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

Pamela Davidson

1 He sHaro HexHoit TaitHbl ABHBIX IMKOB H NPUMET.
ChsiTcst Jib 3HaMeHbs oary? Wi sHamenbe — noar?
3Halo TOJIbKO: HOBOM CBETY, KPOME BelLelt, NECHH ner.2

The representation of the writer as a prophet is a long-standing and
well-established tradition in Russian literature. It first became promi-
nent at the time of Romanticism, when it 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 ideological 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-ycar Rescarch Readership in 1997-99 and to
the Arts and Humanities Research Board for a grant for rescarch leave in 2000-2001
that cnabled 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 taind (1912) -
I, 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, Gbn “npo-
pOKaMK”, TIOXeNalu cTaTh “nosramu’.3

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 ideal?

The second section investigates the practical application of the
ideal of the artist as prophet to Ivanov’s own time. To what extent did
Ivanov 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. I. Chukovskii, Moscow and
Leningrad, 1960-1963, t. 5, 5. 433.



Viacheslav Ivanov’s Ideal of the Artist as Prophet 159

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 it 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 [saiah” 4 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 iz Isaii”. 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
“Moskovskit Vestnik” 1828, 3, s. 269-70.
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between poetry and prophecy by contrasting the figures of Homer
and Moses.

It is 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 is 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 i blagodati” (ca.
1047-50), composed by Metropolitan Ilarion of Kiev, constantly
seeks to demonstrate that the mission of the newly Christianized Rus’
is 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 ideal
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 “intellectual diary

5 See llarion’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 see 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 i russkie” (1888-1889); it is 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
[saiah’s vision of the universal messianic mission of the Jewish na-
tion as a mode] for the Russian national idea (I11: 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 it upon themselves to define the mis-
sion of the Russians for the modern age (e. g. Gogol’, Dostoevskii,
Solov’ev, lvanov) 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”
(trsel’noe tvorchestvo).'V

8 Ivanov prefaces his reflections on the similaritics between the Jews and the Rus-
sians by acknowledging his debt to Vladimir Solov’ev’s seminal work Istoriia i budu-
shchnost’ teokratii (1887). See the section entitled “Evrei i russkie” from “[Intel-
lektual’nyi dnevnik. [888-1889 gg.|,” ed. N. V. Kotrelev and 1. N. Fridman, in Viu-
cheslav Ivanov. Arkhivnye materialy i issledovaniia, ed. L. A. Gogotishvili and A. T.
Kazarian, Moscow 1999, s. 30-32.

9 See, for example, lvanov’s statement in a letter to E. D. Shor of 9 July 1934: “to,
chto ia pisal odnazhdy o evreistve, mog by povtorit’ i segodnia; etoc 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 ideal, 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 ideal 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-
gree 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

Il 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” (Il, 19). For lvanov’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 of
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
Christ:

W n3 rpeMsitinx yor cemu cyjieG rnaromn;

W oTKIMK 3psuX JIEB HAa MOJOC, UX 3OBYLLMH;

U rest, ¥ B3JIOXOB PUTM, H CEMBH, B CKOPOH XKJIyLUeH,
MoroMKa TalHOTo HEHCKYMAEHHB crBod... !

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 3a50r: 1 rias Meun, 4rd Mejyist MeTsT,
W My)IpocTh XKJIyLLHX YCT — OHH cyjib0am oTBersT! —
Bor - jiyx Ha nbBa ucse... O, Bepb npatne, Hasuy! (1, 616)

An even more powerful image of the artist embracing the prophe-
tic ideal 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-
graph 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 Mukenn- AHpKes0 K Mpamopy “Mouceit” (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 lvanov re-
ferred to this poem as the expression of his understanding of the “ac-

131, 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 is mentioned alongside
Michelangelo in “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 jiu, Korjia cBsITble TEHH
CkpblauCh jlalie B HeOeca,

[jie 'vb1 BHAJN, HA)|3BE3)IHBIA TEHNH,
Nx xsaneHnit ronoca?

B jiHY, KaK BEpHBIX XOP BEJIMKHUI,
Pasjieniennbiit, W3nemor,

Wx Monurs corylacHb! IMKK

e nojicnywan Tel, npopok?

Y nopsbl 11 Tbl 3a0BEHHOH,

Y rpsjtyiue#t 11 ucropr

I'nac Hajiex) bl HEM3MEHHON,
Bepb! Mollib, 11068 BocTopr?

Ho 1 B OHbI BeKM Jipa
IMcanmMoneBHas yapsa

He xBanuna Aruua Mupa,
Cronb BCEBHS'THO roBops!

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,

15 See the lines “Bud’ novyi Demiurg! Kak Dant ili Omir, / Zazhgi nad solntsem
Empirei! / Priroda - znamen’e i ten’ predvechnykh del: / Tvoi zamysel - ei simvol
ravayi” (I, 537). In a similar vein, in “Il Gigante” Michelangelo is described as
“sverkhchelovechestva nemoi ierofant” (I, 616).
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U601 B cEM IpoMe TMPHOM,

B Gype KJIMKOB, cjie3 U XBad
Cnurbest ¢ BOUHCTBOM 3(DUPHBIM
Yenoseuecrso cosgan (1, 534-35).

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 is 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 (i.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, specify exactly how this pro-
phetic message might apply to the Russians. Interesting light is 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:

MCPHO W MEJIJICHHO f1ajialli BaXHbIC, nOGCJleIC U BMECTE NMEUAJIbHBIC aKKOPJIbl
[Berxosenckoro [mapia?]] Berxosexa (op. 26), NOJHBIC JCTKUX OTIBYKOB
HaWIMX LEePKOBHLIX MeceH. MHe uyjuaoch Hate noGejHoC LEeCTBUC B [3aBe'thlﬁ]
yac, Korjila CMHpHJIMCh HECUETHLIE Bparu, HacC HE MOHUMABLUHE, H MbI JlaCM
HapojlaM CTOSALIMM C CCPBO3HBIMHA JIMUAMH W TIOJIHBIM BHYTPEHHETO YMWJICHUA,
KaKOII-TO TOpXKeCTBEHHbIH 3aBeT. 16

It 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
“IInteliektual’nyi dnevnik. 1888-1889 ga.|”, 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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stoevskii and Solov’ev. As Nikolai 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

Ivanov’s first collection of verse Kormchie zvezdy was a highly per-
sonal compilation, written over a number of years at a distance from
Russtan literary circles and published before his return to Russia.
Although it 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 in-
creasingly strong affirmation of the prophetic powers of the contem-
porary Russian artist.

In the very first essay, “Poet i1 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, offers a ra-
ther negative comment on the papacy’s striving to dominate the whole world.
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Pushkin’s poem “Poet i tolpa” (1828) as evidence of the tragic split
between the poet and his audience, he asks a rhetorical question:

Hnn Tosr sjieck — “npopok”, OJIMH U3 UCKOHH Hapo/IoB0pCTBYIOIMX Hanara-
Tejiell BOIJIOWEHHOM B HUX BOAM Ha Bosu uyxue? Hanporus. HepHb Xjler or
Mosra NOBENEHHH, U eMY HEuero nopesieTb eff, KpoMe OnaroroseiHoro G6es-
moneust mucrepnil, “Favete linguis”. M jlaxe npamo: “Yjianurech, Henocssi-
weHHbte” (anurpacd HMamba).!®

Although Ivanov states that Pushkin’s Poet is not and cannot be a
prophet, the very fact that he poses the question is highly significant.
It sets up an expectation that the poet, as envisaged by Pushkin,
should be a prophet, and is only prevented from this by the tragic
split between himself and the people. There is 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 it up as follows:
“IToaT HEKOIJa GbLI U CHOBa GyfeT npopokom™.!?

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 in order to
recover their lost prophetic status: they should develop their own,
inward-looking symbolic language, modelled on the utterances of the
prophesying Pythia:

BepHbl CBOEH CBATBIHE OCTATUCE JIEP3HYBLIME TBOPUTH CBOE OTPELICHHOE CIIOBO.
Jlyx, NMOrpy>KEeHHbIH B NMOJICAYIINBAHHE U TPAHC TaliHOrO OTKPOBEHMS, HE MOT
COOGUJ,H'I‘bCSI C MUPOM HHAuc, UyeM HpOpO‘IeC'I‘By}OULaﬂ l'Imbvm. CinoBo crano
TOJILKO YKa3aHHeM, TOJILKO HAMEKOM, ‘TOJILKO CHMBOJIOM; nbo 'TONBLKO TaKkoe
cnoBo He Gbino soxsto (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 to myth” (I,714). Like
Michelangelo in lvanov’s early poem “Tyorchestvo”, he will become
a “new demiurge” (1,714), ruling the world through myth.

18 | 709. The essay first appeared in “Vesy” 1904, 3 and was republished in Iva-
nov’s influential collection of essays, Po zvezdam: Stat’i i aforizmy, SPb. 1909.
19 D, Mlerezhkovskiil, Za ili protiv?, “Novyi 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 i 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 is 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:

W — kak HMakos GoroGopeu ynyuun Gnarocnosenue — tak Huuue APUHAN CTpa-
JlallbHOE HancualjeHue cTpajiatouiero 6ora, UM MPONOBEIAHHOTO U OTPUHY-
roro. TTpopox n NpoTHBHUK [IMOHHCA B CBOMX BO3rOPEHMAX U MyKaX, cBOEl
BUHE 1 CBOEIl rUGenn, OH ABJISET Tparuueckye ueptol Goxkecrsa (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 neGonbliMe u3fLUHbIC YUIM — APEJIMET €TO TLIECNABHS — JIONKHbLI OblIH
ObITb BELUMHU YLIAMM, UCNIOJIHEHHLIMH “lIyMOM M 3BOHOM”, Kak cjyx IMyuu-
KHHCKOro TTpopoka, uyTKMMU K COKPOBEHHONM My3bIKe MUPOBOIL jyuri. 2!

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 in 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” 1905, 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 idea in “Poet i Chern’”, he had at that stage raised the
possibility of a connection between the artist of the modern age and
the prophet only in 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, is now presented as innately prophetic and on the verge of
attaining a higher degree of prophecy.

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

Ero [keneiiHoro nekyccrsa) npejicraBureniu, Bee, B GObLUISH UK MeHbLICH cre-
NEHU, ABJSAKOT HEPTHI JIEPDMOHTOBCKOIo ﬂpopoxa. CHMBONIOM €ro MUCTHUECKON
JIYLIH MOT Obl cayskuTb Tekcer Hanra: “HemHoroe ussHe JlocTynHo GbUIo B3opy;
HO UEpE3 TO 3BE3/IbI 1 BUJIEN U ICHBLIMHU, U KPYMHbLIMH HeoBbIuHO" 2!
It is 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,
is already practising a partially, if not fully, prophetic form of art.

This idea, 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
Ivanov states that the “prophetic daring” of art of the cell will even-
tually be transformed into the “prophetic submission” of universal art:

20 1,729, The essay first appeared in “Vesy” 1904, 10 and was republished in Po
zvezdam (1909).
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B MCKYCCTBE KeJIeHHOM “0e3BONBHbIN NPON3BOA”~ TEHUS NMEPECTYNAET NpeJiesibl
SMITMPHYECKOTO JieP3HOBeHUsA (10 CYLIECTBY aHAIWTHUECKOro) M JIOCTUTAET
cBO6OJIbI BHYTPEHHER, UMM TIPOPOUECTBEHHOM. [....] 3jieck cBoGOjIa epexojiuT B
HeoBX0/IMMOCTb, MPOU3BOI jlenaeTcs 0€3BONbHBIM, NMPOPOUECTBEHHOE JIEP3-
HOBeHHWe ofpalljaelcs B NojlurHerue 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-
nii” (1905), we find a brief statement of the same ideas in the form of
a programmatic declaration of faith, challenging Merezhkovskii’s
ideas on prophecy:

Mbl Ke [] BEPHUM B GO)KCC'I'BeHHy}O MOILbL W NPOBHJIEHIIMAJILHOEC HasHaA'lCHUE
chepbl NpopouecTBEHHOMH, cepbl TOro cBOGOJHOIO TBOPUECTBA, KOTOPOE He-
OGXOJ[MMO CTaHOBHUTCA TBOPUCCTBOM TEYPruye€CKUM, KaK OHO CTaHET U TBOpUE-
CTBOM BCCHApPO/IHbIM B XOpOBbLIX OGLILI’IHE\X.22

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:

Bl’l)le'l'b JI1 B COBPEMEHHOM CHUMBOJIM3ME BO3Bpal K POMAHTHUCCKOMY packony
MEX]y MeuTol W XKU3Hb? Wn cabliiHa B HeM npopoueckas BeCTh O HOBOM
KH3HH, U MEUTa €ro TONbKO ynpex)aer )lel‘/'lC’I‘Bl/l'l‘CJlbHOC'l‘lb?z3

22 “Iz oblasti sovremennykh nastroenii: I. Apokaliptiki i obshchestvennost™,
“Vesy” 1905, 6, s. 38,

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

chego” - 11, 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 is an important one, for romanticism dreams nostal-
gically of a lost past, while prophecy looks to the future:

POMAHTH3M — TOCKA MO HECOLITOUHOMY, POPOUECTBO — MO HecObisueMycs. Po-
MaHTU3M — 3apA BEUEPHSis, IPOPOUECTBO — yrpeHHss. PoMaHTHIM — odium fati;
npopouectso — “amor fati”. PomaHTu3M B cnope, NpopotecTBo B TpartieckoM
COI3E C HCTOPHUECKOH HEOBXOJIMMOCTBIO. [...] “3onoroit Bek™ B NPOLUIOM
(KOHIENUMS TPEKOB) — POMAaHTH3IM; “300TOH Bek” B Oyjiyiem (KOHUENuus
meccuanusma) — npopouectso (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:

Toji NPOPOUECTBOBAHHEM Mbi TIOHHMAEM HE HEMPEMEHHO TOUHOE NPE/IBH/ICHHC
GyjIyIIEro, HO BCEMia HEKOTOPYIO TBOPUCCKYIO SHEPTHIO, YNPEXJAIOWYyIO U
33UMHAIOLLYIO GyjlylLiee, PEBOJIIOLMOHHYIO N0 CYLUECTBY (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 is
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:

Tea'l‘pbl XOpOBbIX 'l‘pﬂl‘e}l“ﬂ, KOMeJlMﬁ H MMC'I'CpMﬁ JIOJKHBI cTaTb Ovaramu
‘TBOPUECKOro, uiu NpopoUECTBEHHOIO, camoonpe/lesIcHAA Hapoj\a; [] N ronb-
KO ‘Torjia, HPMGRBMM, OCYUWIECTBHTCA )lCﬁC'l‘BWl'CﬂbHﬂﬂ noauruueckas CBOGOJla,
KOTJ|a XOpOBOii FOJIOC TaKMX OCWIMH GYy)IeT NOJUIMHHLIM pedepeH)iyMoM HC-
‘ruHHOI Bonu Hapopwoit (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
Ivanov has clearly moved a long way from his initial statement in
1904 that the artist, represented by Pushkin’s Poet, is 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 is not just an
interpreter but also an active “strengthener” of the divine basis of
reality:

24 The essay first appeared in “Apollon” 1910, & and was republished in Borozdy i
Mezhi (1916).
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nyLUKVIHCKMﬁ [Moar noMuuT cBOE HazHaueHHE — GbITh PEJIMTHO3HBIM YCTPOUTEIEM
KH3HU, HCTOJIKOBATEJIEM H YKpenurejeMm 6OXECTBCHHOMN CBA3M 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 is ascribed to the spiritual sphere; this can only be achieved in
life, not through art, which can only express spiritual insights pre-
viously attained in life:

CaMo 'TO MrHOBeHHe, Korjia pasBep3alorcs “BelHe 3EHMIbI, KaK Y MCMyraHHOM

OpﬂMlel", €CTbh MOMEHT" BHE3anHoOro BOCNapeHU4a, No OTHOWEHUID K KOTOpOMY

YUCTO XYJIOXECTBCHHAA pa60'ra TBOPUECKOro OCYILECTBICHUA U OBELUECCTBJCHUSA

ApejicTaBnACTCA OnATb-1raku — HMCXO)K)lCHbCM.25

Ivanov therefore declares that it is beyond his competence to eva-
luate the prophetic status of contemporary poets, as this judgement
relates to a different sphere from art: “Ha camom fiene, nosramu noncrune
OBUIM BCC 3TH HEATEIN; UIMEPATH NPOPOUCCTBOBANNE UX JIEXKUT BHE Npenciion
Hawe#l Komnetenuu 1 camolt temer” (11, 637).

25 11, 636. The essay first appeared in “Trudy i dni” 1914, no.7 and was republished
in Borozdy i Mezhi (1916).
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We have moved from a peak of affirmation of the poet’s ability to
affect 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 it) is 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 in 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,
illustrated 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 it as a sa-
cred text to be studied “like a Russian Bible™

”HOFJ(B, MHE Kaxeres, uro ,D,OC'I‘OGBCKMﬁ OCTaBUJI HAM KaKHe-1o BEeJibl U UTO U3
¥PUX BEJ| HAUUHAEeTcs Halla Hacroduiad MyJipocth o Hac camux ¥ o Bore. Ecau
Henbguitckuit opakysl rosoput: “NosHait camoro cels”, T0 Kakas-To TaliHas
CHJ1a TOBOPHUT HaM, nosHa H‘OCTOeBCKOFO, a uyepes Hero 1 caMoro cebsi. ﬂym-
KHWH TOXeE JlaJl HaM BeJIMUaiLIuil 3aBeT, HO BCC Xe, HTO TNOJUIEKUT, coBCTBEHHO,
UCTONKOBAHUIO, 3TO HMEHHO, KOHEUHO, [locToeBCKuii, a He [TywkuH, noromy
yro B ﬂymKuHe BCE ITO CJMUIKOM UMIUIMLUPOBAHO, BCE TO, UTO OH 3HaJ U Npe-
nyrajjian o Poccuu, a B JlocTOeBCKOM 310 YX€ PasbsiCHCHO, KakK B Hekoefl
pyCCK()ﬁ GMGIIMM, TaK qro HaM ocraetrcs ee 1ToJIbKO Uurarh 1 HOHM]\!Z}'I‘L.z6

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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Ivanov makes the case for Dostoevskii’s role as a prophetic artist
much more strongly than he had for Pushkin; nevertheless, although
Dostoevskit’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
Dostoevskii 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
ideal 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 in 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 mejn!” — 3Ban oH Pok; u 308y Pok orBeTui.
“SAsucw!” — mosun Cecrpy, — 1 Bor, npuiuna Cecrpa.
Takum CBHJICTC/ILCTBOM pOpOKa ,U,yX 0'1‘M€'l‘M.ﬂ.27

In his essay “Vzgliad Skriabina na iskusstvo”, first delivered as a
talk in 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.2#

stoevskii, “Lik i lichiny Rossii” (1917), Ivanov describes Brat’ia Karamazovy as a
novel which prophesies the spiritual future of Russia - IV, 480).

27 “On byl iz tekh pevtsov (takov zhe byl Novalis)...” — 111, 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 association 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 11, 293.

28V Ivanov, Skriabin, Moscow 1996, s. 23 (first pagination). lvanov’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 'rpe'rbeﬁ, nouty HejlocdaracMo BLICOKOH CTYNEHH ﬂOCBﬂlU,eHHblﬁ caM ClJin-
Baercs ¢ XXKUBbIMU H )lBﬁC'l‘BCHHbIMM cHJaMi MHPOB HHbIX, CTAaHOBHUTCA UX 3EM-
HbIM OPY/IMEM.
W oH MHe rpyjib paccek MeUoM,
Y cepjiue TpenerHoe BbIHYIL,
W yrib, nbINaOLMiA OTHEM,
Bo rpyjib OTBEPCTYIO BOJIBUHY ...
Kak Tpyll, B ycTbIHe sl 1eXan...

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: “3Jroro crpamnoro npuuaCHms
cHefalolell uenopeka Tafie n ankaia CxpsOui, ubo, 110 Cro 3aMbICIy, MUCTE-
pust He MOTJIa OCYIICCTBUTLCS unaue”.2Y Skriabin is thus presented as a
contemporary artist-prophet, who realised the highest level of mystic,
prophetic initiation, described in Pushkin’s poem. Death enabled him
to transcend the Nietzschean prototype of the superman and to achie-
ve Dostoevskii’s Russian ideal of the universal man of “sobornost’™.
The ideal represented by Pushkin’s Prophet, previously associated
with Nietzsche’s prophetic hearing, has now merged with Dosto-
evskii’s reading of Pushkin and attained its fullest realisation in
contemporary art:

Tak ropejsi CBOMM NPOpPOUECTBEHHLIM BOJICHHEM 10T pyCCKHﬁ XYNOKHUK-BCC-
YEJOBEK, ow‘nasumﬁ CBOC CBEPXUECNOBEUCCTBO — CO()O[’)HOC'I'H, JUA cebs XKe
MOJUBILHIA €JIMHOr O jlapa — MJIAMCHHOI'O 43bIKa HOBOW nﬂ'l‘l‘l}lCCﬂ'l‘HHubl, KOTO-
pLIfi ObI CKEF B HEM BeTX0ro uenosek.™

Ivanov’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 HI, 172-189.

29 v, Ivanov, Skriabin, s. 30 (first pagination).

30 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.3' 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” .32

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 iskusstva”) 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”.3 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.

Ivanov 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 Ibidem, s. 26 (first pagination).

32 «op vystupaet kak nekii Messiia. On edinstvenno sposoben spasti mir.”
Ibidem, 3 (second pagination). In the preface O. M. Tompakova identifies the
transcript of lvanov’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 is 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, 1., 2001, p. 313.

34 V. Ivanov, Skriabin, s. 29, 31 (first pagination).
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Ivanov’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 ideal 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 ideal 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:

Dra ManeHbKast Kaura ~— seuiasi. OHa — KonbiGeas-cy/ibOa HOBLIX BestHHIl Hallel
135

SKH3HU U 11033Ku. Ero 14 OCBATHICHA HEH30CKHOC 10, UCMY CYXJICHO OLITE!
The philosopher Fedor Stepun concluded his review of Ivanov’s first
volume of essays, Po zvezdum (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

S E, Gertsyk, Review of Viacheslav Ivanov, Eros, “Zolotoe runo” 1907, 1, s. 90.
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dawn .3 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
Sergei Gorodetskii openly declared the poet an unrecognized prophet:

Bce cruxu MBanoBa cyrb o3HaMeHoBaHust GoxecTBeHHOrO. [...] BaHoB nouctu-
HE M3YMHTENILHOE W BeJIMUaBoe 3pesuiie Jyis Halux jiHeit. B Uyjiee on Gbin Obl
MPOPOKOM, M 3auapoBaHHas Toana xojuia Oul 3a HuM. B Poccun on Henonu-
MaeMblii MO3T WK MYJIPEHBIi BepcncpMKa'rop.38

In fact the opposite was closer to the truth: in Judaea lvanov
would never have been considered a prophet; such an approach was
only conceivable in Russia. Kranikhfel’d, the barbed critic of “Sovre-
mennyi 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 Dostoevskii to Merezhkovskii and
various other contemporary writers. He took particular issue with the
“prophetic utterances” of lvanov’s essay “O russkoi 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 gzvezdam, in “Logos:
Mezhdunarodnyi ezhegodnik po filosofii 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. II. Viach. Ivanov. Cor Ardens, ch. I,
“Novaia studiia” 1912, 13, | December, s. 5.

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

39 V1. Kranikhfel’d, Literaturnye otkliki: Novye nasledniki ‘Perepiski’ Gogolia,
“Sovremennyi mir” 1909, 8 (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 himself? In a sense he invited identification with the figure of
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 ideas presented in prose.

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

40 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.

41 Ivanov-Razumnik, Russkaia literatura ot semidesiaivkh godov do nashikh dnei,
sixth edition, Berlin 1923, s. 3706.

42 On Solov’ev’s two-fold approach to prophecy, sce P. Davidson, Viadimir Solo-
v’ev and the ldeal of Prophecy, cit., pp. 647-48.
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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 is addressed (evidently Gorodetskii). In the
third stanza he compares himself, engaged in this endeavour, to the
prophet Moses, striking his staff against a rock in order to bring forth
water (Num.20:11):

[Tpopok, BO3JIBUT PYKOii TOPXKECTBEHHOM

51 Ha ckany ckynylo, Xe3n.

TBo# jipeBHUIT MUK, TBOI MK GOXeCTBEHHbIA
He si-nb pojiun us Motunbix upecn? (11, 377).

We saw earlier how Ivanov 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 is reflected in many of the
poems written during these years and later collected in Cor Ardens. In
1907, for 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 in 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” in lvanov’s life. In “lz dalei 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 is
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.*3

The prophetic character of the poet is stated explicitly in “Apol-
lini”, the programmatic sonnet that Ivanov wrote in 1909 for the first
issue 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 is awarded the “laurel, prophetic and
glorious” (lavr, prorocheskii i slavnyi) for setting hearts alight (like
Pushkin’s Prophet) and providing the gods with a language (I11:358-
59, 499).

It is interesting to note, however, that in 1910, at the same time as
Ivanov 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 JIoJro ¢ NpopoUecKUM MejloM
Mewasn s 3€MAYIO NOJIbIHD,

Yro Bepro JiepeBbsiM H BOjlaM

B oTuasHLY pjIsiHLIX NYCTbIHb, —

BceM sepkanbHbiM haraMopratam,
Bcem Gbinsm BosjiyuiHbix Cupet,
BeMau nymeaodusism 0GMaHAM

U npasjie HeGecHbIX nimen.H

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 “Vates”, “1z 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 11, 312-13, 3006, 293.

44 11, 305. The poem was first published in the almanach “Na Rassvete”, ed. AF.
Mantel’, Kazan’ 1910 without the dedication to E. Gertysk, to whom the italicised
phrase “putevodnym obmanamn” 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) in this context signals an important link
between this essay and Ivanov’s long narrative poem, Mladenche-
stvo, almost entirely written in Rome in the spring of 1913 but only
completed and published in Moscow in 191845 Art is “divinely in-
fantile” when it is close to its roots in the prophetic dimension of life.
This is demonstrated in the poem through the account that Ivanov
presents of the prophetic origins of his infancy and discovery of his
literary vocation. The poem, like the essay, draws a clear distinction
between life and art. It is introduced as a “poetic account of [ife”
(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.** In Mladenchestvo he portrays his

45 lvanov 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, 5. 57.

46 “vgtuplenie v poeticheskoe zhizneopisanie” - 1, 230.

47 Stanza XLVII - 1, 254.

4% 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 in Ivanov’s life was taken up by A.R. Mintslova, to whom Ivanov 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™
Moxer ObITh,

Teopiy Bcell )KU3HBIO MOCTYXHTb. ..

bbrrb MOXET, CJIaBU'I'L CJlaBy Boxbio

B clI€ HEBEJIOMbIX NcalMax...

Marb ACHOBYjlEN1a BNIOTHEMaXx,

Mupckoit He oGoNbUIANACh JIOXKbIO;

Ho B a'roM Mupe ObUIO €il

[Moara sBamnbe Beex muneit (1, 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.

Mluadenchestvo reveals that various other elements used by lva-
nov in the construction of his public image of the artist as prophet
were in 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” (I, 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-

49 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 1l
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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 it was received by one of its first reviewers,
Valerii Briusov, who commented on its tendency to convert life into a
series of prophetic visions: “Bech BHelHuit Mp HezameTHO oOpamen |...]
B psi/l BUICHUH, npopouecTs u Belux cnos”.>? Interesting archival evidence
suggests that Ivanov originally intended to write an even more am-
bitious, longer work, covering his entire /ife 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 in 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 191352 that he stop-
ped believing in Ivanov as a prophet or teacher after hearing Ern’s
critical account of Ivanov’s marriage to Vera, culminating in his cru-
shing verdict: “BsuecnaB — nosr, a He NpPoOpoK, OH yMeeT CTHIH30BATD,
CTPOUTHL BO3AYIIHEIE 3aMKH, (halnbCH(ULUPOBAThL U 3aKPBIBATL 1IpaBy .

39 p_r [Valerii Briusov], Review of Mladenchestvo, “Khudozhestvennoe slovo:
Vremennik literaturnogo otdela NKP” 1920, no.1, s. 57.

31 Ivanov’s archive in Rome contains a manuscript exercise book with the text of
stanzas XXIV to XLV of Mladenchestvo, followed by the date 21/8 May 1913; the
first page of the exercise book is headed “Zhizn’: glava I (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 1I.

52 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.142, s. 64.
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Whatever the reasons for its genesis at this particular time,.
Ivanov did not choose to make his poetic account of his prophetic
origins public until 1918. In the intervening period his growing sense
of his own prophetic identity was reinforced by two important
experiences, which followed shortly upon his return to Russia in the
autumn of 1913. The first was the deepening of his creative relation-
ship with Skriabin; the second was the broader historical context of
the period, leading from war into revolution. As we shall see, both
experiences were “read” by Ivanov as confirmations of his own pro-
phetic intuitions.

We have already noted that Ivanov chose to advance Skriabin as
his principal model of the contemporary artist-prophet after the com-
poser’s death in April 1915. Here 1 wish to suggest that this choice
may well have been prompted by a further personal motive, connected
with Ivanov’s increasingly open cultivation of a prophetic image.
Elsewhere, in a study of the validation of the writer’s prophetic status
in the Russian literary tradition, | have argued that writers seeking to
establish their own prophetic credentials have commonly adopted the
strategy of selecting a like-minded predecessor (usually after his
death) and elevating him to the rank of prophet.”* This technique al-
most invariably results in the writer who makes this pronouncement
being hailed as the true interpreter of the deceased writer’s legacy and
therefore as his legitimate prophetic successor. This mechanism can
be seen at work throughout the nineteenth century in Gogol's ap-
proach to lazykov and Pushkin, in Dostoevskii’s subsequent presen-
tation of Gogol and Pushkin, in Solov’ev’s speeches on Dostoevskii
after his death, and — at the turn of the century — in the Symbolists’
reading of Solov’ev and Dostoevskii. All these retrospective nomina-
tions of literary predecessors as prophets served to build up a solid
chain of prophetic validation with its own self-perpetuating dynamics.

Ivanov’s elevation of Skriabin to the rank of prophet forms part
and parcel of this same tradition. His yearning for the public recogni-
tion of his own prophetic intuitions was clearly an important motive,
whether conscious or unconscious, behind this step. After Skriabin’s
death, he almost immediately proclaimed him a prophet, first in a

53 p. Davidson, The Validation of the Writer's Prophetic Status in the Russian Lite-
rary Tradition: From Pushkin and lazykov through Gogol’ to Dostoevskil, “Russian
Review” 2003 (forthcoming).



186 Pamela Davidson

number of poems, widely read at public gatherings and usually publi-
shed in the same year; these poems were then incorporated and elabo-
rated in a series of more extended and explicit public lectures, delive-
red at various venues between 1915 and 1920 and mostly planned for
publication.

It is clear from all these sources that Ivanov’s excitement over
Skriabin’s prophetic ideas derived from their close relation to his own
theoretical ideals. In his first lecture on Skriabin he noted the simila-
rity of their ideas (on the theurgic mission of art and its relation to the
ideal of sobornost’) and commented that the only difference between
them was the fact that Skriabin treated these ideas as “immediate,
practical tasks” for realisation.* As he put it in one of his sonnets in
memory of the composer:

Tak, Bce Mbl NOMHHJIM, HO OH €JUAHbII — Jiean!™d

It is hardly surprising that Ivanov’s ideas were so widely reflec-
ted in Skriabin’s works, as the composer had steeped himself in rea-
ding Ivanov’s theoretical works and verse since the time of their first
meeting in January 1909.°% Ivanov gave him an inscribed copy of his
collection of essays, Po zvezdam, which - as we have seen - contai-
ned all his most influential statements on the prophetic role of the ar-
tist. According to a German journalist who accompanied Skriabin on
his concert tour of the Volga in the spring of 1910, Skriabin regarded
this collection of essays as the most important influence on him,
alongside Nietzsche’s work on Dionysus and the birth of tragedy.’’
Later, on 1 April 1912, Ivanov presented Skriabin with an inscribed

54 “Vzgliad Skriabina na iskusstvo,” in Ivanov, Skriabin, 27 (first pagination).
These words were crossed out by Ivanov in the proofs and replaced by a reference to
the two artists finding a “common language”.

35 “On byl iz tekh pevtsov (takov zhe byl Novalis)...”, “Russkoe slovo”, 14 Octo-
ber 1915, s. 5. In later versions Ivanov changed the end of this line to “no volil on i
deial”. See 11, 565

56 The meeting took place at an evening held in honour of the composer in the edi-
torial offices of “Apollon”. See lu. Engel’, A. N. Skriabin: Biograficheskii ocherk,
“Muzykal’nyi sovremennik” 1916 (December and January), p. 76; for the exact date of
the meeting (31 January 1909), see Letopis’ zhizni i tvorchestva AN, Skriabina, ed.
M. P. Priashnikova and O. M. Tompakova, Moscow 1985, s. 166.

57 Ellen von Tidebdhl, Memories of Scriabin’s Volga Tour (1910), “The Monthly
Musical Record” 1926, no. 6 (1 June), pp. 168-169.
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copy of Cor Ardens, expressing the hope that their acquaintance
would deepen.’®

The seeds planted in these early years came to fruition after
Ivanov returned to Russia in the autumn of 1913 and set up home in
Moscow. This was the period of their closest friendship and most in-
tensive creative collaboration.’® At the time Skriabin was working on
his “Predvaritel’noe Deistvo”, conceived as a preparatory introduc-
tion to his hugely ambitious theurgic project “Mysterium”, designed
to mark the fulfilment of time and to bring about “the birth of new
man”.% In the summer of 1914, while writing the poetic text of this
work, Skriabin constantly read and reread poems from Cor Ardens.5!
In November he invited Ivanov and Baltrushaitis to a reading of the
text and was relieved to hear their approval;®> reminiscences of Iva-
nov’s verse and traces of his influence have been found in the
work .63

Small wonder, therefore, that Ivanov was excited by Skriabin’s
ideas: he found in them a mirror, confirming the validity of his own
most cherished prophetic intuitions. The remarkable elegy, full of
personal reminiscences, that he wrote soon after the composer’s
death, makes this entirely clear; it states that Skriabin openly “prophe-
sied” (veshchal) the mysteries that Ivanov had long since “foreseen”
(providel):

38 This copy is held in the library of the Skriabin Memorial Museum in Moscow.
For the text of the inscription and a facsimile reproduction of it, see O. M. Tompa-
kova, Skriabin i poety Serebrianogo veka: Viacheslav Ivanov, Moscow 1995, s. 6-7.

59 See “Vzgliad Skriabina na iskusstvo”, in Skriabin, s. 26-27 (first pagination).

60 Jvanov gives this account of Skriabin’s conception of his work in Skriabin, s.
10 (first pagination).

6! From the memoirs of B. F. Shletser, cited in Leropis’ zhizni i tvorchestva A. N.
Skriabina, cit., s. 231.

62 Engel’, “A. N. Skriabin: Biograficheskii ocherk” , p. 92. For Ivanov’s glowing
characterisation of the poetic text of “Predvaritel’noc Deistvo” (later crossed out in
the proofs and replaced by one word, “nezavershennyi”), see “Vzgliad Skriabina na
iskusstvo”, in Skriabin, s. 9-10 (first pagination).

63 According to Tompakova, Skriabin worked together with Ivanov on the poetic
text. See Tompakova, Skriabin i poety Serebriunogo veka: Viacheslav Ivanov,s. 12.
For evidence of Ivanov’s influence on the text, see I. A. Myl’nikova, “*Stat’i Viach.
Ivanova o Skriabine”, in Pamiatniki kul'tury: Novye otkrytiia. Pis’'mennost’. Iskus-
stvo. Arkheologiia. Ezhegodnik 1983, Leningrad 1985, s. 91.
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O rauHcTBaX Belllaln OH C JIeP3HOBEHLEM,
Kak BbsiBe BUJISILLMIA, 1O 51 IpOBUJIEN
M3j1aBHa, KaK CKBO3b TYCKJIOE CTEKIIO.
M urd Mb1 06a Bijiesm, Kasanoch

CBM}lG'l‘CﬂbC']‘BOM JIBOUX YTBEPXKJIEHO 64

An earlier manuscript draft of this poem which survives in Ivanov’s
Rome archive was even more explicit: the verb “prorochil” was first
used in place of the later “veshchal”.®> If Skriabin’s art marked a
“new [...] marriage of Poetry with Music” (novyi [...] brak Poezii s
Muzykoi), as stated in the elegy, then Ivanov clearly saw himself as
the prophet of poetry, who collaborated with Skriabin, the prophet of
music, to create a new form of theurgic art in response to Beethoven’s
call to humanity to unite.

In this way, through the mirror image or double of Skriabin,
Ivanov was able to convey that which he could not have stated direc-
tly: his faith in the validity of his own prophetic intuitions, realised in
the composer’s art. He was also able to deal with the all-important
question of how to distinguish a true prophet from a false one. In a
revealing passage from “Vzgliad Skriabina na iskusstvo” he discusses
Skriabin’s awareness of his providential, prophetic mission and di-
smisses the idea that this could have been an invention on his part or
a deception:

64 Vospominanie o A. N. Skriubine, “Sovremennye zapiski” 1937, no. 63, s. 169.
The punctuation of the version published in Sver vechernii, Oxford 1962, s. 51-52,
reprinted in 111, 532, differs from the original publication of 1937 and appears to be
erroneous. The elegy is undated but was evidently written in 1915 (as stated in the
notes in Svet vechernii, 193), although not published until much later (unlike Iva-
nov’s other poems on Skriabin, published at the time). The elegy was included by Iva-
nov in his essay, “Vzgliad Skriabina na iskusstvo,” first read as a lecture in December
1915 and prepared for (unrealised) publications in 1916 and 1919. It is included in the
proofs of the essay held in lvanov’s Rome archive, stamped with the date of 10 Sep-
tember 1916: “Vzgliad Skriabina na iskusstvo”, proofs with author’s corrections in
pencil and ink, RAI, karton 26, papka 1 (this is the copy of the essay printed in 111,
172-89; see the note in 111, 736). It also occurs in the later proofs of Ivanov’s book
on Skriabin, due to be published by Alkonost; see Ivanov, Skriabin, s. 28-29 (first
pagination).

65 “Raskrylas’ pozdno druzhby nashei zaviaz’...”. Manuscript draft in pencil, RAI,
karton 1, papka 1, 1.1. Ivanov evidently replaced “prorochil” with “veshchal” to al-
low for the inclusion of the pronoun “on”.
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Ce69 camoro CKpsiGuH npeduyscmaeoaan [0co0eHHO, POBKJICHUMANBHO] OTME-
YEHHBIM ¥ Kak Ob! [JlyXxOBHO} noMasaHHbIM Ha BelMKoe Becemuproe jieno. Takoe
npejuyBCTBHE, — 5 Obl CKA3aJl: TaKasg MarHWTHOCTL TIYGUHHOA BOMH, NO Cyllle-
CrBy He 0GMaHBLIBAEY CBOENO HOCHTEIs, XOTs M Nopoxjiaet Gonblueil uacTbio o6-
MaH UBbie NIpejicrasacHns GopM 1 Nyrell oxujlaeMoro JieiicTBrs. DToT TailHbIi
roJIo¢, FTOT BHYTPEHHMA ONLIT HE Gbll, KOHEUHO, HX CaMOMOOUBbIM BbIMDI-
CJIOM, HUt — TeM Meree — ymbicaom®®.

There is a certain ring about these words, which suggests that
Ivanov also based his faith in his prophetic status on the testimony of
his own “secret voice” and “inner experience”. Skriabin had confir-
med to him the validity of this “inner experience” and had given his
“secret voice” a public form. This is made plain in the new concluding
section which Ivanov added to the end of his essay when he was cor-
recting the proofs of his projected book on Skriabin. After reiterating
his view of Skriabin as “the last artist-genius of our days”, who per-
ceived the very essence of being (bytie) as a “tender mystery”, he
quoted the last lines of his poem from Nezhnaiu tainu (1912), cited
above as an epigraph to this essay. In answer to the question he had
posed in his poem (“Cusitest b 3HaMennbs noaTy? Mo siamenbe — nos1?”)
he answered as follows:

TMoucrune, CkpsaOuH cam GbUT TAKHM 3HAMEHUCM, MHPY K€ OCTABHJL 3aBCT, UTO
JIPYFOro MCKYCCTBA, KPOME BCLLETO. T. €. BOCCOE](HHAOIIETO HAC ¢ caMum Obl-
THEM, OTHbIHE He OyJier.

In other words, Skriabin, who inaugurated a new era in theurgic art,
is presented as an artist who had “answered” the question posed in
Ivanov’s prescient verses and demonstrated the truth of his convic-
tion that “1oBoil ¢cBeTy, KpoMe Belleid, necuu et .07

The example of Skriabin gave Ivanov the confidence to articulate
his sense of his own prophetic destiny more openly. In his “Avtobio-
graficheskoe pis’mo” (January-February 1917), he returned to many
of the ideas presented in poetic form in Mladenchestvo and developed

66 v Ivanov, Skriabin, s. 7 (first pagination). The words in square brackets were
crossed out by Ivanov when he was correcting the proofs of his lecture for his book on
Skriabin, due to be published by Alkonost; by this stage Ivanov evidently wanted fo
tone down his hyperbolic claims for Skriabin’s prophetic status.

7 Ibidem, unpaginated manuscript pages between pages 36-37 (first pagination).
For the printed text of these additional pages, see Myl'nikova, Sraf’i Viach. Ivanova
o Skriabine, s. 113.
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them for a public audience. He makes the connection between the two
works plain by including in his letter several stanzas from the au-
tobiographical poem (which was not completed and published until
the next year), using his own “prophetic” verse to authenticate the
ideas that he presents more explicitly in prose. In the following pas-
sage, for example, he elaborates the earlier 1913 sections of Mladen-
chestvo that sought to validate his poetic vocation in terms of his
mother’s prophetic visions of his destiny:

Ho st ynacnejtoBan ueprs! jiymieBHoro ckiaja Marepu. OHa okasana Ha MeHst
BCELENo onpejiensiolitee Biuanue [...] Xorenoch eit rakxe, wrobbl ee Gy/yiwLuii
CblH Ob11 03T, [...] OHa Gbla MIaMEHHO PENUTHO3HA; €XEJIHEBHO, B TEUCHHE
Beelt xus3ny, unrana INeanTelpb, 06AMBasCh Clle3amu; BUJIbIBANA B 3HAMEHATE b-
HbIE 3MOXU BELHE CHbI M JIaXe HasBY UMeEJa BUJIEHHST; B XKU3HbL BIUIS/IbIBANIACH C
MUcTHUYECKUM npoHukHoBeHuem (11, 7-8).

Ivanov returns to this theme even more directly later in the letter:

Marb BocmiTbiBana BO MHE 10314, NoKasbiBana noprpersl [Tylukuua, rajana o6o
MHe no ITcanrbipto ¥ TORKOBala MHE CNOBa O TOM, YTO ncanmoriesel] Obli
IOHEMIIMM Cpejiu OpaTheB, H UTo PyKH ero Hacrpounu ncanrbips (11, 11).

He then reports that as an infant he would spend many hours de-
ciphering a scrap of printed paper “accidentally” stuck to the wallpa-
per above his bed, bearing the text of Pushkin’s “Poet” (1827). As
we shall see below, this direct link between Ivanov the future poet
and King David the psalmist and prophet subsequently received a
fuller poetic development in one of the stanzas that Ivanov added to
Mladenchestvo in August 1918.

In addition to the personal example of Skriabin, the unfolding of
historical events from the First World War through to the revolutions
of 1917 played a substantial role in bolstering Ivanov’s sense of the
validity of his earlier prophetic intuitions and in deciding him to make
this awarenesss more public. When Nicholas I1 abdicated from the
throne in March 1917 and the Grand Duke Michael declined to suc-
ceed him, lvanov rejoiced, seeing this as confirmation of his earlier
prophecies that art would “organize” the people and thereby enable
them to achieve self-determination. In a letter to his friend the philo-
sopher Ern, posted from Sochi on 7 March 1917, he noted that the te-
legrams announcing the Grand Duke’s renunciation of the throne had
been sent out on the day of his patron saint,%® St Viacheslav (4

6% See Ivanov’s poem “Molenie sv. Viacheslavu™ (dated “Na 4 marta 1917”), in
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March); he then commented that the stronghold of autocracy which
the Decembrist uprising, followed by a whole century of bloodshed,
had been unable to overcome had suddenly, without bloodshed, mira-
culously melted away. At this point he quoted a few lines from his
poem, “Ubelennye nivy”, written in November 1914 shortly after the
outbreak of war, and confessed:

HeuenoBeuecknM niyrom

Mup nepenaxaH OTHBIHE...

BhipBaHO ¢ riu16010 UepHON

KopeHbe 305 3acrapenbix...
Crpauiio nepeXuBarh MCHONHEHHE TOrO, UTO caM MpE/iBUJIEN U B UeM yBepal
JPYTHX, NoToMy uro npejiBujien realiora, ¢ NOJHBIM MAaTEMaTHUECKHM 3HAHUEM,
YTO OHM cUIIbHee, uem realia; HO Korjla OHU BHE3allHO CTaHOBSTCS HAa Mecho
, Thi HE YJIMBAEH, KaK JIDYTHe, HO U3yMIicH Gonblue npyrux...5%

'RY}

“peanuii

Both implicitly, by quoting from his poem, and explicitly, in the
gloss that follows, Ivanov is making it clear that current events re-
present the fulfilment of his earlier prophecies. A few months later, he
decided to air these feelings in a more public forum. When returning
the proofs of his autobiographical letter (dated January-February
1917) to Semen Vengerov, he included the text of a new postscript
(dated May 1917) and asked for it to be included as an appendix to
his open letter. Although in the event it remained unpublished, the
postscript provides interesting evidence of his readiness to don his
prophetic mantle in public; as Gennadii Obatnin points out, it is full of
the author’s “sense of himself as a prophet, whose forecasts had been
fulfilled”.”® Ivanov exclaims:

Bonio Beell cBoeil KM3HM BUXY vcnonuuslietocd, Pocenio — cBobo)Hoi! He
3Ha, XOTsd U 4asdil ¢ NEPBbIX }lHCﬁ BOﬁHbl, Yo OHa - nopor HOBO#i 3MO0XH U UTO
MoJ1 ITUM TIpEJUIOroM MOruna caMojicpxKaBusl. He uasin, xora un Ob1 YBEPECH, UT0

He'UeJIOBCUECKUM [IJIyTOM MUp nepenaxad O'l'HblHe”.7l

which he addresses his patron saint, the Czech prince Viacheslav, with the prayer:
“Slavianskoi nyne bud’ sobornosti zizhditel’!” = 1V, 55.

69 v I. Ivanov, Letter to V. F. Ern of 7 March 1917 (RGB), in Gennadii Obatnin,
Ivanov — mistik, Moscow 2000, p. 162. “Ubelennye nivy”, dated 20 November 1914,
was first published in “Otechestvo™ 1914, no.7 and reprinted in the anthology Voinu
v russkoi poezii, Petrograd 1915; for the full text of the poem see IV, 26.

70 G. Obatnin, Ivanov —mistik, cit., s. 162.

71 «pripiska k ‘Avtobiograficheskomu pis’mu’ (May 1917)", in Ibidem, s. 162.
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He then quotes the same lines from his poem of 1914, followed by an
excerpt from his essay of December 1914 on the war (“Vselenskoe
delo”), as evidence of the validity of his prophetic intuitions. He goes
on to explain that the purpose of the postscript is to add to his literary
autobiography “uepTouxy, Koe-4To OGBSICHSIOLLYIO B MOMX TBOPEHUSX":

Bce, w10 nucan s, BbI3bIBask HACMELIKM TPE3BLIX HAGIOJATENEH JIEHCTBUTENb-
HOCTH, O BCEHAPOJIHOM UCKYCCTBE U O COGOPHOM TBOpUECTBE, O GY/yLIEM Kyilb-
TYpbI, 110-HOBOMY OPraHU4ECKON, O PETHIHO3HO-CAMOCBITHBIX IHEPIUAX pycC-
CKOTO JlyXa, UMEIOUIHX Pa3BUTLCA B €O OKOHUATENLHOM HCTOPHUECKOM CaMO-
OnpeJieIeHUn, — umeno Ganxallledl OroBOPEHHOIO MJIM Npe/IpasyMeBaeMolo
NPEJINOCKLUIKON JIepKABCTBO BOJIM HAPOJIHOM. $ rOBOpWII, UTO MBI, NpejCTaBi-
TCJM TBOPUECTBA KEJICHHOrO, MBICIMM H TBOPUM “Npo 3anac” s Gyjlyluero,
NPEJlYrOTOBNIAA B JlyXe Hapojly-NpHLIENbLY FOPHULY YGPaHHYIO. M UTO jJIedo Ha-
LU€ NOCTONBKY HYXKHOE JIeJI0, IOCKOJIbKY OHO OpraHusye’ HapojiHyo jiyuy.’2

It is clear from this extract that Ivanov found in recent historical
events confirmation of his earlier view of art of the cell as a prepara-
tion for universal art, destined to organise the nation’s collective
spirit and to determine its historical path. Although he rounded off the
postscript by adding that history might well prove him wrong, he rei-
terated his staunch faith in art of the cell as the surest path to “true
universality” (istinnaia vsenarodnost’).

Significantly, it was only after this point - after the combined im-
pact of Skriabin’s death and the course of historical events - that Iva-
nov added the most openly “prophetic” stanza to Mludenchestvo; on
15/28 August 1918, the Feast of the Assumption of the Virgin Mary,
he composed the first of the three additional stanzas (XLVI), descri-
bing his mother’s prophecy over the psaltery on New Year’s Eve that
her son would become a poet-prophet, like King David:

Kpenuas, necrys-san kauaer

Moii uenH: 3a MOJIOM NJIEWET WHPb...
Marb HOBOJICTHE BCrpeuaetr, —

Tajacr, pasornys [canrbipn:

“B ceMbe 0Tl 51, nacThips IOHbII,

Boin MenpinM. CoTBOpHAN CTPYHHBIH
IMcanrupuon Mou neperb’™...

— “Ilap neceH Bewye JIUCTbI

Tebe npopouar”... Hepasayuen

72 Ibidem, s. 162-163.
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C 1ex nop ¢ JiywIoo 1x 3aBer:

Kak Oyjiro noraeHHbLIA cBeT,

B ckynenu nonoii, MHe nopyue, —
JlaHO COKPOBHULLE HECTH...

[Mopa maajicHuectsa, npociu! 73

These lines expand the passage from lvanov’s autobiographical
letter cited above and confer on it the additional authority of verse.
The whole of Ivanov’s infancy is now framed between his mother’s
two predictions: her first opening prophecy (over the psaltery) of his
poetic path (as the author of “still unknown psalms”) before he was
born, followed by her closing prophecy (once more over the psal-
tery), now likening him directly to the prophet and psalmist King
David, as he prepares to leave the shores of infancy for the wider wa-
ters of his poetic vocation.

This marks the high point of the gradually ascending line in
Ivanov’s presentation of the artist as prophet that we have traced — a
line which moved from theory (prophecy as an ideal to be promoted
through art) to practice (prophecy as an ideal to be embraced in life),
reaching a peak during the years 1914-1918 when lvanov came clo-
sest to identifying his own role in history - alongside that of Skriabin
— with his ideal.

As Ivanov had feared, history did prove him wrong; his prophetic
intuitions were not borne out but swept away by the course of the re-
volution. In 1924 he left Russia and spent the rest of his life in Italy.
What became of his ideal of art as prophetic in emigration? Did he
continue to nurture his belief in his own prophetic role? The extent to
which the prophetic ideal of poetry could be sustained by a Russian
poet in emigration was a question that clearly preoccupied Ivanov. It
crops up soon after his move to Italy in his correspondence with a
fellow poet in exile, Vladislav Khodasevich.

Like Ivanov, Khodasevich had forsaken Russia for Europe; after
settling in Paris, he came to Italy in 1924 to spend the winter with
Gor’kii in Sorrento. Around this time he wrote to Ivanov about the
difficulty of continuing to write poetry in emigration. Ivanov respon-
ded with a long letter, written on 29 December 1924 shortly before

73 1, 253. In a note to this stanza Ivanov refers the reader to its source, Psalm
151:1-2 (a later additional psalm, not in the original Hebrew text).
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the New Year; after invoking his traditional model of the poet-

prophet, the psalmist David, he complained that he was also finding it

difficult to play David’s harp:
Yro jo Bac, [...] Baweit Xaujpbl, [...] exenn Tonbko Mysa ¢ Bamu, okonua-
TeJIbHO GOATLCS HE MOTY: KOrjia B no3are 3arockyer Caysl, 3aKOHOMEPHO Moji-
HUMET B HeM cBOH rosioc u asuj. Yro jio Mens, [...] Cayn Bo MHe cTockKo-
BaBLIMCh N0 BCE Yallle M CIMIIKOM Hajlonro nponajatoliem [JaBujie, caM Mbl-
raercs nepeGupath nanblaMu CTPYHbI €ro 3a0poLieHHOM apdbl, jla He Hana-
>KHMBaeTcs BoJieGHast ecHsl.

Staying in Russia would not have been any better, however. After
noting the pervasive sense of spiritual death that he had experienced
during his last summer in Moscow, Ivanov added:

W xajHo xorenoch nepeMeHuTs BO3JlyX M orsyieTbes B Espone u us Esponbr; Ho
JKHU3HU Ha 3aMajic s TakXe He Y3pes — M BOT BJauyCh B NYCThIHE MPauHOH.
Ocraercs 06parTh MYCTbIHIO B MYCTbIHb, U0 Obl 5 H ke’

Ivanov clearly continued to define his creative life in emigration
in relation to the same models as before: King David and the biblical
prophet presented in Pushkin’s poem. He no longer embraces Push-
kin’s Prophet as a model of the theurgic artist about to proclaim his
message to the world; he now compares himself to Pushkin’s Prophet
at the stage before he receives the transforming blessing of divine
inspiration, when he is dragging himself along in a state of spiritual
thirst, attempting to transform his wilderness (pustynia) into a place
of spiritual growth (pustyn’). His comment in the postscriptum to his
letter (“[s1] MpuUBBIK MyCTBIHHOXUTEALCTBOBATL Ha 3araje HOMTMMHU TONAMH H
pallaMH JIET, TOJNLKO YKPEMNSsiCh B CBOEM PYCCKOM CAMOYYBCTBOBAHMU')
suggests that his sense of his prophetic calling as a Russian poet was
strengthened, rather than weakened by the experience of living
abroad.

We noted earlier that this had also been the case when Ivanov
wrote the main part of his “prophetic” autobiography, Mladenche-
stvo, in Rome in 1913. His letter of 1924 signals a return to the more
sober emphasis on spiritual efforts in life, rather than in art, first

" Chetyre pis’ma V. I. Ivanova k V. F. Khodasevichu, ed. N. N. Berberova, “Novyi
zhurnal” 1960, no. 62, s. 285-286. For Khodasevich’s later letter to Ivanov of 21
January 1925 and for interesting comments on their correspondence, see Iz perepiski
V. F. Khoduasevicha (1925-1938), ed. John Malmstad, in “Minuvshee: Istoricheskii
al’manakh”, vol. 3, Paris 1987, s. 262-268.
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introduced in this poem and in “O granitsakh iskusstva”, but then
temporarily displaced under the heady influence of Skriabin and his-
torical upheavals. In his memorable poem of recantation, “Palinodiia”
(14 January 1927), Ivanov turned once more to the language and
form of Pushkin’s “Prorok” to indicate a move away from classical
culture and a retreat to more austere forms of spiritual life; after won-
dering whether he shattered the idol of Hellas “in prophetic terror” (v
veshchem uzhase), the poet describes his flight to the foothills of the
Thebaid, where he feeds on wild honey and locusts (the diet of the
prophet St John the Baptist).”> The biblical tradition of prophecy
seems to have reasserted its dominance over the classical model. Di-
stance from Russia, disillusionment in the revolution, and conversion
to Catholicism — all these evidently played a role in bringing about
this change of emphasis. The result, however, was not a renunciation
but a renewal of faith in the prophetic calling of poetry, now more
firmly anchored in biblical tradition and in the concept of the Word
made flesh. Shortly after completing his palinode, Ivanov wrote a re-
markable sonnet, first entitled “Poeziia”, then “Slovo — Plot’”, and fi-
nally “lazyk” (10 February 1927). Poetry is once more described as a
“prophetic hymn” (veshchii gimn), born of the marriage of spirit and
earth (linked to language); as the “precursor of spirit-bearing crea-
tion” (tvoren’ia dukhonosnogo predtecha), its function is clearly pro-
phetic (I1I, 567, 846, note).

Ivanov continued to write a wide variety of works of a prophetic
character in emigration. The major work of his late years, “Povest’ o
Svetomire tsareviche: Skazanie startsa-inoka™ (1928-1949) represents
a grandiose attempt to recreate a prophetic and messianic chronicle in
the old Russian style, replete with prophecies and biblical quotations.
In addition to personal lyrics with a strong prophetic orientation, he
also wrote several essays on a range of writers, paying particular at-
tention to the treatment of prophetic motifs in their works. His essay
on Virgil’s messianic view of history (1931) stresses the Roman
poet’s unique role as the prophet of Christ to the pagans, reconciling

75 See P. Davidson, “Hellenism, Culture and Christianity: The Case of Vyacheslav
Ivanov and his ‘Palinode’ of 1927, in Russiun Literature and the Classics, ed. Peter 1.
Barta, David H.J. Larmour and Paul Allen Miller, Amsterdam 1996, esp. pp. 98-99.
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the classical and biblical traditions of prophecy.’ In his essay on the
laurel in the poetry of Petrarch (1932), he singles out Dante’s use of
the image of the stars as an example of a truly “prophetic image”, de-
fined as the “almost impersonal and involuntary expression of an ob-
jective truth intuited through faith”.7’

A similar preoccupation with the relationship between art and
prophecy informed Ivanov’s late writings on Russian poets and poe-
try. In his essay on Pushkin, “Dva maiaka”, first given as a lecture in
Italian in February 1937 and published in substantially different
Italian and Russian versions in the same year, he devotes much space
to this issue. He returns to the crucial distinction between art and life
that he drew in his lecture of 1913, “O granitsakh iskusstva”, and re-
lates it once more to Pushkin’s “Prorok”, demonstrating with singular
passion that this is not a poem about the poet. He attacks the wide-
spread confusion of Pushkin’s Prophet with his ideal image of the
poet, attributing this to the Polish poet Mickiewiecz, who transferred
his own prophetic aspirations to Pushkin (a perceptive comment, not
without relevance to Ivanov’s approach to Skriabin). He points out
that Pushkin’s Prophet undergoes a complete transformation of his
individual personality, tantamount to death and incompatible with ar-
tistic creation:

“ITpopok™ ecTb 06pas LeNOCTHOTO W OKOHUATENLHOrO NEPEPOXKJIEHHS JIMUHO-
CTH, KOTOpOE B HEKOTOPOM CMbICJIe PaBHOCUABLHO cMmeptu. U36paHHUK
CTAHOBUTCS OC3AUUHBIM HOCHTEJIEM BJIOXKEHHO B HEro eJll’lHOﬁ MBICJIH U BOJIH.
Ecnu 6 oH paHblie Obll XyJlOXKHNUKOM, TO, KOHEUHO, Nepectal Gbl UM Gbrtb. OH
He HCKaJl Gbl Y3Ke TBOPUECKOTO YEJIHHEHHS], [...] HO 0GXojut Gbl MOPSI 1 3EMIIN C
NponoBe/ibIo, HHOMPUPOJIHOKO UCKYCCTBY.

After a detailed paraphrase of the final stages of the transformation
undergone by Pushkin’s Prophet, designed to make plain his funda-
mental difference from the Poet, Ivanov concludes:
Me)K}ly NOCBAUIEHUEM npopoKa W BbLICUIWM JIYXOBHbBIM ﬂpOGy)K)leHVleM nosra,
HECOMHEHHO, €CTb 4epThbl o0LIHe; HO NpeolniajlaeT pasuune JIByX pasHbIX nyrei
¥ JIByX pasHbix BWJIOB GokecrBeHHOro nocianuuuectsa (1V, 335).

76 Wiatscheslaw Iwanow, Vergils Historiosophie, “Corona” 1931, Year |, no. 6
(May), pp. 761-774.

77 Venceslao Ivanov, Il lauro nella poesia del Petrarca, Estratto dagli “Annali della
Cattedra Petrarchesca” 1932, vol. 4, p. 4.
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Pushkin’s ability to make and maintain this distinction is the basis of
his special quality of “spiritual sobriety” (dukhovnoe trezvenie - 1V,
342).

One gets the sense from this passage that Ivanov is trying very
hard to clarify a key issue which had caused him (and his generation)
considerable confusion. His construction of the image of the artist as
a theurgic activist, endowed with prophetic powers, had taken to a
new and potentially dangerous extreme a tendency which was already
well established in the Russian literary tradition. He now seems to be
intent on deconstructing this image by returning to its source in
Pushkin’s “Prorok”. Significantly, the Russian version of the essay
devotes far more space to denouncing the confusion of Pushkin’s
Prophet with the Poet than the [talian original.”® The brief passage de-
voted to this topic in the Italian essay was evidently expanded in the
Russian version to act as a necessary corrective, aimed at Russian
readers, brought up in a tradition which revered the poet as prophet
and sought to trace this view back to Pushkin as the father-figure of
Russian literature. In the original typescript of the Russian version
(held in Ivanov’s archive in Rome), this particular passage is also the
most heavily corrected section of the essay. The many changes and
additions made by Ivanov are all aimed at reinforcing the difference
between the Prophet and the Poet, as if Ivanov was still struggling
with himself to overcome a residual tendency to merge the two voca-
tions. For example, in the last extract cited above, Ivanov originally
used the word “posviashchenie” to refer to the calling of both the
Prophet and the Poet; to avoid any confusion between religious initia-
tion and artistic inspiration, he later replaced “posviashchenie” with
“vysshee dukhovnoe probuzhdenie”, when referring to the Poet.”

In his late essay, “Mysli o poezii” (1938, published in 1962),
Ivanov made an extended and more theoretical attempt to clarify the
relationship between poetry and prophecy. He argues that poetry in

78 The relevant passage occurs in section 3 of the ltalian essay, which turned into
sections 5 and 6 of the Russian version. See Venceslao Ivanov, “Gli aspetti del Bello
¢ del Bene nella poesia di Puikin”, in Alessandro Puskin nel primo centenario della
morte, ed. Ettore Lo Gatto (Rome 1937), p. 32. The preface states that Ivanov’s essay
was first given as a lecture at the Istituto per I’Europa Orientale on 9 February 1937.
The Russian version first appeared in “Sovremennye zapiski” 1937, no. 63.

79 ~Q Pushkine. Dva maiaka”. Typescript with author’s corrections in pencil. RAI,
karton 15, papka 4,1.9.
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the modern sense bears the same relation to the incantations and
prophecies of the ancient “veshchii pevets (vates)” as the Muses do to
Apollo, the god of prophecy. Although poetry therefore only repre-
sents a diluted form of its original prophetic source, it preserves the
memory of its “native legacy” (nasled’e rodovoe), which it constantly
strives to recover (I1I, 651-52). To illustrate this claim Ivanov returns
to some of his most cherished examples of prophetic art: Virgil’s
messianic Eclogue, the works of Dante, the art of the Renaissance,
including Michelangelo and Raphael. As a powerful syncretic image,
designed to embody the reconciliation of Hellenic wisdom and divine
revelation, he makes special reference to Raphael’s depiction of
Poetry, seated between two angels bearing tablets with the inscription
from Virgil “Numine afflatur” (Inspired by the god) (111:655-57).

It is clear from these examples and the general argument of the es-
say that Ivanov continued up until the end of his life to embrace and
promote the ideal of theurgic, prophetic art that he first advanced in
his early verse and essays. The following passage from the essay of
1938 could in fact easily have been written in the 1900s:

[Moarn CYTh XKpEUbl-BO3BECTHTC/IM HENPEJBUJICHHOIO BJIOXHOBECHHUA, 3epkania
TUTaHTCKHUX 'l‘eHeﬁ, KOTOpbIC 6y}lyLL[HOC'l‘b 6pocae'|‘ B Hacrodtiee, [] HEBE/IOMbIC
MUpY 3aKoHOjlatend Mupa. [...] TToasus poxjaer GbiTve B GbITHH, BTOPUUHO
CO3JIaeT 3HAKOMbIA HaM Mup, oGHoBAser KocMoc (11, 657).

Ivanov did not renounce or alter his faith in the ideal of prophetic
art; the only difference was that he no longer believed in its full reali-
sation in contemporary art, as he had when prompted by the example
of Skriabin.

In August 1939 Ivanov wrote a letter to Karl Muth, responding to
a request for his views on the concept of Beauty advanced in a book
by the German philosopher of culture, Theodore Haecker. The extract
from this letter, eventually published in 1946 under the title “Ein
Echo”, provides a valuable indication of the way in which Ivanov
continued to construct his prophetic ideal of art. The passage falls in-
to three distinct sections. In the first, Ivanov recounts a personal
prophetic experience, communicated to him some thirty years earlier,
when he heard an “echo” or faint call from the depths of his being;
this took the form of a few Latin words on life as a constant process
of “becoming”. In the second section, Ivanov explains how he trans-
formed this treasured revelation into a Latin distich. In the third sec-
tion, he relates the prophetic, forward-looking approach to life impar-
ted to him in this way to Haecker’s concept of three types of Beauty -
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Beauty of the first Being (Splendor), Beauty of becoming (Via), and
Beauty of the second Being (Gloria), noting that contemplation of the
last type of Beauty requires mystic or prophetic ascent.®® It is clear
from the juxtaposition of these comments with the preceding account
of a personal prophetic experience that Ivanov linked his own brand
of prophetic art to the third type of Beauty (as can be seen from the
second poem of Kormchie zvezdy, “Krasota”). Thus we can see that
Ivanov, up until the end of his life, presented his ideal of prophetic
art in terms of three inseparable stages, mirrored in this tripartite ex-
tract: first, the personal visionary experience, then, its articulation in
poetry, and finally, its translation into a philosophy of aesthetics.
The link between personal visionary experience and prophetic
poetry was fundamental to Ivanov’s theory and practice of the pro-
phetic ideal in art. For this reason, he felt a particular affinity with
Lermontov. In one of his last essays, “Lermontov” (1947), he charac-
terised the Romantic poet as a visionary prophet, who had failed to
appreciate the difference between the “vati primordiali” of the ancient
world and Pushkin’s entirely different but equally sacred notion of
the poet.s! Part of Ivanov clearly wanted to follow Lermontov in his
maximalist approach to poetry as a surrogate form of prophecy, along
the lines developed by Solov’ev and his disciple Blok, while another
part of him was willing to settle for the greater “spiritual sobriety” as-
sociated with Pushkin’s approach to poetry. One could even argue
that the periodic fluctuations in Ivanov’s view of the relationship
between poetry and prophecy were defined by his relation to these
two competing Russian models of the Poet’s relation to the Prophet.

Finally, we may note a significant fact: in the last years of his life,
from 1945 onwards, Ivanov wrote very little poetry; instead he devo-
ted himself to editing and annotating various biblical texts. Of particu-
lar interest for our subject is the introduction to the edition of the
psalms that he prepared towards the end of his life for the Vatican.*?

80111, 647. Ein Echo was first published in “Mesa” 1946, autumn, no. 2, pp. 21-
22.

81 1V, 359-360). Ivanov’s essay on Lermontov was commissioned by Ettore Lo
Gatto in 1947, written in Italian, and first published in 1958.

82 [vanov wrote the introduction and edited the commentary for an edition of the
Church Slavonic and Russian texts of the psalms: Psaltir’: Na slavianskom i russkom
iazykakh, Rome 1950.
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The writer who modelled his own artistic life and his ideal of the poet
as prophet on the psalmist David, the poet who composed his own
“psalms” (such as “Psalom Solnechnyi”, 1906, or the later cycle of
sonnets “De Profundis Amavi”, 1920), finally submerges his creative
voice and retires to the invisible role of commentator on sacred texts
(his name is nowhere mentioned in the edition).

It is clear from the ground covered in this essay that the ideal of the
artist as a prophet remained central to Ivanov’s work throughout his
life. It was rooted in his personal experience of life, understood as a
constant process of “becoming;” it informed his poetry, devoted to
the cult of Beauty in its relation to Being, leading to the transfigura-
tion of matter; it also determined the direction of his writings on ae-
sthetics and his approach to past and contemporary art, aimed at the
promotion of this ideal; finally, it defined his teleological view of hi-
story, seen as a gradual progression towards the realisation of this
ideal, and his understanding of the national mission of the Russians
in this context. His contribution to the Russian tradition of regarding
the writer as a prophet was undoubtedly a substantial one. But how
original was it?

The actual content of Ivanov’s message was not particularly ori-
ginal: it took up the well-established debate about the relation of Rus-
sia to Europe, initiated by Chaadaev and running through the Slavo-
philes to Solov’ev, and developed it in the direction of an overall ecu-
menical spiritual ideal, consistent with mainstream Christian messianic
tradition. Ivanov’s insistence on the role to be played by art in the
realisation of this prophetic ideal was no doubt the most original part
of his message, but this approach had already been broached before
him by Solov’ev.

The distinctive features that set Ivanov’s contribution apart from
that of his predecessors and contemporaries can be found in the form
in which he presented his ideal, rather than in its content. First, there
was the sheer range of his sources and depth of his erudition. Al-
though his knowledge of Hebrew biblical tradition did not match that
of Solov’ev, he was very well versed in Christian biblical and patri-
stic texts, and his immersion in the classical tradition put him at a
special advantage when it came to addressing the fundamental pro-
blem pertaining to the ideal of art as prophecy: the reconciliation of
the biblical and classical traditions of prophecy. He was also a poly-
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glot, conversant with the broad spectrum of European culture from
the Middle Ages through the Renaissance to modern times. His
familiarity with all the arts meant that his models of art as prophecy
were drawn from painting, sculpture and music, as well as from liter-
ature. He was therefore able to draw on an exceptionally wide range
of prophetic “predecessors” and to present Russian literature in its
European context as part of a broad continuum, reaching all the way
back to classical antiquity. This range of reference was a powerful
tool, which conferred a special authority on his pronouncements and
enabled him to take up the role of “Uchitel’” among his contempora-
ries.

The second major area in which Ivanov’s contribution was di-
stinctive was his renewal of the core connection between poetry and
the Russian tradition of literature as prophecy, both in theory and in
practice. Although prophetic themes are present in the verse of earlier
poets, such as Pushkin, lazykov, Lermontov and Tiutchev, they can-
not be described as central to their work (with the possible exception
of Lermontov). In the case of Ivanov’s immediate predecessor, Vla-
dimir Solov’ev, prophetic concerns were at the heart of his poetry,
but his verse was not distinguis’sd. Among the religious Symbolists,
Ivanov put prophetic intuitions at the very centre of his poetic endea-
vour. Through his “difficult” and demanding style of poetry, he made
mystery and prophetic initiation part of his readers’ experience. The
same was true of his practice of the art of translation, both in his
choice of “prophetic” authors to translate (such as Dante, Novalis,
Mickiewicz) and in his manner of translation, often designed to em-
phasise or to introduce prophetic motifs into the original.

The third innovative area was Ivanov’s integration of the prophe-
tic ideal into his system of aesthetics. His development of a new style
of “metaphysical” literary criticism took forward the process initiated
by Solov’ev’s essays on theurgic art. Ivanov wrote for his contempo-
raries in the language of art, rather than of religion or philosophy,
and presented a highly focused programme for the development of the
prophetic ideal in contemporary art. He far exceeded Bely and Blok in
the number, range and inner consistency of the essays that he wrote
on this subject over some five decades.

Finally, mention should be made of one further important aspect
of lvanov’s contribution: his engagement with some of the key pro-
blematic issues raised by the ideal of art as prophecy. These included
the reconciliation of divine revelation with Hellenic wisdom and the
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relation of the prophetic ideal as experienced in life to its expression
in art. The fluctuations and changes of emphasis in Ivanov’s presen-
tation of the ideal of art as prophecy resulted from his confrontation
of these central issues.

In sum, therefore, among the many writers who have contributed
to the Russian tradition of literature as prophecy, Ivanov could Justi-
fiably be said to have achieved the fullest integration of the prophetic
ideal in his life, art and aesthetics. He not only drew on the broadest
range of sources and examples in his promotion of the ideal; he also
conveyed it through a remarkable variety of innovative forms.



