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I. Aleksei Losev: his dissident theoretical works of the 1920s,
and the philosophy of language (thing, name, Divine Name,
energy)!

The primary goal of my discussion will be to delineate the main
issues in the early Stalinist analysis of Russian religious philosophy
that addressed the subject of language. This philosophy was an
openly “idealist” system of thought, cleatly relying on the Orthodox
spiritual tradition as one of its inspirational sources. This paper sug-
gests that the medieval Byzantine “hesychast” doctrine was over-
whelmingly important for the theoretical interests of Aleksei Losev
and Sergius Bulgakov (together with Fr. Pavel Florenskii), who de-
voted many pages of their works trying to elaborate on their philoso-
phical attitudes toward language and its basic unit—the word. By do-
ing so, they entered into the fierce polemics that arose in Russia dur-
ing the first one and a half decades of the twentieth century. These
polemics were centered upon the controversy of iwiaslavie, a term that
might be translated to the scholarly “lingua franca” as
“onomatodoxy.” Taking an active part on the side of the officially
petsecuted imiaslavtsy, Losev, Bulgakov, and Florenskii were striving to
build up a firm conceptual foundation proving the overall validity of
onomatodoxy, describing the elemental language units (i.e. words and
names) in the light of this religious current. In the following pages 1
will deal with the most characteristic and fundamental intellectual
products conceived by two Russian philosophers of Stalin’s age:
Losev and Bulgakov. The main sources, which occupy the principal
analysis of my paper, are two specific books by these authors dating
back from the early and middle twenties.? They share in common the
same thematic agenda: to undertake a full-length philosophical query?
about the nature of words and names. A brief preliminary summation
with regard to the “heretical” nature of these texts from the stand-
points of the reigning Stalinist “philosophy,” or “science,” of language
can be found in the concluding lines of this paper.
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Without a doubt, the famous theoretical treatise Filosofiia imeni
[The Philosophy of the Name], published in 1927, occupies a central
place in Losev’s philosophy of language.* For Losev, this work must
have been the only possible way to continue an open debate on the
problematics of philosophical onomatodoxy in the oppressive condi-
tions of the new, brutal, anti-Christian Stalinist regime, with its intoler-
ance of religion as such. Losev’s bold decision to publish such an
explicitly non-Marxist work can be regarded—Iike perhaps any form
of human social activity—as an act of political will and as a declara-
tion of the corresponding conceptual position. This is exactly how it
is seen by Russian critic Sergey Zemlianoi in his article from 9 Octo-
ber 2000, rather intricately titled “Klerikal'no-konservativnaia mi-
fologicheskaia distopiia: Aleksei Losev” [Clerical-conservative mytho-
logical dystopia: Aleksei Losev].> Zemlianoi believed that the conven-
tional view of Losev as moderate, or “liberal,” was never really cor-
rect, since:

Ha3BaH II0 HMEHH HAWTAaBHEHIIHUI
IIOAHMTHYECKHH Bpar /AoceBa, HCYaAHEM,
IIOPOKACHHEM KOTOPOTO fABAACTCA U KOMMYHI3M:
Anbepaamsm, Oypixyasablii Ayx Hosoro spemenw,
KATINTAAMCTHYCCKUHE  aToc. AoceB He  ycraerT
IIOABEPraTh IIOPYraHHUIO BCE, HYTO XOTb CKOABKO-
HUOYAD IIOIIAXUBACT AHOEPAAU3MOM; OH IIPAMO-TAKU
3aIIKACH Ha ero msobamdennu. He Tpyano momats
[IOYeMy: HMEHHO AHOCPAAH3M, HEAOCTATOYHYIO
JKECTKOCTh I[APCKOTO PEKHMA IIO0 OTHOIICHUIO K
HHTCAAUTCHTCKAM CMYTBSIHAM UM Pa3pyLIHTCAAM
OCHOB MOHAPXHH H IIPABOCAABHS OH YHCAUT CPCAU
BAKHEHINIX IPpUYIHH peBoAronmy. (Zemlianoi)o

Without dwelling upon the potentially provocative aspects of
Losev’s wotldview (including his position on the Jewish Question),
this article focuses on the significance of Losev’s contribution to
world philosophy. Still, some of Zemlianoi’s claims seem to be quite
accurate, as in the following passage:

®Purocodcro-ucropudaeckoit  AokTpume AoceBa IpucyIra
peskan  KAepuKaAbHO-nOAUMUYecKAA  Hanpasaentocms.  OHa
320CTPEHA CPa3y MPOTHB HECKOABKHX BParos. bAwrxabimmrit
13 HOX, CAMBIH OOPBIAABIH, HO HE CAMBIA TAABHBIH, — 3TO
ameemueckuti Kommyrusm, Cosemexas 6acms ¢ ee 20HCHUAMY Ha
yeprose, undycnmpuansiii nposemapuan...” (emphasis added)’
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It is apparent that the “dialectics of name,” mentioned so fre-
quently and so ambiguously by Losev, constitutes the epicenter of his
entire philosophy of language, as understood in the broadest possible
sense. According to Losev, name is life, i.e., an absolute imperative: the
complete modality of human existence. The name of a thing repre-
sents the very essence of the communication between man and mate-
rial reality. Losev writes often and at length about the fundamental
existential “mad loneliness” of the man who has no name. From
Losev’s perspective, the resulting deafness—the blind inability to dis-
tinguish between linguistic signs—is equivalent to losing an intrinsi-
cally human mental capacity or even to going completely out of one’s
mind. Making a concession to his contemporaries, the philosopher
claims that he is “practically” the first, if not #be first Russian author to
seriously employ an analysis that is neither merely linguistic (probably
referring to scholars such as Baudouin de Courteney and Leo
Scherba), nor phenomenological (possibly referring to Gustav Shpet
and the neo-Humboldtian school). Rather, he took what he referred
to as a fully “dialectical” approach, the purpose of which was to de-
scribe word and name as an “instrument of social interaction” while
revealing its “domain.” As Losev himself puts it:

S mowrn mepBelli B pycckoil uaocodum He
AVHTBHCTHYECKA H He (DEHOMEHOAOTHYECKH, HO
AMAACKTHYCCKH OOOCHOBAA CAOBO U MM KaK OpPYAHE
JKHBOTO COIIMAABHOTO OOIIEHMSA M BCKPBIA JKHBYIO 1
TPELCLIYIIYIO CTUXUIO CAOBA, IIOAYMHUBINY €

ApyTI/IC 6OACC OTBACYCHHBIC — M, B YaCTHOCTH,
AOTHUYECKHE U AEXKAIIIME B OCHOBE HayKI/I — MOMEHTHI.
(Filosofiia imeni 38)8

In the Soviet gedtgeist (the spirit [Geis?] of the time [Zezf]) of the
second half of the 1920s, the thirty-three-year-old philosopher was
able to find something attractive in the Soviet post-Hegelian dialecti-
cal method, and even composed a passionate hymn to “the dialectic,”
as he understood it at the time, in relation to the only possible
“normal science”:

Hayka, koHedHO, HE €CTh KU3HB, HO 0003HAHHEe FKUSHI,
M, €CAM BBl CTPOHUTEAN HAYKH ¥ TBOPLBI B HEH, BaM
BOAEM-HEBOAEM IIPHAETCA 3AIIEPETHCA B CBOEM
KaOMHETE, OKPYKUTBCA OHOAMOTEKOH M XOTA OBI
BPEMCHHO 3aKPHITh I'Aa3a Ha OKpyxarormee. JKusmp
HE HY)KAACTCA B HayKe H B AMaAekTHKe. JKusup cama
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ITOPOKAACT U3 CeOA HAYKY B AMaAeKTHKY. Her sushun,
HET BEPHOIO BOCIIPHATHS JKH3HU, — HE OYAET HUYErO
XOPOIIIETO M OT AMAACKTHKI, U HUKAKAS AHAACKTHKA
HE CIIACET BAC, C€CAM JKHBBIE TIAa3d BAIIH — AO
AHMAACKTHKI — HE YBHAAT IOAAHHHOH H
oOs3BIBAtOIIEH Bac AeHCTBHTEABHOCTH. HarrpacHsr
yIOOBaHUS HAa AHAACKTHKY, CCAM JKH3Hb BaIlla
CKBEpPHAf, 4 OIBIT JKM3HU Y BAC YPOAAUBBIA I
3aAyiueHHbIH ... (Filosofiia imeni 38)°

This peculiar panegyric to dialectics exemplifies Losev’s superla-
tive “general statements,” which in reality are nothing more than bows
to the reigning methodology:

AMareKkTHKA eCTb IIPOCTO 2/a3a, KOTOPEIME (PHAOCOD
MOJKET BHACTH u3Hb. OAHAKO 9TO IMEHHO XOPOIIIHC
rAa3a, ¥ KyA4 OHM IIPOHHKAH, TAM BCE OCBEIIACTCH,
IIPOABASICTCA, ACAAETCA PAa3yMHBIM M 3PHMBIM.
AOBCOATOTHBIN SMIINPU3M AHMAACKTHKM HE O3HAYACT
TYIIOTO H  CACIIOTO  SMIIHPHU3Ma, KOTOPBIH
HECO3HATEABHO CACAYET 33 HepasOepHxoil (DakToB u
BO HMS YHCTOTBI OIIBITA JKEPTBYET ACHOCTBIO U
CTPOrOCTBIO MBICAH. AHAACKTHKA — aOCOAFOTHAA
ACHOCTB, CTPOTOCTD M CTPOHHOCTD MbICAH. (41)10

It is worth noting here that Losev’s rhetorical use of the terms
“dialectic” and “dialectical” does not seem to have the prevailing So-
viet-Marxist “official-philosophical connotation,” since he can be con-
sidered a “dialectician” only from the perspective of his public decla-
rations, while he remained a Platonist and a follower of Vladimir So-
lov'ev at heart. Nor is Losev’s dialectic associated in any way with the
emerging neo-Marxist Hegelianism of Abram Deborin (Ioffe), a noto-
rious academic of the Stalinist era and the editor of the magazine Pod
Znamenem Marksizma [Under the Banner of Marxism| until 1930, who,
with his disciples, was engaged in binding Hegelian philosophy to the
newly invented dialectical materialism that they were actively promot-
ing.

It would be more plausible to conclude that Losev’s frequent
use of the terms “dialectic” and “dialectical” was intended as a polyva-
lent understatement, or, to be explicit, as a political nod, giving a
somewhat more legitimate appearance to his ideas, which were overall
too metaphysically complex for the young generation of Stalinist
Marxists. This strategy, he believed, allowed him to express his
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thoughts in a more politically neutral (and, therefore, more free) man-
ner. It did not, however, save him from the Belomorkanal (The White
Sea Canal). The only potential point of agreement between Losev’s
philosophy and the reigning ideology was its criticism of Western
bourgeois individualism, which Losev zealously opposed. In his later
works, Losev fervently criticized Western individualism as a whole,
condemning the entire philosophical individualist culture of the post-
Medieval period.

The late Jacques Derrida, had he been able to read Russian,
would have certainly regarded Aleksei Losev and his works on the
theory of the name as an example of classic (Western) logocentrism.
Indeed, the infinite spirit of the word-as-name permeates Losev’s
works; the word is self-sufficient and meaningful in and of itself, and,
naturally, no profound thinking, from Losev’s perspective, can be
possible without the use of words. According to Losev, wordless think-
ing is almost an oxymoron—a pitiful, impossible enterprise, dooming
one to be deaf and blind, estranged from the outside world. To the
disappointment of contemporary anthropologists, this question in no
way concerns neurological operations with cognitive perception of the
image-icon mechanics of sense creation. Losev, despite selflessly de-
voting neatly eighty years to the creation of multi-faceted and rather
obscure contributions to many areas of the humanities, nevertheless
left no coherent theory of “image,” not even in his multi-volume
speculations on the aesthetics of antiquity.!!

Returning to the theme of Derrida (recently discussed by in
depth by Belarusian researcher Elena Gurko in a book dedicated to a
comprehensive comparative analysis of Russian onomatodoxy and
Western post-modernism),'? it is worth mentioning Losev’s approach
to sound (phoneme). While admitting that it is precisely sound that is
exoteric to man at all times and that names are understood in combi-
nation with their phonic manifestation, Losev goes on to demonstrate
that in its essence, name has nothing to do with sound. This is an
obvious example of the traditional and familiar tendency towards the
cultural, historical, and linguistic valorization of speech, placing it
somewhat above writing, which Derrida—a fervent champion of writ-
ing—would not have been in favor of.

According to Losev, the name’s sound form is only its outer-
most layer. That is, of course, the phoneme:!3 the phonic representa-
tion of a distinct, intentional, and recognizable unit of speech.1* A
phoneme might be grasped as just an empty form—a membrane con-
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sisting only of an outer covering and nothing more. As Losev puts it:
“3ByK TroAOCa YEAOBEYECKOTO: CAOBO COCTOHT W3 3AEMEHTOB,
AeficTByroIux Ha cAyx.”’!5 The phoneme of a name is a combination
of spoken sounds grouped into concrete qualitative categories of
meaning. But the phoneme, as Losev reiterates throughout, does not
represent the podlinnaia sushchnost' imeni (actual essence of a name). It
cloaks another concept—that of sememe. According to Losev, the
full structure of the significance of a name is considerably more im-
portant than the phoneme. He finds it important to point out that a
name is not a random combination of mechanical sounds, but some-
thing incomparably more crucial.

In this context, the role of a verbal etymon, which in Losev’s
writing represents a kind of primal, primordial seed of a word, stands
out. The etymon constitutes the word’s elemental phonetic substance,
which acquires its initial sense in a process of crystallization that is not
dependent upon phonic differentiation. The actual life of a name
(word) begins when this “clemental” substance starts to gain new de-
notations, connotations, and other accretions. The etymon, according
to Losev, is something formally shared “vo vsekh sud'bakh dannogo
slova” (in all the destinies of a given word). The analysis of a word
outside of the traditional linguistic connection with its phoneme
represents the main goal of his philosophy of the name. Dictionaries,
from Losev’s perspective, give a list of the main sememe variants—
concrete ways of understanding various meanings, all of which can be
boiled down to a multi-faceted semantic foundation of the word, con-
tained in the symbolon!®: Ze., in the symbolic sememe. The resulting
eidos simultaneously represents an external appearance, form, face, or logi-
cal appearance. All of the above are, in a certain sense, rooted in the
general meaning of the visual entity, springing from the verbal seman-
tics of seeing, and assuming a special type of myshitel'noi ritel'nosti
(cognitive vision) and inductive intuition. According to Losev, any-
thing that can be regarded as a “general nucleus” for all of the various
significations of a word should be considered its symbolic sememe.!”
At the same time, the pure noema of a word is nothing other than its
additional cognitive weight. Losev’s idea of noema is based on his
reading of Husserl and his critical response to the German philoso-
pher’s understanding of the concept.!8

Thus, the noema is “... znachenie slova, proiznesennogo i perez-
hitogo ili hie et nune, ili voobshche proiznosimogo 1 perez-
hivaemogo™ (Filosofiia imeni 61).1  Furthermore, according to Losev,
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the noema of a word depends neither on sounds, nor on the experience
of some psychic perceptions, but instead flows directly from human
thought: from the capacity for understanding (cmocobrHocTH OHVIMAHMIS).
It is worth pointing out here that in the modernist lexicon—the radi-
cal language of zuun/ and the creation of all sorts of poetic neolo-
gisms—Losev’s system does not seem to apply at all, since the asso-
ciative-phonetic response to Futurist or Dadaist “transreason” lan-
guage of gaun is only possible through careful attention to the glosso-
lalic phoneme, uttered in a sensuous and artistic manner. This, in
turn, correlates with and guides the recipient’s mental process, power-
tully giving shape to the resulting noema. Losev’s reflections on the
subject of noema seem to make sense in the context of the realist art he
valued so highly, but pose certain problems for the interpretation of
modernist and avant-garde literature, including that of his contempo-
raries.

Despite all objections to the contrary, Losev is interested in
formulating a general foundation for interpreting various connotations
of any given name. The stability of the semantic field and the con-
stancy of its significance, as described in Filosofiia imeni, can be a key to
grasping his basic linguistic concepts. In order to understand the mi-
lieu which prompted the creation of the above work, it is important to
consider the question of “inner muteness,” a tragic loneliness and
primitive anti-religious ideology which creates a conscious need for a
philosophy of the name. According to Losev, the noema of a word—
its condensed message—should indicate that which can be easily de-
rived from the word’s core definition. In a certain sense, the existence
of a valid and functional name implies a real communicational (or
socio-practical) context for discernment, decipherment, and subse-
quent establishment of meaning. As Losev puts it: “Hosma ... ectp
IIOHHMAHHE KeM-70 “BCAKOro” aaHHOTO Ipeamera’ (emphasis added)
(Filosoftia imeni 61).20

The idea of a name depends, according to Losev, on the one
who uses the name: that is, whoever applies this mutual idea in prac-
tice. Losev identifies this moment as one of the causal nodes of the
materialization of a word, which is a fundamentally functional element
of human life. This structure of the incarnation of the essence of a
name, with an external agent defining this essence, appears rather en-
coded and presents a model of semiotic behavior and semiosis in its
simplest and most obvious form. Losev’s overall view of positivism
and structuralist semiotics was negative. It is, for example, widely
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known that Losev’s engaged in an active polemic against Lotman’s
ideas.?!

Turii Lotman’s son Mikhail writes:

Koraa B 1964 1. Beimam  “Aexknun 110
CTPYKTYPAABHOI IIO9THKE,” 3aAOMKUBIIHE OCHOBY
TAPTYCKOH INKOABI, H IIOCACAOBABIIIHE 334 HHMU
BBIIYCKH  1pydos 70 3Hakossim cucmemam, TO IIOYTH
Cpasy BBUACHHAOCH, 9TO OHH BPaXKACOHO
BOCHPUHUMAIOTCH HE TOABKO YHHOBHUKAMI
oHuIIMO3HON  (PHAOAOTMH, HO H MHOTUMH
CEPBbE3HBIMH aBTOpaMU. AOCTATOYHO B 9TOH CBA3H
HA3BATh UMEHA KPYIIHEHIIIErO COBETCKOro dhuaocoda
A. ®. AoceBa, KPYIHENIIIETO COBETCKOrO (DHAOAOTrA
M. M. baxruma u OAM3KHX K HHM aBTOPOB,
HACTOPOMKEHHO — YTOOBI HE CKa3aTh BPAKACOHO -
OTHECIIIUXCA K HACAM  TapTyCKO-MOCKOBCKOH
CEMUOTHYCCKOM IKOABI, YTOOBI CTAAO COBEPIIECHHO
OYEBHAHBIM, YTO ACAO 3ACCH OBIAO AAACKO HE TOABKO
B IIOAUTHYCCKOH KOHBIOHKTYpe. (219)22

In his polemics with the Tartu school followers (and semioti-
cians in general), Losev wrote, among other things, that “each sign
can have an infinite number of meanings, that is, be a symbol” (Znak
243). This was written in the context of the fact that, from what he
could tell, Chatles Sanders Peirce had identified seventy-six types of
signs. Losev responds to this claim with a question that, although
asked with obvious irony, is still far from superfluous: “Would it not
be better to talk about “studies in symbolic systems” instead of
“studies in sign systems?” (emphasis added) (64).

In this regard, it is worth mentioning Losev’s reflections on the
correlation between a “thing” (an object perhaps) and its name (its
semiotic denotation). To provide a logical foundation for a coherent
philosophy of the name, Losev needs the so-called “meon theory.”
As he writes in a different passage: “MeoH .. 3T0 OCHOBHafA
HHTYHIIAS, ACKAIIAS B IAYOMHE BCEX PAa3yMHBIX OIIPCACACHUI B
HAIIIeM ITOHHMAHUU pasyMHsLx ted, T.c. TEX, KOTOPHIC IPHUOAIKAIOTCA
K “naee” Wmenn” (Filosofiia imeni 67).23 The conceptual substratum of
meon helps Losev advance his establishment of the difference be-
tween the “actual” and the “othet” or, as he writes:

9TO 3HAYUT AASL IIPEAMETA 617726, OBITB CYILM,
ObITh YeM-TO. Ecam mpeamer BooOIIE ecTh HEYTO, TO
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9TO 3HAYUT, UTO #pedMerns omAauyaenica om nozo. Bcam
IIPEAMET HHYEM HE OTANYAETCH OT HHOIO, TO HEAB3f
CKa3aTh M TOTO, YTO OH €CTh HeuTO. Toraa oH cAnT ¢
APYTHM, HEPA3AHYHM OT BCETO MHOTO U APYIOIO, I O
HEM HHYCTO HEAB3S CKasaTb Kak o Hem. Ho
OTAHYATBCA OT HMHOTO U HE CAHBATBECA C APYIHAM
MOKHO TOABKO TOTAQ, KOTAA CCTB 0/ipedeeHHan spariya,
ouepTanue, popma. IIpeAMeT OTAMYAECTCA OT MHOTO
— 9TO 3HAYHUT, YTO IIPEAMET HMEET OIPEACACHHOE
OdepTaHHE, H — ODpPATHO. Haao  toabko
XOPOIILIEHBKO YCBOUTH ceDe IPHPOAY ITOIO  #HOZ.
(Filosofiia imeni 59)%*

At the same time, the philosopher insists that a thing is not ex-
actly what is denoted by a name, i.e., it is not identical to the name.
Equating the “idea of a thing” and its noema with its name, Losev
writes:

B wem ke TOraa pasHUIIA MEKAY HOIMOH T teeli CAOBA?
Kakoe oramdme HMEHH Kak HOOMBI OT HMEHH KaK
maen?  Tyr MbL, MOMKET OBITB, OAIDKE, UEM TAC-
HUOYAb, IIOAOIIAM K VACHCHHIO H3y4aeMOH
ancrupknnn.  Hosma mpeamoasaraer nHOOHITHE
IIpeAMETa, ¥ HAEA  IIPCAITOAATACT  HHOOBITHE
npeamera. Ho wudes npedmema npeonosazaem moavko 0oty
YUCIIYH UHAK0BOCHIL HpedMema KaK maKogyo U OOABIIIe
umaero.  Floes npedmema u ecnv camuitl npeoven yeauxom,
HO m046K0 nepenecertsili 6 unobwmue. B mpeamere TyT
COBEPIIICHHO HHUYErO0 HE HAPYIIEHO U HE yTpadcHa
HH OAHa depTa. [IpeAMeT meAmKoM, €O BceMH
CBOHMMH MEABYAHIIINMUA OCOOCHHOCTAMH, II€PEHECEH
B HHOOEITHE. B mAee, KpoMe TOTo, 9TO OHA €CTh CaMa
o cebe #Hoe IpeAMeTa, T. €. HEYTO OTAUYHOE OT
IIpEAMETa, POBHO HHYEIO HE COACPKHICA  TyT
ITOAHOE U aDCOAIOTHOE HE CAHHCTBO M CXOACTBO, HO
moscoecnso co cBonM HHOOBITHEM. (63)2

Thus, the idea of a thing is the very thing itself, but as though
transferred into a metaphysical realm.

According to Losev, the name of a thing is a distinct, clearly
understood, recognized entity, (pacmosHanHas Bemup), “revealed in the
mind,” so to speak. Delving more deeply into the complex worlds of
the so-called “energens,” Losev continues to elaborate on the new pos-
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tulates of his language philosophy. For example, he intriguingly de-
scribes the conception of a name in the consciousness of an individ-
ual. A word appears as an independent, separate element, a kind of
“thing” within a “thing”: a word-self distinct from the man-self.
Elaborating upon the idea of “stimulus,” Losev connects it with the
initial potential of any thing (and with the name as its unique deriva-
tive), brought to life by the energy of thought.

As has already been noted above, Losev seems to treat the con-
cept of the “name” as central to his philosophy of language. The term
“idea” gives way to the term “eidos’—a parameter used to determine
the modifications of any thing that has a name. The expression and
representation of the eidos follows from the thing named. Always in-
separable from the object (the thing it denotes), the name (in the
metaphysical realm), according to this conception, can be compared
to a projection of the physical thing. Neatly every stage in the life of a
name is given its own designation in the form of a convenient Greek
term (such as phoneme, sememe, noema, eidos, and the like) whose
meaning serves to further clarify the nuance of the aspect being repre-
sented.

This progressive path inexorably leads Losev to the protagonist
of the language philosophy he is constructing—the Logos.?0 It is pos-
sible that the purpose of the Logos theme is to indicate some dialecti-
cal synthesis, in which a number of independent and contradictory
elements, denoted by the above Greek terms, are joined together to
create a unity based on the old principle of the edinstvo i bor'ba
protivopolozhnostei (unity and struggle of opposites). The entire work
can be seen as being based on this principle, moving from the sim-
plest forms to the more complex. As Losev puts it: “Bcsxas
IIOCACAYIOLLIAS KATETOPHUS BCEIAA SABAACTCA B AMAACKTHKE OTPAKCHIEM
U BOHIAOIIECHUEM IpeAbIAYIuX (Filosofiia imeni 142)27 The concept
of Logos seems to be very appropriate and useful here. In Losev’s
logocentric worldview, sprinkled with dialectical terminology:

... Becp Mump, BceAeHHAA, CYyTB HMA M CAOBO, HAH
IMEHAa H CAOBd. .. Bce Obltme ecre TO 0Goaee
MepTBHIE, TO OoAee skuBHE caoBa. Kocmoc —
AECTHHIIA PA3HOH CTEIECHU CAOBECHOCTH. YeAOBeK —
CAOBO, JKMBOTHOE — CAOBO, HCOAYIICBACHHBIN
mpeamMer — caoBo. VGO Bce 9TO — eCTh CMBICA U €r0O
CIIOCOOE  BHIpaKEHHA. MHpP ecTh  COBOKYIIHOCTB
PA3HBIX CTCIICHCH MWUSHEHHOOHY TINUL  3arm6epoeaosii
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caoBa. Bce *KuBET CAOBOM M CBHACTEABCTBYET O HEM.
(emphasis added) (Filosofiia imeni 142)28
Looking back on that time period, we can see how distant such
way of thinking was from the main ideological tenets of the science
and culture that was hastily being built under the directives of Stalin’s
government at the time. The seditious “subjective ideal-
ism” (inevitably used in combination with the epithet “bourgeois”)
would have been the mildest of the accusations Losev might have
faced in that political context. Let us not forget the important fact
that this great Russian scholar of antiquity and philosopher of lan-
guage and myth spent the years between 1930-32 in the Soviet GU-
Lag. Losev’s “official” relationship with the Stalinist regime?® and its
ideology appears to have been somewhat more complicated than it
seems at first sight.?* In his recent article, published in the popular
Moscow magazine Novoe Literaturnoe Obogrenie, German anthropologist
and Slavic scholar Gasan Guseinov provides a very interesting insight
into the matter:
I'mbeAp LMBHAM3ANNK, CBHACTCASMH KOTOPOH B
rmocaeanre oAbl XIX u mepBoe ABaariatuaeTae XX
BEKAa CTAAHM, €CAH TOBOPHTb O MHOTIOCOCTABHOM
pedepenTHOi rpyire AoceBa, PyCCKHE CHMBOAMCTBL
1 TpaBOCAaBHEIE (PHAOCOdEH, HEMEIKHE
HCOKAHTHAHIIEI M 9KCIIPECCHOHIHCTH, — THOCAB
LUBUAM3AIME ObIA2 AAA /AOCEBa 3aKOHOMEPHBIM,
HEYCTPAHHMBIM 5TAIIOM B HCTOPHH €BPOIEHCKOro
geAoBedecTBA. Bed  AaapHeHImas  coOCTBeHHASA
buorpacdua — or ymacoB ['paKAAHCKOH BOMHSL,
beaomopramana wm  memmmammE  OTedecTBEHHOM
BOMHBI — OKAa3BIBACTCH AASl HEIO Kak OBI IIPSAMBIM
AWYIHBIM BBIZOBOM. (29-30)31
It is worth noting here that the NKVD quite justifiably accused
him of radical right-wing monarchist tendencies, which may have
been based on the nationalist and xenophobic views found in some of
Losev’s lesser known writings that constitute the addition to his im-
portant work of the late twenties: The Dialectic of Myth [Dialektika
mifa].32
As has previously been mentioned, throughout Filosofiia imeni
Losev repeatedly, and in different ways, asserts that a word, in his un-
derstanding, is unchangeably and absolutely the thing understood: i.e.,
a distinct substantive object, perceived by the mind through the deci-
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pherment of its semiotic essence. Needless to say, some questions
arise in connection with the very same modern literature, where, as we
know, far from all given names equal words that equal symbols repre-
senting things are always automatically understood by the audience (or
reader). Does the nature of the name (object and thing) change de-
pending on whether, for example, the words propeven’ and wvre-
mir’ (coined by Velimir Khlebnikov)33 cannot be unequivocally under-
stood by the majority of readers? It is interesting to consider how
Losev would have defended the main postulates of his philosophy of
the name in the face of various works of modern and avant-garde art,
especially those of his contemporaries.

It appears, however, that Losev was remarkably indifferent to
what Roman Jakobson called “the newest Russian poetry,” despite the
broad array of writers that Jakobson includes in this category (e.g.
Osip Mandel'shtam and Marina Tsvetaeva). In fact, from among the
entire constellation of Russian modernists, only the refined
“traditionalist-innovator” Viacheslav Ivanov interested Losev in any
considerable way, while, for example, the radical prose of Andrei Belyi
did not. On the other hand, of course, there are the vatious and many
-faceted works of Vladimir Burliuk, Aleksei Kruchenykh, Velimir
Khlebnikov, Il'ia Zdanevich, Igotr' Terent'ev, and dozens of other in-
novators and members of the radical avant-garde movements, whose
entire activity was built primarily around suggestive word-making pat-
terns and ideas. They placed, according to Losev, the Logos of the
Wortd at the center of their aesthetic pursuits.

The actual wording can be somewhat expanded here, without
deviating from the philosopher’s general idea: to specify that “name”
and “word” mean not so much “the thing understood,” as “the thing
that can be understood” (sermp, Moryryro ObrTe moHATOH). This im-
portant minute correction seems to allow much more room for ma-
neuver in the sphere of experimental aesthetics. This way, in the ab-
sence of strict, uniform criteria for unequivocal verity, a particular
thing, denoted by a certain “name,” can be “understood” (perceived,
grasped, interpreted, etc.) in a different way each time it is encoun-
tered depending on the attitude and preferences of the observer. In
this case, Losev’s simple formula stating that A equals A and can
never cease being A, needs some modification, at least when it comes
to art. This is because any given work of art, including art made of
words such as the futurist zaws/, is visibly endowed with a magical
capacity for diffusion, mutagenesis, mythogeny, and all forms of trans-
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formation, reminiscent of the melting clocks of Salvador Dali. Unfor-
tunately, Losev does not address the most important question in this
regard, namely, that of the semantic stability of meaning, subsequently
quite thoroughly studied by dozens of linguists on the basis of diverse
material from a concrete linguistic perspective, as opposed to an ab-
stract, philosophical one.3

The author of Filosofiia imeni is remarkably persuaded that his
phenomenological dialectic method effectively resolves the entire
problem of the subjective and the objective in language theory. Dis-
agreeing with Aleksandr Potebnia and Konstantin Aksakov, Losev
does not accept that by reading “linguistic mentors, a peculiar ‘truth’
would be ‘revealed,” that all is profoundly subjective in language and
nothing has meaning all by itself, without a subject”: “ecau mounraTs
HAIIH KYPCHl A3BIKO3HAHIS, TO OKAXKETCA, YTO BCE HACKBO3b B SI3BIKC
‘cyOBEKTHBHO' M YTO HET B A3BIKC HHIYETO TAKOIO, YTO HMEAO OBI
3HAYEHHE caMo 110 cebe, 6e3 cyowekra” (Filosofiia imeni 165).

Losev’s proof of the fallacy of this approach is based primarily
on his discovery of the “meaning of the thing,” originating intuitively
from the etymology of the word—from its notional-figurative modifi-
cations, based on e¢dos and energy. According to this theory, the re-
sulting meaning is no longer either subjective or objective but, rather,
is actually distinct from its material nature and physical environment.
By firmly regarding word as energy, Losev concludes that this energy
cannot be contained entirely within the individual of within the thing
“named by me.” This mutual annihilation essentially eliminates the
eternal antagonism between the subjective and the objective, and this
process is further facilitated by the existence of synthetic energy.
There is no doubt that Losev’s understanding of the name as energy
goes directly back to his onomatodox, integral worldview, which will
be discussed somewhat further.

Nataliia Bonetskaia, a Moscow-based scholar of philosophical
onomatodoxy, who was among the first to address Losev’s and Bulga-
kov’s works on the philosophy of language (name) in depth, has com-
pared Losev—a consecrated “secular monk”—to a real Orthodox
ascetic:

[The scholar resembles] ... mpaBocaaBHOMY
IIOABIDKHEKY, IumymneMy oo MucycoBoit moanTse —
npomenuy, TEHTPOM KOTOpOro sBasercs mms Mucyca
Xpucra. OHO 3By4HUT B HOAHOH (POPMyAHpPOBKE
“T'ocioan Mucyce Xpucre, Corre boxuii, moMuayi
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MS IperrHoro,” uAu B kpatkux I ocnodu Hucyce Xpucme,
nomunyd  mg. L'Ae  MOHAXy  IIPEAIIHCBIBACTCSH
HEIIPECTAHHOE IIOBTOPEHHUE 3TOM KPATKOM MOAUTBHI,
B IIPEACAE OHA COCAHHACTCA C €rO ABIXAHHEM.
CymectByer BeKaMH BBIPAOATHIBABINAACHA CHCTEMA
MOAHUTBEHHBIX VIPAKHEHHH, 3aAa9a KOTOPOH —
IpeoOpa3oBaHMe, OCBAIICHIE BCETO YEAOBEUCCKOIO
cymmectBa HOABIDKHUKA. Habaropas 3a coboro Bo
BpEMA MOAUTBBL, IIOAMEYAs CBOM COCTOSIHUS M
[CPCKUBAHNSA, IIHCATCAM-ACKETEL OOOINMAAM  CBOM
AYXOBHBIH  OIIBIT, OCMBICASIAH €IO B  PaMKax
XPHCTHAHCKOH AOIMATHKH, 3aKPCIAAAH
MOAUTBEHHEIE IIPHEMEL 14K POMKAAAACH, XPAHUAACDH
I IIEPEAABAAACH TPAAHUIIHS MOHAIIECKOIO YMHOLO
ACAAHMS», HMHOIAA PACLICHHBACMAS KAK TPAAHLINT
repkoBHOro szorepmsma. (117-18)3%

As with any pioneering work, Bonetskaia’s article is not without
certain minor inaccuracies,® but the author’s overall description of
onomatodox philosophy and Florenskii’s school is quite penetrating
and correct.

Losev wrote another, somewhat shorter treatise discussing his
philosophy of language, published under the title VVesch' i imia [Thing
and Name].>” Although it provides somewhat fewer dialectical defini-
tions, it echoes the general metaphysical and linguistic problematics
addressed in Filosofiia imeni. According to Losev, the perception of a
thing (a substantive object) should be regarded as something that tran-
scends our thinking and understanding, independent of the subjective
human component. The name of a thing is one of the tools of se-
mantic interaction, one of the links in the associative chain within the
human mind. A name is a kind of universal “mind” of a thing, an
embodiment of communicational comprehension. The name calls the
thing into consciousness, endowing it with meaning, but does not give
it any additional form other than the one it had originally. All in all,
this treatise continues to build on Losev’s historical-onomatodox un-
derstanding of the word-as-name as a particular form of energy, con-
tained in encoded linguistic forms. In light of everything said above,
it is clear that Losev’s linguistic-philosophical work, influenced by his
devotion to onomatodoxy, was not only a far cry from the nascent
Stalinist language science. In a broader sense, the philosopher’s entire
worldview was alien to the new Soviet reality, which operated on
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completely different principles and fostered entirely different systems
of thought.

II. Father Sergius Bulgakov and his theory of
the name-as-word %

The one-volume “onomatodox” treatise in question was written
by S.N. Bulgakov in post-revolutionary Yalta in 1919-20.40 A person
with a different fate, perhaps better than that of Losev, who stayed
behind in the USSR, Father Sergius arrived at the subject of the phi-
losophy of the name in a manner similar to that of his young contem-
porary, Losev#l—through his involvement in the onomatodoxy move-
ment, which was condemned as heresy by the hierarchy of the Russian
Orthodox Church. Bulgakov was deeply involved with the debates
surrounding onomatodoxy, as its official advocate and evangelist.4?
We must admit, however, that the young Losev was also no stranger
to these ecclesiastical controversies,* which were the subject of cer-
tain definite, albeit indirect, references throughout his various works.
As Bonetskaia notes:

DByArakoBbIM CO3AaHA OHTOAOIMYECKAS KOHIICITIIHA
peYH M IpeAAOKeHUs, pa3paboTaHa OHTOAOIUSA
nmenoBauusd. Csoett  Duaocogpueir umenn bByarakos
OCMBICAMA U IIOABITOMKHA TAK Ha3bIBACMbIC apOHCKHE
CITOPEL O IIPHPOAC NMCHH, HAYABIIINECSA B IIEPKOBHOM
CPEAC U BEI3BABINNC CHABHBIN PE3OHAHC B HAYIHBIX I
obrmectBeHHBIX Kpyrax. (117-18)+

At first sight, Bulgakov’s work is much different from Losev’s
in terms of both terminology and the arguments presented.#> One can
say that Bulgakov’s reasoning follows a more characteristically
“European” philosophical style, to use a broad aphoristic statement.
It also employs various impressionistic maxims, associated with the
progressive shift in the humanities happening at the time.

Father Sergius opens his book with a broad discussion on how,
from his perspective, one should conceptualize the idea of “word.”
Bulgakov is concerned here not with genesis, but with substance—a
sort of foundation shared by all living language systems at neatly any
stage of their historical development. As he puts it: “HOTEI coaepikaT
B cebe My3bIKy HezaBucuMmO oOT ucnoanenus’ (Filosofiia imeni 29).40
Bulgakov is intetested in the “udel'no-zvukovaia massa” (sound petr
unit), the intrinsic meaning of a word, and its essential denotations,
independent of the iconic grapheme or gesture. In this regard, the
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philosopher is especially interested in the idea of the “word as object.”
How can one talk about the conceptual substrate of a “word form”?
What is “glavnoe i neizmennoe” (essential and constant) here? Bulga-
kov approaches Losev’s perspective (as has been noted before, we can
be quite certain that the two Russian authors have no familiarity with
each other’s texts) by claiming that a verbal sign falls under the com-
munication principle and is in one way or another connected with the
imperative of understanding and “reading.” Based on the communi-
cative, dialogically-active (echoing Bakhtin) nature of a word, it cannot be
examined and understood solely in the context of the discoutse on
“sign.””  In other words, initially, the purely semiotic analysis of
Chatles S. Peirce, Chatles W. Mortis, and Ferdinand de Saussure satis-
fies neither Losev nor Bulgakov, although Losev would turn to
Peirce’s ideas on the nature of sign later. And since the word is not
simply a sign, it can be regarded as su7 generis of energy (or a cluster of
energy like “energema”). In accordance with this principle, even a
word that has not yet been uttered and, therefore, has not yet been
understood—in other words, a word still “unheard” and
“unrecognized”—nevertheless retains its intrinsic energetics without
turning into a lifeless template of a sign, preserving its energetic
charge in a kinetic form, which cannot be depleted as long as the
communicational cosmos within it continues to exist.

The full-fledged existence of a word is made up, according to
Bulgakov, of the “sound images of individual letters as such, outside
of the unity of form” (3BykOBEIX OOpPa30B OTACABHBIX OYKB Kak
TAKOBBIX, HE BXOAAMUX B eAUHCTBO popmbr) (Filosofiia imeni 29-30).
The conditions necessary for the life of a word require not as much
the letter form, but rather, the immanent meaning content, endowed
with universally accepted external characteristics. From this stand-
point, the word “water” is a valid word, while, say, “wtaer” is not, at
least not until this latter spelling for some reason gains conventional
semantic acceptance in some living language system.

Father Sergius is ready to admit that one and the same word can
have dozens of different semasiological connotations (including liter-
ary-metaphorical and subjective ones), not always reflected in the for-
mal dictionary form. In this way, one and the same “thing” (a term
important not only for Immanuel Kant, but also for Losev) can have
dozens of different descriptive designations—each representing a dif-
ferent way of understanding this thing. Bulgakov very accurately
notes here that the process of word formation is a true art and accord-
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ing to him: “caoBa poKAarOTCA a HE M300PETAIOTCA ... HMCHHO H3
IIyYHHBl HPPAIFOHAABHOCTH OYAYT BEITCCHEHBI HAMOOACE JKIUBYIUC H
HykHble caoBa ... (Filosofiia imeni 29-30).47 At the same time, Father
Sergius denies the existence of a word consisting of the root alone
(which does not clarify his position on the concept of “inner form”),
as well as the existence of an absolutely isolated “dictionary” word,
never used in everyday speech. Bulgakov talks about the sum of fac-
tors that lead to the original birth of a word, presenting and analyzing
various specific theories.

One of the interesting questions we could ask the author here
is: How can a #hought be rendered without the use of /anguage? Much
like Losev, Bulgakov claims that thoughts cannot exist without words,
just as words cannot exist without specific meanings. From the pet-
spective of Bulgakov’s system of thought, the obvious absurdity of
trying to prove the opposite can be demonstrated with the well-
known statements “God does not exist” or “God is dead.” The very
mentioning of the “God” concept—the introduction and the use of
this term—already suggests an implicit, @ priori, set of assumptions
about Him, as well as about which qualities are pertinent to him and
which are not. To make the statement possible, the formula in this
modality should be expanded: “God is not God, and he does not ex-
ist,” while the opposite is true: “If God exists always, He is eternal and
ineffable.” Into the same category falls the absurdity of the statement
“the dead person has risen to life,” since the dead cannot become
alive. In order for the dead to become alive, the following should be
true: “The dead person is not dead,” and only then will the “dead”
rise and walk.

In this context, Bulgakov’s claim that “no word can exist with-
out meaning” seems to be entirely justified, since the open, communi-
cational nature of a word, directed not at the stillness of the cold,
black universe, void of human life, but at the word’s immediate crea-
tor, man, makes possible the active comprebension of any word. If a
word is not actively “worked with,” if it does not evoke any concrete
concept, it becomes void and no longer exists as a word. According
to Bulgakov, “there is no word which does not embody a
thought” (35). Criticizing the positivist “psychologism-ists” of the
Nineteenth century, Bulgakov repeatedly disagrees with the claim that
“we invent words,” proposing a more metaphysical explanation: the
words “themselves resound within us” (camu B Hac 3Byuar) and “all
words are testimony to the existence of things” (Bce caoBa cyrb
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caMocBUAeTeAbCTBa Bertier) (Filosofiia imeni 43-44). 1t is important to
note here that from the perspective of the nascent Stalinist
“materialist” idea of word formation and so-called “Marxist linguis-
tics,” such views would have undoubtedly been regarded as heretical.

On the background of the militant materialism of the Stalinist
philosophers and linguists, Bulgakov’s and Losev’s contribution
should be viewed as non-Marxist and non-positivist, distinct from
what the Bolsheviks (as did earlier their “spiritual” mentors, the posi-
tivists) described as “idealism.”#8 Bulgakov (much like Losev and
Florenskii) teaches an ecstatic form of Orthodox metaphysics—an
idealist view of the origin of language and word, rejecting on principle
the dogma of the prevalence of matter over Spirit and the idea of
purely causal, mechanical creation of words through the work of man.
For Bulgakov the metaphysician, much as for Losev and Florenskii,
the fact of the original conception of a word is mystetious, essentially
obscure, and undeterminable. The discrepancy between the views of
Father Sergius and straightforward Marxist materialism is obvious,
and needs no further discussion. Bulgakov’s interest in Marxism at
the very dawn of his intellectual activity, much like that of Nikolai
Berdiaev, has little relevance to Bulgakov’s later, more mature views.#

In the context of his general philological metaphysics, Father
Sergius links the nature of the word with universal symbolism. In his
discussion of the role of the word within the philosophy of symbol-
ism, the name represents a repository for universal energy—a type of
multidimensional cosmic-divine Symbol. In connection with this,
Bulgakov identifies the problem of metaphor, i.e., the infinite multipli-
cation of the word, the merging of different denotations, and the
word’s nuclear fragmentation. Thus, Bulgakov, unlike Losev, in some
way admits and accepts the word’s polysemy, its potential fluidity, and
the evolution of connotation depending on each individual usage.

The decisive factor in the manifestation of the word is the birth
of phonic symbols of Meaning, that is, the process whereby a particu-
lar sound combination comes to be endowed with a specific signifi-
cance. Bulgakov reiterates his belief that ideas or thoughts are not
possible without words. In fact, nothing at all exists without them. If
something 7, there is a word for it. All speech inherently depends on
the assumption of definite sense, inevitably involving mental activ-
ity—a capacity that animals do not fully possess. This leads directly to
the problem of consciousness, another major anthropocentric con-
cept, addressed by contemporary philosophers such as Merab Mamar-
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dashvili and Aleksandr Piatigorskii.

Moreover, in lieu of his religious beliefs, Bulgakov leaves the
mystery of the origin of new words intact, asserting that “the process
of the conception of a word cannot be spied upon” (Filosofiia imeni 38-
39). In other words, from the very beginning, every word essentially
has a definite meaning for its user, derived from a prior source. Ac-
cording to Bulgakov, a word is

... POKAACTCA CPa3y B CAHHCTBEC 3BYKA H CMEICAQ -
nAn BOBce He pokAaerca. CAOBa He IIPHAYMEIBATCH
AIOABMH, HUKTO U HUKOTAA HE AYMAA O TOM, KAKOM
OBbI AKKOPA 3BYKOB IIOAODPATH K M3BECTHOMY CMBICAY,
TeM OOA€E YTO M CMBICA HE MOKET OBITH H3BECTEH,
IIOKa OH HE BONAOTHACA. Tak Ke, 3aMeTHM, H
YCAOBCYCCKHC CYIIECTBA IIOABASIOTCA Ha  CBET:
pasymeercsl, 0e3 yJacTHA UCAOBCKA, 6¢3 HaiuuuA
POAHTEACH 7 MOZY/ POKAATBCA AIOAH, TaK JKE KaK
CAOBA HE MOIYT (32)POKAATBCSA BHE UCAOBCKA, HO
YCAOBEK TAK JKE HE 3AMBIIIASCT U HE IIPHAYMBIBACT
CAOB, KAK M HE 3aAMBIIAACT M HE IIPHAYMBIBACT
peOeHKa, a IIPUHUMAET €ro, KAKOH OH eCTh, KAKOI
poamacsa. (39)%

In accordance with this principle, each fresh neologism is noth-
ing more than the original introduction of an object into the generally
accepted vocabulary. The historical “survival ability” of a word is a
measure of its authenticity—the adequacy of the name to the thing it
denotes. As  Bulgakov puts it “AeTH  Kak  AYXOBHBIE
HHAUBHUAYAABHOCTH, BOIIAOIICHHEIC B TEAC, B H3BECTHOM CMBICAC (aM
podamics, POANTEAN 3KE TOABKO, KaK OBIL, IIPEAOCTABASIFOT HM AASL 9TOTO
ce6s, cBoro IAOTE.”5! From this perspective, Khlebnikov, for example,
did not really invent any new words, but merely served as a mediating
organ of transmission, giving his neologisms a chance to take shape
and step out of the metaphysical sphere (an important concept for
Losev). In this context, Bulgakov writes: “caoBa poxaaror ceOs camu,
M Hala peYb KaK U HCTOPHS A3EIKA, €CTh HEIIPECTAHHOC
caoBotBopuectBo” (39).52 In accordance with this logic, Bulgakov
arrives at an understanding of the close interconnection between word
and myth and their parallel nature: “CaoBa cyrb kuBble MHEL.. MU]
HE CO3A2€TCA U HE M3MBIIIASCTCA, HO AACTCH U €CTh, U O HEM, IIO
IIOBOAY €r0 BO3HHUKAeT AaAbHennee — rouarus’ (Filosofiia imeni 47).53
In his philosophy of sign and word, Bulgakov makes a very important
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shift in emphasis from a “concept” (Saussure) to the mental process
of comprehending this concept. The fundamental indivisibility of the
word—the impossibility of analyzing its elements separately as frag-
ments—plays a significant role here. A real living and working word
can only exist as a whole. Bulgakov uses the name “Ivan” as an exam-
ple: If we break this name into individual components—sounds—
what will they mean? If we isolate the individual sounds, we will have
“I-V-A-N.” Does the initial sound “i,” for example, have any connec-
tion with “Ivan”? None whatsoever. The sound represented in the
grapheme of the letter “i”” has no individual significance. It is entirely
nonsensical and useless for the life and function of the integral name
“Ivan.”> According to this reasoning, the word is, in a sense, visibly
anthropocentric, non-fragmentable, and independent of the wishes of
any individual. Instead, it is part of a higher universal plan.

Thus, myths, like words, cannot be created, so to speak, ad /ibi-
tum—artificially or at will (of course, only #rue myth is at issue here). In
a certain sense, myths are eternal. They are always born out of other
myths similar to themselves and contribute in turn to the birth of fu-
ture myths. Note that this way of thinking is in many ways parallel
and complementary to Bulgakov’s view of the nature of the word per
se. The main idea behind his concept of name is exemplified by the
following statement: “cAoBa He COYMHAIOTCA, HO  AHIIb
0CYUecInBARIOMER, PEAAUBYIOTCS CPEACTBAME f3BIKA B UCAOBCKE U Uepe3
geaoseka” (emphasis added) (49).55 The overall coherence and inte-
gral completeness of this model is apparent, giving a clear idea of the
main postulates of Bulgakov’s theory of the name-as-word.

Bulgakov provides a brief summary of the questions surround-
ing the Russian Futurist movement flourishing at the time. Bulgakov
describes the Futurtist zauz/' as a desite to “govorit' ne slovami, no
bukvami” (speak in letters instead of words) (61), with the goal of
abolishing meaning and descending into a kind of “misticheskii, pet-
vobytnyi khaos” (savage and mysterious chaos) (61). The philosopher
seems to regard this as a significant and important experience—as a
glimpse of a kind of primordial foundation of the word, the most fun-
damental unit of its being, which logically connects Russian literary
Futurism with anti-thematic abstract modernist painting. Bulgakov
prefers to describe the transrational language of the Futurists as “pre-
rational,” which recalls Fr. Sergius’s near contemporary Lucien Levi-
Bruhl and his theory of “pre-logical” ancient cultures. Curiously, in
light of some of his religious views, Bulgakov associates the origin of
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many world languages with “mankind being in a state of conflict—the
Pentecost fulfilled”: “men became evil, oppressing each other. To
punish them, God sent down upon them the multitude of different
tongues so that they cannot understand each other” (cocrosHue
YEAOBEYCCTBA ... IO HAXOKACHHE B PasAOpe — CBEPIIHBIICHCA
IMaruaecaruauueit ... Y60 “... u omany weaosexu naoxu, u nonpasu npasa
opye dpyea, Boz awe nacran na nux mwmy A3w1K06 pasauunsix daber onu opye
Opyea He ypasymasau Huxax — 6 xauecnse xkaps?”) (emphasis added)
(Filosofiza imeni 59). The corresponding Biblical passage reads as fol-
lows:

Now the whole earth used the same language and the

same words ... The LORD came down to see the

city and the tower which the sons of men had built.

The LORD said, ... “Come, let Us go down and there

confuse their language, so that they will not under-

stand one another’s speech.” So the LORD scattered

them abroad from there over the face of the whole

earth, and they stopped building the city. Therefore

its name was called Babel, because there the LORD

confused the language of the whole earth. (Genesis

11:1-9)

According to Bulgakov, the germinal word is definitely anti-
grammatical, lacking the precision of an established part of speech.
The wortd, therefore, “as the Symbol of the Universe, is not invented
by man but manifests itself within him” (Filosofiia imeni 57). Curiously,
the essence of the noun, for Bulgakov, is the pronoun. Fr. Sergius
believes that the pronoun represents “the silent mystical gesture that is
ever-present in a name: the original A4” (MMEHHO TOT MOAYAAMBBIN
MICTHYECKUI KECT, KOTOPBIH BCErAa IIPUCYTCTBYET B HMEHI: BOT 9TO
ectb a) (58). It is precisely the object’s natural genus, with its variable
phonic guise, which constitutes the main axis of word formation. Fr.
Sergius offers a characteristic argument that “the name always repre-
sents a hidden proposition, an undeveloped sentence” (ums ectp
BCErAa CKPBITOE CyxAcHIUE, — Hepassuroe npearoxernne) (58). The
philosopher suggests that a name always poses a question about itself,
as a thing of substance, and answers it affirmatively. In Bulgakov’s
view, the name is intrinsically predicative—active in the same way that
a verb is—and predication is prior to naming. Much like in quantum
mechanics, an object signifies a kind of condensed inner essence of an
action, where the nature of a phenomenon precedes its name. Just as
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the “quality of being wooden” comes before “tree,” “being a snake”
precedes “snake” and “being human” precedes “human.”

Bulgakov speaks often and with conviction about the impossi-
bility of a phenomenological distinction between a proper noun and a
common noun, since at root there is always the energy of the idea of
the predicate’s action—the concrete potential of the sign. As we can
see, Bulgakov’s vision approaches that of Losev here, with his discus-
sion of the energy dynamics of the name. The philosopher offers an
interesting explanation for the illusiveness of material existence when
it is severed from man, its #zamer. ... IMEHOBATHCA BEIb MOKET
TOABKO 4YE€pE3 YEAOBEK4, B UEAOBEKE, O UEAOBEKE .. B UCAOBEKE
COKPHITEL HMCHA BCEX BEILEH, OH €CTh MHKPOKOCM, TO CYIIECTBO, U3
koero noaararorcst umera’ (Filosofiia imeni 59).5° According to Bulga-
kov, the existence of objects in the environment, in space, and in
other worlds is not entirely real and, in some way, secondary, condi-
tional, and dependent upon the existence of man. Unlike Losev, who
generally tends to use the term “thing,” Fr. Sergius prefers “object.”

It is worth mentioning here that Bulgakov regards the noun as
arguably the most fundamental form of language and speech. In this
context, his thoughts on the initial nature of nouns—their formation
and the validity of their definitions in relation to other parts of the
sentence—are noteworthy. Bulgakov seriously criticizes Kant for ne-
glecting linguistics and for failing to give proper attention to the con-
cept of langne. From his point of view, this lack of language study in
the Critigue of Pure Reason represents a weak link, or a “systemic apo-
ria,” in the general worldview of the great German thinker. Fr. Ser-
gius attempts to demonstrate that nearly all of Kant’s achievements
and “signature” discoveries, expressed in his categories, were, in fact,
foreseen and pioneered by language itself, and that the entire structure
of Kant’s argument follows the basic grammatical structure of a lan-
guage.

In summarizing Bulgakov’s position, it should be noted that he
is unable to fully transcend a strictly modal perception of the linguistic
universe. For example, he offers the phrase “fried ice is hot,” insist-
ing that it can only nominally be considered a sentence, as a genuine
sentence would require not only a bare form, but also definite, mean-
ingful content. Not without some disappointment, we are compelled
to observe the obvious fact that Bulgakov does not take into consid-
eration the aesthetic dimension, in which the establishment of mean-
ing takes place through unconventional and non-traditional grammar.
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Much like Losev, Bulgakov, it seems, is not quite ready to include the
artistic domain in his study. It appears that both philosophers’ theo-
ries on the nature of the name of a thing are fully applicable only
within the pragmatic, empirical, and strictly religious spheres. When it
comes to poetics and metaphorical writing, their main postulates are
of little use, and, what is more, not always entirely clear and logical.
This is because the very modus gperand; of the aesthetic universe is in
many ways distinctly different than the empirical-phenomenological
axioms that Bulgakov and Losev embrace as their worldview.

In reality, however, Bulgakov’s understanding of the nature of
the word, outside of a historical context, seems to lie in his concep-
tion of the “unfading light” that shines in the darkness and brings the
essence of things out of the abyss of disorderly chaos through the
sacred power of the Divine Word. Each essence is accompanied by
the details of the words-as-name conferred upon it by the Supreme
Will. The paradigmatics of the word/name, according to Bulgakov
and Losev, consists of divine energy, which shapes the main elements
of our reality, carves out human consciousness, and defines “the inner
and outer aspects of existence” (BHEIIIHOCTh 1 BHYTPEHHOCTD OBITHSA).
Bulgakov believes that all language philosophers must begin with the
Biblical invocation: “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word
was with God, and Word was God”—the first line from St. John’s
Gospel. In the original, it reads: “év Gpyn Av O Aoyog xal O Adyog Ry
1o v Oebdv wad Beog Nv O Aoyog ” (Filusofiia imeni 61). 'The Latin
version tells: “in principio erat Verbum et Verbum erat apud Deum et
Deus erat Verbum” (John, Chapter 1, Line 1). It is well known that
this line was first translated into the Slavic vernacular by Saints Cyril
and Methodius, and it was they who rendered the Greek concept of
Logos (Aoyog) with the rather broad, or, as we would say today,
“suggestive”, Word. Throughout the history of culture, logos has been
associated with a general conception of the cosmic plan, sapient develop-
ment, and sometimes even the infinite Absolute—a higher power gov-
erning the universal chain of objects and beings. It is important to
keep in mind Bulgakov’s theological teachings, in which he constantly
reminded himself and his audience that the Holy Fathers had often
used the notion of Logos to refer to the Son> (Christ, the Son of
God), and that “through Logos-the-Word God saved and redeemed
tallen mankind” (Filosofiia imeni 61).

From the perspective of Orthodox Christian doctrine it can be
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said that the Gospel’s logos, expressed in Russian as slvo (word),
represents the general idea of mental processes as such—the cognitive
efforts of the human mind, whose fruits take the form of intelligible
speech. Saussure calls these fruits parole (speech) which in Russian is
dialectically converted into a kind of “pare/” (meaning “password” in
Russian today) that opens the door to the world of meaningful sym-
bols and the systems that shape them. According to Bulgakov, the
basic capacity for understanding reality is condensed into the follow-
ing formula: “Understanding is naming,” ie. “giving something its
form—its formulation or definition” (ITosmanme — ecrp uMeHOBaHHE

. obamuenue B dopmel — popmyaupoBaHue, ompeAcacHue) (63).
Bulgakov’s unique religiously tolerant mindset allows him to speak
openly of both a heathen and a Christian idea of a “spell”—the en-
dowment of an wttered word with magical powers. This syncretism
brought Bulgakov’s position on this matter close to the “Orthodox-
pagan” views of Florenskii, and led to aggressive attacks in ecclesiasti-
cal publications of the time. Bulgakov’s subsequent thoughts on the
interdependence of form and content in the problematics of the word
are reminiscent of Potebnia, as well as of the contemporaneous (for
his biographical lieu) Futurist®® and Formalist search for a new Soviet-
Russian “experimental” culture, inspired by the avant-garde move-
ment.

There is also some thematic similarity between Bulgakov’s con-
ceptions of the word as having a certain “materiality” sui generis and
the platform of the Stalinist linguistics, prevalent in the turbulent
“Marrist” 1930s, which emphasized the material origin of all human
culture. Fr. Sergius implies the materiality of words as such—that is,
their genetic physical descent. He writes: “caoBa He mcYesaroT
6ECCACAHO ITOCAE CBOETO IIPOU3HOIIECHUSA, HO KUBYT COOCTBEHHOMN
JKUBHBIO. ... 3a9YeM jKE IIOAATAThb, YTO KOMHATA, HYXKAQIOIIASACST B
IIPOBETPUBAHII ITOCAC KypeHUs Tabaka, AKOOBI HE HYMKAACTCA B TOM
7K€ CAMOM ITOCAE IIPOM3HECEHHS B HEH HEKOTOPHIX cA0B” (71).5°

Bulgakov’s philosophy of the word can be summarized in the
following statement: “Bceskoe mosnanue ects nmenosanue” (All un-
derstanding is naming). According to him, the act of giving some-
thing a proper name should involve taking the thing’s distinctive char-
acter and unique individuality into account, regardless of common
usage. Only “poor imagination and lack of inventiveness” (GeaHOCTD
BOoOOpakeHus u Oeccuame usodperatreabHoctn) (Filosofiia imeni T4)
prevents every name from being absolutely original.
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Fr. Sergius postulates that man, as “everyman,” is potentially
endowed with #/ names and can be called by any of them. This is tied
to Bulgakov’s understanding of Adam Quadmon, detived from the mys-
ticism of the Kabbala: “Ilepsosaannerit Axam B cebe coaepxas UMEHa
HE TOABKO HUBIIEIO JKUBOTHOLO MEPA, HO H BCEIO YCAOBCUCCKOTO
poAa, IIO9eMy U OCYIIECTBHA 3Ty CHAY YaCTHBIMH AKTAMH
MMCHOBAHUA — KCHBI CBOeH EBBI 1 paace, aetet ceoux’ (77).60

Plato’s teaching about Ideas is especially applicable to the Rus-
sian religious philosophers’ teachings on name, including those of Ser-
gius Bulgakov. The name as the Idea secking out different carriers—
its immediate user—is a concept in direct communication with the
Platonic vision. Bulgakov believes that a name has a discernable im-
pact and influence on its carrier. He gradually introduces his rather
unorthodox (from the standpoint of religious doctrine) view of the
name as prayer. Undoubtedly, it is here that his devotion to onomato-
doxy manifests itself most clearly. He sees the name as having enor-
mous meaning imparted to it by God, basing this conclusion directly
on the Scriptures. Destiny, prophecies, and providence are directly
linked to the idea of name as such.

Bulgakov considers language to be a special capacity, imman-
ently inherent to man. Without language, words, and names the very
realization of the project of “man” would not have been possible.
Naming is an act of giving birth suz generis. It is as if Christ’s closest
disciples—Peter, Paul, Andrew, and others who had their own,
“traditional” names—had been “born” again. This view is interesting
in the context of Fr. Sergius’s belief in the impossibility of capriciously
changing given names at will. He writes: “mepemenHmTs umsa B
ACHCTBUTEABHOCTH TAKXKE HEBO3MOMKHO, KaK IICPEMECHHUTH CBOH IIOA,
pacy, BO3pacT, IIPOMCXOXKACHHE, IBeT raa3 ... ~ (78-79).61 Bulgakov
describes the “proper name” as a kind of ontological manifestation of
the human likeness to God.

The conclusion of Bulgakov’s Filosofiia imeni is devoted to the
very matter which prompted the creation of the book: the problem of
onomatodoxy, not only within the framework of doctrine, but also in
connection with the philosophy of language. The problem of the Di-
vine Name brings together all of the general features of the nature of
the name, along with the particular aspects of theophorism. Pseudo-
Dionysius the Areopagite was in some ways the instigator of this en-
tire discussion. For example, according to Bulgakov, icon worship is
directly connected with Name worship, raising the issue of the dual
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purpose of the icon as an incarnation of the Holy Name through
painting. Divine energy is present in the icon as much as in the
Name—in fact, an icon is a form of the expanded Name, clothed with
colors and forms and with the pictography of visual representation
rather than with the sounds of words. The image in the icon, accord-
ing to Bulgakov, is a kind of “hieroglyph of the Name” (meporaud
Mmenn) in which the explanation of the power and holiness of the
iconic tier is indicated by an nscription:

... o cyrn, ukona — a1o Kak Obl paspociueecs Mms,

obAeKaeMOe He B 3BYKH CAOB4, HO B KPACKO-(OPMEI,

B nukrorpacguro obpasnoctu. VsoOpaxenue B

HKOHE, II0 DByArakoBy, 9TO CBOCTO poAa wepoesugh

WMmenn, tAe OOBACHEHHE CHABL M CBATOCTH

HMKOHHYECKOTO YHHA BHCIITHEM OOPa3OM ACAACTCH B

BUAE Haonucy. VIMEHOBAHIE YCTAHABAHBACT CAMHCTBO

HKOHBI ¢ H300paxaeMbIM (Hampumep, boromarepsro),

npuseBaeT cuay Ero. Mma ects Ta CyIIHOCTE,

SHEpPIUf, KOS H3AUBACTCA U HA MKOHY. ... Bcs mkoHa

COCTOUT, B CYIIHOCTH, M3 MMCHOBAHISA, HAAIIUCH —

neporaucdudeckodr  (nkoHOrpadUIeCcKoH) U

oyksennoi. (emphasis added) (Filosofiia imeni 79)02

Bulgakov considers the charge carried by the Divine Name to

be the icon of God. In this regard, the entire debate on the legitimacy
of onomatodoxy and hesychasm, inspired by the Athonian (mount
Athos) dispute and its aftermath, is nothing other than the resurrec-
tion of the ancient controversy about iconoclasm, provoked by the
Byzantine Emperor Leo Il the Isaurian. For Bulgakov, the Divine
Name is not merely a Symbol o¢f the Deity. Rather, when speaking in
terms of energy, it is the Deity Itself—i.e. its energetic presence. It is
especially worth pointing out here that Bulgakov elaborates his
thought regarding names in various other religious systems, not based
on Revelation and the Book (such as uncountable pagan traditions).
In accordance with the inner logic of his work and his central ideas on
the nature of the name, Bulgakov, rather unexpectedly for a Christian
Orthodox theologian, does not dismiss all of the names of pagan dei-
ties as unambiguous lies or illusions. Instead, much like his colleague
Florenskii,®3 Fr. Sergius approaches this problem quite seriously, tak-
ing into account the outcome of the devotional, spell-casting effort of
man as a justification for the creative act of appellation, even if this
appellation is aimed at spiritual entities alien to Christianity. Bulgakov
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holds that pagan gods should not be considered to be superficially
fictitious or mythical, but instead viewed as real living adversaries,
who must be respected and observed, understood and defied (if not
veneered!). If it is forbidden to serve demons and idols made of clay,
if the God of Israel clearly commanded to 7ot worship the Golden Calf,
it means that there were other, “non-revealed,” deities to be worshipped,
inhabiting certain spiritual spheres. Bulgakov even goes so far as to
claim:

WsaagarpHOE IpeOBBAHEE B S3BIYCCTBE, OCOOCHHO

IIPY HEBEACHUH XPHCTHAHCKOTO OTKPOBCHUS, MOMKET

OBITh €CTECTBEHHBIM OAArOYECTHEM, M, ODOAEE TOIO,

CBOETO  poAa  “eCTECTBEHHBIM  OTKPOBEHHEM

DOKECTBEHHBIX CHA, COUIHOCTH KocMmoca. <...>

Vmena GOTOB CyTh PEAABHEIS CHABI OTKPOBCHMUS STHX

6oros” (emphasis added). (Filosofiia imeni 81)%*

It is now more evident why Fr. Sergius’s sophiology®> was so
vehemently criticized% by the church hierarchy. Clearly, Bulgakov
could be associated with the “justification” of paganism, not to say
pantheism, which in the minds of the “righteous” Orthodox clergy was
linked with Florenskii and his unique pagan philosophical vitality.

If one would intend to summarize the reasons why Losev’s and
Bulgakov’s philosophical conceptions were not accepted by the nas-
cent Soviet officialdom, the task would not seem to be too compli-
cated. The primary reason for Stalinist persecution against “linguistic
matters” described above (Losev, since Bulgakov fortunately escaped
the borders of USSR in the early twenties), manifests itself in the core
of Soviet “religion”—in its totalitarian and dogmatic ideology. 1 mean
here the ruling thesis of “imperative materialism,” advised to be
“applied” everywhere in early Soviet scholarship (not only in the lin-
guistic debate). Bulgakov’s and Losev’s systems of thought were
openly and proudly proclaiming their method and outlook as tradi-
tionally “idealist” and, therefore, religiously oriented toward almost
opposite modes of discourse.5” Not accidentally, therefore, Losev
(together with Florenskii) was so brutally attacked on the pages of
various (ultra-Marxist) mainstream journals and newspapers published
in the years preceding and following his arrest. The most characteris-
tic accusation articulated against Losev in this respect was that he was
a reactionary “mrakobes’—a writer who de facto champions the pro-
hibited ideology of “popovstvo.”68 The militant “materialist” essence of
“Stalinist language-science” was gaining its peak in the particular years
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of Losev’s book’s publication (the end of twenties), culminating with
the radical materialistic theorist of language—officially approved aca-
demician Nikolai Iakovlevich Marr.

We may keenly remark, with compassion and grief, that Losev’s
arrest and time in the GULag should have been anticipated—as part
of the “natural,” logical sequence of his publicly printed philosophy
(he learned to hide this in the post-War years). Losev’s arrest was,
therefore, not surprising, serving only as an integral ingredient of
some larger social pattern, ordered and powered by Stalin in his intent
to gain control over all expression of the independent human mind.
Such a “mind” as Losev’s, accordingly, did not have any sound right
to exist.

Notes

1. This work represents part of a larger research project, dedicated to the
study of the Russian protean “philosophy of language,” from religious
onomatodoxy (Florenskii, Bulgakov, and Losev) to the secular phe-
nomenology of Gustav Shpet, the post-Humboldtian follower of
Husserl. The author is cutrently preparing the continuation of this arti-
cle for scholarly publication.

2. Those two books (Losev’s and Bulgakov’s) have almost identical titles:
Filosofiia imeni [The Philosophy of the Name].

3. They label this philosophical genre in the Cartesian fashion as
“meditation,” or “discourse.”

4. As it was mentioned above, Losev’s contemporary fellow Sergius Bulga-
kov (who will be discussed below) wrote a book with a similar title, al-
though it was not published until after his death. When Bulgakov’s
book was later printed in Paris in the early 1950s, the preposition “on”
in the title was omitted. Father Sergius wrote the rough draft of his Phi-
losophy in 1920 in the White Army-controlled Crimea, seven years before
Losev wrote his.

5. See the online version in the Moscow-based Russkii Zhurnal <http://
old.russ.ru/politics/meta/20001009_zemljano.html>.

6. [... Liberalism, the bourgeois sprit of the New Age, the Capitalist ethos
is identified as Losev’s most important political enemy, whose spawn
and offspring is Communism. Losev tirelessly condemns everything
that has even slightest hint of liberalism; Losev’s desire to expose it
neared a fixation. It is not hard to understand why: It is precisely liberal-
ism that he regards as one of the primary causes of the Revolution — the
failure of the Tsarist regime to persecute those incendiaries among the
intelligentsia who inspired the destruction of monarchy and Orthodoxy.|
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10.

11.

12.

13.

[Losev’s philosophical-historical doctrine can be characterized as strongly
clericalist in orientation. 1t is aimed at several enemies at once. The closest
and the most aggravating of them, although not the most important, was
atheist communism, the Soviet regime with its persecution of the Church, the indus-
trial proletariat.]

[I am practically the first in Russian philosophy to explain word and
name as instruments of living social interaction from a perspective that
is neither linguistic nor phenomenological, but dialectical, illuminating
the living, breathing domain of the word and placing it above more ab-
stract, and, in particular, logical philosophical conceptions.|

[Science, naturally, is not life itself but rather the &ey 2o understanding life,
and if you are a contributor to science, you have no choice but to lock
yourself up in your study, surround yourself with books, and at least
temporarily shut out the rest of the world. Living requires neither sci-
ence, nor dialectics. Life itself gives birth to both science and dialectics.
If you have no life or understanding of life, if you are unable to see real-
ity, plain and compelling, with your own eyes, no dialectic will help.
Relying on dialectics is all for naught if your existence is miserable and
your life experience is grim and suffocating,|

[The dialectic is simply the ¢yes through which a philosopher sees life.
Yet they are very good eyes and wherever they look, everything is illumi-
nated, everything becomes clear, meaningful, and apparent. The abso-
lute empiricism of the dialectic is not an empiricism that is dumb and
blind, which follows thoughtlessly the jumble of facts and sacrifices
clear, rational thinking for the sake of the purity of the experiment. The
dialectic is nothing other than absolute clarity, precision, and coherence
of thought.]

The same is true for his “conformist” late-Soviet publications, including
a popular Soviet book on the theory of symbols in so-called “realist art”
and a bestselling volume on Renaissance art. It is especially unfortunate
that, for some unknown reason, Losev barely touched on the important
subject of icons, including Byzantine icon theology and image theory.
This is particularly remarkable given his openly onomathodox fascina-
tion with hesychasm and a general worldview that was strongly influ-
enced by Orthodox mysticism.

See Gurko. See also the authot’s recent review of it: Ioffe, “lazyk, religia
i sposobnost intellektual'noi refleksii.”

It should be noted that Losev’s (and later Bulgakov’s) onomatodox defi-
nitions were in some way parallel to the strictly scientific research in the
area of language theory. In this way, according to prominent language
philosopher Leonard Bloomfield, the phoneme is in some sense at the
heart of all word formation. Bloomfield talks about “bundles” and
“massive” lumps in the context of the idea of “phoneme.” The full
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
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quote can be found in his groundbreaking work Language, published in
1933:

Distinctive features occur in lumps or bundles, each one of

which we call a phoneme. The speaker has been trained to

make sound-producing movements in such a way that the

phoneme-features will be present in the sound-waves, and

he has been trained to respond only to these features and

to ignore the rest of the gross acoustic mass that reaches

his ears. (Bloomfield cited Jakobson and Halle 34)
Regarding the context of scientific debate of that period of time with
special respect to the issue of phoneme, see Twaddell: “It is the recogni-
tion of this sameness, this effective unity, which has found expression in
the term “phoneme” as a unit of spoken language” (5).
Note that Roman Jakobson, in his Lectures on Sound and Meaning, which
first saw light after his emigration to New York in 1942, defines
“phoneme” similarly to Bloomfield. See the development of this idea in
the joint article by Cherry, Halle, and Jakobson. The scholars were de-
fining the problem of morpheme:

In analyzing Russian or any other language, we must ascer-

tain what and how many distinctive features are needed to

differentiate the meaningful units of its code, i.e. the small-

est meaningful units, termed morphemes, and their combi-

nations into words. Words are the maximum units that are

expected to be entirely provided by the code. We must

determine the minimum set of such features that the lis-

tener needs in order to recognize and distinguish all except

homonymic morphemes, without help from context or

situation. Once this set is determined, all other phonetic

differences among morphemes or words of the given lan-

guage can be shown to be predictable and therefore redun-

dant. (34)
[The sound of the human voice: a word consists of elements that stimu-
late the sense of hearing,]
Regarding “symbolon,” see also the work by Florenskii, first published
in Lotman’s series of “Trudy...”
I will come back to this idea in my forthcoming discussion on Shpet’s
post-Humboldtian “vnutrennaia forma slova” (inner form of a word).
Losev seems to base his idea on the first book of Hussetl’s Ideas Pertain-
ing to a Pure Phenomenology and to a Phenomenological Philosophy and on the
second edition of the Logical Investigations.
[Noema is a meaning of a word that has been pronounced and lived
through: either bie et nunc (here and now) or in any other space or time.]

On the linguistic ideas standing behind Losev’s expression see
Katsenel'son. As Katsenel'son notes: “Hie ef hune, respectively, should
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20.
21.

22.

mean linguistic expressional immediacy in its purest form. “Hie ‘here’
and nunc ‘now’ are well characterizing this specifics and may be seen as
‘the beginning’ in the system of coordinates symbolizing the ‘field of
deixis’ (“Zeigfeld”—a discursive process whereby words or expressions
rely mainly on context —D.1.). ... ‘Here’—is a very narrow part of ani-
mated ‘scene of life’ where the actual speech-act is realized and set
about. Whereas ‘now’—is a time when this act is virtually happening.
Some kinds of space-definitions are not well-enrolled into this (above)
definition, being so to say ‘not-here’ (i.e. ‘over there’), and are further
divided in a certain languages into sub-categories as ‘over there’ which is
more distant and ‘over there’ less distant (German ‘da’)
etc..” (Katsenel'son 7). [... hie “3aecs” u nunc “remepn” xopormro
OTTEHAIOT e¢ crenu@UKy U MOIYT PACCMATPUBATHCA KaK “Hadano” B
cucTeMe  KOOPAHHAT, CHMBOAH3HPYIOIIEH  “ACHKTHYECKOE
moae”  (Zeigfeld), T.e. cemamTmYeckyro cdepy ymorpebAeHHA
YKAa3aTEABHBIX CAOB. ... “3Aece” — 9TO TOT Y3KUH #pocyernuym, Ha
KOTOPOM HEIIOCPEACTBEHHO PAa3bIIPhIBACTCA aKT pedd, ‘‘rerepp’ —
BpeMs, KOILAA4 COBCPIIACTCA JTOT aKT. BCAKHE IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHEIE
OIIPEACACHUS, HE YKAGABIBAIOIIINECH B AAHHOE OIIPEACACHHE, 9TO “He-
3aece” (T.e. “ram’’), KOTOPOE B HEKOTOPBIX A3BIKAX paclajaercsa Ha “‘ram’”
— Bboaee Oanskoe (cp. HeM. da) 1 ““Tam’” AAACKOE, HAXOAAIIIEECH HA TPaHN
IIOAA t'IY'BCTBCHHOTO BOCHPHHTHH AU 32 €Iro HpeAe/\aMI/I (HeM. dO?’f), AN
“ram” BHAUMOC 1 “TaM’’ HEBHANMOE. PaBHBIM 00pa3oM Bce BPEMEHHDIE
OIIPEACACHUS, OTAMYAIOIIIECA OT BPEMEHH PEYH, 3TO “He-Temepb,” He
HACTOfIIIEE, T.€. AHOO IIPOIIIEAITIEE, AOO OyAyITiee Bpems. |

[Noema ... is zan’s idea of [any] given object.]

Losev disagreed with the persistent use of the term “structure” by the
followers of the Tartu School (in the general spirit of the scholatly devel-
opments in France at the time in response to the work of Levi-Strauss).
Losev provided his own detailed interpretation of the term in order to
point out the contradictory usage of the Tartu School. Losev, most curi-
ously, shared a general antagonism for Turi Lotman’s philology with an-
other prominent thinker of his generation: Mikhail Bakhtin. The latter
allegedly gave the following response to the question of whether or not
he would participate in a debate in the role of Lotman’s opponent: “But
of course I will. I am no structuralist, after all.” Another interesting fact
is that a number of articles appeared in the circles of Bakhtin’s Western
followers under the titles such as Who is Lotman and why Bakhbtin speaks
nastily about him. See Reid, pp. 325-338.

[When the Lectures on Structural Poetics, which laid the foundation for the
Tartu School, came out in 1964, followed by the regular issues of the
Studies in Sign Systems, it became immediately clear that they had pro-
voked a hostile response not only from the functionaries of officious
philology, but also from many serious authors. It is enough to mention
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in connection with this such names as Aleksey Losev, the prominent
Soviet philosopher, Mikhail Bakhtin, the prominent Soviet philologist,
and the like, who regarded the ideas of the Moscow-Tartu School of
Semiotics with mistrust, not to say Abestility, to make it completely clear
that the reigning political climate was far from being the on/y problem
here.]

[A meon ... is a fundamental intuition underlying all rational definitions
of what we understand as rational ideas, i.c., those that approach the
[idea] of the Name.]

[... what it means for a thing to exisz, to be real, to be something. If a
thing is anything at all, it means that this #bing is different from the other. 1f a
thing is not different from the other in any way, then we cannot even say
that it is something. In that case it is one with the other; indistinct from
everything else, we cannot talk about it as something. But it is only pos-
sible to be different from the other and to not become one with it when
there is a certain boundary, shape, form. When a thing is different from
the other, it has a certain shape, and vice versa. One only needs to prop-
erly understand that nature of this ozber.]

[What is then the difference between the noema and the idea of a word?
What is the difference between the name as noema and the name as
idea? We now may have come closer than ever before to a clarification
of this distinction. Noema implies the metaphysical existence of a thing,
and the idea implies the metaphysical existence of a thing. But #be idea of
a thing implies only the pure otherness of the thing as such and nothing more. The
idea of a thing is the very thing itself, only transposed into the metaphysical realm.
The thing here is not altered in any way and none of its features are lost.
The entire thing, down to its subtlest characteristics, is transposed into
the metaphysical realm. The idea is nothing but the ozber of a thing, i.c.
something different from a thing. This is not a case of complete and
absolute oneness and resemblance, but of equality with its metaphysical
manifestation.

On the general context of this concept see Bonetskaia.

[Each subsequent category in dialectics is always a reflection and the
fulfillment of the previous ones.]

[... the whole world, the universe — is actually the #ame and the word, or
names and words. ... All existence is words, either more or less alive. The
cosmos is a ladder of different degrees of literacy. A man is a word, an
animal is a word, an inanimate object is a word as well. All of these are
meaning and ways to express it. The world is a mixture of various de-
grees of vitality ot stagnation of a word. Everything comes to life through
a word and points to it.]

To review the chronology of the events: in 1929 Losev secretly takes the
habit (becoming a monk in the world) under the name Andronik. Two
years prior to this he publishes Filosofiia imeni, risking his freedom and
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31.

slipping through the fingers of censors thanks to the rather strange lib-
eral law in place at the time. In 1930, in the same way, he writes and
publishes his famous book The Dialectic of Myth. One of the formal pre-
texts for his persecution and arrest were some changes Losev made
without permission in the text of the above work, after it had already
been finalized by the Soviet censors. Both books brought upon Losev
immediate backlash and public criticism, ranging from articles on the
subject in various Stalinist media to the Bolshevist condemnation by
Lazar Kaganovich and Viacheslav Molotov from the pulpit of the Fif-
teenth All-Union Communist Party Summit. It is in no way surprising
that in 1930, in accordance with existing repressive practices, the Losevs
were arrested and condemned to the GULag (Losev got ten years, his
wife five) in the so-called case against the “Ecclesiastical monarchist
center,” which appears in the text as the “One true Orthodox Church.”
Once in the GULag, Losev was assigned the position of a warden of the
firewood storage shed, taking into consideration his bad health
(tuberculosis and progressing blindness). In three years, alteady almost
completely blind, Losev was released due to partial disability and the
nationally celebrated completion of the Belomorkanal.

In this regard, it is probably worthwhile to mention Bakhtin—ILosev’s
contemporary, whose destiny was in a way parallel to his own. On the
surface, Bakhtin’s and Losev’s attitudes towards Marxist philosophy
seem to have been somewhat ambivalent (remember the famous pro-
vocative work by Boris Groys on the hidden Stalinist subtext of the Me-
dieval-Renaissance carnival, so much loved by Bakhtin, as well as
Losev’s persistent reference to dialectics). Their true feelings towards
the (neo) Marxist dogma of Stalinist culture remains to be researched
(the term “neo-Marxism” here comes from B. P. Vysheslavtsev’s The
Philosophical Poverty of Marxism [Filosofskaia nishcheta marksizma] which
draws this temporal and conceptual line).

[The death of civilization, witnessed in the late Nineteenths century and
the first two decades of the Twentieth century by Russian symbolists
and Orthodox philosophers, German neo-Kantians, and expressionists —
if we shall name Losev’s diverse reference group — the death of civiliza-
tion was for Losev a logical, inevitable phase in the history of European
humanity. The rest of his personal biography — from the horrors of the
Civil War, to the White Sea Canal, to the trials of World War IT — he
regarded as a direct personal challenge.] This article includes an interest-
ing remark on what was literally called “a series of problems of the ono-
matodox heresy, whose most prominent (and, possibly, only) representa-
tives were Florenskii and Losev” (Guseinov 29-31). Openly and clearly
suggesting that Florenskii and Losev were the o7/ devotees of onomato-
doxy, Guseinov makes a reference to an interesting German article on
Flotrenskii’s “pagan-like” “magic of words” (see KuBle). The above
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statement is rather surprising and the question that arises is: Was Sergius
Bulgakov not at all prominent? Or, perhaps, Guseinov would suggest,
he simply was not onomathodox? Why then he has not been mentioned
by Guseinov? Moreover, it was truly strange to read that, according to
Guseinov, Losev had avoided “Florenskii’s anti-Semitic excesses” (6e3
AHTHCEMUTCKUX 9KcrieccoB Paoperckoro, Ho 3ato c...) (31). An article
written in 2005 should have paid more careful attention to the public
NKVD-FSB archives. It seems to be entirely incorrect to pass over,
without any critical attention, Losev’s philosophical anti-Judaism, widely
commented on in press (although it should not be granted undue his-
torical-philosophical significance). It may have even been rash on the
part of the author to do so, since it raises the question of his possible
lack of scholatly familiarity with the subject. The first impression on the
matter can be found in “Tak istiazuietsia istina.... .” See also Ivanova.
The CheKa-GPU-NKVD-FSB archives contain an item entitled
“Spravka o roli professora Loseva A. F. v a/sov [antisovetskom] dviz-
henii” [Note regarding the role of Professor Aleksei Losev in the anti-
Soviet conspiracy-movement|. Although I have not seen this intriguing
document, some information about it can be obtained via the online
resources. It is known, for example, that this Noz was prepared by the
NKVD agents working in the Information Department of this not very
popular organization (naturally, we are referring to OGPU) in June 1930.
Up to the present day this document is marked as “classified.” With
regard to the understanding of the reasons which led to the arrest of this
religious philosopher, this note states the following:
B paborax AoceBa, 0COGEHHO B €ro ITOCACAHHX KHHUTIAX
Auwanexmuxa mugpa, Aonosmenus K ouasexmuke muga, IpaBo-
MOHAPXHUYECKOE K.-P. [KOHTPPEBOAIOIIMOHHOE| ABHKCHUE
IIOAYYaeT Pa3BEPHYTOE HACHHO-TEOPETHYIECKOE
obocHoBanue. ... B pabore Aonoanenua k duasexmuxe Mugpa
Aoces cozpaer PrAOCOCKO-HCTOPHIECKYIO KOHIIEIIIINIO,
KOTOpasg AOAXKHA OOOCHOBATH HEOOXOAHMOCTH
venpumupumoit  6opsOer ¢ CoBBAacTbrO. ... /Aoces
IIBITAACH BBICTYIIUTB IEPEA IIMPOKHME CAOAMU HACCACHHS
C OTKPBITBIM aHTHCOBETCKHM IIPU3BIBOM, AOOHBAACH B
I'raBanTe Hanedatanus Aonosuenusi ¥ yBEAMICHUA TUPAXKA
Auanexmuxy  mugpa, wn  xorAa Aomosnenus x - riedaTn
pasperieHsl  He ObIAH, /\OCeB Bce K€ BKAIOYHA B
Auanexmury muga paa [IIpOOAEMATIIHBIX C TOYKH 3PCHUA
CTAAMHCKOH IIeH3ypel| doparmMeHTOB U3 o1UX Aonojmenuil.
... \oceB TaK XapaKTepU3yeT IPUYUHBL, TOOYAHUBIINE €rO
Hancate Aonosmenus. .., AOOHBATBCA HMX HAICYATAHUSA H
IIPOM3BECTH HE3AKOHHBIC BCTABKH B Auasekmuxy mugpa:
“IloroxkeHus, XapaKTepH3YIOIIHE COIUAAM3M U
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COBETCKYIO BAACTD, OKOHYATEABHO C(POPMUPOBAAUCE, ITOA
BAMAHHEM TOH arpeccuu, KOTopyro mposisuia Coerckas
BAACTb B CBOCH IICPKOBHOH IIOAHTHKE IIOCACAHETO
BPEMEHM, B CBOEM Kypce HAa HHAYCTPHAAHM3ALIAIO U
KOAAEGKTHBH3AIMIO. OTH MEPHl B CBOEH KpalHEH Pe3KoCTH
3aCTABUAN MEHs OOAE3HEHHO Ha HUX PEArHpoBaTh, PE3KO
CTaBst BOIIPOC O TEHACHIMAX pasBuTusi COBETCKOM BAACTH
M COLMAAH3MA — B CTOPOHY aHAPXH3Ma H IHOCAH
YCAOBEYCCTBA.

[In Losev’s works, especially in his latest books The Dialec-
tics of Myth and The Additions to the Dialectics of Myth
[Dopolnenia k dialektike mifa...], the right-wing monat-
chist counter-revolutionary movement receives an exten-
sive ideological-theoretical justification ... . In The Add:-
tions Losev provides a philosophical-historical theory aimed
at the necessity of the implacable resistance to the Soviet
Power ... Losev attempted to address the masses with an
openly anti-Soviet appeal, demanding that Glavlit publish
The Additions and increase the number of copies of The
Dialectics of Myth printed, while The Additions were banned
from publication. Losev, nevertheless, included in The Dia-
lectics of Myth a seties of [problematic from the standpoint
of the Stalinist censorship]| passages from The Additions”.
This is how Losev characterizes the reasons which
prompted him to write The Additions and to attempt to
have them published, as well as to make illegitimate inser-
tions into The Dialectic of Myth: ““The position characterizing
Socialism and Soviet Power has taken a definite shape un-
der the influence of the aggression of its recent ecclesiasti-
cal policy, as part of its course towards industrialization
and collectivism. These measures, in their utter excess,
provoked my emotional response — addressing the ques-
tion of the developmental tendencies of Soviet Power and
Socialism, which would lead to anarchy and to the death of
humanity... .]

See also <http://www.philos.msu.ru/libfiles/losev_2.txt>. Losev’s
antagonism towards Jewry as a spiritual “structure” (and “subject”) of
world history, connected with his anti-Soviet views, directly echoes his
older colleague, not to say mentor, Fr. Pavel Florenskii. As is known
today on the basis of present-day sources, Florenskii purportedly hid
under the obscure Greek-letter pseudonym “Omega,” which is clear
from his letters to Vasili Rozanov (see the modern edition of
“Sacharna”). On this subject, see Hagemeister. This discussion contin-
ues in his “Antisemitismus und Verschworungsdenken in Ruland.”



60

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.
39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

STUDIES IN SLAVIC CULTURES

For the word “vtemir” in Khlebnikov see Pertzova. The term
“propeven” was invented by the Avant-garde painter Pavel Filonov,
under the personal influence of Khlebnikov. See both Filonov’s poem,
“Propeven” (1915), and his longer tractate, “Propeven' o prorosli miro-
vol.”

On the various theories of stability of semantic meaning see Chierchia,
Collin, Goddard, Larson, Segal and Stamenov.

[... an Orthodox ascetic, writing about the Jesus prayer — a pezition fo-
cused on the name of Jesus Christ. The full version is “Lord Jesus
Christ, son of God, have mercy on me, a sinner,” while the short ver-
sion reads “Lord Jesus Christ, have mercy on me.” A monk is sup-
posed to repeat this short prayer over and over, until it is in rhythm
with his breathing. There is a system of prayer exercises, perfected over
the course of many centuries of practice, designed to reform and sanc-
tify everything human within the ascetic. Observing themselves during
prayer and taking note of their mental state and feelings, the ascetic
writers enriched their spiritual experience, re-examined it in the context
of Christian dogma, and perfected their techniques of prayer. This way
was created, preserved, and passed down the “hesychast” monastic
tradition, sometimes regarded as a tradition of religious esotericism.]
See also Pozov.

For example, the author identifies Losev’s Filosofiia imeni as written “in
the late 1910s-early 1920s” (115), which is an obvious mistake.

The date of the concrete creation of this text is not entirely clear up.
This treatise was either written, like Filosofiia imeni, in the 1920s, or
somewhat later, in the first half of the 1930s, after the philosopher’s
release from the GULag.

See Polovinkin, Postovalova, and Trubachev.

For clarification on the general context of Bulgakov’s onomatodoxy
during the Silver Age, as well as Solov'ev’s main philosophical course
(Platonism and Neo-Platonism), see Khoruzhii.

Filosofiia imeni, which originally had a slightly different title (K filosofii
imeni [Toward the philosophy of the name]), was published only after
the author’s death, in the first half of the 1950s in Paris. Bulgakov may
have worked on this book from time to time during his years in exile.
Critics sometimes write that this process continued up to 1942. This
can serve as at least some justification for starting our overview with the
younger Losev, who nevertheless formally published his Filosofiia first.

To find out more about their shared views of onomatodoxy, see
Reznichenko.

See the detailed article on the subject by Fr. Dm. Leskin of Toliatti. See
also Dennes.

On the details of the Onomatodox controversy see, for example, the
valuable two-volume work by Bishop Illarion (Alfeev) of Kerch. See
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49.

50.

51.
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53.

54.

also Leskin. There are also some important series of anthologies
(contemporary editions) of the relevant documents. See, for example,
Polovinkin.

[Bulgakov created the ontological concept of speech and sentence; de-
veloped the ontology of appellation. In his Filosofiia imenz, Bulgakov
explicated and summarized the so-called Athonian controversy regard-
ing the nature of the name, which originated within the Church and
resonated strongly in scientific and social circles.]

See the recent edition: S.N.Bulgakov 1998.

[Sheet music contains music whether or not it is being performed.]
[Wotds are born and not invented... the most long-lived and important
words are coined precisely from the abyss of irrationality ... ]

Note that this idealism, was, in a certain sense, independent and firmly
rooted in the Russian soil. It was, however, rather loosely connected
with “classic German idealism.” See Bezlepkin.

See, however, Bulgakov’s somewhat typical compilation: Of marksizma £
idealizmn [From Marxism to Idealism]. The context of Bulgakov’s pub-
lic talks, dating back to the time just before the First Russian Revolution
of 1905, is analyzed in the work by Kolerov. The discourse on “passing
from Marxism to idealism,” was, as is well known, associated in Russia
with Georgii Chelpanov and the famous compilation, uniting the cream
of Russian philosophical and sociological thought, published in 1902
under the title of The Problems of Idealism (many of the participants later
gained wide recognition as a result of the publication of the famous
compilation 17ekbi). For research on the juxtaposition of Marxism and
idealism in Russian history, see the classic study by Putnam.

[(@ word) is [been] born spontancously from the union of sound and
sense — of it is not born at all. Words are not made by men; no one has
ever contemplated what sound combination to assign to a certain idea,
especially since the meaning cannot be known until it is incarnated. Let
us note here the resemblance to the way human beings are physically
born: naturally, people cannot be born without human participation,
without parents, just as words cannot be conceived and born outside of
man. But man does not invent words any more than he designs and
invents a child. Rather, he accepts it as it is when it is born ... |
[Children, as spiritual beings incarnated in bodily form, are in a certain
sense born by themselves, with parents providing only #heir bodies.)

[Wotds originate all by themselves, and our speech and linguistic history
are nothing but incessant processes of word creation.]

[Wortds are in fact living myths ... a myth is neither created, nor in-
vented, but exists from the beginning, giving rise to particular con-
cepts.]

In this regard, let us remember the reflections by Florenskii on the
name of St. Ioann of Kronstadt: “Bosemem [uma] ‘o. .
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Kpormrraarckuit.” Panee orma MBsana storo mmeHu He OBIAO, — OHO
AAHO HMCHHO CMY, BBIPAKAECT €rO HACIO M OTPAKACT €r0 ANIHOCT.
Berre MoxeT, OHO M yMpPET KOTAa-HHOYAb M COBCEM HCYC3HET H3
YeAOBEUECKOH peun ... Tak — kakAoe uMsA u BCsAkoe cAoBO” (293-4).
[Let us take the [name] “Fr. I. of Kronshtadt.” The name did not exist
before Fr. Ioann, but was given particularly to him, expressing the idea
of him and associated with his persona. It is possible that someday it
will die and completely disappear from human speech ... This is true
for any name and every word.]

55. [Words are not invented but rather materialize and are fulfilled within
and through man by means of language.]

56. [ ... a thing can only be called something through man, inside man,
about man ... names of all things are contained in man — he is a micro-
cosm — the being from whom all names come.]

57. This is what Berdiaev—DBulgakov’s closest colleague, opponent, and
contemporary—wrote in his book Filosofiia svobody [The Philosophy of
Freedom]:

Mup corBoper Borom wepes Aoroc, gepes Cmbica, gepes
HACIO COBEPIICHCTBA TBOPEHHA, IPEABCYHO
mpebbiBaroryro B bore n pasuyro EMy 1o AOCTOHHCTBY.
Maes Aoroca ObiAa yike cozHaHa rpedeckoil praocodueii,
COCAMHUAACHh C BE€TXO3aBCTHBIMU YaAdAHHUAMUI MCCCI/II/I %8
CTaAa OCHOBOW XpHCTHAHCKOW wmetacdbmsukw. B uauase
6w2.10 Cnoso, u Cr0o ber0 y boea, u Crogo 6st10 boe. B atmx
cAoBax caHreAmcra YloaHHa ckazanach BCA  IIPaBAQ
IPEYECKUX META(H3UKOB M BETXO34BETHBIX IIPOPOKOB.
Aoroc, Cupica tBOpernsa. CaoBo 6viao B Hagare. CAOBO
910 OBIAO B Bore 1 CaoBo Gerao Borom. (65)

[The world has been created by God through Logos,
through Meaning, through the idea of the perfection of the
creation, which had been with God from time immemorial
and is equal with Him. The idea of Logos had already
existed in Greek philosophy, merging with the Old Testa-
ment expectation of the Messiah and forming the basis for
Christian metaphysics. In the Beginning was the Word, and the
Word was with God, and the Word was God. These words by
John the Evangelist express all of the truth of the Greek
metaphysicians and the Old Testament Prophets. Logos,
the Meaning of creation. The Word was in the beginning.
The Word was with God and the Word was God.]

58. According to Bulgakov, who insisted on the juxtaposition of poetry and
prose: “B mossnn measro ABAferca cama dopma ... [Toasua BosHuKaeT
u 3aaymeiBacrcs kak dopma’ (Filosofia imeni 75). [The goal of poetry is
the form itself ... Poetry originates and is conceived as a form.]
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59. [Words do not disappear without a trace after being uttered, but go on
to live their own lives ... Why should a room that needs to be aired
after smoking not need to be aired after certain words have been said
there?]

60. [The Primordial Adam contained within himself not only the names of
the lower animal kingdom, but also of the whole of mankind, realizing
this power through the particular acts of naming his wife Eve, and later
his children.]

61. [It is as impossible to change one’s name as it is to change one’s sex,
race, age, descent, or eye color.]

62. [This naming establishes the unity of an icon with the being it portrays —
the Virgin, for example — attracting Her power. The name is that entity,
that energy which pours onto the icon ... The icon, in fact, consists of
name and inscription — a hieroglyphic (iconographic) and a text.]

63. See my article in the Amsterdam journal Russian Literature (Fall 2007) on
the language philosophy of Florenskii and its onomatodox context.

64. [The being in the initial pagan state, especially in ignorance of Christian
Revelation, can be a natural object of piety, and, moreover, a kind of
“natural” revelation of divine powers, of the Sophianic natnre of cosmos.
The names of gods are in fact the real powers of the revelation of those
gods.]

65. On the sophiology of Fr. Pavel and the “Brotherhood of St. Sophia”
see Struve, ed. See also the invaluable treatment of this topic by the late
Bibikhin.

66. See Robert Bird, “Bogoslovie o.Sergiia Bulgakova... ”

67. Where they had secured a legitimate place for the concept of “Spirit”—
a scornful and forbidden word in the USSR during these times.

68. That meant, in its particular context, something like “being a most
scorned obscurantist and a forbidden remnant (or defendant) of the per-
secuted Russian Orthodox clergy.”
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