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The article attempts to compare Eternal feminine’s symbols in V. Ivanov’s
poetry with the mythopoetics concept of Shekhinah (the Divine presence)
which plays an important role in Judaic mysticism. In the focus of attention
there are parallels between the myth about Shekhinah and the imagery of Eter-
nal feminine, as well as the connected motives of “glory” and “transparency” in
V. Ivanov’s work. The possibility of comparing V. Ivanov’s “poetic Sophiology”
to Shekhinah’s symbol is explained firstly by the especially accentuated fact of
Sophia’s existence, her eternal existence, co-existence with human being and
the world and secondly by V. Ivanov’s peculiar understanding of symbol not as
some “name”, but as a universal principle of nomination which makes it possi-
ble to find out symbolic similarities between different essences, many of them
(such as Shekhinah) can be not consciously actualized in poetic texts.
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NO3TUKA BEYHO )XEHCTBEHHOIO
Y BAYECJIABA UBAHOBA
U MYOQEACKUA MUD O LLEXUHE

Hukuma JIbeoeuu Bvicmpoe — kaHauaaT Gpua0cobCKUX HAyK, JOLEHT
kadeapbl HUcTOpUU OGUI0COPUH, PUIOCOPCKOH aAHTPOIMOJIOTUH, ICTETUKH
Y TEOPUU KYJbTYpPbI, YpaabCKUil dpesepanbHbId YHUBEPCUTET UMEHU [1IEPBOTO
[IpesunenTta Poccuu b. H. Eabnivnaa, ExaTepuno6ypr, Poccus

E-mail: nikita-bystrov@yandex.ru

CraTbsl mpeJfcTaBJsieT cOO0M MOMBITKY COMOCTaBJEHHUsI CHMBOJIMKUA Bed-
HO >KEHCTBEHHOTO B 1033uM BsAdy. MBaHOBa ¢ Mu}ONO3THYECKON Teopuei
lllexunbl (Box<ecTBeHHOro MPHUCYTCTBUSA), UMelolLled KJ0YeBOe 3HauyeHHe
B UyeHCKOM MUCTHULM3Me. B ileHTpe BHUMaHuUs — napasijesb Mexy Mudom
o lllexrHe ¥ COBOKYITHOCTbIO 06pa30B BeuHOH KeHCTBEHHOCTH, & TAKXKe TeCHO
CBSI3aHHBIMU C HUM MOTHUBAMU «CJIABbI» U «IIPO3pavyHOCTH» ¥ Bs4. BaHOBa.
B03MOXXHOCTb COJIMKEHHSI UBAHOBCKOU «I103TUYECKOW COPHOJIOTUN» C CAMBO-
JioM lllexrHbI 06bsICHSAETCS, BO-IIEPBbIX, 0COO0H aKLleHTUPOBAHHOCTbHIO NPU-
cyTcTBUs1 BeUHO »KeHCTBEHHOrO, ee HelpeXosllero npebbiBaHusl, CO-ObITHS
4yeJIOBEKY U MUPY, a, BO-BTOPBIX, XapaKTepHbIM JJisi ViBaHOBa MOHUMaHUEM
CUMBOJIa He KaK HEKOTOpPOI'o «MMEHU», HO KaK YHUBePCaJbHOTO MpUHIUIA
MMEHOBaHHs, MO3BOJISIOIIETO BbISIBUTh OTHOIIEHHE CUMBOJMYECKOTO IMOJ0-
6us1 MeXY Pa3HbIMU CYLIHOCTSIMH, MHOTHE U3 KOTOPBIX — TaKHe, HAPUMeD,
Kak lllexnHa — MOTyT OGBITb He aKTyaJU3UPOBAaHbI B MO3TUYECKUX TEKCTaX.

Karouesvie caosa: CuMBOIMKA Be4HO 3KeHCTBEHHOTO, CHMBOJIMYECKOE T10/10-
6ue, Codus, Mapuosiorus, uyaerckuil MUucTunuamM, lllexruHa, «1po3pavyHOCTb»

Vyacheslav Ivanov (1866-1949), one of the most notable Russian
Symbolists, is known to have become a founder of an intellectual
tradition, wherein the Hebrew mysticism was not a cornerstone.
One cannot say, however, that this mysticism was not completely
beyond Ivanov’s interests. Some of his poems (e.g. melopoeia
«YesnoBek» (“Man”)) and the unfinished «IloBectp 0 CBeTOoMupe
napeBude» (“Tale of Prince Svetomir”) include certain Jewish mo-
tives, most probably borrowed from the so-called European Kab-
balah. Reflecting his attitude to the “Jewish question” in his texts,

Ivanov valuated highly not only the Jewish mystics of the language,

but also the Jewish mystical tradition as hole, though he knew it quite
superficially and incompletely and most of his knowledge about it
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was, so to say, “second-hand”. He included into his mythopoetic
constructions a signifcant number of motives derived from the Jewish
mystics. As he believed, the “secrets” revealed by Jewish mystics are
an important component of the global secret knowledge (gnosis) of
God, Universe and Man. (Paperni, 2011, 98-99)

This article will observe some Jewish parallels of Sophian sym-
bolism in V. Ivanov’s poetry. To be more certain, the subject of our
concern will be hidden in the similarities between these symbols
and the concept of Shekhinah (the Divine presence), mostly impor-
tant for the Judaism. What is also important for the analysis, there
were selected not direct quotations or allusions, but rather the par-
allels which, though being obscure or unimportant for V. Ivanov
himself, in his readers’ minds can be reconstructed as elements
of an “objective context” (i.e. existing beyond the poet’s will) of
V. Ivanov’s “poetic Sophiology”.

1

In his interpretation of Sophian symbols (and first of all Sophia as
a philosophic and poetic symbol) V. Ivanov relies upon the principle
which he had formulated in the article «/[Be cTuxuu B cOBpeMeHHOM
cumBosin3me» (“Two Elements of Today’s Symbolism”):

[Tof06HO CO/THEYHOMY J1y4y, CUMBOJI IPOpPE3bIBAaeT BCe IJIaHbl ObI-
THUs1 U BCce cPepbl CO3HAHUS U 3HAMEHYeT B KaXK/|OM IlJIaHe UHbIe
CYL[HOCTH, UCIIOJIHSIET B KaXJ0H cdepe MHOe Ha3HavyeHUe. |[...]
B kaxxJj0M TOUKe IepeceyeHus] CUMBOJIA, KaK Jlydya HUCXOJSALIEro,
co cpeporo CO3HAHHUSA OH fIBJISIETCS 3HAMEHUEM, CMbICJI KOTOPOIO
06pa3HO U MOJIHO PACKPbIBAETCS B COOTBETCTBYI0NIeM Mudel. (Iva-
nov, 1971-1974, T. 11, 537]*

The symbol realized in any image is to be directly connected with
an object (in other words, it should always symbolize something
certain: a snake, the sun, a rose etc.). The symbol per se is, however,

! “Like a sun’s beam, a symbol comes through the whole existence and all the spheres
of conscience and in every aspect signifies other essences, fulfills in every next sphere
another purpose [...] In every point where the symbol as a beam going down crosses
with our conscience, it appears to be an omen, its sense being fully opened in the cor-
responding myth”.

2 Subsequent references to Ivanov are to this edition and will be cited parenthetically in

the text by volume and page. The words in italics and [in brackets] are mine everywhere.
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a pure element of “signifying”. Thus it has neither a certain number
of meanings nor the only name, given once and for all (objective
conceptual and image form). The symbol acquires its meanings and
names when passing through different layers and aspects of culture
(“spheres of conscience”), when altering and interchanging those
myths which appear to be its particular, but not partial realization.

This is the way that the symbol of Sophia “chooses” to exist in the
history of culture. The poet recognizes her

1o/l pa3HbIMU UMEHaMU, CHMBOJIaMH, KOCMOTOHHUYe€CKUMHU 0603Ha-
YyeHUAMU: X0XMa Kab06aJMCTOB, AXaMOT THOCTHKOB, /leBa CBeTa
MaH/leeB, MUCTHYecKasi Po3a cyQuiickol 1033UM U eBPOIEeHCKUX
cpeaHeBeKoBbIX JiereHA'. (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 1V, 382)

Behind these names, one can guess the Divine Wisdom (as O. De-
shart says, Ivanov “recognized the non-human Wisdom in Sophia”
(Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 1, 108). In this context, it is notable that the
poet does not suppose his own sophiological intuition to be directly
dependent on any theories and myths about Sophia, in particular on
V. Solovyov’s Sophiology (though it is Solovyov, the author of «Tpu
ceugianus» (“Three Dates”), whom Ivanov is obliged to for the idea
of “betrothal with Sophia”, as he tells A. Blok in a poem from the col-
lection «HexxHas TaliHa» (“Tender Secret”)).

The aforementioned article on Lermontov and some other earlier
texts (for example, «3aBeTsl cuMmBosin3Ma» (“The Legacy of Symbol-
ism”)) contain philosophic definitions of Sophia, and it is possible
to quote the following ones: Sophia is «popma 3mxayas, forma
formans, BcesieHHoH B Pazyme Bora»? (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. IV,
379), «...0Ha eCTb COBepIUMBILeecs eJMHEHUEe TBApU CO CJIOBOM
Boxxuum»® (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 1V, 382-383). There is a vari-
ant of the second definition, orally pronounced and fixed by O. De-
schartes in the comments to the article «O 3Hauenuu Bs1. ConoBbeBa
B CyAb0Oax Halllero peJrMruo3Horo cosHaHus» (“About the value
of V1. Solovyov in the fate of our religious consciousness”): «Tam,

! “under different names, symbols, cosmogonic nominations: Chokhmah of the Kabbal-
ists, the Ahamoth of the Gnostics, the Virgin of the Mandaean Light, the mystical Rose of
Sufi poetry and of medieval European legends”.

2 “forma formans, the creative form of the universe in the God’s Wisdom”.
3 “she is the real unity of the creation with the God’s Word".
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rae Jloroc kacaetrcsa matepun — TaM U Codus»' (Ivanov, 1971-
1974, T. 111, 762). In other words, Sophia in Ivanov’s understanding
is a boarder which connects the Logos and the Matter. She is the
moment of unity between perpetual and temporary, “nominal” and
“phenomenal”. Sophia reflects the perfect harmony of ontologically
different things, and at the same time states the principles of this
harmony. What is more, within her there is not only co-existence of
all essences, but also the invariable prototype of any co-existence.

Whatever important these definitions might be, V. Ivanov’s Sophi-
ology finds a quite a general and a very fragmented theoretical basis
in his works. Therefore, if Sophiology is considered as a philosophic
concept, systematic and stated in set terms, Ivanov has nothing like
this. He has a number of statements, which altogether constitute
a rather complete “framework” of an unshaped theory. These state-
ments are realized and developed (to be exact, sounding more or less
distinct) beyond any logical or notional system in his poetry. As one
of the poems of the «Pumckuit sjueBHUK 1944 roga» (“Roman Diary
of 1944”) says, Sophia agrees more with the poets than with the “wise
men” whose attention belongs to the abstractions of “law and order”.

When passing through multi-dimensional and multi-sensational
symbols of his poems and other myths, V. Ivanov’s myth of Sophia
appears to be a system of Sophian poetics, or, to put it another way,
poetics of Sophianness®. In my opinion, this notion (the world’s
inner connections with Sophia which are perceived intuitively)
quite definitely characterizes the fundamental existential harmony
(in Ivanov’s terms, «peasibHeiiee» (“the most real”), realiora in
rebus), which is directly or indirectly unveiled in many plots and
motives of his poetry:

...AICKOHHO€e — U uyX/j0€, He Hallle —
To 6bITHE, MOAOOHOE 1O Kpalt

HamoJsiHeHHOH, nokosiercsa yarie3
(Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 111, 534)

! “Where the Logos touches the Matter — there is Sophia”.

2 This notion of Sophianness (Russ. sofijnost’) was widely used by S. Bulgakov. Cf. his idea
on the Sophianness of poetry: “It is metaphysically explained by our real connection with
Divine Sophia, who brings the energy of Logos into the world...” (Bulgakov, 1993, 158).

3 “..The most real is not ours, strange, — / Th’ existence resting, like a bowl / Immov-
able and filled up to the edge”.
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The Sophian reality is constituted by the symbolic reflections of
one and the same event — the Matter being “touched” by the Logos.
Thus, one can call “Sophian” anything which displays this “touch” or,
to be more precise, anything which marks the border between the
existing and the becoming. In V. Ivanov’s poetic world, this border
does not divide all the imaginarily disconnected elements of what
is existing, but rather connects them, vividly demonstrating their
immovable, unchangeable concord. For Ivanov, this “border” reality
is so obvious that appears to be even more sensually perceivable
than intellectually observable: «Ona [Codusi] He moKHUZaeT 3TOT
MUP U YUCMOMY 2/1a3y 8UOHA HenocpedcmaeHHo...»* (Ivanov, 1971-
1974, T.1V, 383)2 The visible existential harmony (like a flash of the
«HOBOTO MHUpa ¢ uckymiaeHHo Kpacotoi» (“new world with the
expiated Beauty”), which «cepaue yBugets xouet» (“Heart wants
to see”)?), being a distinctly and directly distinguished phenome-
non, is a common motive of V. [vanov’s poetry; what is important,
it sometimes corresponds to the symbols of the Eternal feminine:

Kakoit npo3paunbiii 6;1eck! [leyanb ¥ TUIIUHA...
Kak 6ynTo Haj 3eMJiel He3pHUMas XKeHa,

Bechl xpycTaibHbIE CKJIOHSS C TOAHEOECHS],
JlesieeT XpynKoe MrTHOBEHbE PABHOBECHS...*
(Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 111, 515)

TBos Jib rosiy6asi 3aBeca,

KeHa, ube fpixanbe — OTpaga.

BepIiiuHbI 3e/1eHOTO J1eca,
f6y0HU caja

1 “She [Sophia] does not leave this world, and one can distinctly see it with clear eye”.

2 N.V.Kotrelev declares the priority of Ivanov’s seeing-foreseeing (cf. the poem «Kpacora»
(“Beauty”): «KTo moii 1uk y3peJ, / ToT HaBek npo3peJ, / Jlo/ibHbIM MUP HaBeK MpeJ; HUM
nHov» (“Who my face has seen, / has for good foreseen, / having other world in front of
his eyes”)): “Consideration, working thought can make the sense of what was seen more
detailed, but only after the primary act of having seen” (Kotrelev, 2002, 9).

% Here, see the poem “Starlit Sky” from the collection “Pilot Stars (Ivanov, 1971-1974,
T. I, 526). One should also note its last lines which, according to Pamela Davidson, rep-
resent “a Sophiological note”, as «Ivanov followed Solovyov in associating Beauty with
Sophia, as is clear, for example, from his poem ‘Beauty’» (Davidson, 1989, 155).

* “What a translucent glittering! Such sole and quite, / As if above the earth there were
an unseen wife, / The crystal scale inclining down from the heavens, / Saves a frail
snatch of th’ equilibrium essence...”

Nikita Bystrov 129



3acTsiana npeJ, B30pOM, OMBITBIM

B adupe MOIUTB CBETOPYHHOM,

W nonpeHs ABUIa NOBUTHIM
JlagaHOM JIyHHBIM?

[--]
Ewte oKpbLIUTBCA pobesio
Jymu Hecka3aHHOe CJIOBO, -
A roHBIM 04aM roJiy6esia
Papocts Ilokpoga.
U posro HespuMoro xpama
Abimusaocs s8aeHHoe yydo...!
(Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 11, 279-280)

In his poems, somehow or other displaying the topic of Sophia,
V. Ivanov, as a rule, avoids too vivid personifications and in general
any “psychologization” of the Eternal feminine. Quite often he just
briefly indicates her presence:

U oHa, ysb16asiCh, NPOXOJUT MUMO Hac
Ype3s TuuHy... TUlIMHA TauUT 6OroB?
(Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 1, 740)

Tbl c HaMu, He3pUMas, TYT;

A MBI yHBIBaeM, He 3Had

To¥i HUTH, YTO CUJIBI TPALYT.

TOMUT Hac HeBOJIA 3€eMHas.

A TbI, HecMyTUMas, TyT. (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. I1], 539)

This is her presence, directly perceived (though nearly always
depersonalized), indisputable, always immutable. It is always pres-
ence, not waiting for “her steps”, not calling for her, not wearisome
watching Her in the long distance wherefrom she is supposed to
appear (like, for example, in A. Blok’s «Ctuxwu o [IpekpacHo# [lame»
(“Poems about Fair Lady”)). This presence seems to be the main
subject of V. Ivanov’s poetic Sophiology, his attention being really
concentrated not on her image, but on the fact of her intuitively

1 “Is it you who with a blue cloud, / The gard’'n apple-trees, all in blue, / The top of
the forest hath covered / For our view // O Wife, who with Delight is breathing, /
Thee midday appeared winding, / Moon incense in the ether wreathing, / Prayers
reminding? / [...] // The words have still been immature / Of soul unwinged, not to
mention, — / For young eyes got bluer and bluer / The Joy of Protection. // Long since
of th’ invisible temple / There was a revealed miracle...”

2 “And smiling, she’s passing by in calm, / This calm enwombing, embosoming gods...”

3 “You're with us, invisible, here; / In our despair we don’t know / The thread being
spun. Tired we're / Out by our earthly lot though. / And you're, imperturbable, here..”
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obvious presence (“she [...] passes by us”, “you are with us”, “you [...]
are here”), on her immanent being within the world. By the way, her
image can be unambiguously correlated both with Sophia-Wisdom
herself, and with Virgin Mary, and with the World Soul, and with
other realizations of the Eternal feminine.

2

Here it appears possible to draw a possible, though not neces-
sarily a direct analogy between V. Ivanov’s Sophia and the mythic
symbol of Shekhinah. “Encyclopaedia Judaica” gives the following
definition to Shekhinah: it is “the numinous immanence of God in
the world”, or “God viewed in spatio-temporal terms as a presence,
particularly in a this-worldly context: when He sanctifies a place, an
object, an individual, or a whole people — a revelation of the holy
in the midst of the profane” (“Encyclopaedia Judaica”, 2007, 440).
In kabbalistic theosophy, Shekhinah “is the final Sefirah <Malhut>,
mediating between heaven and earth and serving as the passive eye
or door through which a mystic can achieve divine vision” (“Ency-
clopaedia Judaica”, 2007, 443).

As there are various forms of Divine presence, Shekhinah can ap-
pear in different images. “The Rabbins”, ]. Abelson says, “pictured
their ideas of the Immanence of God by the figure of material light.
The Shechinah is universal light” (Abelson, 1912, 82). This light, in
its turn, is associated with the Divine Glory, as in the Talmud tractate
“Avot de-Rabbi Nathan”: “ ‘And, behold, the glory of the God of Israel
came from the way of the east: [...] and the earth shined with his
glory’ (Ezek. 43:2) — the words" shined (“Talmudicheskie traktaty”
2011, 80)". Besides, Abelson always depicts Shekhinah as a cloud
(Abelson, 1912, 92-93) (as well associated with the Divine Glory),
as a certain winged creature (cf. set phrases “Shekhinah’s wings”,
“to stay under Shekhinah’s wings” (Abelson, 1912, 89-90), as arose
field blossoming in the desert (Abelson, 1912, 97) etc. Finally, un-
der the influence of the well-known tractate “Zohar” (the second
half of the 13" century), there appeared a tendency to understand

! Shkhinah” (where the second syllable is stressed) is a possible, and even more correct
form than “Shekhinah”, if comparing with its Hebrew origin. There is also one more
form (“Shechinah”), which is grammatically correct as well.
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Shekhinah as a feminine origin in the God, equal to the “lowest” of
the ten Sephiroth, which corresponds to the “border” between the
Creator and the creature and marks His presence in the world (this
function is typologically the same for Shekhinah in Judaism and So-
phia in Christianity)'. From this point of view, Shekhinah is not only
the Queen, the Daughter and the Bride of the God, but the great-
grandmother of every Israeli?. Gershom Scholem calls her a symbol
of “the Eternal feminine” (Sholem, 2004, 289), and “Encyclopaedia
Judaica” says that “the popularity of the Shekhinah in Kabbalah cor-
responds to and may have been influenced by the popularity of the
cult of Virgin Mary among contemporaneous Christians” (“Encyclo-
paedia Judaica”, 2007, 443)3.

According to kabbalistic ideas, which were also reflected in pop-
ular beliefs, as a result of Adam and Eve’s Fall, Shekhinah is “exiled”
from the world, thereby its direct perception becoming impossible
(Sholem, 2004, 290)* In the world infected by the first sin, Shekhi-

! Even the tractate “Sepher Ha-Bahir” (attributed to Nehunya ben HaKanah, 1% century
AD, though probably written in the 12 century AD) differs Shekhinah “below” (“on
the border” between the God and the world) and Shekhinah “over us” (in the celestial
world): “There is a Shekhinah <Divine Presence> below, just like there is a Shekhinah
<Divine Presence> above. What is this Shekhinah <Divine Presence>? We have said that
it is the light that was derived from the first Light, which is Wisdom. It also surrounds
all things, as it is written (Isaiah 6:3), “The whole earth is filled with His glory’ ” (see:
Sepher Ha-Bahir, 2016).

2 One should also consider Scholem’s note that many philosophers and Talmudists
refused to accept this interpretation, but “it became an integral part of European and
Eastern Jews’ beliefs” (Sholem, 2004, 288-289).

3 Here, see Arthur Green who is more definite in his ideas: “...The unequivocal femini-
zation of shekhinah in the Kabbalah of the thirteen century is a Jewish response to an
adaptation of the revival of devotion to Mary in the twelfth century Western church”
(Green, 2002, 1).

* See also V. Solovyov’s interpretation of this event: “...Adam’s sin was that he stroke
Malhut <the last sefirah, or Shekhinah> off the tree of the rest Sephiroth. What does it
mean?.. The sin is that the man aims at possessing life on its own, independently on the
intellectual and moral qualities to be realized in it. Adam wanted to use the Fruit of the
God’s life, aimed at it beside the conditions of this life, without assimilating its roots.
However, as the fruit was from nothing but this tree, to deny this fruit means to deny
the whole tree. The aim taken for the means, the man spoiled the meaning of the aim
as well” (Solov’ev, 2011, 464). Methinks that there is something in common between
the idea of “Shekhinah’s expulsion” and the gnostic concept of “Sophia’s sin” (the latter
being the basis for Solovyov’s theory of the World Soul). J. Macrae says, for example, that
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nah becomes inaccessible to the common (“profane”) perception,
and opens herself only to the pious or sincerely praying people!
(here, V. Ivanov’s aforementioned phrase is appropriate: “..one can
distinctly see it with clear eye”). Piousness and pray are those new
(not “celestial”, but “secular”) “canals”, for her unity with the God
and mankind to be reconstructed. Arthur Green says that “the saint
conjugal union of the God and Shekhinah (in fact re-union, as they
originally were one and the same) is defined as a purpose of the
whole religious life” (Grin, 2006, 57)%

In Russian religious and philosophic tradition, there are some,
though not frequent, comparisons of Sophia and Shekhinah. V. So-
lovyov mentions Sophia in his article about Kabbalah written for

“...The idea of the fall of celestial beings is well known in Jewish apocalyptic literature as
the result of interpretation of Gen. IV 1-4; moreover, the view of this event reflected in
apocalyptic literature is that it caused the evil upon the Earth. [...] The principle source
of the fall <in particular, that of Sophia in Gnosticism>, | suggest, is the Genesis account
of the fall of Eve” (Macrae, 1970, 99). The similarity between Shekhinah and the “fall of
celestial beings” is notable not directly, but typologically, as Shekhinah does not fall, she
is “expulsed” (by the man), “disappears” out of the view.

! Here, one should consider Moshe Idel’s descriptions of seeing Shekhinah when pray-
ing during the ritual “mystic crying”. A Lithuanian hasid rabbi Itshak Safrin says, “I cried
very much wholeheartedly when praying because of Shekhinah'’s sufferings. My cries
made me faint and sleep for a while, and I saw a girl’s figure, brightly shining, whose face
I did not have good fortune to see [...] And she said: ‘Be strong, my sun’ ” (Idel’, 2010a,
159). This combination of “girl’s” and mother’s traits is interesting. Shekhinah can be
both mother and sister and even a beloved woman — perhaps because, as “Zohar” says,
“all women of the world exist in Shekhinah’s mystery” (Sholem, 2004, 289).

2 Here, one should remember that the symbol and the myth which it evokes have differ-
ent logics. Moshe Idel says that “already in the Zohar, the biblical Moses has been con-
ceived of as the husband of the Shekhinah” (Idel, 2010, 26). This conviction among many
Kabbalists is widespread alongside with the idea of Shekhinah as a symbolic “wife” of
any justly living man. The tractate “Tomer Devorah” by Moshe Kordovero (the second
half of the 16th century) says, for instance, that “the one who wants to engage with the
God’s Daughter <Shekhinah> forever, must first decorate himself with all possible deco-
rations and pleasant clothes, and it will correct all the miseries <of the soul>. And when-
ever he improves himself with these corrections, he will want to get her <Shekhinah>,
he who works with Torah and bears the burden of commandments in his innermost
direction to the union (>un r'm7 2017). And she will marry him at once, and will not leave
him. This is on the condition that he will be pure and will sanctify himself” (Kordo-
vero, 2016). Thus, Shekhinah is the “wife” of Moses and of any righteous Jude who has
corrected himself. But the man’s “marriage” with Shekhinah can become universal and
constant only if there is realized the conjugal re-union between Shekhinah and the God.
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“The Brockhaus and Efron Encyclopedic Dictionary”, but his most
common analogies are those with the biblical Chokhmah (“All-wise”).
In his early work «Codus» (“Sophia”), however, Solovyov names the
Eternal feminine (in the aspect of pre-eternal matter) as “Beth-Col”
(Solov’ev, 2000, 99), which in Modern Hebrew means “the Daughter
of the Voice”. Beth-Col is used as one of Shekhinah names in the kab-
balistic literature. According to K. Burmistrov, this might be the earli-
est example of Solovyov’s identification of Sophia with “the Eternal
feminine”, “The Virgin of the God’s Wisdom”, “the feminine principle”
of the Kabbalah, “the Daughter of the Divine Voice”, in this case coin-
ciding with Shkhinah, or Malhut (Burmistrov, 1998, 33-34).

S.N. Bulgakov directly identifies Sophia with Shekhinah, though
only when she (Sophia) is considered an incarnation of Divine Glo-
ry (in other notions, “the Love of Love”, Eternal Beauty, immanent
matter of Logos etc. — the comparison with Shekhinah is, probably,
not relevant enough): “God reveals Himself in Sophia via Sophia
herself, who, as a female acceptance of this afflatus, is ‘he Divine
Glory’ (Shekhinah of the Kabbalah)” (Bulgakov, 1999, 258).

P. A. Florenski in his philosophical texts seems not to mention
Shekhinah at all (though in the comments on his book «Ctoan
u ytBepkaeHue HMctunbl» (“The Pillar and the Ground of the
Truth”) he writes a lot about various Judaic interpretations of So-
phia). Among his poetic writings, however, there is a juvenile poem
«B necy» (“In the Forest”). Here are four lines from it:

Bce rapMoHuI0 CKpBIBaeT,
Bcroay cBeT ujeit urpaer, —
M 3HayeHbe ecTecTBa —
JInb Hlexuna Boxecrsal.

This can be compared with P.A. Florensky’s definitions of So-
phia: “Wisdom [...] is predominantly the metaphysic side of the es-
sence of the creature” (Florenskii, 1990, 346); She is the substantial
“basis”, “intelligence” and “spirit” of the creature (Florenskii, 1990,
349) etc. (one should not of course forget that Florensky brings to-
gether all the “senses” of the Sophianness to the image of Virgin
Mary (Florenskii, 1990, 351-369).

1 “Harmony’s everywhere hidden, / All ideas always glitter, — / And the nature’s mean-
ing lot / Is Shekhinah of the God” (“Pavel Florenskii i simvolisty”, 2004, 49).
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The ideas of another philosopher can be supplied hereupon —
those of Sergei Averintsev. He was not a “sophiologist”, but one of
the most sharp-witted interpreters of the myth about Sophia. As
she “is neither transcendental nor immanent in herself, but the
point for them to meet” (Averintsev, 200643, 9), it is Sophia through
whom the God “is present with us”. From this point of view, she is
not even similar to Shekhinah, but close or equal to her by one of
the most essential functions — by her ability to “contain” the God
and to be the border connecting Him with His creatures. This con-
nection can be defined by a number of symbolic similarities (which
make “equality in the only sense of an algebraic formula” principal-
ly impossible): according to Paul the Apostle, “Christ crucified” <is>
the wisdom of God (1 Cor. 1:24), and here is, S. Averintsev says, “the
utmost point of the God’s kenotic estrangement of Himself”. But it
is for this reason that “the closeness of the Wisdom to the image of
the innocent Maternity of Virgin Mary becomes clear” (Averintsev,
2006b, 599). Her names “remind us of the philosophical paradox
of the God’s presence everywhere”, and “Her images are the Taber-
nacle, the Temple, the Ark of the Covenant (ikos 12), i. e. the images
of Shekhinah” (Averintsev, 2006b, 600). If Virgin Mary is similar to
Sophia and to Shekhinah, then, Sophia and Shekhinah are also simi-
lar: all the three images are reflected in the symbolic “mirrors” of
each other. It is also remarkable that, according to Averintsey, the
word Shekhinah, which is usually understood as a term of Gnosti-
cism and Kabbalah, in itself had nothing “kabbalistic” nor gnostic,
and was born directly from the translators’ and interpreters’ work
on the Divine Word (Averintsev, 2006b, 596).

3

Certainly, V. Ivanov was acquainted with the concept of Shekhi-
nah!, though, as it was mentioned before, there are no direct allu-
sions on her in his poetry. The typological comparison (which is by
no means identification) of his sophiological symbols with Shekhi-

! This is proved by some fragments of «I[ToBecTb 0 CBeToMHUpe 1japeBuue» (“Tale of Prince
Svetomir”) (Khors and his theory on “Keter Malchut”, even terminologically oriented on
the concept of Shekhinah), by the symbols of his earlier poems (first and foremost, the
melopoeia «YesoBek» (“Man”)), and by translations from Hayyim Nahman Bialik.
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nah is possible first of all due to the special emphasis on the existence
of Sophia (or her constant, entire, though visible only for a “pure eye”
presence) in his poetic world. Shekhinah, however,; as it was men-
tioned above, not only displays similarities with Sophia, but is also
defined through the concept of existence and immanence. Besides,
I can say for sure that V. Ivanov’s imagery of poetry (because of its
«polysemantics»' and inclusion in a complicated system of symbolic
mediations, thanks to which at the same time she seems to be pres-
ent in various cultural spaces) provides more or less clear allusions
on Shekhinah’s myth, and through it on other (perhaps significant)
religious and philosophical contexts of Ivanov’s Sophian poetics.
Here is an example from the poem «BuyTpenHee nHe6o» (“The In-
ner Sky”) (1915, the collection «CBeT BeuepHuii» (“Evening Light”)):

3a cdepoto ropsueit Cepadpruma

(O, Yenogek, korjja 6 B cebsl Thl BHUK

U 11e/10CTHBIM y3pest CBOU BEYHBIH JINK!) —
EcTb CKMHHSA C KOBYEroM JJIoMMa.

YTo B MapeBe CKBO3UT 3€MHOTO JibIMa,
Yrto XKeHCTBEHHBIM B SIBJIEHUU NIPUBBIK
HMMeHOBaTh MJ1aJleHYECKUH A3bIK, —

B paro aymu — jy1a3ypb ¥ Houb CosinMa.

Korza 6561 Thl MOYMJI B TOJIyOU3HE
Toro waTpa, yBues 661 Bo CHe
Cupauwero cpeab ['pajia Ha pecToue.

C/IenmyMTe/IbHBIM He OCJIENUJI Obl IEHD

TBoux ouel, U He cMyTHJIa 6oJsie

Mbicib: «OH — g caMm!» TbI 6b1J1 661 — HOYb U CEHB?
(Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 111, 563)

! This term is used by D. N. Mickiewicz when analyzing Vyacheslav Ivanov’s poetic sym-
bols; see, for example: Mitskevich, 2010.

2 “Behind the blazing cycles of the Seraphim / (O Man, if once you could yourself
embrace / And see completely your eternal face), / There’s a Tabernacle with th’ Ark
of Elohim. // What's seen through looming of the earthly steam, / What child’s tongue
used to nominate in space / As feminine in its perpetual race / In soul — is night and
azure of Solim. // If you reposed once within this forest’s blue / Of that Tabernacle,
there would be in your view / The God who's sitting on the City throne. // You wouldn’t
get blinded by the blinding day, / Nor by the thought you wouldn’t be overthrown: /
‘He’s me myself!” You would be night and shade”.
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The most interesting here is the word «ckunus» (“Tabernacle”).
As a name of “the Holy of Holies” and at the same time as a symbol
of Virgin Mary, it is quite common for V. Ivanov. In his «IloBecTb
o CBeromupe napeBuue» (“Tale of Prince Svetomir”), one of the
characters, Lazar, says to his future bride, Delight: «...0Tpagoto
Thl MHE U3 roJly60i TOW CKUHUM, CJIE3HBIM MOKPbIBAJIOM 3aHaBe-
[IIeHHOM, nocsiada»!, and a bit earlier calls this “Tabernacle” «Bbo-
ropou4HbIM paemM» (“the Virgin's Paradise”) (Ivanov, 1971-1974,
T. 1, 285). When «BuyTpenHee He60» (“The Inner Sky”) says about
«CKHUHUSA ¢ KoBYerom JjsiouMa» (“a Tabernacle with th’ Ark of Elo-
him”), we can see that this Ark is contextually partnered with the
«KencrBenHoe» (“Feminine”) and «rosiy6usna matpa» (“the for-
est’s blue”). Through the symbols of Virgin Mary and Sophia (the
blue color of the forest, “feminine” as a variant of the “Eternal femi-
nine”, the “Tabernacle” as a symbol of the Holy Virgin) there appears,
however, another row of images. The key role in it might probably
belong to the word “Elohim” (Hebr. “the God”, “Dominus”), which
by its belonging to the Old Testament draws the perception of the
“Tabernacle” to its origin — nnwa1 (ha-mishkan), meaning “a tent”,
and in the Book of Exodus — the place of the Divine Presence: “And
[ will sanctify the tabernacle of the congregation, [...] and there |
will dwell among the children of Israel” (Exod. 29:44-45).

The Hebrew equivalent for I will be present (o, veshakanti)
has the same root as ha-mishkan, whereas the “presence” itself is
wan, Shekhinah. From this point of view, it is Shekhinah who stands
in the foreground of the “feminine” semantics: she fills the “Tab-
ernacle”, and within her the “Man” can «nouutb» (“repose”) and
see (which is transcendent to the experience of feeling the Divine
presence) «Cupsiero cpeab 'paga Ha npectosie» (“the God who's
sitting on the City throne”). This “City” gets the obscure connota-
tion of the “Divine Presence” via the contextual partnership with
“Elohim” and “Solim” (perhaps, a variant of “Salem”, “Salim” — the
first name of Jerusalem?, cf.: “In Salem also is his tabernacle, and his
dwelling place in Zion” (Psalm 76:2).

1 “You are sent to me as a Delight of that blue Tabernacle, covered with a veil of tears”.

2 Cf.Sonnet VI of Part Ill of Ivanov’s melopoeia «4esoBek» (“Man”) (the sonnet sequence
«/IBa rpama» (“Two Cities”)): «Conmuma Gesbiii mapb, Mesxuceznek! / be3 pomuyei
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These obscure connotations were perhaps generally presup-
posed by Ivanov himself, as it is hardly believable that the name
“Elohim” was for him nothing but the “word ornamentation”. With
the help of these connotations, the two contexts of the Sophian sym-
bols are brought together — the Christian one, which is first of all
connected with the image of Virgin Mary, and the Judaist one, devel-
oping round Shekhinah. The main motive of the poem is most prob-
ably associated with the motive of “Virgin Mary’s Paradise” from
«[loBecTb 0 CBeTOMUpe napeBuye» (“Tale of Prince Svetomir”). The
“Tabernacle” is a receptacle of the “feminine”, marked with the light-
blue! “Sophian” halo (cf. “You are sent to me as a Delight of that blue
Tabernacle”). The one who rests in her «blue» would see “The God
who's sitting on the [...] throne”, and he would not be confused by
the «Mpbicab: “OH — g cam!”» (“thought: ‘He’s me myself!” ”). This
thought obviously indicates the connections of the soul’s paradise
(as if the «1a3ypb 1 Houb CostMax (“night and azure of Solim”) be-
ing brought into it) not only with the God-Father, but also with the
God-Son, by means of whose image (in Ivanov’s interpretation, by
no other means) their identity is declared.

In the context of this poem, both the «Tabernacle», and the “Ark of
Elohim”, and the “Feminine” are to be associated with Virgin Mary,
the Christian tradition seeing in them Her symbolic analogies? The
main thing is that if these symbols are not correlated with Her im-
age or correlated indirectly, — then, the formula “He’s me myself!”
in the end of Ivanov’s sonnet becomes completely inexplicable.

3eMHbIX, HO yesoBek! / Kakux mepBUH NOJHBI TBOU KOMHHULLI?» (“Melchizedek, the
white tsar of Solim, / A man without an earthly relative, / With what first fruits are there
your baskets filled?”) (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 111, 226).

1 After Solovyov, the blue color, and especially “azure”, became a common, even impor-
tant attribute of Sophia in the literature of Russian Modernism. Here come V. Ivanov’s
above quoted lines «TBos sib 2041y60as 3aseca, / YKeHa, ube bixaHbe — oTpaja...» (“Is
it you who with a blue cloud, / ...0 Wife, who with Delight is breathing”), and also, in
the article «Ham si3b1k» (“Our Language”), the metaphor of “Sophia’s blue” which com-
prises the branches of the “word tree” (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 1V, 677). See also Andrei
Bely’s article «CBsimeHHbIe niBeTa» (“Saint Colors”) and Florensky’s convictions on the
blue color as that of Sophia (what is important, quoting Ivanov’s «IlokpoB» (“Protec-
tion”)) in: Florenskii, 1990, 552-576).

2 Here, one should consider ikos 12 of the Acathist to the Holy Virgin and S. Averintsev’s
article, where the Virgin is called “the Saint of the Saints” and “ark gilded by the Spirit”.
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When the “Tabernacle” is Virgin Mary, on the contrary, this formula
becomes not only suitable, but necessary: one can «see completely
his eternal face» and without any confuse understand his identity
with the God (“Elohim”) only if this face is that of Christ!, and, there-
fore, it is She, “Mother of the Lamb and the Shepherd” (ikos 4), who
is “seen through looming of the earthly steam”. The closure of the
sonnet is nothing but a variant of the famous phrase from the Gos-
pel of John: “I and my father are one” (John 10:30).

Looking at both feminine images, resp. Virgin Mary and Shekhi-
nah, seeming to shine through each other, we can say that the latter
ones do not contradict the former, but harmonically complement
them. In Judaist literature, Shekhinah is connected with the temple
“Tabernacle”, as Virgin Mary does. For example, Rabbi Shneur Zal-
man of Liadi’s tractate “Taniya” says, “Shkhinah was in the Holy of
Holies” (Shneur-Zalman, 1998, 230)2. The same thing can be found
in one of the rabbinic texts quoted by Abelson: “Until the Temple
was destroyed the Shechinah abode in it; after its destruction the
Shechinah departed and ascended up to heaven, as it is said, ‘The
Lord hath established his throne in the heavens’ (Psalm ciii. 19)”
(Abelson, 1912, 120). There can also be found an interesting as-
sociation between these words of the psalm and one of lines

! In one of his talks with the philologist M. S. Altman, Vyacheslav Ivanov said, “It was He
the Savior who appeared the man to a man. Being the Son of the God, He was a mirror
to a man. Not to his part, not to a certain individual, but to a man as a whole” (Al'tman,
1995, 4). The motive “He’s me myself!” can be clearly distinguished in the melopoeia
«YenmoBek» (“Man”): «Iloto, uTo TaeT coH cHOBUALQ, / Bctpevaet cepatie [puiiena; /
Ymo 6.4yoHblil coiH 06pes Omya / 6 cebe, HesuHHOM, 1 fUBUTCSI» (“I see the dreamer’s
dream is fading, / The heart agrees to meet the stranger, / The prodigal son has found his
father / In himself innocent, and waiting”) (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 111, 236).

2 One should hereby note that understanding Mary the Virgin as a symbol of the church
could have influenced the Kabbalistic idea of Shekhinah as an image of “the Knesseth Isra-
el”, (a religious commune in Israel), which appeared approximately in the 12"-13% cen-
turies and became a significant addition to the traditional idea of Shekhinah as a Divine
Presence in the Holy of Holies of the Jerusalem Temple or — after its destruction — on
the Western Wall (the so-called “Wailing Wall”). Here is what Arthur Green says: “...Mary
who represent, embodies or symbolically is the ecclesia is also directly parallel to shekhi-
nah as representing or identified with kenesset ysrael. This identification of the embodied
community with the divine or quasi-divine female took place first in Christianity, where
it made considerably more sense, and that may well be the source of the parallel develop-
ment in Kabbalah” (Green, 2002, 29).
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of ikos 8 of the Acathist to the Holy Virgin (in fact, one of Her sym-
bolic “definitions”): “all-glorious temple of Him Who is above the
Seraphim”. The “throne” of the psalm (Shekhinah) is the same as
the “temple” of the acathist (the Virgin), and this connection is as if
unwantedly accentuated by the poet in the beginning of the poem
«BuyTtpenHee He60» (“The Inner Sky”): «3a cheporo ropsuieit Ce-
paduma /.../ EcTb cKuHHS...»".

1 “Behind the blazing cycles of the Seraphim /.../ There’s a Tabernacle..”. Compar-
ing the images of Virgin Mary and Shekhinah, one cannot help mentioning one more
(though not mostly important in this context) similarity between them — the ability to
comprise different states of the “feminine”. Here, for example, Ann Matter, when analyz-
ing the connection between the medieval symbols of Mary and the images of the Song
of the Songs, noted that “the understanding of the Virgin Mary as the exalted spouse
of the Song of Songs emphasizes her flexible nature in medieval Christian piety: she is
the bride of God, and the mother of God; she represents the Church and each individual
Christian” (Matter, 1990, 15). In the tractate “Sepher Ha-Bahir”, there is a mashal (a par-
able) describing Shekhinah in this versatile image: “This is like a king who was in the
innermost of many chambers. The number of such chambers was 32, and to each one
there was a path. Should the king bring everyone to his chamber through these paths?
You will agree that he should not. Should he reveal his jewels, his tapestries, his hidden
and concealed secrets? You will again agree that he should not. What then does he do?
He touches the Daughter, and includes all the paths in her and in her garments. One
who wants to go inside should <or it is enough to> gaze there. He married her to a king,
and also gave her to him as a gift. Because of his love for he, he sometimes calls her ‘my
sister’, since they are both from one place <or space, world>. Sometimes he calls her his
daughter, since she is actually his daughter. And sometimes he calls her ‘my mother’ ”
(see: Sepher Ha-Bahir, 2016). Therefore, Shekhinah is the feminine in all its possible
definitions: a sister, a daughter, a mother, a bride and a wife. One should note here that
Eternal feminine, according to V. Ivanov, can also refer to the God from different “posi-
tions” — atleast, as both a daughter and a wife. For example, the poem «Houb» (“Night”)
from the collection «Hexxnast Tatina» (“Tender Secret”) says about the World Soul: “the
Daughter of the God’s Abysses”, but further on, the Night itself, which is perhaps an
aspect of the World Soul, is called “the God’s Eternal Bride”. Finally, in the last but one
stanza, this feminine element is called “Mother” (a common name for the World Soul or
for the Earth, in V. Ivanov’s interpretation): «/ Bcex poxaeHu# soxecHa, / Mbl CliuM,
KaK IJI0J], 3a4aThlil B HeH, — / ¥ JIoHO MaTepu co AHa / TOPUT MUpbsaMu OorHemn!..»
(“A sleeping bed of all the births, / We're like a child conceived in her, — / And Mother’s
womb, ablaze in depths, / Is shining with a myriad fire!.”) (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 11],
13-14). Here, an interesting peculiarity was noticed by M. Weisskopf for religious and
erotic “feminine” poetry plots of the beginning of the XX century: “...The Virgin, replaced
by the heroine, getting pregnant by the Holy Spirit, married both the God-Father and
her own Son, i. e. became Christ’s wife, and bearing Jesus, bore as well His Father (= the
Celestial Father of the whole mankind, hence Her own Father)” (Vaiskopf, 2006, 28).
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Connotations with the image of Shekhinah add to the image of the
“Tabernacle” in Vyacheslav [vanov’s sonnet an additional aspect: in
a manner, they “objectify” it, prompting to see this pure “space” of
the Divine Presence in it. Here, Virgin Mary is Shekhinah of the an-
cient “Solim”, and of the even more ancient “first” tabernacle, i. e. of
that “tent”, the elevation of which, according to some Hebrew ex-
egetes, is understood as the true beginning of the world'. But both
of them meant the symbol of “feminine”, and were marked with the
blue glow, distinctive for this “feminine”. In other words, both Virgin
Mary and Shekhinah possess the features of Sophia, and, moreover,
appear to be Sophia, according to the above-mentioned principle of
symbolic assimilation.

The meaning of the image of the Mother of God, figuratively speak-
ing, from the cosmological point of view, in one of the poems of the
«Pumckuit fHeBHUK 1944 roga» (“Roman diary of 1944”) (the first
poem of the «Maii» (“May”) cycle) is represented as follows:

[Tomupusia He6o ¢ fosom
BiarojaTHas rjarojom:
Ecce Ancilla Domini? (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 111, 609)

But Sophia plays the same role: she is “where the Logos touches
the Matter», and that is why she is also «<npuMupenue» «Heba c go-
jgoM” (the “re-union” of “the sky and earth”). According to Andrzej
Dudek, Virgin Mary in V. Ivanov’s poetry is a “hypostasis of Sophia”,
and from this point of view she is “the mediator between heaven
and earth” (Dudek, 1993, 49). The word “hypostasis” in this case
might be not the most suitable, as it makes Sophia and Mary hi-
erarchically dependent: the former is primordial, while the latter,

1 “‘Genesis Rabba’ [...] says that from the first day of creation God was desirous of dwell-
ing, not above but within the universe. But He did not do so until the Tabernacle was
erected. Then the Shechinah rested within it, and God said, ‘Let it be written that this day
the world was created’ ” (Abelson, 1912, 118). It is interesting that in orthodox Maryology,
both this Tabernacle and the Holy of Holies of the Jerusalem Temple are symbols of the
Virgin Mary because they were supposed “to contain the uncontainable God”: “The Holy
of Holies was the idea of the Virgin who contained the God’s Word [...] In the inner sanctu-
ary of the Tabernacle, there was the Ark of the Covenant, a gold-covered wooden chest,
containing saint artifacts. This Ark is similar to the Virgin who contained the Testimonies
not of the Law, but of the Lawgiver” (see: “Skazaniia o zemnoi zhizni”, 1904, 27-29).

2 “She was blissful with her word / To unite the sky and earth: / Ecce Ancilla Domini”.
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being her personification, is her “derivative”. It seems more correct
to speak about their symbolic identity — this identity, for example,
Ivanov himself states between the Sophian symbolism and the im-
age of Virgin Mary in the article «O HoBanuce» (“About Novalis”).
The three images of Eternal feminine are intertwined by “shining
through” each other: through the “redding rose” of the World Soul,
there “shines” the deity of Sais (Isis, the virgin essence of nature),
and through her there “shines” Virgin Mary. The verb «npockso-
3uThb» (“to shine through”) meaning ‘to become apparent), ‘to reveal
itself” (with a shade of some spontaneity) is used by Ivanov in those
cases when there takes place the symbolic manifestation of one re-
ality through another. For example, in the poem «MaTtb» (“Mother”)
from the collection «CBeT Beuepuuii» (“Evening Light”), he, just as
in his reflections on Novalis’ poetry, used this verb to denote the
context of mutually “shining through” symbols of Death, the World
Soul and (implicitly but with certain hints) the Mother of God:

W fosbHAA Kak Obl HY 3aCTUJIA BLIb

OuaM oA paXJIeJIbIM CBALEHHYIO ObLIb,

Bo MHe He Haili/ieb HHOBEpLA:

3aHe HaM 060oumM upe3 muyro Cmepmeo

B 3emae npockeosusna HemeapHas Teepob

U matina eay6unnozo Cepdya' (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 111, 524)

One symbol, which is close to another one, is not its hypostasis,
but appears within it, as if originally being a part of it, or even the
same one, but conveyed from another, particularly changed point
of view. Every symbol of Ivanov’s poetry is like a crystalline prism,
which always looks at us by only one of its sides, the other sides
being reflected in it. This is how Sophia’s image is seen in the im-
age of Virgin Mary and vice versa, and in both of them there are
opened the other “sides” of the symbolic prism — the World’s Soul,
the Earth, the Memory (Mnemosyne) etc., up to those not ever men-
tioned. To the latter, undoubtedly, one can refer Shekhinah (even
though she appears in the implications or obvious similarities), as
she is not only a personification of the Eternal feminine, but also

1 “Whatever dust earthly obscuring be / For old eyes instead of the heavenly, me / You'll
never consider apart: / That’s how for us both through th’ amiable Death, / Through th’
Earth there came th’ uncreated Expanse / And depth of mysterious Heart".
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an image of Virgin Mary in her distinctive qualities (“a Tabernacle”,
where there is the God), and an image of Sophia (as a border be-
tween the sky and the earth, and as 155 na%5n 1257, a “bride who
comprises all” (see: Green, 2002, 30)*, according to a Sophiological-
like definition).

4

In Judaic religious and philosophic tradition, as I have already
mentioned, Shekhinah is a common symbol of the Divine Glory
(Hebrew »a11, kavod). For example, according to a 9-10™ centuries
philosopher Saadiah Gaon’s “The Book of Beliefs and Opinions”, the
Divine Glory (“what wise men call Shkhinah” (Zabolotnaia, 2016)?%)
is an invisible form for a “common” man, but for prophets and peo-
ple with a mystic eyesight it can open as a slightest light substance.
This “second air” lies between the material world and the celestial
reality, it is transparent and colorless as consisting of various col-
ors, which neutralize each other (see: Sirat, 2003, 61-62).

For Vyacheslav Ivanov, the “glory”, according to his own words,
is “something visible”, it is like “an aureola, a halo around his head,
alight”. He says that “he sees all things within the glory”, and it is for
this reason that the poets of the end of the 18" century were “false
classics”: “they did not understand the true glory, i. e. the ontologi-
cal essence of all things” (Al'tman, 1995, 52-53). Indeed, Ivanov is
probably the only Russian poet who managed to represent “the true
glory” as a visible phenomenon of the ideal world. One of the best
examples here is represented in his poem “Sogno Angelico” (“Segno
Angelico”) from the book «Kopmuue 3Be3ab1» (“Pilot Stars”). Here
is its first stanza:

CKpBLICA IeHb — U [10JIOCOH0
Jlasiv TOHKME 3/1aTUT.

Bbicu MJIEIOT GHPIO3010;
Ty4ka B 3apeBe JIETUT.

1 Cf. V. Solovyov’s definition: “Sophia is a unity, which does not oppose to the multiplic-
ity, which does not exclude it, but contains everything in itself’ (Solov’ev, 1999, 444).

2 According to Gershom Scholem, the Kabbalists’ idea of Shekhinah as a Divine Glory
“was borrowed from Saadiah, whose theory of the Divine Glory should have been an

explanation of the Bible anthropomorphisms and of the prophets’ visionary revelations
of the God” (Sholem, 2004, 153).
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[TomHeGec 3aMKHYB B OIpaBy,
CBeTJ cMaparg, U pAeeT JaJ:
Beuep naamenHywo caagy
Onosavua u pazocmaad...!

In this poem, the airy pictures are seen quite clearly and, so to
say, usually: there is but a light of the setting sun and its colors
and shades — «3natsamueca» ganu (“slightest ethers”), «6uprosza»
(“turquoise”), precious stones to be compared with the color of the
sky; and, finally, the colloquial (according to N. Kotrelev) «Tyuka»
(“light cloud”). However, after the poet’s look has been focused on
the sunshine, there comes to be opened a completely new land-
scape — still directly visible, though transcendent to our “earthly”
experience:

U npes 0KOM YMUJIEHHBIM
O>XUBJISIETCS 3aKaT,

U no Tyyam oTAaIeHHBIM —
JlernoHOM OKpBIJIEHHBIM —

JIMKY Cc najibMaMH CTOST.

BJieck BeHI110B, U 6J1eCK BUCCOHHBIMN...
Ho XpucTtoBoii 1y4 Kpachl

WM noBsieeT — oTpakeHHbIN

B 3s1aTe mosibHEN MOJIOCHI.

TaM, B 6J1M3U HELOCTHIKHUMOH, —
YueHuk XpucTa J10OHUMbII:

Kak ropsr ero Bsacsi!..? (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 1, 535)

The “glory” in the general picture of this poem appears to be
a board line between the real and the transcendental. Both of these
sides are perceived at one and the same glance: it is “double”, as
peering into some object immanently makes it transfer from one
ontological areal to another (cf. the poem “Gli spiriti del viso™:
«ayxu ria3» (“the spirits of the eyes”) «...rnsaa4T: MoJluaHbe — UX

! “Day is over — and the skies / Slightest ethers gild. / A light cloud glows and flies / In the
turquoise field. / Emerald locked in a rim, / Fainting rubies red, / Blazing evening glories
seem / Armed and outspread..”

2 “And for th’ eye alleviated / Sunset is in charm, / Over clouds alienated — / In a legion
elated — / Saints stand in a palm. / Halos shining, byssines shining, / But Christ’s perfect
beam / Dominates in golden lining / Of the farthest brim.

In the closest distance lightened, / Christ’s beloved Archangel brightened / There’s in a

17

blazing rim!..”.
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3aBeT, / HO B IUIy6sX Aajied Tpe3sT Jasib npocTpaHHel»! (Ivanoy,
1971-1974, T. 1, 785). The picture, however, remains integral, and,
what is important, immediate, and the “glory” as a light emission of
the “ontological essence of things” is the necessary “environment”
for it to realize its duality.

Commenting on “Songo Angelico”, N. V. Kotrelev notes that “Iva-
nov’s word glory preserves its objective certainty, sometimes even
thingness, as in the Holy Writ... The most important thing is that
the God always opens Himself to a man in His Glory, either in a Ma-
jor Prophet or in an Apostle, and the shining of the Glory can even
blind, as it happened to Paul the Apostle” (Kotrelev, 2002, 16-17).

If referring to what the Old Testament says on the Glory of the
God, one can remember the words from the book of the Ezekiel:
“And behold the glory of the God of Israel came from the east, and
his voice was like a noise of many waters: and the earth shined with
his glory” (Ezek. 43:2). Even in those days when the Talmud was
compiled, this “glory” was identified with Shekhinah. For example,
the tractate “Pirkei Avot” (as well as “Avot de-Rabbi Nathan” quoted
above) says: “The words lightened by his glory indicate Shekhinah'’s
face”. In the same way there was interpreted the verse “A glorious
high throne from the beginning is the place of our sanctuary” (Jer.
17:12). According to Abelson, in some rabbinic interpretations of
the Book of the Exodus Shekhinah, as another name for the Divine
Glory, is depicted in the form of a glowing cloud, and the Glory itself
is called “a cloud of Shechinah” (Abelson, 1912, 381). In these texts,
Shekhinah is the light which comes from the God and reveals his
presence. Later, in Saadiah Gaon’s interpretation, she is the same,
generally observable light, but only represented as midair (“the
second air”), which is located between the worlds of the Creator
and creation.

As well as the “glory” in Vyacheslav [vanov’s poetry, this “air” not
only blinds, but also gives an opportunity to see the things which
are invisible for a “secular” eye. Like this “fame”, it has a solar,
“blazing” nature; being transcendental (and even estranged), it is
a property of all things as their “ontological essence” (“the second
air” within the first one and everything that is in it). One of Ivanov’s

1 “look: the silence is their legacy, / But in the depths of dale they dream a dale more distant”.
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diary notes (14" April 1910) seems to be accordant to this under-
standing of Shekhinah: «IIpu kax/JaoM B3/sifile HA OKpYy»Kalollee,
IpHY KaXKJ0M IPUKOCHOBEHU U K BelllaM JI0JPKHO CO3HABATbh, YTO ThI
ob611aelbcs ¢ boroM, yto bor npeactouT Tebe U Cebs1 Tebe OTKPHI-
BaeT, oKkpy:kasi Tebst Co6010; Thl 1ML e3pHULlb Ero TallHy ¥ UMTaellb
Ero mbiciu»! (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 11, 806).

To continue this parallel, one can note that Vyacheslav Ivanov’s
Sophian world, being opened to a «pure eye», has the same Shekhi-
nah’s visual npo3pauHocTs (transparency):

Kako# nmpo3paunbiii 6s1eck! [leqasb ¥ THIIWHA...

Kak 6yT0 Haz 3eMyiel He3puUMasd KeHa,

Bechbl xpycTaJibHble CKJIOHSS C TOAHEGECHS],

JlesieeT XpynKoe MIrHOBEHbE PAaBHOBECHS];

Ho kaxAp1i )KkeIThIN JIUCT, CeTaUui ¢ peBec,

Ha vamry 3os10Ta csiarasi ierkui Bec,

['po3UT nepeKayHyTh K MOTHJIe XJIaJHON CBeTa

Jlapbl npolaibHble coJHeHHOro JieTa? (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 111, 515)

“Transparency” is a symbolic attribute of the «<He3pruMo xeHbI»
(“invisible wife”) (apparently, Sophia or the World Soul), but if we
remember that every “symbol” to some extent stands for the idea it
symbolizes, then the “transparency” and the “invisible wife” appear
to be one and the same thing. In other words, both are unchange-
able manifestations of the Sophiological feminine, and wherever
there is the latter, there is always the former.

In V. Ivanov’s system of poetic symbols, “transparency” is a state of
the world, which is experienced when the hidden becomes available,
the transcendent turns into apparent, and the invisible into visible:

[Ipo3payHOCTh! YIBIGUHMBOM CKa3KOH
Copesiali BUZ€HUS XKU3HH,
Ck803HbLIM — nokpuisaso Matiu!

fABY HaM GJieiHbIE pau

! “Whenever you look around, whenever you touch anything, you should understand
that you communicate with the God, that He stands before you and opens Himself to
you, surrounding you by Himself; you contemplate His mystery and read His thoughts”.

2 “What a translucent glittering! Such sole and quite, / As if above the earth there was an
unseen wife, / The crystal scale inclining down from the heavens, / Saves a frail snatch
of th’ equilibrium essence... / But every yellow leaf, which trees don’t hold, / Its lightest
body putting on the scale of gold, / Hangs over farewell presents of the passing summer
/ And makes them go the th’ algid grave of mighty color”.

146 ARS



3a JINCTBOIO KYII| OCEHHHUX;
3a paayroi jerkoi — o6etsl...! (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 1, 738)

On the other hand, the same “transparency” can be a dynamic
force, a non-substantial energy that has obvious signs of the on-
tological (“subjective”) independence and undoubtedly connected
with the transcendent source of existence — the Divine Light:

Korpa, cepana npoH3us, [[po3padyHocTh

W CIoOJIHUT COIHIEM TEMHBIX HaC,

MbI B036J1€CTUM, KaK YIJisi MPauHOCTb,
[Ipeo6pakennas B anmaz? (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. I, 754)

Finally, there is a possible understanding of “transparency” as a
substantial principle, equal and even identical to the world itself, in
this case “world” being not a given reality of things and phenomena,
but a revelation of the perfect (Sophian) prototype of being:

[lycTbIX 3epKas CTOOMYTHasi MPa4yHOCThb

B cTa 6/1MKax NbeT JHA NepBbli POOKUHN OJIHK,

B cTa oTKJIMKaX pacCBETHBIA MHOMXHT KJIHK.
[nsapurces Bor B cBo#t MUp, U MUP — NMPO3payHOCTh?
(Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 1, 784)

In the aspect of comparing this multi-faced “transparency” with
the image of Shekhinah, it should be above all noted that she ap-
pears to be a kind of glory: being “sunny” («...MCIIOJIHUT COJIHLEM,
TeMHbIX, Hac» (“In dark we shall be filled with sun”)), she is behind
«[TokpbiBasio Maiiu» (“Maia’s veil”), the deceptive world of phe-
nomena, but therewith she is present in everything and generally
implies the constant presence of Sophia, of the Divine Light, and
through them — of the God himself*. She is also open both to the

! “Translucency! make up a smiling / Tale out of our nightmares, / As Maia her sheer
veil rises! / Display us the pale paradises / Behind the autumnal leafage; / Behind the
rainbow — a promise..".

2 “When our hearts’re stabbed with Translucent, / In dark we shall be filled with sun, /
We shall shine like the dark inclusion / Of carbon transformed in diamond”.

3 “A hundred empty mirrors pools are loosened, / In hundred flecks they drink the first
day’s fleck, / In hundred specks of sound there’s sunrise speck. / The God looks in his
world, and it’s translucent”.

* According to A. Hansen-Lgve, V. Ivanov’s “solar myth” is based on the varying system of
symbols of the Creator and his hypostases: “It <this myth> comprises <the images> from
the sun (creating the world like the God-Father) and Apollonian and Dionysian sunrise
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“earthly” and to the “heavenly” sight («I'nssguTcsa bor B cBo#t Mup...»
(“The God looks in his world...")). Therefore, for anyone who sees
her “from here” she herself might seem to some extent seeing —
in other words, she does not only allow the God’s view to “pass”
through herself, but she also (perhaps by virtue of her distinct “sub-
jectness”) possesses her personal capability to see — to be a “be-
holding sphere”, as stated in the poem «Cdunkc» (“Sphinx”) (from
the book «KopMmuue 3Be3ab1» (“Pilot Stars”)):

W HOBBIM CBET HaXJIbIHYBIIENW BOJHOIO
Moii fyx Bo33BaJ, U 3pawas cpeda
CsaenumesbHOll paszeepsacs eay6uHo0!
(Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 1, 648)

There is one more poem translated by Ivanov in 1915 which
shows that this motive is implicit for the mythopoetics of the Di-
vine Presence?. It is «3aBogb» (“The Creek”) by Hayyim Nahman Bi-
alik (1905) about a small watery place (“creek”) in the forest which
symbolizes the ideal world of Shekhinah. After having been close to
the character, she left him long time ago. The “creek” is depicted as
an ideal place: it is dreaming quietly,

Ho 4To B 3aBeTHO# riy61He
OnHa TauT — He pa3ragarth...

and sunset of Phoebe up to the orthodox Sun-Christ and up to solificatio of the artist, who,
as a ‘fire bearer’ fulfills his Promethean work” (Khanzen-Leve, 2003, 169). From this point
of view, sunshine in the sphere of “translucency” can be really understood as a visible
realization of the Divine Creative Powers or, in another aspect, of the Divine Presence.

! “And newest light with newly rushing wave / Called for my spirit, and the beholding
sphere [ Was split apart with blinding, dazzling depth”. Cf. in the poem «Har Bo3Bpaiyce»
(“I'll come backnaked”) (the collection «CeT BeuepHuii» (“Evening Light”)): «O nyiaBaHbe,
no/j06Hoe MOKO10, / 1 Kpyro3op 13 riy6u cdepsl nosioit — / TBoe sin, BeuHoCTh, B3aMOpbe
TO U Bcniosibe? / [Iped ouecamu muxumu kakor / 00exicdoro npukpor cmuid Mol 2041611 7..»
(“O sailing, which is calm and nothing more, / But scope of depth of the hollow sphere, /
"Tis thy, Eternity, this seashore and fieldshore? / Before the quiet eyes where [ will go for /
The clothes to cover shameful parts of mine?.”) (Ivanov, 1971-1974, T. 111, 563).

2 On the history of this translation see: Timenchik & Kopel’'man, 1996.

3 QOriginally avon, breikha, the Hebrew word for “pool”. V. Ivanov translates this word
as «3aBogb» (“Creek”), probably to underline its feminine character («3aBoab» falls to
feminine gender in Russian).

* “But what secret it keeps within, / We cannot find by any means...” The poems of
Hayyim Nahman Bialik in Russian translations are available at: Bialik, 2016.

148 ARS



There is a «necHass xpamuHa» (“forest temple”) around the
creek, and in the very thicket there is

...[IOTPy>KeHHas B [peMy,

Ha yoxxe 30710TOM, — I0HEH
BeceHHUX po3 ¥ po3 HeXHeH —
JIeXXUT 1lapeBHa MPEXHUX JHEeH .

The «uapeBna» (“princess”) is also sleeping, and she will not
wake up until her fiancé, «kenux» (a prince) comes to her. “The
creek” itself, while dreaming, tries to understand,

...k yemy
B neckax cyxux, B Jiecax IJIyXuX
HaiiT HeBeCTy MHUT JKEHUX??

The word “princess” (originally, in Bialik’s poem, an n>an — Hebr.
“a tsar’s daughter”) is commonly used instead of “Shekhinah”. She
and “the creek” seem to symbolize one and the same substance: the
princess, as if in the “dream” of “the creek”, is waiting for “the fiancé”
and cannot understand why he is not coming, and “the creek”, in its
turn, appears to be an original implementation of the princess’ dream
lasting ever since. “The fiancé” does not come at all, but everything is
filled with tense, though obscure, waiting for him.

In this text, there is practically the only mentioning of the
name “Shekhinah” in Ivanov’s texts:

O Mup GJyIaKeHHBIH, TalHBIN CBET
Mowux HeBO3BPaTUMBIX JIET,
Korpa Haz oTpoka yesiom
lllexvHa gporHysa Kpbliom!?

This name seems to be a meaningful focus for all the details,
intentions, and the tonality of the poem to become definite. As
soon as it appears, the «yiecHoi mwatep» (“forest tent”) becomes a
“temple” (Vyacheslav Ivanov uses here the word «ckunus» (“tab-
ernacle”), which is not used in the original), and “the creek” turns

1 ¢ ..submerged in dreams, / On beds of gold, in youthful age, / More tender than the
spring bouquets — / There lies a princess since th’ old days...".

2 “_.what for / In sands, in forests the fiancé / Imagines finding his fiancée?”

3 “0 blissful world, o secret light / Of my irrevocable life, / When over th’ adolescent’s
fling / Shekhinah waved her blissful wing!”
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into «sazopeBbiil r1a3» (“an azure eye”), reminding of Ivanov’s
transparency and of the God’s Light:

[lepeno MHOUM — He 3aBO/b BO/,
A rnas sa3opeBblid... OTKPBIT,
OH B He60 HEOOM HeJp IIAJHUT,
HenspedeHHBIX OJIOH AyM,
Kak sieca HenmpoOyiHbIH HIyM...!

Translated from Russian by Vladislav Bortnikov
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