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Unity of mysticism and dogmatism, apofatiks and katofatiks as the 
sense–imaginative conditions of “Favorsk light” in orthodox religious 
experience 

In the article the philosophical–religious comprehension of such spiritual bases 
of orthodox tradition as: an interdependence of dogmatic and mystic and dialectl 
unity of apofatic and katafatic methods of God–rediscovery in the process of estab-
lishing of God–ness with a purpose to justify sense–imagination of “Favorsk light” – 
the main point of orthodox anthropology – is presented. The study of religious and 
mystical reality is extremely challenging not only because the object of study is not 
clearly identified for the detached onlookers, but also because in general it is not 
directly presented in the everyday experience of the researcher. Only indirectly, in the 
religious tradition as a socio–cultural phenomenon, this reality becomes the object of 
study for scientists. Therefore, only the hermeneutic sensitivity allows to have and to 
read introspective search for authentic meaning of spiritual devotees and provides an 
adequate scientific understanding of theological concepts that are explained within 
certain religious systems, in some concrete historical situation. That is why, the 
methodology that the author has chosen to understand this aspect of the problem is to 
be correlated with the positions of the most influential thinkers of the Christian cul-
tural tradition who are seeing the essence of man through God–image and God–
similarity and the purpose of his existence – in God–communicating and deification. 

Keywords: Sense–image, mystic, dogmatic, apofatik, katafatik, establishing of 
God–ness, God–rediscovery. 
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The place of the phenomenon of tradition in the modern human 
knowledge 

The presented article analyses main approaches to analysis of the phenomenon 
of tradition in the historical and philosophical discourse. The attention is paid to the 
matter of historical and philosophical analysis of the phenomenon of tradition, which 
is one of the most urgent points in the field of contemporary humanities. The interpre-
tations regarding the phenomenon of tradition in domestic and foreign philosophical 
literature are considered. The evolution of approaches to analysis of the phenomenon 
of tradition and comprehending of the phenomenon of tradition in terms of domestic 
and western philosophy is followed. Main concepts and interpretations of the phe-
nomenon of tradition are examined. Principal approaches to its study in historical 
and philosophical literature within 19–21 centuries are analyzed. The article deals 
with the review of the theoretical development progress of the tradition categories in 
the history of philosophy, and the methodological and logical–gnoseological ap-
proaches to understanding of the phenomenon of tradition are made. The analytical 
review of literature is given. 

Keywords: tradition, discourse, experience, inheritance, memory, historical 
memory. 
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