Leonid Semenov – Andrei Belyi’s correspondent

“Moi slova pamiati budut o stikhotvortse, miatezhnike, rabotnike, strannike, sviashchennike i muchenike Leonide Semenove-Tian’-Shanskom”, wrote Z. N. Gippius in her essay “Poema zhizni (Rasskaz o pravde)” (1930)
. Thus she described the life’s milestones of a “mladosimvolist”, Aleksandr Blok and Andrei Belyi’s peer, who chose, however, not purely creative, but (using a fairly suitable symbolist term) “life-building” (“zhiznetvorcheskii”) way. The path of “zhiznetvorchestvo”, which Semenov started to practice in 1907, meant refusal from not only literary forms of self-expression, but also complete alteration of his modus of existence: “Vsled za Aleksandrom Dobroliubovym on rasstaetsia s “obshchestvom” i ukhodit “v narod”. ‹…› Postepenno imia Semenova, kak i imia Aleksandra Dobroliubova, stanovitsia svoego roda simvolom – olitsetvoreniem “ukhoda”, k kotoromu tiagoteli i drugie mladshie simvolisty (Blok, Belyi)”
. It can be logically inferred that Semenov’s biography is “samoe znachitel’noe ego proizvedenie”
.

There is only one inaccuracy in Gippius’s statement above: in 1915, as a result of extensive spiritual searches, Semenov adopted Orthodoxy and in 1917 was only preparing for priesthood, having been blessed by Optina starets father Anatolii. Several days before ordination, in the evening of December 13, he was shot on the threshold of his own house by local peasants. Due to negligence of the new power after the Bolshevik turnover they ravaged estates of the nobility with impunity and killed their owners; other members of the Semenovs that lived in the south of Riazanskaia region also fell victims to the bandits. As V. P. Semenov-Tian-Shanskii wrote in his memoirs (1942), “ubit Leonid byl ne razboinikami, a raspropagandirovannymi liud’mi iz krest’ianskoi molodezhi – temi zhe samymi, kotorymi ranee byl ranen ego starshii brat”. He then added: “Imi zhe byli ubity vsled zatem i drugie nashi rodnye i znakomye, kak N. Ia. Grot, kniaz’ Sergei Nik. i kniazhna Nat. Nik. Shakhovskie ‹…›. O tom, chto Leonid byl ubit ne razboinikami, govorit tot fakt, chto dom na ego khutore ne byl ograblen, no, kak peredavala mne ego sestra, byli unichtozheny chastichno lish’ ego zapisi i dnevniki, chto, po ee mneniiu, sdelano bylo iz opaseniia, chto Leonidom v dnevnikakh moglo byt’ opisano proiskhodivshee vokrug, prichem on mog znat’ imena tekh, kto iavlialsia vinovnikom raznykh ugolovnykh prostupkov, sovershavshikhsia vokrug, v tom chisle ubiistv i pokushenii”
.

Semenov was killed by those common people who he had been trying to merge with over a whole decade and whole lifestyle he considered to be the only right and reasonable one. In a way his fate could support the words about “ocharovannaia i prokliataia propast’” separating people and intellectuals, which Blok used in his speech “Rossiia i intelligentsiia” (1908) a year after Semenov’s “departure”
. However, in terms of the end of individual destiny the death of a martyr lent special significance to Semenov’s life shifting it onto another axiological level – life as hagiography. The canons of the genre can be used to consider the early stages of his life – as an “unenlightened” one, preceding the spiritual transformation. This is how Semenov himself viewed this period in his autobiographical notes “Greshnyi greshnym”: “bezobraznoe vremia moei molodosti”; he confessed to indulging then in the temptation of “tak nazyvaemymi esteticheskimi emotsiiami (khudozhestvennymi vpechatleniiami ili prosto vneshnimi shchekotaniiami chuvstv) zamenit’ te vnutrennie, nravstvennye udovletvoreniia, kotorye ishchet dukh, kogda chuvstvuet sebia odinokim i otorvannym ot drugikh liudei, kogda zhazhdet Boga”
.

Leonid Semenov was a grandson of senator, well-know geographer, social and state activist, and son of the head of Department of statistics in Russian geographical society. Then, in the beginning of the 20th century, being a student of historical and philological faculty of Saint Petersburg university, Semenov entered the literary life: first by joining the student poetic circle guided by B. V. Nikolskii, where he became friends with V. L. Poliakov and A. Blok
; afterwards, in 1903, he was supported by D. S. Merezhkovskii and Z. N. Gippius and entered the circle of young authors who published their texts in the magazine they were running – “Novyi put’”. As perceived by another, even younger poet Vl. Piast, Semenov already then seemed to be a major and mature literary talent – “pronzal, povorachival vse vnutri svoimi vystradannymi, goriachimi, goriacho proiznosimymi strofami”
. In the same 1903 Semenov got acquainted with his peer, who had entered the world of literature at approximately the same time and was also influenced by the couple of the Merezhkovskiis, – Andrei Belyi.

They started communicating on a significant day for Belyi – May 31, 1903, immediately after the burial of N. V. Bugaev, Belyi’s father, on the cemetery of the Novodevichy Convent and the commemoration ceremony in the restaurant “Praga”. Belyi recollected: “Vernuvshis’ ottuda, ia zastal u sebia Leonida Dmitrievicha Semenova, poeta, pisatelia, eshche studenta; on priekhal iz Peterburga peredat’ mne chto-to ot Merezhkovskikh; i – khotel bylo uiti; no ia ostavil ego u sebia”
. Describing the next days (first half of June 1903) Belyi noted: “… pochti kazhdyi den’ ko mne prikhodil Leonid Dmitrievich Semenov; my s nim sovershali dlinnye progulki po Moskve, chashche vsego okanchivaiushchiesia sideniem na lavochke v Novodevich’em Monastyre; my poseshchali mogily Solov’evykh, ottsa, Polivanova, Vladimira Solov’eva; i u etikh mogil proiskhodili goriachie i ozhivlenneishie razgovory nashi o Boge, o Rossii, o samoderzhavii i revoliutsii, o stikhakh, o Bloke, o Merezhkovskikh”
. “…Dve nedeli provozhu v upornykh besedakh s nim”, – Belyi summarized
. In a separate chapter of his memoirs “Leonid Semenov” he touched upon the contents of these talks: “…kazalos’, chto on – demagog i orator, uglami loktei protolkavshiisia k kafedre, chtoby basit’, agitirovat’, rasprostraniat’ ubezhdeniia – mesivo iz chernosotenstva, slavianofil’stva s narodnichestvom; on vydumyval svoikh krest’ian i tsaria svoego, chtoby skoro razbit’sia ob eti utopii, ratoval protiv kapitalizma; dichaishaia nerazberikha; ne to monarkhist, a ne to anarkhist! ‹…› Menia razdrazhalo ego samomnen’e, zhelanie stat’ moim rukovoditelem, organizatorom politicheskikh mnenii; ogromneishee samomnenie perlo iz ego slov na menia ‹…›”
.

Several years later Andrei Belyi was not able to convey the contents of these discussions in concrete arguments and details and did not try to fantasize on the topic. One can grasp a certain image of the agenda and tone of these debates between him and Semenov based on the two letters written by the latter that have been preserved in Belyi’s archive and are also dated 1903. The first of them did not start the correspondence: at least one Semenov’s letter to Belyi did not survive. It contained some critical observations about the Moscow association of “decadent” poets grouping around “Skorpion” publishing house, which Belyi did not support (judging by Semenov’s letter dated October 5, 1903, he also perceived that message as a reproof from the Saint Petersburg group that united around “Novyi Put’”). Semenov’s letter is visual evidence of the above Belyi’s words about the doctrinal type of its author’s personality (which was noted by others who knew Semenov – in particular, his university peer Ju. Bekman: “Ego priamoi i rezkii kharakter treboval ne tol’ko soglasheniia s nim, no dazhe podchineniia ‹…›”
). It was a response to an unknown Belyi’s letter (none of his letters to Semenov have survived):

5. X. 1903.

Vchera poluchil Vashe pis’mo. Ogorchilo. Otlozhil ego v storonu, zanimalsia svoim delom. Menia nemnogo likhoradilo, byl nezdorov. Vzial vecherom Feta. Prochel podriad ego elegii i dumy. Vspomnil o Vas. Vzial “Budem kak Solntse” i tozhe ne otryvaias’ prochel pochti vse do kontsa, i izumilsia. Kakoi grandioznyi mir, kakaia sila! kakoi stikh i kakaia iskrennost’!

Ia vsekh liubliu ravno, liubov’iu ravnodushnoi,

……

Ia vsekh liubliu ravno, liubov’iu bezuchastnoi.

Pozhaleite, liudi dobrye, menia
.

Da ia zhaleiu ego. Mne zhal’ ego, mne zhal’ ego, potomu chto emu net vykhoda iz ego prekrasnogo, tainstvennogo to svetlogo, to mrachnogo zamka. On v nem vechnyi uznik, neschastnyi uznik s ugriumym vzorom katorzhnika, on nikogda, nikogda nikogo ne sogreet, nikogda ne stanet solntsem, nikogda ne stanet goriachim luchom. Strannyi on chelovek – on svetit, ego luchi oslepitel’no-perelivny, no eto – svet kholodnyi, ne greiushchii, ne laskovyi, “elektricheskii” svet, ne ozhivliaiushchii, a mertviashchii. Ia nenavizhu elektricheskii svet – pri nem zhivye litsa mne kazhutsia mertvymi – mekhanicheskimi maskami, pugaiut menia svoei rokovoi bezzhiznennost’iu, svoei neproizvol’noi peremennost’iu. Ia prishel k vam izdaleka; tam v lesu u menia merznet zhalkoe slaboe sushchestvo; ia prishel noch’iu, ia shel na svet, ia zakhvatil s soboiu luchinu, chtoby zateplit’ ee – berezhno donesti nazad i tam u sebia razvesti koster i sogret’ liubimoe umiraiushchee sushchestvo, – i ia prikhozhu i vizhu elektricheskii fonar’ – i nigde zhivoi iskry, o kotoruiu ia mog by zazhech’ svoiu luchinu, ee unesti k sebe, i u sebia razvesti koster. A tam v lesu umiraiut… i v etu minutu vy nachinaete mne tolkovat’ pro mudrost’ i khitrost’ inzhenera, izobretshego fonar’, poznavshego zakony energii, mekhaniki i t. d. i t. d., i kakov zhe dolzhen byt’ moi uzhas, kogda ia uznaiu, chto etot samyi genial’nyi vash inzhener – kak milostyni prosit u kogo? u chitatelei, u malykh sikh?

Pozhaleite, liudi dobrye, menia.

Mne uzh bol’she ne uvidet’ bleska dnia.

Sam sebia slepym ia sdelal, kak Edip.

Mudrym buduchi, ot mudrosti pogib i t. d.

……

Ia na solntse glianul, solntse razgadal i t. d.

……

Pozhaleite soblaznennogo mechtoi!

Neschastnyi! on soblaznen bezumnoi mechtoi! Izobretia svoi elektricheskii fonar’, on voobrazil sebe, chto on izobrel solntse (razgadal ego!), i s etim fonarem zapersia v svoem zamke i zhivet v nem odin – slepoi, sam sebia zakovavshii katorzhnik! i kakoi krik:

Pozhaleite, liudi dobrye, menia!

Da, ia ego zhaleiu! No chto zhe delat’?

Prostite, dorogoi Boris Nikolaevich, vsego by men’she khotel ia obidet’ Vas, grubo zadevat’ Vashi lichnye chelovecheskie (kak oni menia priiatno porazili!) chuvstva. Ne o Konstantine D. Bal’monte, cheloveke s ryzhei borodkoi, ochen’ mozhet byt’, dobrom, liubiashchem vypit’, Vashem druge – i ne o Valerii Iakovleviche Briusove, cheloveke zhenatom i, konechno, ne dumaiushchem o potekhakh s kozoi na luzhaike
 – govoril i govoriu ia Vam, i ne o literatorakh Bal’monte i Briusove – vyrazilsia ia, chto oni lishni i pusty. Kak ot literatorov – ot nikh nichego drugogo – krome kak korrektnosti i literaturnoi dobroporiadochnosti, i ne trebuetsia. No chto znachit kakoe-to protivopolozhenie ikh Merezhkovskim – v etom otnoshenii? Ia sovershenno ne ponimaiu! moe pis’mo k Vam – ia dumaiu – ne zakliuchalo v sebe nichego takogo, chto moglo by dat’ Vam povod – schitat’ ego vyrazheniem vzgliadov Novogo Puti, i ni ia, ni Merezhkovskie nichego podobnogo nikogda i ne dumali vyrazhat’ v pechati! Eto raz, a zatem ia lichno za sebia skazhu, chto ne schitaiu sebia obiazannym skryvat’ svoi mneniia o Bal’monte i Briusove – ot “malykh sikh”, s odnim konechno usloviem: vyrazhat’ eti mneniia literaturno. T. e. tak, chtoby oni ne vyzyvali takie priskorbnye nedorazumeniia, kak moe pis’mo, napisannoe naspekh, pod vpechatleniem i lichno k Vam. Inache chto eto za strannaia zhrecheskaia kasta, kakoe-to zamknutoe delenie na posviashchennykh i ne posviashchennykh! I tak ia ne govoril ni o Vashikh druz’iakh Bal’m<onte> i Br<iusove>, ni o literatorakh – v tom uzkom smysle, kak Vy eto slovo ochevidno ponimaete. Ia govoril, esli mozhno tak vyrazit’sia, ob ikh literaturnykh lichnostiakh. I v etom smysle – esli Vy eto moe vyrazhenie poimete – ia, prostite, Boris Nikolaevich, – ne beru i ne mogu – vziat’ svoikh slov nazad.

Ia ne sobiraius’ i nikogda ne sobiralsia pisat’ kriticheskikh statei o Bal’m<onte>, o Brius<ove>. Eto, po-moemu, teper’ v tom zhe smysle lishnee delo, kak lishni i oni sami. No Vashe pis’mo pobuzhdaet menia skazat’ Vam koe-chto iz togo, chto ia o Vas i o nikh dumaiu. Ne notatsii ia Vam chitaiu – Boris Nikolaevich! – zachem takoe obidnoe slovo! Prostite, esli moe pis’mo prinialo takoi nezhelatel’nyi vid, no mne inogda strashno za Vas, strashno i za sebia. Mozhet byt’, v etom poslednem priznanii Vy naidete dlia menia opravdanie v moei rezkosti. Ia, mozhet byt’, potomu i rezok – i dazhe pristrasten, neob”ektiven – potomu chto ne pobedil eshche v sebe Bal’monta i Briusova – potomu chto borius’ s nimi v sebe. Vy pishete mne, chto Vy byvaete “vzorvany”, kogda Vam nachinaiut govorit’ o “dekadentstve” izvne. Vo-pervykh, Vy, znachit, znaete, chto takoe “dekadentstvo”. Delo tut, konechno, ne v slovesnykh opredeleniiakh, o kotorykh mozhno beskonechno sporit’, no Vy, znachit, znaete, chto ono, esli razlichaete “ego” “vnutri” i “ego” “izvne” – esli byvaete dazhe “vzorvany”, kogda osmelivaiutsia govorit’ Vam o nem “izvne”. No Bozhe moi! vse moe pis’mo tol’ko i bylo vyzvano zhelaniem, chtoby Vy iskusilis’ vyiti iz etogo “dekadentstva”, chtoby Vy khot’ raz vzglianuli na nego imenno “izvne” – proverili by sebia: proryv li eto k solntsu – ili k elektricheskomu fonariu Bal’monta – to, chto Vy chuvstvuete. Ne zapiraites’ v etom zamke “Ia” – kak Bal’mont, kak Briusov, kak ran’she ikh Baudelaire, Verlaine, kak do poslednego vremeni Merezhkovskii – inache budet vremia, chto i Vy, vmesto togo chtoby svetit’ i gret’ drugikh, pridete k “malym sim” s krikom: “Pozhaleite, liudi dobrye, menia!” Ne predosterezhenie eto Vam, ne notatsiia, eto – prosto moi chuvstva k Vam. I v otvet Vy lepechete mne azbuchnye istiny, i poistine “notatsii”. Nu kto zhe sporit, chto legkomyslenno govorit’ pro cheloveka: on – lishnii! ne Raskol’nikov ia! i ne sotrudnik Peterburgskogo listka
, chtoby skazat’ pro Bal’monta i Briusova – oni pustye liudi – v tom smysle kak govoriat – “ona – pustaia baryn’ka”! Azbuchnaia eto istina – govorit’, chto vse – nuzhno, vse sushchestvuet, sledovatel’no, vse nuzhno, vse chemnibud’ obuslovleno i chto-nibud’ soboiu obuslovlivaet. Legko skazat’, chto Bal’mont – syn svoego veka, plod muchitel’nykh, istoricheskikh, nravstvennykh, filosofskikh perezhivanii i t. d.! O sancta simplicitas! Vy chisto po-bal’montovski ubegaete ot otvetstvennosti suda, ot suda nad soboi v blazhennuiu tish’ kholodnogo filosofskogo soznaniia; ia – syn svoego veka, ia chudnyi tainstvennyi tropicheskii tsvetok – vyrosshii na pochve takikh-to i takikh-to perezhivanii, – vozdelannoi takimi-to i takimi-to geniiami, – i vot kak ia slozhen i chuden! liubuites’ mnoiu! O! ia znaiu, chto v milliony raz legche skazat’: “ia znaiu, chto nichego ne znaiu”, “vse sushchestvuiushchee zakonno” – i, udovletvorivshis’ takoi azbukoi, slozha ruki liubovat’sia svoim otrazheniem v “knige simvolov” – chem vziat’ metlu v ruki i skazat’: ia znaiu, chto – dobro i chto zlo, i chto nuzhno i chto – nenuzhno, – idite, “malye sii”, ia otmetu sor ot bisera! i prezhde vsego eto sdelat’ v sebe. Ved’ tut sud! tut strashnaia otvetstvennost’ suda, tut lichnoe derzanie, tut podvig! A tam nichego – kholodnoe zerkalo – soznaniia! Voz’mite knigu “Budem kak solntse” – Bozhe moi! kakaia merzlaia, mekhanicheskaia retrospektivnost’! Kakoe ubiistvennoe otsutstvie lichnogo derzaniia, lichnoi smelosti, podviga! Kakaia azbuchnaia filosofiia. Chisto mekhanicheskoe otrazhenie – lichnosti, pravda – mozhet byt’, slozhnoi, glubokoi, velikolepnoi, kak Arum
, – no ved’ eto ne zhizn’ – ne bienie, ne stremlenie – ne proryv! I ia beru na sebia derzost’ i smelost’ skazat’, chto eto nenuzhno i lishne, ogovorius’: teper’ i ne tak sprosta, ogulom, a dlia togo, o chem grezite Vy, o chem plachet v svoei katorge sam Bal’mont, i v stremlenii k chemu – byt’ mozhet – skhodimsia my. Eto – nuzhno, no chisto otritsatel’no – pouchitel’no, chto vot, mol, liudi – bilis’, stuchalis’ v dver’, prosili solntsa i poluchili elektrichestvo vmesto nego, snachala obradovalis’, a potom plakali: – pozhaleite, liudi dobrye, nas! Eto bylo nuzhno – no tol’ko potomu, chto eto neizbezhno, a ne v priamom teleologicheskom smysle. Bylo nuzhno, chtoby po puti liudi voshli v eti strashnye zamki – zaglianuli: – ne v nikh li to, chego my ishchem i zhazhdem, i vot, nagoniaia strakh na nas, idushchikh im vsled, – nesetsia iz etikh zamkov kak predosterezhenie – ikh krik: Pozhaleite nas, liudi dobrye. Pozhaleite nas, soblaznennykh lzhivoi mechtoi! I my idem mimo, potomu chto my ne poteriali eshche nadezhdy naiti ogon’ solntsa, zazhech’ o nego svoi svetil’niki, raznesti ikh po khizhinam “malykh sikh”, spalit’ imi steny prokliatykh zamkov, osvobodit’ katorzhnikov i iz “sumrachnykh i gordykh paladinov”
 – sdelat’ ikh laskovymi svetlymi det’mi. No dovol’no! my, mozhet byt’, govorim raznymi iazykami! Ne beru i slova “pustoi” nazad. Ne potomu tol’ko, chto pusto – eto sozertsanie svoikh perezhivanii, i ikh otrazhenii v simvolakh, a i potomu chto – zaveriaia menia v literaturnoi dobroporiadochnosti Briusova, v chem ia i ne somnevalsia, Vy ne dokazali mne, chto Briusov – ne nigilist, t. e. chtoby v nem bylo khot’ chto-nibud’, na chto by on mog operet’sia v lichnykh derzaniiakh, kotorye u nego tochno tak zhe otsutstvuiut, kak i u Bal’monta. On nichego ne znaet, vot chto ia o nem dumaiu, poka ne dokazhut mne protivnogo. On zaniat tol’ko soboi, potomu chto, kak i Bal’mont, umyvaia ruki ot vsiakogo suda, on – bezvol’no sozertsaet potok svoego soznaniia, svoi perezhivaniia, tekushchie kak reka pered nim, mimo, sami soboi i bol’she nichego. On – indifferentist. No ia chuvstvuiu, chto Vy menia opiat’ ne poimete. No chto sobstvenno dalo mne povod tak rezko vyskazat’sia o Briusove, – tak eto – izvestie, chto on bezhit v Parizh. Kak?! teper’, kogda zdes’ gotoviatsia, zreiut reshaiushchie, groznye sobytiia, kogda gotovitsia kazhdomu ispytanie v ego lichnoi vere i kreposti, on bezhit… Dlia chego? Prostite – ia ne mogu sebe eto inache predstavit’, kak tak: Emu nadoelo, naskuchilo sozertsat’ odnu i tu zhe peremennost’ svoei lichnosti, odno i to zhe techenie svoego soznaniia – i vot, chtoby ego raznoobrazit’, on pribegaet k takomu detskomu, prostomu chisto mekhanicheskomu sredstvu – zamene odnikh vneshnikh vpechatlenii drugimi. Tam novye ulitsy, novye fizionomii, liudi, iazyki – oni stanut novymi elementami ego perezhivanii, novoi pishchei ego mekhanicheski ikh vosprinimaiushchego i perezhevyvaiushchego soznaniia. Budet vse-taki – nekotoroe raznoobrazie, peremena bel’ia, ona ne zamedlit otrazit’sia i v kakoi-nibud’ “knige simvolov”. Ee prochtut moskovskie druz’ia i prevoznesut za noviznu. Kak eto prosto! Tak eto ili ne tak? V otvet na eto Vy tolkuete mne o tom, chto Afanasii Afan<a>s<‘evich> Shenshin – ne Fet, kotoryi govorit pro sebia “s borodoiu sedoiu – verkhovnyi ia zhrets”
. Da neuzheli?!?! Uzheli eta neobyknovennaia istina tol’ko vam i otkryta v vashikh teosofskikh kruzhkakh v Moskve?! – Ia, konechno, ne Vy, i eshche menee Fet, i Briusov, no predstav’te sebe! i ia znaiu, chto ia ne mal, kogda govoril pro sebia: Ia – gornii dukh nepobezhdennyi. No izmeniaet li eto khot’ chto-nibud’ v tom, protiv chego ia sporiu!? Eta lichnost’ (individual’nost’, po Vashei terminologii) – mozhet oshibat’sia i padat’, mozhet obnaruzhivat’ dekadentstvo (upadok), bessilie i obnaruzhivaet ego, kogda, kak Bal’mont, otkazyvaetsia ot vsiakogo delaniia, pokorstvuet mekhanicheskoi igre svoego techeniia (eta lichnost’ – vsegda techenie, peremennost’ Bal’monta). Eto ne pereotsenka vsekh tsennostei, a otkaz ot vsiakoi otsenki – t. e. imenno delaniia (kakoe zhe drugoe delanie mozhno trebovat’ ot etoi lichnosti – ne makhan’e zhe toporom i rukami?!) – tak eto otkaz ot delan’ia, govoriu ia, – kogda Bal’mont govorit: Ia nichei, poliubil ia besputstvo svoe
, Vse ravno mne, chelovek plokh ili khorosh
 i t. d. i t. d. do beskonechnosti. Reshite sami, chto legche? Skazat’ li, chto ia ne znaiu, chto dobro i chto zlo? ibo vse sushchestvuet – vo mne i sledovatel’no – vse zakonno edino, ravno – ili vziat’ mech i razrubit’ sebia popolam i skazat’ pro odnu polovinu, ona dobro, a pro druguiu: ona – zlo. Ved’ pervoe ni k chemu ne obiazyvaet! i potomu ono i besplodno i, po-moemu, lishne, a vtoroe osuzhdaet – vziavshego mech na vechnyi podvig, obiazyvaet k neustannoi napriazhennosti, k vechnomu muchitel’nomu “nastorozhe” i delaniiu! Pervoe – po-moemu – trusost’ bessiliia, Pilatovskoe umyvanie ruk. Protiv nego-to v dekadentstve ia i sporiu, ego-to i boius’, boius’ za Vas, ne legkost’ li ego – Vy priniali za proryv iz muchitel’noi, nudnoi bor’by Dostoevskogo, Tolstogo, ibo uzh oni-to ne ustavali v svoem muchitel’nom delanii! A vy chto?

Vy govorite pro simvolizm – nichego protiv etogo ne sporiu. No zachem Vy kak-to tainstvenno zavertyvaetes’ pri etom v plashch zhretsa! Mozhet byt’, – vy i znaete ob etom chto-nibud’ bol’shee, chem ia! No poka vy ne otkroete etogo, ia naravne s profanum vulgus
 budu tol’ko nedoverchivo ulybat’sia. Prostite, inache ne mogu! pobol’she trezvosti! Budem kak solntse, no ne solntsem pri zatmenii. – Priglashaia Vas stat’ “izvne” – ne ko vsemu tomu, chto Vy nazyvaete dekadentstvom, – a vot k tomu, o chem ia govoriu v etom pis’me, – ia ne zval Vas stat’ perebezhchikom v drugoi lager’, potomu chto sam ni k kakomu lageriu ne prinadlezhu. Zachem Vy pritashchili za volosy liberalizm i dazhe marksizm siuda?! – Ne otritsaiu glubiny lichnosti u Bal’monta, vernee, glubiny filosofskogo prozreniia svoei lichnosti – u nego, znaiu u Briusova – v vysshei stepeni prekrasnuiu i trogatel’nuiu, chelovecheskuiu chertu – no eto vse niskol’ko ne kasaetsia togo, o chem ia govoriu. Dopuskaiu dazhe i to, chto ia ikh nepravil’no odnostoronne ponimaiu, no eto vse ne iskliuchaet moego strakha za Vas, i esli Vy menia ne ponimaete, to tem strashnee mne za Vas. No togda ostavim spory.

Kto etot episk<op> Antonii i kakie u Vas s nim otnosheniia?
 Priedete li v Peterburg? Prostite za vse, chto Vam moglo byt’ bol’no chitat’ v tom i v etom moem pis’me.

Rad za Vas, chto Vy otkazalis’ ot svoikh fantastichnykh ekonomicheskikh (sic!) planov
. No Vashi blagodarnosti zvuchat dlia menia stranno.

Predannyi dushoi

Leonid Semenov.

6. X. 1903
.

The “anti-decadent” position and the accusatory pathos, so visible in this letter, largely anticipate further evolution of Semenov’s views, which would finally make him break away from the literary world, refuse from “artificial” aesthetic values for the sake of those of religious and ethical nature that are rooted in common lifestyle. None of the “younger” generation of symbolists was as sharp in their opposition to the ideological and aesthetic canon of “older” symbolists as Semenov. In many respects Andrei Belyi shared his attitudes contrasting individualistic “decadence” with symbolism of religious and theurgic kind, which seemed to him the true symbolism sanctified with higher “life-building” (“zhiznetvorcheskie”) purposes. Still, he undoubtedly recognized the creative achievments of the “older” and perceived them as a reliable and necessary basis for further searches. Judging by several Semenov’s statements, Belyi was also ready to interpret his invectives as being dictated by sort of “party” predisposition – the critical views of the “Novyi Put’” group from Saint Petersburg, which was guided by the ideas of religious renewal, on the Moscow self-sufficient aestheticism propagated by “Skorpion” and “Grif” publishing houses, Belyi’s main literary havens. These or similar arguments were probably presented in his reply letter, which Semenov responded to in the following way:
11. X. 1903.

Dorogoi Boris Nikolaevich.

Nikogda ia na Vas ne obizhalsia i ne obizhaius’. Ne budu s Vami polemizirovat’. No v zakliuchenie pozvol’te i mne koe-chto eshche pribavit’. Ne formal’no brosit’ Skorpion i Grifa sovetoval ia Vam. Pechatat’sia-to, mozhet byt’, nigde, kak u nikh, i ne stoit. No Vashe namerenie chitat’ lektsii – menia (pover’te mne!) ispugalo za Vas, i ego (mozhet byt’, i oshibochno) ia pripisal toi atmosfere, kotoraia nesomnenno Vas okruzhaet – v oboikh organakh. Vot protiv nee-to ia i pisal. Vot i vse. Teoreticheski zhe ne soglashaius’ i sporiu ia ne protiv chistoi poezii. Naprasno Vy smeetes’ nado mnoi! – a protiv toi teorii i teorii imenno – Moskovskogo dekadentstva, prakticheskim posledovatelem kotoroi iavliaetsia Bal’mont i kotoruiu Briusov iasno formuliroval – napr<imer>, v poslednem № Mira iskusstva v stat’e o Bal’monte str. 31. “Vol’no podchiniat’sia smene vsekh zhelanii, vot – zavet”
. Etot-to zavet ia i nazyvaiu otkazom ot vsiakogo lichnogo podviga, derzaniia, i dazhe ot lichnoi zhizni i sporit’ protiv nego gotov do beskonechnosti – vot i vse.

Otnositel’no svoego zhelaniia uekhat’ iz Rossii – v Parizh ili kuda-nibud’ sovsem – mne govoril sam Briusov v Moskve. Teper’ ia slyshal podtverzhdenie etomu ot litsa, priekhavshego iz Moskvy i videvshego Briusova
. Nikto tut ob etom ne “boltaet” i etim voobshche nikto ne interesuetsia. Zhaleiu, chto nasha perepiska vyshla takoi neudachnoi. Vinovat, konechno, ia. No mne samomu vsego nepriiatnee to, chto Vy moi oshibki i promakhi kak-to nevol’no perenosite na Novyi Put’ – i dazhe ves’ Peterburg. Samoe luchshee, priezzhaite siuda sami. Ia v Moskvu ran’she vesny ne popadu, no ne vo mne – delo. V Peterburge zhe mnogoe obstoit luchshe, chem Vam eto kazhetsia.

Iskrenno i vsei dushoi sochuvstvuiushchii Vam

Leonid Semenov.

Skoro li poiaviatsia v magazinakh Vashi veshchi? Zhdu ikh s neterpeniem
. Eshche raz proshu – ne obrashchaite vnimaniia na “ton” moikh pisem. Sam kraine sozhaleiu – chto ia tak neroven, nevyderzhan – i potom, mozhet byt’, i nespravedliv v chastnostiakh.

Ves’ Vash – L. S.

The above letters date back to the early stage of Semenov’s spiritual evolution – his being a “stikhotvorets” (as defined by Gippius), which was realized in his “Collected works” that appeared in early May 1905 and received positive reviews (for instance, N. E. Poliakov concluded: “Stikhi stydlivo robki, neuverenny. ‹…› No na nikh lezhit svezhee dykhanie talanta; molitvy i iskaniia L. Semenova iskrenni i chasto ocharovatel’ny ‹…›. Esli prikleivat’ iarlyk, molodogo poeta mozhno prichislit’ k toi shkole, vo glave kotoroi stoiat Andrei Belyi i Al. Blok. Misticheskii nalet, iskanie Boga, zhazhda ozarenii – vot shtrikhi, beglo nabrasyvaiushchie skhemu etoi shkoly. Vse, konechno, v ramke krasivoi vneshnosti kovannogo stikha i zvonkikh rifm”
.

Next letters to Belyi date back to the time when Semenov-“stikhotvorets” was superceded by Semenov-“miatezhnik”, as Gippius wrote. In this case the demarcation line was January 9, 1905, “Bloody Sunday”.

The carnage of unarmed demonstrators that took place in front of his eyes turned Semenov’s inner world upside down, although before it he had supported the idea of unity between the tzar and the people. Belyi wrote in his memoirs: “…on shel 9 ianvaria v pervykh riadakh s tolpoiu rabochikh, chtob videt’, kak tsar’ vyidet slushat’ petitsiiu; shel kak na prazdnik, chtob videt’ osushchestvlen’e idei svoei; kogda grianuli zalpy, on v pervykh riadakh byl; krugom nego padali trupy; on tozhe upal, predstavliaias’ ubitym; i etim lish’ spassia; v techenie neskol’kikh dnei on pererodilsia”
. An earlier apolitical poet, who had “otniud’ ne radikal’nye ubezhdeniia”
 in tranditionally restless student circles, turned into a radical revolutioner. Andrei Belyi, who arrived from Moscow to Saint Petersburg on that momentous day, recollected about Semenov: “…on byl kak pomeshannyi; edakoi zloby ni v kom ia ne videl v te dni; v techenie neskol’kikh dnei begal on s revol’verom v karmane i zhertvu iz svetskogo kruga sebe vybiral ‹…› V eti dni prozhival s Merezhkovskimi ia; Leonid Semenov, rasterzannyi, dikii, v pal’to, raz vletel v moiu komnatu; vyvlek iz doma; taskal po Letnemu sadu, rasskazyval, kak on na lestnitse gde-to vstretilsia s kniazem velikim Vladimirom-de, sovershenno sluchaino, odin na odin; instinktivno skhvatias’ za karman, khotel vykhvatit’ svoi revol’ver, chtoby vystrelit’; a Vladimir otkinulsia, po ego slovam, ustrashas’ instinktivnogo zhesta; on zhe, uvidia Vladimira bezzashchitnym, – on-de… ne mog…”


During his stay in Saint Petersburg from January 9 to February 4, 1905, Belyi received the following note from Semenov:

Dorogoi Boris Nikolaevich.

Ochen’ by khotel povidat’sia s Vami eshche raz. Zastanu li Vas v subbotu vecherom
 i udobno li eto Merezhkovskim? Peredaite im, pozhaluista, moi poklon.

Vash Leonid Semenov.

20 I 1905.

“Miatezhnik” Semenov had for some time adhered to his old literary interests and preferences – including readiness and even wish to be published in “decadent” editions, whose leaders he was not very keen on. His short letter to Belyi that date back to 1905 show his vivid interest in the fate of his drama “Ogon’” submitted to Briusov a year before that. It was also then that he had sent to Briusov his 14 poems for publication, with the following undated letter: “…proshu uvedomit’ menia, kogda prochtete moiu dramu-skazku – Ogon’. Esli ei nevozmozhno budet poiavit’sia pod Vashei firmoi – to ia by khotel eto uznat’ skoree, t<ak> k<ak> nuzhdaius’ v den’gakh i mog by ee kuda-nibud’ pristroit’. No nechego i govorit’ – naskol’ko mne lestno popast’ v Vashi krestniki”
. On December 27, 1904, Semenov reiterated his request to Briusov: “Menia ochen’ trevozhit sud’ba moei rukopisi skazki “Ogon’”, kotoruiu peredal Vam v aprele 1904 g. cherez Bugaeva – i o kotoroi Vy govorili mne v kontse etogo avgusta. Chto s nei?”
 Having received no answer, Semenov tried to get an answer via Belyi:

10. II. 05.

Dorogoi Boris Nikolaevich.

Napishite, pozhaluista, o tom, o chem ia Vas prosil – o moei skazke “Ogon’” i o stikhakh, kotorye vzial Briusov; ochen’ odolzhite.

Vash Leonid Semenov.

Nevskii 104, kv. 244.

Dorogoi Boris Nikolaevich.

Ubeditel’no proshu otkliknut’sia – i dat’ mne otvet Briusova! Pochemu takoe molchan’e – ili imeiu ia pravo vsemi stikhami, poslannymi na Skorpion, – raspolagat’ po svoemu usmotreniiu? Napishite, chto moia skazka “Ogon’”!!! Ved’ ia zhdu uzhe pochti god, i esli ne poluchu ot Vas otveta, budu schitat’, chto u menia vse s Briusovym koncheno.

Za rukopis’iu skazki sam priedu v Moskvu i predstavliu emu schet na proezd. Prostite menia za grubost’. No ved’ doveli zhe menia. Zhdu tselyi god.

Vash Leonid Semenov.

Nevskii, 104, k<v>. 244.

22. II. 1905.

Semenov asked for information about his dramatic tale in another undated letter to Briusov, where he emphasized the necessity to get prompt reply: “Ia teper’ ochen’ nuzhdaius’ v den’gakh, potomu chto dolzhen byl pokinut’ roditel’skii krov, gde do sikh por spasalsia ot zhiteiskikh volnenii i korysti”
. The manuscript of the drama must have been returned to the author and destroyed with other papers when the place he lived in was ruined in December 1917. Two out of fourteen poems sent to Briusov were published in “Skorpion” almanac “Severnye Tsvety Assiriiskie” (M., 1905).

Semenov’s words about himself leaving “roditel’skii krov” imply the change of his whole lifestyle during the days of revolutionary unrest. The poet refused from taking part in university examinations, joined first social democrats and then, influenced by Mariia Dobroliubova, who he admired, loved and worshipped, socialist revolutionaries. At the end of 1905 Semenov left for Kurskaia region to conduct agitation work. His next letter to Belyi is a response to an unknown letter:
26. VIII. 05.

Dorogoi Boris Nikolaevich.

Ia – v Moskve. Strashno zhaleiu, chto Vas ne zastal. No, mozhet byt’, eshche skoro uvidimsia. Gostil dva dnia u Bloka. Mnogo govorili o Vas
. Poluchil Vashe pis’mo. Spasibo za nego i za pamiat’. Moi adres poka: Moskva, Volkhonka, d<om> Volkova, kv<artira> d-ra Orlova. Posle 1-go sentiabria Riaz<anskaia> gub<erniia>, pocht<ovaia> st<antsiia> Urusovo. Im<enie> Gremiachka.

Predannyi Vam Leonid Semenov.

It is fair to conjecture that Belyi replied to the given address, to the Semenovs’ family home and received a reply – the following letter without date:

Dorogoi Boris Nikolaevich, spasibo Vam za pis’mo, za pokhvaly stikham, za upominanie obo mne v vashei stat’e o Severn<ykh> Tsvetakh…
 No, pravo, ne stoit… Stikhi moi – plokhi. Eto – ne to. Ia ukhozhu ot Vas vse dal’she i dal’she, ot Vas vsekh k tolpe, uzhe mnogoe ne razlichaiu za dal’nost’iu, podchas khochetsia zlobno, zhestko smeiat’sia. Smeshon Briusov, smeshny Vy, no Vas pochemu-to liubliu, po-nastoiashchemu, chasto dumaiu o Vas. Khochu chto-to uslyshat’ ot Vas o Vas samikh. Khotia znaiu, chto esli uvidimsia, budem tupo, nekhorosho molchat’, nichego ne skazhem i razoidemsia. Esli khotite znat’, chto delaiu, to skazhu. Ves’ god byl v muchitel’nykh perezhivaniiakh, nikomu, krome menia, ne nuzhnykh i ne interesnykh. Byl otorvan ot zhizni Vashei, vsiakoi, obshchestvennoi… Teper’ vernulsia, no ne k Vam, ne k Vashim. Pishu roman, nastoiashchii. Dumaiu, chto delaiu delo, nuzhnoe, vazhnoe, tendentsioznoe
. Chuvstvuiu sebia khorosho. Vy i Vashi osudiat, ili ne obratiat vnimanie. No mne eto bezrazlichno – i eto mne zhal’. Khotelos’ by i s Vami chuvstvovat’ sviaz’. Esli pishete Bloku, poklonites’ ot menia. Ego liubliu. Vas takzhe.

Vash iskrenne predannyi

Leonid Semenov.

Esli pishete ili uvidite Briusova, poblagodarite ot menia za stat’iu obo mne i khoroshee pozhelanie. Mnenie ego znal i ran’she, a pozhelaniia ne ozhidal
.

In the autumn of 1905 Semenov spent some time in Moscow, attended P. I. Astrov’s public literary circle. Belyi, who actively participated in it, recollected in his “Vospominaniia o Bloke”: “…vrashchalsia v to vremia Semenov mezh nami; proezdom zastrial on v Moskve; on byval u menia i na astrovskikh sredakh; oni emu nravilis’ ‹…› na pokhoronakh Trubetskogo on burno rastalkival tolpy, ustraival tsep’; byli vmeste my”
. Belyi must have had a chance then to recognize the sincerity of the confessions from the above Semenov’s letter about the serious transformation of his inner world that had led to cardinal reassessment of his old beliefs. Andrei Belyi also experienced a rise of “left”, radical public opinions trying to discern convergence of social political and religiously transformative goals. Semenov’s dramatic ideological shift was definitely clear to him and in sertain areas his own and Semenov’s interests were largely similar, in particular, in what they read. In the autobiographical essay “Pochemu ia stal simvolistom…” (1928) Belyi remembers of himself in 1905: “…mnogo chitaiu po sotsiologii (Kautskii, Marks, Mering, Zombart, Shtammler, Kropotkin, El’tsbakher i riad drugikh knig)”
; Semenov had similar interests: “Nabrosilsia na Marksa, Engel’sa, Kautskogo, – he wrote to Blok on September 10, 1905. – Otkrytiia dlia menia porazitel’nye! Chitaiu Gertsena, Uspenskogo. Vse novye imena dlia menia!”
 With all the external similarity of interests the great difference between them was that Belyi attempted to embrace and absorb social ideas with his symbolist outlook, while Semenov totally refused from symbolism and got completely overtaken by social and political life.

The last of Semenov’s letters from the time of revolutionary uprising was sent before his departure from Moscow to Saint Petersburg.
8. X. 05.

Dorogoi Boris Nikolaevich, uzhasno zhaleiu, chto tak speshno sobralsia v Peterb<urg> i segodnia Vas ne uvizhu. Na gorodskoi stantsii, gde ia khotel vziat’ bilet na zavtra, mne soobshchili, chto bilety ne vydaiut vvidu ozhidaemoi zabastovki, i sovetovali ekhat’ segodnia. Boius’ teriat’ vremia, zabastovka prodolzhitsia, m<ozhet> b<yt’>, dolgo i budet vse neudobno, reshil sobrat’sia seichas.

Povtoriaiu svoe obeshchanie uchastvovat’ v odnom iz Vashikh blagotvoritel’nykh i obshchestvennykh vecherov. Dlia nego spetsial’no priedu i budu rad vsekh vas opiat’ uvidet’. Vse budet zaviset’ ot vashikh reshenii i ot… finansov, chto, vprochem, edva li iavitsia prepiatstviem. Poklon L’vu L’vovichu i vsem
. Do svidan’ia.

Leonid Semenov.

Moi adres: SPb. Nevskii, 104. Komn<ata> 242.

After this Belyi and Semenov did not meet for nearly two years. Over this period of time Semenov was arrested twice for revolutionary work conducted among peasants: he spent almost the whole 1906 in prison (his sufferings and impressions were reflected in poetry and prose that appeared in 1907 in the journal “Trudovoi Put’”). He was utterly shocked by M. Dobroliubova’s death on December 11, 1906, just before his release from prison
. It was also then that he experienced another ideological and spiritual transformation, which made him completely alter his lifestyle, – refusal from revolutionary activities, searching for truth in the sphere of religion, familiarization with L. N. Tolstoi’s doctrine. He paid him several visits (first on June 22, 1907) and started a correspondence with him
. Tolstoy wrote to Semenov: “Pomogai vam Bog neustanno dvigat’sia na tom puti, k<otoryi> vy izbrali. On edinyi istinnyi”; “Ia bol’she, chem zhelaiu liubit’ vsiakogo cheloveka, poliubil vas”
. In the end Semenov was one of the few people, whose lifestyle put into practice Tolstoy’s precepts – from “miatezhnik” he turned into “rabotnik” and “strannik” (as defined by Z. Gippius): worked as a manual worker with peasants, as a miner, lived among sect members (got acquainted with A. M. Dobroliubov and his followers), refused from material wealth, completely halted his literary work and met with educated people only from time to time.

It is noteworthy that Belyi was among the old acquaintances that Semenov kept on singling out even on his new life path. In her diary entry dated December 26, 1906, M. A. Beketova quoted her sister (and Blok’s mother) A. A. Kublitskaia-Piottukh’s words about Semenov: “Dumaet, chto pravy odni sotsial-demokraty, i preziraet poetov. Priznaet tol’ko Andreia Belogo”
. Semenov started communicating with Belyi again already being a “rabotnik” and “strannik”. Belyi wrote about their meeting in September 1907: “V etot mesiats poiavliaetsia ot L’va Tolstogo Leonid Semenov, uzhe “dobroliubovets”; my provodim s nim 2 dnia”
. Belyi recollected: “…Ia edva v nem priznal porazhavshego nekogda talantom studenta; gustaia, vsklokochennaia boroda, armiak, valenki; sel so mnoi riadom; nasupias’, rasskazyval, kak batrakom on rabotal”
.


Of course, such contacts – with all the sympathy between them – could be only sporadic and the meeting described above was probably one of the last
. “Prostoe, chistoe tvorchestvo zhizni” (“Listki”, 1907)
 that Semenov had acquired could not replace that desired “zhiznetvorchestvo”, which always remained a most significant value and aim of all Belyi’s aspirations. Belyi was not able and did not want to reduce his theurgic utopia to a pack of basic truths, which Semenov professed after his “departure”: “Krest’ianskii trud, radost’ zhizni sredi prostykh i chistykh liudei truda, molitva, molchan’e da pesni ‹…›”
. With his almost physiological need to write, verbose and “izukrashennyi” way of expressing his thoughts, experiences and creative fantasies, Belyi would have never agreed with the rigorous statements from Semenov’s “Listki” that “pisanie – eto okostevanie vsego zhivogo”, “pisat’ – eto znachit ne verit’ zhivomu delu” etc.
 The truth outside intellectual and creative search was impossible for Belyi, while for Semenov the true way consisted in communion and dissolution in the sphere of common people and thereby communion with God. “…Tema “ukhoda” menia, kak Semenova, muchila, – Belyi confessed later, – ‹…› my govorili o tom, chto, byt’ mozhet, uidem; no – kuda? V les dremuchii?”
 Belyi may have recognized Semenov’s individual way as the one towards salvation and sanctity, but in regards to his own personality he realized that such path would lead him “v les demuchii”.


The last, undated Semenov’s letter to Belyi was just a short addition to Tolstoy’s text rewritten by him (“Chto ia zdes’ broshennyi sredi mira etogo?..”):

Segodnia raskrylsia mne etot psalom Tolstogo, i tak zakhotelos’ vdrug poslat’ ego Vam, moi bednyi, dorogoi brat. Primite eto kak tainoe zhelanie moe sblizit’ Vas s etim bratom. Tak dumalos’, chto imenno on Vam teper’ nuzhen.

Vash brat Leonid Semenov.

Vycherknuty vse nenuzhnye i neiskrennie slova. Mne tak trudno pisat’.

Twelve handwritten lines were crossed out. This was a noteworthy end for the fragmentary epistolary text that began in 1903: word surrendered to silence.
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� Quoted after: Baevskii V. S. Zhiznestroitel’ i poet. P. 451. See F. F. Zelinskii’s observation in an obituary notice “Pamiati L. D. Semenova” (1918): “Pri vsei svoei prostote eto byla natura vlastnaia; chuvstvovalos’, odnako, chto eta vlastnost’ imela ne lichnyi kharakter, a byla obuslovlena, naoborot, podchineniem sobstvennoi lichnosti idee” (Kto doshel do Optinskikh vrat. Neizvestnye materialy o L. Semenove / Publikatsiia V. S. Baevskogo // Izvestiia Akademii nauk. Seriia literatury i iazyka. 1998. Vol. 57. № 1. P. 57–58).


� Combination of lines from K. D. Bal’mont’s poems “Ia ne mogu poniat’, kak mozhno nenavidet’…” and “Slepets” (“Pozhaleite, liudi dobrye, menia…”). See: Bal’mont K. D. Budem kak Solntse: Kniga Simvolov. M.: Skorpion, 1903. P. 199, 212.


� Fragment from the poem “Слепец” (Ibid. P. 212).


� Wordplay based on the lines of V. Briusov’s poem “In hac lacrimarum valle” (“Ves’ dolgii put’ svershiv, po vysiam i nizinam…”, 1902), first published in: “Severnye Tsvety. III al’manakh knigoizdatel’stva “Skorpion”” (M., 1903) and later included in this book “Urbi et Orbi”: “My nateshimsia s kozoi, // Gde luzhaiku szhali steny” (Briusov Valerii. Sobr. soch.: V 7 t. M., 1973. Vol. 1. P. 307).


� “Peterburgskii Listok” was a daily newspaper created in 1864. It was popular among undereducated layers of population and conveyed reactionary aesthetic views.


� Allusion to Bal’mont’s poem “Arum” (“Tropicheskii tsvetok, bagriano-pyshnyi arum!..”) (Bal’mont K. D. Budem kak Solntse. P. 146).


� “Ia sumrachnyi, ia gordyi paladin” is a final line of Bal’mont’s sonnet “Krestonosets” (“Ni revnosti, ni skuke, ni zloslov’iu…”) (Ibid. P. 136).


� In an unknown letter Belyi opposed A. A. Fet, son of landowner A. N. Shenshin, i.e. a private individual, to Fet-poet. Belyi quoted Fet’s poem “S borodoiu sedoiu verkhovnyi ia zhrets…” (1884) in “Simfoniia (2-ia, dramaticheskaia)” (1901) with inaccuracies. See: Belyi Andrei. Simfonii. L., 1991. P. 157–158.


� Reference to the first line of the poem “Ia poliubil svoe besputstvo…” (Bal’mont K. D. Budem kak Solntse. P. 76).


� The first line of the poem (Ibid. P. 70).


� Common people (latin).


� Bishop Antonii (born Mikhail Florensov; 1847–1918) – Andrei Belyi’s spiritual guide in 1903–1904 (see about him in A. S. Petrovskii’s letter to E. K. Metner dated October 5, 1903, from John Malmstad’s article ““Moi vechnyi sputnik po zhizni”. Perepiska Andreia Belogo i A. S. Petrovskogo: Khronika druzhby” in: Andrei Belyi – Aleksei Petrovskii. Perepiska 1902–1932. P. 22–23; also: Andronik, ieromonakh. Episkop Antonii (Florensov) – dukhovnik sviashchennika Pavla Florenskogo // Zhurnal Moskovskoi Patriarkhii. 1981. № 9. P. 71–77; № 10. P. 65–73). In “Vospominaniia o Bloke” Belyi cited Semenov’s words about Antonii (which were definitely said later): “Ia ne znaiu, kto bol’she – Tolstoi, ili etot episkop” (Belyi Andrei. O Bloke: Vospominaniia. Stat’i. Dnevniki. Rechi. M., 1997. P. 77).


� Reference to Belyi’s attempts to find workplace or a permanent source of income, which was necessary after his father’s death and graduation form the Moscow University. On July 6, 1903, he wrote to Briusov: “V pogone za sredstvami stroiu razlichnye fantasticheskie proekty, vrode chteniia publichnykh lektsii po raznym gorodam Rossii i t. d.” (Literaturnoe nasledstvo. Vol. 85. Valerii Briusov. M., 1976. P. 358). In his autobiographical notes about October 1903 Belyi wrote: “…professor Lakhtin ‹…› uvedomliaet menia, chto mne prigotovleno mesto prepodavatelia estestvoznaniia v zhenskom Aleksandrovskom Institute; no ia uzhe vnov’ peredumal ‹…›” (Belyi Andrei. Material k biografii. P. 40 ob.).


� RGB. F. 25. Kart. 22. Ed. khr. 23. Further Semenov’s letters to Belyi have the same reference number.


� Phrase from Briusov’s extensive review of Bal’mont’s book “Budem kak Solntse” (Mir Iskusstva. 1903. № 7/8. P. 29–36). See: Briusov Valerii. Sredi stikhov. 1894–1924: Manifesty. Stat’i. Retsenzii. M., 1990. P. 79.


� Briusov’s plan to go abroad for a long period of time was not realized then.


� Andrei Belyi’s “Severnaia simfoniia (1-ia, geroicheskaia)” (M.: Skorpion, 1904) appeared in mid-October 1903. At the same time his book of poetry and lyrical prose “Zoloto v lazuri” was being prepared for print in “Skorpion” publishing house (appeared in late March 1904).


� Poiarkov Nik. Poety nashikh dnei (Kriticheskie etiudy). M., 1907. P. 131.


In Andrei Belyi’s archive there is a final autograph of Semenov’s poem, whose revised version entitled “Glas k zautreni” was included in “Sobranie stikhotvorenii” (see: Semenov Leonid. Stikhotvoreniia. Proza. P. 17–18). Its text is published here from the autograph (RGB. F. 25. Kart. 32. Ed. khr. 9):


Premudrost’


Σοφια


V odezhdakh iarkikh i puntsovykh


Proidu ia mimo temnykh bratii,


O, ne dlia nikh, vsegda surovykh,


Bezdumnost’ devstvennykh ob"iatii!





Sestry, Nevesty i Tsaritsy


Ia zhezl bezlistvennyi nesu.


Da budut startsev vlasianitsy


Kak list’ia proshlye v lesu.





V bozhnitse iavno stavliu svechi,


Gotovliu tkani i venok,


Slagaiu pesni strashnoi vstreche


I zabyvaiu v pesniakh srok.





Pridet Zhena – Premudrost’ – Deva,


Svershit molitvennyi obriad.


O, ne dlia vremennogo seva


Nam startsy nivu borozdiat.





Premudrost’, – zhertva – i Tsaritsa,


Tvoia to krov’ u altaria –


Tvoi – venets i bagrianitsa,


Venchai dlia utreni Tsaria!





15. IV. 1904.


� Belyi Andrei. Nachalo veka. P. 279.


� Zelinskii F. F. Pamiati L. D. Semenova // Izvestiia Akademii nauk. Seriia literatury i iazyka. 1998. Vol. 57. № 1. P. 58.


� Belyi Andrei. Nachalo veka. P. 279–280.


� Saturday – January 22.


� RGB. F. 386. Kart. 102. Ed. khr. 30.


� Ibidem.


� Ibidem.


� Having thanked A. Blok in his letter dated September 10, 1905, “za gostepriimstvo v Shakhmatove, za milye chasy progulok, besed”, Semenov wrote: “Vot uzhe dve nedeli kak ia v derevne. V Moskve Bugaeva ne zastal i probyl v nei vsego 2 dnia” (RGALI. F. 55. Op. 1. Ed. khr. 397).


� Reference to a concise appraisal from Andrei Belyi’s review of the almanac “Severnye Tsvety Assiriiskie”: “Interesen L. Semenov” (Vesy. 1905. № 6. P. 70).


� See the words from Semenov’s letter to Blok dated September 10, 1905: “Roman podvigaetsia khorosho, pravda ne ochen’ skoro, no uverenno, uporno” (RGALI. F. 55. Op. 1. Ed. khr. 397). The information that Semenov “pishet roman na sovremennye sobytiia”, appeared in “Birzhevye Vedomosti” on September 15, 1905 (Nekrologi kak istochniki dlia biografii L. Semenova / Publikatsiia N. A. Safronenkovoi // Russkaia filologiia. Uchenye zapiski <Smolenskogo gos. un-ta>. Vol. 10. Smolensk, 2006. P. 157). In a small obituary note about Semenov entitled “Begun” S. N. Durylin noted that fragments from his “bol’shoi roman” “chital on v literaturnykh krugakh”: “Pomniu, kak odnazhdy posle takogo chteniia Semenova u vsekh sozdalos’ vpechatlenie: “U nas budet zamechatel’nyi roman iz revoliutsionnykh dnei 905 goda”” (Ponedel’nik Vlasti naroda. 1918. № 5. April 1). Whether these fragments of a “bol’shoi roman” are connected with Semenov’s prose from 1907–1908 or not is unknown.


� Reference to Briusov’s review of Semenov’s “Sobranie stikhotvorenii” (Vesy. 1905. № 6. P. 55–56). Citing there “odno iz luchshikh stikhotvorenii v sbornike” – “Zemlia” – with the ilnes “Solnechnost’, solnechnost’, v lono // Sviato ko mne nizoidi!”, Briusov concluded: “Budem nadeiat’sia, chto i v dushu poeta nizoidet “solnechnost’”, chto ego vesennee utro smenitsia buino-tomitel’nym dnem tvorchestva”. Briusov’s overall opinion of the book was reservedly friendly, with a certain amount of criticism: “Stikhi ostorozhnye, obdumannye, khochetsia skazat’, blagonamerennye. Nichego rezkogo, neozhidannogo, otvazhnogo. Blagodaria etomu net priamykh nedochetov, smeshnykh promakhov, no zato net i nastoiashchikh dostizhenii, net istinnogo siianiia. ‹…› inye stikhotvoreniia – prosto podrazhaniia svoeobraznoi manere A. Bloka: ta zhe otryvochnost’, ta zhe nedogovorennost’. No v stikhe L. Semenova, v obshchem tusklom, odnozvuchnom, net toi napevnosti, kotoraia inogda daetsia Bloku” (Briusov Valerii. Sredi stikhov. P. 149–150).


� Belyi Andrei. O Bloke. P. 186. The funeral of philosopher and social activist count S. N. Trubetskoi, which turned into a political demonstration (50.000 people followed the coffin) took place in Moscow on October 3, 1905.


� Belyi Andrei. Simvolizm kak miroponimanie. M., 1994. P. 440.


� RGALI. F. 55. Op. 1. Ed. khr. 397. In another (undated) letter to Blok written around May 1905, of interest is Semenov’s opinion about Chernyshevskii’s novel “Chto delat’?”: “Porazitel’naia veshch’, malo poniataia, neotsenennaia, edinstvennaia v svoem rode, perezhivet ne tol’ko Turgeneva, no, boius’, i Dostoevskogo. Sie smelo skazano. No po sile mysli i vere ona ravniaetsia razve chto iavleniiu Sokrata v drevnosti. Govoriu eto ob”ektivno – ibo ved’ i v uchenii Sokrata byla osnovnaia oshibka, no eto ne pomeshalo emu sdelat’sia vechnym” (Ibidem).


� Reference to the visitors of P. I. Astrov’s “Wednesdays”. Lev L’vovich – Kobylinskii (pseudonym – Ellis; 1879–1947) was a poet, translator, critic; was a regular visitor of “Astrov’s” get-togethers.


� See: Azadovskii K. M. Aleksandr Blok i Mariia Dobroliubova. P. 33–35, 41–43; Baevskii V. S. Leonid Semenov i Mariia Dobroliubova // Russkaia filologiia. Uchenye zapiski <Smolenskogo gos. ped. un-ta>. Vol. 7. Smolensk, 2003; Aleksandr Blok v dnevnike E. P. Ivanova (1903–1941) / Podgotovka teksta, vstup. stat’ia i kommentarii O. L. Fetisenko // Aleksandr Blok. Issledovaniia i materialy. SPb., 2011. P. 347–350.


� See: Sapogov V. A. Lev Tolstoi i Leonid Semenov (ob odnom korrespondente L. N. Tolstogo) // Uchenye zapiski Kostromskogo ped. in-ta im. K. D. Ushinskogo. Issue 20. Kostroma, 1970. P. 111–128; Baevskii V. S., Romanova I. V. Lev Tolstoi i Leonid Semenov (Po neopublikovannym materialam) // Izvestiia RAN. Seriia literatury i iazyka. 2004. Vol. 63. № 5. P. 40–48.


� Letters dated July 7 and August 8, 1907 // Tolstoi L. N. Poln. sobr. soch. M., 1956. Vol. 77. P. 153, 175.


� Literaturnoe nasledstvo. Vol. 92. Aleksandr Blok. Novye materialy i issledovaniia. M., 1982. Book. 3. P. 620.


� Belyi Andrei. Rakurs k Dnevniku, p. 41.


� Belyi Andrei. Nachalo veka. P. 280.


� There is an undated Belyi’s letter to N. P. Kiselev, stored in the collection of his letters from 1910, with the message: “Prikhodite ko mne v 8–8 ½ chasov. U menia chitaet L. D. Semenov” (RGB. F. 128, arkhiv N. P. Kiseleva).


� Semenov Leonid. Stikhotvoreniia. Proza. P. 209.


� Durylin S. N. Begun // Ponedel’nik Vlasti naroda. 1918. № 5. April 1.


� Semenov Leonid. Stikhotvoreniia. Proza. P. 216.


� Belyi Andrei. Nachalo veka. P. 333.





