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WEDNESDAY, June 12, 2024

9.30 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: Randall A. Poole)

9.40 Ana Siljak, University of Florida, USA
The Hidden Russia in Continental Philosophy: Preliminary Sketches for Future Research

10.20 Rev. Panteleimon Pavlinciuc, Holy Trinity Theological School in Paris, France
The house of Berdyaev as a croissance between the cultures, religious practices and philosophical
ideas

11.00-11.30 Discussion

11.30 The Official Photo Shoot

11.40-12.00 Coffee break

Section 2a (Conference Hall, chair: Ana Siljak)

12.00 Christos Veskoukis, University of Exeter, The United Kingdom
“Homo Mysticus”: An Exploration of Nikolai Berdyaev’s Concept of Intuition

12.30 Victor Chernyshov, National University “Yuri Kondratyuk Poltava Polytechnic”, Ukraine (online)
Nicolas Berdyaev’s Reception and Criticism of Thomism

13.00 Pawet Rojek, Jagiellonian University, Poland
Hope and Eschatology. August Cieszkowski, Nikolai Berdyaev and John Paul Il

13.30-14.00 Discussion

Section 2b (Room 211, chair: Irina Danilova)
12.00 Nataliia Shelkovaia, Volodymyr Dahl East Ukrainian National University, Ukraine, USERN
Erotology of Nikolai Berdyaev and Mikhail Epstein
12.30 Rev. Aleksander Posacki SJ, Collegium Verum, Poland
Hukonali bepdsaes Kak Kpumuk meocoguu EneHsl baasamckoli, aHmpornocoguu Pydonsga
LmaliHepa u pasauyHsIX hopM OKKYsabmMu3Ma U 33omepusma 8 Poccuu
13.00 Paulina Czoska, University of Warsaw, Poland
BaxctHocme noHamusa Ungrund e ¢punocogpuu Hukonasa AnekcaHdposuya beposesa
13.30-14.00 Discussion

14.00-15.00 Lunch

Section 3 (Conference Hall, chair: Christos Veskoukis)
15.00 Elizabeth Blake, Saint Louis University, USA
The Former Prisoners Nikolai Berdyaev and Fedor Dostoevsky on Confinement, Personality, and
Revolutionaries
15.30 Maciej Wotkow, University of Warsaw, Poland
Nikolai Berdyaev on Death penalty
16.00 Ivan Kurilovich, Russian State University for the Humanities, Russia (online)
Berdyaev and Kojéve: two Interpretations of Freedom
16.30-17.00 Discussion
17.00-17.20 Coffee break

Section 4a (Conference Hall, chair: Hanus Nykl)

17.20 luliia Kuznetsova, The Pontifical University of John Paul Il in Krakéw, Poland (online)
bepdses o Kpu3suce UcKyccmea: 0emamepuanu3ayus U pa3eornsoweHue »usonucu

17.50 Elena Tverdislova, Independent scholar, Israel
AKMYyanbHOCMb Npoyecca camonosHaHusa y H.A. bepdaesa u udeu 3K3UCMeHyuanu3ma u
theHomeHon02uU

18.20-18.50 Discussion



Section 4b (Room 211, chair: James Roberts)

17.20 Aleksandra Berdnikova, FINO Consortium, University of Turin, Italy
“New Middle Ages” of N.A. Berdyaev in European theology

17.50 Tomasz Herbich, Warsaw University, Poland
Ontological philosophy and the phenomenology of spiritual experience. On Nicolay Berdyaev’s
two philosophies

18.20-18.50 Discussion

18.50 Dinner

THURSDAY, June 13, 2024

Section 5 (Conference Hall, chair: Larisa Oldyreva)
9.30 Randall Poole, College of St. Scholastica, USA
Nicolas Berdyaev and the Twentieth-Century History of Human Rights
10.00 Stawomir Mazurek, Polish Academy of Sciences, Poland
True and False Religious Transformation in Berdyaev’s Philosophy of History
10.30 Kare Johan Mjgr, Western Norway University of Applied Sciences
Nikolai Berdiaev and the Meanings of History
11.00-11.30 Discussion
11.30-12.00 Coffee break

Section 6 (Conference Hall, chair: Aleksandra Berdnikova)
12.00 Ekaterina Shashlova, Charles University, Czech Republic
beposes u Koxces o cesobole, npase Ha Hacuaue u bopsbe 3a npusHaHue
12.30 Anna Reznichenko, Russian State University for the Humanities, Russia (online)
H.A. Beposees o pabcmee u ceobode u npobaema “moral qualia”: C.H. bynzakoe u 3nauc
13.00-13.30 Discussion

13.30-14.30 Lunch

Section 7a (Conference Hall, chair: Romilo Aleksandar KneZevic)
14.30 VYuki Fukui, Waseda University, Japan
Thinking about Science and Religion in Russian Religious Thought from Berdyaev’s Viewpoint
15.00 Frederick Matern, Saint Paul University, Canada (online)
“Escape from the Last Judgment”: Berdyaev’s Reception of Cosmism
15.30-16.00 Discussion

Section 7b (Room 211, chair: Elena Tverdislova)
14.30 Mikolaj Banaszkiewicz, National Library, Poland
JlubepanoHsie kpumuku H.A. Beposesa 8 dopesostoyuoHHol Poccuu
15.00 Vadzim Antsipau, University of Zielona Géra, Poland
3a npedenamu ymonuu: bepdses 06 aHapxusme KponomxuHa U Unao3usax Koanekmususma
15.30-16.00 Discussion
16.00-16.30 Coffee break
Section 8a (Conference Hall, chair: Kare Johan Mjgr)
16.30 James Roberts, Independent scholar, The United Kingdom
Birth, Freedom and Creativity: Mother Maria Skobtsova’s engagement with Nikolai Berdyaev
17.00 Raul-Ovidiu Bodea, University of Oradea, Romania
The Question of Ethical Knowledge in Nikolai Berdyaev and the Wider Context of Existential
Philosophy
17.30 Emmanuel Ehinon Arikhan, The Pontifical University of John Paul Il in Krakow, Poland (online)
Edith Stein’s Unrepeatable Singularity and Nikolai Berdyaev’s Personality as Corrective
Framework for Social Media Engagement
18.00-18.30 Discussion



Section 8b (Room 211, chair: Gennadii Aliaiev)

16.30

17.00

17.30

Hanus Nykl, Charles University, Czech Republic

Hukonali Bepdsies u Yexusa: cesa3u u eocnpusmue

Larisa Oldyreva and Irina Danilova, University in Gothenburg, Sweden
Uumepnpemayusa udeli bepdsesa cospemMeHHbIMU CKOHOUHABCKUMU uccaedosamenamu
Svetlana Panich, Wycliffe College, University of Toronto, Canada

Apxuenuckon Kenmepb6epulickuli PoysH Yuneamc kak yumamenes Hukonas bepdsesa

18.00-18.30 Discussion

18.30 Dinner

FRIDAY, JUNE 14, 2024

Section 9a (Conference Hall, chair: Bradley Underwood)

9.30

10.00

10.30

Daniel Kisliakov, University of Divinity, Australia

Consideration of Nikolai Berdyaev from an Anthropological Point of View

Kamil Wojtowicz, University of Zielona Géra, Poland

Nicolas Berdyaev in Polish philosophical research from 2008 to 2023

Vladimir Alexander Smith-Mesa, UCL SSEES (School of Slavonic and East European Studies),
Library, The United Kingdom (online)

Berdyaev & Us. Nikolai Alexandrovich in the Hispanic World

11.00-11.30 Discussion

Section 9b (Room 211, chair: Svetlana Panich)

9.30

10.00

10.30

Gennadii Aliaiev, Independent scholar, Ukraine

«f NpU3Ha 0CHOBHbIE Bawu ymeepixOeHus, U pacxoucycb ¢ Bamu mosbKo 8 mom, Ymo He
pa3soensto Bawux ompuyaHuli». O nepenucke mexdy C. dpaHkom u H. bepdaesbim

Pylyp Bilyi, University of Silesia in Katowice, Poland

Juanoe ¢punocogpos 06 uHmyuyuu. Hukonali bepdses u Hukonali /locckuli

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

Konuenyus auuHocmu y H.A. bepdsesa u /1.M1. KapcasuHa

11.00-11.30 Discussion

11.30-11.50 Coffee break

Section 10 (Conference Hall, chair: Pawet Rojek)

11.50

12.20

12.50

Nataliya Petreshak, The Pontifical University of John Paul Il in Krakow, Poland (online)
Nikolas Berdyaev’s: The Personality of the Philosopher in Memories

Romilo Aleksandar Knezevi¢, University of Nis, Serbia

Nikolai Berdyaev: A Third Kind of Non-being and a New Ontology

Bradley Underwood, Northwestern University, USA

Nothing From Nothing: The Underground in Sergei Bulgakov and Nikolai Berdiaev

13.20-13.50 Discussion

13.50-14.00 Closing remarks of the conference (Conference Hall)
14.00-15.00 Lunch

Meeting link:
https://upjp2.webex.com/upjp2-en/j.php?MTID=m12472b65f482a40efd1423207d4e45b8
Meeting number: 2732 702 7749

Password: Nicolas

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



Ana Siljak
University of Florida, USA

THE HIDDEN RUSSIA IN CONTINENTAL PHILOSOPHY: PRELIMINARY SKETCHES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The field of Russian intellectual history contains no shortage of scholarly investigations into the
impact of European thought in Russia. By comparison, the Russian influence on European thought receives
far less attention, incommensurate with the extent of such influence, especially in the twentieth century.
Nikolai Berdiaev is perhaps the most obvious example of a now forgotten philosopher who was once read
by a wide array of European thinkers. By providing a few concrete examples of the hidden Russian
influence on such disparate philosophers as Sigmund Freud, Max Weber, Jacques Maritain, and Leo
Strauss, this talk will speculate on the reasons for the invisibility of Russian ideas in Continental philosophy
and will offer some suggestions for further research.

Rev. Panteleimon Pavlinciuc
Holy Trinity Theological School in Paris, France

THE HOUSE OF BERDYAEV AS A CROISSANCE BETWEEN THE CULTURES, RELIGIOUS PRACTICES AND
PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS

The house of Nicolas Berdyaev can be considered a nexus point between different cultures, religious
practices and philosophical ideologies. Some places, have a special historical significance, for fostering
and preserving understanding and exchange. One such place, is the house of Nicolas Berdyaev. The last
years of Berdyaev's life were intense and highly fruitful. From 1937 until 1948, his house, became an active
centre for spirituality, philosophy and even political resistance, leading many people with diverse cultural,
religious and political beliefs and backgrounds, to pass through this meeting point. We find philosophers,
theologians, writers, artists etc., some as friends, others as the adversaries of philosophy, engaged in open
dialogue and mutual learning and understanding. How was it possible to transform a Parisian suburban
house of emigrants and strangers, into a representative house for France’s intelligentsia? The Berdyaev
couple, created an atmosphere of peace and comfort and always remained curious and sympathetic to
different or opposing views and causes. To shed more light, my presentation, will be focusing on the day-
to-day agenda and activities of the Berdeaev home.

Christos Veskoukis
University of Exeter, The United Kingdom

“HOMO MYSTICUS”: AN EXPLORATION OF NIKOLAI BERDYAEV’S CONCEPT OF INTUITION

Although after the 1960s, Berdyaev’s widely translated religious-philosophical work lost much of its
former popularity and fell almost into obscurity in the West, from the 2000s onwards, there has been a
steady increase of interest in Berdyaev’s oeuvre in the English language literature. Several scholars have
grappled with BerdyaeV’s ideas, and a notable number of academic books, articles, and doctoral theses
examining key aspects of Berdyaev’s thought, such as creativity, freedom, and personality, are nowadays
available in English. That notwithstanding, a glance at the anglophone Berdyaev scholarship reveals that
despite its centrality in Berdyaev’s thought, Berdyaev’s concept of intuition has not yet been adequately
explored by Berdyaev scholars. To fill this gap in the English-language Berdyaev scholarship, my paper
focuses on Berdyaev’s understanding of intuition and provides a comprehensive presentation of it, guided
by three primary objectives. First, to explain the overarching role intuition plays in Berdyaev’s religious
philosophy. Second, to illustrate how Berdyaev’s intuition connects with the Bible, and third, to point out
the differences between Berdyaev’s intuition and the conception of intuition articulated by German
idealist philosophers (mainly Kant).



Victor Chernyshov
National University “Yuri Kondratyuk Poltava Polytechnic”, Ukraine

NICOLAS BERDYAEV’S RECEPTION AND CRITICISM OF THOMISM

Being expelled from soviet Russia, and living in exile in Paris, Berdyaev had an opportunity to acquaint
closely both with the doctrinal side of contemporary Thomism as well as with a few most brilliant
representatives of Thomistic thought. There are many evidences of his close connections and
communications with Jacques Maritain, Etienne Gilson, and other scholars and thinkers associating
themselves with Thomistic tradition. The major focus of the intended presentation is, however, on
BerdyaeV's reception and attitude towards Thomism. The analysis of Berdyaev’s criticism reveals that the
Russian thinker approaches Thomism rather from the standpoint of Modernism than searching unbiasedly
for the truth sub specie aeternitatis from the position of Philosophia perennis.

Pawet Rojek
Jagiellonian University, Poland

HOPE AND ESCHATOLOGY. AUGUST CIESZKOWSKI, NIKOLAI BERDYAEV AND JOHN PAULII

Young Karol Woijtyla, the future Pope John Paul Il, read Berdyaev’s The New Middle Ages during the
Second World War. The book helped him formulate his own position on the possibility of the Christian
transformation of the world. Tomasz Herbich in his book Desiring the Kingdom: August Cieszkowski,
Nikolai Berdyaev and the Two Faces of Messianism pointed out that there were two basic Christian
attitudes toward the world. Cieszkowski optimistically believed in the possibility of transforming the world
in a Christian way, while Berdyaev, on the other hand, in the face of the communist revolution, abandoned
such faith, even though he still preached the necessity of heroic engagement with history. | will try to
show that Wojtyla accepted neither the optimism of Cieszkowski nor the fatalism of Berdyaev. For, as his
wartime writings show, although human efforts are not sufficient to transform the world, they are not
doomed to failure. Ultimately, the fate of the world remains in God’s hands.

Bibliography:

Herbich, Tomasz. Pragnienie Krdlestwa. August Cieszkowski, Mikotaj Bierdiajew i dwa oblicza
mesjanizmu. Warszawa: Teologia Polityczna 2018.

Rojek, Pawet. “Dwa oblicza mesjanizmu.” Nowe Ksigzki 6 (2019): 63.

Rojek, Pawet. Liturgia dziejow. Jan Pawet Il i polski mesjanizm. Krakéw: Wydawnictwo M, 2016.

Radziwitt, Anna. “Cztowiek a Bég w ujeciu Jana Pawta Il i rosyjskiej mysli filozoficznej na przyktadzie
koncepcji Mikotaja Bierdiajewa i Piotra Czaadajewa.” In Jan Pawet Il. Apostot Sfowian wschodhnich, ed. by
Anna Radziwitt. Krakow: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Jagielloriskiego, 2008.

Nataliia Shelkovaia
Volodymyr Dahl East Ukrainian National University, Ukraine, USERN

EROTOLOGY OF NIKOLAI BERDYAEV AND MIKHAIL EPSTEIN

Eros has been an integral theme from antiquity to the present day in both philosophy and art, and it
is not only reflected and interpreted in creativity but is also its source. This was paid special attention to
by Nikolai Berdyaev, who stood at the origins of erotology as a philosophical discipline, and Mikhail
Epstein, who developed the philosophical and philological apparatus of erotology, emphasizing that if you
write the Russian word vesosek using the Cyrillic and Latin alphabet, as yelovek, then we will see that love
is the root of this word, that is, the root from which a person grows. The destruction of this root leads to
a person’s loss of the ability to love all people and the whole world as God loves them, and, as a
consequence, to the death of a genuine, God-like person. And this is very important. Especially today.

Why has the understanding of the essential roots of human being not been developed, and the
science of “erotology” still exists only in the concept of Berdyaev and Epstein? Why do the Freudian (and

before it, the ancient Indian) concepts of sexual energy (Sanskrit — W, kundalini), as a source of



creativity, develop so little in theories of creativity? Why does the cult of sexuality really flourish today,
while love often exists only “in words”? Is sex debauchery or the highest manifestation of God’s first
blessing, “Be fruitful and multiply” (Gen. 1:28)? Berdyaev and Epstein are pondering these questions. At
the same time, isn’t Berdyaev replacing the concept of “eros” (Ancient Greek —"Epwcg)” with the concept
of “agape (Ancient Greek — dyamnn)”, and isn’t Epstein enriching the concept of “eros” with an organic
combination with “agape”? Maybe for a genuine person there is no division into “eros” and “agape”, and
genuine, human love is spiritual-mental-physical, otherwise, this is already animal copulation? | will reflect
on these questions in my report and invite my listeners to this reflection.

Rev. Aleksander Posacki SJ
Collegium Verum, Poland

HUKONAN BEPOAEB KAK KPUTUK TEOCO®UU ENEHbI BIABATCKOM, AHTPOMOCO®UUN PYAO/IbOA
LUTAMHEPA U PA3/INYHBIX ®OPM OKKY/IbTU3SMA U 330TEPU3MA B POCCUU

Kak 3ameTun ogHaXKAbl N3BECTHbIN XPUCTUAHCKUIM NUcaTe b, MPAaBOCAABHbIN CBAWEHHWUK U MyYEeHUK
oteuy, AnekcaHap MeHb, Hukonait bepgseB O6bin cambiM  paguKasbHbIM KPUTUKOM Teocodumn u
aHTponocodmmn B Poccum. OpHako nosuumio bepgsesa cneayeT paccmaTpuBaTb B KOHTEKCTE
onpeaeneHHOro packosia B PYCCKOW KynbType, OTCYTCTBMA OAHO3HAYHOrO BOCMPUATUA YNOMAHYTbIX
OOKTPUH. BONbWKWHCTBO pycckux dpunocodos n 6orocnosos, Taknx Kak Cepruin bynrakos, CemeH ®OpaHK,
Hukonan Nocckmin, Hukonait bepgaes, Sles KapcasuH, Bacuanit 3eHbKoBCKWUI, Meopruii ®nopoBCcKuid,
Masen ®nopeHcknin, Bopuc Boiwecnasues, Anekcen Jloces (U aaxe JleB Tonctoit) — oTBepranm teocodpuio
1 aHTponocoduio. Ho MHorne nuTepaTopbl U U3BECTHble NncaTenu CepebpsiHoro Beka (Hanpumep AHapei
Benbii Mnm AnekcaHap BnoK) Bbipaxann 3anMHTEPECOBAHHOCTb YKAa3aHHbIMKM TEOPUAMM U  AarKe
pPa3BMBaAN 3TN KOHLENUUN B CBOUX NpOomn3BeaeHUAX. B cBA3M € 3TUM nNpeameTHaa U TOYHaA KpuTuKa H.
bepaseBa npeacTaBaAseTcA 4Upes3BblYAMHO BaXKHOW ANA MOAHOMO MOHMMAHMA TBOPYECKUMX AMSIEMM
CepebpsiHOro BeKa M B LIE/IOM — C/NOXHOFO Ayxa PYCCKOW KynbTypbl. pexae Bcero, mbicantens
BOJIHOBA/IM MOMbITKM OKKY/IbTHbIX YY4EHWUI NPETEHA0BATb HA PO/b penurun. Ho nsbexan nnm cam punocod
B/INSAHNA OKKY/IbTHOIO MbILW/IEHUA, KOTOPOE OH TaK OCHOBATENbHO KPUTUKOBAN?

Paulina Czoska
University of Warsaw, Poland

BAXXHOCTb NOHATUA UNGRUND B ®J10COPUU HUKONTIAA ANEKCAHAPOBUYA BEPOAEBA

Lenb paboTbl — NokasaTb BAUAHME HEMELKOrO mbicantena Akoba beme Ha ¢umnocoduio Hukonas
AnekcaHpgposuya bepasesa. beme cosgan rHocTMKo-TeocodcKyto KoHuenuuto Ungrund’a, Kotopas
npegnonaraet, YTo 40 UCTUHHOTO NPOobYKaeHMA Bora cylecTBoBana 6e3a40HHan NycToTa. ToNbKo M3 3ToM
nycroTbl — Ungrund’a — mornu Bo3HMKHYTb bor, Codusa, mup, a TakxKe 310 u mHoroe gpyroe. Ho cama oHa
ewe He ABNAAacb HWU #06pol, HM 3n0i. Beme BO3pasmn nNpeobnagatomm B €ro 3Mnoxy TeYEeHUsMm,
nponoseayowmm npeaonpeaeneHne, Kotopble 6b6111M HECOBMECTUMbI C €ro ONbITOM 31a. CyLLecTBoBaHMe
M3Ha4yaNIbHOWM NYCTOTbl AaBasio BO3MOXKHOCTb MO34HEro NosBAeHUsA cBOOOAbI, KOTOPYI TaK noatobun
bepases.

B paboTe npeactaBneHbl Mo oyepegum: obWM noaxon pycckoro ¢uaocoda K Teocodpckum u
aHTPONOCODCKUM TEYEHMAM, A TaKKe 0c0H0e MECTO B HUX HEMELLKOTO MbIC/IUTE/IA, KOTOPbIN OKa3biBaeTCA
aona bepasesa oAHMM M3 BeAMYAMWINX BAOXHOBUTENEN U GUAOCODCKUX yuuTenen. Takke aenaertca
nogpobHbIi aHanmM3 noHAaTMA Ungrund ¢ AeMOHCTpauMer TOro, 4YTo 3TO CaMoOe BaKHoe MU
dyHAAMeHTabHOE MOHATUE B MbICAU bepasesa, M3 KOTOPOro BblpacTaeT KoHuenuua csobogbl. Ans
nccnenoBaHMA B OCHOBHOM ByAyT MCNO/Ib30BaHbI YeTbipe cTaTbm punocoda: Teocogpusa u aHmponocogpus
8 Poccuu, Cnop 06 aHmpornocoguu, a Takxke M3 amrwodos o A. beme. 3mtod | u Imod |I.

Elizabeth Blake



Saint Louis University, USA

THE FORMER PRISONERS NIKOLAI BERDYAEV AND FEDOR DOSTOEVSKY ON CONFINEMENT,
PERSONALITY, AND REVOLUTIONARIES

Although Leonid Grossman, when writing in 1915 of Dostoevsky’s Siberian experience, alludes to the
novelist becoming acquainted with both the scaffold and the rod, which creates a back of bloodied
decaying flesh, in his own autobiography Berdyaev only briefly and without resentment refers to his two
detentions under Nicholas Il and for participating in demonstrations and for his activities with the Social-
Democratic movement (1898). Despite his resultant term in exile in Vologda, Berdyaev nevertheless
emphasizes the “dictatorship” and “terror” in the Soviet prison, where he was interrogated by the first
Soviet leader of the secret police Felix Dzerzinskii for his suspected participation in the underground
“Tactical Center” (1920), and then recalls that in the spring of 1922 he was again summoned to inform
him of his impending deportation and to force him to sign a document recognizing that he would be shot
upon any return to Soviet soil. All the same, the impact of his imprisonment and exile under Nicholas Il
caused him to identify with the Decembrists in the 1918 collection Out of the Depths (Iz Glubiny) — a
reference to Alexander Pushkin’s poem “In the Depths of the Siberian Mines” (“Vo glubine sibirskich rud”)
alluding to the political prisoners — that presaged the persecution of Christians in Russia only then in its
nascency. Moreover, in his analysis of the arc of Dostoevsky’s career, Berdyaev notes that Notes from the
Underground — with its hero imagining his own losses stemming from Siberian confinement — divided the
novelist’s first identity as a psychologist from his second as a “metaphysician” who “researches to the
depths [glubyna] the tragedy of the human spirit.” In other words, Berdyaev identifies with Dostoevsky
as a formerly convicted revolutionary and exile whose sympathies lay with “the heroes of the Dead House”
despite being well acquainted with the Russian nihilists. This presentation will discuss how their common
prison and exile experience impact Berdyaev’s dialogue with him, particularly in connection with the
development of his understanding of personality — a concept that was central to the self-expression of
Dostoevsky’s convicts — and with his observations about the novelist’s revolutionary types.

Maciej Wotkow
University of Warsaw, Poland

NIKOLAI BERDYAEV ON DEATH PENALTY

In my speech, | will try to present Nikolai Berdyaev’s philosophical views on the death penalty,
discussing his argumentation against capital punishment and showing it in the perspective of both Russian
and non-Russian abolitionist philosophical tradition.

Ivan Kurilovich
Russian State University for the Humanities, Russia

BERDYAEV AND KOJEVE: TWO INTERPRETATIONS OF FREEDOM

This paper will explore the stark contrasts in the philosophies of Nikolai Berdyaev and Alexander
Kojeve concerning the concept of freedom and its broader implications, including its political aspects. For
both philosophers, freedom is a crucial aspect of the human condition, albeit interpreted differently. The
distinct approaches of these thinkers become evident in their treatment of freedom within the realms of
philosophy, art, and politics. The report will particularly focus on their divergent understandings of
creative freedom and the intellectual’s role in society. Berdyaev, a vocal opponent of the stringent
Zhdanov Doctrine in the Soviet Union, perceives freedom as an essential precondition for human spiritual
growth and vehemently opposes any state-imposed restrictions on creativity. His stance underscores the
notion of creative freedom as an intrinsic human right, indispensable for cultural and spiritual progress.
Conversely, Kojeve, while acknowledging freedom as a defining characteristic of humanity, controversially
advocates for censorship, prompting a critical examination of both philosophers’ perspectives.



luliia Kuznetsova
The Pontifical University of John Paul Il in Krakéw, Poland

BEPAAEB O KPUSUCE UCKYCCTBA: AEMATEPUANN3ALNA U PA3BONNOLLEHUE KUBOMUCH

Kak npasuno, nepexogbl OT OAHOM 3MOXWU K APYroit 03HaMeHOBaHbI Pa3HbIMM KpU3MCaMK, B TOM
uncne, B UcKyccTee. bepases bbia yBepeH, UTO Npoucxoasnlee ¢ MCKYcCTBOM B XIX—XX BB. HE MOMKET 6bITb
Ha3BaHO NPOCTO OAHUM U3 KpU3ncos. CTapblit naean KNaccMYeckoro MCKyccTBa NOMepK, 1 BO3BPaT K ero
cTapbiMm obpasam cTan HeBo3MoXKeH. Ha aTom poHe oco3HaBanocb 6eccunme BCAKOro TBOPYECKOrO aKTa
YyesioBeKa — HECOOTBETCTBME MEXKAY TBOPYECKMM 3a4aHMeM U ero ocyuwectsneHmem. HaumHaa ¢ XIX Beka
WCKYCCTBO XapaKkTepuayetca HebblBasbiM TBOPYECKMM Aep3HOBEHWEM, HO OAHOBPEMEHHO C 3TUM M
HebbIBaIOM TBOPUYECKOM C/1aboCTblo. B cTpemiieHnn coTBOpUTb HeDbIBAIoe XyA0XHUK NepectynaeTt Bce
3a4aHHble Npeaesibl U rPaHuLLbl, HO TaK U He CO34aeT TaKUX COBEPLUEHHbIX U MPEKPACHbIX NMPOU3BEAEHUN,
KaKume co34aBan YenoBeK npoleawmx snox. MHorme M3 sTux Xy4OXKHUKOB MeyTanu O BO3BPaLLEHUU K
WCKYCCTBY, MMetowwemy ocoboe NUTYpruyeckoe M cakpasbHoe 3HavyeHue. MCKyccTBO XpamMoBOro U
KY/IbTOBOTO MPOUCXOXKAEHUA BbI3bIBAa/IM TO CTPEM/IEHUE K MPOLWAOMY, KOTOpoe 6blno cunbHee 30Ba
6yayLLero: NOMCK MUCTEPUN U NOMbITKM BO3BPATA K UCKYCCTBY CaKpaibHOMY He Bblin NpeKkpaLeHbl. 3TK
NoucKkM 6binK NpeacTaBAeHbl TBOPLAMU U MbICIUTENSAMM, B KOTOPbIX COXPAHUIOCb MHOIOE OT CTaporo U
BEYHOro ucKyccrtea. OgHMm u3 Takmx TBopLoB bepases snaut Mukacco: «Koraa cmoTpuLlb Ha KapTUHbI
MuKacco, To gymatoTca TpygHble aymbi». OH — pa3obnauntens UANO3UIA BONNOLWEHHOW, MaTepuanbHO-
CMHTE3MPOBAHHOM KPacoTbl. 3a NEHAOLWEN 1 NPenblLatoWeit KpacoToM OH BUAMUT YXKac pa3noxKeHusa. OH,
KaK SICHOBUAALLMIA, CMOTPUT Yepes BCe MOKPOBbI, OAeXabl, U B rNybUHe maTepuasbHOro Mupa, BUAUT
yyagoBuLLa. HKMBOMUCH, KaK M BCe MJIAaCTUYECKUE UCKYCCTBA, Oblna BOM/IOWEHNEM, MaTepuanmsaumnen.
BbicliMe nogbeMmMbl CTapOM }KUBOMUCK AaBasn KPUCTANIN30BaHHYO, 0bOpMIEHHYIO NN0Tb. Bepasaes 6bin
YBEPEH, YTO }KMBOMUCb NepexKmnBana HebbiBanbii elle Kpusnc. Ecnm rnybke BHUKHYTb B 3TOT KPU3UC, TO
ero Hesnb3A 6blN0 Ha3BaTb MHaUYe, Kak AemaTepuannsaument, pa3BonaoWeHMEeM KUBOMUCHK.

Elena Tverdislova
Independent scholar, Israel

AKTYAIbHOCTb NMPOLIECCA CAMONO3HAHNA Y H.A. BEPAAEBA U MUAEUN SK3UCTEHLUMATTUIMA n
®EHOMEHOJ1IOTUU

Mbicnn bepgsaeBa UeHHbl CBOE Hemea/leHHON peakumel Ha cobbitma n dakTbl, 0603HaYMBLIKE
YKM3Hb ero BpemeHu. BbicKasbiBaa cyrybo MHANMBUAYaANbHbIE, CKOpee AaXe BHYTpeHHWe HabntogeHus 3a
TEeM, YTO MPOUCXOANIO C HUM B 3MOXY KaTakaM3amos, punocod BbisiBaseT TpaHchopmaumto cebs Kak: a —
AyX — 4YeNoBeK — JIMYHOCTb — CYOBEKT M 0OBEKT — MHAMBUAYYM — cylecTBO. [laBas OLEHKY KaxKgoM
MNOCTacK B ee NOCTOAHHOM ABUKEHMMU, OH 0OHAPYKMBAET 06BEMHOCTb «s1», KOTOPOE BCE B cebAa BOMpaerT,
HO MMEHHO eMy NPUHAANEKMUT NPUOPUTET B PACCIOEHMM «A» HA €ro Mnoctacu, 4to 6bI10 0603HAYEHO
BepaseBbimM «NPOLECCOM CaMONO3HaHMAY. «MOoSs IMYHOCTb HE eCTb FOTOBanA PeasbHOCTb, A CO3M/Aat0 CBOKO
JINYHOCTb, CO3MAAl0 €€ U TOrAa, Koraa nosHatw cebs, «a» ecTb npexae Bcero akt» (CamonosHaHue, 1991,
c. 316). U ecnn nnuHoOCTb NpeacTaBaseT cobon «eANHCTBO B MHOroobpasuun» (Llapcmeo Ayxa u yapcmeo
Kecapsa, 1995, c. 13), no bepanesy, oHa — naean 4YesoBeKa, TO CaM YE/IOBEK KECTb CYLLECTBO B BbICLLEM
CTeneHu NoNAPU30BaHHOE, CyLLLecTBo boronoaobHoe 1 3BeponofobHOE, BbICOKOE U HU3KOe, cBoboaHOe
n pabbe» (Lapcmeo Ayxa u yapcmeo Kecaps, 1995, c. 12).

Camana 6onblwan UEHHOCTb CKa3zaHHOro ¢Mnocodom He TONbKO B TOM, YTO BCE HAMUCAHO UM «C
HaTypbI» — ¢ cebs, HO U B cAeNaHHbIX MM BbIBOAAX, MO3BOJIMBLUMX €My 00603HAUYUTb NPOHIEMbI NO3HAHUA
B paKypce ux O6BbEeKTMBM3aLMM, ObiITUA M CYLLEro, UCTOPUM U 3ICXATONOMMU, HaKoHeu, npobaemsl
4YeN0BEYECKOW aHTPOMOJIOMMK, @ B UTOTE — STUKM.

Aleksandra Berdnikova
FINO Consortium, University of Turin, Italy

“NEW MIDDLE AGES” OF N.A. BERDYAEV IN EUROPEAN THEOLOGY



N.A. Berdyaev’s work, particularly his treatise New Middle Ages published in Russian in 1924 in Berlin,
played a significant role in bridging the gap between the East and the West, not only philosophically but
also theologically [Reichelt, 1999, 57]. Thanks to New Middle Ages, Berdyaev connected with Swiss thinker
Fritz Lieb (1892-1970) and later with French Catholic theologian Jacques Maritain (1882-1973).
Protestant theologians such as Hans Philipp Ehrenberg (1883-1958) and Paul Tillich (1886-1965) also
showed great interest in Berdyaev’s ideas concerning freedom, objectification, and personalism.
Additionally, renowned Protestant theologian Dietrich Bonhoeffer (1906-1945) was familiar with
Berdyaev’s works and drew inspiration from them [Reichelt, 1999, 111-27].

Berdyaev’s ideas also garnered attention within the Catholic community. One of the earliest research
works on Berdyaev, titled Berdjajev, der ostchristliche Gnostiker (1934), was authored by Catholic
theologian and follower of Teilhard de Chardin, Karl Pfleger (1883-1975). Notable Catholic figures who
engaged with BerdyaeV’s ideas include Bernhard Schultze (1902-1990) and Georg Koepgen (1898-1975).
Schultze produced one of the most detailed European studies on Berdyaev’s philosophy titled Die Schau
der Kirche bei Nikolai Berdiajew (1938). Koepgen’s work Die Gnosis des Christentums (1939) reflects his
engagement with Berdyaev’s ideas.

The influence of Berdyaev’s ideas continues to be felt in European theology. A noteworthy
reinterpretation of Berdyaev’s concept of the “new Middle Ages” as “new Christianity” comes from Italian
scholar and Church historian, Professor Gianmaria Zamagni, teaching Catholic theology at Goethe-
Universitat Frankfurt am Main [see: Zamagni, 2016; Zamagni, 2016].

The reception of Berdyaev’s views among Western theologians, particularly Catholic and Protestant,
serves as a remarkable testament to the impact of Russian philosophical ideas beyond the Russian-
speaking intellectual sphere.

Tomasz Herbich
Warsaw University, Poland

ONTOLOGICAL PHILOSOPHY AND THE PHENOMENOLOGY OF SPIRITUAL EXPERIENCE.
ON NICOLAY BERDYAEV’S TWO PHILOSOPHIES

According to the dominant interpretations of Nicolay Berdyaev’s oeuvre in the literature, including
that interpretation of his oeuvre which was provided by the philosopher himself in the book
CamonosHaHue, the various transformations observable in his thought are dominated by a perspective of
unity, consisting in organising the various partial, evolving approaches and insights around the central
theme of his reflection — freedom. For Berdyaev, freedom is not only a central theme but also a source of
ontological reality and a supreme value, and thus it undoubtedly binds his creative efforts into a definite
whole. Despite this, however, in my view, the two philosophies of Berdyaev must be decisively
distinguished. These two philosophies approach the theme of freedom in different ways and, at the same
time, point to different ways of realising the call to freedom. In the first of these philosophies, which can
be linked to the main works written by Berdyaev in Russia (such as @unocogus ceobo0s!, published in
1911), the call for the recovery of lost being, which would require embarking on the paths of religious
philosophy, undoubtedly plays an important role. Berdyaev, who in the aforementioned book
CamonosHaHue made it clear that in this first main period of his work, he had not fully liberated himself
from the ‘superstitions of ontological philosophy,” entered a new path in his emigration period (what can
be linked with such works like ®unocogus ceobodHo20 dyxa written in 1927). It was then that ontological
philosophy and its ‘superstitions’ was superseded — according to Berdyaev’s own term — by a
‘phenomenology of spiritual experience’.

The main aim of the paper will be to systematically juxtapose these two philosophical positions of
Berdyaev and to point out the factors that make it possible, in the case of the Russian philosopher, to
speak indeed of two philosophies of freedom, and not of one philosophical position preserving its identity
despite changes over time. To achieve this goal, Berdyaev’s ontology should be first of all considered —for
it is this ontology, if we take the suggestions formulated by the Russian himself as our starting point, that
is most affected by the change that occurred in his views.
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NICOLAS BERDYAEV AND THE TWENTIETH-CENTURY HISTORY OF HUMAN RIGHTS

After his expulsion from the Soviet Union in 1922, Nicolas Berdyaev became the most famous Russian
philosopher in the West. He was one of the main leaders of the interwar philosophical movement known
as personalism, together with Emmanuel Mounier (1905-1950) and Jacques Maritain (1882-1973). As a
philosophical doctrine, personalism holds that persons bear an intrinsic worth or dignity and are the
highest form of reality and its supreme value. Recently personalism has attracted a lot of attention
because of its connection with the twentieth-century history of human rights. In his ironically titled 2015
book, Christian Human Rights, the intellectual historian and legal scholar Samuel Moyn shows how
personalism became a philosophy of human rights in the 1940s, culminating with the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights in 1948. The main figure in this history is the great Catholic philosopher
Jacques Maritain, who began to make the turn to human rights in 1938, most directly under the influence
of Pope Pius XI. But decades before Maritain, Russian idealist and religious philosophers had developed
personalism (before it went by that name) into a robust and theoretically sophisticated defense of human
rights. This development began as early as 1880, with Boris Chicherin and Vladimir Soloviev, the greatest
philosophers of nineteenth-century Russia. It then became a main current in the Russian Religious
Renaissance of the early twentieth century. Berdyaev helped to carry this religious-philosophical legacy
to the West in works such as The New Middle Ages (1924, French trans. 1927), The Destiny of Man (1931,
French trans. 1935), and The Fate of Man in the Modern World (1934, French trans. 1936). This paper will
explore the legacy of the Russian religious-idealist defense of human rights, focusing on Berdyaev and
Maritain, whose philosophical collaboration is an important chapter in the twentieth-century history of
human rights.

Stawomir Mazurek
Polish Academy of Sciences, Poland

TRUE AND FALSE RELIGIOUS TRANSFORMATION IN BERDYAEV’S PHILOSOPHY OF HISTORY

Berdyaev’s diagnosis of the crisis of culture has many features typical of similar diagnoses authored
by Russian and Western thinkers in the first half of the 20th century, but it has also several aspects that
make it stand out as original and particularly valid. Two of them at least deserve special attention: the
notion of the crisis of culture in a narrower sense (i.e. crisis of culture as an existential crisis experienced
by the greatest creators) and the idea of religious transformation as an antidote for the crisis of culture in
a broader sense (i.e. the crisis of culture as a social process). In my paper | attempt to explain the relation
between them and their function in the entire structure of Berdyaev’s historiosophy. The Russian
philosopher hoped that a religious transformation would rescue culture while keeping in mind the risk of
taking an illusory transformation for an authentic one. He described different examples of the latter
(among them the proposals of his contemporaries, Merezhkovsky and Florensky). The idea of religious
transformation incessantly recurs in our era too. Berdyaev's discussion of it not only helps to grasp the
essence of the phenomenon of such a transformation, but also helps to recognize the weak points, limits
and traps inherent in different projects of revitalizing culture by religious rebirth. For these reasons, this
chapter of Berdyaev’s historiosophy and philosophy of culture seems to be particularly timely.

Kare Johan Mjgr
Western Norway University of Applied Sciences
University of Bergen, Norway

NIKOLAI BERDIAEV AND THE MEANINGS OF HISTORY



In the revolutionary years from 1917 to his emigration in 1922, Nikolai Berdiaev was active as never
before. He was compelled, or so it seems in retrospect, to make sense of the upheavals going on around
him, and he did so also by turning to the philosophy of history. Thus, among the new topics that he now
committed himself to was the metaphysical “meaning of history,” as was the title of one of his
postrevolutionary books. The Meaning of History (1919-1920) articulated an eschatological philosophy of
history informed by traditional Christian as well as modern philosophical conceptions. An additional
source to his thought in this period, however, was Oswald Spengler’s new morphology of history, as can
be seen in the small book The New Middle Ages (1924). In the latter work, the linear conception of a
purposeful history encountered in Meaning of History is seemingly replaced by a cyclical one, even though
Berdiaev is ambiguous as to whether he by the “new middle ages” understands historical time in a truly
cyclical way, or if this is first and foremost a metaphor used to capture a new, imminent age. This paper
discusses the different and potentially conflicting models of history that we encounter in Berdiaev’s
writings after the revolutions of 1917 and raises the question of whether he managed to combine them
or they tended to produce new contradictions in his work, for instance between the universalism that
characterizes The Meaning of History and the particularism that the Spenglerian model opened up for.

Ekaterina Shashlova
Charles University, Czech Republic

BEPAAEB N KOXEB O CBOBOJE, MPABE HA HACMJTUE U BOPbBE 3A NMPU3SHAHUE

[oknap noceaweH aHanu3dy guckyccum Hukonaa beppAesa u AnekcaHgapa KoxkeBa o npupoge
cBoboAbl, NpaBe Ha Hacuane M 6opbbe 3a NpUsHaHMe. Lienb AOKNa[a — PEKOHCTPYMPOBaTb apryMeHTbI
06enx CTOPOH OTHOCMTENbHO FOCYAapCTBA, Hacuama M ceoboabl. bepasesB onucbiBaeT csoboay Kak
OHTONIOMMYECKYIO OCHOBY, BbIXOAALLYHO 32 PaMKM rocnoAcTea M pabcTsa, Toraa Kak ana Koxkesa ceoboaa
ABNAeTcA pesynbTatom bopbbbl Paba n MocnoanHa, 60pbbbl 33 NpU3HaHKeE.

KntoueBble MOMEHTbI aHANN3a NoIeMUKN MexKay bepasesbim 1 KoxeBbiM BKAOYAOT B cebs:

e AHanus gebatos 1925-1926 rogos mexay bepasesbim n KapcaBUHbIM, a TaKXKe UCMO/b30BaHUe
KoxkeBbiM aprymeHTOB KapcaBuHa.

* NHTepnpetauus bepasesbim Xanaerrepa u lerens.

* Pasnunumsa B UHTepnpeTaumm Xangerrepa n lerena mexay bepaaesoim u Koxkesbim.

¢ AHanu3s pykonucu Koxkesa «OTBeT npodeccopy bepasesBy» B CpaBHEHUM C AHOHUMHbBIM U34aHMEM
«0 cBoboge TBOpUecTBa. OTBET r-Hy bepasaesy» B rasete «CoseTckuii NatpmnoTt» (1946).

bepafes n KorkeB npeacTaBasioT NPOTUBONONOXKHblE ¢uaocodpckme cuctembl, npudem Korkes
OVCTaHLMPYETCA OT PYCCKOM pennrmosHon punocodmm, o6ocHOBLIBAA aTeM3m M paccmaTpuBasa ceoboay
Kak 6opbby 3a npu3HaHWe, onpasabiBad Hacuame. Takmm obpasom, cpaBHeHue BepaseBa u Kokea
BbISIBNISIET HE TO/IbKO MHCTUTYLMOHA/IbHbIM Pa3pbiB MeXAY CTaplwnM U MAAAWMM NOKONEHUAMN NepBoOi
BOJIHbl SMUTPaALMK, HO U pa3nnyHble puiocodckme cTpaTermm.

Anna Reznichenko
Russian State University for the Humanities, Russia

H.A. BEPAAEB O PABCTBE U CBOBOAE U NPOBJIEMA “MORAL QUALIA”: C.H. BYJITAKOB U 3/1/TUC

HacTtoawmit AoKknag NpoLoNKaEeT CepUIo UCCNeL0BaHWNMI, YXKe HaYaTbIX Koeramu (B 4aCTHOCTH, C.
Tepesoit O6oneBnu), cBsA3n TeopeTnyeckoro Hacneamsa H.A. Bepgsaesa ¢ ero anuctonapuem, B 4aHHOM
cnyyae — nepenuckom ¢ ¢punocopom n 6orocnosom npod. npot. C.H. byarakoBbiM 1 MO3ITOM-MUCTUKOM U
nepesogumkom, enfan terrible pycckoro cumonmama, JibBom JlbBoBryem KobblnMHCKMM (dnnuncom),
oTnoxusLielics B poHae bepasesa B PTA/IN (Mocksa).

BbynrakoBa u bepasaeBa, HECMOTpPA Ha pasanume B PUA0COPCKUX CUCTEMAX U PA3HOTAACKA MO LLeS oMy
pAAY NPaKTUYECKMUX BONPOCOB CONMKAET obLLee Nose MOHMMAHMA KNoYeBbIX TeM GUnocodPumn, Takux Kak
peanbHOCTb, YeNOBEK, MUP. VX NepenncKka IMUrpaHTCKOro nepmMoaa CayKuMT GOHOM, a MOPORN U KAOUOM,



K MX TBOPYECTBY — HE C/lyYaHO K Hel obpaliasncb B CBOMX MHTEpecax MCCefoBaTenn KOHKPETHbIX
dunocodckux croxeToB (cKaxkem, Peryna LiBaneH MNyT, nucaslwas o npobieme cybbeKTa).

Mepenucka ¢ KOBbINMHCKUM-INAUCOM — APYroro, MUCTUKO-IMPUYECKOro TOHA M naaHa. MNucbma
3nnuca K bepaseBy —3TO O4EPKM-BOCNOMMUHAHUSA 06 yTpaueHHOM MUPE KYNbTYPbl U MbICIU, KOTOPbIM Bbin
B Poccum nepes BoliHOW, — KuTeke, 3aTOHyBWEM BOAWEBGHOM ropoje, CYLLECTBYIOWEM B WHOW
PeanbHOCTU, HEXKeNN peasbHOCTb CTPaH NobeauMBLIEro CoLManmM3ma M NobexaatoLero Haumsma.

Yuki Fukui
Waseda University, Japan

THINKING ABOUT SCIENCE AND RELIGION IN RUSSIAN RELIGIOUS THOUGHT
FROM BERDYAEV’S VIEWPOINT

This paper discusses Nikolai Berdyaev’s thoughts about science and religion and those of Russian
religious philosophy from his viewpoint.

Berdyaev explains this theme in chapter 2, “Faith and Knowledge,” of Philosophy of Freedom. He
rejects not only the supremacy of science or religion but also their dualism, planning his own philosophical
system that unites them within itself. In this respect, he surely inherits Slavophiles’ and Soloviev’s thinking.

On the other hand, he is distinguished from other Russian religious philosophers in that his integral
philosophy is existentialistic. He intends that the free choice of a pure faith leads a scientific knowledge
to the height of gnosis by faith. This seems to be too voluntaristic and rejects the possibility of natural
theology, i.e. the way to acquire the knowledge of God through nature by reason.

I will consider this matter, going back to Slavophiles’ “believing reason,” Soloviev’s “integral
knowledge”, and Fedorov’s “common task.”

Frederick Matern
Saint Paul University, Canada

“ESCAPE FROM THE LAST JUDGMENT”: BERDYAEV’S RECEPTION OF COSMISM

Nicholas Berdyaev has been categorized as a “cosmist” in the tradition of the nineteenth-century
thinker Nikolai Fedorov. Russian cosmism, as a movement growing from the ideas of Fedorov, is
concerned with bending nature, through technological advancement, to the point where humanity could
be occupied with the “common task” of resurrecting the ancestors. Young (2012), for example, notes that
Berdyaev, together with Soloviev, Bulgakov and Florensky, are often discussed in modern Russian
scholarship as “Religious Cosmists” due to certain thematic links that connect them with the ideas of
Fedorov. Ideas such as these thinkers’ common sophiological concern with comic unity, as well as
Berdyaev’s specific concern with the creative act, in addition to a general admiration for the spirit of
Fedorov’s project are cited in support of the idea of classifying Berdyaev as a cosmist. There are, however,
significant differences between

Mikolaj Banaszkiewicz
National Library, Poland

NIMBEPA/NIbHBIE KPUTUKU H.A. BEPOAEBA B JOPEBO/IIOLLMOHHOMN POCCUMN

[oknazg nocsALeH BOCNPUATUIO PYCCKUMU NMbepanamm o6L,ecTBEHHO-MOANTUYECKMX B3rNAA0B H.A.
Bepasesa B nepuog mexay pesontoumamm 1905 n 1917 rr. B yacTHOCTH, aHanusupyetca nmbepanbHas
peuenuusa cbopHUKa «Bexm», COABTOPOM KOTOPOro WM ABAAACA BblAAIOLWMICA PYCCKM MbICAUTEND.
PasmblwneHna aBTopa NpeacTaBaAloT CcobOM MOMbITKY OCMbICAEHUA nNpobaembl COOTHOLIEHMA
nnbepanbHoOl 0bL,ecTBEHHOM MOLENN U LLEHHOCTHbIX OPUEHTUPOB, GOPMUPYIOLLNX MUPOBO33peHne H.A.
bepaseBa B nocnegHee pecATunetTue cyuwectsoBaHua Poccuiickolt mmnepun. OCHOBHyto 6a3y
uccnenoBaHUA COCTaBAAET pycckaa aMbepanbHaa NepuoaMKa TOro BPEMEHW, B TOM YMUCAE KypHabl
«BecTHUK EBponbi» n «Pycckaa mbicab».
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3A NPEAENAMMU YTOMUWN: BEPAOAEB Ob AHAPXU3SME KPOMOTKMHA
N UNNIO3NAX KONNEKTUBUSMA

Hukonalh bepases, NepBOHAYaNbHO NPUBEP)KEHEL, MAPKCM3Ma, CO BpPEMeHeM pa3BMBAET
KPUTUYECKMIA B3rNAL Ha KONNEKTMBU3M B NtOBbIX ero ¢opmax, B TOM 4YMUCAE HA KOJANEKTUBUCTCKME
OoTBETB/AEHMA aHapxu3ma. OH paccMaTpPMBAET aHAPXM3M KaK 4acTb PYCCKOW KyNbTYpHOW Tpaauuuu,
yTBEPKAAA: «AHAPXM3M ecCTb, r1aBHbIM 06pa3om, co3paHue pycckux». bepases oTmevaeT Bceuenoe
NPOHMKHOBEHME aHAPXMUCTCKUX UAEN B PYCCKYO MNTEPaTYpPY M GUNocodmio, BAAIOWMX KaK Ha NeBble, TaK
M Ha npaBble TeyeHuA, Bblaenaa posab Poccun B GOpmMMPOBAHUM aHAPXMCTCKON MbICAM Yepes TaKux
mbicanTenen, kak bakyHuH, KponotkuH n Tonctoii. OgHaKo, B TO e Bpems, bepases He paccmaTpuBaeT
bakyHMHa M KpoOnoTKMHA WCKAKOYUTENBHO KaK PYCCKMX TEOPETWMKOB, M3-3a 3HAYMTENbHOIO BAUAHUSA
3anagHbIx naen Ha ux punocodutio.

B KpuTMKe aHapxuama beppaeB KOHUEHTPUMPYETCA Ha MAEAX aHAPXO-KOANEKTMBM3MA bakyHMHa,
yOenaa meHblue BHUMAHUA KpOnNoTKMHY, OTMeYad, YTO aHapXM3m NocneaHero meHee paguKkaneH u3-3a
ero Bepbl B NPMHLMN B3aumonomowm. OQHAKo € TOYKKU 3peHns bepaseBa, TakoW Nogxon UrHopupyet
meTadU3nKy 3/1a, KOTOpas, NO ero MHeHUto, ABNAETCA GyHAAMEHTAIbHOM 418 MOHMMAHUA Ye/10BEYEeCKOro
9K3UCTEHUMU. AHaNN3UPYyA aHapxo-KOMMyHM3M KponoTkuHa, bepadeB Bblgendetr M camy uaeto
KOMMYHM3Ma, KPUTUKYA €€ Kak yTonnyeckyto. OH yKasblBaeT, YTo MAeann3M KOMMYHU3Ma HEN3BEKHO
NpeBpaLLaeTCca B aHTMYE/I0BEYECKYIO MAEO0/OMMI0 NPU MOMbITKE peanv3aumMm Ha npaktuke. OH 0cobo
noayYépkueaeT 6e300KHbIM ACMeKT KOMMYHM3MA, BMAA B HEM ¢yHAAMEHTaANbHbIA KOHGAWKT C
YyenoBeYECKOM NPUPOaON.

B noknage ocoboe BHUMaHWe yaenAaeTcA aHanuM3y KPWUTUKKM bepaseBa MO OTHOLWEHWUIO K
KONNEKTUBUCTCKUM popmMam aHapxmu3ama. MNoauépkusaetca, 4To bepaAaeB 4acTO CKOHUEHTPUPOBAH Ha
MHTepnpeTaumax M WMCTOPUYECKUX MOMbITKAX peanr3auun KOJNIEKTUBUCTCKMX WAEN, a He NvWb Ha
ayTEHTUYHbIX TEOPUAX, KOTOPbIE, B CYLLLHOCTWU, Pa3NYHbI, UAX AaXKe NPOTUBOMNOJ/IONHbI OT NPaKTUYECKUX
MonbITOK WX peanunsaummn. Kpome paccmoTpeHus obuiero noaxoda K KOHLUENUMAM, aKueHTMpyeTca
BHMMaHMe Ha npuHUMNe B3auMmonomolwm KponoTkuHa. Bonpekn mHeHuto beppgsaesa, B umaeax
KponoTK1Ha AaHHbIA NPUHLMN ONMPAETCA HE TONbKO Ha abCTpaKTHble NpeacTaB/ieHnA, HO U Ha HayYHble
nccnefoBaHUA. ITO NO3BOSIAET PacCMOTPETb KPUTUKY BepasesBa nog ApyrMM yrnom M ob6HapyXuTb
NoTeHLUMaNbHble TOYKM CONPUKOCHOBEHUA MeXay naeamm bepgaesa n KponoTkuHa.

Takum obpa3om, B pamKax Hallero aHaamMsa, Mbl OOHAPYKMBAEM C/OMKHYIO CETb KPUTMYECKUX
B3rNA40B HAa aHAapPXM3M M KOJJIEKTUBU3M, BbIXOAALMX 338 PAaMKM TPALMLMOHHbIX MHTepnpeTaumin. 3To
nccnefoBaHWE He TOJIbKO OCBELLLAeT YHMKaNbHYO nepcnektusy bepasesa, HO U cnocobctByeT K 6osee
rnyboKoOMYy MOHMMAHUIO ANANEKTUKN MEXAY UHAMBUAYANNIMOM U KOJJIEKTUBM3MOM B NOJIMTUYECKON U
dunocodckoi mbicau.

James Roberts
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BIRTH, FREEDOM AND CREATIVITY: MOTHER MARIA SKOBTSOVA’S ENGAGEMENT
WITH NIKOLAI BERDYAEV

Nikolai Berdyaev (1874-1948) and Mother Maria Skobtsova (1891-1945) were close friends,
intellectual interlocuters, and collaborators within the Russian émigré community in Paris. This paper will
highlight their relationship and will particularly assess Skobtsova’s critique of Berdyaev’s understanding
of creativity and birth. It seeks to address the paucity of scholarly reflection on the impact this friendship
had on their respective theological writings.

Scholarship on Skobtsova’s theological work is gradually increasing and deepening. However, there
has been relatively little comparative reflection on her thought with that of her contemporaries in Paris
(which included Berdyaev, Bulgakov, Fedotov and others). A comparative investigation between Berdyaev



and Skobtsova would therefore be beneficial for Skobtsova studies. However, Skobtsova also presents a
unique critique of Berdyaev’s work which is important for Berdyaev’s legacy (and, importantly, offers the
perspective of an Orthodox woman theologian on his understanding of creativity). This paper suggests
that Skobtsova’s perspective not only allows us a deeper insight into Berdyaev's context, but also provides
us with a critique of his system which is worthy of scholarly attention.

There are numerous shared biographical elements to highlight between the two thinkers, which this
paper shall consider. In 1927 a discussion group (a ‘circle’) was formed by the RSCM on the topic of Russia
— Berdyaev and Skobtsova were members, and they both spoke at the RSCM conference in July 1927 on
the theme of Russia. In addition, Skobtsova dedicates her 1937 collection of poetry (Stikhi) to Berdyaev.
Berdyaev also coined the name “Orthodox Action” for the group which they formed (which Skobtsova
was the president of). Their close biographical connection is reflected in a remarkably aligned theological
vision.

Theologically, the two thinkers are working within the same tradition (they share numerous key
influences), and reflecting on similar themes including creativity, Russia, the nature of history, and
asceticism, as well as analysing the work of their predecessors including Khomiakov and Leontiev. There
are also, however, notable differences. The most fruitful point of critical theological engagement between
Skobtsova and Berdyaev is around creativity and birth. For Berdyaev, birth is an unfree creative process
where sex (and birth-giving generation) squanders creativity and reflects natural necessity. Skobtsova
argues that natural birth is indeed an “unfree” process, as it is bound to natural necessity. However, it
produces a free personality in the child. Therefore, whilst the process may be unfree, the product is free.
In contrast, she suggests that human creativity outside of birth (in art, literature, etc.) can only ever be
made from a different essence, but will ultimately always reflect the personality (the hypostasis) of its
creator. In this sense, this creation is not free. Therefore, birth has a unique place in creating from the
same essence, and producing a free creation. For Skobtsova, this is important for her own notion of
Godmotherhood, which presents an alternative to the anti-procreative (and male-dominated) strain
within modern Russian Orthodox thought.

By highlighting the theological relationship between Skobtsova and Berdyaev, this paper will show
how the influence of one of his closest collaborators in Paris can shed new light onto Berdyaev’s
intellectual legacy. In turn, this contributes a reading of Berdyaev’'s work which may resonate with
feminist/gender criticism.

Raul-Ovidiu Bodea
University of Oradea, Romania

THE QUESTION OF ETHICAL KNOWLEDGE IN NIKOLAI BERDYAEV
AND THE WIDER CONTEXT OF EXISTENTIAL PHILOSOPHY

Existentialist philosophy is marked by a certain ambivalence towards the questions related to ethics,
and also on the very possibility of ethical knowledge as such. For many existentialists, ethical thought is
something that is to be overcome in a more authentic existence that cannot be defined or described by
ethical principles or systems. This attitude is also found in a particular way in the thought of Nikolai
Berdyaev (1874-1948). For Berdyaev, there is only one understanding of ethics that needs to be
overcome, but at the same time, there is another understanding of ethics that he proposes and with it,
the very possibility of ethical thought. What is interesting is that Berdyaev claims that his thought can be
described as existentialist, although he distinguishes between himself and other existentialist thinkers. In
this paper, | will explore both the meaning of ethical knowledge in Berdyaev as well as how his philosophy
fits within the existentialist tradition and how it differs from other existentialists on the issue of ethical
knowledge. As part of this endeavor, | will reassess the debate on the nature and possibility of ethical
knowledge between Berdyaev and Lev Shestov (1866-1938), the other famous Russian existentialist
thinker, but also place the debate in the wider tradition of existential thought. In this way, the paper will
underline both the originality of Berdyaev’s philosophy on the question of ethical knowledge, as well as
the way in which his philosophy stands in relationship to the existentialist tradition.

Emmanuel Ehinon Arikhan



The Pontifical University of John Paul Il in Krakow, Poland

EDITH STEIN’S UNREPEATABLE SINGULARITY AND NIKOLAI BERDYAEV’S PERSONALITY AS CORRECTIVE
FRAMEWORK FOR SOCIAL MEDIA ENGAGEMENT

Social media is a dynamic tool for communication and human engagement of ideas. It has proven to
be a decisive factor in contemporary human society, by connecting people and defying the limits of spatial
distance. It has promoted and built relationships. It has united kins and people of like minds, and
facilitated the bonds of human solidarity. Never in the history of humankind has there been so much
information readily available for all people, as it is today on social media. Social Media has led to uprisings
that shook or toppled oppressive regimes. It has given many oppressed segments of humanity a voice and
a will to stand for their rights. However, there is a massive brewing dark side of social media today — social
media toxicity. This toxicity is characterized by a new form of dictatorship, herd morality, falsehood
promotion, stifling of divergent opinions, racism, intolerance all tied together by a dehumanization of the
human person. This is so divisive that the identity of a person is marked by the number of social media
likes or social media affiliation they belong to. This paper will tackle this menace using the crucibles of the
personalism of Edith Stein and Nikolai Berdyaev as a corrective substructure for human engagement on
social media.

Hanus Nykl
Charles University, Czech Republic

HUKONAW BEPLAEB U YEXUA: CBA3U U BOCNPUATUE

Berdyaev is one of the best-known and most translated Russian thinkers in the Czech Republic. The
paper will reflect on his ties to interwar Czechoslovakia and Russian exile institutions and will try to outline
the reception of Berdyaev’s philosophy in Czechoslovakia and the Czech Republic.

Larisa Oldyreva and Irina Danilova
University in Gothenburg, Sweden

U3YYEHUE N UHTEPMPETALMA UOEN H. BEPOAEBA
COBPEMEHHbIMW CKAHOAUHABCKMMWU UCCNEOOBATENAMMU

B npeanaraemom goKnage paccmoTpeH Bonpoc o6 m3ydennn naein H. bepasesa cKaHAMHABCKMMM
nccneposatenamu. Llenb gaHHoM paboTbl — NOKas3aTb pasHoobpasme NoaxoLoB M NMPUHLMMIOB aHaAn3a
naoen bepasesa, NIOMMKY MX PAacCMOTPEHMS, A TaKKe MYyTU OCMbICAIEHMA naen pycckoro ¢unocoda B
MEeXKAYHapOoAHOM KOHTEKCTe.

BbiBoAbl 06 oueHKe naen bepasesa caenaHbl Ha ocHoBe PaboT WBeACKUX aBTOPOB TPEX NOKOJAEHUN
oT 1940-x ronoB A0 Hawux AHel. B npeacTaBAeHHbIX HAMW TPyAaX OTPAXKEH LUMPOKUIN CnekTp naen H.
bepaseBa c uctopuyeckom, pUnocopcKom N 3TUHECKOM TOUEK 3PEHUA.

Svetlana Panich
Woycliffe College, University of Toronto, Canada

APXUEMUCKONMN KEHTEPEEPUNCKUIA POY3H YU/TbAMC KAK YATATE/Ib HUKONIAA BEPAAEBA

B BOCMPUATMM OAHOIO M3 BeAYWMX aHMIMKAHCKMX 6orocnoBoB PoyaHa Yunbsmca pycckas
pennrnosHas epunocodusa — He «Aeno3nTapuin» naen, NPeacTaBAAIOLMX UCKAOUNTENBHO UCTOPUYECKYIO



LEHHOCTb, @ MHTENNEKTYaNbHbIW BbI30B, OPOLLEHHbI COBPeMeHHOM mbicamn o Bore 1 yenoseke. Hukonai
bepanes 4NA HEro — OAMH MX TEX MbICUTENEN, Y KOTO 3TOT BbI30B 3BYYUT Hanbonee pagnKaabHo.

B coobLueHnm, onmpatoLemcs, rnasHbiM 06pasom, Ha nocneaHo KHUry PoysHa Yunbamca Looking
East in Winter. Contemporary Thought and the Eastern Christian Tradition (Bloomsbury, 2021) 6yaet
npeAnpUHATA NONbITKA KPaTKO NOKa3aTb, KakKMM 06pa3om HeCKO/IbKO 3HauMMbIx B bepasesa ngen moryt
NPOYUTLIBATLCA 3anagHbiM 60OrocnoBoM, Ybe MblwaeHMe cHopmMMpPoBAHO Auanorom ¢ BocTouHoi
LEPKOBbIO.

CoBepLUEHHO TaK ke, KaK 3TO NMPOMUCXOLMN0 B KM3HU OCHOBAHHOIo maTtepbto Mapuei Ckobuosoi
MapuXcKoro goma Ha ya. Jlypmenb, 77, B pasmblwaeHnAx PoyaHa Yunbamca c/bilHa NepeKknnyka
60rocnIoBCKMX «ronocos» bepgsaesa n m. Mapuu. [ HEFO OHU — «BYHTYIOLIME MbICIUTENNY, CTaBALLMNE
nog, BOMPOC MHTE//IEKTya/lbHOe baaronosiydnme OTB/IEYEHHOTO paccy»kaeHua o bore Kak «npeametey.
Ynnbamcy BoO MHOrom 611M3K0, B YaCTHOCTM, «NosMTuYeckoe borocnosune» bepasesa, HO BMecTe C Tem, OH
npouYnTbiBaeT 6epafAeBCKYl0 MbIC/Ib HE AOrMaTUYECKM, a KPUTUYECKM, CKBO3b MPU3MY COBPEMEHHOM
60Oroc/IOBCKOM U COLMANbHOM MOBECTKU. ITO OTKPbITOE MPOYTEHME: YNTATENI0 Pa3MblliieHuid PoyaHa
Yunbamca npepgnaraetcs BOWTM B AMANOT MeXAy PYCCKMM pennrnosHbim dunocodpom u ero
BOMPOLLUAOLWUM UHTEPNPETATOPOM.

Daniel Kisliakov
University of Divinity, Australia

CONSIDERATION OF NIKOLAI BERDYAEV FROM AN ANTHROPOLOGICAL POINT OF VIEW

Nikolai Berdyaev continues to be one of the pivotal figures of the emigres of the 20th century, but
inasmuch as the history of the Russian Religious Renaissance continues to be reassessed, there is need to
examine the multifaceted aspects of its key personalities. Explorations of others of the diaspora milieu
have demonstrated the benefit of multidisciplinary approaches — specifically, Bulgakov through an
anthropological lens and its relationship to personhood.

The present lecture considers the said approach in relation to the study of Berdyaev. In contrast to
his contemporaries, Berdyaev continued to function as a philosopher and demonstrated a methodological
uniqueness that differentiated him from his peers.

This corresponded with a respect for human freedom that resulted in his defense of Bulgakov at the
time of the Sophia Affair. However, the needs of the time betrayed similarities of conclusions despite the
differences that were apparent. Examination of sources demonstrates an ontology of personhood that
predated its appropriation by others at a later time.

The analytical part of the thesis compares Berdyaev’s approach with one taken — namely,
acknowledgement of the human person and his or her uniqueness in relation to God and peers, whilst
maintaining a sense of otherness that balances the needs of persons and the community. This results in
an anthropological “lens”. The consistency demonstrated between the two protagonists of the diaspora
intelligentsia suggests a broad implied ontology of personhood.

Its study contributes to understanding of the background of the multidisciplinary investigation,
suggesting a path towards its development at a later time in the 20th century.

Kamil Wojtowicz
University of Zielona Géra, Poland

NICOLAS BERDYAEYV IN POLISH PHILOSOPHICAL RESEARCH FROM 2008 TO 2023

The philosophy of Nicolas Berdyaev (1874-1948) has been in the field of interest for years for many
researchers, also in Poland. He was one of the most famous Russian émigré philosophers in the West. His



works have been translated into twenty languages, he referred to various areas of the humanities and
attempted a synthesis of the idea of Christian humanism with romantic ideals. Presented in the article is
the state of research on the philosophy of Nicolas Berdyaev in Poland in the years 2008-2023. The
selection of such a research period was due to the fact that research from earlier years was described in
detail in the article by Marek Styczynski “Polish research on the philosophy of Nicolas Berdyaev” (2008).
The purpose of the article is analysis of Polish studies of his achievements, as well as reflection on the
possible future of research in this field. First, the thought and works of Nicolas Berdyaev are briefly
presented, then in the order of diachrony, Polish studies of his thoughts and translations of his works are
presented. Article concludes with thoughts related to the (possible) future of research on Nicolas
Berdyaev philosophy in Poland and its intellectual attractiveness for subsequent generations. Materials
shown and developed in the article were obtained by the author as a result of a search of available
databases of scientific studies in philosophy and related fields.

Vladimir Alexander Smith-Mesa
UCL SSEES (School of Slavonic and East European Studies), Library, The United Kingdom

BERDYAEV & US. NIKOLAI ALEXANDROVICH IN THE HISPANIC WORLD

Notes on Berdyaev’s legacy in the Hispanic World: from the publication of the first Spanish
translations of his work to the advent of Liberation Theology. How did his work became available in
Spanish? Who translated them, when was his first book in Spanish was published? What is Berdyaev’s
legacy in the Hispanic World? These questions remain a major blind-spot in the bibliography of Hispanic
American, Berdyaev and Translation Studies.

Gennadii Aliaiev
Independent scholar, Ukraine

«fl NPU3HAIO OCHOBHbIE BALLM YTBEP/EHWUA, U PACXOXYCb C BAMMU TO/IbKO B TOM, YTO HE
PA3JENAIO BALUMX OTPULLAHUM». O MEPENUCKE MEXAY C. ®PAHKOM U H. BEPAAEBLIM

B poknage npepnonaraetca NOKasaTb OCHOBHbIE TEMbI, KOTOPble 3aTparMBaancb B Nepenucke Asyx
BbIAAIOLLMXCA PYCCKMX MbICANTENEN. ITO 0O6MeH MHeHMAMM O paboTax Apyr Apyra, CoBMecTHas paboTa B
PenurnosHo-¢mnnocodpckon akagemun, nybamkauum C. ®PpaHka B KypHane «[lyTb», MNoAroTOBKA
aHTO/I0TMM PYCCKUX PEINTNO3HBIX MbliCanTenen u gpyrue. NMepenncka oxsaTtbiBaeT nepunog ¢ 1923 no 1947
rogpl. HepasHo 3Ta nepenucka bblna onyb6anKoBaHa, YTO MO3BOAAET TEMEPb aKTUBHEE BBOAWUTbL €€ B
HayuHblli obopoT (cm.: FanoHeHkoB A.A. dnucmonspHsili duanoe C.Jl. ®paHka u H.A. Beposesa.
Mepenucka Hukonasa bepdseea ¢ CemeHom dpaHkom u TamesaHoli ®park (1923-1947) / Ny6a., noar.
TekcTa M npumed. A.A. TanoHeHkoBsa // Hukosnali Bepdsaes: snucmosnsApHsili paszosop. ApxusHsie
mamepuarnsel [ ote. pea.-coct. T.I. LLeapuHa; npeanca., NOAroTOBKA TEKCTa, NpUmeY., KOMMEHT., A.A.
FanoHeHKoBa, E.B. Cepatokosoir, N.0. LWWeapuHoin, T.I. WegpuHoit. M.: Moantnyeckaa sHUMKNONeAUs,
2023. C. 16-158).

Pylyp Bilyi
University of Silesia in Katowice, Poland

AWANOT ®U10COPOB OB UHTYULUWN. HUKONIAW BEPAAEB U HUKONIAIA NOCCKUN

Ounanor o6 uHTYyMTMBM3IME mexay Hukonaem beppgaesbim M Hukonaem JIOCCKMM NOBAMAN Ha
OanbHenwee pasBuTUe MeTaPU3NKM maean-peanunsma. MccnepgosaHue oxBaTbiBaeT Mepuog, nepson



AeKaapbl XX BeKa, U GOKYCUPYETCA Ha BbIIBNIEHMM KNHOUYEBbIX BOMPOCOB FTHOCEOIOTUU ABYX MbICAUTENEN,
CTaBWMx 06beKTaMm Ux GMNoCcoPCKMUX CNOPOB.

B [OKNaZe paccMaTpMBatOTCS OCHOBHbIE acneKTbl PUAocodCKMX pasHornacuin mexay bepasesbim v
Nocckum, nx B3rnsAbl Ha MHTYUTUBHOE NO3HaHWe MUpPa. HecmoTpa Ha NO3UTUBHYIO oueHKy O60CHOBaHUSA
WUHTYUTMBM3MA, bepaseB cuuTan, yTo BCAKAA THOCEO/IOTMYECcKas Teopusa MMEET Hayaso B OHTOJIOTUM.
NocckuiA, og4HaKo, M3HAYaNbHO NoA4YepKmnBan becnpeanocblIoYHOCTL cBoero metoga. Ocoboe BHMMaHUe
yAenaeTcA rHoCceoNorMYecknm nNpPeanocblikaM MHTYUTUBHOTO meToda JI0CCKOro U Mx 06OCHOBaHWIO B
caMom obbekTe nosHaHuA. Cama KpuTUKa beppgsesa, ¢ meTaduaMyecKMx NO3UUMIA, B AajbHelwem
NoB/IMANA Ha TEOPUIO UAEeaN-peannsma B paboTte « Mup Kak orpaHMYeHHOe Lesoey.

[oknag TaKkxXe npegocTaBiseT aHa/iM3 B3aMMHOro Bosgenctsva bepasesa u Jlocckoro apyr Ha
ApYyra, UX U3SMEHeHUs B NO3NLMAX MU BOSMOXKHbIE TOUYKM CONMKEHUSA. B 3aKnt04eHne npeanaratoTcs MbiCan
O TOM, KaK 3Ta ANCKYCCMA NPOAOKAET OKasblBaTb BAUAHUE Ha COBPEMEHHOE NMOHMMaHWUe GpUNocodCKmxX
npobaem.

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

KOHLUENUUA NMYHOCTU Y H.A. BEPOAEBA U 1.N. KAPCABUHA

AHTpONoOMIOrMYyeckoe M3MepeHne CBOWCTBEHHO Nt0bOM rnyboKon M LenocTHoh Mmbican. MecTo
Yyesl0oBEKA B MUPE U €ro OHTONIOFMYECKUI CTaTyC — OAMH U3 BaXKHEMLLMX aCNeKTOB KaXKaon ¢punocodckom
cuctembl. Naes yenoBeKa KaK LENIOCTHOrO Cy6bekTa AyXOBHOW XWM3HW y beppaseBa M KoHuenuus
«CUMOHMYECKON NMYHOCTU» KapcaBMHA UCXoAST M3 OAHOW TpPaAuMUMM — BOCTOYHOXPUCTUAHCKOM
NaTPUCTUYECKON MbICIU. TpUHUTAPHOE eAMHCTBO, AMXOTOMMSA MUKPO- M MaKpPOKOCMa, npouecc
[AYXOBHOIO0 COBEPLUEHCTBOBAHUA — BCE 3TO CBA3bIBAET AHTPOMNO/OrMYECKME NpeacTaBieHMA oboux
dunocodos. OgHaKo B BOMPOCE O COOTHOLIEHUM NIMYHOCTU U MUPA 3TU NpeacTaBieHMA OTINYAIOTCA.
Ocobbllii UCTOPU3M, CBOMCTBEHHbIN KapcaBUHYy B acnekTe NMOHMMaHWA ANYHOCTWU, HE MPOTUBOPEYUUT, a
OpraHWYHO AOMNONHAET PennrnosHo-punocodpcKoe peleHne gaHHoro sonpoca y bepasesa. BoianeHuto
3TOro COOTHOLLEHMA U NOCBALLEH AaHHbIN AOKNa4,.

Nataliya Petreshak
The Pontifical University of John Paul Il in Krakow, Poland

NIKOLAS BERDYAEV’S: THE PERSONALITY OF THE PHILOSOPHER IN MEMORIES

The paper explores the life and philosophical evolution of Nikolas Berdyaev, a prominent philosopher
of the 20th century. It examines how Berdyaev’s philosophical worldview was shaped by influences from
Slavonic religious thought and various philosophical movements of his time. The text delves into debates
surrounding Berdyaev’s primary philosophical focus, his evolving worldview, and the complexities of his
personal life, particularly his unusual lifestyle of marriage. The paper presents a nuanced portrait of the
philosopher and analyzes the distinctive features of his character, behavior, and lifestyle. The main
sources used to describe Berdyaev’s personality are memories and testimonies from his relatives, close
friends, and the philosopher himself.

By analyzing Berdyaev’s personality, temperament, and interactions with others, the text sheds light
on the multifaceted nature of his worldview. It demonstrates that the philosopher’s unconventional
lifestyle reflects his philosophical outlook, blurring the lines between personal experience and
philosophical style of thinking. Despite controversies and conflicts, Berdyaev's intellectual legacy endures,
challenging traditional religious and philosophical paradigms while offering insights into the human
condition and the pursuit of transcendence. For researchers interested in Berdyaev’s personal life and the
roots of his philosophy, this paper could be a valuable resource.

Romilo Aleksandar Knezevié
University of Nis, Serbia



NIKOLAI BERDYAEV: A THIRD KIND OF NON-BEING AND A NEW ONTOLOGY

Nikolai Berdyaev distinguishes between two kinds of non-being: firstly, platonic, relative non-being
or me on; secondly, Christian, absolute non-being or ouk on. | suggest that both kinds of non-beings
denote the nihil of the creatio ex nihilo, i.e., the “nothing” from which God created the world. The former
Berdyaev calls “relative” non-being in that, unlike its Christian counterpart, it is not a purely logical, non-
ontological term. Relative being is ontologically real, but being an unchangeable and closed system it
hampers God’s creative freedom. In this paper, therefore, | shall argue that Christian reaction to the
platonic me on in the form of absolute non-being or ouk on did not achieve its main goal of liberating God.
Being complete and eternally finished, me on presents an obstacle to God’s creative movement — God
cannot create a new ontological reality. So the task of ouk on was to provide for a nihil that would serve
as a ground for a radical breakthrough in being.

To be free, God needs to be capable of broadening the being. However, this patristic view of God’s
freedom is in contradiction with the doctrine of divine perfection, developed by the same Church Fathers:
a perfect God cannot create something new, given that what is perfect is by definition unalterable and
immovable. Faced with evident incongruity, the Fathers argued that creation out of nothing/ouk on is just
another way of saying that God creates out of Himself — ex Deo. Thus, the Fathers acknowledged that God
repeats Himself in the world.

Hence, one is urged to ponder about the origin and the meaning of the term nihil. Why does theology
mention the nihil in the first place? Is it really necessary to talk about relative non-being and absolute
non-being? Would it not be easier, since both these concepts fail to secure the foundation of God’s
freedom, to forget about them and to say that God, as the perfect One, creates out of Himself? Indeed, if
God is perfect, then there could be nothing alongside Him, not a nihil, not even His nature. Nonetheless,
theology has always been talking both about the nihil or the divine nature, i.e., it has always seen God as
a complex being and as a binary union of opposites, which is in stark contrast to the doctrine of divine
simplicity.

God is considered to be free only if He can enlarge His being. This is why He cannot create ex Deo
since this would be repeating Himself. God needs a non-being that is different both from me on and ouk
on — a third kind of non-being. This new non-being, in Berdyaev’s opinion, must have one new
characteristic: it has to be uncreated, or, it has to be outside of God. Mentioning the nihil or God’s nature
makes sense only if we understand this concept as an infinite and uncreated potency even from God’
perspective. Berdyaev suggests that this bottomless freedom has to be the foundation of every form of
being if we are hoping to overcome the platonic notion of a deity enslaved by a potent-less,
predetermined, and created freedom.

Bradley Underwood
Northwestern University, USA

NOTHING FROM NOTHING: THE UNDERGROUND IN SERGEI BULGAKOV AND NIKOLAI BERDIAEV

Dostoevsky boasted in his notebooks that “I alone deduced the tragic essence of the underground.”
“The underground,” and its anonymous inhabitant, the Underground Man, remain among the most novel
contributions of the Russian intellectual tradition. The Underground Man’s liminal personality and
hyperbolic arguments have served as a touchstone for psychological and philosophical analysis: for
psychologists, to understand the nuances of spite and resentment, for philosophers, to develop insights
into language and consciousness. The aim of this paper is to delineate how two Russian philosophers —
Nikolai Berdiaev (1874-1948) and Sergei Bulgakov (1871-1944) — use the underground to grapple with
the problems of free will and evil. My argument begins with the premise that Berdiaev and Bulgakov
approach the Underground Man as someone whose will is grounded in “nothing,” a concept invested with
cosmic significance. The Underground Man, in their view, seeks a freedom that approximates the void
from which God fashioned humans. For both thinkers, evil is coterminous with the liberty to unmake what
God has made. Yet Berdiaev and Bulgakov differ in their understanding of the “nothing” towards which
the underground is headed.



