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PREFACE

When my friend and mentor, Serge Sabarsky, and I discussed our plans for the Neue Galerie New
York, we were always clear on one point: the museum would focus on German and Austrian art
of the early twentieth century. This focus makes the Neue Galerie unique, and serves to highlight
the contributions of Germanic culture, which have often been overlooked in surveying the art of
the twentieth century.
But Germanic culture—like most cultures—did not grow in isolation. In fact, with the
increased mobility of the modern era, German and Austrian artists were influencing and being
influenced by the art of many other countries. We have reflected this cross-cultural influence
in several of our exhibitions at the Neue Galerie. With “Van Gogh and Expressionism,” we
examined the crucial influence of the Dutch artist Vincent van Gogh on German and Austrian
Expressionism, contrasting his work with that of Gustav Klimt, Egon Schiele, Ernst Ludwig
Kirchner, Max Beckmann, and others. Likewise, with “Heinrich Kuehn and His American Circle:
Alfred Stieglitz and Edward Steichen,” we explored the development of photography through the
close friendship of the Austrian Kuehn and his American counterparts, Stieglitz and Steichen.
With this exhibition, our goal is to bring to light the fascinating interplay between German
and Russian art in the early decades of the twentieth century. Amidst a rapidly changing and
sometimes tormented political landscape in both countries, artists were absorbing influences and
creating new hybrids that would push the art of this time forward.
I have been fortunate to work and travel extensively in Russia, and have always been drawn
to the culture of this great country. I remember well going into the Leonard Hutton Gallery on
Madison Avenue when I was only in my twenties, and seeing a work by Natalia Goncharova that I
simply had to acquire. This particular painting holds a special place in my memories, as it hung in
my mother’s sitting room for 40 years. That work is still in my collection, and I am proud to see it
in the context of this exhibition, among so many other fascinating works by Russian artists.
Much of what I have learned about Russian art has come through my discussions with
friends and associates in Moscow and elsewhere. Most of all, the collector Petr Aven has been
exceptionally generous in sharing his deep knowledge of this subject with me. Mr. Aven is
a businessman and philanthropist of the highest order, and his collection of a wide range of
Russian art is truly exceptional. I wish to thank him and all his compatriots for helping me to
understand more about the cultural shifts taking place in turn-of-the-century Russia, and for
encouraging me to show the underappreciated work from their country in the context of German
art of the same period. The results are nothing short of stunning.
My thanks to the exhibition and catalogue designers, Peter de Kimpe and Judy Hudson, for
providing a superb visual setting in which to view this work. As always, my gratitude also goes
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out to Renée Price, director, and the entire staff of the Neue Galerie for working so hard to make
this show a reality, and in the process, helping to illuminate the cross-currents of German and
Russian art.
RONALD S. LAUDER
President, Neue Galerie New York

Natalia Goncharova (1881–1962), The Fiacre, 1910, oil on canvas. Private Collection
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FOREWORD

Winston Churchill once famously declared, “Russia is a riddle wrapped in a mystery inside an
enigma.” Even 75 years after this declaration, it seems to have the ring of truth. Without question,
the political history of this great land is rife with turmoil. It has had a fraught relationship with its
Western neighbors for much of the past century. Yet the cultural achievements of Russia have
always been readily apparent to even the most casual observer. From its great traditions in music
and dance to its monumental achievements in literature, Russia remains a source of limitless
fascination.
With this exhibition, the Neue Galerie turns its attention to early twentieth-century Russian
art and its relationship to German art of the time. In the years between 1907 and 1917, there
was considerable artistic influence between the two countries. Much of it can be traced to
the Jack of Diamonds group, a collection of avant-garde artists founded in Moscow in 1910.
They listed as one of their objectives the opportunity “to offer young Russian artists who find it
extremely difficult to get accepted for exhibitions, given the existing indolence and cliquishness
of our artistic spheres, the chance to get onto the main road.”
Among the well-known painters who participated in the first Jack of Diamonds exhibition
were Mikhail Larionov, Natalia Goncharova, and Kazimir Malevich. Among the German
counterparts who showed with the Jack of Diamonds group were Ernst Ludwig Kirchner, August
Macke, Franz Marc, Otto Mueller, Max Pechstein, and Erich Heckel.
By presenting the work of these major Russian and German artists side by side, we can begin
to understand the ways they influenced one another. Their mutual interest in neo-primitivism is
noteworthy, though for the German artists this was inspired by an engagement with distant lands,
whereas the Russian artists tended to look toward the folk traditions in their own country.
The curator of our exhibition is the superb scholar of Russian art Konstantin Akinsha. He
is the author of a major study of Russian art, The Holy Place (2007), and curator of “Silver
Age: Russian Art in Vienna around 1900” at the Belvedere, as well as a contributing editor for
ARTnews. He has also served as the Deputy Research Director for Art and Cultural Property as
part of the Presidential Advisory Commission on Holocaust Assets in the United States. With his
deep scholarly immersion in the subject, Dr. Akinsha brings to light an area that deserves greater
attention. The results are highly illuminating.
We also wish to thank the lenders to our exhibition, both public institutions and private
individuals, who have made this broad and varied display of artworks possible. I wish to thank the
catalogue authors—Konstantin Akinsha, Vivian Endicott Barnett, Natalia Murray, Irina Romanova,
Jane Sharp, and Aleksandra Shatskikh—for bringing their scholarly acumen to bear and teaching
us all a great deal about the scope and achievements of early twentieth-century Russian art.
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I extend my gratitude to exhibition designer Peter de Kimpe, who has designed past
exhibitions for the Neue Galerie devoted to Van Gogh and the Expressionists, as well as to the
artists of the Brücke, Ferdinand Hodler, Vasily Kandinsky, and others. With his signature bold use
of color, he helps bring these dynamic artworks to life. Judy Hudson has done an excellent job
designing the exhibition catalogue. Finally, I wish to thank my colleagues at the Neue Galerie,
including Scott Gutterman, deputy director; Melissa Front, chief registrar; Janis Staggs, associate
director, curatorial and publications; Liesbet Van Leemput, graphics manager; and Michael Voss,
preparator, for their dedicated efforts on behalf of this show.
Our President, Ronald S. Lauder, has traveled and worked extensively in Russia over many
decades and is pleased to have the Neue Galerie serve as a venue for an exhibition exploring the
relationship between Russian and German art. It is from such joint cultural understandings and
friendships that stronger bonds between peoples are formed.
RENÉE PRICE
Director, Neue Galerie New York

Boris Grigoriev (1886–1936), Portrait of M. Ya. Yasnaya, 1917, oil on canvas.
Petr Aven Collection
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KONSTANTIN AKINSHA

A Comedy of Errors: Russian Cubo-Futurism as an
Example of Creative Misunderstanding

Describing his trip to the Burliuk country estate in 1911, the poet Benedikt Livshits remembered
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that, during the train journey, David Burliuk showed his brother Vladimir a treasured possession:

Kazimir Malevich, The Knife Grinder of Principle of

a photograph of a new work by Pablo Picasso. It had been given to him in Kiev by the painter

Glittering, 1912–13, oil on canvas. Yale University
Art Gallery, New Haven

Aleksandra Ekster, who had just returned from Paris.
This black-and-white photo of Picasso’s Cubist portrait of a woman would serve Burliuk
as a model. The excited Vladimir told his brother, “Wonderful! That’s the end of Larionov and
Goncharova!”1 Vladimir spent his vacation applying the knowledge gleaned from the precious
photo. He painted a portrait of Livshits guided by his brother’s command: “[R]aspikas’ ego kak
sleduet” (“Make it as much like Picasso as possible”) 2 [Fig. 2].
While Vladimir looked forward to triumphing over Mikhail Larionov and Natalia Goncharova
by adopting the devices of Picasso, his brother David used the reproduction for theoretical exercises. The Russian offspring of Cubism would need explanations, which unfortunately were not
provided with the photo. Appropriate terminology being nonexistent, Burliuk had to invent such
conceptions as “the canon of dislocated constructions,” which according to him had existed
throughout the history of art as a counterweight to the “academic canon.”3
Livshits took these theoretical exercises with a grain of salt. He had advised Burliuk to name
his paintings using “quasi-scientific” jargon like that of “Molière’s Latin”—the faux language
employed by the playwright in the last act of his comedy Le Malade Imaginaire.4 This suggestion
had led to the creation of such titles as “The leading line of movement, conceptualized according
to the Assyrian principle” or “The synthetic landscape: elements of sky and moments of dissolution of planes introduced into the depiction from four points of view.”5
Such creative theorizing was typical of the period of formation of the new wave of Russian
modernism inspired by French examples. Francis Haskell wrote:
Picasso and Braque, the joint creators of Cubism, did not at the time make any public statements about the motives that inspired the transformation of natural appearances to be seen
in their works; but the clear impression we get from their contemporaries, and even from later
statements made by the artists themselves, is that (whether or not they were, as is sometimes
claimed, influenced by new developments in philosophy and the sciences) they were primarily concerned with problems of representation and form and with efforts to create a far more

13

“real reality” than the one that was accessible only to the eye. The criticism and regeneration
of society were of no interest to them as artists. Nor, despite the fact that they were (according to their supporters) responding with enthusiasm to the new world that was coming into
being around them, did they appear to revel in the fundamental break that their own art made
with that of the past. On the contrary, the continuity between their paintings and those of
Cézanne, Courbet and even David was frequently stressed by their advocates.
In Holland and Italy, Germany and Russia, there was no surviving tradition of this kind
to support the more imaginative artists of the day. When, to varying extents and in very different ways, they tried to adapt the new language being worked out in Paris they gloried in
the novelty of their aims and achievements. The intense and still-living controversies that
quickly developed about the extent—or even existence—of a debt owed by all these artists to
French forerunners indicate how essential it had by now become to belong to the “vanguard.”
And, outside France, artistic change was often accompanied by much declamatory literature
to explain and publicize the importance for art, and even mankind as a whole, of what was
2

being designed.6

Vladimir Burliuk, Portrait of Benedict Livshits, 1911,
oil canvas. Private Collection, New York

In Russia, declamatory literature was in abundant supply: the composition of manifestos
became an integral part of the artistic process. While David Burliuk was struggling to enrich
Cubism with his theory of “dislocated constructions,” Aleksandr Shevchenko, a painter close to
Larionov, in his brochure “Principles of Cubism and Other Contemporary Movements in Painting
of All Times and Peoples,” was discovering the earliest manifestations of Cubism in Egyptian wall
paintings and reliefs and in the decoration of ancient Greek pottery.7
Fortunately, Russian knowledge of French Cubism was not based entirely on black-and-white
photographs. In 1909, Sergei Shchukin, the famous Moscow art collector, purchased Picasso’s
Woman with a Fan, which became the first analytical Cubist painting in a Russian collection [Fig.
3].8 Over the next few years, Shchukin bought more than 50 canvases by Picasso. The French
painter’s works were rarely exhibited publicly in Russia in the years from 1910 to 1913,9 but
they could be studied in Shchukin’s house, making it a magnet for young artists. “Who among
Russian artists doesn’t remember Shchukin’s gallery as a moment of epiphany, light coming from
‘nowhere’?” wrote the critic Nikolai Punin in 1923. “Five years ago it was impossible to talk about
Russian ‘Futurists’ without a preliminary exploration of this very French Cubism.”10
One frequent visitor to Shchukin’s mansion was Larionov. In 1908–09, he championed the
inclusion of works by contemporary French artists in Russian exhibitions, an act that was called
“an explosion from within,” disrupting “the gradual development of Russian painting and turning
it in a new direction.”11 But Larionov’s enchantment with Picasso soon wore off, and he decided
that young Russian artists had to “struggle against Cézanne and Picasso.”12
The allure of Picasso, however, was overwhelming and proved to be the decisive element
in the formation of Russian modernist art. Young artists tried hard to raspikasit—to make work
like Picasso. They were not very successful, producing stylizations or even fantasies of Cubism.
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3
Pablo Picasso, Woman with a Fan, 1909, oil on
canvas. Pushkin Museum of Fine Arts, Moscow.
Photo credit: HIP / Art Resource, NY. © 2015
Estate of Pablo Picasso / Artists Rights Society
(ARS), New York

These young Russian painters believed that Picasso had a store of secret knowledge, which, if
only they could learn it, would allow them to paint as he did. An apocryphal story about a meeting
between Picasso and Vladimir Tatlin reflects the strength of this belief. According to the painter
Georgy Yakulov, Tatlin traveled to Paris with the sole purpose of penetrating Picasso’s sanctum
and discovering his secret. He stationed himself near Picasso’s door dressed in a Central Asian
costume, playing a bandura,13 and pretending to be blind. The ruse worked. Picasso invited the
colorful foreigner inside to sit for a portrait. When Picasso left the room for a moment, Tatlin
whipped off his dark glasses, stole into another room where parts of a dissected violin were
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hanging from strings, and started to make sketches. In a few minutes, Picasso realized that
his exotic model had miraculously recovered his sight and evicted Tatlin from the sanctuary of
Cubism.14
This account of Tatlin’s attempt to steal Picasso’s secret reflects the faith of Russian artists
in the existence of a universal system for creating contemporary art—a system that could be
acquired surreptitiously. And of course a pilgrimage to Paris, the international capital of contemporary art, was obligatory.
The Russian idea of Cubism was muddled, but it was at least based on firsthand knowledge
of Picasso’s works. The Russian romance with Futurism was somewhat more perplexing. Punin
noted in 1923 that it was “no more than a myth” that Futurism was “the art movement common
to our time.”15 Abram Efros, another famous art critic of the period, left a vague description of the
notion of Futurism.
Futurism, Efros wrote, addresses the life of the urban masses. “Its images are images of
noise, smoke, and clatter. Its emotions are the emotions of bayonet charges, popular uprisings,
and the roar of factories. This Futurism is a contemporary version of battle paintings and depictions of folk festivals. Crossing the painting of soul with the painting of objects, it throws at the
canvas snatches of drive belts, fragments of generators, pin-like pipes, multiplicity of working
hands or marching legs, together with flashes of screaming spots and sharp lines, which are the
mirror of the soul of the artist, the force of which is detached and at the same time dissolved in
the mass frenzy of the urban crowds.”16
4
Natalia Goncharova, Cyclist, 1913, oil on canvas.
Russian State Museum, St. Petersburg. Photo:
Roman Beniaminson. Photo credit: bpk, Berlin /
Art Resource, NY. © 2015 Artists Rights Society
(ARS), New York / ADAGP, Paris
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Efros came to the conclusion that the main feature of Futurism was the fragmentation of
images: “A Futurist knows no mercy to objects. He tears pieces from them, breaks them and
shows the debris, which he needs to illustrate to us the movement of his soul. He believes that
his main Futurist right is fragmentation of objects,”17
The first publications about Futurism appeared in the Russian press in March 1909, when
Marinetti’s “Futurist Manifesto” was translated into Russian. Surprisingly, the conservative Russian
press endorsed the new movement from Milan. The right-wing newspaper Sankt-Peterburgskie
Vedomosti (St. Petersburg News) approved of Marinetti’s glorification of militarism, ultra-patriotism, and war and concluded that Futurism was an “interesting movement.”18
By 1910, the term Futurism had been adopted by the poet Igor Severyanin (pseudonym of Igor
Lotarev), who called his style “Ego-Futurism.”19 “Appropriating the name ‘Futurist,’ Severyanin gave it
a different meaning and tried to find for it a different theoretical foundation than the Italians.”20 But
neither he nor his followers succeeded in formulating clearly the principles of the movement.
In 1912 David Burliuk, who would later declare himself the “father of Russian Futurism,”
proclaimed the superiority of Cubism over the Italian school. According to Livshits, Burliuk at this
time was unfamiliar with the paintings of the Italian Futurists even in reproduction “and, in the
best case, had read only the manifesto published in April 1910.”21 Larionov and Goncharova, in
contrast, fell under the Italian spell: the influence of Futurist painting was not only obvious in their
works [Figs. 4 and 5] but also led to the establishment of Rayonism, which was designed as a
personalized “-ism” strongly indebted to Futurism.
5
Mikhail Larionov, Boulevard Venus, 1913, oil on
canvas. Musée National d’Art Moderne, Centre
Georges Pompidou, Paris. Photo: Philippe Migeat.
Photo credit: © CNAC/MNAM/Dist. RMN-Grand
Palais / Art Resource, NY. © 2015 Artists Rights
Society (ARS), New York / ADAGP, Paris
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The adoption of “Futurism” as an umbrella term for the new Russian art came about at the end
of 1912 and the beginning of 1913. The Russian press of this period published numerous articles
about the Italian Futurists, concentrating on their extravagant pranks. The analogy with the artistic
rebels at home was unavoidable, all the more so since the Russian artists not only “propagated the
manifesto of Marinetti” but also called themselves “Budetliane” or Ego-Futurists “Budushchniks”
(the Russian word for future is budushee), and, from 1913, sometimes just “futuristi.”22
The poet Viktor Khlebnikov coined the term “Budetliane,” “because he refused to use the
Italian word futuristi.”23 The word Budushchniki was a more direct Russian translation of the Italian
term. This domestication of foreign words was dictated, on one hand, by linguistic nationalism
and, on the other, by the desire to conceal if not completely reject the foreign source of inspiration. But the attempted Russification of the term didn’t save the new Russian art from the foreign
label: newspapers started to call all manifestations of radical art “Futurism.” The term immediately
took on negative connotations and was often used as a synonym for the words “hooliganism,”
“hideousness,” and “nonsense.”24
While the press attached the Futurist label to all radical artists and poets, inside the art
world a battle raged for the right to be recognized as true followers of the Italian movement.
The precursor was a clash between members of the Jack of Diamonds group with Larionov and
Goncharova in 1912. The couple not only broke off relations with the group, but also organized
an alternative exhibition called “Donkey’s Tail.”
The name Jack of Diamonds was provocative enough, referring both to the diamond insignia
on the robes of Russian convicts and to the French term valet du carreau, meaning “swindler.”25 It
parodied the pompous titles of Symbolist exhibitions.
Larionov, however, decided to take parody to its extremes. The title “Donkey’s Tail” was
inspired by a famous prank carried out by Roland Dorgelès, a French writer and journalist, who
attached a brush to the tail of a donkey named Lolo. The donkey then allegedly created a painting, which was exhibited in 1910 at the Salon des Indépendants as a work by the fictitious artist
Joachim-Raphaël Boronali called Sunset over the Adriatic.26 Larionov’s exhibition title immortalized the tail of Lolo with the obvious aim of shocking the Moscow public.
During a discussion of contemporary art organized by the Jack of Diamonds group in the
Polytechnic Museum in Moscow on February 12, 1912, in conjunction with an exhibition of
works by the group, Goncharova, who was included in the show, stated that she had nothing in
common with the Cubists, and Larionov accused the group’s members of imitating French art.27
This was the beginning of the split between the radical and moderate wings of Russian painterly
modernism. Jack of Diamonds members were accused of following French examples; as Kazimir
Malevich put it in 1913, they had turned into “faded offspring of Cézanne and Gauguin.”28
The charge wasn’t unfounded. By 1918 some leaders of the group, such as Petr
Konchalovsky, had turned from Cubism to “Cézanne-ism.” His achievement was lauded by Pavel
Muratov, an anti-modernist critic and editor of the art magazine Sofia.29 (It was in this magazine that the famous religious philosopher Nikolai Berdyayev had written in 1913: “In front
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of Picasso’s painting, I came to the realization that something evil was at work in the world.”)
According to Muratov, Konchalovsky could finally “bend to the ancient stone, read the words ‘Et
in Arcadia ego,’ and feel himself a guest in the classical land where once Titian, Poussin, and
Rembrandt had reigned.”30
Konchalovsky was not the only prodigal returning to the Arcadia of traditionalism. Other
members of the group—Ilya Mashkov, Aristarkh Lentulov, and to a certain extent Robert Falk—
also bid farewell to the radicalism of the 1910s.31
In 1912, Goncharova and Larionov attacked the Jack of Diamonds, rejecting what they
considered its second-hand Cubism. In 1913, Larionov’s battle cry changed: now the moderates
were following Picasso but didn’t understand Futurism. At an exhibition organized in 1913 called
“Target,” Larionov exhibited Rayonist paintings for the first time. A discussion organized in conjunction with the exhibition ended in a fight between artists and members of the public, and the
arrival of the police to restore order. The artist Ilya Zdanevich, Larionov’s devoted lieutenant, gave
a speech on Futurism citing various Futurist manifestos and, in true Marinetti style, attacking the
moon: “Down with the lazy and stupid moon, mother of melancholy, idleness, ruler of symbolists. . . .
Why does it shine at night when we have electricity!”32
Zdanevich’s interpretation of Futurism was relatively close to the source and betrayed
familiarity with Marinetti’s famous “Uccidiamo il chiaro di luna” (Kill the Moonlight), Larionov and
Goncharova went much further; obviously inspired by the Italian fragments, they transformed the
influence into a new style of their own called Rayonism.33
The theory of Rayonism was not entirely convincing. The new trend was declared to be a
symbiosis of Cubism and Futurism. Zdanevich, in his lecture “About Futurism” on April 7, 1913,
explained, “It is necessary to be liberated from the external world.” Objects were “themes” or
ideas, “which gives us the right of divisionism (division into parts). In Rayonism painting is free;
because of this, it is necessary to paint not objects but rays between ourselves and objects. Thus
Impressionism gave color, Cubism gave the third dimension, Futurism found the style of movement and Rayonism synthesized all of the above.”34
Rayonism, invented by Larionov, became the most radical painterly style in Russian art of
the period. It could be defined as semi-abstract because it never fully rejected figurative elements [Figs. 6 and 7]. It was treated by the couple’s followers as the highest form of Futurism.
According to Zdanevich, “Neither the Jack of Diamonds nor the Union of Youth practice Futurism.
It is practiced only by Goncharova and Larionov, the founders of Rayonism.”35
It is mainly in the works of these two that we can trace the consistent formal influence of
Italian painting. They had begun with the typical Futurist attention to the dynamics of movement
and ended with the discovery of Rayonism, which, despite their efforts to draft followers and
even to create a school of Rayonist poetry, remained their personal “-ism” and was exhausted in
a few years.
The struggle between the adepts of Cubism and those of Futurism led to unexpected stylistic and terminological results. French and Italian influences merged in the Russian soul into a
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strange symbiosis called Cubo-Futurism. Probably its best painterly manifestation is Malevich’s

Natalia Goncharova, Blue-Green Forest, 1913

The Knife Grinder, in which Cubist analysis of shapes meets Futurist fascination with movement

(dated on reverse 1911), oil on canvas. The
Museum of Modern Art, New York. The Riklis
Collection of McCrory Corporation. Digital Image
© The Museum of Modern Art/Licensed by
SCALA / Art Resource, NY. © 2015 Artists Rights
Society (ARS), New York / ADAGP, Paris

[Fig. 1].
Livshits noted that the “different treatment of Futurism didn’t play any role, to tell the truth,
because for Burliuk as for Goncharova, Futurism and Cubism alike were just a touch, a style,
at the last resource a method of work, but never a mature system of artistic views.”36 Livshits
believed that in Russia “the term ‘Futurism’ was born on the wrong side of the blanket. The move-

7
Mikhail Larionov, Glass, 1912 (dated 1909 by the
artist), oil on canvas. The Solomon R. Guggenheim
Museum, New York. Photo credit: The Solomon R.
Guggenheim Foundation / Art Resource, NY. ©
2015 Artists Rights Society (ARS), New York /
ADAGP, Paris

ment was a stream of wills diverging and heading in opposite directions, which could be defined
most of all by the unity of a negative goal.”37
It is not surprising that Filippo Tommaso Marinetti’s visit to Russia in 1914 was doomed to
disaster. The only element uniting Russian and Italian Futurists was their rejection of the past,
and in Russia this rejection was far from absolute. Marinetti was unimpressed by his Russian
followers and commented bitterly that in Russia, “pseudo-futurism” lives “in plusquamperfectum
rather than futurum.”38
The painter Robert Falk, a prominent member of the Jack of Diamonds group, wrote about
his own paintings created at the beginning of the twentieth century: “During that period I liked
bright contrasting combinations of colors, generalized expressive contours—I even underlined
them with dark paint. Now it seems to me that during that time I was in this manner getting rid
of my childhood impressions of a trunk and a blanket belonging to our kitchen maid.”39 This acid
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comment obviously referred to the neo-primitivism that would become, together (and often com-

8

bined) with Cubism and Futurism, the dominant style of Russian modernist painting.

Erich Heckel, Barber Shop, 19113, oil on canvas.

In 1912 a Jack of Diamonds exhibition included works by Ernst Ludwig Kirchner, August
Macke, Franz Marc, Otto Mueller, Max Pechstein, and Erich Heckel. Foreigners, especially
40

French artists and Germans belonging to the Munich Blaue Reiter (Blue Rider) group, were
exhibiting regularly with the Jack of Diamonds, but works by the Brücke (Bridge) artists were

Stiftung Moritzburg, Kunstmuseum des Landes
Sachsen-Anhalt, Halle. © 2015 Artists Rights
Society (ARS), New York/VG Bild-Kunst, Bonn
9
Mikhail Larionov, Officer at the Hairdresser,

shown in Moscow only once. According to Gleb Pospelov, the Expressionists were “close not to

1907–09, oil on canvas. Albertina, Vienna, Batliner

the members of the Jack of Diamonds but to Kandinsky, who recruited them in Germany.”41

Collection. © 2015 Artists Rights Society (ARS),

Vasily Kandinsky, who was responsible for the invitation to the German artists, obviously

New York / ADAGP, Paris

made a conscious choice. It was difficult to find other art groups in Europe so close to the
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creative experiments of both the Jack of Diamonds and Larionov and Goncharova. Like their

David Burliuk, At the Hairdresser, 1911, oil on

Russian counterparts, the members of the Brücke were developing neo-primitivism, which
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became the dominant style of the group. As with the Russians, the roots of their painterly style
lay in Post-Impressionism and Fauvism. A fascination with urban low culture—circuses, fairs,
cabarets, and hairdressing salons—was common to the Expressionists and the Russian CuboFuturists [Figs. 8–12]. Soldiers, prostitutes, and gypsies populated canvases painted in Moscow
and Berlin.
However, the roots of neo-primitivism in Germany and Russia were quite different. Russian
artists did not find inspiration in the exotic art of Africa; they did not need to visit ethnographic
museums, as Kirchner and Pechstein did,42 or travel to exotic lands, like Emil Nolde.43 Jill Lloyd
wrote, “In the Expressionist movement, we find a fragile balance between national identity and
international aspirations emerging in the years immediately preceding 1914. Primitivism was
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