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K 130-JIETHIO CO JJHS POXKIEHUS A.®. TOCEBA!
TO THE 130TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE BIRTH OF A.F. LOSEV

VJIK 1:51
BBEK 87

Anjgpea Onno
Manckuii Teonoruyeckuit dakynaprer Capmunun (IIOTC), mokrop dumocopckux Hayk, mpodeccop
Teoperryeckoii gpuocoduu, Utamus, r. Kansspu, e-mail: andreaoppo@pfts.it

Auekceii JloceB o Tpakrarte Ilnornna «O yucaax»

Aunomayus. PaccmarpuBaetcss UCTOpHKO-Quiaocodckas nearenbHocTh A.D. JloceBa, OpUTHHAILHOTO
MmelciuTenst XX Beka. [Ipemnaraercs kommenTapuit k pabore A.® JloceBa «/lnanexruka uncna y [Tmo-
tuHa» (1928 r.). ITepeBo, KOMMEHTapUH U HCCieaoBanue Tpakrata [lnotnna «O unciax» («IHHea a
VI1.6) paccmarpuBarOTCs JIMIIb B Ka4eCTBE MpuMepa aesrenapHocti A.D JloceBa Kak HCTOPHKA (HITOCO-
(un, KOTOPHIH MOKA3BIBACT TIIYOUHY €T0 HCTOPUKO-(PHIOCO(CKOI MBICITH.

Kniouesvle cnosa: DHueanpl, Gunocodpus yucna, metadpusuka [Inotuna, nuanektuka JloceBa, Heora-
TOHU3M, aHTHYHast HUI0COPHs

Andrea Oppo
Pontifical Faculty of Theology of Sardinia (PFTS), Advanced PhD (Philosophy), Professor of Theoreti-
cal Philosophy, Italy, Cagliari, e-mail: andreaoppo@pfts.it

Aleksei Losev on Plotinus' treatise «On Numbers»

Abstract. This article considers the historical and philosophical activity of A.F. Losev — an original
thinker of the twentieth century. The author’s investigation focuses on Losev’s work “The Dialectics of
Number in Plotinus” (1928). The translation, commentary and analysis of Plotinus’s treatise “On
Numbers” (“Ennead” V1.6) are considered only as an example of A.F. Losev’s activity as a historian of
philosophy, which reveals the depth of his historical and philosophical thought.

Key words: Enneads, philosophy of number, Plotinus’ metaphysics, Losev’s dialectics, Neoplatonism,
ancient philosophy

DOI: 10.17588/2076-9210.2024.2.062-075

! Ty6mKy1oTest CTaThy, HATIMCAHHEIE [0 MATEpHANaM JOKIAI0B, IPeCTaBIeHHsX 17-19 okTs6pst 2023 T.
B pamkax MexayHapoaHoi HayqHol koH(peperuun X VIII «JloceBckue urenus» - « ‘TlomuHaiiTe yuure-
Jiel ¥ HacTaBHUKOB BamuX...”: K 130-neturo A.®. JloceBay. Penakims 6naromaput «JJom A.D. Jlocea —
Hay4IHYyI0 OMOIMOTEKY M MEMOpHAIIbHBII My3ei» B nule 3aBemyromeil OTaenoM u3ydeHus TBOPYECKOTo
Hacnequst A.@. Jlocea, nokropa dunonornyeckux Hayk E.A. Taxo-T'onu u npodeccopa xadenapsl ucTo-
puu pycckoit nutepatypsl CaHkT-IleTepOyprckoro rocy1apcTBEHHOTO YHHBEPCHUTETa, JOKTOpa (HII0NIo-
rraeckux Hayk C.JI. Tutapenko 3a cofeiicTBre B MOATOTOBKE JAHHOTO OJIOKa CTaTel.

© Annpea Ommo, 2024
Conosnésckue uccnenosanusi, 2024, soi. 2(82), c. 62—75.
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Onno Andpea. Anexceii Jloces o mpaxmame I[Inomuna «O uuciaxy 63
Oppo Andrea. Aleksei Losev on Plotinus’ treatise «On Numbersy

I'nybouaiimue ¢unocoghvl, ocobenno Ha eepuiuHax
CBOUX pa3MblUUTIeHUll, 6ce20a MA2OMenu K CReKyIAyU-
AM HAO YUCIAMU.

I1.A. ®dnopenckuit

The deepest philosophers, especially at the peak of
their research, have always turned to speculation over
numbers.

P.A. Florensky

One work in particular reveals Aleksei Losev’s interest in Plotinus’ philosophy
of mathematics: it is his translation of and comment on Plotinus’ “Treatise on Num-
bers” (as Porphyrius named Ennead V1.6), entitled The Dialectics of Number in Plo-
tinus (1928).2 This is also one of the so-called “Octateuch”, i.e. the first eight works
that Losev wrote and published during the 1920s.2 Although this book may belong to
Losev’s output as a historian of ancient philosophy rather than as a philosopher him-
self, it certainly reveals the way in which his academic scholarship is deeply con-
nected to his own philosophical view. Through this “scholarly work”, in fact, it is
possible to grasp a number of interesting clues on many hidden metaphysical premis-
es of Losev’s philosophy.

When Losev translated and commented on Plotinus’ Treatise on Numbers, he
acknowledged he was facing something nobody in history had ever taken up serious-
ly, as well as — he wrote — “the most difficult topic not only in the history of Greek,
but also of world philosophy”.* Indeed, these words foreshadow a titanic task for Lo-

2 AF. Losev, Dialektika chisla u Plotina: Perevod i kommentarii traktata Plotina “O chislakh” (The
Dialectics of Number in Plotinus: A Translation and Commentary on Plotinus’ “Treatise on Numbers”).
Moscow: lzdanie Avtora, 1928. In this article | am using the following edition: A.F. Losev, Dialektika
chisla u Plotina, in Mif, Chislo, Sushchnost'. Moscow: Izd. Mysl', 1994, pp. 713-876. All translations
from Russian in this article are mine.

3 These eight volumes were all published in Moscow between 1927 and 1930: Antichnyi kosmos i sov-
remmennaia nauka (The Ancient Cosmos and Modern Science, 1927), Filosofiia imeni (The Philosophy
of Name, 1927), Muzyka kak predmet logiki (Music as a Subject of Logic, 1927), Dialektika
khudozhestvennoi formy (The Dialectics of Artistic Form, 1927), Dialektika chisla u Plotina (The Dia-
lectics of Number in Plotinus, 1928), Kritika platonizma u Aristotelia (Criticism of Platonism by Aristo-
tle, 1929), Ocherki antichnogo simvolizma i mifologii (Essays on Ancient Symbolism and Mythology,
1930), and Dialektika mifa (The Dialectics of Myth, 1930).

4 AF. Losev, Dialektika chisla u Plotina (1994), cit., p. 714. This seemingly out-of-line statement —
which Losev uses as a coup de théatre in the opening sentence of the book — might find, at least partly, a
confirmation in the difficult fate of Plotinus’s Treatise on Numbers, whose reputation for being obscure
and incomprehensible have always relegated it to a backseat in Neoplatonic scholarship. As Losev de-
clared at the beginning of his book, he immediately realized in approaching Plotinus’ text how few stud-
ies there have been over the centuries on this subject and that, to the best of his knowledge, he was the
first in the world to fully deal with that topic (ibidem). The situation did not change much during the 20t
century: some scholars discussed Plotinus’ view of numbers within larger frameworks or in relation to
other authors, but the first full study on it appeared only in 2009: S. Slaveva-Griffin, Plotinus on Num-
ber. New York: Oxford University Press, 2009. As Slaveva-Griffin observes in her book, Losev’s study
“is virtually unknown to the Western world” but it is, in fact, a highly valuable contribution to which
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sev, which could only have an equally important purpose. The Treatise on Numbers,
however, is not the first attempt that Losev made to translate Plotinus’ work, since in
1924 he had already translated other parts of the Enneads that subsequently appeared
in his works.> But why, among many topics of Plotinus’ work Losev could pick, did
he specifically choose this “neglected” and “secondary”® part of his philosophy for
such a demanding and difficult work? Losev did not state clearly the reason for this
choice. However, Plotinus represents a crucial figure for Losev already in the 1920s
when he studied in depth the tradition that leads from Plato to medieval mysticism up
to Eckhart and Nicholas of Cusa. In fact, in those years Losev wrote the book Nicho-
las of Cusa and Medieval Dialectics, in which Plotinus appears, and translated Cu-
sa’s treatise On the mind, where much attention is paid to the nature of number as the
“prototype of everything.”’

In many ways, translating the Treatise on Numbers was also “scholarly chal-
lenge”, as if it were the desire to tackle something that no one had ever done before.
At the beginning of his book, Losev reports a long and impressive survey of all the
Russian and European scholars who had tried to approach such a difficult subject
but who had mostly failed or given up, and concludes that he is the first to have
taken up the matter seriously.® Yet, more probably, Losev aimed at finding a relia-
ble source on a very thorny problem — which the metaphysics of number undenia-
bly is — that had systematically caused so much trouble to all ancient philosophers,
from the early Pythagoreans to Plato and Aristotle up to Middle Age philosophers.

In many places in Losev’s philological analysis on Plotinus’ Treatise on Num-
bers, there is also room for his own views — starting from the very title, in which he,
with a non-obvious choice, applies the term “dialectics” to Plotinus’ investigation on

she referred “with great satisfaction” (ibid., p.11, note 35). Nevertheless, apart from this short praise,
Slaveva-Griffin does not take into account Losev’s study in her work.

5 Cf. Plotin, Enneady (Enneads), in Antologiia mirovoi filosofii: v 4 t. T. 1, part I: Filosofiia drevnosti i
srednevekov’ia. Translated by A.F. Losev Moscow: Mysl’, 1969, pp. 538-554. Translations: | 3, 4-5;
I14,2-8; 1118, 10; IV 8, 3.4.7.8.11; V 2,1.2; VI 9, 9. Furthermore, volume 6 of Losev’s History of An-
cient Aesthetics includes a number of translations of Plotinus’ treatises “On the Beautiful” (I 6),
“On Intelligent Beauty” (V 8), “On Eros” (III 5).

6 1f one considers some of the main studies on Plotinus from the last few decades, his philosophy of
mathematics is barely or not mentioned at all. As a notable example of this lack, in which the number is
not even listed in the “Index of Names and Subjects”, see: L.P. Gerson (ed.), The Cambridge Compan-
ion to Plotinus. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996. The gap was actually filled with Svetla
Slaveva-Griffin’s contribution in the new edition of the volume: S. Slaveva-Griffin, Plotinus on Num-
ber, in The New Cambridge Companion to Plotinus. Edited by L.P. Gerson and J. Wilberding. New
York: Cambridge University Press, 2022, pp. 136—162. However, in her volume on Plotinus’ philosophy
of numbers, Svetla Slaveva-Griffin believes — in the same way as Losev does — in the centrality of En-
nead VL6 for Plotinus’ entire metaphysics (see: S. Slaveva-Griffin, Plotinus on Number, cit., pp. 3-8).

7 On the history of Losev’s lost book Nicholas of Cusa and Medieval Dialectics, see: E.A. Takho-Godi,
A.F. Losev o Nikolae Kuzanskom i srednevekovoi dialektike, in Voprosy filosofii 9 (2016), pp. 98-104.
8 AF. Losev, Dialektika chisla u Plotina (1994), cit., pp. 715-717. This list includes notable scholars
such as: K.H. Kirchner, A. Richter, D. Tiedemann, J. Barthélemy-Saint-Hilaire, J. Simon as well as the
Russian scholars P.P. Blonsky and M.I. Vladislavlev.
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the nature of number. ® With the quest for a solid theory of the number, he probably
hoped to add valid support to his philosophical system and to the investigations he
was already carrying out in the same period on name, on music, on logic, on art, and
on mythology. In this sense, Plotinus — who was well-acquainted with Aristotle’s
view on number theory and actually used it to defend Plato from the Stagirite philos-
opher’s attacks®® — also offered a tempting prospect for a sort of reconciliation of Pla-
to and Aristotle (with such a reconciliation being firmly in favour of Plato, however).
Moreover, Losev must have heard a lot regarding the ancient mathematics from his
“mentor” Florensky. Along with Pythagoras, Plotinus is a crucial thinker for Floren-
sky’s metaphysics: in his book The Meaning of Idealism (Smysl idealizma, 1915), he
writes that Plotinus is «the unifier of ancient philosophy» as «all ancient culture con-
verged toward Plotinusy, including St. Paul and Christianity, and to a certain extent
even medieval philosophy arose from his thought.!! For Florensky, Plotinus (along
with Porphyrius) is a pinnacle and a point of confluence of a whole ancient Pythago-
rean/Platonic thought on the theory of ideas affirming the fundamental antinomic
nature of number. In an introduction entitled “The Pythagorean Numbers” (1922) and
written for the never finished book The Number as a Form (Chislo kak forma),
Florensky sets out the importance of the Pythagorean number for modern science.?
Given Losev’s close acquaintance with Florensky, he was likely well aware of
Florensky’s mathematical thought (as is also demonstrated by one of Losev’s later

% See Losev’s programmatic statement at the beginning of his book: “My goal is to convey an in-depth
analysis of the idea of number and how it relates to Plotinus’ dialectics in general” (ibid., p. 718).

10 This is, in fact, one of the main theses of Slaveva-Griffin’s book.

1 Cf. P.A. Florensky, Smysl idealizma (The Meaning of Idealism), in Sochineniia v chetyrekh tomakh.
Vol. 111/2. Edited by Andronik (Trubachev), M.S. Trubacheva, and P.V. Florensky. Moscow: Mysl’,
2000, pp. 7677 (see also the English edition of this text: P. Florensky, The Meaning of Idealism. Trans.
by B. Jakim. Brooklyn, New York: Semantron Press, 2020, p. 16). This is one of the few explicit affir-
mations of this kind regarding Plotinus in the entire Florenskian oeuvre. The author generally tends to
refer more to Plato rather than to Plotinus or to Neoplatonism as his main source: but, in fact, what he
has in mind is more the latter than the former, as | demonstrated in a recent study (cf. A. Oppo, Platone
e Kant nell’epistemologia di Florenskij [Plato and Kant in Florensky’s Epistemology], in S. Tagli-
agambe, M. Spano and A. Oppo (eds.), Il pensiero polifonico di Pavel Florenskij, Cagliari, PFTS Uni-
versity Press, 2018, pp. 383—413). With regard to Plotinus’ “hidden Christianity” and the “systematic
comment” he would offer on St. Paul’s speeches, Florensky explicitly quotes a well-known 1903 study
by Francois Picavet (F. Picavet, Plotin et les Mystéres d’Eleusis, in Revue de [’histoire des religions
(June-July 1903) (cf. P.A. Florensky, Smysl idealizma, cit., p. 77).

12 «Absolutely and imperceptibly for itself, science returns to the Pythagorean idea of the expressibility
of the whole by a whole number and, consequently, to its essential characteristic of the whole — its own
number” (P.A. Florensky, Pifagorovy chisla [The Pythagorean Numbers], in Sochineniia v chetyrekh
tomakh. Vol. Il. Edited by Andronik (Trubachev), M.S. Trubacheva, and P.V. Florensky. Moscow:
Mysl’, 1996, p. 635). For a general view on Florensky’s philosophy of number, see Vladislav Shaposh-
nikov’s excellent article: V.A Shaposhnikov, Kategoriia chisla v konkretnoi metafizike Pavla Floren-
skogo (The Category of Number in Pavel Florensky’s Concrete Metaphysics), in Chislo: shornik statei.
Edited by A.N. Krichevets. Moscow: MAKS Press, 2009, pp. 341-367. The book The Number as a
Form was edited by Viktor Troitsky and published for the first time in 2021: P.A. Florensky, Chislo kak
forma (The Number as a Form). Edited by Viktor P. Troitsky. Moscow: MTsNMO, 2021.
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recollections®): he also had a good knowledge of Imaginaries in Geometry (Mni-
mosti v geometrii, 1922)'* — a text that not many had read in Russia when it first
came out. Undoubtedly, Losev’s main conception as far as this subject is concerned
originates from Florensky and it combines the mathematical philosophy of Pythago-
reans, of Plato, and of Plotinus within a whole theory on cardinal numbers (or “sub-
stantial numbers”, to use Plato’s terms).

This is not the place to go further into Florensky’s thought, which certainly
strongly influenced Losev’s view but nonetheless does not coincide with it.*> Suffice
it to say that Plotinus certainly offers a good compromise and a suitable synthesis of
the Pythagorean/Platonic tradition for what Florensky calls the “antinomy of num-
ber”, which Losev translates into the “dialectics of number”. In other words, all this
is about the duality, contraposition and coexistence of the monadikos arithmos (mo-
nadic number), which simply “counts” and enumerates individual things, and the
ousiodés arithmos (substantial/ideal number), which is the activity (energeia) of sub-
stance and a power (dynamis) of being — a number that is eventually “itself by itself”
(to use a Losevian expression). This argument of the contraposition and coexistence
of the “two numbers” was by no means alien to Plato’s and Aristotle’s thought. But
Plotinus treats it differently from them, as he had two exigencies that neither Plato
nor Aristotle had.'® The first is to «regulate» on a metaphysical level a discontinuous
view of reality in the totality of its hypostases. This fundamental discontinuity in Plo-
tinus is marked by a substantial leap between a Supreme level of creation and a low-
er level of all that is created. The second exigency Plotinus had — which Plato partly
manifested only in his Timaeus within a mathematical and cosmologic frame — was
that of stressing the dynamic nature of number, i.e. the “vital dialectics” that express-
es the life of the Spirit. What Plotinus adds to the already existing ancient philosoph-
ical view on number can then be summed up in two words: antinomy and dialectics.
As one can easily deduce, the first aspect attracted Florensky’s interest in particular;

13 AF. Losev, P.A. Florenskii po vospominaniiam Alekseia Loseva (P.A. Florensky in Aleksei Losev’s Memo-
ries), in Pavel Florenskii: pro et contra. Edited by K.G. Isupov. St. Petersburg: RChGI, 2001, pp. 174-179.

4 1bid., p. 175.

15 On Losev’s disagreement with Florensky see a chapter of his work: Ocherki antichnogo simvolizma
i mifologii (Essays on Ancient Symbolism and Mythology), Moscow: lzd-e avtora, 1930, pp. 694-706.
What Losev generally rejects of Florensky’s thought is the predominance of intuitionism and the magic
over a logical and phenomenological knowledge (cf. ibid., p. 703). Losev maintains that the nature of
myth is above all of a “transcendental-phenomenological-dialectic” type, and, as he concludes, “no
Florensky can change my mind about the uselessness for a philosopher of a purely logical point of
view” (ibid., p. 706). In some way, | would suggest that they also differ in their conception of the sym-
bol, which is more inclusive in Losev with respect to the discontinuous view Florensky has of it.

16 On this complex and very specific subject even for specialists of ancient philosophy, see in particular:
J.J. Cleary, Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato’s Theory of Form Numbers, in J. Dillon, B. O’Byrne, and
F. O’Rourke (eds.), Studies on Plato, Aristotle and Proclus. Collected Essays on Ancient Philosophy of
JJ. Cleary. Leiden: Brill, 2013, pp. 415-439; I. Bulmer-Thomas, Plato’s Theory of Number, in The
Classical Quarterly 33/2 (1983), pp. 375-384; and the classic study by Pierre Hadot: Plotin, Porphyre:
Etudes néoplatoniciennes, Paris: Les Belles Lettres 1999.
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the second was decisive to Losev’s philosophy. Along with Plotinus, both Florensky
and Losev were actually concerned with a vital view of number as detached and at
the same time intertwined with our historical and human reality.

The references Losev makes to Plotinus from the rest of his output!’ as well as
to number theory in ancient thought!® are not taken into consideration here. However,
the analysis of the book The Dialectics of Number in Plotinus alone allows us to find
several significant answers to understand the beginnings and foundations of Losev’s
philosophy of number, which would be available to readers only in his posthumous
work Chaos and Structure (Khaos i struktura, 1997).%° Overall, Losev takes up the
Pythagorean idea that “everything is number” as a model-regulator of all existence.
In an interesting and broad analysis that connects modern mathematical conceptions
with ancient thought, Viktor Troitsky summarizes Losev’s philosophy of number as a
synthesis between Aristotle and Plato, via Plotinus, in terms of an extension of the
law of non-contradiction, which finally comes to include its own negation within a
broader horizon of reality than the one considered by Aristotle.?

In The Dialectics of Number in Plotinus, Losev focuses mainly on two aspects
of Plotinus’ theory of number, so that most of his explanation of Plotinus’ text hinges
on a clarification of these two notions. The first is the dialectics between the “two
numbers” (i.e. the quantitative and qualitative number, on the one hand, and the sub-
stantial and monadic one, on the other), which, in an extended meaning, is also the
dialectics between eidos/form and meon/unlimitedness. The second notion Losev
focuses on in a particular way is the capacity of this dialectics in generating our true
reality, far from any kind of psychologism or subjective idealism.

With regard to the first point, Losev agrees with Plotinus that “only such com-
bination into one thing of its sameness and difference from the primary unicity

7 This is actually a task that would require a larger number of pages than this study can offer. However,
from a number of comments taken from his other writings on ancient philosophy about the mathemati-
cal views of the later Neoplatonists (such as lamblichus and Proclus), it is clear that Losev cannot easily
come to terms with those views, whereas he considers Plotinus’ position as a reliable yardstick for this
matter. On this matter, see in particular volume 6 and 7 of Losev’s History of Ancient Aesthetics in
which he deals with Plotinus’ and the thought of the other Neoplatonics: A.F. Losev, Istoriia antichnoi
estetiki (v 8 tomakh) (History of Ancient Aesthetics [in 8 Volumes]). Vol. 6, Vol. 7. Khar’kov: Folio;
Moscow: AST, 2000.

18 This work has already been carried out by Viktor P. Troitsky in the volume on Losev edited by Elena
Takho-Godi: V.P. Troitsky, Filosofiia chisla A.F. Loseva (A.F. Losev’s Philosophy of Number), in Ale-
ksei Fedorovich Losev. Edited by A.A. Takho-Godi and E.A. Takho-Godi. Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2009,
pp. 119-137. Troitsky is, to the best of my knowledge, the scholar who has most thoroughly addressed
Losev’s relationship with mathematics. Among his works concerning this aspect, see in particular:
V.P. Troitsky, Metamatematika Alekseia Loseva (A. Losev’s Metamathematics), in A.F. Losev, Dialek-
ticheskie osnovy matematiki (Dialectical Foundations of Mathematics). Moscow: Academia, 2013,
pp. 761-788; and V.P. Troitsky, O smysle chisel (On the Meaning of Numbers), in A.F. Losev, Mif,
Chislo, Sushchnost’, cit., pp. 894-903.

19 A'F. Losev, Khaos i struktura. Moscow: Mysl’, 1997. This book is a collection of a number of writ-
ings on logic and mathematics that Losev wrote around the 1930s and 1940s.

20 See V.P. Troitsky, Filosofiia chisla A.F. Loseva, cit.
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[enmnmunocts] makes this thing conceivable”.?! The dialectics of the two principles
works above all towards the creation of meaning and not towards the identification of
the separate existence of some external reality: “Let us not forget that for Plotinus all
these are only dialectic principles forming this or that purely dialectic connection.
This is what Plotinus reminds us about putting aside the crude and naively metaphys-
ical view”.?2 Our reality — Losev seems to say, speaking on his own behalf, as he
comments on Plotinus’ text — is meaningful precisely because of such a dialectics,
and not because some “being” exists somewhere outside us. The meaning of reality is
given by a dialectics of opposites that is generated by “movement” and the “becom-
ing” that joins together principles (such as shape and shapelessness, limit and the
unlimited) which otherwise could not be linked in any way. In Losev’s view, even
the most transcendent and mystic aspects of Plotinus’ philosophy must be considered
as firmly grounded in such dialectics.?® Once again, that which for Florensky is an
“antinomy” for Losev becomes a “dialectics”. The meeting point between the oppo-
sites, i.e. the symbol, which for Florensky is a discontinuous threshold that still “dis-
continuously” connects the two (always heterogeneous) worlds,?* for Losev is a third
element (the becoming) that puts the two opposites to work in a single process that is
the meaning of our world. But before and inside all this — actually for both Florensky
and Losev — there is the number, as number is the origin of any process.

The second point that Losev highlights about Plotinus’ argumentation is, in fact,
the role of number in the process of reality. In the same way as for Plato (Losev quotes
Plato’s Parmenides here), also in Plotinus’ view “it becomes clear that the number is
not something accidental, but it is an indispensable definition of the substance itself”.?
It does exist, as a hypostasis, which is an opposite view with respect to a “naive empir-
icism”.26 For Losev “it is absolutely necessary to identify a difference between the be-
ing and the quality in a substance, so that we can talk about essential differences and
qualitative differences, which are semantic differences on the one hand and material
differences on the other hand [...] The former "meanings" [cmeicast], which create the
substance and thus are absolutely essential, while the latter are just the derivative phe-
nomena of the former. The former are pure substance while the latter are its affec-
tion”.?” And further still: “The true substance is the eidos and eidos is the meaning

2L AF. Losev, Dialektika chisla u Plotina (1994), cit., p. 722.

2 |pid., p. 733.

23 Not unlike what Losev says, in his excellent study on the logic of Neoplatonism A.C. Lloyd considers
Plotinus’ dialectics not merely as an “instrument” but as “the most valuable part of philosophy”, since
Plotinus’ mysticism itself “would lose its philosophical interest were it not for the logical structure”
(A.C. Lloyd, The Anatomy of Neoplatonism. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990, p. 166).

24 Cf. on this: A. Oppo, Conceptualising Discontinuity. Pavel Florenskii’s Preryvnost’ as a Universal
Paradigm of Knowledge, in Russian Literature 130 (2022), pp. 69-93.

% AF. Losev, Dialektika chisla u Plotina (1994), cit., p. 736.

26 |bidem.

27 Ibid., p. 737 (Losev’s emphases). For a thorough analysis on the status of “quality” in Plotinus’ meta-
physics, see the recent work: R. Chiaradonna, Ontology in Early Neoplatonism: Plotinus, Porphyry,
lamblichus. Berlin: De Gruyter, 2023, pp. 9-28.
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(logos)”.28 Then, he continues: “The pure meaning, inherent in this energy, takes pos-
session of its specific element to produce the other-being which is the beginning of a
new qualitativeness [oxauectBoBantocTs], Of some trace, and of some shadow and re-
flection of a purely eidetic quality. That is why the pure eidos is the prototype of the
other-being quality, and the latter is the accident of the eidos. Being semantically iden-
tical, they are absolutely different in terms of the substrate: the eidos can never become
the quality and the quality cannot become the eidos”.?°

Significantly, Losev concludes his argumentation in this way: “The number as
meaning is conceivable in itself. The number as a quality is only conceivable as
meaningful from the side of number as meaning”.%° In this regard, Losev observes:
“Plotinus here is a sharp opponent of any spiritual and naturalistic metaphysics, re-
jecting every slightest hint of psychologism. His arguments are as always simple but
irrefutable”.3! At this point, Losev states the real nature of the problem: “What does
this argument mean and what is its strength? Plotinus sets here the main objection to
any psychologism. In fact, let us ask ourselves if there is anything subjective and
mental in the very idea of number. Any reasonable person should say: there is not. If
I express some kind of mathematical assertion — for example, a + b = ¢ — have | just
expressed any aspect of my psychic life, e.g. that | am hungry, happy, smart, stupid,
or that I have dark or blonde hair, have or do not have a wife and children etc.? Of
course, | have not. This assertion only states the eternal and perfectly mental, intelli-
gible nature of the number, and nothing more”.%2

For Plotinus, just as for Losev, the existence of intelligible/substantial numbers
is the first and most decisive proof against subjectivism and even against any subjec-
tive idealism. From the substantial number — whose existence in itself is irrefutable
both for subjectivism and subjective idealism — it derives, by analogy and by means
of an intrinsic adherence of humber to any being, the objective existence of a “mean-
ingful concept”. As Losev writes: “Let us assume that all our notions are a mere
product of our psyche and that, objectively, nothing corresponds to them. Let us ask
then: how did you know that concepts are something subjective? After all, in your
opinion, there is nothing objective at all. Can the subjective then be subjective? In
this case, it is the only one that exists and the category of objectivity or subjectivity
could not be applied to it. Then, there is no non-existence”.>

Leaving aside the complexity and technicality of many parts of this matter — a
difficulty that Losev himself acknowledges — the question of the philosophical nature
of number, as is posed in this Pythagorean/Platonic way and brilliantly taken up
again by Plotinus, leads to a major and decisive question about a common metaphys-
ical basis for human knowledge, which in turn raises the issues of “sameness” and

28 ALF. Losev, Dialektika chisla u Plotina (1994), cit., p. 738 (Losev’s emphases).
2 |pid., p. 738.

30 Ibidem.

31 1pid., p. 739.

32 |bidem.

33 Ibid., p. 740. Losev’s emphasis.
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“identity”.* For Plotinus, as Losev explains, this paradoxical antithesis of the two
numbers, i.e. the one that has meaning and exists in itself (the one, or substantial
number) and the one that counts the “things” of the world (the other, matter, or mo-
nadic number), demonstrates the existence unequivocal of a third principle, that is, of
the energy that makes them coexist in our reality, since they depend on each other.®
This third and new principle, for Losev, is “their unity, their inner mutual penetration
and, so to speak, a new indivisible wholeness”.® This principle, in fact, which is nei-
ther “one” nor “multiplicity” but the union of them, is the number, i.e. the energy of
the existing beings, or the process and method of such unification. In Losev’s words,
it is “the intelligible "how” of the construction of meaning”.®” The latter happens
through the generations of the five Platonic megista gene of the pure intellect: exist-
ence, rest, movement, identity and difference. Finally, the one, the meon (the matter),
and the number are the three main principles of the existence. But the number regu-
lates all the process by virtue of its energy. For Plotinus, as Losev puts it, the number
has a very high place, which neither physical nor psychic nor intelligible. As he says:
“It is almost the One itself. It is in the middle between the One and the Intellect”.%®
But to understand the nature of number even more deeply, which is symbolic but
even more mythical, for Losev it is necessary to read Proclus, who, as he states, is on
the same line as Plotinus on this point. With the mention of Proclus, Losev closes his
analysis of the number in Plotinus and refers to his other publications on the culture
of the ancient world, in particular The Ancient Cosmos and Modern Science (1927).
In conclusion, Losev’s interest in Plotinus’ Treatise on Numbers demonstrates at
least two things. The first is the unequivocal influence of the Neo-Platonic metaphysics
in his thought. This is only partially evident, since in the 20" century the tendency to
reduce all Losev’s questions to Hegelian or Husserlian phenomenological motifs was
often found in critical interpretations of his thought.® The second is that such an inter-
est may define the specific nature of his dialectics, which has an original metaphysical

34 Cf. this passage: “It seems most clear for non-philosophers to think this way. There are things | can
count. If I count them, I use the concept of number and quantity. If I do not count them, where are the
numbers? They do not exist. Take away the things, and the number will disappear. Start counting and
the number becomes available. No, that means there is no number without things. This is the opinion
which Plotinus rejects. He reasons like this. Let "one man" be the same as simply "man". Then "one
bull" is the same as simply "bull"; "one horse" is the same as "horse" simply. But what do a man, a bull,
a horse, a nut, a tree, a city, the sun, a kilometer, etc. have in common?” (ibid., p. 745).

3% On this crucial point concerning the nature of number, Losev comments in particular on Enneads VI,
6, 9, which is in fact a key passage in Plotinus’ argument (See Plotinus, Ennead VI. 6-9. Cam-
bridge/London: Harvard University Press, 1988, pp. 33-37).

3 AF. Losev, Dialektika chisla u Plotina (1994), cit., p. p. 799.

37 Ibidem.

3 1bid., p. 807.

39 Cf. from example N.O. Lossky, History of Russian Philosophy. London: George Allen and Unwin
Ltd, 1952, p. 292. In this regard, Vladimir Marchenkov pointed out the importance of adding, within the
fundamental sources of Losev’s thought, an original Platonic and Byzantine frame to Hegel and to Hus-
serlian phenomenology (cf. V. Marchenkov, Aleksei Losev and His Theory of Myth, in A. Losev, The
Dialectics of Myth. Trans. by V. Marchenkov. New York: Routledge, 2003, p. 16).
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basis (as his interest in Plotinus and the use of his categories would demonstrate), in
which “metaphysics” does not mean a “transcendent being” but, in this case, a “numer-
ic structure of meaning”. In this regard, in my view, the same pattern for how Losev
reads the dialectic relationship of the qualitative and quantitative number would pro-
vide a useful frame to understand the development of his subsequent dialectics — first
of all in his famous work The Dialectics of Myth, which he published shortly after-
wards (1930). Although the demonstration of the presence of Plotinian themes in that
work does not come within the scope of this article, it is likely that the balance of this
dialectics of number could work, at a hidden and deeper level, as a basis and support
for his explanations of myth and of history, in the same way as for Plotinus the meta-
physics of number works “from behind the scenes” in the generation of beings in his
cosmology. | am sure that taking such a metaphysical basis into account would help
give a better understanding of Losev’s dialectics, and would also avoid any purely his-
torical or phenomenological reduction of it. As emerges from Losev’s analysis, Ploti-
nus’ “dialectics of number” lies indeed at the heart of any other dialectics. It is hard to
say whether this is really the “most difficult topic™ in the history of world philosophy,
as Losev stated. But it is highly significant that Losev believed this, since it is probably
the most crucial point for his own philosophical system.
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Pedepar

Korma A.®. JloceB mepeBed W TPOKOMMEHTHpOBaid TpakrtaT IlimoTnHa
«O uncnax» («DHHeana» V1.6), OH pemmni 3aHAThCs, 0 ero COOCTBEHHBIM CIIOBaM,
«CaMbIM TPYAHBIM MpeAMeToM B uctopuu punocodum». [lo muenuto Jlocea, HU-
KTO 10 cepeannbl 1920-x rooB cepbe3HO HE OTHOCHIICS K 3TOMY TeKCTy. B cBoem
aHanu3e OH OOHApy)XMBaeT, 4TO ydeHue [InoTuHa 0 Ynciax mo3BONsIeT HEemocpen-
CTBEHHO MPHHTH K CaMOH CyTH JUANEKTUKH rpedeckoro ¢unocoda. [Ipemmaras
KOMMEHTapHii K o0memMy cmbicty kHuru JloceBa «JlmanekTnka uncna y [LmotuHa
(1928 r.), B naHHOI cTaThe MBI OTMEYaeM NpuHsTHE JIOCEBBIM, BEPOSITHO, MO BIH-
saueM uned I[1.A. ®@nopenckoro, merapusuku IlnoTnHa kak cBoed coOOCTBEHHOM
MeTapU3UKH.

B nauane coeit kauru JloceB MPUBOIUT ATWHHBIA W BIEYATIAIOMUNA 0030p
COYMHEHUN PYCCKUX U €BPOIEHCKUX YYEHBIX, KOTOPBIE IBITAIUCh IOJAOWTH K Ta-
KOMY CJIO)KHOMY BOIIpOCY, KacaromeMmycsi B3rsinoB IlnoThHa Ha 4Yucia, HO 1O
OobLICH YacTH MOTEpIIENH HeyJady, U 3aKII0YaeT, YTO OH MEPBBIH, KTO CEphE3HO
B3sICS 3a ATOT Bompoc. OmHako, 4to Oojee BeposiTHO, JloceB cTpeMumics HaWTH
HaJIS)KHBIA UCTOYHUK 110 OYEHBb CIOXKHOHN mpodiemMe (Koel, HECOMHEHHO, SIBJISIETCS
MeTapu3uKa 4YKucia), KOTopasi CHCTEMAaTHUYECKH JOCTaBIsUIa CTOJIBKO XJIOMOT BCEM
apeBHUM (unocodam, oT panHux nudaropeines no Ilmatona u Apucrorens,
BILIOTH 10 ¢uiocopoB CpeTHEBEKOBBSI.

B cBoem ¢unonornueckom ananuse tpakrara [LmotuHa «O umcnax» Jloces
BBICKA3bIBAECT U CBOM COOCTBEHHBIC B3IJIAJbI HA TUAIEKTUKY YHCEI, HAYMHAS C Cca-
MOTrO Ha3BaHHUS, B KOTOPOM OH HCIIOJIb3YET TEPMHH «IHAJEKTUKa» K HCCIIEIO0Ba-
Huto IlnotuHa o mpupone uucen. B mouckax ocHOBaTeNbHOM TEOPUHU YUCIA OH, Be-
POSITHO, HAJEsUICS HAMTH AEHCTBUTENIbHYIO MOIJAEPXKKY cBoel ¢unocodckoit cu-
CTeME M UCCIIeI0BAaHUIM, KOTOPbIE OH MPOBOAMI B TOT e Nepuon B 00JacTu nume-
HU, MY3BIKH, JIOTHKH, UCKycCTBa 1 MHUQooruu. B aTom cMmbicie [ioTHH, KOTOPBIT
OBUT XOpOIIO 3HAKOM C B3MNIAJaMH APHUCTOTEIs HAa TCOPHIO YUCEN U HCIIOJIb30Bal
ux and 3amuthl [Inatona ot Hanamok Crarupura, Takke Mpeanarajl 3aMaH4YHMBYIO
MEPCIEeKTUBY CBOETO poja mpumupeHus I[lmarona m Apucrortens (mpuuéMm Takoe
MpUMHUpPEHHe ObIII0 NMEHHO B ToJb3y [lmaTona).

JloceB 0BT XOpOLIO 3HAKOM C MaTeMarhdeckoi Mbicibio Diopenckoro. OH
TaKke xopouo 3Haid «MHuMocTH B reometpun» (1922 r.) — TekcT, KOTOpPBI Majio
KTO ymtan B Poccum, koraa oH BhepBbie ObUT omyOsiMKkoBaH. HecoMHEHHO, OCHOB-
Has koHUenuus JloceBa mo 3ToMy Bonpocy ucxoaut oT daopeHckoro u oobeaAnHs-
eT Matemarndeckyto ¢unocopuro IMudaropa, [Inatona u I[lnotuna B equHyio Teo-
PHUIO KapAMHAIBHBIX 4YMced (MM «CyOCTaHIMAJIbHBIX YUCE», BBIPaXasich SI3bIKOM
[Inatona). InoTrH mpeayiaraeT XOpOIIHi KOMIPOMICC W TTOAXOIAIIANA CHHTE3 ITH-
(aropeicko-mIaTOHOBCKOW Tpaauluu Ajs Toro, 4to OIopeHCKUil Ha3bIBaeT «aH-
TUHOMHUEHN uuciay, a JIoceB MepeBOJUT B «IUAJEKTHUKY 4duciiay. Bce 3T0 0 nBOM-
CTBEHHOCTH, IPOTHBOIIOCTABJIEHUU U COCYLIECTBOBAaHMM MOHAIMUYECKOro 4YHCIa
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(monadikos arithmos), koTopoe MPOCTO «CUYUTAECT» M MEPEUUCIAET OTACIbHBIC Be-
M, ¥ CyOCTaHIMOHATRHOTO/HaeanpHoro yrciaa (0usiodés arithmos), kotopoe ecth
akTHBHOCTH (energeia) cybocranimu u cuiaa (dynamis) ObITHS, — YHCIO0, KOTOPOE B
KOHEYHOM HMTOT€ «caMo 1o cede» (110 BeipakeHuto Jlocera).

Ananu3 kauru JloceBa «/luanekruka yucina y [lnotuHa» mo3BossieT onpene-
JUTh HECKOJIBKO CYIIECTBEHHBIX MOMEHTOB, HEOOXOIUMBIX JIJIsi TOHUMAHUS HCTO-
KOB M OCHOB ¢mnocodpun umcia JloceBa, KoTopele OYIOyT HOCTYIHBI YUTATEISM
TOJILKO B €0 MOCMEPTHOM Tpyae «Xaoc u cTpyktypa» (1997 r.). B nenom Jloces
MPUHAMAET MH(AropeicKyo HACH O TOM, YTO «BCE €CTh YHCIIO», KaK MOJIENb-
PETYJIATOP BCETO CYIICCTBOBAHMSL.

B 3akioueHue cieayeT OTMEeTUTb, 4To uHTepec JloceBa k Tpakraty [TnoTuna
«O gmcaax» IEMOHCTPUPYET Kak MHHUMYM JIBE BEIlM. Bo-TIepBBIX, 3TO OJJHO3HAY-
HOE BIIMSHHAE HEOIUIATOHWYECKON MeTapu3WKH Ha €ro MbICIb. BO-BTOPHIX, Takou
MHTEPEC MOXET ONPECIUTh CHEIU(UUECKYI0 TMPHUPOAY €ro TUACKTHKH, UME0-
el MepBOHAYAIBHYI0 METapU3MYECKYI0 OCHOBY, B KOTOPO#l «MeTadu3nka» o3Ha-
YaeT HE «TPAHCIEHJCHTHOE CYIIECTBO», & B JAHHOM CIIydac — «YHCIOBYIO CTPYK-
Typy 3HaueHUs». B 3TOM cMbIcie Ta e camas Mojenb npouTteHus JloceBbIM aua-
JCKTHYECKUX OTHOUICHWH Ka4yeCTBEHHOTO M KOJMYECTBEHHOTO 4YHCJIA MOTJIa Obl
CTaTh MOJE3HOW OCHOBOM JIJIsl MOHUMAHUS PA3BUTHUS €ro MOCIECIYIOIEH THaeKTH-
KW — TIPEXK/IC BCErO B CBOCH 3HaMEeHUTOM pabote «/Iuanekruka muday (1930 r.).
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