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Anita Frison

Depicting the Landscape.
Andrej Belyj’s A Wind from the Caucasus and Armenia

The symbolist writer Andrej Belyj (1880-1934), after visiting different European and
North African countries, only began to travel through Russia in the late 19205, when he
decided to visit the Caucasian region (cf. Spivak 2006: 335). He went to Georgia for the
first time between April and July 1927, along with his future second wife Klavdija Bugaeva.
According to the writer, the voyage was inspired by a conversation the couple had with the
anthroposophist Jurij Michin in March of the same year (cf. Lavrov, Malmstad 2016: 496);
as reported by Nikolaj Malinin, they wanted to get away from Moscow because of their
complicated relations with Bugaeva’s first husband (Bugaeva 1996: 193). Once in Georgia,
Belyj not only visited the country, but also met some of the most important Georgian artists
and writers, like Tician Tabidze and Paolo Jasvili; moreover, he became involved in the local
artistic scene’. The second time, Belyj and Bugaeva left Moscow at the beginning of May of
the following year, at first heading for Georgia, where they reunited with Tabidze and Jasvili
and met writer Grigol Robakidze (cf. Lavrov, Malmstad 2016: s12). Some days later they
decided to visit Armenia; then, they went back to Georgia and lived there until August 11,
when they returned to Moscow by train. Finally, at the end of April 1929, the couple went
back to the Caucasus, this time spending almost a month in Armenia and then shuttling
between Krasnaja Poljana, Kadzory and Thbilisi until August 20™.

The first direct accounts of the Caucasus can be found in letters to Ivanov Razumnik
and Boris Pasternak (Belyj ez al. 1998; Pasternak e al. 1988); moreover, a brief chronologi-
cal report is included in Belyj's Rakurs k dnevniku (ct. Lavrov, Malmstad 2016). In addi-
tion, the author collected his impressions in two travelogues. He worked on the first one,
A Wind from the Caucasus (Veter s Kavkaza; Belyj 1928) from January to March 1928; the
second one, Armenia (Armeng'/a; Belyj 1985), written in Georgia in June 1928 (cf. Lavrov,
Malmstad 2016: 507, 510, 514, was firstly published in the journal “Krasnaja nov’” in 1928,
and later reprinted in a separate volume in 198s*. Useful sources of information about the

1

Belyj took part in several meetings of the Georgian literary societies and gave three lec-
tures while in Thbilisi (cf. Ancugova 1988; Belyj e# al. 1998: 528; Kotrelev 2005; Lavrov, Malmstad
2016: 500).

The genre of travel prose has been well experimented by Belyj, who devoted other works
to his journey to Italy and North Africa (1910-1911) as well as to his permanence in Betlin (1921-
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couple’s life in the region can be found in the writings of Klavdija Bugaeva, who kept a
detailed diary during the journeys (Bugaeva 1996) and later recollected the memories of
her husband’s final years (Bugaeva 2001).

In both 4 Wind from the Caucasus and Armenia the Caucasus is represented as a
pleasant dichotomy of two different eras: on the one side, there is a picturesque and ro-
mantic space (“AekopaTuBHO npekpacHo’, as Bugaeva states while in Cichis-Dziri; Bugaeva
1996: 197), a landscape steadily tied to Russian literature and European painting; on the
other, the Caucasus shows footprints of modernity as the Soviet government is establishing
new factories, power plants, railways and so forth. The aim of this article is to analyse how
Belyj constructs the descriptions of the Caucasian landscape, which is indeed one of the
main characters in the travelogues. In doing so, I will reflect upon the central role played
by visuality in the writer’s accounts, as well as upon their connection to the Imperial and
Soviet discourse over the Russian periphery’.

1923). As far as the first experience is concerned, he immediately published several articles on Iraly
and North Africa in the Russian journals Rec’, Utro Rossii and Sovremennik (1911-1912); in fact,
he worked in order to assemble this material in a single volume left unpublished at the time. He
started to re-elaborate the ocerki in 1916, and managed to publish them in two editions (Belyj 1921;
Belyj 1922); the last part of the journey, the so called Afrikanskij dnevnik, came out only in 1994
(Belyj 1994). These travelogues show strong traces — especially the pages devoted to Iraly — of the
anthroposophical theories of Rudolf Steiner, whom the author had met in 1912 (on the reinterpre-
tation of the whole journey according to anthroposophy see for example Sulpasso 2017). Anthro-
posophical hints are however missing from Odna iz obitelej carstva tenej (1924), devoted to Belyj’s
Berlin years. Showing a strong thematic connection to some pages of the Afrikanskij dnevnik and
a deep relation to the author’s symbolist roots, this atypical travel account is Belyj’s first attempt
to celebrate directly the new Soviet power: while Berlin — and all European civilization — is ir-
reparably sinking to death, Russia has renewed itself through Revolution. The bond to the Soviet
government is more explicit in Veter s Kavkaza and Armenija, as it will become clear in the fol-
lowing analysis; at the same time, these last two travelogues maintain ties with Belyj’s symbolist
poetic: “GpoKycHpyst BSTAsIA Ha KOHKPETHOI IIEPCIICKTHBE, IPCAIIOAATAOIIE] KOHKPETHBIH ITYHKT
HaOAIOACHHS M HabAIOAATEAS U BKAKOUAIOLICH, HAPSIAY C BUSyaAnsalueli, put™, Beabrit moayana
BO3MOXKHOCTB IIPEBpALIaTh BHYTPeHHee (HHAMBHAYAABHOE, K KOTOPOMY OTHOCHTCS M KyABTYpPHOE
IPEABOCXHILCHHE) U BHEIIHEE, AaHHBI 00bekT (KaBkas Bo BpeMst IepeBOpOTa) B HEYTO TPEThE — B
cumBoa (06pas-cmpica)” (Ebert 2010: 154). On Russian modern travel prose, and especially on An-
drej Belyj’s and Osip Mandel$tam’s works on the Caucasus, see Sippl 1997.

> Inanalysing the representation of the Caucasian landscape, I will sometimes refer to post-
colonial studies, as they have investigated power relations between different peoples and cultures
perhaps better than any other critical trend. While several scholars have been underlying some un-
usual traits of Imperial Russia’s expansion in the South and in the East, stating that it can’t be con-
sidered a proper colonization (cf. Etkind 2011), there is no doubt that relations of power (political,
but also cultural) were established between the Russian centre and the Caucasian periphery, which
has been largely exoticized, orientalised and exploited by the Russian elites. For such a reading of
Russian literature on the peripheries of the Empire, see Layton 1994; Sahni 1997; Thompson 2000.
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A Wind from the Caucasus and Armenia* share what can be defined as a “strongly
visualized narrative perspective” (Ross Bullock 2014: 751), or — in other words — a pen-
chant for the visual element, as Kauchtschischwili 2011 has highlighted. Quite common
in travel literature, here it is reflected in an astonishing amount of words related to the
semantic sphere of sight. In VK (which counts 293 pages), 370 derivatives from Bua- oc-
cur, 103 from rasia-, 83 from raas- and 68 from cmatp / cmorp- against, for example, only
40 from sByk-. At the same time, in AR (79 pages) there are 117 derivatives from Bua-,
25 from cMaTp / cMOTp-, 23 from rasip-, 16 from raas- against only 4 from sByxk-. Indeed,
already from the preface of vk Belyj explicitly stresses the fundamental role of sight, stat-
ing humanity’s need to be able to really see (VK: 5). Similarly, in AR he reports men’s
usual inability to see, declaring that we should remove the cataract which dims our sight:
“I'IpekpacHO — YBUACTb; IIPEKPACHEH — 3aCTABUTD YBUACTb, CHUMASI C 3PA4KOB KATAPAKTHI:
MBI BCE — ‘KATapaKTUKHW : BUAS, He BUAUM  (AR: 34). In Belyj’s mind, sight is inextricably
linked to art and painting. In this regard, to gaze at a landscape appears to be just the
same as to admire an exposition in a museum: “s1 MHOTOE PasrasineA B IIPUPOAE d€EPE3
BOCIIMTaHHE TAa3a B Mysesix” (VK: 6), the author frankly admits adding a thought about
the crucial role played by artists® in shaping the common man’s perception of a distant
land. Klavdija Bugaeva testifies the writer’s obsession with finding the right way to gaze at
the Caucasian environment. Wishing to follow the Georgian Military Road (Voenno-gru-
zinskaja doroga), for example, he wondered: “xax no Heit Ay4ure exars, 4T06bI KapTHHBI
ee AaAu OoAblLIIEe HAPACTAHHE M 3HAYUTECABHOCTb HX BCKPbIAACh 651 TayOoke: oT Tudanca
Ha Baapukaskas? Van o6parno?” (Bugaeva 2001: 118). As a matter of fact, Belyj is used to
comparing his memory to a camera, able to register the general impression of a place, the
essence of space and time (what he calls the fourth dimension)’, but not the geographical

+  From now on A Wind from the Cancasus and Armenia will be referred to as vk and AR.

> Ross Bullock coins this expression analysing the role of gaze in Andrej Platonov’s Dzan
(1935); in particular, he underlines the writer’s strong relation to the Stalinist visuality of that period.
While in Belyj the gaze seems equally important, it is not merely linked to the Stalinist — or even
Soviet — iconography; as will become clear in the article, it seems to be the embodiment of the Rus-
sian — in this case latent — sense of superiority towards the Caucasian periphery.

¢ Here Belyj refers to painters and writers, quoting Russian painter Michail Vrubel’ for the
formers, and French geographer Elisée Reclus for the latter: “ropoxanumy cBoiicTBeHHO rOBOPHTD:
‘cKaaa, Kak... y Bpybeas’; Bpy6eab — myTeBopuTeAb, HapuMep, 10 MHBIM MecTHOCTAM Kabkasa;
CCABYAHMHY CBOHMCTBEHHO, Hao60pOT, cros mepea Bpy6Geaem, rosoputs: ‘kak y Hac... B Ipysuw.
Onucanue Kpast XyAOKHHUKaMH CAOBa UTPAacT IPOMAAHYIO, AOCEAC HE OLICHCHHYIO POAb; XYAOKHUKH
AOAKHBI €IIe CTaTb KPacBeAaMH, dTHorpadamu u oTdactu reorpadamn” (VK: 6).

7 Cf. for example a letter to Pasternak written in Kadzory in 1928: “Bua, c BbicoTsI B ray6umy
mupeii, Tak PUSHOAOTHYECKH BXOASIIMI B OPTaHU3M 1 MEHSIOLIHIT Bce BOCTIPUSTHE HE OAAACTCSL 3a-
PHCOBaHHIO B yCAOBHSIX TPEXMEPHOH MEPCICKTUBEL, HOO TPH KOOPAHUHATHBIX OCH (AAHHBI, ITMPHHEL,
BBICOTBI) — HE TPH, 2 9CThIPE B KA4ECTBCHHOM BOCIPHATHH, KOTOPOE H €CTb BOCIIPHSITHE COOCTBEHHO
[..]. [..] DTH MBICAM U psiA APYTHX, C HIMH CBSISaHHBIX, I CTAPAIOCh IIPOBEPUTh ONTHICCKH, IPOBE-
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details. As mentioned by Bugaeva, this is why the writer often relies on pictures and post-
cards when he is about to describe a place he has visited. While this habit proves to have
been fruitful in the case of his journey to North Africa in 1911, the lack of decent postcards
in Georgia and Armenia forced Belyj to draw sketches of Caucasian landscapes person-
ally: “Bb1GOp OTKPBITOK 1 CHUMKOB 6BIA CAMIIKOM CKYAHBIM. TOrA2-TO X€AQHHE XOTb KaK-
HUOYAD 3aKPCIIUTh XaPAKTEPHBIE MEAOYH ITOCEIIAEMBIX MECT TOAKHYAO €TO K 3apHCOBKaM.
Tak IOsABUAKCE €ro KaBKasckue pucyHkyn ', remembers Bugaeva (Bugaeva 2001: 129-130).
The writer continued to draw during the second and third voyages, shifting from graphite
to watercolour; even though he did not possess technical training as a painter, he tried to
fix the essence of the landscape, its “ocroBHOI KOAOpuT” (Bugaeva 2001: 131), on paper?.

Belyj’s Caucasian drawings and watercolours are collected in the State Literature Mu-
seum in Moscow and in Andrej Belyj’s fund of National Library of Russia in Saint Peters-
burg, mostly with captions, dates and notes by Bugaeva. An actual example of his pictorial
representation of the Caucasus can be the watercolour displayed in FIGURE 1 (cf. ZR), which
— according to the caption by Bugaeva — dates back to 1929 and represents a “brigand’s cas-
tle” (zamok razbojnika) near Kadzory in Georgia. As a matter of fact, while in this area Belyj
started to paint a series of landscapes, as he recalls in a letter to Ivanov-Razumnik:

Aoporoii Apyr, — sHaete, gem Mbl ¢ K.H. sannmaancs 8 Kapxopax, — ¢ spoctsio, ¢ camo-
3abBeHbeM, ¢ GeccOHHBIME HOYamMu? 3apucoBasn U Kpacuad. CMELIHO cKasaTh: IPHUBE3
paa “Kapxop” (koAOpHTOB). [...] M KaAXOpCcKHEe KOAOPUTBI HAC TAK 3aMY4YHAH, IPOCSCh
Ha AMCT 6eaoil GyMard, 4To Mbl, NEperadKaHHble KPACKaMH, 2 HEACAH AOOPOBOABHO
YKAQABIBAAM Ce0s B AOCK, CHASCh CXBaTUTh B YOOTHMX KapaKyAsX XOTh HaMeK Ha 1/100
TOTO, YTO BUAEAH, KaK KOAOPHUT. M 3T0 BOBCe He BaskHO, 4TO MOAYYHMAACh BCAKAS IOMO-
pucTHKa (BMECTO PHCYHKOB); BasKHO TO, YTO OCO3HABAAOCH B IIPOLIECCE MA3aHbs H OLLY-
TBIBAaHHSA KPAcoK; [...] BepbTe, — TYT He HCKyCCTBO, a — nosHaHue (Belyj ez /. 1998: 649).

Here drawing and painting seem to be a tool towards a better awareness of the region
Belyj is visiting; they are, most importantly, an essential part in his creative process. From
the author’s point of view, a realistic portray of the landscape is not quite important; more
important is to fix its essence through colour, as FIGURE 1 clearly shows. The huge mass of
the mountain stand out in the foreground, while the figurine of Klavdija Bugaeva with a
parasol is put in the right bottom to emphasize her smallness. The depiction of the flora
is neither accurate nor detailed: there are indeed some trees, but they are stylized, mere
splashes of colour. Through splashes of colours the gradual passage from the greenery of

PHTb ACTCKMMH 3aPHCOBKaMU KOHTYPOB [PH ITOMOLIIM KaPAaHARIIA, KOO MHE ICHO, 9TO 5 BIDKY TAQ3aMH
4 nmamepenus” (Pasternak ez 4/ 1988: 696, 697). For an account of the ‘fourth dimension” both in
Belyj’s work and in European art at the beginning of the Twentieth century, see Matich 2010: 83-120.
¥ Belyj always used to draw not only while travelling but also while writing, as the large
number of sketches (depicting characters and episodes from his books, as well as anthroposophical

subjects) proves (cf. Kajdalova 1988; Nikolesku 2000).
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FIGURE L
A “brigand’s castle” (zamok razbojnika) near Kadzory in Georgia (watercolour, 1929).

the plain to the arid stone of the top of the mountain is also recreated. It is here that the so
called “castle” — now in ruins — stands, an almost shapeless contour with no neat distinc-
tion from the soil, as if the building and the mountain were part of the same substance.
The focus is merely on the mountain, while the stripe of the vivid blue sky is quite narrow.
The choice of increasing the importance of one element (the mountain) to the detriment
of the others is a common feature of Belyj’s Caucasian sketches; as Kajdalova notices, they
are characterised by “Hapymenue nponopuuii |[...]: B AMHaMuKe KaBKa3CKOH IPUPOAHON
‘MUCTEpHN’ TO TOPBI BHIPACTAIOT AO Heba, TO LBEThI U AUCTbS IPUOOPETAOT runepboAU-
yeckue pasmepnr” (Kajdalova 1988: 603). The bright colours, shifting from green to ochre,
from cobalt blue to lemon yellow, from purple to orange help passinga sensation of unreal-
ity, a feature also stressed by the curved lines marking the different painted areas. Due to
the vividness of the paintings and the technique used, Kajdalova (1988) suggests Martiros
Sar’jan as the main influence on Belyj’s landscapes, while Nikolesku shows links to Kuz'ma
Petrov-Vodkin (a painter repeatedly cited by Belyj himself in his travelogues) and Michail
Matjusin, especially for their interest in a new, synthetic perspective and in the necessity
of a new way of secing at things: “Beaoro yBaexasn npakTudeckue OmbITbL, IPOBOAUMBIC 1
I[TerpoBbiv BoaxknubiM, 1 MaTIOMKHBIM AASI OCYILECTBACHHS 'HOBOTO CMOTPEHHUSI, ‘HOBOH
BUAMMOCTH, KOTOpble O3Ha4aAH U HoBble ‘Mupoonpeacacaus (Nikolesku 2000: 130)°.

?  See also Nikolesku 2018: 639. At the same time, Christa Ebert has underlined the coexis-
tence of the avant-garde (Petrov-Vodkin, Sar’jan, Mejerchol'd) and symbolist (Ciurlionis) aesthet-
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This pictorial text (cf. Bohmig 2018) has a written antecedent, as the author de-
scribes the very same place in a passage of VK where he recollects a trip around Kadzory.
In this case, the painting does not function as the mediator between reality and its writ-
ten reproduction, nor is it a later illustration of the vk passage®. On the contrary, both
the painting and the verbal description share the same status, being the direct products
of Belyj’s gaze. While they belong to different years, they do share some similarities. In
the VK passage, the emphasis remains on the colours (“cyxocrs, scHOCTS, Urpa K0AO-
PHUTOB, IPOCTOPBI, IPUATHASI CBEXECTh, HOTOKH 030Ha  [VK: 178]) and on the unusual
perspective naturally shaped by the landscape (“cnpasa u caeBa, u csapu u cepean —
CA€THI, IPOCTOPBL, Gaser nepenektus” [VK: 178-179]). Moreover, the author underlines
that an “artist of the word” is requested to describe such a wonderful nature (“soBy B Hux
[Kapxopax] — XyAOXKHHKOB cAOBa, 6epeMEHHBIX MPOU3BEACHHEM HOBBIM™ [VK: 179]).
The “castle” is not openly sketched out. The reader therefore does not learn about its
appearance; instead, he learns some details about its history and the fact that now the
authorities do not care about it (VK: 179). Here lays the first similarity between the writ-
ten and the pictorial texts: in both cases, the building is not relevant in itself, it is simply
part of the landscape. Indeed, the landscape reigns, as the lines following the reference
to the “castle” prove:

[...] cMeABKaAMCS MECTHOCTH; BCe MEPCIIEKTUBBI HAPYIICHBI CHI3BHOBA: CACTBI, OTAC-
TbI, IPUrOpObsl PABHUH, B TCHH CEB, 3aTOPEAUCS CTPAHHO; TaM — CHHSISI, TAM Kpac-
HOBaTasi MyTb C IITHOM 3€ACHM, B MyTb BBICTYIIAIOILCH, HO — 6e3 KOHIIa M HavaAa:
Kak GYATO ISTHO U3 IPOCTPAHCTBA IOBECUAH; BO3AYX — Bbllle U HIKe. Fcuesan Bce
semau (VK: 179).

The second similarity stems from the vagueness of the represented; the verb
cmeabkatbest, the hint at the broken perspective, the nouns myrs and nsirro, the infinitude
suggested by the expression 6e3 koHIa u Havaaa, the final remark about the vanishing of
the land correspond to the aerial coats of paint of the 1929 watercolour.

Belyj did not only make actual drawings of the Caucasus; he also constructed the
verbal descriptions of Caucasian nature like a picture at an exhibition. In this regard, the
writer frequently uses the substantive xapruna (‘picture’). From time to time, kapruna
can be used in reflections upon the process of sight (“xaxaast kKapTuHa umeet cBoit pokyc
3peHMs; ero Hapo Haiitu” [VK: 5]); as a metaphor for the changing of eras (“ato ucropus
AAMHHOIO ACHTOI pa3BepTBIBACT CBOM CMCHBI KapTuH ™ [VK: 62]); in metatextual thoughts
upon Belyj’s writing technique, presented through the words of Mejerchold, who defines

ics in Belyj’s written depictions of the Caucasus: “akueHTHpOBaHHEM BU3YaABHOTO OH HE TOABKO
YTBEPYKAAET BAXKHBIH TE3HC CBOETO MOHHMAHM CHMBOAM3MA, HO M OKa3bIBAETCA B PYCAE HCKYCCTBA
coBpemenHoro asanrapaa” (Ebert 2010: 152).

10

Belyj visited the area around KadZory several times; the vk description concerns the 1928
experience, while the watercolour the 1929 one.
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Belyj’s style as cinematographic” (VK: 77); in its primary meaning (VK: 8s); finally, as a
synonym for ‘landscape’ (“kaptuna uyaoBumuas” [VK: 105]; “Bcst KapTHHA, KOTOPOIO BH-
AHM Y HOT, — 3aKAKOYHMTEABHBII aKT JIIOMEH YBUACHHON [VK: 107]; “Bce KapTUHBI — mpe-
KPACHBI; U ACKOPaTUBHOCTb — U3bICKAHHAST; BUACA SAAKHE 5T KAPTUHBI yoKke: 6au3 MoHTpe, B
O6epaanae, B IPEACHEKHOM pailoHe” [VK: 127]; “BbIPOCTaAU U CTEHBI U OalHK; KApTHHA
— npuayaanBast; o10 Kpemar” [VK: 283]; “AuIub 3UMOI, CHASL B CHerax U B yMCTBCHHO pa-
6oTe, A0 KOHIA LICHHIIIb T¢ KAPTHHDI, KOTOPBIE IIPOMEABKHYAH ACTOM; U BeAeHHE Apapara,
KapTHHA DPHUBAHCKON AOAHMHBI, IOCTOSHHO moaHuMatoTcst Ham ¢ KUH. ns-3a xyunnckux
cueroB” [AR: 92]). At the same time, the verb ao6oBarscst (‘to admire by seeing’) is fre-
quently used in connection both with paintings and with landscape, a feature that stresses
their proximity in Belyj’s mind®.

Through the work of Edward Said and Michel Foucault, postcolonial studies have
shown the connection between what might seem an innocent description of a natural spot
and the assertion of power which lies beneath it. Indeed, a subjugated environment fre-
quently becomes the passive object of the imperialist’s gaze, obsessed with surveillance and
control over the ‘other’ country. As Ashcroft ez 4l. (2007) have noticed,

Surveillance of colonial space is a regular feature of exploration and travel writing. The
emergence of landscape’ and the concomitant desire for a commanding view that could
provide a sweeping visual mastery of the seen was an important feature of eighteenth-
and nineteenth-century poetry and fiction. It became a significant method by which Eu-
ropean explorers and travellers could obtain a position of panoramic observation, itself a
representation of knowledge and power over colonial space (Ashcroft et a/. 2007: 208).

Pratt has shown that the inclination to consider the landscape as a picture is a com-
mon feature in travel literature, and especially in Western accounts of a geographical other.
She identifies three strategies in landscape description:

First, and most obvious, the landscape is estheticized. The sight is seen as a painting and the
description is ordered in terms of background, foreground, symmetries [...] and so forth.
[...] Second, density of meaning in the passage is sought. The landscape is represented as ex-
tremely rich in material and semantic substance. This density is achieved especially through
a huge number of adjectival modifiers. [...] The third strategy [is] the relation of mastery

11

The cinematographic structure of Belyj’s prose has been defined years later by Lev Novikov:
“opHameHTaAbHas Iposa A. Beaoro [...] kuHemarorpamana o cBoeit komnosuuum. [...] Kommosn-
LIUSI 3ACCH B TOPA3AO OOABIICH CTEIEHH, YeM B OOBIMHOI IPO3E, — IIPHEM: 3TO YaCTO CMEHA PaKypca,
ACTAAM3ALHS, YKPYITHCHUE [TAAHA HAH, HAIIPOTHB, €TI0 OUCTHHE KOCMUYECKOE PACIIHPEHHE, IMOLIH-
OHAABHO-CMBICAOBbIE ‘3aACPKKH B TEKCTE ITyTEM CO3HATEABHO BKAMHUBAHHS APYTUX SITU30AO0B U AP,
(Novikov 1990: 98).

" To give just a few examples, in VK Belyj writes “mMectrHOCTH 0KOAO TOpH — Mpocmaan; npo-
cHyancs Mexx Topu 1 Muxerom; o — Ipysust; panneit BecHol, 1o popore B barym, ao6oBasuch Ml

)

eit” (VK: 60), but also “nocemenue — o6pasosaso: aro6osaaucs msuan” (VK: 146). Cf. also AR: 44.
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predicated between the seer and the seen. The metaphor of the painting itself is suggestive.
If the scene is a painting, then [...] [the writer, 4.F] is both the viewer there to judge and
appreciate it, and the verbal painter who produces it for others (Pratt 1992: 204-205).

Belyj’s Caucasian landscape is constructed according to these principles. Clearly, as we
have already mentioned, it is estheticized, but it also displays a “density of meaning” which,
after all, is a typical feature in Belyj’s ornamental prose. As Novikov (1990) points out, the au-
thor usually employs lexical repetition as well as repetition of sounds and colours; moreover,
he scatters the text with variations of adjectives put in a climax®. The overall effect is that of a
thick density, which is reflected in the rendering of a landscape connotatively quite rich; for
example, just arrived in Cichis-Dziri, Belyj describes in this way what he sees from his house:

S u Apyr — Ha BepaHAe; U3 3eAeHHM, OUPIO3OBATHCTOE, TOYHO 03€PO, TAAAKOE, TOYHO
CaM BO3AYX, CKBO3HOE — IIPO3padHeeT MOPE; a COOKY PasBaAMHbI APSIXHYT KAPTUHHO B
namouie, Bpemer KOcTiHMaHa, BBITASABIBAS U3-32 KYYKH PAa3AAIUCTHIX NMAABM; CIpPaBa
GPOCHAUCH B MOpPE — AAACKO, TAYOOKO — 4yTh MaTOBO, TPOHYThIC XXEATUSHOM, 0bAauKa
— HemoaBIDKHBIe, Geable: neru Kaskasa; Has BHAAOIO — cHer, He COeXaBIIMI C POroB
roAyObIX, OTOBCIOAY IIPUIIOAHSTBIX ACTKUX AAXKAPCKHUX YTECOB; OIYCTHIUBCS K MOPIO,
— U BUAUIUb: AUAOBBIC, XKEATbIe 6EACCOBATOCTH cA260 O3HAYCHHDIX TOP, HAb — PACTBOP
GACAHBIX AUHUI B M3HEKCHHOM BO3AYXe; TO — AHATOAUS (VK: 9-10).

The construction of the scene perfectly suits Pratt’s strategies: the landscape is pre-
sented as a painting, whose elements are ordered according to their placing in space (cf. the
adverbs cOoxy, crpaBa, otoscroay, the preposition Haa, the change in perspective and focus
determined by the expression onyctursest k Mopio); the density is given through a large
number of adjectives (61prO3OBaTHCTBII, TAAAKHI, CKBOSHOH, PasAIUCTBIH, HEIOABHK-
HBIH, OEABIH, r0Ay60171, AETKUH, AUAOBBIH, JKEATBIH, OACAHBII, I/ISH€>KCHHI)II>1), adverbs (Aa-
A€o, TAy60KO, MaTOBO, cAa60) and comparisons (TouHO 03epo, TOYHO cam Bo3Ayx); finally,
the mastery is established as the author both enjoys and reproduces the landscape for his
readers. In this regard, the perspective chosen by the author is meaningful: he contemplates
the view from a veranda, a privileged spot outside the landscape itself, as if he was a member
of the audience in a theatre admiring a stage design. The choice of describing things from a
distant place frequently recurs in the travelogues; in AR, for example, the painter Martiros
Sar’jan — who became a friend of Belyj’s — urges the author to admire Erevan from a terrace,
with the aim to see the Armenian capital in an unexpectedly new perspective:

% Novikov states that “nosropst B mpose A. beaoro nmoaseprasncn creasbHOMY HCCACAO-
BaHUIO; HAMCYCHA HX HCPAPXUSL: IOBTOP CKBO3HOTO CAOBA, CAOB OAHOTO CEMaHTHYECKOTO IIOAS, Ba-
PpbUPOBaHHE TPOIIOB, HCIOAB30BAHUE CAOBA B Pa3HBIX PYHKLHSAX [...], TOBTOp MoAeaH, Pppas, Kpyn-
HBIX CHHTAKCHYCCKHX CAMHUL, cBepxPpasoBbix cAMHCTB. OHM NOAICPKUBAIOT GAKTYpy OPHAMEHTA.
I'ycrora moBropa — xapakTepHas 0cOGEHHOCTh 06PasHON HACHIILCHHOCTH OPHAMEHTAABHOMH IIPO3BI,
ee akcripeccun” (Novikov 1990: 146-147).
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— Maem Ha Teppacy: oTTyAa BUAHA DpUBaHb!

CyTb — BOT B 3TOM, 2 LIECTBHE HAILE CKBO3b KAACCHI — IIPEAAOT, 4TO0 [OIIACTb Ha Teppa-
CY, SIBAAIOIYI0 DPUBaHb B HCOXKHARHHO HOBOM pakypce (AR: 34.).

Another way to describe the landscape from an external point of view is to present
it through the window of a train: “noesa — B AopuiickoM yieabe, 06e1aHHOM ACPEBOM;
CKAOHBI XOAMOB B PACKYAPSIBOH AO3€, Pa3BOAMMOI1 HEBBITOAHBIM CIIOCOGOM, B3ATHIM Y Tep-
COB; AO3a TO TEPIKasL, KPENKas CIIMPTOM: HACT Ha KOHBSIK; BOT YXOAHT — B BEpPX KaMeH-
Hbli” (AR: 6). Again, it can be depicted from the perspective of a car in motion':

Maiyza pucyer opHaMeHT Ce4eHHE KOHHYECKUX 10 IIO3BOHOYHUKAM IT0YB: U YHBIPH-
BacT B TeHb KAHBOHA, M CHOBA BHIIOPKUBACT U3-3a pebep 1X, U 3abupaeT Bee BbIILIE; TaM
TerapkyHUK CTOSA, B Ty4ax yKpbIB cepe6po; [...] MbI — Bbllle, OH — HIKE, HESICCH BO3ACT;
HO yrmaa DPHBAHU OTYCTAUB; PABHUHA OTOPOLICHA 32 KHAOMETPbI HATOPBAMH, CKAdy-
LIMMHM T2AAOTIAAON: M HIDKE, U HIDKE; PEACIOT TYMAHBI, CKBO3sIIUE TAy6bo [...]; mpeaea
3a IIPEACAOM POHSIET peAbebl GeAsIChIe, TOAHDBIC GACAHO-AHMAOBBIX TEHEH |...] (aR: 68).

Here at first the focus is on the car, which Belyj observes from an external point of
view, as if he was not in it; then, it gradually shifts to the landscape, described from the
perspective of the passengers. Analysing how colonial rhetoric functions in travel writing,
David Spurr comments that usually, describing a scene, “the writer is placed either above
or at the center of things, yet apart from them, so the organization and classification of
things takes place according to the writer’s own system of values” (Spurr 1993: 16). Thus,
the writer’s mastery is accomplished.

The aestheticization of the landscape is not limited to the stylistic devices deployed,
which anyway take the credit for pointing out how in Belyj’s mind a landscape essen-
tially equals a painting. Actually, the author stresses in other ways this strong connec-
tion. Firstly, he deals with nature as if it was a real piece of art crafted and modified by a
qualified artist:

Haa noatudanccxum aanaima¢rom paboras — pesell; rpasep, ONBITHDII MacTep, 0T6po-
CHA BCe APKOCTH; ACKOPATUBHOCTH CTEPTBL: CO3HATEABHO; BCE — [IPEABICYNCACHO; AU-
HUU — GYATO CyXHe, IPOCTHIE; BO BCeM KOHOMHS, ACHOCTD; HO HMEHHO: HEBBIPAa3HMOCTb
MOAYEPKHYTA SICHO U TPe3Bo usMepeHa: Gpopmyaoii (VK: 60).

Secondly, he repeatedly makes references to European and Russian painters while
describing Caucasian natural environment. Thus, portraying the surroundings of Cichis-
Dziri in Georgia he writes:

'+ The author more than once describes the landscape from boats, too. This can be especially
seen in the final chapter of VK, where the author recollects his 1927 return to Moscow by steamship,
following upstream the Volga river.
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[] B OTTCHKC AHUCTA 3CMASIHHUYHOTIO €CTh Pa(l)a:—)Ab, €CTb I/IBaHOB; B OTTCHKaX GOHPLII_H-
HHKA 3aChIXaKIICIro — €CTh rpIOHCBaAbA; BHIIHS COXHYIIASA — TI/IHTOPCTTO [] A YGC)K-
ACH — BCS HCTOPHS J)XMBOITUCH, U3yYacMasl B KOAOPUTE, JaCTh MAAUTPHI 3TOM: HUYTOX-
Has 49aCTb [] " BC3AC OCCHSMHU Tpapanusi AMCTHCB, ﬂpqaﬁmnx, '-IyACCHCﬁH.[PIX, TAQ3
Pa3BHUBAIOIINX TaK, KaK €ro pa3sBMBaIOT PCM6PaHATI:I u pr6CAI/l (VK: 53)

The colours of the nature around him are compared to canvases by Raphael, Alek-
sandr Ivanov, Matthias Griinewald, Tintoretto, Rembrandt and Vrubel’: through Belyj’s
lenses, nature becomes a reproduction of beautiful pieces of art. This appears quite clearly
in a passage where the author declares that nature has copied from a canvas by Vrubel’ (ex-
cept for a final remark in which he suggests that maybe it was, actually, the Caucasian view
that inspired the Russian painter):

Aa: Buaum Bpy6Geast; 1 — mepBbLil cOPT: 3Ta IPABHABHOCTh COYHO-KBAAPATHBIX Ma3-
KOB, OOBCACHHDIX, pacKpacka UX, — Bpybeab Takoi, kakoil He 6bIA Ha BBICTaBKaX
[...]. Tax yAuBHAQ Hac pocruch KaMHEH, AaXe TABIO, pacilenAeHHbIX Hpea Hamu (Kax
BCIOAY, B THPAHCCKOI OKPECTHOCTH) Ha PsiA KBAAPATHKOB, IPABUABHBIX B ABA-TPH
BEpILKa; BCS IPUPOAA TOYHEHIIE CKOMMPOBAAA XUBOIUCHYIO TeXHUKY Bpy6east; nau
BepHee Bcero: Bpy6eab BoIHYA OTCIOAQ Pa3OUThIC PAAYTH KPHIABEB CBOUX IAALIUX aH-
reaos (VK: 75).

Similarly, he admits that he saw Armenia for the first time in Martiros Sar’jan’s
paintings: “s BuAeA APMEHHUIO — ABa yXKe AHS: HO YBUACA BIepBble — B moaoTHax Ca-
PbHA; UX BBIHCC IIO3AHEC HA YAMILY, B IIOAC, YTOOBI TaM PasBUBaTh MHE MPEIHOAAHHOC
MacTepCTBO: YMeTh BUACTE (AR: 31). In this passage, the real Armenia, which the author
has already seen for two days, shifts to a secondary level, because it is its fictitious repro-
duction that really matters in Belyj’s mind. In this way, reality loses its neat and precise
contours and becomes an abstraction, a colourful yet two-dimensional picture just like
the writer’s drawings.

While describing the landscape, Belyj refers not only to the art of painting, but also to
literature, as the numerous quotes from Russian classic authors, like Aleksandr Puskin and
Michail Lermontov, testify. The nearly dominant presence of these references makes clear
the centrality of Russian discourse over the Caucasus in the author’s perspective. Signs of
Imperial power as they are manifestations of the dominant — Russian — voice, they connote
Georgia and Armenia as peripheral areas intimately connected to their centre. The hints
to the Imperial past are combined with signifying practices whose aim is to construct a
modern image of the new Soviet Caucasus®, once again a peripheral space formally linked
to its centre by a “brotherhood of nations™:

5 In VK, Belyj significantly asserts that “asexoparususiii Kapkas ucuesaer: Beraer Kapkas ¢
Gyaymum” (VK: 52).
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K pycckuM rpysuHbI OTHOCATCSL OYCHB AKGE3HO; Upes Hallle UCKYCCTBO, Yepes I Tymku-
Ha, Bpy6east, AepmoHTOBa, MBI yoke — B 1OGpaTUMCTBE; KTO AOHT 1X, [pysuio arobur;
k10 Ipysuio AIO6UT — TOrO IPy3HH YyBCTBYET; KPOME TOrO: IpysuH 3Haer, yto “3CCP”
ects kypopt “CCCP”; u uto B Gyayiem npeycrieBatue Kpast, 60raTcTBo €ro, TeCHO CBsi-
3aHO C KPEIHYIIUM GpaTcTBOM HapoAoB (VK: 52).

The brotherhood is established only thanks to Russian literature and art on Georgia,
in other words thanks to a narration produced by Russians in a Russian (written or visual)
language; moreover, it seems that only the ones who appreciate Puskin and Lermontov
are able to truly love Georgia and, as a consequence, to be recognised by Georgians as sort
of spiritual fellows. There is no counter-discourse (cf. Ashcroft ez al. 2007: 50) presented,
no native voice who can provide a different narration. Finally, the Transcaucasian Social-
ist Federative Soviet Republic*® is depicted as the holiday resort of the Soviet Union and
its future wealth.

While Belyj sometimes disagrees with some descriptions and statements by other
Russian writers, mainly because reality has slightly changed, he never brings into question
their authority, which remains untouched. This is mirrored even in his relationships with
the Caucasian artists of that period, like the writer Tabidze, the post-symbolist poet Jasvili
and the painter Sar’jan, with whom he became quite good friends. On the one side, Belyj
repeatedly praises their works; on the other, he — perhaps unwillingly and subconsciously —
regards them as peripheral copies (though beautiful and creative) of Russian artistic trends,
or even as their exotic counterparts. Thus, recalling the room dedicated to Sar’jan in Erevan
art museum, he writes that “ce sacaonsier — Cappsin; ero 3aaa — omera u aapda’, but at the
same time he labels his work as ‘oriental” and ‘prototypical, thus stereotyping and present-
ing it with an exotic aura (AR: 31). Similarly, he positively judges Paolo Jasvili, saying that he
is a poet without quotations marks (“ny xaxo#i sxe SlmBuaM ‘TI03T'; OH — 1109T, 6¢3 KaBbIYeK”
[VK: 145]), but later he seems astonished to find out that he has a sound knowledge of Rus-
sian literature, as if, on the contrary, he was illiterate: “AuBuacs, xax sHaet oH pycckylo Au-
Teparypy; ero samedanus o baoke, baapmonTe u bpiocoBe — ToHKH, OTYETAMBBI, TPCSBI:I”
(VK: 146). The peripheral essence of Caucasian artistic production emerges also in Belyj’s
letters of the period, where Georgian literary trends are regarded as successful copies of
the Russian ones”. It is no surprise, therefore, that Belyj tends not to compare Caucasian
nature to Sar’jan canvases, nor to quote Tabidze poetry, relying instead on Russian classics.

"¢ Here Belyj uses the acronym zssr as he looks for musical consonance with sssr; how-

ever, the real name of this republic was Zakavkazskaja Socialistiteskaja Federativnaja Sovetskaja
Respublika or zsFsR. It consisted of present-day Azerbaijan, Georgia and Armenia, and lasted from
1922 tO 1936.

7 To Ivanov-Razumnik, for example, Belyj writes that the Georgian movement Blue Horn is
none other than once was Argonautism: “ 204y60pozu3s’, HACKOABKO 51 IIOHSIA, €CTb TO, YTO MBI KOTAA-
TO HA3BIBAAU AP20HABMUIMOM, C TOIO PABHHULICH, UTO 4p20HaBmbl BOSHUKAU B 1903 TOAY, & 204y0bLe
poen’ B 1915-16-17 ropax” (Belyj ez al. 1998: 529).
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Even though he quotes other writers and poets, like Afanasij Fet, he admits that it is indeed
Puskin who comes to mind in Georgia:

JKusst B Apyxapuu, HaM BCIIOMHHaAHCS cTpouku u3 Pera:

Ha cyky usBuaucrom u 4yAHOM
Pasickas xavaercs JKap-nrura.

Ho B Ipysun ®era ne Benomuums. Koro Benomuunms? [Mymxunna (VK: 61).

Indeed, Puskin seems to be the true protagonist of the Caucasian space: “I'pysus aast
nymkunucra’, the author affirms while depicting the Adjara region (VK: 61).

At the same time, Belyj recognizes the oldness of Georgian culture, which existed
long before the Russian one, and expresses his desire to learn Georgian language to read
its literature without the need of a translation (VK: 191). Even when he praises Caucasian
environment, however, he keeps a superior attitude; thus, the ancient Georgian culture
seems to be important only as a source of inspiration for Puskin and Lermontov, as a
way for Russian literature to develop and grow: “aa, Ipysust nepenoansiaace KyabTypoi,
KOTAA MBI, KaK 3BepH, OAY>KAQAH B ACCaX; OHM — CTapIle; HAM — HAAO YYUTCS BO MHOTOM
Y HUX; U YYMAH: B 3aCTOABHBIX peyax, HOMHHAs AOe3HbIe CUMBOABL: AepMOHTOB, [ Tymmu-
xur” (VK: 191). The huge number of references to Puskin (29) and Lermontov (15) in VK
helps the maintenance of the traditional romantic image of the Caucasus as well as its
link to the past, a feature that is consolidated through another myth particularly dear to
Belyj, that of Medea, Jason and the argonauts (cf. Lavrov 1978). After all, it is this fertile,
ochre land that once guarded the Golden Fleece: “u To1 moHnMaems, 4To, MoxeT ObITS,
MMEHHO B 3THX MECTaX IPHTAHYAHCh MHUIeCKUe aproHasThl” (VK: 29).

Nevertheless, the landscape clearly shows footprints of modernity and traces of the
Soviet power. An example of this dichotomy in the description of Caucasian space is
Batumi: in Soviet years, what once was a tiny town at smugglers’ mercy is now a grow-
ing modern city with factories, railways and an international port. While it is certainly
destined to a bright future, for now it maintains a sort of evening sleepiness that compels
Belyj to report its tie to the past (“npomaoe eme He usxuro specy” [VK: 33]). But there
is no doubt that the country is rapidly changing, permeated by the Soviet energy: “s
YAUBASIIOCh 9HEPIUH CTPOSILINX XKU3Hb: BCIOAY — TPYA IIPOBEACHDS AOPOT H LIOCCE, BCIOAY
— WIHPHUTCS CETh IPOCBEIEHDS, IPOCKTHI, IPOKAAAKH, B3PBIB OBITOB; [...] aAekTpruKa-
uust 3abupaercs B Heapa ctpansl (VK: 34). The same occurs in the case of Erevan, now
a truly modern city:

Teneps EpeBan ns-3a xaoca mepeycTpoek — BCE 5K BBITASIAUT YHCTO; H BCSI B 9ACKTPHYC-
CTBE; €CTb TPOTYAphl; PACYUILEHBI CETH KAHAAOB; [...] HOBas SAEKTPOCTAHIIMS IIEAPO
cHabxaeT SHEPTHUEN PsA NPEATPUATHIH; [] Bce 3TO — nao AocTikeHuit CoBeTckoi
ApmMenun [...]. CaoBOM: 3A€Ch HOBASA KU3HB OHET KAIOYOM, TOAHUMAIONIUM B CTEMH cy-
XH€ CBOI PAAOCTHBIN AO3YHT (AR: 24-25).
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One of the tangible proofs of the Soviet times are the various factories which Be-
lyj visited during his journeys and described in detail in AR™. An entire chapter, entitled
Proizvodstva (‘Production’), is especially devoted to this experience; here, Belyj recollects
a cotton mill, a carbide factory and a school for future workers. While he calls to mind
all the products made in the cotton mill and the techniques used, giving the chapter a
technical touch, he also acquires lyrical tones: “saBoa e — cumdonusi; ects Kommosurop,
CAOMBILMIL e€; AAHA TeMa — HAMEPEHHE: COYETATh OPTaHUIECKU AAHHOCTD YCAOBHIA B KOH-
CTPYKLMIO KPyra MallHH; KOHTPAIlyHKT BbIpacTaeT u3 31oro” (AR: 62). The mill is seen
as an organic whole, a living organism ruled by a symphony; in a similar way, when he
remembers the carbide factory, Belyj underlines the heroism of the workers, whose self
disappears as they become a collective community: “TyT Hy>XeH AeHCTBHTEABHDII, Helo-
Ka3HOM repou3M, YTOObI BBIHECTH yokac pabotsl [...]. Koab caoxenne mammu — komnosu-
LIU51, TO UCIIOAHEHHE I10 HOTAM €€ €CTb OTPOMHAsI XXEPTBA, BOSMOXKHASI AHIIb B H3KUBAHUH
cebst — B opranusme, tae U — He 5 ‘Mbl (AR: 63-64)". A constant in the travelogues, the
glorification™ of Soviet modernity is frequently associated with images of energy, growth
(cf. for example AR: 37) and new life: ““Bce 310" — paayeT; ‘Bce 370" — AOA KOAACKTUBHOM
paboTsl: pabouuX, IPABUTEABCTBA U, HAKOHEL], HACEACHHST; ‘BCEM 3TUM MOXKET TOPAHTBCS
ApMeHUS, TOYHO BSMETCHHASI B BUXPH CTPOMTCABCTB U3 IENICABHON CMEPTH, Kak $peHHKE

® In Bugaeva’s diary the visit to the factories is reported under the date 23 May 1928. She, too,

was strongly impressed by their modernity (cf. Bugaeva 1996: 272-273). In Rakurs k dnevniku Belyj
writes, under the same date, only “ocmotp ¢ Cappsnom npeanpustuit” (Lavrov, Malmstad 2016: 513).

¥ In an attempt to ingratiate himself with the government, in his last years Belyj intended
to commit to the genre of the production novel (proizvodstvennyj roman), which arouse precisely in
the late Twenties and early Thirties. Initially promoted by RAPP, the production novel should have
stressed the industrialization of the country made possible by the Soviet government, at the same
time bringing the writers close to the workers’ life and efforts in the factories (cf. Colombo 2008: 19-
48; Nicholas 2010; Clark 2017). As far as Belyj is concerned, he was going to use reminiscences from
his experience in Georgia and Armenia, since these countries were commonly seen as the perfect
incarnation of the Soviet push towards modernization. For example, Belyj’s close friend Marietta
Saginjan published the novel Hydro-central (Gidrocentral’, 1930) following a trip to Armenia in
1928. On this topic see Lavrov 2002. On the broader subject of the relationship between art and
production during the Twenties, see Zalambani 2003.

*°  The praise of the government policies in the Caucasus must not be understood as proof of the
writer’s pro-Sovietism, but rather as an attempt to integrate himself — an author intimately connected
with the disgraced Symbolist movement and Anthroposophist thought — in the new reality. On this
matter, Ebert for example asserts that “nyremecrsust Auapest Beaoro Ha Kaskas cBuaereabctByior o
TIOIIBITKE CACAATH ‘TIIAraT MEXXAY AByMsI MUPaMH B STIOXY, KOTAQ TAY6OKHMI pasphIB, pasACASIOINI 3TH
MHPEL He 6b1A BIIOAHE MOHsTeH HekoTopbiM coBpemerankam” (Ebert 2010: 146), seeing these journeys
as a “HoBBIi mar K cOamkernio AHApest Beaoro ¢ coBerckoit aeiictButeapHocTs0” (Ebert 2010: 149).
On Belyj’s “double life” during the Soviet era, when he was involved in institutions like Narkompros
and Proletkul’t at the same time remaining intimately connected to Anthroposophy and Symbolism,
see Spivak 2006; Lavrov 2008; Voronin 2008; Cooke 2017; Gluchova 2017.
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(AR: 66). The metaphor of the phoenix is here linked to Armenia which, on the verge of
death, was able to recreate itself through the combined forces of the workers, the govern-
ment and common people.

The landscape in which tradition and modernity most significantly coexist is the area
around the newly built hydroelectric power plant Z4GES (Zemo-Avéalskaja GES), construct-
ed between 1923 and 1938 near Mccheta, 20 km north from Tbilisi, on the Kura river. The
place itself is meaningful. Firstly, Mccheta is one of the oldest town in Georgia, founded in
the fifth century BC. Secondly, Lermontov personally visited the area in 1837, describing the
ancient Jvari monastery on the hill above the river in the poem Mcyr7, in which historical
references intersect the Romantic worship of nature and ruins (cf. Magarotto 2015: 193-22.4,).
Finally, in 1927 the place was provided with a gigantic monument to Lenin, erected by Rus-
sian sculptor Ivan Sadr (1887-1941)*. It is therefore a landscape profoundly connected to the
Russian establishment, of both Imperial and Soviet times, as Belyj’s perspective betrays:

[...] 1 Mixer ocmoTpeTs ocHOBaTeAbHO, MuxeTckuii cobop HaspiBaembrii “Cseru Llxo-
Bean” [...], B3oGparbest Ao Mupipu (A0 AepMOHTOBCKOTO); BCE TO — HAAO; HO, HO — HAAO
XK BUACTb “3arac’, 3aKaBKa3CKYIO CTAHLIMIO, HAb KOHACHCATOP SHEPTHM, IAMATHHK Ae-
HuHa (Kak pas moa MIBIpU — B AOAMHE); M TO HAAO BUACTD, U 3TO: HCTOPHIO U COBpE-
MeHHOCTH (VK: 91).

The first glance at the landscape is from the car by which Belyj, Bugaeva, the
Mejercholds and their guide, the engineer Mikeladze, reached z4GEs: on the right, the ru-
ins of the Jvari monastery are visible in the background; then the workers’ village appears,
new and clean, with the houses gathered around a giant (ruranr) put on a pedestal, with
the index pointing to the ground (vk: 96)*. Indeed, the statue matches particularly well
with a landscape that Belyj compares to the distant planets depicted by H.G. Wells or Jules
Verne®, and it becomes its natural completion:

Her, — craryst Aenuna, ects mpopoakeHHe AaHAIAPTA; U €10 TOKA3aHA: HOBAS 9Pa 3EM-
AU; U AaHAH.[a@T, ITIOBECAUTEABHO CGPQCBIBaIOH_U/Iﬁ BCE UHBIC 3aTCU KyAbTypI)I [] ACHI/I'

21

Recalling the crafting of the statue, Sadr reflected upon the coexistence of different eras
and creeds in the place where it was meant to be put: “Bsibop mecra. Yaactue apxurexropa C.E.
Yepupimesa. [Tpu causanu pex Aparest u Kypsr. ‘Mupipr. Muxera. Kas6ek. ITarp anox: snoxa
TCIICPHBIX XUTeACH. JIOXa OTHEIIOKAOHHNKOB (Kanuie). Droxa xpuctradctsa (‘Mupipr'). XKe-
aesoberonnas. Dnexrpuduranun” (Sadr 1978: 93-94).

** Inan article in which she reflects upon the role played by photographs in the construction
of the Soviet iconography, Leah Dickerman relates Lenin’s distinctive pose chosen by Sadr to a 1919
picture of the leader speaking in the Red Square (cf. Dickerman 2000: 147, 149).

»  Belyj notices similarities between the Georgian landscape and the planet Mars as depicted
by Wells (cf. vK: 95); Bugaeva defines it as a “landscape from the future” (Bugaeva 1996: 208), and
recalls that for Belyj Z4GEs was similar not only to Wells’ or Verne’s pages, but also to the building
of the Goetheanum (cf. Bugaeva 1996: 208-209).
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Ha B35iA; 9TO /ACHMH, BPACTAIOIHI B [I0YBY, 6€3 I103bl, — XO35CTBYET: PACIOPSIKACTCS
mecTHOCTBIO [...]. Haa peBom Kypsl, o6pamacHHBIH oTBecamMu, MIXeToM, TAOTHHOI,
oA Mupipu — ymMecTeH oH: B $OKyce pOLAOro, byayuiero, — HacTosimero; Musipu u
— AenuH [...]; MecTo cKpeleHHs KyABTYp (XPHCTHAHCKOI C A3BIMECKUM) — CTAAO U TPe-
TheH KYABTYPOH: KeAC300CTOHHOM (VK: 96-97).

Here Lenin appears as the undisputed master of the landscape; he is the only
one who has been able to fit properly amongst a nature that seems to reject all oth-
er cultural products. In this regard, the verbs associated with him (xossiicToBars,
pacnopsokarbcst) are meaningful, as they clearly denote his intrinsic superiority and
power over the area. Moreover, Lenin gives the impression of being in control of time,
since he gazes at the past (the old monastery), the future (the electrification of the
whole country) and the present (the newly established power plant). In this sense, he
brings a new element, the reinforced concrete, to the already existent cultural contami-
nation. The monument is so evocative that Lenin’s famous slogan inevitably comes to
mind: “BCIIOMHUAM MBI: PEBOAIOLIHS, IACKTPUPUKALINS, — BMECTE PABHBI: COLIUAAUSMY
(VK: 97). At the same time, its considerable height brings the ordinary man back to
his proper place; thus, in a meaningful passage Mikeladze positions himself under the
statue, underlying his own insignificance:

Mukeaapse HAPOYHO B IIOAHOXKHH CTAA.

— Bor KaKoii si: BBl MOXETE SICHO CYAUTD O pa3Mepax.
IToa AeHUHBIM — KAPAMK OH.

Aymaa s (VK: 100).

The scene is constructed from Belyj’s point of view, as it is the writer who reports
through his own gaze the insignificance of the Georgian engineer, labelled a dwarf. But
Mikeladze seems perfectly aware of his unimportance when compared to Lenin, thus
obeying to what Joep Leerssen has called auto-exoticism, or the internalization of the im-
perial gaze by its objects (Beller, Leerssen 2007: 341). In a space with a subjugated other,
as Slemon notices,

[...] the viewers, in recognising the statue as a semiotic system, and in assembling from
the codes it deploys the allegory of Imperial Self, become complicit in the colonising
gaze, active participants whose knowledge of Western modes of representation is neces-
sary to the communication of the statue’s allegorical meaning (Slemon 1987: 6).

Both Belyj (the representative of the Russian power) and Mikeladze (the native) are
complicit in the colonising gaze: while the former chooses to describe the scene emphasiz-
inga symbol of the Soviet establishment, the latter recognizes and internalizes the semiotic
meaning of the monument.

At the same time, the hugeness of the statue, combined with the vastness of the land
and the astonishing innovation of the power plant, transposes in modern (and Soviet)



70 Anita Frison

times what Harsha Ram has called the ‘imperial sublime’. A feeling of dismay perceived in
front of a thrilling landscape, the sublime has been intended by some critics as “a dynamic
manifestation of power”, which “conveys an ongoing imbalance of greater and lesser forces,
allowing for temporary convergences of discursive position or subjective identification”
(Ram 2003: 16). Indeed, the sublime can be regarded as the peculiar aesthetic of a totalitar-
ian regime (cf. Dobrenko 2013). Quoting Terry Eagleton, who has explained that “as a kind
of terror, the sublime crushes us into admiring submission” (Eagleton: 144), Dobrenko
links the sublime not only to terror, but also to the core of Soviet power, and describes it
as a “desacralized [...] beauty” (Dobrenko 2013: 145) characterized by “a profound internal
disharmony” (Dobrenko 2013: 146), at the same time the object of fear and admiration.

In the passage, the dismay is caused by the Martian landscape as well as by Lenin’s
statue and the hydroelectric power plant, the signs of the country’s projection into the
future. This is a phantasmagorical world (“Berynman B gantacmaropudeckuit mup” [VK:
97]), strongly modified by human beings:

[] POCAO YAMBACHHC: 3TO BCC BBIIIOAHHUTD — B 3 ) I‘O,A,a! Chauaaa Kypy — OTBCAH; IIO-
paspbian AByXBCPCTHbII‘/JI O6BOAHbII>1 KaHaA, 06AO)KI/IBH.II/I IIOKaTO 6€TOHOM Ty CTPAIIHYIO
SIMY, HAb AOXC ITyCTOC, 3a6appI/IK21AI/IPOBaAI/I YCTAaHOBKOIO CTal YYAOBHIIL (MaU.[I/IH); omy-
CTHAM CTAABHBIC IMTHI; U IIOTOKH BOA — I'PSHYAH B HHX; ITUTBI — BBIACPXKAAU (VK: 97)

Thus, Lenin embodies this new possibility to control and manipulate the landscape,
aiming at the modernization of the country. The present times acquires such importance, that
in the end Belyj and his group forget about the monastery and do not visit it, since it does not
seem proper to go around an ancient ruin after having been in contact with modernity: “so
SICHO: CCTOAHS TYAQ — HEBO3MOXKHO HaM; COCAMHATD Ty POMaHTHKY C 3TUM JKCAC300CTOHHOI
danTacMoM, — 6e3BKyCHIIa; A U HE BRIACPXKAT HEPBBI; IIPHACTCS Bee cMasath” (VK: 101).

A final remark can be made regarding Belyj’s view on the spread of modernity in the
Caucasus. Edward Said and Homi Bhabha have pointed out how the modern traveller
feels disoriented when he arrives in far, Oriental countries which are no longer ‘Oriental’
or ‘authentic’ enough: “to write about the modern Orient is either to reveal an upsetting
demystification of images culled from texts, or to confine oneself to the Orient [...] as ‘im-
age’ or ‘pensée’” (Said 1979: 101). Indeed, colonised countries have undergone a process of
Europeanization by their colonizers which has created a hybrid society, a ‘third space’ as
Bhabha puts it, or the result of two cultures colliding together (cf. Bhabha 1994). The rup-
ture of the traditional binary division between the colonisers and the colonised causes in
the traveller’s mind feelings of anxiety, fear and disgust. These tendencies become evident
in Belyj’s travelogues about North Africa, where he went in 1911. In Putevye zametki and
Afrikanskij dnevnik the author demonises European colonization in Tunisia and Egypt,
stating that it produces a horrid mixture of different styles, noticeable in local architecture,
in the railways running to the very core of Africa, in the changing habits of the Arab peo-
ple, who now wear Western clothes and speak mangled European languages, thus appear-
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ing grotesque. However, as far as the Caucasus and Soviet power are concerned, the author
slightly changes his mind. Even though the Sovietization is partially levelling the Cau-
casus to the European part of Russia, Belyj still constructs it as an ‘other’ with a peculiar
soul. While he constantly quotes Russian past writers, thus perpetuating old stereotypes,
he sometimes encourages the reader to go beyond them and see the actual Georgia or the
actual Armenia. At the same time, however, he is not able to abandon a rhetoric based on
generalization and abstraction, typical, according to Said 1979, of a Western mind talking
about an oriental ‘other’. For example, Belyj is annoyed when Russians tell the same old
jokes about ‘Asian people’ (“aropu BocTounsie”), but he, too, characterizes them through
general traits, like tact, warmth, moderation and straightforwardness (VK: s1-s2). In other
passages, he creates an abstract image of Thbilisi, emphasizing the grey tonality of the city:
“cepniit Tudanc: oH — IPUBETAMBO CEPBIi: €CTh CEPOCTH, KOTOPAs — AUIIb AAACTOPHSI CKY-
KH; M €CTb CEPBIi LIBET: IIPOCTO LBeT 630 Besikoro npumbicaa” (VK: 65)*. Nevertheless, in
his mind the Caucasus is not merely oriental; on the contrary, it is the place where the West
and the East meet. Recalling the Georgian capital, Belyj states that its appearance is clearly
oriental, but the sounds of the city are western, since he hears a symphony by Beethoven
coming from an open window (VK: 67). The architectural features of the area are a symbol
of cultural contaminations, too: “BcTaBasa KOHCTPYKLIHMSI XPaMOB apMSIHCKHX, CBSI3aBLIAsI
3amaa ¢ BocTokoM 1 cruaM cupuiicKue ¢ paHHUM POMaHCKUM U ¢ pycckuM” (AR: 14); the
whole Armenian population is actually composed by different peoples and cultures (AR:
40-41). The new Soviet presence is perceived as the continuation of this traditional cul-
tural mixture, and the modernization of the country is not seen by Belyj as a distortion of
an ‘original’ Caucasus. This not only goes against what postcolonial studies have shown,
but also it clashes with the aforementioned travelogues on North Africa in which the ‘new’
is considered inappropriate for Oriental places. The Caucasian picture is rather different:
while the author insists on the past / future theme, describing in detail the electrification
and the rapid growth of the area, he does not perceive it as a distortion of a lost authentic-
ity. Thus, in AR Belyj depicts a country under permanent construction, speaking about
a “construction fever” (AR: 11) or a surprising “Armenian construction pathos” (AR: 11,
44), and extolling people’s projection into the future (“crpontcst HoBast xusHb [AR: 12];
““TaMaHOBCKUI CTUAb |[...] CTPOUT KapTHHY BEAHKOTO 3aBTpa’ [AR: 22]; “CTPOHMTEABCTBO
HoBoi ApMennn” [AR: 56]). It is no surprise, therefore, that the travelogue ends with the
following exclamations:

— Crponmcsi!
— Bricrponan!
- Byaem ctpours! (AR: 79)

** This is a common feature in Belyjs description of the cities, as he himself admits:
“BOCIIPHHIMAIO 51 TOPOA B LIBeTax; [...] Bepann Mue ocranetcs 6ypo-cnpeneBo-cepem; Tynuc —
spko-6eabmm; Hearnmoas crout xpacno6oxnm” (VK: 66).
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Abbreviations

AR: A. Belyj, Armenija: olerk, pisma, vospominanija, Erevan 198s.

VK: A. Belyj, Veter s Kavkaza. Vpecatlenija, Moskva 1928.

ZR: Zamok razbojnika. KadZory 29 goda — Sankt-Peterburg, RNB, f. 60,
ed. chr. 50, 1. 21.
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Abstract

Anita Frison
Depicting the Landscape. Andrej Belyj’s A Wind from the Caucasus and Armenia

Andrej Belyj (1880-1934) went to the Caucasus three times, in 1927, 1928 and 1929. He recol-
lected these experiences in two travelogues, 4 Wind from the Caucasus and Armenia. The aims of
this article are to analyse how the author describes the Caucasian landscape and to underline the
importance of the visual element in Belyj’s portrayal of the region. On the one hand, descriptions
maintain traditional Romantic elements stemming from the works of Puskin and Lermontov, but
on the other, they show new, modern (and Soviet) references, for example to a newly built monu-
ment to Lenin or to the numerous factories established by the Soviet government in the area. The
19" century myth of a picturesque and wild Caucasus is therefore placed side by side with a new
mythology of modernization and projection into the future.
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