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VIACHESLAV IVANOV’S IDEAL OF THE ARTIST AS PROPHET:
FROM THEORY TO PRACTICE

Pamela Davidson

7l He 3Haro HexxHon TanHbI ABHBIX JIMKOB U NPUMET.
CHsTCA Jib 3HaMEHbs 110aTy? Mnu 3HaMeHbe — noar?
3Hato TOJBbKO: HOBOJ CBETY, KpOME Belleil, TeCHU HeT.>

The representation of the writer as a prophet 1s a long-standing and
well-established tradition in Russian literature. It first became promi-
nent at the time of Romanticism, when 1t was taken up by the Decem-
brist poets in a specific historical context and extended into a broa-
der, more general image by Pushkin, Lermontov and Tiutchev. The
earliest systematic attempt to develop its i1deological significance
within a messianic context was made by Gogol’, whose claims were
subsequently fleshed out and elaborated much more fully by Dos-
toevskii in his famous Pushkin speech of 1880. Vladimir Solov’ev
built on the legacy of Dostoevskii, incorporating the ideal of the artist
as prophet into a fully fledged philosophy of history and aesthetics.
The religious branch of the Symbolist movement in a sense represen-

| This article forms part of a wider project on the development of the image of the
writer as prophet in the Russian literary tradition. I am extremely grateful to the
British Academy for the award of a two-year Research Readership in 1997-99 and to
the Arts and Humanities Research Board for a grant for research leave in 2000-2001
that enabled me to investigate this topic. A conference grant from the School of
Slavonic and East European Studies, University College London also made it possible
for me to deliver a preliminary version of this paper at the International Symposium
on Viacheslav Ivanov held in Rome in November 2001 and to collect further unpubli-
shed materials for this essay in Viacheslav Ivanov’s Rome archive.

2 The closing lines of “Prooemion,” the second poem of Nezhnaia taina (1912) -
[, 11.
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ted the culmination of this trend; its poets were disciples of Solov’ev,
who took up his doctrine of theurgic art, translated it into the lan-
guage of contemporary aesthetics and attempted to implement it in
their own creative lives and art. Their experiment was designed to re-
veal whether prophets could also be poets; as Blok put it, 6p1r “npo-
pOKaMM’, TIOXKeEJaJId ¢TaTh “‘nmoaTamMu’.’

In this context Viacheslav Ivanov played a crucial and pivotal
role: he was not only the acknowledged leader and theoretician of the
religious Symbolists, but also exerted an important formative in-
fluence on the writers of the next generation. In his creative work he
confronted the issue of whether art could take on the function of
prophecy. Through his response to this question, the legacy of the
nineteenth-century image of the writer as prophet passed on into the
twentieth century.

This essay examines Ivanov’s contribution to this tradition by fo-
cusing on three key issues. The first section considers the early sour-
ces and formation of Ivanov’s theoretical ideal of the artist as prophet
and its reflection in poems from his first collection, Kormchie zvezdy.
How did Ivanov reconcile his chief source — the biblical model of
prophecy — with the classical mode of expression that he frequently
chose for it? Which artists from the past did he advance as prototypes
of his prophetic 1deal?

The second section investigates the practical application of the
ideal of the artist as prophet to Ivanov’s own time. To what extent did
[vanov envisage that his ideal could be realised in contemporary art?
How did he build up this ideal in his essays on aesthetics? Did his

views on the subject change or develop over the years? Did he put
forward any contemporary artists as models of his prophetic ideal?

The third and final section probes into the most sensitive and per-
sonal aspect of this topic. How did Ivanov see his own role in rela-
tion to the ideal of the artist as prophet that he promulgated for his
age? Was he seen in this light by his contemporaries? To what extent
did he regard or present himself as a poet endowed with prophetic
insight? How was his self-image affected by the experiences of war,

revolution and emigration?

3 Aleksandr Blok, “O sovremennom sostoianii simvolizma,” in Aleksandr Blok,
Sobranie sochinenii, ed. V. N. Orlov, A. A. Surkov and K. 1. Chukovskii, Moscow and

Leningrad, 1960-1963, t. 5, s. 433.
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Ivanov’s Ideal of the Artist as Prophet

In constructing the image of the writer as prophet, Russian writers,
like their European counterparts, drew on two principal early sources.
The Judaeo-Christian biblical tradition provided a broad context for
the notion of the writer as a prophetic figure, inspired by God with a
spoken and written word of divine origin and empowered to articulate
and shape the nation’s messianic destiny. Alongside strong models of
prophetic leadership such as Moses or Isaiah, biblical tradition also

offered the archetypal model of the poet-prophet in the person of
King David, the psalmist.

The Graeco-Roman classical tradition also served as a rich source
of myths and images associated with prophecy and well assimilated
into literature. Although 1t did not offer such a clearly focused natio-
nal dimension as the biblical tradition, it established a close link
between the gifts of prophecy and poetry through the myths of Apollo
and Orpheus as well as.in the oracular pronouncements of the Pythia,
the priestess of Apollo at Delphi, and of the Sibyls. In ancient Greece
Homer, the blind seer, provided an early prototype of the prophetic
writer; in ancient Rome the “vates” was a common figure, whose inte-

gration into the Christian prophetic tradition was facilitated by Virgil,
the author of the messianic Fourth Eclogue.

Both traditions are invoked early on in Russian literature in rela-
tion to the ideal of the poet as prophet. The word “prorok™, for exam-
ple, is used in both contexts. Pushkin’s celebrated poem “Prorok™
(1826) clearly refers to the figure of the biblical prophet; indeed, one
of its earliest readers and first publisher, Mikhail Pogodin, referred to
it quite simply as “Pushkin’s verses from Isaiah”.# By contrast, in his
earlier address to his friend and fellow poet Nikolai lazykov ("K
lazykovu”, 1824), Pushkin’s characterisation of Anton Del’vig as
“muz vozvyshennykh prorok” takes up the same term in its classical
sense. In a later poem addressed to Nikolai Gnedich, “S Gomerom
dolgo ty besedoval odin..” (1832), Pushkin explores the differences

4 In November 1827 M. P. Pogodin noted in his diary: “voskhishch[alsia]
stikhami Pushkina 1z Isai1”. See M. A. Tsiavlovskii, “Pushkin po dokumentam
Pogodinskogo arkhiva”, in Pushkin i ego sovremenniki: Materialy i issledovaniia,
19-20, Petrograd 1914, s. 87-88. “Prorok” was first published in Pogodin’s journal
“Moskovskii Vestnik” 1828, 3, s. 269-70).
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between poetry and prophecy by contrasting the figures of Homer
and Moses.

It 1s the biblical source, however, rather than the classical one,
which has consistently acted as the main driving force behind the de-
velopment of the Russian tradition of viewing the writer as prophet;
evidently this 1s because it provided the model for the overarching
messianic view of the nation’s destiny, taken over by the Russians
from the Jews. This assimilation of the prophetic tradition of Hebrew
scriptures into Russian literature can be traced right back to some of
the earliest formulations of the Russian national idea and mission; for
example, the magnificent sermon “Slovo o zakone 1 blagodati” (ca.
1047-50), composed by Metropolitan Ilarion of Kiev, constantly
seeks to demonstrate that the mission of the newly Christianized Rus’
1s a direct extension and fulfilment of the Hebrew prophecies.” The
same underlying approach resurfaces in literary form in the work of
much later writers. In his Vybrannye mesta iz perepiski s druz’iami
(1847) Gogol’ directly compares Russian poets to the Hebrew pro-
phets, arguing that they are uniquely inspired by a biblical, prophetic
spirit, which is not shared by the poets of England, France or Germa-
ny. As “proof” of this claim, he invokes the example of Pushkin’s
poem “Prorok”.® Dostoevskii followed this lead when he chose to
give several readings of this particular poem after his famous speech
of 1880, in which he argued that Pushkin’s significance for Russia
was essentially prophetic. Solov’ev in turn based his view of Dosto-
evskii as a prophetic figure on these materials and added an entirely
new, much broader dimension to the Russian assimilation of the 1deal
of biblical prophecy through his extensive work on the Hebrew
prophets.’

Ivanov found himself on the receiving end of both traditions. His
approach to the biblical tradition of prophecy was to a large extent
determined by his reading of Solov’ev’s works. The lintellectual diary

5 See Ilarion’s sermon “On Law and Grace”, in Sermons and Rhetoric of Kievan
Rus’. trans. and with an introduction by S. Franklin, Harvard Library of Early Ukrai-
nian Literature, v. 5, Ukrainian Research Institute of Harvard Univ. 1991, pp. 3-29.

6 <O lirizme nashikh poetov” (1846), in N. V. Gogol’, Polnoe sobranie
sochinenii. Moscow and Leningrad 1937-1952, t. 8, s. 249, 251.

7 On Solov’ev’s contribution to the tradition of art as prophecy sec P. Davidson,
Viadimir Solov’ev and the Ideal of Prophecy, “Slavonic and East European Review”
78. no.4, October 2000, pp. 643-70.
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that he kept in Berlin during the late 1880s includes a fascinating
fragment entitled “Evrei 1 russkie” (1888-1889); it 1s clear from this
source that he took up Solov’ev’s idea of Russia’s messianic mission,
modelled on that of the Jews, at a very early stage of his religious and
philosophical development.® Later, in his most extensive elaboration
of the Russian national mission, “O russkoi idee” (1909, revised for
publication in German translation in 1930), he invoked the prophet
Isaiah’s vision of the universal messianic mission of the Jewish na-
tion as a model for the Russian national idea (III: 325).

Throughout his life Ivanov considered himself a faithful disciple
of Solov’ev in his approach to the Jewish people and Hebrew
prophecy.” His mentor’s teachings provided him with the immediate
framework for his cultivation of the image of the artist as prophet.
Solov’ev had reformulated for his generation in the language of phi-
losophy the well-established view of the Russian national idea as an
extension and fulfilment of the mission of the Jews. If the Hebrew
prophets had served to define the mission of the Jews, it stood to rea-
son that those writers who took 1t upon themselves to define the mis-
sion of the Russians for the modern age (e. g. Gogol’, Dostoevskii,
Solov’ev, Ivanov) were aligning themselves with the same tradition
and fulfilling a similar prophetic function. This view was reinforced
by Solov’ev’s writings on aesthetics, in which he argued that the task
of the artist in the modern age was a theurgic one, destined to bring
about the fulfilment of the messianic, prophetic ideal through art. In
Solov’ev’s view Russian artists were uniquely equipped to take part
in the revival of the ideal synthesis of art and mysticism, defined by
him as a “free theurgy” (svobodnaia teurgiia) or “integral creativity”

(tsel’noe tvorchestvo).l?

® Ivanov prefaces his reflections on the similarities between the Jews and the Rus-
sians by acknowledging his debt to Vladimir Solov’ev’s seminal work Istoriia i budu-
snchnost’ teokratii (1887). See the section entitled “Evrei .i russkie” from “|Intel-
lektual’nyi dnevnik. 1888-1889 gg.],” ed. N. V. Kotrelev and |. N. Fridman, in Viau-

cneslav Ivanov. Arkhivnye materialy i issledovaniia, ed. L. A. Gogotishvili and A. T.
Kazarian, Moscow 1999, s. 30-32.

’ See, for example, Ivanov’s statement in a letter to E. D. Shor of 9 July 1934: “to,
chto 1a pisal odnazhdy o evreistve, mog by povtorit’ i segodnia; etc moe neizmennoe
ubezhdenie. Nedarom zhe ia idu ot Solov’eva”. Cited in Dimitrii Segal, Viacheslav
Ivanov i sem’ia Shor, “Cahiers du Monde russe” 35 (1-2), janvier-juin 1994, p. 351.

10" See P. Davidson, Viadimir Solov’ev and the Ideal of Prophecy, cit., pp. 647-50.
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To Solov’ev’s presentation of the biblical prophetic i1deal, Ivanov
added a second strand. Not surprisingly, given his own background
as a scholar of Greek and Roman antiquity, he played a particular role
In developing elements from the classical tradition of prophecy as a
means of articulating aspirations that were essentially biblical in ori-
gin. His earliest published translation (1899), for example, was Pin-
dar’s first Pythian ode, full of prophetic motifs, into which he con-
sciously introduced elements from Russian religious and popular
tradition.!! His approach to the classical tradition was strongly colou-
red by his discovery of the writings of Nietzsche in the early 1890s.
Like Ivanov, Nietzsche was also a classical scholar, but unlike Iva-
nov, he had set himself up in opposition to religious tradition as an
anti-Christian prophet for the modern age. His influence provided
Ivanov with a powerful “negative” springboard. Throughout the
1890s and 1900s Ivanov worked on the reconciliation of these two
conflicting strands: the biblical tradition of prophecy, filtered through
Solov’ev, and the classical tradition of prophecy, filtered through
Nietzsche.!?

Poetry was the principal sphere in which this process of syncretic
reconciliation was initially carried out. It served as an i1deal medium
for this task, as it enabled Ivanov to blend disparate traditions within
a new, unified text of his own making, which possessed a higher de-
eree of “authority” than prose. The intuitions encapsulated in verse
were then elaborated in a series of more theoretical essays, initiated In
the early 1900s, in which Ivanov would often quote his own verse as
“proof” of the composite ideal that he was advancing in prose.

This constant drive to reconcile the biblical and classical tradi-
tions of prophecy informs many of the poems from Ivanov’s first col-
lection Kormchie Zvezdy (1903). In this respect Ivanov was a true
Renaissance man; indeed, many of his earliest references to art as
prophecy are related to the work of one of the most celebrated artists

1 See Ivanov’s introductory comments to his translation; Pervaia pifiiskaia oda
Pindara, “Zhurnal ministerstva narodnogo prosveshcheniia” 1899 (July), s. 49.

12 On Ivanov’s discovery of Nietzsche in the 1890s, see his “Avtobiograficheskoe
pis’mo” (II, 19). For Ivanov’s interesting comment on Solov’ev’s enormous
influence on him, despite the fact that his personal contact with the philosopher
coincided with the time of his life when he was a passionate follower of Nietzsche but
had not yet overcome him, see his letter of 22 September 1929 to E. D. Shor, cited in

D. Segal, Viacheslav Ivanov i sem’ia Shor, cit., s. 352.
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of the Renaissance, Michelangelo. In “Sikstinskaia Kapella”, one ot
the last poems from the cycle of Italian sonnets, Ivanov takes pains to
underline the link between biblical and classical prophecy in Miche-
langelo’s art by devoting two consecutive lines to the biblical pro-
phets and the Sibyls, represented in Michelangelo’s frescoes as part
of a single, continuous line of succession, anticipating the coming of

U u3 rpeMsiliux ycT ceMU cyjied rnaroiJ;

M oTKJIMK 3psIIMX JIEB HA TOJIOC, UX 30BYLLUH;

U res, v B3JIOXOB PUTM, U CEMbHU, B CKOPOM XKJIyLLIEH,
[ToroMka TaffHOro HEUCKYIICHHbIN crBodt... 1>

In an earlier sonnet from the same cycle Ivanov chooses another
work by Michelangelo to serve as a striking image of the assimilation
of biblical prophecy into the creative sphere of art, allied with the
classical tradition. His description of Michelangelo’s statue of David

in “Il Gigante” highlights the artist’s response to the prophetic poten-
tial of his subject, destined to be realised in future generations:

Bce B HEM 3anor: U rias Meuu, urd Mejyist METAT,
M MyjipocTb XJIYLLUX YCT — OHU cyjibOaM oTBeTsIT! —
bor — jiyx Ha nbBa uene... O, Bepb npaue, Hasujt! (1, 616)

An even more powerful image of the artist embracing the prophe-
tic 1deal was Michelangelo’s statue of another biblical prophet, Mo-
ses, which stands today in Rome in the basilica of San Pietro in
Vincoli. We shall see below that Ivanov attached a particular signifi-
cance to this statue since his early childhood, when he first saw it in
an album of reproductions. It comes as no surprise, therefore, to find
that his programmatic poem on art, “Tvorchestvo™, carries as an epi-
oraph the legendary words that Michelangelo addressed to his statue
of Moses when he found that it was too big to enter the basilica:

Ricordati che vivi, e cammina!
CnoBa Mukenb-AHmKeno0 K MpamMopy “Mowuceir” (I, 536).

It would be difficult to find a more vivid example’ of the artist’s ability
to harness the energy of the prophet. In a letter to Briusov Ivanov re-
ferred to this poem as the expression of his understanding of the “ac-

13 1.622. In his note to the sonnet Ivanov emphasised the exact correspondence
between his poem and Michelangelo’s frescoes; his list of the frescoes described In
his poem includes “Proroki” and “Sivilly” in fourth and fifth place. I, 860.
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tive (theurgic) task of art”.!'* However, although his poem emphasises
Michelangelo’s connection with prophecy, it represents this artist
more as a Demiurge than as a prophet.!>

The first artist from the past clearly put forward by Ivanov as a
model of the ideal of the artist-prophet for the modern age was in fact
neither a painter, nor a sculptor, not even a poet or a writer, but a
composer: Beethoven. Significantly, his name 1s mentioned alongside
Michelangelo 1n “Tvorchestvo”. Kormchie zvezdy contains numerous
references to him, of which the best known is the poem “Missa Solen-
nis, Betkhovena”, placed shortly before “Tvorchestvo” in the open-
Ing section of the collection.

B j1HU, Koryia CBSATBIEC TEHU
CKpbLLIUCH Jlalie B Hebeca,

['71€ 'I'bl BHSLJI, HAJI3BE3JIHbIM 'EHUH,
Ux xBaneHuil ronoca’?

B JIHU, KaK BEPHbIX XOP BEJIMKUH,
PasjieneHHbIN, U3HEMOT,

M x MoJiuTB cOrytacHbl JIMKU

['J1e nojicnyiian Tbl, NPOPOK?

Y nopsl nu Thl 3a0BEHHOM,

Y rpsylyluen i ucropr

["nac HajleXK bl HEU3MEHHOM,
Bepbi Mollb, 11006BU BocTOPr?

Ho v B OHbI BEKHU JiMpa

[IcanMoneBHasl naps
He xBanuna Arnuya Mupa,
CroJib BCEBHSITHO roBOpsi!

14 See V. 1. Ivanov’s letter to V.la. Briusov of 28/15 December 1903: “iskusstvo -
ne “ancilla’ Poznaniia. Kak ia ponimaiu ego deistvennuiu (teurgicheskuiu) zadachu, ia
skazal v stikhotvorenii ‘Tvorchestvo’ v ‘Kormchikh zvezdakh’” S. S. Grechishkin,
N. V. Kotrelev and A. V. Lavrov eds., “Perepiska s Viacheslavym Ivanovym,” in Lite-
raturnoe nasledstvo 85, Valerii Briusov, Moscow 1976, s. 442.

1> See the lines “Bud’ novyl Demiurg! Kak Dant ili Omir, / Zazhgi nad solntsem
Empiret! / Priroda - znamen’e i ten’ predvechnykh del: / Tvoi zamysel - ei simvol
ravnyl” (I, 537). In a similar vein, in “Il Gigante” Michelangelo is described as
“sverkhchelovechestva nemoi ierofant” (I, 616).
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V160 Tbl B CEM I'POME NTUPHOM,
B Oype KNIMKOB, Cli€3 U XBall

CIIMTbCA C BOMHCTBOM 3(bHPHBIM
Yenoseuecrso cosBan (I, 534-3)5).

In the second stanza Ivanov addresses Beethoven directly as a
prophet, who was able to catch the sounds of the harmonious prayers
of the “great chorus of the faithful” at a time when it had fallen silent.
Beethoven 1s presented through the retrospective prism of Wagner
and Nietzsche as a figure who carried the legacy of biblical prophecy
over into the sphere of art. Significantly, the fourth stanza even im-
plies that he was a more powerful prophet than David the psalmist,
whose praise (1.e. prophecy) of the Lamb of the World was not as
distinct as Beethoven’s prophetic call to humanity to unite.

The poem advances Beethoven as a model of the artist-prophet for
the modern age. It does not, however, specity exactly how this pro-
phetic message might apply to the Russians. Interesting light 1s cast
on this question by a passage from Ivanov’s intellectual diary of
1888, recording his response to hearing the slow movement of Bee-
thoven’s Sonata no.12:

MepHO M MeJUIEHHO Najlani BaXKHbie, NOOEJIHbIE U BMECTE NEUYANIbHbIE aKKOD)(bl
[BerxoBenckoro [mapiia?]] BerxoBeHa (op. 26), mojiHble JIEMKUX OT3BYKOB
HALLMX LIEPKOBHbIX NECEH. MHE uyju/ioch Hallle no6e/IHOE LEeCTBUE B [3aBETHBbII |
yac, Korjla CMUPUJMCh HECUETHbIC Bparu, Hac He MOHUMAaBLIUE, U Mbl JlacM
HapojlaM CTOSIIIMM C CEPbO3HbIMM JIM{AMHU U MOJIHBIM BHYTPEHHEr'O YMUJICHHUS,
KaKOH-TO TOPXKECTBEHHbI 3aBeT. 10

[t might seem surprising that Ivanov heard echoes of Russian
Orthodox liturgical chants in the “Maestoso andante” movement of
Beethoven’s twelfth sonata (referred to by the composer as a funeral
march on the death of a hero). These “echoes”, however, enabled him
to interpret Beethoven’s march as the triumphant procession of the
Russian people, delivering a message of special import to the nations
of the world. Beethoven thus becomes the “prophet” of Russia’s uni-
versal message to the world, anticipating the later teachings of Do-

16 See the extract dated 19 February [1888] and Kotrelev’s accompanying notes in
“IIntellektual’nyi dnevnik. 1888-1889 gg.|”, ed. N. V. Kotrelev and 1. N. Fridman, In

Viacheslav Ivanov. Arkhivaye materialy i issledovaniia, ed. L. A. Gogotishvili and
A. T. Kazarian, Moscow 1999, s.13.
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stoevskil and Solov’ev. As Nikolal Kotrelev has pointed out, in the
light of this extract Ivanov’s reference in his poem to Beethoven’s
prophetic message of unity to humanity appears to carry a particular
meaning for the Russians: they are called upon to reunite the “great
chorus of the faithful”, “divided” since the split between the Eastern
and Western branches of Christianity.!”’

The next section of this essay will investigate how Ivanov deve-
loped his understanding of the ways in which contemporary Russian
artists might respond to this prophetic call.

The realisation of the Ideal of the Artist

as Prophet in contemporary Russian culture

[vanov’s first collection of verse Kormchie zvezdy was a highly per-
sonal compilation, written over a number of years at a distance from
Russian literary circles and published before his return to Russia.
Although 1t already contained many of the elements of his prophetic
ideal, combining biblical and classical motifs filtered through the tea-
chings of Solov’ev and Nietzsche, these were scattered throughout
the collection and did not amount to a unified statement directed at
any particular audience.

The task of translating the prophetic intuitions expressed in verse
Into a coherent aesthetic programme for contemporary artists was
taken up by Ivanov after his return to Russia in 1904. Through a se-
ries of highly influential essays he sought to establish a platform
around which a circle of like-minded followers could unite; the essays
were written from the point of view of a new collective “we”, which
extended the isolated lyrical “I” of the poetry into the public domain.
As we shall see, they articulated a gradual progression towards an 1n-
creasingly strong affirmation of the prophetic powers of the contem-

porary Russian artist.

In the very first essay, “Poet i Chern’* (1904), Ivanov raises the
question of the poet’s prophetic role in the modern age. After citing

17 Ibidem, p. 46. Kotrelev supports his reading by pointing out that the immedia-
tely preceding extract in the diary (ibidem, p. 12), written on the same day, otfers a ra-
ther negative comment on the papacy’s striving to dominate the whole world.
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Pushkin’s poem “Poet 1 tolpa” (1828) as evidence of the tragic split
between the poet and his audience, he asks a rhetorical question:

My Iloar 351ech — “npopok”, OjiIuH U3 UCKOHU HapoJIoOOPCTBYIOLIUX Hallara-
TEJIEW BOMJIOLICHHON B HUX BOJIM Ha BoJiu uyxue? Hanporus. HepHb XjeT or
[loara noBeneHun, U €My Heuero NoBeNeThb €, KpoMe OGJiaroroBeHoro 0e3-
MoJiBust Muctrepun. “Favete linguis”. Mnu jlaxe npsimo: “Yjanurechb, HEMNOCBS-
ieHHbie” (anurpacd Mam6a).!?

~ Although Ivanov states that Pushkin’s Poet i1s not and cannot be a
prophet, the very fact that he poses the question 1s highly significant.
It sets up an expectation that the poet, as envisaged by Pushkin,
should be a prophet, and i1s only prevented from this by the tragic
split between himself and the people. There i1s already a clear implica-
tion that the poet will be reinstated in his true role as a national
prophet once this rift is mended. This is certainly how Ivanov’s con-
temporaries understood the message of his essay. Merezhkovskii,
writing for “Novyi put’ in September 1904, summed 1t up as follows:
“IToaT Hekorga ObI U CHOBA OyfneT nmpopokom™.!”

The initial negative framing of the prophetic ideal paves the way
for its positive development in the rest of the essay. Ivanov continues
to outline the path that contemporary poets should follow 1n order to
recover their lost prophetic status: they should develop their own,
inward-looking symbolic language, modelled on the utterances of the
prophesying Pythia:

BepHbi cBoe# CBSITbIHE OCTAIUCh JIEP3HYBILINE TBOPUTL CBOE OTPELLUEHHOE CJIOBO.
[lyX, NOrpy>K€HHbIA B MOJICAYLUIMBAHUE U TPAHC TAMHOIO OTKPOBEHHUS, HE MOT
coobliaThbcsl ¢ MUPOM MHaue, ueM npopouectByiowas Iudus. Cnoso crano
TONLKO YKa3aHUEM, TOJIbKO HAMEKOM, TOJIbKO CUMBOJIOM; HOO TOJIbKO TaKoe
clioBO He 6b11o noxXxbro (I, 712).

True symbols are intimately bound up with the national soul and are
“metaphysically true” (I, 713); they possess the power to heal the rift
between the poet and the crowd. The poet who follows this advice
will be guided “along the path of the symbol te myth” (I,714). Like
Michelangelo in Ivanov’s early poem “Tvorchestvo”, he will become

a “new demiurge” (I1,714), ruling the world through myth.

18 1 709. The essay first appeared in “Vesy” 1904, 3 and was republished 1n Iva-
nov’s influential collection of essays, Po zvezdam: Stat’i i aforizmy, SPb. 1909.

19 D, Mlerezhkovskii|, Za ili protiv?, “Novy1 put’™ 1904, 9 (September), s. 269.
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We may note that there are no explicit references in this initial es-
say to the biblical dimension of prophecy; Ivanov approaches his
theme through the prism of the classical tradition, as is clear from his
association of modern poets with the prophesying Pythia. His next
essay on the subject, “Nitsshe 1 Dionis” (1904), continues to develop
this classical approach to prophecy, focused on Nietzsche’s un-
derstanding of the cult of Dionysus. Significantly, however, a link
with the biblical tradition of prophecy 1s now introduced. Ivanov
compares Nietzsche, defined as the “prophet and opponent of Diony-
sus”(I, 726), to the biblical patriarch and prophet Jacob, characte-
rised as a theomachist:

M — kak HMakoB GoroGopen ynyuun 6yarocjioBeHue — rak Huuue npunsn crpa-
JlJaJIbHOE HaneuaTJIEeHUuE cTpajlaromero oora, MM MponoBejlaHHOIO U OTPUHY-
Toro. Ilpopok u nporuBHUK [lMoOHMCA B CBOUX BO3IMOPEHUSAX U MYKaX, CBOCH
BUHE W CBOEH rubenu, oH sBAsieT Tparuueckue ueprhbl 6oxecrsa (I, 726).

This establishes a broad framework for the parallel between the
classical and biblical traditions of prophecy, which is carried over
into Russian literature through the association of Nietzsche’s Diony-
sian “‘prophetic ears” with the hearing of the biblical Prophet descri-
bed in Pushkin’s poem: '

Ero Hebonblive U3SLIHbIE YIIW — TMPEJMET €ro THIECTAaBUA — JIOJI>)KHbI ObLIIN
ObITb BELIMMU YyUIAMH, UCIOJHEHHbIMUA “LUYMOM W 3BOHOM’, Kak cayx Ilyuu-
kuHckoro IIpopoka, UyTKMMU K COKPOBEHHON MY3biKe MUPOBOI jiymu.Y

The reference to hearing and music paves the way for the discussion
of Beethoven’s prophetic significance that follows. Ivanov establi-
shes a line of succession, originating in the music of Beethoven,
whose prophetic mantle was passed on to Nietzsche through Wagner
(I, 717). He hints at the continuation of this line of prophetic suc-
cession 1n Russian literature through his references to Pushkin’s

“Prophet” and to Dostoevskii as the “great mystagogue of the future
Zarathustra” (I, 717).

In “Kop’e Afiny” (1904) Ivanov develops the idea that contempo-
rary “art of the cell” (keleinoe iskusstvo) will necessarily lead to the

201, 717. The essay first appeared in “Vesy” 1904, 5 and was republished in Po
zvezdam (1909). For a later example of Ivanov’s association of the hearing of Push-
kin’s Prophet with the music of Nietzsche’s Dionysian teachings, see Viacheslav Iva-
nov, O ‘Khimerakh’ Andreia Belogo, “Vesy” 19035, 7, s. 52.
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rebirth of “universal art” (vsenarodnoe iskusstvo) in the future. In
support of this view he notes that several key models of the artist-
prophet from the past, including Dante and Beethoven, exhibited fea-
tures of both types of art in their works. Although Ivanov had already
introduced this 1dea in “Poet 1 Chern’”, he had at that stage raised the
possibility of a connection between the artist of the modern age and
the prophet only 1n order to deny the possibility of its realisation in
the present. In “Kop’e Afiny”, written and published just a few
months later, he restates the issue in more positive terms and explici-
tly relates both types of art to two different levels of prophecy. The
modern artist, who follows Nietzsche’s Zarathustra and “dares” to
prophesy, i1s now presented as innately prophetic and on the verge of
attaining a higher degree of prophecy.

In order to relate this i1dea to the Russian literary tradition, Ivanov
cites the example of Lermontov; his “Prorok™ of 1841 — a response to
Pushkin’s eponymous poem — i1s said to embody the characteristic
features of art of the cell:

Ero [kenefiHoro uckyccral npejicraBureiy, Bce, B 6oNbliell Ui MeHbllei cre-
[NEHU, SIBJIAIOT uepThbl JJepMOHTOBCKOro IIpopoka. CMMBOJIOM €ro MUCTUUECKON
Iyl Mor Obi cayxuTh TekcT Hanra: “HemHoroe usBHe jJiocTynHo ObLIO B30OpY;
HO Uepe3 TO 3BE3jIbl 1 BUJIEN U SCHBLIMU, U KPYIIHLIMU HeoObIuHO 2!

[t 1s significant that Ivanov follows the reference to Lermontov’s
Prophet by quoting a translation of the very lines from Dante’s
Purgatorio (XXVII, 88-90) that he had appended to his own collec-
tion Kormchie zvezdy as an epigraph. He clearly intended Dante’s
lines to encapsulate the image of the poet on the verge of making the
projected transition from art of the cell to universal art. The impli-
cation seems to be that Ivanov, like Dante and Lermontov before him,
1s already practising a partially, if not fully, prophetic form of art.

This 1dea, first introduced on the basis of the poetry of Dante and
Lermontov with a hint at its possible application to Ivanov and his
contemporaries, is then translated into a more dogmatic maxim valid
for all forms of art of the cell and universal art. Later in the essay
[vanov states that the “prophetic daring” of art of the cell will even-
tually be transformed into the “prophetic submission™ of universal art:

211,729, The essay first appeared in “Vesy” 1904, 10 and was republished in Po
zvezdam (1909).
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B UCKYCCTBE KeJIEeHHOM ‘0e3BOJIbHbII NPOU3BOJIT M'EHUS NepecTynaer npejelbl
IMIIUPUYECKOTO JIep3HOBEeHUs (MO CYILIECTBY aHANIUTUUECKOro) U JIOCTUraeT
cBOOO)jbI BHyTPEHHEN, WU NpopouecTBeHHOM. [....] 3jlech cBoGoj|a nepexojuT B
HEOOXO/IMMOCTL, MPOU3BOJ JlesacrTcst 6€3BOJIbLHLIM, NPOPOUYECTBEHHOE Jiep3-
HOBeHue olOpaujaercst B nojuMHeHue npopoueckoe (I, 731).

In many ways this view represents an attempt to bridge the gap
between the Nietzschean model of prophetic daring and the Solov’e-
vian, biblical ideal of prophetic submission.

By the next year, in the essay “Iz oblasti sovremennykh nastroe-
nit” (1905), we find a brief statement of the same 1deas 1n the form. .of
a programmatic declaration of faith, challenging Merezhkovskii’s

ideas on prophecy:
Mgl ke [....] BepyM B 60XeCTBEHHYIO MOLIb U NPOBU/IEHLMAJIbHOE HA3HAUeHUe
chepbl IPOpoOUECTBEHHOM, cdepbl TOro cBOOOJIHOIO TBOPUECTBA, KOTOPOE He-
06GX0JIMMO CTAaHOBUTCSI TBOPUECTBOM TEYPruUeCKUM, KaKk OHO CTaHeT U TBOpUe-
CTBOM BCEHAPOJIHbIM B XOPOBbIX OOLIMHAX.%2

Ivanov writes as the self-appointed representative of a collective
body (“we”), evidently consisting of contemporary artists who subs-
cribe to Solov’ev’s teaching on prophetic energy as the sphere of
Inspired creativity. These artists are said to place their faith in the “di-
vine might” and “providential mission” of the “prophetic sphere”,
now equated with the sphere of “free art”, which is already becoming

“theurgic” (note the present tense) and will Inevitably become “uni-
versal” in the future.

In an essay written during the following year, “Predchuvstviia i
predvestiia” (1906), Ivanov develops the implication that the theurgic
artist can harness this divine power and providential mission. He

starts by asking whether contemporary symbolism belongs to the
Sphere of romanticism or prophecy:

BWJIETL JIM B COBPEMCHHOM CUMBOJIM3Me BO3BPAT K POMAaHTHUECKOMY PacKoJly
MEXJly MEUTOU U XU3HbIO? WMnu cnbliliHa B HEM npopoueckasi BecTbh O HOBOI
)KU3HU, U MEUTA EI'O TOJILKO YIIpeX/laeT jIedCTBUTEIbHOCTE 742

22«7z oblasti sovremennykh nastroenii: 1. Apokaliptiki i obshchestvennost’”,
“Vesy” 1905, 6, s. 38.

23 “Predchuvstviia i predvestiia. Novaia organicheskaia epokha i teatr budush-

chego” - I, 86. The essay first appeared in “Zolotoe runo” 1906, nos.4 and 6 and was
republished in Po zvezdam (1909).
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The question 1s an important one, for romanticism dreams nostal-
gically of a lost past, while prophecy looks to the future:

PoMaHTH3M — TOCKa no HecObITOUHOMY, IPOPOUECTBO — 110 HecObIBLIeEMYCsl. Po-
MaHTU3M — 3apsl BEUEepHsisl, NpopoUecTBO — yTpeHHsAs. PoManTuism — odium fati;
npopouecTBo — “‘amor fati”. PomanTusm B cnope, npopotuecTBO B Tparnueckom
COO3€ C HUCTOpPUUECKON HeobOxojiuMocTbio. [...] “3onoroii Bek” B npouijioM
(KOHUENnuusi TpeKOB) — pPOMaHTU3M; “3oJioTON Bek’ B OyjymeM (KOHLUENLUS
Meccuanusma) — npopouecrpo (11, 87).

It follows from this that the prophetic artist does not just antici-

pate future events, but actively shapes reality through his art, descri-
bed as a form of dynamic creative energy:

[Tojy npopouecTBOBaHUEM Mbl NOHUMAEM HE HEMPEMEHHO TOUHOE NpE/(BUJICHUE
Oyjlyliero, HO BCeErjla HEKOTOPYIO TBOPUECKYIO 3HEPrUio, YNpeX/alolyio
3aurHAIOLLYIO 6yyiee, peBoirounonHyio no cywectsy (11, 87).

This significant shift takes place at the time of Ivanov’s most In-
tensive involvement with mystical anarchism and explicitly extends
the power of the artist into the domain of history and politics. Art 1s
therefore revolutionary in its essence, and true political freedom will
only come about when the art of the future (centred on the theatre)
will have shaped the people’s will:

Tearpbl XOpoOBLIX ‘Tparejiluid, KOMEJJMH U MUCTEPUM JIOJI)KHbL!I CTaTh ouaramu
TBOPUECKOro, Uik NpopoUeCTBEHHOro, caMoonpejieNicHust Hapoja; |....] Y ronb-
KO Torjia, npubaBuM, OCYLIECTBUTCA JICUCTBUTENbHAs NoJuTHuecKas cBoboja,
KOorjla XOpOBOW IoJioCc TakuX oOWMH OyjieT NOJUIMHHBIM pPEPEPEHJIYMOM HUC-
TuHHOM Bosiv HapojiHon (11, 103).

The artist-prophet is now entering into a potentially dangerous
collusion with the forces of history. In the space of just a few years
[vanov has clearly moved a long way from his initial statement In
1904 that the artist, represented by Pushkin’s Poet, 1s not and cannot
be a prophet. By the time he came to write his essay “Zavety simvoli-
zma” (1910),24 he had completed the process of assimilating Push-
kin’s Poet into his view of art as theurgic and prophetic; he now de-
scribed him as a “builder” or “organiser” of life, who i1s not just an
Interpreter but also an active “strengthener” of the divine basis of
reality:

24 The essay first appeared in “Apollon” 1910, 8 and was republished in Borozdy i
Mezhi (1916).
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[Tymwikunckun I1oar noMHuT cBOE HazHaueHUE — ObITb PEJIMTUO3HBLIM YCTPOUTENIEM
>KU3HU, UCTOJIKOBATECIEM U yKpenuresieM OOXECTBEHHON CBSA3U CYLIEro, Teyprom

(11, 595).

We may note the interesting term “religious organiser of life”.
One might well ask: in what sphere does the Poet “organise” life -
through his actions in'life or through his art? This vital question is
not addressed directly in this essay and remains open to a consi-
derable degree of ambiguity. Ivanov does, however, issue a warning
against the dangers of symbolist art which is not grounded in spiritual
experience; he introduces the concept of the “inner canon” as a cor-
rective to this tendency, evident in some of the excesses of mystical
anarchism. This also enabled him to counter the attacks on the
relationship between symbolist art and reality, launched by the newly
emergent movements of Acmeism and Futurism.

This shift of emphasis from art to life as the primary field of spiri-
tual endeavour (and therefore of prophecy) gathered strength over the
next few years and reached its fullest development in “O granitsakh
Iskusstva”, first given as a lecture in December 1913 after Ivanov’s
return to Moscow and published in 1914. Here Ivanov develops the
idea of the “inner canon”, introduced in “Zavety simvolizma”, and
draws a crucial distinction between life — the sphere of spiritual ascent
(voskhozhdenie) - and art — the sphere of descent (niskhozhdenie).
Significantly, he chooses to illustrate his idea by quoting from Push-
kin’s “Prorok”. The moment of prophetic insight described in this
poem 1s ascribed to the spiritual sphere; this can only be achieved 1n
life, not through art, which can only express spiritual insights pre-
viously attained 1in life:

CaMO TO MIrHOBEHHE, KOrjla pasBep3aroTcsl “BELUME 3C€HULbI, KaK Yy UCNYraHHOW
OpJILbI’, €CTbh MOMEHT BHE3AITHOINO BOCNAPEHUs, NO OTHOLIEHUIO K KOTOpPOMY
UUCTO XYJOXKECTBEHHass padora TBOPUECKONo OCYUECTBJIEHNUSI U OBELECTBIICHUS
[MpCJICTaBIACTCH OINATb-TAKH — HI/ICXO)KJLCHbGM.ZS

Ivanov therefore declares that it 1s beyond his competence to eva-
luate the prophetic status of contemporary poets, as this judgement
relates to a different sphere from art: “Ha camowm jeiie, moaTaMu IOUCTUHE
ObIJIM BCE 2TU AEATENIN; U3MEPATh IPOPOUECTBOBAHME UX JIESKUT BHE IpEAEIIOB

namnreil komneTeHuuy u camoit Temul” (11, 637).

25 11, 636. The essay first appeared in “Trudy i dni” 1914, no.7 and was republished
In Borozdy i Mezhi (1910).
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We have moved from a peak of affirmation of the poet’s ability to
atfect life through his theurgic art to an apparent retreat from this
position - and yet this withdrawal (not a “denial” [otrechenie] but a
significant “limitation” [ogranichenie] of previous claims, as Ivanov
puts 1t) 1s followed almost immediately by a renewed affirmation of
the artist’s prophetic powers. What is going on here? Does this repre-

sent a retreat from previous claims, or is it a case of “reculer pour
mieux sauter”?

- The seeming paradox can be resolved as follows. By joining the
idea of the theurgic artist (represented by Pushkin’s Poet) to the idea
of the spiritual seeker or prophet in real life (epitomised by Pushkin’s
Prophet), Ivanov was 1n fact strengthening the image of the artist as
prophet and preparing the ground for the more substantial claims that
he went on to make for two particular Russian artists as models of this
ideal in both life and art. Up until this point he had invoked various
Western European figures as models of the artist-prophet (Dante,
Michelangelo, Beethoven, Nietzsche) and had begun to apply this
ideal to the Russian literary tradition by citing the lyrics of Pushkin,
Lermontov and Tiutchev. He had succeeded in establishing his ideal,
Ilustrated by examples from the past, but had not yet put forward any
examples of recent or contemporary Russian artists as models for the
present age.

After his return to Russia in 1913, Ivanov made two significant
moves In this direction. His first choice was Dostoevskii. In February
1914 he described Dostoevskii’s work as a source of “true wisdom”
about the Russians and even about God and recommended 1t as a sa-
cred text to be studied ““like a Russian Bible™:

MHorja, MHe Kaxercst, uro JJocToeBcKUM ocTaBUJl HaM KaKue-To BEeJlbl U YTO U3
ITUX BEJ| HAUMHAETCS Hallla HacTosas My/IpocThk O Hac caMux u o bore. Ecnu
[lenbcduickun opakys ropopur: ‘nosHaM camoro celGs’”, TO Kakasg-To TauHas
CUNa roBOpUT HaM, NosHaM [locToeBcKoro, a uepes Hero u camoro ceds. [lyui-
KUH TOXE JlaJl HaM BeJIMuaulliuy 3aBeT, HO BCE XKeE, YTO NOJUICXKUT, COOCTBEHHO,
UCTOJIKOBAHUIO, 9TO UMEHHO, KOHEUHO, [locroeBckui, a He [lywKuH, noTomy
qro B [lyliKMuHe BCE 9T0O CAULIKOM UMIUIULUPOBAHO, BCE TO, UTO OH 3HaJl U Ipe-
nyrajlan o Poccuu, a B JIoCTOEBCKOM 3TO YK€ paszbsiCHEHO, KaKk B HEKOEW
PYCCKOM OUOMUH, TaK UTO HaAM OCTAaETCs €€ TONMbKO YATATL U NOHUMATh.20

26 | Vystupleniia po dokladu S.N. Bulgakova v religiozno-filosofskom obshche-
stve, 2 fevralia 1914 g.|, in Viacheslav Ivanov. Arkhivnye materialy i issledovaniia,
ed. L.A. Gogotishvili and A.T. Kazarian, Moscow 1999, s. 64. In a later essay on Do-
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[vanov makes the case for Dostoevskii’s role as a prophetic artist
much more strongly than he had for Pushkin; nevertheless, although
Dostoevskii’s message was still highly relevant to the present, he re-
mained a figure from the past, whose voice had been silent for some
thirty years. In “O granitsakh iskusstva” (1913) Ivanov referred to
Dostoevskil as a prophet in connection with his promise that beauty
(understood as the future Mystery of true theurgic art) would save the
world (“krasota spaset mir”’) (11:650). Was there no figure from the
present who could serve as a model, demonstrating that the theurgic
1deal of the artist-prophet could be realised in contemporary art?

Ivanov found such a figure in Aleksandr Skriabin. Soon after the
composer’s sudden and unexpected death on 14 April 1915, he wrote
two sonnets 1n his memory; in both poems he presented Skriabin’s
death as the culminating act of his life, demonstrating his wilful em-
bracing of Fate (Rok). In the second sonnet, recited on 14 May 1915
at a gathering in memory of the composer, he compares him to the
wise Hiram, the builder of Solomon’s temple, described as an “ar-
chitect of mysteries” (zodchii tain); he concludes by openly declaring
him a prophet, taking up the link between rok and prorok (much ex-
ploited in Russian verse since the time of the Decembrist poets):

“He mejunu!” — 3Ban oH Pok; u 30By Pok orserut.
“Aucn!” — monun Cecrpy, — u BoT, nputiisia Cecrpa.
TakuM CBUJIETEILCTBOM Npopoka [dyx ormerun.?’

In his essay “Vzgliad Skriabina na iskusstvo”, first delivered as a
talk 1n December 1915, Ivanov elaborated the comparison between
Skriabin and Hiram, noting that the biblical artist, according to le-
gend, had likewise died prematurely before completing his work .28

stoevskir, “Lik 1 lichiny Rossit” (1917), Ivanov describes Brat’ia Karamazovy as a
novel which prophesies the spiritual future of Russia - TV, 480.

7 “On byl iz tekh pevtsov (takov zhe byl Novalis)...” — III, 565. The sonnet was

first published under the title “Pamiati A.N. Skriabina” in October 1915 in the news-
paper “Russkoe slovo’ and the journal “Muzyka”. Ivanov had already used the traditio-
nal assoclation between prorok and Rok as a key rhyme in one of his earlier prophetic
poems, “Zhertva agnchaia,” first published in “Zolotoe runo” 1907, 3, s. 36 and in-

cluded in Cor Ardens (1911); see II, 293.

28 V. Ivanov, Skriabin, Moscow 1996, s. 23 (first pagination). Ivanov’s essay is
cited from the booklet produced by the Skriabin Memorial Museum in Moscow, as it
reproduces the most authoritative version of the text from the proofs of Ivanov’s

book on Skriabin due to be published by Alkonost (held in TsGALI), including
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He also related the mystic context of his approach to Skriabin as a
prophet to the image of the prophet in the Russian literary tradition,
developed by Pushkin and Dostoevskii. After defining Skriabin as an
artist who reached the third and highest stage of mystic initiation
(intuition) by dissolving his own identity in the transcendent worlds
with which he merged, he detailed each stage of this process at length
with reference to Pushkin’s “Prorok™:

Ha Tperbei, mouTn HEJIOCAraeMo BbICOKON CTYNEHHU MOCBSIEHHbIM caM CJIU-
BacTCs C >KUBbLIMHU U JICHCTBEHHbIMU CUJIAMU MUPOB UHbIX, CTAHOBUTCSA UX 3EM-

HbIM OpY/IUEM.
M OoH MHe Ir'pyjib pacCeK Met'oM,
M cepjiue TpenerTHoe BbIHYI,
M yrib, nbliaroinym orHem,
Bo rpyjib oTBEpCTYIO BOJIBUHYL...
Kak Tpyn, B NyCTBIHE § JIeXal...

After an extended discussion of the mystic significance of Skria-
bin’s death in the light of Pushkin’s phrase “kak trup”, Ivanov con-
cludes that Skriabin embraced death in order to achieve a higher level
of mystic insight in his life and art: “3DTtoro crTpammoro npuuanieHus
CHENIaIoIEeH ueloBeka TanuHe U ankaj CkpsOuH, udo, o ero 3aMbICily, MUCTE-
pus HEe MoIvia ocyiecTBuThcs uHaue’’.”? Skriabin is thus presented as a
contemporary artist-prophet, who realised the highest level of mystic,
prophetic nitiation, described in Pushkin’s poem. Death enabled him
to transcend the Nietzschean prototype of the superman and to achie-
ve Dostoevskil’s Russian 1deal of the universal man of “sobornost’ .
The i1deal represented by Pushkin’s Prophet, previously associated
with Nietzsche’s prophetic hearing, has now merged with Dosto-

evskil’s reading of Pushkin and attained its fullest realisation in
contemporary art:

Tak ropesn cBoOMM NMpopoUECTBEHHbIM BOJIEHUEM ITOT PYCCKUU XYJIOXKHUK-BCE-
yeJIoBEK, OTJlaBlIMKA CBOE CBEPXUEJIOBEUECTBO — COOOPHOCTH, JIId celds XKe
MOJIMBLLIUH €JIMHOIO Jlapa — MJIAMEHHOI'O s3blka HOBOM lldarujiecaTHULbl, KOTO-
PbIii ObI CXKET B HEM BETXOrO Uesonek.>"

[vanov’s handwritten corrections and several important additional passages. An
incomplete version of the essay, based on a different, earlier set of proofs (dated
1916) held in Ivanov’s Rome archive, is printed in I1I, 172-189.

29 V. Ivanov, Skriabin, s. 30 (first pagination).
U Ibidem, s. 36-37 (first pagination).
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For Ivanov, Skriabin’s theurgic art represented the fullest realisa-
tion and validation of Dostoevskii’s prophetic promise that beauty
would save the word.’! Five years later, in a speech delivered at the
Moscow Conservatory in April 1920, he went even further, descri-

bing Skriabin as a prophet and “Messiah™, “capable of saving the
world” .?2

One might well wonder how Ivanov could have moved from the
more sober definition of prophecy as an ideal to be achieved in life
(in “O granitsakh 1skusstva”) to this full-blown promulgation of
Skriabin the artist as a prophet. Robert Bird has speculated about how
this apparent contradiction could have occurred. He suggests that
Ivanov’s previous “limitations” applied only to symbolism, but were
no longer valid for Skriabin, who fell outside this category as a “true
post-symbolist, the messiah proclaimed by the Symbolist forerun-
ners”.?? It seems unlikely, however, that Ivanov’s claims for the pri-
macy of life over art in the sphere of spiritual endeavour were limited
to the narrow context of the Symbolist movement.

[vanov was in fact strengthening his previous position, rather
than contradicting it, by presenting Skriabin as an “artist-hero™ (khu-
dozhnik-geroi) or “hero of the spirit” (geroi dukha),** who achieved
a high level of mystic, prophetic insight in his life (as well as in his
art). The question that we should rather be asking is a different one:
what caused Ivanov to depart from his earlier declaration that he
could not judge the prophetic qualities of contemporary artists? What
gave him the confidence to make such an unambiguous pronounce-
ment about Skriabin’s prophetic status? To answer this, we need to
look at the third, most personal aspect of our topic: Ivanov’s own
claims to the role of prophet.

31 Tbidem, s. 26 (first pagination).

32 “On vystupaet kak nekii Messiia. On edinstvenno sposoben spasti mir.”
Ibidem, 3 (second pagination). In the preface O. M. Tompakova identifies thc
transcript of Ivanov’s speech at an evening dedicated to the memory of A. N. Skriabin
held in the Bol’shoi zal of the Moscow Conservatory on 19 April 1920. The
transcript 1S imperfect and- interrupted by numerous breaks.

33 Viacheslav Ivanov, Selected Essays, trans. and with notes by Robert Bird,‘ed.
and with an introduction by Michael Wachtel, Evanston, Ill., 2001, p. 313.

>4 V. Ivanov, Skriabin, s. 29, 31 (first pagination).
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lvanov’s own Image as a Prophet

So far we have traced the way in which Ivanov constructed the ideal
of the artist as prophet for his age and applied it to past and contem-
porary art. We should now consider one final and crucial issue: to
what extent was Ivanov’s presentation of this ideal shaped by a per-
sonal sense of his own prophetic role? For this, we have to go behind
the public platform and attempt to see what inner convictions infor-
med It.

Needless to say, this is not a simple task, particularly as a pro-
phet cannot openly testify to his calling. In religious tradition a pro-
phet’s status can only be validated by a number of external agencies:
by God (who summons him to his mission), by an existing prophet
(who confers recognition on his successor), by the people (who
receive and acknowledge the message of divine origin), or by history
(which retrospectively confirms the truth of the prophecy). Ivanov,
even if he did harbour a sense of his role as prophetic, could not
directly declare himself a prophet. He might prepare the ground for
such a view by putting forward the i1deal of the artist as prophet or by
adopting a prophetic tone in his own writings, but ultimately the task
of pronouncing him a prophet would have to be left to his readers.

We shall therefore start by examining the views of Ivanov’s con-
temporaries, as these undoubtedly influenced his perception of his
role. From early on during the period of his residence at the bashnia
In Petersburg, Ivanov was seen by both his admirers and his detrac-
tors in the light of the prophetic 1deal that he promoted for contempo-
rary art. The translator and critic Evgeniia Gertsyk introduced her re-
view of his third collection of verse, Eros (1907), by underlining its
prophetic nature:

DJTa MalneHbKas KHUIra — Beulasi. OHa — KoJibi0eJib-cy/ib0a HOBbIX BEsIHUN HallleH
SKU3HU ¥ N033uu. Elo Jla OcBATUTCS HEUBOCKHOE TO, UEMY CYXK/IEHO GbITh!>?

The philosopher Fedor Stepun concluded his review of Ivanov’s first
volume of essays, Po zvezdam (1909), by stressing the prophetic
qualities of Ivanov’s aesthetic theory of realist symbolism, compared
to a golden crown surrounding the “sun of a new life” about to

33 E. Gertsyk, Review of Viacheslav Ivanov, Eros, “Zolotoe runo” 1907, 1, s. 90.



178 Pamelua Davidson

dawn.’® Several reviewers of Cor Ardens (1911-1912) — from the fa-
mous poet Mikhail Kuzmin to the relatively obscure critic Pavel
Medvedev — drew attention to its prophetic character.’’

These views of Ivanov’s writings naturally led to the portrayal of
their author as a prophet in his own right. In the course of a survey
of recent Russian literature, Ivanov’s former disciple and close friend
Serge1r Gorodetskil openly declared the poet an unrecognized prophet:

Bce cruxu MIBaHOBa cyTh 03HaMeHOBaHUs1 60XxecTBeHHoro. |...] UBaHOB noucTu-
HE U3YMHUTEJILHOE U BeJiMuaBoe 3pesivie JUisd Hawux jiHen. B Myjiee oH Obit Obl
[IPpOPOKOM, M 3avyapoOBaHHas ToJina Xxojuja Obl 3a HUM. B Poccuu oH HenoHu-
MaEMbIil IO3T UJIK MYJIpEHbIN BepcuduKkarop.=2

In fact the opposite was closer to the truth: m Judaea Ivanov
would never have been considered a prophet; such an approach was
only conceivable in Russia. Kranikhfel’d, the barbed critic of “Sovre-
mennyl mir’, recognized this and wrote a series of essays, attacking
the Russian tradition of regarding literature as prophecy. He traced
this approach from Gogol’ through Dostoevskil to Merezhkovskii and
various other contemporary writers. He took particular issue with the
“prophetic utterances” of Ivanov’s essay “O russkoir idee” (1909),
dismissing these as the “high-faluting deliberations of a modernist
prophet” and ridiculing Gorodetskii’s presentation of Ivanov as an
unrecognized prophet in Judaea.’” He insistently demanded a diffe-
rent form of prophecy, based on action rather than empty words.

After the publication of the second volume of Cor Ardens In
1912, Ivanov left St Petersburg with Vera to spend the next year and
a half living outside Russia; the heyday of religious Symbolism
appeared to be over and its leader’s reputation as a prophet began to
dwindle. Critics started to call into question the viability of the notion
of the poet-prophet. Boris Shletser, in a review of Ivanov’s second

36 Fledor] S|tepun], Review of Viacheslav Ivanov, Po zvezdam, in “Logos:
Mezhdunarodnyi ezhegodnik po {ilosofu kul’tury”, 1, Moscow 1910, s. 282.
37 M. Kuzmin, ‘Cor Ardens’ Viacheslava Ivanova, “Trudy i dni” 1912, | (January-

February), p. 49. Pavel Medvedev, Arabeski. [I. Viach. Ivanov. Cor Ardens, ch. 11,
“Novaila studna” 1912, 13, 1 December, s. 5.

38 Sergei Gorodetskii, Blizhaishaia zadacha russkoi literatury, “Zolotoe runo”
1909, 4, s. 70.

372 V1. Kranikhfel’d, Literaturnye otkliki: Novye nasledniki ‘Perepiski’ Gogoliu,
“Sovremennyi mir” 1909, & (August), s. 114-115 (second pagination).
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collection of essays, Borozdy i Mezhi (1916), pointed out that its
author, like Nietzsche before him, did not fit into any clear category:
to poets he seemed more like a prophet, to philosophers more like an
artist, while to orthodox believers he seemed like a priest without God
or a church.*® The literary critic Ivanov-Razumnik in his popular hi-
story of Russian literature described Ivanov rather caustically as a

poet who tried in vain to be a prophet (unlike Blok who was cut out to
be a prophet but instead became a poet).*!

We can see, therefore, that Ivanov’s contemporary readers did
much to bolster his image as a prophetic writer, whether by positive
reinforcement, critical comment or ironic denigration. To what extent,
however, did Ivanov consciously or unconsciously cultivate this
view of himselt? In a sense he invited i1dentification with the figure ot
the poet-prophet through his constant references to this image as the
ideal to which contemporary art should aspire. Furthermore, the
consistent focus of his work on transcendent truths implied and con-
veyed a prophetic stance. This could be sensed on two comple-
mentary levels. His mystic verse often reflected an intimate, personal
vision, while his essays on universal art and the Russian national idea
articulated the same intuitions on a more public level for a larger
audience. As in the case of his mentor Vladimir Solov’ev, the two
levels complemented each other: the visions of the private mystic,
communicated in verse, served to authenticate the prophetic utteran-
ces of the more public persona.*? Mindful of the higher level of pro-
phetic “authority” possessed by verse, Ivanov often incorporated
quotations from his own poetry into his essays as “proofs”, valida-
ting the 1deas presented 1n prose.

As a result of this dual approach, Ivanov’s private verse was fre-
quently read as a public statement. This 1s clear from contemporary
responses to Eros; although this collection deals with intimate details
from his complicated personal life of 1906, it was understood by

*0 B. Shletser, Review of Borozdy i Mezhi, “Birzhevye vedomosti” no.15791, 9

September 1916, s. 5; cited from the extract quoted in “Biulleteni literatury i zhizni”
1916, 5 (November), s. 71.

*I' Ivanov-Razumnik, Russkaia literatura ot semidesiatykh godov do nashikh dnei,
siXth edition, Berlin 1923, s. 376.

*2 On Solov’ev’s two-fold approach to prophecy, see P. Davidson, Viadimir Solo-
viev and the Ideal of Prophecy, cit., pp. 647-48.



180 Pamela Davidson

many readers as a much broader statement of national significance.
One of the poems from the collection reflects the poet’s adoption of a
prophetic self-image that functions on both personal and public le-
vels. In “Poruka” the poet describes his attempts to bring into being
through his love the true divine “countenance” (lik) of the “unborn”
person to whom the poem 1s addressed (evidently Gorodetskii). In the
third stanza he compares himself, engaged in this endeavour, to the

prophet Moses, striking his stafft against a rock in order to bring forth
water (Num.20:11):

[IpopoK, BO3JIBUT' pYKOU TOPXKECTBEHHOM
sl Ha ckany CcKynyro, XKe3Jl.

TBOM JIpeBHUH JIUK, TBOU JIMK OOXECTBEHHbIN
He si-nb pojun u3 mouwsbix upecn? (11, 377).

We saw earlier how lvanov developed the parallel between the
artist-demiurge and the biblical prophet through his reference to Mi-
chelangelo’s statue of Moses in Kormchie zvezdy. The poem from
Eros adds a new dimension to this association, revealing that Ivanov
embraced the image of the prophet Moses on a personal level in his
own life as well as in his art.

The period from 1906 (when this poem was written) until 1910
marked a high point in Ivanov’s cultivation of art as the primary
sphere of prophetic endeavour. This trend i1s reflected in many of the
poems written during these years and later collected in Cor Ardens. In
1907, tor example, Ivanov published a group of three poems, all
dealing with the poet’s relation to the prophetic ideal. The first two
works are highly personal. In “Vates” the poet presents himself as a
prophet 1n the classical tradition and dwells on the visionary character
of his sight and hearing; later, when this poem was republished in
Cor Ardens, it carried a dedication to Anna Mintslova, one of the most
enigmatic “prophetic women” 1n Ivanov’s life. In “Iz dale1r dalekikh™,
dedicated to Lidiia Berdiaeva, the poet describes his soul’s attraction
to the “Sibylline charms™ (sivillinskie chary) of the night. The third
poem, “Zhertva agnchaia”, drops the tone of an intimate prophetic
confession voiced by the lyrical subject in favour of a more imperso-
nal style. This sonnet addresses two figures, the priest and the pro-
phet, and contrasts the active role of the “prorok” (rhymed with
“Rok’) with the submissive role of the “pokornyi zhrets”, who will be
called upon by the prophet to carry out his sacrifice when the time 1s
ripe. Ivanov is evidently reflecting on the relationship between the
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two role models of the Symbolist poet — the active, theurgic prophet
and the more passive, sacrificial priest.#’

The prophetic character of the poet 1s stated explicitly in “Apol-
lin1”’, the programmatic sonnet that Ivanov wrote in 1909 for the first
1Issue of Apollon and later republished as the closing poem of the cy-
cle “Poetu” in Cor Ardens; the poet’s hymns are compared to a wood
of laurels and associated with “prophetic Daphnes” (veshchikh Dafn),
captured and turned into laurel trees by Apollo, the god of prophecy
and leader of the Muses. In “Poet”, a later sonnet from the second
part of Cor Ardens, the poet 1s awarded the “laurel, prophetic and
glorious” (lavr, prorocheskii 1 slavnyi) for setting hearts alight (like

Pushkin’s Prophet) and providing the gods with a language (I1:358-
59, 499).

It 1s Interesting to note, however, that in 1910, at the same time as
[vanov introduced the cautionary concept of the “inner canon” into
his discussion of the precepts of symbolism, he published a rather
personal poem, “Fata Morgana”, later dedicated to Evgeniia Gertysk,
about the dangerous mirages which attract the poet who seeks to rea-
lise his prophetic intuitions in this world:

Tak JloiIro ¢ NpopoUeCcKuM MeJIOM
Meulian s1 36MHYIO MNOJIbIHb,

1o Beplo JIEPEBLAM U BOjlaM

B oruasiHbU pjiIsiHbIX NYCTbIHb, —

BceM sepkalibHbIM dhaTaMopraHam,
BceM OblisiM BO3jyLLIHbIX CHpPEH,

3eMIIU HYMECBOOHbIM OOMAHAM
U npasjie HeOecHbIX U3MeH. 4

This concern over the possible delusions that could result from
the symbolist quest for transcendence in this world prompted Iva-
nov’s subsequent move towards a clearer demarcation of the limi-

43 «yates”, “Iz dalei dalekikh”, and “Zhertva agnchaia” were first published in “Zo-
lotoe runo” 1907, 3, pp. 35-36, and republished in the first part of Cor Ardens (1911);
see II, 312-13, 306, 293.

44 11, 305. The poem was first published in the almanach “Na Rassvete”, ed. A.F.
Mantel’, Kazan’ 1910 without the dedication to E. Gertysk, to whom the italicised
phrase “putevodnym obmanam” belongs.
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tations of art and stronger insistence on the primacy of life over art in
matters of prophetic insight. As noted above, in “O granitsakh iskus-
stva” he recommended that artists who wished to subscribe to the “in-
ner canon” should recognize these limitations and subject themselves
to the laws of “universal divinely infantile art” (vselenskogo, bozhe-
stvenno-mladencheskogo iskusstva) (II, 638). The use of the word
“infantile” (mladencheskoe) 1n this context signals an important link
between this essay and Ivanov’s long narrative poem, Mluadenche-
stvo, almost entirely written in Rome in the spring of 1913 but only
completed and published in Moscow 1n 1918.4> Art is “divinely In-
fantile” when 1t is close to its roots in the prophetic dimension of life.
This 1s demonstrated 1n the poem through the account that Ivanov
presents of the prophetic origins of his infancy and discovery of his
l[iterary vocation. The poem, like the essay, draws a clear distinction
between life and art. It 1s introduced as a “poetic account of life”
(poeticheskoe zhizneopisanie)*® and demonstrates through its very
structure that the prophetic experiences of childhood precede the
crystallization of the artistic impulse; the emergence from the “early
paradise” (rannii rai) of infancy into the full “force of the sun” (sol-
nechnaia sila), which releases “the living source” (zhivoi rodnik)
does not occur until the concluding stanza of the poem, added in

1918.47

We know from Ivanov’s earlier essay “O dostoinstve zhensh-
chiny” (1908) that he saw women as the “first teachers of magic and

prophecy, of poetry and ecstasy” (III, 141). In his own writings he
invested the two key women in his life with prophetic powers. His

second wife, Lidiia Zinov’eva-Annibal, is frequently represented in
his verse as a prophesying Sibyl.4® In Mladenchestvo he portrays his

4> Tvanov states in his own note to the first edition of the poem that the introduc-
tion and stanzas I-XLV were written in Rome from 10 April to 23 May 1913; the last
three stanzas (XLVI-XLVIII) were composed in Moscow on 28/15 August 1918. See

Viacheslav Ivanov, Mladenchestvo, Petersburg 1918, s. 57.

46 «vgtuplenie v poeticheskoe zhizneopisanie” - [, 230).

47 Stanza XLVII -1, 254.

45 See in particular the four poems which make up the “Sivilla” section of the first
book of Cor Ardens: “Na bashne,” “Mednyi Vsadnik,” “Iris in Iris”, “Molchanie”
(Ibidem, 2: 259-62). After the death of Zinov’eva-Annibal, the role of female pro-
phetic guide 1n Ivanov’s life was taken up by A.R. Mintslova, to whom lvanov dedi-
cated his poem “Vates” (1907) when it was reprinted in Cor Ardens (1911).
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mother, prophesying the poetic destiny of her son even before his
birth. The poem opens with an account of her fervent recital of psalms
and prophetic communication with her as yet unborn son, whose cry
In the womb she hears; although she did not understand what “secret

gift” this sign “prophesied”, the narrator knows that she blessed him
for a certain “sacred task™:

MoxeT ObITb,
TBOpLYy BCelt XKU3HBIO NMOCIY>KHUTh...
berrs MoXeT, cnaButb cjlaBy boxbio
B ele HeBeJIOMBIX ncanMax...
MarTb sicCHOBHJIeJia BNOT'bMax,
Mupckoi He o6oJiblaNlach JIOXKbIO;
Ho B a10oM Mupe ObL1o e
[Toara 3Banbe Bcex munei (I, 231-232).

The mother’s visionary foresight thus serves to validate the future
poet’s prophetic destiny, whether in life or in art, associated from the
outset with the psalms of David the prophet.

Mladenchestvo reveals that various other elements used by Iva-
nov in the construction of his public image of the artist as prophet
were 1n fact rooted in his own personal “prophetic” autobiography.
We have already seen how he presented Michelangelo’s statue of
Moses as a powerful image of the artist embracing the prophetic ideal
In his early programmatic poem ‘“Tvorchestvo” from Kormchie zve-
zdy. In his later autobiographical works he made a point of relating
the image of this statue to the genesis of his own poetic calling. In his
“Avtobiograficheskoe pis’mo” (January-February 1917) he describes
how he was shown a picture of this statue in his childhood and was
so struck by the image that he had several visions related to it,
referred to by him as “hallucinations” (II, 11). One of these “hallu-
cinations” was incorporated by him into Mladenchestvo. In stanza
XXXIII the narrator recalls how his childhood imagination transferred
the “horned countenance” (rogatyi lik) of Moses, described as a “sit-
ting colossus” (koloss sidiashchii), to a museum in Moscow; the
image of Michelangelo’s statue of Moses captivated and confused his
soul like a “two-faced idol” (dvoistvennyi kumir).*® Just as Miche-

4% 1, 247. In the manuscript version of this stanza, lines 5-8 differed: “Koloss si-
diashchii... V snakh Muzeia / Rogatyi idol Moiseia / Voobrazhenie khranit, / S nim
pamiat’ plavkuiu rodnit...”. RAI, Karton 5, Tetrad’ no. 13, 14 Il.
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langelo transposed the image of Moses into art, so Ivanov’s creative
imagination transferred the image of the biblical prophet into a Rus-
sian cultural setting (the museum) and later into his own poetic world.
The artistic representation of the biblical prophet, first introduced in
Kormchie zvezdy, turns out to stem from the poet’s own life.

In many ways, therefore, Mladenchestvo can be read as Ivanov’s
most sustained attempt to create a coherent prophetic account of his
own life. This was how 1t was received by one of its first reviewers,
Valeri1 Briusov, who commented on its tendency to convert life into a
series of prophetic visions: “Bech BHEIIHHI MUp He3aMeTIio obparer |...]
B psij BUICHUM, mpopouecTB ¥ Bemmx cHoB”.”! Interesting archival evidence
suggests that Ivanov originally intended to write an even more am-
bitious, longer work, covering his entire life to date, not just his In-
fancy.”! One might well wonder why he should have been so pre-
occupied with the construction of his prophetic autobiography at this
particular juncture of his life. Was the fact that he was living far away
from Russia a significant factor? Was the attempt to create a prophetic
image for himself prompted by the decline of symbolism and con-
sequent loss of his personal following and prestige? Could it even in
part have been a reaction against the gossip and scandal surrounding
his relationship with his step-daughter, Vera Shvarsalon, and the
birth of their son 1n 19127 Many of Ivanov’s followers lost their faith
In his prophetic role at this point. The future priest Aleksandr El’cha-
ninov, for example, recorded in his diary in June 1913-2 that he stop-
ped believing in Ivanov as a prophet or teacher aftetr hearing Ern’s
critical account of Ivanov’s marriage to Vera, culminating in his cru-
shing verdict: “BsueciaB — moart, a He IPOPOK, OH yMEET CTHUJIU30BaTh,
CTPOMUTDH BO3MYIIHbIE 3aMKH, (hanbCcU(PUIMPOBATL U 3aKpbIBaTh IPaBay .

0 p_r |Valerii Briusov], Review of Mladenchestvo, “Khudozhestvennoe slovo:
Vremennik literaturnogo otdela NKP” 1920, no.l, s. 57.

I Tvanov’s archive in Rome contains a manuscript exercise book with the text of
stanzas XXIV to XLV of Mladenchestvo, tollowed by the date 21/8 May 1913; the
first page of the exercise book 1s headed “Zhizn’: glava | (prodolzhenie),” suggesting
that the text of Mladenchestvo in its final published form consists of the *“first
chapter” (supplemented by three stanzas added in 1918) of a work originally
conceived as much longer. RAI, Karton 5, Tetrad’ no.13, 14 1.

’2 See the entry from El’chaninov’s diary dated 4 or 5 June 1913, in K 50-letiiu
konchiny sviashchennika A. El’chaninova, ed. N. A. Struve, “Vestnik russkogo khri-
stianskogo dvizheniia” 1984, no.l142, s. 64.
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Whatever the reasons for its genesis at this particular time,
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