OT PEAAKTOPA

HebrHenHuit HoMep IIPOAOAKAET TEMBI, CTABIIINE YK€ TPAAULIMOHHBIME AAS KYPHAAQ, HO Sl XO-
TeA OBl OOPATUTH BHUMAHUE HA IIPOOAEMY, KOTOPasA OOCYKAAETCA HA IIyOAUKYEMBIX B AAHHOM HOMEpE
MATEPHAAAX KPYTAOIO CTOAQ, — IPOOAEMY B3aMMOOTHOIIEHUA MEKAY praocodueii u OOrocAOBIEM
B HAYAAE HAIIIETO HOBOIO BEKa — ABAAIIATH IIEPBOrO BEKa, OTCYUTHIBAEMOro OT PoxaectBa Xpucro-
Ba. DTO HE TOABKO H HE CTOABKO BOIIPOC O COOTHOIIICHUU ABYX YBAKAEMBIX AUCITHIIAMH, HO 9TO BO-
IIPOC O B3aUMOOTHOIIIEHUH PEAUTHH U (praocoduu BoodIre, O0Aee TOro, 3TO BOIPOC O KOPHAX CO-
BPEMEHHOM KYABTYPBI — KaK 3aIIAAHOEBPOIICHCKOIL, TAK U POCCHICKOH. A B HAIIICH CTpaHE 3TO eIIe
¥ IpobAeMa B3aMMOOTHOIIICHUI MEKAY HHTCAAUTCHITHEH (TOH CIIEIIH(UIECKON COMAABHOM IPYII-
IIOM, KOTOpasg CAOKHAACh UMEHHO B Poccun) 1 epKOBbBIO.

AHTHTOCYAAPCTBEHHAS M AHTHPEAUTHO3HAS HHTCAAUTCHITHA, IIOA BAMAHIEM HE IIPUHATHIX B e¢
paast @.M. Aocroesckoro, B.C. Corosbesa, A.H. Toacrtoro, B orrpeseACHHBII MOMEHT 3aAYMAAACh O
TOM, YTO KH3HBb FOPA3A0 CAOIKHEE, YEM COBOKYIIHOCTD MATEPHAABHBIX Y4CTHII, H O TOM, ITO YECAOBCK,
AQKE IPOUCXOASl OT OOE3BAHBI, OOAAAAET YEM-TO CYIIECTBEHHO OTAMYHBIM. l'eopruii ®AOPOBCKHI
rucaa B «[lyrax pycckoro 0orocaoBus»: «“Komerr Bexka” 03HaYaA B PYCCKOM Pa3BHTHN PyOEx U Ha-
9aA0, ITepeBas co3HaHuA. VI3MeHAeTCA caMO 9yBCTBO *KU3HM. ... V1 OBIA HE TOABKO AYIIIECBHBIH CABHIT.
T'o OBIA HOBBII OIIBIT. .. B T€ TOABI MHOITIM BAPYT OTKPBIBAETCH, YTO YEAOBEK €CTh CYIIECTBO MeTadpu-
sugeckoe. B camom cebe geAOBeK BAPYT HAXOAUT HEOKUAAHHBIE TAYOMHBI, X 9ACTO TEMHbIE OE3AHEL
W mup yaxe xaxercs uabiM. V60 yroHuaercs speHuey.

Uyt OOABIIIE CTa ACT HA3aA B CTOAHMIlC Poccuiickoil umirepun OBIAM OpPraHH30BAHBI Peamrm-
03HO-(puarocodckre COOpaHuA — HANOOAECE M3BECTHOE MECTO BCTPEYN HMHTCAAWTCHITHE U IIEPKBI.
WMunnmatopamu BercTymuan mostsl u mucatean 3.H. I'nmmuyc, A.C. Mepexkosckuit, B. B. Poszaros.
[Tpeaceaateaem CobOpannii Ob1A Oyayrmuii matpuapx Cepruif (B HagaAe Beka eIHCKON IMOyprexuii u
pexrop Canxkr-IleTepOyprekoit AyXOBHOI aKAAEMHN) — OAHA U3 CAMBIX Tparmdeckux puryp XX Beka.
CobpaHus IPOAOAKAAUCH UYTh ODOABIIIE ABYX ACT.

Lleap CoOpannit chopmMyAnpoBaa B 1epBoii csoeit peun err. Cepruii: «Ham TsmkeAo Halle pass-
e€AMHEHUE U B3aMMHOE Hertonumanue. Hac taroTur co3Hanue Beei maryOHOCTH 3TOrO Pa3beAMHEHHUA
1 BCEH Harrel OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 34 HEro. Ham HysKeH IIyTh K CAMHCTBY, YTOOBI 9THM CAHHCTBOM HaM
IIOTOM BMECTE ’KHTb U BMECTE paOOTATh HA ODIIEPYCCKYIO IIOAB3Y».

[TopasuTeabHO, 9TO ceifgac, IIOCAE BCEX IMEePeAOMOB XX BEKa, CUTYAIIHA ¥ HAC HE CAHIIIKOM OT-
AHYAETCA OT TOH, KOTOPAasA CAOKHMAACH K HA9AAY Beka IpoIAoro. EcTs mpuMuTHBHOE passcAcHIE Ha
MHTEAAUTCHIINIO H «IIPABOCAABHBIX AKTUBHICTOBY. 1 eCTh HeIIPUMHIPHUMOCTD, KOTOPAs KAK-TO YAHBH-
TEABHO YKUBACTCA C 3AKAMHAHUAMHE 10 IIOBOAY TOAEPAHTHOCTH.

Sl xo9y ImpuBeCTH ABE IIUTATH U3 KPYTAOTO croAa «Praocodus u 6orocaosue B XXI Bekey, KO-
topsrit cocroaacsa B Hobocubupcxe 30 HoadOpsa 2014 roaa: «...B unTeArekTyaABHOI KHU3HU BOOOIIIE,
u B uaocodun, HyKHO CTPEMUTHCA K MAKCUMAABHOI CAOKHOCTH U K MAKCHMAABHOI OTBETCTBEH-
HocTmy. M Bropas: «HT10 AaeT TpaAuIHOHHAS peAUurusa? BEIXOA 3a IIPEACABI 9TOIO OAMHOYECTBA, OAU-
HOKOTO IIOHCKA. T0 eCTh IIEPEHOC aKIIEHTA C OTACABHOIO YEAOBEKA Ha rpyIy. K BoT 910 ... fBAsETCA
ABIDKYIIIEH CHAOM ITOCTCEKYASPU3MA».

Meue KazKeTcs, IMEHHO M TOABKO B KAFOUE ITHUX IOAOKEHIH MOKHO IIPUATH K KAKOMY-TO AHAAO-
IV ¥ B3ANMHOMY IIOHIMAHHIO.

K moHuMaHHUIO BEACT HAC U €ITle OAHA IIYOAHKAITHA — AHAAOT ABYX HEMEIIKHH YICHBIX 00 YKpanH-
ckom kpusuce. Aokropa Xamca-Moxen Aymamn i Boabdranr 3accnn 06y KAAIOT TPOGAEMBI EAHH-
crBa Epomner, poan EC 1 ACTHTHUMHOCTH TE€X MAU MHBIX PEIICHUI.
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FROM THE EDITOR

Current issue continues the themes, which have already become traditional for the journal, and
I would like to draw attention to the topic, that has been discussed and presented in this issue as the
proceedings of the round table — the topic of the relationship between philosophy and theology in
the beginning of our new century. The twenty-first century, counted from the birth of Christ. It is
not so much the problem of the interrelation of two respected disciplines, but it is also more general
problem of the relationship between religion and philosophy, moreover, it is the problem of the
roots of modern culture including such branches as Western and Russian ones. In our country it is
also a problem of the relationship between so called intelligentsia (the specific social group that has
developed in Russia) and the Orthodox Church.

Anti-state and anti-religious intelligentsia, under the influence of FEM. Dostoevsky, V.S. Solovey,
and L. N. Tolstoy not taken in its ranks, at some point thought about the fact that life is much more
complicated than just the aggregate of material particles, and that people, even if we accept the
idea that we are coming from monkeys, has something significantly different from them. Georges
Florovsky wrote in his famous « Ways of Russian theology”: «The turn of the century” meant in the
Russian development the end and the beginning, the pass of consciousness. The very sense of life has
changed ... This was not a mental shift only. It was a new experience... In those years, many revealed to
one selves that human beings are metaphysical. A man suddenly finds unexpected depths in himself,
and often this is dark abyss. The world seems different. Because the vision is becoming thinner».

A bit more than a hundred years ago in the capital of the Russian Empire the Religious-
Philosophical Meetings were organized, it was the most famous meeting place of the intelligentsia
and the Church. They were initiated by the poets and writers Z.N. Gippius, D.S. Merezhkovsky, and
V. V. Rozanov. The Chairman of the Meetings was the future Patriarch Sergius (in the beginning of
the century he was the Bishop of Yamburg and rector of St. Petersburg theological Academy) - one
of the most tragic figures of the XX-th century. The meetings lasted a little over two yeats.

The purpose of the Meetings Sergius formulated in his first speech: «It is hard for us to bear our
separation and mutual misunderstanding. It is difficult to be aware of all the destructiveness of this
separation, and our responsibility for it. We need a path to unity, in order t to live together and work
together for our mutual favour.»

It is amazing that now, after all the crises of the XX-th century, our situation is not too different
from the one that prevailed at the beginning of the last century. There is a primitive division between
intellectuals and so called «Orthodox activistsy. And there is intransigence, which surprisingly gets
along quite well under the spells about tolerance.

I'want to quote two participants from the roundtable, which was held in Novosibirsk on November
30, 2014 «Philosophy and theology in the twenty-first century”: «In intellectual life in general as well
as in philosophy, we need to strive for maximum complexity and maximum responsibility» Second
quote: “What is provided by traditional religion? The transcendence of loneliness, lonely search. This
means the shift from the individual to the group. Namely this ... is the driving force of secularismy.

I think that specifically these key positions can approach us to the dialogue and mutual
understanding,

One more publication also leads us to understanding, that is the dialogue of two German scientists
about the Ukrainian crisis. Dr. Hans-Jochen Luhmann and Wolfgang Sassin discuss the problems of
European unity, the EU’s role, and legitimacy of certain decisions.
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