“Prekrasnyi rytsar’ Parsifal’”: M. I. Sizov – Andrei Belyi’s correspondent

When describing the informal circle of “Argonauts”, which was formed around him in early 20th century and which was both closely connected with literary, creative, religious and philosophical milieus of Moscow and at the same time largely autonomous from them, Andrei Belyi noted that “argonavty” “slivalis’ s “simvolistami”, schitali sebia po sushchestvu “simvolistami” ‹…›, no otlichalis’, tak skazat’, “stilem” svoego vyiavleniia. V nikh ne bylo nichego ot literatury; i v nikh ne bylo nichego ot vneshnego bleska; a mezhdu tem riad interesneishikh lichnostei, original’nykh ne s vidu, a po sushchestvu, proshel skvoz’ “argonavtizm””
. Essentially, only three of the “Argonauts” – Ellis, Sergai Soloviev and of course Andrei Belyi himself – became full-scale members of the symbolist movement. Others took part in literary life only sporadically – more or less actively – still, remaining rather representative bearers of symbolic outlook. Aesthetically, their personalities and fates were not outstanding embodiments of symbolism, but in terms of “zhiznetvorchestvo” (“life-building”) and their outlook they definitely were. There is little documentary evidence, mostly their letters from Andrei Belyi’s archive, which can be used to recreate the individualities of many participants of this union. Personal features of one of the most typical “Argonauts”, Andrei Belyi’s all-time friend and ally A. S. Petrovskii, have been clearly manifested in their correspondence thoroughly prepared by John Malmstad
. Belyi’s another closest spiritual associate frequently mentioned in his memoirs, M. I. Sizov (1884–1956), can also be described in more detail than is offered there, – thanks to his letters to Belyi (return letters that Sizov probably kept did not survive – most likely after his papers were confiscated during his arrest in 1933). In “Vospominaniia o Bloke” Belyi listed 17 names involved in the circle of “Argonauts”
, the 1903–1905 list of people that constituted the “iadro “argonavtov”” contained 13 names
; Sizov was present in both lists.

“Moi blizkii i liubimyi drug” is how Andrei Belyi assessed Sizov in his letter to Alexander Blok in September 1907
. A similar description is found in Belyi’s letter to M. K. Morozova (April 1910): “Moi blizkii drug Mikhail Ivanovich Sizov ‹…›, prekrasno znaiushchii nauku i glubokii mistik”
. These opinions accord with the comments of other people that knew Sizov. Blok wrote in a letter to his mother (September 28, 1907): “Ochen’ ser’eznyi i znachitel’nyi chelovek”
. M. N. Zhemchuzhnikova, an active participant of the Moscow Anthroposophical society, perceived Sizov not only as a kindred spirit and fellow member of the organization, but also a sort of “prekrasnyi rytsar’ Parsifal’”, whose whole appearance personified “vysokaia dukhovno-misticheskaia sushchnost’”: “Po obrazovaniiu – estestvennik, a po sklonnosti – znatok samoi raznoobraznoi okkul’tno-misticheskoi literatury ‹…› Darom slova on ne obladal, govoril medlenno i kak by zatrudnenno. V ego vyskazyvaniiakh mne chasto mnogoe ostavalos’ neponiatnym. ‹…› Derzhalsia on ochen’ prosto i druzheliubno, no tem ne menee na vsem ego oblike lezhala pechat’ kakoi-to znachitel’nosti, otniud’ ne nazoilivoi, no pritiagivaiushchei vnimanie. Vysokii, krasivyi, dlia zhenskikh serdets neotrazimo obaiatel’nyi i sam k nim ves’ma i ves’ma chuvstvitel’nyi, on vmeste s tem kazalsia kakim-to prishel’tsem izdaleka. Ego legko mozhno bylo predstavit’ sebe v torzhestvennom odeianii zhretsa. No i v samom obyknovennom pidzhake, vkhodia v komnatu, on vnosil s soboi atmosferu “inobytiia”, v kotorom chuvstvovalos’ nechto ochen’ vazhnoe i nemnogo zagadochnoe”
.


Andrei Belyi noticed Sizov back in 1903, when the latter tried to take part in the discussion of K. D. Bal’mont’s speech in Moscow Literary Artistic Circle
. However, they got acquainted a year after Sizov, having finished the 3rd Moscow gymnasium, entered the department of mathematics and physics of the Moscow University
 in the same 1903. Belyi then became a student of the Moscow University for the second time himself entering the faculty of history and philology. In 1904 he made a speech in the Christian circle on the topic “O tselesoobraznosti”. He recollected: “Na referate znakomlius’ so studentom M. I. Sizovym, kotoryi nachinaet chasto u menia byvat’ na domu; otsiuda – nachalo druzhby”
. “Vse bol’she sblizhenie s M. I. Sizovym”, – stated Belyi in his notes in October 1904 and the following month noted that “…pod vliianiem Sizova nachinaiu chitat’ “Sutta Nipatu” i knigu Shcherbatskogo “Logika Darmakirti s kommentariem Darmotarry””
. As it was established in the community of “Argonauts”, communication between Belyi and Sizov included both serious, pathetic side (“…rassuzhdali o “mudrykh glubinakh”, lezhashchikh na dne simvolizma; on s milym uiutom pereuslozhnial do bezvykhodnosti moi mysli”) and humorous, parody escapades: “Misha Sizov byl nezlobivyi iunosha, stikhi pisal, k nim motiv podbiraia na gitare svoei ‹…› zdorovyi, veselyi, zhivoi; ‹…› pokazyval nam svoi shutlivye sharzhi; kak-to “Buddu v vozdukhe”; on byl ne proch’ pri posredstve gitary propet’ nam svoi stikh”
. Initially, the topics that were of interest to Belyi and Sizov concerned the areas of abstract philosophical thought and religious and mystical intuition, but in 1905, when all society was agitated, current political life drew them in. In their general attitudes Belyi and Sizov held comparable positions leaning to the left, revolutionary wing (in the Astrovs circle, which they both took active part in) and confronting the right, Constitutional Democratic wing. However, they had different specifically “party” sympathies: Belyi gravitated to the Mensheviks, while Sizov preferred anarchists
. In any case, these details could not influence the character of their relationships whatsoever.

The earliest of Mikhail Sisov’s messages to Belyi was a poetic one. It totally corresponded with the thematic and stylistic range and of the “Argonaunts” and was clearly linked with the imagery and motives of Belyi’s “Zoloto v lazuri” (“Gold in Azure”)
:
Andreiu Belomu

Ty pervyi vsadnik, vsadnik belyi,

ty, vyidia, vse predpobedil

i raiskii plod bagrianyi, spelyi

v lazurnom pirshestve vkusil.

Svoeiu tikhoi meteornost’iu

ty brosil plamia v chernyi led,

uzhe chrevat moei upornost’iu

sred’ tainykh pesen mertvykh vod.

Tebe darovannoi pobedoiu

ty voznesen ot blednykh bur’
i upoen sviashchennoi Ledoiu

i tokom zolota v lazur’.

Ia utverzhu vo Slove istinu,

kak razdelitele zemnom,

skazavshem liubiashchim: “voistinu

primu vas v tsarstvii svoem”.

Za mnoi – vlekom bezvol’noi veroiu,

pokoim tainoi polnotoi,

vooruzhennyi novoi meroiu:

dvoinoi vnetsvetnoi krasotoi.

Za nim – iz strakha plena tesnogo

plodia bezgrannost’ v bytii,

v zemnom zastyvshii, vrag nebesnogo,

predavshii adu smert’ zemli.

No my v vechernem upoenii

sledim vostorgi vechnykh snov.

Uzh noch’ blizka, v liubovnom bdenii

zaslyshim skoro shum shagov.

23 marta 1905.

The same aspiration for the spheres of the unknown and the same motives of mystic expectation interpreted through a set of metaphors can be seen in Sizov’s extended letter to Belyi, which dates back to the time of his vacation. The fact that the author of the letter also addressed it to another member of the “Argonauts” circle, Sergei Soloviev, explains the true nature of this epistolary text. This is a sort of confession, inner monologue, lyrical and meditative improvisation, which uses literary devices and, retaining the shape of a personal letter, reminds of a spontaneous prosaic essay. A set of vague allusive images is to convey a range of spiritual anxieties, when one is attracted to the unsaid, to the elusive mystical essence of transient phenomena. It seems fair to quote this essay in whole:

5-go maia 1905.

Dorogoi Boris Nikolaevich! Vse vremia chuvstvuiu sebia plyvushchim sredi sil’nogo volneniia. Ia liubliu eto, khotia teriaesh’ sebia, nachinaia nizvergat’sia, khotia zabyvaesh’ o tseli, kogda priblizhaetsia sudorozhnyi pennoshumiashchii greben’ i prikhoditsia pogruzhat’sia, chtoby propustit’ vody nad golovoi svoei. No vstrechaiu ia ikh vse s bol’shim terpeniem i nadezhdoi; teper’ ia dazhe raduius’, slysha pennoe shumenie vokrug i miagkost’ peny na svoem tele, kogda vnov’ obnazhaius’ v vozdukh. Tol’ko tak periodicheski mogu ia naslazhdat’sia vsem, chem ukrasil svet vody, i ugadyvat’, kakimi tainami gordiatsia oni. Vse prochnee stanovitsia polnota moego soznaniia i radosti, daiushchei mne legkost’, no chasto dumaiu, ustremiv vzor na grud’ nesushchegosia ispolina: akh! ne zakhlebnut’sia by mne sudorozhnoi penoi! Radostno dlia menia moe neznanie, no ne mogu ia vosklitsat’ o nem, kogda stupni moi visiat nad bezdonnym. Mne khotelos’ by ukrasit’ im gimny, razlit’ vse zvuki, kraski i zapakhi ego kak akkompanement psalmov, vsiu sladost’ i bessil’nuiu gladkost’ ego prevratit’ v molitvennuiu pozu. Ia znaiu, skol’ko vosstanet alchushchego i zhazhdushchego peredo mnoi s groznymi svoim bezumiem mol’bami podelit’sia dobytoi kaplei zhizni-liubvi, kak by mala ona ne byla, znaiu, chto mozhet vziat’ u menia vsiu ee – eto – blizkii, do polnoi otchetlivosti blizkii gorizont i za nim rozovo-mutnaia bezdna. Ia znaiu, chto ona povechereet, gorizont opoiashetsia goriashchimi teniami, odenetsia v teni, svesiv ikh vniz na zemliu do moikh nog, obov’et ikh belymi tumanami, nal’etsia rosistoi prokhlady, utoliaiushchei zhazhdu zelenykh potemnevshikh smirennits, provozhaiushchikh v vechernem serdtse svoem taiushchii obraz ptitsy, letiashchei nad nimi tuda, v zakat, a ia budu stoiat’ vse eshche na podporkakh i zastavliat’ sebia govorit’: akh! kogda ia smogu brosit’sia v etot mir, potonut’ v nem; i dumat’, kak by khorosho mne teper’ napit’sia iz toi kapli, kotoraia byla u menia, ibo sukho vo mne i slishkom tiazhko stoiu ia zdes’, kak v polden’. No ia znaiu, chto ia dolzhen otdat’ i istratit’, chto esli ia vecherom sukh, to ili ne prishel eshche chas moi, ili ia dolzhen letet’ ptitseiu.

Vse eto v sushchnosti povtorenie togo, chto ia Vam ne raz govoril, no forma ob”iasniaetsia tem materialom dlia mudrstvovaniia, kotoryi popadalsia mne po doroge siuda i popadaetsia zdes’. Tut moe okno vykhodit v sad, porazitel’nyi po raznoobraziiu derev’ev i ne umolkaiushchikh den’ i noch’ ptits. Derev’ia vsego umerennogo poiasa ot berezy, eli i sosny do uksusnogo dereva, shelkovitsy, topolei i gretskogo orekha. Topolia, ikh tselyi riad, voskhititel’ny: to minarety ili, luchshe, prevrashchennye v nikh muedziny, to vodopady zeleni, to fontany, to tol’ko vzdokhi, serebrianye i okutannye klubami tainy i teni. Ivolgi i solov’i vydel<ia>iutsia, inogda kukushka. Massa sireni i tsvetushchikh vishen’ i iablon’ – pervye raiskie fioletovye oblachka Slova bytiia, aromat, idushchii iz ikh serdtsa, govorit, chto ono kak vecher v rodnom sadu i dary sviatogo Dukha. No, povtoriaiu, ni o chem ne mogu govorit’ inache, kak v psalmakh. No psalmov eshche net, i kak oni poiaviatsia, ne znaiu. Poka dlia menia ikh budut zameniat’ pis’ma k Vam i nekotorym drugim. Eto ob”iasnit Vam moiu melochnost’, kotoraia est’ v etom pis’me i, veroiatno, budet i v drugikh, a takzhe sluchai, podobnye imeiushchemu mesto zdes’, kogda ia, govoria o tsvetushchikh vishniakh i iabloniakh, pereskochil cherez vse priamo do Dukha Sviatogo.

Eto pis’mo prednaznachaetsia i dlia Serezhi, da izvinit on mne nezhelanie po lenosti pisat’ emu otdel’no, v sleduiushchii raz napishu emu. Esli pozvolite, tseluiu vas oboikh.

Dukhovno i dushevno i serdechno i vsiacheski liubiashchii i predannyi

Mikhail Sizov.

R. S. Znaia Vash nrav, ne pretenduiu na skoryi otvet.

Adres poka: Pereiaslav Poltavskoi gub<ernii>, imenie Karan’, mne.

R. R. S. Zabyl skazat’ o tom, chto videl Vladimirskii sobor
. Pervyi raz ia voshel vo vremia sluzhby, bylo mnogo narodu, khory zaperty. Zametil tol’ko, chto interesen ornament; zhivopis’ pokazalas’ maloznachashchei i slishkom blizkoi k obyknovennoi. Otpravilsia v Kievo-Pecherskuiu lavru i potom vernulsia v sobor, kogda khory byli otperty. Tut ia ponial, chto fotografii iskazhaiut donel’zia, vnosia vospalennnost’ sukhuiu, nepodvizhnuiu i pustuiu. V deistvitel’nosti est’ tol’ko napriazhennost’, pozhalui, slegka ognennaia. Mne osobenno zapomnilsia rai, sovershenno ne tiazhkii, kakim on kazhetsia na fotografii, i potom Deva s mladentsem. Osobenno zamechatel’na Ona s khor sboku: Ona idet po oblaku, nad kotorym szadi nee protianulis’ eshche oblaka; fon zolotoi. Svet iz protivopolozhnykh okon padaet takim obrazom, chto esli smotret’ na eto oblako, po kotoromu Ona idet, ono temno i verkhnii krai ego kazhetsia gorizontom, a nad nim zolotoe siiaiushchee nebo, perekhvachennoe oblakami; chto-to temnoe zasloniaet pochti polovinu gorizonta i neba, eto – krai Ee plat’ia i stupni idushchikh nog, devstvenno perestupaiushchikh; uzhe koleni teriaiutsia v vysokom sumrake; gde zhe lik Ee? podnimaesh’ glaza vyshe i vyshe – zemlia davno otletela; chto za nevyrazimyi lik seichas predstanet! i vdrug chuvstvuesh’ sebia kak by sorvavshimsia opiat’ na zemliu, tak ne neobychaen etot lik; no eto potomu, chto u nego est’ osobaia taina, ona v tom, chto kazhdyi, vzglianuv na nego, mozhet skazat’: eto – ia… Etogo ia ne ozhidal, dazhe ot Vasnetsova. Polozhim, takoe vpechatlenie poluchaetsia tol’ko s khor (vprochem, i vnizu ia uzhe ne mog otdelat’sia ot nego). Tol’ko kogda opomnish’sia ot etogo neozhidannogo padeniia, nachinaesh’ videt’ glubzhe: Zemlia proletaet, kak son; v Ee rte bestsvetno-miagkaia sush’ i zemnykh zabot i stradanii, v glazakh t’ma proletevshikh stoletii, ponikshei mudrosti, i iz etoi glubiny, takoi sviatoi, dolgii, pristal’nyi vzor, v kotorom probegaiut inogda molnii tiaguchei real’nosti, dazhe smekha. Mladenets… akh! mne khotelos’ by molit’sia i poluchit’, chtoby vsegda zhizn’ moia byla kak trava, osveshchennaia lunoi, vse-taki eto dlia menia sladchaishee uteshenie, bozhestvennaia grust’… i, vot, v Nem mnogo utrennego i rozovogo poryva, mnogo podobnogo trave, osveshchennoi lunoi. Ia mogu eshche chut’-chut’ ulovit’ bolee dalekoe v glubine, v chem dve eti stol’ razlichnye strui slivaiutsia, no ne umeiu vyrazit’. No i on prost do miagkoi sukhosti. Da budut vidny vam istochniki radosti tam, gde ikh nichto zamutit’ ne mozhet!

Belyi replied to this message in a letter of probably the same tone, which can be assumed from Sizov’s next letter to him (dated May 19—20, 1905). It contained meditations based on perception of nature, including observations of sunrises and cognition of certain secret signs and omens in the colour gamma, which was especially characteristic of the the “Argonauts’” mythology.
Seichas gulial na zakate. Gigantskii pterodaktil’ s ogromnymi raskinutymi kryl’iami, s ukhodiashchim vdal’ za gorizont izvivaiushchimsia drakonovym tulovishchem vyshel iz zakatnogo ubranstva. Na levom kryle ego priiutilas’ shaika kosmatykh gubitelei, kotorye staraiutsia prokolot’ ego zhe grud’. Za etim gigantskim krylom, zadevaiushchim vystupy tuchi, vse pridavivshei na vostoke, bledno-zheltoe krivlianie oboznacheno dymno-serym. Ia staraius’ men’she obrashchat’ vnimaniia na oblachnye znaki, no eto slishkom uzh mnogoznachitel’no. No eto ne Iaponiia, eto chto-to eshche za nei griadushchee. No zamechatel’no, chto zakatno zatushevannyi, gusto-sizyi izvivami ukhodiashchii vdal’ khvost vyzyvaet chuvstvo rozovoi, zolotisto-vechernei detskosti, tochno eto blazhennyi pokrov, protianutyi nad izvilistoi rekoi; i blizhe k vostoku kak raz iz-za kryla – siianie beloi luchistoi neuderzhimosti.

Most of Sizov’s letters to Belyi of mid-1900s were written during the period of summer holidays, when their regular meetings in Moscow were interrupted. One of such letters dated June 29, 1906, when Sizov left for the Crimea, contains his reaction to the news about Belyi moving to Petersburg (an unrealized intention motivated by his wish to be closer to L. D. Blok, who he was then desperately in love with) and contemplations on what determined his deep inner proximity to Belyi:

Ia teper’ tol’ko, pri mysli, chto, mozhet byt’, uzhe ne uvizhu Vas osen’iu i dazhe zimoi, chto tol’ko nepredvidennaia sud’ba mozhet pomoch’ nam razvivat’ do tsveteniia i do znacheniia vernogo ubezhishcha vse, chto my drug v druge nakhodim i schitaem obshchimi nam zernami skazochnosti, teper’ tol’ko ia ponimaiu i chuvstvuiu, kak ia Vas liubliu i liubov’iu neobychainoi: vse chuvstvo i soznanie neobychainogo, k kakomu ia tol’ko sposoben, ovladevaet mnoi. I ia lish’ otdalenno nameknu Vam na to, naskol’ko eto polno skazochno goriachego epicheski kholodnogo <?> i mudrogo sozertsatel’nogo stremleniia, esli skazhu, kak eto skazali i Vy, chto nas sviazyvaet, krome mistiki, estestvennyi fakul’tet. Vy poimete menia, esli ia, skhematiziruia, skazhu, chto kategoriia dannosti, kotoruiu my privykli tsenit’ i otlichat’ blagodaria estestvennym naukam, perenositsia nami kak ferment v protsessy, prinosiashchie misticheskii opyt, religioznye stremleniia, prozreniia, videniia, dela, namereniia.

Andrei Belyi himself, having graduated from the department of mathematics and physics of the Moscow University, frequently emphasized the fact that his main artistic aim was to try to overcome the gap between scientific understanding and mystical cognition. In this respect he definitely shared Sizov’s attitudes.

Sizov’s next letter arrived from Alushta:

1906. Avgusta 1. Pozdnii vecher.

Dorogoi, dorogoi Boris Nikolaevich!

Ia Vas segodnia vecherom vdrug tak zhivo, neposredstvenno pochuvstvoval v takoi vozrastaiushchei radosti, chto chuvstvuiu sebia obiazannym, poka ne ostyli i ne zamolkli slezy etoi, potriasaiushchei, nashedshei nakonets dom, radosti, skazat’ Vam: pozdravliaiu. Ia govoriu eto pered vzorami Vashei zvezdy – ne znaiu, vsegda ili segodnia tol’ko ona Vasha. Da, segodnia nekaia zvezda osvezhenno bezumstvuet, vspykhivaet bezzastenchivo, bezuderzhno zvezdnymi otkrovennostiami, polykhaet raznotsvetnym dovremennym. Radi Boga, ne dumaite, chto ia chto-nibud’ predpolagaiu ili imeiu v vidu, vse eto sovershenno bezob”ektno. Ia pishu Vam potomu, chto, esli eto pravda, to, chto ia segodnia chuvstvuiu o Vas, to eto i dlia Vas fakt ogromnogo, kosmicheski-liubeznogo znacheniia, tak kak eto zvezdno-kristal’naia plamennaia radost’, razogretaia dovremennym kholodom, eto – kak vozvrat detstva v pervoi liubvi, i Vy etogo uzhe ne ozhidali.

Kakie obessilenno-sladkie nesterpimye slezy prolivaiu ia nad etim chuvstvom Vas, nad etoi skazkoi segodniashnego vechera o Vas, nad proglianuvshim skvoz’ pervuiu liubov’ detstvom.

A “zdes’” – “prokhladoiu rosistoi” dushe kropit polian ugasshikh kholod vezhdy!.!.

No eto sovershenno bezob”ektno.

Prostite, chto pishu Vam tol’ko eto i voobshche chto pishu eto; no o drugom ia ne pishu. Da, mozhet byt’, Vy na menia obidelis’.

Do svidaniia, o, svobodnyi, beskonechno milyi mne skromnomu.

Vash Sizov Mikhail.

From time to time in his letters Sizov wrote about his supposed cooperation with symbolist and religious and philosophical editions – in the collection of Khristianskoe Bratstvo Bor’by (Christian Brotherhood of Fight)
, in the collection edited by D. S. Merezhkovskii
 and finally with the main stronghold of Moscow symbolists – the magazine “Vesy”. Sizov’s letter to Belyi dated August 5, 1907, demonstrates that his non-involvement with active literary life resulted from not only certain publishing failures, but also from Sizov’s own indecision, his doubt about personal abilities:
Kolia
 mne napisal, chto Vy so L’vom L’vov<ichem>
 prosili soobshchit’ mne o zhelatel’nosti moego uchastiia v “Vesakh” i chto eto teper’ ili v blizhaishem budushchem, kak ia ponimaiu, bylo by osobenno kstati. Ia byl by ochen’ rad prinimat’ uchastie v “Vesakh”, i, chem bolee prishlos’ by rabotat’ i chuvstvovat’ sebia pri etom prosto rabotnikom v obshchem kul’turnom dele, delaiushchim svoe, m<ozhet> b<yt’>, i ochen’ nebol’shoe delo bez pretenzii na aleksandrovskie vzmakhi mecha
, miroob”emliushchie molnii i oslepitel’nye prozreniia ili bezapelliatsionnye prigovory, tem bylo by dlia menia priiatnee. I eto potomu, chto ia chuvstvuiu sebia eshche nepodgotovlennym prinimat’ uchastie v zreloi kul’turnoi rabote, tak kak sam edva nachinaiu, kak mne kazhetsia, vstupat’ v tu polosu razvitiia, v kotoroi okonchatel’no skladyvaetsia lichnost’. No, raz Vy nakhodite, chto ia uzhe seichas mogu byt’ Vam polezen, raspolagaite mnoiu kak ugodno. No, k sozhaleniiu, dolzhen pribavit’, eto soglasie iavliaetsia chisto printsipial’nym.

Expressing his doubt and suspicion about the possible change of “fizionomiia zhurnala” and “sub”ektivnost’ metoda” of “Vesy”, Sizov concluded: “Slovom, printsipial’no soglasen i rad by pomoch’, no pravo ne znaiu, kak”. After all, he never joined “Vesy”.


In the spring of 1907 Sizov moved to Saint Petersburg as he was transferred from Moscow to Petersburg University
. Belyi helped him to get acquainted with A. Blok and in his letter dated September 25, 1907, Sizov described in detail his visits to the poet’s flat
. However, Belyi and Sizov did not start to write to each other regularly after they ended up in different cities. Sizov’s next extensive letter to Belyi was sent on February 28, 1909, after a long break in communication, in a wish to convey his impressions from Belyi’s “chetvertaia simfoniia” “Kubok metelei” that appeared in April 1908. This architectonically complex work did not bring success to Belyi: the “sinfoniia” was either received with indifferent silence or reproached of incomprehensibility, confusion and affectation. In comparison with such reaction Sizov’s opinion was totally opposite:

Vasha chetvertaia simfoniia menia pobedila sovsem, porazila i bol’she togo. Ia ee chital letom i togda zhe uvidel, chto eto samaia sovershennaia iz vsekh Vashikh simfonii, no mnogim ona proizvela na menia tiazheloe vpechatlenie, govoria tochnee, ia so mnogim ne byl soglasen i, byt’ mozhet, ne byl soglasen misticheski. No mnogoe, konechno, i togda dostigalo Sviatogo-Sviatykh. Teper’, kogda ia, znaia uzhe ee vsiu, – Vy pravy, konechno, eto neobkhodimo – chital ee otryvkami, ia byl umilen i potriasen, i blagodaren, i porazhen do blagogoveinogo i schastlivogo vostorga tem, kak ona napisana. Ved’ eto takaia sila, eto egipetskaia (!) sila, eto – gieroglify dukha! I chto ia eshche osobenno chuvstvoval, eto – na kakoi vysote napriazheniia, otchetlivosti, tonkosti, glubiny, smelosti, metkosti, svobodnoi sviashchennoi uverennosti paril Vash dukh, kogda on rabotal nad etim, kakoe ono dolgoe, iasnoe, divnoe i uverennoe s sverkh”estestvennoi reshimost’iu vse eto rasschityvalo, proverialo i podchinialo edinstvu, emu odnomu do vremeni, a mozhet byt’, i naveki na zemle, vedomomu. V etom – ono Mikel’-Andzhelo. Da, eto Mikel’-Andzhelovskoe proizvedenie, no pri etom-to eshche i Vam svoistvennye noty, golosa prozreniia, veianiia, nezhnost’, veshchii veshchii <sic!> nezabvennyi shum – chego? i, net, ne shum, no chto, prisutstvie?! Vpolne ia eto govoriu o mnogom, no ne o vsem, potomu chto est’ mesta, kotorye otchasti predstavliaiut samostoiatel’nye otstupleniia, otchasti iavliaiutsia punktami, v kotorykh splavilos’ s fabuloi ikh soderzhanie, postoronnee ei, formal’no, vneshne, i kotorye v silu etogo svoego vvodnogo soderzhaniia vyzyvaiut moi protest. Konechno, i v nikh est’ vse te zhe dostoinstva, i ot nikh probuzhdaetsia i nachinaet parit’, nosias’ po dushe, to zhe chuvstvo sviashchennogo, no oni vse zhe vyzyvaiut, luchshe skazat’, vyzyvali moi protest, potomu chto teper’ ia prinimaiu ikh, kak-to primiriaius’ s nimi, khotia vse tak zhe ne napolniaius’ imi. V tipichnom sluchae oni predstavliaiut to, chto mne khochetsia nazvat’ mistiko-filosofskimi ektin’iami. I eto vot chto, naprimer: “Vremia – khladnyi barkhat proletaiushchego oblachka. Smert’ – khladnyi barkhat proletaiushchego oblachka. Gore, radost’, zhizn’, o, vse to zhe, vse to zhe. Esli bylo, to budet, esli budet, to est’. Vot miru vest’: khladnyi barkhat priimite proletaiushchego oblachka”
. I tak i ne tak. I da i net! No ved’ Vy sami govorite: net – da. Eto i primiriaet menia s zatrudnitel’nym dlia menia v etikh ektin’iakh i voobshche v simfonii. Potom ia ne pronikaius’ i temi obrazami, kotorymi ona razreshaetsia. Oni proizvodiat na menia vpechatlenie takoe, kak budto kadentsiia nachinaetsia i ne konchaetsia, nachinaetsia opiat’ i opiat’ ne konchaetsia; eshche eto pokhozhe na Bakhovskuiu fugu. V luchshem sluchae simfoniia konchaetsia Bakhovskoi fugoi. Ot pervogo mne chut’-chut’ strashno; v poslednem sluchae ispytyvaesh’ neudovletvorenie. Posle etoi simfonii ia prosmatrival pervuiu. Kakoi gromadnyi shag ot nee predstavliaet posledniaia simfoniia! Pervaia trogatel’na beskonechno, ochen’ vlastna po-svoemu, dlia menia dostatochno byvaet chasto na nebe odnogo motiva, chtoby ona menia oputala, no ona detskoe proizvedenie, robkoe, s bezrazlichnymi dvizheniiami v sravnenii s poslednei, v kotoroi nevyrazimaia sila vpolne zrelogo, sformirovavshegosia dukha i pri etom eshche mnogo mogushchego. Kogda eto pochuvstvuesh’, to samaia velichina ee, rastianutost’ porozhdaet vdrug vpechatlenie sverkh”estestvennosti dolgo dliashchegosia vdokhnoveniia – i ona etim potriasaet, i eto samo, odno, i eto vnov’, s drugoi storony vyzyvaet vopl’ blagogoveniia. No vot! est’ taki v nei to, chto ona ostavliaet chitatelia, net – slyshashchego, – ostavliaet s voplem blagogoveniia. S blagogoveniem… no i s voplem, no chemu odnako s voplem!! Ia, m<ozhet> b<yt’>, znaiu, khot’ otchasti, no, m<ozhet> b<yt’>, ne imeiu prava i znat’. No blagogovenie gromadnoe, i vot eto chuvstvo blagogoveniia s chuvstvom samoi nezhnoi blagodarnosti mne i khotelos’ Vam vyrazit’. Ne obessud’te. Ia ochen’ budu blagodaren, esli Vy prochtete eto pis’mo s interesom, vse ravno k chemu, ko mne li, k Vam li, k tomu li, kak reagiruiut inye na vashi slova, k sud’be li Vashikh vyrazhennykh i, m<ozhet> b<yt’>, nerassmotrennykh vse zhe perezhivanii. Zhelaiu Vam, dorogoi, ot vsego serdtsa uspokoeniia i otdykha, da osvezhit Vas vo vsem Radost’ Nebesnaia. Ia segodnia uznal, chto Vy iz-za kakoi-to istorii v Lit<eraturnom> Obshch<estve> zaboleli i uekhali v derevniu
. Ot dushi zhelaiu, chtoby eto dlia Vas okazalos’ k luchshemu i Vy v derevne podol’she i poprochnee otdokhnuli.

Vsegda neizmennyi parazit Vashego dukha po zakonam uvazheniia, udivleniia, voskhishcheniia, blagogoveniia… v bolee ili menee znachitel’noi mere, M. Sizov.

This letter had been written not long before Sizov came back to live in Moscow. Remembering of May 1909, Belyi registered a “riad ochen’ otvetstvennykh i vazhnykh razgovorov o “kollektive”: s Petrovskim, Kiselevym, Metnerom i priekhavshim iz Peterburga M. I. Sizovym”
. The “kollektiv” referred to a group of friends that had grown on the “Argonaut” soil and was united by the wish to support spititual culture and defend philosophical, aesthetical, religious and mystical values. In the same year this union would draw common attention by establishing the publishing house “Musaget” guided by the trio of editors – E. K. Metner, Andrei Belyi and Ellis. There was formed a “blizhaishii sovet pri redaktsii” which included G. A. Rachinskii, M. I. Sizov, N. P. Kiselev and A. S. Petrovskii
, which finally allowed Sizov to take active part and influence the literary process.

In his letter dated June 12, 1910, Sizov commented on one of the first books published by “Musaget” – Andrei Belyi’s collection of articles and research works “Simvolizm” (“Symbolism”), which appeared in late April 1910, – paying special attention to the ideological schemes from the article “Emblematika smysla. Predposylki k teorii simvolizma”:
Teper’ nachal chitat’ “Simvolizm”. Golubchik, kak ia rad! Mne kazhetsia, ia vpolne ponimaiu tebia, po krainei mere v otnoshenii tvoei pozitsii. Krome togo, menia privodit v vostorg to, chto ty delaesh’ kommentariiami. Ia ved’ znaiu v obshchem soderzhanie etoi knigi ili znaiu mnogoe, chto ty tam govorish’, no teper’, kogda ona predstala peredo mnoi v kachestve pishchi dlia ee chitatelei, ia ispytyvaiu bol’shoe zhelanie vyrazit’ tebe moe blagogovenie k zhizni. Eto chrezvychaino iskusno sostavlennyi tselebnyi napitok. Ia ne khochu skazat’, chto ty vrach, no, m<ozhet> b<yt’>, alkhimik. Konechno, magi sostavliaiut tselebnye napitki. Chitaia etu knigu, ia ispytyvaiu takoe chuvstvo, kakoe byvaet, kogda bystro mchish’sia tuda, kuda nuzhno. No chto ia eshche osobenno ponimaiu – o chem ty, veroiatno, v etoi knige ne govorish’ – eto to, kak priznanie primata tvorchestva, znachit, tvorchestva tsennostei, mozhet pokazat’sia strashnym postoronnemu vzgliadu, kak vedushchee k avto<no>mii lichnosti, individual’noi, i kak, v deistvitel’nosti, eto neobkhodimo privodit k poznaniiu (istinnomu, ibo prakticheskomu) istinnykh tsennostei, istinnoi Tsennosti, ibo priznanie takogo primata stavit cheloveka litsom k litsu, khotia by vnachale i pomimo ego soznaniia, s transtsendentnym poriadkom tsennostei. Tak ili inache, no cherez takoe miroponimanie prosachivaetsia Tsennoe ‹…›

Sizov’s participation in the work of “Musaget” war fairly active, including his individual creative endeavours. For the publishing house he translated the book by the mediaval mystic Blessed John van Ruysbroeck “Odeianie dukhovnogo braka” (“The Spiritual Espousals”) in the summer of 1910 and Paul Jakob Deussen’s brochure “Vedanta i Platon v svete Kantovoi filosofii” (“Vedânta und Platonismus im Lichte der Kantischen Philosophie”) in November 1911
. “Musaget” poetic almanac “Antologiia”, which appeared in early June 1911, contained four Sizov’s poems (signed with initials: M. S.). In the third issue of “Musaget” magazine “Trudy i dni” (1912) he published an article “Kreml’” (under the pen name M. Sedlov), where he expressed his general ideas about culture as “kreml’ soznaniia” that presupposed the triple unity of scientific, aesthetic and religious values. Similar statements were developed in Sizov’s book “Tsezar’ Lombrozo i spiritizm” published in “Musaget” under the same pseudonym. Its author tried to prove to the reader that the attempts of the Italian psychiatrist and anthropologist to explain spiritical phenomena through materialistic monism were neither sufficient nor persuasive. Still, Sizov pointed out the fact that modern science represented by Lombrozo “protiagivaet ruku posle dolgogo uporstva teosoficheskoi, okkul’ticheskoi, spiriticheskoi i religioznoi naturfilosofii” and thus draws us closer to understanding the unity of knowledge and faith – “ibo znanie i vera v dushe stremiashchegosia k istine ediny”
. In this book there was one unconditional authority for Sizov – Rudolf Steiner (his “A Road to Self-Knowledge” was mentioned
), whose dedicated follower he became even before Andrei Belyi declared Steiner was his teacher. Belyi registered Sizov’s interest to Steiner in the summer of 1910: “V to vremia Sizov i Petrovskii primknuli k ucheniiu Shteinera; mne to ne nravilos’”
. In Ellis’s “Predvaritel’nyi Kratkii otchet o teosoficheskikh kruzhkakh v Moskve za 1911 g.” Sizov was mentioned as “obrazovannyi spirit, sekretar’ 1-go spiritualisticheskogo rus. s”ezda ‹…› sistematicheski izuchivshii za 1911 g. vse vyshedshie tsikly D-ra”
. In Belyi’s letter to his mother dated May 5/18, 1912 Sizov and Petrovskii were described as “zavziatye shteiner’iantsy; ved’ oni v Moskve ustroili shteinerovskii kruzhok”
. It shoud be noted here that Sizov’s admiration for Steiner was not so exalte and fanatic as the behaviour of Ellis and later to a certain degree Belyi.

During the “Musaget” period Sizov and Belyi started corresponding more actively, mainly due to the fact that the latter spent a lot of time outside Moscow, while Sizov tried to keep him informed of current activities and events. It is not the confessional character anymore that makes Sizov’s letters to Belyi of this period so remarkable. They are particularly valuable and noteworthy as documentary evidence of what was happening aroung “Musaget”. For instance, Sizov replied to a postcard sent by Belyi during his Mediterranean voyage with a long letter dated January 1, 1911, where he once again commented on “Simvolizm” and described several everyday life episodes of the “Musaget” society:
Chital eto vremia tvoi “Simvolizm”. Shliu tebe moi neveroiatnye sovershenno vostorgi po povodu stat’i “Emblematika smysla”. Eto tselyi perevorot. Esli by eto oblech’ vmeste s budushchei teoriei simvolizma v razrabotannuiu sistematicheski formu, rost Kanta pokazalsia by malen’kim. Da i bez takoi razrabotki eto est’, no, pravda, trudno poniat’ srednemu chitateliu filosofu, kuda ty metish’, a soglasit’sia s toboi dlia mnogikh muchitel’no nezhelatel’no”.

Pointing further at the drawbacks of the article, Sizov admitted:

U menia tak cheshutsia ruki napisat’ po-svoemu o simvolizme (eto sovsem ne prodolzhenie, ne dobavlenie v priamom smysle, ne korrektiv k tvoei tochke zreniia, a nechto garmoniruiushchee s nei) ‹…› Kak ia rad, chto ty zagovoril ob “ispanskoi zvezdnosti”. Eto tak moe!

Next the focus of attention is shifted to Ellis (Lev Kobylinskii) with his never-ending escapades and spiritual excesses: “…v sochel’nik u nego nastupil paroksizm, tak chto on lezhal i ne poshel dazhe k Metneram vstrechat’ Rozhdestvo, i krizis, m<ozhet> b<yt’> eshche nepolnyi, no k luchshemu, po-moemu. On lezhal, obdumyvaia svoiu razdvoennost’ i sozertsaia muchitel’nye i besplodnye togda popytki ego davnishnego “luchshego ia” voiti v nego. A meshalo etomu odno obstoiatel’stvo, oshibochno im pereotsenennoe, t<ak> k<ak> ono mrachno, po ego mneniiu, otzyvalos’ na Musagete i na chem-to, chto emu mereshchilos’ za Musagetom, khoroshem, brezzhushchem, gde, vprochem, on sebia ne videl. Voobshche u nego proiskhodili perevoroty – khvalil, kogo on poslednee vremia osobenno rugal, i t. d. No do etogo i teper’ trogatelen neveroiatno. Napisal skazku dramu dlia detei s skrytym teosofskim soderzhaniem i s bol’shoi pravil’nost’iu. Priamo velikolepno”
. Sizov continued that the students “prosiat ego nachat’ ob”iavlennyi im kurs o doktore, no Lev surovo medlit i sobiraetsia v Gel’singfors, otkuda on priedet, zaruchivshis’ spetsial’nymi instruktsiiami i, m<ozhet> b<yt’>, polnomochiiami (!). Studenty zhdut, Lev v kontse fevralia dumaet nachat’ svoi kurs i vdrug uznaet, chto v Gel’singforse doktor budet ne v fevrale, a v kontse aprelia
. Lev byl obeskurazhen neskol’ko takim oborotom dela, i kak on vyidet iz sozdavshegosia zatrudneniia, ne znaiu. Da! Na pervyi den’ Rozhdestva ia byl u Grig<oriia> Al<ekseevicha> <Rachinskii – A. L.> i rasskazal emu o sostoianii L’va. On seichas zhe, vziav menia s soboi, otpravilsia ko L’vu s molebnom. Eto bylo ochen’ trogatel’no, no eto – po pros’be samogo Grig<oriia> Al<ekseevicha> – ne sekret tol’ko dlia nas, blizkikh. L’va my uzhe ne z stali, no moleben vse zhe ochistil ego atmosferu. Lev propadal tri dnia i, kak potom vyiasnilos’, prezhde vsego “u Seni Rubanovicha”
, pliasal na neskol’kikh elkakh. Spit on teper’ ne tol’ko ne razdevaias’, a naoborot – odevaias’: pidzhak snimaetsia, no zato nadevaetsia khalat, inogda eshche s “malymi chetkami” i, kazhetsia, s medal’onom, lozhitsia v takom odeianii i nakryvaetsia shuboi, mekhom obiazatel’no naruzhu pochemu-to. Teper’ k etomu pribavilas’ malinovaia s chernoi kist’iu shapochka, podarennaia emu sestroi Bobrova
. Ia eshche na L’va vozdeistvoval tem, chto v nekotorom smysle ego pereselil. Prishel k nemu kak-to, i obratil vnimanie na to, chto on spit golovoi v dushnyi ugol i k pechke. Poproboval sam polezhat’ na ego krovati v takom i v protivopolozhnom polozhenii i nashel, chto nado ego perevernut’. Lev etomu ne protivilsia pochti, i <ia> perestavil ego stol i peredvinul krovat’, t<ak> ch<to> teper’ on spit golovoi k dveri, i, m<ozhet> b<yt’>, otchasti i eto igralo rol’ v ego uspokoenii. Vchera on byl na semeinom obede u Bratenshi
 s Metnerami
. Pliasal tam pod grammofon, kotoryi m<ezhdu> proch<im> ochen’ smeshil Nikolaia Karl<ovicha>. Zatem pliasali i drugie: Karl Petrovich pliasal s Verochkoi
, a Emilii Karl<ovich> vozilsia i prygal kozlom. L’va ochen’ poliubila Natal’ia Alekseevna
 – on luchshe vas vsekh, skazala ona mne – i chtoby sdelat’ L’vu priiatnoe, otnositsia k Shteineru luchshe, chem sama by po sebe otnosilas’, khotia voobshche Lev ee ochen’ raspropagandiroval, i eto bylo v odin vecher, pri mne. Lev voobshche v etom napravlenii preuspevaet i esli nado vziat’ “semeistvo”, to nachinaet po-iezuitski s zheny. I udaetsia! ‹…› U menia i u L’va nachinaetsia liubov’ k Turgenevym (razumeetsia, posle takogo otnosh<eniia> k Shteineru Nat<al’i> Al<ekseevny> ne mog ee ne poliubit’ goriacho). ‹…› V Al’manakhe
 budet dvadtsat’ s lishnim avtorov!”

The story of “Musaget” “trudy i dni” was continued in Sizov’s letter to Belyi dated January 13, 1911, special attention being paid again to the eccentric Ellis. However, this time Sizov mentioned the circumstances of how informal relationships were established between the members of “Musaget” and the autonomous group of philosophers, which was formed on the basis of the publishing house (S. I. Gessen, F. A. Steppun, B. V. Iakovenko) and prepared the Russian version of the “mezhdunarodnoyi zhurnal po filosofii kul’tury’” “Logos”
:
Volneniia tvoi o moskovskikh delakh zdes’ kak-to dazhe malo poniatny. Esli khochesh’, vse i v Musagete i v Puti
 idet velikolepno, t<ak> k<ak> dvigaetsia vpered, khotia i ne s toi bystrotoi, kot<oroi>, m<ozhet> b<yt’>, khotelos’ by. Zhdem al’manakha. Poka eshche nichego ne vyshlo iz drugikh knig. Sobytiia svodiatsia k tomu, chto Leva daval predstavlenie v odnom meste segodnia, v drugom meste vchera i t. d. Vchera v sredu v Musagete proiskhodilo sblizhenie Logosa s Musagetom putem veselosti na etot raz, i etot put’, kak neredko byvaet, okazalsia ves’ma udobnym i korotkim. Steppun predstavil Vindel’banda, chitaiushchego lektsiiu, Marksa, eshcho kavo-to. Potom byl vykhod L’va, kotoryi dlia imenitykh gostei postaralsia, khotia byl ochen’ ustalym, t<ak> k<ak> nakanune do 4 chasov pliasal kostiumirovannyi, i vosproizvel mnogie svoi nomera v rasshirennom ob”eme. Steppun, Gessen, Gordon
 priamo pomirali. Trogatelen byl Em<ilii> Karl<ovich> – on khokhotal do isstupleniia i po-detski veselo. Steppun m<ezhdu> pr<ochim> och<en’> interesno rasskazyval ob Italii. On ot nee v vostorge, kak i ot ital’iantsev. Ochen’ komichen ego rasskaz o figure ital’ianskogo filosofa Rarini, kotoryi nedavno vypustil knigu, gde vsekh filosofov raznosit v pukh i prakh
. On imeet vid dobrodushnogo nesk<ol’ko> neriashlivogo lavochnika, i ikh kompaniia (eshche tam est’ nesk<ol’ko> filosofov) okazalas’ daleko ne vpolne svedushchei po chasti ital’ianskoi filosofii, kak eto ustanovil Iakovenko. Em<ilii> Karl<ovich> Italiiu osuzhdal za shum na ulitsakh i protivopostavlial ei Germaniiu. – Est’ v Moskve odna novost’ ne iz priiatnykh: Grig<orii> Aleks<eevich> opiat’ bolen, khotia i ne tak sil’no, kak nesk<ol’ko> let nazad, odnako ego prishlos’ vezti v Rigu. S nim poekhal Aleks<ei> Serg<eevich>. Iz Rigi on khotel zaekhat’ v Peterburg
. Grig<orii> Al<ekseevich> byl plokh, no ne fizicheski, a nervno i psikhicheski. Nezadolgo pered etim ia u nego byl, on uzhe schitalsia bol’nym, no byl po vidu tol’ko ochen’ utomlen. Govoril o svoei knige, kotoruiu on davno sobiralsia i nakonets reshil napisat’, govoril, chto gotovit sbornik svoikh stikhov, chtoby izdat’ v Musagete (Em<ilii> K<arlovich> m<ezhdu> pr<ochim> uzhe skazal, chto nichego by protiv ne imel)
, i etot sbornik on sobiralsia podgotovliat’ v Rige. – Segodnia byl v Puti, zastal tam Berdiaeva i Marg<aritu> Kirillovnu
. Ona byla kak-to uzhasno mila. Govorili o Serebr<ianom> Golube
 i o tebe. Stranno, no u menia takoe vpechatlenie, chto Marg<arita> K<irillovna> rastet i kak-to rastsvetaet, zatsvetaet kakoi-to nedoskazannoi grezoi, no vse vse <sic!> uverennee, vse sil’nee, vse zhivee, pyshnee i blizhe. I ona kak-to pomalkivaet i tol’ko ulybaetsia glazami, zanaveshivaias’ tumannostiami ili skromnymi obydennostiami vzdykhaiushchei rechi. Trogatel’no – tak obradovalas’, vidimo, kogda ia peredal ei, chto ty pishesh’, chto schastliv
. Segodnia ona vziala tvoi adres i segodnia zhe khotela pisat’ tebe. M<ezhdu> proch<im> ona ochen’ nastaivaet, chto ty glavn<ym> obraz<om> khudozhnik. Berdiaev takzhe vzial tvoi adres
. Bulgakov tebe pisal
. ‹…›

A ia segodnia ponial, pochemu mne tak interesno, dorogo i blizko zamanchivo ispanskoe!: eto edinstvennyi, kakoi my poka imeem, sintez Zapada i Vostoka. Zapada vpolne soznatel’nogo, goriachego i iasnogo i Vostoka vpolne sil’nogo, no dostatochno kul’turnogo, kakimi byli mavry. Etot sintez, m<ozhet> b<yt’>, v pustiakakh (?) – v pesne, v chertakh byta, no printsipial’noe znachenie ego ot etogo ne men’she. Poetomu ia dumaiu, ia prav, esli utverzhdaiu, chto “ispanskoe” ne pustiak dlia Rossii, imenno dlia Rossii, dlia nee eto problema budushchego, no v bolee ser’eznoi, grandioznoi, znachitel’noi i trudnoi postanovke. ”Russkii obyvatel’ i ispantsy”, – vovse ne pustaia i ne komicheskaia tema. I ved’ est’ v Rossii byk! – Eto u nas znaiut liudi vsekh sloev i klassov i obnaruzhivaiut, khotia chasto i v vetkhozavetnykh eshche formakh. No otkuda etot byk v Rossii – s Vostoka ili s Zapada? I v Ispanii sintez – vechnoe preodolenie byka, sposobnost’ protivostoiat’ emu, vyderzhat’ ego s polnoi energiei, bystrotoi, pliaskoi i tsvetom zhizni. Togda vse tsvetet – est’ i zhizn’, est’ i byk. V Ispanii boi bykov – eto sled, simvol i vospominanie bitvy s mavrami, kotoraia nachalas’, veroiatno, eshche i ran’she prikhoda mavrov v predchuvstvovavshei dushe Ispanii. Roland, Roland, imia tvoe ne umerlo! delo tvoe zhivo
! No ia ne znaiu, verno li, chto mavry – byk – och<en’> vozmozhno – tem bolee, chto oni prishli cherez Egipet. No v Rossii otkuda byk? Ved’ dlia Evropy – Rossiia byk (boiazn’ anarkhistov), a dlia Rossii – Aziia, Vostok. Rossiia sama dlia sebia i Vostok i Zapad. Ona to toreador, to vozliublennaia toreadora. Karmen?! Karmen! Nedarom Nitsshe, sverkaia vzorami v budushchee, pod konets priznal, poliubil operu “Karmen”
! On byl okhranitel’ kul’tury! No kakogo slova Ispaniia ne skazala, otchego ona vse-taki obessilela? Potomu, chto v otnosheniiakh s mavrami ne sumela naiti puti polozhitel’nogo i sozidatel’nogo, a videla lish’ put’ vrazhdy i otritsaniia i strakha?! No otsutstvie strakha ne est’ konechno nashe “shapkami zakidaem” i nasha nebrezhnost’ i nepodgotovlennost’. Chto kasaetsia bor’by, odnako, esli by ona okazalas’ neobkhodima, to ia tut veriu v silu, potomu chto Rossiiu nado eshche raskachat’, a kogda ona raskachaetsia i poimet, chto delo deistvitel’noe i ser’eznoe, ona so vsei siloi vstupitsia za svoiu moloduiu zhizn’. Nu, a potom, nu, a esli sil ne khvatit. Vse ravno, ne Rossiia, tak kto-to eshche na Zapade ne mozhet byt’ do kontsa razdavlen, i on dolzhen byt’, inache Vostok oborvetsia opiat’ v bezdnu, kak s nim bylo i ran’she. Ili Ispaniia pozhertvovala soboi radi Evropy?

Another detailed account of the Moscow events is found in Sizov’s letter to Belyi dated February 10—11, 1911. Having started off with the news about possible arrest of Vl. Soloviev’s book released by the “Put” publishing house and the need to make certain cuts
, Sizov went on with the “Musaget” chronicle. This time he focused on the meeting of the Moscow Religious Philosophical society dedicated to the 10th anniversary of Vl. Soloviev’s death:

Vchera v sredu v Musagete byl Viach. Ivanov. Blok zabolel i sovsem ne priedet, Viach<eslav> byl och<en’> mil. Voshel takoi ptitsei – znaesh’? – v zalu i zatem poshel peredavat’sia s ruk na ruki. Byli Briusov, Berdiaev, Bulgakov, Ern. Nachalos’ s Serezhinogo referata o Del’vige
. Emu v chastnom razgovore Ivanov dolgo vozrazhal na utverzhdenie, chto stydlivost’ prinesena khristianstvom i <ne> byla u grekov. Serezha goriachilsia po povodu eshche kakikh-to prerekanii i skoro ushel, kazhetsia, nesk<ol’ko> obizhennyi. Potom chital stikhi Ivanov, kakaia-to dama, Leva i Briusov (oba po odnomu stikhotvoreniiu). Briusovu ochen’ ponravilos’, kak izdany Stigmata, ochen’ khvalil oblozhku
. – Ob universitetskikh sobytiiakh tebe pisal Alesha i poslal spisok ushedshikh professorov
. Lev raduetsia, chto “razognano gnezdo pozitivizma”, a Rossiia, govorit, ne pogibnet: u nee byl Tolstoi. Vchera Viacheslav Iv. emu vyrazhaet udovol’stvie po povodu ego perevoda gimna “Stabat Mater”
, a Lev emu: “a mne, V. I., vashi stikhi ne ponravilis’” – i s litsom, poluchivshim vyrazhenie ikhnevmona (znaesh’: bor’ba ikhnevmona s kobroi?) – “ne chuvstvuetsia, chto eto perezhito”, V. I. zashchishchalsia, ob”iasnial. My s Nilenderom
 staralis’ vnesti notu primireniia i vpilis’ vo L’va, no on dal’she ne poshel. Odnako Ivanov mezhdu proch<im> emu skazal: “Vy zanimaetes’ issledovaniem moei lichnosti, a ne stikhotvoreniia”. V obshchem, bylo mnogo naroda i massa kakikh-to perekreshchivaiushchikhsia tokov, atmosfera byla dovol’no sumburnaia. Nepriiatno kak-to, chto Serezha tak ushel, khotia vozmozhno, chto on poekhal provozhat’ S. Giatsintovu
. – Vchera Solov’ev<skii> vecher proshel bez zametnogo pod”ema. Naroda bylo mnogo. Blok zabolel i ne priekhal, ego referat “Rytsar’-monakh” chital ia
. Byli dva molodykh katolicheskikh patera. Oni zainteresovalis’ vzgliadom Berdiaeva na razlichie tserkvei Zap<adnoi> i Vost<ochnoi> i nevozmozhnost’ ikh soedineniia. Razlichie eto on privodil k obrazam Ioanna i Petra v “Trekh razgovorakh”
. Oni skazali, chto razlichie deistvitel’no takovo. Segodnia odin iz nikh prosil priiti k Berdiaevu eshche pogovorit’
.
11 f<evralia>. Vchera ia byl u V. I., pogovorili s nim druzheski, on samostoiatelen i chuvstvuet k. b. <?> nashedshim put’. K nemu prishel Ern, kot<orogo> tol’ko chto opravdali: emu grozil god kreposti za izdanie odnoi broshiury
, a zhenu nado vezti na iug. Potom podnialis’ k Berdiaevu, tam byl malen’kii raut, byl Bulgakov, Em<ilii> K<arlovich>, Marg<arita> Kir<illovna>, Borodaevskii, Gertsyki
. A. Gertsyk, Borodaevskii i V. I. chitali stikhi. Bylo milo. Mnogo bylo, no miroliubivykh, sporov. Byl i Al<eksei> Serg<eevich>. Viach<eslav> uezzhaet. Lev sel v best. V khalate i ermolke sidit v “Donu”
, proiznosit filippiki i obeshchaet uiti iz Musageta, esli on (Musaget) budet bolee “delovitym”, chem printsipial’nym. Vchera on byl u Em<iliia> K<arlovicha>, i E. K. emu skazal, chto ne mozhet sdelat’ emu nikakikh ustupok. I pri vsem tom Lev po obyknoveniiu trogatelen. Muchaet Nilendera – kak doidet delo do ser’eznogo razgovora, trebuet otrecheniia i perekhoda v khristianstvo, muchaet ego i voobshche sostoianiem svoim. No “istorii” ego priniali oborot rozovyi: vosstanovlennyi mir okazalsia prochnym, dazhe muzh T. skazal, chto svidanie so L’vom “pomogaet emu derzhat’ ekzameny”
. Lev chuvstvuet sebia voskhodiashchim v sile i pravde. Inye otnosiatsia k nemu kak avtoritetu. Poetomu v ustave novogo kruzhka, vyrabatyvaemom L’vom
, imeetsia, kak rasskazyvaet Nilender, takoi punkt: ne schitat’ ego prorokom. Tragizm polozheniia L’va zakliuchaetsia v tom, chto on priznaet teper’, chto mozhet v Musagete proiavliat’sia v ramkakh ego redaktorskikh funktsii, no ponimaet, chto po voprosu, napr<imer>, ob uchastii V. I. ego golos protiv dvukh nedeistvitelen. A ego pitomtsy emu vidimo sochuvstvuiut, i Lev proektiruet udalenie na sviashchennuiu goru. ‹…›

The topic of possible disagreement inside “Musaget” initiated by Ellis, uncompromising towards Viach. Ivanov, who E. K. Metner wanted to get involved in the work of the publishing house, was raised in the next Sizov’s letter to Belyi dated February 18, 1911. Also, this letter emphasizes the Steiner-oriented character of “Musaget”, which would later reveal itself in all controversies inside the publishing house and finally lead to breakup of the “Musaget” society:
Milyi, est’ v nashikh otnosheniiakh kakaia-to vzaimnaia poruka, ty eto znaesh’, i tebe izlishne ukazyvat’ sluchai, kogda my eto iasno i tverdo chuvstvovali. Teper’, kogda tebia net tut so vsemi nami, ty s nami, t<ak> k<ak> my tut kak by i za tebia, a ty ne odin, t<ak> k<ak> my tam kak by i za menia i, m<ozhet> b<yt’>, za drugikh, i my s toboi. Poetomu eshche bolee kazhetsia, chto poezdka tvoia imeet glubokii smysl. I, konechno, interesnee i, mozhno skazat’, nuzhnee poekhat’ na Vostok, chem po Evrope. My sami Evropa po kakomu-to v dostatochnoi mere.

Chto delaetsia u nas?

Byl vecher v pamiat’ Vl. Solov’eva. Blok zabolel i ne priekhal, ego doklad chital ia. Osobennogo pod”ema ne bylo. Vprochem, ia tebe uzhe pisal o nem. Znachit, ostaetsia odna tema: Lev. On tak byl vzvolnovan svoim ob”iasneniem nakanune s Viach<eslavom> Iv<anovym>, chto ne spal noch’ i ne byl na vechere. Ia posle zasedaniia zashel k nemu. On byl nastroen ochen’ voinstvenno, izrygal tiagchaishie obvineniia protiv svoikh vragov i kak-to stranno v svoei feske i khalate napominal Ieremiiu. On byl deistvitel’no blestiashch, trogatelen, chist! no neprav, kak vsegda, kogda on opolchaetsia. I neprav ne potomu, chto ne sleduet negodovat’ na to, na chto on negoduet, a potomu, chto ob”ekty i povody negodovaniia nakhodiatsia sovershenno v inom otnoshenii k pravde i k deistvitel’nosti, chem eto on dumaet. No on menia nachinaet gluboko vozmushchat’. I moia liubov’ k nemu, kotoraia, pravo, velika, tolkaet menia na iz”iavleniia etogo vozmushcheniia. Khochetsia k nemu otnestis’ khot’ na odnu desiatuiu s toi strogost’iu, s kakoiu on otnositsia k drugim, i po kakomu pravu?! – po pravu vsiakogo katolika v durnom smysle. L’va nado gnat’ iz Ispanii. Nevol’no, i ne po kategorii spletni ili sovaniia nosa v chuzhoe delo, nachinaesh’ obrashchat’ vnimanie, kak Lev obrashchaetsia s L. T.
 Eto, kstati, vozmutitel’no, khotia i s toi storony tozhe ne malo raspushchennosti. Nilendera Lev dovel do ssory s nim, polnoi prostratsii i neistovogo vstriakhivaniia rukami, nogami i golovoi. No Nilender stoicheski utverzhdaet, chto so L’vom mozhno zhit’
, dlia nego eto vopros chesti i samoliubiia. Byl ia nedavno u L’va eshche. Razgovor vyshel, postepenno, ves’ma glubokii. Lev razvernul pochti ves’ svoi front po krainei mere v smysle polnoty kontseptsii ego sovremennogo polozheniia. Dokazatel’stva mnogogo on ne vyskazyvaet, priachet ikh dlia reshitel’nogo srazheniia. Mne udalos’ ego pokolebat’ v nekotorykh punktakh ego konstruktsii, i glavnoe, chto osnovnoi fakt obvineniia ne dokazan. I opiat’ menia vozmutilo ego bestseremonnoe obrashchenie s faktami, ikh tolkovaniem, litsami kak lichnostiami. V odnom vazhnom punkte on ssylalsia na tvoe mnenie, vo vsiakom sluchae na tvoi slova. Ochen’ zhal’, chto ty tak emu mnogo govoril i govorish’: L’vu kazhduiu veshch’ nado podnosit’ storonoi, obratnoi toi, o kotoroi on sprashivaet, tak tol’ko mozhno ego zastavit’ znat’ veshch’, t<ak> k<ak> inache dlia nego vechno budet sushchestvovat’ lish’ odna ego interesuiushchaia v dannyi moment storona. Iz vsiakoi otkrovennosti s nim on delaet neveroiatnuiu kashu, tvoi slova v ego rukakh prevrashchaiutsia v grandioznye istochniki vsevedeniia, emu izvestny s nesomnennost’iu takie veshchi, kakie razve vo sne emu mogli prisnit’sia. V kontse kontsov Lev zanimaet po otnosheniiu k Musagetu vyzhidatel’noe polozhenie: esli politika Musageta v otnosh<enii> k Ivanovu, voobshche stil’ v nem, kak on govorit, “modnogo knigoizdatel’stva” privedet k pozornym ili poshlym faktam, Lev vystupit s obvineniem, chto ego ne poslushalis’, i kak-libo sebia proiavit. Dela ego v otnosh<enii> zaniatii Shteinerom idut vpered: on zaiavil, chto vsiakogo okkul’tista, kotoryi “ne potseluet vot etogo portreta Shteinera”, on vygonit za dver’. U menia ostalos’ takoe vpechatlenie, chto vse eti bunty L’va imeiut odin obshchii koren’, kotor<yi> zakliuchaetsia v nekotor<om> rode revnivom chuvstve: vse kak-to po-inomu, chem on, vse soglasny mezhdu soboi, a s nim – net, emu kak budto ne doveriaiut, i eto tem bolee obidno, chto “ryzhemu” doveriaiut, daiut emu pisat’ predislovie k Orfeiu, chut’ ne tseluiutsia s nim. On ne khochet dlia Musageta takoi karmicheskoi sviazi! I, deistvitel’no, predstav’ sebe polozhenie L’va, kogda feoretik orgiazma budet pisat’ predislovie k Orfeiu – iavnyi namek na to, chto Orfei dolzhen byt’ rasterzan
. – Pod vliianiem Stigmata odna baryshnia ostrigla volosy (t<ak> k<ak> bol’she nechego ei prinesti v zhertvu Bogu ili Deve Marii) i zadumalas’ o monastyre; Lev, konechno, v vostorge, proshel slukh, chto on khochet zhenit’sia i kak budto na nei! Ia byl u Kozhebatkina
, velis’ delovye razgovory. On kupil u Serezhi nesk<ol’ko> knig iz biblioteki Vl. Solov’eva
 s ego sobstvennor<uchnymi> otmetkami, eto bol’she mistiki <?>, nesk<ol’ko> knig Serezha prodal eshche komu-to, voobshche rasprodaet biblioteku Vl. Solov’eva. Varvarstvo! ostavil by khot’ knigi s zametkami. Pozhertvoval by kuda-nibud’, i prodaet ved’ deshevo, mnogo, govoriat, prodal bukinistam. Budu u nego skoro – vyrugaius’. Ne mozhet ne byt’ plemiannikom, potomu chto khochet im ne byt’.

Sizov’s next letter to Belyi was inspired by reading the proof sheets of Vl. Soloviev’s book (“Rossiia i vselenskaia tserkov’” or “Russkaia ideia”). It is probably due to the absence of the translator G. A. Rachinskii, who was being treated in Riga, that Sizov agreed to proof-read the text:
24 fevr<alia> 1911.

Milyi i dorogoi Boria! Teper’ mne stanet posvobodnee, budu tebe chashche pisat’. Konchil korrekturu knigi Solov’eva, kak eta kniga nuzhna dlia Rossii! pod pokrovom prostoty solov’evskogo ratsionalizma ona ochen’ gluboka! Seichas chudnaia “solov’evskaia” noch’. Uzhe chuvstvuetsia vesna v nochnykh vozdushnykh morozakh, uzhe razdaetsia nad Moskvoi napriazhennaia pesnia, siniaia, blagoukhaiushchaia, pronizannaia blizost’iu vesny. Seichas gulial po pereulkam okolo nas: Moskva plyvet svoimi domami, kryshami i ogniami v sinikh zvezdnykh prostranstvakh. Plyl v sinikh prostranstvakh “na” B. Trubnom pereulke, “na” Neopalimovskom, peresekaia ego. Tak iasno veriu, vizhu, chto nad Moskvoi dyshit osobaia blagodat’, ob”iasnimaia tol’ko tem, chto eshche sovershaetsia sviashchennaia istoriia – sviashchennaia istoriia Novogo Zaveta: vsia istoriia sviashchenna. Eta solov’evskaia istina stoit nad Moskvoi, – ty veroiatno skazal by: – trubit v prizyvnyi rog, trubnyi zvuk razdaetsia nad spiashchei Moskvoi
. No nad spiashchei! no gde zhe ona naiavu-to uvidit svoiu sud’bu, svoiu pravdu-istinu, svoiu radost’, svoi put’, svoiu voliu?! I opiat’, opiat’ vse kazhetsia, chto uvidit! Tochno obmanyvaiut vse eti prizyvy i prikhody i tochno ne obmanyvaiut. Byt’ mozhet, eto – tol’ko Vl. Solov’ev raduetsia, chto na dniakh vyidet ego takaia vazhnaia dlia sviashchennoi istorii kniga, kotoruiu tam on dolzhen, ia dumaiu, bol’she tsenit’, chem “Povest’ ob Antikhriste” so storony vyrazheniia ego okonchatel’nogo slova Rossii; to, chto skazano o Rossii v “povesti ob Antikhr<iste>” obrazom Ioanna, a ne Petra, vovse ne protivorechit (kak kazhetsia, m<ezhdu> proch<im>, Berdiaevu) idee papstva, kak samostoiatel’nogo, vnenatsional’nogo religioznogo tsentra. Tol’ko Solov’ev raduetsia, – no chto znachit eto tol’ko, ili, vernee, eto uzhe ne tol’ko. Ty na iuge, ty schastliv. Milyi, ia tut na iuge i tut schastliv. Milyi Boria, tak khorosho! I eto sredi vsekh uzhasov okruzhaiushchego, nashei nastoiashchei sumburnoi, beshenoi, obezumevshei, krichashchei vsemi golosami, nechelovecheskimi uzhe, no v glukhom bezmolvnom podzemel’e, neschastnoi deistvitel’nosti. Rossiia v podzemel’e, – vot v chem istina, i pravda ee i o nei, i uzhas ee polozheniia. No o schast’e, o radosti obo vsem, kogda khorosho, khochetsia vsegda govorit’ s toboi. I ob etom, o sinem, o vechnom, o iunom, o milom. Prosti mne moiu otkrovennost’, no ty edinstvennyi chelovek, kotoryi, mne kazhetsia, vsegda menia ponimaet i poimet – vsegda, potomu chto inogda my mozhem i ne soglashat’sia, nam mozhet byt’ drug ne do druga, no eto imenno eto i est’, i poetomu vsegda – ia ni k komu, i nikomu ne mogu govorit’ o samom glavnom, o samom ból’nom, o samom milom i vechnom, i zhivom i schastlivom, potomu chto o nem govorit’ nel’zia – ego nado videt’ i s dostatochnoi iasnost’iu, s dostatochnoi iarkost’iu, blizost’iu, prostotoi, neposredstvennost’iu, veroiu, muzhestvom, schastiem. Ia znaiu, chto ty schastliv im, i, dorogoi moi, ia s toboiu, – ne mogu inache skazat’! Kak mne byt’, kak mne zhit’?! Grud’ razryvaetsia ot toski i schast’ia! Ia tak ustal – prosti – ot bol’shogo znaniia i ot bol’shoi sily i ot nevozmozhnosti ikh prilozhit’: slovno zhizni eto ne nuzhno; – ty odin i zalog, i tovarishch, i vestnik, i drug bogatyr’, i baian, i ukazuiushchii sud’bu po starym knigam. Prosti, no opiat’ skazhu – mne kazhetsia, chto nikto ne mozhet menia poniat’, ne potomu, ne v tom smysle, chtoby ne znali etogo: mnogie znaiut, no kak budto nikto ne znaet, kak eto m<ezhdu> proch<im> luchezarno i nebesno mozhno videt’, no zdes’, na zemle! Dlia menia, po kr<ainei> mere, – ty edinstvennyi, potomu chto ia chuvstvuiu vsegda, chto moi golos dokhodit do tebia, vizhu, kak ty vsegda vstrepenesh’sia do glubiny ves’. Do glubiny, ves’ – vot! eto-to i glavnoe! V etom ia i L’vu ne veriu, drugikh malo s etoi stor<ony> znaiu. Golos – o chem, otkuda, kuda, ot kogo, k komu, – ne znaiu eshche soznatel’no. No da znaiut eto syny chelovecheskie! – a inye, m<ozhet> b<yt’>, uzhe znaiut. Posylaiu tebe nasyshchennuiu biriuzu moikh privetstvii, ona siiaet i prozrachna, i neprozrachna, i neprozrachnost’iu gluboka.

Mogu pered toboiu prikhodit’ v ekstaz. Otvel dushu; inache, o chem pisat’!

A khoroshaia obeshchaet byt’ vesna. Ia seichas uzhe ee vosprinimaiu v “obrazakh” 2-oi simfonii, nastol’ko iarko, kak ne zapomniu davno. A sbyvaetsia v znachitel’noi mere 2-ia simfoniia! Brodit dukh Moskvy. P’ianeiut uzhe schast’em dushi, no sami chasto eshche ne znaiut, chto eto ono. I po slepote inogda l’iut na pol. A togda, strogo govoria, nado s pola vylizyvat’. I moia taktika zakliuchaetsia v tom, chtoby priamo-taki v sluchae nadobnosti vylizyvat’ pol, a v obshchem – govorit’, chto pol mozhet byt’ polit i chto zemlia dolzhna tsvesti, no chto nel’zia prolivat’ togo, chto neotsenenno, – luchshe dovol’stvovat’sia malym, chem vypleskivat’ ot neumeniia obrashchat’sia. Tut my v kontrakh so L’vom, khotia, stranno, ideia sama po sebe emu tozhe blizka, no v obshchem u nas s nim prekrasnye otnosheniia, i on dovolen mnoiu v tom, v chem ia vpolne otkrovenen i iskrenen.

Goriachii privet tebe, An<ne> Al<ekseevne>, bud’te blagopoluchny.

Tvoi M. Sizov.

One of the last letters that Sizov sent from Moscow to Belyi during his foreign trip dated March 30, 1911, again highlights the personality of Ellis with his obsessive passion for Steiner:

V Moskve vse po-staromu, lish’ vse bol’she i bol’she kipit i zlitsia Lev. Seichas u nego zakryty inye ego litsa, za kotorye liubish’ ego, otkryto tol’ko kipiashchee litso. Kipit na vsekh nas, na menia s Aleks<eem> S<ergeevichem> eshche men’she, t<ak> k<ak> my vse-taki okazalis’ “poniatlivee”. No on ne mozhet bez neterpimosti, dogmatizma, trebovatel’nosti, iskazheniia togo, chto on prevoznosit, i togo, chto on rugaet. Propaganda ego teosofii ochen’ polezna i ona nesomnenno otvechaet potrebnosti, ia sim emu ochen’ blagodaren za nash kruzhok, no on iz teosofii delaet dvuperstnoe znamenie i, krasnyi (!), shvyriaia okurkami, vskakivaia, razrazhaetsia po adresu tekh, kto dumaet, chto mozhno chto-nibud’ dat’ miru, sidia v peshchere ili sredi grud knig. Otsiuda on vyvodit, chto vse takie liudi – sgnivshie egoisty i chto on predpochitaet iezuitov, kot<orye> idut k liudiam. No vsego ne peredash’. Skazhu tol’ko, chto, pomimo ego deiatel’nosti kak teosofa, tam, gde on lichno proiavliaetsia, on dlia menia pechal’noe iavlenie i v smysle kul’turnom, i v smysle religioznom. I zagadochno: on propoveduet to uchenie, kotoroe protivno vsei ego sobstvennoi psikhologii. Ia ne khochu skazat’, chto dlia nego samogo nevozmozhen religioznyi put’, skoree, dumaiu, naoborot, no – chto on ne priznaet ni odnogo iz inykh vozmozhnykh, krome ego puti, vse eto dlia nego ot diavola. A religioznykh kontseptsii 12, uzh eto minimum.


To a certain degree Sizov’s opinion about Ellis was backed by Margarita Voloshina (Sabashnikova), one of the first Steiner’s apprentices in Russia, who knew him closely, regularly communicated with him and was an unconditional authority among local followers of Steiner. In an undated letter to Belyi written around in July or August 1911, Sizov informed him:

Priekhala Marg<arita> Vas<il’evna>. My so L’vom byli u nee, i ia byl rad tomu, chto po samym sushchestvennym punktam Lev ne poluchil ot nee odobreniia, i kak raz tem, protiv kotorykh govoril emu obychno ia, naprimer, da i drugie. ‹…› Marg<arita> Vas<il’evna> peremenilas’, po moemu, k luchshemu vo vsekh smyslakh. Pomolodela slovno, sosredotochennaia, spokoinaia, glubokaia i ochen’ trogatel’naia, ochen’ byl interesen ikh razgovor so L’vom. ‹…› Marg<arita> Vas<il’evna> privezla perevod Ekkharta i byla v Musag<ete> po delam, sviazannym s nim
.

Sizov’s unchanging tolerance, which was especially obvious in comparison with the features of Ellis, showed itself again later in the history of “Musaget”, when the same Ellis triggered dramatic divergence among former companions. For him the time of Steiner “apprenticeship” did not last long, in 1913 Ellis left the Anthroposophical society and sent his essay “Vigilemus!” to be published in “Musaget” – his new symbol of faith. Russian followers of Steiner – first and foremost, Andrei Belyi, who had by then become a dedicated adept of anthroposophy, were ready to regard it as an ideological lampoon. Despite active resistance from Belyi, in October 1913 E. K. Metner decided to publish Ellis’s book, which made Belyi, Sizov and Petrovskii cease their cooperation with “Musaget”. At the same time Sizov was trying to alleviate the heat of passion in every possible way. Belyi recollected in his “Materialy k biografii”: “Sizov byl smushchen rezkost’iu moego tona”
. Sizov himself wrote to Metner several months after (November 25, 1914), admitting there: “Peredo mnoi vstala v bol’shom velichii pravda “Musageta” ‹…› proshu Vas ne rassmatrivat’ eto pis’mo kak antroposoficheskii udil’nyi kriuchok. Est’ veshchi, na kotorye ia smotriu temi zhe glazami, chto i drugie, prichem ia nazyvaiu moi vzgliad antroposoficheskim, a drugie ego tak ne nazyvaiut. Ia v takikh sluchaiakh legko mogu ostavliat’ antroposofiiu v storone”
.


In Switzerland together with Belyi Sizov took part in building the anthroposophical temple-theatre “Goetheanum” in 1914—1915. After he had left in early May 1915 to Russia Belyi sent him an extensive letter, where he described an important event of his life – a long talk with Steiner, which happened on September 27, 1915
. After the revolution Belyi and Sizov communicated during the meetings of the Moscow Anthroposophical society and it was since then that their relationsips had started changing, as can be seen from Belyi’s vague remarks in his autobiographical notes dated July – August 1919: “Natiagivaiutsia otnosheniia s sovetom “A. O.” i s Sizovymi”; “Intsident s Sizovym na pochve “A. O.””
 Based on the whole documentary evidence from Belyi’s life during the soviet period it can be inferred that he did not have close relationships with Sizov. He probably was not the member of the Lomonosov group, which got detached from the Moscow Anthroposophical society and included Andrei Belyi, K. N. Vasil’eva, M. P. Stoliarov, V. O. Stanevich and others. Still, in 1920s Sizov was able to combine his devotion to anthroposophy with participation in other unofficial esoteric associations: in 1920 he joined the Order of templars (where he occupied the position of commander for some time) and the Moscow Order of Rosicrucians in 1922
. The repressions, which around thirty anthroposophers from Moscow fell victims to in 1931 (many of them from Belyi’s immediate milieu
), did not affect Sizov, but two years later he was arrested (on April 22, 1933) in the case of Moscow Orionine Rosicrucians. With the expansion of Stalin’s terror in mind, Sizov’s fate was enviable: the decree of Special Council of the Joint State Political Directorate (dated June 21, 1933) set Sizov free, the period of his preliminary detention having been taken into account
.


His life was relatively safe over the next years. In the late 1930s he left for Sochi, where he was working in the Resortology Institute of the USSR. In 1952 or 1953 he returned to Moscow with his family and was later employed by the Academy of science. He died of spine cancer on December 9, 1956, and was buried on the Vagankovo Cemetery in Moscow.
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