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MONDAY, June 2, 2025

9.30 Fr. Mitosz Hotda, Dean of the Philosophical Faculty, The Pontifical University of John Paul Il in
Krakow
Sr. Teresa Obolevitch, The Pontifical University of John Paul Il in Krakow, Head of the Organizing
Committee
Opening of the Conference (Conference Hall)

Section 1 (Conference Hall, chair: Stawomir Mazurek)
9.40 Anne Laurent, Paris, France
TatbaHa banaxosckaa, Memorial museum of academician Peter Kapitza, Moscow
M3 ncusHu Jlesa LLlecmosa: no mamepuanam cemeliHoz2o apxusa
10.20 Hanus Nykl, Prague, Czech Republic
OnaowHocMs unu uepa c yumamenem? O 3Ha4YeHUU HemoyHocmeli 8 buozpaghuyecKux OaHHbIX
8 mexkcmax Jlbea LLlecmosa
10.50-11.20 Discussion
11.20 The Official Photo Shoot
11.30-12.00 Coffee break

Section 2a (Conference Hall, chair: Fr. Lukasz Leonkiewicz)
12.00 Andrea Oppo, Pontifical Theological University of Sardinia, Italy (online)
Lev Shestov between Phenomenology and Existentialism: The Encounter with Husserl and
Heidegger
12.30 Tomasz Herbich, University of Warsaw, Poland
What according to Lev Shestov philosophers (usually) don’t see?
13.00 Fr. Piotr Karpinski, The Pontifical University of John Paul Il in Krakow, Poland
“Love builds up” (1 Cor 8:1). Thinking about love in Kierkegaard, Shestov and Marion
13.30-14.00 Discussion

Section 2b (Room 211, chair: Daniele Seretti)
12.00 Gennadii Aliaiev, Poltava, Ukraine
bepnuHcKkue 0oknaodei LLlecmosa u o LLlecmose
12.30 Pylyp Bilyi, University of Silesia in Katowice, Poland
«Kmo mosbKo He ccbinanca Ha UHMyuyuio...» Uau o0 mom, Kak LLlecmoe u Jlocckuli He noeauanu
Opyz Ha Opyaa
13.00 Fr. Aleksander Posacki SJ, Collegium Verum, Warsaw, Poland
Tpazuueckuli oneim Kak uHuyuayus: fles LLlecmos
13.30-14.00 Discussion
14.00-15.00 Lunch

Section 3 (Conference Hall, chair: Fr. Piotr Karpinski)
15.00 Ramona Fotiade, University of Glasgow, UK (online)
Spiritual Transmission in Lev Shestov’s Philosophy of Tragedy
15.30 Lina Vidauskyteé, Military Academy of Lithuania, Vilnius (online)
Tragedy and Rationality: Lev Shestov and Gabriel Marcel Interpret Ibsen
16.00-16.30 Discussion
16.30-16.50 Coffee break

Section 4 (Conference Hall, chair: Vladimir Paperni)
16.50 Lilianna Kiejzik, University of Zielona Géra, Poland
O 3ano030anoli Opyrbe o. Cepeus byneakosa u /leea LLlecmosa
17.20 Alexei Makushinsky, Johannes Gutenberg University Mainz, Germany (online)
Paxuns becnanosa — yyeHuuya LLlecmosa, npedwecmeeHHuya Kamro
17.50-18.20 Discussion
18.20 Dinner



TUESDAY, June 3, 2025

Section 5 (Conference Hall, chair: Fr. Piotr Karpinski)

9.30 Aleksandra Berdnikova, FINO Convention, University of Turin, Italy (online)
Lev Shestov on Richard Kroner: the possibilities of metaphysics, neo-Kantianism and the journal
Logos

10.00 Bernard Marchadier, Paris, France
A brief comment on Etienne Gilson’s letter of March 3rd 1936 to Lev Shestov

10.30 Victor Chernyshov, National University “Yuri Kondratyuk Poltava Polytechnic”, Ukraine (online)
Lev Shestov’s Critique of Medieval Thought

11.00-11.30 Discussion
11.30-12.00 Coffee break

Section 6 (Conference Hall, chair: Cyril Solle)

12.00 Stawomir Mazurek, Institute of Philosophy and Sociology, Polish Academy of Sciences, Poland
Lev Shestov and Two Masterpieces of Polish Literature

12.30 Marina G. Ogden, University of Glasgow, UK (online)
Karl Jaspers and Lev Shestov on Philosophical Faith and Faith in Revelation

13.00-13.30 Discussion

13.30-14.30 Lunch

Section 7a (Conference Hall, chair: Bernard Marchadier)
14.30 Daniele Seretti, Urbiino, Italy
Gunocogus /lbea LLlecmoesa ucxoda u3 Augusto Del Noce u Etiénne Gilson
15.00 Ana Siljak, Hamilton Center, University of Florida, USA (online)
Lev Shestov and the Absurd
15.30-16.00 Discussion

Section 7b (Room 211, chair: Daniel Kisliakov)
14.30 Maciej Wotkow, University of Warsaw, Poland
Tolstoy — Shestov
15.00 Cyril Solle, Charles University, Prague, Czech Republic
Between Closed and Open Thinking: Lev Shestov’s Fragmentary Writing in the European Context

15.30-16.00 Discussion
16.00-16.30 Coffee break

Section 8a (Conference Hall, chair: Francoise Lesourd)
16.30 Anna Reznichenko, Russian State University for the Humanities, Russia (online)

Ymo cmpawum Jlesa LLlecmosa?
17.00 Elena Tverdislova, Russian City Library in Jerusalem, Israel

lMaaHemapHoe moluineHuUe KaK 0CHOB8A 3K3UcmeHyuansHol gunocoguu Jlesa LLlecmosa
17.30 Milan Stojanovié, Russian State University for the Humanities, Russia (online)

byHm npomus pa3yma: mpazedus Kak nyme K ceobode 8 ¢punocogpuu /lesa LLlecmosa
18.00-18.30 Discussion

Section 8b (Room 211, chair: Andrew Schumann)
16.30 Daniel Kisliakov, University of Divinity, Australia
Lev Shestov and Fr Sergei Bulgakov — Two Contemporaneous Perspectives on Anton Chekhov
17.00 Fr. Lukasz Leonkiewicz, Orthodox Theological Seminary in Warsaw, Poland
Synergistic Anthropology of S. Choruzhy and the Thought of L. Shestov
17.30 Krzysztof Pietak, University of Warsaw, Poland



The knowledge argument against physicalism and the battle of Shestov against Athens: Why
does the debate in contemporary philosophy of mind confirms Shestov’s criticism of philosophy?

18.00-18.30 Discussion
18.30 Dinner

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 4, 2025

Section 9a (Conference Hall, chair: Lilianna Kiejzik)

9.30 Victor Okorokov, Oles Honchar Dnipro National University, Ukraine (online)
CucmemHaAa HecucmemHocme Jlbga Lllecmosa

10.00 Paulina Czoska, University of Warsaw, Poland
Jese anogpamuuHocmu. CpasHeHue udeu Hebbimus 6 ¢punocogpuu Jlbea LLlecmosa u Hukonas
beposesa

10.30-11.00 Discussion

Section 9b (Room 211, chair: Elena Tverdislova)

9.30 Andrew Schumann, University of Information Technology and Management in Rzeszow, Poland
Penuauo3Hsbili sK3ucmeHyuaau3m u MUHCKaa nosmu4yeckasa wKona

10.00 Nikolai Kostin, The Pontifical University of John Paul Il in Krakow, Poland
JlecmHuua Makoesa: peanuz2uo3Hell sk3ucmeHyuanusm A. ApyckuHa 8 CCCP

10.30-11.00 Discussion

11.00-11.30 Coffee break

Section 10 (Conference Hall, chair: Gennadii Aliaiev)

11.30 Vladimir Paperni, University of Haifa, Israel
Gunocogusa /lbea LLlecmosa u bubnusa

12.00 Frangoise Lesourd, Université Jean Moulin, IRPhiL, France
«leghcumaHckas HoYb» 8 caeme cbopHUKa «Ha secax Moea» : duanoz mexcdy sepoli u
3anadHeim pa3zymom Hosoeo BpemeHu

12.30 -13.00 Discussion

13.00-13.30 Fr. Manfred Deselaers, Centre for Dialogue and Prayer in Oswiecim
Should We Talk About Forgiveness Between Nations Now?

13.30-13.40 Closing remarks of the conference (Conference Hall)
Sr. Teresa Obolevitch, The Pontifical University of John Paul Il in Krakow
13.40-14.40 Lunch

Meeting link:
https://upjp2.webex.com/upjp2/j.ohp?MTID=m711221cbe6785d2a6191ecae0f74879c
Meeting number: 2731 527 3929

Password: yYpfm6Fkv64

Internet Access: UPJP2 Czytelnia, password Biblioteka7
Social Media: facebook.com/krakowmeetings, instagram.com/krakowmeetings


https://upjp2.webex.com/upjp2/j.php?MTID=m711221cbe6785d2a6191ecae0f74879c

Anne Laurent, Paris, France
TatbAHa banaxoBcKkaa, Memorial museum of academician Peter Kapitza, Moscow

U3 xu3Hu Jlbea LLlecmoea: no mamepuanam cemeiiH020 apxuea

B aoknage bygeT npeacTasieHa KpaTkas 6uorpadumsa Jibea LlectoBa 40 amurpaumm — OCHOBHblE
CO6bITUSA €ro KN3HU, NOBNUABLIME HAa GOPMMUPOBAHNE EFO MUPOBO33PEHMA 1 CTAHOB/IEHME KaK dunocoda.
ByAeT TaK:Ke paccCMOTPEeHOo BAWAHME cobbiTU MmonogocTu Jibea LlectoBa B amurpaumm. B Mapuske ero
OXUZanu Apyrue CA0XMHOCTU, HO U MOSABUAUCL U BausKue nogy, Kak doHgaH v bybep. [oknag,
OCHOBbIBAETCA Ha MaTepuanax u3 ceMemHoro apxmea.

Hanus Nykl
Prague, Czech Republic

OnaowHoOCcMb uAu u2pa c yumamesnem?
O 3HayeHuu Hemo4yHocmeli 8 6uozpagpuyeckux daHHbIX 8 mekcmax Jleea Llecmoea

BonbwmnHcTBO npousBedeHuin JlbBa LllectoBa o0OCHOBaHO Ha 6uorpaduax M3BECTHbIX
npeacrasutenen mmposomn GnaocodCKom N PenmrmosHOM MbiCaIN. ITO PYCCKUE NUCATENU, eBPONENCKMe
dunocodbl U penurnosHble aAeatenu, aHTUYHble dunocodbl U GUbNecKkMe nepcoHaxkn. HeckonbKo
Ba*KHbIX KHUT LLlecToBa 6a3sunpytoTcsa Ha Buorpadpumn ogHoro nam Apyx onpeseneHHbix asTopos (ToncToi,
[octoescknit, Huuwe, fotep, Kbepkerop). Buorpaduyeckmini meton, Takum obpasom, sBafeTcs
HEOTbEM/IEMOI YacTblO LWECTOBCKON MaHepbl MMCbMa. Tem He meHee, Npu 6onee BHUMATEIbHOM YTEHUU
OKasblBaeTcA, YTO 6onblIoe KonnyectTBo buorpadpuyecknx AaHHbIX HE COOTBETCTBYET OOLLEM3BECTHLIM
dbaKkTam. ITM HecoOTBETCTBMA MMEIOT Pas3Hbi XapaKTep. B Aoknage OyaeT npeanpuHATA NONbITKA
TUNONOMM3MPOBATb UCKAXKEHUS BMorpaduyeckmx AaHHbIX U OTBETUTb Ha BOMPOC, HACKO/IbKO 3Ta YepTa
LUECTOBCKMX TEKCTOB BaXHa WM KOHCTUTYTMBHA. [JOKNaj NOCTAaBUT BOMPOC, ABASETCA /M 3Ta YepTa
ONJIOWHOCTbIO MK YacTblo punocodpckoro metoaa Lecrosa.

Andrea Oppo
Pontifical Theological University of Sardinia, Italy

Lev Shestov between Phenomenology and Existentialism: The Encounter with Husserl and Heidegger

This paper aims to explore Lev Shestov’s relationship with Husserl and Heidegger, and his
philosophical position in comparison with these two philosophers. While it is more obvious to know
Shestov’s thought on Husserl, given the vastness of documents on the subject, it is much more difficult to
understand what he truly thought of Heidegger. Through Husserl, Shestov also had the opportunity to
meet and establish a personal relationship with Heidegger. Precisely with regard to Heidegger, it is
possible to understand the seemingly contradictory alliance between Shestov and Husserl. That which
Husserl overall did not accept about Heidegger, i.e. the ontological primacy of the Dasein, was at least
intuitively the same thing Shestov refused in Heidegger when he defined his Sein und Zeit “a quite a-
philosophical contraband” (Baranoff-Chestov 1993 [B1], 20). Even more interestingly, Shestov was more
attracted to the absence of Kierkegaard in Husserl than to his presence in Heidegger. In other words, it
was the perfect self-sufficiency of Husserl’s thought, a thought “without Kierkegaard,” that attracted him
more than any compromises that came from those philosophies (e.g. Heidegger’s, Jaspers’ or Scheler’s)
that opened up to a greater or lesser degree to a tragic view, but not in the radical way Shestov aimed at.

Tomasz Herbich



University of Warsaw, Poland
What according to Lev Shestov philosophers (usually) don’t see?

Among the numerous critical characterisations of philosophical cognition that can be found in the
works of Lev Shestov, one of the key ones for understanding his idea seems to be the one according to
which philosophy —in those forms in which it is subjected to the aforementioned criticism — is based on
some fundamental omission, on the failure to see life as it actually is. At the same time, this is one of the
most enduring characteristics, relevant in equal measure to both Shestov’s first and last texts. Philosophy,
which, at least since the time of Plato’s theory of ideas (and even earlier) promised to be able to supply
its adepts with the true, essential vision of things, is, according to the author of Athens and Jerusalem,
constantly missing on the way to this goal. Shestov’s metaphilosophical reflections largely deal with this
very situation, which is repeatedly considered in his discussions with philosophers of the past and their
legacy. In my paper, on the one hand, | will analyze this belief of Shestov, trying to present it as one of the
key factors constantly driving his own philosophical reflection. | will try to answer the question of what
the author of Athens and Jerusalem believes philosophers (usually) do not see. On the other hand, | will
try to show how, on the basis of this conviction, a different notion of philosophy is shaped in Shestov’s
ouevre (or how other possibilities open up for it), how philosophy becomes the one that “should tug,
pinch, beat, tickle”, the one that “should live with sarcasm, derision, anxiety, struggle, amazement,
despair, great hopes, and it should allow itself to observe and be calm only from time to time, for rest,”
as the philosopher wrote in his book Besaukue KaHyHbl.

Fr. Piotr Karpinski
The Pontifical University of John Paul Il in Krakow, Poland

“Love builds up” (1 Cor 8:1). Thinking about love in Kierkegaard, Shestov and Marion

The issue of God and love is an important topic in Shestov’s existential philosophy. In his work, he
recalls Kierkegaard’s words from The Moment: “God is love; no human being was ever born whom this
thought does not overwhelm in idescribable blessedness, especially when it comes close to him in such a
way that ‘God is love’ means ‘you are loved’” (Kierkegaard and the existential philosophy). The
contemporary French phenomenologist Jean-Luc Marion approaches the erotic phenomenon in a similar
way, opening his famous erotic reduction with the question: “Does anyone out there love me?” Marion,
together with Kierkegaard, remain in strict opposition to Hegel, according to whom God cannot be
described using the concept of love, because this idea “lowers itself into edification” (The Phenomenology
of Spirit). Meanwhile, Marion and Kierkegaard, and certainly Shestov as well, follow the words of St. Paul:
“knowledge puffs up while love builds up” (1 Cor 8:1). How to understand this edifying nature of love and
its paradoxical relationship with human existence? The subject of the paper is a comparative analysis of
the concept of love by S. Kierkegaard (Works of Love) and J.-L. Marion (The Erotic Phenomenon). We will
see Kierkegaard’s reading of St. Paul and Marion’s reading of Kierkegaard. Both thinkers praise paradox,
both try to go beyond ontology (or being) when talking about love, both maintain the unambiguity of love
(the love of God and of others is one and the same). Finally, both of them show that love is ruled by a
separate language and logic in which serious “work of negativity” takes place. The presentation of the
teachings on love by Kierkegaard and Marion, although interesting in itself, is particularly important for
religious existential thought.

Gennadii Aliaiev



Poltava, Ukraine
BepnuHckue Aoknadvl LLlecmoesa u o LLlecmoee

Nes LectoB HeoaHOKpaTHO nocewan bepanH 8 1921-1930 rogax. B oCHOBHOM 3T0 6b11M NOE34KM
no ceMelHbIM Aenam (34ecb Haxoaunacb Moruna ero otua, ymepwero 8 1914 r., ¢ 1924 r. >kuna ero matb,
a TaKXe Xunn JIoBUKME — ero Cectpa C MyXKem), BU3UTbl K Apy3bsam (M. DUTUHIOHY), a TakKe 6blan
nsgartenbckme gena. Ho kpome atoro LLlectoB MHorga BbicTynan B bepavHe ¢ ny6AnYHbIMU AOKNagamMU —
BCero ux 6b1s10 3a 3To Nepros oKosio 10. YNnomunHaHMA 06 3TUX BbICTYNIEHMAX MOXKHO HalTh B buorpadpum
dunocoda, HanucaHHoM ero govepbto HaTtanbeit bapaHoBoin-LUectoBoilt, oAHaKo NpuBOAMMbIE €O
CBeeHMA A0BOJIbHO CKYMbl M HE BCErAa TOYHbl B OTHOLIEHUW AAT BbICTYN/IEHUIN. B HacToALllem AoKnaae
cobpaHa WHbOpMauMs O TOM, KEM W Korga OpraHM30BbIBasUCb AoKnaapl LlectoBa B bBepauHe,
NpoaHan3MpPoBaHO UX CoAeprKaHMe B cBA3M ¢ nybankaumamm ¢mnnocoda, a TakxKe obpalleHo BHUMaHKe
Ha 6epanHCKMe BbicTynaeHnsa n nybankaumm o Lectose MNepmaHa JloBLKOrO.

Pylyp Bilyi
University of Silesia in Katowice, Poland

«Kmo monbKo He ccblnanca Ha UHMyuyuro... »
usau o mom, Kak LLlecmoe u Jlocckuli He noenuanu 0pyz Ha dpyaa

JNocckuii nocsatuA LLiectoBy Bcero oaHy cTpaHuuy — Tpu ab3aua o «<uppaumoHanmsme Llectosay.
Kak oTmeyvaet lanny, 8 oAHOM 13 nucem JIOCCKUI Nncan: «MOA UCTOPUA — He TO Xe Camoe, YTO UCTOPUA
pycckoi mbicaun». Y LLlecToBa ecTb Kpyr aBTOPOB, K KOTOPbIM OH NMOCTOAHHO BO3BPALLAeTCs, HO NPU 3TOM
Yy Hero oTCyTCTBYET K/jaccuyeckana Teopusa No3HaHUA. Y JIOCCKOro e, HanpoTuB, ecTb CTPOHaA Teopus
NO3HaHWUA, HO HET 3K3UCTEHUMAAN3MA. ITO BbINN HACTONbKO Pa3Hble MbIC/IUTENUN, HACKOABbKO UX MAeu
pacxoAuanch B NPOTUBOMOJIOXKHbIX HanpaBAeHUAX, XOTA 06a NpUHaANEXKaNU K OAHON UHTENNEKTYaNbHOM
dopmaumn. Tpaamuma JlocCKOro — 3TO peanusm B MIAaTOHOBCKOM Ayxe C HeOKaHTMaHCKUMM
NpPeAnocbIIKAMM U aKLLEHTOM Ha 06beKTUBHOe no3HaHue. Tpaguumsa LectoBa, HanpoTUB, CO3HATE/IbHO
npoTuBONocTaBaneT ceba BCAKOMY paumoHannsmy, nsberaa CUCTEMHOCTU U CTPOrOCTM OHTONOMMK. [lBa
MbICINTENA, KOTOPblEe, Ka3ai10Cb bbl, HE NOBAUAAKN APYT Ha Apyra. Ho Tak an 3To? Ha 3TOT BONPOC MOMKHO
OTBETUTb KaK UCTOPUYECKU, TaK U GPUNOCODCKM.

Fr. Aleksander Posacki SJ
Collegium Verum, Warsaw, Poland

Tpazuyeckuii onbim Kak uHuyuayusa: Jles LLlecmos

Ona LWWecToBa TparMyeckuii onbIT ABNAETCA HE TO/IbKO HaYalOoM PEIMTMO3HOr0 OMbITa, HO U AaxKe
ero Heobxogumoe ycnosue, Noxoxe Ha lMocesuweHune. LLecTos MiLeT npumep 3Tol cneumpuyeckoi ceasu:
«OnbIT TparMyeckoe-kak-nocealleHne (pennurnosHoe)» Ha MpUMepax Pas/IMYHbIX  MbICIUTENEN,
TBOPYECTBO KOTOPbIX OH M3Yy4Yas He TO/IbKO, HO U Brorpadum, HauMHanA C UCXOAA U3 NPEANONONKEHNA, UTO
OHW ABNAIOTCA HEpPa3pPbIBHO CBA3AHHbIMM peanbHOCTAMM. LLecToB 1LEeT NoATBEepPKAEHNA 3TOW UCTUHDI,
M3y4an *KM3Hb M TBOPYECTBO HE TOJIbKO TParMyeckmx mbiCanTeNnei, Takmx Kak Lekcnup, UbceH, Huuwe n
[lOCTOEBCKMIA, HO M NpeXKAe BCEro PeNUrmo3Hble MbICAUTENN, TaKKe Kak lMackanb 1 JlloTep 1 KbepKerop.
B nocnegHux AByX 3TO coyeTaHMe Tpareamn 1 peiMrMo3HOCTU, Ka3anoch, MOHOCTbIO BbIW/IO Ha NepBbli
N/1aH, TOr4a Kak B OCTasIbHbIX OHO 6bl/10 TONILKO YaCTUYHBIM Y IMBPUOHANbHBIN.

Ramona Fotiade



University of Glasgow, UK
Spiritual Transmission in Lev Shestov’s Philosophy of Tragedy

How is the transmission of faith possible? The study of the formation of beliefs and of
non-systematic modes of transmission is a uniquely interdisciplinary topic at the crossroads between
critical theory, philosophy of religion and education, with far-reaching implications for generational
knowledge transfer in different cultural contexts. Taking its cue from Nietzsche’s reflections on
“Schopenhauer as Educator” from the Untimely Meditations, this paper proposes to examine the
transmission of unsystematic philosophy and inexpressible spiritual experience in Western European
philosophies of existence, by focusing on Shestov’s Christian existential thought and his account of the
process of “transformation of convictions.”

The existential turn in philosophy marked the advent of the “philosopher-artist” (Nietzsche 1979;
Vuarnet 2004), and the rise of a heterogenous discourse at the crossroads between philosophy and
literature, and between Biblical exegesis and fictional explorations of the spiritual crisis and loss of faith
in Europe. In applying critical theory to recurrent tropes in Shestov’s existential philosophy and his
recourse to literary hermeneutics to communicate the content of inexpressible personal experience, the
central line of argument highlights the continued relevance of an alternative educational model for our
understanding of inheritance and generational knowledge transfer.

Lina Vidauskyté
Military Academy of Lithuania, Vilnius, Lithuania

Tragedy and Rationality: Lev Shestov and Gabriel Marcel Interpret Ibsen

Lev Shestov is known for his critical attitude to Greek philosophy. The opposition between Athens
and Jerusalem was undoubtedly significant for him. Or, in other words, the irreconcilable opposites of
rationality and tragedy, rational philosophy and religion. Shestov repeated this opposition in his texts
without rest, as if trying to express the protest of all those who cannot use the tools of philosophy. They
cannot use it not because they cannot, but because those tools are not suitable for expressing human
tragedy. In this sense, Shestov undoubtedly has “family” ties with existentialism. When it comes to
existentialism in Europe, the name of S. Kierkegaard is often mentioned. The Danish philosopher is also
important for L. Shestov (it is worth mentioning here Shestov’s famous work Kierkegaard and
Dostoyevsky). However, relatively little attention is paid to another author whose influence on
existentialism, including religious existentialism, is no less important than Kierkegaard’s. This is Henrik
Ibsen (1828-1906) significant Norwegian dramatist. It seems that Shestov was also one of the first to turn
to lbsen (public lecture in Kyiv in 1910). No less Ibsen was important to Gabriel Marcel, who is often
assigned to religious existentialism. Both thinkers read Ibsen’s dramas differently. However, these
different attitudes to reading Ibsen provide some ideas about Shestov’s importance for European
philosophy. In my paper, | intend to explain in more detail the different ways of reading Ibsen that L.
Shestov and G. Marcel used. | will also examine Shestov and Marcel’s approach to concreteness, tragedy,
and their criticism of philosophy.

Lilianna Kiejzik

University of Zielona Géra, Poland

O 3ano3danoii dpyxcbe o. Cepaus bynzakoea u /lbea Lllecmosa

[oknag npeacrasnseT coboli CpaBHUTENBHbIM aHANN3 B3MNAA0B U MUPOBO33PEHWUA, }KUZHEHHOTO NYTU U

TEOPETUKO-MO3HABaTe/IbHbIX NMO3ULMI ABYX NpeacTaBuTesel nepuosa Tak HasbiBaemoro CepebpsaHoro
BEKa pyccKkon ¢unocoduu: paumoHanmcta o. Ceprus bynrakosa v uppaumoHanucrta Jlbsa Lecrosa. Ha



3TOM GOHe NpeacTaBieHa APYHKOa ABYX MbiCIUTENEN U 06CYKOA0TCA TEKCTbI, KOTOPbIE OHW NUCANN ApYT
0 Apyre, B TOM YACAE pPeLeH3nn Ha B3raAbl Apyr Apyra.

Alexei Makushinsky
Johannes Gutenberg University Mainz, Germany

Paxune becnanosa — yyeHuya LLlecmosa, npedwecmeeHHuya Kamio

B »kun3Hu fibBa LLlecToBa 6bi10 ABa YeNOBEKa, CYNTABLLUX cebA (C oroBopKamm UK 6e3 OHbIX) ero
yyeHMKamu — beHxameH PoHaaH n Paxmnb becnanosa. Ecan PoHaaH XOTb HEMHOIO M3BECTEH PYCCKOMY
yuTtatento (no KpaliHe mepe, ero Bcmpeyu co /lbeom LLlecmossim nepeBefeHbl Ha PYCCKUI A3bIK), TO
Paxunb Becnanosa (1895—1949) ocTtaeTcs HeBeAOMOI U 3araf04HOIN. 3aragouHoe ecTb B Hell camol, B ee
Tparnyeckoi cyabbe. A 6yay roBopuTb 0 ee 6Morpadum, ee OCHOBHbIX COYMHEHUAX, €€ OTHOLUEHUAX C
LWectoBbiMm 1 ®OHOAHOM, U O TOM BAUAHUKU, KOTOPOE OHA, C BONbLION A0Nel BEPOATHOCTM, OKa3ana Ha
Anbbepa Kamio (0T3bIBaBLLETOCA O HEl C BOCXULLLEHUEM).

Aleksandra Berdnikova
FINO Convention, University of Turin, Italy

Lev Shestov on Richard Kroner: the possibilities of metaphysics, neo-Kantianism and the journal Logos

A well-known point in Lev Shestov’s work is his critique of systematics in philosophy and the
assertion of “adogmatic thinking” instead. In my presentation, | will try to analyze Shestov’s attitude
towards the German neo-Hegelian philosopher Richard Kroner (1884-1974), in particular Kroner’s works
Von Kant bis Hegel (in 2 vols.; Tubingen: Verlag von J.C.B. Mohr, Paul Siebeck, 1921-24) and Die
Selbstverwirklichung des Geistes (Tubingen, Derselbe Verlag, 1928), which Shestov analyzed in reviews
(Shestov 1931). Shestov’s reviews of Kroner’s books were published in the journal Put’, whose generally
critical attitude towards Kantianism and all German classical idealism in general continued the neo-
Slavophile intentions of the Put’ publishing house (1910-1918). As Nelly Motroshilova noted, Kroner was
included in the series of “philosophical portraits” written by Shestov — philosophical essays whose heroes
were Russian and Western contemporaries of the thinker, such as Karl Jaspers, Martin Buber, Vasily
Rozanov, Mikhail Gershenzon, and others (Motroshilova 2006, p. 388). One of Kroner’s main ideas was
that “not Kierkegaard, but his great master Hegel was the founder of existential philosophy” (Kroner 1952,
p. 80). Itis interesting that Shestov’s reviews of Kroner’s books were published in 1931, while the Russian
philosopher was working on his book Kierkegaard and Existential Philosophy: Vox Clamantis in Deserto
(1936). There is also the opinion that “it was mainly thanks to Kroner that Shestov and Berdyaev turned
to Kierkegaard — and through him to Hegel” (Neto 1995, pp. 109-112). Shestov and Kroner corresponded
with each other, as Kroner was the editor of the German edition of the neo-Kantian journal Logos. If one
analyzes Shestov’s attitude towards Kroner, one can uncover a whole series of interrelated themes, such
as: 1. The problem of the existence of “metaphysics as science” from the rationalist perspective of Kroner
and from the perspective of Shestov’s “adogmatic thinking”; 2. Shestov’s attitude towards neo-Kantianism
and Western rationalism in general, emphasizing both its possible flaws and its advantages; 3. The
reciprocal influence of the ideas of Husserl and Kroner on Shestov in connection with his appeal to
Kierkegaard; 4. The context of the confrontation between Russian religious irrationalism and Western
neo-idealism, one of the most striking examples of which was the discussion between the neo-Slavophiles
of the publishing house Put’ and the journal Logos. | will try to cover all these topics in my speech.
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A brief comment on Etienne Gilson’s letter of March 3rd 1936 to Lev Shestov

In a letter to Lev Shestov (March 11, 1936), Etienne Gilson writes, “What is there in common
between Athens and Jerusalem? Answer: Rome. This is, of course, the gist of the debate.” The opposition
between “Athens” (reason) and “Jerusalem” (faith) is certainly the most basic tenet of Shestov’s thought.
In this paper, we will analyze what can be understood here by “Rome,” apart from the obvious meaning
of “Catholic Church,” which is also what Gilson meant. And we will try to find out in what limits it
contradicts Shestov’s unflagging conviction.

Stawomir Mazurek
Institute of Philosophy and Sociology Polish Academy of Sciences, Poland

Lev Shestov and Two Masterpieces of Polish Literature

Among the well-known texts of Polish poetry and prose, we find at least two works which, when
juxtaposed with the writings of Lev Shestov—even though they do not mention his name—help us
understand his thought and grasp its essence. The first, and less important, is a brilliant essay by the 20th
century classic Witold Gombrowicz, entitled Against Poets and the second—Laments, a famous 16th
century poem by Jan Kochanowski. In my paper, | interpret Against Poets as a frontal attack on one of the
pillars of intellectual culture as such, comparable to Shestov’s attempt to annihilate philosophy. | read
Laments, inturn, as a very coherent critique of philosophy, one rooted in a personal experience of despair,
which makes the poem in many respects surprisingly similar to Shestov’s reflections. It leads to a question,
already considered by other scholars: could Shestov be included in an old and, in fact, classical tradition
of debunking the illusions of philosophy or does he represent an absolutely new approach, a new quality
in the history of philosophy? | incline to the view that the latter is true.

Marina G. Ogden
University of Glasgow, UK (online)



Karl Jaspers and Lev Shestov on Philosophical Faith and Faith in Revelation

In his discussion on philosophical faith and faith in revelation, Jaspers defined revelation as “a
direct communication or act of God in space and time, definitely placed in history.” For him, the truth of
revelation is established only by revelation itself. Acknowledging a correlation between philosophical faith
and faith in revelation, Jaspers maintained that philosophy’s supreme knowledge is that it does not know.
Jaspers aspired for unity between the two visions, as for him, philosophical faith and faith in revelation
are undivided in a thinker’s mind. Comparably, for Shestov, the truth of revelation comes when one’s
worldview is transformed by the redeeming truth that has been revealed. Arguing for the
incommensurability of faith and reason (understood as rational knowledge), Shestov drew a decisive line
between the two types of faith. Similar to Jaspers, however, the philosopher’s thought alluded to the
possibility to “go even further,” employing apophatic patterns to disclose the ineffable.

Daniele Seretti
Urbiino, Italy

dunocogpus /lvea LLlecmoesa ucxoda u3 Augusto Del Noce u Etiéenne Gilson

PaccmaTpmBatoTca MOTMBBI, KOTOPbIE MPUBAEKAN BHUMaHWE UTanbsaHCKoro ¢unocoda Del Noce K
dunocodpum LLlectosa. AHanmsumpyeTcs BCTpeya U apykba HMunbcoHa c Del Noce KaKk npentoamsa K 3almre
UTanbAHCKUM dunocopom KoHuenuuum HunbcoHa “XpucTaHckon dunocodun”, obBUMHEHHOW ero
HegobpoxenaTensamu B “puagensme”. B cBA3U C 3TUMMU OBBMHEHMAMK PACCMATPUBAIOTCA KPUTUYECKUE
3amevaHua LectoBa B agpec camoro HuabcoHa, a 3aTemM NPUYMHbLI, KOTopble, No MHeHuto Del Noce,
onpeaensitoT HeNnoHMMaHWe B 4YTeHMM MUAbCOHA, /eXxalwue B OCHOBE LWECTOBCKOW ¢unocoduu:
TPaKTOBKA NEpPBOPOLHOrO rpexa W, npexae BCero, BAMAHWE Ha Hero Huuwe, Mackana, Koepkeropa, a
TakKe Makca LWtupHepa. BoiBogbl U cyxaeHua o ¢unocodum LlectoBa Aenarorcs B CBA3M KaK C €ro
cyxkaeHnamm o KunbcoHe, Tak u ¢ cyxkaeHnamu Del Noce o pycckom ¢unocode.

Ana Siljak
Hamilton Center, University of Florida, USA

Lev Shestov and the Absurd

For Shestov, at the heart of modern philosophy there is an essential “unfreedom,” a desire to
imprison humanity and the divine in the heavy chains of rational and material causality, making human
beings the slaves of “indifferent and impersonal truths.” Controversially, Shestov argued that liberation
could only come from the “absurd.” Only an Absurd God, wholly free from the tyranny of causality, creates
a space for vertiginous human freedom, a space into which faith can leap. My paper will explore the
impact of the concept of the “absurd” in Shestov’s Jewish existentialist faith and point to its legacy in the
modern existentialist philosophy of Albert Camus and Jean Paul Sartre.

Maciej Wotkow
University of Warsaw, Poland

Tolstoy — Shestov

In the main point of my speech, | will present Shestov’s opinions about Tolstoy. | would like to pay
attention to the diversities and changes in Shestov’s views on the author of Resurrection. | will also
present Tolstoy’s opinion about Shestov. | will show crucial differences between these two thinkers,
especially those that are related to their attitude to rationality, ethics, and Nietzsche. | would like to



discuss the differences between the thoughts of these two authors from the perspective of the division
between analytical and non-analytical philosophy. At the end, | will present some thoughts about Tolstoy
and Russian decadent thinkers (i.e. Shestov) from Marian Zdziechowski’s text, Russian influences on the
Polish soul, which are, in my opinion, really important in our times.

Cyril Solle
Charles University, Prague, Czech Republic

Between Closed and Open Thinking: Lev Shestov’s Fragmentary Writing in the European Context

The paper focuses on two early works by Lev Shestov, The Good in the Teaching of Tolstoy and
Nietzsche (obpo e yyeHuu 2p. Toncmozo u @pudpuxa Huywe, 1900) and Apotheosis of Groundlessness
(Anogpeos b6ecnouseHHocmu, 1905), within the broader tradition of fragmentary writing in modern
European literature and philosophy. Drawing on Francois Susini-Anastopoulos’s theoretical monograph
L’écriture fragmentaire: définitions et enjeux, the paper focuses on fragmentary writing as a specific
method that allows one to avoid traditional systematic thinking and definitive truths, emphasizing its
epistemological function (particularly the chapter “Fragment et Systéme,” pp. 129—-173). Using The Good
in the Teaching of Tolstoy and Nietzsche as an example, Tolstoy’s preaching discourse is presented as an
instance of closed and absolute thinking. The analysis focuses on the question of what performative and
discursive consequences such thinking has for the author himself and for society, according to Shestov.
The paper then turns to the fragmentary work Apotheosis of Groundlessness, which is interpreted as an
example of open thinking. Based on an analysis of the introduction and selected fragments, it
demonstrates how Shestov understood the fragmentary method as a pathway to thinking and
philosophical inquiry. In conclusion, the paper highlights similarities and differences between Shestov’s
approach and selected models of European fragmentary writing, such as those of Friedrich Schelling, Paul
Valéry and Maurice Blanchot.

Anna Reznichenko
Russian State University for the Humanities, Russia

Ymo cmpawum Jlbea LLlecmosa?

Joknag 6ynet noceaweH TepmuHonorum JlbBa Llectosa. lNpegmetom HenocpencTBEHHOrO
aHanM3a CcraHeT TepMWH «cTpax/cTpawHoe/ysKac/yskacHoe» B paHHMX pabotax JlbBa LlecTosa,
noceAweHHbix ®.M. Joctoesckomy u J1.H. Tonctomy: Jobpo 8 y4yeHuu epagpa Toscmoeo u Huywe
(¢bunocogpus u nponoseds) (1900); Jocmoesckuli u Hu4we (punocogpua mpazeduu) (1903), n B paboTax
3penoro nepuopa: Ha eecax Mosa (cmpaHcmeosaHue no Oywam) (1929) u  Kupkezapd u
3K3UCMeHYuanbHasA ¢unocogus (enac eonurowezo 8 nycmeoiHe) (1936, 1939), a TakKe B AOCTYNHOWM
3NUCTONAPHON M MeMyapHOM AnTepaType.

Elena Tverdislova
Russian City Library in Jerusalem, Israel

lnaHemapHoe molwizieHUe KaK ocHoed 3K3ucmeHuuaanoﬁ d)UﬂOCOd)UU Jlvea Lllecmosa

JNles LLecToB — pe,LI,KMVI cnyqaﬁ nncartensa, KOTOprf/‘I He CNOpPUT, HE BbI3bIBAET Ha AY3/1b, NbITAETCA
NOHATb, OCTAaBaACb Npun CBOEM MNPOBO33PEHUMN. HO MMeHHO 3T ero NONbITKN KMOHATbY», @ He OCyX4aTb,
BbIPa*XatkoT B HEM €T0 BaXKHelLwee crpemnieHne — 6bITb 06BEKTUBHBIM U cnpaseasinBbimM. oT1o0 TPYAHO, 3TO
NOoYTN HEBO3MOXHO, HO 3TO MOMOTaeT AeNnatb OTKPbITUA, NPUXOOUTb K BbiIBOAAM, 6onee TOro, pacynulatb
NyTb K BEPE. Ona lllectoBa — camoe rnagHoe: NOHUMaTb Bepy Kak BCEO6bEMJ’II’OLIJ,MVI d)eHOMEH, HO BMeCTe
C TéM, 3TO — M NpPaBO Ha JIMHHOCTHOE CcywieCTtBOBaHue. OTcTtamBasa cBoto 9K3UCTEHUMAIbHYKO NMO3NUUIO,



LLlectoB npexge BCEro OTCTaMBas MPaBO KaxKAOW /IMYHOCTU, Ntoboro ¢dakta, CyKAEHWs — BCAKOro
ABNIEHUSA KU3HK, NoApasyMeBas 34eck M nucatens, dunocoda, XyaoKHUKA U T.M. — BbITb, Kak U ntobon
nnaHete u B Ntobom macwrtabe cyliecTBoBaTh.

MnaHeTapHOCTb MblwAeHUsa copmmpoBanack y LLlectoBa nog BansHMem ero Bepbl B bora Kak
€4MHCTBEHHOro HOCUTENS UCTUHBI, O YEM OH NOBECTBYET NoApPOO6HO M OCHOBATENbHO B Tpyae AguHs! U
Uepycanum (1938). C oaHOM CTOPOHbI, Bepa OTKPOBEHHO 3asiB/AET O TOM, YTO eCTb UCTUHA, a C ApYyron —
NnpoknagplBaeT Aopory K MNOAJIMHHOM WCTUHE, KOTOPOM W eCcTb Bepa KaK HeyTo MCXoA4Hoe W
Bceobbemniollee.

dunocod He cosmaer yberkaalowylo TEOPWUIDO, OH COMOCTaBAAET Bepy C PACCYKAEHUSAMU U
Bo33peHuamn [natoHa, Cokpata, Apuctotens, [lapmeHmga W Ap., 4ToObl  AOKasaTesibHO
NPOAEMOHCTPUPOBATL EAMHCTBEHHYIO UCTUHY — bBecnpefenibHyl0 U OOXOAUYMBYIO, AR CNELManmcToB
BCEX HayK 1 0b1acTel: KaK yuyeHbix n dunocodos, Tak nucaTenei, XyA0KHMKOB, A3 U 0ObIMHOTO YenoBeKa.

Obpawaa BHMMAHWME HA OCHOBHble 3Tanbl PA3BUTMA YEIOBEYECKON CYLLHOCTM B pPaKypce
9K3UCTEHLUMANbHOIO CyLlecTBOBaHMA, LLlecToB cmoTpen Ha 3TM «BpeMeHHble MPOCTPAHCTBA» C NO3ULMK
NOHMMaHMA cBO6OAbI BbIGOPA N0OBIM IMLLOM B YCNOBUAX NPaB Ha MHAMBUAYANbHYIO LEHHOCTb.

Mosmuma LectoBa noapasymeBaeT nod 3TMM MPaBOM ANYHOCTHOE M3MepeHue ObiTus. ITo
0C06EeHHO ApKO npoAsafeT ceba B ero aHanM3e Aake He TBOPYECTBA, a /INTEPATYPHOU LeATeNbHOCTH
JoctoeBckoro — Haubosiee cnoxHOM ¢Urypbl B MmacliTabax 4esoBEYECKOro CyLlecTBOBAaHUA elle U
NOTOMY, YTO Y)Ke B PaHHEen MOJIoA0CTN KOH MHCTUHKTUBHO YyBCTBOBA NOTPEOHOCTb MPUHECTM BCero cebs
B KepTBY cBOEMY AapoBaHuto» (1, 31) u nosacHAeT: TananT (privilegium odiosum) «pepKo paet ceoemy
obnapatento 3emHble pagocTu» (Tam Ke). MNMpu aTOM — ONATb *Ke Ha npumepe cyabbbl U Kapbepbl
JoctoeBckoro, LLecToB cumTan: 6biTb caMmMm coboM — 3TO 3HAUUT HE TOJIbKO OTCTaMBaHWE CBOEro bbiTus,
HO M B APYrMX BUAETb TOYHO TAKOM e 3HaK, BOCMPUHMMAA JaHHOE NPaBO UCKAUYUTENBHO CUJI0I0 BEPBI.
B sTom Bonpoce ero eAMHCTBEHHbIM NpPeAWecTBEHHUKOM 6bin, noxkanyi, Bnagumup ConosbéBs, O
KOTOPOM OH Nucan ferko u cBoboaHoO, Ha3blBasA €ro «MnepBbiM PYCCKUM PEeNnrnosHbim ¢dunocodom» u
[aBan emy TOYHYIO XapakTepuctuky (1, 390).

Milan Stojanovic
Russian State University for the Humanities, Russia

ByHm npomue pa3yma: mpazedus Kak nymeo K ceobode e ¢punocogpuu Jlbea LLlecmosa

dunocodusa Nbea LLlectoBa, 0AHOIO U3 KAOYEBLIX NPEACTaBUTENEN IKIUCTEHLMANBHOW MbIC/N,
CTPOWTCA Ha PagUKaNbHOM OTPULAHUM OMKTATA PAa3yMa Kak MHCTPYMEHTA, NOAAB/SAIOLLENO YE/I0BEYECKYIO
csoboay. B noknaze uccnepyetca LeHTpanbHbId ans LllectoBa Tesuc o Tom, YTo NOAAMHHAA csoboaa
[OCTUraeTca He yepes NOoAYMHEHME PALMOHA/IbHBIM cUcTeMam (HanoZobue reresieBCKON AMANEKTUKM
WAW CMIMHO30BCKOTO AeTEPMUHM3IMA), @ YEPE3 IK3UCTEHLMANbHbIN BYHT, CMPOBOLIMPOBaHHbIN Tpareanein.
LectoB BUAUT B CTPaZaHuM, abcypae M 3K3UCTEHLMANbHOM OTYaAHUM — CMYTHMKaX TPArmyeckoro onbIiTa
— KaTa/M3aTopbl, paspyllalolwimMe MWANI030pHbIE MNOCTPOEHMSA pasyma M OTKpbiBalowMe nyTb K
TPaHCLEeHAEHLMM,

AHanu3Mpysa  LUECTOBCKYHO KPWUTUKY «adMHCKOW»  Tpaauumu (pauMoHannsma, Haykw,
06Lueo0bs3aTeNbHbIX UCTUH), CTaTbsA PACKPbIBAET, Kak prUnocod NPOTUBONOCTABAAET el «MePYCaNUMCKMIN»
noAxoA, OCHOBaHHbIM Ha Bepe, NapafoKce U IMYHOM OTKPOBeEHMU. Tparegus, no LLectosy, cTaHOBMTCA
3K3UCTEHLMANbHbLIM MPOPbIBOM: CTaJIKMBAACb C HepaspelmnmMbiMU NPOTUBOPEUMAMM BbITUA, YeNoBeK
oTBepraeT paluoHanbHble AOrMbl U 0bpeTaeT cBoboay B akTe abCconOTHOrO AoBepua K bory, KoTopblii
«BCE BO3MOHOE [OEeNaeT HEeBO3MOMKHbIM». ITOT OYHT MPOTMB pasyma WHTEPNpeTUpyeTca He Kak
HUTMAU3M, @ KaK ABUKEHWE K NOAIMHHOMY BbITUIO, rae cBo60Aa KOPEHUTCA B OTKase OT NPUMMUPEHUA C
HeobXoANMOCTbIO.

[oKknag TakKe paccmaTtpuBaeT BAMAHME JlOCTOEBCKOTro M Huule Ha LeCTOBCKYID MbIC/b,
NOJYEPKMBAA YHUKA/NIbHOCTb €ro CUHTE3a 3IK3UCTEHUMANbHOTO MeccMMmsma W PeMrmosHoro
MppaumMoHanm3ma. B 3aknoueHnn genaercs BbiBog, YTo Ans LllectoBa Tpareama — He TYMMK, a NyTb K
0CBOOOXKAEHMIO OT TUPAHWUM YHUBEPCANbHBIX UCTWUH, TAe 4YeNOBEK, MPeososieBas CTpPax W oT4yasHue,
obpeTaeT NpaBo Ha «HEMOHATHYIO AaA MUpa» ceoboay.
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University of Divinity, Australia

Lev Shestov and Fr Sergei Bulgakov — Two Contemporaneous Perspectives on Anton Chekhov

In addition to the pre-Revolutionary Russian literary personalities Fyodor Dostoyevsky and Leo
Tolstoy, Anton Chekhov (1860-1904) represents a significant yet often overlooked “third” direction of
Russian literature. Renowned primarily for his contributions to theatre within and beyond the Russian
socio-cultural milieu, another aspect of Chekhov’s legacy is his influence on the intellectual discourse of
his era. This paper examines two contemporaneous commentaries on Chekhov by Lev Shestov and Fr
Sergei Bulgakov. Shestov, challenging Chekhov’s celebrated reputation, dismissed his work as futile,
characterising it as “Creation from Nothing.” In contrast, Bulgakov’s 1904 commentary was a divergent
perspective, asserting that Chekhov offered profound insight into the strengths and weaknesses of
Russian society. This analysis coincided with a critical phase in Bulgakov’s intellectual development,
shedding light on the broader impact of Chekhov’s work on the thinkers of his time. Both Shestov and
Bulgakov offer invaluable perspectives for understanding Chekhov’s legacy in Russian thought. Through a
comparative analysis of these commentaries, the paper explores the divergent evaluations of Chekhov’s
contributions. It questions the reasons behind these contrasting interpretations, identifies key themes in
their assessments, and examines the implications of their critiques for understanding Chekhov’s approach
to literature and thought. By situating Shestov and Bulgakov’s responses within the broader intellectual
landscape, the paper underscores Chekhov’s enduring significance as a thinker who provoked critical
reflection among his contemporaries.

Fr. Lukasz Leonkiewicz
Orthodox Theological Seminary in Warsaw, Poland

Synergistic Anthropology of S. Choruzhy and the Thought of L. Shestov

Sergius Choruzhy’s synergistic anthropology is based on the concepts of “synergy” and “energy”,
characteristic of Byzantine thought, and present in existential thought in the 20th century. Energism, or
synergism, is one of the constitutive features of Orthodox thought, but its essence is not only to describe
man’s striving for God. It also has a philosophical content, and in connection with this, the relational
nature of being comes to the fore. Orthodox theology, describing the relationship of God and man, uses
the language of energy, while resigning from describing these beings. Thanks to this, the sphere of
existence is revealed, in which both God and man are acting. At this point, energeticism is a natural
consequence of apophatism. If the essence of God (oucia) is unknowable, then something must be
knowable, because there is a God-man relationship. Therefore, divine existence is knowable, not the
essence, which is defined precisely as “energy”. God, acting, reveals Himself in the world, is known
through actions (energies), His being-for-the-world, His existence, is known. Similarly, man, acting
towards God or in the opposite direction, manifests himself as being-in-the-world, that is, he reveals his
existence, he is in the world as existence. It is not the ovoila of God and the oucia of man that meet, but
the uncreated evepyeiag of God with the created svepyeiag of man. Moreover, we notice that this
meeting, which does not have the character of contact or capture by a stronger being, is an event that
constitutes the way man is in the world. This event, being a relationship, precedes every essence
(substance). Neither God is essentially present in it, nor is man. In this relationship, the energies of God
and man are present, and it itself has a dynamic character. This dynamism consists in approaching and
moving away, even renouncing this relationship by God and man. Interestingly, renouncing this
relationship is opening up to a different kind of relationship with the world, with things in the world. Not
only God and man, but also reality takes on energetic features, and man’s existence in the world has the
character of an energetic relationship with the environment. The foundation of Orthodox thought on the
experience of hesychastic practice puts it in the same row with various trends of contemporary



existentialism. It is not enough to mention Husserl, because we also see similarities with Michel Foucault’s
concept of “techniques of the self”, with Heidegger’s existential analysis and in general with the entire
existential trend - starting with Kierkegaard.

Krzysztof Pietak
University of Warsaw, Poland

The knowledge argument against physicalism and the battle of Shestov against Athens: Why does the
debate in contemporary philosophy of mind confirms Shestov’s criticism of philosophy?

The purpose of my presentation is large. | do not only want to show the relevance of Shestov’s
philosophy to the contemporary philosophical discourse. | also want to demonstrate that the central
debate concerning the alleged incompatibility of physicalism with the so-called “phenomenal
consciousness, taking place since a few decades within a tradition with which Shestov has not many in
common — namely analytical philosophy — clearly indicates that he was right in his diagnosis of what
philosophy submitted to the tyranny of reason must become. In order to illustrate my point, | will
reconstruct one of the most discussed arguments against physicalism in contemporary philosophy of mind
— namely, the knowledge argument. Frank Jackson, the author of the argument, articulates it in the
following way: “Mary is confined to a black-and-white room, is educated through black-and-white books
and through lectures relayed on black-and-white television. In this way she learns everything there is to
know about the physical nature of the world. (...) If physicalism is true, she knows all there is to know. For
to suppose otherwise is to suppose that there is more to know than every physical fact, and that is just
what physicalism denies. (...) It seems, however, that Mary does not know all there is to know. For when
she is let out of the black-and-white room or given a color television, she will learn what it is like to see
something red, say.” Physicalists do not agree that Mary should leave the room in which she is locked.
Why would she experience redness when she already knows everything from a scientific perspective
about redness? The attitude of physicalists in this regard is very akin to Spinoza’s approach, who,
according to the favorite Bayle’s quotation of Shestov, “felt such a strong passion to search for truth that
to some extent he renounced the world to be better able to carry on that search.” Moreover, many
physicalists deny that such entities as redness exist under the pretext that their existence is
indemonstrable. Indeed, the only proof of the existence of such entities is that we experience them, and
that is not a proof at all from a scientific point of view. In this context, we can recall the observation of
Shestov that philosophers are searching not for truth per se, but for necessity, which obliged us to believe
in certain truths due to their logical demonstrability. Apart from underlying these parallels between
contemporary physicalism and the object of Shestov’s criticism, | will also show how the characterization
of Athens as the personification of the temptation to renounce the world in order to achieve complete
ontological self-sufficiency, found its articulation in the attitude of contemporary physicalists. The
conclusion of my presentation shall be that the separation between the “three of life” and the “three of
knowledge” reaches its drastic culmination in contemporary philosophy of mind, confirming Schestov’s
diagnosis that rational philosophy is deeply hostile to the human world and life in general. Indeed, many
philosophers from the past deny the existence of things or values precious to lay people, but it is for the
first time in history that the existence of such obviously existing entities as redness and other experiences
has been denied in the name of reason and science. This alone clearly indicates that we need Shestov
today more than ever.

Victor Okorokov
Oles Honchar Dnipro National University, Ukraine



CucmemHasa HecucmemHocms Jlvea LLlecmosa

MoKasaHo, YTO BblAAOWMICA PYCCKUA MblicauTenb J1. LLlecToB oAnH M3 NepBbiXx B €BPOMNENCKOM
KynbType 0OOCHOBaN, YTO He TONbKO ¢M3MYecKada, HO M AyXOBHAA (rymaHUTapHaa WM coumasbHas)
CUCTEMHOCTb ObIBAlOT Kak SIMHENHAA (B MexaHUKe HblOTOHA), TakK U HeAMHEWHbIMK (Kak, Hanpumep, B
obuwen Teopun OoTHOCUTENbHOCTM A. DiMHWTeNHa). TNyboKoe 3HaHME eBPOMENCKON U, npexae BCero,
pycckon ¢unocodpumn m KynbTypbl NO3BOANAO €My YCTAaHOBUTb HOBbIE OPUEHTUPbI B PEAUTMO3HOM,
SK3UCTEHLUMANIbHOM U AEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTCKOM (TO €CTb MOCTMOZEPHOM) M3MepeHUusax ¢unocodum u
KYAbTYpbl (3340170 A0 TOTO, KaK K 3TMM Ha4yanamM HennHelHoli dunocodmm cozHaHma npuwam M. bybep,
M. Xalhgerrep, . Oeppuaa v ap. mbicamtenn XX B.). B Takom HOBOM MOHMMAHWUKM TpaHCchopmMaLmn
TBOpYecTBa J1. LLlecToBa TakoBa, YTO OH O4MH M NepBbIX (eC/U He NepBbli B XX B.) yBUAEN KOHTYPbI HOBbIX
N3MepPEHUI MbILLIEHMA (SK3UCTEHLMANIBHOMO M NOCTMOLEPHOIO-AEKOHCTPYKTUBMUCTCKOIO) 1 3340110 A0
nossaeHna KoHuenuuii M. Xaihgerrepa n XK. [leppuaa MCnoib30Baa HOBble METOLO/IONMW B CBOEM
TBOpYecTBe. OH, KaK MU AEKOHCTPYKTUBMUCTbI, HAMHOIO PaHblUe MX CTA/IKMBAA pPa3Hble NOAXOAbl, Pa3Hble
KY/IbTYpPbl M pasHble 3MOXu Mmexay cobon. PaKkTMYeCKM, OH MCNONb30Ban pPaCIMPEHHbIA BapuaHT
OEKOHCTPYKTMBHOIO Noaxoaa, NO-HOBOMY PAaCKpbiBas KOHTYpPbl €BPONENCKOro mblwneHna. OH oKasan
OrpoOMHOE BAMAHWE Ha CTAHOB/EHME GpPaHLY3CKOM KyabTypbl XX B., YTO U MO3BOAMAO GPAHLY3CKUM
KpuThKam B 70-x rofax HazBaTb €ro reHnanbHbiM MbicinTenem. OH, eNCTBUTENbHO, BHEC 60/bLLIOW BKNAA,
B TpaHchopmaLMio eBponenckoro (npexae Bcero, ¢paHLy3CKOro) Mbll/IEHMA, HAaMHOro onepeaus
TAKOro poaa MsMmeHeHuna puaocopckoro cosHaHMA moicantenelt XX B. OH NOCTPOUA cUCTEMY TaM, Fae 40
Hero BCAKOE MCC/ef0BaHUE CYMTANOCb HECUCTEMHbIM, TO €CTb B 0061aCTM 3K3UCTEHUMANbHOMO M
NOCTMOZEPHOTO, @ B HEKOTOPOM CMbIC/AE U PESIUTUO3HOIO U3MepeHUiA. NepBOHaYaibHO 3TU ero HoBble
noaxoapl v B3rnagbl eBPONencKkMe MbICIMTENN HA3Ba/IM HECUCTEMHbBIMMW, HE 3aMETUB, UTO CUCTEMY HYXKHO
MCKaTb B APYIMX He M3yYeHHbIX o0bnactax ¢unocodckoro 3HaHuA. J1. LLlecToB TOHKO MOYyBCTBOBAA
N3MEHEHMA 3MOXM U, paKTUYECKM NPeaBOCXMTUA BCE OCHOBHbIE 3aBOEBaHMA eBponenckoro punocopum
N KynbTypbl XX B. OH OBHAPYXMA CUCTEMY M 3aKOHOMEPHOCTU TaMm, FAe ee A0 Hero HUKTO He ucKan. K
TBOpYecTBy J1. LLlecToBa MOXHO OTHOCUTLCA NO-PA3HOMY, HO OYEBUAHO, YTO, C TOYKM 3PEHUA BbICOKOIO
noneta eBponenckon ¢pmnaocodmm, oH BHEC BECOMbIM BK1a B CTaHOB/IEHME eBponeickoin punocodunn m
KynbTypbl XX B. ®PaKTMYECKM, OH MNepBbli, ewe B caMOM Havasne XX B., OTKPblIN HOBble CUCTEMHO-
HEeCUCTEMHbIE M3MepeHUsa co3HaHusA. Ewe 25 net Hasag B KaHAWZATCKOM AuccepTaumu A MonbiTanca
060CcHOBaTb 3TN AOCTUXKEHNA HEOOOCHOBAHHO 3abbITOrO Ha cBOEN poanHe MbicanTens. M faHHble Tesuncol
ABNAIOTCA MOMMW BOCMOMWMHAHMSAMM O [ABHO MPOBEAEHHbIX MCCNea0BaHMAX TBOPYECTBA 3TOrO
BbIAIOLLErOCA MbICAUTENSA.

Paulina Czoska
University of Warsaw, Poland

Jee anogpamuyrHocmu. CpasHeHue udeu Hebbimusa e ¢punocogpuu J/lvea LLlecmoea u Hukonas bepdsesa

[Ba cambix nonyaspHbIX pyccknx ¢munocoda — fles LLlectos n Hukonan bepgaes — passuam naemn
HebbITMA. bepases, onMpascb Ha HEMEUKY MUCTUKY, npunucan bory HWYTO-Hayano, 4To cAenano
BO3MOMHbIM CyLLLECTBOBAHME 3/1a B MUPE U YesoBeyeckyto cBoboay Bonun. LLectos, cTpemsach usbexaTb
HeobX04AMMOCTM M PaLLMOHa/IbHbIX 3aKOHOB, 06paTMCA K BcemoryuecTsy bora. HUUTo, Takum obpasom,
ABNAETCA NposBiaeHMeM BceMorywectsa bora. Llenbto gaHHON paboTbl ABAAETCA aHANU3 BaXKHEMLIMX
npousseaeHunii fibea LLecToBa ¢ TOYKM 3pEHUSA UCMONL30BAHUA UM MAEeN HEDbITUA, a TaKKe CpaBHeHMe
atolt maen c éunocodumeir Hukonas bepasesa. Ana AOCTUNKEHUA 3ToM uenu byayT uccnenoBaHbl
cnepytowme npousseneHus bepasesa: dunocopus csobodsi, Cmbicn meopyecmea, MupocosepyaHue
Jocmoesckozo, Cyobba Poccuu v ero yetbipe ctaTbM 0 AKobe Béme. B 6ubnmorpadpum Lectosa byayTt
paccmoTpeHbl cieaytowme Tpyabl: LLlekcrniup u e2o Kpumuk bpaHdec, lobpo 8 yyeHuu epagha Toscmozo u
Huywe, Anogpeos 6ecnouseHHocmu (oneim adoemamuyeckozo moluwineHus), O KopHax sewel, Ha secax
UNoea, lMpeodoneHue camoovesudHocmeli, AgpuHol u Uepycanum, Sola fide — monbKo seporo.



Andrew Schumann
University of Information Technology and Management in Rzeszow, Poland

Penu2uo3sHuvlii 3K3ucmeHyuanusm u MuHckaa nosmuvecKaa wKona

MoKeT 1M N033MA U Xy 40XKECTBEHHAA INTEepaTypa NPOTUBOCTOATb TOTANUTAPHOMY PEXMMY? ITOT
BOMPOC CTAHOBMTCA 0COBEHHO aKTya/ibHbIM, KOr4a peyb MAET O COBETCKOM 3MoXe, rae ntoboe TBOPYECTBO,
He COOTBETCTBYIOLLLEE UAEO/IOTMYECKMM TpeboBaHMAM, NOABEPrasoch LEH3ype, a NOPon N penpeccusim.
B MwuHcke nepuoga BCCP cywectBoBana YHMKANbHAA LWKOAA 3K3UCTEHUMANN3MA, NpeacTasutenn
KOTOPOW BbIGMpPann NyTb MOAYAIMBOIO CONPOTUBNEHUA Yepe3 TBOPUECTBO. VX Npom3BeaeHUA He MOTAK
yBUAETb cBeT B oduUMaNbHON NeyaTn, HO OHW MPOAOo/IKaAM nucaTb — Ans ceba, ana 6AM3KuX, Ana
COXpaHeHUs BHYyTpeHHel cBoboabl. lpyM 3TOM CTUXM NOSTOB AAHHOM LWKOAbI ObiM Aanekn ot
NOJIMTUYECKUX NIO3YHFOB M TOCYAApPCTBEHHON nponaraHabl. Bmecto 3Toro B HWMX 3By4Yan rnyboKuin
dnnocodCcKunit aK3UCTEHLMANNIM, PA3MbILLNEHUA O MECTE YesioBeEKA B MUpe, 06 OTHOLLEHUAX YeI0BEKA U
bora. MpeacTtaBuTeNn LWKOAbI UCCAEAOBANAN BHYTPEHHUIA MUP KaK TUXYIO MO33UKD Ha NepekpecTke
LUYMHbIX YAUL, UCKaNM FTAPMOHMIO B 3MOXY TOTA/IbHOTO KOHTPOAA 1 6e311yYHOoN naeonormmn. Mx TsopyecTso
CTa/10 aKTOM COMPOTUB/IEHUA — HE TPOMKOTIO U AE€MOHCTPATUBHOIO, HO TUXOrO, FyboKoro, obpaléHHoro
K BEYHbIM LLIEHHOCTAM, HENOAB/IAaCTHbIM PeXKMMam. TBOPUYECTBO 3TOM LWKO/bI Obl/IO HE TOJIBKO crocobom
CaMOBbIPAXEHUS,, HO U METOAO0M COXPaHEHUA COBCTBEHHOro «sA» B YCNOBMAX, KOr4a BCE BOKpPYr
TpeboBano nogunHeHus obuemy. OHO CAYXKUAO ANA HUX YKPbITUEM, AYXOBHbIM NPUBEXULLEM, rae
LeH3ypa 1 CTpax He MMeNun BNacTU. ITOT ONbIT NOKa3bIiBAaET CUMY UCKYCCTBA, KOTOPOE CNOoCOBHO BbIXKMBaTb
OarKe B CaMblX YrHeTaloWMUX YCI0BUAX, NPOTUBOCTOATb HE C MOMOLLbIO OTKPLITOrO MpoTecTa, a yepes
Co34aHue anbTepHaTUBHOIO, rAPMOHUYHOIO MUpa BHYTpK ceba. NcTopma MUMHCKOM NOSTUYECKOM LIKObI
3K3UCTEHUMaNM3Ma — BaXHOe HarnoMWHaHWE O TOM, 4YTO WCKYCCTBO CMNocobHo 6biTb dopmoi
CONPOTUBNEHUSA, UCTOYHUKOM BHYTPEHHEN CBO6OAbI U CPEACTBOM COXPaHEHWS YE/NIOBEYECKOWN CYLLLHOCTU
B yCNoBuaAX ToTanuTapuama. CyTb JaHHOM LWIKO/Ibl MOMKHO PacKpbiTb Yepes ¢punocodpckuii onbiT J1bBa
LWectoBa. OH, Kak U MUHCKKE NO3Tbl nognonbsa nepuoaa 6CCP, nokasbiBaeT, YTo cBoH6OAa HauMHaeTcA
n3HyTpu. OHa He 0653aTeNbHO CBA3aHa C BHelHel 6opbb0oi4, HO Bceraa TpebyeT My*KecTBa 1 cnocobHOCTH
BbIMTK 3@ Npegenbl HaBA3aHHbIX NpaBua, obpalanchk K ryboKUM, NMYHbIM BOMPOCAaM CMbICIA ¥KU3HMU.
Takum obpasom, mexagy ¢unocoduert Jiba LLlectoBa 1 MUHCKOM NOSTUYECKOM KOO MOXKHO YBUAETD
rnyboKyto ¢punocodpcKyto cBA3b B UX OOLLEM CTPEMIEHUM K COXPAHEHUIO U YTBEPKAEHUIO BHYTPEHHEN
cB80604bl IMYHOCTU B YCIOBUAX NOAABAAOLWMX BHELWHMX 06CcTOATENbCTB. Oba ABNEHMA — Kak punocodpus
LllectoBa, Tak M TBOpPYECTBO MOSTOB MMHCKOM LWKOAbI — NpeacTaBaAloT coboi cBoeobpasHbI OyHT
NPOTMB BHEWHUX cucTem, byab TO pauMoHanuctmyeckas o¢unocoduma, Kak y Llectosa, uau
NMAE0NOTMYECKNUA AMKTAT TOTA/JIMTAPHOTO PEXMMA, KaK Y MWUHCKMX MO3TOB. UMX CTUXM, AULLIEHHbIE
NOJIMTUYECKUX JIO3YHTOB M MponaraHAbl, CTaHOBWUAMUCL MPOCTPAHCTBOM CBOOOAbI, FAe MOXHO 6bl10
rOBOPUTb O CMbIC/IE }KU3HW, BHYTPEHHEM MUPE U KpacoTe BbITUA C PacKpbITUEM NPUHLUNNAIBHBIX TEM
pPeNnrMosHoro aksucTeHumanmama. Pmnocoopma Lectosa n noasma MUHCKOM LWKOAbI 06beaANHAIOTCA B
obwem nogxone K COMNPOTUB/IEHUIO — OHW OTBEPraloT Hacuane, rPOMKUIA NPOTECT MAM arpeccusHoe
NPOTUBOCTOAHME. BMECTO 3TOro oHKM 06paLlaloTca K «TUXON AMaNeKTUKe» C MOMCKOM Bepbl B YCA0BUAX
TParm4yHoOCTU BbITUA.

Nikolai Kostin
The Pontifical University of John Paul Il in Krakow, Poland

JlecmHuya Uakoea: penuauo3Hsblii skaucmeHyuanusm A. [pyckuHa e CCCP

Joknas noceAwWeH naeam COBETCKOro NoANO/bHOIO pennrnosHoro ¢unocoda, mysbikosesa u
neparora A.C. ApyckunHa. ®unocopckomy Hacneamto [pycKMHA yAeneHO MeHblue BHUMAHUA, Yem
LlectoBa, ogHako, Kak wu LlllectoB, OH ABAAETCA OOHMM W3 HEMHOIMX CUCTEMHBIX U APKUX
SK3UCTEHLMANUCTOB B PYCCKOM MbICAU. [IPYCKUH — YY4ACTHUK NMTepaTypHO-GMnocodcKkmnx HedopmanbHbIX
coobuectB «YuHapu» n «OB3IPUY», 6amskuin apyr . Xapmca. OTcloga marucrpasibHble AMHUM €ro
MbICAN: CMbICA U abcyph, BpemMa M MPOCTPAHCTBO, pa3BUTME M MNafeHue. B cBoem akagemuyeckom



obpasoBaHUM OH coBmewan uctoputo (Meparornyecknin UHCTUTYT), Punocoduto (MeTporpaackuin
yHuUBepcuTeT, rae ero yuutenem 6bin H. Jlocckuid), My3biky (/leHMHrpaacKkas KoHcepsaTopusa) w
MmaTtematuky (/ITY, matmex). BO3MOXHO MOSTOMY, MOMUCK CMbIC/IOB U 3K3UCTEHLMANbHbBIX OPUEHTUPOB
[pyCKMHa c 04HOM CTOPOHbI — LUMPOKUI U MHOTOBEKTOPHBIN, C APYroM — CUCTEMHbIN U TWaTeNbHbIN. Ero
OpUrMHaNbHaa ¢UN0CcoPCKana MbIC/Ib BbIKPMUCTANM30BbIBANACL B KpaliHE TAMENbIX YCNOBUAX: B roabl
penpeccuit 1920-x — 1930-x rogoB, a OKOHYaTeNbHO bbina chopmynmpoBaHa B roabl Bropoit mmpoBoli
BOMHbI. IMEHHO B 3TOM KOHTeKCTe [pyCKMH nMucan cBOW TEKCTbl MO HOroc/10BuUI0, OHTONOTUN, My3blKe
baxa. [IpycKUH — npeacTaBUTENb NO34HEr0 Nepuoaa pycckon ¢punocodun. Mol 0OCTaHOBMMCA Ha CaMblX
OCHOBHbIX YepTaxX ero 3K3UCTEHLMANbHOIO MPOEKTa, BNUTABLUEro B Cebs U UCTOPUYECKUA KOHTEKCT, U
Haxo4ALWEerocs BHe /l0ObIX BPEMEHHbIX PaMOK.

Vladimir Paperni
University of Haifa, Israel

dunocogusn Jlbea LLlecmosa u bubnus

OpueHTauma Ha bubaunio BO3HUKAA yXKe B CaMblid paHHWUI nepunog GopmurpoBaHma GpUnocopcKmx
B3rnagoB LlectoBa. MNo3aHee LectoB npsmo onpedensn cBoto ¢duaocodmio Kak «bnbnemnckyro», 4to
MOMIHOCTbIO COBMAAAN0 [AN1IA HEro C TakKMMKM ee ONpefeneHMAMM, KaK «IK3UCTEHUMANbHAA» U
«penurnosHasa». B bubanm, kotopyto LLlectoB BOCIPMHMMAN KaK COBOKYMHOCTb KHUI Kak BeTxoro, Tak u
Hosoro 3aBeTa, LLlectoB 1cKan oTBETbI HA BOMPOCHI PUAOCOPCKOro NO3HaHMA, BO3HMKLIME B 3anagHOM
dunocodckoit Tpaguummn, a He B TOW ayauTOpUKM, AN KOTOpolK 6ubnelickne TeKCTbl CO34aBajUCh.
CoOTBETCTBEHHO, KOHKPETHbIN Kopnyc 6MBAECKUX TEKCTOB, B KOTOPbIX ¢punocopckan mbicab Llectosa
Haxoauna cebe onopy, 6bla KpaliHe orpaHWYeHHbIM. B npeanaraemom foknage 6yaer npegnpuHsaTa
MOMbITKAa ONMCaTb YKa3aHHbI Kopnyc 6UBNENCKNX TEKCTOB KaK HEKOTOPbIN eANHbIA KOMMIEKC M NOKA3aTb,
KaK 3TW TEKCTbl, BTArMBasACb B nose ¢punocopckoit moican Lectosa, noasepranmcb TpaHchopmaummn u
Mudonormsaumm Ha GoOHe OHTONOTMYECKUX, 3IMUCTEMOJIOTMYECKMX WU ITMYECKMX BOMPOCOB,
NMOPOKAABLUMXCA 3TOM MbIC/bIO.

Frangoise Lesourd
Université Jean Moulin, IRPhiL, France

«legpcumaHckaa Ho4yb» 8 ceeme cbopHuKa «Ha eecax Uoea» : duanoz mexdy eepoii u 3anadHeIm
pasymom Hosozo BpemeHu

Cnepys MMackanio, KOTOpbIM B 3HaMeHUTOM TeKcTe (Le Mémorial) npotuBonocTaBnset «bora
ABpaama, WMcaaka, Akoa» «bory ¢mnocodos u yyeHbix», LLlectoB cTaBUT nog BOMNPOCOM FOCAOACTBO
pa3yma B 3anagHoM umsmansaumm Hosoro BpemeHu, 1 NOCaeacTBUA 3TOrO rocnoACTBa ANA PEAUTUO3HbIX
npeacTaBNeHUA HOBOM UMBUAM3aLUKN. KaK M3BECTHO, B 3aNagHOM MbICAK chepbl pasyma U Bepbl YETKO
onpeaeneHbl, pasrpaHnyeHbl. Ho TemM cambim Bepa MCKAOYAETCA U3 NOAA PaLMOHaNbHOTO NO3HAHKUA, B TO
BPEMS KaK pa3yMm yTBep»KAaeTcA KaK BbiCLIanA LeHHOCTb, Mepes KoTopoi NpeKkioHaeTca Ntoboi aBTopuTer.
Takum obpasom, pasym CTaHOBUTCA PaKTUUYECKM BbICLLEM BNACTbIO, B KAKOM-TO CMbIC/ie 3ameHAeT bora. B
TekcTe egcumaHckas Ho4vb, nocesileHHom [ackanto, Lectos, noayepkuBaa cneumduyeckuii craTyc
3anaZiHoro pasyma, CTaBMT BONPOC O cBO6OAe U NPUHYKAEHUN, HEOXKMUAAHHO CBA3bIBAA €ro C TEMOM CHa
(anoctonbl He B cuiax NPeoaoieTb COH, Koraa XpUcToc NpocuT UxX NobbiTb ¢ HUm B Ero cMepTHbIX MyKax).
CoH HeobxoaAuM ANA }KU3HWU, N B TO e BpemMa OH OTB/JIEKAET OT CaMbIX FMYyBOKUX AYXOBHbIX TpeboBaHU
(6bITb cO XpMCTOM BO Bpems ero npeacmMepTHOM Tocku). LLlecToB NnoKasbiBaeT, YTo NoOAYMHEHME pasymy
(yacto oTOXAECTBNEHHOMY C HEOBXOAMMOCTbIO) HEBMAMMO. HO HEYKNOHHO onpeaensetr Hosoe
OTHOLLEHMe K BOXKecTBy, B CBSAI3M C KOTOPbIM pennrnsa nepectaet oTBeYaTb Ha Camble ryboKne AyXOBHble
3anpocbl YesioBeKa. B aTom BbICTYN/I@HMM, Mbl NOMbITae@McA NPOC/ieanTb, Kak B cbopHuke Ha secax Moea,
roe leghcumaHckas Ho4Yb UMeeT U3HadanbHoe, bopmupytoLLee MecTo, Uaeun NoAYNHEeHUA HeobxoaMMoCTH



M cBoboAbl, CBA3aHHbIE C HOBbIM 3anagHbIM MpeacTaBJAeHMeM O pasyme, Onpeaenstor ocobbii cTaTtyc
penunrnu B KyibType HoBOro BpemeHMu.



