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Pavilion by Shekhtel for products of Russian marble, granite and building-stone mines, in the Russian section
of the Glasgow International Exhibition, 1901 (from The Builder, 14.9.1901).
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®EJIOP IEXTEJIb

tion of 1901 drew extensive but mixed reactions from the

British architectural press. With suitable neutrality on the
aesthetics, The Builder described them as ‘undoubtedly pictur-
esque, though to English eyes somewhat bizarre’.! The Studio de-
clared them ‘not representative of modern Russian architecture’,
but ‘striking and effective’ and ‘a monument to architectural skill
and clever craftsmanship’.2 The Art Journal differed diametri-
cally on the latter count. The ‘elementary fretwork’ looked
‘cheap’ and technically the whole was ‘very disappointing’.? Its
aesthetic denunciations became increasingly high-pitched as the
summer progressed. One correspondent’s ‘extraordinary, zigzag
sort of architecture’ became another’s ‘architectural nightmare’
and ‘outrageous display of eccentricity’.* The Architectural
Review saw the complex more calmly as the advertisement that it
was. By magnifying domestic details to ‘colossal proportions’ a
‘fantastic effect’ had been created, and ‘for the purpose of
attracting attention nothing could be more effective’.’

The Review named the architect wrongly however, despite the
fact that he had been over here for four months supervising the
specially imported construction team of 180 peasant carpenters.
The ‘prominent Russian architect . . . of Moscow’ who designed
the buildings was not ‘Mons. Zelenko’ (though such a man
existed).® As The Builder rightly said, his name was Shekhtel.

A number of countries were represented by their own pavilions
in Kelvingrove Park, most notably Canada, but ‘the Russian sec-
tion far eclipsed them all’,” being ‘quite the most important dis-
play made by any foreign power’.? Since the then enormous sum
of ‘£30,000 was voted for its support’ in the previous year, it was
also ‘the largest and most costly section ever staged by the Tsar’s
government at any exhibition’.® Why were they bothering with
Glasgow?

Britain as a whole was Russia’s trading partner on many fronts,
and Russia’s economy was in recession. But Scotland had old
established trading links with Russia in her own right, and in par-
ticular with the Tsar’s Baltic capital of St Petersburg. At that time
many essential building items like salt-glazed pipes were being im-
ported from Scotland in lieu of any home production. Scottish
engineers, and other professionals and craftsmen, had long found
it a congenial and profitable place of emigration; those circles in
Russia were peppered with more or less Russianized Scottish sur-
names. It was a measure of these trading links’ importance that
they launched such a sales pitch now.

The Russian timber industry, always amongst its biggest earn-
ers here, had an entire pavilion with informative technical dis-
plays which The Builder described in great detail. Opposite it
stood another large pavilion devoted to agriculture whose ‘most

The Russian pavilions at the Glasgow International Exhibi-
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interesting exhibits’ were about irrigation on imperial lands in
Central Asia.' Its interior was also specially prepared ‘for the re-
ception of the Tsar, who will visit the Exhibition’."" Closing the
space to the east were two smaller buildings. Mineral specimens
gave scientific background on coloured granites and building
stones in the mining industries pavilion. The pavilion variously
called ‘central’ and ‘miscellaneous’ displayed ‘furs, carpets, trin-
kets . . . inlaid cabinets and screens’. Two ‘very small’ ones were
‘devoted to flour and cereals’.'? These probably stood to the west;
they are not recorded in available photographs.

Most pavilions in the show drew more or less eclectically upon
historical styles. Four years and much fibrous plaster had been
spend constructing the central exhibition buildings as ‘architec-
tural pageantry’ in styles ranging from ‘Indian’ to ‘Spanish Ren-
aissance with Moorish influence’.”® James Miller, their architect,
had beaten Charles Rennie Mackintosh, amongst others, in com-
petition.” Holland, Canada, Ireland and the rest produced
nothing of much greater distinction. Polychrome decoration de-
scribed as ‘thin and not particularly harmonious’ by the Review
had been lavished over the British interiors,'* but most of the ex-
teriors were fashionably pale, if not white. For its astonishing
colour as well as its vigour and rigour of forms, ‘the Russian
village’ in the park’s north-east corner was certainly outstanding.
The low-slung walls of the south-facing agriculture pavilion were
painted ‘chiefly in pale green and salmon’, with shingles of
‘Indian red’. The central pavilion beside it had walls of ‘salmon
colour and the shingles reddish brown’. The shingles of the min-
ing pavilion were green. The north-facing, more cubic, forestry
building had walls of ‘warm light brown and buff’ and shingles of
‘grey-blue’. There were splashes of local colour in restrained
mural decoration and ‘large expanses of gilding and silvering’, the
latter focused particularly on the ‘flamboyant’ skyline, where
‘aluminium, put on in leaf and then lacquered, gives a silver
effect’; in short, said The Studio, ‘brilliant contrasts in colouring
which are as novel as they are effective’. '

Most national displays at Glasgow had come straight over from
the Paris International Exhibition the summer before. The Art
Journal commented on the ‘shrewd calculation’ of Glasgow City
Council in foreseeing the attractiveness to governments of getting
two for the price of one. The Russian pavilion in Paris had also
been very large, but the display material for Glasgow seems to
have been prepared specially, with more explicitly commercial
intentions. In Paris, Russia had scored what The Studio called
‘one of the artistic successes of the Exhibition’ with examples of
furniture and design from the arts-and-crafts colonies of Abram-
tsevo and Talashkino. This ‘New Russian Decorative Art’, as
Netta Peacock called it, had taken artistic circles entirely by sur-
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prise. ‘Until last summer’, as she wrote, ‘the majority of Western
Europeans had but little notion of the artistic genius of this
people.’'” The latest Russian work may have been new to readers
of the always parochial Studio, but in the opposite direction there
was no such ignorance. On this front, Glasgow was the exporter.

With other progressive art and design journals of Europe, The
Studio was read by the progressive circles in Russia. In contrast to
‘the verbose Stile Floreale of Italy or the whimsical Belgian Style
Horta’, however, as one recent Soviet commentator has put it,
‘which were alien to Russian architects, the constructive style of
the English, and in particular of the Scottish masters’ was very
sympathetic. ‘Amongst the Group of Four’, she says, ‘it was C.R.
Mackintosh who achieved greatest popularity in Russia, his work
being reproduced, albeit without commentary, more than once in
the pages of The World of Art.’'® Benois’s World of Art, how-
ever, was a Petersburg journal. The first people who actually
showed Mackintosh furniture and design in the flesh in Russia
were the Muscovites. Shekhtel was to be one of the initiators and
organizers of the extensive Exhibition of Architecture and Design
of the New Style which opened in Moscow in December 1902,
almost two years after his stay in Glasgow. It showed Viennese
and Scottish work, in particular, amidst that of Russians like
Shekhtel himself, W. Walcot, I.A. Fomin and K. Korovin, at
times ‘mixing them into single ensembles’, as for example a
Korovin table with Mackintosh armchairs.”” There can be no
question that Shekhtel’s four months living and working in Glas-
gow were seminal to the genesis of this influential show in
Moscow.

What was happening in Russian architecture, though, if an
architect who produced these vigorously coloured, peasant-
inspired exotica of the Glasgow pavilions; who regarded them as
so central to his thinking that they became ‘my trademark’ —
later emblematically recorded, for example, on his personal book-
plate?® — was simultaneously propagandizing the urbane lines and
white modernity of Olbrich and Mackintosh? As the synthesis of
these two themes was to be a central thread of Shekhtel’s contri-
bution to Russian architecture, that background deserves some
brief elaboration.

The Russianist tradition
Since the early eighteenth century, Russian architecture had been
dominated by Classicism. The start of the process, and the trans-
lation under Peter the Great of the Renaissance texts which served
as professional handbooks, has recently been charted in detail by
Lindsey Hughes.? Through many variations of mood and philo-
sophy, under different tsars and empresses, classical architecture
remained an unchallenged component of the ‘new’, post-Petrine
Russia until the Napoleonic period. Napoleon’s invasion of
Russia in 1812, and in particular populist objections to the story
of a victory by officers not men, were stimuli to a widespread re-
assertion of those inherently Russian cultural values and forms
which had been programmatically suppressed by Peter in favour
of European ‘enlightenment’. Very much as nineteenth-century
Europe looked back to a pre-industrial period of ‘naturalness’,
where it saw an indigenous spirit of national culture being freely
expressed, so growing circles of Russians looked back across the
watershed of Peter’s reforms to a ‘pre-Petrine’ period of happy
symbiosis between the classes now locked in a web of alienations.
In architecture, the latter half of the nineteenth century had
seen extensive amateur research into their half-forgotten medieval
heritage, and then a range of interpretations put on these national
traditions, as perceived, to create numerous ‘Russianist’ styles.
Some drew on formal and compositional features of stone archi-

tecture — which in Russia had been almost exclusively ecclesias-
tical. Others drew on the timber building traditions manifested
mainly in domestic and community buildings. Inseparable from
politics, each variant was rooted in some politico-religious aspira-
tion for a future, ‘modern’ Russia, and chose its particular his-
torical model appropriately.

Fedor Shekhtel’s one year of architecture school, in 1876-7,
coincided with the peak of free debate around these themes, and
indeed the peak of the Russian freedom movement in general.
Tsar Alexander II was a relative liberal under whom there was
optimism and considerable social progress. The Moscow College
of Painting, Sculpture and Architecture which Shekhtel attended
was the city’s nearest equivalent in scope and status to the Peters-
burg Academy. It too had imperial patronage. At the same time
— and this was of central importance for architecture — it was a
focus of anti-academic, anti-classical attitudes and increasingly of
realist, anti-statist aesthetic experiment.

Shekhtel’s student year coincided exactly with the publication
in Paris of Viollet-le-Duc’s invited contribution to these Russian-
ist debates in his book L’Art russe, though it did not appear in
Russian until two years later.?? In the event it was not a particu-
larly valuable or clear-headed contribution, but it was a signifi-
cant landmark in the developing East-West traffic in anti-classical
architectural ideas.

In the Shekhtel connection it is of interest too for the source of
the invitation. Viktor Butovskii belonged not to the religious or,
in a conventional sense, political front of Russianism, but to the
bourgeois-industrial front. A teacher at Moscow’s other art
school, the Stroganov, he invited Viollet-le-Duc’s analysis as part
of his campaign to create for Russian manufactured goods a clear
design identity on world markets, that was rooted in something
more substantial than folkish motifs. Two decades later it was to
be members of this same, so-called ‘forgotten class’ of Russian
history, the industrial bourgeoisie, who would seek from Fedor
Shekhtel a corresponding synthesis; who demanded designs that
were right up to international standards technically, whilst in
aesthetic respects satisfying their passionate identification with
Russian, traditional culture.

Around Shekhtel, however, by the turn of the century, was a
world of both industrial wealth, and connoisseurship in Russian
art, which differed by a whole order of magnitude from anything
in Butovskii’s time. So fast had many of the Russian industrial
and merchant dynasties created their wealth that in the 1870s the
Morozovs or the Riabushinskiis, for example, were still the single
household of one commercially brilliant patriarch. The children
who would expand the families into whole clans, and build their
cultural influence, were still in youth or infancy. By the time
Shekhtel started practising, these nurseries of children had grown
into a generation of industrialists, bankers, city mayors, news-
paper tycoons in their own right. Many of them were from the
Old Believer sect of Orthodoxy, whose absolute probity and sense
of public duty, as much as their extraordinary capacities for
work, were rooted in their strong family adherence to these some-
what Quaker-like beliefs.

Where the absence of primogeniture in Russia had reduced
most aristocratic families to a genteel poverty of ‘keeping up
appearances’, this new plutocracy were still making their first
appearances. The buildings they needed were not rambling pal-
aces, but modern mansions; not follies on their estates but busi-
ness headquarters. Their philanthropic endowments were not
chapels, but Moscow’s first great public hospitals; medical
research clinics; buildings for the education and technical training
of industrial workers; museums and galleries to house their collec-
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tions of Russian art and craft for the public in perpetuity; alms-
houses, orphanages and low-cost apartment housing. They
regarded the tired ritual and bureaucracy that constrained their
lives and terms of trade from Petersburg as a ‘yoke’ akin to the
Tatar suzerainty under which the burgeoning merchant-states or
early-Christian Russia had been culturally and financially re-
pressed for centuries.” These people’s money, like their energy,
was going into Moscow. They were the clients that Shekhtel left
behind to spend four months in Glasgow in early 1901. His finest
domestic work for them was already done, or then in progress.
The most innovative commercial and public buildings were still to
come.

In their nationalistic Russianism, Shekhtel’s Glasgow buildings
followed the pattern established for major exhibitions by V.A.
Gartman and I.P. Ropet in the 1870s, the former with his Military
Section of the All-Russian Polytechnical Exhibition in Moscow in
1872, the latter with designs for the Paris World’s Fair of 1878.%
Both men had connections with industrialist Mamontov’s arts-
and-crafts colony at Abramtsevo, and they were pioneers of that
strand of the revival movement which developed the most intri-
cate fantasies from elements of medieval timber architecture.
Already, though, the difference between these two pavilions is
instructive in relation to Glasgow.

Gartman’s was manifestly a piece of construction, using tradi-
tional timber techniques to produce non-historical forms that
made allusion, only, to identifiable models. Ropet’s, for Paris,
was a fantasy stage-set by whose exotic decorativeness — as is
clear from the top-hatted gentlemen in his original drawings —
Parisians were intended to be astonished. The overall volumetric
composition was based on the clustered-pavilion model of the
medieval royal palace at Kolomenskoe, with every roof different
in a picturesque whole; every motif of Russian medieval architec-
ture was applied to the surfaces in exaggeratedly decorative form.

By its choice of the defensive Moscow Kremlin walls as its
model, the Paris pavilion of 1900 was equally far from being a
structural tour-de-force. Designed by the painter-designer Kon-
stantin Korovin with the historian and architect I1’ia Bondarenko,
it had none of the¢ inventive fantasy of which both were capable.?
Gate-towers of the Kremlin were the most statist model possible.
The effect was as stolid and routinized as most recent architecture
in Russia itself had been during the reign of Alexander III, whose
physiognomy, as well as his politics, it had embodied to perfec-
tion. The applied arts exhibition which so surprised the Western
art world took place in low structures between.

In Glasgow Shekhtel had returned to the approach of Gartman:
the structural ingenuity of his enormous timber roofs in the agri-
cultural and forestry pavilions so impressed The Builder that it
published a special article with structural sketches. He had
returned to that branch of Russian medieval architecture which
created the supreme structural and constructional tours-de-force
in timber, namely the North Russian area whose most famous
architectural centre is Kizhi.

Least of all is this an architecture of decorated boxes. Its
sometimes extraordinarily complex forms are created through the
geometry of interpenetrating structural volumes. In particular it
mixes cubic and the polygonal plans and, on top of them, linear
and centroidal roof forms. Always their composition is freely
built upon the demands of function, be that the domestic activity
of a household, its animals and crops, or religious activity. It
expresses symbolic importance and hierarchies clearly through
physical scale, and levels of technical or aesthetic refinement. In
Glasgow this already virtuoso tradition had been reinterpreted by
a young eye attuned to the dissonances and formal tensions
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Pavilion by Shekhtel for the forestry industry, Glasgow International
Exhibition, 1901 (from The Builder, 14.9.1901).
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Construction of Roofs of Two Russian Pavitions, Glasgow Exhibition.

Sketches of Shekhtel’s roof trusses for the Agricultural Pavilion and
the Forestry Pavilion, Glasgow (from The Builder, 14.9.1901).
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The seventeenth- and early eighteenth-century churches and bell tower
of Kizhi, timber architecture of Northern Russia that provided
Shekhtel with models for the Glasgow pavilions.
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Interior of the Upper Trading Rows (today’s GUM), 1889-93, .
by A.N. Pomerantsev, on which Shekhtel worked for a period.

underlying the latest Art Nouveau and Jugendstil work in Europe.
Given Netta Peacock’s admission in The Studio of Europe’s
ignorance about Russia’s aesthetic traditions, it is revealing to
read The Art Journal correspondent’s judgement on these build-
ings. For him it was ‘impossible to take such aggressively strange
architecture at all seriously, or as truly representative of anything
but “the new art” seen, as it were, through Slavonic distorting
glasses’.? Were it not so dismissive, the latter comment comes
close to the truth, but from the designer’s point of view it was the
other way round. ‘The Slavonic’ was being seen through the dis-
torting glasses of Art Nouveau.

If Shekhtel as PR-man had erred, it was in grossly underesti-

mating the cultural parochialism of his island hosts and target
audience. Ignorant of historical architecture beyond its own back-
yard, The Art Journal blasted out a judgement which is breath-
taking in its presumption of technical and aesthetic authority.
Clearly knowing nothing of the buildings’ origins, they measured
them against an alien tradition thus:
Least of all is this strange architecture to be accepted as the genuine
expression of rude semi-Asiatic peasant art. That would have expressed
itself in frankly workmanlike timber-construction. Here the outer con-
struction, apart from the log-built walls, is wood-like only in so far as it
would have been difficult to execute the fantastic and absurd devices of
the architect in any other material. It looks as if the designer knew what
timber construction should be, but had done his best, if not to avoid the
lines it naturally takes, to disguise them . . . . It is mere wilfullness and
affectation — as though the new thing were worth doing . . . without art
or reason!

Quaint it may be; what of that, when it is so ungainly, so contrary not
merely to what is accepted, but to what is acceptable by any one apprec-
iating the logical development of design out of given conditions?

. .. We are not for a moment to be persuaded that such an outrageous
display of eccentricity is anything but the wilful creature of twentieth cen-
tury men determined to be new. They will have so many gables to a roof
that you shall never have seen the like before; their doors shall be shaped
so as to suggest that they were never made out of planks, but fretted out
of the solid; their window frames shall take the form of uncouth car-
touches planted upon the log-built wall; and so forth, to the end of the
chapter. It is the mad imagining of the newest of artists, in short an archi-
tectural nightmare.’?’

In Kizhi, of course, and across Northern Russia, it was no night-
mare but a glorious architectural reality.

Rationalism: the other half of a synthesis

To see why these buildings were important to Shekhtel himself,
we need a broader view of the architectural problem he was trying
to resolve in his work as a whole. Why was this very direct immer-
sion in the rigours of structure and construction plainly a stage, in
his mind, in the crystallization of something wider?

Shekhtel had served his professional apprenticeship amongst
Moscow architects of considerable scholarship in the Russian his-
torical tradition. From Alexander Kaminskii in the early eighties,
and from M.S. Terskoi at the end of that decade, he would have
derived a thorough and accurate education in historical fact. But
in public architecture that tradition had degenerated into a mode
of articulating facades that cloaked spaces of a wholly alien scale
produced by modern building techniques. In Shekhtel’s own ele-
vation for Terskoi’s Paradiz Theatre, for example, he must have
felt the dilemma of this incommensurability. In Alexander
Pomerantsev’s design for the Upper Trading Rows (today’s
GUM), on which he worked in the early nineties, the bold iron
vaults of the internal galleria, and the small-scale wallpaper of
‘Russian’ motifs on Red Square, were even more divergent in
both spirit and function. Ieronim Kitner, now doyen of the
Rationalist school, fired a rhetorical broadside on this theme at
his Russianist colleagues in 1892: ‘How exactly are we supposed to
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subordinate our modern life and the organization of our modern
dwellings to the forms, let alone the dimensions, of a former
epoch? The result of such mixtures will plainly be an extremely
undesirable disharmony.’?

Launching the Rationalist attack upon ‘designers of the his-
toricist school’ forty years earlier, Apollinari Krasovski had iden-
tified this divergence of decoration from structure as the root of
falsity in architecture, and had unequivocally asserted the pri-
macy of construction over ‘art’ in the process of generating form.
In the Introduction to his great treatise and textbook Civil Archi-
tecture, of 1851, he wrote: ‘The main source of architectural form
is technology, or construction. Art participates in the creation of
this architectural form only by communicating an aesthetic fi-
nality to the crude forms of technology.’” His ‘slogan’, as he
called it, was to ring through many discussions of architectural
style at the turn of the century. ‘The true path of architecture’, he
had said, ‘lies not in the exclusive pursuit of either the beautiful or
the utilitarian, but in the transformation of one into the other: in
the transformation of what is functional into something beauti-
ful.’3® And the aesthetic principles governing that ‘transforma-
tion’ must conform to the larger, inherently realist, principle that
‘it is art’s purpose to be a mirror of the contemporaneity which
surrounds it’.3!

The most important reassertion of these principles in the con-
text of early twentieth-century work was to be V.P. Apyshkov’s,
in his lectures and book The Rational in the Latest Architecture,
of 1905. His own criteria for selecting the ‘healthy’ developments
in recent European architecture originated, in Apyshkov’s
detailed account, from the re-evaluation of medieval architecture
by that ‘extraordinarily sensitive . . . young circle of artists in Ox-
ford of the fifties’; from ‘the enemy of classicism’, Ruskin, who
provided a ‘rigorous basis’ for their ideas, and from Morris,
‘leader of English socialism’, who ‘effected a genuine revolution
in . . . furniture and architecture’. To Apyshkov, and to many
others in Russia, England’s role in ‘the new art’ was equivalent to
Italy’s in giving birth to the Renaissance, ‘where art also flowed
alongside the development of humanism’.*

Though Krasovski is Apyshkov’s most quoted authority, the
latter’s specification for what he now calls ‘modernism’ was
broader. ‘The new architecture, while being based upon the prac-
tical and the useful, does not ignore requirements that are purely
artistic’, said Apyshkov.* His notion of the design operation
matches Krasovski’s in its general order of priorities:

The basic cell of a rational architecture is a form — maybe still crude and
unrefined — but satisfying its functional purpose. The architect then has
to achieve a further perfection of that form from the aesthetic point of
view, not destroying that level of functional suitability which the form
already possesses, but merely bringing to it a more refined delineation or
underlining its function. The observation of this rule leads to so-called
constructiveness of forms and to architectural truth.

‘Function’, however, is now much more broadly understood. In
the generative stage it includes climate, hygiene and all aspects of
‘use’. In the latter stage, Apyshkov describes it as the ‘function’
of refinement ‘to produce an artistic expression of the inner pur-
pose of the object its subject’. The building must not merely sat-
isfy the material requirements elegantly. It must also satisfy ‘the
dukhovnye requirements’: it must satisfy the needs of the spirit; it
must express the spirit of the client and of the whole enterprise.
‘Thus the radical basis of the latest architecture’ is a dual one: it
involves ‘the satisfaction of the material requirements of a civi-
lized human being, and the aspiration to a beauty which will serve
as the artistic expression of the idea of the thing being created.’*
‘Originality’, or literally ‘the possession of a life of its own’
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(samobytnost’), derives from a resolution of these two.

In the book’s final paragraph Apyshkov identified this ‘mod-
ernism’ explicitly with a general political view: ‘No single indi-
vidual to whom art is dear is in a position to resist this
movement’, he said, ‘whose strength derives not from the subjec-
tive views of individual people, but from a profound and solid
link with our culture, with our technology, and with the best dem-
ocratic aspirations of our age.’¥

His survey of ‘modernism’ in the latest architecture of England,
Belgium, France, Germany, Austria and Finland was based upon
wide and up-to-date reading. Coming to Russia, ‘it has to be rec-
ognized that the ideas of the new architecture are percolating into
society extremely slowly here.” Many buildings going up ‘in the
new style’ were ‘no more than blind imitations of the external
forms of Western European work. Here you suddenly see corrup-
ted Wagner; there Otto Ritte, there Olbrich; or in iron railings
Horta or Van de Velde.” Very few, said Apyshkov, embodied ‘the
fresh and healthy new ideas from which forms follow as a result’.
In even fewer ‘have the forms been ennobled by a talented hand’.
In his own city of St Petersburg he could name but three works of
this radical originality: a bank by Leontii Benois, one apartment
building by Lidval and another by Siuzor.*® And ‘a similar posi-
tion will be found in Moscow’, where ‘only works by Kekusheyv,
Shekhtel and Val’kot (Walcot) attract one’s attention’ for
‘manifesting the new thinking and the individuality of their de-
signers’.%’

At least he found three architects to praise here, not just three
works. Of these, William Walcot, at thirty, was the youngest; he
had built the new Hotel Metropol and some one-family houses
which certainly deserved Apyshkov’s accolade. During the ensu-
ing year, however, he was to leave Russia for his father’s birth-
place of England. Architectural practice abandoned, he was to
acquire a European reputation in etching, and as a master
perspectivist for Lutyens, amongst others. Lev Kekushev, the
middle one at forty, had entered architecture by a more conven-
tional path than the forty-five-year-old Shekhtel. He had a series
of increasingly fine houses behind him, and some commercial
work, but though he lived till 1919, this was to be the best of his
oeuvre. When Apyshkov was writing, however, he and Shekhtel
were already rightly regarded as the big stars of the Russian
moderne.

For reasons that are clear in Apyshkov’s discussion of its politi-
cal ethos, this new school was to flower in Moscow as never in
Petersburg, and both these men enjoyed an abundant clientele.
But where Kekushev’s clients were very agreeably rich, Shekhtel’s
were the Russian Gettys and Rockefellers. Kekushev’s style had
evolved, but at any given date the Kekushev client would have
known what stylistic features to expect.’® With Shekhtel, the
greater radical, the position was different.

During the early years of architectural practice up to about 1896
when he built his own first house, while he was developing his new
free and functional approach to planning, Shekhtel’s buildings
wear the outward devices of his two main sources of inspiration:
either the English Perpendicular Gothic, or the medieval Russian.
In his mature period, however, every building confidently wears
its own synthetic style. As a class, his clients constituted a quite
new ‘idea’ in Russia. Personally, each of them was a unique and
extraordinary bundle of ‘ideas’. In Apyshkov’s phrase of 1905,
‘the idea of the thing being created’ differed dramatically in each
case, and at that date Shekhtel was already producing an ‘artistic
expression’ of corresponding uniqueness for each one. He was
certainly, in Apyshkov’s other phrase, the most ‘talented hand’ of
his generation.
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evidence of his thinking. The only extant text is illuminating,

but it dates from the end of his career, after the Revolution.
No significant personal archives have survived. However, recent
research by Evgeniia Kirichenko, author ten years ago of the only
Shekhtel monograph,* has produced important new facts about
his family background. When combined with vignettes in the
writings of his theatrical friends, for which sources I am indebted
to the Chekhov specialist Patrick Miles, these make it possible to
reconstruct some of the steps by which he moved towards archi-
tectural practice. We can also trace here some of the connections
through which he became plunged, at a relatively early and, in
legal terms, ‘unqualified’ stage, into the world of these exception-
ally interesting, and wealthy, clients.

These clients were central members of a class that has never, by
its nature, figured in history books. Survivors in emigration have
commented on the absence even of accurate genealogies for these
new ‘dynasties’, and it is only their own memoirs, indeed those of
one man in particular, written in old age, that enable us to locate
Shekhtel’s most important clients precisely within these ramified
clans, or give us a rounded picture of them as public and private
people.® As to Shekhtel himself, our best published sources are
Chekhov family memoirs and correspondence. His stay in Glas-
gow must have been a sharp culture shock, but the picture of an
adaptable and attractive character which emerges from these sug-
gests that he probably enjoyed it.

S hekhtel was a builder par excellence; he left almost no verbal

The young bachelor wizard

Fedor Shekhtel was born on 16 July 1859 in the small city of
‘Saratov on the Volga. His father Osip was an engineer. The sur-
name, their Catholic faith, and the fact that Shekhtel was often
known familiarly as Frants, suggest that the family’s origins may
have been German. However, his mother, Mariia Karlovna
Shekhtelia, came from a long-established merchant family of
Saratov named Zhegin. A near relative of hers — perhaps brother
— T. Zhegin, ‘a sparkling and well known personality’, was a
close friend of the leading Moscow merchant and industrialist
Pavel M. Tret’iakov, who was then assembling, and would later
donate to the nation, the survey collection of Russian painting
that forms the nucleus of Moscow’s Tret’iakov Gallery.*

At some time in Shekhtel’s adolescence the family must have
travelled 900 miles west, for the scanty file on his year as a Mos-
cow architecture student contains a leaving certificate from the
Catholic High School of Tiraspol, a small regional centre north-
west of Odessa. The same file records that he attended the Archi-
tecture Faculty of the Moscow College of Painting, Sculpture and
Architecture for the single year 1876-7. Then aged seventeen or
eighteen, he completed ‘the third academic class’.*

Plainly he had great talent for drawing, painting and graphics
himself, and it was a painting student, one year his senior and also
new to Moscow, who became his best friend. This Nikolai P.
Chekhov had several brothers, among them Anton, one year
younger than Shekhtel, and Mikhail, younger still. In his memoirs
Mikhail dates the Shekhtel family’s arrival in Moscow to 1875,
just the year before Fedor started college.” Whether these moves
followed his father’s work is not clear. In Moscow, however, his
mother became ‘housekeeper’, or general domestic manager, to
the large family household of her close relative’s friend Pavel
Tret’iakov, located in the Transriver district of central Moscow
where the gallery stands today. It is not clear whether the
Shekhtels ‘lived in’, but in their position, as Kirichenko puts it,
‘they were effectively members of the family’.*

Perhaps it was Tret’iakov who got Shekhtel into the architec-
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ture school. He was amongst the most generous members of the
small, élite Moscow Arts Society of rich merchants —
Mamontovs, Morozovs, Yusupovs, von Mekks and Tret’iakovs
among others — which gave the Moscow College financial back-
ing and had the right to enrol there any student of their choice at
their own expense.* Always interested in the young, and con-
tributing imaginatively to the college by such schemes as his travel
scholarships, Pavel Tret’iakov seems a very likely benefactor to
his new housekeeper’s talented young son. This is speculation, but
the fact that Shekhtel’s first professional experience was to be
with Tret’iakov’s architect brother-in-law lends it weight.

As a student in the arts, Fedor Shekhtel had an ideally sympa-
thetic and stimulating home environment here. The Tret’iakovs
were much less nouveau, and much less rich, than their peers in
the very top group of Moscow’s new ‘dynasties’. Their wealth,
derived initially from flax, was enough, but they held their central
position through a quiet wisdom dedicated to public service that
commanded universal respect. Domestic life, even by Russian
standards, was very family-oriented. Outside that, though, Pavel
and his younger brother Sergei were the intimates in business, in
public affairs, in their research and patronage of Russia’s artistic
heritage, with just those flashier and much less united families
who would later become Shekhtel’s clients.

Nikolai Chekhov’s family lived in the same district, but in
struggling poverty. They had arrived even more recently, in 1876,
following bankruptcy in their native Taganrog. Mikhail’s
memoirs recall how Shekhtel ‘would often come round to our
house’ during that student year 1876-7. As evidence of his
thoughtfulness and practicality, he recounts that ‘it only needed
our mother to complain at her lack of firewood, for him and his
friend Khelius to arrive with a pair of sturdy logs for her tucked
under their arms, stealthily removed from another household’s
log-pile somewhere along the way.’* The only surviving Shekhtel
scheme that appears to be student work is for a historical museum
in Moscow, the real version of which, by V.V. Shervud, was then
under construction at the north end of Red Square. Shekhtel’s too
was in a pseudo-Russian style, but was already lively and sophis-
ticated in its volumetric planning.*

Mikhail Chekhov describes the Shekhtel of this time as ‘very
inventive and ingenious, and endowed by nature with a wonder-
fully sociable and amiable character’.*® Herein, perhaps, lies the
reason he left college: Moscow, still new to him, offered bigger
challenges to his talents. Shekhtel started working free-lance.
Whilst Anton Chekhov pursued medical studies in Moscow Uni-
versity, from 1879, Fedor Shekhtel and Nikolai were working to-
gether painting everything from icons to vast murals, and produc-
ing humorous publications. Shekhtel also made a reputation for
graphics. Kirichenko lists ‘book illustrations and designs, jour-
nals, vignettes, calling cards, theatrical posters, covers for note-
books, menus for celebratory dinners’,* but we have only much
later examples.

His work in the office of Tret’iakov’s brother-in-law Alexander
S. Kaminskii started about 1880. The husband of Pavel and
Sergei’s younger sister Sofiia, Kaminskii had executed several
Tret’iakov commissions in the city during the early 1870s.°° Not so
active now, but well versed, like the whole family, in Russian tra-
ditions, he would have been a good first tutor on their architec-
tural aspects. However, Shekhtel’s first ten years of work were to
be dominated by the theatre, in various forms then popular
amongst Moscovites.

Like many of their peers, the Tret’iakovs worked extraordi-
narily hard, and descriptions suggest that Shekhtel followed their
pace. On the one hand he did costumes and sets for the renowned
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Pavel M. Tret’iakov, founder of the Tret’iakov Gallery, Moscow,
to whose family Shekhtel’s mother was housekeeper.
This portrait of 1883 by Repin now hangs in the Tret’iakov Gallery.

Shekhtel’s drawing for the cover of Chekhov’s first successful book of
stories, The Motley Tales, published in 1886.
His signature appears at the bottom right. At this stage Chekhov was
using the pseudonym ‘A. Chekhonte’, as appears here.

Shekhtel’s facade for the Paradiz (now Mayakovsky) Theatre, Moscow,
designed in the 1880s whilst he was working in the office of Terskoi.
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‘wizard’ of theatrical special effects K.T. Val’ts, designer to the
Bolshoi. Much of this was for opera. On the other, he developed a
reputation for wizardry himself in devising all manner of spec-
tacles and events for the famous M.V. Lentovskii, whose
Ermitazh pleasure gardens in the north of the city provided fun
and light entertainment for every level of the Moscow public.”!

An interest in theatre and opera must have been the basis of his
growing friendship with Nikolai Chekhov’s medical-student
brother. Anton Chekhov was then only just beginning to write
himself, with humorous stories at five kopeks a line for popular
weekly magazines.® To Shekhtel he dedicated one of these, called
Two Scandals, itself about musical and theatrical life.5* The next
year saw what Mikhail Chekhov calls ‘the start of enormous pub-
licity’ for Shekhtel, when he devised and produced a spectacular
procession for a féte on Moscow’s Khodynskii Field to honour
Tsar Alexander III’s coronation. No doubt with an eye to busi-
ness, he published his designs for this ‘Beautiful Spring’ in a
special souvenir album.’* Henceforth he was increasingly in
demand, as such entertainments were the delight of fantasy- and
spectacle-loving Moscovites. Whilst remaining the devoted and
ever helpful friend of Nikolai, through many feckless periods and
eventually fatal tuberculosis, correspondence between Shekhtel
and Anton during these years indicates the development of the
close friendship and mutual respect that would flower in their
joint contributions to launching the Moscow Arts Theatre, as
something more revolutionary and more serious, fifteen years
later.*

Early in 1886 Shekhtel drew the cover for Chekhov’s first suc-
cessful collection of stories in book form, The Motley Tales, and
from the related correspondence it is clear that one of Shekhtel’s
favourite catchphrases, very characteristically, was ‘No
Problem!’. ‘Ochen’ prosto!’, he keeps saying of the practicalities:
literally, ‘Very simple!’.* Chekhov was now travelling frequently,
and their regular correspondence is full of vigorously boyish and
sometimes intimate humour, between close friends exhilarated by
their growing popular successes. Shekhtel was doing some profes-
sional architectural work now, in the late 1880s, for the minor but
respected Russianist M.S. Terskoi. His one attributed work for
that office was itself close to his interests: the elaborate brick ele-
vation of Terskoi’s Paradiz (now Maiakovskii) Theatre. He was
also getting some varied and sizeable commissions himself. When
Chekhov writes to him with joint holiday plans in March 1887 as
‘Most talented of all the world’s architects!’,*” the friendly flat-
tery indicates that Shekhtel was now beginning to identify himself
with this profession rather than theatre design. Chekhov himself
refers later to a commission for a chapel in his own native
Taganrog.’® There were interiors, and a small house or two, but
his biggest job, executed between 1887 and 1889, was an extensive
country-house complex with chapel and stud-farm on the von
Derviz family’s estate of Kiritsa, near Riazan.* Stylistically it was
an eclectic confection of Russianist, Classical and Perpendicular
Gothic with a slightly Moorish flavour to the central arcades. But
it was controlled — just — by a strong composition of slight
asymmetries, and the theatricality of its dramatic relationship to a
winding approach road.

In the spring of 1887, soon after Chekhov addressed him jocu-
larly in one letter with the Latin superlative ‘Elegantissime!’,
Shekhtel got engaged to his cousin N.T. Zhegina, daughter of the
maternal relative through whom the domestic connection with the
Tret’iakovs had developed.® When he married that autumn,® he
was clearly already decided upon a future in architecture and
enjoying his successes with the same boyish delight as Anton
Chekhov, now equally seriously reoriented from medicine to
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Sketch map of Moscow in the 1900s showing the location of Shekhtel’s
buildings and other features referred to in this article.

Anton Chekhov at his Melikhovo country estate near Moscow,
where Shekhtel helped get him established in 1892, in a
characteristically practical manner, by sending him seeds and chickens.
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writing. Chekhov’s latest collection of ‘sketches and tales’,
entitled In the Twilight, had just appeared. On 15 September he
inscribed a copy ‘To my friend and patient Frants Osipovich
Shekhtel, who is just as talented as myself (?!?), in everlasting re-
membrance.’®? Perhaps it was intended as a souvenir of their salad
days.

Clients at the top of the ladder

Around 1890, Shekhtel spent time working for Pomerantsev on
his Upper Trading Rows, the vast modern shopping complex that
was replacing covered stalls alongside Red Square.® It was the
biggest application of the galleria principle in Russia at that date
and, as I have commented, must have brought home forcibly to
him the incompatibility of Moscow architecture’s two central
enthusiasms: for new technology, on one hand, and for pseudo-
Russian decoration on the other. By 1892, however, Shekhtel was
getting plenty of jobs himself. Most significant in that year were
his first commissions from the Morozovs, Moscow’s top family in
wealth and influence, who were to be the most loyal clients of his
early career.

Pavel Buryshkin, the member of these circles to whose invalu-
able memoirs I have already referred, identified twenty-five
families ‘who must be put on the very highest rung of the genea-
logical ladder’ of Moscow’s new élite. He divided these into five
categories:

In the very top place must be put five families which preserved an impor-
tant influence either in industry or in trade, from generation to genera-
tion; which participated equally continuously in public life, both in pro-
fessional aspects of commerce and in city affairs, and which immortalized
their family names either by endowments, or by the creation of cultural
and educational establishments. These were: the Morozovs, the
Bakhrushkins, the Naidenovs, the Tret’iakovs and the Shchukins.%

The extent of Shekhtel’s debt to his Zhegin relative is immediately
clear. The provincial boy had entered Moscow at the very top.

Buryshkin’s ‘second group’ comprised ‘families who also
played a distinguished role but who had moved out of the spot-
light by the immediate pre-Revolutionary period, either through
the absence of any outstanding members or, more typically,
through moving (from the self-created commercial élite) into the
noble class (of the official ‘table of ranks’).%® Of this group — the
Prokhorovs, Alekseevs, Shelaputins, Kumanins, Soldatienkovs
and Iakunchikovs — none were Shekhtel’s clients in a conven-
tional sense. The experimental theatre director Constantin Stanis-
lavsky, however, for whom he designed the Moscow Arts Theatre
as colleague and friend, was a leading Alekseev behind the
pseudonym.

The third category, comprising the Khlydovs, Mamontovs,
Botkins, Mazurins and Abrikosovs, ‘had formerly been in the
absolute front line, but had either declined, or moved into other
spheres of public or cultural life’.*® Amongst these, Shekhtel’s
closest contact was with the Mamontovs. Pavel Tret’iakov’s wife,
lady of the house to whom his mother was housekeeper, was Vera
Nikolaevna née Mamontova.®” She was a first cousin of Savva I.
Mamontov, founder of the railway for which Shekhtel rebuilt the
Iaroslavl railway terminus, and from whose arts-and-crafts col-
ony at Abramtsevo he drew both his acknowledged artistic men-
tor, Viktor Vasnetsov, and artist-collaborators to embellish his
buildings, like Mikhail Vrubel and Konstantin Korovin.

Amongst the fourth category, ‘prominent by now for public,
rather than commercial activity’, the Rukavishnikovs were to
commission a large business headquarters in Nizhni-Novgorod;
the others were the Guchkovs, Vishniakovs, Konavalovs and
Krestovnikovs. Buryshkin’s last group comprised six families
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which were ‘each remarkable in their own different way’.® These
included the Tarasovs and Vtorovs, both of whom commissioned
fine houses during this period, but not from Shekhtel;* the
Shvetkovs and the Krasil’shchikovs; the Iushkovs, for whom
Shekhtel did a big interior conversion on the Moscow Boulevard;
and finally the Riabushinskii’s, remarkable indeed for the diver-
sity of fields in which they pioneered, and second only to the
Morozovs in providing vehicles for Shekhtel’s talent.

The Morozov’s was a rags-to-riches story that illuminates the
extraordinary position of serfs as ‘non-persons’ in Russia right up
to their emancipation in 1861, and also the rewards of the Old Be-
lievers’ assiduous capacity for hard work. By Shekhtel’s time,
they had expanded in three generations from a single peasant
tradesman in silk ribbons who built a textile expire, via his five
sons, to a clan of six extraordinary patriarchs in business and art
patronage (and several equally powerful matriarchs); and thence,
with three or four children in each new household, to an enor-
mous fourth generation in the same mould.”

The Riabushinskiis also derived from a peasant who made good
in post-Napoleonic Moscow. Also strong Old Believers, they too
built their fortune in textiles but moved into banking rather than
heavy industry. Not yet ramified like the Morozovs into a clan,
the significant members in Shekhtel’s period were the six active
sons (amongst sixteen children) born between 1871 and 1882 to
Pavel M. Riabushinskii, the second-generation founder of the
giant conglomerate P.M. Riabushinskii & Sons.”

These two families had much in common, in background and
attitudes resulting from it, that was to be mirrored in Shekhtel’s
work as an architect. Much of it was typical of their whole peer
group. Far from disguising their roots, they generally believed
peasant values to be superior as a basis for Russia’s future. This
conviction was asserted, on one hand, in their pioneering re-
search, collection and fostering of traditional craftsmanship and
decorative arts. More or less consciously and polemically, it was
also an essential part of many families’ hostility to the assumption
that a commercial magnate’s natural aspiration must be ennoble-
ment. It was a central tenet of the Riabushinskiis, for example,
and of their newspaper for which Shekhtel would create the head-
quarters, that such a move was genuflection to the very power-
base whose irrelevance they were successfully challenging by com-
merce.”

Another aspect of their conscious break with the old hierarchy
was manifested in a principle held particularly strongly by Pavel
Tret’iakov, that merchants and industrialists had no place buying
land, that their proper domain was their economic base, the city.”
Others did not adhere to such rigid principle; the Morozovs, for
example, had numerous country estates. When in Moscow, how-
ever, they lived within walking distance of the office. Maxim
Gorki said of Savva Morozov that ‘the speed of his walking testi-
fied to his energy and health’.™ Shekhtel’s mansion for him, as
for Pavel Riabushinskii, would be as central as Tret’iakov’s,
though north of the Moscow river. Shekhtel was to be largely re-
sponsible for creating a new house-type which embodied this idea
of their new relationship to the land in its name as well as its form.

The city home on this vast scale had previously been a dvorets
(palace). The word derives from dvor, a courtyard, and like the
English ‘court’ its spatial connotations had become transmuted
into the social idea of ‘The Court’. Even when the palace was a
European shoe-box along a street, as in St Petersburg, it was still
firmly associated — through the dvorianstvo, or nobility who
inhabited it — with possession of lands. The traditional upper-
class homes of the older, semi-rural Moscow were conceived as,
and called, ‘urban manor houses’ or ‘urban country houses’:
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gorodskie usadby. They spread expansively to make a welcoming
forecourt of annexes, stables, staff quarters as the focus of a
slow-moving, multi-generational household.

In conception as in name the new osobniak was the exact op-
posite. I translate this word as ‘mansion’. Its root is in osobyi,
meaning ‘special, particular, apart’. The osobniak is a ‘special’ in
precisely the everyday architectural sense. It is a ‘one-off’. Where
the classical box or court was a generalized solution, a ‘loose-fit’
accommodating changes over time, the osobniak is meticulously
tailored around the requirements of specific activities and tastes in
a given nuclear family. It stands as a villa in its garden, defen-
sively drawing all activity inside into a single, functionally free-
formed mass, and by the same token preens its highly particular-
ized exterior form to public display. The type, like the client class,
was to disappear with the 1917 Revolution.

The house for Savva Morozov

Shekhtel’s first Morozov jobs, in 1892, were still traditional in
conception. For the magnificently bearded and strict Old Believer
Vikula Eliseevich, son of the founder’s eldest son and director of
the world’s largest textile plant, in Nikolskoe, he built a country
estate with farm buildings in the Odintsev area outside Moscow.
Kirichenko describes the house as being ‘in a luxurious
Renaissance-Baroque style’, but some modernity, at least, was
provided by its independent power-station.” An amusing letter
from Chekhov shows that Shekhtel found time during this year to
help with his friend’s new country home at Melikhovo by sending
seeds and chickens, to get him established,’”® but he was also
building a dacha near Vladimir for S.T. Morozov, son of the
founder’s youngest son Timofei.”

It is not clear whether this ‘S.T. Morozov’ was Savva,
Timofei’s eldest son, or the slightly younger Sergei. The latter had
no interest in the family businesses. His wealth went into research-
ing and reviving peasant crafts, for which he would found and
build the Moscow Museum of Handicrafts in 1902. Savva, how-
ever, inherited his father’s central position in the industrial
empire.

By 1880, the ruthless Timofei had become Russia’s most power-
ful industrialist. Five years later, as young Savva was graduating
from Moscow University, his father became the first Russian
industrialist whose workers went on strike. Savva later reacted by
building model housing for his employees, and by supporting the
growing revolutionary movement as ‘the only path to achieving a
Europeanization of Russia and arousing her strength’.”® He gave
funds to Lenin’s newspaper Iskra (The Spark), and bought such
close friends and revolutionaries as Nikolai Bauman and Maxim
Gorki out of prison.

As Gorki later said, it was extraordinary to hear such radical
views being expressed by an industrialist. He described their first
encounter at the All-Russian Trade and Industry Congress of
1896, where Morozov’s ‘round, close-cropped head’ arose ‘from a
row of bald and grey ones’ to argue over customs tariffs with ‘the
well known chemist D.I. Mendeleev’, creator of the Periodic
Table of Elements, then working in the weights-and-measures
department. He was ‘thick-set . . . with the face of a Tatar’. Its
‘soft lines manifested benevolent good-naturedness, but in his
ringing voice and the sharp gaze of his penetrating eyes one felt a
disdain towards people and an accustomedness to imperiously or-
dering them about’.” Had be been a free man, Morozov ‘had
dreamed of a professorship’ and ‘would have set up a research in-
stitute for chemistry’. To him this was ‘the field where the greatest
victories of rational thinking will be made’ for ‘the happiness of
mankind’. One minute, said Gorki, ‘he would be talking of
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Savva Morozov, client for Shekhtel’s first central-Moscow mansion.

Painter and sculptor Mikhail Vrubel, habitué of Mamontov’s colony
at Abramtsevo who collaborated with Shekhtel on Savva Morozov’s
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mansion and several buildings thereafter.

Rutherford’s experiments and of intra-molecular energy’, and the
next, ‘majestically reciting Pushkin, most of whose poetry he
knew by heart’.%

Behind these sunnier interests was a complex personality, ob-
sessed by each activity till he dropped it for another, and living in
constant fear of going mad. With statistics on ‘a long series of
Russian and American families’ he had proved madness to be
highly probable ‘in a third generation of larger-scale indus-
trialists’.® Though Morozov was apparently happily enough
married, to a village girl once employed in the Nikolskoe textile
mills, Gorki recorded that his ‘communications with women
seemed a burdensome and unpleasant necessity to him’.%

This man was the client for Shekhtel’s first great mansion in
central Moscow. Commissioned in 1893, it would occupy him for
the next two years. In some areas there was plainly a strong basis
of sympathy between architect and client. Already in March that
year Shekhtel was writing to Chekhov that he was ‘working an
enormous amount’. ‘However,” he continued, ‘this is the only
thing that satisfies me and makes me more or less happy. I am
convinced that without work I would be useless — like a clock
that isn’t constantly and accurately wound up.’® Morozov was to
express a similar sentiment to Gorki a few years later: ‘It is per-
fectly clear to me that the only thing which extends, enriches and
organizes the world and my own consciousness is work.’®

As a practical man, and as the antidote to his own tensions per-
haps, Savva Morozov’s preferences in clothing and environment
seem to have been simple. Gorki recounts that he would shamble
‘in worn-out slippers’ through his home’s ornate reception rooms,
‘screwing up his eyes’ to avoid seeing them.? The ornateness, one
suspects, and the very presence of those rooms, reflect the aspira-
tions of his simple-minded wife. Indeed the building is always
described, even on Shekhtel’s original drawings, as ‘Z.G. Moro-
zova’s house’.? Gorki described her as a lady conducting corres-
pondence with friends on deep blue paper about the significance
of her dreams, and wrought ‘with a tension she didn’t always
manage to hide’ as she ‘played the role of elegant lady and patron-
ess of the arts’. Whilst Savva went out ‘with patched snow-boots’,
the front door at home was opened to guests ‘by a massive man
with long moustache, dressed in Circassian costume and with a
dagger in his belt, who didn’t seem to belong at all in the heavy,
Moscovite luxury of the broad entrance hall’.¥

For these super-large, complex and nouveaux clients, Shekhtel
produced a house that thoroughly exemplified Apyshkov’s
criteria for ‘the latest architecture’, that it should functionally
‘satisfy the material requirements of a civilized human being’, and
aesthetically ‘serve as the artistic expression of the idea of the
thing being created’.®® The functionality of Shekhtel’s plan was
one of its most truly original features in the context of Russian
domestic architecture at that date. Its free planning responded
carefully to the site orientation, and orientation was then used as
the basis of its spatial theatricality. Plainly, it is a man fluent in
the creation of atmosphere with artificial light who has manipu-
lated here so dramatically the varieties of daylight. Rich little
gouache-and-watercolour ‘paintings’ of two interiors were among
seven of Shekhtel’s drawings for this house exhibited recently in
Moscow. Light effects are their subject matter; they are palpably
the thinking of a theatrical designer ‘in the round’.*

The house is entered from a drive perpendicular to the street,
on the north side. From the shadowed darkness of the porte-
cochére the visitor rises into a vestibule, and again, through a
gothic screen into a small hall, towards a vast gothic window of
pinkish, mica-like glass through which the sun moves, southeast-
south-southwest, during the day. Over the visitor’s left shoulder,
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SAVVA MOROZOV’S MANSION, 1893
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Plan of ground floor and first floor; period view from the street;
and view from the entrance lobby 1o the hallway, with the pink-glazed
window onto the garden ahead.
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in north light filtered through two storeys of milky blue-green
glass, the grand staircase moves back and forth behind three
arches, its banisters, by Vrubel, ‘a line of girls in billowing white
frocks, dancing, lightly taking-off upwards’ to the personal suites
of host and hostess.® In plan these suites are the interface between
public and private. In character they were entirely different. In
Gorki’s description Mme Morozova’s drawing-room and bed-
room were thick with collected porcelain ‘which even encrusted
her bed’ and was mixed in the former room with fine works com-
missioned from Abramtsevo artists: a Vasnetsov painting and
‘superb embroideries by Polenova’. By contrast the asceticism of
Savva Morozov’s rooms ‘gave the impression of a bachelor’s
quarters’. In his ‘modest and simple’ study the sole decoration
was ‘a bronze head of Ivan the Terrible by Antokolskii standing
on the bookcase’.” Beyond lay the billiard room where he gave
refuge from arrest on one occasion to the revolutionary Nikolai
Bauman, Editor of Lenin’s journal Iskra.”? Beyond these suites,
the two-storied domestic wing was compactly planned about a
central corridor and was essentially self-contained, looking north-
east to the street and south-west across the garden lawns.

The other wing, to the visitor’s right on entering, contained
grand enfiladed rooms for entertaining. Stanislavsky recalled
from his youth the balls given by Savva’s mother, and the next
Mme Morozova plainly fancied herself as a comparable hostess.*
On the northern side, alongside the carriageway, ran the great
ballroom, in pink marble with fountains. Interconnecting from
the garden side were two reception rooms, the first almost rococo,
the second simpler, in the English Perpendicular Gothic of the
rest of the house. Here in the extreme south corner of the house a
loggia and stairs gave onto the garden through an entirely glazed
wall which in turn lit Vrubel’s specially commissioned panels,
‘Morning’, ‘Mid-day’ and ‘Evening’, on the other three walls.
~ Here Shekhtel was giving Mikhail Vrubel his first direct
involvement in a major architectural project. The central staircase
in particular was a multi-media collaboration between architect
and artist. Besides the banisters, an interior stained-glass window
at ground level and a glazed ceramic sculpture, both on mytho-
logical themes, complemented the depth of carved timber, marble
and brass in a celebration of natural materials. Alternately dap-
pled and splashed with coloured light, the palette was like the
medieval Russian world of Viktor Vasnetsov’s paintings. Com-
pleting the sequence of formal rooms lay a vast dining hall, left of
the grand stairs, that is medieval in its dark panelling and domi-
nant stone fireplace. The very separateness of these formal rooms
from the domestic circulation pattern manifested their superfluity
to the owner’s natural lifestyle.>

Whether Morozov grew to like it or not, the house’s drama and
intensity reflected the darker side of his own character as much as
his wife’s aspirations. At a public level, the Gothic was a natural
medium for expressing his democratic convictions. At its more
dramatic and Germanic, inside, it evoked to Russians the Shel-
lingian romanticism, the supremacy of individual psyche and per-
sonality, which had been a strong thread of Russian literary and
aesthetic debate earlier in the century. In the English Perpendicu-
lar form which Shekhtel adapted for the exterior and simpler in-
teriors were quieter connotations of an English liberal-bourgeois
order rooted in industry and trade — in short, of the political
model closest to Morozov’s own aspirations for Russia. There
had been Gothic architecture in Russia since the late eighteenth
century, but this was its first programmatic use as the public face
of so powerfully anti-autocratic a persona. When Grand Duke
Sergei Alexandrovich, Governor General of Moscow, asked to
view this soon famous new landmark of the city, Savva Morozov
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gladly let him be shown the building, but declined to be present to
kotow to the Tsar’s uncle and brother-in-law in person.*

For Shekhtel as architect, the Gothic was playing a transitional
role here, akin to that which — as Apyshkov rightly noted later —
it had played for ‘the initiators of modernism’ in England later.
Shekhtel too saw that this medieval design approach had gen-
erated a system of formal and compositional rules rooted in con-
struction and function, rather than historical canon, which
offered an alternative to Classicism. For him, it was a stage in
refocusing his attention onto constructive, rather than decorative,
elements of Russia’s own medieval tradition; it was thus a
stepping-stone in moving the present impasse between Russianism
and rationalism towards a new synthesis.

At a professional level, this extraordinarily special osobniak
served Shekhtel as the Meisterwerk for a recognized qualification.
On 26 January 1894, with the drawings approved, the Interior
Ministry’s Technical and Building Committee accorded him ‘the
right to execute works in accordance with regulations of the civil
and building departments’.’ It was not ‘the right to call himself
engineer or architect’, but legally it sufficed.

Towards a new Russianism

Amongst the Morozovs, Shekhtel was clearly a personal and pro-
fessional success. His next three jobs, in 1895, were for sons of
Vikula, though in style they were closer to their great uncle
Savva’s new osobniak than their father’s country estate.

The men were directors of the advanced textile plant ‘Vikula
Morozov & Sons’ in Nikolskoe, but their domestic habits, like
their father’s, were dominated by strict observance of such Old
Believer practices as eating only with a single, personal fork, not
smoking and never shaving.”” Most similar to Savva’s mansion
were the new Gothic interiors Shekhtel did for Aleksei
Vikulaevich’s house in Podsosenskii Lane. For this leading but
very private collector of Russian porcelain and portraits, he pro-
duced a series of intimate Gothic rooms centering on a double-
height study with internal staircase and gallery. Again all furni-
ture was specially designed, and the sculpture and wall-paintings
on Faustian themes, again by Vrubel, were integral with the archi-
tecture. In the planning, activities were carefully zoned and the
circulation flows bold. If anything there is a greater delight in
materials and their articulation here, and an atmosphere more
conversational. For Elisei and Ivan Vikulaevich he did interiors of
their house in Leontevskii Lane. For Ivan he also built an
extensive complex of dacha, stables and manége in the fashion-
able Petrovskii Park on the road towards Petersburg. Now
destroyed, and in published material ill-documented, this was
plainly an important stage in Shekhtel’s journey towards a new
interpretation of Russian traditions.

The free plan of Savva’s house had involved bringing together
some structurally bold volumes, but the construction was
homogenous masonry, and a continuous skin was wrapped
around the final organism. The complex for Ivan Vikulaevich, on
the other hand, though still very large, was semi-rural in location
and function. Here Shekhtel juxtaposed timber secondary struc-
tures to a massive main volume in stone, each articulated in its
surface treatment and fenestration to maximize the contrasts be-
tween these two structural systems. A strong cornice in stone was
played against the slender verticals of tent-shaped roofs in timber
which moved and regrouped as the spectator moved, in the
manner of spires and cupolas on the Russian church.®®

Here, I suspect, we are seeing the reason for Shekhtel’s later
acknowledgement of the Abramtsevo painter and designer Viktor
Vasnetsov as ‘my teacher’.”® He more than any others in that
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pioneering generation had sought to elicit the constructive rather
than decorative aspects of Russian traditional architecture, and in
this respect he was the closest parallel to the Western Arts-and-
Crafts pioneers who pursued the Gothic. His own central-
Moscow house of 1892 had been a programmatic demonstration
of this juxtaposition of static stone volumes to fluid timber ones
common in traditional architecture.'® A masterly design, though
a mere cottage by Morozov standards, it was the source, I suspect,
of a new clarity in Shekhtel’s composition and handling of ma-
terials. It indicated a starting-point for a dialogue between
Russianism and rationalist concerns with honest and manifest
structure.

It was a symptom of Shekhtel’s success that one of his next two
houses, in 1896, was for himself and, though small, it was located
in a smart district round the corner from Savva Morozov’s.
Though all masonry, the basic plan form was similar to Vasnet-
sov’s, and indeed to Morozov’s, with two wings, one domestic
and one for appropriate ‘work’ (in Shekhtel’s case, it seems, an
office), hinged, here non-orthogonally, about a staircase tower.
The handling of public and private space on an awkward site is
ingenious. The simple Perpendicular Gothic details, executed in
beautifully dressed cream stone against mid-brown brickwork
have an extraordinarily English air in the Moscow street, and the
smooth, tight skin is quite different from the soggier handling of
its big sister nearby. In view of Apyshkov’s later bracketting of
their names, a comparison with Lev Kekushev’s own first house
of two years later is instructive. There the external palette is simi-
lar, but traditional references are made through massive detailing
and folkloric decoration rather than composition.'” Signifi-
cantly it was composition that Shekhtel started teaching during
that year, to the upper courses in architecture at the Stroganov
School.'?

Despite the increasing refinement of his own style, Shekhtel the
stage-designer was not above giving the G.K. Iushkovs a Moorish
bathroom amongst other new interiors in 1897: such was their
taste.'”® Other projects brought him more directly back to his
theatrical roots. In February of the previous year his advice was
being sought about a new theatre for St Petersburg.!® Then on 13
April Chekhov had written, having given his name to a ‘ladies
circle’ around Baroness Shteven that had conceived the idea of ‘a
People’s Palace for Moscow . . . containing a popular theatre,
reading rooms, libraries and accommodation for Sunday classes’,
plus a teahouse and shops.'® Chekhov had told them they needed
realistic advice ‘from a specialist’. Though ‘full up with work’ for
the new Tsar’s coronation celebrations in Moscow that May, as
well as the houses, Shekhtel replied to Chekhov that the
fascinating proposal ‘kept me lying awake in bed all night’ resolv-
ing the basic configuration of such a building.'® Thus in 1897, as
the project progressed towards funding, he designed them an ex-
pansive, curvilinear building, compactly planned but approach-
able in its porches and foyers, in a strong simple Russianist style
of red brick dressed with stone in the old manner. With a popular
theatre project for Sokolniki Park — likewise unbuilt — this was
an important exploration of a new ‘democratic’ approach to
theatre buildings.'”’

In 1898 there was a mausoleum for his first Morozov client, old
Vikula Eliseevich. That year and the next saw his first significant
commercial buildings: offices and showrooms for the porcelain
company M.S. Kuznetsov on a broad corner-site on Kirov Street,
and a trading headquarters for V. Arshinov & Co. in the business
district nearer Red Square. On the problem of commercial archi-
tecture, as on so much else, Apyshkov was later to express think-
ing that must have been very close to Shekhtel’s:
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The artist and designer Viktor Vasnetsov, a founder-member of
Mamontov’s colony at Abramtsevo whom Shekhtel acknowledged as
‘my teacher’.

er—— " il P ™
Vasnetsov’s house (1892) off the Garden Ring Road in Moscow.

Drawing by Shekhtel for the headquarters of V. Arshinov & Co.,
Moscow, 1899, showing street elevation and section (left). The facing
bricks are glazed in turquoise blue, with stone trim in cream.

AA FILES 5

The non-correspondence between the forms of our architecture and the
requirements of real life is evident in the fact that our rapidly-developing
commerce requires on its elevations not jagged rustication and hoists, but
smooth signboards advertising its name; not overhanging galleries that
plunge the shopping accommodation into darkness, but ample daylight.

This non-correspondence becomes even clearer when we observe how
life, when unable to cope with the conventionalized dictates of academic
traditions, mercilessly destroys the old forms and generates its own. They
may be deficient aesthetically, but they have a real meaning.

This yet further convinces us that the starting-point of architecture
must be function, and that it is not the task of the genuine artist to fight
against signboards, like Don Quixote tilting at windmills, or to fight the
practical and functional, but only to transform them into beauty and to
fight that routinization which shrouds our buildings in garments quite
alien to them.'®

Shekhtel’s commercial buildings were also the first in Russia to
express boldly on their external skins ‘the means offered us by
iron and steel to use space with maximum economy through
minimizing the dimensions of bearing members and floors’.'®
Though not altogether at ease in its residual eclectic decoration,
the Kuznetsov elevation was almost entirely glazed, with six main
arched bays of plate glass on three storeys providing ‘ample day-
light’, and slender typographical spandrels between as the integral
‘signboards’. The single-bayed plan of Arshinov’s building was
one still larger arch, but the main innovation here was in colour.
For the first time Shekhtel covered an elevation in coloured glazed
brick — here deep turquoise blue, with trim and decoration in
cream stone. As Apyshkov noted in 1905, the use of this surface
facing in Viennese modernism manifested the new concern with
‘eliminating every possible dirt collector’.'® In Russia, the two-
colour effect created by Shekhtel was far more immediately redo-
lent of the two-colour effects characterizing Russian Classicism.

Maturity and the stil moderne

By the turn of the century all the elements of Shekhtel’s new
architecture had been established. Planning was closely tailored
around function as the starting-point of free-flowing space and
asymmetrical volumetric compositions. Where its expression was
appropriate there was a subtle but muscular feeling for structure.
There was a manifest delight in manipulating natural materials to
produce richly expressive forms, but also ‘hygienic’, cleanable
surfaces. Controlling all these, and particularly his own, was the
theatrical designer’s skill in creating atmosphere, and in expres-
sing what Apyshkov called the ‘idea’ or ‘spirit’ of the building,
through decorative embellishment of its components, through
integration of specially commissioned art works, and through the
manipulation of colour and light. In all these characteristics, and
in his proportional systems, Shekhtel’s reference points were sim-
ultaneously contemporary European, and medieval, pre-Petrine
Russian.

These characteristics came together perhaps most spectacularly
in his first commission from the Riabushinskiis, which was one of
the domestic masterpieces of this period in Russia. Stepan
Riabushinskii was the third of old Pavel’s six sons. All were
sophisticated in a way that Savva Morozov, for example, never
was; their mother, too, the daughter of a Petersburg millionaire,
had been accustomed to money. Where the complex Morozov
used to say ‘In Russia it is easy to make money but difficult to
cope with living’,""! the Riabushinskiis seem to have found it
easier. Though unified, as their close friend Buryshkin comments,
by the strict hierarchical discipline of traditional Old Believer
families, they were all very different.

The youngest, Dmitri, was the scientific brain and in 1900 was
an eighteen-year-old student. Four years later he would establish
the world’s first aerodynamic laboratory at their country estate of
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STEPAN RIABUSHINSKII’S MANSION, 1900-2
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Plans of ground floor, half-landing mezzanine, and first floar; street elevation; detail of west elevation onto the garden; main staircase;
view from staircase to mezzanine-level stained-glass window; south-facing window of salon; door handles; and detail of garden railing.
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Kuchino, and was soon a Corresponding Member of the French
Academy with a world-wide reputation. Mikhail, two years older,
was a director of the family bank who early collected paintings by
Degas, Renoir, Picasso and Vrubel. After Savva Morozov’s death
in 1905 he bought his mansion, and played host there to Matisse in
1911. Nilolai, four years older still, was a playboy on a truly
Russian scale, to whom ‘living’ presented no problem. As a
socialite, gambler, lover and patron of the latest painting, his
‘pink face’, ‘red beard’ and ‘suits from a fashionable tailor’ were
seen ‘wherever Moscow’s élite congregated’.!”? The first collector
of paintings by Larionov and Goncharova, he later commissioned
much from Vrubel. From 1906 till his financial collapse he funded
the Blue Rose group’s elaborate exhibitions and the luxurious art
journal The Golden Fleece (Zolotoe Runo). Family corres-
pondence shows him being frequently, and wearily, bailed out of
his ‘financial embarrassments’ by Stepan, two years his senior,
who vainly urged that he start to ‘tread the happy road of a hard-
working man’.'”

These letters would no doubt have been written by Stepan from
the house he commissioned from Shekhtel in 1900, a few minutes
walk south, towards the Kremlin, from Savva Morozov’s. Old
Pavel had died in the previous year and Stepan, at twenty-six,
now headed the trading side of the family interests. He was best
known, though, as an outstanding authority on icons who was
developing one of Russia’s finest private collections. We have no
period pictures of the house’s interior to indicate where the icon
collection was displayed. In their stylization of natural forms,
their rich colour and flowing line, however, they must have
harmonized marvellously here with the same features of
Shekhtel’s modernism. They were probably hung on the first
floor, where there are several fine reception rooms as well as bed-
rooms.

In this resplendent but very domestic house there is no ‘public
side’ to create a duality of scale or circulation. Even the service
accommodation at the rear is modest. In the compact plan that
results, the free-flowing space of Morozov’s central hallways is
now the sole circulation system. It swirls around a massive, fluid
staircase in white marble whose main baluster sweeps up into a
dripping, Lalique-like lamp, and down, with Shekhtel’s typical
concern for convenience, into a capaciously curved hall seat,
scaled like everything else he did to the ample, fur-coated Russian
figure, and carved from solid marble. Via its bold porch the house
engages directly with the street, across which its big, square,
south-facing windows take the sun. The square recurs constantly
throughout the house, as a proportion characteristic of medieval
Russian architecture, and as a source of the house’s placidity and
repose. For the Petersburgian Apyshkov, the ‘freedom’ of the
curvilinear apertures at ground level went too far. This was ‘the
non-serious moderne’, and they were ‘incomprehensible’ forms
‘of which one tires quickly’.'"*

The exterior delicacy owes much to colour. The whole outside is
in pastels. The main surfaces are glazed brick with stone trim, and
a deep mosaic frieze of exotic flowers, with gold-edged windows
inset, runs under the broad overhanging eaves above. Inside, the
deeper colours of polished timber and brass are contrasted with
the fluid core of white marble. This staircase has typically com-
plex lighting. Filtered sunlight comes through the great double
skylight above, whilst a double window of bluish stained glass at
the landing level is north-facing and cool. Whilst extravagantly
crafted in every detail, the absolute size of the house is modest: no
larger than the solid Edwardian villas in England whose concep-
tion of domestic comfort it echoes. Sunny and lyrical yet always
solid, the house speaks as clearly of a stable, attractive and free-
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ALEXANDRA DEROZHINSKAIA’S MANSION, 1901
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Plans of ground floor and first floor,; period view of street elevation;
and view of side wall onto the carriageway.

19

This content downloaded from 188.72.126.108 on Mon, 16 Jun 2014 21:17:42 PM
All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions



http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

6 YER ;
iﬂggn?g ALhE D
mAAC ANTA]

Upholstery fabric designed by Shekhtel, used in study and elsewhere,
based on the configuration of rotated triangles also used in the garden
railings; and menu designed by Shekhtel, possibly used for the
housewarming, with Derozhinskaia’s initials, lower right, against a
background based on the triangle motif.
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thinking client as it does of a limitlessly rich one. The contrast in
atmosphere with Savva Morozov’s house is dramatic.

Between this and Shekhtel’s next two major buildings came
Glasgow, and they bear the marks of it. The vast eau-de-nil-tiled
mansion for Alexandra Derozhinskaia of 1901 was the latest thing
in comfort and technical convenience, but absolutely medieval in
its volumetric composition around the twelve-metre cube of its
two-storied, panelled central ‘hall’. It was the gift of a less
prominent textile magnate, Ivan Butikov, to his daughter as she
married the Managing Director of his company, Vladimir Dero-
zhinskii, and in common with their class they chose a site conveni-
ent to their work: Butovskii’s plant was located in nearby Pervyi
Ushakovskii Lane.'S Here more than in any other house a single
theme runs through the decorative detailing, from the garden rail-
ings to fabric designs inside (specially made perhaps by Ivan
Butovskii & Co.?). Complexity reduces with increasing privacy
until bedrooms and bathrooms are utterly European in their sim-
plicity.'"® That same simplicity, but with even more Scottish char-
acter in its geometrical furniture, screens and fittings, ran through
the office interiors of Shekhtel’s large business complex of that
year for the Moscow Insurance Company.

In 1902 the North Russian architecture which inspired the Glas-
gow pavilions became the basis for an evocative ‘gateway to the
North’ in Shekhtel’s reconstruction of the Moscow terminus for
Savva Mamontov’s Iaroslavl and Archangel railway. His interiors
here, much praised by railway managers for their economy, were
like Otto Wagner at his simplest, but heightened in mood by vast
murals of expansive North Russian landscapes and wildlife com-
missioned from the Abramstevo painter and theatre designer
Konstantin Korovin. Cool polychrome tiling on the exteriors
came from the same workshops, just up the line. Here, even more
than in Glasgow, was a piece of ‘architecture as advertising’, for
in this case the audience unequivocally understood the references
to destinations lying beyond.

If the station’s purpose was to excite and divert the Moscovite
spectator’s senses, Shekhtel’s other work of that year — also a
conversion — was conceived to calm and focus them. The new
theatrical realism launched by that scion of the Alekseev dynasty,
Stanislavsky, was proving highly successful with Moscow audi-
ences sated with the current sugary superficialities elsewhere. In
1898 Chekhov’s difficult new play The Seagull had been a pres-
tigious and important success for Stanislavsky’s company where
its Petersburg premiére had fallen flat. By chance Savva Morozov
had attended an earlier production in their rented theatre and had
been greatly attracted by Stanislavsky’s theatrical style and
aspirations.

Morozov loved playing with electricity, and he soon took over
not only financial responsibility for the company, but also the
lighting arrangements. Stanislavsky later described his contri-
bution:

He spent the summer in Moscow, . . . and as soon as his family left for the
country he converted the parlour of his house into a laboratory for his
scenic experiments, and various methods of electrical lighting were tried
out there before we introduced them into the theatre. The mansion’s great
bathroom was turned into a chemistry lab in which we prepared lacquers
of various tones and colours for painting electric light bulbs and glass, so
that more artistic stage lighting could be achieved.!17

When a lot of space was needed, ‘trials of all sorts’ would be
made ‘in the large garden’. ‘Dressed in working clothes,’
Morozov ‘laboured alongside the electricians and tradesmen, as-
tounding the specialists with his knowledge of electricity’. Once a
production had opened, he would ‘keep in touch with the theatre
by telephone’ regardless of business commitments. On one occa-
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TAROSLAVL STATION, 1902

Original drawing by Shekhtel; detail of facade showing polychrome
and relief tile work from Abramtsevo workshops; main entrance; and
detail of main entrance.
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Anton Chekhov posed with members of the Moscow Arts Theatre
company as if in an author’s play-reading, with Stanislavsky, also
seated, looking over his right shoulder. This photograph was taken in
1898, the year of the famous production of Chekhov’s The Seagull.

Constantin Stanislavsky (Alekseev), founder-director of the Moscow
Arts Theatre, in 1900.
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Shekhtel’s logo for the Moscow Arts Theatre, using a seagull motif, an
evocation of their reputation-making production which was his own
idea. The motif and typography are still used by the Theatre.
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sion an enforced change of programme demanded improvisation
of sets and, as Stanislavsky recalled, ‘It was touching to see him,
the president of countless banks, institutions and companies, with
an extraordinary position in the commercial world, carrying fur-
niture and climbing ladders to hang draperies and pictures, in the
guise of a simple stage-hand.’!"® Then, ‘when the question of find-
ing another building could no longer be delayed’, Morozov
‘undertook to settle it in his own . . . broad and generous way’.'"?

One Soviet source states that Shekhtel had been a member of
Stanislavsky’s Theatrical Society since 1899; others do not men-
tion this.'* But when Morozov decided to buy them a theatre of
their own and fund its conversion to accord with Stanislavsky’s
conception, Shekhtel was the obvious architect.

Stanislavsky’s archives contain a letter of 9 December 1901
from the builders, the Moscow Industrial and Construction Com-
pany, to say that drawings for converting the old Lianozovskii
Theatre just off today’s Gorki Street had been modified in res-
ponse to comments by Stanislavsky, and awaited discussion by
himself and Morozov.'? Chekhov was down in Yalta convalescing
from illness, but his wife, the actress Olga Knipper, wrote to him
on 1 January 1902 that all the talk at the Moscow Arts Theatre
Company’s New Year’s Eve party the night before had been of
their new theatre and the wonderful internal arrangements
proposed.'?? The building had to be ready for the opening of their
next season, and in late May Stanislavsky was on site daily,
supervising technicalities of a new revolving stage ‘which at that
time was rare, even abroad’.'®

The whole thing was a collaborative project. Savva Morozov
forewent a much needed holiday ‘in the woods and fields of his
numerous country estates’, and ‘for the whole summer he lived in
a small room near the theatre office, in the midst of noise, dust
and cares . . . in order to oversee the work’, which was costing
him 300,000 rubles.'?* Shekhtel did the design job without fee,
often drawing on site one step ahead of the builders, and
inscribing the final decorative motifs directly onto plaster for the
painters.

In this case, the ‘idea’ of the building existed already in the
clearly formulated priorities, both aesthetic and functional, of
Stanislavsky and his collaborator Nemirovich-Danchenko. No
longer was ‘three-quarters of the theatre given over to the com-
forts of spectators’ and ‘only a quarter to the people who work in
it’ as in every traditional theatre building. No longer would ‘such
dust be created at the raising of the curtain . . . that the majority
of prompters end up with TB’, nor would ‘actors have to rehearse
in overcoats . . . breathing frozen air’.'” No longer would the
building compete with the play for attention. As Stanislavsky
wrote of their earlier experiments,

In our destructive and revolutionary aims, in order to rejuvenate the art,
we declared war on all the conventionalities of the theatre wherever they
might occur — in the acting, in the properties, in the scenery, the cos-
tumes, the interpretation of the play, the curtain or anywhere else in the
play or the theatre. All that was new and that violated the usual customs
of the theatre seemed beautiful and useful to us.'2¢

In place of the conventionally ornate backdrop for a social
occasion, Shekhtel produced an ‘extraordinary simplicity’'?’ that
builds up through entrance and foyers, in a co-ordinated scheme
of neutral colour and details, to a highly charged climax of cur-
tain and proscenium: ‘A high wooden panel with cloth in frames;
above the panel portraits of great writers, poets, actors and
artists; along the panel wooden benches with cushions, white
walls with a slightly darker border — that was the foyer, simple,
modest, without one spot of colour.” And again in Stanislavsky’s
description:
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MOSCOW ARTS THEATRE, 1902

Plan at street level; period photograph of entrance foyer; period photograph of view towards proscenium, with seagull motif on
curtains; Shekhtel’s lamp fittings for the street elevation, which was never completed to his designs; The Wave over the porch by A.S.
Golubkina; door handles; seagull motif applied in the banded wall decoration around the theatre foyer.
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APARTMENT COMPLEX, STROGANOV COLLEGE, 1904-7

The east corner, with north-facing studios for professors of painting on

the top floor and a stair in the corner below; corner, showing majolica

decorative panels; and drawing by Shekhtel of the decorative panels on
the south elevation.
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The auditorium was finished in seasoned oak, and the balustrades of the
boxes and balconies, the furniture, the doors, the embrasures and panels
were made of the same wood. The walls here were also white, with hardly
noticeable borders, without any bright spots or gilding. All the other
rooms for the use of the audience were finished in the same style. This was
done in order not to tire those sitting in the auditorium and to limit all
colour effects to the stage.'?®

Linear patterning that focuses the eye on the stage has a charged
quality that evokes the artifice of lighting — and Morozov’s love
of electricity as its medium. Amidst simple linear ‘borders’ else-
where, the only decorative motifs, all in grey, were a geometri-
cized wave, which appeared more realistically in Anna Golub-
kina’s relief over the main entrance, and the stylized Chekhovian
seagull which Shekhtel designed, and is retained, as the theatre’s
emblem.

This extensive use of white, the rectilinear gridded patterns and
the highly geometricized fittings certainly bore the influence of his
European and Scottish contemporaries. In December 1902, very
soon after the theatre opened, and on Petrovka Street nearby, the
work and particularly furniture of Mackintosh, Olbrich and
others went on display to Moscovites for two months alongside
items by Shekhtel himself, Walcot, Fomin, Korovin and other
‘modern’ Russians. This was the Exhibition of Architecture and
Design of the New Style which Shekhtel himself had largely initi-
ated.'” That August Chekhov had resigned from the Academy,
despite its valuable privileges of free speech, because the govern-
ment had blackballed the election of Maxim Gorki.'"*® Ironically
enough, he was telegraphing Shekhtel two months later, on 30
October, with ‘Heartfelt congratulations my dearest academician’,
as he was honoured for the success of Glasgow.". The Glasgow
Institute of Architects and the RIBA had already made him an
honorary member.'*2

It was also in 1902 that the Riabushinskiis founded a bank. Ria-
bushinskii Brothers was the creation of Stepan’s two older
brothers Pavel and Vladimir, aged thirty-one and twenty-nine,
who were already beginning to get a name in Moscow politics as
leaders of the bourgeois-industrial cause in their generation. In
another conversion job the following year Shekhtel gave an ultra-
modern air to their new headquarters. His face-lift to an old
building of load-bearing walls in the central business district
created the most unadorned image yet in Moscow of a framed
building. Quite small, and now much altered, its simple piers of
white glazed brick were the starting point for his next, more truth-
ful Riabushinskii headquarters. Before that, however, the
Stroganov School of Art, where he taught, commissioned a hous-
ing complex for professors and others to fill a whole block on the
present Kirov Street. Yet again Shekhtel produced a complete re-
assessment of the established type.

The result was the most advanced piece of middle-class housing
in Russia at this date. It uniquely exemplified Apyshkov’s ‘radical
bases of the latest architecture’, that it start from ‘satisfying the
material needs of civilized people’; that ‘the internal fitting and
planning of accommodation take account of the growing require-
ment for hygiene and cleanliness’;"** and that it be a clear expres-
sion of structure. The four upper floors contained four- to seven-
roomed apartments of exceptional convenience, a major innova-
tion of the whole plan being dual staircases giving ‘front’ and
‘back’ doors to each apartment. On the north face several apart-
ments for Stroganov professors had large studios. The complex
contained its own boiler house, electricity generation, coach-
house and stables, laundry, basement storage rooms and dispen-
sary. Other shopping and office accommodation was incorpor-
ated at street level on the outside. This commercial ground floor
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was a concrete-framed platform on which rose the domestic struc-
ture of brick. As ever, Shekhtel ‘applied materials and forms to
which dust, soot and dirt of all kinds will not adhere’."* The sleek
exterior mixed matt-glazed grey-brown brick with cream stone
spandrels, and panels of flowing, Olbrich-like tile-work in pinkish
cream and blue. Colour and decoration made a gentle and
sensitive domesticity out of highly economical land use and inter-
nal planning.

Revolution and the optimism of commerce

Apart from small jobs, this building occupied Shekhtel right
through to 1907. Intervening, of course, was the 1905 Revolution,
whose street fighting and political restructurings were a disruption
that left Shekhtel’s circle of clients and friends far more sanguine,
and more powerful. They had achieved a de facto recognition of
their role, and representation in an elected parliament. Even more
than before could Shekhtel’s architecture be the confident spear-
head — in Apyshkov’s words at this time — of ‘a movement
whose force lies not in the subjective opinions of individuals, but
in a profound and robust connection with our culture, with our
technology and with the best democratic aspirations of our age’.'*

For Shekhtel’s personal circle there were other upheavals. After
years of illness his intimate friend since youth Anton Chekhov
died in 1904. Gorki describes a quiet cup of coffee with Savva
Morozov in his garden after the funeral.'*® Within a year Morozov
himself was dead. He had been ousted from chairmanship of the
industrial empire by his fierce mother in protest at his support of
the industrial proletariat’s cause; he went to Nice, and shot him-
self. His widow buried him in Moscow and sold her great house to
the fifth Riabushinskii brother, banker and modern art collector
Mikhail. His Picassos must have looked startling in that environ-
ment. The new mistress of the house, who would receive Matisse
in 1911, was a ballet dancer.

As the mouthpiece of their increasingly powerful politics, Mik-
hail’s two eldest brothers formed a newspaper called, literally,
Morning of Russia (Utro Rossii). In the post-1905 climate both
Pavel and Vladimir moved increasingly to the central political
stage in Moscow. Still only thirty-five, Pavel had headed the fam-
ily empire since their father’s death six years earlier. He was now a
central figure of the haute-bourgeois apparatus in Moscow that
was the commercial barons’ chief instrument against the rural-
oriented autocracy. Such was the incestuous house-moving of
these circles that he now lived in the Gogol Boulevard house
which Kaminskii had converted from Classicism to Russianism
for his brother-in-law Sergei Tret’iakov, in 1871-5, the latter hav-
ing died in 1892. The Moscow Stock Exchange where Pavel Ria-
bushinskii was so prominent had been another of Kaminskii’s
reconstruction jobs at that time, and stood within yards of the
Riabushinskii Brothers’ new bank. He became Chairman of the
powerful Society of Factory Owners and Industrialists. He was an
initiator, in 1905, of the Octobrists Party, later the Progressists,
and an increasingly central spokesman for these Moscow interests
right through to their final negotiations with Alexander Kerensky
as the 1917 Revolution broke. Buryshkin has described their joint
activities through this period."”” Utro Rossii was the fearless
mouthpiece for all this. Pavel Riabushinskii was quite prepared to
attack the Government vehemently — and to suffer the paper’s
being banned for it, as happened for a period in 1911.

Shekhtel provided a headquarters building that was equally
uncompromising. In their obvious functionality and direct hand-
ling of materials, even the editorial offices on the boulevard itself
were redolent of the industrial power for which the paper spoke.
(The printing shop, even simpler, ran behind.) The proportional
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UTRO ROSSII PRINTING HOUSE, 1907

View from the boulevard showing the original appearance of the
entrance and editorial offices for Pavel Riabushinskii’s outspoken
newspaper Utro Rossii; and detail of facade.
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MOSCOW TRADING COMPANY, 1909

L arsoun? |

Period photograph from what is now Dzerzhinskii Square showing the
names of component firms on the spandrels. The rounded arch at the
lower left leads into the service and goods yard inside the U-shaped
plan. The whole building and yard sits on a basement of warehousing.
Below is a detail of the top floor.

system based on the square and diagonal was that which Shekhtel
had developed from medieval Russian systems. At the same time
the verticality of the main piers, the softly arched window heads
and the horizontal banding of storey heights maintained a good-
mannered relationship to the surrounding townscape of preten-
tious, late-nineteenth-century Classicism. The elevational ma-
terials were a light-brown glazed brick and warm cream stone with
the exposed steelwork of spandrels and glazing painted dark
brown. Here, even more than previously, the extreme smoothness
and streamlined corners speak of anti-autocratic modernity; they
also tempt one to imagine Shekhtel chatting to young Dmitri
Riabushinskii about aerodynamics.

Shekhtel’s most advanced and elegant commercial building fol-
lowed two years later, in 1909. The underlying concept was one
which was becoming increasingly common in Moscow: a trading
centre combining office, showrooms and warehousing for several
(often changing) companies. The idea originated with the medieval
podvore. As to who was behind his corporate client, The Moscow
Trading Company, we can only adduce the names on the building’s
‘signboards’. One contemporary photograph shows several span-
drels labelled ‘The A.V. Buryshkin Company’. This was the family
firm of which Pavel A. Buryshkin, chronicler of the Moscow
merchantry, was the second generation. And Pavel Buryshkin, as
already mentioned, was a close friend and colleague of Pavel
Riabushinskii throughout his decade of political involvement and
journalism. Buryshkin later recalled many editorial meetings in the
Utro Rossii building, and ‘an endless quantity’ of others on
economic, scientific and industrial problems in Riabushinskii’s
house further round the boulevard.'*® This commission too, there-
fore, may have come through the Riabushinskii connection.

Perhaps most directly of all Shekhtel’s buildings, the Moscow
Trading Company fulfilled the injunction which Apyshkov had
quoted four years before from Otto Wagner, and had identified
equally with the work of Hoffman, Olbrich and Saarinen, that
‘the only proper starting-point for our artistic work is contempor-
ary reality’.'”® Like modernism world-wide, it ‘found its inspira-
tion in the newly arising forms and techniques of construction’. It
pursued those historic qualities of ‘architectural truth’ and ‘con-
structiveness of forms’ which result from ‘aesthetically perfecting
the form that satisfies the functional purpose, so as to underline
that function or give the whole a more refined delineation’. Inside
and out, Shekhtel had ‘discarded everything superfluous’ whilst
at the same time ‘expressing the underlying spirit of the subject
matter’. The internal structure was a frame of iron, the material
which Apyshkov’s mentor Krasovski had seen sixty years before
as ‘destined to effect a revolution in architectural forms . . . and
establish a new style’.'® As elsewhere Shekhtel mixed internal iron
with a reinforced-concrete frame for the exterior, and this surface
was now just a transparent screen without elements of ‘wall’
remaining. It made sophisticated and delicate architecture out of
Apyshkov’s earlier observation that commerce’s main require-
ment now, on its interface with the outside world, was ‘places for
signboards . . . and daylight’. ‘Refining’ and ‘delineation’ of
forms in that exterior frame had transformed static vertical and
horizontal members into a live, pulsating surface. The rippling
piers were faced in off-white, matt-glazed tile. The spandrels and
the top, ‘cornice’ floor of offices were matt and cream-coloured.
The plate glass which filled all three elevations was a slightly
reflective aquamarine blue. The slender window frames were
bronze. More than any other commercial building in Russia it
expressed these men’s vision of commerce as a civilized, cultured,
life-enhancing activity, and as something that could offer Russia a
revolutionary new path forward.
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Their world evaporates

As the events of 1905 receded, so did the accompanying optimism.
The predominance of Germanic names amongst Apyshkov’s
models of ‘where Russia must follow’ has relevance to the demise
of this modernism in Shekhtel’s further work. From this point on,
historical reference points returned to his architecture. If he did in
fact have German origins on his father’s side, they made him per-
haps more quickly sensitive than others to the anti-German
atmosphere which was developing with the approach of 1914. Cer-
tainly others followed his lead in producing structurally honest,
undecorated commercial buildings in the next two or three years,
though none were so elegant.’ But for all the subtle synthesis of
Russian themes in Shekhtel’s work, the moderne as a whole came
to have undesirably foreign, if not explicitly German, connota-
tions. (Historically, the two words had been identical in Russia.)
This cause of the moderne’s demise has been discussed by
Kirichenko, and she is certainly right.'#

The Classicism that formed most of Russia’s urban fabric now
acquired a newly nationalistic label. For several years after 1910
there flourished in Moscow a very interesting trend in which the
free-form, functional plans and rich spatial effects of the
moderne were clothed in an equally free, generally Doric Classic-
ism. Ever in the vanguard, Shekhtel was already producing one of
the very first and best examples of this new synthesis in the same
year as the Moscow Trading Company building, in his own sec-
ond house and studio on Moscow’s outer ‘garden’ ring-road. His
building for the public library donated by Chekhov to his native
Taganrog, in 1910, was stylistically similar. Meanwhile, large
complexes like the newly-published State Bank scheme in Nizhni-
Novgorod of that year, or the County Museum of 1914, were
emerging in a streamlined and at times somewhat overblown Rus-
sianism, eclectically derived from Russia’s earliest and simplest
stone churches and monasteries. '

In Shekhtel’s hand this was a lively and friendly architecture,
‘democratic ’ in its informality and functionality. But these build-
ings were addressed to a public outside his experience. His earlier
clients had donated vast public complexes of medical, educational
and charitable institutions to Moscow, but this was conspicuously
not work for which the Morozovs, for example, used Shekhtel.
Shekhtel was the architect of their personal identities, who pre-
sented them to themselves and the world through the images of
their unique homes. They grasped that it was his talent to project
their conception of a bourgeois-industrial Russia, and a corres-
ponding culture, through the medium of architecture. The theatre
was never a useful training ground for hospital designers. The
architecture schools produced plenty of those.

The uncertainty of these later buildings was prescient of the
way Shekhtel’s work floundered — as indeed did most — in the
early years after the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917. The fervid
building activity of immediately pre-war years had been a specula-
tive boom in mass apartment housing, but for Shekhtel those were
increasingly years of a leading administrative role in the Moscow
profession. The change was mirrored at successive Congresses of
Russian Architects. During the first three, in 1892, 1895 and 1900,
his superb drawings and water-colours featured with those of
Kekushev, Fomin and others in the accompanying exhibitions. In
1908 he became President of the Moscow Architectural Society
(MAO) and ex officio doyen of the Moscow profession. Three
years later he attended the fourth Congress in his official capacity
and merely chaired two sessions of the section on ‘aesthetic
questions’.'* When the last Congress of 1913 came to Moscow he
was naturally its Chairman. Behind the formalities, however, he
was still the ball of energy whose youthful catch-phrase had once
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SHEKHTEL’S OWN HOUSE, 1909
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Plan of main (first-floor) level and perspective drawing by Shekhtel.
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been ‘No problem!’. The later Jubilee history of MAO recorded
appreciatively that he had ‘allowed neither material difficulties

. . nor organizational complications to stop him’ in finally re-
alizing MAO’s long-held idea of courses for building foremen; in
financing and supervising a new headquarters; in launching a new
annual publication of projects and buildings. In the War his wife
led families of members in organizing a lazaret for wounded
soldiers and other social work.'¥

From this position he became chairman of two major commit-
tees for the new state apparatus for centralizing and reorganizing
building activity after the Revolution.'*® Neither here nor on early
competition juries — like that for the Palace of Labour in 1922-3
— could his influence be great when all building was at a standstill
and cheapness, not craftsmanship, was the new priority. In 1922
he handed over MAO to the younger Shchusev. He did projects,
and continued to teach.

In 1918, the Stroganov School where he taught, and the Mos-
cow College where he had once studied, were reorganized into
Free Studios that would later become the pluralist and multi-
faculty art and design school VKhUTEMAS. When the
Stroganov’s Architecture Faculty reopened on 15 April 1919 it
became the Architecture Department of the First State Free Artis-
tic Studios, and Shekhtel’s lecture that day, as President of MAO,
is the only document approaching an artistic credo remaining.'*’

It is a statement that hovers strangely between two worlds: the
world now dead, or lying in ruins all around-them, and the new
but unproven, both in their different ways, in the continuous
work of creative people, trying to find some basis for a synthesis
of the arts. Shekhtel talks history, and reminisces. His view of the
nature of architecture, and the role of the arts within it, are very
briefly stated, but indicate the extent to which there would be
continuity between his concerns and those of the next,
‘VKhUTEMAS?’, generation, underneath the change of social
content.

The Chekhovian reference in his title must surely have been
intentional: ‘A Tale of Three Sisters: Painting, Sculpture and
Architecture’. Three Sisters, written in 1900, was Anton
Chekhov’s most complex play and also, in Donald Rayfield’s
words, ‘his most direct and emotional treatment of life’. It was
specially created for Stanislavsky’s Moscow Arts Company in
close consultation with him, and gave that theatre ‘an ascendancy
it still has not lost’.'® When many had already left Russia,
however, Stanislavsky was persevering, if a little bewildered, with
‘an audience which we did not know how to approach (and which)
did not know how to approach us’, consisting ‘of soldiers, of
deputies from all ends of Russia, of children and young people,
and last, of working-men and peasants’.'® The new population of
the art and architecture schools was similar.

In this year of growing Civil War, of agitational propaganda,
of Vladimir Tatlin’s Tower, Shekhtel spoke to these students of a
tale that was ‘magical . . . eternally captivating’, ‘in which music,
poetry and the other muses equally participate’. With an aca-
demic precision hardly suiting these disrupted days, he surveyed
‘the close interdependence of these plastic arts’ throughout world
architecture, and painting’s role within medieval Russian
architecture. On that precedent he had brought Vrubel and
Borisov-Musatov to paint murals in the mansions of the
Morozovs and Derozhinskaia. He recalled ‘with pleasurable
satisfaction’ how an earlier generation ‘of Stroganov students
who had been my pupils . . . collaborated on murals in my
pavilions for Russia at the Glasgow International Exhibition in
England (sic’)’; how ‘the beauty of this great wall-painting was
acclaimed by the normally stern British’; how ‘the whole Section
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was erected . . . by a team of 200 Russian workers whom I led by
sea to England’.

This romance was tempered by echoes of the sterner ethos he
had shared with his Old Believer clients before the War: ‘The only
stimuli that are totally compelling in our life are work, love and
art. In them is all life’s meaning. Without them we would not
know what the Creator made us for. It is only thanks to them that
we find in ourselves the strength to bear all the sorrows and priva-
tions of our existence.’'® The extraordinary fecundity of the bur-
geoning avant-garde was already showing that this became truer
as privations increased. Lubetkin’s memoirs have pointed up this
relationship with a telling precision.'!

In Shekhtel’s closing statement on the proper basis of architec-
tural form there was much with which the post-Revolutionary
modernists would have agreed, and agreed with the earlier
theoretician Apyshkov:

Each architectural object must have as its basis its main task, which is the
delimitation by walls of a certain set of spatial accommodation . . . that
must answer the building’s direct function. This internal content must
manifestly shape, and be expressed in, the exterior and internal look of
the buildings. True perception of the accommodation’s spatial properties
depends upon the form and colour of surfaces delimiting it.'>

The new modernists would have agreed that these two sensual
‘stimulae’, form and colour, were architecture’s ‘main canon and
cornerstone’. On form, as on what Shekhtel called the ‘optically
correcting . . . utilitarian side of polychrome’, they were to spend
much time researching new, scientific principles. Allowed their
own redefinitions, they might even have agreed that ‘the purpose
of painting and murals, whatever their content, and of sculpture,
is to elevate the artistic significance of the building in accordance
with its function’, whatever that may happen to be, and that these
‘three sisters’ must ‘accord equal importance to the creators of
furniture, ceramics, bronze objects, stained glass and all other
branches of applied arts’. These Free Studios, like the later
VKhUTEMAS, were premised upon that integrated approach.

In certain circumstances they would have agreed that ‘This re-
lationship of architecture, painting and sculpture as a totality
must put the viewer into that mood which suits the building’s pur-
pose’, even that this totality had the task of ‘raising the (muscle-)
tone (povysit’ tonus) of our life’. What the Constructivists, above
all, would never endorse was Shekhtel’s statement that it was the
central task of these media ‘to beautify our existence, to give
delight to our eyes’. Already that year their initiators had been
writing manifestos declaring ‘Death!’ to such self-serving views of
the artistic task.

Krasovski, who stood unacknowledged behind both genera-
tions, had said, ‘It is art’s purpose to be a mirror of the contem-
poraneity that surrounds it’ and that contemporaneity had gone
through a revolution. Shekhtel’s architecture had used diverse
technical and stylistic means, but the creation of ‘mood’, in both
user and spectator, had plainly been its constant aspiration, and
something for which theatrical work had equipped him ideally.

When Shekhtel died after a long illness, on 26 June 1926, his
buildings were being derided as ‘the expression of purely personal
habits and tastes’, not lauded for pioneering the free spatial
organization and the balanced use of new techniques and mat-
erials which are their conspicuous features today. Eighteen
months after Shekhtel’s ‘Three Sisters’ lecture, the thirty-five-
year-old Tatlin was issuing a statement in Moscow to explain his
tower’s role in creating a new synthesis of ‘the artistic’ with ‘the
utilitarian’. Before the Revolution, he proclaimed, ‘every
connection between painting, sculpture and architecture had been
lost’. It was Shekhtel’s work which he cited (though without
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naming him) as the best of the bad: ‘Artists, in their approach to
materials, degraded them by distortion into the forms of some
branch or other of plastic art. In the best event, artists decorated
the walls of private houses, i.e. of individual nests. They left
behind a succession of “Iaroslavl Stations” and a diversity of
forms that now seem ridiculous.’'”* Tatlin, of course, was not an
architect, but the comment is ironic, for it was Shekhtel par
excellence who had established precedents in free, functional
planning and controlled uses of technology for the architects who
followed Tatlin into Constructivism.

In 1931, five years after Shekhtel’s death, those leading Con-
structivists the Vesnin brothers, who had been rising young stars
of the profession over which Shekhtel presided before the War,
were applying these same principles to designing their largest built
complex: a vast Palace of Culture for employees of Russia’s old-
est car factory, the AMO, later ZIL, plant in south-east Moscow.
On the eve of the Revolution, in 1916, that factory had been the
last new venture of Pavel Riabushinskii, as Head of the Wartime
Military and Industrial Committee for Moscow, and his brother
Vladimir. For that dynasty it was their former hobby that pro-
vided their livelihood now. When Kerensky’s Provisional Govern-
ment collapsed to the Bolsheviks in October 1917, they had fled to
Europe, and had founded a new business upon their unique col-
lective expertise in icons.!’** Construction of the extensive ZIL
culture-complex lasted from 1931 to 1936. During exactly this
period, that champion and pioneer of the new cultural values
Maxim Gorki spent his last years living in Shekhtel’s masterpiece
for their brother Stepan, within a stone’s throw of the great
Gothic house from which Savva Morozov had funded so much of
the revolutionary agitation which eventually placed him there. To
any adherent of early modernism in Russian architecture, Gorki
must thus be the individual who was most richly rewarded by the
Revolution. He must have been the last man to occupy a Shekhtel
mansion as his private house.

Maxim Gorki in 1928 (photograph by M. Nappelbaum).
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