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I

The relation of art to social life is a questiorattthas always
figured largely in all literatures that have reatlzedefinite stage
of development. Most often, the question has bewwaeared in
one of two directly opposite senses.

Some say: man is not made for the sabbath, busdhbath for
man; society is not made for the artist, but thestafor society.
The function of art is to assist the development na@n’s
consciousness, to improve the social system.

Others emphatically reject this view. In their apm art is
anaimin itself; to, convert it into aeansof achieving any
extraneous aim, even the most noble, is to lowerdignity of a
work of art.

The first of these two views was vividly reflectdad our
progressive literature of the sixties. To say majhof Pisarev,
whose extreme one-sidedness almost turned it into a
caricature® one might mention Chernyshevsky and Dobrolyubov
as the most thorough-going advocates of this viewhée critical
literature of the time. Chernyshevsky wrote in aiéis earliest
critical articles:

“The idea of ‘art for art’s sake’ is as strangeoiur times as
‘wealth for wealth’s sake’, ‘science for scienceake’, and
so forth. All human activities must serve mankifidhiey
are not to remain useless and idle occupations.ltiVea
exists in order that man may benefit by it; scieagists in
order to be man’s guide; art, too, must serve sassdul
purpose and not fruitless pleasure.” In Chernydhgss
opinion, the value of the arts, and especially thie“most
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serious of them,” poetry, is determined by the sofn
knowledge they disseminate in society. He sayst, “@r it
would be better to say poetry (only poetry, for thieer arts

do very little in this respect), spreads amongniass of the
reading public an enormous amount of knowledge and,
what is still more important, familiarises them hvithe
concepts worked out by science — such is poetryesitg
purpose in life.™ The same idea is expressed in his
celebrated dissertatiomhe Aesthetic Relation of Art to
Reality. According to its 17th thesis, art not only reproes

life but explains it: its productions very oftendie the
purpose of pronouncing judgement on the phenoména o
life.”

In the opinion of Chernyshevsky and his discipl®@blyubov,
the function of art was, indeed, to reproduce bafed to pass
judgement on its phenomerf8And this was not only the opinion
of literary critics and theoreticians of art. It svaot fortuitous that
Nekrasov called his muse the muse of “vengeancegartl” In
one of his poems the Citizen says to the Poet:

Thou poet by the heavens blessed,
Their chosen herald! It is wrong
That the deprived and dispossessed
Are deaf to your inspired song.

Believe, men have not fallen wholly,
God lives yet in the heart of each

And still, though painfully and slowly,
The voice of faith their souls may reach.

Be thou a citizen, serve art.
And for thy fellow-beings live,
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To them, to them thy loving heart
And all thy inspiration give?

In these words the Citizen Nekrasov sets forth bisn
understanding of the function of art. It was in @kathe same
way that the function of art was understood at timae by the
most outstanding representatives of the plastg-apainting, for
example. Perov and Kramskoi, like Nekrasov, strdwe be
“citizens” in serving art; their works, like hisagsed “judgements
on the phenomena of life?

The opposite view of the function of creative aatlha powerful
defender in Pushkin, the Pushkin of the time ofhdlas I.
Everybody, of course, is familiar with such of lpsems a3 he
RabbleandTo the Poet The people plead with the poet to
compose songs that would improve social moralspimdt with a
contemptuous, one might say rude, rebuff:

Begone, ye pharisees! What cares
The peaceful poet for your fate?

Go, boldly steep yourselves in sin:
With you the lyre will bear no weight.

Upon your deeds | turn my back.
The whip, the dungeon and the rack
Till now you suffered as the price
For your stupidity and vice

And, servile madmen, ever shall!

Pushkin set forth his view of the mission of thefpm the much-
guoted words:

No, not for worldly agitation,
Nor worldly greed, nor worldly strife,
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But for sweet song, for inspiration,
For prayer the poet comes to life.

Here the so-called theory of art for art’'s sakéorsnulated in the
most striking manner. It was not without reasort fashkin was
cited so readily and so often by the opponentshef literary
movement of the sixtied,

Which of these two directly opposite views of thedtion of art is
to be considered correct?

In undertaking to answer this question, it musitflve observed
that it is badly formulated. Like all questionsaogimilar nature, it
cannot be approached from the standpointdofty.” If the artists
of a given country at one period shun “worldly agdan and
strife,” and, at another, long for strife and thegitaion that
necessarily goes with it, this is not because souhelprescribes
for them different “duties” at different periodsutbbecause in
certain social conditions they are dominated by atidude of
mind, and by another attitude of mind in other abconditions.
Hence, if we are to approach the subject correattymust look at
it not from the standpoint of what ought to be, binvhat actually
is and has been. We shall therefore formulate thestipn as
follows:

What are the most important social conditions iniclwh
artists and people keenly interested in art coreemnd
become possessed by the belief in art for art’'e®ak

As we approach the answer to this question, it mall be difficult
to answer another, one closely connected with @ an less
interesting, namely:
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What are the most important social conditions iniolwh
artists and people keenly interested in art coreemwnd
become possessed by the so-called utilitarian \aéart,
that is, the tendency to attach to artistic prodoms the
significance of “judgements on the phenomena eflif

The first of these two questions impels us oncanaga recall
Pushkin.

There was a time when he did not believe in therthef art for
art's sake. There was a time when he did not aswite, in fact,
was eager for it. This was in the period of Alexand At that
time he did not think that the “people” should lmmient with the
whip, dungeon and rack. On the contrary, in the ode
calledFreedom he exclaimed with indignation:

Unhappy nation! Everywhere

Men suffer under whips and chains,
And over all injustice reigns,

And haughty peers abuse their power
And sombre prejudice prevails.

But then his attitude of mind radically changed.tihe days of
Nicholas | he espoused the theory of art for aséike. What was
the reason for this fundamental change of attitude?

The reign of Nicholas | opened with the catastrophBecember
14" which was to exert an immense influence both loa t
subsequent development of our “society” and on fdie of
Pushkin personally. With the suppression of the c#&mebrists,”
the most educated and advanced representatives &dciety” of
that time passed from the scene. This could notcbosiderably
lower its moral and intellectual level. “Young asvas,” Herzen
says, “I remember how markedly high society dedirend
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became more sordid and servile with the ascendidiiaholas to
the throne. The independence of the aristocracytl@dlashing
spirit of the Guards characteristic of Alexanddrme — all this
disappeared in 1826.” It was distressing for a itgasand
intelligent person to live in such a society. “Deass and silence
all around,” Herzen wrote in another article: “Mere submissive,
inhuman and hopeless, and moreover extremely shafitupid
and petty. He who sought for sympathy encounterddok of
fright or the forbidding stare of the lackey; heswshunned or
insulted.” In Pushkin’s letters of the time whers lhoemsThe
RabbleandTo the Poetvere written, we find him constantly
complaining of the tedium and shallowness of bothr o
capitals™ But it was not only from the shallowness of theisty
around him that he suffered. His relations with thaling
spheres” were also a source of grievous vexation.

According to the touching and very widespread lelgen 1826
Nicholas | graciously “forgave” Pushkin the polélcerrors of his
youth,” and even became his magnanimous patrontHsis far
from the truth. Nicholas and his right-hand maraffairs of this
kind, Chief of Police Benkendorf, “forgave” Pushkinthing, and
their “patronage” took the form of a long series iofolerable
humiliations. Benkendorf reported to Nicholas irRZ8“After his
interview with me, Pushkin spoke enthusiasticallyy “our
Majesty in the English Club, and compelled hisdeilldiners to
drink Your Majesty’s health. He is a regular nederwell, but if
we succeed in directing his pen and his tongusill be a good
thing.” The last words in this quotation reveal the seaf the
“patronage” accorded to Pushkin. They wanted to emain a
minstrel of the existing order of things. Nicholaend Benkendorf
had made it their aim to direct Pushkin’s unrulyseunto the
channels of official morality. When, after Pushkirdeath, Field
Marshal Paskevich wrote to Nicholas: “I am sorry Paishkin as a
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writer,” the latter replied: “I fully share your opon, but in all
fairness it may be said that in him one mournsftiare, not the
past.”™ This means that the never-to-be-forgotten empatiaed
the dead poet not for the great things he hadesrith his short
lifetime, but for what henight havewritten under proper police
supervision and guidance. Nicholas had expected thinwrite
“patriotic’ works like Kukolnik’'s playThe Hand of the All-
Highest Saved Our FatherlanBven so unworldly a poet as V. A.
Zhukovsky, who was withal a very good courtieredrito make
him listen to reason and inspire him with respectconventional
morals. In a letter to him dated April 12, 1826, mte: “Our
adolescents (that is, all the ripening generatipoprly educated
as they are, and therefore with nothing to butttessn in life,
have become acquainted with your unruly thoughdathedd in the
charm of poetry; you have already done much hanmurable
harm. This should cause you to tremble. Talentothing. The
chief thing is moral grandeur.”” You will agree that, being
in sucha situation, wearing the chainssafchtutelage, and having
to listen tosuchinstruction, it is quite excusable that he conediv
a hatred for “moral grandeur,” came to loathe therfefits” which
art might confer, and cried to his counsellors pations:

Begone, ye pharisees! What cares
The peaceful poet for your fate?

In other words, being in such a situation, it wageyjnatural that
Pushkin became a believer in art for art’s sakesamdl to the Poet,
in his own person:

You are a king, alone and free to go

Wherever your unfettered mind may lead,
Perfecting, fostering the children of your muse,
Demanding no reward for noble deé&l.
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Pisarev would have taken issue with me and satdRhshkin the
poet addressed these vehement words not to hengatsut to the
“people.” But the real people never came withinpheview of the
writers of that time. With Pushkin, the word “pegplhad the
same meaning as the word which is often to be fowndiis
poems: “crowd.” And this latter word, of course gdmot refer to
the labouring masses. In I@g/psies Pushkin describes the
inhabitants of the stifling cities as follows:

Of love ashamed, of thought afraid,
Foul prejudices rule their brains.
Their liberty they gladly trade

For money to procure them chains.

It is hard to believe that this description refesay, to the urban
artisans.

If all this is true, then the following conclusisnggests itself:

The belief in art for art's sake arises whereves #rtist is
at odds with his social environment.

It might be said, of course, that the example o$hHRin is not
sufficient to justify such a conclusion. | will nabntrovert or
gainsay this. | will give other examples, this titmerrowed from
the history of French literature, that is, theratere of a country
whose intellectual trends — at least down to thedhei of the last
century — met with the broadest sympathy throughthe

European continent.

Pushkin’s contemporaries, the French romantiorstse also, with

few exceptions, ardent believers in art for arékes Perhaps the
most consistent of them, Théophile Gautier, abukedlefenders
of the utilitarian view of art in the following ters:
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“No, you fools, no, you goitrous cretins, a bookimat be turned
into gelatine soup, nor a novel into a pair of seamboots... By
the intestines of all the Popes, future, past aedgnt: No, and a
thousand times no!... | am one of those who consitie
superfluous essential; my love of things and pedpl@ inverse
proportion to the services they may rendéy.”

In a biographical note on Baudelaire, this same t@atighly
praised the author of thdeurs du mafor having upheld “the
absolute autonomy of art and for not admitting thaetry had any
aim but itself, or any mission but to excite in 8wl of the reader
the sensation of beauty, in the absolute sensehef térm”
(“l'autonomie absolue de l'art et qu’il n'admettaitap que la
poésie elt d’autre but qu’elle méme et d’autre mis& remplir
que d’exciter dans I'ame du lecteur la sensatiorbdau; dans le
sens absolu du terrf)e

How little the “idea of beauty” could associateGautier's mind
with social and political ideas, may be seen frdma following
statement of his:

“I would very gladly (tres joyeusement) renounce rights as a
Frenchman and citizen for the sake of seeing aigerRaphael or
a beautiful woman in the nude.”

That, surely, is the Ilimit. Yet all the Parnassiailes
parnassiensyf would probably have agreed with Gautier, though
some of them may have had certain reservationsecomg the
too paradoxical form in which he, especially in hsuth,
expressed the demand for the “absolute autonorayt 6f

What was the reason for this attitude of mind of fArench
romanticists and Parnassians? Were they also & wdl their
social environment?
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In an article Théophile Gautier wrote in 1857 oa tavival by the
Théatre Francais of Alfred de Vigny’s pl&hatterton he recalled
its first performance on February 12, 1835. Thiwlst he said:

“The parterre before which Chatterton declaimed vilked with
pallid, long-haired youths, who firmly believed thihere was no
dignified occupation save writing poems or paingmcfures... and
who looked on thebbourgeoiswith a contempt hardly equalled by
that which the fuchséd of Heidelberg and Jena entertain for the
philistine.” @

Who were these contemptible “bourgeois"?

“They included,” Gautier says, “nearly everybody bankers,
brokers, lawyers, merchants, shopkeepers, etc. a iword,
everyone who did not belong to the mystical cénftblat is, the
romanticist circle. -G.P] and who earned their living by prosaic
occupations.™

And here is further evidence. In a comment to oh&is®Odes
funambulesqued heodore de Banville admits that he too had been
afflicted with this hatred of the “bourgeois.” Are too explains
who was meant by the term. In the language of dmeanticists,

the word “bourgeois” meant “a man whose only god wee five-
franc piece, who had no ideal but saving his own,sknd who, in
poetry, loved sentimental romance, and in the iglasftts,
lithography.”®!

Recalling this, de Banville begs his reader ndbecsurprised that
his Odes funambulesqueswhich, mark, appeared towards the
very end of the romantic period — treated peoplerasitigated
scoundrels only because they led a bourgeois mblife and did
not worship romantic geniuses.
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These illustrations are fairly convincing evidendeat the
romanticists really were at odds with their bouigesocial
environment. True, there was nothing dangeroushis to the
bourgeois social relationships. The romanticistles consisted of
young bourgeois who had no objection to theseioslships, but
were revolted by the sordidness, the tedium andvtigarity of
bourgeois existence. The new art with which theyeva® strongly
infatuated was for them a refuge from this sordédnéedium and
vulgarity. In the latter years of the Restoratidrand in the first
half of the reign of Louis Philippe, that is, inetlbest period of
romanticism, it was the more difficult for the Fobnyouth to
accustom themselves to the sordid, prosaic andusdife of the
bourgeoisie, as not long before that France haatl lthrough the
terrible storms of the Great Revolution and the dapnic era,
which had deeply stirred all human passiéisVhen the
bourgeoisie assumed the predominant position ineggcand
when its life was no longer warmed by the fire lué struggle for
liberty, nothing was left for the new art butidealise negation of
the bourgeois mode of lifeRomantic art was indeed such an
idealisation. The romanticists strove to expressrthegation of
bourgeois “moderation and conformity” not only imeir artistic
works, but even in their own external appearance Ndéve
already heard from Gautier that the young men whedfthe
parterre at the first performance @fattertonwore long hair.
Who has not heard of Gautier's own red waistcodiciv made
“decent people” shiver with horror? For the youmgnanticists,
fantastic costume, like long hair, was a meansraWihg a line
between themselves and the detested bourgeoipalédace was
a similar means: it was, so to speak, a protesnsighourgeois
satiety.

Gautier says: “In those days it was the prevailashion in the
romantic school to have as pallid a complexion @ssipble, even
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greenish, almost cadaverous. This lent a man &ufatdyronic
appearance, testified that he was devoured by qessand
remorse. It made him look interesting in the eyes o
women.”? Gautier also tells us that the romanticists foitrichrd

to forgive Victor Hugo his respectable appearaaog, in private
conversation often deplored this weakness of theatgpoet,
“which made him kin with mankind, and even with the
bourgeoisie.®™ It should be observed, in general, that the effort
assume a definite outward appearance always refthet social
relationships of the given period. An interestingcislogical
inquiry could be written on this theme.

This being the attitude of the young romanticists the

bourgeoisie, it was only natural that they werel@d by the idea
of “useful art.” In their eyes, to make art useftds tantamount to
making it serve the bourgeoisie whom they despised
profoundly. This explains Gautier's vehement sallggainst the
preachers of useful art, which | have just citethom he calls
“fools, goitrous cretins” and so on. It also expkithe paradox
that in his eyes the value of persons and things isverse

proportion to the service they render. Essentialllythese sallies
and paradoxes are a complete counterpart of Pushkin

Begone, ye pharisees! What cares
The peaceful poet for your fate?

The Parnassians, and the early French realists Givecourt
brothers, Flaubert, etc.) likewise entertained ridmite contempt
for the bourgeois society around them. They, toerewntiring in
their abuse of the detested “bourgeois.” If theyntpd their
writings, it was not, they averred, for the benefitthe general
reading public, but for a chosen few, “pour lessamconnus™,

as Flaubert puts it in one of his letters. Theyntaaned that only a
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writer who was devoid of serious talent could fiagour with a

wide circle of readers. Leconte de Lisle held thatpopularity of

a writer was proof of his intellectual inferiorifgigne d’infériorité

intellectuelle). It need scarcely be added thatRhmassians, like
the romanticists, were staunch believers in therthef art for

art’s sake.

Many similar examples might be given. But it is tqui
unnecessary. It is already sufficiently clear thatbelief in art for
art’'s sake naturally arises among artists wherthey are at odds
with the society around them. But it would not Imeiss to define
this disharmony more precisely.

At the close of the 18th century, in the period iadmately
preceding the Great Revolution, the progressivistarof France
were likewise at odds with the prevailing “socief the time.
David and his friends were foes of the “old ordeAfid this
disharmony was of course hopeless, because reiedocil
between them and the old order was quite impossidtee, the
disharmony between David and his friends and tdeoadler was
incomparably deeper than the disharmony between the
romanticists and bourgeois society: whereas Davilllas friends
desired the abolition of the old order, Théophileu@er and his
colleagues, as | have repeatedly said, had no taimjeto the
bourgeois social relationships; all they wanted what the
bourgeois system should cease producing vulgar geois
habits .

But in revolting against the old order, David ans fniends were
well aware that behind them marched the serriednao$ of the
third estate, which was soon, in the well-known adgoof Abbé
Sieyeés, to become everything. With them, consedyetite
feeling of disharmony with thgrevailing orderwas supplemented
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by a feeling of sympathy with threew societwvhich had matured
within the womb of the old and was preparing tolaeg it. But
with the romanticists and the Parnassians we fimitting of the
kind: they neither expected nor desired a changéénsocial
system of the France of their time. That is whyirtkhesharmony
with the society around them was quite hopelEsNlor did our
Pushkin expect any change in the Russia of his. thne in the
period of Nicholas, moreover, it is probable that o longer
wished for any chang&hat is whyhis view of social life was
similarly tinged with pessimism.

Now, | think, | can amplify my former conclusiondaray:

The belief in art for art's sake arises when agisind
people keenly interested in art are hopelesslydatsowith
their social environment.

But this is not the whole matter. The example af ‘ooen of the
sixties,” who firmly believed in the early triumpdf reason, and
that of David and his friends, who held this behef less firmly,
show thathe so-called utilitarian view of art, that is, tiendency
to impart to its productions the significance ofigements on the
phenomena of life, and the joyful eagerness, whabhiays
accompanies it, to take part in social strife, agsand spreads
wherever there is mutual sympathy between a comrdiliesection
of society and people who have a more or less exdtiterest in
creative art.

How far this is true, is definitely shown by thdldaving fact.

When the refreshing storm of the February Revatutd 1848
broke, many of the French artists who had belianetthe theory
of art for art’'s sake emphatically rejected it. BE\Baudelaire, who
was subsequently cited by Gautier as the model pbeawf an
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artist who believed staunchly that art must be hitsky
autonomous, began at once to put out a revolutojoarnal,Le
salut public True, its publication was soon discontinued, asit
late as 1852 Baudelaire, in his foreword to Pierre
Dupont’'sChansonscalled the theory of art for art’s sake infantile
(puérile), and declared that art must have a sqigbose. Only
the triumph of the counter-revolution induced Bdamle and
artists of a similar trend of mind to revert oneel dor all to the
“infantile” theory of art for art’s sake. One ofetliuture luminaries

of “Parnassus,” Leconte de Lisle, brought out tgchological
significance of this reversion very distinctly ihet preface to
hisPoemes antiqueshe first edition of which appeared in 1852.
He said that poetry would no longer stimulate hemitions or
inculcate social virtues, because now, as in ailoge of literary
decadence, its sacred language could express ettly mersonal
emotions (mesquines impressions personnelles) ascha longer
capable of instructing (n'est plus apte a enseigner
I’'homme).?”® Addressing the poets, Leconte de Lisle said tmat t
human race, whose teachers they had once been,ntad
outgrown them? Now, in the words of the future Parnassian, the
task of poetry was “to give an ideal life” to thosko had no “real
life” (donner la vie idéale a celui qui na pas ke
réelle).”” These profound words disclose the whole psychoébgi
secret of the belief in art for art’'s sake. We shave many an
occasion to revert to Leconte de Lisle’s prefacenfwhich | have
just quoted.

To conclude with this side of the question, | woséy in addition,
that political authority always prefers the utiligm view of art, to
the extent, of course, that it pays any attentmmrt at all. And
this is understandable: it is to its interest tonkas all ideologies
to the service of the cause which it serves itsatid since
political authority, although sometimes revolutipnais most
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often conservative and even reactionary, it wolddarnty be wrong
to think that the utilitarian view of art is shargdncipally by

revolutionaries, or by people of advanced mind gahe The

history of Russian literature shows very clearlgttih has not been
shunned even by our “protectors.” Here are somenples. The
first three parts of V. T. Narezhny’s novAlRussian Gil Blas, or
the Adventures of Count Gavrila Simonovich Chistyakeere

published in 1814. The book was at once banndueanstance of
the Minister of Public Education, Count Razumovsk§no took

the occasion to express the following opinion oa thalation of

literature to life:

“All too often authors of novels, although appahent
campaigning against vice, paint it in such colowrs
describe it in such detail as to lure young peapie vices
which it would have been better not to mention kit a
Whatever the literary merit of a novel may be, its
publication can be sanctioned only when it hasily toral
purpose.”

As we see, Razumovsky believed that art cannotrbaim in
itself.

Art was regarded in exactly the same way by theseiters of
Nicholas | who, by virtue of their official positip were obliged to
have some opinion on the subject. You will remembweat
Benkendorf tried to direct Pushkin into the pattviofue. Nor was
Ostrovsky denied the solicitous attention of autiioWhen, in
March 1850, his comedijhe Bankruptvas published and certain
enlightened lovers of literature — and trade — esped the fear
that it might offend the merchant class, the thenidter of Public
Education (Count Shirinsky-Shikhmatov) ordered dglbardian of
the Moscow Educational Area to invite the youngnahtist to
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come and see him, and “make him understand thabtdbk and
useful purpose of talent consists not only in tiaely depiction of
what is ludicrous or evil, but in justly condemnirignot only in
caricature, but in inculcating lofty moral sentingrconsequently,
in offsetting vice with virtue, the ridiculous araiminal with
thoughts and actions that elevate the soul; lastlgirengthening
the faith, which is so important to social and pterlife, that evil
deeds meet with fitting retribution already hereecainth.”

Tsar Nicholas | himself looked upon art chieflyrfrahe “moral”
standpoint. As we know, he shared Benkendorf's iopirthat it
would be a good thing to tame Pushkin. He said str@vsky’s
play, Shouldering Another’s Troublesvritten at the time when
Ostrovsky had fallen under the influence of thev§dniles®” and
was fond of saying at convivial banquets that, wiie help of
some of his friends, he would “undo all the work"Reter®? — of
this play, which in a certain sense was distindtflactic, Nicholas
| said with praise: “Ce n’est pas une piece, aes lecon.™ Not
to multiply examples, | shall confine myself to ttveo following
facts. When N. Polevoi'sloskovsky Telegré&f printed an
unfavourable review of Kukolnik’s “patriotic” play;he Hand of
the All-Highest Saved Our Fatherlandhe journal became
anathema in the eyes of Nicholas’s ministers ansllveeaned. But
when Polevoi himself wrote patriotic playsGrandad of the
Russian Navgndlgolkin the Merchant the tsar, Polevoi's
brother relates, was delighted with his dramatenia “The author
is unusually gifted,” he said. “He should write,it@rand write.
Yes write (he smiled), not publish magazinés.”

And don’t think the Russian rulers were an exceptio this
respect. No, so typical an exponent of absolutisrhais XIV of
France was no less firmly convinced that art cowdd be an aim
in itself, but must be an instrument of moral edieta And all the
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literature and all the art of the celebrated erd adis XIV was
permeated through and through with this convictidapoleon |
would similarly have looked upon the theory of fant art’s sake
as a pernicious invention of loathsome “ideologistde, too,
wanted literature and art to serve moral purpo8esl. in this he
largely succeeded, as witnessed for example byattiehat most
of the pictures in the periodical exhibitions (Sap of the time
were devoted to the warlike feats of the Conswdatkthe Empire.
His little nephew, Napoleon lll, followed in hisdtsteps, though
with far less success. He, too, tried to make raditlgerature serve
what he called morality. In November 1852, Profedsaprade of
Lyons scathingly ridiculed this Bonapartist pendhfam didactic
art in a satire calledes muses d’EtaHe predicted that the time
would soon come when the state muses would placahueason
under military discipline; then order would reigndanot a single
writer would dare to express the slightest diskatisn.

Il faut étre content, s'’il pleut, s’il fait soleil,
S'il fait chaud, s'il fait froid: “Ayez le teint veneil,
Je déteste les gens maigres, a face pale;
Celui qui ne rit pas mérite qu’on 'empale,” €te.

| shall remark in passing that for this witty saticaprade was
deprived of his professorial post. The governméridapoleon Il
could not tolerate jibes at the “state muses.”
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But let us leave the government “spheres.” Among fmench
writers of the Second Empire there were some wiected the
theory of art for art's sake from anything but pegsive
considerations. Alexandre Dumas fils, for instandeclared
categorically that the words “art for art’'s sakeéne devoid of
meaning. His playd,e fils naturelandLe Peére prodigusvere
devoted to the furtherance of definite social aibs.considered it
necessary to bolster up with his writings the “stitiety,” which,
in his own words, was crumbling on all sides.

Reviewing, in 1857, the literary work of Alfred déusset who
had just died, Lamartine regretted that it had @oed no
expression of religious, social, political or patic beliefs (foi),
and he rebuked the contemporary poets for ignaerge in their
infatuation for rhyme and rhythm. Lastly — to catditerary figure
of much smaller calibre — Maxime Ducamp, condemnihg
passion for form alone, exclaimed:

La forme est belle, soit! quand lidee est au fond!
Qu’est ce donc qu’on beau front, qui n'a pas deadk?t"

He also attacked the head of the romantic schogbaimting,
saying: “Just as some writers have created arafis sake, Mr.
Delacroix has inventecblour for colour’s sakeWith him, history
and mankind are an excuse for combining well-chdges.” In
the opinion of this same writer, the art-for-arsake school had
definitely outlived its day®®

Lamartine and Maxime Ducamp can no more be sugpeufte
destructive tendencies than Alexandre Dumas filteyTrejected
the theory of art for art’s sake not because thaepted to replace
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the bourgeois order by a new social system, buausec they
wanted to bolster up the bourgeois relationshigschvhad been
seriously shaken by the liberation movement ofgfaetariat. In
this respect they differed from romanticists — asgecially from
the Parnassians and the early realists — onlyainvthich disposed
them to be far more conciliatory towards the boaigenode of
life. They were conservative optimists where thbeod were
conservative pessimists.

It follows convincingly from all this that the utérian view of art
can just as well cohabit with a conservative, aghwa
revolutionary attitude of mind. The tendency to @tdthis view
necessarily presupposes only one condition: aylieeld active
interest in a specific social order or social idealo matter which;
and it disappears when, for one reason or anothir,interest
evaporates.

We shall proceed to examine which of these two sppwiews of
art is more conducive to its progress.

Like all questions of social life and social thotigthis question
does not permit of an unconditional answer. Evéngttdepends
on the conditions of time and place. Remember Nashband his
servitors. They wanted to turn Pushkin, Ostrovskg ¢he other
contemporary artists into ministers of morality, #s was

understood by the Corps of Gendarmes. Let us assoma

moment that they had succeeded in their firm daterion. What

would have come of it? This is easily answered. fluses of the
artists who had succumbed to their influence, pbiecome state
muses, would have betrayed the most evident sifjdeaadence,
and would have diminished exceedingly in truthfgke
forcefulness and attractiveness.
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Pushkin’sSlanderers of Russizannot be classed among the best
of his poetical creations. Ostrovskygfouldering Another’'s
Troubles graciously acknowledged by his majesty as a tlsef
lesson,” is not such a wonderful thing either. Yretthis play
Ostrovsky made but a step or two towards the isdath the
Benkendorfs, Shirinsky-Shikhmatovs agithilar believersn
useful art were striving to realise.

Let us assume, further, that Théophile Gautier,oflbée de
Banville, Leconte de Lisle, Baudelaire, the Gontdonothers,
Flaubert — in a word, the romanticists, the Paiaassand the
early French realists — had reconciled themselw@stheir
bourgeois environment and dedicated their musésetgervice of
the gentry who, in the words of de Banville, prizbd five-franc
piece above all else. What would have come of it?

This, again, is easily answered. The romantictbis,Parnassians
and the early French realists would have sunk Vewy Their
productions would have become far less forceful)das truthful
and far less attractive.

Which is superior in artistic merit: FlauberMadame Bovaryr
Augier'sGendre de Monsieur Poiri@rSurely, it is superfluous to
ask. And the difference is not only in talent. Aergg dramatic
vulgarity, which was the very apotheosis of bourgenoderation
and conformity, necessarily called for differenéative methods
than those employed by Flaubert, the Goncourt bretland the
other realists who contemptuously turned their baok this
moderation and conformity. Lastly, there must hibgen a reason
why one literary trend attracted far more talenteein than the
other.

What does this prove?
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It proves a point which romanticists like Théophdautier would
never agree with, namely, that the merit of anstctiwork is
determined in the final analysis by the weightinekgis content.
Gautier not only maintained that poetry does ngtt&r prove
anything, but that it even does not try to say laimgt, and that the
beauty of a poem is determined by its music, gshm. But this is
a profound error. On the contrary, poetic and tetisvorks
generally alwaysaysomething, because they
alwaysexpressomething. Of course, they have their own way of
“saying” things. The artist expresses his idea nmages; the
publicist demonstrates his thought with the helplogical
conclusions And if a writer operates with logical conclusions
instead of images, or if he invents images in otdetemonstrate
a definite theme, then he is not an artist butla@ipst, even if he
does not write essays or articles, but novelsjestar plays. All
this is true. But it does not follow that ideas afeno importance
in artistic productions. | go further and say thatre is no such
thing as an artistic production which is devoid idéa. Even
productions whose authors lay store only on forrd are not
concerned for their content, nevertheless expm@®® sdea in one
way or another. Gautier, who had no concern foridiea content
of his poetical works, declared, as we know, tretMas prepared
to sacrifice his political rights as a French @tizfor the pleasure
of seeing a genuine Raphael or a beautiful womdnemude. The
one was closely connected with the other: his exofuconcern
for form was a product of his social and politioadlifferentism.
Productions whose authors lay store only on fonvags reflect a
definite — and as | have already explainedppelessly negative
attitude of their authors to their social envirommeAnd in this
lies an idea common to all of them in general, axgressed in a
different way by each in particular. But while theis no such
thing as an artistic work which is entirely devoiddea, not every
idea can be expressed in an artistic work. Thexcellently put by
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Ruskin when he says that a maiden may sing ofdstidve, but a
miser cannot sing of his lost money. And he riglthserves that
the merit of an artistic work is determined by tb&iness of the
sentiments it expresses. “Question with yoursehegpecting any
feeling that has taken strong possession of yondmCould this

be sung by a master, and sung nobly, with a trdedyeand art?’

Then it is a right feeling. Could it not be sungalif or only sung
ludicrously? It is a base one.” This is true, ahdcannot be
otherwise. Art is a means of intellectual commutgca And the

loftier the sentiment expressed in an artistic waitke more
effectively, other conditions being equal, can thark serve as
such a means. Why cannot a miser sing of his laostay? Simply
because, if he did sing of his loss, his song waubd move

anybody, that is, could not serve as a means ofhuortation

between himself and other people.

What about martial songs, | may be asked; doestoay serve as
a means of communication between man and man? ply e
that while martial poetry expresses hatred of thengy, it at the
same time extols the devoted courage of soldiees, teadiness to
die for their country, their nation, etc. In so & it expresses this
readiness, it serves as a means of communicatibtmebs man
and man within confines (tribe, community, natievi)ose extent
is determined by the level of cultural developmattained by
mankind, or, more exactly, by the given sectiomahkind.

Turgenev, who had a strong dislike for preacherthefutilitarian
view of art, once said that Venus of Milo is maneubitable than
the principles of 1789. He was quite right. But wtaes it show?
Certainly not what Turgenev wanted to show.

There are very many people in the world to whompttieciples of
1789 are not only “dubitable,” but entirely unknawAsk a
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Hottentot who has not been to a European schod hthinks of
these principles, and you will find that he haserdward of them.
But not only are the principles of 1789 unknowrthie Hottentot;
so is the Venus of Milo. And if he ever happenedé¢e her, he
would certainly “have his doubts” about her. He hasown ideal
of feminine beauty, depictions of which are ofterbé met with in
anthropological works under the name of the Hottexienus. The
Venus of Milo is “indubitably” attractive only to part of the
white race. To this part of the race she reallypne indubitable
than the principles of 1789. But why? Solely beeaukese
principles express relationships that corresporg tina certain
phase in the development of the white race — time tivhen the
bourgeois order was establishing itself in its ggta against the
feudal ordef” — whereas the Venus of Milo is an ideal of the
female form which corresponds nmanystages in this
development. Many, but not all.

The Christians had their own ideal of the femalteear. It is to
be seen on Byzantine icons. Everybody knows that th
worshippers of these icons were very “dubious” e Milo and
all other Venuses. They called them she-devils am@rever they
could, destroyed them. Then came a time when thiquenshe-
devils again became pleasing to people of the white. The way
to this was prepared by the liberation movementhaf West
European burghers — the movement, that is, whick mast
vividly reflected in the principles of 1789. Turgen
notwithstanding, therefore, we may say that Vend@isMilo
became the more “indubitable” in the new Europe, ihore the
European population became ripe for the proclamatd the
principles of 1789. This is not a paradox; it isteer historical
fact. The whole meaning of the history of art ie theriod of the
Renaissance — regarded from the standpoint of dmeept of
beauty — is that the Christian-monastic ideal eftlaman exterior
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was gradually forced into the background by thahdaune ideal
which owed its origin to the liberation movementtbé towns,
and whose elaboration was facilitated by memorfeb@ antique
she-devils. Even Belinsky — who toward the end isf lherary
career quite rightly affirmed that “pure, abstragiconditional, or
as the philosophers sahsolute art never existed anywhere” —
was nevertheless prepared to admit that “the ptexhs of the
Italian school of painting of the 16th century ione degree
approximated to the ideal of absolute art,” sinlceytwere the
creations of an epoch in which “art was the chieferiest
exclusively of the most educated part of society He pointed, in
illustration, to “Raphael’s ‘Madonna’, that chefeduvre of 16th-
century ltalian painting,” that is, the so-calledste Madonna
which is now in the Dresden Gallery. But the Italschools of the
16th century were the culmination of a long proa&sstruggle of
the mundane ideal against the Christian-monastid Aowever
exclusive may have been the interest in art ofigbly educated
section of 16th-century sociéty, it is indisputable that Raphael’s
Madonnas are one of the most typical artistic esgioms of the
victory of the mundane ideal over the Christian-agiit. This
may be said without any exaggeration even of tha$ech
Raphael painted when he was still under the infleenf his
teacher Perugino, and whose faces seemingly refiecely
religious sentiments. But behind their religioustegor one
discerns such a vitality and such a healthy jopurely mundane
living, that they no longer have anything in commwiih the
pious Virgin Marys of the Byzantine mastefs.

The productions of the Italian 16th-century masteese no more
creations of “absolute art” than were those of thlk earlier
masters, beginning with Cimabue and Duccio di Bosegna.
Indeed, such art had never existed anywhere. Anturgenev
referred to the Venus of Milo as a product of saeh it was
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because he, like all idealists, had a mistakeronatif the actual
course of man’s aesthetic development.

The ideal of beauty prevailing at any time in aongisty or class
of society is rooted partly in the biological comus of

mankind’s development — which, incidentally, alsooquce

distinctive racial features — and partly in thetdrigal conditions
in which the given society or class arose and &xisttherefore
always has a very rich content that is not absplutet

unconditional, but quite specific. He who worshipare beauty”

does not thereby become independent of the bidbgamd

historical social conditions which determine histhetic taste; he
only more or less consciously closes his eyes asetltonditions.
This, incidentally, was the case with romanticigte Théophile

Gautier. | have already said that his exclusiverggt in the form
of poetical productions stood in close causal i@hatvith his

social and political indifferentism.

This indifferentism enhanced the merit of his poework to the
extent that it saved him from succumbing to bouigealgarity,
to bourgeois moderation and conformity. But it deted from its
merit to the extent that it narrowed Gautier's ookl and
prevented him from absorbing the progressive idgdsis time.
Let us turn again to the already familiar prefac®&ademoiselle
de Maupin with its almost childishly petulant attacks oreth
defenders of the utilitarian view of art. In thiseface, Gautier
exclaims:

“My God, how stupid it is, this supposed faculty of
mankind for self-perfection of which our ears ared of
hearing! One might think that the human machine is
capable of improvement, and that, by adjusting aelior
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rearranging a counterpoise, we can make it perfism
functions more effectively.™

To prove that this is not so, Gautier cites Marslud
Bassompierre, who drank the health of his guns boatful of
wine. He observes that it would be just as diffi¢al perfect the
marshal in the matter of drinking as it would be flle man of
today to surpass, in the matter of eating, MiloGwbtona, who
devoured a whole bull at one sittirfi§.These remarks, which are
quite true in themselves, are eminently charadternd the theory
of art for art’s sake in the form in which it wasofessed by the
consistent romanticists.

Who was it, one asks, that tired Gautier's ear$ whe assertion
that mankind is capable of self-perfection? Thei@sts — more
precisely, the Saint-Simonists, who had been vespufar in
France not long befotdademoiselle de Maupiappeared. It was
against the Saint-Simonists that he directed thearks, quite true
in themselves, about the difficulty of excelling idaal de
Bassompierre in winebibbing and Milo of Crotonaglattony. But
these remarks, although quite true in themselves, emtirely
inappropriate when directed against the Saint-SistenThe self-
perfection of mankind which they were referringhtid nothing to
do with enlarging the capacity of the stomach. Wihat Saint-
Simonists had in mind was improvement of the samighnisation
in the interest of the most numerous section ofthgulation, that
is, the working people, the producing section. &dl this aim
stupid, and to ask whether it would have the eftddincreasing
man’s capacity to over-indulge in wine and meat teabetray the
very bourgeois narrow-mindedness which was sudioantin the
flesh to the young romanticists. What was the nedso this?
How could the bourgeois narrow-mindedness havet ecnép the
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reflections of a writer who saw the whole meanihdie existence
in combating it tooth and nail?

| have already answered this question several tigésough in
passing, and, as the Germans say, in another dbymed

answered it by comparing the romanticists’ attit@fienind with

that of David and his friends. | said that, althiodlge romanticists
revolted against bourgeois tastes and habits, bhdyno objection
to the bourgeois social system. We must now exairthisepoint
more thoroughly.

Some of the romanticists — George Sand, for exagnaplthe time
of her intimacy with Pierre Leroux — were sympaiheto
socialism. But they were exceptions. The genetalwas that the
romanticists, although they revolted against booig&ulgarity,
had a deep dislike for socialist systems, whichedafor social
reform. The romanticists wanted to change sociatur® without
in any way changing the social system. This, nesdie say, was
quite impossible. Consequently, the romanticis&/oft against
the “bourgeois” had just as little practical consence as the
contempt of the Gottingen or Jena fuchses for Hiespnes. From
the practical aspect, the romanticist revolt agédims “bourgeois”
was absolutely fruitless. But its practical frusdmess had literary
consequences of no little importance. It imparedhie romantic
heroes that stilted and affected character whicthénend led to
the collapse of the school. Stilted and affectedbd® cannot be
considered a merit in an artistic work, and we nmast therefore
accompany the aforesaid good mark with a bad mérke the
artistic productions of the romanticists gained sigierably from
their authors’ revolt against the “bourgeois,” thdgst no little
from the fact that the revolt had no practical miegn
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The early French realists strove to eliminate thiefcdefect of
romanticist productions, namely, the affectedtestilcharacter of
their heroes. There is not a trace of the romasttaffectedness
and stiltedness in the novels of Flaubert (with theeption,
perhaps, oBalambacandLes Contes The early realists continued
to revolt against the “bourgeois,” but did so idiierent manner.
They did not set up in contrast to the bourgeoiganans heroes
who had no counterpart in reality, but rather saughmake the
vulgarians the object of faithful artistic represdion. Flaubert
considered it his duty to be as objective in higuate to the social
environment he described as the natural sciestist his attitude
to nature. “One must treat people as one does #stogon or the
crocodile,” he said. “Why be vexed because some lmavns and
others jaws? Show them as they are, make stuffetbismof them,
put them into spirit jars. But don’t pass moralgedient on them.
And who are you yourselves, you little toads?” Anodhe extent
that Flaubert succeeded in being objective, to thdent the
characters he drew in his works acquired the saanite of
“documents” the study of which is absolutely essérior all who
engage in a scientific investigation of social psyjogy.
Objectivity was a powerful feature of his methodit bvhile he
was objective in the process of artistic creatiBlaubert never
ceased to be deeply subjective in his appraisalootemporary
social movements. With him, as with Théophile Gautharsh
contempt for the “bourgeois” went hand in hand wathstrong
dislike for all who in one way or other militatedyanst the
bourgeois social relationships. With him, in fatte dislike was
even stronger. He was an inveterate opponent oYetsal
suffrage, which he called a “disgrace to the humamd.” “Under
universal suffrage,” he said in a letter to Geo&pnd, “number
outweighs mind, education, race, and even moneighail worth
more than number (argent... vaut mieux que le nejibHe says
in another letter that universal suffrage is mangisl than the
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right of divine mercy. He conceived socialist stgias “a great
monster which would swallow up all individual actjo all
personality, all thought, which would direct evéiyig and do
everything.” We thus see that in his disapproval@ocracy and
socialism, this hater of the “bourgeois” was fudliyone with the
most narrow-minded ideologists of the bourgeoi&ied this same
trait is to be observed in all his contemporarid¢®m ywrofessed art
for art's sake. Baudelaire, having long forgottenis h
revolutionarySalut publi¢ said in an essay on the life of Edgar
Poe: “Among a people which has no aristocracy,dhle of the
beautiful can only deteriorate, decline, and disapy He says in
this same essay that there are only three wortimgbe‘the priest,
the soldier and the poet.” This is something mohant
conservatism; it is a definitely reactionary stafemind. Just as
much a reactionary is Barbey d’Aurévilly. Speaking, his
bookLes Poétesof the poetic works of Laurent-Pichat, he says
that he might have been a greater poet “if he ha&hed to
trample upon atheism and democracy, those two dairs (ces
deux déshonneurs) of his thougft!”

Much water has flown under bridges since Théopkikutier
wrote his preface tMademoiselle de MaupinThe Saint-
Simonists, who supposedly tired his ears with takout
mankind’s faculty for self-perfection, had loudlyoplaimed the
necessity for social reform. But, like most utoptocialists, they
were resolute believers in peaceful social
developmentandwerethereforeno less resolute opponents of
class struggle. Moreover, the utopian Socialistdresked
themselves chiefly to the rich. They did not bediethat the
proletariat could act independently. But the evefts848 showed
that its independent action could be very formidaBlfter 1848,
the question was no longer whether the rich woddmiling to
improve the lot of the poor, but, rather, who woglln the upper
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hand in the struggle between the rich and the pdbe’relations
between the classes of modern society had becoreathgr
simplified. All the ideologists of the bourgeoisiew realised that
the point at issue was whether it could succeetiolding the
labouring masses in economic subjection. This satin also
penetrated to the minds of the advocates of arthirich. One of
the most remarkable of them in respect to his itgpme to
science, Ernest Renan, demanded, irRé@f®rme intellectuelle et
morale a strong government “which would compel the good
rustics to do our share of the work while we dedatarselves to
mental speculation” (“qui force de bons rustiqudaiee notre part
de travail pendant que nous speculon¥’).

The fact that the bourgeois ideologists were nofwmitely more
cognisant of the import of the struggle between libargeoisie
and the proletariat could not but exert a powaerftibence on the
nature of their “mental speculations.” Ecclesiastpat it
excellently: “Surely oppression (of others) makethwise man
mad.” Having discovered the secret of the strudpgisveen their
class and the proletariat, the bourgeois ideolsgisadually lost
the faculty for calm scientific investigation ofcsal phenomena.
And this greatly lowered the inherent value of thabre or less
scientific works. Whereas, formerly, bourgeois podil economy
was able to produce scientific giants like Daviddkdo, now the
tone among its exponents was set by such garridessfs as
Frédéric Bastiat. Philosophy was increasingly irecadly idealist
reaction, the essence of which was a conservatgeto reconcile
the achievements of modern natural science witloktigeligious
legends, or, to put it more accurately, to recenttie chapel with
the laboratory®” Nor did art escape the general fate. We shall see
later to what utter absurdities some of the mogeximters have
been led under the influence of the present idesdisction. For
the present | shall say the following.
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The conservative and, in part, even reactionarytatign of the
early realists did not prevent them from makindharough study
of their environment and creating things of gretittc value. But
there can be no doubt that it seriously narrowed field of view.
Turning their backs in hostility on the great liagon movement
of their time, they excluded the most interestipgcsmens from
the “mastodons” and “crocodiles” they observed,séhavhich
possessed the richest internal life. Their objectttitude to the
environment they studied implied, in fact, a laélspmpathy with
it. And, naturally, they could not sympathise withat which,
owing to their conservatism, was alone accessibletheir
observation, namely, the “petty thoughts” and “pgtassions”
which bred in the “filthy slime” of commonplace ndig-class
existence. But this lack of sympathy with the otgethey
observed or imagined was bound pretty soon to lead,did lead,
to a decline of interest. Naturalism, the first ineghgs of which
were laid by their splendid writings, soon landaslHuysmans put
it, “in a blind alley, in a blocked tunnel.” It waable, in
Huysmans’ words, to make everything its theme, #igoh
included.”® But the modern working-class movement was beyond
its scope. | have not forgotten, of course, thatlaZo
wrote Germinal But leaving aside the weak points of this noitel,
must be remembered that, while Zola himself begarhe said, to
incline towards socialism, his so-called experiraémethod was,
and remained, ill-suited for a scientific study ahekcription of
great social movements. This method was intimaiaked with
the standpoint of that materialism which Marx adlleatural-
scientific, and which fails to realise that thei@as, inclinations,
tastes and habits of mind of social man cannot deqguately
explained byphysiologyor pathology since they are determined
by social relationships Artists who remained faithful to this
method could study and depict their “mastodons” ‘@ndcodiles”
as individuals, but not as members of a great whalas
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Huysmans sensed when he said that naturalism Imaedain a
blind alley and had nothing left but to relate omaere the love
affair of the first chance wine-merchant with thestf chance
grocery woman®? Stories of such relationships could be of
interest only if they shed light on some aspect soiial
relationships, as Russian realism did. But soamérest was
lacking in the French realists. The result was, timathe end, the
relation of “the love affair of the first chancengrmerchant with
the first chance grocery woman” became unintergstivoring,
even revolting. Huysmans himself in his first protions — in the
novel,Les Soeurs Vatarfbr instance — had been a pure naturalist.
But growing tired of depicting “the seven mortahsi (his own
words again), he abandoned naturalism, and, aSe¢hman saying
goes, threw out the baby with the bath waterA Irebours— a
strange novel, in places extremely tedious, butabse of its very
defects, highly instructive — he depicted — orjdretas they used
to say of oldcreated- in the person of Des Esseintes a sort of
superman (a member of the degenerate aristocnabyse whole
manner of life was intended to represent a compietgmtion of
the life of the “wine-merchant” and the “grocery mvan.” The
invention of such types was once more confirmatibbeconte de
Lisle’s idea that where there is no real life ithe task of poetry to
provide an ideal life. But the ideal life of DessEmtes was so
entirely bereft of human content that ¢teationoffered no way
out of the blind alley. So Huysmans betook himgelmysticism,
which served as an “ideal” escape from a situafrom which
there was no “real” escape. This was perfectly naain the given
circumstances. But see what we get.

An artist who turns mystic does not ignore ideateoty he only
lends it a peculiar character. Mysticism is itsatf idea, but an
idea which is as obscure and formless as fog, amdhwis at
mortal enmity with reason. The mystic is quite il to say
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something and even prove something. But he tellthiofys that
are “not of this world,” and he bases his proofsaonegation of
common sense. Huysmans’ case again shows thatdaerlee no
artistic production without idea content. But whatists become
blind to the major social trends of their time, thkerent value of
the ideas they express in their works is seriouslyaired. And
their works inevitably suffer in consequence.

This fact is so important in the history of art diterature that we
must thoroughly examine it from various angles. Befiore doing
so, let us sum up the conclusions to which we e led so far
by our inquiry.

The belief in art for art's sake arises and takast wherever
people engaged in art are hopelessly out of harmwitty their

social environment. This disharmony reflects faably on

artistic production to the extent that it helps #mtists to rise
above their environment. Such was the case witthiusn the

period of Nicholas I. It was also the case with ibmanticists, the
Parnassians and the early realists in France. Bitiptying

examples, it might be shown that this has alwaysnhie case
wherever such a disharmony existed. But while tevgplagainst
the vulgarity of their social environment, the rorteists, the
Parnassians and the realists had no objection ¢o sticial
relationships in which this vulgarity was rootech e contrary,
although they cursed the “bourgeois,” they treastne bourgeois
system — first instinctively, then quite conscigushnd the

stronger the movement for liberation from the bewoig system
became in modern Europe, the more conscious wastdehment
of the French believers in art for art's sake tg #ystem. And the
more conscious their attachment to this systemrbecdhe less
were they able to remain indifferent to the ideatent of their
productions. But because of their blindness tonwe trend which
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aimed at the complete remaking of social life, theews were
mistaken, narrow and one-sided, and detracted fhenguality of
the ideas they expressed in their works. The nlatesalt was that
French realism landed in a hopeless quandary, wdmngiendered
decadent proclivities and mystical tendencies irtens who had
themselves at one time belonged to the realistatu(alistic)
school.

This conclusion will be submitted to detailed vieation in the
next article. It is now time to close. | shall onbefore doing so,
say another word or two about Pushkin.

When his poet abuses the “rabble,” we hear mucleraimg his
words but no vulgarity, whatever Pisarev may haaiel ®n the
point. The poet accuses the aristocratic crowd ecipely the
aristocratic crowd, and not the real people whthat time were
entirely outside the purview of Russian literatureof setting
higher store on a cooking pot than on Apollo Bebtred This only
means that their narrow practical spirit is intalde to him.
Nothing more. His resolute refusal to instruct trewd only
testifies that in his opinion they were entirelyybed redemption.
But in this opinion there is not the slightest gngf reaction. That
is where Pushkin is immensely superior to believet for art's
sake like Gautier. This superiority is condition@ushkin did not
jeer at the Saint-Simonists. But he probably néwesrd of them.
He was an honest and generous soul. But this handsgenerous
soul had absorbed certain class prejudices fronidradod.
Abolition of the exploitation of one class by amathmust have
seemed to him an impracticable and even ridiculgapia. If he
had heard of any practical plans for its abolitiangd especially if
these plans had caused such a stir in Russia &atheSimonian
plans had in France, he probably would have campdiggainst
them in violent polemical articles and sarcastigepns. Some of
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his remarks in the article, “‘Thoughts on the Roadhcerning the
superior position of the Russian peasant serf coedpaith that of
the West European worker lead one to think thathis case
Pushkin, who was a man of sagacity, might haveest@most as
unintelligently as Gautier, who was infinitely lesagacious. He
was saved from this possible weakness by Russ@isoenic

backwardness.

This is an old, but eternally new story. When assléives by
exploiting another class which is below it in th@deomic scale,
and when it has attained full mastery in societgntf then on
its forward movemeris adownward movement herein lies the
explanation of the fact, which at a first glanceerss
incomprehensible and even incredible, that the ladgo of the
ruling classes in economically backward countrigsoften far
superior to that of the ruling classes in advarsmatries.

Russia, too, has now reached that level of econdenvelopment
at which believers in the theory of art for art'aske become
conscious defenders of a social order based oaxpleitation of

one class by another. In our country too, thergfargreat deal of
social-reactionary nonsense is now being utterexspport of the
“absolute autonomy of art.” But this was not yetisd?ushkin’s

time. And that was his supreme good fortune.
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I11

| have already said that there is no such thing agork of art
which is entirely devoid of ideas. And | added that every idea
can serve as the foundation of a work of art. Aistacan be really
inspired only by what is capable of facilitatingarcourse among
men. The possible limits of such intercourse atedetermined by
the artist, but by the level of culture attainedtlg social entity to
which he belongs. But in a society divided intossks, they are
also determined by the mutual relations of thesessds and,
moreover, by the phase of development in which ezcthem
happens to be at the time. When the bourgeoisiestiastriving
to throw off the aegis of the lay and clerical &rtsacy, that is,
when it was itself a revolutionary class, it was kkader of all the
working masses, and together with them constitidedingle
“third” estate. And at that time the foremost idmpsts of the
bourgeoisie were also the foremost ideologists thie “whole
nation, with the exception of the privileged.” Ither words, at
that time the limits of that intercourse of whidatistic production
that adhered to the bourgeois standpoint servettheasnedium,
were relatively very wide. But when the interest§ the
bourgeoisie ceased to be the interests of allabheuring masses,
and especially when they came into conflict witk thterests of
the proletariat, then the limits of this intercarsonsiderably
contracted. If Ruskin said that a miser cannot hdis lost
money, now a time has come when the mental attitfdéhe
bourgeoisie begins to approximate to that of a mmeurning
over his treasure. The only difference is that hiser mourns
over something already lost, while the bourgeoikises its
equanimity at the thought of the loss that mengdasthe future.
“Oppression (of others) maketh a wise man mad,bul say in
the words of Ecclesiastes. And a wise man (everise man!)
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may be affected in the same pernicious way by #a¢ that he
may lose the possibility of oppressing others. Tdenlogy of a
ruling class loses its inherent value as that algens for doom.
The art engendered by its emotional experiencs fatb decay.
The purpose of this article is to supplement whas waid in the
previous article with an examination of some of thest vivid
symptoms of the present decay of bourgeois art.

We have seen the reason for the mystical trendiriemporary
French literature. It is due to the realisatiorthed impossibility of
form without content, that is, without idea, coupl&vith an
inability to rise to an understanding of the greatancipatory
ideas of our time. This realisation and this inbihave led to
many other consequences which, no less than ngrtitower the
inherent value of artistic productions.

Mysticism is implacably hostile to reason. Butstnot only he
who succumbs to mysticism that is at enmity withsan; so is he
who, from one cause or another and in one way @than,
defends a false idea. And when a false idea is rtredbasis of an
artistic work, it imparts to it inherent contradacts that inevitably
detract from its aesthetic merit.

| have already had occasion to refer to Knut Harssplay, The
Gate of the Kingdoras an example of an artistic work that suffers
from the falsity of its basic ide#&’

The reader will forgive me if | refer to it again.

The hero of this play is Ivar Kareno, a young wrisho, if not
talented, is at any rate preposterously self-coadeiHe calls
himself a man “whose thoughts are as free as a’lAmd what
does this thinker who is as free as a bird writeud® About
“resistance,” and about “hate.” And who, in hisrapn, must be
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resisted, and who hated? It is the proletariatadwases, that must
be resisted, and the proletariat that must be hatad, surely, is a
hero of the very latest type. So far we have megf f®wv — not to
say none at all — of his kind in literature. Bunan who preaches
resistance to the proletariat is a most unquedtiendeologist of
the bourgeoisie. The ideologist of the bourgeoistened lvar
Kareno seems in his own eyes and in those of leiatar, Knut
Hamsun, a revolutionary of the first order. We hsarned from
the example of the early French romanticists thardg are
“revolutionary” attitudes of mind whose chief digjuishing
feature is conservatism. Théophile Gautier hated‘blourgeois,”
yet he fulminated against people who affirmed that time had
come to abolish the bourgeois social relationshiys: Kareno,
evidently, is a spiritual descendant of the famdesnch
romanticist. But the descendant goes much furthem this
ancestor. He is consciously hostile to that forolhhis ancestor
felt only an instinctive dislike®"

If the romanticists were conservatives, lvar Karena reactionary
of the purest water. And, moreover, a utopian & thpe of
Shchedrin’s wild landlord®® He wants to exterminate the
proletariat, just as the latter wanted to extermeindie muzhik.
This utopianism is carried to the most comical exees. And,
generally speaking, all Ivar Kareno’s thoughts #rat“as free as a
bird” go to the height of absurdity. To him, theoletariat is a
class which exploits other classes of society. Tihithe most
erroneous of all Kareno’'s free-as-a-bird thoughtsxd the
misfortune is that Knut Hamsun apparently sharesdlroneous
thought of his hero. His Ivar Kareno suffers so wnan
misadventures precisely because he hates the aatetand
“resists” it. It is because of this that he is uealp obtain a
professorial chair, or even publish his book. lrefhhe incurs the
persecution of thbourgeoisamong whom he lives and acts. But
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in what part of the world, in what utopia, is therdoourgeoisie
which exacts such inexorable vengeance for “resistato the
proletariat? There never has been such a bourgeaisd never
will be. Knut Hamsun based his play on an idea twhi in

irreconcilable contradiction to reality. And thisdh vitiated the
play to such an extent that it evokes laughteripefc in those
places where the author intended the action todggct

Knut Hamsun is highly talented. But no talent camwert into
truth that which is its very opposite. The gravéedts of his play
are a natural consequence of the utter unsoundfess basic
idea. And its unsoundness springs from the authaogbility to
understand the struggle of classes in present-alagtg of which
his play is a literary echo.

Knut Hamsun is not a Frenchman. But this makesifierence.
TheCommunist Manifestbad pointed out very aptly that in
civilised countries, owing to the development ofpitalism,
“national one-sidedness and narrow-mindedness beooone and
more impossible, and from the numerous national kol
literatures, there arises a world literatufé.True, Hamsun was
born and brought up in a West European country igh&dr from
being one of the most developed economically. Tbisgourse,
explains why his conception of the position of thmbattled
proletariat in contemporary society is so childyshhive. But the
economic backwardness of his country has not ptedehim
from conceiving that antipathy for the working daand that
sympathy for the struggle against it which ariseuradly among
the bourgeois intellectuals of the more advancadhc®@s. Ivar
Kareno is only a variety of the Nietzschean typadAwvhat is
Nietzscheanism? It is a new edition, revised amppleumented in
response to the demands of modern capitalism, aif dlready
familiar hostility to the “bourgeois” which cohabiin such perfect
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harmony with an unshakable sympathy for the bousgsgstem.
We could easily substitute for the example of Hamsne
borrowed from contemporary French literature.

Undoubtedly, one of the most talented and — whaven more
important in this case — one of the most thoughtfamatists of
present-day France is Francois de Curel. And ofdresnas, the
one that without the slightest hesitation may baswatered the
most worthy of note is the five act pldye repas du lionwhich as

far as | know has received little notice from Rasscritics. The
chief character of this play is Jean de Sancy. Utlte influence
of certain exceptional circumstances of his chitsthde is carried
away at one time by Christian socialism, but laietently rejects

it and becomes an eloquent advocate of large-scabatalist

production. In the third scene of the fourth a&,delivers a long
harangue to the workers in which he seeks to pdestleem that
“egotism which engages in production (I'égoisme graduit) is

for the labouring multitude what charity is for tpeor.” And as
his auditors voice their disagreement with thiswie gets more
and more excited and tries to explain the rolehefdapitalist and
his workers in modern industry with the help of mmhic and
picturesque comparison.

“They say,” he thunders, “that a horde of jackal&ofv the lion in

the desert to enjoy the remains of his prey. Toalkne attack a
buffalo, too slow to run down a gazelle, all thieape is fastened
on the claws of the king of the desert. You hean-his claws!

When twilight falls he leaves his den and runs,ringa with

hunger, to seek his prey. Here it is! He makes ghtyibound, a
fierce battle ensues, a mortal struggle, and thth @aa covered
with blood, which is not always the blood of thetim. Then the
regal feast, which the jackals watch with attentaond respect.
When the lion is satiated, it is the turn of thekgs to dine. Do
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you think they would have more to eat if the liawidied his prey
equally with each of them, leaving only a small tmor for
himself? Not at all! Such a kind-hearted lion wouakhse to be a
lion; he would hardly be fit for the role of a blirman’s dog. At
the first groan of his prey, he would refrain frdatling it and
begin licking its wounds instead. A lion is goodyoas a savage
beast, ravenous for prey, eager only to kill anedshlood. When
such a lion roars, the jackals lick their chopsxpectation.”

Clear as this parable is, the eloquent orator @xplas moral in
the following, much briefer, but equally expressierds: “The
employer opens up the nourishing springs whoseydpits upon
the workers.”

| know that an artist cannot be held responsibidlie statements
of his heroes. But very often he in one way or heoindicates his
own attitude to these statements, and we are thigsta judge
what his own views are. The whole subsequent cafrse repas
du lionshows that Curel himself considers that Jean ae\Ses
perfectly right in comparing the employer to a licend the
workers to jackals. It is quite evident that he Imigvith full
conviction repeat the words of his hero: “I beliamethe lion. |
bow before the rights which his claws give him.” Henself is
prepared to regard the workers as jackals who deditie leavings
of what the capitalist secures by his labour. To,las to Jean de
Sancy, the struggle of the workers against the talggii is a
struggle of envious jackals against a mighty lidhis comparison
is, in fact, the fundamental idea of his play, withich the fate of
his principal character is linked. But there is aatatom of truth
in this idea. It misrepresents the true charactethe social
relationships of contemporary society far more tliad the
economic sophistries of Bastiat and all his numegrfollowers, up
to and including Bohm-Bawerk. The jackals do absdunothing
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to secure the lion’s food, part of which goes tos$atheir own

hunger. But who will venture to say that the woskemployed in
any given factory contribute nothing to the creatd its product?
It is by their labour, obviously, that it is credteall economic
sophistries notwithstanding. True, the employetigaates in the
process of production as its organiser. And asrgariser, he is
himself a worker. But, again, everybody knows thatsalary of a
factory manager is one thing, and the entreprepeuniit of the

factory-owner quite another. Deducting the salaoynf the profit,

we get a balance which goes to the share of cagstaluch. The
whole question is, why does capital get this ba&n&nd to this
guestion there is not even a hint of an answer dloquent
disquisitions of Jean de Sancy — who, incidentallyes not even
suspect that his own income as a big sharehold#reirbusiness
would not have been justified even if his absolutéhlse

comparison of the entrepreneur to a lion, and tleekers to

jackals, had been correct: he himself does abdplatghing for

the business and is content with receiving a bapnme from it

annually. And if anybody resembles a jackal whalfeen what is
obtained by the effort of others, it is the shatdég whose work
consists solely in looking after his shares, arsb d@he ideologist
of the bourgeois system, who does not participatproduction

himself, but lives on what is left over from thexlwious: banquet
of capital. With all his talent, de Curel, unforaaly, himself

belongs to this category of ideologists. In theggle of the wage-
workers against the capitalists, he unreservedgstahe side of
the latter and gives an absolutely false picturtheir real attitude
toward those whom they exploit.

And what is Bourget's play,a barricade but the appeal of a
well-known and, undoubtedly, also talented artist the
bourgeoisie, urging all the members of this classiriite against
the proletariat? Bourgeois art is becoming belbger Its
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exponents can no longer say of themselves thatvileey not born
for “agitation and strife.” No, they are eager &brife, and do not
shun the agitation that goes with it. But what iwaged for — this
strife in which they are anxious to take part? Afas the sake of
self-interest. Not, it is true, for their own pensb self-interest — it
would be strange to affirm that men like de CurelBmurget
defend capitalism in the hope of personal enrichmé&he self-
interest which “agitates” them, and for which thane eager to
engage in “strife,” is the self-interest of a whalass. But it is
none the less self-interest. And if this is sof gee what we get.

Why did the romanticists despise the “bourgeois’ttedir time?
We already know why: because the “bourgeois,” | words of
Théodore de Banville, prized the five-franc piet®e all else.
And what do artists like de Curel, Bourget and Hamndefend in
their writings? Those social relationships whicle @ plentiful
source of five-franc pieces for the bourgeoisiewHemote these
artists are from the romanticism of the good olgistisAnd what
has made them so remote from it? Nothing but tlaelviartible
march of social development. The acuter the inheren
contradictions of the capitalist mode of productisecame, the
harder it was for artists who remained faithfulth@ bourgeois
manner of thought to cling to the theory of art éot's sake — and
to live, as the French term has it, shut up invamyi tower (tour
d’ivoire).

There is not, | think, a single country in the modeivilised world
where the bourgeois youth is not sympathetic to iteas of
Friedrich Nietzsche. Nietzsche, perhaps, despised“dteepy”
(schlafrigen) contemporaries even more than ThéepBautier
despised the “bourgeois” of his time. But what,Nretzsche’s
eyes, was wrong with his “sleepy” contemporaries@atMwvas
their principal defect, the source of all the off*elt was that they
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could not think, feel and — chiefly — act as befiesople who hold
the predominant position in society. In the preshistorical
conditions, this is tantamount to the reproach thaty did not
display sufficient energy and consistency in deiegdthe
bourgeois order against the revolutionary attadkbe proletariat.
Witness the anger with which Nietzsche spoke of Sbeialists.
But, again, see what we get.

If Pushkin and the romanticists of his time rebukiee “crowd”
for setting too much store on the cooking pot,itispirers of the
present neo-romanticists rebuke the *“crowd” for nbeitoo
sluggish in defending it, that is, in not settindfisient store on it.
Yet the neo-romanticists also proclaim, like theamticists of the
good old days, the absolute autonomy of art. Bataree seriously
call art autonomous when it consciously sets itfedf aim of
defending the existing social relationships? Ofrsewnot. Such art
iIs undoubtedly utilitarian. And if its exponentssgese creative
work that is guided by utilitarian consideratiotisis is simply a
misunderstanding. And indeed — leaving aside cenattbns of
personal benefit, which can never be paramounhenelyes of a
man who is genuinely devoted to art — to them osilch
considerations are intolerable as envisage the fibeok the
exploited majority. As to the benefit of the exfilog minority, for
them it is a supreme law. Thus the attitude, s&yXmut Hamsun
or Francois de Curel to the utilitarian principheart is actually the
very opposite of that of Théophile Gautier or Flatpalthough
neither of the latter, as we know, were devoid ohservative
prejudices either. But since the time of Gautiet Blaubert, these
prejudices, owing to the greater acuteness of tbeials
contradictions, have become so strongly developeattists who
hold to the bourgeois standpoint that it is nowomparably more
difficult for them to adhere consistently to thesdhy of art for
art's sake. Of course, it would be a great mistakenagine that
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none of them nowadays adheres to this theory denslg. But, as
we shall soon see, this consistency is now maiethst a very
heavy cost.

The neo-romanticists — also under the influencéN@ftzsche —
fondly imagine that they stand “beyond good and."eBut what
does standing beyond good and evil mean? It meaing @ great
historical work which cannot be judged within thharhework of
the existing concepts of good and evil, those gjman from the
existing social order. The French revolutionari€d 03, in their
struggle against reaction, undoubtedly did stanebe good and
evil, that is, their activities were in contradactito the concepts of
good and evil which had sprung from the old andibword order.
Such a contradiction, in which there is always aagrdeal of
tragedy, can only be justified on the ground tihat activities of
revolutionaries who are temporarily compelled tanst beyond
good and evil have the result that evil retreat®rgegood in
social life. In order to take the Bastille, its eedflers had to be
fought. And whoever wages such a fight must inétdor the
time being take his stand beyond good and evil. fanthe extent
that the capture of the Bastille curbed the tyramiych could
send people to prison “at its good pleasure” (“pagoe tel est
notre bon plaisir® — the well-known expression of the French
absolute monarchs), to that extent it compelled &viretreat
before good in the social life of France, therebsgtifying the
stand beyond good and evil temporarily assumedhbget who
were fighting tyranny. But such a justification oahbe found for
all who take their stand beyond good and evil. Ikareno, for
example, would probably not hesitate for a momergd beyond
good and evil for the sake of realising his thosghtt are “as free
as a bird.” But, as we know, his thoughts amoumtsum, to
waging an implacable struggle against the emanoipat
movement of the proletariat. For him, thereforeingobeyond
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good and evil would mean not being deterred in ghisggle even
by the few rights which the working class has saded in

winning in bourgeois society. And if his strugglen successful,
its effect would be not to diminish, but to increathe evil in

social life. In his case, therefore, going beyorabdy and evil
could not be justified, as it generally is wherisitdone for the
furtherance of reactionary aims. It may be argumedhijection that
although Ivar Kareno could find no justificationofn the

standpoint of the proletariat, he certainly woulidfjustification

from the standpoint of the bourgeoisie. | fully egr But the
standpoint of the bourgeoisie is in this case tlaadpoint of a
privileged minority which is anxious to perpetudte privileges.

The standpoint of the proletariat, on the otherdhas that of a
majority which demands the abolition of all prigks. Hence, to
say that the activity of a particular person idifisble from the

standpoint of the bourgeoisie, is to say that @asdemnable from
the standpoint of all people who are not inclineddefend the
interests of exploiters. And that is all | need; fbe inevitable
march of economic development is my guaranteetbieahumber
of such people will most certainly grow larger dadjer.

Hating the “sleepers” from the bottom of their lisathe neo-
romanticists want movement. But the movement thegird is
aprotectivenovement, the very opposite of
theemancipatiormovement of our time. This is the whole secret
of their psychology. It is also the secret of thetfthat even the
most talented of them cannot produce the signifieeorks they
would have produced if their social sympathiesiraa different
direction, and if their attitude of mind were diéat. We have
already seen how erroneous is the idea on whicButel based
his play,Le repas du lionAnd a false idea is bound to injure an
artistic work, since it gives a false twist to thgychology of its
characters. It would not be difficult to demonstrdtow much
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falsity there is in the psychology of the principa&ro of this play,

Jean de Sancy. But this would compel me to makeiéhrionger

digression than the plan of my article warranthadll take another
example which will permit me to be more brief.

The basic idea of the pldy barricadeis that everyone must
participate in the modern class struggle on the il his own
class. But whom does Bourget consider the “mostlite figure”
in his play? An old worker named Gaucherétidwho sides not
with the workers, but with the employer. The bebaviof this
worker fundamentally contradicts the basic idedhef play, and
he may seem likeable only to those who are abdyplbtmded by
sympathy for the bourgeoisie. The sentiment whiahdes
Gaucherond is that of a slave who reveres his shand we
already know from the time of Count Alexei Tolstbat it is hard
to evoke sympathy for the devotion of a slave iyoae who has
not been educated in the spirit of slavery. Remembeasily
Shibanov, who so wonderfully preserved his “slavish
fidelity.” ® Despite terrible torture, he died a hero:

Tsar, forever the same is his word:
He does naught but sing the praise of his lord.

But this slavish heroism has but little appeal tbe modern
reader, who probably cannot even conceive howpbssible for a
“vocal tool”®” to display such devoted loyalty to his owner. Yet
old Gaucherond in Bourget's play is a sort of lasthibanov
transformed from a serf into a modern proletari@ne must be
purblind indeed to call him the “most likeable figliin the play.
And one thing is certain at any rate: if Gaucheragdlly is
likeable, then it shows that, despite Bourget, ezfchs must side
not with the class to which he belongs, but witht twhose cause
he considers more just.
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Bourget’s creation contradicts his own idea. Ani tis for the
same reason that a wise man who oppresses otlamée mad.
When a talented artist is inspired by a wrong ideaspoils his
own production. And the modern artist cannot beinesl by a
right idea if he is anxious to defend the bourgeais its struggle
against the proletariat.

| have said that it is incomparably harder thamieny for an
artist who holds to the bourgeois standpoint toeaelltonsistently
to the theory of art for art’'s sake. This, incidalyt is admitted by
Bourget himself, He even puts it far more emphdyicarhe role
of an indifferent chronicler,” he says, “is impdseifor a thinking
mind and a sensitive heart when it is a case o$ehierrible
internecine wars on which, it sometimes seemswihele future
of one’s country and of civilisation depend&'But here it is
appropriate to make a reservation. It is indeee that a man with
a thinking mind and a responsive heart cannot nena
indifferent observer of the civil war going on irodern society. If
his field of vision is narrowed by bourgeois preaas, he will be
on one side of the “barricade”; if he is not inggttwith these
prejudices, he will be on the other. That is trBat not all the
children of the bourgeoisie — or of any other clagscourse —
possess thinking minds. And those who do thinkndb always
have responsive hearts. For them, it is easy ewv@gnto remain
consistent believers in the theory of art for ase&e. It eminently
accords with indifference to social — and even owarclass —
interests. And the bourgeois social system is perin@ore capable
than any other of engendering such indifference.eiVivhole
generations are educated in the celebrated pren@pleach for
himself and the devil take the hindmost, the apgreae of egotists
who think only of themselves and are interestedy om
themselves, is very natural. And we do, in faatdfithat such
egotists are more frequently to be met with amdwegpresent-day
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bourgeoisie than perhaps at any other time. Onpibiist we have
the very valuable testimony of one of its most prant
ideologists: Maurice Barres.

“Our morality, our religion, our national sentimemave all gone
to pieces,” he says. “No rules of life can be baed from them.
And until such time as our teachers establish aith&uths, there
is naught we can do but cling to the only reatlityr ego.”™

When in the eyes of a man all has “fallen to piesase his own
ego, then there is nothing to prevent him fromracts a calm
chronicler of the great war raging in the bosonmafidern society.
But, no! Even then there is something to prevent Hoing so.
This something will be precisely that lack of aticgl interest
which is vividly described in the lines of Barrehdve quoted.
Why should a man act as a chronicler of the satralggle when
he has not the slightest interest either in theggfle, or in society?
He will be irresistibly bored by everything conrettwith the
struggle. And if he is an artist, he will not eviemt at it in his
works. In them, too, he will be concerned with thely reality” —
his ego. And as his ego may nevertheless be boned v has no
company but itself, he will invent for it a fantasttranscendental
world, a world standing high above the earth aridealthly
“questions.” And that is what many present-days&stdo. | am
not labelling them. They say so themselves. Hereexample, is
what our countrywoman, Mrs. Zinaida Hippius, says:

“I consider that a natural and most essential réddiman
nature is prayer. Everyone most certainly praystiaves to
pray — whether he is conscious of it or not, whatethe
form his praying may take, and to whatever godatyrbe
addressed. The form depends on the abilities and
inclinations of each. Poesy in general, and versify—
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verbal music — in particular, is only one of thenfig prayer
takes in our hearts™

This identification of “verbal music” with prayess iof course
utterly untenable. There have been very long psriodhe history
of poetry when it bore no relation whatever to prayut there is
Nno necessity to argue this point. It is only impattfor me here to
acquaint the reader with Mrs. Hippius’s terminolpfyyr unless he
Is acquainted with it, he might be rather perplesadeading the
following passages, which are important for usubstance.

Mrs. Hippius continues: “Are we to blame that evegpo has now
become separate, lonely and isolated from evergro#go, and
therefore incomprehensible and unnecessary to #?aWof us

passionately need, understand and prize our prayexerse — the
reflection of an instantaneous fullness of the &t to another,
whose cherished ego is different, my prayer is nmeeehensible
and alien. The consciousness of loneliness isola¢eple from
one another still more, makes them separate, canipen to lock
their hearts. We are ashamed of our prayers, aodikg that all

the same we shall not merge in them with anyonesayethem,
compose them, in a whisper, to ourselves, in Himi$ are clear
only to ourselves.®

When individualism is carried to such an extrerhent indeed, as
Mrs. Hippius quite rightly says, there is no longey “possibility
of communication through prayer [that is, poetrys—P], of
community in prayerful [that is, poeticalG: P] impulse.” But
this cannot but reflect detrimentally on poetry amtlin general,
which is one of the media through which people caomicate
with one another. It was aptly observed by theitablJehovah
that it is not good that man should be alone. Anslis eminently
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corroborated by the example of Mrs. Hippius herdelbne of her
poems, we read:

‘Tis a merciless road | must plod.
On and on unto death it will roll.
But | love myself as my God,

And that love, it will save my soul.

We may well doubt that. Who “loves himself as GodA?
boundless egotist. And a boundless egotist is slyamapable of
saving anyone’s soul.

But the point is not whether the souls of Mrs. Higpand of all
who, like her, “love themselves as God” will be sadwor not. The
point is that poets who love themselves as God lware no
interest in what is going on in the society arouhdm. Their
ambitions must of necessity be extremely vagueéhdnpoemA

Song Mrs. Hippius “sings”™

Alas, in the madness of sorrow | perish,
| perish,

'Tis a dream of | know not what that | cherish,
| cherish,

This desire has arisen | know not where from,
Where from,

Yet my heart still yearns for a miracle to come,
To come.

Oh that there might befall which never can be,
Never can be!
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The cold, pallid skies promise wonders to me,
To me,

Yet | mourn without tears for the broken word,
The broken word.

Give me that which in this world is not,
Is not, O Lord!

This puts it quite neatly. A person who “loves halfisas God,”

and has lost all capacity of communication witheotheople, has
nothing left but to “yearn for a miracle” and tontp for that

“which in this world is not” — for what is in thisorld cannot
interest him. Sergeyev-Tsensky’s Lieutenant Bab&yeays that
“art is a product of anaemia.” This philosophissan of Mars is
seriously mistaken if he believes tladitart is a product of
anaemia. But it cannot be denied that it is anae¢ha@a produces
the art which yearns for what “in this world is rioThis art is

characteristic of the decay of a whole system otiao
relationships, and is therefore quite aptly catledadent art.

True, the system of social relationships of whoseag this art is
characteristic, that is, the system of capitalistations of
production, is still far from having decayed in owwn
country.® In Russia, capitalism has not yet completely gaithe
upper hand over the old order. But since the timePeter |
Russian literature has been very strongly infludnby West
European literatures. Not infrequently, therefares invaded by
trends which fully correspond to the West Europesotial
relationships and much less to the relatively backiw
relationships of Russia. There was a time when someur
aristocrats had an infatuation for the doctrines thie
Encyclopaedists’” which corresponded to one of the last phases
in the struggle of the third estate against thstacracy in France.
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Now a time has come when many of our “intellectuatenceive
an infatuation for social, philosophical and aestheoctrines
which correspond to the era of decay of the Westofean
bourgeoisie. This infatuation anticipates the ceuo$ our own
social development in the same way as it was gatied by the
infatuation of 18th-century people for the theory the
Encyclopaedists?

But if the appearance of Russian decadence camnatiéquately
explained, so to speak, by domestic causes, tobisiiano way
alters its nature. Introduced into our country frthra West, it does
not cease to be what it was at home, namely, auptoof the
“anaemia” that accompanies the decay of the clasw n
predominant in Western Europe.

Mrs. Hippius will probably say that | quite arbititg ascribe to
her a complete indifference to social questionst, Buthe first
place, | ascribe nothing to her; | cite her owndst effusions, and
only define their significance. Whether | have wstigod these
effusions rightly or not, | leave it to the readerjudge. In the
second place, | am aware of course that nowadags Hippius is
not averse to discoursing even on the social mowmeriée book,
for instance, which she wrote in collaboration wiiti. Dmitry

Merezhkovsky and Mr. Dmitry Filosofov and published

Germany in 1908, might serve as convincing evideotder

interest in the Russian social movement. But orsedmdy to read
the introduction to the book to see how extrenmhesyearning of
its authors for “they know not what.” It says th@urope is
familiar with the deeds of the Russian revolutibaf not with its
soul. And in order, presumably, to acquaint Eurojita the soul
of the Russian revolution, the authors tell the dpeans the
following: “We resemble you as the left hand resksbbhe right...
We are equal with you, but only in the reverse senkKant would
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have said that our soul lies in the transcendeatal, yours in the
phenomenal. Nietzsche would have said that youraled by

Apollo, and we by Dionysus; your genius consistsnoderation,
ours in impulsiveness. You are able to check yduesdan time; if

you come up against a wall, you stop or go rounaiét, however,
dash our heads against it (wir rennen uns abeKdde ein). It is

not easy for us to get going, but once we havesammot stop. We
do not walk, we run. We do not run, we fly. We duat fly, we

plunge downwards. You are fond of the golden meanare fond
of extremes. You are just; for us there are no lafes! are able to
retain your equanimity; we are always striving tsd it. You

possess the kingdom of the present; we seek tlgeldam of the
future. You, in the final analysis, always placevgmment
authority higher than the liberties you may secW&, on the
other hand, remain rebels and anarchists even Vetiened in the
chains of slavery. Reason and emotion lead usatextreme limit
of negation, yet, despite this, deep down at thboof our being
and will, we remain mystics™®™

The Europeans further learn that the Russian ré&ealus as
absolute as the form of government against whiak directed,
and that if its conscious empirical aim is socralists unconscious
mystical aim is anarchy? In conclusion, the authors declare that
they are addressing themselves not to the Europeargeoisie,
but — to whom, reader? To the proletariat, you kbirYou are
mistaken. “Only to individual minds of the univergalture, to
people who share Nietzsche'’s view that the stathescoldest of
cold monsters,” et¢?

| have not cited these passages for polemical nsagaenerally, |
am not here indulging in polemics, but only tryitagcharacterise
and explain certain mental attitudes of certainisdostrata. The
quotations | have just given are, | hope, suffitienshow that
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Mrs. Hippius, now that she has (at last!) beconterasted in
social questions, still remains exactly as she aqgoeto us in the
poems cited above, namely, an extreme individuabistthe
decadent type who yearns for a “miracle” only beeashe has no
serious attitude to real social life. The reades hat forgotten
Leconte de Lisle’s idea that poetry now providesdsal life for
those who no longer have a real life. And when a E@ases to
have any spiritual intercourse with the people adotim, his
ideal life loses all connection with the earth. Higgination then
carries him to heaven, he becomes a mystic. Thoigug
permeated with mysticism, Mrs. Hippius’'s interest $ocial
guestions is absolutely fruitle$8.But she and her collaborators
are gquite mistaken in thinking that the yearning #&"“miracle”
and the “mystical” negation of “politics” “as a eace” are a
feature peculiar to the Russian decadéfitfhe “sober” West,
before “inebriate” Russia, produced people who kteagainst
reason in the name of an irrational aspirationgytBrszewski’s
Eric Falk abuses the Social-Democrats and “drawdagn
anarchists like John Henry Mackay” solely becaasehe claims,
they put too much faith in reason.

“They all,” declares this non-Russian decadenteégh
peaceful revolution, the changing of the brokeneVheénile
the cart is in motion. Their whole dogmatic struetus
idiotically stupid just because it is so logicalr it is based
on almighty reason. But up to now everything hdena
place not by virtue of reason, but of foolishness,
meaningless chance.”

Falk's reference to “foolishness” and “meaninglesgance” is
exactly of the same nature as the yearning for isatite” which
permeates the German book of Mrs. Hippius and Messr
Merezhkovsky and Filosofov. It is one and the saimeught



Rows

Collection

Art and Social Life G.V. Plekhanov Halaman 59

posing under different names. It owes its originthe extreme
subjectivity of a large section of the present-dagurgeois
intellectuals. When a man believes that his own isgibe “only
reality,” he cannot admit the existence of an diec “rational,”
that is, logical connection between his ego andaher world
around him. To him the outer world must be eithdirely unreal,
or only partly real, only to the extent that itasé&nce rests upon
the only true reality, that is, his ego. If suchman is fond of
philosophical cogitation, he will say that, in dieg the outer
world, our ego imparts to it at least some modiacoiirits own
rationality; a philosopher cannot completely re\adjiainst reason
even when he restricts its rights from one or othetive-in the
interest of religion, for exampl&! If a man who believes that the
only reality is his own ego is not given to philpbacal cogitation,
he does not bother his head as to how his egoesrd¢hé outer
world. In that case he will not be inclined to pre® even a
modicum of reason — that is, of law — in the owterld. On the
contrary, the world will seem to him a realm of ‘améngless
chance.” And if it should occur to him to sympa¢imith any
great social movement, he, like Falk, will certgigay that its
success can be ensured not by the natural marcboahl
development, but only by human “foolishness,” awhkich is one
and the same thing — by “meaningless” historichbftce.” But as
| have already said, the mystical view of the Rarsgmancipation
movement held by Hippius and her two like-thinkersno way
differs, essentially, from Falk’'s view that the saa of great
historical events are “meaningless.” Although ansgido stagger
Europe with the unparalleled immensity of the fim®edoving
ambitions of the Russians, the authors of the Geripoak | have
referred to are decadents of the purest water, avhccapable of
feeling sympathy only with that “which never can bever can
be” — in other words, are incapable of feeling sgthg with
anything which occurs in reality. Their mystical aachism,
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therefore, does not weaken the validity of the amsions | drew
from Mrs. Hippius's lyrical effusions.

Since | have touched upon this point, | shall egprmy thought
without reservation. The events of 1905 — 06 predujst as
strong an impression on the Russian decadentseasvints of
1848 — 49 did on the French romanticists. They anokthem an
interest in social life. But this interest was eVess suited to the
temperament of the decadents than it had beerettethperament
of the romanticists. It therefore proved still lelksable. And there
are no grounds for taking it seriously.

Let us return to modern art. When a man is disptsedgard his
ego as the only reality, he, like Mrs. Hippius,Vés himself as
God.” This is fully understandable and quite inalble. And when
a man “loves himself as God,” he will be concermedlis artistic
productions solely with himself. The outer worldlvimterest him
only to the extent that it in one way or anothde@st this “sole
reality,” this precious ego of his. In Scene | Aovf Sudermann’s
most interesting playpas BlumenboogtBaroness Erfflingen says
to her daughter Thea: “People of our category axistrder to
make the things of this world into a sort of mgognorama which
passes before us — or, rather, whieemgo pass before us.
Because, actually, it is we that are moving. Thagstain. And
what is more, we don’t need any ballast.” Thesedaqrerfectly
describe the life-aim of people of Baroness Erffén’s category;
they could with complete conviction reiterate therds of Barres:
“The only reality is our ego.” But people who pugsthis life aim
must look upon art solely as a means of embellgghihe
panorama which seemé to be passing before them. And here,
too, they will try not to be burdened with any batl They will
either completely scorn idea content in artisticrikso or will
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subordinate it to the caprices and fickle demaridbeair extreme
subjectiveness.

Let us turn to painting.

Complete indifference to the idea content of theorks was
already displayed by the impressionists. One omtlvery aptly
expressed the conviction of them all when he séitie chief
dramatis persona in a picture is light.” But thassgion of light is
only a sensation — that is, it is n@temotion, and notetthought.
An artist who confines his attention to the realfrsensations is
indifferent to emotion and thought. He may paintgaod
landscape. And the impressionists did, in fact,njppanany
excellent landscapes. But landscape is not the evhof
painting.™ Let us recall Leonardo da Vincilsast Suppeand ask,
is light the chief dramatis persona in this famfyasco? We know
that its subject is that highly dramatic momentha relationship
of Jesus to his disciples when he says: “One of glmll betray
me.” Leonardo da Vinci’s task was to portray thetesiof mind of
Jesus himself, who was deeply grieved by his drgatifcovery,
and of his disciples, who could not believe thevald be a traitor
in their small company. If the artist had beliewbdt the chief
dramatis persona in a picture is light, he woulthave thought of
depicting this drama. And if he had painted thesdoe
nevertheless, its chief artistic interest wouldénheen centred not
on what was going on in the hearts of Jesus andisagples, but
on what was happening on the walls of the chamberhich they
were assembled, on the table at which they wertedeand on
their own skins — that is, on the various lighteets. We should
then have had not a terrific spiritual drama, buseaies of
excellently painted patches of light: one, say,aomall of the
chamber, another on the table-cloth, a third onaguthooked
nose, a fourth on Jesus’ cheek, and so on andto But because
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of this the impression caused by the fresco wowdirtfinitely
weaker, and the specific importance of Leonardo \tiaci's
production would be infinitely less. Some Frenclitias have
compared impressionism with realism in literatubhed there is
some basis for the comparison. But if the impresste were
realists, it must be admitted that their realisns waite superficial,
that it did not go deeper than the “husk of appe=es.” And
when this realism acquired a firm position in madart — as it
undoubtedly did — artists trained under its infloemad only one
of two alternatives: either to exercise their ingign over the
“husk of appearances” and devise ever more astogisind ever
more artificial light effects; or to attempt to m#rate beneath the
“husk of appearances,” having realised the mistakethe
impressionists and grasped that the chief drangegisona in a
picture is not light, but man and his highly divBesl emotional
experiences. And we do indeed find both these sramdnodern
art. Concentration of interest on the “husk of appaces”
accounts for those paradoxical canvases beforehwénen the
most indulgent critic shrugs his shoulders in pexpy and
confesses that modern painting is passing throudhriais of
ugliness.” Recognition, on the other hand, that it is impalssi
to stop at the “husk of appearances” impels artistseek for idea
content, that is, to worship what they had onlyergly burned.
But to impart idea content to a production is roeasy as it may
seem. Idea is not something that exists indepelydehthe real
world. A man’s stock of ideas is determined andobed by his
relations with that world. And he whose relationghvthat world
are such that he considers his ego the “only ygalibevitably
becomes an out-and-out pauper in the matter okidéat only is
he bereft of ideas, but — and this is the chiefpseihe is not in a
position to conceive any. And just as people, wtiey have no
bread, eat dockweed, so when they have no cleas ideey
content themselves with vague hints at ideas, wiillrogates
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borrowed from mysticism, symbolism and the simil&sms”
characteristic of the period of decadence. In pneé find in
painting a repetition of what we have seen in ditere: realism
decays because of its inherent vacuity and idealigaction
triumphs.

Subjective idealism was always anchored in the taathere is
no reality save our ego. But it required the boassll
individualism of the era of bourgeois decadencméke this idea
not only an egotistical rule defining the relatidmstween people
each of whom “loves himself as God” — the bourgeoigas never
distinguished by excessive altruism — but also tieoretical

foundation of a new aesthetics.

The reader has of course heard of the so-callesstsuliAnd if he
has had occasion to see some of their productiods, not run
much risk of being mistaken if | assume that he was at all
delighted with them. In me, at any rate, they dd pwoke
anything resembling aesthetic enjoyment. “Nonsendeed!” are
the words that suggest themselves at the sightaset ostensibly
artistic exercises. But cubism, after all, hasciamise. Calling it
nonsense raised to the third degree is not expliis origin.
This, of course, is not the place to attempt suchexplanation.
But even here one may indicate the direction incWwhti is to be
sought. Before me lies an interesting bddk: cubismeby Albert
Gleizes and Jean Metzinger. Both authors are pajnémd both
belong to the cubist school. Let us obey the ruldiaur et altera
pars,” and let us hear what they have to say. How do jinstify
their bewildering creative methods?

“There is nothing real outside of us,” they say..-#t does
not occur to us to doubt the existence of the abjedich
act upon our senses: but reasonable certainty ssilge
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only in respect to the images which they evoke um o
mind.”

From this the authors conclude that we do not kmdwat forms
objects have in themselves. And since these fommsiaknown,
they consider they are entitled to portray thenthetr own will

and pleasure. They make the noteworthy reservétanthey do
not find it desirable to confine themselves, as ithpressionists
do, to the realm of sensation. “We seek the esdeniney assure
us, “but we seek it in our personality not in aereity laboriously
fashioned by mathematicians and philosophé&fs.”

In these arguments, as the reader will see, we, rinesttof all, the

already well-known idea that our ego is the “ordality.” True,

we meet it here in less rigid guise. Gleizes andzMger affirm

that nothing is farther from their thought than doubt the
existence of external objects. But having grankedexistence of
the external world, our authors right there andhttieclare it to be
unknowable. And this means that, for them too,dhsrnothing
real except their ego.

If images of objects arise in us because the lateérupon our
external senses, then it surely cannot be saidtibaduter world is
unknowable: we obtain knowledge of it precisely daese of this
action. Gleizes and Metzinger are mistaken. Thgiument about
forms-in-themselves is also very lame. They carmmmoiously be
blamed for their mistakes: similar mistakes havenbenade by
men infinitely more adept in philosophy than thBut one thing
cannot be passed over, namely, that from the segdpos
unknowableness of the outer world, our authorsririfiat the
essential must be sought in “our personality.” Tihference may
be understood in two ways: first, by “personalitpay be meant
the whole human race in general; secondly, it maameach
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personality separately. In the first case, we arrigt the
transcendental idealism of Kant; in the secondhatsophistical
recognition that each separate person is the mneadwll things.
Our authors incline towards the sophistical intetation of their
inference.

And once its sophistical interpretation is acceptédne may
permit oneself anything one likes in painting andeverything
else. If instead of the “Woman in Blue” (La femme leleu — a
painting exhibited by Fernand Léger at last autwm®alon), |
depict several stereometric figures, who has et tio say | have
painted a bad picture? Women are part of the outeld around
me. The outer world is unknowable. To portray a wom have
to appeal to my own “personality,” and my “persatyallends the

woman the form of several haphazardly arrangeds;ulre rather,
parallepipeds. These cubes cause a smile in evdyywho visits
the Salon. But that’s all right. The “crowd” laugbsly because it
does not understand the language of the artist. artist must
under no circumstances give way to the crowd. “Mgkno

concessions, explaining nothing and telling nothitige artist
accumulates internal energy which illuminates etieng around
him.” " And until such energy is accumulated, there isingtfor

it but to draw stereometric figures.

We thus get an amusing parody on Pushkin’s “To Hbet”:

Exacting artist, are you pleased with your creation
You are? Then let the mob abuse your name

And on the altar spit where burns your flame.

And shake your tripod in its childlike animation.

The amusing thing about the parody is that in ttese the
“exacting artist” is content with the most obviom®nsense.
Incidentally, the appearance of such parodies shthas the
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inherent dialectics of social life have now led theory of art for
art’'s sake to the point of utter absurdity.

It is not good that man should be alone. The pte$enovators”
in art are not satisfied with what their predecessoeated. There
is nothing wrong in this. On the contrary, the ufgesomething
new is very often a source of progress. But notrydaay who
searches for something new, really finds it. Onstkanow how to
look for it. He who is blind to the new teachindgssocial life, he
to whom there is no reality save his own ego, Wil in his
search for something “new” nothing but a new abisyrdt is not
good that man should be alone.

It appears, then, that in present-day social cmmditthe fruits of
art for art's sake are far from delectable. The resre
individualism of the era of bourgeois decay cufsadtists from all
sources of true inspiration. It makes them compjdiknd to what
iIs going on in social life, and condemns them terilst
preoccupation with personal emotional experiencesat tare
entirely without significance and with the phanegsof a morbid
imagination. The end product of their preoccupat®oeomething
that not only has no relation to beauty of any kibdt which
moreover represents an obvious absurdity that caly be
defended with the help of sophistical distortiorfstloe idealist
theory of knowledge.

Pushkin’s “cold and haughty people” listen to thegmg poet
with “empty minds.™ | have already said that, coming from
Pushkin’s pen, this juxtaposition had historicalameg. In order
to understand it, we must only bear in mind thatepithets “cold
and haughty” were not applicable to the Russiarsqr@taserf of
the time. But they were fully applicable to the higociety
“rabble” whose obtuseness led to the ultimate dedraur great
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poet. The people who composed this “rabble” mighheut any
exaggeration say of themselves what the rabblars®@ushkin’s
poem:

We all are treacherous and vicious,
Ungrateful, shameless, meretricious,

Our bearts no feeling ever warms.

Slaves, slanderers and fools, black swarms
Of vices breed in each and all.

Pushkin saw that it would be ridiculous to give ltBdessons to
the heartless aristocratic crowd: they would notehanderstood
them. He did right in proudly turning away from theMore, he
did wrong — to the great misfortune of Russiarrditere — in not
turning away from them resolutely enough. But noayedin the
more advanced capitalist countries the attitudeckvithe poet —
and artist generally — who is unable to throw b# bld bourgeois
Adam maintains toward the people is the very ogpasiwhat we
see in the case of Pushkin: now it is no longer‘ge®ple” — the
real people, whose advanced section is becoming rod more
conscious — that can be accused of obtusenesthéattists who
listen with “empty minds” to the noble calls emangtfrom the

people. At best, the fault of these artists is thair clocks are
some eighty years behind the time. Repudiating finest

aspirations of their era, they naively imagine thelves to be
continuers of the struggle waged by the romansicsgainst
philistinism. The West European aesthetes, and Rlssian
aesthetes who follow them, are very fond of digtion the
philistinism of the present-day proletarian movemen

This is comical. How baseless the charge of philsn is which
these gentlemen level at the emancipation movenoénthe
working class, was shown long ago by Richard Waghehis
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well-founded opinion, the emancipation movementhefworking
class, when carefully considered (“genau betrafhtatoves to be
a movement not toward, but away from philistinisna doward a
free life, toward an “artistic humanity” Ztm kinstlerischen
Menschentufi). It is a movement “for dignified enjoyment ofdi
the material means for which man will no longer é&w procure
at the expense of all his vital energies.” It issthecessity of
expending all one’s vital energies to procure theans of
subsistence that is nhowadays the source of “phéissentiments.
Constant concern for his means of subsistence fiade man
weak, servile, stupid and mean, has turned himantceature that
is incapable either of love or hate, into a citixgm is prepared at
any moment to sacrifice the last vestige of frek ovily that this
concern might be eased.” The emancipation moveroérthe
working class aims at doing away with this humitigt and
corrupting concern. Wagner maintained that only nhas done
away with, only when the proletariat’s urge for emipation is
realised, will the words of Jesus — take no thoughtwhat ye
shall eat, etc. — become trif&¢ He would have been right in
adding thabnlywhen this is realised will there be no serious
grounds for juxtaposing aesthetics to moralitythes believers in
art for art's sake do — Flaubert, for examplel-laubert held that
“virtuous books are tedious and falsele§ livres vertueux sont
ennuyeux et falix He was right — bubnly because the virtue of
present-day society — bourgeois virtue — is tediand false.
Flaubert himself saw nothing tedious or false iticare “virtue.”
Yet it only differed from bourgeois virtue in noging tainted with
bourgeois individualism. Shirinsky-Shikhmatov, agnigter of
Education to Nicholas I, considered that the dutyam was to
“strengthen the faith, so important to social andate life, that
evil deeds meet with fitting retribution alreadyée®n earth,” that
is, in the society so zealously guarded by the iISky-
Shikhmatovs. That opinion, of course, was eminefdlge and
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tediously vulgar. Artists do right in turning awdyom such
falsities and vulgarities. And when we read in Bl that in
acertain sensénothing is more poetic than vicé® we
understand that, in it®al sensethis is a juxtaposition of vice to
the vulgar, tedious and false virtue of the bouigeaoralists and
the Shirinsky-Shikhmatovs. But when the social oreéich
breeds this vulgar, tedious and false virtue isedaway with,
themoral compulsion to idealise vice will also disappear.
Flaubert, | repeat, saw nothing vulgar, tediousatse in antique
virtue, although, while respecting it, he couldtla¢ same time,
owing to the very rudimentary character of his aband political
concepts, admire such a monstrous negation ofvihise as the
behaviour of Nero. In a socialist society the piirgtiart for art’s
sake will be a sheer logical impossibility to thdeat that there
will no longer be that vulgarisation of social migravhich is now
an inevitable consequence of the determinatiomefrtling class
to retain its privileges. Flaubert says.’drt est la recherche de
linutile” (“art is a search for the useless”). It is noffidult to
detect in these words the basic idea of PushHRih&s RabbleBut
his insistence on this idea only signifies that dinst is revolting
against the narrow utilitarianism of the given mgliclass, or
caste... With the disappearance of classes, thisrowma
utilitarianism, which is closely akin tegotism will also
disappear. Egotism has nothing in common with atisth a
judgement of taste always carries the presumptiahthe person
who pronounces it is not actuated by consideratmngersonal
advantage. Buytersonal advantage is one thing,
andsocialadvantage another. The desire to be useful tenci
which was the basis of antique virtue, is a fountaad of self-
sacrifice, and an act of self-sacrificing may gabé — and very
often has been, as the history of art shows — g@tbbf aesthetic
portrayal. We have only to remember the songs efphmitive
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peoples or, not to go so far afield, the monumenHarmodius
and Aristogeiton in Athens.

The ancient thinkers — Plato and Aristotle, for rapée — were
fully aware how a man is degraded when all hisl @tergies are
absorbed by concern for his material subsistenke.present-day
ideologists of the bourgeoisie are also aware.ofhey likewise
consider it necessary to relieve people of theatégg burden of
constant economic cares. But the people they hmaw@nd are the
members of the highest social class, which livesekploiting
labour. They see the solution of the problem witeee ancient
thinkers saw it, namely, in the enslavement ofgheducers by a
fortunate chosen few who more or less approachdie of the
“superman.” But if this solution was conservativem in the days
of Plato and Aristotle, now it is arch-reactionadnd if the
conservative Greek slaveowners of Aristotle’s ticoglld hope to
retain their predominant position by dint of thewn “valour,” the
present-day preachers of the enslavement of theaname very
sceptical of the valour of the bourgeois exploitérkat is why
they are so given to dreaming of the appearantieedtead of the
state of a superhuman genius who will bolster yib iron will,
the already tottering pillars of class rule. Decddenvho are not
devoid of political interests are often ardent a@nsi of Napoleon
l.

If Renan called for a strong government capableoaipelling the
“good rustics” to work for him while he dedicatedmiself to

mental reflection, the present-day aesthetes nesatial system
that would force the proletariat to work while theledicate
themselves to lofty pleasures — such as drawingpamding cubes
and other stereometric figures. Being organicalapable of any
serious work, they are sincerely outraged at tlea idf a social
system in which idlers will be entirely unknown.
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If you live with the wolves, you must howl! with theolves. The
modern bourgeois aesthetes profess to be warringnsg
philistinism, but they themselves worship the galdalf no less
than the common or garden philistine. “What theinkhis a
movement in art,” Mauclair says, “is actually a rament in the
picture mart, where there is also speculation idawmrched
geniuses.® | would add, in passing, that this speculation in
unlaunched geniuses is due, among other thingthetdeverish
hunt for something “new” to which the majority bt present-day
artists are addicted. People always strive for soimmg “new”
when they are not satisfied with the old. But theesiion
is, whyare they not satisfied? Very many contemporargtarare
not satisfied with the old for the sole reason,tisatlong as the
general public cling to it, their own genius willemain
“unlaunched.” They are driven to revolt against tié by a love
not for some new idea, but for the “only realitytieir own dear
ego. But such a love does not inspire an artisily disposes him
to regard even the “idol of Belvedere” from thenslpoint of self-
advantage. “The money question is so strongly twieed with
the question of art,” Mauclair says, “that articr#m is squeezed
in a vice. The best critics cannot say what tha@ykthand the rest
say only what they think is opportune, for, aftdy they have to
live by their writing. | do not say this is sometbito be indignant
about, but it is well to realise the complexitytioé problem.®*

Thus we find thaart for art’s sake has turned into art for money’s
sake And the whole problem Mauclair is concerned whibils
down to determining the reasons why this has haggpefnd it is
not very difficult to determine them. “There wasirae, as in the
Middle Ages, when only the superfluous, the exa#gzroduction
over consumption, was exchanged.
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“There was again a time, when not only the supeufi) but

all products, all industrial existence, had passetb
commerce, when the whole of production depended on
exchange...

“Finally, there came a time when everything thanrhad
considered as inalienable became an object of egehaf
traffic and could be alienated. This is the timeewhhe
very things which till then had been communicatbdf
never exchanged; given, but never sold; acquiretinever
bought — virtue, love, conviction, knowledge, caasace,
etc. — when everything, in short, passed into coroedt is
the time of general corruption, of universal vetyalor, to
speak in terms of political economy, the time when
everything, moral or physical, having become a retaiile
value, is brought to the market to be assesset$ atuiest
value.”®

Is it surprising that at a time of universal vetyaliart also
becomes venal?

Mauclair is reluctant to say whether this is sonmgthto be
indignant about. Nor have | any desire to assdsptienomenon
from the moral standpoint. | try, as the sayingggo®t to weep or
to laugh, but to understand. | do not say that modetists must
take inspiration from the emancipatory aspiratioos the
proletariat. No, if the apple-tresustbear apples, and the pear-
treemustproduce pears, artists who adhere to the standpbihe
bourgeoisianustrevolt against the foresaid aspiratioims.
decadent times art “must” be decadefithis is inevitable. And
there is no point in being “indignant” about it. Buas
the Communist Manifestdghtly says, “in times when the class
struggle nears the decisive hour, the processssbtlition going
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on within the ruling class, in fact within the wkotange of old

society, assumes such a violent, glaring charattat, a small

section of the ruling class cuts itself adrift, afuins the

revolutionary class, the class that holds the &tarits hands. Just
as, therefore, at an earlier period, a sectiorhefrobility went

over to the bourgeoisie, so now a portion of tharfeoisie goes
over to the proletariat, and in particular, a mortof the bourgeois
ideologists, who have raised themselves to the | leve

comprehending theoretically the historical movemead a

whole.” ®

Among the bourgeois ideologists who go over to ghaelariat,
we find very few artists. The reason probably iatth is only
people who think that can “raise themselves to ldweel of
comprehending theoretically the historical movenana whole,”
and modern artists, in contradiction to the greasters of the
Renaissance, do extremely little thinkifigjBut however that may
be, it can be said with certainty that every markess gifted artist
will increase his power substantially if he absothe great
emancipatory ideas of our time. Only these ideastrbecome
part of his flesh and blood, and he must expressthrecisely as
an artist® He must be able, moreover, to form a correct opini
of the artistic modernism of the present-day idgwsis of the
bourgeoisie. The ruling class has now reached #igosvhere,
for it, going forward means sinking downward. Ahdstsad fate is
shared by all its ideologists. The most advancedhein are
precisely those who have sunk lower than all theadecessors.

When | expressed the views expounded here, Mr. ¢haraky
challenged me on several points, the chief of whishall now
examine.
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First, he was surprised, he said, that | seemedkdognise the
existence of an absolute criterion of beauty. Theas no such
criterion. Everything flowed and changed. Men’s ioa$ of
beauty also changed. There was no possibility,efbes, of
proving that modern art really was passing throaghbrisis of
ugliness.

To this | objected, and now object, that | do robk there is, or
can be, an absolute criterion of beatlityeople’s notions of
beauty do undoubtedly change in the course of fiseorical
process. But while there is mtsolutecriterion of beauty, while
all its criteria areelative, this does not mean that there is
no objectivepossibility of judging whether a given artisticstgn
has been well executed or not. Let us supposeathartist wants
to paint a “woman in blue.” If what he portrays s picture
really does resemble such a woman, we shall sayh®ahas
succeeded in painting a good picture. But if, iadtef a woman
wearing a blue dress, we see on his canvas sesteralometric
figures more or less thickly and more or less cyudeated here
and there with blue colour, we shall say that whatehe has
painted, it certainly is not a good picture. Therenthe execution
corresponds to the design, or — to use a more gleggoression —
the more the form of an artistic production coroesys to its idea,
the more successful it is. There you have an dbgedriterion.
And precisely because there is such a criterionargeentitled to
say that the drawings of Leonardo da Vinci, for regke, are
better than the drawings of some little Themist®€levho spoils
good paper for his own distraction. When Leonardd/hci, say,
drew an old man with a beard, the result really wasold man
with a beard — so much so that at the sight of warnsay: “Why,
he’s alive!” But when Themistocles draws an old mae would
do well to write underneath: “This is an old marthna beard” —
so that there might be no misunderstanding. Inrtisgdhat there
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can be no objective criterion of beauty, Mr. Luresky
committed the sin of which so many bourgeois idgsks, up to
and including the -cubists, are gquilty: the sin aftreme
subjectivism. How a man who calls himself a Marxsin be
guilty of this sin, | simply cannot understand.

It must be added, however, that | here use the ‘tleeautiful” in a
very wide, if you like, in too wide a sense: dragvia bearded old
manbeautifullydoes not mean drawingbaautifulold man. The
realm of art is much wider than the realm of thedttiful.” But
throughout its broad realm, the criterion | refeo t
correspondence of form to idea — may be applied equal
convenience. Mr. Lunacharsky maintained (if | ustiod him
correctly) that form may quite well correspond ttakse idea. But
| cannot agree. Remember de Curel's playrepas du lionlt is
based, as we know, on the false idea that the gmpkiands in
the same relation to his workers as the lion stdodke jackals
who feed on the crumbs that fall from his royaléald he question
is, could de Curel have faithfully expressed in pigy this
erroneous idea? No. The idea is erroneous becduse in
contradiction to the real relation of the employ@rhis workers.
To present it in an artistic production is to distoeality. And
when an artistic production distorts reality itussuccessful as a
work of art. That is why.e repas du lions far below de Curel’s
talent.The Gate of the Kingdom far below Hamsun’s talent for
the same reason.

Secondly, Mr. Lunacharsky accused me of excesdyectvism.
He apparently agreed that an apple-tresstbear apples, and a
pear-tree must produce pears. But he observedatnang the
artists who adhere to the bourgeois standpoinethez waverers,
whom it is our duty to convince and not leave te #lemental
action of bourgeois influences.
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| must confess that to me this accusation is evesrem
incomprehensible than the first. In my lecture,alds— and |
should like to hope, proved — that modern art isagiang.®” |
stated that the reason for this phenomenon — tohwiobody who
sincerely loves art can remain indifferent — ist @ majority of
our present-day artists adhere to the bourgeomigtant and are
quite impervious to the great emancipatory ideaswftime. In
what way can this statement influence the waverdfsi? is
convincing, it should induce the waverers to adbptstandpoint
of the proletariat. And this is all that can be dewhed of a lecture
whose purpose was to examine the question of atrtorexpound
or defend the principles of socialism.

Last but not least, Mr. Lunacharsky, having mamedi that it is
impossible to prove that bourgeois art is decaywogsidered that

| would have done wiser to juxtapose to the bousyetdeals a
harmonious system — that was his expression, i€member
rightly — of opposite concepts. And he assuredaindience that
such a system would in time be elaborated. Now adlbjgction
completely passes my understanding. If this systenstill to
beelaborated, then, clearly, it has not yet beehaslted. And if

it has not yet been elaborated, how could | hax&posed it to
the bourgeois views? And what can this harmoniostesn of
concepts possibly be? Modern scientific socialiss i
unquestionably a fully harmonious system. And its hte
advantage that #lreadyexists. But as | have already said, it
would have been very strange if, having undertakedeliver a
lecture on the subject of Art and Social Life, Idhbegun to
expound the doctrines of modern scientific soaalis the theory
of surplus-value, for example. Everything is goddtree proper
time and in the proper place.
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It is possible however that when Mr. Lunacharskypkspof a
harmonious system of concepts he was referringpg¢oviews on
proletarian culture recently put forward in the ggdy his close
colleague in thought, Mr. Bogdanov. If that is sloen his last
objection amounted to this, that | yet greaterqwaiould earn, if
to Mr. Bogdanov | went to leari¥! | thank him for the advice, but
| don't intend to take it. And if anyone shouldgrin inexperience,
think  of interesting himself in  Mr. Bogdanov’'s
pamphletProletarian Culture 1 would remind him that it was
very effectively laughed to scorn 8ovremenny Mif® by another
of Mr. Lunacharsky’'s close colleagues in thought M.
Alexinsky.

Notes

[Footnotes are Plekhanov's own, except additionsidysequent
editor marked “Note by editor"]

1. The work here presented to the reader is a redastlecture which |
delivered, in Russian, in Liege and Paris in Novendf this year (1912).
It has therefore to some degree retained the fdrmanooral delivery.
Towards the end of the second part | shall exancEréain objections
addressed to me publicly in Paris by Mr. Lunacharskncerning the
criterion of beauty. | replied to them verballytae time, but | consider it
useful to discuss them in the press.

2. The articleArt and Social Lifewvas originally published in parts in the
journal SovremennikNovember and December 1912, and January 1913. It
Is included in Vol. XIV of Plekhanov'€ollected Workspublished after

his death.Note by editof.

3. Plekhanov’'s assessment of Pisarev’s views onsamiot quite correct.
Pisarev was a strong opponent of the theory ofoarart’s sake, and held
that art should be deeply imbued with thought caintend reflect the
progressive ideas of its time. But he did not dédmeyaesthetic value of art
and literature[Note by editof.

4. N. G. Chernyshevsky;ollected Works1906 ed., Vol. I, pp. 33-34.
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5. This opinion was partly a reiteration and parttygher development of
the views formulated by Belinsky towards the enthisflife. In his article,
“A View of Russian Literature of 1847,” Belinsky ate: “The highest and
most sacred interest of society is its own welfaggjally extended to each
of its members. The road to this welfare is conssmess, and art can
promote consciousness no less than science. Hercsecand art are
equally indispensable, and neither science caracepart, nor art replace
science.” But art can develop man’s knowledge obly “passing
judgement on the phenomena of life.” Chernysheskissertation is thus
linked with Belinsky’s final view of Russian litexae.

6. Nekrasov,The Poet and the Citize[Note by editof.

7. Kramskoi's letter to V. V. Stasov from Mentone, rA[30, 1884, shows

that he was strongly influenced by the views ofisdy, Gogol, Fedotov,

Ivanov, Chernyshevsky, Dobrolyubov, Perovvafi Nikolayevich

Kramskoi, His Life, Correspondence and Criticaliélgs St. Petersburg,
1888, p. 487). It should be observed, however, tt@judgements on the
phenomena of life to be met with in Kramskoi’s icat articles are far
inferior in lucidity to those which we find, for arple, in G. I. Uspensky,
to say nothing of Chernyshevsky and Dobrolyubov.

8. This and the previous fragment are from PushKiiie Poet and the
Crowd originally published under the titlehe Rabble[Note by editof.

9. In the 1860s, Russian critics who held that aousith be independent of
social life, appealed to the authority of Pushkiaiast the revolutionary
democrats. They falsely construed these poems aathtamed that
Pushkin was a believer in “pure art.” Similar viewmgre held by the
Russian decadents of the late nineteenth and éadgtieth centuries.
[Note by editod.

10. Reference is to the armed uprising of the trodpthe St. Petersburg
garrison led by revolutionary officers, memberdhef Russian nobility, on
December 14, 1825 (hence their name — the Decems)briEhe basic
demands in the programmes of their secret sociste® abolition of
serfdom and limitation of the tsarist autocracye Tuprising was brutally
suppressed; its leaders were executed and marhe gdarticipants exiled
to Siberia. Note by editof.

11. Reference is to St. Petersburg and Moscodletg by editod.

12. P. Y. Shchogolewushkin, Essays$t. Petersburg, 1912, p. 357.
13. Ibid., p. 241.

14. From Pushkin’d o the Poet[Note by editof.
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15. Preface taV-lle de Maupin

16. A group of French poets (Théophile Gautier, Clsatleconte de Lisle,

Charles Baudelaire, Paul Verlaine and others), lwhiok shape in the

latter half of the 19th century. The name Parnassiwas derived

from Parnasse Contemporainthe title of collections of poems they
published in 1866, 1871 and 1876, where they peshthe cult of art for

art's sake[Note by editot.

17. The name applied in German student corps to yesat- students; here
the reference is to students in Heidelberg and. JBlmée by editoi.

18. Histoire du romantismeParis, 1895, pp. 153-54.
19. Ibid., p. 154.
20. Les odes funambulesqué&saris, 1858, pp. 294-95.

21. Restorationn France — the period (1814-30) of Bourbon riterahe
restoration of the dynasty in 1814dte by editof.

22. Alfred de Musset describes this disharmony in ftlilowing words:
“Dés lors se formérent comme deux camps: d’'une Iparesprits exaltés,
souffrants; toutes les &mes expansives, qui owtiee I'infini, plierent la
téte en pleurant, ils s’envelopperent de réves difalaet I'on ne vit plus
que de fréles roseaux sur un océan d’amertume.eDautre part, les
hommes de chair resterent debout, inflexibles, dieundes jouissances
positives, et il ne leur prit d’autre souci que ceEmpter I'argent qu’ils
avaient. Ce ne fut qu’un sanglot et un éclat de tiun venant de I'ame,
l'autre du corps.” (“Two camps, as it were, formea: one side, exalted
and suffering minds, expansive souls who yearntlier infinite bowed
their heads and wept, wrapped themselves in maiigidms, and one saw
nothing but frail reeds in an ocean of bittern&3s.the other, men of the
flesh remained erect, inflexible, giving themselveser to positive
pleasures and knowing no care but the countindn&f imoney. Nothing
but sobs and bursts of laughter — the former corfiogh the soul, the
latter from the body.”).a confession d’'un enfant du siegte 10.

23. Op. cit, p. 31.
24. Ibid., p. 32.
25. “For unknown friends.” Ed.

26. Théodore de Banville says explicitly that the rotimasts’ attacks on
the “bourgeois” were not directed against the beaigje as a social class
(Les odes funambulesquéaris, 1858, p.294). This conservative revolt of
the romanticists against the “bourgeois,” but rgdiast the foundations of
the bourgeois system, has been understood by sbroar @resent-day
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Russian... theoreticians (Mr. Ivanov-Razumnik, iftstance) as a struggle
against the bourgeois spirit, a struggle which veassuperior in scope to
the social and political struggle of the proletaagainst the bourgeoisie. |
leave it to the reader to judge the profunditylo$ tconception. In reality,
it points to the regrettable fact that people winoartake to expound the
history of Russian social thought do not always tgothe trouble of
acquainting themselves preliminarily with the higtoof thought in
Western Europe.

27. The attitude of mind of the German romanticistss waaarked by an
equally hopeless disharmony with their social emwinent, as is
excellently shown by Brandes in e romantische Schule in
Deutschlangd which is the second volume of his wobkg

Hauptstromungen der Literatur des 19-ten Jahrhutgler

28. Poemes antique®aris, 1852, Preface, p. vii.
29. lbid., p. ix.
30. Ibid., p. xi.

31. Slavophiles- a trend of social thought in Russia which arips¢he
forties and fifties of the 19th century. They adweh a “theory” that
Russia should follow its own, distinctive path efvélopment based on the
communal system (which was supposedly peculianédSlav nations) and
Orthodox Christianity. The Slavophiles believedttiRussian historical
development precluded any possibility of revoludion upheavals,
strongly disapproved of the revolutionary movemamd thought that the
tsarist autocracy should be preserved in Rugsiate] by editod.

32. By the “work” of Peter Ostrovsky meant the reformof Peter |,
designed to Europeanise Russia and end her badkessdNote by
editor]

33. “Itis not a play, it's a lesson.” Ed.

34. Moskovsky TelegrgMoscow Telegraph) — a scientific and literary
journal published by N. A. Polevoi from 1825 to #83t came out in
favour of enlightenment and criticised the systeirfemdal serfdom in
Russia. Note by editof.

35. Memoirs of Ksenofont PolevyoiSuvorin Publishing House, St.
Petersburg, 1888, p. 445.

36. One must be content in sunshine and rain, indreedld: “Be of ruddy
countenance; | detest lean and pallid men. He vades dot laugh deserves
to be impaled.” Ed.



Rows

Collection  Art and Social Life G.V. Plekhanov Halaman 81

37. Form is beautiful, true, when there is thoughtdagh it! What is the
use of a beautiful forehead, if there is no brahibd it? —Ed.

38. See A. Cassagne’s excellent book,théorie de I'art pour I'art en
France chez les derniers romantiques et les preswigalistes Paris, 1906,
pp. 96-105.

39. Article 2 of the Declaration of the Rights of Mand of the Citizen,

adopted by the French Constituent Assembly atitiisgs of August 20-

26, 1789, reads: “Le but de toute association igakt est la conservation
des droits naturels et imprescriptibles de I'homm@es droits sont: la
liberté, la propriété, la sireté et la résistantempression.” (“The object
of every civic association is the protection of theatural and

imprescriptible rights of man. These rights arbelty, property, security
and resistance to oppression.”) The concermpffopertytestifies to the

bourgeois character of the revolution, while theogmition of the right to

“resist oppression” indicates that the revolutiad lonly just taken place
but had not yet been completed, having met withngtresistance from the
lay and clerical aristocracy. In June 1848 the Emndmourgeoisie no longer
recognised the right of the citizen to resist oppi@n.

40. Belinsky expressed this opinion in his article YAew of Russian
Literature in 1847.”Note by editof.

41. Its exclusiveness, which cannot be denied, ordyied that in the

16th century the people who prized art were hopgtesut of harmony

with their social environment. Then, too, this @ishony induced a
gravitation towards pure art, that is, towardsfartart's sake. Previously,
in the time of Giotto, say, there had been no slisharmony and no such
gravitation.

42. 1t is noteworthy that Perugino himself was suspeéctby his
contemporaries of being an atheist.

43. Mademoiselle de MaupjPréface, p. 23.

44. Milo of Crotona— a famous Greek athlete (6th century B.QNptE by
editor]

45. Les PoetesMDCCCLXXXIX, p. 260. —Ed.

46. Quoted by Cassagne in hia théorie de I'art pour l'art chez les
derniers romantiques et les premiers réalisfgs 194-95.

47."On peut, sans contradiction, aller successiveraestin laboratoire et
a son oratoire” (“one can, without contradiction, guccessively to one’s
laboratory and one’s chapel”), Grasset, profeskolimcal
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medicine at Montpellier, said ten years or so dduos dictum is reiterated
with delight by such theorists as Jules Soury, @utbf Bréviaire de
I'histoire du matérialismega book written in the spirit of Lange’s well-
known work on the same theme. See the article Gmakt laboratoire,”
in Soury’sCampagnes nationalistes’aris, 1902, pp. 233-66, 267. See
also, in the same book, the article “Science eigitel,” the chief idea of
which is expressed in the words of Du Bois-Reymoigthoramus et
ignorabimus (we do not know and never will know).

48. In saying this, Huysmans was hinting at the nave¢he Belgian author
Tabaranties virus d’amour

49. See Jules Huret, Enquéte sur I'évolution littéraconversation with
Huysmans, pp. 176-77.

50. See the article “Dr. Stockmann’s Son” in my cdilec From Defence
to Attack

51. 1 am speaking of the time when Gautier had notwetn out his

celebrated red waistcoat. Later — at the time ef Rlaris Commune, for
instance — he was already a conscious — and véer bi enemy of the
emancipatory aspirations of the working class. Hbuwdd be observed,
however, that Flaubert might likewise be calledideological forerunner
of Knut Hamsun, and even, perhaps, with greatdnt.rign one of his

notebooks we find the following significant line€€e n’est pas contre
Dieu que Prométhée aujourd’hui, devrait se révplteais contre le Peuple,
dieu nouveau. Aux vieilles tyrannies sacerdotaldépdales et

monarchiques on a succedeé une autre, plus suhgbdricable, impérieuse
et qui, dans quelque temps, ne laissera pas urceigutle la terre qui soit
libre.” (“It is not against God that Prometheus Wbhave to revolt today,
but against the People, the new god. The old satérdfeudal and

monarchical tyrannies have been succeeded by anathare subtle,

enigmatic and imperious, and one that soon will leave a single free
corner on the earth.”) See the chapter, “Les cametGustave Flaubert” in
Louis Bertrand’sGustave FlaubertParis, 1912, p. 255.

This is just the sort of free-as-a-bird thinkingttinspires Ivar Kareno. In a
letter to George Sand dated September 8, 1871béiagays: “Je crois
que la foule, le troupeau sera toujours haissébigs a d'important qu'un

petit groupe d’esprits toujours les mémes et quepassent le flambeau.”
(“I believe that the crowd, the herd, will always Hetestable. Nothing is
important but a small group of always the same swtio pass on, the
torch to one another.”) This letter also containg lines | have already
quoted to the effect that universal suffrage issgréce to the human mind,
since because of it number dominates even over ylongee

Flaubert,Correspondance, quatrieme série (1869-1880), huiiémille
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Paris, 1910.) lvar Kareno would probably recogmisthese views his own
free-as-a-bird thoughts. But these views were net keflected in
Flaubert’s novelsglirectly. The class struggle in modern society had to
advance much further before the ideologists oftitiag class felt the need
to give outright expression in literature to thestred for the emancipatory
ambitions of the “people.” But those who eventuabnceived this need
could no longer advocate the “absolute autonomyideblogies. On the
contrary, they demanded that ideologies should a@ously serve as
intellectual weapons in the struggle against tludepariat. But of this later.

52. The feudal landlord in Saltykov-Shchedrin’s satti tale,The Wild
Landlord who wanted “to solve” the peasant problem by radrd) off
the peasantsNote by editol.

53. See Karl Marx and Frederick EngeBelected Works three volumes,
Vol. 1, Moscow, 1969, p. 112Npte by editod.

54. “For such is our good pleasure.Ed.
55. He says so himself. Séa barricade Paris, 1910, Preface, p. xix.

56. Vasily Shibanov hero of an historical ballad of the same name by
Count Alexei Tolstoy. fote by editot.

57. “Vocal tool”—instrumentum vocalethe name given to slaves in
Ancient Rome. llote by editof.

58. La barricade Preface, p. xxiv.
59. Sous l'oeil des barbare4901 ed., p. 18.
60. Collected VersePreface, p. ii.
61. Collected VersePreface, p. iii.

62. Babayew a character in Sergeyev-Tsensky’'s play of threesaame.
[Note by editot.

63. According to Plekhanov’'s opportunist conceptioherée were no

objective conditions for a socialist revolution Russia since she had
embarked on the road of industrial development lditen other countries
and a conflict between the productive forces anpitalst production

relations was not yet in sightNpte by editof.

64. We know, for instance, that the work of HelvetiDg, 'hnomme was
published in The Hague, in 1772, by a Prince Ggiits

65. The infatuation of Russian aristocrats for thenEhre Encyclopaedists
had no practical consequences of any moment. Itheasverusefu) in

the sense that it did clear certain aristocratiadsiof some aristocratic
prejudices. On the other hand, the present infaiaif a section of our
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intelligentsia for the philosophical views and &esic tastes of the
declining bourgeoisie isBarmful in the sense that it fills their “intellectual”
minds with bourgeois prejudices, for the indepemgeaduction of which

our Russian soil has not yet been sufficiently pred by the course of
social development. These prejudices even invadentinds of many

Russians who sympathise with the proletarian mowenide result is that
they are filled with an astonishing mixture of sdem and that

modernism which is bred by the decline of the beaigje. This confusion
is even the cause of no little practical harm.

66. Dmitri Mereschkowsky, Zinaida Hippius, Dmitri Pbdophoff,Der
Zar and die RevolutigriMunich, K. Piper and Co., 1908, pp. 1-2.

67. Ibid., p. 5.
68. Ibid., p. 6.

69. In their German book, Merezhkovsky, Hippius and$eéfov do not at
all repudiate the name “decadents” as applied ¢mn#elves. They only
confine themselves to modestly informing Europet thlde Russian
decadents have “attained the highest peaks of wuilldire” (“haben die
hdchsten Gipfel der Weltkultur erreichtQp. cit, p. 151.

70. Her mystical anarchism will of course not fright@myone. Anarchism,
generally, is only an extreme deduction from thesikgoremises of
bourgeois individualism. That is why we find so mabourgeois
ideologists in the period of decadence who are syhgtic to anarchism.
Maurice Barres likewise sympathised with anarchisrthat period of his
development when he affirmed that there is no yealhve our ego. Now,
probably, he has noconsciousympathy for anarchism, for the ostensibly
stormy outbursts of his particular brand of indiadism ceased long ago.
For him, the “authentic truths” which, he maintainevere “destroyed”
have now been restored, the process of restorbgorg that Barres has
adopted the reactionary standpoint of the mostaruttationalism. And
this is not surprising: it is but a step from erteebourgeois individualism
to the most reactionary “truths.” This should beéedoby Mrs. Hippius, as
well as by Messrs. Merezhkovsky and Filosofov.

71. As an example of a thinker who restricts the sgbt reason in the
interest of religion, one might instance Kant: “lcmusste also
dasWissenmauftheben; um zurGlaubenPlatz zu bekommen.” (“I must,
therefore, abolisknowledge to make room fobeliet”) Kritik der reinen
Vernunft Preface to the second edition, p. 26, LeipzigligghReclam,
second and improved edition.

72. Many of the early impressionists were men of gte&nt. But it is
noteworthy that among these very talented men thenme no first-rate
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portrait painters. This is understandable, for wrtgait painting light
cannot be the chief dramatis persona. Furtherntbes|andscapes of the
distinguished impressionist masters are good fervédry reason that they
affectively convey the capricious and diversifidteets of light; but there
is very little “mood” in them. Feuerbach put it exnely well when he
said: “Die Evangelien der Sinne im Zusammenhangnlebeisst denken.”
(“Reading the gospel of the senses coherentlyimkitig.”) Remembering
that by “senses,” or sensibility, Feuerbach meartyhing that relates to
the realm of sensation, it may be said that the@sgionists could not, and
would not, read the “gospel of the senses.” Thiss wlae principal
shortcoming of their school, and it very soon ledt$ degeneration. If the
landscapes of the early and outstanding imprestionasters are good,
very many of those of their very numerous follome&semble caricatures.

73. See Camille Mauclair's “La crise de la laideur geinture,” in his
interesting collection of article3yois crises de I'art actueParis, 1906.

74. Let the other side be heardEd.

75. Du cubismep. 30.

76. Du cubismep. 31.

77. See the book in question, especially pp. 43-44.
78. Ibid., p. 42.

79. The words in quotation marks and the verses irséimee paragraph are
from Pushkin’sThe Poet and the Crow{Note by editof.

80. Die Kunst and die RevolutidiR. WagnerGesammelte Schrifteivol.
[, Leipzig, 1872, pp. 40-41.)

81. “Les carnets de Gustave Flaubert” (L. Bertrg@dstave Flaubertp.
260).

82. Ibid., p. 321.

83. Op. cit, pp. 314-20.

84. Op. cit, p. 321.

85. Karl Marx, The Poverty of Philosophivoscow, 1962, pp. 31-32.

86. See Karl Marx and Frederick EngeBelected Works three volumes,
Vol. 1, Moscow, 1969, p. 117Npte by editod.

87. Nous touchons ici au défaut de culture généralie cquactérise la
plupart des artistes jeunes. Une fréquentatiomdassious démontrera vite
gu’ils sont en général trés ignorants... incapablesdifférents devant les
antagonismes d’'idées et les situations dramatiqotselles, ils oeuvrent
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péniblement a 'ecart de toute I'agitation intetlezlle et sociale, confinés
dans les conflits de technique, absorbés par li@pga matérielle de la
peinture plus que par sa signification générale seh influence

intellectuelle.” (“We refer here to the general Kaof culture that

characterises most young artists. Frequent contaiths them will soon

show you that they are in general very ignorariteing incapable of
understanding, or indifferent to, the conflicts wmleas and dramatic
situations of the present day, they work drudgingécluded from all
intellectual and social movements, confining thdwese to problems of
technique and absorbed more with the material appea of painting than
with its general significance and intellectual ughce.”) Holl,La jeune

peinture contemporaingp. 14-15, Paris, 1912.

88. Here | have the satisfaction of citing Flaubere trote to George
Sand, “Je crois la forme et le fond... deux entdés n’existent jamais
'une sans l'autre.” (“I believe form and substanode two entities which
never exist apart."Correspondance quatrieme serie, p. 225. He who
considers it possible to sacrifice form “for ide@@ases to be an artist, if he
ever was one.

89. “It is not the irresponsible whim of capricioustia that suggests the
desire to find unique aesthetic values that aresnbject to the vaniy of
fashion or the imitation of the herd. The creatiheam of a single
incorruptible beauty, the living image that will vea the world and
enlighten and regenerate the erring and fallennasrished by the
ineradicable urge of the human spirit to penetrite fundamental
mysteries of the Absolute.” (V. N. Speranskipe Social Role of
Philosophy Introduction, p. xi, Part I, Shipovnik Publishindpuse, St.
Petersburg, 1913.) People who argue in this masmeecompelled by logic
to recognise an absolute criterion of beauty. Batgbe who argue thus are
pure-blooded idealists, and |, for my part, consimgself a no less pure-
blooded materialist. Not only do | not recognise #xistence of a “single
incorruptible beauty”; 1 do not even know what theords “single
incorruptible beauty” can possibly mean. More, | aertain that the
idealists do not know either. All the talk aboutlsibeauty is “just words.”

90. Themistocles- a boy, son of the landowner Manilov in Gog@'sad
Souls [Note by editot.

91. 1 am afraid that this too may give rise to misusteEnding. By the
word “decay” | mean, comme de raisan,whole process, not an
isolatedphenomenon. This process has not yet ended, suteasocial
process of decay of the bourgeois order has notegpeed. It would
therefore be strange to think that present-day demis ideologists are
definitely incapable of producing works of distimet. Such works, of
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course, are possible even now. But the chancesyo$iech appearing have
drastically diminished. Furthermore, even worksdgdtinction now bear
the impress of the era of decadence. Take, for pbanthe Russian trio
mentioned above: if Mr. Filosofov is devoid of &lent in any field, Mrs.
Hippius possesses a certain artistic talent andWrezhkovsky is even a
very talented artist. But it is easy to see thatlatest novehlexander )
for example, is irretrievably vitiated by religionsania, which, in its turn,
is characteristic of an era of decadence. In suak even men of very
great talent do not produce what they might hawpred under more
favourable social conditions. [

92. A play on lines from Krylov's fableThe Ass and the Nightingale
After hearing the nightingale sing, the ass comradrtter, but thought she
“yet greater praise would earn, if to the farmyaogk she went to learn.”
[Note by editol.

93. Sovremenny MifContemporary World) — a monthly journal published
in St. Petersburg from 1906 to 191Rofe by editot.

Name index

Alexander I(1777-1825) Russian Emperor (1801-25)

Alexinsky, Grigory Alexeyevigb. 1879) Russian Social-
Democrat; during the period of reaction (1907-16)e of the
organisers of the anti-Party groMperyod subsequently a
reactionary

Aristogeiton(6th century B.C.) Athenian who was put to deaith f
conspiring against the tyrants Hipparchus and tppi

Aristotle (384-322 B. C.) Great thinker of Ancient Greece
Augier, Emile(1820-1889) French playwright
Banville, Théodore d€1823-1891) French poet

Barbey  d’Aurevilly, Jule$1808-1889) French  writer,
representative of reactionary romanticism

Barrés, Auguste Mauricgl862-1923) French writer and publicist,
ideologist of Catholicism
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Bassompierre, Francois d&579-1646) French marshal and
diplomatist

Bastiat, Frédériq1801-1850) French vulgar economist, preached
harmony of labour and capital

Baudelaire, Charle$1821-1862) French poet

Belinsky, Vissarion Grigoryeviafi811-1848) Russian
revolutionary democrat, literary critic and puldici

Benkendorf, Alexander Christophorovich, Co(ii83-1844)
Chief of political police in Russia under Nicholas

Bertrand, Louis Marie Emil¢l866-1941) French writer and
literary critic

Bogdanov A. (Malinovsky, Alexander Alexandrovid®73-1928)
Russian philosopher, sociologist and economistjgb@emocrat;
in philosophy displayed revisionist views

Bohm von Bawerk, Eugéh851-1914) Austrian vulgar economist
Bourget, Paul(1852-1935) French writer and literary critic

Brandes, Geor@1842-1927) Danish literary historian and
publicist

Cassagne, Albe(tl869-1916) French literary critic and historian

Chernyshevsky, Nikolai  Gauvrilovigh828-1889) Russian
revolutionary democrat, utopian socialist and malist
philosopher

Cimabue, Giovanni (Cenni di Pep)240-c. 1302) Italian artist
Curel, Francois d€1854-1928) French playwright
David, Jacques LouiEl748-1825) outstanding French artist

Delacroix, Eugen€1798-1863) French artist, representative of
romanticism

Dobrolyubov, Nikolai Alexandrovicfi836-1861) Russian
revolutionary democrat, literary critic and pulbdici

Du Bois, Reymond EM@818-1896) German physiologist;
agnostic
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Duccio di Buoninsegnéc. 1255-1319) Italian painter, founder of
the Sienese school of painting

Dumas fils, Alexandr€l824-1895) French novelist and
playwright

Dupont, Pierre(1821-1870) French poet

Fedotov, Pavel Andreyevi¢h815-1852) Russian painter
Feuerbach, Ludwi@1804-1872) German materialist philosopher

Filosofov, Dmitry Vladimirovicl{1872-1940) Russian publicist
and critic; mystic

Flaubert, Gustav€1821-1880) French realist writer
Gautier, Théophil¢1811-1872) French romantic novelist and poet

Giotto di Bondond1266 [or 1276]-1337) Italian painter, father of
realism in Renaissance painting

Gleizes, Alber{1881-1953) French painter, outstanding
representative and theoretician of cubism

Gogol, Nikolai Vasilyevicl§1809-1852) Russian writer

Golitsyn, Dmitry Alexeyevich, Coufit734-1803) Russian scholar,
writer and diplomatist; author of works on natursdience,
philosophy and economics

Goncourt, Edmon@1822-1896) andules Alfred d€1830-1870)
French writers, representatives of naturalism

Grasset, Josep(l849-1918) French professor of medicine and
philosopher

Hamsun, Knut (Pederse(859-1952) Norwegian writer of
reactionary political views

Harmodius(6th century B. C.) Athenian who was executed for
conspiring against the tyrants Hipparchus and Hppi

Helvetius, Claude Adrie(l715-1771) French materialist
philosopher

Herzen, Alexander lvanovi¢i812-1870) Russian revolutionary
democrat, writer, materialist philosopher
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Hippius, Zinaida Nikolayevn@l869-1945) Russian reactionary
poetess, representative of symbolism

Hugo, Victor(1802-1885) French novelist and poet, an
outstanding representative of romanticism

Huret, Juleg1864-1915) French journalist, published several
collections of quotations of noted personalitiedimature, public
life, etc.

Huysmans, Joris Kai1848-1907) French symbolist writer;
decadent

lvanov, Alexander Andreyevi¢h806-1858) Russian painter

lvanov-Razumnik (Razumnik Vasilyevich lvar(@8)78-1945)
Russian Narodnik, literary critic and sociologist

Kant, Immanue{1724-1804) German philosopher, founder of
German classical idealism

Kramskoi, Ivan Nikolayevic{il837-1887) Russian painter and
public figure

Kukolnik, Nestor Vasilyevic{1809-1868) Russian reactionary
novelist and playwright

Lamartine, Alphonse dd790-1869) French poet, historian and
politician

Lange, Friedrich Alber{1828-1875) German Neo-Kantian
philosopher, economist

Laprade, Pierre Martin Victo(1812-1883) French poet
Laurent-Pichat, Léor(1823-1886) French poet and publicist
Leconte de Lisle, Charl¢8818-1894) French poet

Léger, Fernand1881-1955) French painter

Leonardo da Vinc{1452-1519) Italian painter, scientist and
engineer, one of the greatest men of the Renaigsanc

Leroux, Pierre(1797-1871) French utopian socialist
Louis XIV(1638-1715) King of France (1643-1715)
Louis Philippe(1713-1850) King of France (1830-1848)
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Lunacharsky, Anatoly Vasilyevi¢h875-1933) Prominent Russian
Bolshevik; subsequently Soviet statesman and pufijare,
publicist and literary critic; during the yearsrefction (1907-10),
member of the anti-Paryperyodgroup

Mackey, John Heinrickl864-1933) German poet of Scottish
origin, anarchist

Marx, Karl (1818-1883)
Mauclair, Camille(1872-1945) French writer and art critic

Merezhkovsky, Dmitry Sergeyev{d866-1941) Russian novelist
and poet, religious philosopher

Metzinger, Jearfb. 1883) French artist, representative of cubism
Musset, Alfred d€1810-1857) French romantic poet

Napoleon | Bonapartél769-1821) Emperor of France (1804-14
and 1815)

Napoleon 111(1809-1873) Emperor of France (1852-70)
Narezhny, Vasily Trofimoviaf1780-1825) Russian writer

Nekrasov, Nikolai Alexeyevi¢h821-1878) Russian poet,
revolutionary democrat

Nero (37-68) Roman emperor (54-68)
Nicholas 1(1796-1855) Emperor of Russia (1825-55)

Nietzsche, Friedrich Wilhelifl844-1900) German reactionary
idealist philosopher

Ostrovsky, Alexander  Nikolayevi¢h823-1886) Russian
playwright

Paskevich, Ivan Fyodoroviqi782-1856) Russian general,
reactionary statesman

Perov, Vasily Grigoryevicil833 [34]-1882) Russian painter and
graphic artist

Perugino (Pietro di Christophoro Vannucg¢p. 1445-1523) Italian
painter of the Renaissance
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Peter 1(1672-1725) Russian tsar (1682-1721) and Empefor o
Russia (1721-1725)

Pisarev, Dmitry Ivanovicl§1840-1869) Russian literary critic and
publicist, revolutionary democrat

Plato (427-347 B.C.) Idealist philosopher of ancient €&e=
Poe, Edgar Allar(1809-1849) American writer

Polevoi, Ksenofont Alexeyevi¢h801-1867) Russian writer and
critic, brother of N.A. Polevoi

Polevoi, Nikolai Alexeyevicf1796-1846) Russian journalist,
writer and historian

Przybyszewski, Stanislgd/868-1927) Polish writer, decadent and
mystic

Pushkin, Alexander Sergeyevidv99-1837) Great Russian poet
Raphael, Sanzi(1483-1520) Great Italian painter

Razumovsky, Alexei Kirilloviol 748-1822) Minister of Education
under Alexander |

Renan, Joseph Erned@823-1892) French historian of religion,
idealist philosopher

Ricardo, David(1772-1823) English economist, an outstanding
representative of bourgeois classical politicalnecoy

Ruskin, Johr{1819-1900) English theoretician of art, criticdan
publicist

Sand, Georgépseudonym oAurore Dudevant (1804-1876)
French novelist

Sergeyev-Tsensky, Sergei Nikolayeyi@v5-1958) Russian
Soviet writer

Shchedrin  (Saltykov-Shchedrin), Mikhail Yevgrafoyic326-
1889) Russian satirist

Shchogolev, Pavel Yeliseyevid877-1931) Russian Soviet
literary critic



Rows

Collection  Art and Social Life G.V. Plekhanov Halaman 93

Shirinsky-Shikhmatov, Platon Alexandrov(@f790-1853)
Minister of Education in Russia from 1850 to 1853

Sieyes, Abbé Emanuel Josdpi48-1836) Leader in the French
bourgeois revolution of the end of the 18th century

Soury, Jules-Augus{@842-1915) French philosopher, Neo-
Kantian

Speransky, Valentin Nikolayevieh historian of philosophy,
privat-dozent of St. Petersburg University

Stasov, Vladimir Vasilyevioti824-1906) Russian musical and art
critic

Sudermann, Herman{1857-1928) German playwright and
novelist

Tabarant, Adol{b. 1863) Belgian writer

Tolstoy, Alexei Konstantinovigi817-1875) Russian poet and
playwright

Turgenev, lvan Sergeyevi¢h818-1883) Russian writer
Uspensky, Gleb Ivanovigi843-1902) Russian writer

Vigny, Alfred dg€1797-1863) French romantic poet and novelist
Wagner, Richarq1813-1883) German composer

Zola, Emile(1840-1902) French writer

Zhukovsky, Vasily Andreyevi¢h783-1852) Russian poet



