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Abstract. This article suggests a literary analysis of “Renata’s End”, a memoir es-
say written by V. Khodasevich (1928), one of the key examples for understanding the
particular nature of Russian symbolism. It is focused on the interpretation that Khoda-
sevich gave to Petrovskaya’s life abroad. The author of the memoir looks at the life of
his character through the prism of a symbolist life-creation (zhiznetvorcheskaya) model
based on the concept of doppelgangers, or doubles. Simultaneously, the author’s com-
mentary of Petrovskaya’a life abroad is related directly to his own arduous experience
as an émigré. In other words, in the article “Renata’s End” is examined as a text where
Khodasevich reflects upon his trauma of emigration. In this perspective it is clear that
Petrovskaya’s biography — in keeping with Symbolism — was perceived by Khodasevich
as an alternative version of his own life. Particular attention is paid to the composition
of the memoir essay and to its textological history.
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[1.®. Yerrenckwmit (Mocksa)

Kak B. XogaceBnu 00bsicHs11 sku3Hb H. IleTpoBckoii B saMurpaunu?
O no3Ttuke MmemyapHoro ouepka «Konen Penarbn»

AHHOTanus. B cratbe aHanM3UpyeTCsl ONMH U3 KIFOYEBBIX AJISI TOHUMAHUS CIICII-
n(pUKN PyCCKOTO CUMBONIM3MA MeMyapHBIX odepkoB «Koner Penarsny (1928) B. Xoma-
ceBrya. OCHOBHOE BHUMAHHE COCPEIOTOUEHO Ha TOM, KaK X0AaceBHY OOBSCHSII 3arpa-
HUYHYIO kM3Hb IleTpoBckoil. MeMyapucT NpUIIHUCHIBAET CBOEH FepOMHE CUMBOJIUCT-
CKYI0 )KHU3HETBOPUECKYIO MOJIEITh, OCHOBaHHYIO Ha HJiee ABOMHMNYECTBa. BMecTe ¢ TeMm,
OCMBICIIEHUE 3arpaHUYHOMN >KU3HU [IeTpOBCKOM CBSI3aHO C TSAKEIBIM SMUTPAHTCKUM
onbIToM camoro Xozpacesnua. MueiMu ciioBamu, «Koner Penarbny paccmarpuBaeTcs B
CTaThe KaK TEKCT, B KOTOPOM XO/aCEBHY OCMBICIISIET TpaBMy SMUrpaluu. B takoii nep-
CHEKTHUBE CTAHOBUTCS IOHATHO, 4TO IleTpoBcKasi — BIIOJHE B CHMBOJHCTCKOM JyXe —
BOCTIpMHIMAaJach XOMAaCeBUYEM KaK aJbTePHATUBHBIA BapHaHT COOCTBEHHOH JKHM3HU.
Ocoboe BHIMaHHE YJETICHO KOMITO3UIINH U TEKCTOJIOTUH MEMYapHOTO OYepKa.
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“Hexpomnons” (Necropolis; 1939), a collection of memoirs written by the
outstanding poet, critic, and essayist Vladislav Khodasevich on emigration, has
in many ways determined research approaches to the life-creating (;xuzHeTBOp-
yeckue) practices of Russian symbolists (for a more detailed explanation of
the term’s rendition in English, see: [Paperno 1994]). The first of these memoir
essays, “Konen Penarer” (Renata’s End), is rightly considered to be the most
striking and example of this style. It was first published in 1928, in the newspa-
per “Bospoxnenue” (Vozrozhdenie), April 12-14 issue, and was later published
in the book with slight alterations. Using the example of Nina Petrovskaya’s
biography (1879-1928), Khodasevich demonstrates Symbolism’s “endeavor to
become a symbolist life-creating method” (“nopsIiBascst cTaTh KU3HEHHO-TBOP-
yeckuMm Metoziom”) [Xomacesuu / Khodasevich 1996-1997, 1V, 7]. Studying
Petrovskaya’s life and especially her romantic relationship with Valery Bry-
usov, which formed “the text of life” crucial for the creation of “the text of
art” — namely the novel The Fiery Angel — Khodasevich shows that a life that
is subject to the rules of symbolist aesthetics results in tragedy. The concept
behind this memoir essay has often been confirmed by scholars studying both
symbolism [Mintz 2004]; [Paperno 1994], and Petrovskaya’s life [Gretchish-
kin, Lavrov 1990]; [Lavrov 2004]; [Bogomolov 2004]; [Mikhaylova M., Velav-
ichyute 2014].

Unfortunately, scholarly interest in Khodasevich’s essay has often focused
on an explicit description of Briusov’s life-creating experiment, or treated it as
a source of information about the details of Petrovskaya’s private life. Literary
scholars have as a rule not been very interested in the poetics of Renata’s End,
however. Oleg Lekmanov is one of the few scholars who has paid some atten-
tion to the structure of the essay, discussing excerpts from it and remarking that
Renata’s End structurally resembles Lermontov’s Fatalist (the chapter from the
novel A Hero of Our Time) [Lekmanov 2014]. At the same time, the structure
of the novel’s first chapter (as well as the structure of the rest of Necropolis) is
quite remarkable and calls for a separate study. In this article I would like to
take a closer look at the ending of the essay dedicated to Petrovskaya’s life as
an emigrant. At first glance it seems that a few pages describing Renata’s hard-
ships abroad fail to add any significant changes to the argument established in
the main plot. They seem to have been written to illustrate the point that Petro-
vskaya’s life after 1906 was “a torturous and frightening epilogue, unnecessary
and lacking all motion” (“My4YWTENBbHBIN, CTPAIIHBIN, HO HEHY>KHBIH, JTHIICH-
Hbli ABrkeHus snwior”’) [Xomacesuu / Khodasevich 1996-1997, 1V, 18-19].
Yet this very epilogue was especially important for the memoirist: pondering
on Petrovskaya’s life abroad, Khodasevich was not simply assigning one more
symbolist life-creating model to his character, but also making sense of his own
emigration experience on the basis of his contemporary’s biography.
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The Narrative Features of Khodasevich’s Essay

In terms of the essay’s conceptual structure, the episode describing Petro-
vskaya’s attempt at suicide stands out most vividly. Khodasevich brings the
reader’s attention to it on purpose, furnishing the narrative with some “theo-
retical” reflections, which de facto serve as an explanation of Renata’s life in
emigration:

“JlBaaLaTh /1Ba rojia OHA YKWJIa B HENIPECTAHHOM MBICIH O CMEPTH. <...>

Uro xe yaep:kuBaio ee? MHe KakeTcsl, 51 3HAI0 IPUIHHY.

’Kuzap Hunbel ObUta MUPUYECKOW MMITPOBH3ANKEH, B KOTOpOi <...> OHa cTapa-
JIach CO3aTh HEUTO IETIOCTHOE — “TIOAMY M3 cBoeH nmuaHocTr” . KoHeln muaHoCTH, Kak
1 KOHEII TT03MBI 0 Hell, — cMepTh. B cymHocTn mosma Oputa 3akoHdeHa B 1906 romy,
B TOM CamoOM, Ha KOTOPOM CIOKeTHO oOpbiBaercs “OrueHnbiii Anren”. C Tex mop, u
B MockBe, ¥ B 3aIpaHUYHBIX CTPaHCTBUSIX HUHBI JUIMIICS MYyUYUTENbHBIN, CTpAILHBIM,
HO HEHY’KHBIH, JTUIICHHBIN IBIKeHNs >mutor. O6opsars ero Huna He Oosnack, HO HE
Morta. YyThe XyJ0)KHUKA, TBOPSIIETO )KN3Hb, KaK TI0AMY, ITOACKA3BIBAIIO €1, YTO KOHEI
JIOJDKEH OBITh CBSA3aH €I ¢ KaKMM-TO IMOCIECIHUM COOBITHEM, C Pa3pbIBOM KaKOH-TO
elIe OHOW HUTH, IPUKPETIIABIIEH ee K )KU3HU. HaKkoHeI, 3T0 COOBITHE COBEPIIMIIOCH.

C 1908 roma, mocie cMepTH MaTepH, Ha €€ TIOMICUSHIH OCTallach MJIa IIIas CecTpa,
Haps, cymiecTBo HEOpa3BUTOE YMCTBEHHO W (PM3UUIECKH (C HEIO CIIyIHIOCHh B IETCTBE
HecJacTHe: ee 00BapHiIN KHITATKOM). Bripouem, uanoTkol oHa He ObUTa, HO OTIIMYA-
Jach KaKOW-TO MPEAETHHON THXOCTHIO, 0€30TBETHOCTHIO. bhla *anka HeCTepIuMo H
TIpelaHa cTapIieii cecTpe 10 MOTHOTO caMo3a0dBeHns1. KoneuHo, HIKaKkoi cOOCTBEHHON
KU3HH y Hee He Opu10. B 1909 romy, yexas n3 Poccun, Huna B3sina ee ¢ co6oid, 1 ¢ Toi
mopsl Hays nenmiiia ¢ Helt Bce OEACTBHA 3arpaHUYHOMN JKM3HU. DTO OBLUTO €MHCTBEH-
HOE U IMOCJEIHEE CYLIECTBO, €IlIe peajabHo cBsi3aHHOEe ¢ HuHoil u cBsa3biBaBliece Huny
C JKU3HBIO.

Bcro ocenp 1927 rona Hanst xBopaa 6€3pOmoTHO ¥ HECITBIITHO, KaK JKHIa. Tak xe
TUXO U yMepina, 13 suBaps 1928 roma, ot paka xemyaka. HiuHa Xoamina B TOKOWHHUIIKYTO
6ompHUIIEL, TAe Hams nekana. AHIIHHACKOH OyJaBKo# KOJ0Ia MaJeHBKHN TPYII CECTPHI,
TIOTOM TOH ke OynaaBKON — celst B PyKy: XOTela 3apa3suThesl TPYIHBIM SI/IOM, YMEPETh
eounoro cMepThio. Pyka, oHaKo K, CTiepBa OIMyXJja, IOTOM 3axuia. <...>

Cwmepthio Hamu Opta mommcana mocnenHss (pasa 3aTsHyBIIErocs smmora. Yepes
MecsI[ ¢ HeOompImMM, cOOCTBeHHON cMepThio, Huna IleTpoBckas mocraBmia TOUKY
[Xomaceruu / Khodasevich 1996-1997, 1V, 17-18].

[“She spent twenty-four years of her life with the constant thought of death. ...

What stopped her? I believe I know the reason.

Nina’s life was a lyrical improvisation during the course of which ... she was trying
to create something holistic: “a poem out of her personality”. The end of personality,
much like the end of a poem about it, is death. Technically, the poem was finished in
1906, the very same year that the storyline of “The Fiery Angel” breaks off. From that
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moment on, both in Moscow and in her wanderings abroad Nina was subject to a tortur-
ous and dreadful epilogue, unnecessary and lacking all motion. She was not afraid of
putting an end to it all, but she couldn’t do it. The intuition of an artist who creates life
as if it were a poem was telling her that the end must be related to some other final event,
to the severing of another thread connecting her to life. At last, this event took place.

After her mother’s death in 1908 she was in charge of her younger sister Nadia who
was immature both physically and mentally because as a child she was accidentally
scalded with boiling water. She wasn’t an idiot, but had a special quietude and meekness
about her. Pitiful to the extreme, she was devoted to her older sister with utter selfless-
ness. She obviously had no life of her own, so when Nina left Russia in 1909, she took
her sister with her, and from that moment on Nadia shared all the calamities of Nina’s
life abroad with her. This person was the last and the only creature still related to Nina
and binding Nina to life.

Throughout the fall of 1927 Nadia suffered from an illness, which she bore just as
humbly, quietly and meekly as she lived. She died of stomach cancer on January 14,
1928, quietly, as well. Nina went to the hospital mortuary where Nadia’s body was kept.
She took a safety pin and pricked first her sister’s miniature corpse, and then her own
arm. She wanted to contract cadaveric alkaloid poisoning and share the same death with
her sister. However, her arm first swolled up, and then healed. ...

Nadia’s death became the last word in this prolonged epilogue. After about a month,
Nina Petrovskaya put a full stop to it all with her own death™].

Much as is the case with the other episodes of Renata’s End, this passage
is characterized by the alternation of a generalized idea with events illustrating
it. Khodasevich uses the episode concerning Nina’s sister Nadia to demonstrate
the urge to create “a poem out of one’s identity”, which can be perceived as an-
other layer of the symbolist life-creating model. The memoirist doesn’t conceal
his subjectivity in this passage (“I believe I know the reason”), and yet he nar-
rates the story impartially. By doing this he creates a strong link between real
life events and the theory that responds to the question: why hadn’t Petrovskaya
committed suicide earlier?

It is noteworthy that in the version of the obituary essay that was published
in a newspaper in 1928, Khodasevich assumed that his explanation may seem
too far-fetched for his contemporary readers. At the same time, he did not con-
ceal his confidence in the accuracy of this interpretation: “What held her back
from doing it? I believe I know the reason. Should my explanation seem crude
to some readers, it means that [ haven’t demonstrated the psychological circum-
stances of Nina Petrovskaya’s life well enough from the very start” (“Uro xe
yaepxwuBano ee? MHe KaxeTcs, s 3Hat0 npuauHy. Ecin koMy-HHOYIb Moe 00b-
SICHEHUE TIOKa)KETCs TPYOBIM, — 3HAYHMT, 51 C CAMOTO Havaja He CyMell JOCTaTo4-
HO SICHO TIOKa3aTh T€ NCHXOJOTNYECKUE YCIOBUS, B KOTOPBIX MPOTEKIIA )KU3Hb
Humner [Terposckoii”) [Xomacernu / Khodasevich 1928 b]. Khodasevich’s will-
ingness to admit the possibility of the essay’s failure engenders the ending with
a feeling of credibility and this calls for a close reading of the quote cited above.

While narrating the circumstances of the end of Petrovskaya’s life, Khoda-

164



sevich introduces an inversion in the plot. In fact, while writing about Renata’s
tumultuous life as an emigrant a few pages before, the memoirist made no men-
tion of her sister. Nadia appears unexpectedly, and her appearance contradicts
a certain statement made by the author: “Bryusov and I accompanied her to the
train station. She was parting for good. ... In addition, she was feeling ill, with
an attendant doctor by her side” (“bptocoB u s mpoBoauiu ee Ha Bok3ai. OHa
ye3kana HaBcerga. <...> VYezkana emie noiayoosbHas, ¢ CONPOBOKIABIINM €€
BpauoMm”) [Xomacesny / Khodasevich 1996-1997, 1V, 16]. Later on — still mak-
ing no mention of her sister — Khodasevich outlines in a few passages Petro-
vskaya’s tragic life in emigration, where she “would sometimes reach drastic
stages of decline” (“mopo#i goxouna 0 O4YeHb ITYOOKHUX CTETIeHeH maieHus )
when “it seemed as if she has certainly crossed onto the other side of life”
(“yxe Obla TOuHO MO JIPYTYIO0 cTopoHy m3HKM”) [Xomaceswu / Khodasevich
1996-1997, 1V, 16-17].

In terms of the essay’s narrative structure, the memoirist quite possibly con-
sciously decided to introduce the figure of the younger sister at just the right
moment as a key factor restraining Petrovskaya from committing suicide. This
choice would serve as evidence in support of Khodasevich’s theory. At the
same time, the model offered by Khodasevich contradicts his own narration
of events to a certain extent. For example, while talking about Petrovskaya’s
life in Paris, the memoirist mentions: “I believe it was in 1913 that she jumped
out of the window here, at the hotel on Boulevard Saint-Michel. She broke her
leg which never healed well, and she remained lame for the rest of her life”
(“3mech, kaxxercs B 1913 romy, oqHaKI6I OHA BEIOPOCHITACH M3 OKHA TOCTHHUIIBI
Ha OynpBap Cen-Muens. Ciomarna HOTY, KOTOpasi IUIOXO CPOCIACh, U OCTa-
nack xpomoit”’) [ Xomacernu / Khodasevich 1996-1997, 1V, 16]. This accident is
mentioned in passing, and the date mentioned is uncertain (“I believe it was in
1913”). Interestingly, a different version of Petrovskaya’s suicide attempt has
been told in émigré circles: R. Gul’ mentions a story told by A.N. Toltsoy, ac-
cording to which Petrovskaya allegedly “jumped under a car in Munich” [I'yms /
Gul’ 2001, 257]. Discrepancies in the testimonies of various memoirists lead
modern researchers to believe that the attempts at suicide are fictional, and that
Petrovskaya’s limp was “a consequence of the tuberculosis of the knee which
caused her to suffer all her life” [Mikhaylova, Velavichyute 2014, 31]. How-
ever, Khodasevich thought otherwise and he offered his own audacious inter-
pretation to readers despite the facts contradicting it. This only emphasizes the
interpretation’s significance and testifies to its thoroughness. What made it so
important for the memoirist?

It seems that while interpreting the circumstances of Petrovskaya’s life that
were known to him, Khodasevich sensed some psychological peculiarities that
were pertinent to his own condition, and assigned a vivid symbolist life-creating
model to Renata’s story.

‘Twin paradox’
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From the memoirist’s point of view, the concept of Petrovskaya’s life in
emigration is based on the idea of doubles, or doppelgangers. The phrase from
the essay’s ending quoted above is supposed to explain why Renata hadn’t com-
mitted suicide before, upon her separation with Bryusov. The explanation pro-
vided by Khodasevich is of quite simple: her sister alone was “the last and the
only creature still related to Nina and binding Nina to life” (“enuHCTBeHHBIM 1
MOCJIEIHUM CYIIIECTBOM, €IIIe pPeallbHO CBSI3aHHBIM ¢ HUHOM M CBS3BIBAIOIINM
Huny c xu3npio”) [ Xomacesua / Khodasevich 1996-1997, IV, 18]. Thus, Nadia
turns out to be her older sister’s double. This explanation has an inscrutable
character: even though Khodasevich does not mention the fact that nobody
knew Petrovskaya’s younger sister, the inversion of the plot and the omission of
Nadia’s presence and participation in it creates a sensation of a mysterious and
profound explanation known only to the memoirist. Indeed, at first the reader
perceives Petrovskaya’s life in emigration as continuous agony, but in the light
of the last few lines it obtains a particularly novel and enigmatic meaning.

The theme of doubling appears explicitly during the description of Nadia’s
death, when Petrovskaya “took a safety pin and first pricked her sister’s minia-
ture corpse, and then her own arm. She wanted to ... share the same death with
her sister” (“xosona MaleHbKHH TPYIT CECTPBI, a TIOTOM TOM ke OyI1aBKo — ceds
B pyKy: <...> X0Tella yMepeTh eduror cMepThio”). This very same theme may
well be interpreted as applying to Petrovskaya’s life abroad more generally, es-
pecially considering Khodasevich’s explanation of Petrovskaya’s restraint from
committing suicide during the 22 years of her life, beginning from 1906.

Portrayed by Khodasevich with a certain detachment and significant re-
serve, this semi-mystical bond between Renata and her sister reminds us of
the Symbolist treatment of doubles (see [Mintz 2004 b]). It is likely not pure
coincidence that immediately after narrating these events, Khodasevich alludes
to Symbolism: “In those days Nina would visit me. ... She would talk to me in
the bizarre language of the 1890s that had once been common to us and that we
used to share ...” (“Hwuna OpiBana y MeHs B 3T0 Bpems.. <...> ['oBopuia co MHOU
Ha TOM CTPAHHOM SI3BIKE IEBSITUCOTHIX T'OJIOB, KOTOPHII KOT/Ia-TO HAC CBSI3BIBAI,
Ob11 y Hac oOmmM <...>") [XomaceBnu / Khodasevich 1996-1997, 1V, 18].

As aresult, according to the memoirist, Petrovskaya saw Nadia as her secret
and physically flawed double, and the older sister’s life depended solely on the
life of the younger sister. Thus, Khodasevich attributed one more symbolist
life-creating model to Petrovskaya’s life, one based on the concept of doubling.

Plots revealing the figure of a double are very significant for the conceptual
ensemble of Necropolis. They play an important role in the description of Petro-
vskaya, as well as in the reflections about the lives of other symbolists. In his
essay Andrey Belij, Khodasevich remembers a strange coincidence: a “woman
from the streets” (i.e. a prostitute) and Petrovskaya, having never met, utter
nearly identical phrases in the course of two days: “Everyone calls me poor
Nina. That is how you should call me, too”/ “I should be addressed as poor
Nina” (“Mens Bce 30ByT 6eonasn Huna. Tak 30BuTe U BbD» / «MeHs Ha0 3BaTh
beonas Huna”). This is important, as Khodasevich writes, “In those days such
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coincidence meant a great deal to us” (“B Te BpeMeHa Takue COBNaJCHUS IS
Hac MHoTo 3HaumiIn’’) [ Xomaceswd / Khodasevich 1996-1997, 1V, 50-51].

The first publication of Renata’s End included an important episode, which
possibly supplied an explanation on the level of association. Khodasevich fault-
ily recalls Petrovskaya’s attempt on Bryusov’s life (the essay mentions an at-
tempt on Andrey Belij’s life, and the original version of it features an attempted
murder of “Count Heinrich”, a character from The Fiery Angel for whom Beljj
served as a prototype). The memoirist adds: “Eight years later Bryusov offered
the same revolver to Nadezhda L’vova. She used it to commit suicide in No-
vember of 1913” (“A depe3 Bocemb JieT BprOCcOB momapwit TOT ke PeBOIbBEP
Hanexne JIsBoBoii. U3 Hero e oHa U 3acTpenuiach B HosiOpe 1913 n””) [ Xona-
cesnd / Khodasevich 1928 a]. According to Khodasevich, one situation seems
to echo the other, although with substantial variations.

The essay entitled Muni (“Mynn’) contains an episode that is no less re-
markable in which the author does not only reflect upon the plotline containing
a double, but reveals it as characteristic to symbolism:

“B ropsraeM, pearpo30BOM BO3AyXE TeX JIET OBLIO TPYAHO IBIIIATH, HAM BCE TIPeI-
CTaBIUIOCH JBYCMBICJIICHHBIM U ABY3HAUaIUM <...> SIBJICHUS CTAHOBIJINCH BUACHUS-
Mmu. Kaskmoe coOpITHE, CBEPX CBOETO SIBHOTO CMEICTIA, €IIe 00peTano BTOPOii, KOTOPBIH
Ha00HO OBIIO pacmmppoBark. <...>

Taknm 00pa3om, KK MBI B IByX Mupax. Ho, He yMest pacKpbITh 3aKOHBI, HO KOTO-
PBIM COBEPIAIOTCS COOBITHS BO BTOPOM, MIPEICTABIISIBIIEMCS] HAM OoJiee peaslbHbIM, He-
KEJIH TTPOCTO PEasTbHbINA, — MBI TOJBKO TOMIJIMCH B TEMHBIX 1 CMYTHBIX ITPEAIYBCTBHUSX.
<...> “CumMBOIMYECKUI OBIT”, KOTOPBIH MBI CO3MIAIH, T. €. CHMBOJIH3M, CTABIITHHA IS
HAC HE TOJIBKO METOJOM, HO M TIPOCTO (XOTh 3TO BOBCE HE MpocTo!) 00pa3oM KHU3HH, —
UTpajl ¢ HAMHU HETIPUATHBIE IIyTKA. BOT HEKOTOpBIE U3 HUX, pagu 00paszdnKa.

Mzt ¢ Mynu cunenu B pectopane “TIpara”, 3aym KOTOPOTO pa3fersuics IIHPOKOH
apkoif. [To Gokam apku BHcenH 3aHaBecH. Y OOHOHM W3 HUX, CIIMHOW K HaM, JepiKach
TIPaBOif PyKO#i 3a MPHUTOIIOKY, a JICBYIO 3aJI0XKHB 32 TOSIC, CTOSUT TIOJIOBOW B CBOCH Oemoit
py0Oaxe u B OenbIX mTaHax. HEeMHOTO CITycTst M3-3a apKH MOSBUIICS JIPYTOif, TAKOTO *Ke
pocTa, ¥ CTall JIUIOM K HaM M K TIEPBOMY HOJIOBOMY, CITy4aifHO B TOYHOCTH ITOBTOPUB
€T0 103y, HO B 00paTHOM IOPSIJIKE: JIEBOM PyKOH Jeprkach 3a MPUTOJIOKY, a TIPABYIO 3a-
JIOKUB 32 MosiC U T. 1. Ka3anock, 3T0 CTOMT OIMH 4enoBeK — mepes 3epkanoM. MyHn
CKa3aJl, yCMEXHYBIINCH: — A BOT ¥ OTpaXEHHE TPHUIILIO.

Msr cramu cnemuth. CTOAIIHIA CTIMHON K HAM OIYCTIUI MPaByIO pyKy. B ToT xe
MHUT JAPYTOi OIYCTHII CBOIO JIEBYIO. IIepBbIil crienal eme Kakoe-To JBUKEHHUE - BTOPOH
OIIATH C TOYHOCTHIO OTpasmi ero. [lotom emie n eme. OT0 CTAaHOBMIOCH KyTKO. MyHNM
CMOTpEJ, MOJTYaAJI ¥ OCTyKMBaJ HOroM. BHe3anHo BTOpOH CTPEMUTENBHO MOBEPHYIICS
1 ¥cUe3 3a BBICTyNaMu apku. JIoJKHO OBITh, €ro 1mo3ain. MyHH BCKOUHII, TOOICTHEB
kak men. ITotom ycrokowmsicst u ckaszan: — Ecin OBl ymien Hai, a OTpakeHHE 0CTalloCh,
st 061 He BEIHEC. [lomrymai, uTo ¢ cepamem aenaercs’ [ Xomacesmd / Khodasevich 1996—
1997, 1V, 69-70].

[“Everyone found it difficult to breathe in the hot electrified air of those years, like
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just before a thunderstorm. Everything seemed ambiguous and dubious to us ... Events
would become visions. In addition to their initial obvious meanings, everything that
happened would acquire a second signification, which had to be deciphered. ...

As a result, we dwelled in two worlds. And yet, we didn’t know how to find the
clues to the laws conditioning the events happening in the second world, which seemed
more real to us than the one that was, in fact, real and authentic. We could only brood
and languish in the somber and nebulous state of foreboding. ... “The symbolist rou-
tine” that we had created proved to be not just a method, but simply (would that it were
so simple!) a way of life, and was playing cruel jokes on us. Here are some of them.

Muni and I were sitting in the Prague Restaurant. A broad archway divided its main
hall. Curtains were hung on both sides of the archway. A waiter dressed in a white shirt
and white trousers was standing next to one of the curtains, with his right hand on the
lintel and his left hand behind his back. A short while later another waiter of the same
height appeared from behind the archway. Having stopped facing us in the same man-
ner as the first waiter, he happened to copy latter’s posture, only in reverse: he put his
left hand on the lintel and his right hand behind his back. It looked like the same person
was standing in front of a mirror. Muni said with a sarcastic smile: “Here comes the
reflection”.

We began watching them. The waiter who stood with his back to us put his right
arm down. Immediately, the other one put down his left arm. The first waiter made an-
other movement — once again the second one repeated it with precision. This happened
again and again. It was beginning to feel eerie. Muni watched them in silence, tapping
his foot. All of a sudden, the second waiter turned in haste and disappeared behind the
ledge of the arch. His name must have been called. Muni jumped to his feet, pale as
chalk. Then he calmed down and said, “Had our waiter gone, and the reflection stayed,
I wouldn’t have survived that. Here, feel the way my heart is beating™].

The above episode makes an allusion to the theme of the mirror and the
notion of reflection that is essential for symbolist literature [Mintz 2004 c]. An
analogous example from literature would be, for example, Bryusov’s “B 3epxa-
ne” (In the Mirror; 1902, 1906) [Bprocos / Bryusov 1983, 51-60]. In addition to
that, the implicit plotline of Muni revolved around the portrayal of the memoir-
ist and the essay’s protagonist as doubles (see [Andreeva 1999]).

When the author of Necropolis assigns a symbolist life-creating model
based on the notion of doubling to Petrovskaya, not only does he associate
her with the Symbolism movement of the 1890s, but he also demonstrates her
anachronistic and obsolete nature.

There is another remarkable moment in the interpretation proposed by Kho-
dasevich, and it requires elaboration. We must explain why the memoirist de-
cided to give such a symbolist explanation to Petrovskaya’s life while taking
into account all the facts of her biography known to him. Besides, as we have
mentioned earlier, the memoirist’s interpretation does not entirely align with the
facts: despite Nadia’s presence binding Nina to life, the older sister still made an
attempt to commit suicide.
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It seems that the answer lies in the interesting correlation between Khodas-
evich’s émigré mindset and the circumstances of Petrovskaya’s life. The notion
of doppelgangers in “Renata’s End” is complicated by the fact that the story’s
doubles are not entirely tantamount to each other or interchangeable. Though
mentally exhausted, Nina nonetheless appears to be a fully functional person,
while Nadia seems to be a disabled person, “immature both mentally and physi-
cally”. At the same time, we cannot neglect the fact that both sisters share cer-
tain physical weaknesses. When Khodasevich mentions Petrovskaya’s attempt
at suicide, he brings attention to Nina’s limp, as if this physical defect brought
the older sister closer to the disability of the younger one.

Viewed in the context of an artistic domain, the tragic circumstances of
Petrovskaya’s life obtain a literary dimension. The mental and physical in-
feriority of one of the sisters complicates the plotline of their doubling. This
theme could remind the reader of Hoffman’s “Kpomika Llaxec” (Little Zakhes)
[[Todman / Hoffmann 1996], with the caveat that Little Zakhes becomes an ob-
ject of everyone’s admiration while remaining a monster. Khodasevich uses a
similar construction in the plotline featuring doubles. Not only does the younger
sister turn out to be her older sister’s double, but, to some extent, her genuine
essence, as well as a representation of her anguished and imperfect soul.

By choosing this technique of interpreting Petrovskaya’s biography, Kho-
dasevich was analyzing his own traumatic experience of emigration (see [Us-
penskij 2015; Uspenskij 2018]). Indeed, for Khodasevich emigration turned out
to be a protracted traumatizing condition, during which he was unable to find
a new expatriate identity. Constantly lacking a basic feeling of personal integ-
rity, Khodasevich was suffering from a feeling of flawed self-identity. This is
manifested in the usage of traumatic imagery and metaphors for describing his
condition. I suggest looking at two examples, 14 years apart, from private cor-
respondence.

In a letter to Mikhail Gershenzon dated November of 1922, Khodasevich
seems to be searching for a correct metaphor to describe his condition in emi-
gration. A series of traumatic images strikes the reader:

“MBI BCe 371eCh Kak-TO HECBOWCTBEHHO HaM, HENPABUJIBHO, HE MO-HALIEMY Jbl-
MM — B OT 3TOTO HE YMpPEM, KOHEYHO, HO — YTO-TO B ce0e MCIOPTUM, HAXKUBEM pac-
IIMPCHHE JIETKUX. PacTeHne B TeMHOTE BBIPACTacT HE 3eJICHBIM, a OSJIBIM: TO €CTh BCE B
HEM KakK CJIeIyeT, a — Ypox. 5 3meck He paBeH cebe, a 5 371eCh 1 MUHYC YTO-TO, OCTaBJICH-
Hoe B Poccuu, mpu ToMm Gossiiee U 3yzsiee, Kak OTpe3aHHasi Hora, KOTOPYHO YYBCTBYIO
HECTEpPIIUMO OTYCTINBO, a BOSMECTUTh HE MOTY HIUeM. <...> S kymui cebe O4eHb X0-
porryro IpoOKOBYIO HOTY, Kak y Barmero Kpusiosa, TaHIyro Ha Heif (T.e. MUNIY CTHXH),
TaK 4TO Kak Oy[ITO ¥ He3aMETHO, — a 3HA0, YTO Ha CBOCH s OBI TaHIIEBAT MHAYE, MOXKET
OBITh, TaJKe XyXKe, HO IT0-CBOEMY, KaK MHE ITOJIAaTaeTCs TIPU MOEM CIIOKSHHH, a HE TIPU
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poOKkoBoM. M 3TO Tak MHOTA CMYIIAET, 4TO OpOocaelilb TaHell, YJa4HO HadaTeiid. bor
JTACT — IPOMIET BCE ITO, HO ToKa uTo — KyTKO” [ Xomacesmda / Khodasevich 1996-1997,
1V, 454].

[“Here we all breathe in a strange, abnormal and improper way — certainly, it shall
not be the cause of our death, and yet — it feels as if we are going to ruin something in-
side ourselves, or grow bigger lungs. A plant doesn’t grow green in the dark, but white:
technically, everything is intact, yet it is hideous and defected. Here I am not equal to
myself, but it is as if I were me minus that which is left in Russia. In addition to that,
I am aching and itching like an amputated leg, every cell of which I can feel perfectly
well, yet which I cannot replace with anything else. ... I got myself a very nice cork leg
like the one your Krivtsov has; I use it to dance (i.e. to write poetry) as if it were my real
one — [ know I would have probably danced worse on my own leg, but at least it would
have been my personal manner of dancing, the way I am supposed to dance with my
complexion, not with one distinctive of a cork. Sometimes is unsettles me to such an
extent that I stop my dance, even if it had a promising start. God knows if this too shall
pass, but as for now, it is simply dreadful”.]

In October 1936, 14 years later, Khodasevich wrote a letter to his fellow
schoolmate, Arkady Tumarkin, as if psychologically summing up his experi-
ence in emigration:

“Ho moBepb, Oynb 100p, YTO S OKOHYATEIHEHO M OSCIIOBOPOTHO BHIOWT M3 KOJIEH,
MOTOMY 4TO BApeOe3rn mepeyToMiIeH yMCTBEHHO M HEpBHO. [IpsMo roBopro: TBoe 00-
IIECTBO 51 OBI TIPEAIIOYE BCIKOMY IPYTOMY, €Cr OBl BOOOIIEe OBLI emie crocodeH K
obmennto. Ho st Mory menars aBa jena: mucarh, 4TOOBI HE OKOJIETh C TOJIOAY, U UTPaTh
B OpHIK, YTOOBI HE OCTABATHCSI HU C CBOMMH, HH C 9y>KUMH MBICISIMA. <...> MoJopIx
[I03TOB, XOAMBIIUX KO MHE IO BOCKPECEHBSM, TOXKE “3aKpbll”’. 51 — Bpole KOHTYXEH-
Horo. [Ipocuners Ha MecTe Oombllle Yacy Ast MEHsl HICTHHHAS TIBITKA. S, TOHNMaeb,
cTaJ Hepa3roBopocnocoOeH. BoT ecim OBl s MOT ITPEKPATHTH yXKACAIOIIYTO IPOPECCHI0
SMHTPAHTCKOTO TIHCATEs, st OBl OTATH cTal yenoBekoM. Ho st HU4ero He ymero enars.
<...> bema B TOM, UYTO 5 Kyga-To Jedy BBepx Topmarikamu’ [beprep / Berger 2004,
318-319].

[“Trust me, I am completely and ultimately thrown off track and unsettled because I
am overwrought to smithereens, both mentally and physically. To tell the truth, I would
prefer your company to any other, if only I were still capable of communicating. There
are only two things I can still do: write, in order not to starve to death, and play bridge,
which spares me from remaining alone with reflections, my own or someone else’s. ...
I have “closed the doors” to the young poets who used to visit me on Sundays, too. It is
as if [ was shell-shocked. It has become a true ordeal for me to spend more than an hour
sitting in one spot. You see, I have turned into a person incapable of conversation. If
only I could put an end to the horrifying vocation of an émigré writer, I would become
an adequate person once again. But apart from writing I have no skills. ... The trouble
is that I am already plummeting somewhere upside down”.]

170



Separated by 14 years, these two letters are characterized by a constant
sense of a flawed identity that is typical for Khodasevich in emigration. In both
letters the poet is petrified by his own internal state. For example, he states,
“As for now, it is simply dreadful” and mentions “the horrifying vocation” of
writing. Khodasevich seems to feel the acute menace of illness and diagnoses
himself accordingly. Most importantly, the condition of being in emigration is
expressed by metaphors suggesting his own physical inferiority: an amputated
leg and a comparison with a shell-shock victim. These conditions bring forth a
feeling of being destabilized (“I am plummeting upside down”) as well as an ex-
cruciating pain — he experiences an “aching and itching like an amputated leg”
and describes his life as “a true ordeal”. Khodasevich’s mental representation of
his body reflects the way his personality self-identifies itself. At the same time,
literary work is also incorporated into the traumatic experience of emigration:
“I got myself a very nice cork leg ... I use it to dance (i.e. to write poetry)”.
He continues, “If only I could put an end to the horrifying vocation of being an
émigré writer, | become an adequate person once again”.

The letter to Gershenzon is crucial for understanding the poetics of the
poet’s last collection European Night (‘“EBporetickas Houp”), which includes
the poems dated from 1922 to 1927. It suffices to recall the image of a one-
armed man from the second Ballad (“bannana”), John Bottom from a poem
of the same title, a chopped off head in Berlinskoe (“bepnunckoe”) in order to
see the pattern: in his poems from the period of emigration, Khodasevich of-
ten describes imaginary amputations on his characters and himself, which most
likely serve as characterizations of the trauma of emigration. Apart from the
disabled characters, there are many monstrous figures in European Night. They
are appalling and repulsive people who provoke the author’s antagonism. This
could be read as the poet’s attempt at renouncing the experience of emigration.
Finally, it seems that the same traumatic experience of emigration caused a state
of poetic numbness in Khodasevich, since he characterizes composing poetry
as a much too painful and disturbing process for him. I refer the reader to the
memoirs of Vladimir Veidle: “How miserable was he then! Especially during
the last ten years of his life, when he almost couldn’t compose any more poetry.
It was both a pain and a joy to write; but not to write at all was all pain, pain,
and pain again” (“Ho kak oH 0buT HecyacteH! OCOOSHHO B TOCIETHUE AECSThH
JIeT JKU3HHM, KOT/a TI0YTH He mucain Oonblre ctuxoB. [Tucars ux Obuta Ooib u
pasocTh; He ucath — 0011k, 001b U erte 60o1b ) [beprep / Berger 2004, 387]. (A
propos of the poems reunited in the Furopean Night in the light of the traumatic
experience of emigration: [Uspenskij 2015]).

Thus, Khodasevich as an émigré writer reveals a certain psychological con-
figuration of consciousness in which his most genuine and acute sense of self is
represented by the image of a disabled person. At the same time, (and despite
the poet’s multiple illnesses), his physical appearance in reality did not corre-
spond to the cripple he identified with.

It seems fitting to relate these observations to Renata’s End. In the circum-
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stances of Petrovskaya’s life in emigration, Khodasevich, be it consciously or
subconsciously, saw the same psychological pattern that was torturing him.
The symbolist life-creating model described earlier that Khodasevich assigned
to Petrovskaya was, in fact, the exterior projection of his own trauma that he
assigned to different people. Thus, Nadia became the analogue of his “inner
disabled self”, while Nina was the equivalent of his “exterior self”. In this con-
text Renata’s limp, which was presented as a consequence of an unsuccessful
attempt at suicide, is crucial as a defect acquired specifically in emigration. In
the poet’s perception physical imperfections were often tokens of the émigré
consciousness. This probably explains why the memoirist mentions his own
unsuccessful attempt at suicide, even if it contradicts his symbolist life-creating
model at first glance.

[An even more representative and symbolic example of an exterior projec-
tion appears in one of the poet’s ideas for a story from the 1930s as remembered
by Vasili Yanovsky:

“YCITOKOCHHBIN 1 TTO00peBIIH X0MaceBUY BAPYT Hadall MHE TIepecKa3biBaTh CO-
Jiep KaHKe 1aBHO 33 JyMaHHOH UM MOBECTH; paccKa3 3TOT UCXOIMI U3 KAKUX-TO HHTUM-
HBIX ITyOWH 1103Ta ¥, HACKOJIBKO MHE M3BECTHO, HE ObII Hammcad. <...> Hackombko
TIOMHIO, PEeYb IIJIa O 3HAKOMOM HaM BCEM THIIC MHTEIUTUTCHTA, TOPO’KAaHNHA, KOTOPBIHA
BHE3AITHO TIOPBIBACT C MPEXKHEH )KU3HBIO U CEIUTCS B KypHOU M30€, T/IE-TO B IITyXHX
necax. Korma, HECKOJIBKO JIET CIyCTsl, Ipy3bsl €0 HABECTHJIM, TO HAIUIM Ha ITOJISTHE
3apOCIIETO BOJIOCOM aHAXOPETA, & Y HOT €ro MOKOPHO JIEXKaJ OTPOMHBIN Cephlii Mea-
Be/ib. YTO-TO B 3TOM JTyXe — BO BCSKOM CITydae, A7t X0aceBHIa COBCEM HEOKUIaHHOE
[SrOBCKHIT / Yanovsky 2012, 184].

[“Khodasevich, who became pacified and more amicable, began telling me about
the synopsis of a story he had thought of a long time ago; it originated from the poet’s
most intimate mysteries, and, to my knowledge, wasn’t written. ... If memory doesn’t
fail me, the story revolved around a sort intellectual familiar to all of us, an urbanite who
decides to give up his former life and settle down in a small hut far away in a remote
forest. When his friends paid him a visit a few years later, they found an ill-kept hermit
and a giant grey bear lying meekly at his feet. It went something like that, but, in any
case, it was an unexpected story to come from Khodasevich”.]

If we look upon the characters of this unwritten story as projections of the
poet’s sense of “self”, we might discern an attempt to overcome the traumat-
ic dissociation of the author’s personality. The protagonist, an urban intellec-
tual, undergoing difficulties with his current life, is a reflection of a part of
Khodasevich’spersonality that strives to reunite with the remaining, repressed
part of the self — the natural and the genuine side that is, nonetheless, destruc-
tive and dangerous at the same time. Remarkably, such a reunion is only pos-
sible in the context of social isolation, i.e. by quitting the social framework of
an émigré’s existence, whereupon the human being risks becoming a complete
savage. Even though the story of the friends finding a hermit in a meadow with
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a tame bear by his feet may reminds the reader of medieval hagiography, the
literary subtext of this plotline accentuates its tragic undertone.

The protagonist of Mikhail Saltykov-Shchedrin’s classic fable The Wild
Landowner (“/Inxuii momenk”™; 1869) is a landlord who, once abandoned by
his peasants, is driven into a state of utter savagery:

“Bechb OH, ¢ TOJOBHI 0 HOT, 00pOC BOJIOCAaMH, CIOBHO JApeBHHN VcaB, a HOTTH y
HETO CJIeNIAJINCh, KakK jkene3Hble. CMOPKaThesl YK OH JAaBHO TEPECTall, XOIUI K€ BCe
OorbIlIc HA YETBEPEHBKAX M JIAKE YIWBILSUICS, KaK OH TIPEXK/IE HE 3aMedalt, 9To TaKoH
CIoCco0 TPOTYIIKH €CTh CaMBIN TIPHITMIHBIA ¥ CaMBIH YIOOHBIH. Y TpaThi Jake Crocoo-
HOCTb ITPOM3HOCHUTH WICHOPA3ACIbHBIC 3ByKH U YCBOHI ce0e KaKOH-TO 0COOCHHBIH 1M0-
OCIHBIN KITUK, CpeTHee MEKTy CBUCTOM, IIUTICHBEM H PSIBKAHBEM .

[“He became overgrown with hair from head to toe, as if he were the old Esau, and
his nails looked as if they were made of iron. He had stopped blowing his nose a long
time ago, and took to crawling on all fours, marveling at not having noticed before that
this was the most proper and convenient way of walking. He even lost his ability to
pronounce distinct sounds, and adopted a particular cry — something between a whistle,
a hiss, and a bark™.]

Having undergone these changes, the landowner successfully chases hares
and becomes “so strong that it seems natural to him to develop friendly terms
with the very same bear that has once been looking at him through the window”
(«mo TOrO CHIIEH, YTO Jake cuen ceOsl BIIpaBe BOMTU B APY)KECKUE CHOLICHUS
C TEeM CaMbIM ME/IBEAEM, KOTOPBIH HEKOTa MOCMAaTPUBAJ HA HETO B OKOLIKO))
[CanteikoB-1llenpun / CanteikoB-lenpun 1974, 28-29].

The tone of the story told by Khodasevich according to Yanovsky’s rendi-
tion can be interpreted in several distinct ways. From one point of view, the
story can be seen as therapeutic because it joined the two separated parts of the
“self” symbolically. However, due to the literary subtext, the therapeutic func-
tion turns out to have a reverse side, namely, the risk of turning into a savage
and the loss of human appearance. One way or another, Yanovsky’s observation
about the idea having “originated from the poet’s most intimate mysteries” ap-
pears to be very poignant, and it makes sense to relate the unwritten story to the
condition undergone in emigration. ]

Thus, his personal trauma served Khodasevich as an explanatory model for
the circumstances of Nina Petrovskaya’s life abroad as it was known to him.
It remains to be conjectured why the memoirist paid such close attention to
his character’s personality. Slightly generalizing, we could say that in Petrovs-
kaya’s life Khodasevich saw an alternative of his own biography.

Nina Petrovskaya as Khodasevich’s Doppelganger

Indeed, in the first stages of his creative biography, Khodasevich himself
had initiated a symbolist life-creating experiment that corresponded to the prac-
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tice of the Russian symbolists in general, particularly Bryusov and Petrovskaya
(see [Uspenskij 2014: 15-46]). It was this very experiment of simultaneously
creating “the text of life”” and “the text of art” in 1905-1907 that allowed Kho-
dasevich to describe the practices of the Russian symbolists in such detail and
with such insight. Later analysis of the symbolist movement brought Khodasev-
ich to regard Petrovskaya’s life as an alternative to his own experiences in emi-
gration and as a very unsuccessful case of immersion into symbolist practices,
which led her to a tragic denouement.

The other aspect of an alternative life scheme is related to committing sui-
cide in emigration. According to the memoirs of Nina Berberova, upon realizing
that he was never going to return to Russia and that he had to remain in Paris for
the rest of his life, Khodasevich often thought about committing suicide:

“$1 He Mory OCTaBUTH XOaceBIYa OOIBIIIe YeM Ha Jac: OH MOJKET BRIOPOCHUTHCS B OKHO,
MOXET OTKPBITh Ta3. <...> s HE MOTy OpOCHTB €TO OJHOTO B KBapTHpe”; “S Buaemna, Kak
OH B 3TH MHHYTBHI CTPOUT CBOH COOCTBEHHBIA “TIMUHBIN~ FUTH “YACTHBIA aJ] BOKPYT ceOst
<...> XozaceBI TOBOPHT, UTO HE MOXKET JKUTH O€3 TOTO, YTOOBI HE MHCATh, YTO TTHCATh MOKET
OH TONIBKO B Pocenn, 4o oH He MoskeT ObITh Oe3 Pocenn, 4To He MOXKET HY JKHTh, HH IIHCATh B
Poccun, — mymomsier Menst ymepets BMecTe ¢ HuM™ [bepbeposa / Berberova 1996,263,258].

[“I can’t leave Khodasevich alone for more than an hour. He might jump out of the
window, or turn on the gas. ... I can’t abandon him alone in the apartment”. Berberova
continues, “At such moments I saw him constructing his personal or private hell around
himself... Khodasevich tells me he can’t live without writing and that he is only capable
of writing in Russia, that he can’t survive without Russia, but that he can neither live nor
write in Russian and he begs me to die with him”.]

In general, Berberova associated Khodasevich’s life in emigration with sui-
cide (see also an interpretation of Berberova’s dream: [Uspenskij, Shelia 2014]).

In connection with what has been said, it is important to remember a phrase
from The Life of Vasily Travnikov (“YKuzup Bacunus TpasuHukoa”; 1936) —
which is in many aspects an autobiographic oeuvre — in which Khodasevich
reflected on his experience in emigration: “Yet to approach the end artificially
would still be abominable to his entire spiritual and poetic philosophy, since it
was based on the notion that ... a human being should bear everything to the
very end out of pure pride” (“Ho nmpuOIM3uTh KOHEIl NCKYCCTBEHHO OBLITO OBI
BCE K€ MPOTHBHO BCEH €ro ’KN3HEHHON M MOATHYECKOl (rocodun, ocHOBaH-
HOHM Ha TOM, 4TO <...> YeJIOBEK N3 €INHOI rOpAOCTH JOJDKSH BEIHECTH BCE JI0
koHma ) [Xomacesnd / Khodasevich 1996-1997, 111, 114-115]. Evidently, for
all his aversion to the notion of suicide, the thought of it was an object of serious
reflection for Travnikov, as it probably was for Khodasevich.

[Nevertheless, judging from the same Necropolis (the essay entitled Muni,
1926), we know that Khodasevich had thought of suicide before emigration as
well: “Once in the fall of 1911, while going through a gloomy stage of my life,
I decided to pay a visit to my brother. There was no one at home. ... The first
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thing that caught my eye was a revolver. The temptation was strong. Standing
at the same table where I saw it, I called Muni: ‘Come at once. I shall wait for
you for about twenty minutes, but I won’t be able to stand a second more’”
(“Omnaxnsr, oceHpio 1911 roga, B AYpHYIO MOJIOCY XKU3HH, 5 3allIeNl K CBOEMY
Opary. /loma HUKOTO HE OBUIO. ... IEPBOE, YTO MHE MONAJIOCh Ha IJ1a3a, ObLI pe-
BoJbBep. Mckymenne OblI0 BemuKo. S, He OTXOAs OT CToja, MO3BOHMI K MyHH
o tenedony: ‘[lpuezxail ceituac xe. byay xmaTh nBaaaTe MUHYT, OOJbBIIE
He cMory’”’) [XomaceBud / Khodasevich 1996-1997, 1V, 78-79]. This episode
precedes the description of Muni’s own suicide, whose death haunted Khoda-
sevich, since he blamed himself for the death of his friend and his “double”
([Uspenskij 2014, 182—183]; In addition, see the poem The Lady was Washing
Her Hands for a Long While (“JIann monro pyku Mbuia...”); It is crucial to add
that the aspect of suicide evokes a resemblance between the essay about Muni
and the essay about Petrovskaya, and the latter could be inspired by similar
psychological reasons).]

k ok 3k

Returning to Petraskaya and Khodasevich’s relation to her, the finale of
Petrovskaya’s life was her suicide “in Paris, in a wretched, squalid hotel in an
impoverished neighborhood” (“B Ilapmxe, B HUIIIEHCKOM OTeJIe HUIIEHCKOTO
kBapTana”) in the early hours of February 23, 1928 [Xonacesuu / Khodasevich
1996-1997, 1V, 7]. It probably appealed to the poet as a tempting alternative to
his own life in emigration. Perhaps Khodasevich even wrote his memoirs about
Petrovskaya in an attempt to resist the temptation of a similar fate.

Altogether, in his memoir essay entitled “Renata’s End” Khodasevich not
only described and recreated and the symbolist mindset and its practices of
life-creating with his considerable insight, but also projected his own traumatic
experience of life in emigration onto the expatriate destiny of Nina Petrovskaya.
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