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Russian artists of the early twentieth century focused not merely on the production of their

own artistic works but also on the aestheticization of life itself. This phenomenon, known as

il



zhiznetvorchestvo (life-creation), was often expressed in the form of dandyism. Modernists

clothed themselves in unconventional fashion and exhibited eccentric behavior in order to express

their opposition to what they considered as the anti-aestheticism of quotidian life. Of the various

instances of Russian modernist dandyism, this dissertation examines three distinctive

manifestations of decadent self-creation. The primary material for analysis my discussion includes

biographies, critical essays, and literary works that address the decadent aesthetic and its practice

in life. First, I explore the literary group comprised of Valerii Briusov, Konstantin Bal’mont, and

Aleksandr Dobroliubov by focusing on their demonic aestheticism. The next chapter illustrates the

dandyism of Mikhail Kuzmin who rejects what he considered the demonic decadents’ amoral

aestheticism and in its place turns to Hellenic notions of beauty for inspiration. Lastly, I explore

the dandyism of Aleksandr Blok who assumes the mask of a jester-dandy grieving over the loss of

aesthetic ideals and who expresses his sorrow through theatrical performance. I also compare the

three cases of Russian decadent dandyism with their European counterparts, particularly that of

Oscar Wilde and Charles Baudelaire. By doing so, this work not only demonstrates the influence

of Western dandyism on Russian decadent self-creation but also considers differences between

il



the two aesthetics, particularly their distinctive concepts of convention and beauty. In addition, I

argue that in contrast to their Western counterparts Russian decadent dandyism and the aesthetics

associated with it hardly marginalized such idealistic values as Hero, Truth, Life and Nature.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The neologism zhiznetvorchestvo (life-creation), combining zhizn '(life) and tvorchestvo

(creation or work), reflects the cultural ethos that shaped the mentality of Russian modernists. In

particular, Russian symbolists focused on an artist’s creation not merely as the production of one’s

own artistic works but also the aesthetic construction of life: “Iskusstvo est’ tvorchestvo zhizni

(Art is a creation of life),” wrote Andrei Belyi (1908/1969, p. 43). For example, Aleksandr Blok,

who described himself as the last man of the degenerate gentry, staged his wedding to Liubov’

Mendeleeva unconventionally, using gentry costumes and rituals (see Chukovskii, 1924, p. 6).

Furthermore, he construed the marriage as an articulation of the divine principle, Sophia.

Although Russian symbolist self/life-creation included an additional religious,

metaphysical dimension, its origins, in fact, are found in the cultural archetype of a Romantic poet.

Romantic poets considered /ife as a significant sphere of artistic creation, opposing the previous

neo-classical ideal that emphasized a predetermined Truth and Beauty in the realm of art and

knowledge. Their creation of life was aimed at restoring an ideal for living through the



iconoclastic defiance of the false, anti-aesthetic, clichéd world.!

Romantics were not the only ones who subscribed to the idea of self/life-creation; it also
affected the anticonventional practices of intellectuals in the realist tradition. Some members of
the nineteenth-century Russian intelligentsia such as Nikolai Chernyshevskii and Aleksandr
Gertsen assumed the image of new men, challenging the vulgar and corrupt state of everyday life
in favor of their ethical and civic ideals (Paperno, 1994, p. 5). But while Romantic practices were
focused mostly on individual lifestyles, the nineteenth-century intelligentsia’s self-creation was
more concerned with the transformation of the collective entity called reality. For that reason, the
realists’ self-creation is often called life-creation.

The idea of an anticonventional man influenced modernist culture universally but in
different forms. Modernist artists refused to conform to cultural clichés and “quotidian life” (byt,

Paperno, 1994, p. 8). Instead, they attempted to become new men who create new culture.* While

' Concerning the meaning of zhiznetvorchestvo (life-creation) in Romanticism, see Curie (1974,
pp- 25-55); Lotman &Mints (1989, pp. 86-87).
* For an investigation of Nietzschean myth apropos the new men in Russian modernism, see

Rosenthal (1974, 1986, 1994, 2002).



realist intellectuals sought to render an ideal world that is more moral, Russian modernists

attempted to invent a world that was more appealing in an aesthetic sense.

Hano, 4ro0s! kpacoTa cOpoBOXK/ajia Bac IOBCIOAY, YTOObI OHAa OOHMMaa Bac, Koraa

BbI BCTaeTe, JIOKUTECh, paboTaeTe, OJeBacTeCh, JIIOOUTE, MeuTaeTe WM oOemacre.

Hano cnenath %u3Hb, KOTOpas NPEXKIE BCETO YPOUIMBA,—IIPEKIE BCEIO MPEKPACHOM.

(Gippius, 1903/2000, p. 74)

Although the notion of idealism differs in these world views, the structure of self/life-

creation—the artist’s defiance of quotidian life and dominant conventions in defense of personal

ideals—was a significant unifying element that shaped the mentality of Russian artists throughout

the whole of modern Russian culture.

Anticonventional self-creation often emerged in visible manifestations; many artists

expressed their aesthetics through their physical appearance. For example, the peasant poet,

Nikolai Kliuev, wore Russian folk costumes to better embody his ideology. Others, such as the

aesthetes in the Mir iskusstva (World of Art) group, practiced this form of aesthetic individualism

by demonstrating aristocratic, refined taste. Viacheslav Ivanov and his wife, Lidiia Zinov’eva-



Annibal, decorated themselves and their apartment in ancient Greek style because they considered
ancient Greek culture the antithesis of the corrupted, antiaesthetic modern world in which they
lived. Another poet, Mikhail Kuzmin, who wrote the preface to the Russian translation of Barbey
d'Aurevilly’s book on George Brummell, a mythical dandy in the history of Western dandyism,
was famous for his large collection of vests. Similarly, even Zinaida Gippius and Aleksandr Blok
were concerned with style. Later, the early avant-gardists expressed their nonconformist attitude
through theatrical public scandal.’ In this way, dandyistic culture was an influential phenomenon
that shaped the self-creation of Russian artists in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
This dissertation considers instances of dandyistic self-creation among the Russian
decadents. The most characteristic feature of decadent self-creation lies in its expression of
amoralism and the apothesis of beauty. For example, such early Russian decadents as Konstantin
Bal’mont, Valerii Briusov, and Aleksandr Dobroliubov resorted to demonic imagery in styling
themselves. They were fascinated by black attire and decorated their domiciles with demonic and

black interiors. Along with their black fashion statements, they engaged in demonic behavior as

* For an overall picture of the dandy culture of Russian modernists, see Demidenko (1990, pp.

71-84); Vainshtein (2006, pp. 513-526).



well, subverting traditional morality in a notorious fashion. Their fascination with the demonic

was also related to their defense of beauty and art. The Russian decadents considered

emancipation from moral and societal bounds as an aesthetic gesture (see Aleksandr

Dobroliubov’s idea of beauty in Gippius, 1914, p. 262).

The decadents’ concern with fashion and amoral behaviors in defense of beauty often

earned them the label of dandy. In his essay “Russkie dendi” (“Russian Dandies”; 1918/1962),

Aleksandr Blok ascribed the title of dandy to the successors of Russian decadents who endorsed

the ideas of anticonventionalism and pure poetry.

- HCY)KCJ'II/I BaC HC HMHTCPECYCT HUYCTO, KPOME CTHXOB? — IIOYTH HCIIPOU3BOJIbHO

CIIPOCHJT HAKOHEI] 4.

Monono¥ 4enoBeK OTKIMKHYJICS, KaK 3XO :

— Hac Hmyero He HHTCPECYCT, KPpOMC CTHUXOB. Bens MBI—IIYCTBIC, COBCPLICHHO

MyCThIC. . . .

Tak BoT oH—pycckuii mumM3M XX Beka! Ero mnoxuparomiee miams

3aTEIUIMIIOCh KOTZa-TO OT MCKpbl Majloll 4YacTH OallpOHOBCKOM IyIIM; BO BECh



TPEBOXKHBIN MPEIIIECTBYIONINI HaM BEK OHO TJelo B pa3HbIx bpammensx, Bapyr

BCIIBIXMBAs 1 ONaJIsisl KPbUIbsl KpbUIaThix: Darapa Ilo, boanepa, Yaiinbna; B HeM ObLT

BEJIMKMI coOna3sH—co0da3H “aHTHMEIIAaHCTBA”; Oa, OHO IOHAJIHWIO0 KOE-4TO Ha

2 6 2 <6

nycromax “QuiaHTponuu,” “HporpecCHBHOCTH,

ryMaHHOCTH M “Hoje3HOCTe”;

HO, MONAJIMB KOE-4TO TaM, OHO IEPEKHMHYJIOCH 3a HEI03BOJICHHYI uepTy. (Blok,

1918/1962, Vol. 6, pp. 56-57)

Based on its two representative characteristics, Russian decadent dandyism varies with

individuals and their personal aesthetics. While some decadents focus on anticonventional

demonic behavior, others put greater stress on the defense of art and beauty. Some decadent

aesthetics were concerned with the issues of a moral or religious nature. Of these many variants,

my work will address three different manifestations of Russian decadent dandyism. First, I will

consider the decadent dandyism that initially emerged in the literary group comprised of

Konstantin Bal’mont, Valerii Briusov and Aleksandr Dobroliubov (Chapter 2). In particular, I will

focus on their demonic aesthetic and its practice in life. In Chapter 3, I take up Hellenism, an

offshoot of decadent aestheticism, where an orientation toward Hellenic harmony is present. My



discussion here focuses in particular on the poet Mikhail Kuzmin as the quintessential
representative of this aesthetic. In Chapter 4, I explore Aleksandr Blok’s aesthetics and practice as
yet another offshoot of decadent dandyism with a particular emphasis on his dandy persona in
literature. Finally, in Chapter 5, I address how the early avant-gardists’ practices of aestheticism
differ from those of their predecessors’.

I will also examine Russian decadent dandyism with respect to its similarities and
differences from its Western counterpart. Certainly there are similarities between Russian
decadent dandyism and its Western counterpart, insofar as both movements manifest an aesthetic
individualism and its performance in life. Likewise, both groups worship beauty and art as an
alternative ideal to established cultural clichés. Above all, European dandy-modernists, including
Charles Baudelaire and Oscar Wilde, influenced Russian modernist culture enormously. *
However, the Russian modernists’ concept of dandyism is different from its Western counterpart,

as I will argue in this study. Primary in this distinction is how Russian decadents perceived

* See Basker (2006); Bershtein (2000, pp. 168-188); Donchin (1958); Moeller-Sally (1990, pp.
459-472); Pavlova (1991); Polonsky (1998); Pyman (1994); Roznatovskaia (2000); Vainshtein (2006);
Wanner (1993, 1996) for more on Western influence on Russian modernism.
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Western dandyism. Russian decadent self-creation will also be shown to differ from Western

dandyism. Yet a comparison of European dandyism and Russian decadent self-fashioning is not

the ultimate goal of this research. I will use the lens of European dandyism to provide new and

significant perspectives for examining Russian decadent dandyism.

Thus this introduction serves mainly to outline the significant themes and perspectives of

Western and Russian (premodernist) dandyism through which Russian decadent dandyism will be

explored in the main chapters. As noted above, Blok describes Russian decadents as dandies

because of their iconoclasm and apotheosis of beauty. Dandyism, however, is a more complex

phenomenon than Blok’s definition suggests. Furthermore, Russian dandyism should be viewed

in its cultural context, which highlights its differences from its Western counterpart. This

introduction will help clarify some of the confusion regarding the definition of dandyism.

The first section of this introduction is dedicated to Western dandyism, in particular, the

representative cases of Lord Byron, Charles Baudelaire, Stéphane Mallarmé, and Oscar Wilde, the

figures most frequently referenced by the Russian decadents in their theories of aestheticism and

self-creation. The next section outlines the premodernist history of Russian dandyism, focusing on



Aleksandr Pushkin and his literary characters as exemplified by Onegin and Charskii. I will also

explore the dandyism of Mikhail Lermontov and his literary character, Pechorin, as well as

Dostoevskii’s character, Stavrogin. Furthermore, the dandyism of the Decembrist Mikhail Lunin

will be examined in the context of ideas of dandyism formulated by such Russian critics as Leonid

Grossman. In so doing, I will inductively present the definition of dandyism as well as the special

characteristic of Russian dandyism, which in turn will be utilized in exploring Russian decadent

self-creation.



Dandyism in the Western Cultural Tradition

In the European cultural milieu, the history of self-creation begins with Romanticism.

Against the background of neoclassical values (universal Truth and its rule) and Christian ideals

(goodness and spirit), Romanticism adopted new standards that reassessed the role of

transgression, originality, emotion, transience, sensuality, and relativism in its system of values. A

Romantic figure cultivated the image of a genius who challenges the conventional neoclassical

and Christian value system. However, the concept of a Romantic genius was not completely

divorced from the structure of the Truth-commitment function of neoclassicism and Christianity.

The neoclassical ethos of a poet’s honor and the Christian norms were still present in Romanticism

in different ways. For example, the Romantic philosophy of history and the idea of a hero who

participates in history were influential ideas that shaped the self-creation of a Romantic figure. In

his rejection of conventional standards, a Romantic genius is ostensibly connected with an ideal

and genuine vision than the one associated with conventional, clichéd truth. This iconoclastic

heroism of a Romantic genius was sometimes expressed in the form of martyrdom. As Curie

notes:

10



almost from the very beginning, romantics divided the concept of genius into two

categories: that of the hero who triumphs immediately and directly over the forces of

alienation; and that of the martyr who triumphs, but only through suffering and defeat

(1974, p. 209)

Significantly, a Romantic genius was also associated with beauty. He was mostly depicted

as a handsome man. The adoption of a code of beauty implies an archetypal idea of aestheticism

as a rejection of values associated with Truth. This relationship between Romantic individualism

and beauty, which was fully developed and prevailed in the Romantic period, can be traced back

to Lucifer in the biblical myth: “With Milton, the Evil One definitely assumes an aspect of fallen

beauty, of splendor shadowed by sadness and death” (Praz, 1951, p. 56; as cited in Matich, 1972a,

p 191).

In addition, during the Romantic period, art began to be considered the realm in which to

transcend the conventional, phenomenal world (Curie, 1974, p. 43). An artist, in particular a poet,

was considered a representative Romantic figure who could solve “his own and the world’s

alienation” and “establish a realm of unity and perfection” (Curie, 1974, p. 29). Thus, a Romantic

11



poet like Lord Byron was venerated as a larger-than-life figure who could fulfill the myth of “the
epic and rhetoric of a single, self-made hero” (Greenleaf, 1994b, p. 389) after Napoleon’s death
(about the historical evolution of heroism, see Howells, 1996, p. 107).

Romantic figures began to see something ironic about heroism. The myth of a genius
began to be considered a convention, and Romantic figures freed themselves from the clichéd idea
of a genius. This self-consciousness about a now clichéd Romantic myth was the starting point of
dandyism as exemplified by that of Byron.’ His autobiographical work, Childe Harold's
Pilgrimage (1912-1918), describes a Romantic dandy who cultivates a distinctive persona
through playful behaviors and stylization. Byron is also famous for fashioning himself as a
frivolous dandy who scorns a serious attitude toward artistic creation and pursues a dilettantish,
slipshod writing style. He kept showing his contempt of writing—Byron even said that “writing

verse is the easiest of all attainments” (Martin, 1984, p. 39). In his journal, Byron recalls his early

> For more on the history and meaning of dandyism in the European context, see Baudelaire
(1863/2006); Boym (1991, pp. 37-118); D’ Aurevilly (1897); Feldman (1993); Fillin-Yeh (2001); Godfrey
(1982, pp. 21-33); Greenleaf (1994a, 1994b); Hamilton (n. d.); Howells (1996); Moers (1960); Saisselin
(1956, pp. 457-60); Sinfield (1994); Tacium (1998); Vainshtein (2006, pp. 390-435); Wohlfarth (1970, pp.
529-571).
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dandy period, noting that the dandies who he met did not quite like writers, and he was the only

one in the club (Bairon, 1963; as cited in Vainshtein, 2006, p.346). In other words, his dandyism

was a product created by the self-irony of a Romantic poet.

Similarly, the myth of a Romantic figure and its attendant irony can be seen in the

modernist period as well. In modernism, of course, the codes of beauty and conventionality

became more complicated than those in Romanticism. The modernists not only rejected morality

in favor of evil and beauty but also defied the bourgeois and middle-class culture of positivism,

utilitarianism, democracy, and progress. In terms of the concept of beauty, the aesthetics of evil,

chaos, excess, disharmony, and unwholesomeness emerged in opposition to harmonious, organic,

and sanguine beauty. Homosexuality interested modernists as a repudiation of traditional

patriarchy. With more complex codes of conventions and beauty, the modernists were also

involved with the myth of a genius and its self-irony as exemplified by the dandyism of

Baudelaire, insofar as they were the successors of Romantic self/life-creation.

In the 1840s, when he wrote the Salon de 1846, Baudelaire was influenced by the heroism

of Ralph Waldo Emerson and Thomas Carlyle. He endorsed the meaning of a genius as one who

13



represents cultural community and the evolution of history. However, disillusioned with the 1848

revolution, Baudelaire presents in the 1860s the dandyism that consists of an “ambition to be a

‘great man’ or a ‘hero’ or a ‘saint’ for oneself, thus twisting the formula of Emerson’s ‘heroism’”

(Howells, 1996, p. xx). Baudelaire’s representative text of dandyism, “Le Peintre de la Vie

Moderne” (“The Painter of Modern Life”; 1863/2006), also describes a dandy who

demythologizes a Romantic genius. Baudelaire presents the painter, Constantin Guys, as a modern

artist who hides himself in the impressionistic speed of a modern city and the world of common

mortals. As Baudelaire notes,

M.C.G. loves mixing with the crowds, loves being incognito, and carries his

originality to the point of modesty. . . .For the perfect idler, for the passionate

observer it becomes an immense source of enjoyment to establish his dwelling in the

throng, in the ebb and flow, the bustle, the fleeting and the infinite. (Baudelaire,

1863/2006, pp. 395-396)

This “incognito prince,” who strolls around the city, is characterized by his aristocratic

idleness that resists the bourgeois positivistic myth of labor. Yet this type of flanéur (saunterer)-

14



dandy also represents a modern poet who effaces the myth of a Romantic ego. He is no longer a

genius who knows and lives out the meaning of Nature and History but rather the last hero who

realizes the end of his heydays.

Dandyism is the last flicker of heroism in decadent ages. . . .Dandyism is a setting sun;

like the declining star, it is magnificent, without heat and full of melancholy. But alas!

The rising tide of democracy, which spreads everywhere and reduces everything to

the same level, is daily carrying away these last champions of human pride, and

submerging, in the waters of oblivion, the last traces of these remarkable myrmidons.

(Baudelaire, 1863/2006, pp. 421-422)

Paradoxically, the dandy is a hero who recognizes the death of the hero. Irving Wohlfarth

points out that Baudelaire’s voluntary rejection of the epithet Romantic poet is depicted in Perte

d'Auréole (the loss of a halo) included in Le Spleen de Paris (Paris Spleen). Perte d'Auréole

registers the demythologization of the poet:

He is not merely compelled to look at himself and the world “with sober eyes,” but,

making a virtue of necessity, gladly points out his indistinguishability from his

15



fellow-mortals. . . . More specifically, however, the poet’s halo is not so much a

feudal reality as a bourgeois illusion. It belongs to the whole myth of the Artist (with

a capital letter) developed by nineteenth-century European Romanticism, and it is this

Romantic myth, implicit in the initial words and surprise (or mock-surprise) of the

poet’s interlocutor that is the immediate object of his sly humor. . . .Its protagonist

disconcertingly relishes hell, looks forward to prostituting himself and thereby

subverts the myth of the fallen angel by radicalizing it and really falling. (Wohlfarth,

1970, pp. 533-545)

Wohlfarth (1970) notes that Baudelaire is, of course, still located in the Romantic frame

that prioritizes the poet’s originality by having him deliberately participate in the fleeting world

and thereby differentiate himself from the common herd as well as from traditional poets (pp. 565-

566). Yet Baudelaire’s dandy differs from the Romantic hero. While a Romantic genius retains his

own mission and Providence, the dandy does not rely on any values and abandons himself to the

antiessential world over which only evil and beauty rule.

Baudelaire’s dandyism was not merely a philosophical concept defining the ontological

16



state of a modern poet. He practiced his dandyism, dressing it in the reality of black clothing. The

obsession with black demonstrates the effacement of a heroic firm self that underlies Romantic

and bourgeois culture. According to Hamilton (n.d.),

Baudelaire used the color black extensively in his wardrobe (and one could say in his

poetry as well) for some time before it became the dominant uniform in bourgeois

society. He felt that black was the most appropriate color for an age in mourning and

dived into like an evangelist into the Bible. Black from head to toe, from his silk hat,

to his long, straight coat, to his stiff cravats, all the way down to his perfectly polished

shoes. Even his linen was black. (p. 3)

Stéphane Mallarmé is another example of dandyism as antiheroism. Baudelaire achieves

dandyism by hiding (at the same time, distinguishing himself by hiding) himself in the world of

modernity: “modernity is the transient, the fleeting, the contingent” (Baudelaire, 1863/2006, p.

403). Similarly, Mallarmé’s dandyism manifests itself in his abandonment of self to eventless

everyday life. He did not construct his biography to conform with that of a Romantic hero. Instead,

he led a non-Romantic eventless life as a high school teacher and family man, making a name for

17



himself instead through his meticulous craftsmanship. Svetlana Boym (1991) argues that
Mallarmé, in his autobiography, stresses the “casual, fragmentary” character of his writing, which
defies a “unified, coherent” image of himself (p. 50). Instead, Mallarmé worshiped Art as an
absolute entity.

Paul De Man (1971) notes in this conncection that “Mallarmé’s modernity consists of his
radical disfiguration of both the Christian and the Romantic images of a martyr and a poet” (as
cited in Boym, 1991, p. 45). Mallarmé’s antiheroism, like Baudelaire’s, triggered his dandyism.
He was similarly famous for his black attire and wrote an essay called “La Derni¢re Mode”
(“The Latest Fashion,” 1874; see Boym, 1991, p. 68) in which he reveals his fascination with
black clothing. For Mallarmé, as well as Baudelaire, it embodied a predicament of modern poets
who dethrone themselves and distinguish themselves from traditional poets by taking the halo off
their heads. Thus, Baudelaire and Mallarmé’s black demonstrates the effacement of a heroic, firm

self ® and at the same time demonstrates one’s originality by the erasure of self. Boym (1991)

% Boym notes that Baudelaire “Moi c’est tous, tous sont moi (I is everyone, everyone is I)” and
Mallarme’s “disparition élocutoire du poete (elocutionary disappearance of the poet)” are an analogous
idea to Rimbaud’s “Je est un autre (I is another),” which Shoshana Felman considers as “violent and
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explains the paradoxical meaning of the dandy’s black attire:

In this respect, the color of the dandy’s clothes is crucial. Black attire helps to erase

the physicality of the body, emphasizing spirituality; and at the same time it is

uniquely flattering to the figure. The black figure can function as a hieroglyph, an

incorporeal sign of writing. Blackness might appear as a lack of color and as an

oversaturation. It is an aristocratic sign, a sign of permanent spiritual mourning, and

also a kind of coy poverty—false modesty, so to speak. It is pretentiously

unpretentious, anti-aristocratically aristocratic, asexually sexy. Black clothes disguise

the very presence of clothing and help to highlight the whiteness of the face. They de-

individualize the face by surrounding features, causing them to stand out with

particular clarity against the black background. (p. 67)

Oscar Wilde’s dandyism also adopts an ironic attitude toward the myth of the Romantic

hero. In his novel The Portrait of Dorian Gray (1890/1964) the painter Basil Hallward, who is

sincere about his art, is murdered by Dorian Gray. Hallward is not a Romantic poet, but he

rigorous deconstruction of the Cartesian ‘ego’.” See Boym (1991, p. 99); Felman (1973, pp. 3-22).
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embodies the values of the traditional artist who believes in the mission of the artist and the ethical

implications of art. As we shall see in Chapter 3 of this dissertation, in contrast to Hallward, Lord

Henry and Dorian Gray both represent the dandy who rejects traditional idealistic aesthetics.

Wilde vacillates between the two worlds of Hallward and Lord Henry, but eventually has Dorian

Gray kill Hallward.

Wilde’s dandyism differs slightly from that of his French predecessors. While the two

French dandies cultivate a solipsistic attitude, Wilde’s dandyism favors public performance and

theatricality: he conducted lectures to propagandize the art-for-art’s sake idea and sometimes wore

Greek costumes, decorating himself with lilies and sunflowers (on Wilde’s dandyism, see

Vainshtein, 2006, pp. 458-477). In contrast to Baudelaire and Mallarmé’s self-effacing stoicism,

Wilde’s dandyism was characterized by excessive self-advertisement and scandal mongering.

Both versions of dandyism, however, subvert the traditional notion of a Romantic poet, but in

different ways. While Baudelaire and Mallarmé’s ascetic black served to erase the traditional

notion of the self/artist, Wilde’s emphasis on theatrical costumes and playful protean masks also

subverted the conventional idea of self and artist by parodying the image of the Romantic poet
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who is guided by providential destiny and has an active role to play in history.

The distinction between Wilde and Baudelaire’s dandyism can be better understood in

light of Iurii Lotman’s treatment of European dandyism. Lotman contrasts Brummell’s dandyism

with that of Byron. In his article, “Russkii Dendizm” (“Russian Dandyism”; 1994), Lotman notes

that Byron’s dandyism is marked by its romanticheskoe buntarstvo (Romantic rebellion), whereas

Brummell’s is characterized by its iznezhennaia utonchennost’ individualista (delicate refinement

of the individualist):
Jlennusm npuoOpeTan OKpacKy pOMaHTHYECKOro OyHTapcCTBa. . . . . OckopOurenbHas
JUls  CBeTa  MaHepa Jep)KarbCs, ~‘HENpWIMYHAs  pa3BA3HOCTb  JKECTOB,

JIEMOHCTPAaTUBHBIA  IIOKUHI—BCE (OpPMBI  pa3pylIeHHs CBETCKHUX 3allpeToB

BOCITPHUHUMAJIUCh KaK TMOdTHYECKHE. Takol CTHIIb KU3HU ObUT CBOMCTBEH baiipoHy.

Ha IMPOTUBOIIOJIOKHOM ITOJIFOCC HAXOAUIACh Ta UHTCPIIPETAlUA JCHAN3MA, KOTOPYIO

pa3BUBal CaMbli TPOCIABIECHHBIM JeHAu snoxu—/xopmk bpemmens. 3nech

HHINBUAYAJIUCTUYICCKOC TIPE3PCHUC K 06H_ICCTBCHHBIM HOpMaM BBUIMBAJIOCH B UHBIC

¢dopMmbl. baiipoH mpOTUBONOCTABISUT U3HEKEHHOMY CBETY SHEPTUIO U T€POUYECKYIO

21



rpyoOCTb pPOMaHTHKA, bpemmenb—rpyOoMy MEIIAaHCTBY “‘CBETCKOH  TOJIBI’

HN3HCKCHHYIO YTOHUCHHOCTh MHAUWBHUAYAJIMCTA.

OroT BTOpOH THUN mOBeAeHUs bynbBep-JIUTTOH MO3XkKe NpumMcal Ieporo

pomana “Ilemdm, wiu Ilpukmouenus mxeHtismena” (1828). . . .I'epoit bynbsepa-

JIuTTOHA, NEHM U HAPYLINUTENb MOPSIAKA, CIEAYS IPUHATOMY IUIAHBI, KYyJIbTUBUPYET

“MonHYI0 ciabocTh,” Kak repoi baiipona—cuiy. . . . LleHHOCTh TOBeIEHUS JICHIU

npuaacT HE KadyeCTBO IIOCTYIIKA, a TO, B KakoM CTCIEHM OH BBINNAJACT U3

06H_Iel'IpI/IH$ITBIX HOpM: KpaﬁHeﬁ TPYCOCTBIO MOJKHO TaK K€ THICCIABUTLCHA, KaK H

KpaitHeir xpadbpocteto. (Lotman, 1994, p.124)

In particular, Lotman imbues Bulwer-Lytton’s dandy character, Pelham, who inherited

Brummellian dandyism, with extreme passivity (which is reminiscent of Baudelaire and

Mallarmé’s antiheroic self-effacing dandyism). In contrast, Byronic dandyism, based as it is on

romanticheskoe buntarstvo (Romantic rebellion) is characterized by energiia (energy),

geroicheskaia grubost’ romantika (the Romantic’s heroic roughness) and krainiaia khrabrost’

(extreme audacity), which are reminiscent of Wilde’s public demonstration of anticonventional
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fashion and behaviors. Although Lotman employs the term Aeroic in his description of Byronic

dandyism, he does not represent Romantic heroism as deriving from the myth of the Romantic

genius. Instead, the dandy Byron defies social conventions as a post-romantic dandy. Of the two

types of dandyism, as we shall see, Russian artists were attracted by Byron and Wilde’s

rebellious dandyism.

Along with its characteristic antiheroism, dandyism develops the provocative idea of a

particular relationship between the inner content (idea, meaning) and the outer form (clothing) of

art and self. Howells notes that Baudelaire inverted the structure of Emerson and Carlyle’s

Romantic hero. Particularly, Carlyle’s philosophy of clothes holds that

all forms of nature, culture and history are the outer expression or “dressing” of

ideas. . . .And everything that nature brings into existence represents a necessarily

imperfect attempt to realize transcendental values, which are in themselves inaccessible

and inoperative from a human point of view until they assume their outer dressing.

(Howells, 1996, p. 107)

By twisting this philosophy of clothes, dandyism sanctions the worship of outer form,
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alone, form that exists without any relation to inner and universal meaning. Concomitantly, the

dandy has no implicit inner self. In his essay “The Painter of Modern Life (1863/2006),”

Baudelaire explains his own philosophy of fashion and make-up:

Most wrong ideas about beauty derive from the false notion the eighteenth century

had about ethics. In those days, Nature was taken as a basis, source and prototype of

all possible forms of good and beauty. . . . We can see at once that nature teaches
nothing or nearly nothing. . . . I am led to regard adornment as one of the signs of the
primitive nobility of the human soul. . . .Painting the face is not to be used with the

vulgar, unavowable intention of imitating the fair face of nature, or competing with

youth. It has, moreover, been observed that artifice does not embellish ugliness, and

can only serve beauty. Who would dare assign to art the sterile function of imitating

nature? Make-up has no need of concealment, no need to avoid discovery; on the

contrary, it can go in for display, if not with affectation, at least with a sort of

ingenuousness. (pp. 425-428)

According to Baudelaire, beauty lies in complete artificiality, not in the imitation of Nature
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or God. Accordingly, the dandy’s mask and fashion are not a medium for expressing inner

meaning, but are an end in themselves and do not possess any ultimate meaning. In dandyism, the

outer form is thus an auto-referential thing that demonstrates that there is no original signifié.

Baudelaire’s rejection of the Carlylean idea of symbolization also accounts for the dandies’

notion of art. The dandy-artists insisted on the art-for-art’s sake idea that accentuates the

significance of form in art. A similar idea can be seen in Wilde’s The Portrait of Dorian Gray. The

idealist, Hallward, believes that he can represent the Greek spirit through Dorian Gray. His idea is

similar to the Carlylean idealization of form and meaning. In contrast, Dorian and Lord Henry’s

fascination with the antiquity is depicted solely as a form of stylization (Wilde, 1890/1964,

pp-109-110). Their dandyism lies in a fetishistic concern with the outer form itself.

In this pure obsession with style itself, the elegance and refined taste commonly attributed

to dandies do not significantly define dandyism. Rather, dandyism prioritizes an excessive

decoration or minimalism over well-constructed manners and decorum. If we compare dandyism

with the neoclassical honnéte homme (gentleman), we see that the dandy does not imitate or

embody the ideal and harmonious state of beauty, but the honnéte homme does. According to
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Saisselin (1956):

This insistence on clothes marks a departure from the practices of honnéteté. The

gentleman was not especially concerned with his dress so long as it was decent. The

dandy’s preoccupation with what might be considered externals, however, marks a

decline in true honnéteté. But then this is a result of the paradoxical situation of the

dandy-honnéte homme. But another result and a more important one of this

paradoxical situation is the relation of the dandy to esthetics. Dandyism is also a cult

of beauty. Honnéteté could be called that too, provided one insist that it was linked to

classical esthetics and also to the idea of bienséance. Honnéteté then would be the

imitation of noble lives of antiquity. Montaigne, de Méré, Saint-Evremond, in a sense

imitated Socrates, Caesar, Cicero. Thus, they were in tradition with classical esthetics,

one which insisted on the imitation of models and on respect for decorum. Now the

dandies, though, as we have seen with Baudelaire, they may have claimed kinship

with heroes of antiquity, did not really imitate them. One finds rather a nostalgia for

the eighteenth century among them than one for antiquity. (p. 459)
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The honnéte homme shares the structure a Romantic hero in that both models are based

on the idea that the self projects universal vision. Compared with these two modes of self, the

dandy’s self lacks any symbolization whatsoever. Thus, with its focus on the outer form of self

and art (mask, make-up, style, and form), dandyism constitutes a world of simulacra where the

structure of copy and mimesis is deconstructed:

La singularité, I'autre notion de la définition de Lemaire, reléve du modéle romantique

de l'esprit créateur mais refuse d'admettre I'enjeu de la vérité. Pour le romantisme, le

héros est une lampe qui émet sa propre lumiére et non pas un miroir qui la regoit. Le

héros-lampe coincide ainsi avec l'origine du monde (voir Abrams 1953). Le sujet

dandy, par contre, s'¢loigne de toute prétention de participer a la création du monde.

Désormais est-il tout au plus “original” et non pas “originel,” ayant rejeté le modele

organique des origines. Dans la mesure ou il s'accroche au romantisme, il trahit le

caractére esthétique de la notion d'originalité. Pour l'esthétisme romantique, toute

origine procede de l'imitation. En faisant coincider les soucis de beauté et de vérité,

'esthéte place la vérité sur le plan de la mimésis et donc du “simulacre.” Dans le
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Sophiste, Platon distingue le simulacre de la simple copie: 1a ou la copie travaille dans

le faux avec des matériaux faux (le marbre, l'huile, etc.), afin de render une bonne

imitation de l'oeuvre d'art originale, le simulacre essaie de brouiller la distinction

entre l'original et la copie. En misant sur son originalité, le sujet semble se situer au-

dela du vrai et du faux. Car le simulacre abolit la notion d'origine. Deleuze pense

qu'en pronant une esthétique de l'artifice, le dandy est une figure antiplatonicienne.

(Tacium, 1998, ch. 1. para. 79-80)

In addition to denying the symbolic content of art and the self/artist, dandyism subverts the

conventional notion of sexuality. Even though homosexuality per se cannot be equated with

dandyism, there was a tendency toward homosexuality in dandyism. Felski (1991) maintains that

the dandy’s attraction to homosexuality is related to his denial of “the conventional opposition

between the ‘modern’ bourgeoisis man and the ‘natural’ domestic woman” (p. 1099). Moreover,

in terms of his antiheroism, the dandy symbolizes a castrated being, that is, the dandy is a hero

without the symbolization of a hero. Accordingly, the pronounced masculinity of the Romantic

hero is annuled and denied (Tacium, 1998), leaving the sexuality of the dandy ambiguous. In this
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way, dandyism is a significant symptom of modernity that subverts the cultural and philosophical

center exemplified by Romantic heroism, Neoclassical Truth/honor, representation, patriarchy,

Nature and so on.
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Dandyism in the Russian Cultural Tradition before Modernism

The structure of Western Romantic dandyism as an ironic reworking of the myth of the

Romantic poet can also be seen in Russian Romanticism. Aleksandr Pushkin’s dandyism betrayed

the artist’s drive to distance himself from the archetype of the Romantic hero, resulting in his

concern with style as an expression of self-irony. As memoirists report, Pushkin was a frivolous

dandy in his younger years, and the poet’s interest in dandyism continued even into his later life

(Driver, 1985, pp.243-244).

Pushkin was rarely able to dress with true elegance, so he dressed for effect (Barbey

d'Aurevilly’s imprévu). In the muddy frontier town of Kishinev, he would appear in

formal black, “buttoned up to the chin, with all the graces and recherché politesse of a

young man in society” (Gorchakov, 1931, p.66), while for a formal evening in the

capital at which he was to give a poetry reading, he arrived with a soft open collar, un

col a la Byron. At an officer’s dinner party in Moldavia, he shocked a conservative

minor functionary by turning up in a Bessarabian arxaluk and fez. . . . . He scorned

bluestockings and “serious” interlocutors; he much preferred the fashionable routs of

30



the day, . . . His Onegin-like conduct at the theatre in Kishinev is preceded by an

incident in Petersburg in 1819, where he was attending some mindless play. Pushkin

yawned, whistled, and called aloud, “Nesnosno!” (“Unbearable!””) All this led to a

challenge from a philistine officer behind him who was enjoying the performance.

(Driver, 1985, pp. 248, 250)

In addition, the hero of Pushkin’s Evgenii Onegin (Eugene Onegin; 1833/1953), the work

that introduced the term dandy to the Russian cultural milieu, differentiates himself from the

clichéd type of the Romantic poet, Vladimir Lenskii. Just as the dandy Dorian Gray kills the

painter Hallward in the Portrait of Dorian Gray, Onegin murders Lenskii in a duel, symbolizing

the dandy’s ironic stance toward the Romantic hero. In a later prose work, Egipetskie nochi

(Egyptian nights; 1835/1978) Pushkin depicts another dandy character, Charskii:

Yapckuii ynoTpe6uisii BCeBO3MOXKHBIE CTapaHusl, YTOOBI CIVIQANUTh ¢ ce0sl HECHOCHOE

npo3suie. OH u3beran oOmiecTBa cBoel OpaTbu JIUTEPATOPOB U MPEANOYUTAT UM

CBCTCKHUX J'IIO,Z[CI\/'I, AaXKE CaMbIX ITYCTBIX. Pasr OBOp C€ro ObLI caMbIii TONUIBIA H

HUKOT/Ia HE Kacalics JuTeparypbl. B cBoell oiexae oH Bcerma HaOMOIan caMyro
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MMOCJICAHIOI0 MOoay C pO6OCTI/IIO H CYCBCPUCM MOJIOAOIO0 MOCKBHUYA, B HGpBI:IfI pas

orpony mnpuexasuiero B llerepOypr. B kaOunere ero, yOpaHHOM Kak JamcKas

ClIaJIbHsA, HUYTO HC HAIIOMHUHAJIO IHUCATCIIA; KHUTHW HC BAIAJIMCH IIO CTOJAM H IIOJ

CTOJIaMH; JMBaH He ObUl OOpbI3ral YepHWIamMH; He OBLIO Takoro Oecmopska,

KOTOpBI 00IMYaeT NPUCYTCTBHE MY3bl M OTCYTCTBHE METJIBI U IIETKH. . . . . On

MNPUKUIBIBAJIICA TO CTPACTHBIM OXOTHHUKOM 10 nomaneﬁ, TO OTYAsAHBIM HMI'POKOM, TO

caMbIM TOHKOH ractpoHoMom; OgHako * oH 0bu1 o3T,(Pushkin, 1835/1978, p. 245)

As we see from the above description, Charskii is a dandy poet who keeps an ironic

distance from the literati and who serves as a contrast to the poet-improvisor who has arrived from

Italy. While the poet-improvisor represents the ideal of the Romantic poet who is able to interpret

and convey the secret of Nature and God (people have difficulty understanding what the poet-

improvisor says, which implies the unattainability of those ideals), Charskii embodies a poet who

distances himself from the myth of the Romantic poet. In particular, he cynically views the poet as

a commodity onto which readers project their clichéd image of the Romantic poet.

3nenHee 00IECTBO HUKOT/A €1le HE CIBIXaJIo UMIIpoBHU3aTopa. JIFoOOnbITCTBO OyaeT
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BO30YXK/I€HO; ITPaB/ia, UTAIBSIHCKUHN SI3bIK y HAC HE B YIOTPEOJIEHUH, Bac HE MONMYT,

HO 3TO He Oefa; rimaBHoe—u4To0 BbI ObuTH B Mogie. (Pushkin, 1835/1978, p. 248)

Although he exploits the relationship between readers and the poet-improvisor, Charskii’s

dandyism epitomizes the poet’s pursuit of originality and rejection of the role of the clichéd artist

who allows his art to be dictated by readers’ expectations.

One of the representative behaviors of Romantic self-creation, the duel, more obviously

characterizes an anti-heroic dandy like Onegin. In Russian culture, dueling was “an important

means for individuals—first within the nobility but later across other strata of society—to

maintain their independence from the state as well as to define and defend their personal space”

(Reyfman, 1999, p. 15). In a word, dueling and honor were codes that represent the individualistic

heroism of the Romantic self. The Decembrists favored the duel as a symbol of individual

freedom and honor, regardless of the state’s prohibition of dueling. In addition, for Romantics

such as Aleksandr Bestuzhev-Marlinskii dueling embodied the ideal of the point d’honneur (see

Reyfman, 1999, pp.188-189). However, in contrast to the Decembrists and Marlinskii, Pushkin’s

(1833/1953) dandy character assumes a different attitude toward the duel. Onegin finds no reason
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to duel with Lenskii. In fact, he does not even observe the rules of dueling (pp. 127-128). For him,

the expression and defence of one’s dignity is not an important value. This playful attitude toward

individual dignity is one of the characteristics of dandies in Russian romantic and postromantic

culture.

Dostoevskii’s character, Stavrogin, in the novel, Besy (Devils; 1872/1994), is a dandy in

the Onegin mold. He is depicted as a fashionable man who lived in Europe:

DTO OBUI OYEHb KpaCI/IBHﬁ MOJ'IOI[Oﬁ YCJIOBCK, JICT ABaAlATU ITATH W, IIPHU3HAIOCDH,

Imopa3ui MCH:. S xman BCTPCTUTD KaKOFO—HI/I6YI[L I'pA3HOTO o6opBaHua, HUCIIUTOIrO OT

pasBpaTa ¥ OTHArONIero BOAKOW. HarmpoTus, 370 ObUT CaMblil M3SIIHBINA HPKEHTIBMEH

N3 BCCX, KOTOPBIX MHEC KOF}Ia-J'II/I6O IpUxXoaujioCb BUIACTD, qpe3BanI71H0 Xopomo

OJIETHIN, JepXaBIIUK ce0s Tak, Kak MOr Jep)KaTh ce0s TOJIBKO TOCIOJUH,

NPUBBIKILIUI K caMOMy yTOHYeHHOMY OstarooOpasuto. (Dostoevskii, 1872/1994, p. 42)

Like Onegin, Stavrogin is not eager to duel and does not value any code of honor. After he

is slapped by Shatov, Stavrogin does not respond to his opponent’s offense, and in the duel with

Gaganov that later transpires, he refuses to take direct aim at his opponent. Yet he kills people in
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duel and does not feel guilty about his act. For Stavrogin, morals based on human dignity do not

exist. As Irina Reyfman (1999) points out, “the duel’s function as a safeguard for human dignity is

thus entirely lost on him (Stavrogin). . . .By toying with the honor code, . . . he creates an

atmosphere of moral ambiguity that has a powerfully destructive effect on everyone around

him”(pp. 244-246). In that he does not react against his offenders, he is similar to Myshkin in

Dostoevskii’s other work, Idiot. They both transcend the conventional morality. Yet while

Myshkin forgives his neighbor’s misdeed on the basis of his Christian spirit of humility,

Stavrogin’s indifference is based on his lack of morality. Thus, there are two distinct concepts of

beauty in Dostoevskii’s system. Myshkin represents the Christian concept of beauty and, in

contrast, Stavrogin embodies demonic beauty where relativism and sensuality prevail. Dandyism

lies in this amoralistic beauty of Stavrogin.

Interestingly, Dostoevskii’s depiction of Stavrogin is reminiscent of the Western dandy as

an embodiment of nonmeaning. Stavrogin is described as a man whose beautiful face does not

represent anything:

[Topa3uino MeHs TOXke ero JIMIO: BOJIOCHI €0 OBLIIM UYTO-TO YK OYEHb YEPHBI, CBETIIbIE
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TJia3a €ro 4Tro-To y>X O4YCHb CIIOKOMHEBI U SICHBI, LIBCT JIMIIA YTO-TO Y>X OYCHb HCXKCH U

Oes1, pyMsiHeIl YTO-TO YK CJMILIKOM SIPOK M YHCT, 3yObl KaK KEMUY>KUHBI, TYObl Kak

KOpaJJIOBbIe,—Ka3aJI0Ch Obl MUCAHHBIA KpacaBell, a B TO € BpeMs Kak OyATo u

oTBpartuTeNneH. [oBopwiM, YTO JHMIO ero HamomuHaeT wmacky. (Dostoevskii,

1872/1994, p. 42)

In other words, the beauty of his mask-like face is related to the worship of outer form (i.e.,

style) in Western dandyism. Reyfman (1999) also points out that “the narrator’s focus on

Stavrogin’s face leaves the reader with the feeling that the face we see is not the one that is ‘an

image of one’s personality (/ichnost’), of one’s spirit, of one’s dignity’ (Dostoevskii, 1994, Vol. 24.

p. 153) but is something superficial that Stavrogin can change at will. In the narrator’s portrayal, it

is less a face than a conglomeration of features” (Reyfman, 1994, p. 240).

This concept of beauty as a nonreferential icon can be traced back to the eighteenth century.

In his Istoriia gosudarstva rossiiskogo (History of the Russian State), Nikolai Karamzin(1815)

notes that the impostor-pretender, Grigorii Otrep’ev, is the “first Russian dandy (shchegol’),” in

that he constantly performs different roles by changing his clothes (Vol. XI, p. 263; as cited in
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Murav, 1991, p. 58). For Karamzin, the imposture of protean faces which leads to the effacement

of a face’s original meaning is consonant with dandyism. This code of a false tsar appears again in

Dostoevskii’s works. In Besy (Devils), Maria Lebiadkina calls Stavrogin a “tsar-pretender”

(Dostoevskii, 1872/1994, p. 253).

Mikhail Lermontov also embodies the antiheroic dandy. Although the poet tried to create

an image of himself as a romantic hero, particularly in his early period, he kept resisting the static

Romantic model that readers chose to see:

Lermontov appeared at balls uninvited, improvised withering epigrams, insulted his

admirer, wrote scandalously violent and sexually explicit poems, stages disruptive

pranks, calculately seduced and abandoned at least one woman, fought two duels over

trivial matters and was exiled twice. Devoid of explicit and acceptable moral or

political meaning, such provocative behavior contradicts the poet’s “traditionally

heroic persona,” which Russian critics have labored to protect. (Powellstock, 2005, p.

12)

Along with Lermontov, some Decembrists practiced antiheroic dandyism, too. In his
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article about Pushkin’s dandyism, Leonid Grossman (1923) adds to the list of Russian dandies

some Decembrists as exemplified by Batenkov and Lunin.

Pycckuii mpHan3M—sBIeHUE HE €AMHUYHOE U HE ciydaitHoe. K HeMy nmpuHamiexar

HCMHOI'0OC, HO CaMBbIC APKHUEC NPCACTABHUTCIIN HCCKOJIBKHX MOKOJICHUH : HylHKI/IH,

I'puboenos, Yaanaes, JlepMoHTOB. 3a HMMH HAYT MEHEE 3aMETHbIE, HO BCerja

00JIeUeHHbIE JapoM I.HPIpOKOﬁ IMPOCBCHICHHOCTU U TOJHKOI'0O OCTPOYMUSA—KHA3b

Bszemckuii, Karenun, I'meauu, BnocnenctBuu [pyxunun. llpusHaku mpHan3zma

3aMCTHBI Ha 06pa3ax HCKOTOPBIX ,I[eKa6pI/ICTOB, Halpumcep, barenkosa nnmu .HYHI/IHa

(Grossman, 1923, p. 7)

Grossman (1923) does not provide any criteria of dandyism, but Reyfman’s (1999)

remark on Russian duelists indicates that Lunin was not same as the typical Decembrists. Rather,

he was ironic about the heroic self-creation of his collegues. Many memoirs characterize Lunin

as a frivolous and bold spirit who used to play with death and “enjoy danger” (Reyfman, 1999,

pp.78-79). As dandyism appears in the dandy’s ironical stance toward the typical Romantic

model, Lunin’s dandyism emerged in defiance of the Romantic heroism of his Decembrist
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collegues.

Interestingly, Lunin’s dandyism is different from that of Onegin and Stavrogin with

respect to the dandy’s attitude toward duels. Where Onegin and Stavrogin were reluctant to join

in duels, Lunin was fascinated with them. Yet his attraction to duels has nothing in common with

romantic heroes’ defense of aristocratic valor and ideals. Just as Onegin and Stavrogin approach

dueling nonchalantly, so Lunin approaches it as a manifestation of style. This attitude can be

detected in those dandies who served as models for Pushkin: Jakubovich and Liprandi were

famous duelist-bretteurs (Reyfman, 1999, p. 26) as well as dandies (Driver, 1985, p. 251).

Zisserman (1930) notes that Pushkin admired them both for their elegance and their skill as

duelists (as cited in Driver, 1985, p. 251).

Thus, we can say that, of the two types of (European) dandyism singled out by Lotman

Lunin is close to the Byronic dandy as characterized by romanticheskoe buntarstvo (Romantic

rebellion). Lunin, Lermontov and Pushkin all belong to the Byronic type of dandy because of

their frivolous and reckless behavior. These rebellious dandies “demonstrate their bravery and

experience the thrill of danger” to “prove that they are free human beings, and that the choice of
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whether to live or die is. . . . not the state’s” (Reyfman, 1999, p. 80). In contrast, the dandies as

literary characters (particularly, Stavrogin) can be said to be closer to the Brummelian solipsistic

type. Stavrogin embodies the dandy as other, which does not exist in Russia.

The rebellious dandies are concerned with their appearance. Where solipsistic dandies are

concerned with style per se, rebellious dandies dress up in order to shock the public. For them,

preoccupation with style is not itself a primary factor in determining dandyism. That is why

Lermontov, who “dresses too unremarkably to stand apart as a principled dandy” (Todd, 1986, p.

163), is perceived as a dandy by Grossman. (Pechorin, however, is depicted as a beautiful youth

like most of Romantic figures [Lermontov, 1840/1990, pp.493-494]) The eccentric amoral

behavior of this rebellious dandy emerges in the self-creation of the demonic man, which

characterizes Russian demonic decadent dandyism. Like his predecessor, the demonic decadent

dandy attempted to create public scandal with duels, and his dandyism was focused on demonic

behavior rather than making a stylistic statement.

In this way, although there has not been a philosophical discussion of self and art in the

Russian cultural tradition as there has been in Western dandyism, the idea of antiheroic playful
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beauty has developed in Russian cultural context, at times, in relation to Romantic dandyism and,

sometimes, as a negative object in Orthodox aesthetics. Although each focus of dandyism is

slightly different, its fundamental characteristic lies in the dandy’s ironical stance toward the

myth of the (Romantic) hero, who symbolizes such universal values as honor, Nature and History.
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Definition of Dandyism

However, Russian dandyism is often attenuated by Romantic heroism. Particularly, the

dandy in real life, as exemplified by Lermontov and Lunin, lies on the border between the post-

Romantic dandy and the Romantic hero. Powellstock (2005) notes that Lermontov maintained

the tension between the desire to become a Romantic figure and his ironic stance. Furthermore,

Lunin also embodies both the Romantic hero (Decembrist) and the post-Romantic dandy.

This offshoot of dandyism is caused by the special nature of the Russian cultural milieu.

In the Russian Romantic period, different literary movements and aesthetic trends coexist and

thereby allow competing codes of conventions (see Lotman, 1973, pp.74-89, 42-73; as cited in

Greenleaf, 1994a, pp. 15-16). Under such circumstances, both Romantic heroism and dandyism

were equally considered anticonventional; whereas in the European context of dandyism,

Romantic heroism was perceived solely as clichéd. Thus, in the Russian Romantic period, the

Onegin-like dandy appears in opposition to the clichéd Romantic hero. Simultaneously, the heroic

figure, like the Decembrist, emerges as well in defiance of the neoclassical self of the honnéte

homme. Mills Todd III (1986) also accounts for the syncretism of Russian Romantic culture,
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explaining how the three types of self-creation (Decembrists, dandy and honnéte homme) are

related.

Decembrists chose to challenge the status quo and to make changes beyond those

involving the gradual amelioration of manners. Writers close to the movement, such

as Griboedov, redirected satire toward society itself. Other writers publicized heroic

images more militant than the honnéte homme, the man of feeling, or the dandy, as

odes and historical meditations challenged the priority of elegies and

madrigals. . . .They had to appear at balls in order not to dance at them, take

cognizance of social fashions in order to oppose them diametrically, and ultimately,

contribute to the theatricality of society’s behavior by staging scenes of latter-day

Roman virtue in ways that did more to intensify the honnéte homme’s image of Stoic

virtue and self-control than to contradict it. . . .The Decembrists projected the

enlightened gentleman’s idea of independence onto all levels of Russian society.

(Todd, 1986, pp. 40-41)

Significantly, as noted above, this syncretism of conventions occurs in the self-creation of
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one person, as exemplified by Lunin and Lermontov, who has the face of a Romantic hero as

well as of a post-Romantic dandy. At times, the Romantic figure himself utilized the various

models of self to deal with the multiple modes of readership. For example, Pushkin fashioned

himself with various faces: as noted earlier, Pushkin was famous for his dandyish Onegin-like

behavior. Yet his contemporaries also remember him as a man who defended aristocratic valor

and the individual’s right to stand up to the tsarist regime.

In the manner of a beau joueur, he (Pushkin) plays honestly and pays his substantial

debts conscientiously, even when his opponents have cheated. . . .Durov had managed

to swindle Pushkin at cards. . . . Moreover, because both games of chance and debts

of honor incurred at cards were illegal in Pushkin’s day, stories about his gambling,

like those about his duels, resonated with themes of the writer’s opposition to the

tsarist regime. . . .He emphasizes that he is less concerned about the money involved

than about the threat to his honor. (Helfant, 1999, pp. 379-81)

Pushkin’s multiple personae arose in cultural situations in which authors needed to

cultivate protean selves in order to deal with their audiences. At that time, in particular, a mass
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readership was beginning to emerge in addition to the traditional aristocratic literati.” Pushkin
had to fashion himself at times as a frivolous dandy who disdains the role of the typical Romantic
poet, and at other times, he adopted the persona of a Romantic hero or honnéte homme who
defends individual honor against political oppression.

In this way, whether the dandy consciously fashions various images of himself or he is
unconsciously influenced by various modes of self-creation, Russian dandyism often turns out to
be attenuated by other modes of self-creation. This special characteristic of Russian dandyism
continues into the period of modernism as well. As we shall see in Chapter 2, the demonic
dandyism of Russian decadents is attenuated by Romantic heroism.

Due to this complexity, the term dandyism is often employed without an accurate
definition. Yet there are fundamental criteria whereby one can determine what is dandyism, what
is an offshoot of dandyism and what is not dandyism. In the first place, dandyism involves the
construction of the self, particularly with reference to one’s appearance and attitude. But not every

fashion-related anti-conventional behavior can be deemed dandyism. The most fundamental

7 Concerning Russian romantics’ self-fashioning, see Greenleaf (1994a); Helfant (1999);
Powellstock (2005); Todd (1986).
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feature of dandyism is rooted in Western (Romantic), and entails an iconoclasm focusing on the

erasure of the Romantic heroic self. In literary characters as well as in real self-creation in Russia,

concepts of dandyism mirror those of Western original dandyism. Particularly, of the two

representative types of European dandies, the Russian dandy in real life has more kinship to the

Byronic rebellious dandy as characterized by reckless antisocial behavior. He seeks absolute

freedom from established forms of morality and expresses the quest through frivolous behavior

and eccentric appearance. Yet Russian dandyism often creates its version of dandyism in

combination with the feature of a Romantic hero.

Russian decadent dandyism, which will be examined in the chapters that follow, typifies

this offshoot of (Romantic) dandyism. Russian decadents are the successors of dandies in that

they adopt forms of behavior and appearance according to their decadent Weltanschauung, which

prioritizes amorality and beauty. Influenced by various models such as the Nietzschean superman,

the Russian traditional rebellious dandy and Western Romantic and modernist dandies, Russian

decadents consider one of the primary principles of their self-creation demonism, characterized

by absolute emancipation from any values. In addition, the Russian decadents defend beauty as a
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new ideal. Yet Russian decadent dandyism is attenuated by other elements of self-creation as

exemplified by that of a Romantic hero. I will foreground the special characteristics of Russian

decadent dandyism in comparison with Western dandyism.

With these common characteristics, the each case of Russian decadent dandyism varies

according to individual aesthetic focuses. Of the three distinctive instances of Russian decadent

dandyism, the next chapter deals with the demonic decadents, the most representative type of

Russian decadent dandyism.
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Chapter 2: Valerii Briusov, Aleksandr Dobroliubov, and Konstantin Bal’mont:
Demonic Decadent Dandies

As George L. Kline (1986) points out, the late nineteenth century of Russia was an
“intellectual and ideological vacuum” (p. xi), when the previous ideal of civic populism declined
but a new ideal had not yet been created. A rejection of established ethics and the apotheosis of
human will dominated the atmosphere of the period. In this vacuum, Nietzsche appealed to
intellectuals who attempted to dismiss conventional morals and reenact a new culture.® More
particularly, what characterized the Nietzschean culture of the late nineteenth century was its
concern with the type of a new man. The Nietzschean superman embodied a creative new
individual who subverted the old values. Yet Nietzsche’s philosophy was not completely new in
shaping the amoral individualism of the period. Prior to Nietzsche, the Romantic tradition
sanctioned unconventional and blasphemous characteristics of an individual. In addition, the
nihilists of the 1860s and also Dostoevskii’s demonic figures typified an amoral individual who

challenged societal and moral idealism. Russian intellectuals did not have to read Nietzschean

¥ For Nietzsche’s influence on Russian modernism, see Gasparov, Hughes, & Paperno (1992);
Rosenthal (1986, 1994, 2002).
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writings to comprehend Nietzsche. In a simplistic way, people had long understood the problem of

good and evil and its Nietzschean resolution. As Bernice Glatzer Rosenthal (2002) points out,

“The pollen of Nietzschean idea hung in the atmosphere” (p. 2). Login, in Fedor Sologub’s novel,

Tiazhelye sny (Bad Dreams; 1895/1978), is a product of both the Russian tradition of demonic

man and the influence of Nietzsche in the late nineteenth century (see Kalbouss, 1986, pp. 181-

194). Disillusioned with traditional ideals of goodness, love, and happiness, he murders Motovilov,

the symbol of the corrupted, vulgar life of the provinces (Sologub, 1895/1978). Fascination with

this demonic individualism affected the Nietzschean heroes of early Maksim Gor’kii, Mikhail

Artsybashev, and Leonid Andreev, and they reemerged even in the characteristics of Soviet

Bolsheviks (Rosenthal, 2002, p. 23).

Another type that arose in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century is that of the

decadent artist, a product of amoralism combined with an emphasis on aestheticism. Decadent

artists criticized the utilitarian idea of art which degrades art as a means of reflecting ideologies.

Instead, they championed the autonomy of art, free from any predetermined goals. Thus, decadent

artists ought to find a model for their self-creation that combines the blasphemous rebel with the
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aesthete. They found one in the dandy, a figure that in their eyes incorporated both modes of self-

creation.

They were attracted by various Western and Russian dandies, particularly those artists who

had demonic and eccentric appearances and behaviors. For that reason, as noted in Chapter 1,

Blok (1918/1962) labeled Russian decadents and their successors as “dandies” (Vol. 6, pp. 56-57).

Valerii Briusov, Aleksandr Dobroliubov, and Konstantin Bal’mont were the three most famous

poets who exemplified the practice of demonic decadent dandyism. They particularly fashioned

themselves according to the archetypal image of a demon, by donning, for example, completely

black attire. Also, Dmitrii Merezhkovskii and Zinaida Gippius were interested in decadent self-

creation in their early years. More specifically, Zinaida Gippius publicly projected the image of a

satanic woman, and her decadent self-fashioning continued in an idiosyncratic mode even in her

symbolist period (see Matich, 2005; Presto, 2008). The cultivation of demonic dandyism can also

be detected in the cases of secondary literary figures. One of the representative poets was Modest

Durnov who was notorious for his decadent chudachestvo (eccentricity; see Gershkovich, 2003;

Khodasevich, 1976, p. 9). Briusov wrote the cycle Liubimtsy vekov (Favorites of the Ages) for his
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friend Durnov in the collection Tertia Vigilia (1900), and Bal’mont also dedicated his 1903

collection, Budem kak solntse (Let us be like the Sun), to Durnov, with the remark that Durnov

creates poetry with his life: “xynoxxHuky, coznaBmemy mosmy u3 cBoeit muunoct, M.A. JlypHoy”

(as cited in Lotman & Mints, 1989, p. 88).

This chapter will discuss the figures of Briusov, Dobroliubov, and Bal’mont, who are

examples of demonic decadent dandyism. In focusing on these three figures, this chapter will be

concerned with codes of art/beauty and life that constitute the structure of demonic decadent

dandyism. As the main materials for the analysis, I look into the biographies of the poets and the

critical essays in which they consider the concepts of and the interplay between life and art. In

addition, I explore the characteristics of Russian demonic decadent dandyism, discussing the

Russian decadents’ view of the Western idea of art-for-art’s sake. Also, by looking at their models

in the Russian romanticism tradition as well as its Western counterpart, I will analyze the

romantic structures that affect Russian demonic decadent dandyism.
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Art and Life

Aleksandr Dobroliubov was the decadent artist who most distinctively exemplified

demonic dandyism. As a polyglot, he had direct access to the sources of Western decadence.

Accordingly, he was quick to absorb Western decadent culture in contrast to his contemporaries

who lacked his language skills. Many of Dobroliubov’s fellow writers witnessed his exceptional,

idiosyncratic behavior and appearance during his decadent period, which spanned the years from

around 1893 to 1897, before he abruptly converted to sectarian mysticism (see Gippius, 1914;

Vengerov, 1914). During that time, he became fascinated with the cult of Satan and spiritism. In

terms of fashion, he always dressed in black. Even his house was decorated in black: “O6uBku

KOMHATBI YEPHBIMH 000SIMHU, TIOCTOSTHHOTO XOXKIEHHS B 4epHBIX mepuarkax’’ (Vengerov, 1914, p.

266). In addition, his chudachestvo (eccentricity) in the literary salon and a serious addiction to

opium drew people’s attention. The most striking rumor is that, fascinated with the cult of death,

he was involved in the suicide of female students in a high school. According to the reminiscence

of Vladimir Gippius, Dobroliubov’s high school classmate and a decadent poet himself,

Dobroliubov’s demonism was based on the worship of art/beauty, and his dandyism represents the
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absolute emancipation from all the moral bounds of society.

YUem HCKYCHUJI 9CTCTU3M €ro, BOCIIMTAaHHOI'O Ha NIACAX O6IH€CTB€HHO-

0CBOOOIUTEIBHUSIX? Nmenno naesIMu OCBOOOIUTEILHOCTH, HO TOTO

IICUXOJIOTHUYCKOI'O OCBO60)K[[€HI/I$I, paspCliCHUA ce0sl OT BCIKUX U3 NACAIBbHOCTH,

Mopau,....Jrta “BCEI03BOJICHHOCTD Ka3auach HaM HUCTUHHOMN

3MaHCHHaHHCﬁ,. . . .OTo3BaBImINCHL Ha 3CTCTU3M, IIO6pOJ'IIO6OB €My OTHAJICA BIIOJIHE,

663p33,I[GJ'IBHO, IMMPEKIIOHUBLIUCH TIEpCJ UCKYCCTBOM, KaK IIEPEA KYMHPOM, . . . KadK

nepen a0COIIOTHO CBO6OI[HBIM IIPOSABJIICHUEM HHUYEM HEC CBH38.HHOI>'I,

YTBEXKAAIOMIEH  ce0s JIMYHOCTH, CTpeMsIueics K TpeneiraMm W 3a Ipelesbl

nmo3HaBaeMoro, ganHoro. (Vengerov, 1914, p. 275)

The emancipation of the individual and the cult of art appealed to another poet, Valerii

Briusov. Whereas Dobroliubov’s decadent dandyism is marked by a distinct demonic persona,

Briusov presents a more complex figure that cannot be explained solely in terms of demonism.

Like Dobroliubov, he was an admirer of amoralistic individualism, but he also was an academic

researcher with an objective, sober spirit. At times, people saw in him a rigorous administrator: he
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was the main editor of the journal, Vesy (Scale). At other times, he was a simple and modest man
searching for domestic bliss. His contemporaries recalled Briusov’s protean faces in their
respective memoirs.” Among these contradictory features, the demonic persona was the most
distinctive characteristic of his decadent period between 1900 and 1906. During that period,
Briusov cultivated his physical image by wearing black clothes as Dobroliubov did: he wore a
black frockcoat and “black beard trimmed to a point” (Groberg, 1997, p. 117). Furthermore,
infatuated with spiritism, he experimented with magic on people around him. Andrei Belyi was
one of his objects of black magic when Briusov and Belyi were conflicted over their triangular
relationship with Nina Petrovskaia.'’ Belyi wrote a poem “Mag” (“The Magician™; 1903) with
Briusov in mind, and Bal’mont also dedicated a cycle of poems Khudozhnik-D ‘iavol (The Artist-
Devil; 1903) to Briusov (Groberg, 1997, p. 117). Briusov’s scandalous love affairs, which ended

in women’s suicides (the poets Nina Petrovskaia and Nadezhda Lvova) were as notorious as those

® On Briusov’s various faces, see Belyi (1933/1990); Gippius (1925/1971, pp. 73-120);
Khodasevich (1976, pp. 7-60); Kuzmin (1924, pp. 2-33); Petrovskaia (1976, pp. 773-788); Staniukovich
(1976, pp. 713-758); Tsvetaeva (1980, pp.161-73).

"9 See Belyi (1933/1990, 304-316); Briusov (1976, pp. 381-383); Grossman (1994); Khodasevich
(1939/1976).
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of Dobroliubov. People saw in Briusov’s fatal romances the echo of his aesthetic individualism.

Khodasevich (1939/1976) criticized Briusov, insisting that he exploited the fate of his mistress,

Nina Petrovskaia, for his art:

On mo0ut nuTeparypy, Toiabko ee. CaMoro ce0s—TOXkKe TOJIBKO BO UMS €. . . . ITO

Oe3leNIbHOE HMCKYCCTBO OBUIO €ro HJIO0JOM, B JKEPTBY KOTOPOMY OH IIPUHEC

HECKOJIbKHUX JXHBUX JHOI[GI‘/'I, .. HHTepaTypa €My HNpCACTABJIAIACH 0€37KaI0CTHBIM

00eCcTBOM, BEUHO TPeOyrOIUM KpoBU. (p. 39)

Briusov even challenged Belyi to a duel in connection with that romance. Yet this was not

an expression of Briusov’s love for Nina Petrovskaia. Rather, he utilized the sensational event of a

duel for public scandal. In his critical essays, Briusov reveals the impetus for his doctrine of

committing evil for the sake of art. Professing an aestheticism similar to Dobroliubov’s, Briusov

claimed that art is more valuable than life, and that an artist’s individual life should be dedicated to

art. In particular, he maintained that an artist should concentrate on practicing beauty in his life

and the result of such an experiment of the self should be employed for the creation of art. His

insistence on the intensity of life is embodied by his expression, tselikom (entirely, with full
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intensity). He maintains that the artist should explore his life/soul tselikom and should tselikom

record his spiritual experiences in art. Briusov calls this drive to unify life with art the artist’s

sviashchennaia zhertva (holy sacrifice) to beauty.

Mbl 3HaeM TOJNBKO OAMH 3aBET K XYJIOXKHHUKY: HUCKPEHHOCTb, KpPalHIOIO,

HOCJIENHIOK. . . . MbI TpeOyeM OT mo3Ta 4ToObl OH HEYCTAHHO INPUHOCHI CBOU

“CBHH.[@HHLI@ )KepTBBI” HC TOJIBKO CTHXaMH, HO KaXJIbIM 4YaCOM CcBOCH KH3HH,

KaXXAbIM LI}’BCTBOM,—CBOGI‘/'I J'IIOBO6LIO, cBoeH HCHAaBUCTBIO, AOCTHXXCHUAMHU H

naseHussMu. [1ycTh mOST TBOPUT HE CBOM KHUTH, a CBOIO *kM3Hb. (Briusov, 1905/1975,

Vol.6, p. 99)

What Briusov suggested the artist experience is a world of evil where everything is

permitted. Hence, giving oneself to the exploration of evil is the ideal for the demon-artist.

Jlymia B cBOei CyIIHOCTH HE 3HAeT 37a. . . .CTpeMiieHue Iiy0ke MOHATh ce0sl, UTau

BCC BIICPECH, YiKC CBATBIHA. Her OCYXKACHUA 9yYBCTBaM MCTUHHOI'O XYHOXXHHKA. . . .

HMcTUHHO MHOHSATOE 3710 BCEraa CTYIICHb Ha OCCKOHEUHOM IIyTH K COBCPHICHCTBY.

(Briusov, 1899/1975, Vol.6, p. 45)
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The poet Konstantin Bal’mont was also notorious for his demonic dandyism. His decadent

self-creation, however, was not the demonic individualism of Dobroliubov and Briusov, but rather,

one attenuated by pantheistic Hellenism. For that reason, while Dobroliubov and Briusov favored

black clothes, Bal’mont wore a flower in his buttonhole in the Wildean mode (Belyi, 1933/1990, p.

241). Bal’mont, however, was also fascinated with Nietzschean philosophy and sought to practice

the myth of a superman in his life. Briusov (1903/1975) considered Bal’mont “HoBbIif yenoBek™ (a

new man; Vol. 6, p. 250) and recalls in his 1896 diary the rendezvous with Bal’mont and the

“Be3ymHbIe Beuepa (mad nights)” (Briusov, 2002, p. 39) when they indulged in poetry and alcohol.

Like Briusov, scandalous and fatal love affairs were one characteristic of Bal’mont’s decadent

dandyism (Orlov, 1969, p. 7). Briusov interprets Bal’mont’s affairs in terms of decadent aesthetic

individualism. For Briusov (1903/1975), Bal’mont was interested not in women but in love (Vol. 6.

p-253). His affairs were merely the experiences that the artist employs for the creation of art.
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A Hero for Art

In this sense, Russian demonic decadent self-creation succeeds the amoral, eccentric, and

rebellious dandyism of their Romantic predecessors. Lermontov, in particular, represented the

model that the demonic decadent dandy worshipped. In his youth, Briusov (1994) found in

Lermontov the model of demonic self-creation (p. 584). Around the mid-1890s, his concern

shifted from Lermontov to Pushkin. However, for Briusov, Pushkin symbolized a certain

greatness of literature, but not an ideal of artistic self-creation. Rather, Briusov thought of Pushkin

as an example of the separation of art and life (Briusov, 1905/1975, Vol. 6, p. 95). In contrast,

Lermontov, Briusov thought, was a “poet for himself” who practiced absolute individualism in life

(Briusov, 1903/1975, Vol. 6, pp. 76-77). The duel to which Briusov challenged Belyi can also be

explained by his identification with the Lermontovian dandy. He constructed an image of himself

as a Lermontovian duelist defending an individual’s absolute freedom vis-a-vis moral conventions.

Bal’mont (1916/2007) was also influenced by Lermontov (p.125-126). He considered Lermontov

to be a passionate poet willing to surrender himself to the experience of the disharmony of one’s

soul.
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Similarly, Russian demonic decadent dandies were fascinated with European decadent

dandies, above all by Oscar Wilde. Vladimir Gippius (1914) recalled that Wilde was his friend

Dobroliubov’s idol, and he saw in Dobroliubov an echo of Wilde’s literary hero, Dorian Gray

(p.284). Briusov (1994) also confessed in his later autobiography that he was a follower of Wilde

in his youth (p.179).

Yet Bal’mont focuses on Wilde’s rebellious spirit, his effort to integrate life and art instead

of the English dandy’s antiheroic self-parody. In his lecture, Poeziia Oskara Uail’da (Poetry of

Oscar Wilde), he depicted Wilde as one who strives to live tselikom for the sake of art and beauty.

Ockap Yaiinpg mobmn Kpacory u Tomeko Kpacoty, oH Buzen ee B MCKYCCTBE, B

HACIaXIACHUAX U B MOJIOJOCTH. . . . OH 3HAJI CYACTHC IIOCTCIICHHOI'0 PpaCHIMpPCHUSA

CBOEH JMYHOCTH, yBeNWYeHHE 3HaHus, . . .OH OCYIIECTBIsUI, 0 YpE3MEpHOI

Kalpu3HOCTH, Bce cBoM “Xouy!” (Bal’'mont, 1904, p. 115)

The Russian demonic decadents’ interpretation of Baudelaire also demonstrates their

emphasis on the unity of life and art. Instead of Baudelaire’s antiheroism, Bal’'mont (1904)

focuses on the integrity of his quest for evil and beauty: “scnm e oH KuBeT B MUpe 371a JTUIIIH
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3areMb, YTOOBI )KUTh B MHpE 3714, 5 TTOI00III0 €ro 3a ero 1enbHOCTh (p. 58). His poem entitled “K

Bodleru” (“To Baudelaire; 1899/1969) also reveals Bal’mont’s worship of a demonic soul that

passionately seeks a world of uzhas (terror) and obryv (outburst; Bal’mont, p. 188). He presents

Baudelaire as the model of a new artist along with Paul Verlaine and Felicien Rops.

Boxnep u Poric, eme uyxpie HaMm 1o cBoei opme, HO pOJHBIE 110 CBOMM MOPBIBAM U

MNEPCIKMBAHUAM, UCTHUHHBIC ITPCAIINCCTBCHHUKH “HOBOT'O I/ICKYCCTBa.”. . Ilonw BepneH,

CTOHH_II/Iﬁ Ha 1IOpore HOBOI'O MCKYCCTBA, YK€ BOIUIOTUI B cebe TuI XYAOXKHHKA, HC

3HAOIICTO, I'’I€ KOHYACTCA KHU3Hb, I'IC HAYMHACTCA HCKYCCTBO. OTOT NOKAasSTHHBIN

MbSHUIIA, CJaraBIIMi B Kabakax TMMHBI Telly, a B OonHuiax—/lese Mapuu, He

OTpeKasics caM OT ce0si, MPUHOCS CBOIO “CBALIEHHYIO kepTBy.”. . . KTo mpuHuMaeT

ctuxu Beprnena, 1opkeH IpoHATH U ero u3Hb. (Briusov, 1905/1975, p. 96,98)

Furthermore, in translating the ambiguous line of Baudelaire’s poem La Beauté, which had

been traditionally understood as an expression of impassive cold beauty, Briusov (1904/1975)

insisted that Baudelaire’s aestheticism is not that of deathly immobility but of a passionate iskanie

(quest) and poryv (outburst; p. 86):
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“MckyccBO ISl KCKYCCTBA OTPBIBAET UCKYCCTBO OT KW3HH, T. €. OT €JUHCTBEHHOM

IIO4YBBI, HaA KOTOpOﬁ YTO-IH00 MOYKET B3pAaCTH B 4YCJIOBCUCCTBC. HCKYCCTBO BO HNMsA

OecrenbHolt KpacoTel—MepTBoe uCKyccTBO. . . .YUenoBedeckuil OyX HE MOXKET

npuMupuThCcs ¢ mokoem. “‘Je hais le mouvement qui déplace les lignes”™—“A

HEHABIKY BCSIKOe mepeMeleHue JuHui,” toBoput Kpacora y bomnepa. Ho

HCKYCCTBO BCCrJa HMCKaHHEC, BCCria IOPbIB, U CaM BOI[J'ICp B CBOM OTTOYCHHBIC

COHCTBhI BJIMJI HE CMCPTHYHO HCIABWXHOCTb, a BOJOBOPOTBI TOCKH, OTHAAHbA U

npoxssatuid. (Briusov, 1904/1975, p. 86)

It was not only Briusov who sought to understand Baudelaire as he chose. Ellis (L. L.

Kobylinsky), who himself was an admirer of Briusov’s individualism, depicted Briusov himself as

the successor of Baudelaire’s demonism. Significantly, Ellis stresses Briusov’s fascination with

Baudelaire’s “heroic demonism.”

A shadow from Baudelaire’s soul has fallen on him, and this means everything to me,

absolutely everything! ‘The heroic in demonism’—this is his essence, and for me this

is the most important. (Ellis’ letter in 1907; as cited in Wanner, 1996, p. 129)
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In this way, Russian demonic decadents paid particular attention to the dandy’s integration

of life and art instead of his antiheroism. They even described both Baudelaire and Wilde as

martyrs. Bal’'mont’s defense of Wilde focuses not only on Wilde’s aestheticism but also on his

muchenie (suffering). Claiming that only Nietzsche can surpass Wilde in the integrity with which

he merged life and art, Bal’mont notes that Nietzsche’s madness and Wilde’s exile indicate their

fates as martyrs (Bal’mont, 1904, pp. 124-125) Bal’mont even depicts Baudelaire’s indomitable

quest for evil and beauty as a form of self-torment.

MI/Ip MYYUTCIIbCTBA Had CaMHUM CO60ﬁ, HCYHACPIKUMOC CTPCMIICHHUEC BXOIAWUTb B

JICCOHAHCBI, U BBOJUTH B ce0s BOJIHY NpoTUBOpeunii.CTpaHHas MPUXOTh 03Ta, C

TaKUM HNPOH3UTCIBHO-ICHBIM YMOM, KCJIaTbh BO YTOOBI TO HU CTaj0 OBITH TOJIBKO C

TEM, UYTO PaHHUTh, HE yOeratb oT 001H, a npudImxKaTh ee k cede. (Bal’mont, 1904, p.

54)

The artist then is a martyr who suffers from the inner and outer conflicts caused by his

practice of aesthetic individualism. This essentially Romantic idea of the artist’s sacrifice later

develops into the symbolists’ narrative of Christian martyrdom in which an artist is equated with
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Christ (Rosenthal, 2002, p. 39).

Thus, the Russian demonic decadents’ self-creation and its models demonstrate a peculiar

blend of dandyism and Romantic heroism. The Russian demonic decadents succeed dandies, in

that they fashion their lives according to the principles of amoralism and aestheticism. Yet the

demonic decadents put more emphasis on the spirit of the unity of art and life than the playful

antiheroic spirit in dandyism. For that reason, Russian demonic decadent dandies in particular

considered Lermontov their model instead of Pushkin. For them, Pushkin’s dandyism is based on

the separation of art from life like that of some Western dandies.

The uniqueness of Russian demonic decadent dandyism can be defined by comparing it

also to Baudelaire’s dandyism. As Baudelaire’s dandyism twists Carlyle and Emerson’s

philosophy of heroism (see page 13-14 of this dissertation), Russian demonic decadent dandyism

inverts romantic heroism and makes the dandy a hero who dedicates himself to beauty and art.

Yet for Baudelaire, to become a “hero for oneself” represents the separation of life from art. In

other words, in Baudelaire’s heroism for oneself, art is a separate realm from life. Yet in Russian

decadents’ heroism for Art, art should be integrated with life. (Yet this heroism for the sake of art
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is different from the original structure of Romantic heroism which the dandy rejects. While a

Romantic hero embodies and seeks the realization of such idealistic values as Nature and History,

a hero for Art worships such anti-idealistic ideals as evil and beauty)

In this hybrid mixture of dandyism and heroism, some of the Western dandies’ solipsistic

dandyism and their concerns with craftsmanship and style are perceived as being alien to the

spirit of “genuine decadence.” Briusov dismisses European Parnassian aestheticism for its

mechanistic, dehumanizing characteristics. Criticizing Theophil Gautier’s Parnassianism, Briusov

argues that genuine aestheticism should not be understood as consisting of the kind of the formal

craftsmanship that would have the artist mechanically grind out ideal beauty.

Teodunb ['OThe, . . . . 3TOT MOCHENHUN poMaHTHK BO DpaHIINK U TIEPBBIA MapHACEII,

OCTaBUJ U cBoe ompezaeneHue nodta. “Iloat, mumer oH, mpexzae Bcero padouuil.

COBepHIeHHO OCCCMBICIICHHO CTapaHUEC NMOCTABUTD €Ir'0 Ha HUCaJIbHBIN IbeAecTal. On

AOJIDKEH UMCETh POBHO HACTOJIBKO yMa, KaK U BCSIKHM pa60111/1171, 1 00s13aH 3HATh CBOM

TPYZH. ... " ....W, BepHBIE TaKOMY 3aBeTy, MapHaclbl padoTany HaJl CBOUMU CTUXaMH,

KaK MaTeMaTHKH HaJ CBOMMH 3aJadaMH, ObITh MOXKET He 0e3 BHoxHoBeaeHus. . . .Ho
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COBPEMEHHOE  HMCKYCCTBO, TO  KOTOpPO€  Ha3blBalOT  “‘CUMBOJM3MOM~ U

“neKaJieHTCTBOM, ~° IO HE 3TOM OMYCTOLIEHHOW JIOPOTOH. . . Pomantuzm'! COpBaJI C

JyIIN T03Ta BEPEBKH, KOTOPHIMH OIYTHIBAT €€ JDKEKIACCHUIIN3M, HO HE OCBOOOIUI

OKOHYATENbHO. XYyJI0KHUK-POMAHTHK BCE €IIle ObLIT YOSK/ICH, YTO HCKYCCTBO JIOJKHO

M300pakaTh OJHO IMPEKPACHOE M BBICOKOE, YTO €CTh MHOI0E€, YTO HE MOJICIKUT

HCKYCCTBY, O U€M OHO JOJKHO Moiudath. (Briusov, 1905/1975, pp. 95-97)

Here the focus on the artist’s craftsmanship represents the separation of life from art, as
Mallarme’s dandyism demonstrates (see page 17-18 of this dissertation). For that reason, Briusov
(1905/1975) presents the aestheticism of Stephan Mallarme, Arthur Rimbaud, and Joris-Karl
Huysmans as the negative side of decadence where the spirit of authentic decadence is absent (p.

113).

" Briusov understood that Parnassians comes from Romanticism.
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Crisis of Demonic Dandyism

Interestingly, unlike his aesthetics, Briusov displayed in real life a dispassionate Parnassian

craftsmanship reminiscent of Mallarmean self-fashioning. While Bal’'mont favored a

sentimentalist vdokhnovedenie (inspiration), Briusov subscribed to the ethos of cold and accurate

research and craftsmanship. He worked on a history of the Russian lyric and made a major

contribution to Pushkin studies. Joan Delaney Grossman (1992) points out that Briusov’s

scholarly work on Pushkin came from something other than his symbolist identity (pp.81-82).

Furthermore, unlike his public image as a liberal decadent, he was fascinated with the peaceful

domestic life, which is also reminiscent of Mallarmé. Nonetheless, it is hard to say that his sober

approach to literature and a desire for a simple domestic life was a function of antiheroic

dandyism, as was the case with Mallarmé. Rather, it would be more correct to say that Briusov’s

ascetic and dispassionate ethos comes from a classical desire for greatness. His 1896 diaries

written right before he began to work on a “History of the Russian Lyric” show his ambition to

become a great artist.

Hos6pb, 26. “HpiHe, 32 HECKOJIBKO HEACHb IMEpesd TMOSBICHUEM B CBET MOCIEIHEH
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KHHUT'H MOHX CTOXOB, s TOPKECTBCHHO U CEPHE3HO Aar0 CJIOBO Ha JiBa IroJa OTKa3aTbCA

oT HHTCpaTypHOﬁ JCATCIbHOCTH. MHe xoTes10ch Obl HUYETO HE MHUCATh 3a 3TO BpEMs,

a W3 KHUT OCTaBUThH cebe Tonbko Tpu—bubmmio, 'omepa u [lexcnupa. Ho mycTh

JaXe 3TO HEBO3MOXKHO, s IOCTapaloch NPHOIM3HUTBCSA K dToMy uueany. S Oymy

YUTAaTh JIMIIb BCJIMWKOC, [MCATh JIMIIb B TC MUHYThI, KOI'/Jla Y MCHHI 6YI[GT YTO CKa3aThb

BCEMY MUDY. Sl TOBOPIO MO€ IPOCTH LTYMHOM YKU3HU JKYpHAIbHOTO O0¥iIa U TPOMKUM

MNPUTA3AHUAM I103TA-CHMBOJIMCTA. Pl YAAIAOCh B )KU3Hb, 1 OKYHYChb B €€ MCJIOYH, 5

IMMO3BOJIIO 3aCHYTH CcBOEH (1)aHTaSI/II/I, cBoOeH ropaocCtu, CBOEMy 4. Ho »T0T coH 6y,[[eT

TOJIKO KaXyluMmcsi. TaT Turp NpUKpbIBaeT IJla3a, 4YTOObl BEpHEE CIEAUTH 3a

",

skepTtBoil. 11 Most moObIva yxxe oopeuena mue. S uny. TpyOsi, cmonkuaute!” (Briusov,
2002, p. 41)
Marina Tsvetaeva (1925/1980) also notes that Briusov was a man of “ox-like labor” who
sought the glory of a great poet (p. 163). However, again, Briusov’s mask of a seemingly
solipsistic Parnassian craftsman, in fact, is not related to Mallarmean dandyism. More precisely,

his dispassionate, ascetic approach to literature does not seem to be a role he attempted to enact.
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Rather, for Briusov, unlike his decadent mask as a passionate demonic dandy, it seems that his

cold, objective spirit of craftsmanship was inherently a part of his personality. The conflict

between his public persona as a demonic dandy and his natural inclination toward craftsmanship

seemed to have given people an impression of the poet’s protean face. Adrian Wanner (1996) also

points out that, while he denounced dehumanizing Parnassian Western aestheticism and

emphasized Baudelaire’s passionate quest and outburst, Briusov’s translation of Baudelaire’s

poem La Beauté, in particular of the features therein of the goddess of Beauty turned out “even

more aloof, monumental, and destructive than in Baudelaire’s original” (p. 96).

Ultimately, Briusov could not deal with the dissonance between his natural persona and

his mask of a demonic dandy. He realized that he had suppressed his natural persona for the sake

of a mask of a superman. Around 1906, after Bal’mont left Russia for France, depressed and

exhausted with the failure of revolution and his ideological conflict with symbolism, Briusov

began to feel trapped by this dissonance. In a letter (1906) to Nina Petrovskaia, he confesses that

he can no longer live as a decadent Nietzschean.

JBa roga Hazaj st ObUT B CBOEH JIyIIE CIEMBIM HHUIIWM; TENEPh sl 3pSUUid HUIIMI—B

68



OTOM BCi pa3HHlld, U TOJIBKO (I/IJ'H/I II04YTH TOJ'IBKO) B oTOM. S He MOry 0oJee KUTh

HN3XUTBIMHU BEPOBAHUAMHU, TEMU HACATIaMU, YCPE3 KOTOPHIC A IECpCHIarHyiJI. He MOry

0oJiee JKUTh “IeKaJCHTCTBOM W “‘HUIIIICAHCTBOM,” KOTOPHIE, BEPIO sI, BEpIo—Hu TeOe

YK€ 4Y>KJIbl, XOTSI Thl U TOBOPULIb HUHOE (TOXE U3 XKejlaHus npotuBopeunii? [la?); B

II033UH HE MOT'Y JKUTh “HOBBIM HCKYCCTBOM,  CaMO€ MMsI KOTOPOI'O MHE HECTEPIINMO

oonee. . . .To KOrga-Tto CkKasajia, 4To s IO Aylme—HWHOK, MOHAaX, B CPECAHUC BCKaA s

momres Obl B MOHACTBIPb. I[a' z[a! S momxeH BCPUTH B TO, UEMY CIIYKY, COBCEM, NO

KOHIQA, U JOJUKCH CIIYKUTb YCMY-TO. A IMPUTBOPAKOCH CKCIITUKOM, . . . 1 HC MOT'Y KHUThb:

6e3 bora, 6e3 antaps. (Briusov, 2002, pp. 309-310)

On the other hand, Briusov’s confession of his difficulty performing the role of a demonic

dandy demonstrates another element that explains the crisis of Russian decadent aesthetic self-

creation. The poet notes that he is no longer able to live as a skeptic who does not believe in God.

He apparently began to consider Nietzschean aesthetics as limited, since they were bereft of such

idealistic values as Truth and God.

The same idealistic orientation can be found in Bal’mont’s idea of Wilde as well. To his
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endorsement of Wilde’s individualism, Bal’mont (1904) adds the remark that Wilde’s aestheticism

holds the danger of losing one’s conscience and the human heart (p.115). Bal’mont also reveals

his ambivalence toward Baudelaire’s apotheosis of beauty. In his article on Baudelaire, “O

tsvetakh zla” (“On Flowers of Evil”), he approves of Baudelaire’s integrity in exploring his own

soul through fusing life with art. At the same time, however, he says that he would also love

Baudelaire if behind the search for absolute evil and beauty, he should conserve “monuTBenHOE

otHomenue k J{oopy” (“a prayer-like attitude to the good”; Bal’mont, 1904, p.58; as translated in

Wanner, 1996, p. 75).

Aestheticism mingled with idealism marks one side of the Russian reception of Western

decadence. Major proselytizers of European aestheticism such as Akim Volynskii, Zinaida

Vengerova and Prince A. 1. Ursov maintained the defense of beauty; yet their approval of beauty

was conflated with idealism (see Donchin, 1958; Polonsky, 1998). For Volynskii and Vengerova,

the iconoclastic spirit of aestheticism should be connected with “a deep love for the ideal of good

and truth” (Vengerova, 1891, p. 214; as translated in Wanner, 1996, p. 70). Thus, the idealistic

orientation inherent in the literary group continuously undermined the further growth of aesthetic
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individualism in the cultural tradition of Russian modernism. Around the early 1900s, decadent

aesthetic individualism already began to be considered as an object needing to be synthesized with

other supplemental value systems such as Hellenic harmony or Christianity.

Another phenomenon that hindered the further development of demonic decadent

dandyism was, ironically, its popularization. As Nina Petrovskaia (1976) recalls, the vogue for a

decadent life exemplified by the imitation of Wildean fashion and vulgar Nietzschean hedonism

dominated the culture of the literary epigones of the period (p. 778). More particularly, she notes

that Bal’mont’s literary success around 1903 prompted the popularization of demonic decadent

dandyism (Petrovskaia, 1976, p. 778). Yet this vulgarization of decadence caused the group to feel

the need to present another model of aestheticism. The poets sought to differentiate themselves

from bohemian literary epigones. Nina Petrovskaia (1976) recalls that Briusov did not like the

general population’s shallow interest in decadent life (p.778). Ellis (1907/2003), the enthusiast of

decadent demonism as well as a major symbolist, remarked that as decadence became popularized,

decadent dandyism became increasingly clownish.

O}IHaKO 9TO HEU30EKHO U MOCJICA0BATCIIbHO BBITCKACT U3 npouyecca esyibcapuzayuu
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XYOOKECTBCHHOI'O TBOPUYCCTBA, KOTOprﬁ IIOCTCIICHHO HMCKa3uJI BCYHBIC 3aIlOBEIHU

HCKYCCTBA, €Ille TaK HEJJaBHO OMBIThIE KPOBBIO cyuTeneil uncto kpacotsl (bomep,

[To, Hue, Y aitnba), He3aMEeTHO MPEBPATUIT UICKYCCTBO U3 CIIY>KEHHSI B Pa3BJICUYCHUE,

a XyJIOKHUKa W3 JKpema B TpuOyHa, myonuiucra, a dame npocto B 1myrta!(Ellis,

1907/2003, p. 294)

In this way, (demonic) decadent dandyism began to be considered shallow and immature,

denying all values and incapable of creating anything. The symbolists who succeeded the

decadents criticized decadence as “a conventional and popular tag” (Ivanov, 1906, p. 55; as cited

in Grossman, 1985, p. 305) and championed instead an idealistic mysticism. The symbolist Blok

(1918/1962) also negatively describes the worshipers of Baudelaire, Byron, and Wilde, who once

rejected the values of gentry culture and lost their identity, as infatuated with their impotent cult of

art-for-art’s sake (pp.56-57).
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Demonic Decadent Dandyism

Thus, we can locate the Russian demonic decadents’ aesthetic individualism and its

practice in relation to other modes of aestheticism. Russian demonic decadent dandies can be said

to be successors to the Russian dandies of premodernist culture. Like their predecessors, demonic

decadent dandies subverted established morality and associated their amoralism with an

apotheosis of beauty. Their behavior and appearance were fashioned according to principles of

amoralism and aestheticism. However, demonic dandyism in the Russian modernist period also

takes on features of romantic heroism. In this offshoot of dandyism, which one would call

aesthetic heroism, aestheticism and dandyism based on the separation of art and life are

considered negatively. Russian demonic decadents disapproved of solipsistic antiheroic

dandyism, because of its alienation of life from art and absolute self-withdrawal into nonbeing.

For that reason, Belyi (1933/1990), discussing Russian decadence in retrospect, labels Briusovian

decadence as an intermediate phase, decadent-symbolist, which is neither extreme European

decadence nor mystical symbolism.

“CHMBOJINCTBI —3TO T€, KTO, pa3arasich B YCIOBHUSAX CTapod KYJIbTYypbl BMECTE CO
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BCCIO KYJIBTYPOIO, CUJIATCA MIPCOAOJIETH B cebe cBoH YInagok, €ro oCo3HaB, W, BbIXOJA

n3 HCTO, O6HOBJ'I5IIOTCH; B ‘“‘CUMBOJIHCTE” JCKAJCHTU3M—TOJIBKO CTaJHu:A; TaK YTO MBbI

MoJIarajii: €CTh JACKAJCHTHI, €CTh “‘/IEKaJ€HThl U CUMBOJMCTHI (T.€. B KOM YHaJ0K

b

OopeTcsi C BO3pOXKIIEHHWEM), €CTh “CHMBOJIMCTBI,” HO HE “‘meKaineHThl”. . . . bomiep
OBLT 111 MeHs— ‘IeKaaeHT”’; bprocoB—"“ZIeKaJIecHT U CUMBOJHUCT,” OO B HEM CHJIBI
ymajka Ka3ajluch YpPaBHOBEIICHHBIMH IMOTEHIMEHl K HOBOMY TBOPYECTBY; B CTHUXaxX
biioka Buaen s mepBble OMNbITH “‘CUMBOJIMYECKON,” HO HE “‘JEKaJICHTCKON MO33UH;
(Bely1,1933/1990, p. 128)

Like Bely’s analysis of Briusov’s aesthetics in their relation to Western decadence and
(Russian) symbolism, we can also locate demonic decadent dandyism vis-a-vis Romantic
heroism and Western dandyism. And, as we saw, demonic decadent dandyism, located between
Romantic heroism and Western antiheroism, embodies an offshoot of the original Western
dandyism.

Demonic decadent fashion can also be explained in its relation to other instances of

dandyism. As noted above, black clothes were the symbol of aestheticism for both European
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decadent dandyism and Russian decadent dandyism. For Western decadents, black clothes

represented demonic dandyism based on antiheroism and the separation of life from art. In

contrast, the black clothes of the Russian decadents embody demonic dandyism based on

heroism and the unity of life and art. (In that sense, the demonism of the Western decadents

differs from its Russian counterpart. While the former focuses mostly on the appreciation of evil

and beauty itself, the latter emphasizes its practitioners’ relation to society. In a word, in Russian

demonic decadence, the Romantic characteristic of transgression is a more significant element)

Later, the aesthetic individualism of Russian demonic decadents came to be dominated

by Hellenic idealism and mystical Christianity; however, demonic decadent self-creation

continued to function as a fundamental structure that combined with other heterogenous

characteristics. The symbolists’ life-creation reflected a continuous vacillation between idealistic

mysticism and decadent aesthetic individualism. And, in the avant-garde period, as we shall see in

Chapter 5, the young Acmeists and early futurists reinstated demonic decadent dandyism to

oppose the idealistic tendency of symbolist self-creation.

Before Russian demonic decadent dandyism reemerges in the subsequent generation in

75



various permutations, a new type of decadent artist emerges as another offshoot of decadent

dandyism. Such artists not only belong to decadence but also serve as precursors of Acmeism

(Lotman & Mints [1989, p. 106] use the term, predakmeist [pre-Acmeists]). They share with the

demonic decadent dandies the spirit of self-creation based on anticonventionalism and the

apotheosis of beauty. Yet against the demonic decadent’s amoralistic aestheticism, they present

Hellenic harmonious beauty as an ideal. The next chapter will examine this new aestheticism and

its practice in reality.
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Chapter 3: A Hellenist Dandy: Mikhail Kuzmin

The Russian literary scene of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries was

populated not only with demonic dandies typified by Valerii Briusov, Konstantin Bal’mont, and

Aleksandr Dobroliubov, but also those whom we have termed Hellenic dandies. The Hellenic

dandies shared a common aesthetic with the demonic dandies: they both challenged the anti-

aesthetic philistine world and civic idea of art and instead promoted the value of beauty and art.

Moreover, like their demonic decadent counterparts, the Hellenic decadent dandies rejected

conventional morality.

However, the Hellenic dandies practiced a different aesthetic than that of the demonic

decadents. While demonic dandies consider beauty an absolute emancipation of the individual

from conventional values, Hellenic dandies relate beauty to such idealistic elements as religion

and truth. The Hellenic aesthetes also differ from the demonic decadents in terms of self-creation.

While demonic decadent dandyism is based on a serious heroic imperative to unify life and art,

Hellenic decadent dandyism is focused on the nonchalant joyful affirmation of the sensuous

world and the appreciation of beauty. Hellenic dandyism differs from Western dandyism as well.
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Although it shares such analogous themes as the concern with style, beauty, and homosexuality,

Hellenic dandyism deviates from dandyism in its focus on beauty as harmonized with religion. (In

this sense, both demonic decadent dandyism and Hellenic decadent dandyism can be said to be

the offshoots of dandyism)

Mikhail Kuzmin is one of the representative dandies who practiced the Hellenic aesthetics.

While the demonic decadents clothed themselves with the black fashion of the satanic image, the

mature Kuzmin wore a bright-colored jacket as an expression of a more harmonized, Hellenic

world where sensuous appeal and spiritual vision are equally valued. Viacheslav Ivanov also was

interested in Hellenic aesthetics, before he converted to symbolist mysticism. His Hellenic

aestheticism, however, mainly focuses on its Dionysian principle instead of Kuzmin’s emphasis on

harmony. What is noteworthy in Ivanov’s case is that his and his friends’ self-creation was

performed in Ivanov’s apartment dubbed the Bashnia (Tower). Calling themselves gafizity

(Hafizites), they wore Greek costumes and conducted theatrical performances in a weekly

gathering called sredy (Wednesdays; Lotman & Mints, 1989, pp. 103-104). The Mir iskusstva

(World of Art) group also shared the structure of a Hellenic aestheticism. Actually it consisted of
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several different sub-groups, and thus it is not easy to define their aesthetic creed. Some
subscribed to Nietzschean demonic decadence, whereas for others nationalism was a major
concern (see Grover, 1973, pp. 28-42; Pyman, 1994, pp.93-122). Yet their devotion to Art (see
Ahn, 2002b, para. 15), retrospectivism (see Ahn, 2002b, para. 18; Polonsky, 1998, p. 119),
dandyistic culture, and antisymbolism influenced Hellenic aesthetic ideas and self-creation.'?
Dmitrii Merezhkovskii and Vikentii Veresaev developed a theory for Hellenic aestheticism.
Merezhkovskii maintained that the concept of aesthetics as antireligion is far from harmonious,
which leads eventually to a world of death instead of providing an entrance to /ife. He instead
presented a new aesthetic concept that combines Nietzschean (demonic) aestheticism with
Christianity (see Merezhkovskii, 1897/1971, pp. 46-47). Similarly, Vikentii Veresaev
differentiated Apollonian (Hellenic) joy from Alexandrian (Hellenistic) hedonism, claiming that
the former is deep, bright, and religious joy (Veresaev, 1914/1999, p. 261-262) whereas the
Alexandrian (Hellenistic) joy is based on the Dionysian principle of death and sorrow. Like

Merezhkovskii, he insisted that the Nietzschean (demonic) decadent aestheticization of life

'> For more about the influence of the Mir Iskusstva (World of Art) group to Kuzmin, see
Bogomolov & Malmstad (1999, pp. 69-70).
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belonged to the Alexandrian (Hellenistic) world and turned human life into a lifeless artifact.

Camoe BBICOKOE U caMoe IMPEKPACHOEC, YEM MOKET YCJIOBCK IIPOCIaBUTh 6ora, YTO OH

JIOJDKEH HECTH €My, 3TO COOCTBEHHas paJoCcTh M CyUacThe. . . .A MMEHHO TaKou

XapakTep HOCHWJIA pajoCTh B PEIMIMM  allOJUIOHOBCKOrO 3jiMHA. B Hammx

MNPEACTABJICHUAX Ha 3TOT CUCT LHApPUT OoJIbIIas ImyrTaHuna. KOHC‘IHO, KTO K€ HC 3HACT,

4TO APCBHUC OJIJIMHBI JIOOMIN JKH3Hb H €€ paI[OCTI/I? . . .Ho »T0 BCce OnuIO

BBIPAXKCHUCM YK€ MOJTHEUILIETO Pa3JI0KCHUSA SJIMHCKOM JKHM3HHU, KaK H CTOJIb

HeHaBUCcTHas Hume “anexcanapuiickas Becenocts.” ['myOokasi, cepbe3Has kKHU3Hb

npeBpaTniiaCb B MPEAMCT YAOBOJIbCTBUSA, HACTAKIACHUA. C stum IIJIOCKHUM, MCPTBBIM,

663p€J'II/IFI/103HI)IM CMaKOBaHHWEM JKM3HH U €€ MIHOBCHHI HE HMEET PEHIUTEIIBHO

HUYEro oOmiero Ta MiIyOOKas, CBeTJas pajocTh, KOTOpas COCTABISET CYIIECTBO

arnoJIOHOBOM peinruu. . . . OTta padaoCTb HOCHJIA XapaKTEP FHY60KI/I peHHFHOSHLIﬁ. e

HCCMOTpH Ha CKOp6I/I, HECMOTpPA Ha HECHPABCAIINBOCTDH Cy,HL6BI, OH JKaJIHO TH00OMIT

KH3Hb “HYTpOM )51 I-IpeBOM,” ACTCKasgd pPaaoCThb KU3HU IICPCIIOJIHAIa €To AYyIly.

(Veresaev, 1914/1999, pp. 261-262)

80



This chapter deals with the aesthetics and dandyism of Kuzmin, in particular for the period

prior to 1915, when his aesthetic world began to change in conjunction with new political realities.

First, based on biographical works on Kuzmin, I examine the aesthetics that constitute his

dandyism, focusing on the concepts of beauty and religion. Second, focusing on the key words of

Kuzminian aesthetics, love and life, I will analyze his biography and literary works and determine

how Kuzmin’s aesthetics and dandyism differ from that of the demonic decadents. The third

section looks at the other characteristics shaping his Hellenic dandyism: retrospectivism and

veshchizm (the term veshchizm which comes from the Russian word veshchi (things) signifies a

demonstrative interest in things and details). His dandyism is characterized by a fascination with

classical culture and the (classical) emphasis on details that symbolize the concreteness and

ephemerality of this world. Fourth, I compare Kuzmin’s aesthetics to Western aestheticism

focusing on a comparison of the aesthetes in Kuzmin’s novel Kryl’ia (Wings) and those in Oscar

Wilde’s The Portrait of Dorian Gray.
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Beauty and Religion

Kuzmin’s dandyism is related to his idiosyncratic biography. > He professed a
completely different way of life prior to his period of dandyism. Before he made his debut in
Petersburg literary society in 1907 and became a famous dandy, he rarely had contact with the
intellectual scene. He traveled to Italy for aesthetic reasons and suddenly fascinated with the Old
Belief, made a pilgrimage to Northern Russia. After several years he renounced the Old Belief and
devoted himself to the world of beauty. Interestingly, his appearance also varied according to the
change of his aesthetics. In his period as an Old Believer, he wore “a long beard and a poddevka
(long-waisted coat), heavy peasant boots and a peaked cap like an adherent of the Old Belief”
(Bogomolov & Malmstad, 1999, p. 56). Yet in 1907, he changed his style to that of a Western
dandy. During that period, he described himself as being like Casanova (Kuzmin, 2000, p. 61),
and one of his friends depicted Kuzmin’s new appearance as similar to that of Oscar Wilde

(Kuzmin, 2000, p. 45). Mstislav Dobuzhinskii also notes Kuzmin’s change of appearance in his

" Concerning Kuzmin’s dandyism and biography, see Bogomolov & Malmstad (1999);Blok
(1907/2003); Dobuzhinskii (1987); Ivanov (1928); Kuzmin (2000); Makovskii (1955); Paperno (1989);
Shmakov (1972).
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reminiscence about the poet:

B “Oamne” xe Bnepsbie B 1906 roxy nmosiBuiicss Ky3muH. Y auBuia ero ToraantHss

BHEIIHOCTb. OH HOCHJI CHHIOIO MOJJIEBKY U CBOEW CMYIJIOCTBIO, YEPHOM OOpOAoH U

b

CJIMIIKOM OOJIBIIMMH TJIa3aMH, MOJCTPUIKEHHBINA “B CKOOKY,” IMOXOIWJ Ha I[bITaHa.
b

[ToroM OH 3Ty BHEIIHOCTh U3MEHMJ (M HE K JIyYIIEeMY)—IOOPWICS U CTal HOCHTh

q)paHTOBCKI/Ie JKWICTbBI U TaJICTYKH. Ero nmponuioe  OKpykajla  CTpaHHas

TAUHCTBCHHOCTb—TOBOPUJIN, YTO OH HE TO KUJI OJHO BpEMA B KAKOM-TO CKUTY, HE TO

OBLT CHACIBLICEM B paCKOHBHH‘IBCﬁ JIJaBKC, HO 4YTO IIO IIPOUCXOKIACHUIO OBLI

noiy¢paHily3 1 MHOTO cTpancTtBoBal 1o Mramuu. (Dobuzhinskii, 1987, p. 278)

In his essay, “Pis’ma o poezii (1908/1962),” Aleksandr Blok also notes Kuzmin’s two

faces, that of the Old Believer and of the European aesthete.

Kak 6yaro ects B Ky3muHe nBa mmcarens: OJUH—IOHBIA, ¢ AYIION OTKPBHITON U

FPYCTHOﬁ OTTOro, 4T0 HECCT OHA B cebe rpexmu Mupa, HOI[O6HO AyLIC YCJIOBCKaA

“npeBHEro OJraroyecTvs’’; OPYroil—HE CTapblid, a JIMIIb HOXUBIIWHN, KAKOH-TO
b b 9

3aIbIICHHBIN, HAaCMeXaloIMMiics HaJ caMUM COOOM He IMOKAasHHO, a C KaKOH-TO 3aaHel
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MBICIIBIO, U HEMHOTO 037100JIeHHbINA. Eciii pa3BUTh MepBOro M3 HUX—BEET OT HEro
Crapoit Pychro, Mom4aimBOi MyJpOCTBIO M Bemied CkopOwio. . . . U Bapyr—aBce
mensercs. JleiicTBue ¢ kakoii-ro OyradopcKoil CTPEeMHUTEIBHOCTBIO MEPECENIeTCs B
XVIII n XIX cronerus. ...llepen HaMHU—HOBOSBIICHHBI POCCUMCKUI B3/bIXATEIIb,
“MOCKBHY,” HE “‘B rapoJIbJ0BOM IUIalle” a B aTJIACHOM “Kam30Jie,” YyBCTBUTEIBHBINA U
HEeMHOro KyKkounbHbIiH, (Blok, 1908/1962, Vol. 5 pp. 291-292)
Kuzmin’s transformation from an Old Believer to a Western dandy embodies the special
characteristics of his dandyism: the relationship between religion and beauty. His aesthetics
consist of the conflict of these two contradictory elements. The poet desired to unify the two

realms throughout his life.'*His search for a new, balanced Hellenic beauty is also related to his

' Kuzmin’ practice of dandyism stops at the end of the first decade of the new century. In 1909,
Kuzmin realizes the imitative aspect of dandyism, which he notes in the preface to Barbey d Aurevilly’s
book on dandyism. At the time, he shaved his mustache and attempted to find a balance in his aesthetics.
Georgii Ivanov (1928) writes in his memoir Peterburgskie zimy:

Korma B 1909 rony st moznakommics ¢ Ky3smuabsiM, Ky3mua Tonbpko uto cOpun Gopony. . . .Eme
TOYHEE: TepecTall MHTePEeCcOBAaThCSI CBOEH BHEUIHOCTHIO, MEHSITHh Ka)KHBIH JE€Hb LBETHBIE JKHJIETHI,
MaHUKIOPHTH pyKH. . . .Kopoue: amocrton netepOyprckux 3CTETOB, HIeall A3HAM C CONHEYHON CTOPOHBI
HeBckoro cran paBHOLyIIEH U K J3HAU3MY U K 3cTetusmy. Ilepectan. Ho KOCTIOMBI 31€raHTHOTO MOKPOSt
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biography. In his early years as an Old Believer, Kuzmin began to feel that the official established
Orthodoxy was deficient and longed for another type of religion.'”” His autobiographical novel,
Kryl’ia (Wings,; 1906), shows how he perceived the asceticism of Christianity. Kuzmin’s literary
persona, Vania Smurov, renounces the lifeless asceticism in the Old Belief and turns to the world
of beauty. In particular, Vania is fascinated with Hellenism, which his spiritual mentor, Larion
Stroop, profers as an alternative to Judaism which ostensibly denies art and beauty.

MBI—3JUIMHBL: HAM YYXKJ HETEPIUMBIA MOHOTEH3M HYJIIEEB, UX OTBEPTHIBAHUE OT

n300pasuTenbHbIX HekyceTB. (Kuzmin, 1906/1999, p. 91)

However, importantly, for Kuzmin, hedonistic aestheticism is not the only alternative to
established Christianity. He searches not merely for hedonistic beauty but also for a new type of
religion, more precisely, a faith mixed with aesthetics. In that sense, Kuzminian aesthetics differs
from demonic decadence in its emphasis on religion. Both decadent groups challenged the

unhealthiness and lifelessness of Christian morality and worshiped beauty as a solution to the

elle OCTaJINCh, 3anax “Actpuca’ u3 Xpycrseil Oymaru emie He BeiBeTpriIcs. (pp. 126-127)
' See Kuzmin’s letter to G. Chicherin on February 11, 1897 in Bogomolov & Malmstad (1999, p.
33).
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deadening anti-aesthetic world. However, as noted in Chapter 2, for demonic decadents, the

devotion to beauty focuses on the destruction of established morals. They identify evil with beauty

and even call their own idea the aesthetics of ugliness.

The Hellenic aesthetes, in contrast, comprehend religion and beauty as an inseparable

whole, and the conjunction or union of beauty and spirit is described as producing a world of

harmony, wholeness, and unity. Along with the notion of harmony, Kuzmin often employed such

words as happiness, love and wisdom, all of which embodied the state of spirit mixed with sense

and beauty (see Kuzmin’s undated letter in Bogomolov & Malmstad, 1999, p. 54).

For that reason, Kuzmin favored the pagan concept of religion, where aesthetics are not

divorced from religion. Kuzmin’s inclination toward paganistic religion can also be seen in his

biography. In his childhood, he was exposed to the cultures of Italy and Egypt. Influenced by his

family’s religious outlooks, he could have become acquainted with such unconventional types of

faith as Russian sectarianism, Catholicism, and early Christianity (Bogomolov & Malmstad, 1999,

pp 36-37). For that reason, he was not attracted by a Nietzschean philosophy hostile toward

religion. Instead, in those unconventional types of religion, he sought to find an alternative

86



religious world free of modern conventional faith (Bogomolov & Malmstad, 1999, p. 50).

Another crucial element which determined his orientation toward Hellenism was the

influence of Plotinus and German philosophers as exemplified by Johann Georg Hamann and

Johann Jakob Wilhelm Heinse. They provided Kuzmin with major ideas concerning a faith

acquired through sensuous enjoyment, and their philosophies helped to shape Kuzmin’s aesthetic

religion (see Bogomolov & Malmstad, 1999, pp. 72-79; Shmakov, 1972, p. 352-353).

Furthermore, his homosexuality led him to become interested in the Hellenic aesthetics.

From his childhood, he had ambivalent feelings toward his own sexual orientation because

traditional Orthodoxy did not accept homosexuality. For that reason, he sought a new faith that

approved of it. In Hellenism, he found an idea which connects homosexuality to the world of God

(see Gillis, 1978). In sum, Kuzmin found in Hellenism a new world where religion and beauty

are combined and homosexuality is approved. In terms of self-creation, he searched for a new

model of self-creation that transcended the limitation of a religious man (in his case, an Old

Believer) and a demonic dandy as well. Additionally, he had to find a new character that

combined beauty (harmonized with religion) with homosexuality. The “Hellenist dandy” was his
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model that incorporated the two worlds.

Kuzmin’s case is special, insofar as his aesthetics emerge from his biography, that is, his

private concerns about faith, beauty, and homosexuality. Thus, it is hard to say that his aesthetics

typify a literary response of a new generation to the aesthetics of the older generation. However, in

a broad sense, his concern with Hellenism exemplifies the cultural and literary model of the period.

His denial of a traditional Orthodoxy and pursuit of aesthetic religion reflects the mentality of the

intellectuals in fin-de-siecle Russia, “an age of inorganic disunity” (Bogomolov & Malmstad,

1999, p. 53). As noted above, many of his contemporaries, as exemplified by Merezhkovskii, also

faced the conflict between beauty and religion. He constantly modified his view of beauty/religion,

even after he accepted the priority that religion had over aesthetics. Kuzmin’s homosexuality also

represents the aesthetic ideal of the Russian silver age. For many of the Russian modernists,

homosexuals, or, at least, sexually ambiguous figures embodied the combination of Nietzschean

aestheticism and Christianity (see Matich, 1979). In short, the biographical foundations of

Kuzmin’s aesthetics are unique, but at the same time, reflected the cultural structure of the period.

Presumably, as he came into contact with the aesthetic ideas prevalent in intellectual society, his
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private interests began to unite with the dominant cultural discourse of the time. And, as many

researchers point out, his ideas provided crucial concepts in shaping a new literary movement

called Acmeism.

Although he aimed for the harmonious balance of faith and beauty, Kuzmin experienced

the vacillation between beauty and religion and the poet’s contradictory appearances reflected the

change of his aesthetic focus. In his diary (1905), Kuzmin himself mentions his contradictory

faces:

Ho »ciu Y MCEHA €CTb TpH JiMLa, TO OoJIbIIIE €I 4YCJIOBCK BO MHC CHAUT, U BCC

BOIIMIOT, U BPEMCHAMH OJWH IICPCKPUKACT APYIroro, U Kak A UX COrjiacyro, camMm HE

3Ha10? MoM ke TpHU JHIa 10 TOTO HETOX0XKHE, 0 TOT0 Bpak1eOHbIE APYT APYTY, YTO

TOJNBKO TOHYAWIIMK IJ1a3 HE NPEJbCTUTCA ATOK PA3HULICH, BO3MYIIAOIIEH BCEX,

JFOOMBIITHX KaKOe-HI/I6y,Z[L OOHO U3 HUX, CYTh: C JJIMHHOM 60pOI[OIO, HaITOMHUHAromiee

4YEM-TO BI/IH‘H/I, OYCHb HM3HCKCHHOC U 6YI[TO ,Z[O6p0€ U KaKOM-TO HOHOSpHTGJ’ILHOﬁ

CBATOCTH, 6y,Z[TO IpoCTOC, HO CIIOXKHOC; BTOPOC, C 0CTp0171 60p0I[KOI>i,—HCCKOJ'IBKO

datoBckoe, GpaHI<y3CKOT0> KOPPECTIOHJIeHTa, Ooyiee Tpy0O-TOHKOE, PaBHOIYIITHOE
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U CKyuaroliee, Mo EBnorusi; Tperbe, camoe cTpaiiHoe, 6e3 60poabl U ycoB, HE

cTapoe u He Mononoe, 50-n<eTHero> crapuka u roHomu; Kasakosa, moiymapiaTas,

noiyab0ar, ¢ KOBapHbIM M TO-IETCKHA CBEXHM PTOM, CyXO€ U IMOJO3PHUTEIBHOE.

(Kuzmin, 2000, p. 61)

However, his conflicting faces are not completely contradictory. Whether he is oriented

toward aestheticism or religion, he never escapes the structured combination of faith and beauty.

Even in his period as an Old Believer, he did not exclude the aesthetic element. Rather, his

concern about the Old Belief includes its aesthetic side. His letters to his friend, G. Chicherin,

show that his understanding of the Old Belief is based on its organic link of art and life, in contrast

to official Orthodox, which he believed denied art (see Bogomolov & Malmstad, 1999, p. 58). For

that reason, his practice as an Old Believer consisted not merely of the spiritual devotion to

religion, but also of its aesthetic self-expression as characterized by the donning of Old Believer

attire and make-up. Remizov (1923) remembers Kuzmin before the poet threw out his Russian

clothes and became a Westernized dandy:

Ky3mun Torma xomun ¢ 6opomoii—uepHroniasi!—as BUITHEBOW 0apXaTHOU MOJICBKE,
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a JoMa. . . . IOSIBJISUICS. B MapueBOil 30J10TOM pyOaxe Ha BBINYCK, I1a3a U 6e3 Toro—y

ComMmoBa XOpoIIO 3TO HApHCOBAaHO!—CKOCHUTCA, HY, KOHb! A TyT ellle KapaHIalioM

CJIETKQ, . . . ¥ OYEHb AYIIMIICS PO30H—OT HET0, KaKk OT UKOHBI B Ipa3IHuK. (p. 106)

For Kuzmin, faith had aesthetic aspects that could be experienced only empirically. Thus,

Kuzminian aesthetics derived from two principles. The first was the paganistic incorporation of

faith and aesthetics, that is, religion experienced through the world of sense. The second was a

balance between religion and aesthetics, not giving too much weight to either of them. His drive

for balance seemed to trigger the idiosyncratic feature of his dandyism as well as his internal

oscillation between faith and aesthetics. These two principles summarized by the incorporation

and balance of faith and beauty, yield harmony.
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Love and Life

Of the many themes that constitute Kuzmin’s aesthetics, /ove is one of the most important.

For him, love symbolizes an aesthetic relationship capable of challenging the dead world of

convention. At the same time, his idea of love implies faith combined with the sensual world.

Accordingly, as pointed out above, Kuzmin’s Hellenic notion of love does not share common

features with the Christian concept of love. Rather, the Christian notion of love is viewed

negatively because it is s related to the conventional world of marriage and patriarchy. In

Devstvennyi Viktor (Virginal Viktor; 1918), Viktor’s aunt and the priest attempt to marry Viktor off,

but Viktor refuses their push toward marriage. Instead, he seeks a true love in which a genuine

faith is mixed with the sensuous world (Moss, 1997). Kryl’ia (Wings) also centers on the idea of

Hellenic love in opposition to Christian ascetic love and marriage. Stroop’s negative view of

Judaism focuses not merely on its anti-aesthetic stance but also on its orientation toward marriage

and procreation.

Bo Bceii bubnumu Her yka3aHMi Ha BepoBaHHME B 3arpoOHOe ONaKEHCTBO, WU

CAMHCTBCHHAA Harpaaa, ymoMaHyTasa B 3allOBEIAX (I/I HMMCHHO 3a ITOYTCHHE K JaBIINM

92



JKU3HB)—/I0JIT0JIeTeH Oyzaems Ha 3emue. HemmomHblii Opak—IsSTHO M HPOKJISTHE,

JMILAIONIEe JaKe IIPaBa Ha y4acThe B OOTOCIIYKEHUY, . . . JIF0OOBH HE UMeEeT JIpyroi

IeJIM TTIOMUMO ce0s1 CaMOil; MPUPO/Ia TAKXKeE JTUIICHA BCIKOW TEHU UJIeH (PHUHATBLHOCTH.

3aKOHBI TIPUPOJbI COBEPLUICHHO JPYroro paspsja, 4YeM 3aKOHBI OOKECKHe, Tak

Ha3bIBACMBIC, 1 YCIIOBCUYCCKUC. 3akoH npupoaAbl—HE TO, YTO JAHHOC ACPCBO OOJIKHO

IIPUHECTHU CBOH 104, HO 4YTO IPH HU3BCCTHBIX YCJIOBHUAX OHO IIPUHECCT IIOLA, a IIpU

APYIUX—HE IIPHUHCCCT U JAKE IOrMOHET CaMO TaK JKe CIIpaB€AJIMBO H ITPOCTO, KaK

IIPHUHECIIO OBl miox. Yro IIpH BBCACHbU B CCPALIC HOKA OHO MOXKET IICPCCTATh 6I/ITLCH;

TYT HET HA (PUHATBHOCTH, HU 100pa U 31a. (Kuzmin, 1906/1999, Vol.1, pp. 91-92)

Another key principle in Kuzmin’s aesthetic structure is that of life. To him, /ife represents

an empirical and sensual experience through which he recognizes and appreciates the world. His

inclination toward classical antiquities and pagan religions lies in the fact that he finds in them /ife.

In relation to the Old Belief, in contrast, Kuzmin was disappointed by its ascetic aspect. Kryl’ia

(Wings) shows Vania’s trial and failure in the quest for a life-oriented faith in the Old Belief. Based

on what Stroop told him, Vania thought that the Old Belief accepted the world of beauty. But with
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the exception of Maria, who praises love, Vania cannot share his interest in the world of sense with

the people on the Volga. Sasha Sorokin’s death implies the irreconcilability of religion and

aesthetics in the Old Belief. Sasha notes that the Old Believers are bound too much to their own

narrow world and do not understand all the other things of the world. He decisively tells Vania that

although the latter can hypothetically combine aesthetics with the Old Belief, the Old Believers

are not able to admit Vania’s world of beauty. Hence, Vania heads for Italy and finds more

complete acceptance of the sensuous world in the pre-Christianity of Canon Mori:

Cama COpOKI/IH, TEMHCA Y KPAaCHCBIICTO BCUCPHEI'O OKHA, ITPOAOJIKAI IT'OBOPUTh:—

Tpynno 3To coBmectuth. Kak onuH u3 Hamux roopui; “Kak rocnie rearpa Tbl KAaHOH

Ucycy uutare Oynems? Jlerue uenoBeka yOuBmm.” W TOYHO: YOWUTbH, YKpacTh,

npento00IeCTBOBATh IPU BCAKOM Bepe MOKHO, a MOHUMATh “@aycta” u yOeKIeHHO

IO JE€CTOBKC MOJIMNTHCA—HCMBICIUMO,. . . Bor Bam co CTOPOHBI, MOXKET 6LITI:>,

MOHSATHEH M BHHHeﬁ, €M HaM CaMUM Hallla XW3Hb, BEpa, 06p$II[BI, n JII0JUM Halllnu

BaMH MOHATBI MOTYT GBITB, a Bbl MMHU—HCT, HWJIM TOJIBKO OJHa Balla 4acCTbh, HC

TJIaBHEHIIast, TOMMETCS TATCHHKOW WM CTapUKaMH HAIllMMH, U BCET/Ia BBl OBl OBLITH
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gykanuH, BHemHUH. (Kuzmin, 1906/1999, Vol. 1. pp. 114-115)

Significantly, Kuzmin constantly compared the love/life of demonic decadence with its

Hellenic counterpart. The 1915 novel, Plavaiushchie-puteshestvuiushchie (Travellers by Sea and

Land), clearly demonstrates this difference between demonic decadent love and that of Kuzmin.

Polina Dobroliubova-Chernikova and her follower, Elena Aleksandrovna, who typify Nietzschean

demonic decadence, seek the evil, chaotic, and enthusiastic energy in love as an antidote to an

anti-aesthetic bourgeois life. In their idea of love-for-love’s sake, suffering, caprice, and

nervousness in any of themselves are all praised and pursued:

S He moTomy uuly OypH, YTO, TaM €CTh KaKOW-TO MOKOH, I UMEHHO TMOTOMY, YTO TaM

HUKAKOTO TIOKOSI HE MOXeET ObITh. S 100110 Oypro 3a To, 4To OoHa Oypsl. . . .Jla uem xe

JKUTh, KaKk He 00MaHOM, 4TO OBl O3 Hero OblIa Hama *Xu3Hb? U 11000Bb, U HCKYCCTBO,

pa3Be€ 3TO HC obman? . . .He Bce mu paBHO, XOTb JAC€Hb, XOTb YaC IIPOXUTH IIOJIHO,

uHTEepecHo, kpacuBo! Bor B yem riaBHoe . . . .KpacuBo u Tpenerno. (Kuzmin,

1915/1999, Vol. 2, p. 317)

Yet their philosophy of love/life is presented as a limited one. As the novel comes to an
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end, all the men come to realize that they were simply toys in Elena and Polina’s love game. Even

Elena recognizes that her obsession with love was in vain and comes to devote herself to the new

faith of theosophy. In contrast to this demonic decadent love, another type of love/life is presented

in the relationship between the main hero Lavrik and his uncle Orest Pekarskii. Lavrik and Orest

note that their love is based on the harmonious world combined with peace and joy, and their

9

search for “vysshee chelovecheskoe schast’e” (“the highest human happiness”; Kuzmin,

1915/1999, Vol. 2, p. 317) differs from Polina and Elena’s love, which is based on the futile

agitation of nerves.

A YBEPCH, a4 UTO KacacTCA TOr0, YTO MBI LbII'AHE, TaK BbI )XC 3HACTC, YTO MBI BCCTAA B

IMYTU W 4YTO KTO OCTAHABJIMBACTCs, TOT ruoHer. 1 He B Takom IMyTH, KakK Onena

AnexcaHipoBHa WM 3HakoMas HaM [lomuHa (OHM MeuyTcs, Kak Yropeible 3ailibl B

3aropoZike, 1 B CYIIHOCTU OCTArOTCA Ha TOM Ke nnomazuce), a MbI UJIEM HPSAMBIM

IyTeM BIiepe, XoTs 061 ¥ MeieHHo. (Kuzmin, 1915/1999, Vol. 2. p. 417)

These two distinct connotations of love are seen not merely in literary characterizations but

also in real life. As noted in Chapter 2, for the demonic decadents typified by Bruisov and
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Bal’mont, life connotes a nervous and intense exploration of the disharmony of the world,

whereas for Kuzmin, life implies the harmonious, highest happiness in which hedonism is

combined with spiritual peace. The demonic decadents’ notorious romances, which ended in their

mistresses’ tragedies, also typify the love of nervous intensity, which Kuzmin negatively depicted

in his novel.

Interestingly, as Plavaiushchie-puteshestvuiushchie (Travellers by Sea and Land)

demonstrates, in Kuzmin’s world, the homosexual relationship is presented as a harmonious state

of love/life, based on the synthesis of peace and joy. In contrast, the heterosexual relationship

including demonic erotic love and traditional marriage is depicted mostly as an unbalanced,

unharmonious state of love/life. In Kryl'ia (Wings), the relation between Stroop and a woman

called Ida Goldberg is juxtaposed with the homosexual relationship between Vania and Stroop.

Realizing Stroop’s sexual preference for the boy, Ida Goldberg commits suicide in the end.

Stroop himself distinguishes Hellenic homosexual love from the the sort of love associated with

the traditional Jewish concept of marriage, calling the latter greedy pokhot’ (lust).

n CBA3LIBAIOIHE IMOHATHUE O KPaCOTE C KpaCOTOfI KCHIIUHBI JII MY>XYHUHBI ABJIAIOT
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TOJIBKO ITOHIIYH ITIOXOTh, M AAJIbIIC, AAJbIIC BCETrO OT HCTUHHOMU HIEHU KpaCoOTHI.

(Kuzmin, 1906/1999, Vol. 1, p. 92)

In addition, it should be noted that the homosexual relation in Kuzmin’s world is depicted

as similar to the mixture of religious ecstasy and sexual relations. In Devstvennyi Viktor (Virginal

Viktor), Viktor prays for the recovery of his lover Andrew. Kuzmin depicts the scene with images

reminiscent of sexual intercourse (Moss, 1997). Also, in Plavaiushchie-puteshestvuiushchie, two

men’s meeting in the forest is ambiguously described to the extent that it is hard to determine

whether the scene hints at a religious ritual or a sexual encounter.

Tomot nomaneil Bce npubIMKaics, U Ha JOPOry BbleXall JiBa BCAJHUKA, U3 KOTOPBIX

B onHoM JlaBpuk 6e3 Tpyna y3Han CToka; Apyroil ObUT TeM OQHUIIEpPOM, OYEBUIHO,

KOTOPBIN TOTAa 37ECh K€ MPOE3kKal C aHMIMYaHuHOM B Opuuke. [lo-Bumumomy,

IOJIsIHA, HAa KOTOpOﬁ HaxXoJuJICA HaBpI/IK, ObllIa KOHECYHOIO LEJIbKO BCAAHUKOB, IOTOMY

4TO, BbICXAaB Ha HCC, OHU CIICHIWINCH U, IPUBA3aB Jomagen Y BbE311a, MCIAJICHHO

nomuim K MECTy, rac, CHpHTaHHLIﬁ TCHCPh B KYCTax, HAXOJIUJICA HCK&pCKHﬁ. ...K

TOMY K€ €T0 MOpa3sujIn JIHIa IMPUEC3XKUX,; HE CTOJIBKO JIUI[A, CKOJIBKO UX 6BIpa)I(eHI/I$I .
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OHH OBUIH a0 KpaﬁHOCTPI CIIOKOMHBEI M BMECT€ C TEM SBIISUIN KaKyr-TO

HaIIPSAXKECHHOCTD, ITIOYTH BOCTOPXKCHHYIO. . . . n MCXKOY TEM 3TO HE ObLIH Juna J'IIO,I[CIZ,

OTpEIIEHHBIX OT BCEX BOJICHUH U YEJIOBEYECKUX YYBCTB. . . . Hao00poT, Ka3anocs, 4ro

OHHU BbIpaXaJIX ONPCACII CTPECMIICHUA U KCIIaHWA, HO OUYCHb IIPOCBCTIICHHOI'O 1 YEM-TO

npeoOpakeHHOro. Ha ux CKpBITOro 3puUTeNsl HAMIeN KaK Obl CTOJIOHSIK, 1 HEM3BECTHO,

CKOJIBKO OBI BPCMCHH OH IIPOJO0JIKAJICA, €CIIN OBl BHE3AITHBIN IIOBOPOT, BHeMHLIﬁ, HO

HE MCHECC I/I3YMI/ITCJ'ILHLII71, HC CliyTaJl CuIc 0oJiee ero MbICIEH. . . . B Ty K€ MHUHYTY,

KaKk OH YBHUJICI, 4YTO MJ'IaI[H.IPIfI, CTaB Ha KOJICHH, IIOLCIOBAJl PYKY Apyromy, OH

yCJbIIala ABCTBECHHO €0 CJI0BA:

— boxke moit, boxxe moit! Heyxxenu sato 6ynet 3aBrpa?!

Ha uto crapmmii orBeTHI:

— Jla, Tak MHe Hancaiu u3 [paru.

Torma HepBHﬁ, MOJHSB B KaKOM-TO paaoCTHOM HCCTYIUICHHUU PYKH K He6y, I'pPOMKO

CKa3sall:

— Kak MoryT >kuTh 110,11, HE 3HaBIIME TAKMX MUHYT?!
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3aTeM OHHM IIOICIOBAJIMCh M MOJIda HalpaBJIMCb K CBOUM JIOLIAIsM. (Kuzmin,

1915/1999, Vol. 2, pp. 381-382)

Moreover, homosexual motifs are constantly presented in connection with religion. In

Kryl’ia, Maria comments that she became aware of homosexuality by reading the saints’ lives

(Kuzmin, 1906/1999, Vol. 1, p. 103). Also, Zasadin’s antique shop, which Stroop and Vania visit,

is described as a mysterious place in which religion and sensuality are mixed in a strange way:

Zasadin shows Vania an Old Belief reprint of the Limonar, a collection of didactic tales and

admonitions, but, at the same time, the antique shop turns out to be a place that the bathhouse

boys frequent (Kuzmin, 1906/1999, Vol.1, pp. 94-97). In a word, homosexuality embodies the

Kuzminian aesthetic ideal of the incorporation of sense and religion.
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Retrospectivism and Veshchizm

The special characteristics of Kuzmin’s aesthetics and dandyism can also be seen in his

classical orientation and interest in antiquity. He idealized classical culture as one in which the

sensuous world does not contradict religion. He not only theorized about classical culture, but also

clothed himself in archaic fashion. For example, he liked to wear a beauty-spot on his face, just as

the women of the eighteenth century used to wear: “IIpuexan ComoB, NmpuBe3LIMH MYIIKH U

YCPTHUKA... HAKIICUJIM MHE K ITIa3y CCpALC, HAa IMICKY IMOJIYMCCAL U 3BC34Y, 3a YXO HeOO0IBIION

¢damnoc” (Kuzmin, 2000, p. 178). Some of his contemporaries even depicted Kuzmin as a man

from another ancient era:

51 He Bepro (MCKPEHHO U YIIOPHO), . . .uTO BbIpoc oH B Caparose u IlerepOypre, 3t1o

TOJILKO TIPUCHUJIOCH eMy B ‘“‘3nemHel” »ku3HU. OH poamics B Erumnre, Mexny

CpennszeMHBIM MOpeM U 03epoM Mepeotuc, Ha poauHe OBkinnaa, Opurena u ®uioxa,

B COJHEYHOH AHCKC&H,Z[pI/II/I, BO BpEMCHA IITonomees. On pPOAUNIICA CBIHOM 3JUJIMHA U

erunTsHkH, U Tonabko B X VIII B. Biuiack B ero >xuibl (hpaHIly3cKas KpoBb, a B 1875

rogy—pycckas. Bce 370 3a0bLIOCh B IeNMM MPEBpAIICHHH, HO OCTaNach Bemiast
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naMsATh Mojico3HaTenbHOM Ku3HU. (Gollerbakh, 1922, p. 43)

Along with Kuzmin, the Mir iskusstva (World of Art) group was also fascinated with

eighteenth century Russian and French costumes (see Demidenko, 1990, pp.80-81). They wore

eighteenth century clothes, because they considered Russian culture in the eighteenth century to be

an aesthetically ideal age (see Demidenko, 1990, pp.80-82). At times, the historical restoration of

a particular period did not matter in Hellenic aesthetes’ retrospectivism (see Poliakova, 1971, p.

115; as cited in Ahn, 2002b, para. 28). Various modes of archaic culture could be accepted if they

opposed the current antiaesthetic conventional world of Christianity and utilitarianism. The

Hellenic aesthetes sought to find their aesthetic ideals in the Orient (Karlinsky, 1989), the Old

Belief, and classical ancient periods such as Rome, Alexandrian culture (Matich, 1992), and

eighteenth-century Russian culture.

Along with retrospectivism, another key notion of Kuzmin’s Hellenic dandyism is the

world of veshchi (things), around which a philosophy often described as veshchizm may be

elaborated. His works, particularly his poetry, are characterized by an excessive emphasis on

details. In his article, “Preodolevshie simvolizm (1916/2000),” Viktor Zhirmunskii notes that
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Kuzmin’s poetry placed too much focus on details, to the extent that the literary persona is

overshadowed (p.401). Blok also criticizes Kuzmin’s extravagant employment of details,

299

depicting it as “shchegolevataia vul 'garnost

(“dandyistic vulgarity”; as cited in Shmakov, 1972).

Later, Soviet critics attacked Kuzmin as a representative of corrupt bourgeois culture. Yet

Kuzmin’s focus on details is not simply an approach to the description of bourgeois life. Rather,

his veshchizm lies in the consciousness that the empirical world is a significant site in which his

aesthetic synthesis of sense and spirit can take place. His exaltation of the aesthetic world can

occur only through the concrete apperception of the vneshnii mir (outer world).

Just as the literary works consist of concrete, this-worldly details, man’s appearance and

his place alongside these aesthetic objects are none other than creations of art itself. Because of

this emphasis on details, not to mention Kuzmin’s dandyistic self-stylization, most of his

characters are presented as aestheticizing their appearances and space with great attention to detail.

Stroop’s house is filled with a large collection of classical antiquities, and Vania’s appearance in

Italy is described as that of the dandy (Kuzmin, 1906/1999, Vol. 1, p.125). Also, Ugo’s red

carnation in the buttonhole is reminiscent of Wilde’s dandyism (Kuzmin, 1906/1999, Vol.1, p.126).
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Kuzmin is concerned not only with the concreteness of the world of objects, but also its

ephemerality. He often comments on the mortality of earthly objects: his Aleksandriiskie pesni

(Alexandrian Songs; 1906) exemplifies his awareness about the impermanence of the world and

worldly things: “Pa3Be MeHblIe 51 CTaHy JIOOUTH 3TH MUJIbIE XPYIKHE BEIIU 3a UX TIEHHOCTH?”

(“Am I the less to love these dear and fragile things because they must decay?”’; Kuzmin, 1923,

p.171; as translated in Green & Shvabrin, 2005, p. 53). His retrospectivist preference for ancient

and Renaissance culture is also related to the two aspects of veshchizm. He is interested in the

concreteness of aesthetically oriented archaic cultures, but also inclined toward cultures of specific

periods by virtue of their emphasis on ephemerality. In particular, he was fascinated with

Konstantin Somov’s art of eighteenth century Italy and France, which focuses on the fleetingness

of life, maskarad (masquerade), the theatricalization of life and illusion (Ahn, 2002b, para.30).

Kuzmin’s attraction to ephemeral details and fleeting existence is negatively commented

on by some of his contemporaries. For example, Georgii Ivanov noted that Kuzmin’s literary

success could not continue due to the lack of content, depicting Kuzmin’s world as that of

opasnaia legkost’ (dangerous lightness).
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[Tocie 1905 roma BKyCHl PYyCCKOW “mepemoBOil” MyOJUKH Hadalld MEHSThCS.

BceBo3morkubie “nep3anus’” ee yroMuiu. [locie rpoMoB HEpBBIX JIET CHMBOJIM3MA

XOTCJIIOCh MPOCTOTHI, JICTKOCTH, OOBIKHOBEHHOI'0 4YEJIOBEUECKOI'0 TroJjoca. Ky3MI/IH

HOSIBWICS Kak Heusb3sl Bo-BpeMs (1928, 133-134). Ha “nHactosuryro” nopory Kysmun

HE BBILENL. . . . . “IIpexkpacHast SICHOCTb~ cTaja IOXOAWUTh HAa OINACHYIO JIETKOCTb.

WzsiHas HeOpesKHOCTh—OBICTPO MPEeBpaTHIaCh B HEPALUUIUBOCTh. OCBOOOAMBIINCH

OT CBOET0 MNPEXKHEro ‘“‘3CTETUYECKOro” coieprkanusi, nucanus Ky3smuHa ¢ kaxuoin

HOBOM BEIIbIO BCE OIIpCACIICHHECC OCIAJINUCh OontoBHEH 0€3 BCIKOro COACPIKaAHUA

BooO1e.(Ivanov, 1928, pp. 133-134, 127)

However, Kuzmin’s Hellenic aesthetics, balanced between religion and beauty, does not

focus solely on the world of lightness. Certainly his veshchizm is based on the fleetingness of the

world, that is, the Hellenistic perspective of the world of senses. His Aleksandriiskie pesni

(Alexandrian Songs) betray the poet’s interest in the ephemerality of earthly objects. However,

the poet continuously attempts to search for the Hellenic. More precisely, vacillating between

sense and spirit, the poet does not seek to resolve the tension between the two worlds. In
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particular, Kuzmin depicts this synthesis of the ephemeral and eternal with the motif of eternal

wandering. Mr. Stock of the Plavaiushchie-puteshestvuiushchie (Travellers by Sea and Land) tells

Lavrentiev his philosophy about the ephemeral and eternal. He says that the full appreciation of

every fleeting moment can be acquired by the immediate detachment from the previous moment

and the every moment can be connected with forever only with this constant wake-up.

— Ha Bcto xu3ub! CKOIBKO pa3 MbI TOBOPHM CaMUM ce0e U IpYTuM 3Ty (pa3y, u Mbl

HC JDKEM, XOTd 3HACM, YTO ACCATHb PA3 T'OBOPUJIIM TO KE€ CaMO€ COBCEM IIO APYIruM

IIOBOAAaM. BBI, KOHCYHO, CIIC CINIIKOM MOJIOABI, Bbl, MOXXCT 6BITB, caIc B HepBLIﬁ pas

ropopure: “HaBekH.” Sl HUCKOJIBKO HE XOYYy Bac pa3oyapoBbIBaTb, HO IOTOM BbI

YBUJAUTE, 4TO 5 ObUT MpaB. U ynuBuTENIbHEE BCETO, YTO MOBTOPHOCTH 3TOIO CO3HAHMS

HUCKOJIPKO HE MEIIAET €ro CBEXKECTH, a Jake KaK Oy/ITo Ha000pOT—IpHuOaBIIseT ee.

B »ToMm 3amor Hamei JKUBYUCCTH, Halllell CIOCOOHOCTH K JKU3HU, U, TOBOpA B

JBaaNaThIN pas3: “Hcherna,” BbI BEPUTE CUJIBHEC U OCTPEC B CBOKO HCKPECHHOCTL, UYEM

Koraa BBI 3TO CKasaJli B HCpBBIﬁ pas. be3 storo HemmicaIUMO XuUTh. . . .M 3TO

OTHOCHUTCS HE TOJBKO K JIIOOBHU. . . . Beakuil pa3 mocne moxapa Mbl CTPOUM HOBBII

106



JAOM MU AyMacM : OH IIPOCTOUT 1J0 HaIeu CMECPTU,—ONPECACIICHHO 3HasA, 4YTO OH

MOruOHET OT IIEPBOI'O0 HOBOI'0 IIOXKapa. Mgl BeuyHBIE IUIOTHHKH M ITOCTOSHHEIC

MyTENIECTBEHHUKH. . . .KTO OBI MOT CKa3aTh HEIETI0 TOMY Ha3aJl, 4To s Oy/Iy YBJICUEH

STHM BCIO XU3Hb? XOTS S OTIIMYHO 3HAK0, YTO OTU 3aHATHA MPOAOJKATCA HC Ooitee

roja. be3 aToro cozHanus “HaBceraa’” HUYEMY HENb3sl OTJaBaTh CBOIO JAYILY, IOTOMY

9TO MOJYIUTCA OAHO JICTKOMBICIICHHOC PAaBHOAYIINE U Pa304YapOBAHHOCTD. (KUZI’IliIl,

1915/1999, Vol. 2, p. 271-272)

In other words, for him, moment and forever are connected through the acceptance of the

transience of the world, which is reminiscent of Kuzmin’s peculiar religion, that is, faith

experienced through sense perception.

Thus, Kuzmin’s veshchizmm also constitutes the locus of an aesthetic that is distinct from

demonic decadence and symbolism. His concern with the empirical world is not based on the

ephemerality of this-worldly objects as in demonic decadent philosophy. At the same time,

Kuzmin’s veshchizm is not the same as the symbolist aesthetic perspective in which this world

symbolizes the eternal vision of another world. As E. V. Ermilova (1989) points out, Kuzmin’s
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veshchizm is located between the absolute focus on the fleetingness of this-worldly objects and

their potential for relating to the symbolic (p. 123-124; as cited in Ahn, 2002b, para. 22).
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Kuzmin and Wilde

The special position of Kuzmin’s Hellenic dandyism becomes much clearer when one

compares it to Western aestheticism, in particular, the idea of art-for-art’s sake. As with its

relationship to demonic decadence, Kuzmin’s aesthetics share common characteristics with

Western aestheticism, while at the same time, maintaining a distance from its European

counterpart. In his early years, he viewed the European notion of art-for-art’s sake negatively. He

wrote to G. Chicherin that he disliked the isolation from life that he found in the concept of pure

art as exemplified by Shelly’s art (Bogomolov & Malmstad, 1999, p. 28). However, he was better

acquainted with the general trends of Western modernism than any other Russian modernist, and

was well aware of one of the most iconic figures of Western aestheticism, Oscar Wilde. His

opinion about Wilde changed as his ideas on religion and aesthetics evolved, but Kuzmin never

lost interest in Wilde’s aesthetics and his self-creation. In his period as an Old Believer, he said

that he disliked Wilde and did not understand why Ivanov and his friends projected the image of

Christ onto Wilde (Kuzmin, 2000, p. 166). By 1907 his notion of Wilde underwent a change and

he began to translate Wilde’s works, including him in a list of his favorite writers (see Bogomolov
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& Malmstad, 1999, p.139).

The most significant example of Wilde’s influence on Kuzmin is the similarity between

Kuzmin’s Kryl’ia and Wilde’s The Portrait of Dorian Gray. In the Russian modernist tradition,

Kuzmin was often called a Russian Oscar Wilde because of his interest in dandyistic appearance

and homosexuality. Yet their similarity more fundamentally stems from the analogy of the

structure and themes in the two famous works. First, they share the theme of aesthetics and relate

the theme of beauty to that of homosexuality. The main heroes in Wilde’s and Kuzmin’s works are

young handsome beauties as typified by Lavrik in Plavaiushchie-puteshestvuiushchie (Travellers

by Sea and Land), Vania in Kryl’ia (Wings), and Dorian in The Portrait of Dorian Gray

(interestingly, they are all depicted as orphans). Moreover, they have love affairs with older, wiser

figures such as Orest and Mr. Stock in Plavaiushchie-puteshestvuiushchie, a Greek teacher and

Stroop in Kryl’ia, and Lord Henry and Basil Hallward in The Portrait of Dorian Gray. In addition,

heterosexual relations are presented as negative. In each work, the women who are involved in

homosexual relations eventually die. Like Ida Goldberg in Kryl’ia, Sibyl Vane in The Portrait of

Dorian Gray commits suicide.

110



Another crucial code the two authors share is that of England. In Kryl'ia as well as

Plavaiushchie-puteshestvuiushchie, England is not merely a place where aestheticism and

homosexuality originated, but also an ideal place where beauty as well as homosexuality

metamorphose into a higher state. Stroop in Kry!/’ia is of English origin and heads for England

with Vania at the end of the work. In Plavaiushchie-puteshestvuiushchie, an Englishman, Mr.

Stock, helps Lavrik to realize his love for Orest. Mr. Stock leaves for London with Lavrik and

Orest in the end of the novel.

Regardless of these structural similarities, Kuzmin’s notion of beauty and homosexuality

differs from Wilde’s in some respects. First, as pointed out above, for Kuzminian aesthetes, beauty

is always linked with religion. The aesthetics of Vania, Canon Mori, and Mr. Stock are focused on

the harmonious state of spirituality and sensuality. In contrast, Dorian Gray and Lord Henry do not

show an interest in any religious principles. They certainly are fascinated with religious trappings,

but for them, religion is understood solely as an aesthetic style. For that reason, Dorian treats

religious trappings as he does his favorite objects such as jewelry and fragrances.

It was rumored of him once that he was about to join the Roman Catholic communion,
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and certainly the Roman ritual had always a great attraction for him. The daily

sacrifice, more awful really than all the sacrifices of the antique world, stirred him as

much by its superb rejection of the evidence of the senses as by the primitive

simplicity of its elements and the eternal pathos of the human tragedy that it sought to

symbolize. He loved to kneel down on the cold marble pavement and watch the priest,

in his stiff flowered dalmatic, slowly and with white hands moving aside the veil of

the tabernacle, or raising aloft the jewelled, lantern-shaped monstrance with that

pallid wafer that at times, one would fain think, is indeed the “panis caelestis,” the

bread of angels, or, robed in the garments of the Passion of Christ, breaking the Host

into the chalice and smiting his breast for his sins. . . .But he never fell into the error

of arresting his intellectual development by any formal acceptance of creed or system,

or of mistaking, for a house in which to live, an inn that is but suitable for the sojourn

of a night, or for a few hours of a night in which there are no stars and the moon is in

travail. Mysticism, with its marvellous power of making common things strange to us,

and the subtle antinomianism that always seems to accompany it, moved him for a
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season; and for a season he inclined to the materialistic doctrines of the Darwinismus

movement in Germany, and found a curious pleasure in tracing the thoughts and

passions of men to some pearly cell in the brain, or some white nerve in the body,

delighting in the conception of the absolute dependence of the spirit on certain

physical conditions, morbid or healthy, normal or diseased. (Wilde, 1890/1964, pp.

109-110)

Similarly, a demonic decadent, Polina in Plavaiushchie-puteshestvuiushchie, also

comprehends religion only in terms of its style.

S Benpb ToKe OueHb penuruo3Ha. Eciau Obl y MEHS B KU3HU CIIy4UIIOCh Kakoe-HUOY b

KPpYHICHUE, HUYCTO 6I)I, HHMYETO HE O0CTaBajIoCh— OBI TOKE MOIIIA B MOHACTBIPb, 3TO

Tak kpacuBo! CBeuu, YepHOE, OKPHIBAJIO, . . . 9KcTa3bl. (Kuzmin, 1915/1999, Vol. 2,

p.318)

Importantly, Lord Henry and Dorian Gray’s aestheticism, focusing as it does only on the

ephemeral and external side of an object, suggests a fundamental idea of art-for-art’s sake in

Western aestheticism and its life-creation version, dandyism. As noted in Chapter 1, the idea of
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art-for-art’s sake and dandyism takes place at the moment when the ephemeral ceases to serve as a

medium to convey the universal and becomes autonomous from what is assumed as its inner

meaning. In that notion, the form of the aesthetic subjects is no longer a means to imply its content

(see page 23-28 of this dissertation). For that reason, the art-for-art’s sake idea and dandyism

praise what is considered meaningless, trivial, and useless. It is still unclear whether the author,

Wilde himself, supported the aestheticism of Dorian Gray and Lord Henry, or whether he

presented their ideas negatively by orchestrating a tragic end for Dorian Gray. Yet certainly,

Dorian and Lord Henry’s treatment of religious details exemplifies the Hellenistic focus on the

ephemeral in the art-for-art’s sake idea and dandyism.

In contrast, Kuzmin’s stress on the ephemeral does not lie in the complete separation of the

ephemeral from the universal. Rather, as pointed out above, his veshchizm is grounded in the

synthesis of the ephemeral and the universal. In the aesthetics of Stroop/Vania, the details of the

classical antiquities and the Old Belief are the realization of religious meaning, that is, an

incarnation of God. However, in Kuzmin’s world, the relation between the externals of aesthetic

objects and their inner implication is distinct from traditional mimesis. Rather, the ephemeral in
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and of itself symbolizes the universal, as can be seen in Stroop’s note on a reading in Kryl’ia. He

says to Vania, who is struggling to learn Greek grammar, that the translation of Hellenic art cannot

convey its spirit. Stroop even associates reading with a sexual relationship, a meeting with the

flesh of the world culture and accordingly with its spirit.

— MoXxHO uuTaTh B NEPEBOJAX, a CTOJIBKO BpeMEeHH yuuTh rpammatuky?! Ltpyn

IMOCMOTPCII HA Banro ¢ 6eCKOHEUHBIM COKaJIEHUEM.

— BMmecTo uyenmoBeka M3 IIOTU U KpOBH, CMCIOLICTOCA HIIM XMYPOTO, KOTOPOI'O

MOKHO J'II-O6I/ITI>, ej1oBaTh, HCHABUJICTh, B KOTOPOM BHJ/IHA KPOBb, IICPCIIMBAIOIIAACA B

JKWJIaX, U €CTECTBEHHAs Ipallds HAroro Tejla,—HMETh OE3AYIIHYI0 KYyKIy, 4acTo

CIACIIAaHHYI0  pyKaMH  PEMECIICHHHKAa,—BOT  MEpeBOAbl. A  BpEeMEHH Ha

MNOATOTOBUTCIIBHOC 3aHATHUC I‘paMMaTI/IKOﬁ HY>KHO O4YCHb Majo. HY)KHO TOJIBKO

YUTaThb, YUTATh U YUTATh. LII/ITa.TB, CMOTPA KaXX10€ CJIOBO B CJIOBApCE, Hp06I/IpaHCL KakK

CKBO3b Hallly JieCa, U BbI ITOJYUHUIIN ObI HEMCIILITAHHBIC HaCIaXXJICHb. A MHe KaXXCTCA,

49TO B BacC, BaHSI, €CThb 3aJaTKH CACIAaTbCA HACTOAIIMM HOBBIM YCJIOBCKOM. (Kuzmin,

1906/1999, Vol. 1, p. 78)
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In other words, the idea of translation, which consists of the dualism of a higher meaning

and secondary form/word is not accepted in Kuzminian aesthetics. Thus, Kuzmin’s Hellenic

aesthetic subverts the structure of dualism in a similar yet different way from that of dandyism.

Both Western dandyism and Kuzmin’s veshchizm challenge the concept of mimesis by prioritizing

what has been assumed secondary and vneshnii (external). However, while dandyism separates the

world of flesh from that of spirit, Kuzmin’s Hellenic aesthetics connect the ephemeral with the

eternal/universal by finding the eternal within the world of sense.

The painter Basil Hallward, in Wilde’s The Portrait of Dorian Gray, embodies the

Kuzminian view of beauty. In response to Lord Henry’s aestheticism, Hallward notes that he does

not pursue the beauty of the purely physical side of a man. Instead, he seeks a love which

Michelangelo, Montagne, Winkelmann, and Shakespeare realized, that is, which implies the

combination of a physical and spiritual side in man.

He (Dorian) shuddered, and for a moment he regretted that he had not told Basil the

true reason why he had wished to hide the picture away. Basil would have helped him

to resist Lord Henry’s influence, and the still more poisonous influences that came
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from his own temperament. The love that he bore him—for it was really love—had

nothing in it that was not noble and intellectual. It was not that mere physical

admiration of beauty that is born of the senses and that dies when the senses tire. It

was such love as Michelangelo had known, and Montaigne, and Winckelmann, and

Shakespeare himself. Yes, Basil could have saved him. But it was too late now.

(Wilde, 1890/1964, pp. 96-97)

In this way, Kuzmin shares his aesthetics with the Hellenism of Hallward in Dorian Gray

rather than that of Lord Henry. As Hallward worships the world of Shakespeare, Vania experiences

the energy of beauty and life by reading Shakespeare (Kuzmin, 1906/1999, Vol. 1, p. 110). If we

employ Veresaev’s notions of Hellenism for these instances, it appears that while Kuzmin and

Hallward’s Hellenism is based on the praise of the Hellenic (Homeric/Apollonian), where the

world of sensuality is incorporated with that of faith, Lord Henry and Polina Dobroliubova-

Chernikova’s worship of beauty subscribes to the Hellenistic (Alexandrian) where the ephemeral

is separated from the universal.
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Kuzmin’s Orange Jacket

Thus, we can locate Kuzmin’s Hellenic aestheticism in its relation to the other modes of

aesthetics as exemplified by (Russian) demonic decadence and Western aestheticism. As a

proponent of Hellenic beauty, Kuzmin searched for beauty where the spiritual vision does not

contradict the ephemeral world. In addition, according to Kuzmin, the two spheres should be

equally valued. For him, demonic decadence and Western aestheticism were aesthetically

inadequate and needed to be supplemented by the spirit of balance. Demonic decadence was too

inclined toward rebellious amoralism for Kuzmin. Also, Kuzmin kept a distance from Western

aestheticism, because it emphasized the ephemeral part of being.

The relation of Kuzmin’s aesthetics to the two modes of aestheticism 1s manifest in his

own self-creation. First, Kuzmin’s self-image is different from a demonic dandy. His novel,

Plavaiushchie-puteshestvuiushchie (Travellers by Sea and Land), clearly shows that the author

does not endorse the demonic decadent dandy. In the work, demonic decadents, as exemplified by

Polina Dobroliubova-Chernikova and her follower Elena Aleksandrovna, are negatively depicted

as nervous searchers of the chaotic side of life. Instead, Kuzmin fashions himself as a nonchalant
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joyful dandy who no longer attempts to explore one’s demonic side tselikom (entirely, with full

intensity). In that sense, Kuzmin’s dandyism shares characteristics of antiheroic playfulness with

Western dandies. Yet the dandy Kuzmin differs from Western dandies as exemplified by Lord

Henry who pursues only hedonistic beauty and is cynical about a faith mixed with aesthetics.

Kuzmin also distinguished himself from the symbolist. Although he was fascinated with religious

culture, the poet never assingned himself the role of prorok (prophet). Lotman and Mints (1989)

similarly account for Kuzmin’s special characteristics of self-creation in his relation to demonic

decadence and symbolism.

g npenakmencroB (o3t M. Ky3muH, Xy10)KHUKH U3 rpynnsl “Mup uckyccrsa” u

JIpyrue) W Juid aKMEUCTOB  “YKM3HETBOPYECTBO® CBEJIOCh K HACTPOEHUSIM

XYJ0’KECTBEHHON OOreMbl: Xy/I0’KHUK UMEET MPaBo KUTh HE Tak, KaK BCE, & OCOBOMH,

YHUCTO ACTETUUYECKOM >KU3HBIO. Xy,Z[O)KHI/IK TCIICPb HE IMPECACTABIIACTCA 00s13aTeIbHO

“IbABOJIOM,” KOTOpPOM HEHaBHJIUT WM Tpe3upaeT Jojeil, Kak 3T0 ObUIo Yy

nekageHToB. Ho o Tem Oosee v He MPOPOK UITH Tepoii, KOTOPBIH, “‘CropaeT Ha KOCTpe

cTpactd,” 4TOOBl yka3aTh JoAasiM nyTh K Kpacore, kak Meuran Bsu. BanoB u
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MHOI'u€ JOpyru€ CHMBOJMCTBI B TIOJbl PEBOJIIOIUH. Yemosek HCKYCCTBa—HCE

“moryourens,” HO ¥ He ‘“‘criacuTenp’ desoBedecTBa. OH MPOCTO HE TaKOH, Kak Bce, H,

YTOOBI IUCATh CTUXHU WU KapTUHBI WX COYUHATH MY3bIKY, OH HOJIKCH KUTbh CBOGfI,

0CoBOM, OboremHoi#t )ku3HbI0. (Lotman & Mints, 1989, pp. 106-107)

Kuzmin’s cult of Pushkin also demonstrates the special characteristics of Hellenic

dandyism in its relation to demonic decadent dandyism. Because of their retrospectivist

orientation, Kuzmin and the Mir iskusstva (World of Art) artists imitated the culture of the Russian

Golden Age. In particular, Pushkin was presented as a model of Hellenic aesthetics.

Merezhkovskii and Veresaev, two theoreticians of Hellenic aestheticism, considered Pushkin an

ideal artist who overcame the limitation of demonic decadence. In contrast, they criticized

Lermontov and Byron as models of demonic aestheticism: For example, Merezhkovskii

(1897/1971) notes that “Ilymxun oauH mnpeonxosneBaer AucrapMoHuto baiipona, mocturaer

camo00JaaHus, BIOXHOBEHUs Oe3 BocTopra u Becenus B Myapoct” (pp. 17-18). Based on this

idea of Pushkin, Hellenic dandies sought to imitate Pushkin and his culture. The artists of Ivanov’s

Bashnia (Towers), including Kuzmin, called each other by the nicknames of Pushkin’s Arzamas
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members. The publishing house Apollon was named Dom na Moike in imitation of the title of the

house where Pushkin lived during the last years of his life (Paperno, 1989, pp. 79-80). In addition,

Kuzmin identified himself with Pushkin, emphasizing his short height and dark skin (Paperno,

1989, p.80). Thus, in Russian modernist culture, Kuzmin was depicted as mavr (Moor), mulat

(mulatto), and tsygan (gypsy), just as Pushkin was perceived in the Russian Golden Age (Paperno,

1992, p. 35). For Hellenist-dandies, Pushkin did not merely represent the unified world of the

sense and spirit. As noted in Chapter 2, Briusov presents Pushkin as a symbol of the greatness of

literature. For him, Pushkin’s greatness differed from that of Lermontov. While Lermontov’s self-

creation is dominated by the spirit of unity of life and art, Pushkin differentiates life from art. In

other words, in the Russian decadent consciousness, Pushkin was regarded as a creator, not as an

iconoclastic demon. Hence Kuzmin’s identification with Pushkin: he sought to become a creator-

dandy, instead of a demon-dandy. His Pushkinian Hellenic creator-dandy is characterized by an

antiheroic, joyful, nonchalant attitude toward art and world.

Kuzmin’s depiction of writing as an ostensibly frivolous activity is relevant in this sense.

In his reminiscences, Georgii Ivanov (1929) notes that Kuzmin appeared not to take writing
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seriously: Kuzmin at times wrote poems in bed and even on the road, and did not rewrite them.

— Kak BH AyMacTe, BKIOYATh MHEC 3TH CTHXHU B KHI/II‘yr) — CIIpalMBarw0 a 'y

Ky3muna.

Ky3MHH CMOTPUT YAUBIICHHO.

— Ilouemy >xe He BKJIOUaTh? 3aueM ke Torja nucanu? Eciu counmHunm —Ttak u

BKJIFOYANTE.

OH cam “Bkiodaer’ Bce, 4TO Hanucanoch. llumer, Mexay mnpoyum,

4qTo IpuacTCAd. . . .Ha camom pnene co6npanc;1 HUATH CHUMATBCA. 3a 3aBTPaKOM Yy

Anbbepa—o0 ITOM MpPOEKTe 3aroBOPWJIM, MpulLia pudma BecHa—boacoHa,

a taM U Bech “‘crumiok.” Ilpuast nomol, Ky3MuH akkypaTHO mepemnucan €ro B

teTpanky. CoOupas HOBYIO KHUT'Y—HE 3a0bUl BCTaBUTh U ATOT.

. . . CoumHsleT CTHXH Ha xony. IIlemr k BaM—BOT COYHMHHI IIO aopore.

[Tumer MY3BbIKY—B KOMHATEC, i€ UrparoT JOC€TH CCCTPHI. bacel Ha posiie eMy HE

HYXHBI: ICTU KOJIOTAT I10 OacaM HM30 BCEil CHIIBL. A C Apyroro 60Ka, Ha KJIaBHIIax

noBeIe, Ky3MuH mog0upaeT HOBYIO TIECEHKY, CTPSATIAET CBOIO “MY3BIUKY C SA0OM.”
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[Ipo3y mnumer npsmo Haleno.—3ayeM e IMepenuchiBaTh, Y MEHS IOYEpK

xopoumii?( Ivanov, 1928, p. 130)

Kuzmin’s frivolous attitude seems related to his conscious defiance of the serious (writing)

approach of demonic decadents who championed the complete dedication of one’s life to art.

Georgii Ivanov (1929) also contrasts Kuzmin’s world with the /offy worlds of the symbolists, the

successors of demonic decadents, maintaining that, although Kuzmin’s world attracted people

tired of the symbolists’ lofty words, it is the world of dangerous lightness that requires firmness.

BOT, BOT—HMMCHHO. Bce ycrainu oT cJjiora BBICOKOI'O, BCC XOTCIIN

“mpeKpacHON SICHOCTH, KOTOPYIO MmpoBo3riacui Ky3MuH....

Ho:

...3a4eM e MepenuchiBaTh — y MEHS IOYEPK XOPOLIHIL...

...Eciu Hammcanm — Tak U BKIIIOYANTE...

...OH BbICTpagan cBorw unocoduro...

...B Haudane Oynyrieit Hexenu nmoaem cHuMaThbest kK boacoHa...

[TpexpacHas sicHOCTb—ONacHas! JIETKOCTb.
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v Ky3MI/IHa 30 (6) BCC, yTOOBI CTaTh 3aMedvaTelbHBIM IHcaTeileM. He xBaraio

omnnoro—TtBepaoctu. “Kyna Berep moayet.”’(Ivanov, 1928, p. 134)

However, Kuzmin’s attitude did not turn out to be “dangerous,” despite Ivanov’s concern

about the poet’s world of “lightness.” It is said that Kuzmin liked to read his diary in literary

salons. Yet as Bogomolov and Malmstad (1999) argue, although his selective readings of diary

created “various Kuzmins,” the poet’s self-exhibitionism was not the same as the Wildean

construction of a “double life” (p. 122).

Additionally, Kuzmin’s homosexuality can be noted in his relationship to the two modes

of aestheticism, Western aestheticism and demonic decadence. As noted above, he found in

Hellenism a new religion that approves of homosexuality. Kuzmin did not subscribe to demonic

decadent dandyism because it did not favor homosexuality. The demonic decadent dandies in

Kuzmin’s literature as well as in real life were mostly involved with heterosexual relations. In

contrast, Western dandyism, as exemplified by Wilde’s dandyism, shares with Kuzmin’s the idea

of homosexuality as beauty. In both cases homosexuality as exemplified by the effeminate and

beautified male destroys “the conventional opposition between the modern man and the natural
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domestic woman” (see page 28 of this dissertation). While in Western art-for-art’s sake

aestheticism, the focus of homosexuality lies in the Hellenistic idea of beauty, that is, the self’s

impressionistic transience and corporeality, Kuzminian Hellenic aesthetics links homosexuality

with a spiritual vision, reminiscent of the Platonic notion of beauty and same-sex relations (see

Gillis, 1978).

This association of homosexuality with Hellenic beauty demonstrates a specifically

Russian cultural instantiation of homosexuality. Konstantin Leont’ev exemplifies a homosexual

dandy whose aesthetics are integrated with religious ideals (see Rzhevsky, 1976). In addition,

Vladimir Solov’ev’ developed a theory of love based on the Gnostic myth of Androgyny, which

considers homosexuality a “perfection or a godlike state, achieved by the transcendence of

masculine-feminine polarity” (Matich, 1979, p. 43). Affected by Solov’ev’s philosophy,

symbolists as exemplified by Merezhkovskii and Gippius attempted to accommodate their

marriage and homosexual relationships.

On the basis of his unique idea of beauty and homosexuality, we can thus discern what

Kuzmin’s concern with fashion connotes. First, his interest in fashion begins as a demonstration of
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the rejection of an ascetic conventional world that does not approve of the world of sense. For

Kuzmin, beauty represents a concrete ephemeral object. For that reason, this interest in the

aesthetic details often called a style seems to trigger the poet’s dandyism. But Kuzmin’s colorful

jacket turns out to be distinct from the black suit of the demonic decadent dandy. While the

demonic decadents’ black suits express the decadent orientation toward evil, disharmony, and

death, Kuzmin’s orange jacket expresses the Hellenic harmonious state where the world of sense

is balanced with spiritual calm. In addition, Kuzmin’s orange jacket embodies the poet’s

antiheroic, joyful, nonchalant attitude toward the world and art in contrast to the demonic

decadents’ serious, heroism-based aesthetics, symbolized by their black attire. Kuzmin’s colorful

vest 1s not an instantiation of the cult of fashion in Western dandyism either. Style in Western

dandyism emphasizes the separation of the exterior of an aesthetic object from its inner meaning;

however, Kuzminian style represents a combination of the ephemeral world of veshchi with its

universal vision. Moreover, Kuzmin’s combination of style and meaning is not the same as the

traditional structure of mimesis, as characteristic of a man who expresses his inner/spiritual being

through external form/fashion/appearance. While the Western dandies’ style rejects the
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conveyance of inner meaning, Kuzmin’s concern with fashion rejects the dualistic structure of the

external and internal. For him, the orange jacket, in and of itself, is the site where he can

experience and appreciate the eternal.
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Chapter 4: A Pierrot-Dandy: Aleksandr Blok

Along with Mikhail Kuzmin, Aleksandr Blok exemplifies decadent self-creation in the
Russian modernist period. In their reminiscences of Blok, many observers commented on the
poet’s dandyistic attitude. Even Blok described himself as a dandy.'® Of his three stages of
decadence and symbolism,'’ Blok particularly related decadence to the practice of dandyism.
Disillusioned with Vladimir Solov’ev’s philosophy, which strongly affected the poet’s early years,
he became fascinated with the decadent aesthetics that privileges the world of evil and beauty over
religion. He returned later to symbolism and criticized his decadent self-creation in retrospect with
the term, dandyism (see Blok, 1918/1962, Vol. 6, pp. 53-57).

Although Blok equated his dandyism with his decadent period only, dandyism was
practiced not merely by the decadent but also by the symbolist. While the decadents particularly

favored black apparel to express their demonic worldview, the symbolists presented their self-

' See Chukovskii (1924); Dobuzhinskii (1987, pp. 271-281); Enisherlov (1988); Makovskii
(1962); Orlov (1976, 1978); Piast (1929/1997); Pyman (1979); Vogel (1982).

'” Based on the change in his aesthetics, Blok divided his life into the three stages: thesis,
antithesis, and synthesis. See Blok (1910/1962, Vol. 5, pp. 425-436).
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image with the angelic white as well as the demonic black. The symbolist, Andrei Bugaev,
employed belyi (white) as his pseudonym. Zinaida Gippius not only performed the demonic
woman with her black costumes but also created an angelic image with white clothes. Her white
dresses often came with long sleeves that were reminiscent of angel’s wings (Bunin, 1961, p. 558;

as cited in Demidenko, 1990, p.78). Gippius’ contradictory appearance'® even caused people to

'8 Zinaida Gippius typifies symbolist self-creation, but her case is idiosyncratic as well. Jenifer
Presto and Olga Matich claim that the paradoxical aspect of her vision and self-creation was caused by the
poet’s idiosyncratic nature rather than her symbolist outlook. For example, along with the coexistence of
the demonic and the angelic, Gippius’ world consisted of other contradictory features as exemplified by
the discordance between solemnity/lightness and public/private persona. Andrei Belyi thus found it hard
to associate Gippius with a specific fixed image.

Presto also analyzes the implication of Gippius’ fashion in terms of sexuality. Gippius created the
image of a goddess or a femme-fatale by alternating her white and black clothes. She wore masculine
costumes as well. As is the case with the transvestism of modernist artists, her cross-dressing exemplifies
her defiance of established norms of sexuality. In addition, as a symbolist, she attempted to portray the
homosexual as one who synthesized masculinity and femininity.Interestingly, her self-presentation as a
goddess represented not merely the expression of the angelic image but also its parody. According to
Presto, Gippius’ excessive focus on femininity as exemplified by an ethereal white dress subverts and
parodies Eternal Femininity, which such male symbolists as Vladimir Solov’ev, Aleksandr Blok, and
Andrei Belyi worshipped. Concerning Gippius’ fashion and its implication, see Belyi (1933/1990);
Demidenko (1990, p. 13); Makovskii (1962); Matich (1992, 2005); Pachmuss (1971); Presto (2008);
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call her the “white she-devil” (Zlobin, 1980, p. 47). Analyzing the self-creation of the symbolists

and decadents, Iurii Lotman and Zara Mints thus label the symbolists as belye magi (white

magicians) in contrast to chernyi mag (black magicians), a term they use to refer to the decadents.

BprocoB ObLT YeOBEKOM OYEHH YECTOIIOOMBBIM U BOJIEBBIM. OH BBIOpasl cebe poib

b

“gepHOro mara,’

BOXIA PYCCKOI'O CHMMBOJIM3MA U IOCTOAHHO HI'pall €C. B YCPHOM

CIOPTYKE, C HNPHUCTAJIBHBIM, HCIIOABW)XXHBIM B3IJISIA0M, CKPECTUB PYKH Ha TI'PyIdH,

BpIOCOB CMOTPCII Ha JYXKUX JIIO,Z[CI;'I, KakK 6y,Z[TO CcTapasicCb Hnux

“zakonoBarh.”. . .COBCeM MHBIM OBUIO “YKM3HETBOPUYECTBO  MJIAIIIUX CUMBOJIHCTOB.

Onu cuntanu ceOs “OenbIMU Maramu,” CTpeMsSIIIUMUCS K Top:kecTBY JloOpa, U B UX

“*XU3HeTBOpuUecTBe” mpeoliajgana JcTeThyeckas yromnus. “XyJ0’KECTBEHHOE

MoBeIeHHE” JIIOJIeH HMCKYCCTBa—ATO Kak OBl TPAKTHYECKUH Yypok Oymyrieit

HperaCHOﬁ KU3HU I BCCIro 4CJI0BCUYCCTBA. A cam MO3T, MY3BIKAHT WUJIN XYIOXKHHK

—TIpooOpa3 Oyayuiero ‘‘denoBeka—apTHcTa,” XHuByIlero B wMmupe Kpacorel u

panoctu. (Lotman & Mints, 1989, pp. 91, 97)

Vainshtein (2006); Zlobin (1980).
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This hybrid image of the demonic and the angelic is based on the peculiar characteristics of

the symbolist Weltanschauung as characterized by the synthesis of the two contradictory elements

(Matich, 2005, pp. 69-70). The symbolists sought to incorporate the two opposing worlds as

exemplified by paganism/Christianity and the material world/spiritual vision. In terms of sexuality,

androgyny was presented as an ideal combination of masculinity and femininity. Thus, while the

decadents mostly focused on demonic beauty, the symbolists united beauty with virtue.

Viacheslav Ivanov and his wife, Lidiia Zinov’eva-Annibal, also embodied dandyism based

on the combination of beauty and virtue. More precisely, Ivanovs’ dandyism can be said to border

on Hellenic dandyism as well as symbolist dandyism. As noted in the previous chapter, their

apartment (the bashnia) was a well-known place where many modernist artists visited frequently

and engaged in live artistic communication. The aesthete, Kuzmin, was one of the guests who sat

in the corner dressed in his famous colorful vest. Blok also frequented Ivanov’s bashnia in his

decadent period. The literary Wednesday gatherings (sredy), particularly at the apartment were full

of a peculiar atmosphere in which the artists stylized themselves through fashion. Many people,

including the Ivanovs, endorsed the Nietzschean philosophy of Dionysus and attempted to
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transform everyday life into an aesthetic practice, mostly by following the model of ancient Greek

culture. Lidiia Zinov’eva-Annibal preferred to wear Greek costumes and decorated the apartment

in a highly unusual way:

JIngusa JImuTpueBHa, KCHIUMHA HE IIEPBOM MOJIOJOCTH, XOAWIA BO BpeMs

coOpanmii. . . B aHTHYHOM XxuTOHEe. KoMHaThl ObUIM CTpaHHO, HO, O€3yJOBHO, C

OOJIBIIUM BKYCOM CO6paHbI. “bammsa” OCBCIIaJIaChb CBCYKaMM, HO BCTABJICHbBI OHH

OBLIM KaK MOIAaio : HE TOJILKO B IIOACBCYHUKH HIIN KaHI[eJ'IH6pBI, HO U B 6YTI>IJ'IKI/I. B

“opamxeBoM kabunere” Jluauu JIMUTpUEBHBI Ha MONY JIEXKaTH MPOCThIE TIOPIKH,

INOKPBITBIC MNCCTPBIMU TKAHAMH W 3aBAJICHHLIC OIPOMHBLIM KOJUYCCTBOM MATKHUX

MOAYIICK, OOJBIINX U MaJbIX, MECTPHIX U OJHOIBETHBIX. OOCTaHOBKA M OOJBIION

KOMHATBhI, 1 “OpaHXeBoro kabuHera” ka3aiach oueHb HeoObuHOU. (Lotman & Mints,

1989, p.104)

In addition, she held a special ritual that was reminiscent of a Dionysian festival. Blok’s

wife, Liubov’ Mendeleeva, concentrated on self-stylization as much as her husband did (Belyi,

1922/1988, p. 113) and favored the theatrical atmosphere of the Ivanovs’ place.
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CHoBa 3anuia peyb 00 “o0mieM jaene”—Ha 3TOT pa3 00 YUYPEKIESHHUU KOJUICKTHBA

(“monmyctynum, TONMYOOUTMHBI”), B KOTOPOM MOXXHO OBLIO OBI OCYIIECTBHTH

yBieKuIyl0 VMBaHOBa WJEI0 MpEeBpalIeHHs] Tearpa B SUEUKY ‘“‘HOBBIX UYEIOBEUYECKHX

OTHOLIEHUH,” TmepepacTaHusi ero B ‘“KuU3HeHHoe jeictBue.”. . . Ha mnpoekTtsl

BsiuecnaBa MBaHoBa COYYBCTBEHHO OTKJIMKHYJAch JIi0OoBb JIMuTpueBHa,—ee

0COOEHHO IIPHUBJICKAJINA HO,Z[pO6HOCTI/IZ OypnypoBbi€ OACAHUA JIs1 YYdCTHUKOB

JTUOHUCHUIICKUX UTPUIIL U XOPOBOJIOB U IIpodee Tomy noaoouoe.(Orlov, 1978, p. 239)

As in Gippius’ case, the artists’ aesthetic practice in Ivanov’s bashnia was distinct from

demonic decadent dandyism. On the fundamental level, the symbolists inherited the decadent

aesthetics that favored the world of beauty and art. Yet unlike the demonic decadents’ focus on the

subversion of conventional morality, the Ivanovs’ aesthetic vision was based on the utopian desire

to invent a new harmonious world (Lotman & Mints, 1989, pp.97-98). They sought to present

themselves in the role of an artist-prorok (prophet) who creates a new world. Furthermore, ancient

Greek culture served as an original model for the Ivanov’s, and they attempted to make a world

where the poet becomes a prophet and where art is considered a standard of life (Lotman & Mints,
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1989, pp. 409-410).

Blok’s dandyism differed from that of Ivanov and Gippius. As we will see, Blok’s

aesthetics shared many features with the symbolists. His fashion, though, was not quite similar to

that of the symbolists. Blok’s dandyism did not directly relate to the combination of the demonic

and angelic. Yet his decadent self-creation did vary from the other decadent dandyism that was

grounded on Nietzsche’s theory of the superman. Blok’s dandyistic attitude consisted neither of an

apotheosis of evil/beauty nor of demonic defiance of conventional morality. Furthermore, his

dandyism was not related to Kuzmin’s Hellenic dandyism either. In sum, Blok’s dandyism

deviated from demonic decadent dandyism, Hellenic dandyism, and their symbolist counterpart.

However, this offshoot of decadent dandyism provides significant clues for understanding

demonic decadent dandyism and symbolist aesthetics as well, insofar as Blok’s case relates to the

two phases of modernism. Particularly, Blok’s idea of dandyism uniquely explained the term,

dandy, in relation to decadent and symbolist aesthetics, while, in those days, the epithet of the

dandy was utilized simply as a so designate a stylish person or an aesthete.

In the first section of this chapter, I will illustrate the features of Blok’s self-creation noted
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in many of his (auto) biographical writings. In the second section, I explore Blok’s writings

concerning dandyism and how the symbolist Blok defined his decadent aesthetic practice in life.

The third section will examine how the poet’s decadent persona, mostly the jester, is presented in

his literary work. Lastly, I will compare Blok’s dandyism with Baudelaire’s, as both share similar

characteristics, while differing on fundamental levels. This comparison of the two cases will

provide keys to understanding the difference between Russian dandyism and its Western

counterpart.
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The Nobleman-Dandy

As most acquaintances noted, Blok was a handsome and fashionable person. Sergei

Solov’ev (1988) recalls Blok’s stylish appearance at his first meeting with the poet:

B aBrycre 1898 rona s Bctpeuan biioka B nmepenecke, Ha rpanuiiax Hamero Jlemosa.

ITokazancsa Tapantac. B HEM—MOJI0A0M 4YENOBEK, M3SIIHO OAETHIA, C BEHUYUMKOM

30JIOTHCTBIX KyZIpEil, C po30ii B METIIUIE U TPOCTOUKOM. (p.58)

Similarly, Andrei Belyi (1922/1988) also depicts his first impression of Blok as a person

with good taste:

Ouecnb CKOpO IIOCJIC 3TOro pasgajcd 3BOHOK, M KOrga s BOLICI B HCPCAHIONO, TO A

YBUACT PasACBaBLICIOCA MOJOAOIO YC€JIOBCKAa, OYCHbL CTAaTHOr'0, BBICOKOTO,

HIUPOKOIIJICUEro, C TOHKOM TallneH, B CTYJIEHYECKOM CIOpTyKe. 1o ObuT A. A. biok ¢

JIroboBbto JImMurpueBHOW. MeHst mopaswiio B A.A.(3To—IepBoe BIEUaTICHUE) :

CTHJIb KOPPEKTHOCTH, “CBETCKOCTH’(B Iy4IIeM CMBICIE), HA3bIBAEMOIl XOPOIINUM

ToHOM. Bce Obumto B A. A. Xopomero TOHAa, HayMHas OT CIOPTyKa, JIOBKO

06T$IFI/IBaIOH_[eFO €ro TajJnmw, C BBICOKMM BOPOTHHKOM, HO HE TOI'0 HCEIIPUATHOTO
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3CJICHOI'O OTTCHKA, KOTOpBIﬁ OBLI XapaKTCepCH IJIA CTy,I[eHTOB-66J'IOHO,Z[KJ'I&I[O‘IHI/IKOB,

KaK TOTJ]a Ha3bIBaJIM OCOOBIN THI cTyneHTOB-(hpaHTOB. Kaxercs, B pykax A. A. Obutu

Oelble MepyYaTKy, KOTOPbIE OH HE YMEJO COBall B KapMaH MajbTo. Bua ObLT BIIOJTHE

“Bu3uTHBIA.” (p. 113)

Furthermore, the poet called himself a frant (dandy) in his 1918 diary while looking back

on his early years: “OceHplo s Immi1 (HpaHTOBATBHIA CIOPTYK, MOCTYNWJI Ha FOPHIUYECKHUIM

(bakynbTeT, HUYEro He MOHMMAaJ B IOPHUCIPYACHLUH, . . .Sl Obul (ppaHT, TOBOPHI U3PSIHBIC

nouwtoct” (Blok, 1963, Vol. 7, p. 339).

The dandyism that Blok’s acquaintances remembered consisted of several characteristics.

First, the poet was depicted as extremely neat and organized in his attire and belongings. Kornei

Chukovskii (1924) recalls that Blok was a person with meticulous taste:

I[J'IH MCHA 3Ta MNpIAMOTa U IPaBAUBOCTH broka Oblna cBs3aHa C I[perfI €ro

OCO6CHHOCTBI’O, KOTOpad Mno4YeMy-TO HAXKE IIyrajla MCEHA,—C HEOOBIKHOBEHHOM €ro

YHUCTOINIOTHOCThIO. B KOMHaTe M Ha cTojie Y HEro OBLII TaKOM cmpameld TOpA 0K,

YTO XOTECJIOCh XOTh HCMHOI'O HaMyCOPHTb. B ero ombmmoreke JaxXE CTapbI€ KHUTH
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Ka3aJluCb HOBBIMU, celyac M3 MaraspHa. BCH_[I/I, OKpYXXaBHIKMEC €TI0, HUKOrga HE

pacojarajiucCb 6eCHOpH,Z[O‘IHBIM BOpPOXOM, a Ka3ajJloCb, CaMH c00010 BbICTpAaHBAJIMCh

10 T€OMETPUYECKU-TIPABIWIBHBIM JIMHUAM. I HE pa3 roBOpWI €My, YTO, CTOMT €My

TOJIBKO MOJEPKATh B pyKaX KaKyH-HUOYIb 3aMyCOJICHHYIO KHUTY, M OHA cama CO00I0

cranetr yucroid. Iloprdeneii oH He MOOMI M HUKOT/Aa HE HOCWI, a BCE PYKOIHCH,

HYXHBIC I SaCCﬂaHHﬁ, O6B€pTLIBaJ'I HEOOBIKHOBEHHO HU3A1ITHO 6yMar0171 n

MepeBs3bIBAI JICHTOUKOM. (pp. 40-41)

In addition to this fastidiousness, many people attached to him the epithet aristocratic or

prince-like. Chukovskii (1924) pointed out that Blok was the “nocnemuuii moaT-gBopsiaua (last

poet-nobleman)” (p. 4) who grew up in the cultural tradition of a patrician family. Yet it was also

clear that the poet attempted to perform the role of gentry consciously.

U obnuube y Hero ObUIO OapcKoe: YMHHBIN, HCTOBBIA, HEMHOTO HaJMeHHBIN. [lake B

MNOCJICAHUC FO)IBI—6C3 BOPOTHHKA U B KaAPTY3€—O0H Ka3aJICA IICPCOACTHIM INaTPUIHUECM.

HpOI/ISHOH_IeHI/Ie CJIOB Yy HCTO OBLIIO TOXKE ABOPAHCKOC——CJIMIIKOM U3AIIHOC, KHHXKXHOC,

IpU YeM CJIOBa, KOTOpble 0Opycenau HENaBHO, OH MPOM3HOCWUJI HAa HMHOCTPAHHBII
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MaHep: He MeOenb, HO MA0Jb (meuble), HEe TpoTyap, HO trottoir (rmocnemHue aBe

IJIacHble ClMBaJl OH B oaHy). CioBo “Kpokoawsl” TPOU3HOCHI OH TOXKE Kak

HHOCTPAHHOC CJIOBO, CTPOro COXpaHsAd Ba oO. Tenepb YK TaK HUKTO HC T'OBOPHUT.

OpmHaxbl 5 cKa3zal eMy, YTO B 3HAMEHUTOM cTUxoTBopeHuu “Ilopa cmupurbcs, cap”

CIIOBO COp HAIKMCAaHO HEBEPHO, YTO HEJb3sl pu(MOBATH ITO CIIOBO CO CIIOBOM KOBEp.

OH OTBETHII TOCHE JOJIT'Or0 MOJIYaHUA:

— BHI IIpaBbl, HO IJIsI MCHA 3TO CJIOBO 3BYYaJIO TYPICHCBCKHUM 3BYKOM, BOT KaK OBI

MO ACO IIPOU3HEC €ro—C q)paHI_[y3CKI/IM OTTCHKOM — I10-

crapoaBopsiackn.(Chukovskii, 1924, p. 5)

In his wedding ceremony in Shakhmatovo, Blok also consciously presented himself in the

role of a prince. Blok and his wife, Mendeleeva, wore traditional Russian costumes, and the

ceremony was meant to evoke a traditional wedding. Blok consciously created an image of a

prince and people, in turn, projected that image onto him. Andrei Belyi (1922/1988) compared

Blok and his wife to a prince and princess when describing their wedding (p. 129). In Blok’s

appearance, Vladimir Piast (1929/1997) thought of Apollo. Mendeleeva (1982) also saw her
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husband as Sigfried, pointing out her husband’s concern with his own appearance:

A “racist” could look with pleasure at Blok—he was indeed the embodiment of the

blond, blue-eyed, well-built, heroic Aryan. The severity of his comportment, its

militarism, the straight bearing, the conservative manner of dressing, and at the same

time his full awareness of his good looks and the lofty way he carried himself—all

this complemented his Siegfried-like appearance. Alexander Alexandrovich liked and

appreciated his looks; this was by no means the least of his “joys in life.” When a year

or so before his illness he began to lose hope, when his hair began to thin out at the

temples, when he did not stand up straight anymore and his glance was not as clear,

he used to look sadly in the mirror and quietly, as though not wanting to admit out

loud what had happened, he would say half in jest: “It’s not the same any longer; no

one looks at me anymore in the trolley,. . .~ and this for him was a very bitter reality.

(p- 54)

Blok’s self-presentation as a poet-prince was often accompanied by such a formal and

aloof attitude that it gave people the impression of a theatrical pose. Mendeleeva (1982) noted that
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her husband spoke slowly and theatrically (p.14). Even in Ivanov’s apartment, Blok kept a

reserved attitude and did not mingle with other artists: “I'oponmenikuii 611 MpaB: biok abiman

NPSHOW YTOHUEHHO-A0BUTON arMocdepoit bamuu. Ho u TyT, Kak Besze, okpykan ceOs Kak Obl

HC3PUMBIM KOJIBIIOM, ACPKAJICA HCECKOJBKO OTUYXICHHO, OCTaBadAChb HCU3MCHHO CACPIKaHHBIM,

CIIOKOMHBIM, POBHBIM. DTO YyBCTBOBAJIM BCE, KOMY TaM IpOBeJOCh ¢ HUM Bcrpedarbes (Orlov,

1978, p. 243).

Blok’s distinctive self-presentation, which was characterized by neat and fashionable

clothing and this theatrical and aloof attitude continued throughout his whole life, regardless of the

stages with which he divided it. In terms of that self-presentation, his dandyism differed from

Kuzmin’s whose fashion drastically altered whenever his aesthetic views changed (see Chapter 3

of this dissertation). Blok described himself as a dandy in his thesis period as well as in his

antithesis phase. Even in his late symbolist period, he remained a fashionable person. Maksim

Gor’kii (1923/1988) remembers Blok’s nice-looking clothing, although he states that the poet’s

fashion was somewhat conventional.

IToxonka ero Ha mepBbIM B3IUISAJ KAXKETCS TBEPAOW, HO, MPUCMOTPEBIINCH, BUIMIIb,
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YTO OH HEPCHIMTEIIPHO KAa4YacTCA Ha HOrax. U kak ObI X0pouo HHu ObUT OH o4€T,—

Xoyeumb BUJACTH €TI0 OACTHIM HHA4YC, HEC TaK, KaK BCC. FYMI/IJ'IGB JaX€ B KaKOM-TO

MCXOBOM KOCTIOMC JIOIIAps WM CaMocaa KaXKCTCA OACTBIM, KaK BCC. A Bbiok Tpe6yeT

oJlessHUuI HEOObIYHBIX. (pp. 465-466)
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Russkie Dendi (Russian Dandies)

Regardless of his temperament as a dandy, Blok’s perspective about his own self-

fashioning changed as his aesthetics went through transition. His opinion about dandyism

demonstrated its relation to the two distinctive world views, decadence and symbolism. In his

synthesis period, Blok criticized his decadent self-creation and even considered that the decadent

phase was a “low point of his life” (Chukosvkii, 1924, p.28; as translated in Vogel, 1982, p.79):

OH He mo0uI B cede JIMTeparopa U CUHUTAJl 3TO CJIOBO PYIraTCIIBHBIM. Tonbko B

MHHYTBI KpaﬁHero HCIOBOJILCTBA c00010 Ha3bIBa OH Ce0S S TUM HMEHEM.

“BBLJ1 OH TOJIBKO JINTEPATOP MOJIHBIMN,

TonbKO CI0B KOIIYHCTBEHHBIX TBOPEL] —

OCY/AMTEIBHO CKa3ald OH O KOM-TO. §l cnpocun y Hero: o kom? OH oTBeTHII: O cele.

brina takas monoca ero JKU3HU, KOr'Ja OH YyTb HC CTaJI JIUTCPATOPOM. On BCEraa

omryman ee kak najaenue. (Chukovskii, 1924, p. 28)
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Blok’s essay, “O sovremennom sostoianii russkogo simvolizma” (“On the Contemporary

State of Russian Symbolism”; 1910) also demonstrated his critical view of his decadent period. In

his analysis of the three stages of his world, thesis, antithesis and synthesis, Blok depicted the time

of antithesis as that of a puppet theater. In that puppet-theater where life becomes art, Blok

(1910/1962) noted, the poet sees the unknown lady (neznakomka), a symbol of decadent aesthetics

as characterized by dead puppet-beauty:

Wrak, cBepImaoch: MO COOCTBEHHBINM BOJIMICOHBIA MUP CTAJI aPEHONH MOUX JIMYHBIX

JEHCTBUN, MOMM ‘“‘aHATOMHYECKHM TeaTpoM,” WIIM OajaraHom, TJie caM s UTPar0 POJIb

HapsAy ¢ MOMMH M3YMUTEIIBHBIMU KykKiamu (ecce homo!). . . . iHaue roBops, 51 yxe

cAenanl COOCTBEHHYIO HU3Hb HCKYCCTBOM (TEHAEHLUS, MPOXOASIIas OYEHb SPKO

4yepe3 BCe E€BPOIECcKoe Oexkadenmcmeo). KU3Hb CTajla MCKYCCTBOM, SI TIPOU3BEI

3aKJIMHAHWA, W TepEa0 MHOI0 BO3HHKIIO HAKOHCI TO, YTO 4 (J'II/I‘IHO) Ha3bIBAro

“Hesnaxomkoil”: KpacaBulla KyKJIa, CHHUHM IIpU3paK, 3€MHOE 4YyJ0. DTO—BEHEIl
b

aatute3sl. (Vol. 5, pp. 429-430)

Blok’s essay “Russkie dendi” (“Russian Dandies”;1918/1962) more clearly demonstrates
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how the later Blok perceived decadent dandyism in general as well as how he viewed his former

decadent experience. In a literary gathering Blok meets a youth named Valentin Stenich

(concerning Stenich’s dandyism, see Vainstein, 2006, p. 525), who tells the poet about his faith in

art-for-art’s sake in opposition to such commercial and political interests as revolution, work,

money and socialism.

Ho ecnu OCYIICCTBUTCA CONHUAIN3M, HAM OCTAHETCA TOJIBKO YMEPCTh; IMIOKAa MBI HEC

HUMCCM IIOHATHA O JCHbI'aX; Mbl BCC o0ecIieueHsl U COBCPIICHHO HerI/ICHOCO6J'IeHHBI

K TOMY, YTOOBI ,Z[O6LIBaTB ‘{TO—HI/I6YI[L TPYAOM. Bce Mbl—HApKOMaHbI, OIIMHCTLI;

JKCHIIIUHBbI HaIHI/I—HI/IM(l)OMaHKI/I. HaC—MeHLHH/IHCTBO, HO MBI ITIOKa pacriopsKacMcCsa

CpeIu MOJOAEKHU: Mbl BBICMEUBAEM TEX, KTO UHTEPECYETCS] COLMAIU3MOM, paboToH,

peBosmrorueit. Mol xxuBem Toabko ctuxamu. (Blok, 1918/1962, Vol. 6, p. 55)

Calling the young man a dandy, Blok notes that the dandy defied conventional and vulgar

reality in favor of the principle of art-for-art’s sake, and in doing so, dismissed such important

values as utilitarianism, humanism and philanthropism (see page 5-6 of this dissertation). In

particular, Blok deplores the impact of the spirit of dandyism imported from Western aesthetic
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traditions on the culture of the Russian young generation.

K nam ot “mockBuua B ['aposib/1oBOM IU1a1e” OHO MOTAHYJIOCH MOACYIINBATh KOPHH,

MpeBpaIias CTOJICTHUE KIECHBI M AYObl JBOPSHCKHUX MAapKOB B TPYXJIABYIO APSOIYIO

npeBecuHy Oropokpatuu. JlyHyn BeTep, U Tam, TJe Topyana OIOpOKpaTHs, HbIHE—

I'pyasl MyCopa, HICIIbI, BAJICKHHKA. Ho oronr He YHUMACTCA, OH HUACT OAJIbIIC U

HAYMHAET MOJCYIINBATh KOpHU Hameil monoaexu. (Blok, 1918/1962, pp. 56-57)

In the essay, Blok does not explain fully the values that dandyism undermined; he merely

comments on such terms as utilitarianism, humanism, tradition and philanthropism. His other

writings, however, suggest the limitation of dandyism and the principle of art-for-art’s sake. He

notes that aestheticism and dandyism are deprived of the principle of unity, more precisely, the

combination of the ethical (pol za) and the aesthetic (krasota). Also, in explaining the two terms,

he presents the concepts of prekrasnyi and krasivyi—the former connoting the ideal state of art

where its aesthetic part does not contradict its moral side, and the latter, the absolute apotheosis of

beauty. In addition, as examples of the ideal state of art, he presents those of narod (the people;

see Blok, 1962, Vol. 5, p. 51) and of specific cultural periods such as the Western Renaissance
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(see Blok, 1963, Vol.7, pp.360-363).His 1919 diary contains the poet’s idea of unity, narod, and

beauty.

B ctuxax u npose—B NPOU3BENECHUN HCKYCCTBA—TJIABHOE—/IyX, KOTOPBIM B HEM

BEET; 3TO COOTBETCTBYET BYJbIapHOMY ‘“‘IylIa MO33MM,” HO BEIb— TJIAC HapoJIa—

riiac OOXHii’’; Ipyroe JeNo TO, 4TO ITOT JAyX MOXKET CKa3bIBaThCs B “‘hopmax’ Goiee,

4CcM B “CO,Z[Cp)KaHI/II/I.” Ho Bce-Taku rnmaBHO€ BHUMaHHE YHUTATENS HY>KHO o6pamaTb

Ha OyX, U YK€ OT HAUICTO YMCHbBA 6yz[eT 3aBUCCTb BLITPABUTb M3 3TOI'O IIOHATHA

“BylbrapHOCTh” M BJIOXHYTh B HEr0 MCTHUHHBIA CMBICI, KOTOpPBIA OCTaeTCs

HEU3MEHHBIM, TaK YTO “Iy0JIMKa” B CBOEH HAMBHOCTH M BYJbIApHOCTH IIpaBee, KOraa

TpeOyeT OT JUTEpaToOphl “IyIIN U COAEpKAHUSA,” YEM MBI, CIEIMAIUCThI, KOIia Mo

BCJAKMMU MpEJIOraMru XOTHM OCBO6OI[I/ITI) JIATECPATYpPy OT MPUHECCHHUA II0JIb3bI, OT

CIIY’KCHHUA U T. 1. $1 6010Ch KakuX OBI TO HH OBLIO HpOHBJ’IeHI/Iﬁ TCHACHIINN “I/ICKyCCTBO

JUIA I/ICKYCCTBa,” IIOTOMY, YTO TakKad TCHACHHIHA IHPOTHUBOPCYUT camon CYITHOCTH

HCKYCCTBA U IIOTOMY, 4YTO, CJICAYH Cﬁ, MBI B KOHII€ KOHIOB IMMOTEPACM UCKYCCTBO; OHO

BEAb POXIAACTCA M3 BCYHOI'O BSaHMO}IefICTBHH JABYX MY3bIK—MY3bIKH TBOp‘-IGCKOﬁ
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JMYHOCTA W MY3BIKH, KOTOpasi 3BY4YHUT B TIyOMHE HApOJHOW IYIIM, TyIId MAacChl.

Benmkoe HCKYCCTBO POXKOACTCA TOJBKO M3 COCAWMHCHHSA OTUX ABYX JJICKTPUYCCKHUX

TOKOB;

Co3HaTenpHOe YCTPAHCHUC IIOJIUTUYCCKUX OLCHOK CCThb TOT XXC I'yMAaHU3M,

TOJILKO HaW3HaHKY, APOOJICHHE TOTO, YTO HEAPOOMMO, HEJCIMMO; BCE PABHO UTO CaJ|

0e3 rpsanok; (paHIy3CKUH TMapK, a HE PYCCKUU cal, B KOTOPOM HEMPEMEHHO

COCIUHACTCA BCCriaa IMPUATHOC C IIOJIC3HBIM H KPpAaCUBOC C HCKPACHBLIM. Taxkoit cang

npekpacHee KpaCHUBOI'oO IIapKa, TBOPYCCTBO bobUIUX XYAOXKHUKOB €CTb BCCrjia

IIPEKpacHbld CaJl MW C LBETAMM M C pEHNEHHUKOM, a HE KpacuBBIM IapK C

yrpamOoBanHbIME JTopoxkamu. (Blok, 1963, Vol. 7, pp. 364-365)

In this way, Blok’s symbolist aesthetics could not countenance dandyism, because of its

separation of beauty from truth. This does not mean that the symbolist Blok endorsed a politically

oriented aesthetics. For Blok, both the utilitarian view of art and the apotheosis of art are equally

far from the genuine spirit of the unity of art and life, as Eikhenbaum (1921/1979) notes:

Cpenu BCIYIINBAaHUSA B MUCTHYECKYIO MY3BIKY PeBosmronnu u peuelt “3a Karmnny” biok
yum Yy y
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C Y)KacoM BHUIUT “y3KMH M CTpAIHBIA KOJIOAE3b JPHIAM3MA~ W Ha JIHE €ro TOXKE CBOE

OTPAXCHUC. KaK BJIACTHUTEIISL YYBCTB. Bwmecto BOXICJICHHOI'O CIIMAHWSA MCKYCCTBA, )KU3HU

U HOJUTUKH—XKYTKOE II0 CBOEH “‘HEpas3/eIbHOCTH U HECIMSHHOCTU COIIOCTABJICHUE :

CUMBOJIM3M, MakcuManusM H... JHAmM. (Eikhenbaum, 1921/1979, p. 23)

The symbolist Blok rejected dandyism, not just because of his symbolist aesthetics but also

because of his fear of dandyism’s popularization. The late 1910s was a period when dandyism’s

popularity grew and when different types of dandy culture as shown in fashion journals and the

cabaret started to appear. In 1910, the periodical, Dendi with the subtitle, the Journal of Art and

Fashion, published its first edition (Vainstein, 2006, p. 516), and followed a year later by the debut

of the literary cabaret Brodiachaia sobaka (The Stray Dog). The dandy culture which formerly

existed only within literary circles was now open to the public, and imitators of dandyism

gradually increased (Demidenko, 1990, p.82).

Just as the demonic decadent dandies did not welcome the popularization of dandyism

(see page 71-72 of this dissertation), so too Blok did not accept the vulgarization of dandyism.

Blok even felt guilty that he was previously fascinated with the culture. Thus, Blok confessed that
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he could not argue when Stenich blamed him for the prevalence of dandyism.

Mornoo0ii 4enoBek Kak Obl Cpa3y OTKIMKHYJICS Ha MOIO OTUYKJI€HHOCTb:

- Bb1 ke BeZlb 1 BUHOBATHI B TOM, YTO MBI—TaKHe.

- Kto—mMpb1?

- BbI, coBpemenHble TO3TH. Bbl oTpaBmsiim Hac. Mbl npocuinu xieba, a BBl HaM

J@BaITH KaMEHb.

51 He cymen 3alIUTUTHCS; U He X0Ten; U.... He Mor.(Blok, 1918/1962, Vol. 6, p. 56)

At the end of the essay, Blok even contended that the recent popularization of dandyism
came to be an act of “revenge” against him (Blok, 1918/1962, Vol. 6, p. 57). Blok realized that as

a former dandy, he was responsible for the dandy’s negative impact on the culture of the young

generation.

' In his diary, Blok (1963) employs different metaphors in quoting Stenich’s words: Ham HyxHa
ObLIa KaIlia, a Bbl Hac KopMuin amOposueid. (Vol. 7, p. 324)
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The Pierrot-Dandy

Blok’s autobiographical persona reflects only one dimension of his decadent self-creation;
his literary personae demonstrate his dandyism from another perspective. Of Blok’s varied
decadent personae, the harlequin and the pierrot are most representative of Blok as the decadent
dandy. *° They embody an aesthete who searches for beauty: in Blok’s work, both harlequin and
pierrot follow the beautiful woman, Columbine. In addition, they are often depicted with an
emphasis on their external appearance. Because of their buffoon roles, they decorate themselves
with make-up and extravagant, unusual costumes.

Blok’s harlequin-pierrot is related to the dandy in another sense. He searches for beauty as
a new ideal when he has become disillusioned by certain pre-existing (mostly, religious or political)
ideals. Yet this new ideal of Beauty turns out to be an anti-ideal; the lady Columbine whom Blok’s

jesters pursue is a beautiful yet dead puppet that symbolizes the illusoriness of the Solov’evian

0 Blok’s harlequinade theme can be seen in the play Balaganchik (1906) and the poems—*Ia
opiat’ na podmostkakh (1899),” “Svet v okoshke shatalsia (1902),” “lavilsia on na stroinom bale (1902),”
“Ia byl ves’ v pestrykh loskust’iakh (1903),” “Dvoinik (1903-4)” and “Balagan (1906).” See Soboleva
(2008).
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ideal. Considering the dandy is an aesthetic being who embodies himself as an anti-ideal and

searches for beauty as an anti-ideal (see Chapter 1 of this dissertation), the analogy of Blok’s

jester and the dandy becomes clearer. Thus, as the dandy seeks beauty as a product of complete

artificiality, not as the imitation of Nature or God, harlequin and pierrot pursue the puppet lady

Columbine, an artificial aesthetic existence created from the parody of God and Nature. (It is for

this reason that the later symbolist Blok pursued the world of nature and life as personified by

Russia in defiance of the decadent antinature world)

Another significant characteristic that Blok’s jester shares with the dandy is theatricality.

The jester is presented as an actor who should wear a mask and act in front of people. The jester’s

theatrical character is accompanied by alienation from the crowd. As the dandy is a lonely and

theatrical character who is aloof from the vulgar masses, the jester, misunderstood by people,

hides his sadness and solitude and performs a comedy in front of the people. His 1903 poem, “la

2

byl ves’ v pestrykh loskust’ia (“I was all in motley rags”) shows how Blok presents his
relationship to the world through the symbol of the jester.

51 ObLT BeCh B MECTPHIX JTOCKYTHSIX,
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benwrii, kpacHbIi, B 6€300pa3HOi MacKe.

XoxoTan u KpPUBJIJICA HAa PACIIYTbAX,

n pacCKa3biBajl IIYTOYHLIC CKA3KH.

PaBBepTBIBaJ'I JJIMHHBIC CKa3aHbs

BeCCBHSHO, Hn J0JIro, 1 3BOHKO—

O CTapuKax, 1 O CTpaHax oe3 Ha3BaHbAI,

Ho ACBYILKC C I'Ia3aMU pe6eHKa.

KT0-TO n07T0, 6€CCMBICICHHO CMEsICs,

U xoMy-TO CTaHOBHJIOCH OOJIBHO.

N xorna s BHE3aIMHO C6I/IBaJ'IC$I,

N3 Tonmel kpuuanu: “/loBonsHo!”(Blok, 1997, p.153)

The literary persona of the poem plays the role of a jester, wearing a mask and costume.

The crowds are presented as people who do not understand or value the jester’s effort to
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communicate. Many of Blok’s works present the poet as similar to a jester, often with the

emphasis on costumes, though the symbol of the jester is not clearly implied. Most of the poems

about this theme touch on the gap between the jester’s outer appearance and inner self.

Cpenu ToCTei XOI1II 51 B YUePHOM (pake.

S pyku xan. S, yneibasich, 3Ha:

[Tpo6bioT yacel. MHe OyayT JienaTh 3HaKU.

ITo¥iMyT, 4TO 1 KOrO-TO YBHJAIL...

Tw1 mogoiigenis. CoxxMenb MHE OOIBHO PYKY.

b

Tl ckaxens: “bpock. Thl Bo30ykaems cmex.’

Ho s noiimy—r110 ronocy, 1o 3ByKy,

Yr0 TBI MEHS OOUIILCA OOJIBIIIE BCEX.

S 3akpuuy, 6ecTIOMOITHBIN 1 OJIeHBIN,

Boxpyr ce6s OecrienabHO OTIsIHYCh.

IToToM—O04HYCh y IBEPU C PYYKON MEIHOM,

VYBuKy BceX... v cnado yneionycs. (Blok, 1997, p.168)
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Hence, Blok’s jester is a being who hides his inner self and expresses himself solely

through a mask (smile) and costume. In this sense, Blok’s utilization of the symbol of the jester is

certainly different from its original sources, that is, the Commedia dell'arte and the Russian

popular theater. Those texts focus more on the comic, carnival element of the characters. Yet

Blok’s world places more emphasis on the jester’s lyrical feature (Ahn, 2002a, p. 48). This ironic

character wanders around the city, frequenting social gatherings with a melancholy mask and

fashionably dressed.

Of course, it was not just Blok who employed the symbol of the harlequin-pierrot. As Olga

Soboleva (2008) notes, the harlequin and the pierrot were the representative models of art

nouveau, that is, decadence (p. 26). Most fin-de-siecle artists used the harlequin and the pierrot as

an aesthete, dandy, or poet, as Clayton (1993) notes:

As the century wore on, the Pierrot theme became more and more divorced from the

flea-pit theater of its origins, and more and more the property of the aesthete and the

poet, a convenient pose with overtones of dandyism and perversion, innocence and

cruelty. (p. 36)
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Belyi also employed a jester as one of his literary figures.”' Interestingly, however, Belyi’s
jester turned out to be a bit different from Blok’s. Belyi placed more emphasis on the demonic
harlequin than on the victimized-jester, pierrot (see Chapter 3 of Soboleva, 2008). As many of his
contemporaries remember, Belyi always saw himself as an earthly embodiment of the demonic
Harlequin. His poem, “V letnem sadu” (“In the summer garden”; 1906) shows the harlequinade
figure, Domino, as a cynical transgressor and demon.

B nernem cany

Hanx pecropanom cHon paker
B3BuBaercs cTpyero TOHKOIA.
Crapuk B OT/ICTbHBIN KaOWHET

Bon tammr 3a co0oii pebeHka.

Han momtaguHoro cnuHoi

! Belyi’s harlequinade theme can be seen in these poems; “Vakkhanaliia” (1906), “Arlekinada”
(1906), “V letnem sadu” (1906), “Maskarad” (1908), “Prazdnik” (1908). See Soboleva(2008).
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OroiieHa, B KUCEMHOU IIeHE,—

[IpoHocuTcs—kKo MHE, 32 MHO!

IIpoHOCHUTCS IO JIETHEN CLICHE.

[Ipomienkaer HaJ HEN KOKEH—

HpomenKaeT onuoM CBHUCTAIIHUM.

Cwmortpto... OcaHUCTBIH JTaken

C maMImaHcKum np06e>1<aﬂ INbAHAIIUM.

N nienncreiii OOKa mmoIHeC. ..

Bapyr kpbuibst SpKOKpacHON TOTH

Tak KTO-TO HaJ TOIIIOM BO3HEC—

bexxaTh ObI: HCIIOABUXXHBI HOTI'H.

Tsxenslil KaMeHb CTEKJIA ObeT—
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ITo3 OpPOM KYIIJICHHBIC CTCKJIA.

N xT0-TO B Macke BOCCTaeT

Han MepTBEeHHOO KU3HBIO, OJIEKIION.

Bonnyrorcs: cmsATeHbE, KPUK.

Ornu noraciay B Ka6I/IHeTe;—

OtTyzna npobexan crapuk

B IMOJIY3aCTCTHYTOM KUJICTC,—

N magaer,—mu mman B TOCKE

C Ookanom NeHUCTHIM peiiHBeiHa

B nporsnyToii, cyXxon pyke

V tuxoBeiHOro 0acceiHa;,—

XpUnuT, MPOKOJIOTHIM HACKBO3b
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CBepKaIOH_II/IM, CTaJIbHBIM KHH>KaJIOM:

Haz[ HHUM CKIIOHHUJIOCH, ITPOJINIIOCH

ATiacaMu B CUIHBE aJIOM—

Hemoe noMuHO: ¥ BHOBb,

IInema KpbLIOM aTJIacHOM MacCKH,

C kuHXana oTupasi KpoBb,

[To camy 3akpyxunocsk B misicke.(Belyi, 1966, p. 237-238)

In contrast, Blok’s 1902 poem, “Svet v okoshke shatalsia” (“Light wavered in the

window”), presents a harlequin distinctive from Belyi’s:

CBeT B OKOIIIKE IIaTaJIcs,

B nonympake—oaun—

VY nmoawesna nrenrancs

C TeMHOTOM apJyIeKuH.
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Bb1 OKyTaHHBIN MIJIOIO

beno-kpacHblii Haps

Hasepxy—3a creHor0—

[IyToBCcKO# Mackapan.

Tam nuno YKphbIBaJIA

B Pa3HOLBETHYIO JIOXKb.

Ho B pyke y3HaBanu

Heunz6exnyto 1poxs.

OH—MeuoM JIepeBSIHHBIM

HaqepTaJI INHUCbMCHA.

Bocxumiennas CTpAaHHLIM,

[Torymisanace OHa.
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Bocxuimensio He BEp,

C TeMHOTOI0—OJUH—

VY 3a1ymunBOU 1BEPU

Xoxotan apnekus.(Blok, 1997, p.117)

The harlequin of this poem is depicted as solitary, thoughtful, and even reminiscent of the

pierrot who seems resigned to the love affair of a man and a woman, that is, Harlequin and

Columbine. At times, Blok directly presents the pierrot as his persona rather than as the lonely and

thoughtful harlequin. His 1902 poem, “lavilsia on na stroinom bale” (“He appeared at an elegant

ball), depicts a melancholy and passive sufferer, the pierrot:

SIBuncst on Ha cTpoitHOM Oase

B Gnecrsiie COMKHYTOM KpyTy.

Oran 3JIOBCHINEC MUTI'AJIN,

W B30p onuchIBaI AYTY.

Bcro HOYB KpYKHIIUCH B IIIYMHOM TAaHIIE,
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Bcto HOUB y CTEH cKUMAIICS KPYT.

U na 3apC—B OKOHHOM IJIAHIC

becurymHbIi nOSIBUIICS APYT.

OH BCTaJI U MOJHSAJ B30pP COBUHBIN,

U cMoTpuT—UpucTanbHbI—OdWH,

Kyna 3a 6neanoit KomomOuHoi

bexxain 3BeHsmii ApJyieKuH.

A TaM—B yriy—I10]1 o0pa3amu,

B tonme, marymeiics nectpo,

Bpamas[ JACTCKHMMM TI'JIa3aMU,

Hpoxut oOmanyTslii [Isepo. (Blok, 1997, p.126)

Significantly, Blok’s pierrot is depicted as a holy fool (iurodivyi) who grasps the ultimate

truth of the world. In the poem above, the pierrot lamenting under the icons gives an image of a
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holy sufferer (Soboleva, 2008, p.153).

Just as the focus of the two poets varies, the color of harlequin/pierrot’s fashion in Blok’s

world differs from that of Belyi’s harlequin. In Belyi’s works, the harlequin usually wears a red

costume (along with the black mask), signifying that he is a demon (Soboleva, 2008, p. 123). In

“Vakkhanaliia” (“Bacchanalia”; 1906), the harlequin wears a “oraennsiii xutron” (“fiery tunic”;

and “macka uepnas” (“black mask™) and places a camellia in the buttonhole of a tail-coat (Belyi,

1966, p. 232). Also, the harlequin of the poem “Maskarad” (“Masquerade”; 1908) is a “cTpoitHbIi

4yepT,—artiacHblid, kpacHslid” (“‘a slender devil with smooth red satin”; Belyi, 1966, p. 222).

In contrast, in Blok’s works, the harlequin wears not only red clothes, but he also attires

himself in white. The harlequin put on a “Geno-kpacusiii Hapsa~ (“white and red garment”) in

“Svet v okoshke shatalsia” (“Light wavered in the window”; Blok, 1997, p. 117). In “la byl ves’ v

2

pestrykh loskust’iakh” (“I was all in motley rags™; 1903), the jester depicts himself as “B mecTpbix
JIOCKYCThsIX /Oenblif, KpacHbli, B 6e300pa3zHoii Macke” (“in motley rags, white, red, in a hideous
mask”; Blok, 1997, p.153).

Thus Blok’s decadent persona was a special figure who incorporated Christian elements.
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He is presented not only as a decadent jester-dandy but also as a iurodivyi (holy fool). As his

convergence with the iurodivyi (holy fool) dandy implies, Blok was never interested in the

superman theory of Nietzschean philosophy that fascinated other decadents (Bristol, 1986, p. 150).

Furthermore, he never favored Wilde as other modernists did. Rather, he was concerned with the

Nietzschean idea that emphasized the Dionysian conflation of the self with the collective force

(Bristol, 1986, p. 150). During the whole decadent and symbolist period, Blok’s primary theme

was the individual’s union with the world.

For that reason, characteristically, Blok’s iurodivyi-dandy places himself within this world,

as though he were a fallen angel who chose the earth rather than heaven. Blok’s iurodivyi-dandy

later evolves into such literary personae as a drunken man and brodiaga (vagabond). Just like his

literary persona, Blok performed the role of the iurodivyi-dandy in real life. Many people

remember the dandy Blok not merely at social gatherings but also on the streets.

I[ymeBHaﬁ TOCKa U TPEBOr'a rHaJii €ro U3 yJjulbl B YIIHIY, U3 kabaka B kabak. OH

cTajl MHOro muTh. J[1000Bb K JKM3HHU, K €€ HHUIIUM PANOCTIM U INICHUTCIIbHBIM

MEJI0o4aM, XaJIOCTh K HECUHACTHBIM, OOMIKEHHBIM CYJII)6OI\/’I JIOOAM, I'TyxXasi HCHaBUCTb
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K TOMY, 4YTO YHHIKAJIO J'IIO,I[GfI N KaJICduJIO XHU3Hb,—BCC CINICTAJIOCh BOCIHHO,

HaapbIBaJIO CEPALEC M pasbCaaio AYyLILy. 41 Koraga OXBaThIBAJIO OTYassHLBE, XOTCJIOCH

3a0BITHCSI, 3aTTYIIUTH BHHOM TOCKY U TPEBOY.

TmareabHO OXAETHIM, CTPOMHBIM M KPENKOIPYAHBIM MOJOIOM 4YEJIOBEK C

HEMPOHMIIAEMO-CTPOTHM JIMIIOM TIOCTaWBall 3a CTOWKOW y UBaHoBa (OBLI Takoit

NOMYNAPHBIA pecTopaH cpenHedl pyku Ha llerepOypckodl CTOpOHE), OJUHOKO

MOCKUBAJ B Tpy3uHCKoM kabauke.(Orlov, 1978, pp. 336-337)

As Vladimir Orlov’s (1978) depiction of the poet’s decadent period makes clear, the dandy,

Blok, the symbol of beauty, situated himself inside the vulgar world of the street. As the last

Romantic prince and as a iurodivyi-dandy, Blok attempted to find beauty in the mundane world

rather than in heaven.
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Blok and Baudelaire

Blok’s dandyism thus shares certain characteristics with Baudelaire’s. Although it is

unclear whether Blok was affected by Baudelaire’s dandyism, both poets’ dandyism lies in

placing oneself within the fleeting and transient world as exemplified by the crowd and city

where absolute ideals and truth no longer exist. In addition, their dandyistic attitude is an

expression of the gap between the poet and the world. As Baudelaire’s black attire symbolizes his

alienation from the world, Blok’s preference for black signifies his conflict with the world. Also,

for the two dandies, the color black represents camouflaging the self within the vulgar world.

The comparison with Wilde’s dandyism provides a better understanding of the

characteristics of Blok and Baudelaire’s self-creation. While Wilde’s dandyism is mainly used to

subvert established conventions through public performance and excessive self-advertisement,

Baudelaire and Blok’s aesthetic self-creation focuses more on self-effacement with an ascetic

attitude (see Chapter 1 of this dissertation). While Wilde was an anticonventional iconoclastic

harlequin, Baudelaire and Blok were melancholy and ascetic pierrots who hid themselves within

the world.
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However, Baudelaire’s dandyism differs from Blok’s just as Russian dandyism is distinct

from its Western counterpart. For Baudelaire, the dandy transcends the Romantic myth, which

considers the poet as a bearer of the mission of Truth. As Wohlfarth points out, Baudelaire’s

dandyism takes place at the point where he ceases to be a Romantic poet.

Perte d'Auréole, certainly, registers the demythologization of the poet. He is not

merely compelled to look at himself and the world “with sober eyes,” but, making a

virtue of necessity, gladly points out his indistinguishability from his fellow-

mortals. . . .More specifically, however, the poet’s halo is not so much a feudal reality

as a bourgeois illusion. It belongs to the whole myth of the Artist (with a capital letter)

developed by nineteenth-century European Romanticism, and it is this Romantic

myth, implicit in the initial words and surprise (or mock-surprise) of the poet’s

interlocutor that is the immediate object of his sly humor. . . . Its protagonist

disconcertingly relishes hell, looks forward to prostituting himself and thereby

subverts the myth of the fallen angel by radicalizing it and really falling. (Wohlfarth,

1970, p. 533)
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In contrast, the dandy Blok embodies a Romantic poet who bears Truth and clashes with

the mundane world. He himself embodies a site where unification with ideals (real self) will take

place. For that reason, Blok’s harlequin and pierrot feel despair when their aesthetic ideal,

Columbine, turns out to be a dead puppet. Even after Columbine disappears, the pierrot waits for

her next coming. In contrast, Baudelaire’s dandyism is not based on a tragic view of the world.

Although Baudelaire’s attitude toward the world is ironic, Baudelaire’s dandy no longer grieves

about the world without ideals.

Because of his aesthetic that was focused on its truth-commitment, Blok had to face

conflict with director Vsevolod Meierhol’d in the interpretation of his play Balaganchik (The

Fairground Booth; 1906). While Meierhol’d emphasized the features of the mask and theatricality

in his direction of the play, Blok regarded the mask as a negative element that conceals the truth:

Teatp,—roBoputr Meiepxoiba,—eCTb UIPa MAcoK ; “Urpa Jull,” Kak BO3pPa3uI s, MU

“nepexuBaHue,” Kak Ha3BaJl TO K€ CaMO€ OH,—€CThb, 110 CYIIECTBY, TO XK€ CaMOe, 3TO

TOJIBKO—CIIOP O CJIOBAxX.

VYr1Bepxkaas nocieanee, Meepxoib/ eile pa3 NoATBEPIANWII, YTO €My HE BaXKHBI CJIOBA.
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S moHmMaro 9TO, OH BO MHOTI'OM IIpaB. HO, AyMaro s, 3a CJIOBaMH CTOAT MHCHUA, 3a

MHEHHSIMU—YCTpPEMIJICHUE YMa—YyCTpEeMJICHHE cep/ia, a cepaue—yuenoseuse. (Blok,

1963, V.7., p.187)

In his late period, Blok strongly fortifies his negative viewpoint of theatricality. In his

essay “O teatre” (“About the Theater”; 1908), Blok insisted on the separation of the real theater

from life. To Blok, the actor should perform his role only in the real theater and never merge his

theater with life. The symbolist Blok, it seems, no longer accepted the idea of life-creation, which

was an attempt to create life into art (theater).

Ho B ;x13HU MHBIE 3aKOHBI, 4€M Ha ciieHe. M moToMy, Korja repousm WM 37101€1CTBO

MEPEHOCATCA B XHU3Hb, TO 3J€Chb OHW HA3BIBAOTCA APYTHMMU HMCHAMMU. FepomM

MakbeTa B COBpPEMEHHOW >KM3HH—ECTh IMpEXJIe BCEro HeoOpa3zoBaHME, IOJIHAS

OCTaHOBKa I[yXOBHOﬁ KU3HU H, MOXKCET 6HTB, FI)Y68.5{ CHJIa, KOTOpas B JIydlIeM

cirydac 6C3HeﬁCTBeHHa, IIOTOMY YTO—KOPBICTHA U TOJIBKO TCJICCHA. I/ITaK, MOXCT

OKa3aTbCia, K HpI/ICKop6I/IIO, YTO TaJaHTIMBBIM .HI/Ip wm PoMeo B Xu3HU HHUYEM,

KpoMe Oe3rpaMOTHOCTH, NbSHCTBAa M OysHCTBa—HE MokeT mposButhes. (Blok,
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1908/1962, V. 5. p.249)

In this way, Blok’s aesthetics were mixed with the symbolist vision that approves of such

absolute values as God, Truth, or Nature. And, Blok’s dandy took on the feature of a Romantic

hero who holds the (potential) connection with Providence. However, it does not mean that

Blok’s decadent dandyism was completely based on Romantic heroism. More precisely, during

the period he calls decadence, Blok vacillated between a demonic decadent dandy and a

Romantic/symbolist hero. His vacillation between the two worlds can be seen even in his later

symbolist period. Bristol notes that regardless of his attempt to divide his world into the three

stages, Blok’s later period was not completely different from his decadent aesthetics. In his later

period, Blok vacillates between the Dionysian vision and the symbolist view (Bristol, 1986, p.

154). Thus, we may say that Blok’s self-creation as a dandy was not related to any specific period.

His relation to the world as a jester-dandy was constant, regardless of the change in his

aesthetics.Hovering on the border between a jester-dandy and an iurodivyi-prorok (prophet), Blok

created a special self-image.

The distinctive characteristic of Blok’s dandyism can be used to interpret his preference
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for the color black. First, his black attire symbolizes his relation with the world as a decadent

dandy. But his black needs to be differentiated from other forms of black. Dobuzhinskii (1987)

described the black color that fascinated most poets during Russian modernist period:

C BJIOKOM, KaKk 1 CO MHOI'MMU JPYT'UMH HAIIUMH ITOITAMU, I TOXKC MMO3HAKOMUJICS Ha

cpenax y BsuecnaBa MBanoBa 3umoii 1906-1907 roma. Oto Obu1 y bnoka nepuop

“IIpexpacnHoit Jambr” u “Heznakomku™. . . . Cam biiok Kak JMYHOCTh MHE Ka3ajics B

MOJTHOM rapMoHuu C €ro nod3ueii. OH ObUT B Te roabl rOH U CTPOCH, C TOpIO

IMOCTaBJICHHOM l"OJ'IOBOﬁ, B OpCOJIC BHIOIIUXCS BOJIOC U C JIMOOM MOJIOJA0TIO I'ere. On

ObL1 Ooee KpacuB, YeM Ha JI0BOJILHO MepTBeHHOM nopTpere Comona. Kak Bsuecnas

NBanoB, bambmont, bprocoB, Bosommu wu npyrue, Biok Hocui Torga 4epHbId

CIOPTYK W YEpHBId IIEJIKOBBI TaJICTyK OaHTOM (M B OTIMYME OT JpPYTHUX,

“OalipOHOBCKHE” OTJIOKHBIE BOPOTHHYKHM). DTO CcHeNanoch Kak Obl GopMoil mosra

TOro BpeMeHH. Tpaaumus emie aepxanack. (pp. 279-280)

Blok as well as other demonic decadents (Konstantin Bal’mont, Valerii Briusov and

Aleksandr Dobroliubov) and even the symbolist Ivanov shared black as their symbol of
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antivulgarity in favor of beauty. However, as examined in Chapter 2, black had a different

meaning for each person. Like that of the demonic decadents, Blok’s black signified the search

for beauty as an anti-ideal. Yet the poet shares with the symbolists the vision of the synthetic

world where Truth and beauty are combined. Blok’s decadent persona, the jester, is clothed in

white as well as in black or red.

Notwithstanding, Blok’s black itself is not a direct manifestation of his symbolist vision. In

other words, Blok did not express the symbolist worldview with his use of the color black. Thus

Blok’s fashion was not juxtaposed with the color whife, unlike the case with Zinaida Gippius.

Blok’s fascination with black focuses more on the Romantic dandy’s relationship to the world than

it does on the symbolist vision of a synthesis of the demonic and angelic. In that sense, Blok’s

black is similar to that of Baudelaire. However, his aesthetics differ from Baudelaire’s. While

Baudelaire’s black signifies an absolute obliteration of the self, particularly, the self of the

Romantic hero, Blok’s black does not quite signify such a complete removal of the self. His

black embodies that of a Romantic prince-dandy who has lost his ideals and believes in their

eventual restoration.
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Chapter 5: Conclusion

I have examined three cases of Russian decadent dandyism, which is characterized by the

expression of an iconoclastic defiance of accepted cultural norms through the medium of

idiosyncratic appearance and behavior. The demonic decadents, as exemplified by Aleksandr

Dobroliubov, Valerii Briusov, and Konstantin Bal’mont expressed their idea of beauty by

fashioning themselves in the image and likeness of the demonic. They pursued absolute

emancipation from morality and championed the artist’s right to explore his or her demonic side.

Mikhail Kuzmin represents one major offshoot of (demonic) decadent dandyism. Like all

demonic decadents, he rejected ascetic religious world and endorsed the apotheosis of beauty. Yet

he advocated harmonious beauty, where religion does not contradict the sensuous world. In terms

of self-creation, Kuzmin defied his predecessors’ serious, intense self-fashioning as amoralistic

demons and fashioned himself as a joyful, nonchalant dandy who worships the balanced world of

sense and spirit. His orange jacket symbolizes the poet’s desire for a Hellenic world that approves

of (his) homosexuality as well as the unified world of religion and beauty.

Blok exemplifies another offshoot of Russian decadent dandyism. He shared the decadent
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worldview as characterized by pessimism over the loss of ideals and a defiant rejection of the

antiaesthetic vulgar world. However, his decadent aesthetics were combined with a symbolist

vision that acknowledges both the ethical side of art (po/’za) and its aesthetic element (krasota).

Based on this aesthetic, Blok fashioned himself as a jester-dandy who performs a comedy in front

of people while hiding his sorrow. He was not a rebellious figure like the demonic decadents, but

a passive self-effacing dandy who lives in the world and grieves for the loss of ideals. Also, he is

an iurodivyi-dandy who maintains a (potential) connection with ideals.

I have also compared the three types of Russian decadent dandyism with their Western

counterparts, particularly that of Baudelaire and Wilde. Russian decadent dandyism shares a

similar structure with that of the European modernists; the Russian demonic dandies were

fascinated with Baudelaire and Wilde’s project of merging their lives with art. Kuzmin also

showed the influence of Wilde’s aestheticism through his literary characters, many of whom are

aesthetes and dandies. Blok’s dandyism is also analogous to Baudelaire’s in its focus on a man’s

search for beauty at a time when ideals are lost. Also, both Blok and Baudelaire’s dandy played

the role of the “incognito prince” who gives up that role and opts to mingle with the masses.
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However, Russian decadent dandyism differs from its Western counterpart in its adoption

of a Romantic heroism. The Russian demonic decadents emphasized the unity of art and life in

dandyism instead of the dandy’s antiheroic self-parody. For example, they emphasized Wilde’s

anticonventional, great ego, and his conflict with societal constraints. In his theory of decadent

self-creation, Briusov stressed Baudelaire’s passionate intensity for exploring the self, whereas

Baudelaire’s aesthetics are in fact characterized by their ascetic and impassionate, cold beauty.

The Hellenist-dandy Kuzmin also deviates from Western dandyism. While Kuzmin’s

Hellenic perspective is based on the unity of beauty and religion, Wilde’s dandyism is

characterized by the separation of the ephemeral from the spiritual with the emphasis on the

former. Furthermore, Blok’s dandyism is distinctive from Baudelaire’s in its relation to Romantic

heroism. Baudelaire’s “incognito prince” attempts to completely erase the heroic self by hiding

himself in the transient and fleeting world. But Blok’s dandy, even among the crowds, is depicted

as a Romantic prince who allied with Providence, which marks him as a iurodivyi (holy fool).

In this way, while Russian aesthetics and dandyism are oriented toward the center (the

Hero, Truth, life and spirit), the focus of Western aesthetics and dandyism was on de-centering
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those idealistic values. However, as pointed out above, this does not mean that Russian decadent

dandyism can be reduced to a form of Romantic heroism. More precisely, Russian decadent

dandyism is characterized by the tension between a decentering antiheroic dandyism and the

centering mode of self-creation characteristic of Romantic heroism. The (Russian) demonic

decadent dandy seeks to become a Stavrogin-like man who creates self and life by freeing

himself from any established conventions. Yet the demonic decadent dandy continually

associates his demonism with such Romantic narratives as the unity of life and art and

martyrdom. Kuzmin’s dandyism also borders on the Hellenistic and Hellenic worlds. Although

he prioritizes the Hellenic over the Hellenistic, his focus keeps changing between the world of

sense and spirit. As E. V. Ermilova (1989) in particular points out, Kuzmin’s veshchizm is located

between a focus on the fleetingness of this-worldly objects and the potential for relating to the

symbolic. Blok also vacillates between decadence and symbolism. His decadent dandyism

neither sinks to the level of blasphemy nor reaches the heights of symbolism. Such hybrid

aesthetics as Kuzmin and Blok’s, characterized by a synthesis of the two contradictory worlds,

sense/spirit and krasota/pol’za, are involved with the tension between the decentering feature of
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dandyism and the centering element of aesthetics.

Because of its special position, Russian decadence often gives an impression of being

“relatively more solemn and metaphysical (Bristol, 1985, p. 94)” when compared with European

decadence. In fact, as noted in Chapter 1 and 2, both Russian decadent dandyism and Russian

premodernist dandyism mix more easily with Romantic heroism. One of the reasons for such

aesthetics is the special relationship that traditionally existed between the two cultures. Russian

culture had a tendency to maintain a certain distance from Western culture in order to foster and

create its own culture (see Polonsky, 1998, p.41-44). For that reason, the Russian perspective on

Western culture may appear distorted, as can be seen in the Russian understanding of Western

aestheticism.

Yet the main difference between the two cultural traditions lies in the distinctive meanings

of convention and beauty. For Russian decadents, convention represents meshchanstvo or poshlost’

(vulgarity, philistinism) usually connoting middle-class stagnation (Kline, 1986, p. xii). Moreover,

the Russian decadents’ concept of convention was associated with the clichéd realism of the

preceding artistic generation, the realist-intellectuals. In a word, what Russian decadents sought to
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subvert was utilitarianism and middle-class morality, not a Romantic myth of a poet/ego. Instead,

for them, a Romantic ego was a model that could challenge both the philistine “shopkeeper

mentality” and the realist-intellectuals’ moral-based aesthetics.

In contrast, in Western dandyism, convention represents the idea of the bourgeoisie,

characteristized by vulgarity, democracy, commercialism, professionalism, but also, significantly,

the Romantic myth of a poet/ego. In European history, particularly in France, the bourgeois class

embodied the teleological myth of a history and a genius/man’s mission to fulfill historical

progress. The idea of the Romantic ego as a hero was thus a significant part of the myth of the

bourgeois class. For that reason, Western dandies rejected bourgeois culture and its roots in

Romanticism. Baudelaire’s dandyism originated in his departure from his former support of

bourgeois liberalism. However, in the Russian cultural tradition, where the bourgeois and middle-

class represented only “mediocracy and vulgarity,” a Romantic hero was as anticonventional as a

postromantic dandy. Thus, Romantic heroism appears in the modernist period as a new mode of

self-creation in its combination with dandyism.

The resurgence of the former mode of convention can also be seen in the Russian early
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avant-garde cultural milieu: More specifically, Russian demonic decadent dandyism reappears in

avant-gardist self-creation, which was opposed to the religious and political sympathies of the

symbolists. Markov (1964) also notes that ‘“ego-futurism is simply a revival of Russian

Decadentism, especially the latter’s cult of individualism” (p. 404).

The most representative model of the ego-futurist dandies was Igor Severianin. He liked to

wear an extravagant overcoat and, at times, put lilies into his buttonholes just as Wilde did. In a

1914 essay on the futurists, Chukovskii (1966) depicts the Petersburg ego-futurists, including

Severianin, as a bunch of “Oscar Wildes” (p. 215). As Markov notes, Severianin’s aesthetic was a

continuation of Nietzschean demonic decadent dandyism. Many of his works demonstrate the

poet’s fascination with the Nietzschean new man philosophy: “S—wmos noxrpuna. [IpuHocuTh

Bce B kepTBy 3ToM 1enu’(Severianin, 2005, p. 36). Zinaida Gippius (1925/1971), also with a

derogatory tone, depicts Severianin’s imitation of Briusov.

BpIOCOBCKaH 00e3bsHa HapoauJiaCb B BUJC I/Il"OpH CeBepHHI/IHa. MoxHO OBl CICIaTh

ey urpy, HO,Z[6I/IpaH K 4UepTaM Bplocosa, CaMbIM OCHOBHBIM, COOTBCTCTBCHHBLIC

yepTouku CeBepsiHUHA, COOTBETCTBEHHO YMEJIbUYEHHBIC, OKapUKaTypeHHble. UepT
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Jaxe 1epecrapalica, CIHIIKOM HX C6J'H/I3I/IJ'I, CJIIMIIKOM IIOXO0XKC BBUICIINI

obmuuntensHylo ¢urypky. Cnenan ee Toxke “mosrom.” WM Toxke ‘“‘HoBaropom,”

“co3maresnieM WIKOJBI M ‘“‘redeHus’”. . . .uepe3 25 ner mnocie bprocosa.

“EBponensm” bprocoBa otpazuncs B Mrope, mNepeKpUBUBIINCH, B BHJE

KOMMHUBOSDKEPCTBA. Tak NPUPOKICHHBIM KOMMHUBOSDKED, €II€ HE YCIEBIIMHI

MoObIBaThL B JIFOOAX, Hp06aBH${eTCH IIOKa 4YTO “Sal"paHI/I‘IHBIMI/I” CJIOBLIAMM..

Jnunueni O6neansiii Hoc Urops, Oonbmias ¢urypa—wuyTb-4yTh CyTyJas—4epHBINA

CIOPTYK, IIJIOTHO 38.CT€1"HYTBII7L OH He XYJUTIaHWI—3Ta MOJa €IBa HApOXKAaJlacChb, Oa

U ObT OH TONBKO 3 T' 0—¢yTypucT. OH, HANPOTHB, >KAXKIAIT “U3SAMIECTBa,” Kak

BCAKUIA PUPOKACHHBIN KoMMUBOsLKep. (pp. 109-111)

Nikolai Gumilev was also a well-known dandy, particularly in his early years (see

Auslender, 1943/2000, p. 267). He was well acquainted with the cultures of Western dandies. In

particular, Wilde’s influence was enormous in shaping Gumilev’s aesthetics (Basker, 2006, para.

2). Along with Wilde, he found his model of dandyism in that of Theophile Gautier (Gasparov,

1992, p.327-336). Like Severianin, Gumilev was attracted by Nietzschean individualism and the
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model of a superman. His fascination with the Nietzschean new man can be seen in his literary

persona. In his first book of lyrics, Put’ konkvistadorov (The Way of Conquistadors), he sought to

create the image of the poet as a warrior (Rusinko, 1994, pp. 87-88). As Gippius found Briusov in

Severianin’s dandyism, Briusov recalls his younger years in Gumilev’s superman-dandyism:

1907. 15. Masa. Ilpuesxan B MockBy H. [I'ymunes. Opner a0BOJIBHO

HU3411HO, . . .rOBOpI/IJ'II/I O II0331HU U OKKYJIIbTU3ME. . . .BI/I,Z[I/IMO, OH HaxXOJHUTCA B CBOCM

JieKaJIeHTCKOM Tiepuoze. . . .Hamomunan mae mens 1895t (Briusov, 2002, p. 157).

Furthermore, Vladimir Maiakovskii typified the avant-gardist dandy. Particularly, as

Benedikt Livshits (1933/1989) recalls in his memoir, Maiakovskii was famous for his yellow vest,

and after Maiakovskii, the color yellow became a trademark of avant-gardist dandyism (see

Demidenko, 2002, para.14-15).

Ero MOMYyJAPHOCTb IIOCJIC CHEKTaKIe B ﬂyHa—napKe BO3pOCiia qpeBBLIqaﬁHO.

OHeBaﬁCH OH TOrJa, KakKk BCC NOPAHOYHBIC JIFOAHW, B BUTPHHAX MOIHBIX Mara3nHOB,

OBITH MOXKET, MMOSBWIMCH OBl BOPOTHHUKU U TAICTYKU ‘“‘Maskosckuii.” Ho xeinras
9

ko(dta u ronas mes OpuTH HenoapaskaeMsl par exellence. (Livshits, 1933/1989, p.451)
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Significantly, Maiakovskii and his fellow avant-gardists’ predilection for yellow fashion

demonstrates a particular relation to the preceding dandyism. They attempted to transcend

decadent and symbolist dandyism as shown by the the latter’s preference for black and white,

both related to religious motifs. Furthermore, Maiakovskii sought to defy decadent and symbolist

self-creation through playful parody. Together with the cubo-futurists, such as David Burliuk,

Mikhail Larionov, and Ilia Zdanevich, Maiakovskii scandalized the public and published the

manifesto Pochemu my raskrashivaemsia? (Why Do We Paint QOurselves?). And, the cubo-

futurists parodied the cultural norm of decadents and symbolists at the time by putting radishes or

wooden spoons into their buttonholes rather than flowers (Gray, 1986, p.115; as cited in Moeller-

Sally, 1990, p. 466).

As the Soviet cultural milieu came to be dominated by social and political issues, avant-

garde dandyism began to be criticized as bourgeois. Simultaneously, avant-gardist aesthetics

became gradually attenuated by political issues. In opposition to politicized futurism, a group of

new aesthetes called imagists emerged. The main members of the Imagist group, Anatolii

Mariengof, Vagim Shershenevich, and Sergei Esenin, were well known for their dandyism. They
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were influenced by Wilde and one of them, Mariengof, was even nicknamed “Wilde from Penza”

(see Khuttunen, 2006). Blok was also an idol of Esenin and Mariengof. Blok’s symbol of the

harlequin and pierrot were often employed as one of their literary personae, as Mariengof’s 1918

poem shows: “MebI! MbI! MBI Bcroy / Y camoii pamIibl, Ha aBaHclieHe, / He tuxue mupukwu, / A

mwiamennbie nasmel” (Mariengof, 2002, p. 206). Significcantly, just as futurists attempted to

parody the lofty religious world of the symbolists and decadents, the imagists challenged the

futurists’ increasingly serious aesthetics. Imagists described themselves as prekrasnye sharlatany

(great charlatans)

Mpsl poacTBeHHUKH (yTypu3Ma, HO MBI MPHIUIM CMEHUTH €r0, MOTOMY YTO HAIld

JYIIIH, PacrepThie MAiCKOK PaJoCThi0, HE MOTYT CMOTPETh 0e3 cMexa Ha JKaIIKUi

a4 MW HBITUKY (1)YTypI/ICTI/I‘IeCKOFO HUCKYyCCTBA. . . .Mbl, HUMa)XUWHHCTBEI, OCTH

IPEKPaAcHOro IapjaTaHa ApIEKHHA, BCErZla C YIBIOKOH, OpBI3KYILICI0 PaloCThi0 U

MaeM. MBI He 3HaeM CIIOBa “FPYCTL,” MMOTOMY YTO JaK€ HAlIC OTUYAAHUC PAaJOCTHO U

comueuHo.( Shershenevich & Erdman, 1919, p. 66-67; as cited in Khuttunen, 2007, p.

30)
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Their penchant for frivolity even featured anarchistic elements. By denying any

ideological role in art, the imagists sought to transcend futurism and create completely new

aesthetic (Khuttunen, 2007, p. 53). Yet the imagist anarchistic tendency did not develop any

further. After Esenin’s death in 1925, the group lost its aesthetic color and turned political

(Khuttunen, 2007, p. 50). Moreover, the political situation during the period of war communism

made the imagists’ dandyism virtually impossible because of its extravagance (Khuttunen, 2007,

p. 53-54).

Thus aestheticism and its extra-artistic practice saturated the Russian modernist milieu,

even in the postrevolutionary period (see Vainstein, 2006, pp. 521-539). Particularly, the

dominance of the utilitarian view on art was continually opposed by the idea of the restoration of

beauty, art, individualism, and dandyism. However, in oscillating between their devotion to pure

beauty and to didactism in art, Russian modernist aestheticism and dandyism barely went so far as

to marginalize such idealistic values as Hero, Truth, life and Nature; whereas the aesthetics of its

Western counterpart are based on such marginalization.

It is still not clear whether imagist dandyism shared any de-centering elements with
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European dandyism, or whether it was merely an avant-garde version of Russian decadent

dandyism. Iurii Tynianov (1977) maintained that the imagists’ attempt to create something

completely new was simply a continuation of the culture of the preceding generation (p. 170; as

cited in Khuttunen, 2007, p. 30). However, the feature of “anarchistic negation” that exists in the

imagist dandyism is analogous to the complete defiance of Romantic heroism in Western

dandyism. It would be productive to examine the comparison of Russian imagist dandyism with

Western dandyism.

Along with imagist dandyism, the theater director and dramatist Nikolai Evreinov is one

of the Russian modernist-dandies worth examining in future research. Like many Russian

modernist dandies, Evreinov was called a “Russian Oscar Wilde”and was attracted by the

Nietzschean new man theory. In particular, his theory of mask and theatricality was influential in

shaping Russian modernist culture in regards to life/self-creation. Evreinov maintained that people

should render their everyday lives into theater in order to renew their sensations of life (see

Carnicke, 1989, p.49-69). Evreinov’s principle of the aesthetization of life is nothing more than

familiar decadent rendering of life into art. His idea of redeeming life through aestheticizing it

185



exemplifies the concept of life-creation and the dandyism that prevailed in Russian modernist

culture. As in the case of imagists, the examination of Evreinov’s theory through the prism of

Western philosophy of dandyism could contribute to our understanding of both Russian modernist

dandyism and its European counterpart.
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