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(Connections in Genesis of Czech and Russian Literature at the End of 19" and Beginning of 20" Century)

Abstract. The article focuses on comparative analysis of aesthetic philosophical concepts of Czech and
Russian symbolism at the end of 19" and the beginning of 20" century. The attention is predominantly paid
to interpretation of selected theoretical studies and essayistic work by Czech and Russian followers of dec-
adent-symbolist and symbolist aesthetics. In this article we are showing inner connections in genesis of
aesthetic-philosophical system, which, in context of East and West-Slavonic literatures, represents gradual
heading from decadent-symbolic aesthetics to broader trans-cultural syntheses. Above all, we follow gradu-
al and fluent evolution from the concept of autonomous model of beauty to the principal of theurgy, which
understands art as a cosmogonic power. In the first decadent-symbolist phase, Czech and Russian literature
were carried by overcoming the reality by refusing of materialistic existence and by the way to spiritual vi-
sions and dreaming. The world of art had become a defence of clear aesthetic values, transcendent desire
and metaphysical dream with sense of secret of human life, found in extra-sensual sphere of spiritual world
of human. In aesthetic theories of both, Czech and Russian followers of decadent-symbolist aesthetics, we
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can find gradual tendencies to overcome decadent approaches to the integral understanding of the work of art as a high phase of sym-
bolism. However, that was fully defined later by next art generation who started understanding art creating in its broader meaning
as theurgy, using the words of the Russian philosopher V. Solovjov. Work of art and essayistic work of followers of this this phase of
symbolism is represented by the idea of theurgy, idea of art which possesses mystic power, the idea of “all-human” art together with
cognitive act. Art is seen mostly as a complex way of thinking and understanding of the world and the way of existence there. As the
most important thing it was operated with finding of new perceptive ways and expressing and reaching the state of existence when the

artistic images would not only evoke the impression of beauty but, at the same time they would work as the means of cognition.
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OT IEKAZJEHTCTBA KTEYPTUU
(reHeTUYeCKHUeE CBA3U YEIICKOM U PYCCKOM JIMTEpPATYp KOHLA 19 — Hadasa 20 CTOJIETHUS)

Annomayus. Ha ocHOBe CPAaBHUTEIBHOTO aHAIN3A B CTAThe PACCMATPUBAIOTCS 3CTETUYECKO-UIO-
codckre KOHLEMIMY PYCCKOTO U YeIlICKOro CMBONM3MOB KOHIA 19 — Havasa 20 CTONETHS. ABTOD CTaThbU
[IperMyIIeCTBeHHO 3aHUMATCS UHTepIIpeTanueil U30paHHBIX TEOPETUYECKUX PabOT U 3CCeUCTUYECKUX
IIPOU3BE/IeHNI U3BECTHBIX MIPEACTABUTE/IEH YEIICKOrO M PyCCKOTrO CMMBOIM3MOB Ha OT/ENBHBIX TAaIlax
MX Pa3BUTHUSA (F€KaJleHTCKO-CUMBOJIMCTCKOE TeYeHHe, TeyPruYecKMM CUMBOIM3M). B HacTodmei cra-
The yAeNseTCs BHUMaHUe BHYTPEHHUM IeHEeTUYECKUM CBS3SIM 3CTEeTUKO-GUNI0COPCKUX CHUCTEM, KOTOpPbIe
B KOHTEKCTE BOCTOYHOCIABAHCKUX U 3aIla/JHOCAABIHCKUX JTUTEPATYpP dTOTO NepHOoJa MPeACTaBIIIOT I10-
CTEeTIeHHBIH IIepexoJ OT AeKaJeHTCKO-CUMBOIMCTCKOM 3CTETUKH K MEXKKYIbTyPHOMY CUHTe3y. C 3TOro Mo-
MEHTa MO>KHO IIPOC/IeIUTh HEIIPEePhIBHYIO dBOJMIOIMIO UCCIeyeMOM po6IeMbl, HaYMHas OT KOHIEIIIIUU
aBTOHOMHOM KPACOThI ZI0 TEYPrUU; Ta B CBOIO OYePe/b TPAKTYeT UCKYCCTBO KaK KOCMOTOHMYECKYIO CHIIY.
Ha nepBom, ZleKa/leHTCKO-CMMBOIMCTCKOM, dTaIle CBOEIO Pa3BUTUSA YELlICKas U PyCCKas TUTEPaTypBl C 3CTe-
THUYECKOM TOUKU 3PeHUS OPUEHTUPYIOTCS Ha IIPEO0JIeHHe PealbHOCTH IIyTeM KaTerOpU4ecKoro OTKasa OT
MaTepHUaTbHOro GBITHS U CTpeMIeHHeM K GpaHTasMiHOMY MUpY. MICKyCCTBO 37ieCh CTAHOBHUTCS Ha 3alIUTY

Kawueswvie crosa:
JUTepaTypHas KOMIa-
PaTUBUCTUKA; PYCCKUI
CUMBOJIN3M; YELIICKU I
CUMBOJIV3M; IeKaJeHT-
CTBO; 3CTETUKO-PUIIO-
codckue KOHLEMINNY;
TeypPru4eCcKU CUMBO-
JIM3M; T€YPTHUs; pyccKas
JIUTEePaTypa; YelIcKas
JIUTEPaTypa; CPABHU-
TeJbHbIM aHAU3.

YHCTHIX 9CTETUYECKUX LIEHHOCTEH, TPAHCLEeHAEHTHBIX 1 MeTadU3NYeCKUX CHOBUAEHUH, CKPBIBAIOLINX AYXOBHYIO TaliHy yesoBeye-
CKOro GBITUS. B 9CTETUUECKUX TEOPUIX [IpeLCTaBUTeNeN AeKaLeHTCKO-CUMBONIHUCTCKOIO TeYeHUSI MOXKHO OOHAPYKUTh TEHIEHIINN K
IIPEeoJI0ONIeHUIO YHUCTO AEeKaAEeHTCKUX dCTeTUYECKUX MTOAXO0AO0B K UCKYCCTBY; TOIZIA KaK MHTerpaJbHOe IOHMMaHMe UCKYCCTBa B CMBICTIE
teypruu (B. C. COIOBbEB) B CBOMX TEOPETUYECKUX PAbOTaX U 3CCEUCTUYECKUXK IIPOU3BEAEHUSIX [TOTHOCTHIO PA3AeNdioT TOIbKO Ipes-
CTaBUTENN MJIAJIOCUMBOIM3MA, KOTOpble Ha MEPBBIH IUIaH (cornacHo umocodekoit cucreme Bceenuucrsa B. C. ConoBbeBa) BbIABU-
raloT IpencTaBieHye 06 HCKYCCTBe KaK O MUCTUYECKON DHEPIUY, COeAUHSIOIeN Bce chepbl YeI0BeYeCKOro ObITUS, MUPOIIO3HAHUSL
Y MUPOIIOHMMaHHUs. B CBSI3U C BbIIlIe Ipe/iCTaBIeHHBIM IIOHUMaHUEM CMBIC/IA XY0XKEeCTBEHHOH AesTeIbHOCTH B KOHTEKCTe ZTaHHOT'O
HOBOTO 9Talla PasBUTUS YEIICKOrO U PYCCKOrO CUMBOIN3MOB KOPEHHBIM 06pa3oM MeHSIETCs IIpeACTaBlIeHUE O CMbIC/IE U T03HABA-
TeNbHOM PYHKIINU XyL0XKeCTBEHHOTO 06pas3a-CUMBOIA, IIepeAIOIero U OTKPbIBAIOIIEro IIyOUHHBIN CMBICI PEATbHOCTH.
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The aim of this article is to show inner connections in genesis of Czech and Russian literature at the end of 19" and begin-
ning of 20" century. Our interest will be focused mainly on metamorphoses of aesthetic-philosophical approaches of the
most important representatives whose work presents gradual heading for modern art, from decadent — symbolist focus.
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The interest will be fixed on metamorphoses of modern art,
from decadent-symbolist one to evolutionary and at the
same time high phase of symbolism, which can be called
theurgic, using the words of the Russian philosopher Vlad-
imir Solovjov. At the very beginning, Czech and Russian
decadence are firmly fixed onto autonomous aestheticism.
Thus, beauty in art is perceived in accordance with Kantian
aesthetics as “disinterested sympathy” In context of literary
evolution the author of the article is trying to point out the
hints of overcoming the Kantian model towards Hegelian
approach of beauty in art — as revelation of the absolute
idea.

From the literary-historical viewpoint it is not possible
to find much evidence of direct mutual contacts between
Czech and Russian representatives of this stream. In fact, it
was rather on the basis of distant mutual acquainting with
literary traditions of both cultural entities. Nevertheless, at
the very beginning of their development, the inner relation
of these art groups was conditioned by sticking to the same
philosophical and aesthetic bases and to European litera-
tures where the turn to the modern art streams — that over-
came the realistic-naturalistic school - had already been
done.

In the first decadent-symbolist phase of its develop-
ment, both Czech and Russian literature were carried by an
effort to overcome the reality by the way to spiritual places
of visions and dream, by refusal of materialistic existence.
In the new art there stood two worlds in fatal discretion —
the world of concrete and abstract, material and spiritual,
outer and inner, objective and subjective; the worlds out of
the individual, and worlds existing only in the soul of an in-
dividual.

Thus, the world of art had become a passionate defence
of clear artistic values, noble culture, transcendent desire
and metaphysical dream with its sharpened sense of secret
of human life, found in extra-sensual sphere; there was
proceeding a fight for spiritual world of human: «Uméni je
samo pro sebe, prostfedkem a cilem zaroveri. Nezna a ne-
zamysli nic mimo sebe. Jeho hodnota je v jeho tvardi inten-
zité€ vize a senzibility. Proto je vzdy individudlnim. Proto
neni hromadného uméni. [...] Uméni samo neni ov§em pro
kazdého, pro vecku chudinu duchem. Jako produkovati je
nemnohym pozehnanym je dano, také neni kazdému us-
tédfeno chapati, milovati, prozivati je znova» [Prochizka
1913: 49].

It can be reached through the ways of dream and imag-
ination as the essential sources of art. At the beginning
of the evolution of Czech and Russian symbolism there
stood a radical refusal of realistic-naturalistic model of art.
Therefore, the representatives of arising Czech and Russian
art generation (Arnost Prochdzka, Jifi Kardsek ze Lvovic,
D. S. Merezhkovsky, V. Brjusov F. Sologub and others) re-
jected the linking of art with democratic mass and aesthe-
tization of issues with low importance, collectiveness and
banality. In opposition aesthetization gained absolutely
different connotations. Art that must not lead to satisfying
of vital needs becomes for them totally autonomous world
with its laws, and its constant creative force and immortal-
ity are hidden exactly in the fact that “it is life in life, world
in world and cosmos in cosmos”: « — HO KUCKYCCTBO HUKOTZAA
He BOCIIPOU3BOAUIIO, 2 BCETAA IPE0BPAXKANIO LENUCTBUTEb-
HOCTb: J)Ke Ha KapTUHAaX 2 BuHuM, faske y CaMbIX ApbIX
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peanucToB-nucareneii, Bpoge Banbsaka, Hawero forons,
3ong. HeT uckyccTBa, KOTOpOe IIOBTOPSIO OBl ZEHCTBU-
TEJBbHOCTh. BO BHEIIHEM MUpEe He CYLIECTBYET HUYETO
COOTBETCTBYIOIIEr0 apXUTEKType U Mysbike. Hu KenbH-
CKUi1 co60p, HU cuMPOHNYU BeTxoBeHa He BOCIIPOU3BOAAT
okpy>xarowgero Hac. [...] [IpegocTaBuM BOCIIpOU3BEAEHUE
nericTBuTensHocT pororpadpun, ponorpady, — nsobpe-
TaTeNbHOCTU TEXHUKOB. HICKyccmeo omuocumcs k deticmeu-
MEAVHOCU, KAK 8UHO K uHOzpady, CKasan [puibmapuep»
[Bprocos 1904].

In their opinion, art cannot have anything in common
with ethic, social and national norms and suppositions:
Thus a real artist must strive for presenting the ideal of
beauty and the work of art must extract everything from
reality, as its most precious form, what is in direct relation
to artist’s individuality or soul: «<Umeéni je k tomu, by obo-
hacovalo Zivot, a neni k tomu, by jej ochuzovalo, ukazujic jej
v chladném svétle stfizlivého poznani: ma Zivot ¢initi za-
zracnéjsi o¢im lidi, vidouc v jeho pozemskych tvarech jen
pouhy odkaz na jiny, krasnéjsi, imaginarni svét. Umélec
nemd ochuzovati své senzibility, zbavovati svét jeho pavab-
nych, duhovych barev, ponévadz strizlivost je povazuje za
klam: m4 zesilovati a zvroucriovati svou osobnost a stejné
silné Ziti vSechny své posetilosti jako bolesti. Nebot jen jeho
proziti v dile ma zustati, zatimco vSechno to, co nilezi jeho
Zivotu ve skutec¢nosti, prchd v temnotu, jez niceho nevraci.
Fikce je vé¢na, realita hyne. Vymyslené tvary ziji, skutecné
mizeji» [Kardsek ze Lvovic 1991: 10].

Therefore, the character of modern art that was affect-
ed by a strong flashover of spiritualism influences also its
relationship to the real world, which is gradually becoming
directly dependent on inside states of human soul.

Nevertheless, in aesthetic theories of both, Czech and
Russian followers of decadent-symbolist aesthetics, we
can find marks of efforts to overcome clearly decadent ap-
proaches to the integral understanding of the problem.
However, that was fully defined later by next art genera-
tion who started understanding art creating in its broader
meaning as theurgy. Arnost Prochdzka spoke about the art
that steps the farthest from the branches of human knowl-
edge as it is gifted by deep intuition, enabling it to unveil
and infer the “centres of spiritual lands, hidden in reality”.
Creating artists find unlimited richness of transcendent
reality, of metaphysical relevance and relations to eterni-
ty and infiniteness: «Jako ve snu za spanku pracuje lidska
duge vyhradné Zivly, dodanymi realitou i v umélecké oblasti
vise se chopila prvka nejprostsi skutecnosti, by je zmocnila
a povysila, by z nich uhnétla vyssi a dokonalejsi, obsirnéjsi
a intensivnéjsi realitu, nez jakou prinesly a pfinaseji hodiny
denntho byti. Takové duchové uméni, dychtici dosdhnout
absolutna, neodvraci se od Zivota vibec jako jeho nepfite-
le a $patnosti, ale jen od Zivota bézné chvile, jeho zmatku
a kalného kvasu: krystalizuje ve své vyhni z kypici a vrouci
hmoty, plné strusek a necistot, ¢iry a zvucny, ryzi a zarny
kov» [Prochazka 1916: 104].

Also, Jifi Kardsek ze Lvovic applied similar approach.
He was convinced that by means of words-symbols it is
possible to transcend reality and view it in its purest spiri-
tual form, in out-of-time empire of ideas, which can enable
connecting of “present moment with fluent line of eterni-
ty”: «Myslim tim bdsnickou schopnost, promitati nitro své
v tok chvile, vSechno vé¢né v dusi v tok pritomnosti, vsech-
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no nebeské v nitru v tok pozemskosti a vyslovovati obrazy
a symboly pozemskymi to, co je v dusi vécné, lidsky vécné.
[...]...dychate uz nékde jinde, ne sice nékde v nadzemském
svété, ale prece jen na vysinach, kde je ¢istsi vzduch» [Kara-
sek ze Lvovic 1927: 93, 164]. Thus the modern artists change
into thinkers whose work becomes an absolute aesthetiza-
tion of an idea; they can fix the purest ideas and synthesize
everything in “the only one, essential, original”.

These shifts are probably the most noticeable in deca-
dent-symbolist aesthetics of authors who were connected
with “Moderni revue” magazine, they can be traced in es-
sayistic and art work of Milo§ Marten. Particularly in his
aesthetic approaches we can search and find new ways
to the symbolism, seen as the art that creates the organ-
ic creative order and that integrates our understanding
and learning about the world. Milo§ Marten strives for a new
synthesis when art, going beyond the reality, broadens the under-
standing of the sense of world and existence. For Marten, art is
emanation of “unified power” that is the essence of life itself”: «Ne-
bot vSichni ti stylizujici umélci jsou interprety myslenky,
prohloubeného poznani, zvlastni prolinavé vize Zivota. [...]
Snad je v tom vsecka suverenita uméni, Ze snese dés mys-
téria, aniz mu podlehne? A Ze pfitom jesté pracuje o svém
py$ném a marném dile? Clovék nejenZe Zije bolest, nejenze
poznavd v§udypfitomnost propasti, on se jich zmocriuje a
proméni je ve stimulans Zivota» [Marten 1983: 50, 51-52].
«Umeéni jde k obnové stylové jednoty, k zivému a plastické-
mu principu tvorby. Jako uméni a Zivota maji také vsecka
jednotlivd uméni splyvati, rusti z kofent stejné spletenych
jako kofeny lesa. Spojeny jednim stylem maji vyznivati jed-
nou hudbou...» [Marten 1983: 61].

In Russian context of literary history, similar tenden-
cies can be seen in the art work of D. S. Merezhkovsky. For
him, art became a philosophic-mystic way to complete-
ness and psychological fullness of human and civilization,
where he realized “Solovjovian” idea of synthesis. His work
of art makes a complex system, reflecting the concept of
mystic-religious genesis of world and humankind: «Otuu-
MUTE ¥ >KU3HU KPACOThI, 3HAHUE, CIIPABEATUBOCTD — UTO
ocraHercss? OTHUMUTE >KU3Hb ¥ UCKYCCTBA — U 3TO Byzer,
II0 eBAHTE€IbCKOMY BBIPOKEHUIO, COJb, IIEPeCTaBIas OBITh
coneHoit. HempasaHsle XyZOXKHUKY HUKOIZA He CIOpU-
JIM O TAKUX BOTIPOCAX — OHU BCETAR APYT APyra MOHUMAIK
C [IepBOTO CJIOBA, BCErAa APYT C APYTroM ObIIN COITACHBI,
B KaKUX Obl Pa3HBIX, JJAOKE TIPOTUBOIOIOKHBIX 00IaCTAX
HU paboTanu» [MepesxkoBckuit 2010].

Unlike Merezhovsky V. J. Brjusov was not so strongly ori-
ented on interconnection of art with mystic and religious
truths. He had never accepted the idea of heading of art to-
wards a mystical and religious unity. Nevertheless, in his ar-
tistic development, he often deflected from extreme subjec-
tivism of his early poetic and essayistic works. Even in his fa-
mous essay «Kawouu maiin», he sharply opposed the theory of
“pure art”. Therefore, in art there is hidden totally different
energy that makes it immortal and stable; a work of art be-
comes beautiful because art gave it the life: «cxyccrBo — To,
YTO B IPyrUX O0ONACTIX Mbl Ha3blBaeM OTKpoBeHUeM. CO3-
IaHU UCKYCCTBA — 9TO [IPUOTBOPEHHbIE ABEpPU B BEUHOCTb.
[...] IIycTb >ke COBpeMEHHBIE XyL0)KHUKHU CO3HATE/IbHO KYIOT
CBOM CO3[aHUS B BUJIE KIII0UEl TaliH, B BUZle MUCTUUECKUX
KIJII0Yeil, paCTBOPSIOLINX YeTI0OBEYECTBY ABEPU U3 €0 20A)-
6ol mioppMbL K BeYHOH cBoboze» [BprocoB 1904].

Philological Class. 2019. N° 2 (56)

Similar shifts can be found in the works of F. Sologub. In
his understanding, symbol had become an exact represen-
tation of an object or phenomenon, it was to be built in clear
definition of relations with other objects and anchored in a
suitable place in the complex picture of the world: «>XKusas
JKM3HD AYIIU [IPOTEKAET HE TONbKO B HAOMIOAeHUN TIpej-
METOB U B IPUYPOYMBAHUY UM UMEH, HO U B IIOCTOSHHOM
CTPEeMJIEHUU TIOHAThH UX JKUBYIO CBSI3b U MOCTaBUTH BCE,
SBIISIOLEECs HalleMy CO3HAHMUIO, B HEKOTOPbIN BCeoOIIni
BCEMUPHBIN Y4epTEX». [...] «...IIO CYILLECTBY K€ UCKYCCTBO
Bcerza sBISeTCs BbIpasuTeneM Haubosee rnybokux u 06-
I[UX IyM COBPEMEHHOCTH, IyM, HAMIPABIEHHBIX K MUDPO3-
IAHUIO Y4eI0BeKoM B obiectse» [Comory6 1914]. Thus the
work of art was to be an organic connection of reality re-
flections, dream and noetic dimensions. Sologub under-
stood symbolism as an art stream where there co-existed
its three evolutionary stages: 1) cosmic symbolism — head-
ing for understanding the sense of all cosmic actions that is
determined by the existence of “united global will”; 2) indi-
vidualistic that is taken as the way to self-reflection, free-
ing; the most important question is defining of people and
their relation to the “united global will”; 3) democratic —
it connects both of the above mentioned ones; it is domi-
nated by the “Solovjovian” idea of “god-manhood” - syn-
thesis of the material and the spiritual that leads to love
and respect to life; actually it represents the connection of
individualism with “united global will” which had been a
source for religious-philosophical strivings of the youngest
symbolist generation.

At the beginning of the new century we can notice sig-
nificant changes in aesthetic-philosophical concept of sym-
bolism. Its further development continued in the frame of
shift from subjective-individualistic understanding of the
world to objective-idealistic concepts. As final result of this
change, we can see understanding of artistic image as uni-
ty of spiritual essence and material existence. We can also
notice deepening of the idea of synthesis and the focus
turned to theurgic essence of art work, having been trans-
forming original mode of existence of world and human. In
art creating there was, by unnumbered means, searched for
its ability to communicate between the profane and sacred
world, and — using its higher creative energy — to change
qualitatively the essence of everything existing. The art of
this period - rich with many creative experiments — start-
ed to be seen as mystic-religious art work going back to the
deepest bases of human culture. Therefore, in the frame
of these efforts to revitalize the complex human viewing of
the world, there arose tendencies to synthesis of art forms.
The evolution of these aesthetic-philosophical concepts was
influenced by philosophical systems of the turn of the cen-
tury, together with the philosophy of A. Schopenhauer and
F. Nietzsche, which had had its impact also on the previous
art generation. From philosophers of the turn of the centu-
ry we should mention mostly V. Solovjov, P. Florensky and
anthroposophy of R. Steiner that obviously touched the art
work of O. Bfezina and A. Bely.

Their art and essayistic work are connected by the idea
of art which possesses mystic power, the idea of “all-hu-
man” art together with cognitive act. Art is seen mostly as
a complex way of thinking and understanding of the world
(modus cogitandi) and the way of existence there (modus
vivendi): «CUMBOIHUCTUYECKOE TEUEHUE COBPEMEHHOCTH,
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€C/IU OHO JKeNAeT Pa3BUTUA U YIaybleHUs, He MOXeT
OCTaThCS 3AMKHYTOM LIKOJIOM UCKYCCTBA; OHO JOIKHO CBA-
3aTh cebs ¢ boiee 0bLMMY TPOGIEMaMU KYJIBTYPbl; [Iepeo-
LIeHK2 DCTETUYECKUX LeHHOCTEN eCTh JIUIIb YaCTHbIN CIIy-
vaii Gornee obrueir paboThl — mepeorieHkKa GUIOCOPCKUX,
3TUYECKUX, PEIUTHO3HBIX LIEHHOCTEHU...» [Besbii 1910: 8].
As the most important thing it was operated with finding
of new perceptive ways and expressing and reaching the
state of existence when the artistic images would not only
evoke the impression of beauty but, at the same time they
would work as the means of cognition: «Nové rozlohy Zivo-
ta vynofuji se na pobfezZich. V nekonecno $ifi se zafici per-
spektivy analogii. Smysly rozpukdivaji jeden za druhym jako
poupata v kvét pozndni, otevieny slunci. Véci zdaji se zde
byt zrcadly symbola, odrdZejicimi do viditelného tajemny
pohyb udélosti neviditelnych» [Bfezina 1996: 163].

Thus, for people, they would develop the ability to see
the “theurgic sense” of demonstrations of life.

In direct connection with the above mentioned, the
theurgy was introduced into the world of art — i.e. synergy
of aesthetic and religious spheres as conviction that artis-
tic creation can take part in re-forming of the world. Bfez-
ina and Belyj reached the conclusions speaking about the
metamorphosis of art into an activity understood as cre-
ative unveiling and re-shaping of basic life forms, by means
of aesthetic forms and deepened aesthetic principals:
«Pusobiti vuli na vali, a tim na vytvoreni reality je vlast-
nim Gcelem duchové price. Poslani umélecké v nejvyssim
svém vzletu je poslanim nabozenskym. Ale naboZenskym
ve smyslu, jaky tomu slovu d4 jednou budoucnost» [Bfezina
2004: 581-582]. «...B UCKYCCTBE €CTh )KMBOU OTOHb PEIUTU-
O3HOI'O TBOPYECTBA; ...TO, YTO HAUMHAETCS B UCKYCCTBE, 3a-
KaHYMBaeTCs B penuruu. Uckyccrso, 06pasys ¢ penurueit
¥ 9TUKOM OZHOPOZHYIO IPYIIIY LieHHOCTel, Bee ke GrKe
K peJIUIUHY, 4eM K THKe, [I09TOMY B [IyOUHe Lieseil, BbI-
IBUTaEeMbIX UCKYCCTBOM, TaSTCS PENUTHO3HBIE LIeU: 3T
Lenu — IpeobpakeHre YelOBEYeCTBA, CO3ZAHME HOBbIX
dopm» [Benblit1994: 125, 115]. Thus the idea of spiritual, psy-
chical, physiological and physical re-forming of contem-
porary human who would become the first step on the way
to the ,Solovjovian god-manhood* became the aim and es-
sence of theurgy. Then the art could head for correlation of
earthly dimensions with the cosmic ones. The poets as the
artists of life would reveal the hidden beauty of the world,
they were led by the beauty and imagination that could set
free and unite everything around in the deep intuition of
spiritual essence.

Aesthetic-philosophical concepts of “young generation
symbolists” were based on the conviction that art was made
to understand the “secret spiritual value” of phenomenal
world and understand the immediate anchoring of human
in the Absolute which is the source of spiritual energy: «Ale
tvorba krasy neni omezena jen na dila zachovana v knihach,
obrazech, sochich a stavbach. Lezi v celém planu zivota; je
vsudypfitomnou citlivosti k magnetickym pélum duchové
zemé, a uméleckym dilem je stejné vytvoreni jazyka jako
zalozZeni fiSe. V kazdém ¢lovéku je ustaviéné ¢inny skryty
umeélec; v jiskfeni okamzika jako pod blesky tvurciho dlata
pracuje na jednoté osobnosti. Zivot hrdiny a svétce vyriista
jako kazdé umeélecké dilo z inspirace, kterd znamend roz-
hodnuti ve vyssi stéfe zivota, kde se smrti se uz nepocita,
a z tvrdé cesty vile, hypnotizované zafenim cile [...] Kazdy
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silny cit je vzdy a vSude umeélecky tviir¢im a dava nam v nit-
ru nasem tusiti kraje nepostizené dosud nadhery» [Bfezina
1996: 79].

In this frame the symbolists touched connection of
principals that formed western and eastern civilization in
a harmonic complex. We can speak about new reconcilia-
tion of intuition of spiritual cosmos, deep understanding
for illusive essence of things with clear and powerful ac-
tivity, reconciliation of science and religion, freedom and
law, sacredness and beauty which is the only aim of all arts
and sciences. O. Bfezina and A. Bely were considering that
point the most intensively of all. They both strove for over-
coming of the two extreme demonstrations of human psy-
chical life that isolate people from real complex conscious-
ness. They defined both the extremes as: 1) the extreme of
inner (“brain’, rational) life of an individual 2) life of sub-
conscious physicality. To sum up, the art creation should
head for creative connection of rationalism and contem-
plation in a harmonic complex which forms higher entity
symbolizing perfect complexity and fullness.

As the followers of modern psychology, also the ,young
symbolist generation considered the problems of human
consciousness. As a rule the art must originate from the
same depths where the understanding of secret of all things
is realized: «Stavy, které probihaly az dosud pod nasim vé-
domim, odstiny vidéné, ale nepozorované, tény vnimané,
ale neslySené, vystoupnou, aby nim ucinily obraz svéta
slozitéj$im a pravdivéj$im» [Bfezina 1933: 18]. Therefore,
equally to S. Freud and C. G. Jung, they were convinced
about the existence of collective psychological crucial base,
collective source, human spiritual being which leads to un-
derstanding of life as a complex and spiritual powers hid-
den there; these powers are needed for transformation and
renewal of human and humankind as whole that remains
unchanged and independent on the time and space; we can
find discover and understand there “secret beginning of
life” itself.

Finally, all these aesthetic-philosophical concepts were
projected in the sphere of artistic idiom. This fact became
the focus of many aesthetic-philosophical essays O. Bfezi-
na, A. Bely. The way to renewal of culture was focusing on
the phenomenon of word representing the base of life uni-
ty: «V dilech velkych milyjicich, jasnovidct a mistri nabyva
slovo naroda magické moci: lame zakleti oddélujici duchy,
v jednotu rozechviva srdce zjevenim krasy, v oslnéni véc-
nosti dava vidéti pozemské véci» [Bfezina 1996: 127]. The
important thing was to give the words back their esoteric
meaning and to create a word as a symbol going beyond its
borders: «B c10Be FaHO [IEPBOPOAHOE TBOPUECTBO; CIOBO
CBA3BIBaET GeCCIOBECHBIN, HE3PUMBLE MUP, KOTOPBIN pO-
UTCA B [IOZICO3HATENBHOM ITyOHHE MOEro IMYHOIO CO3Ha-
HUS ¢ 6eccmoBecHbIM, 6eCCMBICIEHHBIM MUPOM, KOTOPBLH
poutca BHe Moeit nnyHocTy. CI0BO CO3ZAeT HOBBIH Tpe-
THI MUP — MUP 3BYKOBBIX CIMBOJIOB... MU BHELIHUI IIPO-
JIUBaeTCs B MOIO AYILY, MUP BHYTPEHHUI [IPOIMBAETCS U3
MeHS B 30pH, B ILIYM JIepEBbEB; B CJIOBE, U TONBKO B CIOBE
BOCCOBAAI0 & 711 cebst OKpy>Kalolliee MeHs U3BHe U U3BHY-
TpH, 160 1 — CJIOBO U TOJNBKO CI0BO» [Besblil 1994: 131].

They all saw the symbol as interaction of its three com-
ponents forming a symbolic image of the observed reali-
ty as a living complex in the mind: 1) symbol as an image
of visible reality calling out a certain emotion in our mind,
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2) symbol as an allegory expressing ideological meaning of
the image (philosophical, religious, and social meaning)
and 3) symbol as an appeal to the creation of real life.
According to aesthetic theories of Bfezina and Bely,
the real symbolist art is based on reading and under-
standing the words, images and symbols so that it could
overcome the antinomy of “cosmic reality” and “seemingly
real world”. The necessary thing was to understand the es-

sence of words as a unity of sound, existence and bearer
of sense. The word-symbol made it possible to estimate
hidden powers of universe, to recognize the richness
of the world, to see the most minor event as a “gesture of
eternity” and to discover “the secret of spiritual growth
and unity”. Thanks to that the art stepped into new rela-
tionships with universe and the art imagery became one
of methods of cognition.
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