Andrei Belyi and Ellis on the objectives of “Musaget”


The general history of Moscow publishing house “Musaget” and the magazine “Trudy i dni” it printed has been outlined in a number of newest works
. The full picture of the “Musaget” activities can be recreated after a number of most important documents that throw light upon it are introduced for readers and researchers. First and foremost, this concerns the correspondence between Andrei Belyi and E. K. Metner, two main creators and managers of the publishing house, which is currently being prepared for print in full volume. Archives contain other unpublished documents that can significantly complete and update the information about “Musaget” registered in printed sources. Among those are program declarations written by Andrei Belyi and Ellis, the third initiator of the “Musaget” society, intended for publication in the magazine that was being planned at the beginning of organizational work on “Musaget” and postponed later, or for an advertising catalogue of books prepared for print.

Unlike “Skorpion”, another Moscow modernist publishing house that was most prestigious and tolerant in accepting all forms and types of “new” art in the 1900s, in its basic principles “Musaget” was more of a narrow corporate organization, although it declared a most general and universal understanding of culture. Symbolism was comprehended and defended by “Musaget” members as a way of understanding inherited, true and “eternal” cultural values and creating new values on this fruitful soil. From a widest variety of cultural aspects those that were immediately or indirectly connected with religious and philosophical problematics defined the ideological platform of “Musaget”. Genetically the “Musaget” union grew from scattered groups of enthusiast mystics gathering around Andrei Belyi and Ellis (the circle of “Argonauts” that existed in the first half of 1900s) and later on Astrovs’ gatherings (middle 1900s), which resulted in two literary and philosophical collections “Svobodnaia sovest’” in 1906. Numerous attempts to create a union of certain modernist writers that were actively involved in literary life – primarily, the same Belyi and Ellis, to declare their identity as an independent organization with their own creative aims and objectives was fulfilled only in 1909, when E. K. Metner managed to find the funds and possibilities to establish a publishing house.


In all preliminary discussions of the program, which was to correspond with the devised plan, the initial idea was that the symbolic image of Musaget and synthetic understanding of culture are identical. Two years before the task of building a new publishing house and magazine started to materialize, E. K. Metner wrote to Ellis (April 15, 1907): “Ia soglasen stat’ odnim iz… (ili, esli khotite, glavnym) redaktorom Musageta: 1) s ianvaria 1908 g. ‹…› Chto zhurnal mozhno (pri den’gakh) nachat’ uzhe s 1908 g., v etom ia, po-vidimomu, eshche men’she somnevaius’, nezheli Vy. Knigoizdatel’stvo pod zagolovkom “Kul’tura” mozhet, nachav funktsionirovat’ uzhe teper’, zarekomendovat’ sebia v techenie 1907 g. dvumia-tremia khoroshimi knigami (bezrazlichno, original’nymi ili perevodnymi); kazhdaia kniga mozhet sostoiat’ iz 1, 2, 3 vypuskov (tomov), no ne bol’she ‹…› Pod znamenem “Kul’tury” mozhno izdavat’ i rassuzhdeniia i stikhi i iziashchnuiu prozu. Khorosho by nachat’ s kakogo-n<ibud’> sochineniia o kul’ture v nashem novom sinteticheskom smysle. Ili s knigi o Dante, o Gete ‹…›”. Listing further on the most desirable books in terms of fulfillment of program guidelines and ideological and aesthetical preferences (Houston Stewart Chamberlain’s “Arische Weltanschauung”,  Richard Wagner’s “Das Kunstwerk der Zukunft”, Aristotle’s “Poetics”, Horace’s “Ars Poetica”, Dante’s “De vulgari eloquentia”, fragments from Goethe, Nietzsche, Wagner etc.), Metner summed up: “Esli izdat’ neskol’ko takikh knig, to, v sluchae ikh uspekha (v chem ia ne somnevaius’), mozhno nachat’ Musaget”
.

In 1909, when the preparation of first “Musaget” editions was initiated (Andrei Belyi’s “Simvolizm” and Ellis’s “Russkie simvolisty”
), a new literary centre was being created at the same time, which united modernist writers. The Saint Petersburg magazine “Apollon” in many ways exploited and updated the aesthetical ideas which “Skorpion” and other less influential associations followed and which the triumvirate of E. Metner, Andrei Belyi and Ellis distanced themselves from. They opposed to the panaesthetism of “Apollon” a different interpretation of the same Greek mythological image: Apollo-Musegetes, the leader of the Muses, signified not only service to arts, but also harmonic, organic incarnation of all art forms, service to culture in the elevated meaning of the word, i.e. a combination of universal values, which have been elaborated over centuries of historical development and which show the way to comprehend high-order values. In 1909, when the ideological platform of “Musaget” was taking shape, Andrei Belyi wrote an article entitled “Problema kul’tury” published for the first time in his book “Simvolizm” (1910). Having outlined most general parameters and criteria that the notion he analyzed was to correspond with Belyi summarized: “… pravy zakonodateli simvolizma, ukazyvaia na to, chto posledniaia tsel’ iskusstva – peresozdanie zhizni; nedoskazannym lozungom etogo utverzhdeniia iavliaetsia lozung: iskusstvo – ne tol’ko iskusstvo; v iskusstve skryta neproizvol’no religioznaia sushchnost’. Posledniaia tsel’ kul’tury – peresozdanie chelovechestva; v etoi poslednei tseli vstrechaetsia kul’tura s poslednimi tseliami iskusstva i morali; kul’tura prevrashchaet teoreticheskie problemy v problemy prakticheskie; ona zastavliaet rassmatrivat’ produkty chelovecheskogo progressa kak tsennosti; samuiu zhizn’ prevrashchaet ona v material, iz kotorogo tvorchestvo kuet tsennost’”
.

The same content and pathos was characteristic for Andrei Belyi’s declaration that pointed at the objectives and essentials that the publishing house “Musaget” was to adhere to. The ideological and aesthetical principles that Ellis declared were largely the same: he accepted purely aesthetical values and views in harmony with other, higher-order perspectives, mainly philosophical and religious. As a “Musaget” ideologist, he justified these principles by the striving to approach “the penultimate”, beyond which is “the ultimate” – eternal and wholesome religious truth, the completeness of absolute being. Theophany he mentioned (in the original meaning – Delphic celebrations in honour of Apollo) was perceived in a religious and mystical way – as a representation of divine wisdom. Such interpretation, when the purposes of “Musaget” were reduced to this ultimate supertask, was not accepted by E. K. Metner, who envisaged the cultural perspectives of the new publishing house with more breadth and no maximalist pathos. He wrote on the back of the last page of Ellis’s “manifest”: “Neobkhodimo peredelat’, vziat’ vse v bolee otkrovenno-sub”ektivnom tone, ne ot gruppy. Nel’zia o teofanii”. Therefore, the early stage of drawing up unifying ideological principles was characterized by difference and disagreement between the founders of the publishing house, which later resulted in acute conflicts and finally the breakup of “Musaget” society.

Some of the statements from Andrei Belyi and Ellis’s declarations were reflected in programme texts published in 1912 in the first issue of “Trudy i dni”, magazine of “Musaget” publishing house: anonymous introduction “Ot redakcii”, “vstupitel’noe slovo redaktora” (“Musaget”) signed by Emilii Metner, Andrei Belyi’s article “Orfei”, which established the objectives of the “orficheskaja”, religious and mystical section considered to be one of “Musaget” elements). The attempts to create the “Musaget” platform which were not realized in print in 1909–1910 remained in the archive of the publishing house.


Andrei Belyi and Ellis’s declarations are published from the autographs that are kept in the fund of “Musaget” publishing house in the manuscript division of the Russian State Library: RGB. F. 190. Kart. 55. Ed. khr. 14 (Andrei Belyi’s text); Ibid. Ed. khr. 15 (Ellis’s text). Several typical abbreviations from the manuscripts (“knigoizd-vo”, “k-ryi” etc.) are given in full without special notice.
Andrei Belyi

Zadachi Knigoizdatel’stva “Musaget”


Problemu obosnovaniia poniatiia “kul’tura” vydvigaiut mnogie dosele ne sviazannye drug s drugom techeniia sovremennosti. Chashche i chashche natalkivaemsia my na slovo “kul’tura” v stat’iakh sovremennykh khudozhnikov, filosofov, mistikov i uchenykh. Chashche i chashche vyrastaet potrebnost’ otchetlivei opredelit’ eti ssylki na kul’turu; otneseniem k riadu kul’turnykh tsennostei opravdyvaem my zhiznennost’ sovremennykh proizvedenii tvorchestva. “Eto proizvedenie kul’turno”, govorim my; i etim polozhitel’no utverzhdaetsia znachimost’ liubogo proizvedeniia; vopros zhe, v chem priznaki kul’turnosti nalichnogo proizvedeniia iskusstva, podnimaetsia rezhe. Poniatie “kul’tura” chasto priznaetsia samoochevidnym. “Kul’tura”, govorim my, i budto by ponimaem drug druga; chasto ponimanie eto osnovano na samoobmane, kak osnovany na samoobmane chastye napadki na kul’turu, i kul’turtregerstvo v lagere predstavitelei kak natsionalizma, tak i narodnichestva. Narodnoe i natsional’noe tvorchestvo togda protivopolagaetsia kul’ture. Vse samobytnoe, neposredstvennoe priznaetsia stoiashchim vne kul’tury; vse narochitoe, oposredstvovannoe priznaetsia kul’turnym. [S kul’turoi sviazyvaetsia predstavlenie o chem-to nenuzhnom]
.

Poniatie o kul’ture prinadlezhit k naibolee slozhnym, v soznanii ne raschlenennym poniatiiam; ono kroet ne odno protivorechie (natsiia i vnenatsional’nost’, neposredstvennost’ i oposredstvovannost’, original’nost’ byta i vnebytovaia tsivilizatsiia i t. d.). Dlia odnikh tol’ko tsivilizatsiei okazyvaetsia kul’tura; ee smysl v mekhanike progressa, a ne v organicheskom razvitii natsional’nogo tvorchestva do sverkh-natsional’nykh vershin; dlia drugikh zadachi kul’tury opredeliaiutsia rassmotreniem sushchestvuiushchikh, istoricheskikh pamiatnikov; tret’i sviazyvaiut kul’turu s natsiei; chetvertye obratno: natsiiu i kul’turu protivopolagaiut. Formula kul’tury v zavisimosti ot postanovki voprosa vsiakii raz okazyvaetsia inoi.


Raznoobrazie v ponimanii kul’tury okazyvaetsia sviazannym s raznoobraziem putei, vedushchikh k postanovke voprosov o kul’ture. Dlia khudozhnika, uchastvovavshego v tvorchestve esteticheskikh vkusov sovremennosti, stanovitsia iasnym ego rol’ kak deiatel’nogo uchastnika v vyrabotke kul’tury; obosnovat’ tselesoobraznost’ svoei deiatel’nosti stanovitsia emu sovershenno neobkhodimym. I vot vopros ob uchastii khudozhnika v obshchei kul’turnoi rabote rasshiriaet chisto spetsial’nye zadachi ego do zadach obshchikh; khudozhnik v kul’ture priobshchaetsia obshchestvu. Dlia istorika iskusstv, dlia kritika samaia otsenka tvorchestva zavisit ot iasnogo ponimaniia zadach tvorchestva voobshche: sistematika form istoricheskogo tvorchestva neobkhodima dlia nego; a eta sistematika i est’ put’ k opredeleniiu togo, chto takoe kul’tura, ibo opredelenie kul’tury nachinaetsia s opisaniia faktov kul’tury; pamiatniki tvorchestva sut’ eti fakty. I khudozhestvennyi kritik ishchet merilo otsenki v istorii estetiki. A istoriia estetiki v metodakh sviazana s istoriei voobshche. S svoei storony istorik chashche i chashche udeliaet vnimanie faktam tvorchestva, ibo metody istoricheskogo issledovaniia upiraiutsia v problemu individual’nogo tvorchestva, etogo istochnika vsiakoi tvorcheskoi kul’tury. Khudozhnik i estetik v postanovke voprosov o kul’ture neozhidanno vstrechaiutsia s istorikom. K kul’ture zhe prikhodit i sovremennyi filosof, ishcha opravdaniia svoei deiatel’nosti kak deiatel’nosti tvorcheskoi i zhivoi.


V nastoiashchee vremia kul’tura est’ mesto vstrechi i peresecheniia putei, vchera obosoblennykh; teoreticheskii interes k voprosam kul’tury est’ pokazatel’ stremleniia k poiskam obshchikh lozungov deiatel’nosti. Kul’tura est’ voistinu nyne glavneishii kriterii tsennosti. Stremlenie k pereotsenke istoricheskikh tsennostei iskusstva, filosofii, nauki, religii nabliudali my vchera; kharakterny v etom smysle popytki v razlichnykh sferakh: v sfere iskusstva (Ibsen, Nitsshe, [Ual’d,]
 Giuismans, Stefan George i drugie), v sfere filosofii (Kogen, Rikkert, Gusserl’ i drugie), psikhologii (Dzhems, Gefding), religioznoi
 (Merezhkovskii, katolicheskii modernizm, Gefding, teosofiia), nauchnoi (Maksuell, Tomson, Krouks,
 issledovaniia Kiuri i t. d.). V chastnosti v iskusstve rezul’tatom pereotsenki okazalis’ te mnogoobraznye techeniia, kotorye prokladyvali sebe put’ to pod nichego ne govoriashchim lozungom modernizma, to pod drugim lozungom, taiashchim sinteticheskoe mirovozzrenie (simvolizm). Eti puti, rasshiriaias’, ne mogli ne privesti k novomu obosnovaniiu printsipov esteticheskoi kul’tury v sviazi s kul’turoi voobshche. Tut vpervye eti techeniia vstretilis’ s analogichnymi techeniiami filosofskoi, nauchnoi i religioznoi mysli. V svete novykh, privkhodiashchikh putei iavilas’ potrebnost’ pereotsenit’ samuiu pereotsenku estetiki; obshchaia pereotsenka tsennostei snova vyrovniala v odin riad kak novye, tak i starye esteticheskie tsennosti; v iskusstve voznik interes k drevnim pamiatnikam kul’tury imenno tam, gde s osoboi energiei vydvigalis’ novye esteticheskie formy (u nas – interes k Pushkinu, Baratynskomu, Tiutchevu, v filosofii – interes k dokantovskoi filosofii, k filosofii drevnei, k srednevekovoi mistike). Poiavilas’ zadacha otsenit’ vcherashniuiu pereotsenku, podcherknut’ v nei podlinno kul’turnuiu storonu i, naoborot, rasprostit’sia s prekhodiashchimi i sluchainymi utverzhdeniiami (khotia by utverzhdeniiami krainego sub”ektivizma). Net eshche u nas razrabotannogo poniatiia ob esteticheskoi kul’ture. Eto poniatie mozhet otchetlivei opredelit’sia iz ból’shego znakomstva s blizhelezhashchimi k iskusstvu tvorchestvami (filosofskim, religioznym), odushevlennymi stremleniem k resheniiu osnovnogo, sviazuiushchego ikh voprosa: “Chto est’ kul’tura”. Otvet na etot vopros mozhet rodit’sia iz organicheskogo predstavleniia o tsel’nosti tvorchestva, iz sopostavleniia trudov khudozhnikov, filosofov, mistikov i uchenykh, ustremlennykh k odnoi tochke: eta tochka – nas interesuiushchii vopros, vopros o kul’ture. Otvet na etot vopros est’ otvet budushchego. Vera v edinstvo i tsel’nost’ raznoobrazno proiavliaemykh putei kul’tury est’ odushevliaiushchee stremlenie nashei deiatel’nosti. Kul’tura est’ tsel’, a ne sredstvo, nauchnogo, filosofskogo i esteticheskogo tvorchestva, ikh dalekoe, religioznoe vysvetlenie. V etom smysle vera nasha v kul’turu religiozna. Otnoshenie etoi religioznosti k sushchestvuiushchim religioznym formam est’ poslednee nashe ustremlenie; etot vopros otnosim my k intimnomu ispovedaniiu nashikh sotrudnikov, ofitsial’no poka my ego ne beremsia reshat’: etot vopros ofitsial’no i ne reshaem v sovremennosti.


Vera v edinstvo i religioznuiu tsel’nost’ poslednikh sudeb raznoobraznykh putei kul’tury est’ nash edinstvennyi dogmat; v etom edinstvennom dogmate my mozhem sovpast’ i s filosofom, i s khudozhnikom, i s uchenym, i s deiatelem v oblasti religii; v etom zhe dogmate mozhem my razoitis’ s tem, drugim, tret’im, chetvertym. Etot edinstvennyi dogmat vmeste s tem ne zatushuet protivorechii v chastnostiakh ponimaniia kul’turnykh putei. V etom smysle stremimsia my ne tol’ko k edinstvu v mnogorazlichii, no i k mnogorazlichiiu v edinstve.


Tsennosti predstoiashchikh kul’tur iavliaiutsia dlia nas riadom sredstv, voskhodiashchikh k zagadochnomu idealu edinoi, tsel’noi, religioznoi kul’tury; i potomu sistematika etikh tsennostei uzhe na odin shag priblizhaet nas k resheniiu osnovnogo voprosa. Etot edinyi shag bolee, byt’ mozhet, vsekh dal’neishikh shagov; etogo shaga ne znaem my v sovremennosti; vse dosele sdelannoe iskusstvom i filosofiei est’ podgotovka k pervomu shagu. Knigoizdatel’stvo “Musaget” khotelo by vziat’ na sebia skromnuiu rol’ posil’nogo uchastiia v sistematike i istolkovanii esteticheskikh tsennostei nedavnego proshlogo; eto skromnoe uchastie v pervom shage k razresheniiu problemy kul’tury est’ glavnaia zadacha Knigoizdatel’stva “Musaget”.


Priznavaia iskusstvo moguchim orudiem kul’tury, K-vo “Musaget” seriozno schitaetsia s iskusstvom poslednikh desiatiletii, s simvolizmom; v simvolizme, kak literaturnoi shkole, byli vydvinuty lozungi, vskrytie, osoznanie i razvitie kotorykh neminuemo stavilo samuiu shkolu v zavisimost’ ot teorii simvolizma; teoriia zhe eta osoznaetsia nami ne tol’ko kak sinteticheskaia iskomaia sovremennost’iu sistema, no i kak osnova zhiznennogo puti, sviazuiushchaia nas s vechnymi zaprosami religii; simvolizm zaiavil o sebe v stranakh romanskikh kak novaia literaturnaia shkola; v stranakh germanskikh simvolizm skazalsia v novom mirooshchushchenii
; v stranakh slavianskikh, ne otkazyvaias’ ot stilisticheskikh (literaturnykh) i metodologicheskikh (filosofskikh) problem, simvolizm dolzhen skazat’sia i kak put’ zhizni (moral’nyi i religioznyi smysl simvolizma); eti tri etapa razvitiia simvolizma namechaiut kak by troiakii
 ego smysl (esteticheskii, filosofskii, religioznyi). Zadachi russkogo simvolizma 1) obosnovat’ stilisticheskie zavoevaniia simvolistov ideologicheskoi nadstroikoi, 2) sviazat’ poslednie ideologicheskie postroeniia simvolizma s poslednimi tseliami iskomoi kul’tury. V etom napravlenii razvitie russkogo simvolizma, rasshiriaias’ v ideologii, iz uzkogo rusla shkoly vpadaet v shirokii prostor volnuiushchikh nas kul’turnykh zadach griadushchego.


K-vo “Musaget” priznaet kul’turnuiu rol’ russkogo simvolizma, poskol’ku etot poslednii stavil i osoznaval svoi zadachi v “Mire Iskusstva”, otchasti “Novom Puti” i, nakonets, v “Vesakh”. V etikh poslednikh namechalis’ vekhi ideologii; v rasshirenii i uglublenii etikh vekh on priznaet svoiu preemstvennost’ ot do nego byvshikh predpriiatii. No poskol’ku K-vo “Musaget” bolee zadaetsia sviaz’iu russkogo simvolizma s problemami obshchei kul’tury, postol’ku deiatel’nost’ ego budet protekat’ v inom napravlenii. Ne otnoshenie mezhdu starym i novym iskusstvom interesuet nas glavnym obrazom; nas interesuiut cherty vechnogo i sluchainogo kak v starom, tak i v novom iskusstve. Oznakomlenie chitatelei s proizvedeniiami simvolistov lish’ odna (i otniud’ ne glavnaia) nasha zadacha. V etom otnoshenii “Musaget” priznaet pervenstvuiushchuiu zaslugu za vysokokul’turnym izdatel’stvom “Skorpion”.


Naoborot, preemstvennaia sviaz’ s proshlym budet podcherkivat’sia; proizvedeniia proshlogo, v osobennosti takie, kotorye nam po-novomu blizki, ot vremeni do vremeni budut predstavleny vnimaniiu chitatelia (naprimer, inye iz proizvedenii romantikov).


Takzhe
 sochineniia teoreticheskogo kharaktera, obosnovyvaiushchie lozungi simvolizma, budut predstavleny vnimaniiu chitatelia kak v sbornikakh, tak i v spetsial’nykh rabotakh.


Chto kasaetsia do proizvedenii, zatragivaiushchikh [spetsial’no]
 zadachi russkoi kul’tury, a takzhe do serii knig, posviashchennykh russkim mysliteliam, to K-vo “Musaget” ne stremitsia proiavit’ deiatel’nost’ v etom napravlenii, imeia v vidu druzhestvennoe izdatel’stvo, posviativshee sebia oznachennym zadacham (“Put’”).


My sosredotochivaem svoi sily na problemakh obosnovaniia esteticheskoi kul’tury; a takoe obosnovanie sviazyvaet estetiku so vsei slozhnost’iu problem filosofii kul’tury; kul’tura okazyvaetsia mestom vstrechi filosofii s simvolizmom, eshche nedavno razdelennykh sektantskim dogmatizmom kak so storony russkikh filosofov, tak i so storony nekotorykh predstavitelei novogo iskusstva. I esli nam dorog Nitsshe, Ibsen, a v Rossii Ivanov, Merezhkovskii, Briusov, Blok i drugie, to s drugoi storony my zashchishchaem filosofiiu ot otnosheniia k nei, kak ob”ekta dlia liricheskoi treli. Dant, Gete, romantiki vmeste s Kantom, Fikhte, Shellingom – dalee vmeste s Rikkertom, Gusserlem i Khristiansenom dorogi nam prezhde vsego kak deiateli kul’tury. Poetomu K-vo “Musaget” stavit sebe zadachei izdanie perevodnykh i original’nykh sochinenii, zatragivaiushchikh problemy filosofii kul’tury. Dlia poslednei tseli ono vzialo na sebia izdanie russkoi serii mezhdunarodnykh vypuskov po filosofii kul’tury “Logos”. Chto zhe kasaetsia do eticheskogo momenta, neizbezhno prisushchego tvorchestvu i zastavliaiushchego opredeliat’ poslednie tseli tvorchestva kak tseli religioznye (peresozdanie zhizni), to vkliuchenie etogo momenta uglubliaet predely iskusstva do tochki soprikosnoveniia simvolizma s misticheskoiu simvolikoi; dlia oznakomleniia s etoi poslednei, a takzhe vvidu pereotsenki nedavnego proshlogo po otnosheniiu k problemam mistiki K-vo “Musaget” vydeliaet seriiu izdanii “Orfei”, posviashchennuiu vidneishim mistikam proshlogo (“Geraklit”, “Reisbruk”, “Ekkhart”, “Beme”).


Prinimaia i razdeliaia glavneishie lozungi simvolistov, priznavaia neobkhodimost’ filosofskogo ikh obosnovaniia, ishcha sviazi mezhdu idealom budushchego i proshlym v nastoiashchem, my opredeliaem svoiu zadachu kak uchastie v obshchei rabote obosnovaniia problem kul’tury.

Ellis

O zadachakh knigoizdatel’stva “Musaget”


V osnove vsei vozmozhnoi deiatel’nosti “Musageta” lezhit odna obshchaia ideia, odno mirosozertsanie, do sikh por lish’ kraine priblizitel’no vyiavlennoe. Vnimatel’noe izuchenie knig, izdannykh “Musagetom”, privodit k osoznaniiu obshchego plana vsei raboty. V chem zhe eta osnovnaia ideia, kak realizuetsia ona v obshchem plane izdatel’skoi raboty? Na eti voprosy, byt’ mozhet, budet ne lishnim dat’ kratkii, skhematicheskii otvet v forme predisloviia k prospektu, svodiashchemu k itogu ves’ nalichnyi material.


Prezhde vsego sleduet skazat’ sovershenno opredelenno, chto tvorcheskaia rabota lits, posviativshikh svoi sily izdatel’stvu, sovershenno svobodna; v osushchestvlenii ee ne mozhet byt’ rechi o dogmaticheskom, vneshnem rukovoditel’stve odnikh avtorov drugimi; takzhe chuzhdy “Musagetu” i vse uslovnye, obshchepriniatye ramki sovremennoi odnostoronne-prekhodiashchei “kul’tury”, khotelos’ by skazat’, “kul’tury srednego soznaniia”. Vneshniaia pestrota, vneshnee raznoobrazie tem, shkol, metodov, uklonov, izliublennykh avtorov, epokh i skhem na pervyi poverkhnostnyi vzgliad sposobny dazhe ozadachit’ togo, kto stal by iskat’ v “Musagete” tendentsiiu, shkolu ili napravlenie v obshchepriniatom smysle.


Tem ne menee v etoi svobode, v etom raznoobrazii vneshnikh form i kroetsia obshchaia ideia “Musageta”, ideia sushchestvenno kharakternaia dlia sovremennosti, ponimaemoi v smysle tvorcheskogo samoopredeleniia. Dlia vsekh nas v odinakovoi mere nemyslimy vozvraty k tsennostiam, uzhe raz navsegda podvergnutym nebyvalomu ispytaniiu; posle zavoevanii tochnoi nauki ravno nevozmozhen dlia vsekh nas obskurantizm primitivnoi mistiki i dogmy; posle rastsveta velikolepnykh form sovremennoi estetiki my ne mozhem postupit’sia radostiami sozertsaniia sovershennoi formy; perezhiv glubokii perevorot v soznanii sovremennogo chelovechestva, nashedshii svoiu pervuiu i samuiu blizkuiu nam formu v “simvolicheskom dvizhenii”, my raz navsegda pokonchili so vsemi vidami primitivnogo realizma, odinakovo chuzhdogo nam kak v forme pozitivizma mysli, tak i v forme khudozhestvennogo realizma.


S drugoi storony, samyi krizis “sovrem<ennogo> simvolizma”uzhe uspel nas mnogomu nauchit’, prezhde vsego dovodia do samootritsaniia ideiu samodovleiushchei Krasoty, iskliuchitel’no poznavatel’nogo momenta khudozhestvennogo tvorchestva i preuvelichennuiu igru formy s samoi soboi. Vse bolee i bolee “kak” simvolicheskogo protsessa smeniaetsia interesom k “chto” simvolizatsii, k voprosu o tom, gde liazhet perekhod ot sub”ektivnoi simvolizatsii k ob”ektivnoi simvolike, a eto privodit nas neizbezhno k chisto religioznoi probleme.


Vo vsiakom sluchae vsekh nas ob”ediniaet ideia ierarkhicheskoi podchinennosti (pri otnositel’noi svobode) khudozhestvennogo simvolizma zhivym i vechnym istinam misticheskogo postizheniia, takzhe kak i ideia vzaimnogo oplodotvoreniia morali i estetiki. Dlia nas dlia vsekh epokha immoralizma i estetstva – konchena bezvozvratno! Esli v dvukh slovakh vyrazit’ sushchnost’ toi svobody i mnogostoronnosti, kotorye lezhat v osnove vsekh iskanii, namechennykh nami, to dolzhno budet skazat’, chto osnovnaia ideia “Musageta” – predchuvstvie togo obshchego, novogo sinteza, kotoryi, byt’ mozhet, na nashikh glazakh dast svoeobraznoe i edinstvenno vozmozhnoe zavershenie vsem razroznennym stremleniiam nashei epokhi, skazhet to edinoe i poslednee slovo obo vsem razlichnom i predposlednem, kotoroe iavitsia otnositel’noi formoi vechnogo i edinogo otkroveniia. Konechno, ne my prizvany skazat’ eto slovo, no my ne mozhem vmeste so vsemi vyraziteliami nashego vremeni ne stremit’sia vsemi silami dukha k tomu, chtoby uslyshat’ i sdelat’ slyshimymi dlia drugikh kazhdoe dazhe samoe nichtozhnoe s vidu predvestie, kazhdoe legchaishee dunovenie togo priblizhaiushchego<sia> slova, v priblizhenii kotorogo my ne somnevaemsia i samyi prikhod kotorogo my mozhem uskorit’ lish’ veroi i prizyvaniem!


Vse samye znamenatel’nye vyraziteli nashei perekhodnoi epokhi ratovali i ratuiut za ideiu universal’nogo sinteza, vse ot samogo znachitel’nogo myslitelia nashei rodiny Vl. Solov’eva i do blestiashchikh i glubokikh popytok ego antipoda F. Nitsshe, derznuvshego cherez simvolizm kosnut’sia poslednei tainy grecheskoi religii i kul’tury, ot khaoticheskikh prozrenii o novom griadushchem tsarstve dukha G. Ibsena, stol’ zhe blizkikh nam, kak i vsia tvorcheskaia evoliutsiia R. Vagnera, sochetavshaia dve osnovnye religioznye idei: ideiu iskupleniia i ideiu messianizma, kak vnov’ obretennoe sokrovennoe v tvorchestve Gete, i vplot’ do vozrodivshikhsia povsiudu v nashi dni glubokikh sinteticheskikh iskanii v oblasti gnozisa, teognozii i teosofii, sredi kotorykh my vidim obobshcheniia, stoiashchie na vysote sovremennoi kul’tury i odnovremenno pitaiushchiesia pervichno-chistymi struiami, kak by uzhe utrachennykh, rodnikov religioznogo opyta. V svete iskanii etogo sinteza vsia sovremennaia kul’tura, pered kotoroi my prekloniaemsia, vse zhe predstavliaetsia nam lish’ otdel’nymi razroznennymi chastiami eshche ne sushchestvuiushchego tselogo, lish’ muzeem, gde dovleet sebe kazhdaia otdel’naia tsennost’. My dolzhny izuchat’ i postigat’ kazhduiu tsennost’ v etom muzee, no my uzhe znaem, chto istinnaia kul’tura vsegda est’ khram, a ne muzei. Osobennost’ nashei epokhi v tom, chto nasha budushchaia, zhivaia i istinnaia kul’tura budet muzeem, stavshim khramom. Pust’ zhe muzei nashei kul’tury stanet khramom! Vot samyi obshchii i samyi zavetnyi nash lozung! Kto pochuvstvuet ego, dlia togo stanut sovershenno poniatny i priemlemy vse tri glavnye linii, po kotorym napravliaetsia rabota “Musageta”: liniia esteticheskaia, govoria tochnee chisto-simvolicheskaia, preemstvenno voznikshaia iz zavoevanii simvolistov pervogo perioda: Bodlera, S. George i mnogikh drugikh, odnako postavlennaia v ierarkhicheskuiu sviaz’ s tselym slozhnym organizmom, kotoryi vsego tochnee nazvat’ griadushchei religioznoi kul’turoi, liniia filosofskaia, iskhodnyi punkt kotoroi nakhoditsia v mnogoobraznykh siste<ma>ticheskikh iskaniiakh sovremennoi filosofii stat’ iz abstraktno-spekuliativnoi, uslovnoi i uzkoi skholastiki poniatii filosofiei kul’tury, i, nakonets, samoi sushchestvennoi i samoi zavetnoi dlia nas vsekh liniei, nashedshei svoe proiavlenie v serii izdanii pod obshchim nazvaniem “Orfeia”. Eto techenie v nashem izdatel’stve zavershaet, svodit k vnutrennemu edinstvu vse otdel’nye elementy i, krome togo, stavit v intimnuiu sviaz’ vse tseloe kul’turnoe zdanie s eshche bolee glubokim, sokrovennym istochnikom, proiskhozhdenie i vnutrennie zakony razvitiia kotorogo iavliaiutsia dlia nas tainoi; esli “Musaget” v obshchem est’ iskanie religioznoi kul’tury budushchego, to missiia “Orfeia” imenno v tom, chtoby kul’turnye tsennosti, sozdannye “Musagetom” v sobstvennom smysle slova, osviatit’ i, sopostavliaia mezhdu soboiu, sopodchinit’ ikh veianiiu religioznoi tainy; lish’ sravnitel’no nizshie formy ee usvoiaemy nami, formy, lezhashchie v oblasti neposredstvennogo nashego vozdeistviia, vysoty zhe ee ostaiutsia zapovednymi. Skvoz’ sferu nam rodnuiu i blizkuiu, skvoz’ dukh muzyki i real’nye sobytiia uzhe v zhizni proiavivshegosia otkroveniia (sozertsaniia velikikh mistikov i ikh svidetel’stva) dvizhemsia my k tomu samodovleiushchemu pervoistochniku velikogo bytiia i vedeniia, kotoryi v svoem poslednem proiavlenii iavliaetsia dlia nas uzhe ne faktom deistvitel’nosti, ne simvolom v protsesse sozertsaniia, ne ideei ili otdel’nym elementom kosmosa, a Likom, edinstvennym i sovershennym vo vsei svoei polnote, likom Khrista.


Eta shirokaia i svobodnaia ideia sinteza, vdokhnovliaiushchaia nas, postavlena pered nami v nastoiashchii moment strogo i opredelenno. Esli nashi predshestvenniki dolzhny byli glavnym obrazom sovershit’ muchitel’nuiu operatsiiu raskrytiia organov vospriiatiia vysshikh mirov, dokazat’ vozmozhnost’ potustoronnego sozertsaniia preimushchestvenno v formakh iskusstva, oprokinut’ vse uzkie metody prostogo nabliudeniia chuvstvennoi oblasti iavlenii, razrushit’ i rasshatat’ naivnye vospriiatiia mira i samye formuly poslednikh, nasha zadacha sushchestvenno inaia: ne upuskaia nichego iz zavoevanii proshlogo, my prizvany ukrepit’, oformit’ i sdelat’ real’noi, po-inomu real’noi, svoiu sviaz’ s vysshim mirom. Ne tvorcheskoe “kak”, a deistvitel’no-sushchee “chto” – vlekushchii nas ob”ekt na vsekh nashikh putiakh; ne v glubine sobstvennogo ia dolzhny my iskat’ istinnogo znaniia, a v istochnikakh vyshe i glubzhe lezhashchikh, chem nashe ia, i ne v odnoi svoei lichnosti, a v kollektivnom vospriiatii i osushchestvlenii vysshikh istin; ne radosti sozertsaniia, kak by oni ni byli prekrasny i beskorystny, a trudnaia rabota voploshcheniia i zhazhdy deistviia – nas vlekut! Poetomu glavnyi lozung, napisannyi na nashem znameni, – konets individualizma nashikh dnei i okonchatel’nyi razryv so vsemi vidami immoralizma!


Takova osnovnaia zadacha i osnovnaia ideia “Musageta”! My polagaem, chto zalogom ee stoikosti i plodotvornosti iavliaetsia ne tol’ko ee intimnaia sviaz’ s samoi glubinnoi potrebnost’iu vremeni, t. e. nastoiashchego; vse samye znachitel’nye etapy proshlogo v toi zhe mere podtverzhdaiut ee pravomernost’ i zhiznennost’.


V sushchnosti do epokhi padeniia velikoi srednevekovoi sistemy, odinakovo okhvatyvavshei oblast’ zhizni i poznaniia i odinakovo strogo i stroino podchiniavshei ikh religii vo vsekh razvetvleniiakh togda ponimaemoi kul’tury, do epokhi padeniia teokraticheskogo monizma srednikh vekov i vplot’ do nashego vremeni my ne znaem ni odnoi popytki universal’nogo sinteza, dazhe iasnogo osoznaniia vsei glubiny i neobkhodimosti takoi zadachi. Kazhetsia, vsia istoriia za eto vremia iavliaet soboi posledovatel’nuiu smenu otdel’nykh popytok postavit’ vo glavu mirosozertsaniia chelovechestva tu ili odnu otdel’nuiu ideiu, otdel’nyi element kul’tury. Po etomu imenno priznaku vsego udobnee klassifitsirovat’ otdel’nye epokhi: epokhu Vozrozhdeniia s ee reabilitatsiei ploti, lichnosti i pervymi popytkami realizma na vsekh planakh, epokhu kul’ta obshchestvennosti i sotsial’noi deistvitel’nosti s frantsuzskoi revoliutsiei vo glave, epokhu nauchnogo i filosofskogo pozitivizma, pereshedshego v iavno antikul’turnye formy materializma, pokoleblennogo okonchatel’no lish’ na nashikh glazakh tochnoi naukoi, epokhu rastsveta idealisticheskoi metafiziki i parallel’no krititsizma s Kantom i Gegelem vo glave i, nakonets, tol’ko chto muchitel’no i strastno perezhituiu nami epokhu iskliuchitel’noi very v samodovleiushchee iskusstvo, epokhu estetizma.


Kazhdaia iz etikh epokh byla prava chastichno i byla neprava sushchestvenno, rokovym obrazom schitaia otdel’nyi element kul’tury za poslednee, ne chuvstvuia, chto vse elementy kul’tury derzhatsia ne vzaimno i ne podavliaia drug druga, a lish’ ierarkhicheski sopodchiniaia sebia vysshemu i lezhashchemu vne chelovecheskoi tvorcheskoi deiatel’nosti istochniku, sluzha lish’ druzhnymi provodnikami sil i vliianii mira inogo, vysshego, sverkh-chelovecheskogo! Delo vsiakoi kul’tury – rabota usvoeniia, prilozheniia, samosoznaniia, sushchnost’ vsiakoi kul’tury sokrovenna, ee sushchnost’ – teofaniia!


Nashe vremia, tragicheskoe v svoei slozhnosti, poluchaet spasitel’noe blagoslovenie v dvukh ideiakh: v strogom soznanii otnositel’nosti kazhdogo otdel’nogo elementa kul’tury, v predchuvstvii novogo universal’nogo sinteza i v nepokolebimom ubezhdenii, chto pervoistochnik etogo griadushchego sinteza v religii.


Ne nam, konechno, sozdat’ sintez religioznoi kul’tury budushchego; no my schastlivy, rabotaia nad podgotovleniem pochvy dlia nego, rabotaia analiticheski, nad otdel’nymi, sostavnymi chlenami organizma i provozglashaia neobkhodimost’ i neizbezhnost’ poslednego ob”ediniaiushchego slova. Ono zhe ob”edinit i nashi predposlednie, nashi robkie slova!
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� In fact, the first book to be published by “Musaget” was Sergei Soloviev’s “Aprel’”. It appeared in late February – early March 1910, while the publication of “Simvolizm” was postponed. See: Tolstykh G. A. Izdatel’stvo “Musaget”. P. 118.
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� Initial crossed out phrase: “Dlia vsiakogo nepredubezhdennogo chitatelia, kotoryi ogranichitsia tol’ko samym beglym znakomstvom s izdaniiami “Musageta”, pri prostom dazhe obzore perechnia izdannykh i predpolozhennykh k izdaniiu knig neizbezhno stanovitsia iasnym, chto v osnove gruppirovki i vybora materiala “Musaget” rukovodstvuetsia ne sluchainym sochetaniem elementov, ne dazhe chastichnym sluzheniem obshchekul’turnym tseliam v uslovno ustanovlennom smysle slova, a chem-to inym”.





