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PREFACE

Louis Lozowick’s memoirs, which he worked on from ap-
proximately 1945 to his death in 1973, are titled Survivor from
a Dead Age. In the eleven chapters of this manuscript, Lozo-
wick recounts his life as a child in Ukraine, his Jewish up-
bringing, the pogroms he witnessed as a boy, the Revolution
of 1905, and his early training at the Kiev Art School, as well
as his years in Paris and Berlin and his first trip to Moscow
during the early 1920s.

These memoirs were written during the last years of the
author’s life and have a fluid, informal style. In editing this
manuscript, [ have maintained the tone and, as much as pos-
sible, the organization of the original, including occassional
repetitions of thought. At times Lozowick departs from a
strict chronological ordering to comment and make associa-
tions as they occur to him; these breaks of thought are indi-
cated by the author’s parentheses and the editor’s typographi-
cal ornaments. Brackets have been reserved for editorial
additions, changes, and notes, as well as for references to the
illustrative material, which has been added to the manuscript.
In places paragraphing has been revised for greater coherence
and fluidity of thought. Misspellings and errors of punctua-
tion and grammar have been corrected and complete names
of individuals have been provided whenever possible. The
transliteration of Russian and Ukrainian has been amended to
conform to a modified Library of Congress system except
where English-language usage dictates otherwise; for exam-
ple, Fyodor Dostoevsky, Leo Tolstoy, Petr Tchaikovsky, Wass-
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ily Kandinsky, Vladimir Mayakovsky, and Vsevolod Meyer-
hold. The transliteration of Yiddish is based on the guidelines
of the YIVO Institute for Jewish Research, except in the cases
in which spellings have been adopted in English usage, as indi-
cated by The New Shorter Oxford English Dictionary (1994),
Random House Unabridged Dictionary (second edition, 1993),
and Webster’s New Universal Unabridged Dictionary (second edi-
tion, 1983); and transliterations of Hebrew often reflect Yid-
dish and Ashkenazic pronunciations or the pronunciations
used by the author. The King James Bible is used for biblical
references.

Lozowick’s memoirs fall into two segments: his youth and
life in Russia, ending with his arrival in America in 1906; and
his years abroad during the early 1920s. The intervening years
(1906—1920) and the years after his return from Europe in
1924 are not directly discussed in this manuscript. Because
these periods are crucial in Lozowick’s maturation as an artist,
I have added Part Two, “The Years from 1906—1620,’ and
Part Four, “The Years from 1924—-1945." These sections draw
on interviews with Lozowick conducted by Barbara Kauf-
man, William C. Lipke, Gerald M. Monroe, and Seton Hall
University students, along with Lozowick’s other writings
and archival papers. Intended to bridge the two segments of
the Survivor of a Dead Age, these parts include accounts of
Lozowick’s associations and activities as well as his artistic
evolution during these periods. Specific events are enumer-
ated in the chronology of this book, which is expanded from
the chronology by Janet A. Flint in The Prints of Louis Lozow-
ick: A Catalogue Raisonné (1982).

I would like to acknowledge the many individuals who
have contributed their time, effort, and expertise. 1 thank
Regina Sara Ryan for her early interest in this project; Lois
Woodyatt of the National Academy of Design and Zachary
Backer of YIVO Institute of Jewish Research for their re-
search assistance; Mary Beth Commisso of Academic Com-
puting at Marist College for her technical assistance; and
Wendy Fell, Margaret Lyko, Michelle Paquette, Carolyn Sut-
ton, Garnet Toritto, and Jennifer Zanetti for their clerical as-
sistance. I am grateful to Monia Bageritz, John E. Bowlt,



Katrine Hecker, Claire Keith, Rabbi Samuel Klein, Stephen
Lewis, Benjamin J. Salzano, and Milton Teichman for check-
ing the transliterations and translations of foreign texts. Spe-
cial acknowledgment is due to Benjamin J. Salzano, Rabbi
Samuel Klein, Gail Harrison Roman, and Alison Hilton,
who graciously answered my numerous queries about Russ-
ian and Jewish history and culture with endless patience.

The editorial, production, and marketing staff members of
the Smithsonian Institution Press deserve special recognition
for their expertise and professionalism. I especially thank Amy
Pastan, Debbie K. Hardin, Jack Kirshbaum, Kathleen Sims,
and Annette Windhorn.

I am delighted that Milton W. Brown and John E. Bowlt,
both friends of Louis and Adele Lozowick, agreed to write
introductory sections. Brown gives a very personal recollec-
tion of his family’s Russian roots and his warm friendship
with Lozowick in the Foreword, and Bowlt provides the his-
torical and cultural context relevant to Lozowick’s memoirs
in the Prologuc.

Foremost, 1 thank Adele Lozowick, the author’s widow,
who initiated this project and whose assistance, encourage-
ment, and enthusiasm have been invaluable in bringing it to

completion.

Virginia Hagelstein Marquardt






FOREWORD

The publication of Louis Lozowick’s Memoirs opens an unex-
pected and welcome new window to the past. Its value to the
history of art in our century is obvious, but reading it is also
an adventure into another era, another culture, even another
world vanished forever.

I am especially pleased, but not really surprised, to be
writing this introduction to Louis’ memoirs. I seem to have
outlived all other logical candidates and my credentials are ac-
ceptable: I knew him personally for many years, was even his
student for a while, admired his art, and wrote about it early
on. Also important, I have known his wife, Adele, for many
years, and she graciously asked me to write the introduction.
In truth, I would have felt deeply disappointed if she had not,
for I have always felt closely attached to Louis.

Louis came to this country as a teenager at about the same
time as my parents did. In 1911, when they were all living in
Newark, they were introduced by a mutual friend. I do not
know what the circumstances were, but one day while Louis
was visiting my parents he took a photograph of my mother
seated behind a kitchen table, according to her account, the
day before I was born. Our relationship 1s thus, if not preor-
dained, prenatal. Years passed, my family moved to Brooklyn,
and, as far as I know, they did not have any close contact with
Lozowick, but when I continued to show some inclination
and talent for art, they arranged for me to study privately
with him.

He was then living in Manhattan on Eighth Avenue just
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north of 14th Street, and I came by subway to see him every
other Saturday. He criticized whatever work I had done in
the interim, which, considering all my curricular and ex-
tracurricular activity, was not very extensive. He then set up
a still-life for me to paint and after an hour or so he criticized
and we discussed what I had done. While I was at work he
worked on his lithography, using a zinc plate, as I remember,
rather than a stone. He also often worked on retouching
blemishes on the prints themselves. I was always amazed at his
technical facility, and he explained that he had achieved his
very meticulous technique by working as a photo retoucher
as a youth. Now having read his memoirs, I would guess that
it went as far back as his training in the rigid academic rou-
tine of the art school in Kiev. We talked about many things,
mostly about art. He lent me books to read, and I was intro-
duced to art history and especially modern art by him. Art
history eventually became my vocation, and there is no ques-
tion that he had a profound influence on my artistic and in-
tellectual development.

I was really quite naive, knew little about art or artists, and
did not realize that Louis had some standing in the art world
at the time, though he had taken me to Weyhe’s book store
and art gallery and [ knew that they handled his prints. My
recollection 1s that I studied with Louis in 1928-1929 be-
cause | remember some of the prints he was retouching, es-
pecially the Checkered Table Cloth, which is still one of my
favorites. It was only in later years, after I had left him to go
on to college, to the National Academy of Design, and then
to the study of art history, that I realized Louis’ status in the
contemporary art world and the role he had played in the
evolution of the machine image and the Precisionist move-
ment in American art. | remained a friend and a great ad-
mirer of Louis over the years, though I saw less of him after
the Lozowicks moved to New Jersey.

When I read Louis’ memoirs for the first time, [ was over-
come by an extraordinary sense of predestination. It is not at
all strange that my parents’ memories of the “old country”
and Louis’ should have been similar, since they came from the
same generation, background, and even region (Ukraine).
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But those memories, transmitted to me in my youth, mostly
by my mother, were deeply embedded in my psyche and per-
sonalized by a trip I took to Russia in 1934 to see my mater-
nal grandmother and family and the dorf [village] in which
my mother had grown up. It was an experience that left an
indelible impression on me. In a sense the accumulated mem-
ories of my mother’s dorf and my father’s shtetl [ Jewish town
or village] had somehow become my own and when I began
to read Lozowick’s account, it was if [ was reliving an experi-
ence [ had already had, except for minor details. His account
struck me as so uncannily evocative that it seemed like déja
vu. His memories of the shtetl and the heder are like my fa-
ther’s, of the dorf, like my mother’s. Her family also was the
only Jewish family in a peasant village, and curiously enough,
her uncle—like his father—also ran a mill.

Louis’ account is a rare treasure; another personal record
of the great migration of Jewish refugees to this country fol-
lowing the Russo—Japanese War and the subsequent period of
reaction and pogroms. It is told with remarkably detailed re-
call, evoking a vanished time and culture with texture and
resonance. The meagerness and poverty of existence, the
narrowness of vision, the harrowing threat of violence are
palatable, as are the humanity, idealism, and dogged effort at
survival. Louis’ vision is broad, humane, historically knowl-
edgeable, and politically aware so that the memoir is not only
interesting but informative. In its spare, factual, almost disen-
gaged telling, 1t echoes those haunting photographs of our
ancestral past in so many dusty and forgotten albums, the
shadow images that record that epic migration that included
a whole generation of artists who achieved renown in other
lands—Marc Chagall and Chaim Soutine in France; Jacob
Epstein in England; and an especially large contingent in the
United States—Max Weber, Abraham Walkowitz, Samuel Hal-
pert, Isaac, Moses, and Raphael Soyer, William Gropper, Chaim
Gross, Peter Blume, and Ben Shahn, to name only a few.

After so detailed an account of the early years, it is a dis-
appointment to find that Louis left only the barest skeletal
record of his Americanization—joining his brother in
Newark, attending high school, continuing his art studies in
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New York at the National Academy of Design, graduating
from Ohio State University, and serving in the army during
World War I. Whether he ever meant to expand that account
or not, we shall never know. Perhaps, in retrospect, he did not
consider that phase of his life to be as important as the early
years, which he seems to have felt were his roots, or his years
abroad, the section that follows, which he obviously consid-
ered his formative years as an artist. Louis was clear about his
position and importance in American art. He had, of course,
seen a great deal and written widely and knowledgeably
about art. Critical opinion did not affect him, though he
must have wondered at its vagaries during his lifetime. I don't
think he would have been surprised at his belated recognition.
Although extremely modest, he knew his own value and un-
derstood the historic role he had played in American art.

Because Louis never carried his memoirs beyond the
1920s (though he obviously continued to work on them dur-
ing the years), one is forced to the conclusion that in his own
mind those were the crucial years of his career. He never lost
faith in his talent or his vision and continued to work with
undiminished vigor to the end of his life, but he seems to
have recognized that the experiences of those first years
abroad helped form his artistic vision and style and that was
what he wanted to record.

The story he tells is fascinating and unique as an art his-
torical document. Beginning with Max Weber in 1904, there
were many American artists of his generation who first en-
countered avant-garde art in Europe. By the time Louis ar-
rived, the new art was no longer a novelty. But Louis had the
particular advantage of being linguistically equipped, in Eng-
lish, Russian, Ukrainian, French, German, and Yiddish, to
deal with a broad spectrum of artists. He also had not come
to Europe to study at any particular school and took the op-
portunity to spend time on his own schedule in Paris, Berlin,
and Moscow, where he encountered all the current “isms”
and their practitioners. In addition, he came in the guise of a
writer on art with portfolios from Broom, one of the leading
avant-garde small magazines in the United States, and the
Jewish Union Bulletin. Artists, even then, apparently were sus-
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ceptible to the siren song of publicity. As a result, Louis got to
meet a great number of people in the cultural world in three
of the major centers of Europe; the list is overwhelming, to
name only a few: Pablo Picasso, Marc Chagall, Fernand
Léger, Constantin Brancusi, and Filippo Marinetti in Paris;
Laszlé6 Moholy-Nagy, Theo van Doesberg, and Pavel Tche-
litchev in Berlin; and Kazimir Malevich, Aleksandr Rod-
chencko, El Lissitsky, Vladimir Tatlin, Liubov’ Popova, Alek-
sandra Exter, and Vladimir Mayakovsky in Moscow.

In Berlin, Louis began to work, to develop a theme and a
style. He exhibited and received immediate recognition. It
was a time in which he had an opportunity to learn about
Constructivism from the Russians themselves—Lissitsky,
Natan Al'tman, Tatlin, Naum Gabo, and David Shterenberg,
all of whom were then in Berlin. His own predilection was
for the industrial confluence in Germany at the moment of
the Bauhaus, De Stijl, and Constructivism. He could see his
own art as part of a larger twentieth-century international
cultural wave. Invited to Moscow by some of the Russian
artists, he returned home, in a sense, though now an Ameri-
can citizen, to see the revolution and the art that came with
it, and to talk to the artists who were responsible. He found,
ironically, that Russians, just as all the other Europeans he had
met, were interested in him as an American, an exemplar of
what they thought of as the most modern and progressive na-
tion in the world, at least in an industrial and technological
sense.

Thus, it was Louis who became the earliest connection
between the international “Constructivist” or machine aes-
thetic and the nascent American Precisionist movement al-
ready under way in the work of Charles Demuth, Morton
Schamberg, Charles Sheeler, and Joseph Stella. In his book,
Modern Russian Art, published by the Société Anonyme in
1925, Louis introduced the Russian avant-garde and Con-
structivism to the American scene. In 1927, he played a ma-
jor role in organizing the Machine-Age Exposition in New
York, the first of its kind in this country. This exhibition and
the lithography to which he subsequently dedicated himself
all were an integral part of the Precisionist movement.
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[t seems to me that Louis, in the careful, thoughtful way
that was his nature, wanted the memoir to serve as a clarifica-
tion of his life as an artist. He supplies us first with the mem-
ories of his childhood, which no one else would know, and
then with what he considers the most crucial elements in his
formation as an artist. What came later, half of his life, full of
world shattering events of which he was part, full of achieve-
ment and recognition, were all in the public domain, accessi-
ble to historical review. He left us with these fascinating frag-
ments of personal reminiscences, it seems, to make the
picture complete and to adjust the perspective.

Milton W. Brown
Professor Emeritus
City University of New York Graduate School



PROLOGUE

L |
Pathos Created by Distance:

The Memoirs of Louis Lozowick

Louis Lozowick’s Survivor from a Dead Age is a chronicle of
episodes and events, both great and small. As an evocation of
Jewish life in the Ukrainian Pale of Settlement in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the memoirs are
both poignant and instructive. They remind us of the con-
stant threat of Tsarist imposition under which the Jewish
populace was forced to live, including enforced conscription
and rampant pogroms, and it reminds us of the persistence of
Jewish ritual and ceremony and the unfailing respect for the
life of the mind in a community where “art was the most
pervasive activity.”’! But the memoirs are also the story of a
liberal bohemian, unbound by religious or familial prejudice
and open to the most varied aesthetic currents in New York,
Paris, Berlin, and Moscow. Lozowick’s first manifesto, “Ten-
tative Attitudes” (1917), avoids any reference to the ethnic
traditions that nurtured and molded him. Moreover, Lozo-
wick’s description of Paris and Berlin with their Dada poetry
and Zenitist declarations, their cafés and cabarets, and their
ever changing carousel of writers and artists (from Filippo
Tommaso Marinetti to Iwan Goll, from Theo van Doesburg
to Laszlé6 Moholy-Nagy, from Valentin Parnakh to Ivan Puni)
tells us of a thoroughly secular, if not atheist, culture that had
replaced the alchemy of religion with the chemistry of ideol-
ogy. Lozowick’s experience of the new Russia and his en-
counters with the heroes of the Russian avant-garde also
bring a historic moment into relief, even though, curiously
enough, Lozowick the professional artist chose to identify

xix
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himself not as a Russian, but as an American, “for reasons of
outlook.’?

Lozowick’s memoirs are much more than a travelogue or
sentimental reconstruction of the past. They also constitute a
linguistic experiment, a political manifesto, and an oracle of
parable, functions that perhaps are even more important than
the documentary value. This is apparent from one of the re-
marks that Lozowick made about time and place in the con-
text of his birthplace, Ludvinovka, a shtetl south of Kiev:

For many years of my adult life, I resided in one of the largest,
perhaps the largest, city in the world; my childhood was spent
in one of the smallest villages in the world. And yet, the minia-
ture Ludvinovka did not leave me entirely unprepared for the
giant New York. I am astonished to see, in retrospect, the many
points which both places had in common in customs, beliefs,
prejudices, and institutions—just a difference in scale and
complexity.?

Lozowick’s comment on the constancy of human society,
whether in the remote fastness of Ukraine or the teeming
metropolis of New York (or Paris, Berlin, or Moscow) illus-
trates a distinguishing feature of his memoirs. Lozowick was
an acute observer of social and political ritual, an artist who
adapted almost effortlessly, it would seem, to the deportments
and ceremonies of the most diverse nations—Jewish, Ukrain-
ian, Russian, American, French, German, and even Japanese,
and Lozowick captured their physical and psychological traits
not only in his paintings and prints but also in his conversa-
tions, written critiques, and reminiscences. In spite of the
“pathos created by distance,’* Lozowick’s memoirs are at
once past and present, for their sections are interconnected by
an uncanny cohesion of theme-—an “interactivity”—as if
chronological sequence and local space were secondary to
some higher, transcendental logic.

Lozowick’s narrative proceeds by a curious series of pre-
dictions and fulfillments, of foreshadowing and projection:
surely, in sketching the steel mills and bridges of New York
and Chicago, Lozowick must have been remembering the
trestle structure and moving parts of his father’s mill in Lud-
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vinovka; perhaps his sophisticated window display for the
Lord and Taylor centennial celebration in 1926 was a direct
extension of the primitive signboards of bakers and butchers
that he passed by as a child; perhaps the piglets in Aleksei
Kruchenykh’s avant-garde booklet Porosiata (Piglets) that so
appealed to Lozowick were a nostalgic reminiscence of the
stray pigs of Ludvinovka “wandering in from the surrounding
peasant households”;> and perhaps the sober reductions of his
geometric lithographs in the 1920s were paraphrases of the
anatomical analyses and dissections that he undertook at the
Kiev Art Institute. Witness to Lozowick’s power of observa-
tion is the fact that his interpretation of the church (and syn-
agogue) service as an artistic synthesis anticipated the parallel
and radical conclusion that the philosopher Pavel Florenskii
promulgated in his essay, “The Church Rite as a Synthesis of
Art” in 1922;% and perhaps it is from this profound synthetic
impression that Lozowick developed his interest in the Ge-
samtkunstwerk (total work of art), especially in stage and book
design.

There are many such intratextual components in Lozo-
wick’s memoirs, but perhaps the common denominator
here—to which Lozowick returns again and again—is not a
visual or sociopolitical dimension, but a verbal one. The mem-
oirs emphasize just how important language was to Lozowick,
a fact expressed not only in the clarity and fluency of his style
of writing, but also in his fascination with linguistic exercise.
Lozowick’s initial remark on glossolalia and the speaking in
tongues that, as a young boy, he identified with the mutual
incomprehensibility of Yiddish, Russian, and Ukrainian,” was
not a casual response, but demonstrated an abiding interest in
what Malevich called the “energy of language.”® Indeed, those
of us who had the good fortune to talk with Lozowick in
person remember the magic serenity of his conversation and
the special weight that he lent his every word, as if reflecting
on the true meaning of “In the beginning was the word.”

Lozowick’s discussion of the language of the Russian
Cubo-Futurists and the French Dadaists is especially illumi-
nating, for it empbhasizes their indebtedness to the utterances
of children, savages, and other outsiders. No doubt Aleksei
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Kruchenykh, the inventor of zaum (transrational language)
and coauthor of the topsy-turvy poem Mirskontsa [ World-
backwards] in 1912, would have been delighted to learn that
the schoolboy Lozowick could recite the Russian alphabet
“backward and forward in one breath.”® Kruchenykh also
might have agreed that the irrational incorporation of the
word “vakhalaklakes™10 into a Jewish jingle was an immediate
precursor to his own vowel poem called “Heights (Universal
Language)”—in other words, the famous “e u yu.” Lozowick
himself was quite aware of these proto—Cubo-Futurist ges-
tures, implying that the poetical experiments of Rudolf
Bliimner, Raoul Hausmann, and II'1a Zdanevich in the 1920s
(and his own “Néantisme”) were only developments of these
primitive, if unintended, examples of avant-garde culture. As
writer and artist, therefore, Lozowick felt a close kinship to
Malevich, the poet and painter, dwelling on the latter’s essay,
“On Poetry” of 1919, in which we learn that the highest po-
etry is one “in which pure rhythm and tempo remain as
movement and time; here rhythm and tempo rely on letters
like signs containing this or that sound.”!!

Malevich examined and applied verbal language as a code
or collection of “sensible” and “nonsensical” phonemes—as
a pictographic and written method and as an instrument for
articulating real and abstract concepts. On this level, then,
Malevich used language as a medium of promotion and per-
suasion (if not of elucidation) and, like a priest or ideologue,
resorted to metaphors instead of “hard truths.” Moreover,
Malevich intermingled Ukrainian, Russian, and Polish (a fu-
sion that must have appealed to Lozowick) and often in an el-
liptical or incomplete fashion, so that the result resembled
zaum or children’s language. Obviously, Malevich sympa-
thized with Velimir Khlebnikov’s and Kruchenykh’s linguistic
acrobatics, especially the latter’s push for “slips of the tongue,
misprints, lapsus,’1? and he even tried to apply the “logic of
zaum’”13 to the inscriptions and descriptions of his paintings.
Malevich, Kruchenykh, and Mikhail Matiushin, the creators
of the transrational opera, Victory over the Sun, seemed to be
speaking in tongues and proposing their own glossolalia
when, in July 1913, they proclaimed the “right of poets and
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artists to annihilate the lucid, limpid, noble sonorous Russian
language.”14

Lozowick discovered the logic of zaum not in Moscow
but in Paris just after World War I, and he commented on the
curious parallels between what the Russian Cubo-Futurists
had been doing in 1913 and the Dada poets in Western Eu-
rope in the early 1920s. Lozowick visited Paris in 1920 and
1923 just as the ranks of its foreign community were being
swelled by the enormous emigration from Russia, although
in general, the Russian colony there had little enthusiasm for
the extreme gestures of the avant-garde, giving ready prefer-
ence to the elegant landscapes and portraits of Aleksandra
Benois and Konstantin Somov. The reasons for this may be as
much ideological as artistic, because to many émigrés, the
post-Revolutionary experiments in abstract and propaganda
art were synonymous with the aggression of the Bolshevik
regime. That is why the “Erste Russische Kunstausstellung”
in Berlin was regarded largely as a “Communist” exhibition,
even though the Soviets organized it as a commercial venture
and as a means to encourage foreign investment in the new
R ussia rather than as an ideological vehicle. Still, as Lozowick
indicates, Paris in the early 1920s was the axis of the interna-
tional bohemia, and if the Russian colony consisted more of
fin de siécle artists than of avant-gardists, there were many
other radicals—French, American, Polish—whom Lozowick
befriended and appreciated. For example, he was an eager
visitor to the various cafés, galleries, and artists’ venues that
promoted the cause of the new art such as the philanthropic
fancy-dress balls organized by the Union des Artistes Russes.
Here Lozowick met the “plus grands génies du monde™!5
such as Albert Gleizes, Natali’a Goncharova, Juan Gris,
Mikhail Larionov, Fernand Léger, Pablo Picasso, and II'ia
Zdanevich—one of Lozowick’s linguistic heroes, who de-
claimed his glossologic poetry while the jazzman Parnakh
clambered over tables and chairs to dance his versions of the
foxtrot and the shimmy.

Andrei Belyi’s Glossololiia, the first Russian treatise on the
subject, was published in Berlin in 1922. Lozowick bought a
copy when he visited Berlin that year and, as he implies in his
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memoirs, the appearance of this “poem about sound” was ap-
propriate and opportune, for Berlin was a mercurial and fluid
society that communicated simultaneously in German, Russ-
ian, Hungarian, and Yiddish. To Lozowick the hybrid Ger-
many even resembled Kafka’s Metamorphosis, and perhaps
because of its flux and diversity it attracted so many Russian
émigrés after the October Revolution—more than half a mil-
lion permanent and temporary émigrés. One result of this
invasion was a remarkable constellation of Russian literary,
theatrical, and artistic enterprises that played an effective, if
ephemeral, role in the evolution of the “other” Russian cul-
ture. Natan Al'tman, Marc Chagall, Aleksandra Exter, Wass-
ily Kandinsky, El Lissitzky, and Ivan Puni—not to mention
their numerous literary colleagues such as Bely1 and Viktor
Shklovskii were among the Russians whom Lozowick met in
Berlin in the early 1920s. The Russian artists and writers, in-
cluding Lozowick, frequented particular parts of Berlin such
as the Romanische Café, the Café Nollendorfplatz, and espe-
cially the Haus der Kiinste at the Café Léon—which wel-
comed the most diverse intellectual and aesthetic spirits, from
Serge Charchoune to Roman Jakobson, from Vladimir

Mayakovsky to Sergei Esenin. One critic observed of Berlin
in 1922 that

If you follow the fate of Russian art abroad, you will be
amazed that, in spite of the difficult spiritual and material

“condition of the emigration, our art is not only not dying,
but is gradually winning the ever greater attention of Western
European artistic circles, 16
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