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AHHOTanu:A: B cTaThe MPOBOAUTCA collocTaBaeHre GUIocoPCKO-ICTETUYECKUX
BO33pEHUH Ha PYCCKYIO JINTEPATYPY U A3BIK /IBYX BUHBIX IIpE/ICTABUTENEH pyc-
cKoro 3apy6exns — kputuka F0.V. AlixenBanbga (1872-1928) u MeaueBucTa,
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Abstract: The article compares for the first time the philosophical and aesthetic
views on Russian literature and language of two prominent figures of Russian
abroad — the critic Yuly Aykhenvald (1872-1928) and the medievalist,
interpreter of Russian classical literature Piotr Bitsilli (1879-1953). The author
takes into account all facts supported by various materials presently identified,
confirming the mutual interest of Aykhenvald and Bitsilli, including documents
from Piotr Bitsilli collection at the Institute of Russian literature (Pushkin
House) of the Russian Academy of Sciences. Among the issues raised are the
impact which Aykhenvald’s immanent method of analyzing a literary text had
on Bitsilli’s aesthetically individualizing method, the approaches of both authors
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to solving the morphology of Russian culture and philosophy of the nation,
the connection of the Pushkin theme with thoughts about the destiny of post-
revolutionary Russia and Russian language in their works, which they articulated
during the discussion of Sergei and Aleksandr Volkonskii’s book In defense of the
Russian language. Aykhenvald’s review for the Berlin newspaper Rul’ on Bitsilli’s
Studies on Russian Poetry (1926), obituary of Aykhenvald, which was published
by Bitsilli in the Sofia newspaper Golos (1929) are republished in the appendix
to the article.
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The names of Yuly Isaevich Aykhenvald (1872-1928), a famous
literary critic of the first quarter of the 20™ century, and his younger
contemporary, the medievist and subtle interpreter of Russian classics,
Piotr Mikhailovich Bitsilli (1879-1953), have never appeared side by side
in scholarly studies. Indeed, there is little factual evidence here. Although
both were from Odessa and graduated from the same Novorossiisk
University, they did not know each other personally, either before or
after emigration, being quite far apart: Aykhenvald in Berlin, Bitsilli
in Sofia. Nevertheless, a peculiar ‘dialogue’ between them is evident,
although it is not a traditional conversation, or polemics, between two
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equal participants, but rather a certain looking back of the younger
interlocutor, Bitsilli, at the elder one, Aykhenvald, which persisted even
after the sudden death of Yuly Isaevich in December 1928. In this article
we would like to highlight the key themes of this largely reconstructed
‘dialogue’ in order to answer the questions: what makes Bitsilli look
more closely at Aykhenvald’s texts, and what are their philosophical and
aesthetic convergences?

Speaking of Bitsilli’s “aesthetic-individualizing method”, it makes
sense to take into account Aykhenvald’s judgements, which could have
been one of the impulses for Bitsilli to build his own system of compre-
hension of Russian literature and culture. Here, as it seems, we must
first of all turn to the problem of method, or approach to the literary
text analysis. The era of passionate struggle between different schools of
literary studies — historical and cultural, psychological, formalist — was
not yet outdated. Therefore, for Bitsilli who believed that “culture is the
creative self-disclosure of the personality outside” [18, p. 148], with his
“aesthetic-individualizing” approach to the text, when the focus of at-
tention is “not the structure ‘to investigate’ but the individuality with its
‘inexplicable’, ‘inexpressible’ constant” [6, p. 113], Aykhenvald’s method
of immanent criticism is extremely appealing, convinced that principled
impressionism requires literary history to be based on individual “intu-
itions”, on the “creative individuality” itself [12, p. VI] of the writer. It is
not without reason that both support their argumentation with an appeal
to the monadology of G.W. Leibniz?. When one reads in Bitsilli’s 1942
paper Chekhov’s Creativity. An Experience of Stylistic Analysis that

...man-monad, individuum, indivisible whole, a kind of closed system
in which all elements are in a state of co-subordination, interdependence,
being bound by gravitation towards a common centre [23, p. 330],

one inevitably recalls a fragment from Aykhenvald’s 1911 Preface to
Silhouettes of Russian Writers:

...the more one delves into the closed worlds of writers, into these
indeed living monads, the clearer it becomes that they are not only literati,

2 A paper by M.Ia. Vaiskopf P.M. Bitsilli — Gogol scholar delivered in the IWL RAS in
November 2019 at the conference Humanities of the Russian Abroad: towards the 140th
Anniversary of P.M. Bitsilli’s Birth draws attention to the role of G.W. Leibniz’s Monadology.
The author spoke about Bitsilli’s conscious use of the word “monad” in reflections on
Dostoevskii or on Nabokov’s Invitation to a Beheading (see M.la. Vaiskopf’s article in present
edition).
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but also literature; that there are known problems, plots and motifs which
unite them into one whole [12, p. XXVI].

Bitsilli, as it was pointed out by M.A. Vasilieva, believed that it was
necessary to move from the “philosophy of history” to the “philosophy of
culture”, because

it is in the philosophy of culture that the aesthetic-individualising
synthesis becomes possible, the needed intuitive “encompassing of the
universe” [23, p. 14].

Modern Aykhenvald scholars, speaking of his immanent method,
are strikingly unanimous in ignoring the fact that Aykhenvald, being a
professional philosopher by education, had denied cultural and historical,
sociological, psychological, biographical or formalistic methods by the
early 1910s, offering his own way of overcoming the crisis in literary
studies, a way that is very close to the “morphology of culture” and, at
the same time, to its philosophy. In his Preface to Silhouettes of Russian
Writers, published in 1911, he speaks of the philosophical problem
of “nature and culture”, which, from his point of view, “is the centre
of those concentrations in the form of which Russian fiction could be
schematized”. Hence his desire not only to identify the individual style
of each writer, to give it as if from within, but also to determine the
centrifugal and centripetal in the Russian literature development, the
thing he calls “lines of spiritual continuities”, general “radii”, outlining
such antitheses, categories, “concentrations” (‘concepts’, as we would
probably say nowadays) as “sedentariness” and “wandering”, “nature”
and “culture”, “village” and “city”, “humility” and “predation”. The
originality and productivity of this approach, which Aykhenvald was
the first among the Russian literature researchers to put forward, has
unfortunately remained misunderstood or unnoticed.

It is probably the commonality of philosophical and aesthetic
principles that explains the attention of Aykhenvald and Bitsilli to the
same specific phenomena of the literary process.

Itisonlynatural thatBitsilli directly refers to Aykhenvald’s observations
on Chekhov’s style in his Chekhov’s Works. An Essay of Stylistic Analysis —
on Chekhov’s motifs of “departure” and “road” [23, p. 311] from the essay
Chekhov, published in 1906 in the In Memory of Chekhov collection and
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included in Aykhenvald’s book Silhouettes of Russian Writers, in a revised
form. For Aykhenvald, Chekhov’s work is a hope, a pledge, a prophecy of
the discovery of unity,

that “single” Sphere, that “harmonic” ring in which the super-personal
non-thinking nature and the unquenchable consciousness of the individual
human personality would find their fusion, <...> the implementation of
that even higher and more ideal roundness in which nature and culture,
element and word, Pan and Logos unite [12, p. L].

A reference to Aykhenvald’s opinion is also found in Bitsilli’s 1932
review of Boris Zaitsev’s book The Life of Turgenev. The critic’s judgement
about Turgenev’s style, his lack of “true humour” was in demand here
[23, p. 434]. Bitsilli’s archive in the Pushkin House (RO IRLI (Manuscript
department of Pushkinskii Dom), f. 804) contains a small book published
by Aykhenvald in Berlin in 1925 Two Wives: Tolstaia and Dostoevskaia [4,
p. 142], which probably became known to Bitsilli while he was working
on his article The Problem of Life and Death in Tolstoi’s Works, published in
1928 in the Parisian journal Sovremennye Zapiski. It would be interesting to
compare the views of Aykhenvald and Bitsilli on Derzhavin, or Khodasevich
[11; 14; 16; 17; 26], or Bunin [9; 22], but we shall only speak about
Pushkin’s works that were of special significance to both of them.

In Aykhenvald’s philosophical and aesthetic system Pushkin holds a
key position (see: [5]). For him, Pushkin is a true “poetic theodicy” [13,
p. 41], an eternal “irreplaceable companion” who “guides us through
life”, “whether we notice it, whether we are aware of it or not”, as he will
write in 1924 in the Riga newspaper Segodnya in the article To the Great
Memory: (To the 125th Anniversary of Pushkin’s Birth) [15].

Thus, it was no coincidence that Aykhenvald would pay attention to
Bitsilli’s book Etudes on Russian Poetry (1926) where almost all sections
(The Evolution of Russian Verse; Pushkin’s Poetry; Lermontov’s Place in the
History of Russian Poetry; On the Nature of Russian Verse; The Dream and
Other Things in Pushkin’s Dictionary; The Artistic Conception of the Bronze
Horseman) were directly or indirectly related to Pushkin. Aykhenvald
would refer to it in the same year, 1926, in the Berlin newspaper Rul’ [8]°.

3 Herein forth summaries of this review are given without specific references to the text.
During the preparation of the article’s translation for publication, the complete edition of
Aykhenvald’s articles in the newspaper “Rul” was released: [27].
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Bitsilli’s book attracted Aykhenvald with its many “subtle remarks,
which testify to how well the author can, as Nietzsche put it, ‘read
slowly”, and how capable he is of evoking in his readers “general
thoughts about the nature of creativity, especially poetry”. Aykhenvald
believes that Bitsilli has a rare gift — he is “an unusually sensitive
listener of poems, diving deeply into its sound waves, and like a skillful
diver, bringing out from there new pearls, new shades of meaning”.
Aykhenvald, like another reviewer of the Etudes on Russian Poetry —
Georgii Adamovich, is impressed by the fact that Bitsilli, seeing rhythm as
the most essential feature of poetry, is not a representative of the formal
method that became fashionable these years, that “he does not muffle
poetry with poetics”, that his analysis “thus helping the truth” “takes
a turn towards content, while psychology and philosophy desirably
triumph over poetics, taken as such”. “Always lively, happily alien to
one-sidedness, not substituting, as it often happens, formalism for
pedantry, perhaps consciously compromising the straightforwardness of
methodological restraint for the sake of the complexity of art itself...”,
Aykhenvald is also impressed by Bitsilli’s attention to the content of the
poetic word, to the language itself, understanding that “lack of respect
for the inner value of the word” ruins poetry and its inner rhythm, that
poetry needs a “cumulative word” that synthesizes the semantic and the
sonic (rhythmic) into one. “And, therefore, the Logos-word, the word as
the incorporeal vessel of reason and feeling, never refuses to be a wise
guide to our analyst”. Aykhenvald, having studied philosophy for many
years, sympathizes with Bitsilli’s assertion that “true poetry is always
philosophical’ and always psychological”, that “it is not the parts, not the
elements, but only the whole that constitutes the phenomenon of art,
and that each such organic phenomenon is individual and, therefore,
limited in a certain sense”.

While paying tribute to the breadth of Bitsilli’s views, to his “profound
aesthetic impressionism”, Aykhenvald at the same time seems to criticise
the researcher for the fact that some of his judgements about poetry
“can only support the scepticism of those who doubt the fruitfulness of a
scientific analysis of poetry at all” — for example, Bitsilli’s idea that “poetic
individuality” can never be described by any scientific analysis, that any
attempts to “express in concepts the peculiarities of rhythm” are futile. If
“poetic individuality” is basic to poetry, “and if science does not grasp it, it
grasps nothing”, Aykhenvald wrote. Similarly, if it is not scientific analysis
that is needed to understand rhythm, but feeling, if rhythm “cannot be
expressed in concepts, then it is worth approaching it with a scalpel of
research that is obviously unsuitable”, “for where feeling begins, science
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ends”. But it is not Aykhenvald, whom traditionalist literary critics have
always blamed for subjectivity, excessive aestheticism, and the rejection
of literary history as a science, but someone else who would seriously
criticize Bitsilli for his apologia of “the beauty of poetry”, for his belief
that “beauty is ‘something directly convincing, axiomatic, and therefore
not subject to proof, but only to observation”. Although Aykhenvald
seems to criticize Bitsilli for the weakness of his “argumentation in favour
of beauty”, he rather criticizes the weakness of the argumentation (if
“beauty is unprovable, beauty is on the other side of all argumentation —
but then all scientific studies on poetry are doomed to failure”) rather
than the apologia of beauty itself. Aykhenvald rhetorically asks: if the

the last and highest, and in fact the only instance to which aesthetics can
appeal is the immediate feeling, the elusive intuition, the inexplicable
impression — and, therefore, the trampled rights of free impressionism
are returned...

It is unlikely that Aykhenvald is really saddened that “after Prof.
Bitsilli’s masterly research, not only the mystery of the word, but also the
mystery of sound, remains undiscovered”. The fact is that he himself, as a
supporter of that very “free impressionism”, is absolutely convinced that
“no matter how cleverly one decomposes the instrumentation of verse
into its separate parts and no matter how further one studies the poet’s
vocabulary and the nature of his epithets”, one can never uncover the
mystery of the word; on the contrary, one can only kill it by doing so.
Art, according to Aykhenvald, presupposes the reader’s co-feeling, co-
creation, not deadening analyticism. Bitsilli, from Aykhenvald’s point of
view, differs from such formalist-analysts as Salieri in that he has “the
insight of analysis <...> has nothing destructive in itself and is combined
with a sense of artistic measure and artistic tact, and here the mind does
not interfere with the ear, just as the ear does not interfere with the mind”.
It is not without reason that the critic himself concludes his review with
words of approval, emphasizing that, despite all the objections, Bitsilli’s
book is

so informative and fresh, so full of witty observations, significant ideas
of original interpretation of some samples of poetic creativity, that in our
aesthetic criticism it is an undeniably valuable contribution.

Aykhenvald’s review was cut out by Bitsilli and preserved in his
collection in the Pushkin House [4, p. 161]. The review helped to attract
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Bitsilli to more active co-operation with the editors of the Parisian journal
Sovremennye Zapiski. Aykhenvald’s articles and reviews were closely
monitored in the editorial office of Sovremennye Zapiski, especially since
he regularly responded to the next issues, but he was not allowed into
the journal itself, despite the efforts of F.A. Stepun, who was a friend of
Aykhenvald. Having read Aykhenvald’s praise of Bitsilli, I.I. Fondaminskii
immediately decided that Bitsilli’s articles on literary themes should
be included in Sovremennye Zapiski [28, p. 293], and in the same year
Bitsilli’s publication Pushkin’s Testament appeared in the journal (1926.
Book 29. P. 467-473).

The Pushkin theme in Aykhenvald’s mind, to a much greater extent
than in Bitsilli’s, is connected with reflections on the fate of post-
revolutionary Russia and the fate of the Russian language itself. In the
article To the Great Memory: (To the 125" anniversary of Pushkin’s birth)
the critic mentioned above writes about the “too non-Pushkin” time,
that “the present Russia remained without Pushkin, without his spirit”
[15]. However, as Aykhenvald believed, it was impossible to abandon
Pushkin’s “unceasing name”: both because “it was under Pushkin’s star”
that “Russian education moved on”, and because it was Pushkin’s speech
that “fertilized our speech” [15], the speech of every Russian.

The question of the Russian language and its preservation was one
of the most acute for Russian emigrants. A vivid example of this is the
discussion concerning the article of the famous theatre figure Prince
S.M. Volkonskii On the Russian language (1923), and then the book In
defence of the Russian language published by him in 1928, together with
his brother Alexander [29]. Bitsilli took a very active part in this discus-
sion. In the late 1920s and early 1930s his articles and notes appeared
one after another — first publicistic, historiosophic, then purely scientific
ones: In Defence of the Russian Language (1927), Issues of Russian Lin-
guistic Culture (1928), On Spoiling the Russian Language (1929), In De-
fence of Barbarisms in the Russian Language (1929), Nation and Language
(1929), Language and Nationality (On Formation of the Russian Literary
Language) (1930; published in 1932), etc.*.

G.V. Adamovich, who became involved in Bitsilli’s polemic with Prince
S.M. Volkonskii, writes quite correctly that “the issue of language is, of
course, the one of the spiritual life of the nation” (cited in [18, p. 661]).
However, he himself, trying for the sake of building a new language of
a new living culture, to combine and reconcile all positions, calls for a

4 Most of the articles are included in P.M. Bitsilli’s volume “Selected Writings on
Philology” [18].
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third way — without Bitsilli’s ‘indifference’ to linguistic framework/
conditions, without Volkonskii’s ‘conservative intransigence’, and at the
same time without the unconditional authority of classical authorities,
including Pushkin.

Bicilli’s position in the language dispute was analyzed in the commen-
taries to the volume of his Selected Works on Philology published back in
1996, in the monographs of I.V. Annenkova [1; 2], and in Michela Vendit-
ti’s report P.M. Bicilli and the disputes about the Russian language in emi-
gration in IMLI RAS in November 2019 at the conference Humanitarian
Science of the Russian Abroad: Towards the 140th Anniversary of the Birth
of P.M. Bitsilli initiated by O.A. Korostelev, M.A. Vasilieva and the author
of these lines®. However, the researchers missed the fact that there was
another participant in the conversation about language — Aykhenvald.
It is no coincidence that the Bitsilli collection in the Pushkin House con-
tains a newspaper clipping with his article Tongue-tied Russia from the
newspaper Rul’ of 1 August 1928 (see: [4, p. 161]) in which Aykhenvald
dwelt on A.M. Selischev’s book The Language of the Revolutionary Era
(1926; 2nd ed. — 1928), abundantly quoting the examples of post-rev-
olutionary ‘novozyaz’(Newspeak), confirming that as “the Russian cause
has gone mad”, so “the Russian word has gone mad” too [7].

In the article Tongue-tied Russia he only mentioned the book by the
Volkonskii brothers. He specifically addressed it a week later, on August
8, 1928, on the pages of the same Rul’. It seems that this Aykhenvaldian
text, although absent from the Bitsilli collection of the Pushkin House,
was certainly read and taken into account by the scholar.

“...The Volkonskii’s ‘clever and witty book’, as Aykhenvald admitted,
pleased him ‘even when he did not quite agree with it’ [10]°. Unlike the
Volkonskii’s, Aykhenvald was convinced that one cannot “identify lan-
guage with spelling, i.e., music with musical notation, the unconditional
with the conditional”. For confirmation he appealed to Pushkin:

Pushkin said that orthography is “the heraldry of language”; heraldry,
however, is something great, valuable, beautiful, but still external. A
language remains a nobleman, though its coat of arms changes. Its nobility
does not suffer from the fact that over the centuries its inscriptions are not
frozen in immobility. It’s not the letter, but the spirit. It’s about the word.

5 See M. Venditti’s article in this edition.

6 Further summaries of this review are given without specific references to the text.
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However, even while arguing, Aykhenvald solidarized with the authors
in the struggle against the “depersonalization of the Russian people”,
against violating the language of the “Russia-hater in the Kremlin”, and
for the creation of a new volunteer army — the “army of the word”. For
him, “to defend the purity of the Russian language means also to defend
the purity of Russian thinking”: “...for the language, it is the people”.
That is why he considers the Volkonskii’s book “highly important and
inspiring”, emphasizing that the “linguistic patriotism” of the authors
is far from the “bureaucratic and ossified patriotism”, that they see the
‘revolutionary’ and ‘protective’ beginnings inherent in the language itself,
their dialectical interaction, but remember the importance of holding on
to the ‘protective’ beginning not only in language, but also in life itself.

Analysing Bitsilli’s polemic with the Volkonskii’s, M. Venditti consid-
ered the main distinguishing point to be that Volkonsky’s position in the
dispute about language was “purely political”, whereas Bitsilli’s one was
“scientific”. However, it seems impossible to discount the fact that Bitsilli
became involved in this dispute at the time of his fascination with Eur-
asianism and that the Eurasian term ‘place-development’ appears among
the examples he gives. It is natural that Bitsilli’s reflections on language
arise in parallel with his reflections on people and nation: he is not only
concerned with the dispute with Volkonskii on a specific issue, this dis-
pute is closely connected with his linguocultural and sociolinguistic
views in general’.

As for the evaluation of the Volkonskii brothers’ book, Bitsilli
and Aykhenvald’s positions clearly diverge: Bitsilli emphasizes the
‘revolutionary’, ever-renewing beginning, accepting and assimilating
everything new; Aykhenvald, on the contrary, stresses the protective,
conserving one. It was not for nothing that S.L. Frank, who was a friend
of Aykhenvald, wrote a very emotional obituary in the newspaper Rul’,
published immediately after the critic’s death, calling the deceased a
“knight of the Holy Spirit”, a defender of the Russian cause:

He — being a Jew and a member of the liberal intelligentsia — came
from love for Pushkin and for the spiritual culture of the old imperial,
Petrine Russia <...> to strictly conservative convictions [25].

And somewhat differently the same thought was expressed a month
later on the pages of the Parisian magazine Put’: Aykhenvald was one of

7 Bitsilli’s views on the development of the Russian literary language are covered in two
monographs by I.V. Annenkova [1; 2].
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the most honourable representatives of “the Russian cause struggling for
spiritual values, for the spiritual beginnings of life” [24, p. 126].

It is noteworthy that despite the divergence with Aykhenvald in the
dispute about language, Bitsilli similarly assessed Aykhenvald’s role in
Russian culture in an obituary printed in January 1929 in the Sofia news-
paper Golos [21]8.

It would be too simplistic to consider the writing of the obituary as a
reciprocal gesture of gratitude for the positive review of Etudes on Russian
Poetry. But while the authors of other obituaries — B. Zaitsev, G. Landau,
I. Matussevich, V. Nabokov, S. Frank, V. Khodasevich, I. Shmelev — knew
Aykhenvald personally, Biscilli is an obvious exception in this sense.
Reading their texts, Biscilli observes “a rare unanimity”, confirming, in
his view, that the late critic “was undoubtedly what they characterize him
as”. Bitsilli draws particular attention to the fact that Aykhenvald is spo-
ken of as “a man of high moral qualities, exceptional kindness, sensitivity,
sincerity and nobility”, but “not as a writer”. This, according to Bitsilli, is
because Aykhenvald is “treated in his own way”, which means a special
interest in the author’s “individual mental character”. Biscilli emphasizes
that while Aykhenvald was “a great connoisseur of the artistic word”, he
was alien to the desire to see a word as a “self-contained value”, what
Biscilli calls a spiritual ‘Alexandrianism’, that the critic always wanted
to find a more meaningful “beauty of the soul” “behind formal beauty”.
Bicilli refers to the opinion of one of the obituaries (unfortunately, I have
not yet been able to establish whose it was), who claimed that Aykhen-
vald “was not a critic at all: rather a moralist <...> in the sense of a re-
searcher of the human soul”. However, this soul had to be one that car-
ried thought through the word, this “highest and most perfect expression
of the life of the spirit”. According to Bitsilli, Aykhenvald equated culture
and literature. It is interesting to note that Bitsilli, apparently quite de-
liberately, ignores everything that Aykhenvald wrote about Western Eu-
ropean literature: he creates the image of a critic whose field of enquiry
“was always one and the only Russian literature”, and therefore Russian
culture. Bitsilli is unlikely to have been unaware of Aykhenvald’s articles
on Western authors, but it was crucial for him to paint the image of a
foreigner, a Jew, a son of a rabbi, for whom Russian culture turns out
to be a culture of “the greatest value and absolute significance”. Bitsilli
emphasises that Aykhenvald in this sense was “in his tastes, in his convic-
tions, in his whole state of mind as Russian as it is possible to be”. Bitsilli
argues, almost defiantly, that Aykhenvald was so “intimately connected”

8 Hereafter, the obituary is summarised without special references to the text.
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with Russian culture that to speak of Russian culture is “to continue to
speak of him”, Aykhenvald. For Bitsilli it is undeniable that although “the
Russian cultural element <...> is permeated with the spirit of Orthodoxy”,
it is “possible to be Russian <...> without being born into it”, since “all
culture” at a certain point in its development “outgrows the confessional
framework™. That is why Bitsilli includes Aykhenvald in a list of Jews —
A.L. Volynskii, S.A. Vengerov, A.G. Gornfeld, M.O. Gershenzon — those
“few admirers and interpreters of Russian culture”, for whom Russian cul-
ture was an independent real “spiritual magnitude” and whom Bitsilli calls
the “knights of Russian literature”. According to Bitsilli, this very fact testi-
fies “to the mighty attractive and assimilating power of Russian culture and
the Russian ‘element”. That is why Aykhenvald, “a man not indifferent to
political questions”, according to Bitsilli, in emigration wrote only about
Russian literature — “for him it was somehow ‘first’, more essential, in a
sense ‘more real’ than anything else”. Aykhenvald’s fate, his great “faith in
the soul of Russia” turns out, in Bitsilli’s view, to be a kind of example and
moral lesson for all Russians: “This is the meaning and significance of his
life for us, his posthumous testament, a lesson and a high example”.
Everything Bitsilli said about Aykhenvald seems to make sense to con-
sider taking into account that set of articles on the “philosophy of the
nation”!°, which he printed in 1928-1930 in Sovremennye Zapiski: Nation
and People (1928. Book 37. P. 342-355), Nation and State (1929. Book
38. P. 380-400), Nation and Language (1929. Book 40. P. 403-426), and
Evolution of Nation and Revolution (1930. Book 42. P. 374-384). In the
articles Nation and People and Nation and Language the nation, in con-
trast to ethnographic people, is understood as a “cultural union” [19,
p. 403], as that part of the people for whom “culture” is “a realized ideal”,
“a stimulus of personal activity, a source of creative energy” [20, p. 353].
In his “philosophy of the nation” Bitsilli does not limit himself to “histori-
cal morphology” [20, p. 353]. It is not without reason that in the article
Nation and Language he speaks of the “morphology of culture” addressed
to the sphere of language as meeting the requirements of “the greatest
generality and the greatest identity” [19, p. 404]. At the same time, for

9 Cf. Bitsilli’s earlier judgement: “If national culture and national religion are one and
the same thing, then not only Tiutchev, but also Turgenev, Pushkin, Tolstoi, and in fact
Russian culture itself would have to be expunged from the history of Russian culture” [20,
p. 350].

10 Tn a letter to V.V. Rudnev, the editor of Sovremennye Zapiski, dated January 28, 1930,
Bitsilli retroactively recorded that he had conceived and was implementing (with the
approval of the editors) a set of articles on the “philosophy of the nation” (see: [3, p. 114]).
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Bitsilli, who, like Aykhenvald, had Jewish roots [3, p. 19], Aykhenvald’s
obituary becomes another incentive to speak of a unified Russian culture
and of a nation irreducible to nationality, just as the great Ocean of lan-
guage was irreducible for him to the language of different peoples.

Thus, as we see, the service of the Word and Culture not only gave
rise to disputes and discussions, but also abolished various political,
confessional, national, and scientific partitions. The convergence of
philosophical and aesthetic positions created emotional and worldview
empathy between Russian emigrants separated by spatial boundaries,
building individual statements, judgments and publications into a fruitful
intellectual dialogue about the morphology of Russian culture and the
individual uniqueness of its representatives.
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I[MPVIOXKEHWE
10.1. AtixeHBaJIbJ,
JlutepaTypHble 3aMeTK!

Kumxka npod. BUIMIM «3TIOAB O PYCCKON [T033UN» MHTepecHa He TOIbKO
TeM, YTO B Hell pa3bpocaHO MHOTO TOHKUX 3aMedYaHHH, CBUETEIbCTBYIONNX,
KaK XOpOILIO yMeeT aBTOp, 110 BhIpakeHUIo Hulie, «MeAJeHHO YUTaTb», HO U
TEM, YTO OHa BOJIbHO M HEBOJIHHO MPOOYKAAET B CBOMX YUTATEISX OOIIIHE MBICTH
0 TIPUPOZie TBOPYECTBA, OCOOEHHO MO33UH.

K ypasymenuto nociesHel, ee cynHocTH, [1. BUIWLIM TOAXOAUT IIyTeM H3-
Y4eHUA Npexze Bcero purma. [1093u4 1j11 Hero sTo — pUTM. JIpyrux CyliecTBeH-
HBIX IIPU3HAKOB B Hell OH He HAaXOAWUT. APHOCTO OH CJIaBUT 3a €ro My3bIKasb-
HOCTb, 3a TO, YTO UM MOXKHO HAC/IaXAATbCA, U He IIOHUMAadA HU eAUHOI'0 CJI0Ba
TO-UTaJbSHCKU. VI, HaIpuMep, B CTUXOTBOpeHuH [IyIikuHa «51 Bac JIOOWT; JIio-
60BB ellle GBITh MOXKET...» [JI HETO «eAUHCTBEHHOE, YTO JeHCTBYeT Ha AYINY,
9TO — HEIMOoApakaeMblii, U3yMUTEIbHBIH 110 6GOTaTCTBY U TOHKOCTSIM OTTEHKOB
pUTM». I3 pUTMa poxkJaeTcs CoAepKaHue.

V1 Hazo ckasaTh, YTO HAIl MCCIeZOBaTeNlb B CaMOM Jejle HeOOBIKHOBEHHO
YYTKO CJIBIIIUT CTUXOTBOPEHUE, TIY6OKO MOTPYKAaeTCs B €r0 3ByKOBbIE BOJHBI U,
KaK MCKYCHBIH BOZ0JIa3, BLIHOCUT OTTY/la HOBBIE JKeMYY)KUHBI, HOBbIE OTTEHKU
cMbIca. [Ipy 3ToM 6B1T0 6B HecIIpaBeAIUBO CYUTATh TPod. Buimumu 6e3ycios-
HBIM CTOPOHHUKOM $HOpPMaTbHOTO METO/a, KOTOPHII Hallles Obl Terepb B Poccuu
CTOJIBKO yCepZAHBIX Ioc/lesoBaTeslell: HeT, B «OTIoZaX O PYCCKOM 1M033UM» TO U
ZieJI0 C yIepOoM A1 BHELTHeH OC/IeZIoBaTeIbHOCTH, HO 3aTO C BBIUTPHILIEM /I
WCTHHBIL, INHUA aHAIN3a CBOPAaYUBAET B CTOPOHY COZlep)KaHUA, U Ha/| TO3TUKOHN
KaK TaKOBOM KeJIAHHO TOPXKECTBYET IICUXO0JIOruA U ¢mnocodus. Beerna :KUBOH,
CYACTIMBO YYKIBIN OZHOCTOPOHHOCTH, He MTOAMEHS, KaK 3TO HepeAKO OBIBAET,
bopmanu3Ma nesjaHTU3MOM, OBITH MOXKET — CO3HATENIbHO MOCTYAsCh MPSIMO-
JINHEHOU BBI/IEP’KaHHOCTHIO METOZOIOTUY PAZIU CJIOKHOCTH CaMOT'0 UCKYCCTBA,
MTOYTEHHBIH aBTOP HE TOJBKO CBOUX IVIa3 He 3aKPhIBAET Mepes HeyJOOHBIMU IS
ero Meroza ¢pakTamMu, HO ¥ OTKPBIBAET HA HUX IVIa3a 4Yy)KUe, €CJIU OHU B 3TOM
HyXZatoTcA. 1JeHHO TOo, YTO TIO3TUKOM OH He 3amyllaeT I033uu. 1 motoMy oH
obpalaeT cBoe U Hallle BHUMaHKe Ha TO, C KaKol 0CO60I OCTOPOXKHOCTBIO U Oe-
PEXIMBOCTBIO OTHOCATCSA PYCCKUM A3BIK U pycCKas M033UA K CoZiepKaHUIO CI0B
U KaK MCTUT 3a ce0sl, Ty6s1 pUTM, «OTCYTCTBUE YBaXKEHHUA KO BHyTPEHHE 1IeHHO-
CTH cJI0Ba». V1 HOTOMy OH, He 605Cb HEKOTOPOT'O IIPOTUBOPEYHA C CAMUM CO60I0,
HCIIOBEZYET, UTO «CJIOBO, B3ATOE B OTBJIEYEHUH OT €I'0 CMBIC/IA, YTPAYMBAET CBOIO
posb GpakTopa M033UU», U YTO 033U HyXKAAETCA BO BCEM, B COBOKYITHOM CJIOBE,
BO «BCEM 0OTaTCTBE €ro COAEpP)KaHUsA, U CMBICJIOBOTO, U 3BYKOBOTO». V1 IOTOMY



E.A. Taxo-Todu ~ ®UJIOCOPCKO-3CTETUYECKUI JIVAJIOT... 175

CJIOBO, Kak JIoroc, cI0BO, KaK GeCIIOTHBIN cocy/ pasyMa U 4yBCTBa, HUKOT/A He
OTKa3bIBAET HAIIEMY aHAJTUTHUKY B CBOEM MyZpPOM IIyTeBOAUTENbCTBE. [Tpod. Bu-
WU CJTUIIIKOM 3HAET, YTO «MCTUHHASA 033U Beeraa dmiocopudHa» U Bceraa
nicuxonoruyHa. OH 3HAET U TO, YTO He CKJIAZIIBAETCA CTUXOTBOPEHUE U3 CTUXOB,
YTO HE YaCTU, He 3JIEMEHTHI, a TOJBKO I[eJI0e TIPECTaB/sIeT COO60I0 IBIEHHE UC-
KYCCTBA U YTO KaXK/I0€ TaKOe OPTaHNYeCKoe SABIeHNe UHOUBUJYANbHO U, 3HAUUT,
B U3BECTHOM CMBICJIE OTPAHUYEHHO.

Ho kak pa3 B CWIy 3TOM IIMPOTHI CBOETO BO33PEHUS U TIOHUMAaHUA, KaK pa3s
B CHJIy CBO€H YIIyOJEeHHOM 3CTeTUYECKOH BIIeYaTIUTENbHOCTH, [1. BUIIWLIN He
OJHAXK/BI BEIHY)K/IA€TCsI POHATD Takue Gpasbl, KOTOPhIE MOTYT JIUIIb MTOAAEPIKU-
BaTh CKEITUI[M3M Te€X, KTO BOOOIIe COMHEBAETCSA B IVIOAOTBOPHOCTH HAYYHOTO
pasbopa moasuu. Tak, OH BEICKa3bIBAETCSI 3@ TO, UTO TOJBKO B U3BECTHOM CTETIEHU
TO3TUYECKass UHAUBUAYATbHOCTD TOAAAETCs HaydHOMY aHanu3y (cTp. 149), —
a BeZlb MO3TUYECKask WHANBUAYAIbHOCTD, 3TO B [T033UU — eINHOE Ha MoTpeby,
U ecJI1 HayKa He yJIaBJIMBaeT ee, TO OHa He yJIaBJIUBaeT HUYEero. Tak, IOTPATUB
CTOJIbKO YMa ¥ yMeHUs Ha aHaJIM3 PUTMa, OH B KOHI[Ee KOHIIOB COYYBCTBYeT ['yH-
n0bdy', OTKa3hIBAOLUIEMYCS OT MOMBITKY BBIPA3UTh B TOHATHUSIX 0COOEHHOCTH
putMuku [€Te, U 3asdBIAeT: PUTM HaAZ0 MOYYBCTBOBATh (cTp. 247), — a Beab
I/le HauMHaeTCs YyBCTBO, TaM KOHYAeTCs HayKa, U eCJIM PUTMa HeJb3s TIOHSTh,
HeJIb351 BBIPA3UTh B TIOHATUSAX, TO CTOUT JIM U IPUBIMIKATHCSA K HEMY C 3aBEZIOMO
HETOZIHBIM CKaJbIleJieM ucciefioBaHus? Tak, «06JacThio, TOCTOPOHHEN HayKe»
(cTp. 271), oH IpOBO3IVIAIIAET CaMO€e IMIaBHOE — Te «3BYKH Hebec», KOTOphie
paszgaroTca B cTuxax JIepMOHTOBA, M HAXOJHUT, YTO B KPacoTe €CTh «HEUYTO He-
MTOCPEICTBEHHO yYOeAUTENbHOE, aKCHOMAaTUYeCKoe U TIOTOMY IOZjIexalee He
JTIOKa3bIBAHUIO, a TOJBKO KOHCTATUPOBAHUIO»; Zla, KpacoTa HelloKazyema, Kpa-
CoTa — TI0 Ty CTOPOHY BCSIKOM apryMeHTaI[UH, — HO TOT/Ia BCe Hay4HbIE TIOI
0 T023UH 0OpeKaloTes Ha Heyzady. U kak craba apryMeHTalyst B OJIb3y Kpaco-
ThI, MOKHO BU/IETh XOTsI OBl U3 CJIEAYIOIIEro apryMeHTa, IPUBOAUMOIO CAMUM
. BUIWLIK: JOMyCTUTh OfHY 0COGEHHOCTh B CTPOPUUECKOM TTOCTPOEHUN «EB-
renus OHerwHa» 3HAYWIO OBl IIPU3HATh HEZOCTAaTOK «OHErMHa» KaK XyZoyKe-
CTBEHHOTO I[€JIOT0, «MEX/IY TeM KaK Mbl HETIOCPEAICTBEHHO YYBCTBYEM, UTO 3TO
MIpou3Be/ieHNe TpeKpacHo U 6e3ympedyHo» (cTp. 185), — BBIXOAUT, TAKUM 00-
pa3oM, YTO TOCTEeAHAS U BhICIIAA, @ B CYI[HOCTH, U €IUHCTBEHHAS MHCTAHIIVS,
B KOTOPYIO MOKET 06pallaThbCs CTETHUKA, STO — HEMOCPeJCTBEHHOE YYBCTBO,
HeyJIOBUMasi WHTYULUsI, HEOOBSICHUMOE BIleUaTIeHWe, — W, CIeJOBaTEeNbHO,
BO3BpAIalOTCS MOTPaHHbBIE GBLIO MPaBa BOJTbHOMY UMIIPECCUOHU3MY. ..

WTak, ¥ Iocjie MaCTePCKOTO U3bICKaHUs Mpod. BUIIMILIN He pa3obiayeHHOM
ocTaeTcs He TOJBKO TaliHa CJIOBa, HO M TaiHa 3ByKa. V1 CKOJIBbKO OB HU TIepe-
YUCJIATD VIACHBIE U COTVIACHBIE 3BYKU B TOM VI APYTOM CTUXOTBOPEHUH, KaK ObI
OCTPOYMHO HH pasjiarajii MTHCTPYMEHTOBKY CTHXa Ha e€ OT/eTbHbIe YaCTU U KaK
OBl lajiee HU U3y4ajkCh CIOBaph M03TA U MIPUPOJA €r0 STTUTETOB, BCE PABHO —
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HUKAaKUX CYIIECTBEHHBIX PE3y/IbTaTOB 37leCh He AOCTHUTHEIb. Tem, uto Cajbe-
PHY My3bIKY pasbsil, KaK TPYI, U alreOpoil MOBEpPHI TapMOHHIO, OH Ha BHICOTY
MouapTa He TMOAHAICA, OH U KJII0oYa K My3bIKe He Hamrea. OH TOJbKO YMePTBII
3BYKU, BBIHYJI CEPALIEBUHY M3 UX JKUBOT'O TPOCTHHKA. O6 MCKyCCTBe Jydile He
TOBOPUTH U K HEMY He ITPUKacaThesl. ICKycCTBO — IpeKpacHasi MUMO03a, TPeIeT-
HOE «He TPOHb MeHsI», U 6OJIbIIe BCETO PAZIo OHO TeM, KTO, He MyZAPCTBYS IyKaBo,
MIPOCTO OTZAAETCSA eMy B ero IUIEHUTENbHYIO BlacTh. IIpaBaa, cieyeT OorOBOPUTh-
cs1, YTO OHO Paj0 U CBOMM ILeHUTeNsIM Tuna [1. BUIWUIK, TOTOMY YTO B 3TOM
THITE TIPOHUIATENLHOCTh aHa/IN3a, KaK MBI Y)Ke U OTMETHWIN, He UMeeT B cebe
HUYEro paspyuIuTeNTbHOTO U COEMHSIETCS C YYBCTBOM XYAOKECTBEHHON Mephl
U XyZ0)KeCTBEHHOTO TaKTa, U yM 3/leCh He MelllaeT CIyXy, KaK CIyX He MelllaeT
ymy. OT 3ByKa Halll TOHKWI aBTOpP CMBIC/Ia He OTphIBaeT. U XOTs OTAe/bHbIE CO-
obpakeHus T. BUIIWLIN CIIOpHBI (HalpruMep, TOJIbKO i [IyIIKUHY CBOHMCTBEHHA
«MHOTOTIAHHOCTb», MHOTOCMBIC/IEHHOCTb, CIIOCOOGHOCTh CBOMMU TIPOU3BEAEHU-
SIMU OTKPBIBAaTh Iepe/] HAMU BCe HOBBIE U HOBBIE MEPCIIEKTUBEI 0OPa30B, MBIC-
JIell ¥ HaCTPOEHMH? pa3Be 3TO He CBOWCTBO KaXKJOT'0 MO3TUYECKOTO TBOPEHUA,
HeucyepriaeMoil COKPOBUIITHUIIBI CUMBOJIOB ¥ HaMEKOB, KOTOPhlE Pa3BUBaET
Janbliie, B 66CKOHEYHOCTh BEJIET Y3KE CaM YUTATENb, STOT COTPYAHUK MTHUCATENS,
HeIlpeMeHHBII YYaCTHUK ero TBOPYECKOro Mmpoliecca?.. Wi KaK TPYAHO COoIvia-
CUThCS C yTBEPIKAEHHEM aBTOpa, O6yATO MocieAHss cTpoda «AHYapa» «BbIes-
eTCcsl CBOMM KaKUM-TO HaMepeHHO pebsuecKUM TOHOM, HAllOMUHAIOIIMM TOH
JETCKUX CKAa30K»). XOTsA, TIOBTOPsieM, He Bce MPUEMJIEMO B KHIDKKe mpod. Bu-
LWITHA, HO B OOIIEM OHA TaK coZep)KaTelbHa U CBeXa, TaK TOJHA OCTPOYMHBIX
HabI0/IeHUH, 3HAUUTETbHBIX Hell OPUTUHATBHOIO UCTOJKOBAHHS HEKOTOPHIX
06pasIioB MO3TUYECKOTO TBOPYECTBA, UTO B HAIIY SCTETUYECKYIO KPUTHKY BXO-
JIUT OHA HEOCTIOPUMO IIEHHBIM BKJIAZIOM.

[leyaTaeTcsa Mo Ta3eTHOM mmyOsiuKanuu: Pynb. BepmuH, 1926. 6 aHBaps.
N2 1548. C. 2-3.

! ®puzpux I'yHponbd (1ceBz., HacT. uma Opuzapux Jleononsz I'yHaerbGUH-
rep; 1880-1931) — HeMelKUi TO3T, IUTEPATYPOBE, aBTOP MOHYMEHTATEHOTO
TpyZAa «['ére».

I1. Bunwuin
ITamaru FOaua McaeBuya AlixeHBaIbJa
Bce, OTKIMKHYBITMECT Ha Tparudeckyro koHunHy HO.U. AlixeHBasbza, CO-

IIUTKCh B €r0 OI[eHKE C PeAKUM eJUHOAYIINEM. DTO JOKa3bIBaeT, YTO OH HECo-
MHEHHO ObUT TAaKOB, KaK €ro XapaKTepHU3YIOT: YeJ0BEK BBICOKMX HPaBCTBEHHBIX
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Ka4veCTB, UCKIIOYUTENTBHOM 06POTEI, YYTKOCTH, UICKPEHHOCTU U 61aropoACTBa.
3amMeyaTesnbHO, YTO B HEKPOJIOraX €My T'OBOPUTCH NIPEUMYIIECTBEHHO O HEM,
KakK 0 4eJIoBeKe — He Kak o nucarese. V1 3TUM eMy Bo3zaeTcs ZomkHoe. K Hemy
TIPUMEHSIETCS ero COOCTBEHHEBIN TOAXO0A K TEM, O KOTOPBIX MHCAJ OH caM. B mu-
carensx, «CUTyaThl» KOTOPBIX OH HabpachIBal, €r0 MHTEPECOBAJ MIPEXKAe BCETO
VHAWBUYaTbHBIN JYIIEBHBIN OOIUK KaXKAOTO. 3a «IUTEPATYPOIi» OH UCKAT «de-
JIOBeKa». BOJBIIOM 3HATOK XyZ0KeCTBEHHOTO CJIOBA U OOJIBIION €ro 1eHUTEb,
OH, OZIHAKO, He UMeJ B cebe HUYEro «ajJeKCaHAPUHCKOTO»: «CJIOBO» OBLIO I
HEero OTHIOZIb He CaMO/IOBJIEIOIIeH IIEeHHOCTHIO, U 3a GOpPMaTbHON KPacoTON OH
CTapaJicd yraZiaTh U MOKa3aTh KPacoTy AyIIEBHYIO. B CyIIHOCTH, KaK BEPHO 3aMe-
TWJI OIVH U3 MACABIINX 06 AliXeHBaJIb/Jle, OH COBCEM He OBUT KpUMuKom, CKopee
MOpANUCMOM, HE B CMBICJIE «yYUTEN MOPAJIH», a B CMBIC/IE HCCIEI0BATEIA YesIo-
Beueckoii ayuri. Ho nHTepec ero 65u1 06paliieH janeKo He Ha BCIKYIO AyIiy. Beico-
YaMIIUM U COBEPIIEHHENIITNM BhIpaKeHUEM KU3HU Ayxa ObLia AJIs HETO MBICJIb,
3amneyvatieHHas B cyIoBe. Kynsmypa cBoAuIach g HEro K iumepanmype, ¥ TO, 9T0
TIoJIEM €T0 UCCIeJOBaHMM ObUIa BCETZa U €JUHCTBEHHO PYCCKas Jumepamypda,
CBUJETETbCTBYET Y3KE TEM CaMBIM O TOM, YeM ObLTa /IJIsI HETO PYCCKAsl KYAbMypa:
KYJIBTYPO#1 IO TPEUMYIIIECTBY, KyIbTypOU BeJMuaiiiieli IeHHOCTH U abCOTIOTHO-
ro 3HayeHuA. EBpell 110 IPOUCXOXKJEHUIO, ChIH OZIeCCKOT'0 PaBBUHA, AIXeHBAJb/,
6BLI IO BKycaM, TI0 yOeXX/JeHUAM, TI0 BCEMY CBOEMY AYIIEBHOMY CKJIaZy PYCCKUM
B TaKOH CTeNeHH, B KaKO¥ 3TO BOOOIIE BO3MOXKHO. 37I€Ch €CTh HEUTO, Ha UEM CJIe-
ZIyeT OCTAaHOBUTBCA. PyccKas KyJbTypa, Kak HEKOTOpas AyXOBHAA BeJTMYMHA, KaK
HEKOTOPBIN peaybHbIA IIpeJMeT, Majo KOMY U3BECTHA U MaJio KOMy IOHATHA.
Mo’KHO Ha3BaTh JIMIIb HEMHOTO JIIO/IeH, KOTOpble 3a[yMBbIBAIMCh U 3a/lyMbIBa-
I0TCsA HaZ OOIIMM CMBICIOM 3TOM PeaybHOCTH, JJ KOTOPBIX PYCCKas KyJabTypa
ABJIAETCA TAKOM caMOCMOosimesnbHOll peaylbHOCTBIO, CYIIeCTBYIONel He3aBUCUMO
OT Pa3JNYHBIX 06GHAPYKUBAIOIIUXCS B HEll «HAIIpaBIeHU», — TeX ePEBbEB, 3a
KOTOPBIMU OOGBIYHO He BUZAT Jieca. VI BOT U HaZl0 OTMETHUTb, YTO B UHCJIE ITUX He-
MHOT'MX TIOKJIOHHHUKOB Y MICTOJIKOBaTeNEN PYCCKOM KY/IBTYPBI — ITOCKOJIBKY OHA
BBIPQ’KEHA B JINTEPATYPE, B UUCJIe STUX BEPHBIX PhIIapeil pyCCKOW JIUTepaTypBhl,
BUJHOE MECTO 3aHUMAIOT UMEHHO eBper. YTOObI TOBOPUTH TOIBKO 06 OTOIIE -
IIUX, Ha30BY, KpoMe AlixeHBasbza, BombsiHCKOTO, BeHrepoBa, l'opHdenbaa, I'ep-
nreH3oHa. fI KOCHyJICA 3TOro BOBCE He paJil KAKOW-TO «aIloJIOTUN» eBPEHCTBa,
KOTOpOe B Hell He Hyx/JaeTcs (a «yOeKZAeHHBIX HEHaBUCTHUKOB» BCE PABHO He
nepeybeuIlb), a TOTOMY, YTO 3TO BayKHO /I TOHUMAaHUS TOH [eHHOCTH, KOTO-
poli yIIeANmii oT Hac AXeHBasb/, CIIYKWI BCIO XKU3Hb, C KOTOPOI OH OBLT TaK
WHTHUMHO CBfI3aH, YTO TOBOPUTH O HEH — 3HAYUT MPOJOKATh TOBOPUTH O HEM.
Pycckas Ky/lbTypHasA CTUXUA — OTO He MOJJIEXXUT HU JI0Ka3aTelbCTBaM, HU CO-
MHEHHIO — HaCKBO3b IIPOHM3aHA JyXOM IIPaBOCIaBUA; — U TeM He MeHee, —
MbI 3TO BUAMM — MOXKHO OBITH PYCCKHUM, CJIEZ0OBATEIbHO, KAK-TO CBA3aHHBIM
C TIpaBOCTaBUeEM, — U He OyAy4YH POXKIEHHBIM B HEM, OCTaBasiCh U BCIO JKU3Hb
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dbopMasnbHO BHe ero (3To mocjesHee, BIIPOYeM, He OTHOCUTCA K AMXeHBAJbLY,
KOTODHIH, eclIu A He ouIMbaroch, MCIOBeJOBAJ IIPaBOCIaBHYIO Bepy). Beakad
KYJIbTypa KOPEHUTCA B PEJTUTUY, HO B U3BECTHBIN MOMEHT CBOETr'O Pa3BUTHA OHA
KaK-TO IlepepacTaeT BEPOUCIIOBEIHbIE DAMKH. ..

OTMeueHHOe SIBJIeHVEe CBUZETENbCTBYET elile 06 OJHOM: O MOTy4Yel MpUTs-
raTeJIbHON U aCCUMMWINPYIOIIEH CHIe PYCCKOU KyJIBTYPHl U PYCCKON «CTHUXUU>.
AtixeHBasb/ia OHA, BO BCAKOM CiIydae, IOAYMHIUIA cebe IIeTMKOM U HaBcerza. M3-
THaHHBIN U3 Poccry 3a caMOCTOATENbHOCTD 3aHATONH UM OOIIIECTBEHHOM U «H/ie-
OJIOTUYECKOW» TTO3ULIUH, OH, YeJIOBEK, [T0 OTHOLIEHHIO K TIOTUTHYECKUM BOIIPO-
caM OTHIOZb He O6e3pas3INyHBIH, Ha Yy>KOUHe IIPOA0JDKAI eslaTh TOJIBKO TO, YTO
OH Jles1ajl BCIO JKU3HB: IHCaTh O PYCCKOM JIUTepaType M HU O 4eM Gosblre. Kak
BUZIHO, i1 HET'O OHA GbLIa KaK-TO «IIepBee», CyllleCTBeHHee, B KAKOM-TO CMBICTIE
«peaJibHee» BCEro OCTaJIbHOIO.

Tak Benuka ObLTa ero Bepa B Ayuly Poccuu. B aTOM 3akiodaeTca id Hac
CMBICJI ¥ 3HAYEeHHE ero JKU3HU, ero MOCMepTHOe 3aBellaHNe, YPOK U BBICOKUN
npuMep. Beunaa emy namArob!

[TeyaTaerca mo razeTHou my6siukanuu: omoc. Codwus, 1929. 19 auBaps.
N2 26. C. 1-2.
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