill out yet more
of Briusov's own biography and the story of this ill-fated relationship.

113. Valery Briwsou, p. 790.

114. Briusov to Petrovskaia in Paris, Nov. 8/21, 1908, TsGALL, 1. 376,
op. 1, ed. khr. 4. This section is omitted from the letter as printed in
Valery Briuseu, pp. 793—-94.

115. Briusov to Petrovskaia, “Dec. 1908/]Jan. 190g9,” TsGALIL, {. 476,
op. 1, ed. khr. 4.

116. Valery Briusov, p. 785.

117. Przybyszewski, Syny zemli, p. 2.

118. See a discussion of this question in Joan Delaney Grossman,
“Blok, Brjusov, and the Prekrasnaja Dama.”

119. For an analysis of Briusov’s pesition, see Joan Delaney Gross-
man, “Briusov’s Defense of Poetry and the Crisis of Symbolism,” in J. D.
Clayton, ed., Issues in Russian Literature Before 1917 (Columbus, Ohio,

198q), pp. 196—204.

Six/ Wachtel: Viacheslav Ivanov

1. The work of Olga Deschartes, Ivanov’s longtime friend and post-
humous editor, represents a noteworthy exception to this tendency. Her
“Vvedenie,” the lengthy introduction to Viacheslav Ivanov’s Sobranie
sochinenii (Brussels, 1971-), 1: 7—227, consistently draws parallels be-
tween the biography and the literary work. Though an invaluable aid
to understanding Ivanov’s legacy, this essay nevertheless betrays its
author’s emotional attachment to her subject. The present study offers
a different approach to many of the same issues.

2. Ivanov, Sebranie sochinenti, 2: 599. In this essay, all translations
(from Russian, German, and Latin) are my own.

3. This notion comes most directly from Vladimir Solov’ev. Cf. James
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West, Russian Symbolism: A Study of Vyacheslav Inanov and Russian Symbolist
Aesthetics (London, 1950}, p. 172.

4. Vladimir Solov'ev, Sochineniia v dvukh tomakh {Moscow, 19go), 1:
744.- Ivanov repeatedly attributes this concept, which has its origins in
religious discourse, to Solov'ev {e.g., Ivanov, Sobranie sochinenii, 2: 538,
3: 305).

5. Ivanov, Sebranie sochinenii, 2: 538—39.

6. In this respect, Ivanov differs from Bely. Cf. ]. D. Elsworth, Andrey
Bely: A Critical Study of the Novels (Cambridge, Eng., 1983), p. 34: “In
Ivanov’s view the artist’s task is to reveal the hidden, but real essence
of things; in Bely’s the artist, in common with other creative humans,
creates an order that is not present in raw nature.”

7. Ivanov first uses this phrase in his discussion of medieval art
(Sobranie sochinenit, 2: p42—43). However, further usage (e.g., 2: 572, 3:
182-83, 4: 256) makes clear that he applied the term to any artistic
movement that discovered the “true” reality hidden beneath the phe-
nomenal world.

8. Ivanov made no apologies for his numerous coinages, asserting
that “every new movement demands its own terminology” {ibid., 3: 87).

9. Ibid., 2: 598—9g.

10. Such usage reflects the practice of the time. Even in Novalis’s
own writings, “magical idealism” is never explicitly defined. The phrase
appears only in the “Fragments,” which, in Ivanov’s day, were published
in such corrupt form that no reader could possibly have discerned the
coherent philosophical system that modern scholars have reconstructed.

11. Ivanov, Sebranie sochinenii, 4: 740, emphasis in the original.

12. The fact that Novalis's beloved was named “Sophie” provided
Ivanov with a felicitous link to Solov’ev’s cult of Sophia. See ibid.

13. In 1912, a critic lamented the fact that this myth had achieved
widespread acceptance. “It was mainly due to Tieck [i.e., Ludwig Tieck,
Novalis’s friend, publisher, and biographer] that a ‘remantische
Legende’ about Novalis was formed and spread. The poet was consid-
ered a gloomy, melancholy mystic, a poetic dreamer, reveling in remote
spiritual realms of fancy, a ghost-seer and visionary enthusiast, brood-
ing over his loss, living only for his grief. . . . There is certainly a bit of
truth in this characterization of Novalis, but unfortunately this has be-
come the entire truth.” J. F. Haussmann, “German Estimates of Novalis
from 1800—-1850,” Modern Philology, 9, no. 3 (1912): 403.

14. A letter of 1810, written by the minor poet Justinus Kerner, ex-
emplifies the widespread desire to disregard the “unromantic” aspects
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of Novalis’s life: “It has a strange and disturbing effect, when one imag-
ines Novalis as a civil servant or an assessor of salt-mines. It’s horrible!!
1 had imagined Novalis's life very differently. Also, that young lady
Charpentier [i.e., the second fiancée] so disturbs the poesy.” Cited by
Hans-joachim Mihl in the Afterword to Novalis, Werke in einem Band
(Munich, 1984}, p. 655.

15. Ivanov, Sobranie sochinenii, 4: 740. Sergei Auslender, in a review
of Ivanov’s lecture, notes: “the Romantics made Novalis’s biography into
a ‘sweet saint’s life.”” Yet this does not deter Auslender from continuing
this very tradition. Accordingly, after Sephie’s death, “[Novalis] lived
another four vears, having firmly told himself that he would die not
from poison or a bullet, but from the firm desire not to live.” Sergei
Auslender, “Goluboi tsvetok,” Apollon, no. g (190g): 41—42.

16. Five years later, in his essay on Novalis, Ivanov gave a far less
romanticized account of the biography. See Ivanov, Sobranie sochinenit,
4: 268. In this respect (as in many others) he was clearly influenced
by Professor F. A. Braun, whose essay on Novalis appeared in F. D.
Batiushkov, ed., Istoriia zapadnoi literatury (Moscow, 1912), 1: 28g—332.

17. Victor Zhirmunsky, Religioznoe otrecheniie v istorii romantizma
(Moscow, 1g1g), p- 7. Zhirmunsky, a Germanist intimately familiar with
contemporary Russian literature, unabashedly projected his knowledge
of Russian Symbolism onto his reading of German romanticism. When
Zhirmunsky states in his introduction (p. 7), “Romantic poetry does
not want to be ‘only art,” he consciously paraphrases Ivanov’s already
cited slogan: “Symbolism did not want to be and could not be ‘only
art’” (kvanov, Sobranie sochinenit, 2: 599). An even more explicit example
of this phenomenon occurs when Zhirmunsky (p. g} places a passage
from Alexander Blok as an epigraph to a section devoted to Clemens
Brentano’s Geduwsi.

18. For the history of composition and publication, see Ivanov,
Sobranie sochinenii, 3: 862. The fact that Ivanov would excise a passage
from a letter and publish it in a journal exemplifies the conflation of the
literary and the biographical so characteristic of Russian Symbolism.

1g. Ibid., p. 646. The original is in German:

Vor etwa dreissig Jahren war’s: einige Sterne wurden eben erst am déam-
mernden Himmel sichtbar, als wir aus einer Bergschlucht herausfuhren
an den Kiistenstrich des Schwarzen Meeres. Da vernahm ich, mitten
unterm Geplauder meiner Reisegefihrtinnen, wie einen leisen Ruf aus
meiner verborgenen Stille—oder war es ein seelisches Echo des fernen
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Wellenschlags?—etliche lateinische Worte, so unerwartet, dass ich ihren
Sinn zunéchst nicht erfassen konnte. Umso bedeutsamer erschien er mir
belimmer tieferer Meditation: wohnte ja dem auch schon friiher irgend-
wie Gedachten, das jene Worte mir mit sanftem Nachdruck einprigten,
eine so lichte Augenscheinlichkeit inne, dass sie auf mich wie eine neu
gewonnene reale Erkenntnis wirkien, “Quod non est debet esse; quod
est debet fieri; quod fit erit”—so hiess es. (“Was nicht ist, soll sein; und
was ist, werden; und das Werdende wird sein.”)

Der Gewohnheit getreu, das Tiefbewegende rhythmisch zu gestalten,
habe ich den Versuch gemacht, mein heimliches Kleinod in den golde-
nen Reif eines Distichons einzufassen:

Quod non est, Pater esse iubet fierique creatum,
Spem iusso fieri Spiritus afflat: “eris.”

Ivanov does not translate his distich: “What is not, Father will order
to be and be created, / The Spirit breathes hope to what was ordered to
be: ‘you will be."”

20. Ivanov went to the Crimea for the first time in the summer of
1908, as a guest of the Gertsyk family. See Evgeniia Gertsyk, Vospomi-
nanita (Paris, 1973), pp. 53—54. Her version corroborates Ivanov’s less
precise statement (“about thirty years ago”), since he wrote the text
in August of 1939 (see Olga Deschartes, “Vyacheslav Ivanov,” Oxford
Slavonic Papers, no. 5 [1954]: 41).

21. In the original text, a morphological detail accentuates Ivanov’s
special status: he is the only male in the group (he calls his companions
“Reisegefiahrtinnen”).

22. Ivanov, Sobranie sochinensi, 1: 606, “Blazhen, kto slyshit pesn’,
i slyshit otzvuk.” The entire poem is based on an elaborate set of
echoes—motivic, aural, and intertextual (most obviously, to Pushkin’s
1831 “Echo”).

23. This notion had been present, although not fully elaborated, in
Ivanov's early essays. See “Athena’s Spear” (written in 19o4) in lvanov,
Sobranie sochinenii, 1: 727.

24. lbid., 2: 606, emphasis in the original.

25. The notion of a “polyphonic” echo may seem difficult to recon-
cile with Ivanov's theurgic ideal of maximum receptivity. It should be
emphasized that this echo is never an expression of subjective will. Ac-
cording to Ivanov’s own imagery, a Symbolist work causes “an awakening
of certain overtones clearly sensed by us.” The audience does not actively
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add anything; the harmony arises independently within the listener.
(See ibid., 2: 608.}

26. My emphasis. Cf. “Thoughts on Symbolism,” where Ivanov again
avoids identifying the source by describing the echo within the listener
as “resembling at times a primordial remembrance . . . at times a distant,
vague presentiment, at times the trembling of someone’s familiar and
desired approach” (ibid.).

27. Ivanov had spent nine semesters studying ancient history and
elassical philology at the University of Berlin. In his “Autobiographi-
cal Letter,” he recalled participating in seminars that were conducted
in Latin. (Ivanov, Sebranie sochinenii, 2: 17.) He wrote his 132-page dis-
sertation in Latin: De societatibus vectigaltum publicorum populi romani (St.
Petersburg, 1g10); it was published almost fifteen years after its comple-
tion.

28. The phrase is from Deschartes, “Vyacheslav 1vanov,” p. 41.

2g. The interplay of Latin {spoken by Sophia) and Russian (the lan-
guage of “the flesh”) is thematized in the distich “Rosa Sophia” (Ivanov,
Sobranie sochinenii, 2: 5o2). In structure and message, these mystical
verses bear a striking resemblance to the Latin distich in “An Eche.”

30. For a detailed account of Mintslova’s connection to Russian Sym-
bolism, see Maria Carlson, “Ivanov-Belyj-Minclova: The Mystical Tri-
angle,” in Fausto Malcovati, ed., Cultura ¢ memoria: Atti del terzo Simposio
Internazionale didicato a Viaestav Fvanov (Florence, 1988), 1: 63—179.

g1. Manuscript division of the Lenin Library in Moscow (hereafter
referred to by the Russian abbreviation GBL), f. 109, kart. 3o, ed. khr. 2.

g2. Gertsyk, Vospominaniia, pp. 48—49.

33. Ivanov notes month and day, but not year. Mintslova’s letters,
which have survived in full, lead me to believe that the year was 1go8.
While I refer to Ivanov’s texts as letters, they are actually drafts. The
final versions, if sent at all, presumably disappeared with Mintslova.

34. Separated for a short time

Joined together for a long time
In God’s honor _

What has suffered the earth
Will come here exhausted by life
For days of consecration.

35. GBL f. 109, kart. 10, ed. khr. 20.
6. Part of the problem is of course the very notion of “the reader.”
Ivanov envisioned only one—Mintslova, who, to judge from her “other-
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worldly” responses, did not recognize any artifice whatsoever. In a letter
of January 21, 1908 (night), Mintslova wrote: “I received your registered
letter. Al of your visions are so harmonious, clear, and unconditional,
that it is difficult to speak about them, and only words of Thanks are
possible here, words of Great joy.~—All of them, these visions, say one
thing—that She Herself wants to lead you, and that with every day your
powers grow” (GBL, f. 109, kart. g0, ed. khr. 2, 1. g2). Similar passages
can be found in virwally all of the letters Mintslova wrote to Ivanov at
this time,

37. Ivanov’s letter of January 16 makes clear that the idea of mid-
night prayers came from Mintslova: “Dear teacher, today at 12 o'clock
midnight I prayed, as you ordered” (GBL, f. 109, kart. 10, ed. khr. 20).

38. Since the text of the letter switches to Russian after the Latin
poem, one can assume that Lidiia also reverts to Russian in the dis-
cussion that ensues. The initial contact, however, is forged by means
of Latin.

39. Deschartes, “Vvedenie,” p. 130.

40. Ivanov, Sobranie sochinenii, 2: 395. The only difference is that the
pronoun guidquid (“whatever™) is altered to read quisquis (“whoever™),
with the participial endings changed to reflect this (perpessum to per-
pessus, fessum to fessus). The minor emendation, reflected in Deschartes’s
version, is noteworthy insofar as it reveals yet another inconsistency.
Deschartes emphasizes that Ivanov, when he incorporated these verses
in Cor Ardens, made no changes whatsoever; see Deschartes, “Vvedenie,”
p- 131,

4. Ivanov, Sebranie sochinenii, 2: 787. Kuzmin was living in “the
Tower™ at this point. In his diaries, Ivanov frequently comments on
Kuzmin’s musical performances.

42. See Viacheslav Ivanov, Ellinskaia religiia stradaiushchego boga, Novyi
put’, no. 2 (19o4): 62. “The Ninth Symphony, finally, after so many
centuries of oblivion, realizes in spirit the Dionysian dithyramb.”

43. See, for example, “Prayer of Morning,” in Messale dell’ Assemblea
Cristiana (Torino, 1973), p. 1491. R. E. Pomirchy, in his notes to the
Soviet “Biblioteka poeta” edition of Ivanov, incorrectly states that the
phrase occurs in the “Pater Noster.”

44. Ivanov, Sebranie sochinenii, 2: 424.

45. Ibid., p. 537.

46. The biblical passage describes the “journey to Emmaus,” when,
after his resurrection, Christ meets and speaks with two apostles. “And
they said one to another, Did not our heart burn within us [in Latin,
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nomne cor nostrum ardens erat in nobis], while he talked with us by the way,
and while he opened to us the scriptures?”

47. Ivanov, Sobranie sochinenii, 2: 772,

48. For a thorough discussion of the biblical and Dantesque uses
of this image, see Pamela Davidson, The Poetic Imagination of Vyacheslav
Tvanov (Cambridge, Eng., 1989}, pp. 1g5—200.

49. GBL, f. 109, kart. 8, ed. khr. 25. In 1980g, 1 was refused access to
these documents. | am therefore extremely indebted to K. M. Azadov-
sky, who generously took the time to examine them and take notes for
me. In 1991, I received access and was able to confirm his discoveries.

5o. For a discussion of these translations, see Efim Etkind, “Poeziia
Novalisa: ‘Mifologicheskii perevod’ Viacheslava Ivanova,” in Malcovati,
Culture ¢ memoria, 2: 171—85; Dimitri Ivanov’s commentary in Ivanov,
Sobranie sochinenii, 4: 724—37; and Michael Wachtel, “Goethe and Nova-
lis in the Life and Work of Vyacheslav Ivanov” (Ph.D. diss., Harvard
University, 1ggo), pp. 114—240.

51. The 19o6—7 experiments in “the Tower” (e.g., the Hahz tav-
ern, the relationships with Sabashnikova and Gorodetsky) also reveal
attempts to organize life in accordance with literary and/or theoret-
cal ideals. See N. Bogomolov, “‘My—dva grozoi zazhzhennye stvola’.
Erotika v russkoi poezii—ot simvolistov do oberiutov,” Literaiurnoe 0bo-
zremie, no. 11 [19g1]: 59—61; Davidson, Poetic Jmagination, pp. 110—20;
and Matich’s contribution to this book.

Seven/Gutkin: Symbolist Aesthetic Utopia

I wish to acknowledge, with much gratitude, the Academic Senate grant
of the University of California at Los Angeles which provided partial
financial support for my contribution to this volume.

1. See, for instance, A. Kruchenykh and V. Khlebnikov, “Slovo kak
takovoe” (“The Weord as Such”), which contains the most overt attack on
Symbolism. The manifesto is printed in Vladimir Markov, ed., Manifesty
i programmy russkih futuristov (Munich, 1967); see especially p. 56.

2. Quoted in David Elliott, &M@MME&%
1937 (New York, 1986), p. 15. The text for Victory over the Suri was written

by Alexei Kruchenykh, with the exception of the Prologue, which was
by Victor Khlebnikov; Kazimir Malevich designed costumes and sets;
Mikhail Matinshin wrote the music. Solar symbolism, prominent among
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Symbolists in general, was mythologized by the Argonauts; see the study
by Alexander Lavrov in this volume.

3. II'ta Zdanevich and Mikhail Larionov, “Why We Are Painting Our-
selves,” quoted in translation by John Bowlt, Russian Art of the Avant-
garde: Theory and Criticism. 1902—1934, 2nd ed. (New York, 1988), p 81.

4. Quoted in Elliott, New Worlds, p. 15.

5- The First All-Russian Congress of Singers of the Future took place
in july 1913 at Matiushin’s summer cottage; apparently there were only
three participants—the host, Malevich, and Kruchenykh.

6. Quoted in Flliott, New Worlds, p. 15.

7. Victor Khlebnikov, “Prolog. Chernotvorskie vestuchki,” in Pobeda
nad solntsem: Opera A. Kruchenykh, Muzyha M. Matiushina (Petersburg,
1913}, p. 1.

8. [Iz a'manakha “Sadok sudei”], in Markov, Manifesty i programmy,
p- 52.

9- Kruchenykh and Khlebnikov, “Slovo kak takovoe,” p- 56.

10. [z a'manakha “Sadok sudei”], p. 52.

11. Benedikt Livshits, Polutoroglazyi strelets, in his Stikhotvoreniia. Pere-
vody. Vospeminaniia (Leningrad, 198g), p. 417.

12. Ibid,, p. g392.

13. For a discussion of “millenarian” conceptions of history see Rolf
Gruner, Philosophies of History: A Critical Essay (Aldershot, Eng., 1985).

14- In the essays of the learned Andrei Bely, especially in those
dominated by futurological themes (such as “Theater and Contempo-
rary Drama” {“Teatr i sovremennaia drama”] or *The Window onto
the Future” [“Okno v budushchee™]), one finds references, used inter-
changeably, to Nietzsche, Solov’ev, Marx, and Engels. It is likely that
Maiakovsky never perused anything by Nietzsche, Marx, or Fedorav, yet
one can discern something very similar to Bely’s cross-referential spec-
trum in his poems, particularly in those of 1915-18. For example, in
The Cloud in Trousers (Oblako v shtanakh, 1915), the poet portrays himself
as a "loud-lipped Zarathustra” of the downtrodden proletarian masses.
In War and World (Voina i mir, 1016), he paints the current World War
as an apocalypse, and then in its aftermath envisions the coming mil-
lenarian world wherein, among other things, death will be abolished
and the dead resurrected (“iz mogil'nykh kurganov, / miasom obrastut
khoronennye kosti”).

15. On god-building see chap. 4 in George F. Kline, Religious and
Anti-Religious Thought in Russia (Chicago, 1968). See also Zenovxa Sochor, ...
Revolutwn and Culture (Ithaca, N.Y., 1988).
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16. In the 1960’s and early 1970’ there was a revival of Bogdanov’s
organizational ideas, which were interpreted as precursory to the grow-
ing fields of cybernetics and structuralism. See, for instance, the intro-
duction to A. Bogdanov, Essays in Tektology, translated from the Russian
by George Gorelik (Seaside, Calif., 1980). See also llmari Susiluoto, The
Origins and Development of Systems Thinking in the Soviet Union: Political
and Philosophical Controversies from Bogdanov and Bukharin to Present-day
Re-evaluations (Helsinki, 1982).

17. Bogdanov addressed this task comprehensively in Techtology: The
Universal Organizational Science (Vseobshchaia organizatsionnaia nawka (tek-
tologiia), written during 1912 (vol. 1) and 1917 (vol. 2), and published in
a three-volume edition in 1922.

18. A. Bogdanov, Filosophita zhivogo opyia (Moscow, 1911), p. 253,

19. See chaps. 5 and 6 in Bogdanov, Essays in Tektology.

20. Trained in psychology and medicine, Bogdanov had a personal
commitment to the realization of this task as the head of the Institute
for Blood Transfusion, created in Moscow in 1926. Bogdanov's death,
in 1928, came as a result of a transfusion experiment that he conducted
on himself.

21. Bogdanov, Filosophiia zhivoge opyta, p. 252.

22. A. Bogdanov, Kul'turnye zadachi nashego vremeni (Moscow, 1911},
PP- 7> 11.

2g. Ibid., p. 14.

24. See the chapter entitled “Nauka budushchego” in Bogdanov,
Filosophiia zhivogo opyta.

25. On Prolethul’t see Lynn Mally, Culture of the Future: The Proletcult
Mouvement in Revolutionary Russia (Berkeley, Calif., 19g90).

26. For information on N.O.T. see chap. 4 in Richard Stites’s Revo-
butionary Dreams: Utopian Vision and Experimental Life in the Russian Revo-
lution (Oxford, 1989).

27. Quoted in Halina Stephan, “Lef” and the Left Front of the Arts
(Munich, 1981), p. 9.

28. Leon Trotsky, Literatura i revoliutsiic (Moscow, 1923), pp. 184—
88. Hereafter, the translations are mine, based on Rose Strunsky’s
translation in Trotsky, Literature and Revolution, 2nd ed. (Ann Arbor,
Mich., 1966).

2g. 1 refer here to Maiakovsky's early poem (1g913) “A vy mogli by?”
(Vladimir Maiakovsky, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii v irinadtsati tomakh (Mos-
cow, 1955—61), vol. 1, p. 40). See the Appendix at the end of the present
volume for the Russian text of the poem.
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30. Trotsky, Literatura i revoliutsiia, p. 187.

s1. Ibid., p. 188. g2. Ihid.

35. Ibid. 34. Ibid., p. 18g.

35. Ibid., p. 190.

36. When Trotsky offhandedly mentioned new gigantic canals, oases
in the desert, and the reversing of the course of rivers, he put his finger
on a number of aspirations and even actual projects that later became a
part of the party’s “Programs for the Building of Communism.” As an
example, one may cite the construction of the Baltic-White Sea canal
and other canals in the 1930, or mention that the project to divert
the flow of the major Siberian rivers in order to irrigate the desert
was officially abandoned only in August 1986, with the beginning of
Gorbachev's perestroika.

37- Stites, in Revolutionary Dreams, gives a comprehensive review of
these trends.

38. For a discussion of the term “Left Art,” see the Introduction to
Stephan’s “Lef” and the Left Front of the Arts.

39. Both Constructivism and Production Art have been the subject
of many studies in recent decades. Christina Lodder’s Russian Con-
structivism (New Haven, Conn., 1983) and Anatolii Mazaev's Kontseptsiia
“proizvodstvennoge iskusstva” 20-kh godov (Moscow, 1973) present the most
comprehensive treatments of the two movements respectively.

40. Maiakovsky, Poinoe sobranie sochinenii, 2: 18-1g.
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Georgy Chulkov, ed., Teatr. Kniga ¢ novom teatre (St. Petersburg, 1908),
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