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ALEKSEI LOSEV AND VEKHI:
Strategic Traditions in Social Philosophy

Elena Takho-Godi'

Aleksei Fedorovich Losev, one of the last representatives of nineteenth- and
ea7ly"twentieth-century Russian religious Philos°Phy:dld M>t,t,aklp^n
^hely^proiect'=when Vekhi was published he was still at school. W^might
then a'sk whether it is legitimate to speak ofLosev's connection to W^In

; it'ismdeed both legitimate and interesting to do so, first because
lLo7se7became personally acquainted with several of the Vekhi contnbutors
no^on'gafter'itrwas published, and second (and more ^w^^c^
l;rinh^itedthesoaal-philosophicdstrategyof^i,whichmaybedefined
asopposit'ionto the cause of revolution by means of the word;r CTeat;ve

:t^u(the"word-5!ovo-is here placed in opposition to^the deed^
Z;o)"This position is most explicidy formulated in MikhailGershenzon^
^ ^Tvo^skoe'samosoznani^" rCreative^Se^Con^u^es^
sZn Frankressay-Etika nigilizma" ("The Ethics °fNihilism")^oth^f
^MAexplam" the'difference between what Frank calls ^ative^ultural

:t;orn:"and "principled revolutionism- (184), with it^mphasison^
v^^^'^e^aionofes^^!^Jbu^,
7anluals7beoodiscerned in the works of other Vekhi contributors. Thus Pet^r
S^in^^ay:IntdUgentsiia i revoliutsiia" ("The Intemgentsu^nd
Re;olution'Z stresses that the liberal inteUigentsia which led the revol^on
hasnTve"r'been"able to comprehend the field of Russian literature, tha^s^,
p;eds'dy the sphere of the word (156). In this ""<"^ac^^
^thements of the literary and artistic spheres that is typical for Russian
"phU^phy".^ire:a.ped.lm.»mg:n^V*h^.utes^.j^
Sansfortm/the"inner nature of the Russian intelligentsia through the wora.

through their social-philosophical public discourse, to arouse its creative
self-consciousness. It was the "creative struggle of ideas" (166), as Struve
put it, spiritual opposition, and the ascetic struggle (podvizhnichestvo) that
were important to them, not the "heroism" or titanism of the social struggle
of the revolutionary superman who had taken upon himself the task of
destroying those with differing views in order to create a new social order.

ALEKSEI LOSEV (1893-1988): LIFE AND WORKS

Aleksei Losev was born in Novocherkassk, in southern Russia.3 In 1911.
after finishing his secondary education at a classical gymnasium and
graduating from the Italian R Stadzhi's music school, he matriculated
at Moscow University in both the department of philosophy and the
department of classical philology. An interest in psychology led him to the
Psychological Institute founded by Professor Georgii Chelpanov. Thanks
to Chelpanov's support, in the 1910s Losev became a participant in the
famous Religious-Philosophical Society, which was established in memory
of Vladimir Solov'ev in 1905. In 1915 Viacheslav Ivanov, the symbolist
poet and classical philologist, read Losev's graduation thesis on Aeschylus.
Losev was retained at the University to train for the academic profession,
and his first publications appeared in 1916: articles on eras in Plato and the
operas ofVerdi and Rimskii-Korsakov. In the revolutionary year of 1919
he was a professor at the University of Nizhegorod. In the 1920s he was
a fuU member of the State Academy of Artistic Sciences and a professor
at the Moscow Conservatory and the State Institute of Musical Science.
During this time Losev wrote and published no fewer than eight books,
which were received by his contemporaries as "a new Russian philosophical
system":4 Antichnyi kosmos i sovremennaia nauka (The Ancient Cosmos and
Modern Science), Filosofiia imeni {The Philosophy of the Name), Dialektika
khudozhestvennoiformy (The Dialectics of Artistic Form), and Musyka kak
predmet logiki (Music as an Object of Logic), all in 1927; and Dialektika chisla
" Plotina (The Dialectics of Number in Plotmus, 1928); Kritika platonizma u
Aristotelia (Aristotle's Critique ofPlatonism, 1929); and Ocherki antichnogo
smvolizma i mifologii (Essays on Classical Symbolism and Mythology) and
Dialektika mifa (The Dialectics of Myth), both in 1930.
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The poet Andrei Belyi recorded in his diary his first impressions of
Essays on Classical Symbolism and Mythology on 12 February 1930:

An enormous volume, more than 800 pages, it leaves a splendid
impression. One can be proud that such a book has appeared in Russia at
such a time. It is principally devoted to Plato. On a cursory reading (111
give it proper attention later) you can see that this is not Frank, Berdiaev,
or the like: genuine, original thought, extremely valuable material, and
simple and modest in tone. I consider that at another time Losev's book
would have created the same reaction in Russia as Spengler's did in
Germany, but Losevs thought, so it seems to me, is more monumental.
Losev is a genuine philosopher in the good sense of the word, and as
a living philosopher he doesn't "philosophize" or "terminologize, but
thinks. For now I write this in anticipation, because I ve just sniffed at
the book: I'll read it properly, but I have a good sense of smell.5

Although Essays on Classical Symbolism and Mythology, which had
so impressed Belyi, went generally unnoticed, The Dialectics of Myth
created quite a stir.6 Here Losev set himself an impossible task in the
Soviet context: namely that of writing a philosophical-theological treatise
on absolute mythology-on the Holy Trinity, the concept of the angel,
the symbolism of immaterial powers, and so forth.7 Moreover, Losev's
understanding of myth itself, as "the essential ontological identity of being
and consciousness, whereby all being is fundamentally one or another
manifestation of consciousness (not according to its arbitrary appearance,
but in its ultimate substance) and whereby all consciousness is being (in
the same way)," became the particular key to Losev's analysis of the socio-
political system and mass psychology of the time.8 Losev demonstrated
how socialism, that new relativist mythology with its cult of the material, its
idea of the intensification of class struggle, and so forth, distorts personal
and social consciousness. It is unsurprising that after the appearance of
The Dialectics of Myth Losev was not only subjected to persecution in the
press (a campaign in which Maksim Gor'kii participated) and condemned
at the 16th Party Congress as an enemy of the people, but was also arrested
on 18 April 1930, and subsequently sent to a concentration camp for tt-
construction of the White Sea-Baltic canal. In 1931, Nathalie Duddingto

in a review of Russian philosophy for the English Journal of Philosophii
Studies, informed the European public of the "bad news" concerning

Ateksei Losev and Ve^.. Strategic Traditions in Social Phitosophy
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Classical mythology. He created an original philosophicaUiterary prose,
displayed in his novel Zhenshchina-myslitel' (The Woman-Philosopher),m
which the ideas of Solov'ev and the traditions of Dostoevskii are retracted
in a distinctive way,15 and earned a living teaching Classical literature in
provincial universities. Only during the war years (1942-44) was he allowed
to read lectures in Moscow University's faculty of philosophy, and he was
soon forced out after being denounced as an idealist. From this time until
his death Losev worked in the Moscow State Pedagogical Institute in the
departments of Russian language and general linguistics.

In the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s Losev turned once more to the
philosophy of symbol and myth, in Problema simvolai^realisticheskoe
'iskusstvo (The Problem of the Symbol and Realistic Art, 1976), and Znak.
Simvol. Mif (Sign. Symbol. Myth, 1982), and to language, in Vvedenie v
obshdiwuteorUu iazykovykh modelei (Introduction to the General Theory
of Linguistic Models, 1968), and lazykovaia struktura (Linguistic Structure,
1983)" His works on language raised the question of the possibility of a
strict axiomatics in linguistics, and foregrounded communicative and
interpretative acts. The'author of The Philosophy of the Name hwing
traced the ladder of "naming" {imenitsvo) from the Divine Name down to
the sound that is not yet illuminated by meaning, was convinced that two
spheres of thought exist. The first was that of pure thought, the realm of
"ideas," or "thought in general," while the second was its earthly realization
in language, or "in "the unmediated actuality of thought.^16 Reality as it
is developed mentally, according to Losev, always has "commumcative
directionality:' because "language does not repeat the pure and abstract
element [srifchifa] of thought, but gives it concrete substance, realizes it and
interprets it wew, in order to become closer to reality in its original and, for
thought, primary existence."17 The American linguist Sebastian Shaumyan
has commented that "Losev's law of polysemy is the most important
discovery since the 1930s, when the basic concepts and principles of the
classical semiotic paradigm were formulated:'18

Nevertheless, Losev's main work of these decades was the writing <
the monumental eight-volume Istoriia antichnoi estetiki (History o;
Aesthetics, 1963-9A), in which a thousand years of Classical thought
analyzed, from the birth of aesthetics and the aesthetic terminology <

the Homeric era to early Christian neo-Platonism and the Gnostics. The
books Estetika Vozrozhdeniia (The Aesthetics of the Renaissance, 1978) and
Ellimsticheski-rimskaia estetika I-II vv. n.e. (Hellenic-Roman Aesthetics of
the First and Second Centuries, 1979) are thematically related to this work.
If we take into account his unfinished work of the 1960s, "Srednevekovaia
filosofiia" ("Medieval Philosophy"), Losev's design for the recreation of
an historical panorama of European aesthetics and philosophy, in all its
fullness, becomes obvious.

The symbolic conclusion ofLosev's life's work was his book on Solov'ev,
the first on this philosopher to be written in the entire Soviet period
Losev considered Solov'ev to be his spiritual teacher: his extraordinary
encydopaedic interests are rooted in Solov'ev's concept of pan-unity.
The book had a complicated fate: a shorter version, printed in 1983, was
published but subject to a confiscation order, and the entire print run was
exiled to remote regions of the north, central Asia, and the far east,19 while
the full version, VI. Sohv'ev i ego vremia (V. Solov'ev and his Time) only
came out after the author's death.

In 2004 the State Library of the History of Russian Philosophy and
Culture was opened in Losev's house, in which he had lived for the last fifty
of his ninety-five years, on the Old Arbat in Moscow. The "House of A. R
Losev" is a memorial not only to the philosopher himself, but to the whole
of Russian philosophy, including the thought of those who took part in
the Vekhi symposium. It is fitting that an international conference entitled
The Vekhi Symposium in the Context of Russian Culture" was held in the
House of A. E Losev" to mark the centenary of Vekhis publication.20

LOSEVANDTHE VEKHZ AUJHORS: BIOGRAPHICAL CONNECTIONS

Losev is often referred to as the last representative of the Silver Age of
Russian culture. However, there have still been no studies made of
the Personal connections between Losev and his older colleagues in
Philosophy. It is difficult to fill this gap in our knowledge, because Losev's
entire personal archive, and his correspondence from the middle of the
1910s until the end of the 1920s, were lost upon his arrest in 1930. The
.nain venue for meetings between Losev and the philosophers of the early
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twentieth century, including the Vekhi contributors, was the Vladimir
Solovev Religious-Philosophical Society in Moscow. There Losev was
able to exchange views with Nikolai Berdiaev, Sergei Bulgakov, S. N. Du-
rylin, Ivanov,'I. A. Il'in, G. A. Rachinskii, E. N. Trubetskoi, Frank^
and Florenskii (Father Pavel was the priest who married Losev and
V. M. Sokolova in 1922).21 Losev related how he was often present at
meetings of the Religious-Philosophical Society, and how he used to receive
notifications of and invitations to meetings.22 He states that he went to
a meeting of the Society for the first time at the house ofMargarita Kirillovna
Morozova to hear Ivanov give a paper entitled "On the Margins of Art,"
on 14 November 1913.23 "Grigorii Alekseevich Rachinskii presided at the
meeting. ... The speaker, Ivanov, sat next to him, then Evgenii Trubetskoi,
and Berdiaev was there too."24 It appears that the young Losev, who was in
raptures over Ivanovs speech, was not as swayed by Berdiaev's contribution
toAe discussion: "Berdiaev endorsed Viacheslav Ivanovs aesthetics, but he
said that one should make art accessible to a wide audience and to do that
one had to write simply, although it is absurd to say such things to Ivanov:
clearly he can't write like Pushkin."25 Nonetheless other contributions by
Berdiaev had a lasting and "enormous impact" on him: "A brilliant orator.
He had one flaw that he suffered from all his life, a facial tie ... a terrible
tie: his face would regularly distort into a grimace and he would stick
his tongue out. But this did not prevent him from speaking. He spoke
beautifully"26 and "loved to speak. It was a basic need for him, such that on
one occasion he remarked: I haven't spoken today yet! How can this be? He
usuaUy spoke with restraint, in a considered way. Not passionately, as he
does in The Meaning of the Creative Act [Smysl tvorchestva, 1916]. Berdiaev
is a writer-orator. He writes absolutely brilliantly. But his speech was calm,
unprovocative, and accessible."27

Losev first encountered another Vekhi contributor, Bulgakov, a year
earlier, on 21 September 1912, at the latter's defense of his doctor
dissertation Filosofiia khoziaistva (The Philosophy of Economy) at Moscc
University. For Losev, Bulgakov was "a genuine scholar," "a theologian w
is equally a philosopher."28 In the five intervening years before the closi
of the Religious-Philosophical Society in the summer of 1918, Losev IT
have been present at papers given by Bulgakov on "Russian Tragec
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about Dostoevskiis novel Besy (The Devils, 1872) (2 February 1914). "1
/TiTl'yoftheworld'>(\7J^u^l916)'Kmecon<i^
(the^fate of^Leontev)" (13 November 1916), his con;ributions"oTthe
subjects of the new Russia (15 April 1917) and Vladimir~Er7(19".
191,71uat an evening commemorating Ern at which Berdiaev'also spoke)7,
a,nd.,!hepaper,JAtAeFeast of.the Gods (C""tempora~ry DialoguTs'F'
(3.!mle_1918)-.?In 1918Losev' Bulgakov'^^ov^^
a religious-philosophical series called Dukhovnaia Rus'(S^ritual'Rus^ee
thlnext s.ect n:below)-Neither Bulgakov nor Losev could have predicted
thaUn 1930Bulgakov's son Fedor would be arrested in connection^h
the Losev affair, and that in the 1960s Fedor would invite Losev'topose'for
a sculpture.30

^ Losev^did not restrict himself to the role of silent listener in the
Rd^us-Philosophical Society. He presented a paper on ""The'Questio'n
ofthe Fundamental unityof Piatos Dialogues Parmemdes and ^^:
whichelicitedresponsesfromRachinskiiandFlorenskii.»When~theSo"^
ceased to exist, Losev began to attend meetings in Berdiaev'sapartmemTnd

Academy of Spiritual Culture.

.. ofauthecontrib"tors to Vekhi, Losev enjoyed the closest relationship
with Frank. Since his youth Losev had been a. dedicated reader o7th^
journal Russkaia my^ (Russian Thought), where Frank was 7h7ef editor
olth^phllosophy and llterature_secti0^ and of the~jou7nal7^Tn
IhlchJra?rcgularlypublished-32 He would reca11 hisspedalTelJonship
wthF;ank a11 his life> and in the mid-1970s noted that^rank'value'dZ
h;gh!^3_And in 1930'in the notes to Essays on Classical ^nbali^Z
M?ology:he relates how his research into platos useofthe/terms'::eid"os:

was discussed in various Moscow academic societies: in the
in Philosophical Society in June 1921, in Berdiaev-s Free";

^ April 1922, in the_ Moscow Psychological Society in "June" ^Tan'd
^nlh;situte ofscientific philosophy; in this connection h'e~;ec^
t Frank "fully took on board my work on 'eidos' and";idea:andtold'^

PersonaUy^that ([a]new understanding ofPlatonism has been m'theTiri;
? time now. You have discerned and articulated it:"34

Js^osw-recollected .in 1_975> Frank was the ^ason he'ended up
-""cling the sessions held at Berdiaevs home: "Frank and Ilm told m^
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about them. So I went."35 On 5 April 1922 the Free Academy, where Frank
delivered a course of lectures entitled "Introduction to Philosophy,"36

reported on Losev's presentation of the paper "Greek Linguistic Ontology
in Plato." Among the respondents were B. A. Griftsov, Rachinskii, P. S. Po-
pov, B. P. Vysheslavtsev, and Frank.37

Frank participated in the discussion of Losev's work not only at the
Free Academy and the Institute of Scientific Philosophy: we know that
in the Lopatin Philosophical Society, too, when Losev gave a paper on
Aristotle, Frank took part in the debate along with Griftsov, Rachinskii,
and Vysheslavtsev.38 According to the notes to Music as an Object of Logic,
Frank was also present at Losev's talk at the State Institute of Musical
Science on 24 December 1921.39 In Music as an Object of Logic, Losev
mentions exchanging views with Frank not only on the subject of his own
definition of the number (in his view Frank's thinking about the number
in Predmet znaniia [The Object of Knowledge, 1915] "sets out the meaning
of my definition of the number in a more precise form"),40 but also on the
coincidence of Frank's ideas with those of Plotinus.41

A common interest in Platonism and neo-Platonism informed their

mutual attention to the philosophy of Nicholas ofCusa. Frank considered
Cusa to be one of his greatest teachers (not for nothing did one of the
outstanding philosophers of the Russian emigration, V. N. Il'in, devote an
article to the relationship between Nicholas of Cusa and Frank). For his
part, Losev wrote a book about Cusa in the 1920s, which was lost after his
arrest, and in the 1930s he translated three ofCusa's treatises: "On the Not-

other," "On the Mind," and "On the Possible-actual:'42 It appears he held
conversations of some kind with Bulgakov about Cusa as well, or else how
could he have known that Bulgakov possessed a sixteenth-century "copy of
Nicholas ofCusa published in Lyons"?43

We can form an opinion about Frank's attitude to Losev from a reviev
of his The Philosophy of the Name and The Ancient Cosmos and Modern
Science which was published in the journal Put' (The Way) in 1928. When
he was preparing his review, Frank well understood the consequences thai
praise for Losev in the press of the White emigration would have for tl
Soviet philosopher. In an unpublished letter from Frank to the journa
editor, Berdiaev, dated 8 November 1927 and accompanying his review
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IL°h^d;&^fadte fonomn8 Imcs: "Dear Nik01.- AIeh^drovich.

nicaUy quite unrelated to the rest of the content o7his'idela^L' tha.rc.2a;

«-. ^m^:'llr^.°m"dCTSit eMm"a'to draw a"<«'°" <°
. whose development, continuation, or re-conceptuto^
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are most apparent in The Philosophy of the Name. The first of these is
Classical dialectics-Plato's Parmenides and the further development of its
constructions in Plotinus and Proclus. The second is the phenomenology
of Edmund Husserl, transformed by Losev, drawing on Plato and the neo-
Platonists, "into a universal 'dialectics,' which for him is identical with

philosophy as such." The third comprises "the obvious points of contact
with the ideas ofFlorenskii and his 'magic of the word.'" Fourth, "the many
pages of The Philosophy of the Name in which categories dialectically give
rise to one another are extraordinarily reminiscent ofHegel, and indeed in
terms of difficulty, complexity, but at the same time subdety in the working
of abstract thought, there can hardly be many examples since Hegel's
Phenomenology of Spirit of philosophical systems on a par with that of
Losev."48

It is curious that Losev knew about this review by Frank, which had
been published in Paris: the Foreword to his Dialectical Foundations of
Mathematics, dated 29 April 1936, makes reference to it.49 It is likely that in
the 1920s Losev was still able to maintain links with emigres and to access
emigre publications, something that was harshly punished by the Soviet
authorities.50 We know that in 1923 he read Berdiaevs Filosofiia neravenstva
(Philosophy of Inequality), which contained sharp criticism of the Soviet
regime, and that Berdiaev's "inspired words made a huge impression on
him-such that in the 1970s he could quote from this work from memory:
"What have you done to my country!"51 Thus it was no accident that in
1930, in the course of Losev's interrogation, he was reminded of his
acquaintance with Berdiaev. It is not impossible that the link between Paris
and Losev was the well-known botanist Professor V. V. Markovich (arrested

in 1932 in connection with the affair of Leningrad's Aleksandr Nevskii
Brotherhood),52 or the Dane M. M. Brensted, who appears in the memoirs
ofLidiia Berdiaeva and who lived in Russia in the 1920s, but left for Paris in

the year of Losev's arrest, subsequently collaborating on Berdiaev's journal
The Way.53

Even in his old age Losev preserved a special piety in regard to d
older philosophers with whom he had had the good fortune to enga^
"I have retained not just a bright, but a dazzling impression of them all,"541
confessed, not attempting to count himself their equal. "As people, they w<
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consciousness."58 The series was to include works by Berdiaev, Bulgakov, the
poet Georgii Chulkov, Sergei Durylin, secretary of the Vladimir Solov'ev
Religious-Philosophical Society, the critic and publicist A. S. Glinka-
Volzhskii, Ivanov, Evgenii Trubetskoi, and Losev himself. The project was
never realized, but analysis of the proposal indicates that Berdiaev's essay
"Ghosts of the Russian Revolution (Gogol', Dostoevskii, Tolstoi)," along
with the articles by Bulgakov and Ivanov that were similarly included in
Struve's symposium Izglubiny (Out of the Depths), were originaUy intended
for Losev's Spiritual Rus' also. The chronology of the preparation of
both publications is the same, running from March to August 1918;the
parallelism of their ideas is quite evident as well. Spiritual Rus', like Out of
the Depths, was intended as a sui generis continuation of Vekhi.

In the first half of 1918, Losev published his work in the newspaper
Zhizn' (Life),59 which was opposed to the Soviet authorities from an anarchist
standpoint, that is, from a standpoint exactly opposite to that of Vekhi and
Out of the Depths-hence the polemical attacks on the newspaper by the
weekly Nakanune (On the Eve), which published the work of the Vekhi
authors Berdiaev, Bulgakov, and Strove. The appearance of Losev in such
a publication may seem strange, but in the context of a rapidly contracting
space for free discourse uncontrolled by the Bolshevik censorship, the
newspaper attracted people of various political persuasions, including
weU-known writers like Anna Akhmatova, Belyi, Aleksandr Blok, and Osip
Mandel'shtam.

Of the three articles published by Losev in Life, "The Crisis of the
Private Secondary School" and the review article "Russian Philosophical
Literature in 1917-18" are of the most interest to us.60 In the first the author
describes, with emotional restraint and relying only on facts and figures, the
catastrophic situation in private schools, the last "islets" not to be exposed
to the pernicious influence of the new ideology. The article on Russia-
philosophy, for its part, only at first sight appears removed from socii
problems and the debate about the Russian intelligentsia and revoluti
that was conducted in Vekhi in 1909. It seems that the twenty-four-year-(
Losev deemed the position of his older colleagues from Spiritual Rus'
be too passive. Losev was convinced that "from of old Russian philosop
which is in essence social and frequently mystical at base, has alv
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.reacteistrongly to social and POIitical Phen°^na, describing them from
thlpomt ofview ofits more profound co"ception of the worid^AsTe

?lmAdffipl.S, t7.wall°°to8to phflosoPh" fo" V>"n..T-we.po',;
^ fight;" and he was unhappy that "despite the horn^ng'co^se1

of events Russian philosophy is silent, and we*do not knowwh'at^Z
to^sayabom everything that is happening."" This is why'he writes"wituh
a"T.re^enceabout theworks ofthe "Slavophiles.-'Bulgakov^ S.et
"oe^^" .T^^f'.1917)andT^!e^(Q-0^^
1918^, Ivanovj Rodnoe i vselenskoe (The Native and the IMversa^^
^dSm! Trubetsk0!^ Metaftztcheskie Pre^^eniia~poznaniiai0^
p^do^l\Ka^l.[1wntianstva   Me^^^ ^w^7^
Knowledge.AnEssaymOvercommgKantandKantiamsm,m7^.~:!hus^r
^ylng.trlbute/0 Bulgakov>s_"sin^> Profoundly Orthodox/mystki7m,:
^religion of the Russian Christ thaMs the final and longed^for7nd"of

Bulg^ entire work," he concludes that there is Klittkth°at~isnew^d1
fiery" in The Unfading Light.64

^Losev's intellectual affinities made him closer to the "western" win
°LRUSSlanAinkers aLthe.time' amongwhom Losev classed Ger.hen'z^
(Mudr^pushkmawe wisdom °fpush^ 1917], Tro^^r"^
^shenstva [Tke Trmitarian Image of Perfection, 1918]), Frank (D^a
chehvek^ Opytvvedenua v filosofskuiu psikhologiiu [The'So^ of'^:
[nyu^on tophtlosoPhica[ p5^^W'1917]),"mn\ ^lG^

:uchenie okonkretnosti Boga i cheloveka [The Philosophy'^ He^s
flnDOSe,0"^ concre^o/GO^"dMfl"'1918"' andP.'LNovgor^
(Zobshc.hestvemomideale [on thes0^ Ideal, 1917]). Losev welcomed
^ins ardent affirmation of eternal truths" and Novgorodtsevs -objects

critique of Marxism." He warmly recommended Franks book as «a1
wapo;_m the fi8ht.against the °"t""ded and crude convention7of
'S;!n,an^.ma;erlalism:'65 while in Gershen^ Irin^ian^e uof
^he^valued a "precise and clear ^^nse'ofthe^t.Z^Z^

erything consists," "a feeling for the contradictions and lamentable
ar°ma^which "arc also an essential stage on th7^y~to"^te

i^eos^ond-.!andmark in Losevs °pposition to the revolutionary
"e- is his participation in the Swiss collection Russland (RussiaFm
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which his article "Russian Philosophy" was published.67 According to the
table of contents, the first part of Russia was to include a second article
by Losev, "Die Ideologie der orthodox-russischen Religion" ("The Ideology
of Russian Orthodoxy"). This article was listed as appearing in Russia but
for unknown reasons it never did so. Losev apparently intended to submit
it, since an essay in German, "Die Onomatodoxie" ("Onomatodoxy"),
survives, devoted to "one of the oldest and most typical trends in the
Orthodox east," the name-worship that attracted numerous apologists
among Russian religious thinkers of the early twentieth century.68

Russia was edited by Vera Erismann-Stepanova, Theodor Erismann,
and Jean Matthieu, and was published in Zurich in 1919.69 Matthieu was
an active Swiss social democrat, while Erismann-Stepanova was a graduate
in philosophy from the University of Zurich who was married to the
psychologist Theodor Erismann.70 Family tradition has it that the initiative
for Russia came from the Erismanns,71 but be that as it may, it seems that the
ideological platform was the idea ofErismann-Stepanova's brother-in-law,
the well-known historian Sergei Mel'gunov, who was exiled from Russia
in 1922 on the famous "philosophical steamship." Mel'gunov's atheistic,
liberal-populist position, which informed his attacks on Vekhi in 1909,72
changed to a certain extent when the Bolsheviks came to power. Mel'gunov
started to look for allies in various political circles, and this brought him to
the Soiuz vozrozhdeniia Rossii (Union for the Revival of Russia, established

in 1918), which aimed to restore Russian statehood. It was probably only
for tactical reasons that Mel'gunov's name was not included in the list
of editors of Russia. The collection contains an article by him on church
and state in Russia, and another by his wife, Erismann-Stepanova's sister,
Praskov'ia, and the majority of Russia's other contributors (the publicist Ivan
Belokonskii, the pedagogue Nikolai Rumiantsev, the historian Konstantin
Sivkov, and the folklorist Boris Sokolov) had actively published their works
in Mel'gunov's co-operative publishing house, Zadruga. It is likely that the
project aimed to provide the western reader with detailed information
about Russia and its culture, and that aim was in conformity with the ideas
ofMel'gunov as a member of the Union for the Revival of Russia.

In this context one thing remains unclear, and that is how Losev's article
"Russian Philosophy" came to be included in this publication.73 There ;
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Solov'ev, that is, the creative endeavors of precisely those Russian thinkers
"the Russian inteUigentsia does not want to know," according to Berdiaev's
essay for Vekhi, "Filosofskaia istina i intelligentskaia pravda" ("Philosophical
Verity and Intelligentsia Truth"). Losev develops Berdiaev's thinking on the
"concrete idealism" or "ontological realism" of Russian philosophy, and
on its religious foundations as reflected in the striving for a "synthesis of
knowledge and faith." At the same time, Losev's assertion that "Russian
philosophy has never dealt with anything other than the soul, the person,
and inner asceticism"81 also invites comparison with Bulgakov's essay for
Vekhi, "Geroizm i podvizhnichestvo" ("Heroism and Asceticism ), in which
the spiritual act and Christian asceticism are opposed to the intelligentsias
heroism and anthropotheism. In his texts from 1918, Losev agrees with
Bulgakov on the need to form a "national self-consciousness" on "religious-
cultural foundations.

Although Vekhi is neither directly quoted nor mentioned in Losev's
article, one can nevertheless see here a continuation of the conversation
begun in Vekhi by Berdiaev, who thought that "the purifying fire of
philosophy" was to play a significant role in the radical reformation of the
intelligentsia's consciousness. Subsequently, Losev would make further
discreet reference to Berdiaev's Vekhi essay. For example, in the late 1930s
allusions to this essay appear in Losev's novel Vstrecha (The Meeting),
which is the closest of his works to the set of problems discussed in Vekhi.
Meanwhile, Berdiaev's reference to a special "proletarian class mysticism"
is recalled in The Philosophy of the Name and The Dialectics of Myth, in
which Losev writes about the mysticism ofmaterialists, the communist and
proletarian mythology. A telling example is the grotesquely ironic apology
for "a world without end or limit, without form or bounds," a blind an
dead material world that true materialists fanaticaUy believe in: "We ha'
our own mythology, and we love it, cherish it, we have spilled and will aga>
spill our living and warm blood for it."82

Whatever the interest-considerable as it is-of Losev's attempts

the years 1917-19 to express his social-philosophical position, it was .
Dialectics of Myth (1930), the last anti-Marxist book to be published in
Soviet Union, that marked the culmination of his intellectual and spiri
opposition to the Soviet order.83 This work is not about ancient m',
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The opposition Losev constructs between proponents of the mythology
ofthe^Absolute and adherents ofrelativist mythologies such as socialism
in many aspects mirrors the opposition in Vekhi between two social-
philosophical types: the opponents and the advocates of revolution.^

Contemporary readers may share the view of some that Losevs
attacks on socialism and communism get lost in the theoretical analysis
of the nature of myth and mythological thinking, but even these sporadic
passages were enough to have their author sent to one ofthe forced labor
camp^ organized for the construction of the White Sea-Baltic canal, and
to have him condemned as a class enemy at the 16th Party Congress.
After his release his works were not published until after Stalin's death,
but his intellectual and spiritual opposition to the regime did not cease.
In the 1930s and 1940s, Losevs opposition to Soviet reality is expressed
in his literary works, in which one can also find allusions to Vekhi and
the problems addressed therein. In Meeting, mentioned above, the
problem treated is that of the intelligentsia and revolution^nthe sto^
:'Iz razgovorov na Belomoro-Baltiiskom kanale" ("From Talks at the
White Sea-Baltic Canal"), Losev addresses the question of production
under socialism that so greatly troubled the Vekhi authors, above all
Frank. The main subject of debate for the interlocutors in the story is
the question of the correct attitude to technology. For the author, this
question is closely related to the problem of civilization as the last stage
of human history, when the human spirit is subjugated to the spint^of
the thing, the machine. Such a "neo-Luddite" orientation was typical for
the turn of the twentieth century, when "it was as if literature became
the site of a pitched battle between the -mechanizers' and the -anti-
mechanizers;»as reflected in the novels of H. G. Wells and the dystopia-s
of E. M. Forster or Aldous Huxley. In their "brave new world; power ha'
also been usurped by a new and humanly improved "Lord our Ford,
Freud" (Huxley). Man himself prays to the machine because^the Bi
has long since been replaced by the "Book of the Machine" (Forster
At the same time this idea ofLosev's is in complete agreement with
general outlook of Russian religious philosophical thought^Thus'
Berdiaev, socialism is "civilization, but not culture" because "cultui
organic" while "civilization is mechanical."87
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irrational technologism aimed at the destruction of the human person and
humanity there should be a correct worldview, "a secret or open striving for
freedom,"91 and that there was a need to educate young people in "love for
the profundity and beauty of thought for its own sake."92 It is not without
reason that Losev makes the reservation that he may be considered "a bad
idealist for preaching a quiet, conciliatory and sober way of thinking,"
given that his words are a paraphrase ofGershenzon's argumentation about
"creative self-consciousness."

CONCLUSION

Of all the participants in Vekhi, three figures-Berdiaev, Bulgakov, and
Frank-attracted Losev's attention throughout his life. In Gershenzon he
saw "a profound critic" with a "beautiful style," but toward the end of his
life he was rather critical of his philosophy in general.94 Losev's special
relationship with Frank has already been discussed in detail. As far as
Berdiaev and Bulgakov are concerned, there are many positive references
to them in Losev's work. In the 1970s Losev had in his field of vision

Bulgakov's books The Unfading Light (1917), Lestvitsa lakovlia (Jacob's
Ladder, 1929), and Nevesta Agntsa (Bride of the Lamb, 1945), and Berdiaev's
The Meaning of the Creative Act, Opyt opravdaniia cheloveka (Essay in
Religious Anthropology, 1916), 0 naznachenii cheloveka (On the Destiny of
Man, 1931),95 Samopoznanie (Self-Knowledge, 1949)96 Sind Ekzistentsial'naia
dialektika chelovecheskogo i bozhestvennogo (The Dialectic of the Human
and the Divine in Existentialism, 1952). If Bulgakov's books delighted him
with their marvelous tides,97 Berdiaev's did so by their style: "Sometimes
in Berdiaev every phrase is an aphorism. 'The personality is the sacrament
of one, marriage is the sacrament of two, the church is the sacrament of
three.' Or, 'Two types of Satanism, fascism and communism.' But this is
not politics, it is a meticulously worked out philosophy."98 To Losev, it
important that Bulgakov, and Berdiaev too, are "Solov'evians," althou|
"touched by the twentieth century."99 Not for nothing does he devc
a special paragraph to describing Bulgakov's relationship to Solove
philosophy in his book on the latter.100 In the documentary film "Los
he speaks with no less enthusiasm about Berdiaev's philosophy, and c
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of culture. In the days of his youth this strategy had also guided his older
coUeagues, the Vekhi authors, in their philosophical endeavor.
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