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Brian Horowitz

M. 0. GERSHENZON AND THE PERCEPTION OF A LEADER IN
RUSSIA'S SILVER-AGE CULTURE

At least since the beginning of the nineteenth century, Russian cultural life has
revolved around the intellectual "circle” or club in which members met to discuss
their shared philosophies, ideals and moral visions. The many examples of
intellectual circles in Russian culture include, "Beseda,” " Arzamas," the "Lovers
of Wisdom," the "Petrashevtsy,” "The People's Will," all the way up to the
"Moscow Conceptualists." From this historical experience have emerged struc-
tures of group organization with clear patterns of self-perception. Significantly,
the circle's structure has often led to the idealization of one individual, who
became perceived as the embodiment of the highest values cherished by the
group. To this individual was given the sacred pesition of leader and he served as
a model for imitation and emulation. In his article on Andrei I Turgenev, the
historian Marc Raeff describes the qualities which the leader had to possess: "The
hero of the circle had to be semeone whose promise had remained unfulfilled — be
it because of early death or political persecution. It also had to be someone
capable of inspiring enthusiasm and worship by his character and example,
Finally, the hero had 1o be a "whole" (tsel'nyi) personality, that is, someone
whose identity was perceived strongly enough to be the source of unquestionable
moral authority."!

In the early twentieth century M.C. Gcrshcnzon, historian, philosopher,
literary critic and Pushkinist, asserted himself as the leader of his own literary
circle. In his emotional attachment to his subject matter, his conversations and
personal relationships, his studies of Aleksandr Pushkin and Russian intellectual
history, Gershenzen consciously tried to embedy the recognized values of a
leader. Moreover, not only did he possess all the above prerequisites for the role,
but he consciously cultivated the image of a leader by linking his identity with
other "leaders" in the Russian past. Through his biographical monographs he
became perceived as indelibly associated with Ivan Kireevskii, Aleksandr Herzen,
Nikolai Stankevich, Nikolai Ogarev, Pushkin, Petr Chaadaev and Vladimir
Pecherin. This assocation lent him the role he desired, that of intellecmal “culture-
bearer" and moral conscience of his epoch. Through his own efforts Gershenzon
came to be seen in this light by his contemporaries and friends.
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Gershenzon's circle was different from its prototype in the nineteenth century
because his home was more a place to which intellectnals came for intimate visits
than an acknowledged meeting-place of an official group. in addition, those who
came to see Gershenzon were not conscious members of a circle, but were close
friends, personal guests of the critic-historian. This informal relationship between
Gershenzon and his friends reflects not only Gershenzon's open, sharing
personality, but also corresponds to the state of the circle in the Silver Age.
While in the nineteenth century the circle was held together by the ideological
unanimity and personal fidelity of its members, in the twentieth century such
demands were relaxed. Individuals could belong to many groups simultaneously,
members could be ideologically independent or even intellectual rivals. In her
memoirs Evgeniia Gertsyk explains the difference between the circle in the
nineteenth century and its descendent in the twentieth century:

Ho uro e 0OBEIHHANO TAKEX HECKXOXKHX MBICIHTeNeH, Kak
Bau[ecnas] Mranor u Iepimenaon, Iccros u Bepnsacs? 3o He
TpyTia COIIHAKOR, KaK GLIIH 3 HpOIINIOM, HALIPHMED, KPYXKH
CHABAHOGHIIOR H 3aTaJHHKOB. M Bee Xe CBAGKBAIa HX HE
TIpHTyRa MMYHOIC BKYCd, a ITo-To Bomee rayGokoe. Ho To g, wTo
B KaKOM H3 HHX TAHIACch BIPLIBYATAM CHIA, HAIIPABMCHHAH
TIPOTHRE YMCTBEHHRIX MpeIpAacCyIKOB ¥ IeHHoCTEH cTaporo Mupa,
OpOTHE Unmiozaf y nuGepanmamMa, HC BMecTe ¢ TeM H IIPOTUB
mekafeHTCKoH MHIIypel, MHOTHM TOTHa Kasapmmelics mocnen-
HUM coBoM, KoHeuHo yTo OhIo aHapxHdeckoe OYHTAPCTRO, — Y
KaXXJoro CBoe BHAeHRe Gyayliero, cTpoiiHoe, CTporoe, ompe-
ZeNslnee Bech €ro TBOPYecKHUH MyTn.2

Despite its new form, the circle was still perceived as-linked with its original
prototype through the self-conscious attitude of intellectuals towards the
institution. Already by the end of the century the intelligentsia recorded a note of
reflection and self-consciousness that their intellectual "circles" had antecedents;
notably they realized their own attraction to the "circle" and the whole con-
stellation of ideas, models and behavioral norms originating in the first third of
the nineteenth century. While expressed self-consciousness may have lent a tint of
irony or conventionality to statements about cultural life during the period, by
viewing their age in terms of the past, intellectuals could sce themselves as part of
a historical continyum. Thus, overt and hidden references to historical precedents
anchor the modern circle more firmly in the Russian tradition, creating a caltural
dialogue with the past. In his antobiography Nikolai Berdiaev describes the self-
consciousness of one member of Russian intellectual life (1949):

¥ nac B Poceun, B nepaon HAIMMHX CTAPERIX CIIOPOB, ACIO UG O
MOCHENHHX, MNPENENbHEIX, XHIHCHHBX npoﬁncMax, 0 TepBH-
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YHOM, A He 00 OTpAXEHHOM, He 0 BTopiatoM. Tak GEUIO HE TONRKO
B pendaruacaHo-puiocodckHx obloecTpax, HO H B CIOpax B
YACTHLIX HOMAX, HATOMHHARIIHX CIIOPEL AATIANTHHKOB H CIABAHO-
dmnoe 40-11x romor. benwHcKHA MOROPHI Noce cIopa, TPOTON-
JKABIICTOCA LENyI0 Hods! HeJIbad PACXOIHTLCS — MBI €1II¢ He PeIlH-
nu sorrpoca o Bore. Tax 6mnmo B y Hac, Koraa cxogunncs C. Byn-
rakor, M, I'epinenaon, JI. lecror, B. Mradog, A. Beanfi, I'. Pa-
upHCKHH 1 ap[yrue].3

Due to the greater diversity of the constituent members of the intelligentsia and
the diverse intellectual opportunities of modern cultural life, the monolithic circle
was gradually replaced by something which resembled it formally, but differed
from it internally. While intellectvals still met at private houses to share ideas, to
read from their works or discuss cultural and political affairs, they no longer were
bound to abselute personal or ideological commitment. Typical for the Silver Age
was something akin to an “open house": intellectuals opened their homes or
offices for visits from their intellectual friends and literary acquaintances.4
Interestingly, although the demands of the circle had changed, the historically
grounded attitudes of intellectuals to their vocation and personal relationships
remained intact. In this way, despite the fact that nobody ever acknowledged a
"Gershenzon circle," Gershenzon's visitors could perceive the historian in images
suitable to a "leader."

In her memoirs of the period Gershenzon's daughter adumbrates the contours
of an intellectual circle which met in the historian's own home between the years
1910-1917. Nataliia Mikhailovna Chegodaeva-Gershenzon describes its activities
and lists its members:

B To BpeMst kpyr nHcatenell m ¢umocodor MOCKBH JKHI
0CcOoBeHHD HaIpAXKeHHON YMCTBEHHOH XHIHLIO H ofINeHHE HX
Mex gy coboio Gulno upespplyalido MHTreHcHBHBIM. OHH 9AaCTO
cODHpPANHCh, TOPAYO H MHOT'O CIIOPHMIIH, YHTANM H ofCy ¥ IANIH
CBOH HOBHEIE IpoH3BejecHAA, B 1913-1917 rr. ¥y Hac B moMe
ocobenHe wacTo OuBand JI. M, lectos, B, U1, NraHos, A, Bemsiis,
dunocodu I IlTner, 3pn, H. Bepnses, JL.H, XKykoBckui, 10paCT
B.A. Kucrakonckull, eropuk JI.M. Herpymesckull, nyIKuHECT
M.A. Ilaenorckui, moate KO.H. Bepxopckuii u B. @. XonaceBuy,
Hagaten, M.B. CabammHHKoB, A. PeMH30B, 4 TaxiKe MHOIHE
IpYrHe, NPUXOAHBINNE pexe. 13 OKONO NHTEpaTypHBIX Jam
ocofeHHO BIM3KAM YeioreKkoM Onina A H, JeGoraperckan,’

The members of this "circle” were Gershenzon's Symbolist friends, the
contributors to Vekhi, fellow Pushkinists and younger poets. In their memoirs of
the period so many individuals describe their "wonderful” visits to Gershenzon



48 Brian Horowitz

that, as if unintentionally, Gershenzon's home became perceived as a center of
Moscow's intellectual life. Andrei Belyi in his memoirs openly announces what
others merely hint at, writing,"Ksaprrpa HHKONECKOTO IIEpeymKa CTOUT B pake
NeT MHe ReHCTRUTENHLIM CHMEONIOM SPKOH KYILTYPHOH paGoTn MOCKEBEL
KyIpTypHol paGoThl, GHTs Moxer, Poccrm."® Another piece of evidence
pointing to the existence of a literary circle appears in a note in Andrei Belyi's
archive announcing that Andrei Belyi read his 1917 lecture on Viacheslav
Ivanov's poetry before an audience at Gershenzon's home.” In addition, in his
three-volume unpublished correspondence with his wife Gershenzon dutifully
catalogues the constant visits to his home by the Moscow literati.3 In sum,
weighing all the evidence together, we can conclusively assert that Gershenzon's
home served as a meeting place for Moscow's intellectual elite,

Although Nataliia Chegodaeva-Gershenzon asserts the existence of a circle,
she does not claim Gershenzon as its leader. From our study, however, it is clear
that he wanted and made conscious efforts to play this role. According to a well-
known literary critic of the time, Pavel Sakulin, Gershenzon wanted to be a
representative of the Russian intelligentsia, and his aim was indeed achieved.
Sakulin writes in his 1925 unpublished eulogy to Gershenzon," Apologiia dukha:
M. Q. Gershenzon i russkaia intelligentsiia":

Cpoe "memo’ M.O. I'epiner3oH cyHTan o6MEM RIia Beell pycckoit
HHTeINATeHOIHH, CBOM NYXOBHEIE HHTEPECKH OH BCOLIEHO CIHIL C
HHTEPECAMH PYCCKON MHTeINHreHIHH. "MLl pycckHe HHTEINH-
re’Tsl, — TOCTOAHHO BeIpaxancd oH. OH 3Ha®M, 9TO B TEYCHHE
MHOTHX OCCATHIETHI TyumAe mpencTabrETemd plycckolf] uuren-
JHI€HIIHH YIIOPHO [IYMaNH 0 TOM e, 0 ¥eM nyMaeT o, [Joaromy -
TaK MOGOBHO H3YYaeT HCTOPHI0 PYCCKOH MHTEIIMI €HIIHA, HCTO-
PHIO ee HCKAHUI W oIHGoK.”

Marc Raeff has pointed out that the leader must be perceived as worthy of
veneration and worship. That Gershenzon was perceived in exactly this way is
shown by a 1925 meeting of the Leningrad Society of Bibliophiles entirely
dedicated to Gershenzon's memory, in which N.I. Pozharskii declared the
following:

Crpanno, yre M.O. Tepirer3oH, yemorek BTopol morosuH XIX
H nepRoi 9eTBepTH XX Reka, Gl THITHYHHM TIPSICTABHTEIEM
cnapsHOPHNECTBA. OH 6N HeoSnZaHHO JKEAHECTIOCOBEH, He
OPUCTIOCOGNAACH K 2KH3HH, 61T HEIIOIKYILIEH — O1LI TIOYTH CBA-
Toll genorek. TpyIlsl ero — He BeUHKE, He MeHHEANLHKE; HO, KaK
MUYHOCTD KAk $RIYpa, oH pioGpeTaet Gonsinoe AxaucHue. ¢

Pozharskii, pointing out Gershenzon's positive values, intentionally empha-
sizes the contradictions of his person, He was not a genius, his works were not



M.0Q. Gershenzon 49

classics, yet his culture pays tribute to his memory. He was not a creative writer
perse, not a major figure, but still he occupies a central place in his culture's
imagination. Pozharskii sees in Gershenzon's image the key to this conundrum; it
is his symbolic figure which stimulates the imagination, motivating the unique
view of his contemporaries.

Although the last three citations indicate that Gershenzon was particularly
venerated, they do not comment directly on his rele as leader. In truth, we will
not find any incontrovertible evidence that Gershenzon was the leader of his own
intellectoal circle. Nor will we fall upon direct testimony that he had a circle. At
the same time, however, all the evidence affirms that M.O. Gershenzon was
perceived in the category of a leader. Such proof is Gershenzon's own self-pre-
sentation, the role he played among the Moscow intelligentsia and the descriptions
of Gershenzon by his contemporaries.

In two studies on the intellectual circle in Russian culture, Marc Raeff and
Edward Brown describe two types of "leaders," passive and active. In his book,
Nikolai Stankevich and his Moscow Circle 1830-1840, Brown depicts a
passive leader. According to Brown, Stankevich was singled out as the ideal
individual becavse he emboedied the visionary yearnings and absolute virtues
valued by the group. Whether Stankevich indeed possessed the ideal traits
attributed to bim was not important. What is significant was that he was perceived
as having them. Edward Brown reveals the element of projection in the creation
of Stankevich's image, writing, "They searched among themselves for heroic
personalities whose influence would be salutary and whose memory would
forever serve as inspiration and example: that is how they found — or created -
Stankevich."11 According to Brown, the ideal characteristics were thrust onto
Stankevich almost against his will. He did nothing to encourage or dampen his
friends' ardor.

In his account of Andrei I. Turgenev's circle, however, Marc Raeff describes
an active leader. Turgenev is depicted as consciously refashioning his personality
to correspond with his image of the ideal individual. He is shown as trying to
achieve moral and physical purity, yearning for higher, spiritual knowledge with
which he could perfect himself and inspire others. In addition, he aimed at being
useful to society and to humanity in a global sense, and he valued above all the
emotional ties of friendship, allowing himself personal happiness only in unison
with the happiness of his comrades, Raeff’s depiction of a leader is very different
from Brown's in that his Turgenev is not a mere image for his comrades, serving
as a fleshless projection of their ideal goals, but deliberately asserts his personal
will; he cagerly participates in the group, directing the “spiritual development" of
the members and helping in their "moral growth."12 Because of his conscious
involvement in the creation of hirself and in leading the circle, Turgenev and not



50 Brian Horowiiz

Stankevich serves as the true predecessor for the leader in Russia's Silver Age,
Contenders for the leadership position of their own circles, Valerii Briusov,
Nikolai Berdiaev and Nikolai Gumilev had willful, powerful personalities; they
not only actively led their circles, but often demanded utter submission from its
members,

In his desire to be the leader of his own circle, M.O. Gershenzon resembles
both Turgenev and Stankevich. Like Andrei Turgenev, Gershenzon consciously
modeled his life to serve as a source of inspiration for others, and like Stan-
kevich, he was perceived as possessing absolute traits which, perhaps, were only
projections or exaggerations. In any case, Gershenzon consciously created him-
self in terms of the established tradition of "leader,” and more importantly, he was
perceived as embodying the highest moral and intellectual values of his
generation,

Gershenzon ~ Symbol of the Silver-Age Pushkin

In his synthetic and creative works on Pushkin,!3 Gershenzon established an
indelible association between himself and the poet. From these works participants
in the Silver-Age culture aligned Gershenzon with Pushkin. These identifications
are broad. At once we find sympathetic juxtapositions and angry accusations that
Gershenzon tried to usurp Pushkin's legacy by prejecting his own person onto
the poet.

To explain the significance of Pushkm in the cultural life of Gershenzon's
time, I quote from Boris Gasparov's introduction to a collection of essays
concerning the influence of the Russian Golden Age on the Silver Age. About the
significance of the symbol of Pushkin for the latter Gasparov writes (1991}

Life seemed to be saturated with Pushkin's image; his various
attributes glimmered, signs of his eternal, absolute presence were
found in all aspects of art and life. He was everywhere: in the artistic .
monuments of the Modernist age, in philosophical and aesthetic
debates, in historical events and in real-life sitvations, in the
topographical signposts of the cultural scenery, in the symbolism of
dates and names and, finally, in individuals' physical appearance and
personality,14

In his spiritual characteristics and physical appearance the 20-century Push-
kinist was perceived in terms of the nineteenth-century poct. Fedor Stepun obser-
ves for instance (1956),"M.Q, TepmeH3oH, ManeHbK A, KOPEHACTHIN, CKPOMHO
OReTHH YeIOBEK KIOKOUYIEro TEMIEpaMeHTa, HO POBHOIO, CBETIONO, Ha
Ilymkuse oxpemmero nyxa..."l5 Andrei Belyi also underscores the link bet-
ween Gershenzon and Pushkin, referring to the idea of Gershenzon as a "black"
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with an explosive, destructive temperament (this depiction corresponds to the
popular image of Pushkin during the Silver Age, expressed originally by Vladimir
Solov'ev in his 1897 essay,"Sud'ba Pushkina"). In his memoirs Belyi writes:

«.H IyMAJl, ¥ 3TOT0 IIOITEHHOT 0 IEATEN TEMTIEPAMERT BOHCTRHY
HETPCKHH, H TIPRITKOCTE MANBYHITECKAS,

..Bor 1e6e «eprueHaoH!»

To ecTL, — He TyuHLM, He GemoGopomgHeill; a Be-HaTtaHcoH, a
'Kotbe MHUK': BCKATIEN, BLITUIECHYN KodelHLH cBol KHMITOK. 16

Mark Andreevich Natanson (1850-1919) (pseudonym Bobrov), populist
revolutionary and later left-Socialist Revolutionary here symbolizes the boring
and ineffectual Populists who ruled Russian culture only a decade earlier. By
contrasting him with Gershenzon, Belyi underscores the latter's spiritual youth
and vivaciousness.

Gershenzon himself established an identification with Pushkin by participating
in the culre’s "mythologization” of the poet, one aspect of which was the desire
to resurrect and reanimate Pushkin. Among others, Dmitrit Merezhkovskii,
Zinaida Gippius, Valerii Briusov, Marina Tsvetaeva and Andrei Belyi participated
in this endeavor, In his posthumously published article, "Stat'ia dlia odnoi dnev-
noi gazety," Gershenzon describes his own attempts to get "closer" to the live
person of Pushkin, emphasizing his relation to the living monuments connected
with the poet (written 1924):

Moe nickoneH#Ee — BEPOATHO IIOCNeRHEe, KOTOPOE eIie BHEENO B
JKHM3IHH X0Th H cnadue cnexsl xkuaeoro IymkuHa, Mu eme sHam
monel, BENeENIAX IIymkuKa; ToOIHEHIIHM OCTANOCE HHINb TO,
YTO XPAHHTCS B My3€4X, — €ro BeITM H pyKonucH. Mue B I0HOCTH
Mol med, BCIO 3KM3Hb MIPoXHBMHA B KiuiinHeBe, pacCKAIKBAT
XKaK OH B M'OPOICKOM caTy RO BpeMs rymaHalt sunen Ilyniuna
6eralollHM B KIETYATHX IAaHTANOHax H ¢ TpocThio. ITosaHee B
Mocxse, CTYIEHTOM, 3 He paa BcTpeuan Ha GympBape ALA. Iym-
KHHA, CTAPIIEro CHIHA II03TA, BHCOKOI0, XYNOIIABOTO CTAPHKA B
TeHepaIhCcKOM CEPOM TANETO HA KPacHOH IIOmanKe ¥ IIPOXOIHI
MHMO €TI0 HapaXHOH ORcpH ¢ MemHoH momeuxoil: 'A.A. Ilym-
KUH...' ..MHe OLII0 BeceNo CyIIaTh >TH I TyIK HHCK¥e BMeHa, yoKe
HE KHIDKHEBIE, 3 HMEHA JXHBBIX MECT, I'I¢ BOT STOT YeJIOBEK JKUBET
u xonar.l?

To achieve his aim of "resurrection,” Gershenzon developed a new method of
reading Pushkin, "medlennoe chtenie" (slow reading). Its special advantage was
its supposed quality of permitting penetration into Pushkin's actual intention. The
critic, uncovering the Pushkin in himself, had the chance to revive mystically
Pushkin's ideal vision and thus extract the meaning and purpose of his texts. In
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this context people who had seen Pushkin were perceived as making the poet
close. For this reason, Gershenzon strongly emphasizes his own contact with
Pushkin through his grandfather, who had seen the poet, and through his own
experiences of seeing the poet's descendents.

Given its unscientific foundation,"Slow Reading," was deplored by rigorous
critics. Scholars from across the ideological spectrum found Gershenzon's
scholarship about Pushkin merely a projection of the critic's own personality onto
that of the poet. V. Veresaev wrote that Gershenzon was, "B Hayke Gorpme
03T, 9eM HccnenosaTens."18 V. Khodasevich found that, "ero 'mympocrs
ITymkuHa' okasanacs B H3BecTHOH Mepe 'MynpocTsio Iepimenzona;™1? Pavel
Shchegolev seconded, "Ecnu o wnelt MyApocTH MOXKHO TIONYYHTH TIPEI-
CTaBIEHHE IO TOMY HCCISNOBAHHIO, TO, KOHEUHO, 0 MyApocTH ['epimen-
aona,"20 If we ignore for a moment the destructive aim of these criticisms, we do
see the inevitable conflation and perceived hypostasis between Gershenzon and
Pushkin. ' _

Interestingly, Silver Age intellectuals constantly locked back to the Russian
Golden Age to judge themselves.2! Gershenzon participated in this attempt at
self-definition through Pushkin, creating the annual journal, "Moskovskii
Pushkinist," the aim of which was to investigate the events concerning Pushkin
which had occurred exactly a century earlier. Mikhail Tsiavlovskii explains the
purpose of the journal in the first issue:

Hezaponre mo cpoelt koHuHHHE MuxaminoMm OcmmioBmueM Iep-
IMeHZ0HOM G0 JagyMaHo Haanue cGopHaka cratel Tlymkus-
ckult BExxeroguuk Ha 1925 r.', B koTopoM, KpoMe pasHoro peja
cTaTell W MaTepHanoB O [IymIKHHE, TOIKHM GLUTH GLHITh YACTh
"'MEMOpPHAILHAS', TIOCBANECHHAN XXHIHK ¥ TRopaecTBY ITyInkuma B
1825 roxy, u 6uGnuorpadud nareparyphl o [Iymxune 2a 1924
rog. Takoit 'Exeropsk’ Muxaun OcHIIOBHY IPEITIONATAN H3/A-
BaTs KAKIbH rom.22 :

In addition, the significance of Gershenzon's death, "the death of a Push-
kinist," was also creatively interpreted as linked to Pushkin's. In each case, death
symbolized the end of a creative epoch and the commencement of a cruel and
materialistic age. According to Irina Paperno, we find this image in Khoda-
sevich's article, "Krovavaia pishcha,"23 in which Khodasevich describes Ger-
shenzon's death "as an example of the death of the poet, a repeating symbolic
event which has Pushkin's death as its original prototype."24 In Ql'za Forsh's
novel, Sumasshedshii korabl’ (1931) we also find a similar interpretation of Ger-
shenzon's death. Forsh describes a scene which has a real-life prototype. It seems
that at Gershenzon's funeral, despite the fact that no speeches were to be made, a
Communist began to talk, saying that although Gershenzon was not “ours,” the
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proletariat still pays tribute to this "survivor” of bourgeois culture. "He was
useful, like a cog-wheel in a carriage, and hopefully he will soon be replaced by
another." At this moment Aleksandra Nikolaevna Chebotarevskaia, the sister of
Sologub's wife and a poet in her own right, couldn’t control herself and
expressed everything which had gathered in her soul, saying it was quite unlikely
that such a one as Gershenzon could ever be replaced. When everyone had left the
cemetery, she couldn't calm herself the whole day and in the evening, she went to
the Bolshoi Kamennii Most and threw herself from the bridge into the icy
waters.?3

Gershenzon's funeral, decorated with the contrasting imagery of the two
epochs, the pre-revoluticnary and the Soviet, manifested in the conflict between
the individual versus the collective, the human being versus the machine, plus the
accompanying suicide of Chebatorevskaia, was perceived symbolically as a
critical event. Gershenzon's death was seen in terms of Pushkin's death as
carrying a ragic message; it signaled the end of the creative culture and the rise of
a new and terrible era.

Gershenzon — Symbol of Love for Russian Culture

In his works on Russian history Gershenzon displayed personal devotion and
love for his subject. This love was a by-product of his intuitive historical method
founded on personal empathy; Gershenzon thought that through personal
identification with his heroes, he could mystically grasp their psychelogy and
extract the religious essence of their ideas. At the same time, the scholar's
empathy and love came to be seen as a virtue in itself, both by Gershenzon and by
his contemporaries. For at least one section of the intelligentsia, spiritual iden-
tification with and personal commitment to Russian culture served as a genuine
categery of aesthetic judgment. Personal devotion 1o Russian literature became a
virtue which redeems the faults in a writer's personality or the mistakes in his
work, For example, in his review of N. Q. Lerner's second edition of Trudy { dni
Pushkina Gershenzon writes (1910):

IloHATHO, KaKoe HCUCPTHERAIONIee 3HAHHC TIpEOMETa H KakKoe
HEPCTOIDUMOS TepHcHAE GLTH HYXKHH, YTOGL HCIIONHATE 3TOT
TpyL; TAKOE JHAHMC H TAKOE TEPIICHUE NAIOTCA TOMLKO JIOGOBLIO H
3Ta TPOraTelbHAS CAMOOTDEpXKeHHas No6onL Kk I[lymmkuHy
npupaeT KHHre I. JlepHepa, Ha Mol BArNAZ, xapakTep HpaBCT-
BeHHO-TIpEKpacHoro gesHus. JInuHecTh W No33HuA IlymikuHa —
ONHO M3 ABNeHHHA BeyHol KpacoThl, Tyd CONHIIA, YIIABINHHA Ha
SEMIIO; TONLKC 4elioBeK, Mbd OyIa, MoxXeT OuITh BTalHE H
Occco3BATENRHO IIIA HEIO CAMOT'Q, HEQIONUMO BIEICTCH K COMTH-
1y, MOXET TAK HEXHO H NpeAaHHO NONGHTL ITO3TA, KaK IMoGHT
MymkuBa r, Jleprep,*
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This passage indicates that love for Russian culture is a critical consideration in
Gershenzon's evaluation of Lerner and his work, while objective truth takes a
secondary place. This deemphasis of the value of objective truth and analytical
¢xamination reveals a particular value system: the focus of evaluation is tumed
towards the personal or subjective, rather than the scholarly or objective realm,
The same principle can be seen in Gershenzon's judgment of Semen Vengerov's
work. In & letter to Vengeroy from July 23, 1919, Gershenzon extols the critic's
love for Russian culture, although he completely disagrees with his opinions,
hasing his point of view on the idea that sentiments are far more important than
ideas:

Braromapio Bac cepreyuro za Bairy KHury. Br 3Haere, st HE MOTY
OBITH COTTACEH C HEW, HO BOT, Pa3pesal i €¢ W OUATh YHTAN
3HAKOMBIE CTPAHHIE: 9T IO TOTO, YTC MK PaiHMX MELICHel)
I'H4BHOE TO, ATO cepuie ¥ Bac Ha Mecre, GolceT M MOGHAT Kak
OOIKHe B 2Tof ceprestoll KHMAIHH, — UTO I'maBHoe, MEuICIH pas-
mawoTcs, GopaTcs, THOHYT, — MX CylIs0a — CyNs04 BEITW, HCTHHHO-
CYIIEro B HeNOBEKE TONLKO K €CTh 4TC LENOCTHRIHE IYX ero, H
ocobeHHO cepiile. Bul xopolnmit, HoGpHLl Yelonek, H 1o Hobpoe,
4yTo oT Bac Bxogur B Bally MECHB, €CTE €€ IIPaBIa, €€ 1paBoOTA,
Orroro g mo6un He Tonpko Bac, Ho H Bamm kHUFK, Balle yacTo
Al MOETQ padyMa HeBepHEIe MBICHH. Tak £ Beerzma Bac uwran, Ho
HMKODrIa He 4yBCTBOBAI 3TOT'O TaK SPKO, KaK 3TOT pad. Moxer
GBITH IOTOMY, TTO CTAT CTapIIe, 4 MOXKET OBITh HAYYSHHEIM ONKLITOM
3THX NIeT. BepHple HaGNMIODEHHSN, TIPABHILHBIE MECHH — Kak
HINeNHd: TO, YTO COSNAl H yMeeT OeRdaTh YeNoBeK Ha IToNs3y H
ynotpeGneHHA. A yXKe g CMOTPIO He Ha H3flen s ero pyk, — Bor ¢
HHEMH! CTONBKO HAKOUNEHO HImenuil, H ¢ KaXILIM ITHEM
MHOXKATCH CTONBKO HAIEYATAHO BEPHBIX ¥ TOHKHX HAGTIONCHHALM,
OCTPOYMHBIX COIOCTABNEHHMH, GIUCTATeNEHEX coofpaxenuiil
CMOTpIo Ha caMoro YeloBeKka, Ha ero JHIPO, CIYIIAK ero rolod:
KAKOR OH-TO ¢aM BHYTpH cefa? 310 opHo B BaxHo. Orroro To Bac
H nwbmo, U o cebe camoM Tak IyMaw, O CBOUX H3OAHHEAX, O
caMoM cebe, YMHLI MO MEICITH, 3aHATHE JIH MOW KHHTH — He B
3TOM HX IIEHHOCTE, 4 BOT — BOIIIEN JH OT MEHA B HHX H JRIINIHT JIH
B HHX IyX NOMIMHHON YeNCBEYHOCTH, TO €CTh CEPLE3HOCTH,
HCKPEHHOCTH, TOGPOTEL: B 3TOM Bee aeno.2’

Gershenzon's personal evaluation is not isolated instance, but reflects a general
value system according to which judgments are made about literary scholarship,
Symapathetic critics praised Gershenzon's work exactly because they perceived his
love for Russian culture, as the following citations taken from reviews about
Gershenzon's works clearly show:
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About his Zhizn' V.S, Pecherina (1910) Vasilii Cheshikhin writes: "Kak 6uo-
rpatus, kHATA . ['epoleH30HA HANHCARA ¢ HeOOHKHOBEHHOH Tennotol u
MOBOBRIO..." 28

A.S. Izgoev in his review of Gershenzon's Dekabrist Krivisov i ego brat'ia
(1914} writes, "B 1emM cHIla IpekpacHoOro H cBoeoBpasHoro tamarTta MO, Iep-
menaoHa? B ero HeoOwkHOBEHHOH, ryGokol, HO poBHON MOGBH K KylbL-
TYPHOMY PYCCKOMy oSIIecTBY TIPOIINore Beka, ...CBoero MoBoBLIO OH OXKHB-
A€ CTAPYIO X HU3Hb, "2

Leonid Grossman in his 1925 eulogy to Gershenzon also agrees, writing,
"I'nyGokull XyOOXKHHK B TPYTHEHMIEM HCKYCCTRE XHBOIMMCH HVIN, 3aMe-
YaTeRLHEA apTHCT CNORa, TOHYAHIINA NepTperteT yIeamHx TUN ¥ ToKo-
JNeHHH, OH He TONHKO YMEN ¢ pelKOH OTYETIHBOCTHI) OOPHCORATL CBOHX
repoeB, HO H BHYIIHTL YHTATENIO BECh 3AITAC 3aN0XEHHOI0 B HHX OYAPORaHHS
H 3apa3fTh HaC CBoell HEHCTOIEMOH BIOGIEHHOCTHIO B 2TH 3aBLITHe 06paskl
mporrnoroe. "0

Despite the different ideological affiliations of these critics, in these passages
we find a similar criterion for value judgments: Gershenzon's work is considered
valuable and effective exactly because of his love for Russian culture. Personal
commitment gives his work life, vigor and power. If he didn't love Russian
culture, it follows that his work would be lifeless and weak. From these
evaluations of Gershenzon's art, we can conclude that perceived passion for
Russian culture became an aesthetic value for at least one part of the literary elite,
and that Gershenzon, by virtue of his passion, was perceived as an ideal person
worthy of reverence and imitation,

Gershenzon, placing less emphasis on the objective truth of his claims than on
their subjective significance was led, however, to make grave errors. His
mistakes in scholarship, one would think, would lower him in the eyes of his
contemporaries, Strangely, his mistakes, besides eliciting criticism, also lent to
himn the aura of an ideal intellectual. Khodasevich writes (1936), "B HeKoTopom
cMmyicle olmaGKH I'eplneH30Ha IeHHee K Myfxe MHOIAX npaBj. OH yragan B
ITymk HRe MHOTOE, '9TO H He CHEJIOCH HAOTHM MyIpenasm.”3! We find the same
idea expressed by Pushkin's biographer V. Veresaev (1929):

Meton ero (Iepmeaona [B.H.])} HuKyna He rONKHTCS HC caM OH
TAK YMeH M HHTEpeceH, Tak 9HaeT [IyIMKHHA W TAK TPOraTelLHO
moGHT ero, TaAK MHOI'O IYMAI HRJL HHM, UYTO 9HTaelNE oGy ero
paGoTy: He COrNAINAcINLCH NMOAYAC HH ¢ ONHHM CIOBOM, BCIO
CTAThIO HCIEINPHINL BONPOCHTENLHLEIMH W BOCKIIHIATEILHBIMHE
3HAKAMH, & IPOYTEIIL, — H CTONLEKO B TOJIOBC ITORHHMAETCH
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BOIIPOCOR, TAK IO-HOROMY HAYHHAEGIIL JYYBCTBOBATH [IymxkuHHa,
TAK HPKO HAYHHACGINE COZHABATH HEOOXONHMOCTE NMPHCTANRHEE,
ruy6ixe, oCTpes BYHTRIBATECA B IIyINKUHA, YTe GONRINE ONYIacIh
OT 3TOH CTAThH, 4€M OT HHOH, € KOTOPOH COrAInaeImhes BIOIHE, 32

In his historical writings, Gershenzon tried to form a indivisible link between
the Russian past and himself. Closing the usual distance between the historian
and his subject, Gershenzon tried to revive the past by attempting to experience it
himself mystically.33 In his 1926 critical article on Gershenzon's contribution to
Russian culture, George Florovsky describes Gershenzon's historical method:
"He (Gershenzon [B. H. ) tries, as it were, to reincarnate himself and to follow
the growth of another's mind from the inside. He aspires to interpret every
individual life in terms of its organic kernel."34 In turn, his contemporaries
understood that he was no mere historian, but rather an active participant in the
subject he studied. For instance, contemporaries did not merely perceive
Gershenzon as an historian of Slavophile thought, but labeled him a "Slavophile.”
Petr Struve emphasizing the identification between Gershenzon and his subject,
argues, however, that the association was cultivated by Gershenzon himself. In
his 1910 review of Gershenzon's Istoricheskie zapiski (1910) Struve writes:

ABTOp XoueT GLITE Gonplle YeM HCTOpHerpadoM, OH XOueT OHTE
dunocodoM — cymseli Hammero uNefiHore NpommIero H HACTO-
AETO M COOTBETCTBEHHO 3TOMY OH JAET CBOX CoGCTBEHHYKY
punocopuio, HCKYCHO BINETas €& B MCTOPHUECKYI0 XapakTe-
PHMCTHKY IyXOBHOIO pasBHTHS ofpasoBaHHo# Pocerd. 5 He xouy
CKAa3aTh, 4TOGH! I ['epINeH30H MPeTCHIORAN HA OPHTHHAILHOCTS B
kadecTBe punocoda. Ero ¢unocodckHe NomoXeRHA 3aHMCTBO-
BaHH IenHkoM y Kupeesckoro n Camapusa. Ho oH He mpocTo
HCTOpHYeCKH 'pedepupyeT’ 3THX yudTenell clnaBsHOPHILCTBA, 4
HANAraeT Hx MBLICIIH, K4K IOpOrHE H 3aBETHRIC JIIIA HETQ CaMOI0
HIEH, KOTOPEIE OH pa3feeT BCeM CBOMM CYIIECTROM.3

Despite the condemnation ledged in Struve's statement, the pertinant point for
our investigation clearly emerges: Gershenzon was seen as linking himself with
the Russian past, serving as its advocate in his own epoch.36 Gershenzon's use
of the past for his own "spiritual" needs, however, did not always lower him in
the estimation of his contemporaries, but conversely raised his personal authority.
Pavel Sakulin lauds Gershenzon for demanding from himself the same answers
about the purpose of life, as those he demanded from the heroes of Russian
history. In his unpublished essay Sakulin explains;

Ha oguoM sacemasuu H[ay4no]-Hcenlemosarensckorol MHCTH-
TyTa M.O. [TepmeH30H] B yIop IOCTABHI MOJOILHM YYEHBIM
BOTIPOC: 2aYeM OHM 3aHNMAaIoTCA cBoelt Haykoli? W sxpan, 9ro oHu
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CBAXYT cBole pabory ¢ ofIMHM BONPOCOM O CMBICHE JKH3HH.
EcrecTBeHHO, YTO K caMoMy cebe M.O. IpenABEAN Te e Tpe-
G0BaHHA, TONKO B Gonee puropucTHd[Hot] dopme. .. K KaxmoMy
ucropuifeckomy] mestemio MO, epinessoH ofparmancs ¢ BOIIpo-
COM! YEMy OH CIIyHT? KAKOBHI eI'0 BepXoBHNe Hueann? C 3THM
BOIIPOCOM TIOAXONHI OH K JEATENHHOCTH KekabpucroB, Hnea-
nEcToB 30-40-X ronos, cnaBsHohUNOR, ¥ COUANACTOR, 37

Conversations as Cultaral Artifacts

Personal conversations are culturally significant among Gershenzon's friends,
crossing the borders of personal life and spilling into the public realm of collective
creation. In this context Gershenzon's conversations are seen as genuine artifacts
of culture, solidifying his role as an ideal intellectual. For example two of the
epoch's most important works, Vekhi (1909), the collection of essays criticizing
the Russian intelligentsia, and Perepiska iz dvukh uglov (1920) emerged from
personal conversations.

Gershenzon was responsible for the creation of Vekhi by suggesting to his
friends in 1908 that the time had come for idealist thinkers to make their views
known concerning the revolutionary intelligentsia and its failed revolution of
1905.3% The fact that Gershenzon was the organizer and editor of Vekhi and that
he wrote the introduction, expressing the general ideological standpoint of all the
writers, serves as strong ¢vidence that he was, or at least wanted to be, the
group's leader.3?

The Perepiska iz dvukh uglov also emerged from personal conversations with
a friend, this time with the poet Viacheslav Ivanov. Evgeniia Gertsyk explains the
work's origins:

Ecrb ManeHbkasd KHHAKeuKa «[lepenmcka 13 IBYX yIIIoB», KOTO-
pas Bo Beell CReXXeCTH JOHOCHT N0 YHTATeNs HyX H 3By4aHbe
TorgaimHex GeceX. CocTaBHNACH OHA H3 TIOLNMHHHBIX TTHCEM
I'epinermcHa 1 Bauf[enara) MBanora, Koroa Hx, HAroRoIaBIIAXCA
B 19-m romy NpHIOTHI TOAMOCKOBHLE IOM OTHLIXA: TOMEINANHCH
OHH B OfHOH KOMHATE BMECTE ¢ APYTHMH OTHRXAIOINHMH H —
HEYroMOHHLIE DA3I'OBOPLIHKH — 9To0LI HE MEIIATL cocelsimM, HE
TOBOPHIIH, A TTHCAINH, KK CHIIS Ha cBoel Kofike.40

As Perepiska iz dvukh uglov displays, personal relationship did not remain
confined in a separate category but became themselves the focus of artistic
expression, and just as Russia's Golden Age, correspondences were often
creative works in their own right. Parts of Andrei Belyi's correspondence with
Alexandr Blok, for example, were published at the time they were written, In
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Symbolist circles the poet or artist was supposed to live aesthetically, realizing in
reality the theurgic principle of the artist as creator. Khodasevich alludes to this
attitude writes in Nekropol', "Ha rrepBoiil Baris cTpaHHO TO, 9TO B TY IOPY H
cpeny Tex miomel 'map mmcaTh H 'Fap KHTE' pPACHIEHHBANHCL IIOYTH
oprHakoBo. 4 Life, then, is as, or even more essential or valuable than art, since
art can never express or realize the personality fully. Although for the Symbolist
the essence of life cannot in principle be expessed in words, in his close
relationship Belyi managed to glimpse the most important aspect of Gershenzon,
confessing in his memoirs, " Hio0HN ero, KaK MHCATEL; HO MIABHOT'O CBOEro
OH He BeIpasni B KHHrax."42 In life, then, more than in art Gershenzon better
expressed the character and purpose of his being:

In addition, the very context of these important conversations, Gershenzon's
home off the Arbat on Nikol'skii pereulok became a symbolic location repre-
sentative of Russian culture, The symholic image of Gershenzon's home is
conjured up in the description of it as magical and mysterious. Belyi
writes,"...HagO GLIIO MONHATECA TI0 NECTHHIE BBEpX; U3 mepennei — mox-
HATHCS. BTOPHYIHO, ITOOR OUyTHTECA B IBYX MANCHLKHAX,, THCTHIX, CBETENOYKAX,
rie I'eplleH30H COBEPIIAN CBOH BOIIeGCTRA, ONMPHICKHBAL MEPTBLIC My3eH-
Hble MAHHBIC UM COOHpaeMEe, XKHBOH BOMOIO, B 3THX HeHCTBHAX OH MHE
Kadadca kaxum-ro Mepimunom."43 In Ol'ga Forsh's novel, Sumasshedshii
korabl’, the hero describes her talks with the character drawn from Gershenzon
as cultural events in their own right; in them she sees something mystical,
unusual, creative a revival of the Silver Age during the days of Bolshevizm.
Forsh writes (1931):

K xannew Imn{ oXoTHO H paHBIE, NOTOMY 9T0 OH GrInm Gorat
TanaHTaMH, 2pyAALnHel, KyAsTypolf, H obileHEe ¢ HuM ofo-
ramano, Ho cefiuac 1, Xorla OH ¥ He 3Bal, SPYAHITHHE OT HEro
HE BHIMOT'ANM, I'OBOPHNH CAMH CBOE, A TaK, KaK T'OBOPHTH
COBeplIlEHHO OTBBIKIH, HITH HaXe He YHaAH, YTO MOXKHO TaK
ropopirs. M oH celivac ymen cnywarhk ocoGerHo. Japam He
HHTEILIEKTY, HE JKAKJE TOIHAHHNA, 2 K43anocs nymar

In additjon, the furniture and decorations in Gershenzon's home also have a
symbolic function, a metonymic resonance in connection with Russian culture.
The writer Vladimir Lidin in his 1925 eulogy writes, "Ilonka kHur, TpH mOpT-
pera — [Tymkea, lepiera, Yaagaesa — B 9epHEIX paMKax. Ha GEILIX CTEHAX, H
HHYero Gomeine.43 The chair on which Gershenzon sat also links him to the
- Russian intellectual tradition; it was a chair that had belonged to Chaadaev.,
Khodasevich certifies, "Ono — kpecno — HeToprUeckoe, 13 KabuHera Yaazae-
Ba."46
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These symbolic images of Gershenzon's home point to more than mere
decorative description, but to a reverential attitude towards Gershenzon. He was
perceived as linked with Russian culture through a myriad of significant symbols,
parallels and subtle indications. It is likely that this attitude was incited not only
by Gershenzon's work, but by his commanding role within the group of Moscow
intellectnals.

Gershenzon — Symbol of the Ethical Good

In his private life Gershenzon had the reputation of being moralty exemplary.
In the memoirs of the time, his asceticism and altruism are emphasized, and this
image of moral incorruptability allows him to be judged favorably against the
strict criteria for the behavior of a Russian intellectual. It is factvally true that
Gershenzon lived simply, modestly, without luxuries. Partially this was the result
of free choice, partially of economic realities, since his family, consisting of his
wife and two children, lived solely on the earnings from his writings. In his
oftentimes miserable poverty, however, many contemporaries saw in Gershenzon
superior spiritnal qualities worthy of emulation, Viadimir Lidin writes, glorifying
Gershenzon, "OH XRI Hpocto, B0 CKyOBOCTH, KaK HAacTOAHMIHE pycckuil
THcaTens. 47

Gershenzon's altruism, his work in organizing the first Moscow writer's
union after the revolution, his work in publishing and gaining state aid to writers,
became legion in the memoirs about the epoch.8 Khodasevich, usually a cruel
judge of people, tenderly writes:

Te, kTo mpoxKHN E MoCKBe caMple TPYDHBE I'OEH — ROCEM-
HaIATHI, FeBSTHANIATLIN U MEAINATLIN, — HEKOr O He 3aGynyT,
KAKHMM XOpOLIHM TOBADHINEM okanancs I'epmeHzon. IMeHHO eMy
nepeomy npumna uaex Cowosa Ilucarenelt, koTtopm#t Tak
ofnerdu Tora Hally XXH3Hs 1 Ge3 KoToporo, AyMaw, MHOIHE
IHCATENH TIPOCcTO Tponaid Gul. OH 6K CAMEIM TeATENEHBIM HI
oprasrzaTopod Colo3a H IMEPBHM ero npeacenareneM. Ho, no-
ctanuB Co03 Ha HOI'H H ITOXKEPTBOBAB TCMY JENy OrPOMHOC
KOIHIECTRO BPEMeHH, TPyIa H HepBOB, — OH CIIOZKHII ¢ ceba mpen-
CENATENRCTRO H OCTANCA PAXOBLM unieHoM Coloza.??

Gershenzon's self-sacrificing and generous actions correspond to a cultural
model of the image of the ideal intellectual, which permits him to be perceived as
a personage worthy of extreme respect. Poverty, suffering, but also selflessness
and altruism are qualities considered obligatory for a Russian intellectual, In the
context of this code of behavior, Gershenzon's contemporaries perceived his
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activities in terms of the literary tradition, enabling him to "inspire enthusiasm and
worship by his character and example."

The above image of Gershenzon appears often in the memoirs of the time. In
Belyi's memoirs Gershenzon is described as someone who aided those in need
and put the interest of others before his own. For Belyi he is a personalization of
the biblical maxim,"Bear fruit and multiply." Thus, Gershenzon was seen not
only as charitable, but also as fecund and fertile,"...y Uepmernzona otcytcT-
BOBAIIO TyBCTBO COOCTBEHHOCTH: OH GHN GeCKOPRICTHO NapAINUM TaKe He
MBICHBEO, & CEMEHAMI MEICTHTETSHOCTH. OH KaK Okl rOBOPUI CBOHM MEICITM:
«IIMoRWTECH M MEHOXHTECH» JIPyTHE XOTElH FX CTPHYb; OH — PACTHIL "0

In his attitudes and bebavior his friends perceived disciplined self-negation and
generosity, and one might add, genuine asceticism. Khodasevich writes,"Muty 3
AHEKIOTH, 4 OYMAa, 9T0 B €0 CAMOOrpAHUYEHAR ORI ITONNHHHEH acKe-
Tuam."51 Gershenzon, it is true, not only subordinated his own personal interests
to these of his family and fellow writers, but in his intellectual life too he
selflessly served others: as an historian of Jewish birth he dedicated his life to the
study of a foreign culture (Russian), and to the interpretation of the ideas of other
men, At the same time, in his writings on Russian culture Gershenzon's
individual voice competes with those of his heroes. In his idiosyncratic
interpretations Chaadaev, Kireevskii and Pushkin become transformed into
Gershenzon's Chaadaev, Kireevskii, Pushkin.32 Critics of his time noticed
Gershenzon's unique and often controversial point of view, In his review of
Gershenzon's biogrﬁphy of Chaadaev, G. Plekhanov comments about the
historian's conclusiony, (1908),"3TH coolpaKeHIs CRANETENLCTRYIOT Gonee o
COBCTREHHOMN perHrHoaHOCTH I, epimenaona..."53 B.L Syromiatnikov in his
review of Istoricheskie zapiski writes (1910}, "Ecim 6u r. 'epmenzoH
OrpaHHUMICA H Ha STOT paz crokoliHofl paforolft HccnemoBaTend, MH
TIPHBETCTBORANH GBI €10 HA STOM TMYTH: HO OH He IPOTHBOCTORN HCKY SHHIO
M OTHANCK «anofe OHI», H BCA er0 KHATA BAPYE O3apHIach TeHIeHIIRGIHOH
myGaunactrkol. 4 Gershenzon's selflessness as a historian merges with self-
assertion; in his writings it is as if the intentionally repressed "I" of the historian
received expression by indirect means, through subtle interference, impertinently
drowning out the voices of the heroes. Pavel Sakulin, however, does not
condemn Gershenzon for expressing himself through his studies of history,
explaining that Gershenzon is searching for his own truth;

Muoro xaur Handcan M.O. T'epmensoH. Ho B cymHocTH 3T0 —
ONIHA KHHTa: KHHra 0 cebe, 0 CRoeM 'IYIIEBHOM Jale', O TOM, KaK
CTpaHHA XH3Hb, Ero HaywHoe TBOPHECTBO — OAHA 'aBTOpCKAasd IIpo-
moeens’ ogaH 'Confessions' u ropsidas aronorus oyxa. Hackoms-
KO MBI 3HdeM, OH TBEpPHO IICI ONHHM H TeM Xe IyTeM, Kak
9eNOBCK, yake obManaloIneit HeTHHoH, EMy 0CTanoch AL ToqHee
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A3y4YATEL 3TOT TIYTh K HCTHHE, YTOGLI MpeiocTepeds APYrAX of
OTIACHEIX MECTAX M TIOCOBETOBATh KAK JIYHIIG HITH. S

Gershenzon's Appearance

One of the features which allows Gershenzon to be perceived as embodying
his culture is his ability fo mutate, be transformed and ceaselessly appear in
association with contemporary trends, movements and ideas. Gershenzon is
described as a synthesizer of contradictions and opposites: he is at once young,
old, helpful and helpless, a genius and an imposter, Russian and non-Russian, a
man of light and ervudition and an underground man, an obscurantist. Strangely,
these paradoxes, instead of dispelling the idea of Gershenzon as a "Kulturtréiger,"
reinforce and underscore that identification,

Although Gershenzon was described as an ugly old Jew, it is exactly this
appearance which serves as evidence of his image as an ideal intellectual. In his
memoirs Vladislav Khodasevich sketches Gershenzon's appearance as that of a
Semitic monster: "...ManeHeKHH, rycTo6poRsll, yeaTrnll, myxnulfl pot, ropGo-
BaTBIH HOC, ICHCH?, THNHYHKI eBpell.”56 But only pages later Khodasevich
praises this Jew,"OH 6L OOHHM H3 CaMBIX I'TyBOKHX H TOHKHMX LEeHHTencH
CTHXOB, KaKHe MHe BeTpeuamncs."S? Georgii Chulkov moreover describes
Gershenzon's Judaism as an emblematic symbol of his high spiritual qualities. In
an unpublished poem, "Trl BONHIIL XHTh Bo ThMe," dedicated to Gershenzon,
written while both writers were relaxing in Gaspra in 19235, Chulkov ties the
historian's exterior Semitic appearance to his interior image as an old-testament
seeker of spiritval truths.

IloroMOK CTPRHHUKOB IIYCTHIHE,
Vekarens mctani! Bo mpak

Tl yerpeMun cBoli B30p — 1 HLIHE

Bo ThMe TGl HINEIT: Beliui 3HAK,

Hatineinos ma? 3uaet Bor, — HO coBecTh
Tefe — kak BepHasA XeHa,
M 3xu3He TBOS Kak CepNiia HOBECT!
To oruelt npagIel MHCHMEHA.
Trl B HUX yRHOCK IIpaBOy Boxnio, Kax cBeT 3apHHIl BO MpakKe Tyd. . .

H eot §peneins No IPHAOPOXKEID,

Jestes cepnue Bephl K. 58

Leonid Grossman attributes Gershenzon's success as an artist exactly to his
Judaism, remarking that, by virtue of his race, he has become one of the great
figures of Russian culture, In his article, "Gershenzon — pisatel’," (1926) Gross-
man writes, "OH HpHHeC B pyCcCKYI0 TRIEPARTYPY CBOE CEPRLIE eBpes, BITIOGICH-
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HOT'0 B CIABRAHCKYK OyOIy, H ¢ MOLNHHHON MPARENHOCTLIO B BRITONHEHHH
CBOErO IIPH3BAHHS, MPOCTONYIIHO H HEHAMEPEHHO, OCYIIECTBHI CROC KH3-
HeHHOe Jelo H OKa3aNcs HeOXXHHOAHHO AN cefd Ha BepIIHHAX PyCCKoro
TBOPYECYBA, PAIOM C €70 BENHKYMHE ¥ HE3AGHRACMEIMY UMeHaM#."5?

A strange and contradictory portrait, however, is created by Boris Zaitsev in
his memoirs of the Moscow culture of the epoch. The whole chapter dedicated to
Gershenzon is sundered by contradictions and oppositions. Although it is meant
as a tribute, Zaitsev's merciless spite seems to undercut his aim. His eulogy,
however, ends with conventional adoration, full of respect, admuanon and
hostalgia:

B sTH TsxXKenble roay MHOroe nperepren Muxawn OQCHIOBAY
Teprrensor. MHOI'O cana3ok BOJOK COOCTRCHHEIM TOpOOM, TIO
MHOIHM FOPBKHM Ty3KHM NeCTHHIAN TOIBIMATCS, MHOT'0 KONON
HA MOpO3e IpOoB, YHCTHYI CHEr, Ja¥e roloxan gocrarouyso. On
yIOpHO ¥ GarcpoiHoe GopoNcs 3a CBOID CEMBI0, KaK MHOI'HE B TO
BpeMsl. CeMpio MOGHI, Kaxkercs, feaMepHO. 3HAT BENHKHE CKOp-
64 Goneany neTel, HX TAXENoH XXuanu | npeyromieHus. CToH-
YeCKHE FONONAN, BMECTE CO CBOCIO CYNpYroll OTHABad Nyddiee
OETAM, 33 TArOTH 3THX JeT 3aNlIATHI paHHeH cMepTLIo. ... lep-
IIEHAOHOBON MOIHIIE KIIZHAI0CH. 50

But in the same article Zaitsev rabidly deplores Gershenzon as a self-casti-
gating, craven, obsequious boor.

Yro pecenoro GHNC B BOCTOPXKEHHOM BonHdeHEY [epineraoHa, B
€ro CTpAaHHOM OnarorobeHHM nepen BnacToio? B Tom, 9ro MR,
PyccKHe ITHCATeNH, HOMKHH GollH XKIOaTe B MpHeMHoM, noj-
rofaemMule rononom? B ToM, uTo 'eplIeHI0OH TTATCTHYSCK H KYDHII,
yT0o KaMeHeB IPHHAT HAC ¢ 3HAKOMOMH «GHaromyIrHOIO» HeGpeK-
HOCTBIO, YITHRO H MOKPOBHTENRCTBEHHO? JaHRAACH H MyTAACh,
TepineH3oH COBOPHI BMECTO «3INPABCTBYHTE» «JalyTe», BECh OH
ORI IapajioKe, MPOTHBOpEURE, BCErda CKIOHHOE K camobuue-
BaHHK), BCErIa TOTOR JANLINATH BOCTOPFOM HWIH CMEPTEILHO
oﬁunc'rha.ﬂ

That we have a paradox is clearly expressed by Zaitsev in his description,"secs
oH G mapanokc, nporusopeure,” The web of paradoxes, however, becomes
even thicker when we add this description of Gershenzor by Andrei Belyi. In
contrast to the unsympathetic evalnations of Gershenzon's appearance, Belyi sees
in his appearance an object of admiration, a veritable ideal of human beauty:
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3a Helemo JI0 CMEPTH A 6L Y MOKoHHOTO,

BeTpeTHI MEHS KaK BCEra — MoNololl M Kanyuuli;, B3Apas Ha 3Ty
$urypy B o9Kax, ¢ HeSONLIIOW, HO ABCTReHHOH ILICHHKOM, Bac
ofikHralomell YepHLM H OTHCHHLIM B3ITISAIOM, BLICTYIFHBAS
BO3BYKIEHHYI) peuk, — % Beerda JIoBoBANCS ABNCHHEM HEBLIpa-
aumelinelt KpacoTH uenoneveckoi. 52

Belyi's description strongly deviates from the others. Seeing in Gershenzon
his ideal of humanity, Belyi admires an inexpressible beauty,

Placing all the images side by side, Gershenzon is simultaneously ugly and
beautiful, ridiculous and venerable. Paradoxes indeed pursue the portrait of
Gershenzon; he is constantly described as full of caprice and contradictions, and
his lack of consistency is one of the main features noted by his contemporaries.
Belyi attributes his contradictory personality to his unique capacity to conjoin the
head and the heart, reason and emotions where usunally people are forced to
choose between them:

AHTHHOMHH XW3HH ero ofbACHATHCE PENYadIIUM, KOHKPET-
HeliINAM NepeMeINeHLeM COZHAHASA, CepALe ero GLITO BIOXKEHO B
MEICHE: TRITKO MG B — MEICITAJI CEPIEYH Y, B GHEHH AX Cepiila,
MTHOBEHHEIX ITOPRIBAX TAHICHA MHCTHHKT NIposopihubBedmei
MyZpocTH; OeHCTBOBAN OH, K&K MyHIpell; [IO3HABAI e, Kak
MoBAIMHI; 3THM-TO OH OTNHYANCH OT BCEX, OKPYIKABIIHX €T0, ¥
KOTODEIX BCTpedaellls OOBMHOE B HAC pAsfielieHbe paccymKa H
yyBcTBa,. 5

Part of the answer to the mystery of Gershenzon's unique, protean and
contradictory posture lies in his ability to participate in a wide variety of
qualitatively different intellectual arenas. Reviews of his work give a sense of
Gershenzon's contribution to different intellectual fields simultancously, Nikolai
Losskii, describing Gershenzon's 1918 philosophical treatise, Troistvennyi obraz
sovershenstva, writes, "KHura IepllicH30Ha IPHHANNEKUT K TIPEKPACHOMY
BHAY NHTEpaTypul, crosmel mocpenpuHe Mexnay dHnocodHelt uw xyno-
JKeCTReHHKM TBOpuecTBOM."8 A, Kizevetter writes about Gershezon's work on
Russian history, "M.O. I'epme¢H30H XOCTHI RBHICOKOIQ COBEPIICHCTRA B
ocolGoM polle MPORABelleHNH, KOTOpHe CTOST, MOXCHO CKasaTs Ha pyfexe
HayyHOTO HCCASIOBAHAS U XyHOXeCTBeHHOro HAo0pakeHH s 00IIecTBeHHRIX
THIIOB MHHYBIIHX BpeMeH. TakoBH ero Tpynu o Ilenepune, o Yaanaese, o
rpaGoenoBckolt Mockse. 65 Thus, while usually a thinker belongs to one
school with one crede, Gershenzon was credited with the ability to belong to
many groups, while still remaining distanced and independent. In his bizarre
omnipresence, he was seen to embrace all of Russian culture and more... Belyi
asserts, "B pasIHAHLIX pajpesax KylIsrypul 3aXUI OH: MATEPHATHCTOM — B
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OOHOM; HASaMTHCTOM — B npyFOM; pCﬂJIHCTOM B Tpe‘l‘heM; H CHMBOITHCTOM — B
HETBEPTOM; OH He GLI JTUIIh «HCTOM», OH SHAT HIeal, Ho 6ea «H3aMa»; B XKHI
OH B «peaie» Ge3 «uaMa», TPOYHTHBAS B MATEPHH CHMBOIH XHZHH
K HBOLL, "6

His contemporaries applauded the contradictions in his personality, This
attitude can be e¢xplained by the fact that the Silver-Age culture was itself
characterized by contradictions. George Florovsky describes the period in these
terms: "J10 BLIO BpeMst HCKAHMA | co6asHoB, [TyTH CTPaHHO CKPEINHBANACE
H pacxopunHce. M Beero Sonsine 65110 poTHBOpedkil... "87 The contradictions
of the time are also reflected in the broad interest in mysticism and religion,
linking Gershenzon with his culture, a culture which, in its search for spiritual
purpose, often attacked reason and science.

Gershenzon in particular attacked reason head on. In h1s opinion it was
responsible for the ills of modern society, the loss of organic wholeness in man,
The needed cure was to decrease man's dependence on reason and encourage bim
to seek the purpose of his life in inner spirituality. In Gershenzon's 1909 article,
"Tvorcheskoe samosoznanie,” which appeared in Vekhi, Gershenzon denounced
reason, arguing that it had caused a gaping rift between consciousness and will,
"MuI KaneKH DOTOMY, IF0 Halla NTHYHOCTE PA3HBOCHA, YTO Mbl YTPATHRK
CIIOCOBHOCTE ECTECTBEHHOIO PABHTHA, MIe COAHAHHE PacTeT 3A0HO C BONEH,
OT¢ HAING COAHAHHWE, KaK MAPOBO3, OTOPBARIIMECA OT mMOE3Ha, YMUANoCh
DANEKO ¥ MYHTCA BIyCTYK, OCTARMB BTYHE HAIOY YYBCTBEHHO-BONEBYIO
xHu3HL."68 In an unpublished essay written in 1925 on Gershenzon's
metaphysics, a student of philosophy, Mikhail Grigor'ev, describes Gershen-
zon's infinite antagonism toward reason: "... paayMm y M.O. l'epmenaona ameeT
KaKoe-To CaMOCTOATEIIRHOS OHTOION HIECKOe GHTHC, HATITOMHHAIOITEE 300
HAYaNo (QLABONA} PENIHrKEH, caMoe POXKIEHHEE pasyMa o0yCHOBHEHO AHTHHO-
MHEH OLITHA, €IHHOrC B CBoell OCHOBE, HO pAjNeNeHo B opMax cymecT-
BORaHHs,"69

Gershenzon employed unscientific, intuitive methods in his historical
researches and e¢ssays on literature as a positive attempt to end the reign of
academic criticism founded solely on a rationalistic, philosophically materialistic
basis. In his "Posleslovie” to his translation of Metod v istorii literatury by G.
Lanson (1910), Gershezon criticized the positivist study of literature which made
no distinction between methodological disciplines, lumping together ethnography,
sociclogy, politics and literary history. Gershezon proposed instead the study of
literary history through an investigation of literary form. He wanted to define the
elements proper to literature and concentrate on the aesthetic merits of artistic
works. In a 1910 letter to the literary critic Arkadii Gornfel'd, Gershenzon
explains his disdain for the positivists,"...Hago xe mHam, Korma-HuGyIs
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HaKOHell, MOKOHYMTL ¢ 2ToH cxomacTHKol ITnwrmnnix 1 nplounx] 1 aaroeo-
pPETh 0 XHBoH RyIme uenaomeka. Belin TONLKO M €CTh, & BCE OCTANBHOE —
npouaseaeHne oTciopa, "0 This statement reflects Gershenzon's belief that all
literature emerges out of the author's mystical "vision" of a perfect world. The
spirit, man's natural link with the whole of the universe, plays a much more
important role in providing the poet with inspiration than does conscious
knowledge. In his belief that art is a means of cognizing the religious essence of
the universe, Gershenzon found himself aligned with the Symbolists, who
attacked Pypin and other Positivists for their view of literature as merely a
reflection of exterior, social life,

Although his symbolic identification is rooted in the ideals and motivations of
that part of the intelligentsia which he reflects, his image becomes more
complicated by his antagonistic and iconoclastic attitude toward culture, found in
his later works and especially in the Perepiska iz dvux uglov (1920) in which he
reverses his previous loving attitude toward culture, becoming its implacable
enemy. Andrei Belyi, however, sees in Gershenzon's nihilism even more proof
of his ability to remain a leader of his age:

On B 3TH MHIH, Danexuil or 3106 GeNbeTOHHBIX, KNIDYAP: HM
n3yuyeHHOH pycckoll KyneType, YIOPHEI, MyaeHKHA paGoTHHK, —
OH 3BAJI OT TAHT'PEHR, KOTOPOk KynbTypa GoMbHA, — K PeBONIOIIHH,
K «aHTHKYNETYPHOMY» HHCIPOBEPXKCHHI IIeHHOCTEH; H Ha
danRIIHBLIE NIECHH O TOM, YTC KYNRTYpa B OIACHOCTH, OH —
YTOHYEHHEIH 3HATOK €€, KPHKHYIL:

— «Kynerypy nonofi!»7t

According to Belyi, Perepiska iz dvukh uglov, instead of detaching Ger-
shenzon from his culture, actvally had the opposite effect of attaching him more
closely, In the figure of the nihilist conderning the cultural tradition as a series of
impersonal constraints, one detects the utopian cries of a dreamer hoping for a
better world. The ideal of overcoming culture to create a metaphysically perfect
society is a unique part of the Russian literary tradition. George Florovsky
interprets the Perepiska in exactly this way, writing, "B Hosnix $opmax »1o Grin
BCE TOT-Ke THITHYeCKHH pycckoli cTiop 06 HcTopuaMe 1 Mopandame,’2

From all the examples brought forth, it is impossible to deny the special role
ascribed to Gershenzon by his contemporaries. He was indeed perceived as a
symbolic representative of Russian culture, despite the fact that he was not
Russian at all, but Jewish, Although his colleagues recognized his contradictions
and paradoxes, their value judgments of his life are exaggeratedly positive. Thus,
we can conclude that in Gershenzon fellow intellectuals found a personification of
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their ideal individual, a personality worthy of respect and homage. If we look at
Raeff's list of the requirements of a leader and compare it with Gershenzon's
qualities, we see that he possessed all of them. He had been persecuted by both
the Tsarist government and the Bolsheviks, he was able to ingpire and incite
enthusiasm and he had such a personality that "he was the source of
unquestionable moral authority," By virtue of the ideal aims and goals he
expressed in his literary work and in his personal life, Gershenzon was perceived
as a "leader,” an ideal Russian intellectual. :

" The idealized perception of Gershenzon was motivated by concrete reasons
and supported by the historical experience of the intelligentsia. The Russian
intelligentsia has always seen itself in heroic categories, deeply venerating its
members, as priests or saints in a quasi-religious organization, Moreover, self-
consciousness, or the study of the consciousness of the intelligentsia itself has
traditionally been the main subject matter of the Russian intelligentsia. In his
article, "Russian Intellectual History and its Historiography, Marc Raeff, for
instance, has written (1978): o

The notion of intellectual history, as Isaiah Berlin has pointed out, is a
particularly Russian one in the sense that it is not strictly speaking a history of
ideas — i.e. an investigation of the inner relationships and filiations of ideas in
specific fields such as philosophy, politics and the like. It is rather an account of
the tradition by which succeeding generations of the intelligentsia defined
themselves and which they used as their guide to action.”?

In view of this emphasis on self-definition, Gershenzon deserved the role lent
to him by fellow intellectuals, since he dedicated himself exactly to the idealization
of Russian intellectuals. In a sense, Gershenzon as Russian intellectual was
enormously self-referential: he fostered a certain view of the ideal inteltectual (a
spiritual seeker, exactingly moral, honest, etc...}, and then he set about living out
these codes in his own life. It is not at all suprising, then, that through a kind of
metonymic displacement, Gershenzon came himself to represent the figures about
whom he wrote. '

It should be remembered that this sympathetic identification was not shared by
all Russian intellectuals, but only by a small group of writers, who for the most
part lived in Moscow and befriended Gershenzon. The limited number of
adherents does not, however, invalidate the fact nor reduce the importance of
Gershenzon's image. In Gershenzon these intellectuals found the embodiment of
their ideal individual and by studying their perception, we learn not only more
about this unique man, but also about the value system of the age itself. There is
much, if one were to study the question, that links the Silver Age to the other
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spiritual movements in Russian culture, and the idealization of the "leader” is
certainly a repeating ritnal in Russian coltural life.
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