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FRIDAY 24 
FEBRUARY 2017
9:00  | Gathering o f partic ipants & Registration
SESSION 1

9:20  | W elcome by the D irector and Chairman of the Board o f the National 
Hellenic Research Foundation, Dr Vasilis Gregoriou

9:30  | W elcome by the D irector o f the Institute o f Historical Research,
Prof. Taxiarchis Kolias

9:40  | Prof. Efthymios Nicolaidis, Presentation o f Project 
"Science & O rthodoxy around the W orld”

70.00 | H.Em. Metropolitan of Mesogaia and Lavreotiki 
Nikolaos (Chatzinikolaou)
Keynote address: “ Modern Science and O rthodox Theology: An uneasy 
yet pro found re lationship”

10:40 | Coffee break

SESSION 2

Chair: Prof. Andrew Briggs

11:00 | Prof. Sergey Horujy, The Patristic idea of cosm ic litu rgy as the basis 
o f the relationship between Theology and Science 
Com m ented by: Prof. Alexey Nesteruk

11:45 | Prof. W illiam Shea, Natural Science and Maximus the Confessor’s 
W orld -a ffirm ing Theology 
Com m ented by: Prof. Donald Yerxa

12:30 | Discussion

13:00 | Lunch break

SESSION 3

Chair: Dr Vasilios Konstantoudis

15:00 | Prof. Nina Dimitrova, Attitudes towards Science: A Review 
o f Bulgarian O rthodox Thought in the Interwar Period 
Com m ented by: Prof. Yakov Rabkin
Discussion

15:40 | Prof. Magdalena Stavinschi, Romania, a laboratory o f the dialog 
between Science and religion 
Com m ented by: Prof. Stoyan Tanev
Discussion

16:20 | Coffee break



SESSION 4

Chair: Prof. Kriton Chryssochoidis

16:40 | Rev. Prof. Christopher Knight, Science, Theology and the Mind 
Com m ented by: Dr Athanasios Papathanasiou
Discussion

17:20 | Rev. Prof. Vassilios Thermos,
O rthodox Tradition and Science: 
an unm ediated and thus irrelevant relationship 
Com m ented by: Dr Dimitrios Kyriazis, MD
Discussion

18:00 | Prof. Pantelis Kalaitzidis, The Am biguous Relationship 
between O rthodoxy and Science, as a Part o f the Pending Discussion 
between O rthodoxy and M odernity 
Com m ented by: Prof. Alexey Bodrov
Discussion

18:40 | Partic ipants’ Dinner

SATURDAY 25  
FEBRUARY 2017
SESSION 5

Chair: Dr Petros Panagiotopoulos

9:00  | Rev. Prof. Doru Costache, Father Dum itru Staniloae, 
Contem porary Cosmology, and the Traditional W orldview  
Commented by: Rev. Prof. loan Chirila
Discussion

9:40  | Rev. Prof. Dmitry Kiryanov, Evolution and O rthodox Theology 
in Russia: an uneasy way to  the dialogue 
Com m ented by: Prof. Aristotle Papanikolaou
Discussion

10:20 | Rev. Prof. Kyrill Kopeikin, The O rthodox Tradition and personal 
view on the Universe
Com m ented by: Rev. Prof. Georgios Anagnostopoulos
Discussion

11:00 | Prof. Vasilios Makrides, Is O rthodox Theology an Empirical 
Science? Critical Reflections on a Contem porary Discourse in O rthodox 
Christian Contexts
Com m ented by: Prof. Peter Harrison
Discussion

11:40 | Coffee break



SESSION 6: FOCUS POINTS

Chair: Dr Niki Tsironi

12:00 | H.Gr. Bishop of Christopolis Makarios (Griniezakis),
The Pan-O rthodox Com m ittee o f Bioethics 
Discussion

12:40 | Prof. Alexey Postnikov, Prof. Kirill Diakonov and Prof. Tatiana 
Kharitonova, Four Hundred Years Old Solovki Islands M onastery’s Canals 
System and its influence on the Islands’ Environment: a Unique Example 
o f Favorable Changes due to  the Long Period A m eliora tion 
(Results o f Archival and Field Research)
Discussion

13:20 | Lunch break

SESSION 7

Chair: Dr George Vlahakis

15:30 | Prof. Aleksandar Petrovic and Aleksandra Stevanovic,
The D ictionary o f Technology as a Revival o f O rthodox Culture 
and the Reimagining o f Technology 
Com m ented by: Prof. Alexandre Kostov
Discussion

16:10 | Prof. Ekmeleddin ihsanoglu, O rthodox Physicians and Scholars
in the O ttom an Empire
Com m ented by: Prof. John Hedley Brooke
Discussion

16:50 | Coffee Break

SESSION 8: ROUND TABLE

Moderator: Prof. Ronald Numbers

17:10 I The Science-Orthodoxy relationship today: New perspectives 
w ith in  contem porary paradigms
Participants: Prof. Alexey Nesteruk, Prof. Efthymios Nicolaidis,
Prof. Ronald Numbers and Prof. Gayle Woloschak

19:20 | Conference summary and closing 
Presented by: Prof. Gayle Woloschak 
and Prof. Efthymios Nicolaidis







Rev. Prof. Doru Costache

Father Dumitru Staniloae, 
Contemporary Cosmology, 
and the Traditional Worldview
The remarkable con tribu tions of Father Dum itru Staniloae (1903-1993) ranged 
from  trad itional theo logy to  patristics, from  spiritual an thropo logy to asceti
cism, and from  apologetics to mystical theology. A lthough his attentiveness 
to m odern cultural trends and ideas has been at tim es noticed, his input in 
terms o f bridg ing the trad itiona l representation of reality and the con tem 
porary sciences remains largely ignored. The fact o f the m atter is that, as a 
genuine neopatristic theologian, Father Staniloae was aware o f the challenges 
posed to  the trad itiona l w orldv iew  by the sciences, and also w illing to in itia te 
a constructive dialogue between the theolog ica l representation o f reality and 
contem porary cosmology. Interestingly, he did not stum ble on account o f the 
ideological narratives in the guise o f which scientific  cosm ology is sometimes 
p rom oted—from  the atheistic propaganda of the com m unist regime o f those 
days Romania to the agnosticism  and aggressive scientism perta in ing to  vari
ous W estern milieus. Instead, discerningly, w ith ou t prejudice, he consistently 
referred to  the available scientific  data in order to  give a new articu la tion  to  the 
trad itional worldview. In so doing, he provided m odern theo logy w ith  a means 
to com m unicate the trad itiona l w orldv iew  in in te llig ib le  ways to  a con tem po
rary, scientifica lly educated audience. Herein I consider the achievements of 
Father Staniloae in the reform ula tion o f the patristic representation o f real
ity —particu larly the views of Saint Athanasius the Great and Saint Maximus the 
Confessor—in conversation w ith  aspects perta in ing to  the contem porary scien
tif ic  paradigm. I address the au tho r’s cosm ological elaborations by focusing on 
three main areas, namely, the m ovem ent o f the universe, the ra tiona lity o f the 
cosmos, and the anthrop ic  principle. My goal is to  show tha t fo r him scientific  
cosm ology and the Christian w orldv iew  were, far from  antagonistic, a match 
made in heaven.

The paper will be commented by 
Rev. Prof. loan Chirila



Prof. Nina Dimitrova

Attitudes towards Science: 
A Review of Bulgarian Orthodox 
Thought in the Interwar Period
The top ic  o f the present study is the a ttitude  o f Bulgarian O rthodox thinkers 
(theologians, clergymen, representatives o f the O rthodox in te lligentsia) o f the 
in terwar period towards science and the social prestige o f science; the discus
sion includes a com parison w ith  recent trends. The efforts  o f O rthodox authors 
from  the 1920s to  the 1940s to  affirm  the vision o f a harmonious coexistence o f 
religion and science were chiefly m otiva ted by pedagogical considerations, by 
the desire to  overcome the influence o f scientism in the fo rm ation  o f the young 
generation. The them atic fields in which they worked may be separated into 
tw o  large groups: first, m ethodo log ica l issues o f the relation between religion 
and science (respectively, between fa ith and reason) and second, responses to 
scientific  critique o f the Bible.
The last part o f the paper deals w ith  the present-day a ttitude  towards science 
expressed by O rthodox thinkers in Bulgaria. The change tha t has taken place in 
the meantim e both in the social-h istorical con text and in science itse lf - in its 
“ post-non-classical” stage - has been considered. The conclusions indicate the 
iden tity  o f standpo in ts concerning the m ethodo log ica l issues o f the a ttitude  of 
O rthodoxy to science, and the still insuffic ient am ount o f publications devoted 
to  the O rthodox response to  the new challenges com ing from  science. One of 
the heuristically valuable works in this respect is discussed.

The paper will be commented by 
Prof. Yakov Rabkin



Prof. Sergey Horujy

The Patristic idea of cosmic liturgy 
as the basis of the relationship 
between theology and Science
1. The paradigm  o f Cosmic L itu rgy in the m odern reconstruction.
S tarting ideas of Dionysios and st. Maximus and the ir developm ent in Pa- 
lamism and neo-Palamism. Advancing from  the m etaphor to  the concept. 
Cosmic L itu rgy and sacramental liturgy: com m on and d is tinct elements.

2. The transfigura tion of the world as Man’s cosmic mission.
Cosmic L itu rgy as an ensemble of religious, an thropological, social and tech
nological practices. Relevant classification o f these practices: practices deal
ing w ith  the inner resp. the outer world; practices of exploring vs practices o f 
transform ing. D ifferent theolog ica l contents o f these kinds.

3. theo logy and science as necessary com ponents in the fram ew ork of Cos
mic Liturgy. The nature and the extent o f the ir mutual independence. Grounds 
and ways o f the ir collaboration.

The paper will be commented by 
Prof. Alexey Nesteruk



Prof. Ekmeleddin ihsanoglu

Orthodox Physicians and Scholars 
in the Ottoman Empire
The O rthodox Christians were the second biggest population o f the m u lti-re li
gious and m ulti-e thn ic O ttom an Empire. Since its emergence as a small p rinc i
pa lity at the North West o f Anatolia in the turn o f the fourteenth century and its 
gradual expansion in the South East o f Europe and the largest part o f Anatolia, 
the Levant and North Africa, it incorporated Greek O rthodox, Arab O rthodox, 
Gregorian Armenians, Syrians, Chaldeans, Jacobites, Nestorians and Egyptian 
Copts, and they all became part o f the O ttom an world.
The inter cultural and scholarly in teractions among the integral parts o f this 
vast mosaic o f O ttom an popu lation Muslims and non-Muslims, are areas o f re
search and study tha t have been alm ost undiscovered, w ith  the exception of 
few references to religious polem ics at certain conjunctions. Thus, the scholarly 
exchanges and interactions among d iffe rent religious and ethnic groups consti
tu te  a new area o f research and investigation tha t needs to be explored.
Our knowledge today about scientific  activ ities and scholars o f the six centu- 
ries-long O ttom an history is much bette r than it was three decades ago thanks 
to publication of the 18 volumes o f the History o f O ttom an Scientific Literature 
[Osmanli Bilim Literaturu Tarihi, edited by E. ihsanoglu]. These volumes have 
showed us the existence of a G reek-O rthodox con tribu tion  to  O ttom an sci
ence, yet the examples we will h igh ligh t in this paper clearly indicate the need 
fo r more concerted efforts  to  unearth more scientific  literature in languages 
other than Arabic and Turkish. In the ligh t o f w hat we have at hand, we can sur
mise the fo llow ing indications fo r scientific  exchange among Greek O rthodox 
scholars and the ir Muslim counterparts and offic ia l patrons:
The firs t period, i.e. classic period where both Muslim and Greek O rthodox O t
tom an scholars share the same classical trad itions o f Islamic science and the 
old Greek legacy;
The second period, where early contacts start w ith  the rise o f m odern science; 
The th ird  period, w ith  the prevalence of m odern science and the in tegra tion of 
Greek citizens in O ttom an life a fter the proclam ation of the Tanzimat (1839). 
The futures o f these contacts and exchanges dem onstrate respective pa rticu 
larities according to  the periods.
This paper w ill present some examples related to cases tha t can set the general 
parameters fo r future studies which need to  be more detailed and more com 
prehensive through a w ide netw ork of cooperation.

The paper will be commented by 
Prof. John Hedley Brooke



Prof. Pantelis Kalaitzidis

The Ambiguous Relationship 
between Orthodoxy and Science, 
as a Part of the Pending 
Discussion between Orthodoxy 
and Modernity
The dom inant O rthodox discourse regarding the relationship of O rthodoxy to 
science claims tha t the fo rm er was never opposed to  the latter, and tha t O r
thodoxy was always open to  the scientific  research and progress. However, a 
careful reading o f the encounter between O rthodoxy and science in the tim e 
o f the Enlightenm ent, as well as the a ttitud e  adopted by many O rthodox to a 
w ide range o f crucial issues such as the use o f the h is torico-critica l m ethod in 
biblical and theologica l sciences, the b ioethical questions, the evolution theory, 
the rapid developm ent o f techno logy (v irtua l reality, in ternet etc) or questions 
o f gender and sexuality, call fo r a reappraisal and a more critica l and balanced 
evaluation o f the relationship between O rthodoxy and science, and to an hon
est discussion o f the problem s this relationship involves. The paper seeks to  en
gage in this study under the herm eneutical angle o f the still pending dialogue 
between O rthodoxy and Modernity.

The paper will be commented by 
Prof. Alexey Bodrov



Rev. Prof. Dmitry Kiryanov

Evolution and Orthodox theology 
in Russia: an uneasy way 
to the dialogue
One of the sharpest controversies in m odern Christian though t is the question 
about the relationship between religion and science in general, and Christian 
belief and the evolutionary doctrine  specifically.
Traditional Christian theo logy considered mankind as the apex o f God’s crea
tion  which is d is tinct from  the rest o f the creation because it was created in 
G od’s image. On the contrary, Darwinism stands rather critica l to  absolutist 
statem ents concerning a place of Humankind in Nature. Consequently, we have 
today a very com plex p icture of the relationship between O rthodox the o lo 
gy and the evolution in the Russian religious context. In the 1990s, influenced 
by Am erican creationism, Russia had its own creation ist m ovem ent founded, 
supported by a com m on negative relationship to  the previous atheistic w o rld 
view. Thus, at the level o f popular literature fo r church people, alm ost any book 
about science and religion was considered w ritten  from  the po in t of view of 
the so called “scientific  creation ism ” o f the young Earth, w ith  only one specific 
chart to make accent on literal understanding of Genesis by some Church fa
thers. A lthough this approach never became the offic ia l position o f the Russian 
O rthodox Church, and does not represent the mainstream o f Russian O rthodox 
theology, it is obvious tha t it influences the a ttitude  towards the evolution in 
alm ost any O rthodox school and Sunday school.
There is some in terconnection between “scientific  creation ism ” o f young Earth 
and the so called Inte lligent Design Theory. A lthough the ID theory does not 
have many adherents in Russia (main authors weren’t translated into Russian) 
there were some offic ia l negative reactions by the Russian Church to  resolution 
PACE 2007, which can be explained as a m isunderstanding of this document. 
A nother way to  reconcile the biblical picture of origins w ith  m odern science, 
which is very popular in Russian theologica l milieu, is to assert tha t a fter the 
Fall our w orld changed completely. This approach is very popular in orthodox 
handbooks fo r theo logy students, and this line of understanding contains cer
tain nuances, such as the so-called theo logy of "garm ent skins” . From this po in t 
o f view science basically is not capable o f saying anything authentic about the 
past o f the Universe, the Earth and Humankind. It is because the laws o f life in 
the world afte r the Fall have radically changed, and thus the world began “ to 
look o ld ” or “ to  look s in fu l” . For example, the theo logy o f "garm ent skins” sup
poses tha t the human being after the Fall is radically changed in such a way 
tha t we can see in our genome the consequences o f this Fall as retroviruses. 
From the perspective o f this approach, evo lutionary b io logy is constantly de
ceived in studying the fallen world, “as though it evolved natura lly” . As it seems 
to  me, this po in t o f view posed another problem  such as what a Human is and 
w hat our relation to  Adam has been before the Fall and after.



Only a small m inority  o f O rthodox thinkers in Russia are ready to  accept evo
lu tion seriously and try  to incorporate it in to the ir theolog ica l understanding. 
And these attem pts are very d iffe rent in the ir own approaches from  the very 
provocative v iewpoints o f the Evolutional theo logy o f P.Teilhard de Chardin 
to  the slightly conservative approach tha t includes some kind o f “ Neolith ic 
Adam ” . But if we should accept evolution seriously, we need to  develop a cer
tain kind of Evolution theology. This, however, is a task fo r the future.
All these approaches will, to some extent, agree w ith  scientific  and doctrina l 
representations, however everyone can invoke particu lar objections. From our 
po in t o f view, it would be irregular to  consume the entire opposition o f the 
Divine action carried out by the Creator through processes o f Nature and the 
special creative intervention, dem anding the exaltation o f Nature on a broader 
scale, and Human nature, in particular, on the qualita tive ly o ther level o f life.

The paper will be commented by 
Prof. Aristotle Papanikolaou



Rev. Prof. Christopher Knight

Science, Theology and the Mind
Cognitive science has in recent decades stressed the corre lation between hu
man mental processes and physical brain states. For some theologica l scholars 
in the West, these scientific  perspectives have reinforced the non-dualistic p ic
ture o f the human person tha t Christian theo logy has trad itiona lly  presented, 
and have caused a revival o f the notion tha t eternal life must involve some kind 
o f resurrection body. However, this revived understanding is often still though t 
about in terms o f a model o f the mind tha t focuses on characteristics such as 
m em ory and discursive, rational abilities. More trad itiona l theolog ica l concepts
- w ith  the ir focus on the nous - are largely ignored. Moreover, a kind of m ateria l
ism (albe it not purely reduction is t) is still often assumed. In this paper, an a lte r
native understanding, based on O rthodox Christian perspectives, is explored.

The paper will be commented by 
Dr Athanasios Papathanasiou



Rev. Prof. Kyrill Kopeikin

The Orthodox Tradition 
and personal view on the Universe
Modern science arose in Western Europe in the con text o f the Catholic and 
Protestant traditions, and only then came into contact w ith  the O rthodox tra d i
tion. Perhaps tha t is why science was often perceived as som ething alien and 
even hostile to  orthodoxy. Despite this, science is based on the biblical premise 
tha t God gives His Revelation in the tw o «books» - the Bible and the Book of 
Nature. Between these tw o  books there is no contrad iction, because they are 
created by a single Author. European Science explores the structure of the 
Universe, the «syntax» o f the Book of Nature. The essence of the ob jective 
measurement m ethod is tha t we study the «ratio» o f one elem ent (o t o i x e i o v ) 
of the Universe to  another, and describe the shape o f this relationship in a 
form al language o f mathematics. This m ethod of descrip tion is extrem ely e f
fective, bu t it leaves aside all personal, subjective, psychic. The resulting p icture 
o f the world in the end turns out to  be not only godless, but also inhuman. 
However, this is not the whole world, it is only its structure, syntax, which must 
be replenished to  the semantics and pragmatics. As science em erged in the 
biblical theologica l context, its herm eneutical sem antic in te rpre ta tion  should 
also be made in the biblical context. If the Bible is revelation o f the Creator, 
then it means tha t God reveals to  us His own view o f the Universe. We should 
try  to  stand on His po in t o f view in order to  understand Him. But is it possible? 
Amazingly, it is m athem atics tha t is used as the language of science, giving 
hope fo r such an opportun ity . One can see the sim ilarity between the creation 
o f the m athem atical universe and the creation o f the world, described in the 
Bible. Just as God creates the world ex nihilo, a m athem atician firs t creates 
an em pty set, and then ou t o f it - the entire m athem atical universe. We know 
the process o f creation o f m athem atics from  the «inside». Surprisingly, exact 
correspondence o f the «internal» m athem atical model o f the w orld o f external 
reality allows us to  suggest tha t this personal existential con tent can also be 
extended to  the entire Universe. Such filling structura l m athem atical model o f 
the w orld by living existential content allows to  incorporate it organically into 
the theologica l p ictu re o f the world.

The paper will be commented by 
Rev. Prof. Georgios Anagnostopoulos



H.Gr. Makarios Griniezakis, 
Bishop of Christopolis

The Pan-Orthodox Committee 
of Bioethics
The new discipline of Bioethics establishes its presence as an in terdiscip linary 
science, since it embraces all sciences. This cooperation does not exclude the 
discipline o f theology, which holds an im portan t place in Bioethics. Indeed, 
some argue tha t theo logy when it deals w ith  aspects o f human on to logy is B io
ethics, while others po in t out tha t we cannot make bioethics decisions w ithou t 
using the language o f theology. B ioethics fo r the O rthodox theologian is a sci
ence tha t is considered and examined in the ligh t o f hagiographic and patristic 
teaching, bu t also through personal and em pirical experience. The Church does 
not examine bioethical issues through an academ ic prism but empirically. And 
those who grapple w ith  b ioethical issues will not help if the ir theo logy is only 
academic and epistem ological. The solutions o f O rthodox bioethics are the 
results o f G od’s ligh t and divine grace.
it is a fact tha t there is a weakness on the O rthodox side in reaching unanimous 
decisions in general, and specifica lly on bioethical issues. To address this is
sue the Synaxis o f the Primates of the O rthodox Churches, held in Phanar in 
Constantinople between 9-12 O ctober 2008  under the chairmanship o f His All 
Holiness the Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew, reaffirm ed “ the decision to 
proceed w ith  the necessary actions to  establish a Pan-O rthodox Com m ittee to 
study bioethical issues, on which the world is wa iting fo r O rthodoxy to take a 
stand.” The firs t m eeting o f the In ter-O rthodox Com m ittee was held in Crete in 
the premises o f the O rthodox Academ y in Kolymbari, Kissamos, from  24 to 27 
May 2011. In its firs t m eeting the Com m ittee did not take any specific decisions 
on any bioethical issue, however, it dealt w ith  how it w ill apply m ethodo logy in 
its work and what w ill be the process o f decision making.
Unlike other Christian Churches, the O rthodox Church held no councils - see 
2nd Vatican Council - in order to  form  a new ethos or to  in troduce into society 
a new, more practical and utilitarian morality. The O rthodox Church is still re ly
ing on the decisions of the seven Ecumenical Councils the Holy Bible and the 
Sacred Tradition. This means tha t everyth ing stated by the O rthodox Bioethics 
Com m ittee should be in accordance w ith  what has been said in the decisions 
o f the Ecumenical Councils o f the Church Fathers. The O rthodox Church is not 
going to refuse values and beliefs tha t add meaning to  our lives, in the name of 
liberal secular ethics and a secularized sp irit o f compromise. So it takes cour
age and bravery, because the answers given by the Church may not be liked 
by many. We must not forget, however, tha t the work of the In ter-O rthodox 
Commission fo r this reason is special and unique. It is called to apply eternal 
principles to  fin ite  situations.



Prof. Vasilios Makrides

Is Orthodox theology an Empirical 
Science? Critical Reflections 
on a Contemporary Discourse 
in Orthodox Christian Contexts
Is O rthodox theo logy an em pirical science? This question is not a rhetorical 
one and should not occasion any surprise, at least to  those categorica lly c la im 
ing tha t theo logy in general lacks a scientific  basis and a concom itant status. 
Yet, in the present case, it is specifica lly about O rthodox theo logy as clearly 
diffe rentia ted from  Western Latin theology. It is about a discourse articu la ted 
in various O rthodox contexts during the recent decades and positing the is
sue o f the relations between science and Christian theo logy on another level. 
One o f the main prom oters o f such ideas was the Greek-American theologian 
John Romanides (1927-2001), who le ft a v ivid legacy among various O rthodox 
circles in Greece and abroad. The whole issue is closely related to  the Neo- 
Patristic revival and the rediscovery of the Hesychast theo logy o f G regory Pala- 
mas (1296-1359). In the context o f this m odern Neo-Palamite renaissance, this 
type o f theo logy has been considered as the quintessence of O rthodoxy and as 
being diam etrica lly opposite to  the Latin rationalist and speculative theology. 
Thereby, the problem s tha t appeared between science and Christian theo logy 
are m ostly a ttribu ted  to the excesses o f Latin speculative theo logy and broadly 
to  the Western Christian deviation. On the contrary, Eastern O rthodox theo l
ogy, in its au thentic expressions, is believed to fo llow  another m ethod, w hich is 
s trong ly em pirical and very close or even identical w ith  the m ethod of m odern 
science. Lived experience o f the d ivine is thus a presupposition of O rthodox 
theology, a fact underscoring its h igh ly em pirica lly and accordingly verifiab le 
basis. In this paper, this discourse in its various facets w ill be critica lly  examined 
and assessed, especially in the ligh t o f its po tentia l con tribu tion  to the con tem 
porary dialogue between O rthodox Christianity and m odern science.

The paper will be commented by 
Prof. Peter Harrison



Prof. Aleksandar Petrovic 
Aleksandra Stevanovic

Dictionary of Technology 
as a Revival of Orthodox Culture 
and Reimagining of Technology
It is often considered tha t O rthodox theo logy and m odern science are d ivided 
by a deep hiatus o f historical developm ent. However, secular experience o f 
O rthodox theo logy could still be alive and used as a vehicle fo r a critica l recon
sideration o f the m odern world. A good example fo r this is a m anuscript which 
appeared in 1981 -  the D ictionary o f Technology - as the persuasive modern 
revival o f O rthodox culture. Hand-w ritten and illum inated in the style o f Ser
bian medieval culture, the D ictionary does not consider O rthodox legacy to 
be m erely o f significance fo r its antiqu ity, and elig ib le today only fo r religious 
cult, bu t as a kind o f ep istem ological instrum ent or d istant m irro r tha t reflects 
positive and negative effects o f technolog ica l m odernization. Its appearance 
in the 1980s in Serbia was a big cu ltu ro log ica l and po litica l surprise, since the 
prevalent culture o f Yugoslavia was exclusively m odern and atheist. The fact 
itself tha t the D ictionary in its O rthodox medieval form  does not discuss th e 
ological, bu t technolog ical m atters brings O rthodoxy closer to  the center o f 
m odern culture. It also represents an im p lic it c ritique o f the ideo logy of m od
ernization self-su ffic iency by preventing its favorite d icho tom y of m odern and 
non-m odern entities.
In the D ictionary o f Technology, postm odern culture meets O rthodoxy through 
the merging o f d iffe rent scripts (Latin, Cyrillic, Greek), and through the con
cepts o f the 'death o f the au tho r’ and the ‘death o f the sub ject’. Cartesian 
sub jectiv ity  is abandoned, since the names o f the authors, as well as the illum i
nator, remain w ritten  in the scrip t itself, bu t not easily noticed. Such idea has 
roots in medieval manuscripts, where the authors would not sign the ir work 
since the work itse lf is more im portan t tha t the name o f the author, contrary to  
m odern istic trend of advocating o rig ina lity  and creation ex nihilo.
The D ictionary is d ifficu lt to  define in term s o f a d iscip linary domain, fo r in 
its 162 entries it encompasses d iffe rent spheres, such as philosophy, theology, 
literature, and arts which perm eate each other. Christian O rthodox legacy is 
qu ite d is tinc t -  illum inations, graphics, form at, handwriting, Cyrillic and Greek 
script, parts from  Gospels, the continuation o f medieval O rthodox con tem pla
tion, Platonic though t, as well as the concept o f selfhood; all d irected towards 
the essential understanding o f technology. W hat makes this scrip t unique is the 
fact tha t it relates to Church m anuscripts and Gospels and Christian thinkers, 
philosophers and a plethora o f d istinguished authors; it is based on O rthodox 
heritage, but examines techno logy as a m odern form  o f perennial eschatolo- 
gies.
Considering these aspects, the paper explains the tw o  levels of the presence of 
O rthodoxy in the D ictionary o f Technology, firs t in content -  its aforem entioned 
com plex theoretica l concepts so as to  explore the herm eneutics o f technology;



second in form  -  its calligraphy, graphics, illum inations, script, tha t is, its rich
ness o f design. The fo rm at o f the m anuscript is non-practical since it is s ligh tly  
larger than the one o f a then m ajor newspaper form at. Contrary to autom ation 
and mechanist action, hand, which resists technology, creates freely find ing 
accordance w ith  the thought, so tha t this represents a fo rm -con te n t harm ony 
related to  the medieval crea tiv ity  canon. Therefore, the entire artistic, techn i
cal and philosophical fo rm ation  o f D ictionary represents a consistent, not on ly 
theoretical, but also practical reim agining o f technology and revival o f com 
prehensive potentia l o f Orthodoxy. Therefore, D ictionary o f Technology needs 
fu rthe r exam ination and discussion, particu larly  in the O rthodox prism. The pa
per would survey critica l though t regarding technology, from  the perspective 
o f O rthodox religion, and through D ictionary o f Technology revitalize Serbian 
medieval legacy neglected in the tim e of D ictionary appearance.

The paper will be commented by 
Prof. Alexandre Kostov
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Four Hundred Years Old Solovki 
Islands Monastery’s Canals System 
and its influence on the Islands’ 
Environment: a Unique Example 
of Favorable Changes due to the 
Long Period Amelioration (Results 
of Archival and Field Research)
Introduction In Russia monasteries and convents have arisen in the Eleventh 
Century and acted not only as the religious centers, but also as centers o f 
cultural and educational developm ent. They stored huge collections of man
uscripts and books. In the XIV-XVII centuries monasteries began to  play an 
im portan t role in the developm ent and Christianization of the Russian North. 
A num ber o f the most known monasteries had been founded on the te rrito ry  
o f the East European (Russian) Plain: Ipatyevsky (Troitsk) in the m outh of the 
Kostroma river falling into Volga (1330); Savvino-Storozhevsky near Zvenig- 
orod (1398); Kirillovo-Belozersky on the coast of the Siverskoe Lake (1397); 
Ferapontov on the Borodavsky lake in 20 km from the Kirillovo-Belozersky 
monastery; Bohr Pafnutyev near Borovsk in the Kaluga region (1444); Bori- 
soglebsk in Rostov Veliky (Rostov the Great) on the River Ust’e (X lV th centu
ry); losifo-Volokolam sky in 20 km from  Volokolamsk (1479); The Solovetsky 
Monastery dedicated to Holy Transfiguration o f Our Lord Jesus on islands of 
the W hite Sea in 165 km to  the south o f the Polar Circle (Fifteenth century).

Specifics o f natural environment o f the northern Russian monasteries The
term  ‘North o f Russia’ is not very strict. For those who live in Central and South
ern Europe, natural zones o f coniferous -  broad-leaved forests, taiga, forest- 
tundra, and tundra are correct to see it as ‘N orth ’. The main characteristics o f 
these zones are: excessive humidity, due to  many rivers; many huge marsh
lands; lakes, marshy forests, poor soils (excluding soils o f floodplain meadows).

Public functions o f monasteries The m onastery owned lands where they de
veloped agricu lture and husbandry fo r the ir own use and trade; This made 
monasteries not only defensive, religious, charitable, and educational establish
ments but also econom ic centers. A t an early stage o f its existence the monas
tic  econom y has been focused on production  fo r own consumption. But later, 
firs t o f all, a part o f the ir agricu ltura l production  they began to sell. The range 
o f production  was various: products o f agriculture and livestock production,



salt production, fishery, reindeer breeding. The most successful in trade were 
monasteries of the North -  Solovki, Kirillo-Belozersky, Nicolo-Korelsky, etc.

Specifics o f adaptive and constructive environmental management on the 
Solovetsky Islands The rapid grow th  o f Solovetsky Monastery in the Sixteenth 
century resulted in a need fo r im proving its internal means o f com m unica tion 
and water supply o f monastery. A t the in itia tive of the abbo t o f the monastery 
Philip (in the world - Fedor Stepanovich Kolychev /1507 - 1569), fo r the solu
tion  of these problems, the construction o f a un iform  system o f channels was 
in itia ted on the Big Solovki island which connected numerous fresh-w ater lakes 
to  the Sacred lake located under the monastery walls from  the outside, o p 
posite to the W hite Sea coast. The channels laid between lakes in many places 
crossed swamps and areas o f the boggy tundra, thus assisting the am elioration 
of these territories: lakes became flow ing lim iting the ir bogging, and swamps, 
being drained, freed the areas w ith  woods over time, or became meadows and 
arable lands used by monks and monastic trudn iks (vo lunteer workers) fo r live
stock production  and agriculture. The expansion o f the channel system result
ed in a need fo r its regulation by means o f locks, and, as navigation developed, 
dams and locks were constructed. In the beginning, these technical actions 
were carried out by purely experimental m ethods of "tria l and e rro r” , and from  
the 18th to  the beginning o f the 20 th  century, the arrival at the m onastery o f 
monks w ith  a secular education, the design and construction o f hydraulic en
gineering constructions at a technical level corresponding to  the period began 
to  develop. Continuous intake of fresh water to the monastery allowed monks 
to  provide an alm ost autonom ous existence; a water supply system, baths, a 
water-m ill, laundry and, at the beginning o f the Twentieth century, one o f Rus
sia’s firs t hydroe lectric power stations were constructed.

Conclusion The expansion o f the channel system caused the requirem ent to 
regulate it by means o f locks, and the developm ent o f navigation brought the 
construction of dikes and lands. Drainage led to  the expansion o f arable, pas
tures and haying grounds, as well as forested territories. Based on a single 
hydro-technica l system, a natural and econom ic com plex o f the monastery was 
form ed, and gradually a m odern structure o f types of environm ental manage
ment developed, which included water managem ent (drinking water supply, 
transport), agricu lture (crop production, livestock production), forestry and 
landscape. Energy of water flows was also used. The adapta tion o f the d irec
tion  o f environm ental managem ent was fu lly  apparent in agriculture. The local 
popu lation was used precisely according to  intra-landscape conditions: specif
ics o f local climates and even m icroclim ate, nature o f a relief and natural fe rtil
ity  o f soils. The Solovki cultural landscapes created by the beginning of the XX 
century were a synthesis o f trad itional high eco-friendly environm ental m an
agem ent and urgent engineering decisions. Catalogued by us as monum ents of 
science and technology history during the international expeditions (under sci
en tific  supervision o f Professor Alexey Postnikov) o f the Institute of the History



o f Sciences and Technology named after S. I. Vavilova o f the Russian Academ y 
o f Sciences and Departm ent o f the Landscape Studies and Physical Geography 
M. V. Lom onosov Moscow State University Geographical faculty.

Main conclusion o f these researches The developm ent o f the channel system 
has led to  a sign ificant im provem ent o f the environm ent o f the island, which 
was dom inated by the firs t monks upon the ir arrival, and we witness prevailing 
o f the forest-tundra, and now the m iddle taiga and in places even the South 
taiga, landscapes.



Prof. William Shea

Natural Science and Maximus 
the Confessor’s World-affirming 
theology
A fru itfu l dialogue between science and religion requires an openness o f mind 
among scientists and a positive a ttitude  towards nature among theologians. 
Maximus the Confessor can be a source of insight inasmuch he sees the natural 
world, contem plated in the ligh t o f revelation, as a source o f w isdom. For him, 
genuine knowledge is gleaned not only from  the “ book o f Scrip ture” but also 
from  the “ book o f nature” . As he put it, "The stars in the heavens are like the 
letters in a book” . If the letters o f the alphabet bring to  mind words and mean
ings, the stars and the planets can also become a legible script. The wise per
son sees the cosmos as an inexhaustible treasure-house o f knowledge, fo r no 
being leaves him untouched and everyth ing provides food fo r his inte llectual 
and spiritual nourishment.
We shall briefly explore the im plications of Maximus’ view in the clim ate o f our 
own age.

The paper will be commented by 
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Romania, a laboratory of the dialog 
between Science and religion
Christianity reached very early the land tha t is now Romania. Saint Andrew  was 
the first to  preach the W ord o f God in the land of Dobrogea -  the old Scythia 
Minor. This is where Dionysius Exiguus lived in the sixth century; he was the 
author o f the calendar used everywhere around the world, both in Christian 
and non-Christian countries.
Romania itse lf is a kind of oxym oron, as it is at the same tim e a Latin and an 
O rthodox country. Thanks to  its Latin characteristics, it has the priv ilege o f be
ing in d ialogue w ith  the Catholic Church and w ith  various religious trad itions in 
Europe and Latin America.
It was not by accident tha t the firs t O rthodox country visited by a Catholic 
Pope, a fter nearly one thousand years, was Romania (i.e. the v isit o f Pope John 
Paul II in 1999); nor was it by accident tha t the firs t O rthodox patriarch cel
ebrating Mass in the Vatican, in 2002, toge ther w ith  a Catholic pope, was Teoc- 
tist, the Patriarch o f the Romanian O rthodox Church.
These were perhaps the reasons tha t led to  the opening o f a dialogue between 
science and religion in Romania; in 2001, the workshop “ Science and Religion
- antagonism  or com plem entarity?” was the firs t workshop dedicated to  this 
subject held in a post-com m unist O rthodox country.
The workshop and the debates it hosted proved tha t a fru itfu l dialogue can 
be successfully developed in this part o f Europe. In fact, fo r alm ost ten years, 
the John Templeton Foundation funded here three m ajor programs: ..Science 
and Religion in Romania, A pro ject fo r Romania, as laboratory fo r post-com - 
m unist countries”, 20 04 -200 6 ; ..Science and O rthodoxy. Romanian Network 
(A  bridge P ro ject)” , 2006; ..Science and Orthodoxy. Research and Education” , 
2006-2009 .
Seven centers were set up in m ajor academ ic locations in Romania and France, 
where many debates took place, im portan t research was carried out, academic 
courses fo r students o f d iffe ren t faculties were organized, magazines and near
ly 80 books (original or translations) were published, and several local, national 
and in ternational conferences were organized. All were well publicized through 
newspapers, television or the Internet.
In fact, most o f these activ ities are still being conducted today and can be seen 
at the website o f the Association fo r Dialogue between Science and Religion in 
Romania -  ADSTR, which has recently expanded into the Institute fo r Transdis- 
c ip linary Studies in Science, Spirituality, Society - IT4S.
In this paper I am going to  share some o f the experience gained in Romania in 
recent years regarding the dialogue between science and orthodoxy.
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Orthodox Tradition and Science: 
an unmediated and thus irrelevant 
relationship
M odern ity has been the condition tha t generated science as we know it today. 
When theo logy encounters science it is the logic o f m odern ity  tha t precedes 
and mediates this dialogue. Historical developm ents hindered the O rthodox 
Church and though t from  fu lly encountering modernity, and this de fic it remains 
still active. As a result, every tim e orthodox trad ition  comes upon a science 
and involves into an epistem ological d ialogue w ith  it, a lack o f relevance ap
pears because the basic principles of m odern ity  tha t shaped science are not 
yet adequately elaborated by theology. This phenom enon affects the outcom e 
o f epistem ological dialogue between orthodox trad ition  and science because 
of the fo rm e r’s somehow hostile a ttitude  toward the m edia tor o f modernity. 
Besides, it often creates a gap: scientists who may be highly devout Christians, 
as well as em inent scholars, seem unable to  bring the tw o  areas to  a consistent 
and fru itfu l dialogue and keep them  isolated. It seems they can combine piety 
and science, but not theologica l though t and science.

The paper will be commented by 
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