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The paper deals with the issues of anxiety, solitude, homelessness and non-sense of human existence in
the universe as they were posed and addressed in the Russian religious philosophy of the 20" century.
Russian philosophers were seeking for overcoming of the present condition of humanity through the
restoration of the lost Divine image, encapsulated in the notion of personhood. The difficulty of defining
personhood proceeds from the paradoxical condition of humanity in the world reflected in perennial
philosophy, as well as from a fundamental unknowability of man by himself so clearly articulated by
Patristic writers. The fulfillment of personhood implies the overcoming of the constraints and slavery
to the rubrics of the incarnate existence in this physical world. It is in this movement that the sense
of solitude and despair disappears because the whole of the human history, as well as the whole
universe, are brought inside the infinite and incomprehensible subjectivity of man in the image of the
Divine. Russian philosophers expressed a deep concern and care for man, the world and God through
looking for the consolation of the soul of all humanity from within a limited historical period in the 20"
century’s history full of apostasy and demonic inhumanity. Their hymnology to man is the perennial
attempt to affirm this world as still imbued with faith, hope and love.
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“The eternal silence of the infinite spaces terrifies me. Console yourself: it is
not from yourself that you must expect anything: on the contrary, your expectation
must lie in expecting nothing from yourself” (B. Pascal, Pensées, p. 110).

Introduction: solitude response in the academia and intelligencia,

on the crossroads of anthropology asserting the tragic and ever escaping sense of

and cosmology' the human existence, diminution of the value
The first half of the 20" century, with its  of human life and its “low cost” as paid by

wars and revolutions initiated a philosophical the societies and politically struggling powers
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attempting to impose their utopias of a universal

world-order. Russian  philosophers, who
experienced deeper than others the turmoil and
uncertainty of the surrounding world, as well as
the loss of hope for humanity’s reconciliation
in its progression towards the eternal good,
expressed the sense of this loss through a
characteristic invocation of the old philosophical
motives which intellectually tortured their
predecessors. Their dissatisfaction and the vision
of the vanity of the human attempt to find the
ground for the sense of existence in this world
gave rise to a cosmological anxiety leading to
a question of the possibility of liberation from
all chains to this world and to the search for the
source of existence in the transcendent Divine.
Evgenii Trubetskoi started his book “The Sense
of Life”, written in 1918, with the tackling of
that which seemed to be inevitable in the human
condition, namely the “non-sense of existence”
(«beccempicuiia cymecTBoBaHus») indicated
by him as an eternal repetition in the circle of
birth and death, when “every life attempts to
rise above the earth but falls anew back onto it
without any hope of succeeding, mingling with
the dust of the earth; and the wings by which it

takes off turn out to be no more than an illusory

and disappearing poetical embellishment”
(Trubetskoi 1922, p. 34). 2
In 1939, Nikolai Berdyaev  wrote

emphatically in his book on the slavery and
freedom of humanity that “a condition of anguish
and distress is deeply inherent in personality as
such. Man feels himself to be a creature which is
suspended over an abyss. And it is just in man as
person, breaking away from the primitive trend
to collective existence, that this feeling reaches a
special degree of acuteness” (Berdyaev 1943, p.
52).} Berdyaev accentuates the fact that in order to
have an ability of being aware of the non-sense of
existence and to be able to be in a state of distress

one must transcend the natural level of existence

to the state of “personhood”. The “abyss” over
which a human creature realizes its material
insignificance has, according to Berdyaev, not
only natural, but also social dimensions. The
“abyss” is everything which symbolizes the
suspension of human freedom, uniqueness and
its sense of centrality in the universe, that is man
as a special creature.

In a similar vein Semion Frank expressed
in 1956 the human anxiety of existence without
foundation: “Our self or ‘soul’ is conscious. . .of its
poverty and insufficiency, of the inherent tragedy
of its existence.... In so far as it attains true self-
consciousness, it is inevitably aware of its solitude
and homelessness in the world of fact in which it
is bound to participate and to which it is largely
subordinated” (Frank 1965, p. 97).* He uses words
similar to Berdyaev by asserting that it is through
self-consciousness of its own internal reality that
man is also conscious of its inherent instability,
that it is hanging over the abyss and looses the
sense of life so that all this brings it to the search
of support beyond itself (Frank 1965, p. 102). In
what concerns the uncertainty of a cosmic ground
in human existence, which was articulated by the
sciences of the first half of the 20" century, both
Berdyaev and Frank reproduce a cosmological
sentiment which is famously attributed to Pascal
in respect to his saying that “the eternal silence
of the infinite spaces terrifies me™. In fact, that
which Berdyaev and Frank rearticulated in the
20" century was also articulated by existential
philosophers before them. It is enough to recall
Kierkegaard who expressed in a dramatic form
his anxiety about the impossibility to describe
one’s position in being: “One sticks his finger
in the ground in order to judge where one is. I
stick my finger in existence — it feels like nothing.
Where am 1? What is the ‘world’? What does
this word mean? Who has duped me into the
whole thing, and now leaves me standing there?

Who am I? How did I come into the world; why
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was I not asked, why was I not informed of the
rules and regulations... How did I come to be
involved in this great enterprise called actuality?
Why should I be involved in it? Am I not free
to decide? Am I to be forced to be part of it?
Where is the manager, I would like to make a
complaint!” (Kierkegaard 2009, p. 60). What is
encapsulated in these questions of Kierkegaard
is the longing for answering questions about the
central characteristics of human existence, that
is the demand for constructing an anthropology
released from cosmological conditions. The
lack of understanding of the foundations of the
human existence naturally leads to anxiety
and an acute sense of solitude in the world.
As Berdyaev continues, “yearning is directed
upwards and is a mark of man’s higher nature”
(Berdyaev 1943, pp. 52-53).° The height of human
nature is manifested exactly in its ability to
perceive its own homelessness and solitude in
the world. The sense of solitude and search for
its ultimate ground in the world do not diminish
the place of man in nature in spite of its inability
to assimilate to nature. On the contrary, it is this
search and anxiety of existence that position
man as transcending nature. Once again, the
acuteness of being a person and the quintessence
of personhood, becomes manifest only under the
condition of living through solitude. In different
words, true anthropology is possible only when
humanity turns face to face to itself, that is to its
internal world, by disregarding assertions about
its grounding in nature and cosmos.

From the point of view of the history of
philosophy, anthropological thought was reaching
its depths only when human beings experienced
an acute sense of loneliness. In the transparency
of its non-attunement to the universe and its
homelessness in it, humanity turns to itself by
posing a question of its own existence and thus
making the very process of philosophical enquiry

to be the central point of its experience of living.

Roughly speaking, the history of philosophy, as
it concerns anthropology, can be permanently
divided into two ever permeating and still distinct
periods: the first is when humanity comfortably
places itself among natural things thus making
the world home for itself; the second can be
characterized, using Heideggerian language, as
homelessness. In the first case humanity considers
the whole world as a hierarchical building in which
humanity finds its place as its organic although
not very significant part. This way of thinking
is typical for some apologists of the modern
“cosmological perception” of humanity where the
whole cosmos is treated not as a hostile and alien
reality full of impersonal physical forces, but that
harmonized and balanced cosmos which has sense
of its existence from itself, regardless of whether
humanity exists or not (Primack, Abrams, 2006).
Historically it has its root in the Aristotelian
view where humanity looses its sense of being a
problem for itself, where man is considered to be
an object and an “accident”, where man appears
to itself only as “one of as kind”, but not as “I”.
Here the internal dimension of the subjective
perception of existence is abandoned and the
place and sense of humanity in the world can only
be disclosed through its position in the universe,
the outer cosmos. One can say that it is man that
is to receive the comprehension of its place in
the world and not vice versa, that is the world
as receiving its comprehension from the reality
of man. The Greek tendency to think of man as
positioned in space received its consummation
in the Aristotelian world view of concentric
heavenly spheres. It is important to stress that for
Aristotle his model was not only an intelligible
image of reality, it was treated as physically real
so that the place of humanity in the cosmos also
was very real. Thus this humanity was freed for
a while from anxiety of displacement in space
of the universe and its homelessness. Man was

in his own home — the universe, although with a
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very peculiar position in it between the very large
and very small’” Consequently the questions of
anthropology and a quest for the sense of existence
were not present in such a picture of the world.
The anxiety and the sense of homelessness
in this visible world came later when Christianity
appropriated Hellenistic philosophy under the
rubrics of what is known as Patristic synthesis.
The basic change in the picture of the world
which Christianity evoked was a conviction that
the genuine reality of man is not of this world, so
that the visible universe, be it Greek concentric
spheres or Biblical flatland, is a temporary shelter
for humanity whose destiny is beyond space and
time. Christianity not only deprived humanity of
the constancy of its cosmic habitation, it brought
a new idea in anthropology, that human beings
live in between two worlds, so that there is a
constant battle between bodily affections and
aspirations of the soul. Then is not surprising
that St. Augustine, the Latin Father of the fifth
century was seriously wrestling with the question
of a human being’s own nature. The more he was
looking into the depth of his own existence, the
more the mystery of humanity started to form,
pointing to the non-worldly and non-transient
sense of the human existence known only to
God. The patristic amazement at the mystery of
humanity was of a fundamentally different kind
in comparison with that of Aristotle, for example.
The latter was amazed by human being in the
context of his amazement by everything which
surrounded him. The Fathers of the Church
saw in human beings a creature fundamentally
incommensurable with respect to any other
creature in the world. In spite of popular ideas
of the microcosm they clearly articulated the
Divine image in humanity as a main feature of
its incommensurability with the rest of creation.
Humanity turned out to be on the cross-roads
of two worlds so that humanity was deprived of

any ultimate sense of attachment, attunement

and home. This was the intrinsic conviction of
the Christian faith and, as a consequence, there
was a lack of any accomplished cosmology and
anthropology in the worldly sense. For man by
definition was an open-ended creature involving
the whole universe into the process of its ongoing
incarnation. Any attempt to pin down the human
cosmos and to create a home for man, whether
this was the naturalistic cosmology or Biblical
cosmos, neutralized the acuteness of the main
anthropological question on the sense of the
human existence. As long as the solitude and
uncertainty of existence in between two worlds
drives humanity to the realization of its saving
telos, the mystery of man, one hopes, will
be resolved in the age to come. In this sense
Russian Orthodox religious thinkers always
treated all secular anthropology and psychology
as essentially apophatic, that is attempting to
disclose the sense of human existence only in
terms of certain (sometimes socially oriented)
signifiers which never exhaust the mystery of
man, that is that which is signified.

For Russian religious philosophers the
question on the meaning of human existence has a
logical and philosophical sense only in the context
of its relation to the transworldly foundation of this
existence, that is in God. However they were eager
to explicate why the non-religious consciousness
did struggle with the determination of the place
of man in the created being. And sometimes they
had to use philosophical arguments without any
explicit recourse to religious conviction. On the
one hand the origin of the sense of solitude and
homelessness in the universe (and hence the non-
sense of life) had to be explicated. Then there was
an impasse of what to do with such a conclusion.
Naturalistic anthropology would condemn
humanity to being “walking dust” in the universe,
such that its existence is already outdated. Here
the agony of the human reason reaches its climax

because it brings humanity to a dead end. If one
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wills to live one needs to understand “why?”
and for what purpose. But these questions are
equivalent to an interrogation on the sense of
humanity, and there is only one exit from this
impasse: to change the method and means of
anthropology and stop asking question about the
sense of life only in the manner of naturalism. The
naturalistic account simply does not provide any
desired answer, leaving humanity with the same
predicament. The desired anthropology demands
transcendence of its naturalistic scope. This
inevitably asserts humanity as delivered from the
necessities of nature, that is being in possession
of an unmasterable freedom from anything in this
world from the very moment of its appearance
in the incarnate condition. Thus the remedy
for solitude and anxiety is freedom. Berdyaev
qualifies this as liberation from slavery of the
conditioned, from slavery to nature and cosmos,
in particular. But this break to the kingdom of
freedom requires, first of all, rethinking of the
essence of the created existence after the Fall and
thus overcoming its limitations and its fringed
phenomenality on the level of reason. Only then
will enlightened reason be able to realise itself in
freedom through practice.

Let us now try to trace those steps which
Berdyaev assigns to the process of knowledge that
lead to the rise of the sense of solitude and anxiety.
He purs a stress on the idea of objectivisation.
According to him objectivisation is a natural
reaction to what the knowing subject experiences
when it attempts to find a ground for himself
and his knowledge. In a technical language,
knowledge of the world always seeks for a “frame
of coordinates”, that is the system of reference
in order to start its account of existence. In this
sense the process of knowing implies a sort of
estrangement, understood as creating an external
reference point with respect to which the subject
can position itself, for as such “the knowing

subject is deprived of any interior existence,

he does not possess any reference to rely on in
being, he exists only in the background and in
relation to the objectivisation exercised by him”
(Berdyaev 2003[1], p. 53).® But the objectivisation
produces objects, that is phenomena with one-
sided phenomenality, that is those shots of
phenomena where all unrepeatedly individual is
lost and one can catch only the generic, common
and invariant with respect to the circumstances of
life. Such a fringed phenomenality with respect
to the world is described by Berdyaev as giving
an image of the fallen and bewitched world where
only phenomena exist but not beings (existents)
(Berdyaev 2003[1], p. 62).

Berdyaev, being a religious philosopher,
links the very tendency of objectivising the
content of knowledge with the conditions of the
Fall, that is with that nature of humanity which
is distorted by sin. For him all aspects of human
activity, including exploring and learning of the
universe, arerelated to the postlapserian condition.
Correspondingly the human sense of reality of
the universe and man’s place in it is affected by
that obscurity which had been imposed after the
Fall on the initial human faculties. According to
the teaching of the Church, before the Fall it was
the unity between man and the universe through
which the universe was to follow man to its
“end”, analytically described as the overcoming
of divisions (diairesis) in creation (Maximus
the Confessor). Man’s transgression set nature
off course, making it develop in enclosure with
itself, isolated and blind, devoid of any telos and
doomed to futility. Matter was deprived of its
development towards the spirit, it stopped being
humanised and being subjected to transfiguration.
Humanity did not change its place in creation, but
it did change its relation with creation and hence
its perception and understanding of the created
universe, its sense and meaning as related to the
task of mediation which was handed to man and
which he did not fulfil. What is characteristic
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for the present condition is that the very process
of learning of the external world is the direct
consequence of this condition as the necessity
of adaptation and biological survival® (as well
as a still archetypically present, but obscured,
desire to grasp the sense of humanity in the
universe). The learning itself is the result of the
obstacle that appeared between man and God, a
moral division which, in order to be overcome,
must be studied. This leads humanity to see the
universe in the image of its own moral decline,
so that man builds the world in its own image
(Clément 1976, pp. 102-103). This is that which
Berdyaev calls objectivisation: the world is posed
by human subjectivity as some out there, where
the intrinsic presence of the human insight is lost.
Theologically speaking the learning activities
which are pursued by the sciences represent
the content of what is meant by the “garments
of skin” expressing the human condition after
the Fall. This, nevertheless, does not diminish
the positive aspects of the “garments of skin”,
for they were granted to man after the Fall with
the purpose not only of physical survival, but
of the recreation and renewal of those obscured
aspects of being created “in the image of God”,
which were not destroyed and did not perish
entirely. God did not strip man of his reason, as a
manifestation of dominion over creation, and it is
through the empirical and theoretical acquisition
of the outer reality, that is through knowledge and
scientific practices, that the world was shaped in a
coherent image of the cosmos. However, the most
important and constructive positive usage of the
human condition in the “garments of skin” comes
from the inherent possibility to search through
the world involved in flux and mutability for the
permanent good and the foundation of the world,
that is, as we said before, to preserve an essential
dimension of the human condition to transcend
the world, that is to resist being physically and

spiritually supressed by the immensities of the

universe, and toretainits difference and distinction
from the world, its centrality to creation through
the survived archetypical memory of the initial
communion with God.

Once again, using Berdyaev’s words,
to retrieve one’s own divine image (that is
to use positively the “garments of skin™) the
objectivisation must be overcome, that is there
must be restored understanding that “the cosmos,
mankind, nation, etc., are to be found in human
personality as in an individualised universe or
microcosm”, and that “their falling away from it,
their ejection into external reality among objects,
is the result of the fall of man, of his subordination
to impersonal exteriorisation, and
alienation”(Berdyaev 1943, p. 42).!° To understand

and overcome the inadequacy of objectivisation

reality,

for understanding the sense and destiny of
humanity one must rediscover the interior world
of the person. Berdyaev writes: “There is no
wholeness, no totality, no universality of any
kind outside personality, it exists only within
personality; outside that there is only a partial
objectivised world”’(Berdyaev 1943, p. 42). "' But
to rediscover personhood behind the objectivised
visions of reality means that one can look at the
sense of scientific and sociological theories, not
only as related to the mutable physical reality,
but as those elements of instability and disorder,
causing anxiety and despair in human hearts
dressed in the “garments of skin”, which advance
them back to the archetypical state, that is towards
that which is, paradoxically, beyond the present
and belongs to the age to come. It is through the
reversal of the “path of Adam” through spiritual
insight into the sense of creation, as the process
directed to the future, that the task of relating the
universe to its creator, and as a result relating
person to the source of its existence in God, can
only be fulfilled. In this vision the very process
of knowledge, including a scientific one, can be

interpreted, if one uses a thought of S. Bulgakov,
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as “the proprietorship of reason in nature, the
restoration through labor of the ideal cosmos
as an organism of ideas or ideal regularities in
which cosmic forces are harmoniously merged
and primordial matter and primordial energy—
the ‘foremother’ of being—take shape.” In this
process “science penetrates through the bark and
pith of the chaos-cosmos to the ideal cosmos, the
cosmos-Sophia” (Bulgakov 2000, p. 195)."? But
in this case even knowledge of the objectivized
world can be interpreted as “a tool for reviving the
world, for the victory and self-affirmation of life”
(Bulgakov 2000, p. 177)8 and hence the person.
But if for Berdyaev the process of appropriation of
the world is an interior fight for the human person
to establish the sense of its existence through the
movement away from the objectivized world, for
Bulgakov a similar process would have a different
objective as the transformation of the universe
into the “all-organism of humanity” through
the unbounded incarnation of humanity in the
universe through its knowledge and exploration.
The universe is to be humanized rather than vice
versa, that is humanity assimilated into world and

nature.

Humanity’s position in the universe

and the paradox of human subjectivity

common for
their

What is
philosophers s

many Russian
formulation of the
paradoxical condition of humanity in the universe
which naturally appears in the objectivised
scheme of things. The sense of this paradox can
be ecasily grasped on cosmographic grounds.
Indeed, along the same sentiments which tortured
Pascal, according to modern cosmology human
beings occupy practically an infinitely small
part of the universe while being able to predicate
the universe as actually infinite. The paradox is
obvious: the finite, insignificant embodied human
agencies in the vast universe articulate the entire

space-time span of the universe from a point-like

position. The ambivalence of humanity’s position
in the universe can be expressed in terms of a
famous philosophical paradox asserting that
while being in the universe, humanity is not of
the universe. The dualism of the human position
in the world, which is present in this paradox,
constitutes the inherent feature of any discourse
related to the global features of the world which
has to reconcile the locality and contingency of
the cosmic position of humanity with its abilities
to transcend this locality and encompass in theory
the universe as a whole. 4

Certainly for Russian philosophers the
content of this paradox was not limited simply to
humanity’s spatial insignificance in the universe.
They also experienced this paradox as a drama of
the human freedom squeezed by the conditions
of physical embodiment leading to the fear of
death and enslavement to this fear, according to
Berdyaev (Berdyaev 1943, p. 252). This paradox
exhibited the limits on the exercise of the
ultimate moral law, originating in the Divine, in
the conditions of the world after the Fall. As it has
been formulated by Kant, there is a difference in
appreciation of the things which fill the human
mind with “the starry heavens above and the
moral law within” (Kant 1959, p. 260). One can
say that the content of the paradox explicates the
drama of the human condition after the Fall. The
ambivalence between appreciation of the reality
of existence on the one hand, and the incessant
and saturating presence of death as the end of
life on the other hand, explicates the sense of the
hidden impetus in the restoration of the fullness
of the Divine image in humanity lost after the
Fall.

One must point out that, historically, the
paradox was formulated by early Christian
theologians in the context of their teaching on
the Divine image in man. Here is a passage from
St. Gregory the Theologian (Naziansus) with a

characteristic formulation of the paradox: “...the
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Artificier of the universe, the Logos, created man
as a single living creature from both elements,
that is to say from the nature of both the visible
and the invisible worlds.”'®. In St. Maximus the
Confessor the paradox was interpreted in the
context of faith in God who created man in his
own image and likeness, so that initially man
was “like” God, that is he was “all in all”. C.f.
(Col. 3:11). For example, Maximus described
this presence of man in all things in terms of a
potential unity of all creation, which was to be
realised by man as originally created: “...man
was introduced last among existent things, as the
natural bond mediating between the extremes of
the whole through his own parts, and bringing
into unity in his own person those things which
are by nature far distant from each other...”.
Man was created in order to mediate between
all divisions in creation, for example between
the sensible (visible) and intelligible (invisible);
Maximus writes: “As a compound of soul and
body he [man] is limited essentially by intelligible
and sensible realities, while at the same time
he himself defines [articulates] these realities
through his capacity to apprehend intellectually
and perceive with his senses.”

Russian religious thought contributed to
the formulation of this paradox by discussing
the problem of the place of man in creation and
his destiny. Let us give a brief account of these
formulations in order to accentuate the problem
with which Russian philosophers were wrestling.
If we start by quoiting Vladimir Soloviov’s
Readings on Godmanhood, then, for him, the
ambivalence in humanity’s position in being can
simply be expressed as the dichotomy between
the internal freedom of man’s spirit and, at the
same time, its insignificance as a physical being
in the great scheme of things:

“Modern man realises himself as free
inside, above all that is external to him, and

of any foundation which is independent from

him. He affirms himself as being the centre of
all; however, in reality, he is an infinitely little
point in the world’s circumference... On the one
hand man is an existent being with an undoubted
significance, with unconditional rights and
demands, whereas the same man is only a limited
and transient phenomenon, a fact among other
facts, bounded by and dependent on them. And not
only a particular man, but the whole mankind...”
(Soloviev 1989, p. 21)."8

In a different passage Soloviev articulates
this ambivalence in a more dramatic form:
humanity manifests in itself the unity of the
opposition between the visible (empirical) world
and that which is beyond not only the visible, but
beyond the created:

“Man comprises in himself all possible
oppositions, all of which are reduced to one
great opposition between the unconditional and
conditional, or between the absolute and eternal
being, and a transient phenomenon, an illusion.
Man is deity and nothing at the same time”
(Soloviev 1989, p. 113).1°

Here is another characteristic insight from
N. Berdyaev:

“There are in personality natural foundation
principles which are linked with the cosmic cycle.
But the personal in man is of a different extraction
and quality which always denotes a break with
natural necessity... Man as personality is not part
of nature, he has within him the image of God.
There is nature in man, but he is not nature. Man
is a microcosm and therefore he is not part of the
cosmos” (Berdyaev 1943, pp. 94-95)%°; hence
“the place of man in the natural world is tragic.
Man is not only an object in this world, first of all
he is subject which cannot be deduced from an
object. Given this, the relation of man to cosmos
is determined through him being microcosm; he
enfolds cosmos and history...Through the spiritual
in him, man is not subordinated to nature and

independent of it although natural forces can kill
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him...He is a slave of nature and he is its lord”
(Berdyaev 2003[2], p. 588).%

This can be paralleled with Fr. Pavel
Florensky, according to whom “nature and man
are both infinite. And it is because of being
infinite, that they are commensurable and can be
parts of each other...Man is in the world, but man
is complex to the same extent as the world. The
world is in man, but the world is also as complex
as man” (Florensky 1994, p. 186)*; “Man is the
recapitulation of the world, its summary; the world
is the disclosure of man, its projection”(Florensky
1994, p. 187).2 Sergei Bulgakov contributed to
the same stream of thought: “On the one hand,
man is potentially all, the potential centre of
the anthropo-cosmos, which, although, not yet
realised but is being realised, on the other hand
man is the product of this world, of the empirical”
(Bulgakov 2000, p. 146).%

The implicit presence of the paradox in all
objectivistic affirmations of the universe reflects
the intrinsic split between the two different
modes of intentionality. The self-awareness of
its own transcending nature happens when the
intentionality has to deploy its means to cope
with the constraints and pressures of the outer
world (embodiment, for example). The more the
universeattempts to “crushhumanexistence under
the weight of astronomical facts”, the more the
egocentric intentionality prevails as a measure of
resistance to it. The more the pressure of the outer
world relaxes, the more the same intentionality
relaxes and the transcendental “I” looses itself
in the outer things. Thus the constraints of the
constitution of the outer world which escape
clear-cut definitions and visibility constitute the
very intentionality to the extent that it cannot
fully cope with these constraints. Then one can
see that the paradox of human subjectivity is not
simply an epistemological conundrum, it reflects
a genuine ambiguity or bipolarity of human

beings, which must be existentially balanced.

In this respect one can quote S. Frank, who, by
formulating the existential dichotomy of human
existence, made a valuable comment that any
attempt to remove this dichotomy or explain it
away leads to a distorted anthropology and hence
cosmology:

“Through his body and carnal life, and
external layer of his mind determined by its
connection with the body, man in himself forms
part — a subordinate and insignificant part — of
the objective world.... Through his depths —
through the kernel or root of his being, and in
this sense through his true essence — he belongs
to the transcendent primary reality.... Man thus
has a dual nature, and every theory of life which
fails to account for both aspects of his being is
bound to be inadequate. .. The structure of our
being is complex and antinomic, and all artificial
simplification distorts it” (Frank 1965, p. 34-
35).»

Correspondingly the dialogue between
theology and science, the problem of faith and
knowledge by the virtue of its factual existence
manifest and explicate the complex life of man
as being split in its intentionalities between the
mundane things of the world and their underlying
foundation, including the foundation of the
very consciousness which is responsible for the

facticity of both, namely theology and science.

From the paradox

of subjectivity to personhood

The paradox of human subjectivity in the
universe can be explicated as pointing towards
the different positions human subjectivity can
adopt with respect to the ontology of being. On
the one hand there is an explicit treatment of the
world in terms of thinghood, that is, in terms
of things pregiven in order to be recognised
by thinking consciousness. In this sense the
universe pre-exists as substance and the ultimate

ontology of being is thought to be the ontology
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of this substance. Then the facticity of human
beings in the universe is treated as the variation
of this substance. In this case humanity, being a
part of the universe, stands in a moral opposition
to it in the sense that it experiences fear that the
laws of the universe at some stage can remove
the phenomenon of humankind from its surface.
On the other hand there is a different intuition
which can be described as the living presence of
personhood in all articulations of the universe. In
otherwords, things whichare outthere, objectsand
entities in the universe appear not as an external
and hostile environment but as the manifestation
of the living presence of human subjectivity
in the universe which actually makes all these
things beings. The making of the universe must
not be understood as manufacturing things from
some pre-given material, but rather as creating
things in a rather different sense. By making an
artificial object from a pregiven material, the
underlying substance is subordinated, controlled
and dominated by individualised thinking. In
some sense a human being, who is involved in
this kind of making, is itself transformed into a
thing which acts with respect to another thing.
But man as a thing is not man as a person, and
to create in the sense of personhood means not
to dominate the pregiven, but to create such an
ontological situation where all so called things
acquire the “presence” relevant to the totality of
existence understood notin terms of substance but
in terms of hypostasis. Humanity itself becomes
present and manifestthrough transferring its
hypostasis to being.?® This hypostasis is not
something which ‘pre-exists’ in substance or
in nature, it is not an impersonal combination
of the worldly elements or platonic numbers,
but the centre and the ultimate beginning of all
articulated existence.

The paradox of human subjectivity explicates
the insufficiency of the scientific world-view

(which functions in the natural attitude and leads

to what Berdyaev called “objectification”) in
appropriating the problem of personhood. For
example, in modern physics and cosmology, there
is the grandeur of the world as it is understood
by physics: it deals with particles, fields, space-
time, planets and galaxies, but there is no place
for human subjectivity, for the only thing physics
can speculate about is the physico-biological
functioning of human bodies. Physics does not
attempt to understand human consciousness
and its hypostatic origin as personhood. Physics
is the product of thinking individuals whose
consciousness was directed to the world, but the
very fact that physics is possible at all, that is
its sheer facticity, as the ability to articulate the
universe, is notunderstood and even not attempted
to be understood. This happens because personal
characteristics of those who create the physical
picture of the world are remarkably missing from
the very result of their activity. It is clear that
personhood must be present behind the living
presence of the world, the presence which is the
result of personhood’s creativity; at the same
time this personhood cannot be made explicit
in its presence. One can say that personhood,
while being tacitly present behind the works of
its own creation as the source of this creativity,
is explicitly absent from its own creation. The
picture of the universe is the manifestation of
personal presence in the universe, but those
persons, who created the picture, are not
explicitly found in it. Science itself, by virtue of
its existence, manifests the presence of persons in
the universe, but in its outward content it creates
conditions for the unconcealment of being in
its theories, which takes place at the expense of
concealment of persons.

The concealment of personhood can be
easily illustrated by pointing out that the whole
edifice of science, while being produced by
particular historical persons represents an effort

of anonymous and collective subjectivity which

— 1692 —



Alexei V. Nesteruk. From Solitude to Freedom: Human Person and the Universe in Russian Religious Philosophy

is not interested in contingent incarnations of this
subjectivity in historical beings. In spite of the
fact that a scientist works in a particular historical
situation which forms the immediate existential
horizon, their activity is directed toward the
infinite horizon of omni- and trans-temporal
truth, that truth which is accessible in principle
to everyone and hence this truth transcends the
relativity of any truths achieved in a historical
situation connected with a particular person.
But this omni-temporal truth, as an “infinite”
task, is not achievable by one particular scientist.
This or that scientist should participate in a
collective activity of the many by submitting his
individuality, to the interests of the open-ended
collective of scientists which outlines the tradition
in which all scientific accomplishments acquire a
certain sense. It is in this sense that the presence
of a particular scientist who advances a general
view of reality is important only as a contributing
factor to the overall tradition. Paradoxically a
particular historical presence of this scientist (who
is a person) is crucial for the advance to be made;
however his or her personality is not important
in the context of the knowledge achieved, the
knowledge which since its first articulation by a
scientist and its appropriation by a community
enters so to speak the realm of a-temporal ideas to
which everyone has access. One observes here an
interesting transformation of personal knowledge
into an a-personal and anonymous compendium
of knowledge whose ultimate subject is the de-
personalised, that is anonymous, transcendental
subjectivity. It is now clear why, when a scientific
fact or a theory are “downloaded” on a routine
basis from the compendium of ideas, it is
unnecessary to enter communion with a person
who brought them into existence and who is, in
a way, still present behind them. The memory of
this person will enter the discourse only as labels
of past historical discoveries and it is this that

happens in science.

At the same time, in order to understand
science as an overall process, one should study
its history, not as a chain of contingent facts and
persons, but as the open-ended unfolding horizon
of meanings which simultaneously serves as the
delimiter of science. To understand science in a
profound philosophical sense one must gain an
insight into the founding action which originally
instituted it, into the process by which its concepts
were created, and into the original spiritual
motives of its creation. However these spiritual
motives are not explicitly present to scientific
reason because personhood as an existential
centre of these motives does not show itself to
science: it is present in absence. It is interesting
to mention that while in their very genesis
theories and ideas contain the traces of personal
agencies which created them, their presence is of
a different kind if one compares it with the work
of art. In art, when one enjoys painting or listens
to music one perceives the presence of an artist or
composer in their actual absence: they are present
only because they are absent. In every work of
art a person manifests itself in its fundamentally
irreducible originality and distinctiveness with
respect to all community, including that one of
artists themselves. Each work of art is the end
in itself which cannot be simply used in order
to create a consecutive piece of art.”’ It is in this
sense that the person is always present behind
this piece of art and this person is essentially
historical and concrete. The understanding of
a masterpiece is not that algorithmic way of
downloading scientific ideas from the already
pre-existing world of articulated ideas; on the
contrary the approach to a piece of art requires
a personal effort, which cannot be taught and
explained unless a direct communion with the
“mind” of the artist is established.

The absence of human consciousness and
personhood from the objectivised picture of the

world was in the history of thought qualified as the
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result of an extreme realisation of the rational ideal
as the hegemony of discursive reason. Rationalism
appropriates any personal contribution dissolving
the presence of any personal insight and
achievement into an impersonal ocean of ideas.
Indeed, in order to formulate an idea there must
be a person. But what is left from this person when
the idea is formulated and inserted in the already
articulated part of the world of ideas, is just a
mode of transcendental subjectivity which does
not need any hypostatic specification. By working
through logic, induction and dissection applied
to things this discursive mind manifests itself in
its natural attitude. One can qualify the natural
attitude as such transformation of the totality of
existence perceived through personhood, which
corresponds to the disintegration of the living
and united presence into divisions among outer
things allegedly existing independently and prior
to events of personhood. In simple words, the
natural attitude promotes an ideal of objectivity,
that is the phenomenality of objects. It is in this
sense that in the natural attitude the presence of
persons is not seen: they are still in place, but they
do not show themselves. But it is exactly through
the absence of personhood in science that the
philosophical and theological reason cananticipate
its implicit presence. The very fact that science
is not able to account for personhood shows in
fact the only possible condition of its functioning,
namely the presence in absence of personhood. In
a way, the objectification in the style of Berdyaev
“mortifies” human beings?® and reduces them to
impersonal physico-biological organisms in order
to affirm their presence by means of observation
and rational induction. But personhood as
existential event escapes any objectivistic grasp
by transcending either materialistic definitions or
idealistic beliefs. Personhood manifests itself as
an absolute freedom which cannot be subjected
to any constraints of the pregiven matter or

categories of thinking. This is the reason why it is

impossible to define personhood in the way one
defines things. Things can be defined because they
can be possessed, but it is impossible to possess
persons and this is the reason why personhood
escapes any rational definition.

For many Russian philosophers who
lived and worked at the end of the 19" and
beginning of the 20" century, the predicament
of the objectivising tendencies of the natural
sciences was associated with the expansion of a
mechanistic trend in philosophy. According to
the mechanistic view of the world, the universe
follows some blind laws of nature in which
human freedom is excluded and thus the very
human existence is devalued and subjected to the
necessities of the natural existence. In the realm
of spirit, if a scientific worldview becomes a
dominant factor in social development, it leads to
the loss of religious feeling about the significance
of humanity in the universe, and, later, to the loss
of faith in God. This is the reason why Nikolai
Berdyaev formulated an extreme view that truth
can hardly be found along the lines of a scientific
search. One has to “overcome” the scientific
approach to knowledge of the world by means of
its factual denial, in favour of searching for the
foundations of being in religious philosophy and,
in the long run, by means of developing cognitive
faculties leading to mystical feeling and “mystical
thinking”. Berdyaev claimed the primacy of faith
before knowledge: knowledge and science in its
base assume faith.?” However, that faith in reality
which is inev itable in scientific objective
research must not be confused with faith in a
personal God (Berdyaev 1989, pp. 51-52). Based
on this thought, Berdyaev ultimately draws a
borderline between science and religion. He has to
admit, however, that the truths of science cannot
contradict the wholeness of Truth (Berdyaev
1953, p. 44). Thus Berdyaev’s negative attitude to
the scientific way of knowing was based on his

rejection of the self-sufficiency of science and, as a
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result, on his conviction that one should turn to the
foundations of science, whose understanding was
lost in the process of the expansion of mechanistic
ideology. The search for these foundations must
lead an attentive mind to religious philosophy
and religion as such. Berdyaev argues for the
restoration of the dignity of the person who is
lost in the mechanistic universe and enslaved
by the mechanism of nature. The liberation of
persons means the overcoming of their slavery
to nature; this can only be achieved on the ways
of religious freedom, which are available to
persons as those centres of active and creative
self-articulation of the world through which the
very science becomes possible (Berdyaev 1989,
p- 65), (Berdyaev 1943, p. 96). Berdyaev insists
that the mystery of human personhood is related
to its dual nature: on the one hand to its intrinsic
natural (physical) necessity, and on the other
hand to its ability to transcend the limits of this
nature as being an image and likeness of the
highest being, as a microcosm before whom the
whole majesty of nature stands (Berdyaev 1989,
c. 294-96), (Berdyaev 1943, p. 81). One must add
to this an emphatic apology of Berdyaev for the
uniqueness of person and its origination from the
absolute freedom. For example: “Personality is
not a part and cannot be a part in relation to any
kind of whole, not even to an immediate whole, or
to the entire world....Personality is not made up
of parts, it is not an aggregate, not a composition,
it is a primary whole” (Berdyaev 1943, pp. 21,
23)%; or “the secret of the existence of personality
lies in its absolute irreplaceability, its happening
but once, its uniqueness, its incomparableness”
(Berdyaev 1943, p. 23)*'; or “personality is
connected with freedom from the determinism
of nature, it is independent of the mechanism
of nature” (Berdyaev 1943, p. 34).22 Berdyaev
blames the science of his time for not being able to
realise the depth of the problem of humanity and,

according to him, this is why one must ascend to

religious philosophy, which is the only means that
can handle the problem of human personhood.
Indeed, according to Berdyaev, “personality is
not born of the family and cosmic process, not
born of father and mother, it emanates from God,
it makes an appearance from another world”
(Berdyaev 1943, p. 36).%*

In a way, all definitions of personhood
formulated by the Russian philosophers have,
so to speak, an apophatic character. They define
personhood in terms of that which this personhood
is not. And if one generalizes these definitions
philosophically, one can state that personhood
escapes definitions in terms of a rationality of
objects: it is that intrinsic condition of subjectivity
that cannot be alienated and detached from the
very acts of knowing consciousness as such.
However personhood manifests those feature
of consciousness which as such are given to a
subject as primary conditions of its existence at
all. That is personhood characterizes not simply
a dynamic of conscious life, but its ontology. The
question that remains is whether personhood can
be characterized constructively in terms of those
definitions which themselves do not produce an
infinite hermeneutics. As we will see this can be
done only by employing a theological modus of
cognition and reflection positioning personhood
within the scope of such notions as freedom
and God. However, the ascent to the theological
comprehension of personhood can be performed,
not through an appeal to religious faith and
dogma, but through a careful philosophical
insight, based in a phenomenological suspension
of any judgments about objectivity in the positive
sciences and bringing their alleged object of study
in the interior of the human subjectivity.

Since the essence of personhood cannot
be exhausted by discursive reason it is obvious
that

insufficient in order to deal with the problem

scientific methods are fundamentally

of personhood. However, this does not mean
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that persons disappear from scientific discourse
completely; on the contrary, they reveal their
inescapable presence in a rather dramatic way.
This happens because humanity as personhood
is not content with the presence of any beings in
the world as they are given to it empirically and
studied only scientifically. Humanity attempts to
understand the underlying meaning of things not
only through their “nature”, in the phenomenality
of objects, but through the purposes and ends of
these beings as they stand with respect to the
place and goals of humanity in creation. In other
words, the underlying impetus of the objective
representation of nature is still purely subjective,
for it originates in the anxieties of existence with
their questions of “where we come from and
where we go?” as well as “what is the meaning
of all that surrounds us?” Definitely, the response
to such a question cannot be expressed physically
and biologically; ultimately it is sustained by
humanity’s ideals and religious aspirations,
which portray man as the crown of creation made
in the image of God. This is the reason why in
a God-like fashion humanity wants to recognise
its own being not according to its compelling
givenness, but as results of humanity’s free will*,
that is according to its major dimension of being
made in the image of God, that is freedom. Also
it is by subjugating that truth which is gained
on the grounds of the scientific, to the desire for
the truth of existence originating in communion
with the hypostatic archetype of the image, that
humanity exhibits its own hypostatic essence,
that is its personhood. Personhood remains an
ideal of life aiming to remove all constraints
on the confession of love while being doomed
to its own incapacity to achieve truly personal
life. As a resistance and protest against such
an incapacity humanity does not want to be
manipulated through circumscribability and
individualisation which are inherent in spatio-

temporal forms of creation. Correspondingly

human persons long for the truth of existence
which is in this world but not of this world. This
longing forms spiritual motives of humanity and
points toward the telos of all creaturehood, in
which the paradox of personal existence will be
finally resolved. This eschatological sentiment,
in fact, implies that the actual and the only real
contradiction in the world’s being, that is, “the
contradiction of self-consciousness and life in
being of human person”, cannot be removed or
solved in physical time. As V. Nesmelov writes
even “if the world would become known to man
through development of the positive sciences,
the factual contradiction of man’s being still will
not be removed and hence the making sense of
this contradiction will constitute for him a great
mystery of being” (Nesmelov 1905, p. 242).%
The accentuation of personhood as an
escape from the circumscribability of the human
phenomenon through scientific rationalism, de
facto implies a phenomenological reduction
leading to rediscovery of the life-world as the
core and basis of the indwelling in the world.
This

reversal, means the inclusion of the objectivized

rediscovery, as a phenomenological
world inside man’s subjectivity. As expressed
by N. Berdyaev, “man ought to rebel against
the slavery of history not for the sake of finding
isolation within its own self, but in order to take
all history into his own infinite subjectivity, in
which the world is part of man” (Berdyaev 1943,
p. 267).*¢ The phenomenological reduction here
is the suspension of the naivety of the primacy
of the objective world as uncontrollable history,
and acceptance of this history as unfolding
according to the teleology of the human spirit.
Such a reduction in turn would imply the return
to the study of the foundations of the sciences
as intrinsically anthropic enterprises. Thus the
disappearance of personhood in the scientific
picture of the world will be subjected to a

phenomenological reversal in order to explicate
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those intentionalities of human subjectivity which
led to the development of contemporary science,
and, behind these intentionalities, real living
persons who initiated this development. This
shift in the attitude of treating the sciences as not
delivering passive reflections upon the realities of
the surrounding world, but as those activities of
human subjectivity which attempt to constitute
personhood, can in turn take place only in the
paradoxical condition of personhood discussed
above. Viktor Nesmelov describes this situation
in the following words: “...any man’s attempt
to fulfill the natural content of his personhood
on the ways of the physical development of life
necessarily contains in itself an unsolvable
intrinsic contradiction and naturally does not
lead man to anything” (Nesmelov 1905, p. 243).37
Indeed, if one considers the development of
persons physically and biologically, that is through
processes uncovered by the sciences, then one
deals only with the aspects of their embodiment,
rather than the integrity of the balance between
the physical and the properly intellectual and
spiritual. However, as Nesmelov continues, “with
all respect to its great success in the cultural
transformation of reality man remains. .. no more
than a simple thing in the world that emerges
and decays only because of the necessary laws
of physical nature and therefore exists under the
form of personhood without understanding the
sense and meaning of this existence” (Nesmelov
1905, p. 243).*® The sciences as such manifest the
existence of persons as their creators through the
sheer complexity of scientific theories. However,
why the sciences are possible at all, remains
incomprehensible to the same extent as the
sense and meaning of existence of personhood.
Correspondingly if the attitude to the sciences
changes, that is if they are approached not from
the point of view of the content of their theories
and alleged references to the physical world, but

treated as hermeneutical tools for understanding

humanity itself (using the human image of the
universe as a mirror through which human
subjectivity and persons constitute themselves),
the sense of the sciences can be reversed: they
can now be seen as those activities of the human
self that through its outward look establishes
itself and brings out (according to its free will)
personhood to its explicit manifestation. The
phenomenological reversal of such constructs as
the universe (which served the naturally oriented
mind to be an ultimate objective background
of all facticity of life), acquires a status of a
structure of transcendental consciousness whose
incarnate facticity follows the logic of existential
events and cannot be reduced to anything that is
more primary than these events. If, in the natural
attitude, science affirms the explicit presence
of the universe at the expense of disappearance
of personhood, in the philosophical attitude the
universe, as an intentional correlate of human
subjectivity, does not possess qualities of “out
there”, that is of presence as any other thing. The
universe in all its entirety is en-hypostasised
by human beings; but since the entirety of the
universe is not available to our grasp, this very
en-hypostasisation turns out to be no more than
the manifestation of the universe’s presence but
in its actual absence. This result is not surprising,
for as personhood escapes complete definition by
reason, manifesting itself only through its tacit
presence, the universe, being de facto a mirror
of the human reason also escapes complete

definition.

Personhood

and Overcoming of Solitude

Russian philosophers understood well that
no accomplished definition of personhood is
possible, and that the problems and contradictions
in the foundation of any definitions would be
explicit characteristics of that which personhood

is. According to V. Nesmelov, the main ambiguity
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of personal existence originates from the limited
being of man and the human image of the
unconditional being: “all particular contradictions
of thought and life arise from man’s aspiration
to fulfil the ideal image of the unconditional
in the necessary boundaries of the external
conditions” (Nesmelov 1905, p. 246)*. However,
since this aspiration cannot be accomplished, the
main ambiguity of man’s being not only cannot
be removed but, on the contrary, is revealed to
him ever more clearly as eternally irremovable,
because it is along this way that man realizes
its position in the world as a thing among other
things. The image of the unconditional being thus
constitutes the image of man as an unconditional
essence in spite of the fact that it remains a simple
thing in the physical world. The assertion of
the personhood of man thus becomes a strange
procedure from an epistemological and spiritual
point of view, because in its affirmation of the
affinity to the absolute and unconditional being
humans understand that they can never achieve
the state of existence of this unconditional being.
But this strangeness exactly becomes a basic
characteristic of personhood and its problematic
status. Correspondingly, to aspire to personhood
in thought and actual life, means, de facto, to
deal with its mystery, which at the same time,
is the mystery of being in general. Then the
unconditional character of personhood, being
placed in constant contradiction with conditional
being in the world, evokes thinking of the Divine
(Nesmelov 1905, p. 261). Man as a person can
only be an unconditional being: this is the “fact”
which man knows through knowing himself.
The person asserts itself as a free agent of its
own volition and this mode of being is called by
Nesmelov as absolute and unconditional: “only
an unconditional being can be a person; every
man is directly aware of this and truly knows
this through knowing of himself” (Nesmelov

1905, p. 264)*. The human person represents that

link, or pole of being, where the unconditional
and conditional meet. Here Nesmelov again
points to the vanity of all scientific attempts to
“explain” personhood in its incarnate conditions.
In its displayed givenness it can be studied, but
the fact of its existence, as a real fact, can only
be interpreted through the help of the Bible, in
which the existence of man is posed as a fact of
the relationship between God and the world. It is
the mystery of the facticity of personal beings that
leads all philosophy and science to the idea of the
free creation of persons by God, persons which
sustain that mode of being from within which the
disclosure and manifestation of the universe take
place. As Nesmelov writes:

“But existing as a person and, at the same
time, as an ordinary thing of the physical world
linked necessarily to the mechanism of external
conditions, man is not an unconditional being,
but only expresses in itself the real link between
conditional and unconditional being... If scientific
thought had not denied this mysterious fact
through its pseudo-scientific explanations, but
had truly contemplated it as an incomprehensible
fact of being, perhaps long ago scientific thought
would have come to the Biblical vision of
humanity as made in the image of God. This
could be possible because the existence of man
as an image of Absolute Being can be established
strictly scientifically and independently of the
Bible just from the psychological analysis of the
nature and content of human person, so that one
can appeal to the Bible not with the purpose of
extracting from it this very doctrine, but only
in order to find in it the explanation of the real
fact. Both the objective being of God, as well as
true knowledge of his nature are directly given to
man through the real being and natural content of
its own personhood. But why and how is human
person as the real image of God possible within
conditional being, — this we do not know and

cannot know, so that the Bible tells us about the
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creation of man by the will of God” (Nesmelov
1905, pp. 264-65).4

Let us accentuate the important aspect
of Nesmelov’s thought: the very assertion of
personhood as a sheer fact while other facts take
place from within human life, which reflects upon
itself and finds in itself the irreducible presence
of some absoluteness and freedom which are
not determined by the external conditions. The
presence of the absolute in human consciousness
is a fact. The usage of the language of fact (in
contradistinction, for example with the language
of objects) position the existence of persons in
the category of events, whose phenomenality can
never be exhausted through the representation
of objects and represents that puzzle for human
consciousness which this consciousness cannot
comprehend but is itself constituted by this
puzzle. Put bluntly, personhood is given to human
persons themselves as such a phenomenon, which
can never be presented in the phenomenality of
objects, because personhood entails the image
of the infinite absolute being that also can not
be represented in the phenomenality of objects.
Nesmelov insists that the fact of existence of man,
the reality of its very being, de facto, justifies the
idea of God, and that the two-fold hypostatic
constitution of man, justifies knowledge of God
(Nesmelov 1905, p. 266). In a way, the inherent
sense of the Divine which justifies religious
experience, faith, theology, as well as all other
modes of the human activity, proceeds from the
fact of life, that is the existence of human persons.
But the fact of the existence of persons is inferred
by man exactly because personhood cannot be
realised under the form of representation. Person
poses itself as free with regard to the cause and
goal of its actions, so that it affirms itself not
through the physical law of mechanical necessity,
but through the trans-sensible principle of the
reasonable foundation. Correspondingly the

trans-sensible being is known to man through

the immediate consciousness of being and the
content of his own personhood (Nesmelov 1905,
p. 268): “In knowledge of ourselves we know
truly, that although our own person exists only in
the necessary conditions of the physical world, by
its own nature it manifests not the world, but the
true nature of the very Infinite and Unconditional,
because the infinite and unconditional is free
being for itself, but free being for itself is and
can be only being of the self-existing Person”
(Nesmelov 1905, p. 269).

The question then is how the meaning of
personhood can be explicated in, so to speak,
“practical” terms. In other words, what can be an
existential objective of human beings in order to
realise their personhood, that is the image of the
unconditional and absolute, in the conditions of
necessities of nature. Nesmelov points towards
moral consciousness as that characteristic of
spiritual and personal existence which leads man
not to the idea and knowledge of life as the good,
but life as truth. Nesmelov writes:

“What is expressed through the content of
the moral consciousness is exactly a natural self-
determination of a human person in the conditions
of its physical existence. It is that moral for man
which must be fulfilled by him; but man must
fulfill that which is truly human, then it is that
truly human which expresses by itself the true
nature of the human person independently of
the conditions, interests and goals of its physical
existence” (Nesmelov 1905, p. 287).4

Moral consciousness is that one which
seeks the determination of the sense of personal
existence independently of the natural conditions
of existence of this person in the physical universe.
However, it is exactly this real living in the world
in accordance with moral consciousness as such,
that becomes impossible; it remains no more thana
representation of the moral consciousness: “...the
point is exactly that, that true life whose existence

man grasps through moral consciousness, in fact,
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cannot be realized because man exists not only
as a free agent in the world, but as a simple thing
of the world, a thing which is subordinated to the
general laws of the physical existence” (Nesmelov
1905, pp. 287-88).4

This negative assertion of man’s incapacity
to fulfill his humanness according to the ideal of
moral consciousness has, so to speak, a positive
dimension, for it is through the impossibility
of achieving the ideal of moral consciousness
and humanness as free from the conditions of
the physical, that human person asserts itself
as an image of the absolute personal being (Cf.
Nesmelov 1905, pp. 288). On a level of practical
existence, however, the gap between the ideal and
desirable on the one hand, and the impossibility
of achieving freedom from the necessities of
the world on the other hand, creates a feeling of
ontological solitude that remains an inerasable
sign of the typically human existence. The
presence of this sign and the possibility of its
articulation and manifestation both point towards
the image of the absolute and unconditional in
the human person. Nesmelov concludes that
“the ultimate result of the science of man is the
irresolvable mystery of his existence; how could
man appear in the world whereas by the essence
of his personhood he denies the world, and as such
he is in turn denied by the world?” (Nesmelov
1905, p. 372).* In a different pasaage Nesmelov
reasserts this point: “all man’s deliberate virtue,
in fact, rests only in his disdain of the world and
its denial, and not at all in his desire to unfold in
it and by its means the truth of the moral order
and through this unfolding to reflect in the world
the life of the Absolute Person” (Nesmelov 1905,
p. 391).4

Correspondingly, if such a denial of the world
is effected, man cannot have any meaning in this
world and thus involuntarily mentally displaces
himself into a different unknown world, still

with no hope to reach that world existentially,

remaining under the spell of its overwhelming
lure, distracting himself from the humble and
dispassionate acceptance of the gift of life on this
planet.

In the reciprocal denial of the world by
man, and man by the world, the sense of the
non-attunement and homelessness, as well as
of ontological solitude, is constituted in man
with no hope to find consolation either in this
world or in any imaginable realm of the created.
The search for the hope of finding the sense of
existence is then transferred to the realm of that
absolute and unconditional which reveals itself
vividly in the anxieties of existence. But even
if God comes to mind as a savoir and guarantor
of the ultimate sense of existence, in its physical
life man does not reach its destined place, so that
his faith in that he occupies a very selected and
special place in creation remains only a matter
of his eschatological conviction with no possible
justification on the grounds of reason. Reason
becomes redundant as a practical tool of solving
the mystery of the human existence so that faith
has to replace it but not as an epistemological
sentiment, but as a way of existence as such.

The denial of the world on the grounds of
asserting personhood effectively means that
when man talks about person he intuits and
contemplates his own personal existence as
something which cannot be formalised and
expressed in the phenomenality of objects. In
this sense the very assertion of personhood
as an exclusively human feature immediately
positions humanity beyond the world of objects.
But, remaining a thing among other things, man
is disturbed by this strange contradiction that
not everything that is in man can be known and
understood on the grounds of personal reason.
There is something in the human condition which
escapes all understanding and thus effectively
retaining the very phenomenon of humanity to be

unknown to man himself. In fact the very denial
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of the world means not less than the impossibility
to know the world and its meaning in the condition
of not being able to know what is man. The
mystery of the human existence and its ambiguous
standing in the world, as it was explicated by the
Russian philosophers, ultimately means that man
is brought into existence exactly subject to the
condition that he cannot be known to himself. In
a contemporary parlance it is exactly this paradox
that constitutes man’s phenomenality consisting
in that man can be shown to himself in such a
way that he cannot be known to himself.
Definitely Russian religious philosophers
were not the first ones who had to reaffirm the
premise of the unknowability of man to himself.
If one refers to the Biblical account of creation
of man in Genesis, one finds that Adam is
given a privilege of naming, understanding and
dominating the world of all non-living and living
things. However the first man-Adam exercises this
privilege only upon the animals, never upon God,
and, what is more interesting, not upon himself.
The fact that any attempt to define God always
fails can easily be conceived by remembering
that God is the Creator of all, so that he cannot be
comprehended by man, that is by a creature, who
is, ontologically distant from God, and for whom
the mystery of his own creation is existentially
and epistemologically inaccessible. The question
is why man does not exercise the privilege of
naming and hence comprehending himself. The
answer comes from the detailed Biblical account
of what is man and how he was created: among
all living creatures man alone was created not
according to various kinds of living creatures
(including man himself) but “in the image” and
“after the likeness” of God (Gen. 1:24, 26). Man
remains unnamable, that is not being able to be
defined in terms of other things and species,
that is in terms of objects which fall under a sort
of classification, because he is created, that is

formed and constituted in the image of God who

admits no creaturely image, and whose proper
names are beyond any denomination. Man as
image of the Personal God, being a hypostatic
creature, is infinitely distant from anything which
he names and articulates. Thus man resembles
nothing in creation, because he resembles God
whose proper names are unknown. God being
incomprehensible and beyond any measure
with the created, transfers this proper quality
to man who thus resembles him by having the
privilege of God’s incomprehensibility. This
means that manhood exceeds any possible
definition, be it anthropological or psychological
definitions, or any classification of human beings
among other beings. Man appears to himself
and to the other immediately within the image
of the Absolute and Unconditioned God who
surpasses all manifestations of his light to man.
Incomprehensibility of man as incapacity of
his own understanding makes him invisible,
not because of the lack of light of the Divine in
him, but because of its insurmountable excess
originating from God himself. Man is thus
radically separated from every other being in
the world by a definitive difference that is not
any longer only ontological*’, but iconic. This
intuition can be found in St. Gregory of Nyssa:
“The image [eikon] is properly an image
[eikon] so long as it fails in none of those attributes
which we perceive in the archetype . . . therefore,
since one of the attributes we contemplate in the
Divine nature is incomprehensibility of essence,
it is clearly necessary that in this point the image
[eikon] should be able to show its imitation of the
archetype. For if, while the archetype transcends
comprehension, the nature of the image [eikon]
were comprehended, the contrary character of
the attributes we behold in them would prove the
defect of the image [eikon]; but since the nature
of our mind, which is the likeness [eikon] of the
Creator, evades our knowledge, it has an accurate

resemblance to the superior nature, figuring by
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its own unknowableness the incomprehensible
Nature.™®

To know man thus requires referring
them to the incomprehensible God and thus by
grounding man’s incomprehensibility in the
Incomprehensible, by virtue of man’s being its
image and likeness. St. Augustine, makes a similar
observation that man can be known only by God:
“yet there is something of the human person which
is unknown even to the ‘spirit of man which is in
him.” But you, Lord, know everything about the
human person; for you made humanity”. If man
realizes this fact of its own incomprehensibility,
its own ignorance of himself is to be transformed
through confession towards God’s knowledge of
myself: “Accordingly, let me confess what I know
of myself. Let me confess too what I do not know
of myself. For what I know of myself I know
because you grant me light, and what I do not
know of myself, I do not know until such time as
my darkness becomes ‘like noonday’ before your
face.”” Man as a thing of the world is infinitely
distant from man as a hypostasis of the universe.
It is this intrinsic split in his consciousness as
an infinite difference of man from himself that
he cannot comprehend, and which, probably he
should not comprehend.*

Their own incomprehensibility tells man
that he goes beyond and exceeds himself: man
passes beyond and above his own physical means.
They have to conclude that only the infinite and
incomprehensible can comprehend man, and thus
tell him of and show him fo himself; only God
can reveal man to man, because man only reveals
himself by revealing, without knowing it, the one
whose image he bears. If this image is obscured
or abandoned (in favor of the objectivity of man
according to some worldly laws and paradigms),
man can no longer appear in the proper context
of their predestined humanity, but disfigure
themselves by attempting to refer their “image”

to something other than themselves, that is by

allowing themselves to resemble something other
than God. And this constitutes the definition of sin:
man thinks he attains unto himself by choosing
to resemble less than God. It is this dissimilarity
with the image that devalues man making them
devoid of God so that man loses the human face
as an icon of God: man’s soul “is not sufficient to
itself, nor is anything at all sufficient to him, who
departs from Him, who is alone sufficient”.”!
One now can conjecture that man’s solitude
in the world is de facto their own existence in the
conditions of the inherent incapacity to know
themselvesandthentoknowthesenseoflife. While
attempting to verbalize this unknowability man
discovers the paradox and contradiction of their
condition, that contradiction which constitutes
ultimately the content of the only mystery in the
world. According to Nesmelov this mystery is
not reduced to our present ignorance or principal
inability in the future to know about the existence
of God as the absolute archetype of man as person.
Even if this knowledge could be acquired on the
ways of spiritual life and communion with God,
the question would remain as to why, by having
such a knowledge, man cannot live in accordance
with it. Even if every man realized himself as
an image of God, this sense of being from God
entirely contradicts to the actual existence of man
as a simple thing in this world. Then the question
of how to alleviate this contradiction, or how to
avoid the existential incertitude and the feeling
of solitude, homelessness and non-attunement to
being, the anxiety and non-sense of being born
into this world without knowing why and for what
purpose, can only be to appeal to Christianity
(which recognizes this mystery and proposes to
solve it on the grounds of practice, rather than
theory), assuming that it indeed inheres in itself
the potential of that which makes the hope for the
resolution of the paradox (Nesmelov 1905, p. 418).
This is the reason why, according to Nesmelov,

“man aspires not only to the explanation of his
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position in the world, but also to knowledge of
that way through which he could indeed overcome
this position... To reach knowledge of the eternal
mystery of being means the same as to de facto
remove this mystery in being, that is to produce
the true way for accomplishment by man of his
destiny in the world and give him true possibility
for the accomplishment of this destiny. It is
about this way and this possibility that Christian
teaching tells man. It communicates to man that
knowledge without which man cannot manage,
but which he, unfortunately, cannot create”
(Nesmelov 1905, pp. 409-410).52

Instead of Conclusion

Now one can attempt a generalisation from
what we have discussed above. Humanity’s
sense of existence can be described in terms of
three equivalent ways: as existence in solitude,
as existence with no sense, as existence whose
meaning can never be known (understood).
On the level of human psychology this leads
to fear of both life and death, that fear which
enslaves humanity and chains it to its earthly
fate whose major feature is the concealment
of truth not only in an abstract sense but, first
of all on the level of existence and action.
According to Russian philosophers the slavery
to the fear of death cascading towards society,
politics and economics, perpetuates death to
an ever greater extent.”® Berdyaev still refers
this post-lapserian atavism to the underscoring
of personhood, its under-development and
overall impotence of man to reach its fullness.
He identifies this insufficiency of man with his
finitude which emerges when the manifestation
of the Unconditional Absolute in him is dimmed
because of slavery to death. Berdyaev advocates
for the rediscovery of infinity and eternity in the
hidden propensity of the Fallen humanity, that
propensity which is still archetypically present

through the impetus of restoration of the Divine

Image (Berdyaev 1943, p. 251). Here the impetus
finds its fulfilment in creativity as manifestation
of freedom: “Victory over death cannot be
evolution, cannot be a result of necessity. Victory
over death is creativeness, the united creativeness
of man and God, it is a result of freedom”
(Berdyaev 1943, p. 252).5 Creativity as freedom
brings man to an ecstatic exit from time towards
an instantaneous synthesis of being where all
modalities of space (generating the sense of
loneliness and solitude) and time (perpetuating
despair) are suspended and the human spirit
achieves a climax in its practical imitation
of it Creator — he creates novelty in art, in the
human reality and in the world itself. Creativity
as freedom, as the overcoming of the solitude,
non-sense and incomprehensibility of existence,
makes a breakthrough from this world to a new
and transfigured world. And the very possibility
of this break into the other world is inherent in
the God-given possibility for a symphonic and
creative economy in this world as good creation by
the Good God. The fulfillment of personood is a
constant transcendence of the mundane and self-
evident, the overcoming of the constraints and
slavery to the rubrics of the incarnate existence
in this physical world. It is in this movement
that the sense of solitude and despair disappears
because the whole of the human history, as well
as the whole universe, are brought inside the
infinite and incomprehensible subjectivity of
man in the image of the Divine. Thus freedom
and creativity imply such a transformation in
the vision of the world (as a vast and nonsensical
universe) where human personhood acquires
back its central place in the universe. But this is
an ideal of Godmanhood so heartedly fostered
by practically all Russian religious philosophers.
Here philosophy inevitably merges with the
theology of deification that demands a different
approach to the present subject matter that

exceeds the objectives and scope of this article.
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All those Russian philosophers quoted in this
paper expressed a deep thought and care for
man, the world and God. They were looking
for the consolation of the soul of all humanity
from within a limited historical period in the 20®
century’s history full of apostasy and demonic
inhumanity, causing the lament of the whole

created universe. Their hymnology to man is

the perennial attempt to affirm this world as still

imbued with faith, hope and love.
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In this paper we use English translations of Russian philosophers, either already translated in different editions, or trans-

lated by us. In order to preserve an academic vigor and give a chance to the reader to experience all depth of the Russian
philosophical language, we also provide the original text in Russian with a corresponding reference by denoting it RO —

Russian Original.

RO: «Bcsikas xxu3Hb CTPEMUTCS MMOAHATHCI HAL 3eMIlel 1 Hen30Ee)KHO BHOBb Ha Hee HHUCIIaa€T, CMECIINUBASACH C IIPAXOM;

a KPBLIbsI, HA KOTOPBIX OHA B3JIETAeT, OKa3bIBAIOTCS JIMIIG IPO3PAavHOil U ncdesaromeil mosTudeckoi npukpacoroy (Tpy-

Genkoit 1922, c. 34).

RO: «MimenHO MuYHOCTH FHy6OKO TIpUCyme COCTOAHUE yrKaca U TOCKH. YenoBek YYBCTBYET cebst CYILIECTBOM BUCAIIUM

HaQ 683[[1—[01‘/’[ 1 UMEHHO B Y€JIOBEKE, KaK JINYHOCTH, OTOPBABIIEMCS OT HepBOHa‘{aHLHOﬁ KOJIJIEKTUBHOCTH, 3TO YYBCTBO

nocruraet ocodbeHHoit octpots» (bepases 1939, c. 45).

[Tt}

Emphasis added. RO: «Hama “gyma”, Hamie “s0” UCHOBITEIBAET HEKYIO IPUCYIIYIO €M HYXy U HEAOCTATOYHOCTh, HEKHM
p

MMMAaHEHTHBIH mpazu3sm CBOETO CyIIECTBOBAHMUSL.... [B TOH Mepe Kak] OHa BOOOIIE JOCTHTAeT MOJUIMHHOTO CaMOCO3HA-
HUSI, OHa POKOBEIM 00pa30M CO3HAET CBOE 0OUHOUECIE0, CBOIO HeCnpuiomHOCHb B COCTaBE 00BEKTHBHOM JIeHCTBUTENb-
HOCTH, B KOTOPOH OHa oOpedeHa cCOy4acTBOBAaTh U KOTOPOH OHa B 3HAYMTENBHOI Mepe momumHeHa» (Ppank 1997, c.

180-81) (xypcus Ham, AH).

“Le silence éternel des ces espaces infinis m’effraie” (Pascal 1962, p. 110).
RO: «Tocka ycTpemiieHa BBEpX U 00JIMYaET BBICHIYIO Mpupoay denoBeka» (bepuses 1939, c. 45).
Modern cosmology persuasively demonstrates that the spatial volume of man’s location in the universe on the planet Earth

constantly decreases due to the fact that at the level of clusters of galaxies the universe expands with acceleration. A typi-
cal scale of the human embodiment does not change for it is determined by the gravitational forces responsible for the

stability of the geocentric environment.

RO: «HO3H&IOIJ_II/II\/'[ Cy6’beKT JIMIICH BCAKOI'O BHYTPEHHEIO0 CYHIECTBOBAHMU S, HC UMEET TOYKH OIOPEI B GBITI/II/[, OH cymIe-

CTBYET JIUIIb B OTHOUICHUH MTPOU3BOIUMOM UM oO0bekTuBanum» (bepases 2003[1], c. 53).

It is in this context that S. Bulgakov qualified science as a kind of economy which human being is doomed to deal with

because of its condition: “Man stands in an economic relation to nature, holding a tool in one hand and the flaming torch
of knowledge in the other. He must struggle for his life, that is, engage in economic activity. Science is also born in this
struggle, it is its instrument and outcome” (Bulgakov 2000, p. 166). (RO: «HenoBek CTOUT B X035 CTBEHHOII 1103€ 10 OTHO-
LIEHHIO K IPHPOJIE, C PabOYNM HHCTPYMEHTOM B OJHOM pyKe, C IIITAMEHEIONINM CBETOYEM 3HaHHUS B Apyroil. OH NOIKeH
OOpOTHCS 32 CBOIO XKH3HB, T.€. BECTH X03sHCcTBO. Hayka poxuTcs Toxe B 3TOH O0ph0e, ecTh ee OpyAHe H MOPOKIACHHE
(Bynrakos 1993, c. 182)). In another passage Bulgakov writes: “Science is an attribute of man, his tool, which he creates
for one or another task. Science is thoroughly anthropological and, insofar as actuality and economy in labor is the es-
sential nerve of human history, science is also economic, or pragmatic. In order to understand science we must understand
man.”(Ibid., p. 172) (RO: «Hayxka ecTb arpu0yT 4enoBeka, ero opyaue, KOTOPOe OH CO3MaeT AJS TeX MM MHBIX 3a1ad.
Hayka HackBO3b aHTPOIIOJIOTMYHA, U HACKOJIBKO TPYAOBAs aKTYaJIbHOCTh U XO3SHCTBEHHOCTH €CTh OCHOBHOM HEPB YeJIO-
BEYECKOI HCTOPHH, TO HayKa U X03siicTBeHHa u mparmarudHay» (Tam xe, c. 188)).

RO: «KOCMOC, YCJIOBECUCCTBO, HAIIUSA U ITP. HAXOAATCA B YeJI0BEYECKOM JINYHOCTH, KaK B UHAUBUAYAJIU3UPOBAHHOM YHU-

BEpPCYME HJIM MUKPOKOCME M BBINAJICHUE, BEIOPAChIBAHNE HX BO BHELIHHUE PEaJbHOCTH, B 00BEKTHI, €CTh PE3yJIbTaT Haj-
LIECTH YeJIOBEKA, TIOUYNHECHUS ero Oe3IMYHON peabHOCTH, SKCTepUopH3aiuu, otayskacano» (bepases 1939, c. 37).

RO: «Huxkaxoit HEJIOCTHOCTHU, TOTAJIUTAPHOCTHU, YHUBEPCAJIBHOCTU BHE JIUYHOCTU HET, €CTh JIMIIb B JJUYHOCTU, BHE €€

€CTh JIMIIb YaCTUYHBIN, 00beKTHBHpOBaHHBIN Mup» (Bepasies 1939, c. 37).

- RO: «TPYHAOBBIM BOCCTAaHOBJICHUEM HUJICAJIBHOTO KOCMOCA KaK OpraHusma Hﬂeﬁ WA UACAaTBHBIX BaKOHOMepHOCTCﬁ, rap-

MOHHMYHO COYETAIOIUX KOCMUYECKHE CHIIBI MIIH (JOPMHUPYIOLINX IEPBOMATEPHIO U TIEPBOIHEPTHIO, KIIPaMaTeph» OBITHSI.
B aTOM npotiecce «HayKa MIPOHUKAET Yepe3 KOPY U TOJIIIY Xa0-KOCcMoca K HJiealibHOMY KocMocy, kocmocy-Codun» (Byi-

rakoB 1993, c. 211).

RO: «opynue oxuBIeHHS MHUpPa, TT00eIbI H caMOyTBepxk IeHus s)ku3Hm» (Bynrakos 1993, c. 192).
The abovementioned paradox was coined by E. Husserl as “the paradox of human subjectivity being a subject for the world

and at the same time being an object in the world” (Husserl 1970, p. 179). The paradox received numerous formulations
and interpretation by many philosophers, including such names as M. Merleau-Ponty, R. Ingarden M. Scheler and others.

See (Carr 1999). See also my paper (Nesteruk 2014).
S Oration 45, On Easter, 7 [ET: (Nellas 1997, p. 203)].

16 Maximus the Confessor, Ambigua 41, [PG 91, 1304-1312B], [ET: (Nellas 1997, p. 212)].
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Maximus the Confessor, Ambigua 10:26, [PG 91, 1153B], [ET: “Various Texts on Theology, the Divine Economy, and
Virtue and Vice” 5:71, in The Philokalia, v. 2, p. 277].

RO: «CoBpeMeHHBII 4eIoBeK CO3HAET ceOs BHYTPEHHE CBOOOIAHBIM, CO3HAET CeOs BBIIIE BCSIKOI'O BHELIHErO, OT HETO
HE 3aBHUCSILIETO Hayalla, yTBEPXKAACT ceOsl LIEHTPOM BCErO M MEXJIy TeM B ACHCTBUTEIBHOCTHU SIBJISACTCS TOJIBKO OTHOI
0ECKOHEYHO MaJIoil TOYKOH Ha MHPOBOM OKpPY)XHOCTH...C OJHOH CTOPOHBI, YEJIOBEK €CTh CYIIECTBO C OE3YCIOBHBIM
3Ha4YEHHEM, ¢ OC3yCIOBHBIMHU NIPABAaMU M TPEOOBAHUSAMH, U TOT JKE YEJIOBEK €CTh TOJIBKO OrPAHHYCHHOE U MPEXOAsIIce
sIBIICHHE, (AKT Cpeu MHOXKECTBA APYTUX (paKTOB, CO BCEX CTOPOH MMH OrPAHHYCHHBIH M OT HUX 3aBHUCSIIMI, — U HE
TOJIBKO OTJICJIbHBIN YEJI0BEK, HO U BCe yesnoBevecTBo...» (ComoBneB 1989, c. 21).

RO: «Henosek coBmeniaer B ce6e BCEBO3MOKHBIE TPOTUBOINOJIONKHOCTH, KOTOPBIE BCE CBOAATCS K OHOM BEJIMKOH NPOTH-
BOIOJIOKHOCTH MEKAY O€3YCIOBHBIM H YCIIOBHBIM, MEX1Y aOCOIIOTHOIO M BEUHOIO CYIIHOCTBIO M IPEXOASIINM SBICHH-
€M, HJIK BUJUMOCTBIO. YenoBek ecTh BMecTe 1 00xkecTBO U HHUTOXKecTBO» (ConoBbeB 1989, c. 113).

RO: «B nu4HOCTH €CTh IPUPOIHBIE OCHOBBI, CBA3aHHBIE C KOCMUYECKUM KPYroBopoToM. Ho M4HOE B yesioBeKe HHOTO
MIPOUCXOXKICHUS M KAUYeCTBA U BCET/Ia 03HAYACT Pa3pbIB C IPUPOJHOI HEOOXOAUMOCTHIO..HenoBeK, KaK INYHOCTb, HE €CTh
4acTh NPUPOJIBL, OH HeceT B cebe 00pa3 bora. B yenoBeke ecTh npuposa, HO OH HE €CTh MPUPoAa. YeaoBeK — MUKPOKOCM
M IIOTOMY OH He ecTh yacTh kocmocay (Bepases 1939, c. 81) Compare with an analogous assertion of S. Frank: “...man,
though forming part of ‘this world’, transcends it, for he has another, non-worldly aspect which differentiates him from this
this world...” (Frank 1965, p. 110), or “ ...Man is an entity capable of withdrawing from all that exists as a fact (including
his own actual existence), of considering it from outside and determining its relation to something other, which is more
convincing to him and is primary and authoritative” (Ibid., pp. 111-12) (RO: «...4eq0BeK, TaK)Ke BXOAS B COCTAB «ITOT'0»
MHpa 1 B HEM COy4acTBYsl, OJHOBPEMCHHO BO3BBIIIACTCS HAJl HUM, HMes B ce0¢ NHYIO0, CBEPXMUPHYIO HHCTAHIIUIOY, HIIH
«YenoBek ecTh CyIIECTBO, 00JaAaI0IIee CIOCOOHOCTHIO JUCTAHIIMPOBATHCS OT BCETo, 4TO (JaKTHUECKHU €CTh, — B TOM YHC-
J€ U OT ACHCTUBTEIBHOCTH Ce0si CaMOro — CMOTPETh Ha BCE (PAaKTHYECKH CYIIee N3BHE U OIPECICHTh €ro OTHOMICHHE K
4eMy-TO HHOMY, OoJiee JUIsl Hero yOeuTeIbHOMY, aBTOPUTETHOMY, IepBHUHOMY» (Ppank 1997, c. 202, 204)).

RO: «IlonoxeHune yenoBeka B MPUPOJHOM MHUPE Tparuueckoe. YeloBeKk He TOIBKO OAMH U3 0OBEKTOB 3TOTO MUPA, OH
MpexJie Bcero cyobeKT, U3 00bEKTa HEBBIBOJUMBINH. BMecTe ¢ TeM OTHOLIEHHE YelloBEKa K KOCMOCY ONPEIEIIAETCS TEM,
YTO OH €CTh MUKPOKOCM, OH 3aKJII0YaeT B ce0e KOCMOC MIIM 3aKJII0YaeT B ce0e BCIO UCTOPHIO. .... Uepes JyXoBHOE B cebe
Hay4aJio YeJIOBEK HE MOJYMHEH IIPUPO/IE U HE3aBHCUM OT Hee, XOTs IIPUPOJIHBIE CHIIBI MOTY T ero youT [cp. [Tackanb, AH]...
OH pab npupozs! u naps npupons» (bepases 2003[2], c. 588).

RO: «U1 npupona 1 4eaoBeK OECKOHEUHBI; U 110 OECKOHEUHOCTH CBOEH, KaK pAaBHOMOILHbIE, MOTYT OBITh YaCTAMU CAMUX
ce0st, IpUYEeM YacTH PABHOMOIIHBI MEXJy CO00I0 U LebIM. YeloBek- B MHPE, HO YEIOBEK TaK JKE CIOXCH, KaK U MHUP.
Mup B uenoBeke, HO U MUP TaKKe CIIOKEH, Kak 1 yenoBek» (Daopenckuit 1994, c. 186).

RO: «..uenoBek ecth cymma Mupa, COKpalieHHbI KOHCIIEKT ero; Mup ecTb packpeiTue Yenoseka, npoekuus ero» (dio-
peHckuit 1994, c. 187).

Translation from the Russian is substantially corrected. RO: «YenoBek ecTb, ¢ OAHON CTOPOHBI, MOTEHIHATBHO BCE, IO-
TEHIHAJIbHbIHA EHTP aHTPONO-KOCMOCA, XOTS M HE PEaM30BaHHOTO CIIe, HO PeaIu3yeMoro, a ¢ APyroi CTOPOHBI — OH
€CTh MIPOAYKT 3TOr0 MUpa, 3Toi smnupun» (Bynrakos 1993, c. 160).

RO: «Yepes cBoe T€JI0 M IIOTCKYIO KU3Hb, Y€pPE3 BHELUIHUM, HAPY>KHBIH CII0H CBOEH AYIIEBHON )XU3HH, ONPEACICHHON
CBA3BIO C TEJIOM, YEJIOBEK €CTh CaM 4acTb “00bEKTHBHOM JEHCTBUTEIBHOCTH”, 4ACTh “MHPa”, B KOTOPOM U U3 KOTOPOTO
OH POXIAETCs U B KOTOPOM NpeObIBaET. ... Yepes cBou riryOMHBI — uepes3 s,ApO UM KOPEHb CBOETO OBITHSA U B TOM CMbICIIE
yepe3 CBOE MOIJIMHHOE CYIIECTBO — OH IMPUHAUIEKHUT K COCTABY C8ePXMUPHOL TIEPBUYHOI peanbHOCTH (B KOTOPOM, Kak
MBI BHJIEJIH, YKOPCHEH U U3 KOTOPOil B KOHEYHOM CYETE IPOUCTEKAET U caM MUD...). HeloBeK ecTh, TAaKUM 00pa3oMm, By X-
COCTaBHOE CYIIECTBO, H BCAKOE yUCHHE O )KU3HU, KOTOPOE HE YUUTHIBAIO Obl OHOBPEMEHHO ITHX JIByX CTOPOH YeJIOBE-
4eCKOro ObITHs, ObII0 Obl HEAIEKBATHO €0 MOAJIMHHOMY CyLIecTBY.. . CTPYKTypa Halero ObITHS CJI0XHA, aHTHHOMUYHA,
U BCSIKOE €€ MCKYCCTBEHHOE YIPOLICHUE U cXeMaTHu3alus uckaxarot ee» (O@pank 1997, c. 70-71).

Compare with Berdyaev’s assertions that “the cosmos, mankind, society, are in personality and not the other way around ”
(Berdyaev 1943, p. 38; see also pp. 42, 135) (RO: «kocMoc, 4e10BE4eCKTBO, OOIIECTBO HAXOAATCS B IMYHOCTH, @ HE Ha000-
po (Bepasier 1939, c. 34; cm. Takxe c. 37, 114). See also a similar thought on humanity as the hypostasis of the universe
(Clément 1976, p. 91).

As was carefully discussed by Gilles Deleuze, in art there is a fundamental irreplaceability of a masterpiece by something
which belonged to the generality of the works of art. Every attempt to reproduce an incarnate artistic expression would
require a repetition as an irreversible bringing into being of that which did not exist before. Since masterpieces do reflect
artists’ souls and their distinct personhood, they cannot be substituted and replaced because of the same reasons that per-
sons cannot be substituted and replaced. (See more details in (Deleuze 2001, pp. 1-27)).

S. Bulgakov expressed his attitude to the objectivising tendencies of the sciences of his time on the basis of a criticism of
its fragmented description of reality and limited capacity of comprehending the world as living nature. The mathematical
universe expels living subjects by converting it into the kingdom of shadows and “subjectless” objects: “Science deliber-
ately commits a murder of the world and of nature, it studies nature’s corpse” (Bulgakov 2000, p. 183) (RO: «nayka TBO-
PUT 3aBeIOMOE MUPOYOUHCTBO M IPUPOA0YOHICTBO, OHA U3ydaeT Tpyn npupoasl...» (bynrakos 1993, c. 199)). Bulgakov
realises, just as Berdyaev did, the fundamental paradox of science: on the one hand science transforms the world into a
lifeless mechanism, on the other hand, science itself was produced through the subject’s contingent self-definition (Ibid.,
p- 188. RO: c. 205). The source of science, the foundation of its possibility, is to be found in humanity. Otherwise science
becomes no more than an ingenious tool whose ultimate sense remains utterly obscure. Bulgakov anticipated this way of
thought by formulating the thesis that to understand science one should turn to the understanding of man. It is not science
that explains man, but man who explains science. Philosophy of science is a branch of philosophical anthropology (Ibid.,
p. 173. RO: c. 188).
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See, for example (Berdyaev 1953, p. 41).

RO: «JINYHOCTD HE €CTh YACTh, U HE MOXKET OBITh YaCTHIO B OTHOLICHHH K KAKOMY-THOO LIEIOMY, XOTS OBl K OCPOMHOMY
L[EJIOMY, BCEMY MHPY....JINYHOCTB HE COCTABNACTCS U3 YACTCH, HE ECTh arperar, He eCTh ClaraeMoe, OHa €CTh IEPBUYHAS
nenoctb» (bepnsen 1939, c. 20, 21).

RO: «Taiina cyniecTBOBaHHS JIMYHOCTU B €€ aOCONIOTHOW HE3aMEHUMOCTH, B €€ OJHOKPATHOCTU U €AMHUYHOCTH, B €€
HecpaBHuMocT» (bepases 1939, c. 22).

RO: «JInyHOCTH CBsI3aHa CO CBOOOAOM OT AETEPMUHM3MA IIPUPO/IbI, OHA HE3aBUCUMa OT MeXaHU3Ma Mpuposl. [losTomy
JINYHOCTH He ecTh heHoMer cpenu penomenony (bepasies 1939, c. 30).

RO: «JInuHOCTH HE OPOXKAACTCS POJOBBIM KOCMHUYECKUM IPOLIECCOM, HE POJKAACTCS OT OTIA U MATEPH, OHAa IPOUCXOAUT
ot bora, saBnsercs uz apyroro mupa» (bepnses 1939, c. 32).

The analogy comes from St. Maximus the Confessor’s assertion that God knows things according to his will (dmbigua 7
[PG 91: 1085B]).

RO: «...1 eciiit B pa3BUTUH NOJOKUTEIBHBIX 3HAHUIT 0 MEPE BECh MUP HaKOHEIL CJICTAaeTCs H3BECTHBIM ISl YEIIOBEKA, TO
9THM IO03HaHUEM 0 MHUpPE (PaKTHYECKOE IPOTHBOPEYHE B OBITHU CAMOT0 YEJIOBEKA BCE TaKH HE Oy/IET yCTPAaHEHO U MO3TO-
MY OIpEENCHUE CMBICIA 3TOr0 IPOTHBOPEYHS HEM3MEHHO OyIeT COCTABIIATH JUIS YeJIOBEKA BEJIMKYIO 3arajKy OBITHS»
(Hecmenos 1905, c. 242).

RO: «YenoBek 10TKeH BOCCTATh IPOTUB pabCTBa HCTOPUH HE IS H3OSLHH B caMOM cebe, a [U1s IPUHATHUS Beeit HeTo-
pHUH B CBOIO OECKOHEUHYI0 CyOBEKTUBHOCTD, B KOTOPOH MU ecTh yacTh uenoseka» (bepuses 1939, c. 221).

RO: «...BCcsKas MOMBITKA YEJIOBEKA OCYIIECTBHTh B MUpPE MPHPOHOC COACPKAHUE CBOCH JIMUHOCTH nymem paseumus
Gusuueckozo codepacanus HeusHu HEOOXOIUMO 3aKII0UaET B ceOe Hepa3pelMoe BHYTPEHHEE IPOTUBOPEYHE U ecTe-
CTBEHHO HU K ueMy He BeneT yenoBeka» (Hecmenos 1905, c. 243).

RO: «mpu Bcex cBOMX OIPOMHBIX yCII€Xax B KyJbTYPHOM NPeoOpa30BaHUU JACHCTBUTEIBLHOCTH YEJIOBEK BCE TAKU OCTa-
€TCSL. .. iPOCMOIO Belyblo MUpa, KOTOPask U BO3HUKACT M Pa3pylIaeTcs JHIIb B CHIY HCOOXOAUMBIX 3aKOHOB (hM3UUECKOIT
IIPUPOJIBI ¥ TOTOMY HEBEIOMO 3aueM cyluecTByeT o ¢popmoro auanoct» (Heemenor 1905, c. 243).

RO: «..BCE 4aCTHBIC TPOTUBOPEUHS MBICIIH H )KH3HH BO3HUKAIOT U3 CTPEMIICHHUS YEJIOBEKA OCYIECTBUTH HJICaIbHbIH 00-
pa3 6e3yciI0BHOr0 ObITHS B HEOOXOIMMBIX I'paHULIAX BHEWIHUX ycsoBui» (Hecmenos 1905, c. 246).

RO: «...JIN4HOCTBIO MOKET OBITH OJJHO TOJBKO 0€3yCI0BHOE OBITHE, — ATO KaK/bIH YEJIOBEK HEOCPECTBEHHO CO3HACT U
JIOCTOBEPHO 3HAET B M03HaHUU camoro cebs» (Hecmenos 1905, c. 264).

RO: «Ho, cymecTBys B KauecTBe JHYHOCTH U B TO € CaMOE€ BPeMsi HEOOXOIMMO CBSI3aHHBIH MEXaHHU3MOM BHEIIHUX
YCIIOBHH B KauecTBE MPOCTOH Belly (PU3MUECKOrO MHpa, YEIOBEK HE €CTh Oe3yCI0BHOE OBITHE, a TONBKO MPEAMETHO
BBIPAXacT B ceOe pealibHyI0 CBsI3b YCIOBHOIO M O€3YCIOBHOTO OBITHS, M OTOMY, HE 3Has O CYLICCTBOBAHUH JPYroro
Mupa, KpoMe HaJIMYHOTO, OH JOCTOBEPHO 3HACT O CYLIECTBOBAHUH JAPYTOro Obimiisl, KPOME YCIOBHOTO, TAaK KaK OH B cebe
CaMOM IPEAMETHO BBIPaXkaeT ABOSKOE ObITHE — yCIOBHOE 1 Ge3ycnoBHOe. Eciti ObI 3arafio4Hblil ()aKT 3TOr0 BBIPAXKCHUS
HE OTPHIUAJCS B MHUMOHAYYHBIX OOBSCHCHUSAX €0, a JCUCTBUTENBHO OOBSICHSIICH, KaK U BCIKHN HEMOHATHBINA (akT
(baxT OBITHS, TO Hay4YHAasi MBICIb BEPOSITHO AABHO ObI IPHUILIA K OHOICHCKOMY YUCHHIO O CO3IaHHH YesIOBeKa M0 00pasy
Bosxuio, MOTOMY YTO CYLICCTBOBAHKE YETIOBEKa KaKk peajbHOro oopasa besycnoBroit CyIHOCTH, CTPOrO HAYYHO MOXKET
OBITh YCTAHOBJICHO U HE3aBUCHMO OT BHONINM, HA OCHOBAHHM OJHOTO TOJIBKO MCHXOJIOTMYECKOTrO aHaln3a IMPUPOIBI U
COZIep)KaHUS YeNIOBCYECKOMN INYHOCTH, M K Bubnnu MoxxHO 00paTHThCS He 3aTeM, 4TOOBI HOYEPITHYTh U3 HEE ITO yueHue,
a TOJIBKO 3a TeM, YTOOBI HAUTH B Heil 00bACHEHHE delicmeumenvhoeo pakma. Y1 oobextuBHOE ObITHE Bora, i gocToBep-
HOE MO3HAHME MPHPOIBbl Ero HEemocpenCcTBEHHO JaHbl YEIOBEKY peabHbIM OBITHEM M IPHPOJHBIM COACPKAHUEM €ro
COOCTBEHHOM! JIMYHOCTH, HO IIOYEMY U KaK HMEHHO BO3MOXKHA B YCJIOBHOM OBITHH CaMa-TO 4eIOBeUYECKast INUHOCTD, KaK
peanbHblit 00pa3 bora, —3TOro Mbl HE 3Ha€M U HE MOXKEM 3HaTh, U bubIus roBOPUT HaM O CO3/1aHUU YEJIOBEKa ACHCTBHEM
Boxwueit Bonn» (Heemenos 1905, c. 264-65).

RO: «U1 MBI 1OCTOBEPHO 3HaEM B IO3HAHUHU CE0s CaMUX, YTO XOTs Hallla cCOOCTBEHHAs JINYHOCTh CYLIECTBYET TOJIBKO B
HEOOXOIMMBIX YCIOBHAX (PU3MYECKOr0 MHMPA, OJHAKO MPUPOIOI0 CBOCIO OHA BCE-TAKH BBIPAXKACT HE MHP, a HCTHHHYIO
npupoay camoro beckoneunoro u bezycinoBHOro, moTomMy 4To 6ECKOHEYHOE U OE3YCIIOBHOE €CTh HE HHOE YTO, KaK CBO-
6oxHOe ObITHE 171 cebs1, a CBOO0aHOE OBITHE 115 Ce0sI U €CTh U MOXKET OBITH TOJIBKO OBITHEM CaMOCYIHOH JINIHOCTH»
(Hecmenos 1905, c. 269).

RO: «CnenoBatenbHO, COAEP)XaHUEM HPABCTBEHHOI'O CO3HAHMS BBIPAXKACTCS HE YTO MHOE, KaK MPUPOAHOE CaMOOIpe-
JICIICHUE YEeJIOBEYECKON TUYHOCTH B YCIOBUAX €€ (PU3MYCCKOrO CyLIECTBOBAHMS: HPABCHIBEHHO Il YEIOBEKa TO, YTO
JIOJDKHO OBITH OCYILIECTBIISIEMO YCIOBEKOM, @ 00NIHCHO OblMb OCYUecmensieMo YEIOBEKOM TO, UTO UCMUHHO Yel08eUHO,
a UCTUHHO YEJIOBEYHO TO, UTO 8bipadcaem coboil 0eticmeumenbHyo npupooy 4eno8edeckoll IULHOCMU He3a8UCUMO Om
yenoguil, unmepecog u yenetl ee gusuueckozo cywecmeosanusn» (Heemenos 1905, c. 287).

RO: «Ho B TOM-TO UMEHHO U 3aKJIFOYAEeTCs BCE J€JI0, YTO UCTUHHAS KHU3Hb, O KOTOPOW TOBOPUT YEJIOBEKY HPAaBCTBEHHOE
CO3HaHHE, B ICHCTBUTEIBHOCTH HEOCYIECTBIMA, IOTOMY 4TO YEJIOBEK CYIIECTBYET HE TOIBKO B KA4ECTBE CBOOOIHOrO
JesATeNls B MHPE, HO U B Ka4eCTBE MPOCTOi BEIIH MUPA, HEOOXOAUMO MOTIMHCHHON BCCOOIINM 3aKOHAM (DU3HUECKOrO
cymectBoBanus» (Hecmenos 1905, c. 287-88).

Emphasis is added. RO: «koHEUHBIM pe3yIbTATOM HAyKH O YEIOBEKE B CYLIHOCTH SIBISCTCS TOJBKO Hepa3peurnmasi 3a-
rajKa 0 HeM: KaKk OH MOT TOSIBUTBCS B MUPE, KOTAA npupoooio ceéoeil Tu4HOCmY OH HEOOXOAUMO OTPHUIIACT €ro [To ecTh
mup, AH], cam B cBot0 ouepens orpunaercs mupom?» (Hecmenos 1905, c. 372) (kypcus moit AH).

RO: «Bcs ero paccynTanHas 100pOAETENb B ACHCTBUTEIBHOCTH TOKOUTCS TOIBKO HAa IPE3PEHUH K MUPY U HA OTPHLAHUHI
€ro, a BOBCC HE Ha XCJIAHUH PACKPBITh B HEM U MOCPEICTBOM HEr0 HCTHHY HPABCTBEHHOIO MHPOINOPSAAKA H B 3TOM pac-
KPBITHH 0TOOpa3uTh B MUpE *u3Hb besycnosuoit Jlnunoctu» (Heemenos 1905, c. 391).

This ontological difference can be illustrated as a contrast between humanity as consubstantial to the rest of creation
on the one hand and as hypostatic formation on the other hand. Indeed, being inseparable from reality in virtue of its
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embodiment, human persons can exist only in the context of their immediate non-distance from reality (consubstantiality).
On the other hand, being a hypostatic formation (humanity is endowed with an ability to inhere the universe in its own
subjectivity through the fusion of knowledge, to form the meaning and act in the universe as its self-consciousness and
self-realization, or, theologically speaking, as its hypostasis), that is being fundamentally different from other material
things, human persons are “infinitely” ontologically distant from those other things. The ability to distance themselves
from outer things (even, in abstraction, from one’s own body), makes human persons equally positioned with respect to
all objects in the universe, so that they can be articulated by human subjectivity as different and uniformly distant from
it. Paradoxically, on the one hand, because of the infinite ontological distance from all things in the universe humanity is
hypostatically commensurable (and thus equally close) with respect to all objects in the universe, including the universe
as a whole, whereas on the other hand, being corporeally at non-distance from the universe, humanity is physically
incommensurable with the universe.

Gregory of Nyssa, “On the Making of Man,” in Selected Writings and Letters Gregory of Nyssa trans. W. Moore and H.
A. Wilson, vol. 5 of NPNF, Series II, ed. Ph. Schaff and H. Wace (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,1994), pp. 396-97.

St. Augustine, Confessiones 10.5.7 [ET: (Chadwick 1991, pp. 182-83)].

See a comprehensive account on the unknowability of man in (Marion 2010, pp. 21-86).

St. Augustine, De Trinitate, 10.5.7 [ET: (McKenna 2002, p. 50)].

RO: «uenoBek U CTPEMHUTCS HE TOJIBKO K 06BACHEHUI0 CBOCTO TOJOXKEHUS B MHUPE, HO U K HO3HAHMIO TOrO IyTH, NO
KOMOPOMY OH OelcmeumenbHo Mo2 Obl bLUMU U3 IMO20 NON0ICEHUS. .. JJIOCTUTHYTh e TIO3HAHHS BEYHOH TailHbI ObITHS
3HAYUT TOXKE caMoe, YTO (PaKmuuecku YCmpanums 3Ty TailHy B OBITHH, TO €CTb CO3/AAThb OCUCMEUMENbHbIL NYNb K
OCYIICCTBJICHUIO YEIOBEKOM €r0 Ha3HAYCHHs B MUPE U JaTh €My OelCHEUMENbHYI0 803MONCHOCMb K (aKTHUECKOMY
OCYIIECTBJICHUIO 3TOro Ha3HaueHUs1. O6 3TOM HMEHHO Iy THU 1 00 3TOil BO3MOXKHOCTHU ¥ TOBOPHT YEJIOBEKY XPUCTHAHCKOE
BepoyueHue. OHO coo0LIaeT To caMoe Mo3HaHue, 6€3 KOTOPOro YeI0BEK He MOXKeT 00OWTUCH U KOTOPOTro, OHAKO OH HE
moxet co3aatb» (Hecmenos 1905, c. 409-410).

“From fear of death man sows death, as a result of feeling a slave, he desires to dominate. Domination is always con-
strained to kill. The state is always subject to fear and therefor it is constrained to kill. It has no desire to wrestle against
death” (Berdyaev 1943, p. 251) (RO: «YenoBek U3 cTpaxa CMEPTH CEET CMEPTh, U3 YYBCTBA pabCTBa XOYET FOCIOACTBO-
BaTb. [0OCIIOACTBO Beera NPUHYXKACHO youBaTh. [0CyJapcTBO BCEr/Ia HCIIBITHIBACT CTPaxX, M IIOTOMY NPUHYXJICHO yOu-
BaTh. OHO He X04eT 60pOThCs co cMepThion, (BepasieB 1939, c. 209)). A manifesting discrepancy between the desire to find
the sense of life on the one hand, and the collective state-like life of man where human dignity is dismissed was described
by E. Trubetskoi in following words: “On the one hand there is a powerful appeal of love to every man, on the other hand
all peoples are armed from top to toe for the mutual extermination. On the one hand there is an attempt of man to break
the closed loop of the struggle for survival, to rise from the Earth in a joyous enthusiasm of love and, on the other hand,
there is another illustration of the impotence of any of such an attempt, namely the state with its periodically repetitive and
triumphant slogan all is for war (Trubetskoi 1922, p. 38) (RO: «C oaHOli CTOPOHBI — BAACTHBIN IPH3BIB JTIOOBU KO BCAKOMY
4EJIOBEKY, KaK TAKOBOMY, a C IPyTOif CTOPOHBI, — BCE HAPOIbI BOOPYKECHBI C TOJIOBBI 0 HOT AJIsl B3AMMHOT'0 HCTPEOIICHUS.
C 01HOH CTOPOHBI — MOMBITKA YEJIOBEKA IIPOPBATh MOPOUYHBIN KPYT BceoOIeii 60pbOBI 3a CyIIeCTBOBAHUE, B3JIETETh HAJ|
3eMJIeii B CBETIIOM MOABEME JTIOOBH, a ¢ IPYTOi CTOPOHBI, HOBasl MILTIOCTPALHsI OECCUITHS ITON MOMBITKH, — TOCYAaPCTBO
C €ro NepHoJUYECKH MOBTOPSIOUUMUCA U IEPHOIUYECKH TOPKECTBYIOIIUM JIO3YHI'OM — Bce 11t BoHbD (TpyOenxoit
1922, c. 38)).

RO: «Ilo6ena HaJ cMEPTHIO HE MOXKET OBITH IBOIIOLIHEHT, HE MOXKET OBITh PE3yIbTaTOM HEOOXOAUMOCTH: TOOea HA CMEP-
TBIO €CTh TBOPYECTBO, COBMECTHOE TBOPUECTBO YenoBeka u bora, ects pe3ynbrat cBo6ons» (bepases 1939, c. 210).

Abbreviations

RO: Russian Original

NPNF: The Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, ed. P. Schaff and H. Wace (Grand

Rapids, MI: W. B. Eerdman Publishing Company, 1996).

PG: ed. J. P. Migne, Patrologia Graeca, 161 vols, (Paris, 1857-66).

The Philokalia: St. Nikodimos of the Holy Mountain and St. Makarios of Corinth. The
Philokalia: The Complete Text, 4 vols., ed. G. E. H. Palmer, P. Sherrard, and K. Ware, (London:

Faber, 1979-95).
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OT onmHOYECTBA K CBOOOIE:
yesioBevecKasi JMYHOCTHL U Beesiennast
B PYCCKOM peJtUruo3Hou pusiocopuu
A.B. Hectepyk

Yuueepcumem Ilopmemyma
Jlaiion I'stim Bronoune

TIOPTCMYT, POI 3HF, Beauxoopumanus

B cmamuve obcyscoaromes npobnemsl mpesozu, 00uHouecmaa, 6ecnpuromuocmu u 6eccMvlCieHHOCmU
4e06eYeCcK020 CYWecmeo8anus ¢ moii gopme, 8 Kaxou OHU ObLIU CHOPMYAUPOBAHBI 8 PYCCKOU
penueuosnoli gurocogpuu XX eexa. Pyccxkue @unocogul uckaiu nymu npeoooseHus maxoeo
COCMOAHUA Yelo8eKa HA NYMAX 60CCMAHOGNeHUs ympayenHozo boowecmeennozo obpasa,
BbIPAICAEMO20 C HOMOWBIO NPEOCMABIeHUs 0 TUIHOCMHOCmU. Tpyonocms 6 onpedenenuu IuYHOCmu
npoucmexaem u3z NApadoKCaIbHO20 COCMOAHUS Yel08eKa 80 BcenenHou (A61A0WUMCA NPeOMemom
6eunoll unocopuu), a maxdce HeNO3IHABAEMOCU Yel08eKa camum coboll (ocoznannoi Omyamu
panneii Llepxeu). JJocmudicenue cyuwecmeosanus ¢ noIHoOmMe TUYHOCMU NPeonoidazaem npeoooneHue
ocpanuieHull u pabemea 6ONIOWEHHO20 CYWeCme08anus 6 puzuyeckom mupe. B smom 0yxoerom
08UdICEHUU OWYyUjeHUe 00UHOYeCmed U 6e3bIcCXOOHOCIU npeodoiesdemcs, ubo 6csa yenogeyeckas
ucmopus, Kax u eca Bcenennas, apmuxynupyemesa u npuobpemaem cmvici USHYmMpu OeCKOHeUHOu
u HenosHagaemou cybvekmueHocmu uenosexa ¢ boowecmeennom obpaze. Pycckue @unocogvi
OvLIU 21Y60KO 03a00UEeHbl COCMOAHUEM YeN08eKd U €20 83AUMOOMHOueHUsMY ¢ Mupom u Bozom,
ocyujecmensia NOUCK nymeil ymeuieHus Oyuill 6Ce20 4el08eecmed 8 02PpaHuieHHbL UCMOPUYeCKUll
nepuod XX eexa, HACBUYEHHO20 OMCMYNHUYeCmEomM u 6becuenoeeuHocmvlo. [ UMH pyCcCKux
dunocoghos uenogexy 6vin 8K1AOOM 8 HECKOHUAeMble YCUMUSA NO YIMBEPHCOeHUI0 MUupa KAK No-
npesicHeMy HANOTHEHHO20 8epOoll, HA0eHCOOoU U 1H0008b10.
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