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FROM THE ANNALS OF THE LITERARY LIFE OF RUSSIA'S
SILVER AGE: THE TEMPESTUOUS RELATIONSHIF OF

S.A. VENGEROV AND M.O. GERSHENZON!

Within Russia's Silver Ape it is difficult to find two scholar intellectuals
seemingly more alike than Mikhail Osipovich Gershenzon and Semen Afanas’e-
vich Vengerov. By background, education and intellectual interests they were
extremely similar. Both were born to Jewish families and educated at Russian
universities. Both became major scholars of the work of Alexander Pushkin and
historians of Russian culture of the first half of the nineteenth century, Political-
ly, both shared a desire to transform Russian society. Despite these parallels,
however, Gershenzon and Vengerov belonged to different generations and held
divergent views about the purpose of art, Russian history, the role of the Russian
intelligentsia and the meaning of the Russian revolution of October 1917. This
article is an investigation of these differences, based on their correspondence
from 1903-1920.2

Mikhail Osipovich Gershenzon (1869-1925), born in a Jewish family in Ki-
shinev, the center of the Jewish Pale of Settlement, became one of Russia's
greatest historians. Although his parents were not rich or especiaily educated —
his father was an unsuccessful businessman and his mother did not work — Ger-
shenzon graduated from Moscow University with a gold medal. Despite his high
grades and the support of his mentor, Professor Pavel Vinogradov (later Sir Paul
Vinogradoff, Professor of History at Oxford) Gershenzon was prevented from
pursuing an academic career due to his official status as a Jew. Taking the road
open to him, Gershenzon became an independent writer, and he achieved fame
with his "novel-like" monographs about Russia's spiritual seekers and his
insightful essays on the work of Alexander Pushkin. Hailed by admirers as the
"Russian Carlyle", Gershenzon devoted over 250 items to the study of Russian
intellectual and literary history. Among his most famous works are, Istoriia
molodoi Rossii (1907), P. Ia. Chaadaev: zhizn' i myshlenie (1908), Istoricheskie
zapiski (1910), Obrazy proshlogo (1912), Griboedovskaia Moskva (1914) and
Mudrost’ Pushkina (1919). He was also active as a political observer. Gershen-
zon edited and contributed to Vekhi, the sensational collection of essays criticiz-
ing the Russian revolutionary intelligentsia (1909), and coauthored the famous
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Perepiska iz dvukh uglov (1921) with the poet Viacheslav Ivanov. After the Bol-
shevik revolution, Gershenzon held important offices in the literary bureau-
cracy. He was the first President of the Moscow Union of Writers and head of
the Literary Division of the Academy of Sciences from 1922-1925.

Semen Vengerov (1855-1920), critic, literary historian, bibliographer and
Professor of Petersburg University, was born near Poltava in Lubny to educated
parents; his father was a banker and his mother a German writer.? First certified
as a lawyer, Vengerov studied literature at Turiev University (Tartu), later doing
graduate work at Petersburg University, although he never received a degree. By
the mid 1870s Venperov already staried publishing articles and reviews. which
revealed his strong commitment to the populist ideology. His first serious work
of literary study, Russkaia literatura v ee sovremennykh predstavieniakh. Kriti-
ko-biograficheskie etiudy, about 1. S. Turgenev appeared in 1875. In concert
with his populist perspective, Vengerov devoted his major books to the heroes
of the Russian intelligentsia. Among them, the most inportant are: Istoriia no-
veishei russkoi literatury, Ot smerti Belinskogo do nashikh dnei (1885) and
Geroicheskii kharakter russkoi literatury (1911).

In addition to his scholatly ceuvre, Vengerov received acclaim for his biblio-
graphical work. Vengerov was Russia's first serious bibliographer and under his
direction many volumes of reliable bibliographical information about Russian
culture were published. He also created the first organization committed to the
comptlation and publication of bibliography, the Book Chamber. His biblio-
graphical labors are embodied in four works: Kritiko-blograficheskii slovar’
russkikh pisatelei i uchenykh, 6 vols. (1886-1904); Russkie knigi. S biogra-
Sicheskimi dannymi ob aviorakh | perevodchikakh (1708-1893), 3 vols, (1895-
1899); Istochniki slovaria russkikh pisatelei, 4 vols. (1900-1917); Predvari-
tel'nyi spisok russkikh pisatelei i uchenykh i pervye o nikh spravki (1915-1918).
(Only 2 volumes appeared, although there are 33 thousand unpublished entries
in Vengerov's archive in Pushkin House.) Vengerov also organized the first
Pushkin seminars at Petersburg Univerity (from 1906) which served as a center
for the development of formalist literary scholarship.

Although individual literary critics in Russia from 1890-1920 were eclectic
in method, nevertheless distinct critical schools were identifiable. The main cri-
terion, which permits a rough classification of literary critics, is a critic's didacti-
cism: does the critic interpret literature to further a political or religions pro-
gram? Literary critics such as N. Nevedomskii, A. Volynskii and G. Plekhanov,
who would be difficult to classify in terms of their method, can easily be iden-
tified according to their goal. Plekhanov was politically engagé, A. Volynskii
was a proselytizer of spiritual values, while Nevedomskii was neutral to both.
Nevedomskii preferred a criticism that treated the author's psychology or
intention. Looking at the goal of a critic helps to clarify the differences between
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the main tendencies in Russian criticism of the time: political, religious or
psychological. The tempestuous relationship of Vengerov and Gershenzon
exemplifies the conflict between politically committed critics and those inspired
by spiritual convictions. Vengerov, a resolute populist, confronted Gershenzon,
a religious thinker, in the prosaic business of literary criticism and historical
studies.

The period in which Vengerov and Gershenzon worked was characterized by
a general reevaluation of values. The values of didacticism and civic utility,
which had exclusively guided the role and significance of literature since the
1850s, had finally come (o an end and in their wake new religious and spiritual
values were vying for ideological dominance. All of literature was up for grabs;
not only the present and future, but also the past. Gershenzon and Vengerov
participated in the boisterious struggle to control the interpretion of history.
Vengerov zealously asserted the superiority of the populist school of criticism,
which claimed that Russian literature was aesthetically beautiful because of its
morally laudable political goals. Gershenzen attached himself to the Symbolist
movement, promulgating the importance of literature primarily as a means of
understanding the mystical and spiritnal truths of the universe. These debates
took place in the unlikely context of the investigation of the biographies of Rus-
sia’s past literary and intellectual heroes: A. Pushkin. P. Chaadaev, 1. Kireevsky,
A. Herzen and V. Belinsky.

The dispute between these two figures was as much emotional as intellectual
in nature. Besides their ideological orientations, each had an individual tempera-
ment which conditioned how they faced and reacted to various issues. Vengerov
revealed a marked need to belong to a collective and was sympathetic to argu-
ments of a moral bent. He attached himself to the populists early in his career
and never deviated from their ideological boundaries. In populism Vengerov
found the moral justification for his life and the collective support of the entire
Russian intelligentsia. In exchange, however, Vengerov had to sacrifice those
aspects of his personality which he could not share with the collective, i.e. his
Jewish identity; Vengerov voluntary converted to Russian Orthodoxy.

In contrast, Gershenzon was an individualist. He believed in a personal
mystical religion of the cosmos which declared that every person was united
through will with the destiny of the cosmos. To live correcily, Gershenzon
claimed, is to follow personal feeling which originates in will, Thus, to be at one
with the universe means to be an individual, single, inimitable and unique.
Gershenzon himself was such an individval, and his personal transformation
from stetl Jew to independent Russian intellectual reflects a conscious choice of
identity. In addition, in his relation to his Jewish roots Gershenzon too was an
individual. Although he did not practice Judaism, neither did he convert to
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Russian Orthodoxy. Rather, he tried to fashion a personal religion of the cosmos
which could substitute for his loss of Judaism and supplant any need to convert.
The relationship between Vengerov and Gershenzon started in earnest in
1905. Far from the spontaneous fury of the revolution, Vengerov was intensely
organizing his six-volume Sobranie sochinenii A.S. Pushkina, which appeared
from 1907-1914. Vengercv intended the project to be "a collection of Pushkin's
works and an investigation of his life and art”. To complete the scholarship pro-
mised by these goals, Vengerov amassed the leading experts on Pushkin of the
time, in particular calling on Gershenzon to contribute articles about Pushkin
and his contemporaties, In requesting an article on Pushkin's relationship to
Chaadaev, Vengerov wrote Gershenzon, specifying his needs this way:

Uber Yaanaes erwarte ich aus Threr geschiitzten Feder ein anfuhrli-
ches Essay. Es muf} das eine vollstindige Monografie Y{aanaen)s
sein, in welchem jedoch ganz besonders seine Beziehungen zn Push-
kin hervorgeholen sein miissen.4

The reasons why Vengerov called upon Gershenzon are clear. Vengerov
needed a scholar to treat Chaadaev and Pushkin's Decembrist friends and Ger-
shenzon had just published essays about these figures; moreover, his historical
approach was not unfamiliar to Vengerov. Just as Vengerov, Gershenzon inve-
stigated writers of primary and secondary importance in order to capture the ge-
neral worldview of an entire epoch. To focus on Pushkin did not entail a drastic
shift in approach; Gershenzon could stiil adhere to his preferred biographical-
sociological method. All that his work with Vengerov involved was a change of
emphasis toward the poet.

During the period of his cooperation with Vengerov (1905-1910), Gershen-
zon's attitude toward Pushkin and especially toward scholarship on poetry radi-
cally evolved. Having written one article on Pushkin's relationship with Chaa-

" daev and another on the poet's friendship with Pavel Nashchokin for Vengerov,
Gershenzon requested a change of roles.S Instead of investigating Pushkin's
biography, Gershenzon craved a chance to analyze the literature directly. In a
letter from May 5, 1906 Gershenzon writes,

...Ho wro MHe 6bino 65t ocofeHHo IO cepaily, 9T0 HamHcaTs Gons-
IUYK BCTYMETENBHYIO cTAaTRI0 K BBr[eHHio] OHerHHy HCTOPHKO-
3CTETHYECKOr0 CBOHCTBA, — IaTh IIMPOKHH AHANA3 HCTOPUH, KOH-
LEIHK, COREIKAHAA U GOpMbE MOSMEL7

Although Evgenii Onegin had already been portioned out to another scholar,
Gershenzon got his chance with "The Queen of Spades”. In his article accompa-
nying the publication of the story in volume four of The Collected Works, Ger-



S.A.Vengerov and M.O. Gershenzon 81

shenzon demonstrated his new metaphysical approach to the study of literature.
Analyzing the psychology of the protagonist Hermann, Gershenzon held that
through Hermann, Pushkin presents his elemental, vitalistic philosophy of
existence. Gershenzon explains:

IMymkuH Kax 6B XO49eT CKa3aTh: MBI BCE XOJHM €XEMHHYTHO
TOTOBHIE IJIA JpaMbl; Hallla HACKIIEHHAA CTPACTHIO AylIa KagHOo
FINET B MHpe IHIH L71A CBoeH CTPACTH — TaK KAJHO, YTO Jaxe
TeHb Belll crrocobHa cobnasHuTh ee, B ‘TOrNa 0Ha MMHOBEHHO
BCIBIXMBAET BCH H CrOopacT B MYUHTEIBHOM CHYACTHH, OJHA

MEIEHHee, Ipyrad cpaay, Kak 70T I'epmann.8

Pushkin, Gershenzon claimed, was the real-life prototype for Hermann. As a
poet, he appeared calm and rational, but he too was vulnerable to Josing his
rationality through an explosion of passion or artistic inspiration. In addition,
Gershenzon drew wide-sweeping metaphysical conclusions: Pushkin and Her-
mann represented man's fate, man was either hot — blessed with inspiration and
thus vulnerable to insanity — or cold and stolid, as were most people. In Ger-
shenzon's view, Pushkin, like all poets, professed a philosophy of unlimited,
anarchistic freedom for humanity.

Although Vengerov accepted the article for his collection, he objected to
Gershenzon's exclusive focus on Hermann to the exclusion of the other charac-
ters. In a letter from December 21, 1909 Vengerov tried to correct Gershenzon's
exclusive preoccupation with Hermann, writing,

TMpemucnosne x Tlhkoso# ame', xorewHo, mpruumo BaM. OHo -
04eHbL HETEPeCHO, HO BBl HHUero He cKazald o ¢TapyXe Kak o
ncuxomorggeckoM Tame. ITo Moemy, '[kopas JaMa' — camoe I'e-
HHATBHOE B BCEMHPHOH IHTepaType H3o0pakeHHe CTap4ecKoro
sronamMa.’

It is not surprising that Gershenzon and Vengerov focused on different as-
pects of the story. In fact, their approaches clashed head-on. For Vengerov, lite-
rature presented moral instruction; it commanded readers to sacrifice their own
well-being for the sake of others less fortunate. For Gershenzon, Pushkin's
works were philosophical expositions in which the poet unconsciously related
eternal truths of human existence, truths about passion, the spirit and the cosmic
forces guiding all the universe.

Vengerov and Gershenzon's opposing image of Pushkin can be clearly seen
in their two interpretations of Pushkin's poem, "5 nmamMsaTHHK cefe BOZABHT
HepyKOTBOPHEI..." Agreeing that the poem represents Pushkin's "last will and
testament”, both critics share the view that in it Pushkin expresses his ideolo-
gical credo. According to Vengerov, in this, his last statement on the value of
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literature, Pushkin reveals his mature opinion that poetry should serve the
people.1® Therefore, Pushkin repudiates his earlier views of art for art's sake and
at the end of his life willy-nilly attaches himself to the great course of Russian
literature.

In contrast, Gershenzon considers the poem as Pushkin's "sign" of resignation
before those who interpret his poetry as having a didactic function. According to
Gershenzon, the poet uses irony, which undercuts the poem's apparent meaning,
and therefore, Pushkin's real credo — art for art's sake — is directly opposed to the
literal message of the work. If Pushkin had been serious about serving the
people, Gershenzon claims, then,

...ITGIT CTall HA TOUKY 3peHUs 'JepHH': OH TOPIUTCS MONbI0H
CBOEr'c MCKYCCTBA, 4 He HM CaMHM; OH BHJIAT B HEM CPENICTRO, 3
He 11e11b, Taxas meTamopdo3a, KaK 3apeplIeHHe Xy03KeCTBEHHOM
JAEATEIBHOCTH, EClIH OHA CO3HATeIbHa, Obina O pPABHOCHISHA
camoyGeiicTry.1!

Following this line of reasoning, Gershenzon proposes that the poem contains
two views of glory, one of glory deserved, and the other a vulgar glory. Pushkin
accepts the glory he deserves for writing wonderful poetry, but rejects any glory
for having served the people.

The differences between these two interpretations of Pushkin paralled those
between Vengerov and Gershenzon themselves, for each found in Pushkin an
image corresponding to his own personal and intellectual viewpoint, For his
part, Vengerov discovered in Pushkin a civic poet who saw his primary role in
being useful to society and furthering the goals of justice, equality and freedom.
Gershenzon, on the contrary, fashioned an anti-positivist philosopher. His Push-
kin strongly defended the idea of art for art's sake.12

Gershenzon arrived at his conclusions by applying his method of analyzing
literature, entitled Slow Reading (medlennoe chtenie), Gershenzon had first
employed Slow Reading as a method for retrieving new biographical facts about
Pushkin through a close reading of his lyrics in essays such as Severnaia liubov'
Pushkina (1907) and Pushkin i Princess E.K. Vorontsova (1909). By 1910,
though, he began to use it as a method for extrapolating Pushkin's religious
worldview. In Gershenzon's opinion Slow Reading offered the critic the chance
to read into the poet's work, to derive the ideal vision lying beneath the text's
exterior form. In his 1919 programmatic essay, Videnie poeta, Gershenzon
explains the role of the critic in reading literature, arguning that

XYHOKECTBEHHA KPUTHKA — HE YTO HHOE, KaK MCKYCCTBO MeI-
IEHHOI 0 YTEHHS, T.6. HCKYCCTBO BHIETh CKBOIb HIEHHTENEHOCTE
¢$OpMEL BUTIEHHE XyIN0XKHHKA, Tomma GHICTPO CKOMB3HT 10 IbLY,
KPATHK HAET MEIUICHHO H BHANT CYOOKOBOIHYIO XKHIHE. 3ama-
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T3 KPUTHKA —~ He OLICHHBATH IIPOM3BENCHNUE, A, YIPEB CaM, YIUTh K
APYrHX BUISTh BULEHHE [105Ta, BepHEe, YUHTh BCEX YHTATh MEJ-
JNeHHO, TAaK YTOOH KAXKIBIA MOI* YBHIETh, IIOTOMY HTO KA ILIHA
BOCTIPHMET 3TO [0-CBOEMY.!?

Gershenzon's approach focused on the critic's subjective reading of the poet.
Central to his technique was the ahistorical extraction of ideas and leitmotivs
which supposedly revealed Pushkin's actual intention. By reading extra-care-
fully, the reader was supposed to enter into Pushkin's psychology and grasp
those ideas Pushkin would not, or could not express directly for "fear of being
branded as insane". Thus, Gershenzon, using a subjective and intuitive method,
thought the practitioner of Slow Reading had exclusive access to Pushkin's
ideal, transcendent worldview.,

Vengerov's method of studying literature was quite different. Educated in an
age dominated by populism and positivism, Vengerov clung to the idea that lite-
rature had a didactic function, to improve the moral climate of society. In cont-
rast to his teachers, however, Vengerov did not subordinate aesthetics to ethics,
but considered aesthetics and the pleasure received from art as proof of a work's
genius. The best works, he claimed, were those in which aesthetics and ethics
were perfectly joined. In his 1911 lecture, "V chem ocharovanie russkoi litera-
tury XIX veka", he clearly articulates his theory: "H MHe npecTaBiaeTcs, 4To
OCHOBHAS 3a7a9a BCIKOH HCTOPHH HOBOH pyccKoH JIHTEPaTYPH K TOMY H
CBOMUTCSA, WTOGH! BEIABHTE 5TY HPaBCTBCHHYIO KPacoTy, YTOGH TIOKA3aTh, KAk
B HOBOH pYycCKOl IHTepaType BLICOKO-TAPMOHWYHO COUETANHNCH 3CTETHKA C
3THKOH, XyI0XKECTBEHHOE COBEPILIEHCTBO C HPABCTBEHHOM cunoii". 14

Vengerov thought he found the synthesis of artistic merit and moral virtue in
writers to whom he devoted full monographs: Ivan Turgenev, Vissarion Belin-
sky, Nikolai Gogol and Konstantin Aksakov. These writers were able to put
forth their views in such a way that they were able to galvanize and influence
society as a whole. The aesthetic beauty of their creations was indisputably
equal to the moral message Vengerov found.

Since he believed in the potentially transformative power of the idea, Venge-
rov held that he was an "idealist”. But, he added, an idealist of a particular type
— an "idealist-realist", Antithetical both fo the Marxist view that class member-
ship defines the historian's perspective and the view that ideas exist for their
own sake, independent of historical circumstances, Vengerov claimed that an
idea's significance depended on its useful effect on society. For Vengerov, indi-
viduals are important not for the originality of their thought, but for their ability
to embody ideas important to a whole generation. In his evaluation of Belinsky,
for exarmple, Vengerov writes: "Hukakoe npexnoHeHue Iiper BelWHCKHUM He
HOJDKHO 3aTYIIEBAThH TOro (BaKTa, 4TO MBICIH, KOTOPLIE OH BHICKA3BIBAT ¢
TAKHM OIPOMHEIM TATTAHTOM H CHIIOIC, ObIITH MBICIAMH OEJIOTO KPYra mones,
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ero BAOXHOBIAIIIHX. H sToT (akT He TeNEKO "HoTOMy" HE HYXKHO
3ATYIIEBHIBATD, ITC OH ECTH TIPARNA, 3 €I1e H NOTOMY, 9T0 B HEM PEIIHTEIRRO
HET HAYero TaKkoro, 9To Gul yMaisiio aHauende Beminckoro. Bens caMbie-To
HACTOSAIHE BENHKHE JIIOXH T€, KOTOPHE He caMH 1o cefe, a oTpaxkaior
BEIUKHE 3MoXu™.15 Vengerov's view of literature as reflecting great epochs and
only secondarily as products of individuals was the legacy of the positivist
school of Alexandr Pypin. The positivist approach, which was associated with
ethnography, tended to see literature as merely source matenal for studying the
history of social ideas in Russian culture.

With this view of art and history, Vengerov came into conflict with
Gershenzon, who believed that the individual personality is always greater than
the ideas expressed. Gershenzon claimed that an individual is always psychical-
ly "holistic”, which means that his whole being — the intellectual, emotional,
conscious and unconscious aspects of his personality — was reflected in every-
thing he said and did. Ideas, therefore, are only one aspect of a person and thus,
if studied in isolation, give a distorted picture of an individual. In order really to
know an individual, Gershenzon asserted, the historian has to study all the
spheres of his being, especially his personal life. Using personal documents,
such as letters, diaries and miscellaneous jottings, Gershenzon perceived the
internal struggles and religious propensities of Russia's most important
nineteenth-century writers and thinkers.

In his 1908 biography of Petr Chaadaev, entitled P. Ia. Chaadaev, zhizn'i
myshlenie, Gershenzon claimed to have rediscovered the entire man, What
needed to be studied, Gershenzon wrote, was "...He 3TH YaCTHBIE €00 BITIAOE,
a obuguit gyx ero yuerus".19 Instead of the critic of tsarism, Gershenzon inter-
preted Chaadaev primarily as a religious philosopher. Chaadaev's real teaching,
social mysticism, Gershenzon claimed, was the view that society, in its quest for
social harmony, unconsciously served God's aims, and that history was the ever
greater realization of God's religious purpose for mankind. Thus, although cne
aspect of Chaadaev might give the impression that he was a political thinker, his
entire person revealed a seeker of God,

In his 1910 monograph on the Slavophiles, Istoricheskie zapiski, Gershenzon
claimed to have recovered Ivan Kireevsky's "holistic teaching". According to
the historian, Kireevsky's true contribution to Russian thought was not as a
religious apologist of Orthodoxy, but primarily as a psychologist of the human
spirit. He was the first to understand that "B 9enoBexe ecTh HEYTC KOMITAKTHOE,
[IepBO3TAHHOS, GCHOBHOE, — HMEHHO eT'0 HPABCTBEHHAA THYHOCT, T.e. OIpe-
IelleHHbIH COCTAB YYBCTB, NPUCTPacTH, CKIIOHEOCTEH, — 4TO €10 ompene-
JIAETCs Bech YENIOBEK M UTO TOILKO B Hedl ero ueruHa".!7 In developing his
own worldview, Gershenzon borrowed selectively from Kireevsky. Parado-
xically, in view of Gershenzon's promise to consider the "whole" person, Ger-
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shenzon amputated from Kireevsky's oeuvre the philosopher's focus on Russian
Orthodoxy and the Russian people, and he ignored Kireevsky's writings on
Russian history. Gershenzon was interested only in those aspects of the Slavo-
phile's teaching which he could apply synchronically to the spiritual develop-
ment of individuals: his idea of dreams, personal holism and the emotional
sources for thinking.

In addition to the essays on Ivan Kireevsky and Iurii Samarin, Gershenzon
included in Istoricheskie zapiski an essay about Nikclai Gogol's Vyvbrannye
mesta iz perepiski s druz'iami, claiming that civic critics, such as Vengerov, had
distorted Gogol's message, which was actually an attempt to revive the spiritual
character of Russian life. In Gershenzon's opinion, Gogol and Vissarion
Belinsky were identical in thefr motivations — the desire to transform Russia —
the only difference between them was their method of action. While Belinsky
chose to effect changes on the exterior plane of life, i.e., in the realm of politics,
Gogol, believed that "emuHCcTBEHHO peanbHas OBHXKYINAS CHUNIA HCTOPHM —
IyIia OTAETLHOTO YelOBEKA: BECh GBIT 0GIIECTBA, B CBOK OYepelb MOrY-
ILIECTBEHHO BIUAIONTHHA Ha HHIHBHIYAIBHYIO HICHXUKY, OIIpeleNsieTcs Hpas-
CTBEHHBIM YPOBHEM, HA KOTOPOM CTOST €0 OTHENEHBIC WIeHH; CcTano GbITh,
BCE CTapaHHsA, HMCICMIME LEThI0 YCOBEPUICHCTROBAHHE oOIeli XU3HH,
JOIZKHEL OLITE YCTPEMIICHE HA UCTIpaBJIeHHe OTHeNkHbIX nym™.18 In Gershen-
zon's view, Gogol believed that if every man occupies himself with the perfec-
tion of his own spirit, if every man lives as a true Christian, then society will
raise its moral level antomatically and organically reach the highest step of
perfection. '

Gershenzon's perspective was conditioned in part by the age in which he was
writing. Closely aligned with the Symbolists, Gershenzon held that all men were
religious by nature. In their every action or thought they unconsciously expres-
sed the "spiritual holism" believed inherent to every individual. This holism,
Gershenzon claimed, was based on a pantheistic unity of the cosmos, a unity
which insured that everything was linked together. Thus, all thinkers, whatever
their outlook might seem, were in fact a priori struggling for religious unity.
Faithful to this premise, Gershenzon placed Gogol before Belinsky and Kireev-
sky before Herzen as more important thinkers, since the former supposedly
internalized in their life and thought the truth that man is endowed with a need
for religion and they founded a moral program which conformed te this truth.

Not surprisingly Vengerov responded negatively to Gershenzon's biogra-
phies, objecting not only to his images of Russia's heroes, but also to his
scholarly methodology. In his review of Russian literature for the year 1909
Vengerov lashed out at Gershenzon, writing in the January 1 issue of Russkie
vedomosti.
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B 1909 rexy x Hum (BexosuaM, B.H.) nmpucoenuaunca M.O. Tep-
IMEeH30H H 3aBell HECKOBKO 3a03Fanyo TSk0y 1o noeony «lle-
penncku» Iorons ¢ bemanckyuM M [IBITHHEIM. ITOT HApOBHTHN
IHCATells CTAl BoobiNe B MoCHeNHee BpeMs Ha OacHeHmHi myTs
«HOBOT'O OCBEILICHHA» ABICHMH, TONLKC H WHTEPECHBIX B CBOCI
ucTopuaecKod mepcnekTHee, Yaamaesa 04 HaMm pHCYeT HE TOr'O,
CTaTkd KOTOPOI'0, MO eNHHCTBEHHO BEPHOMY OIpeleneHHI
T'epuieHa, GELIIA «BHICTPENIOM B TIYXYE HOUb», 4 KAKOI'O-TO COBEp-
IHEHHO 4¥2K0r0 00IIeCTBENHOCTH MHCTHKA, KAKAM €I'0 HHKTO He
sHall. Kupeesckoro oH HaM JaeT He TOro, KOTOPHIH OCHOBAN pe-
aTbpHOe CIABAHOGMIECTRO, 4 TOr0, 06pa’ KOTOPOro TIPHXOIETCH
92HOBO CO3MABaTh IO 0GPHIBKAM HEM3BECTHEIX IOTOME IHceM, 12

Vengerov found Gershenzon's de-politicized, religious interpretations of Rus-
sia's heroes odious because they completely contradicted the traditional, inten-
sely political conception of Russian intellectuals. Vengerov's Belinsky,
following Chernyshevsky's work, is depicted as the father of Russian liberalism;
his idea of Chaadaev, following Herzen, is as a political opponent to tsarist
absolutism, and even his conception of Gogol follows the traditional inter-
pretation set down by Belinsky. In his book on Gogol, Pisatel’-Grazhdanin
(N.V. Gogol'), Vengerov, in interpreting the Vybrannye mesta iz perepiski s
druz'iami, resolutely sides with Belinsky and his famous "Pis'mo k Gogoliu", In
one place Vengerov even quotes it, writing, "...MOXXHO TOIBKO BCENETLHO
CIATECS. B OI(HOM YyBCTBE ¢ BENHHCKMM, KOT'IA OH, 3alHXasACh OT CTPAIH-
HOT'0 Hel0JIOBaRHsA, HCTOPHYECKH KPHKHYI [oromio B cBoeM muceme; Tlpo-
TIOBEJHHX KHYTa, alIOCTOJ HeBEXKECTRA, TIOGOPHAK OGCKYPAHTH3EMA K MPaKo-
Gecu s, IAHETWPUCT TATAPCKEX HPABOB, — UTO BE Ienacte!'"20

Vengerov, however, wanting to soften the personal impact of his negative
review (he and Gershenzon wete still friends and the latter was working for
Vengerov as his Moscow representative for the Pushkin volume), wrote a perso-
nal apology to Gershenzon a week later, on January 7, 1910: “Haneiocs, uro Bat
He cOMIeHCch HA Mels 3a ¢TaThio B «Pycck[ux] senfomoctsxj». Haspapim
Bac 'mapoBuThIM' HHCATeNEM (4 0UCHE CKYII HA TIONOGHOrG POA SNATETH) A
ormerHelH Bam yxon w3 «Becra[uka] Esponui», 51, aymaeTcs, chienan sce,
YTOGH YKA3aTh, UTO PA3HHIA OOLIECTBEHHHX BITNIA0B HE MEINAeT MHe
LEeHNTH | o6uTE Bac".21

Their conflict over the study of Russian history was conditioned by their
divergent views of the role of the Russian intelligentsia. The 1909 publication of
Vekhi brought these differences out into the open22 In sending a copy to
Vengerov, Gershenzon did not anticipate the strong reaction which the volume
would elicit. In a leiter of March 25, 1909 Gershenzon enthusiastically informs
Vengerov about the volurne's popularity: "'Bexn' mymMsr o uayr — kak JleoHH
Anmpeer, BooGpaskaio, are roBopAT B xpyrax Pyclekoro] Gor[atcTsa)l. Boob-
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11e, 6panirth SymyT MuOr0. Ceropns Bruartos B Pyc[ckux] seg[omocTax] Ha
NBYX CTPaHHIAX HCHOBEIYET CBOKO TYmocTh 1o nosony Bex™. 23

In his reply Vengerov describes his initial feelings based, however, only on
hearsay:

'‘Bexn' eltfe He UMTAll CEPRE3HO, 4 TAK TONBKO Ipornusamen. Pap 3a
Bac aA4HO, €CIIH OHM IIYMAT, H T{akHM] obp[asoM] maroT Bo3-
MOXKHOCTb TIOABHMTECS BTOPOMY Tomy24, Ho B KauecTRe Heuc-
TMpaBUMOT0 '0GIISCTBEHHHKA' He Paiylock: K pPycckod UHTeN-
HHMTGHIIHH ¥ MEHH TONLKO OHHO OTHOIIICHHS — 51 DECKOHEYHO TIpeN
HEKW TPEKITOHAKCE H HE SHAK), 34 TG €€ HYZKHO TAK NBAIBONBCKH
GpapuTe. He mofmo g TakoKe Najany, a ero B 'Bexax', kaxercs,
nocratoyHo. I'opopre Bee 3To, oJHako, 6es ckonpko-HEOYIb
IETATLHOTO O3ZHAKOMNIEHHA ¢ cOOpHUWKOM: A He DOJbIlle Kak
pa3pesall KHIZKKY, [Ia €l¢ YHTAI BUEPAINHIOW cTaTsio JleBnHa.23
Jo noeank:d 8 MockBy NpouHTAID KHATY OCHOBATENEHO K Oy C
BaMu [ipaThCs [EePCOHATEHO. 26

In his next letter to Gershenzon, following a close reading of Vekhi, Vengerov
had harsher words:

Eemu xBaTHUT HacTpoeHusd, Oyoy ¢ Bamu npaTecsa Bo KpoBH H3-32
‘Bex'. Bee Temeps Ha CaMOM OIIACHOM M3 BCEX ITHTEpaTYpPHBIX
nyTe# — Ha myTH AxymMa Boneirckoro. K cuacTeo, Be cBoGo BHEI
OT TOT'0, ATO JeNacT BOILIHCKOTO rafikuM — Brl THIIETE He ITOT
BIIASIHHEM JTHAHHIX H MeNKuX nobyxaeAn. Ho Bee pasHO, — Gec-
TIOARO ¥ THOENBHO pYraTh To, 4T PYcCKoll nareparype coobna-
eT ee OCHAHHOCTL. Bes kpacora pycckolt MUTEPATYPH B IIPH3LIBE
K NOABHCY, @ BBl H HA MOIBUT H Ha TNPHUSHEB K HEMY ILIIOETE.
Brpouem, IOBOJILHO — 10 YCTHOM cXBaTku.2?

In his reply Gershenzon revealed amazement at Vengerov's hostility, demon-
strating that he felt he had been misunderstood. "Mue ogens xaik, 9To ¥ Bu
TaK FPEEpPaTHO CyIuTe 060 MHE, HO 00bACHATLCA 51 MO Gbl TOJIBKO YCTHO; 2
TYT 3KeHa He ITycKkaeT MeHsA B [lerepOypr H3-3a xonepsl. Korga-Hu0ynb H aTa
BEIb CTAHET HA CBOE MECTO, KaK Bce BEIUH, S cOBEpUIEHHO PABHOLYIIHO
YHTAI0 [a3eTHYI0 OpaHb, HO TMYHO TAKHE OIIMG0THbIE OOBMHEHH R MEHA BOII-
HYIOT, T.B., CO CTOPOHL OIH3KHX MI0Iel, KoToplle, KAk A Iymalo, HenpeMeH-
HO Gul COUYBCTBOBANN, eclti Obl TOHANH. Bugno, cpenath cefa TOHATHLIM, HE
Tax Jerko”. 2

In his reply Vengerov jokingly continues the dialog, challenging Gershenzon
to be as confident in life as he is in print: "HanpacHo Bei GomTecs xomepsl:
MPYT OT Hee TOJBKO T MY>KHKH, OT KOTOPEIX 'BexH' cnacaloT MHTENIUTeH-
LM, ¥ TIOTOMY YTO OHH 5TOH caMoM MHTeNNHMIreHIMH He CNYINAKTCA, A
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KOTOpPbIE €XKelTH MHTCIUTHI'CHTHI ¥ CHIPOH BOMBI HE HBIOT, TAK TeX Xonepa
coBceM U He GepeT. A 110 ceMy X0pollo, eciia 6u1 Bul crezmmm B [lerepSypr
Ha nerex. [Moppanuck 6pl ¢ BaMH oCHoBaTelIbHO. JInd ycIoKOSHHMS CTPaxoB
Bame#i cynpyry MoxXHO ObII0 OBl laxe 2TY Ipaky nporseoaures B CecTpo-
peiike, Tae s mpeShiBaie Ha Jade U FOEe XoIephl IoKa Her."2?

Although the exchange of-letters is entertaining and gives us an insiders's
view of the frisky interaction of these two men, there are some points which
need clarification. Why exactly did Gershenzon think he was misunderstood and
why did Vengerov find nothing redeemable in Gershenzon's Vekhi article,
"Tvorcheskoe samosoznanie?” On Gershenzon's side, it seems that he naively
betieved his article was not, as so many thought, predominantly a criticism of
the intelligentsia, but actuaily consisted of well-intended advice for its revival.
The message he was propagating was that, by empracing the impersonal ideals
of "equality and justice and sacrifice for the people”, the intellectual had
forsaken his egoism, which is the motivating force of all things. Unfortunately
this selflessness had fragmented the intellectual’s personality, severing the unity
between will and consciousness and creating psychological ctipples. In Vekhi
Gershenzon explains the result of an impersonal ideology:

/

UTO mesana HalllA HHTELTHIeHTCKAs! MBICITh [HOCIE/IHAS MonBeka?
— 51 ropopio, pasymeeTcs, 00 HHTENITHIEHTCKON Macce. — Kyua pe-
BOIKIHOHEPOB XOAHIA H3 IOMa B JOM M CTYYAIa B KaXIYIO
neeps: 'Bee Ha yauny! CreinHo cHueTh goMal' -- 4 Bce CORmMaHus
BRICHTIIANH HAa IIICNIANL, XPOMBIC, CHEIIEIE, ﬁeapyxne: HH OOHO
ocTaiock 1oMa, Tlonseka TONKYTCS OHM Ha ILIOHIAMH, TOAocA B
TiepeGpaHHBAACE. JloMa — Ipsiab, HHINET4, GeCTIopANoK, HO X035 H-
HY He 10 310T0. OH Ha IOHAX, OH CHIACAeT HAPOMD — Jia OHO M Jler-
Ye u JaHATHee, HeXKeJM YepHas paboTa moma,30

Not all intellectuals were crippled, however, and Gershenzon distinguished bet-
ween healthy individuals and diseased ones, between those who followed their
personal feeling and those who aped the ideas of others. The well-being of
society, Gershenzon warmned, depended on the individual strength of each of its
members. Only the moral improvement of every single individual would correct
the flaws in society as a whole. Gershenzon's political thinking reveals the in-
fluence of Lev Tolstoy, whose effect on Gershenzon's entire worldview was
greater than one supposes. Gershenzon not only accpeted Tolstoy's idea of per-
sonal morality, but he also absorbed his rational approach to religion and even
his idealization of the peasants.31 _

As his review and personal letters show, Vengerov was personally stung by
the venom of Vekhi's criticism which he felt was "black ingratitude” toward the
intelligentsia. In his review he exclaimed, "...c HeGEIBANEIM 03N00KCHREM, ¢
KaKOH-TO, IPAMO MOKHO CKa3aTh, APOCTHI HATYCTHIHCh HA PYCCKYIO HHTEN-
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JUTeHIMIO 7 ee TIPeiCTABUTEN ULy — JHTepaTypy .22 Vengerov's reaction
was predicated on his image of the intelligentsia as the sole element responsible
for all the soctal and spiritnal improvement of Russian life and thus undeserving
of such scathing criticism, Lauding the intelligentsia for its unassailable "striv-
ing for an ideal", Vengerov claimed that the intelligentsia was motivated by self-
sacrifice and the denial of personal happiness in the name of higher moral
values. In his 1911 book, Geroicheskii kharakter russkoi literatury, Vengerov
thwarts the Vekhi notion of individualism, praising the intelligentsia's traditional
imperative of serving the collective:

CyulecTBeHHBIM 3IIEMEHTCM STOH TOCKH SBIIAETCS IIyfoKoe co-
SHaHKe, 9TC Ha KaXJIOM YEJIOBEKE JTEXKNT 00A3aHHOCT, TAK MIIH
MHaue HCKOPEHATE 310 Mupa. OTciona paMol BBIBON — THIHOE
CUACTbe MIH [IPECTYIIHD, MIM, B JIY9IIeM ciydae, TIOINAo, HE0
BCAKHMI JIOSKeH Ours Sopirom sa npanpy.33

Vengerov's conflict with Gershenzon was clearly a microcosm of the heated
debates elicited by Vekhi between the religious-inclined thinkers and the politi-
cally left-leaning members of the intelligentsia. Gershenzen, nodding to his col-
leagues, the Silver-Age religious philosophers, claimed that social improvement
had to begin with individual growth and moral regeneration, while Vengerov
offered the traditional populist idea that the intelligentsia's opposition to the
government and self-sacrifice for the people would bring about political reform.

Interestingly, Vengerov's rejection of Vekhi reveals how fixed his goals had
remained over time, since ideologically his position closely resembled his deba-
te with the decadents a decade earlier. Criticizing decadent poetry in 1897 for its
"apotheosis of egoism” and its solipsistic admiration for the "spiritless principle
of beanty", Vengerov denounced its detachment from the social needs of Rus-
sian life. In the same way, in 1910 Vengerov faulted Vekhi for its emphasis on
individual self-actualization and neglect for the social struggle.

Once his initial anger over Vekhi had calmed, however, Vengerov found a
way to defuse these two threatening movements and attach them to the main-
stream of Russian culture. According to Vengerov, by 1910 the former deca-
dents had become religious seekers, aiming to transform Russia's political and
social landscape3 and the writers of Vekhi, although appearing apolitical, were
actually trying to revive the intelligentsia's spiritual legacy:

5| )"I[HBHTCJII:HaSI BEIb; KAK TOILKO BN, AHANMHIHNDYA HCTOPHKO-
THTepaTYPHOe 3HadeHUe 'Bex', cTaHOBHTeCh HA TAKYI0 eIMHCT-
BEHHOHAYYHYI0, TEHETHYECKYI0 TOUKY SPEHHA, — COBEPINaSTCS
cBoere pona 4yyno: 'Bexn' He ToAbpKO He ABIAIOTCH TOTHA Pexy-
IAM ¥XO0 AHCCOHAHCOM, 8 HAIIPOTHB TOI0 — EXOJAT, KaK OpraHH-
YyecKoe 3BEHO, B OOIIMN NPHIBIB PpyccKOW HHTCINHIeHIHM H
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PYCCKOW IUTEPATYPH K MONBHRHAYECTRY. Y TIYGHTE CBOE CaMo-
CO3HAHME, paGoTarTh Hall CBOCIO JIMHHOCTHIO — I03BONELTE IOCIIONa,
Ila BeXb TO CTPAINHO-GHAKOMEIE 3BYKH, BENb MbI TYT BCTPETIH-
TIHCE CO CTAPOIO, CTAPOID THAKOMOI — ¢ KPUTHISCKH-MBICIIAIIEH
nuyHoCTEIO JlaBpoea, KoTopas B CBOK OYEPSh TONEKC B HAYTHOR
topMe OBTOPHN2 TO, K YeMy BpH3bBan Bemmackwit. K JlaBpos,
A Bexw' copepHIeHHO ONMHAKOBO BCE CRONAT K CAMOCOZHAHHIO
JNHYHOCTH, OOUHAKOBO BIBAIHBAIOT Ha MHUYHOCTE BCIO TAXKECTh
BCCMHAPHO-HCTOPHISCKOTD TIpoleccal?s .

Vengerov's acceptance of Vekhi seemingly reverses his initial hostility. Thus,
Gershenzon had been right all along in saying that had Vengerov understood, he
would have agreed with Vekhi. If, however, Gershenzon meant by agreement
that he was merely repeating Lavrov and calling attention to the intelligentsia's
small flaws and was not repudiating the revolutionary struggle, then why did he
so vehemently rail against the intelligentsia and its goal of uniting with the
people to overthrow the tsar? Why, for example, did Gershenzon write that
inflammatory anti-revolutionary phrase:

KaxkOBBl MBI €CTh, HaM He TOJBKO HENb3A MEUTATH O CIHSHHY C
HapoIOM, — GOATLECS €I MBI IOMKHEI ITyINe BCeX KAJHEH BIacTH
U GHArOCHOBIIATE 3Ty BIACTH, KOTOPAS OfIHA CBOMMM UITHIKAMY W
TIOPEMAMH €I1IE OIPAXKIAET Hac OT APOCTH HAPOIHOMA. 6

The points of agreement and disagreement over Vekhi were in fact simplified
by both Vengerov and Gershenzon and could never have been so easily resolved
if treated in all their true complexity.

The revolutionary period upset the established roles of their friendship. In
Vekhi Gershenzon had argued against political selutions to the preblems of
society, proposing instead slow improvement throngh the spiritval regeneration
of individuals. Now, in 1917 Gershenzon supported the October revolution. This
change astounded Vengerov who, in concluding a letter from January 22, 1918,
confronted Gershenzon concerning the latest rumors, writing,

B nakmouenue X049y cupocHts Bac: uré Wahrheit u vré Dichtung
B HEJEIOoM, TI0-MOEMY, CTYXe, OITHAKO OUeHD JIIOPHOM — UTO BEI H
IMecton cTamy Gomsmiesukamu! M3 mpeapesns, 4To oy, K sefcT-
BHTEIHHO 00aHKPOTUBLIEHCH HHTEITAr¢HIAR 737 '

Although Gershenzon never answered Vengerov directly, he was hurt by
accusations that he supported the Bolsheviks. His point of view, he insisted, was
more complex than the "for or against” attitude which many intellectuals of the
time offered, Gershenzon was not a Bolshevik, although many conservative
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intellectuals did portray him that way. Instead he was uncertain. Sympathizing
with the individual "man suffering today", he also knew the importance of the
abstract values of Russian statehood and might. Although in the end he threw in
his lot with the Bolsheviks, such a decision was mainly motivated by the
promise of bringing ultimate justice and redress to “crimes centuries 01d".38 Ger-
shenzon's support for the revolution can probably be explained by his expe-
rience under tsarism. As a Jew, he had faced persecution, and therefore he lent
his sympathies to the party which would, he believed, truly transform the people
and the state, ending once and for all Russia's intransigent religious discrimi-
nation,

Gershenzon's support for the revolution, however, signifies to a great extent a
repudiation of his position in Vekhi. In this instance, Gershenzon had taken up
Vengerov's position, proposing that pelitical action be nsed to transform society.
Vengerov, for his part, did not support the Bolsheviks for fear that a destruction
of the old world would mean unimaginable suffering and desecration of culture.
Unfortunately, their correspondence is silent about these political reversals.

During the Civil-War period, Vengerov and Gershenzon found themselves
reunited emotionally. In the face of ensuing political, social, economic and
cultural changes in the new Soviet state, these two individuals now had more in
common than differences. They were both already intellectuals of the "old
world", suffering from ill health, famine and cultural obsolescence. Their emo-
tional distance from the state gave them the chance to sum up their relationship
and put their differences in a new perspective. In addition, appreciations for the
revolution had engendered in Gershenzon a new attitude toward literature. No
longer was the study of literature itself important; of far more importance was
his relationship with his friends, his feelings for the individual person and the
spirit within. In a letter from July 23, 1919, Gershenzon shares his sympathy for
Vengerov: ‘

Bnaromapio Bac cepneuno 3a Bamy kupry.3® Bu 3naere, 51 He
mMory OBITh cOTJIaceH ¢ HeJO; HO BOT, pa3pesall s e M OXSTh YHTAT
SHAKOMBIE CTPAHHIIE: YTO NO TOr0, YTO MBl PasHBIX MBICIEMH!
I'masHoe To, uTO cepiue y Bac na mecte, GoneeT ¥ moGuT Kak
HOJIKHO B 5TOH cephedHOH XM3HH, — 5T0O rjapHoe. Muicnn
paspatorca, GopaTca, THOHYT, — HX cyapfa — cynsba Bernu:
HWCTHHHO-CYLIErO B HENIOBSKE TOMBKO H eCTh, YTO LUENOCTHRIHA TyX
ero, 1 ocobenno cepaue. Bw Xopolui, noOpsli uesioBeK, B TO
noBpoe, wro or Bac sxomuT B Bamy mucnb, ecThk ee npasna, ee
nipagota. OTTOrO 51 MOGAK HE ToNMbko Bac, Ro ¥ Bamw KHMIH,
Bamu 9acToe 0118 Moero padyma HeBepHBIe MBICH. Tak s Bcerma
Bac wnTan, HO HEKOT 1A HE 9YBCTBOBAJ 3TOT0 TAK APKO, KAK 3TOT
pas. MoxeT OblTb, HAYYCHHBIA ONBITOM 3THX IeT. BepHEle
Haﬁ.ﬂlﬁﬂeﬂﬂﬂ. HpaBHJIbeIC MBICIHH — KaK H3ITEIIHA: TO, 9TO CHOeTan
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¥ YMEET [IeNaThk 9eT0BeK Ha NOoNsIy H YIOTpefIcHHe. A 5 yXKe
CMOTPI0 HE Ha HSIeNHA ero pyk, — bor ¢ HuMn! Croneko
HAKOILICHO H3NCIMH, M ¢ KaXKIhIM HHEM MHOXKATCH; CTONBKO
HamedaTaHO BEPHHX H TOHKHMX HaOIlomeHHil, OCTPOYMHBIX
conocTaBieHuH, GnHcTaTenbHEIX coobpaxeruit! CMoTpo Ha
CAMOTQ 9CIIOBCKA, HA €0 JHINO, CIEYOIAKY €0 I'OIIOC, KaKOB OH-TO
caM BHYTpH ce0a? DTo ofHo U BaxHO. OTTOro-TO % Bac u
mo6nio. H o ceGe caMoM Tak HyMalo, 0 CBOMX H3JAHHAX W O
caMoM cele. YMHSB! TH MOM MBICIH, JAHATHEL TH MOH KHUTH ~ HE
B HHX JIM AYX IlOJIIIHHHOfI HENOBESHHOCTH, T.€, CEePBE3HOCTH,
MCKPEHHOCTH, OGPOTEL B 3TOM Bee reno. 40

Gershenzon's view of the relation between literature and life had indeed
changed. Perhaps due to the tragic experiences of the Bolshevik revolution and
the Civil War, Gershenzon had become a sceptic. Ideas, he now understood,
were merciless and impersonal. Only living, holistic individuals were capable of
pursuing a politics of love which could transform human consciousness, In
short, Gershenzon realized that to arrive at a better world, one had to take a
different route than that offered by cuiture.

Vengerov also revealed his personal feelings in his final letter to Gershenzon,
sharing all his woes with his friend,

INonyaxn A ¢poespeMeHHo Ballie IACEMO IMHCAHKOE 10 DOBOIY
Hpuceliku Bam moux kHE3KeK. OHO MeHA riyGoKoe TPOHYIIO
CBOEI0 CEpAEYHOCTHIO, TaK TPOHYNO, KaK BuI, MoJeT OiTh, M He
oxpnam, H6o 6eamepHo o Teneps oguHOK. OcTamick, TIPaRa, ¥
MeHs! GECKOHEYHO JOPOTHE CYIIECTBA — NETH MOM, H 6CIIH o
Brer'Xa WX molHn, TO Teneps BABoe. Ho KeTH Beerja ocranres
OETEMH H HHYTO HE MOJKET 3aMEHATH KEHBI, R4 €IIe TaKoH, Kak
Poza AnexcaHIpoBHA — OJlHA H3 CaMBIX BOIBHIICHHEIX HATYD,
KOTOpEIX s KOTHA-THG0 BCTpedan B cBoell XH3HU. B noGannenue
OETH MOH, K MOSMY BEJHKOMY OTOPYSHMIQ, — CTONbh XPYIIKHE
RYIIH, CTONS HEPHBEIYHB! TEPEHOCHTE HEBAT OIEl JKU3HH, ITO A
HHKOr 4 celie He MO3BONAI JENTECA C HHMH MOPSCTHRIMHE OIITY-
IIEHHAMK MOKMH, HarmpoTHe Toro, Beeraa 6onpioch ¥ He OAAI0
Buny. Wl ropeds Bce Konarcsa U Komutes. Cobepyck B Mockny —
MOXKeT OBITh, IIOHCNIOCE ¢ BaMH CBOMMH IIepeXABaHuAMH. Bamre
THCHEMO Jae€T MHE OCHOBAHME IyMaTh, YTO BBl MX BHICIOyIIaeTe
COYYBCTBEHHO. A TIOKa ellle pa3 cnacuo.4!

Although right before his death Vengerov had become emotionally close to
Gershenzon, this reconciliation concealed new disagreements in their world-
views. Facing the commen difficulties of life in post-revolutionary Russia, they
approached the prospect of Bolshevik rule with differing attitudes. Vengerov, an
epigone of populism, ended his life disappointed with the revolution, holding
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that the Bolsheviks had distorted his vision of social justice and moral beauty.
Gershenzon was also disappointed, but not only because a social utopia had not
been realized, but, more importantly, because he had come fo the view that the
individnal's true needs were themselves antithetical to culture, whether tsarist or
Bolshevik.

The same differences that had characterized their relationship throughout
their careers were felt here as well. In contrast to Vengerov, who placed all his
hopes in reason and in culture, in the Perepiska iz dvukh uglov {(1921) Ger-
shenzon expressed his longstanding intuition that culture would never deliver on
its promises; it wounld never bring the individual his happiness nor society a mo-
ral order. Only a world that superseded reason and culture, that overcame them,
leading to a post-cultural, spiritual world would result in human perfection.
Thus by the end of his life Gershenzon ceased writing, thereby repudiating cul-
ture, while Vengerov, emboldened by unshakable optimism about reason and
culture's virtues, continued the enormous self-assigned task of collecting a
bibliographical reference for every book and every writer who ever wrote in
Russian.

Notes

1 The author acknowledges the editorial aid and useful suggestions of Profes-
sor Stanley Rabinowitz.

2 5. Vengerov's letters to M. Gershenzon are located in Gershenzon's archive in
the Russian National Library-fond: 746-30-7. Gershenzon's letters to Venge-
rov are located in Vengerov's archive in the Pushkin House-fond: 377.

3 Pauline Wengeroff wrote Memoiren einer Grossmutter, vols 1-2, 1908—
1910,

4 8. Vengerov to M.O. Gershenzon, 13 April, 1906.

3 See Gershenzon's articles, "Molodost’ P.1a. Chaadaeva”, Nauchnoe siovo, 6
(1905); 83—121, and "Sem'ia Dekabristov", Byloe, 10 (1906), 288-317.

6 Gershenzon's articles, "Chaadaev i Pushkin", appeared in volume 6 and
“Pushkin i Nashchokin" appeared in volume 5 of Sobranie sochinenii A.S.
Pushkina, 6 vols., (Peterburg: Brokgauz i Efron, 1907-1914),

7 M.O. Gershenzon to 8. Vengerov, 5 May 1906.

8 M.O. Gershenzon, Mudrost' Pushkina, (Moscow, 1919), 99,

9 Vengerov to Gershenzon, 21 Dec. 1309,



94 Brian Horowitz

10 5, Vengerov, "Poslednyi zavet Pushkina", Sobranie sochinenii A.S. Pushking,
ed. S. Vengerov, 6 vols. (St. Petersburg, 1907-1911), 4: 48,

11 M, Gershenzon, Mudrost' Pushkina, (Moscow, 1919), 66.

12 Althouth Gershenzon and Vengerov disagreed, their debate entered into the
long history of views concerning the poem. For a summary of these debates,
see. M. Alekseev, Stikhotvorenie Pushkina, "Ia pan-uatmk sebe vozdvig...
(Leningrad, 1967)

13 M. Gershenzon, Videnie poeta, (Moscow 1919), 18,

14 S, Vengerov, V chem ocharovanie russkoi literatury XIX veka?, (Peterburg,
1912), 8.

15 8. Vengerov, Ocherki po istorii russkoi literatury, (St. Petersburg, 1907), 248.
16 M. O, Gershenzon, P.la. Chaadaev: zhizn' i myshlenie, Moscow, 1908), iv.M.
17 Gershenzon, Istoricheskie zapiski, (Moscow, 1923}, 19,

18 Gershenzon, Istoricheskie zapiski, 137.

19 8, Vengerov. "Literaturnoe nastroenie”, Russkie vedomosti, 1, (1910), 14.

20 Vengerov, Ocherki, 226, '

21 Vengerov to Gershenzen, 7 Jan. 1910. In mentioning Gershenzon's dismissal
from Vestnik Evropy, Vengerov was underscoring that Gershenzon had been
unfairly fired and that the real cause may even have been anti-Semitism, for
more about this incident, see Arthur Levin's dissertation, The Life and Work
of Mikhail Osipovich Gershenzon (1869-1925): A Study in the History of the
Russian Silver Age. Diss,, University of California, Berkeley, 1968, 114-116.

22 The writers of Vekhi were: N, Berdiaev, 8. Bulgakov, 8. Frank, M. Gershen-
zon, A. Izgoev, B, Kistiakovskii and P. Struve.

23 Gershenzon to Vengerov, 25 March 1909.

24 Follbwing the apparance of Vekhi a second volume was conceived in which
the contributors would express their positive ideals. The idea never came to
fruition.

25 Vengerov here is referring to D. Levin's article in Rech’, 25 March, 1909.

26 Vengerov to Gershenzon, 26 March 1909.
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