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The report offers an analysis of some of these logical and
philosophical terms and their Russian equivalents used in the
translation of the “Introduction” into modern Russian published
in 2002. Taking into account that this translation is the first and the
only one, one could argue that it is the only modern interpretation
of logical terminology by our time. In the “Introduction,” the same
basic terms as in the “Dialectic” are dealt with. I am going to listand
interprete them within my talk. One can see that there are all the
terminology given by Porphyry: a genus, a species, a distinguish-
ing characteristic (sometimes translated as “species difference”),
a property, an accident. However, in the Russian translation there
were used the slightly different terms. In particular, “epousiodes”
was interpreted as an “accidental feature,” which, in our opinion,
is inaccurate, since Porphyry and Aristotle’s “accidental feature”
is “symbebekos.”

However, in comparison with the translations of “Dialec-
tics,” we see here a significant step forward in terms of the accuracy
of the translation of logical terms. In general, a translation of the
“Introduction to the Foundations of Dogmatics” is an additional
argument for the necessity of terminology revision in this case.

MAKOBEIUKMIA EBTEHUIT AHATOABEBUY, AOKTOP $pra0cOd-
ckux Hayk; Cankr-TleTep6yprekuii rocyaapcTBeHHbINH
yuusepcuter (Canxr-Ilerep6ypr, Poccus), npoeccop;
Couunonornyeckuii nucruryt PAH (Mocksa, Poccus),
aCCOLMMPOBAHHBINM HAYYHBIH COTPYAHUK

«BUAEHUE EBAOTUsI» B KOHTEKCTE
MOAEMUKHU C UKOHOBOPIIAMU*

B poxnage 6yayT npoaHanu3aMpoOBaHbI CIOXKeT (II0 TEKCTY
BMHUY. Beim. 14. [Iek. Jenp 31. Cr6. 2566-2569) 1 MKOHO-
rpadus «Bunenus Esnorus» (bpecku B cobope Poxkmecrsa
boropopuiipr @epanonToBa MOHACTHIPS, B iepkBu CB. Hu-
KOJ1as MOHACTBIPs VomaHn1ia; 60pline MecTHbIE 00pa3bl
13 TUXBMHCKOTO MOHACTBIPS U U3 BBeeHCKOI IlepKBU
CornbBbIYeTO/ICKa: HA OCHOBAaHUY aHA/IN3a, IPOBENEHHO-

* VlccnemoBaHue BBIIONTHEHO Ipy priHaHCOBOI ToARepskke PODY
B paMKaX Hay4HOro npoekrta Ne 19-011-00371.
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ro H. B. KBnuBnj3e) B KOHTeKCTe MHTepIIpeTaiuy 0bpasa
B paMKax «cMMBon4eckoi reopun» (I1. Anexcanzep).

Knwueswvie cnosa: Bumenune EBnorus, EBnornit CKUTCKMIiI,
Jleontnit Kunpckuit, Yerpu-Munen, Ckutcknii Ilatepuk

O6cTosATENbCTBA, TO3BOJIAIOLIVE MHTEPIPETUPOBATD Buje-
HIIe B KOHTEKCTe MKOHOOOPYECKIX CIIOPOB:

1. B Bupennu copiep>kUTCs CBOETo pojia allojIorys BelljecTsa.
OTHoIIeH e K BellleCTBY, MaTepyI, UTPAJIO K/TI0YEBYIO POJIb B CIIO-
pax 06 1306pakeHNAX, HaYMHAA CO BpeMEH anonoreTos [1]. B Bupe-
HIM BEllleCTBO MPUCYTCTBYET B BUJie AHTebCKUX APOB U HATpa:
30710TO, cepebpo, Mefib, X/1e6 (IpocdOopBI Lie/ble ¥ YKPYXU), MUPO,
nazaH. boree Toro, BU/IBI BellleCTBA MepapXM4ecK COMOCTABIEHBI
MOHallleCKUM fobpoperensam [2], [6], [7].

2. B BupieHun IpuCyTCTBYeET CIOXKET C Mepapxueii AapoB, CBs-
3aHHBII C OTCYTCTBIEM/TIPUCYTCTBIEM M300pakeHIIT Ha MeHBIX
MoHeTax [2]. CroxkeT ¢ 06pasamu Ha MefIsIKaxX M HEOCPeICTBEHHO
OTChI/IaeT K MKOHOOOPUYeCKOI IpobieMaTnKe, 1 OTHOCUTCA K CIO-
KETY 0 XapaKTupe 1 MMeH! Ha MKOHe [5] 1 K mpobieMaTnke cooT-
HOILIEH V51 C/I0BA ¥ 06pasa, OTChITAONIEN, BO3SMOXKHO, K [TO/IeMIKe
¢ s3pr4eckoit pumocodueit [cp. 3].

3. B BupieHnn cofiep>KUTCsI CIOXKET O MOTEPSIHHBIX apax
TEeMU, KTO YBJIEKAETCSI S//IMHCKMMY KHUTAMU 1 YYeHUSIMI. 37iech
MPOCTIEXXMBAIOTCS CIEABI TOTIEMUKI C A3BIYHIKAMH, VIMEBIIEN
MeCTO B TOM 4uCjIe B paMKax pOpMUPOBAHNUS apryMeHTaIuN
VKOHOIIOYMTaHM .

4. KocBeHHBIM [JOKa3aTe/IbCTBOM SIBJIAETCS aHATOTMYeCKast
O/1M30CTh CHA ¥ CUMBO/INYECKOTO M300paXKeHN: COH 1 1300pa-
JKeHue TPeOYIOT BHUMATEe/IbHON MHTePIpeTaluy, IPUBO/IIei
K €[[UHCTBEHHOMY BEPHOMY pe3y/IbTaTy.

5. KocBeHHBIM JOKa3aTeNbCTBOM O/M30CTH CloXKeTa BumeHus
K MKOHOW/IBCKOIT ITpobIieMaTyKe siB/sieTcst TOT (akT, 4To EBro-
ruit CKUTCKUI BXOAU B OKpY>KeHMe cBT. VMloanna MunocTtusoro,
B KOTOpOe TaKyXe BXoAW e1l. Jleontust Kumpckuii, aBTop BaXKHOTO
MKOHO(DUIBCKOTO COUYNMHEH NI

Bxouenne Buperne EBnorus B KOHTEKCT MKOHOPUTHCKOI
apryMeHTallNy IT03BOJISIET IOy YUTh JOIIOJTHUTENbHOE CBUJIETENb-
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CTBO O TIPUPOJie TPAH3UTA CUMBOITNYECKOTO OTHOIIIEHNS K 06pasam
OT A3BIUECKOIT apTyMeHTaLMY B 3aIIUTY CTaTyll K XpUCTMAHCKOMY
MKOHOIIOYMTAHUIO [8 1 4].
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VisiON OF ST EULOGIOS IN THE CONTEXT
OF THE ICONOCLAST CONTROVERSY™

I'will analyze the subject and iconography of Vision of St. Eu-
logios in the context of the interpretation of the image with-
in the framework of the “symbolic theory” (P. Alexander).

* This report is part of the research project Ne 19-011-00371 funded
by the Russian Foundation for Basic Research.
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Circumstances that allow us to interpret the Vision in the
context of iconoclastic disputes:

1. The Vision contains a kind of apology for the substance.
The relationship to matter has played a key role in the debate about
images since the time of the apologists. In the Vision, the substance
is present in the form of angelic gifts: gold, silver, copper, bread,
myrrh, incense. Moreover, the types of substance are hierarchically
correlated with the monastic virtues.

2. In the Vision there is a plot about a hierarchy of gifts
associated with the absence/presence of images on copper coins.
The plot with the images on the coppers directly refers to the icon-
oclastic problem, and refers to the plot about the character and
name on the icon, and to the problem of the relationship between
the word and the image, referring perhaps to the polemic with pa-
gan philosophy.

3. The Vision contains a story about lost gifts by those who
are interested in Hellenic books and teachings. Here there are traces
of a polemic with pagans, which took place within the framework
of the formation of the argumentation of iconoduly.

4. An indirect proof is the analogical proximity of the dream
and the symbolic image: the dream and the image require careful
interpretation, leading to the only correct result.

5. An indirect proof of the proximity of the plot of the Vision
to the iconophilic problems is the fact that St. Eulogios was a

member of the entourage of the St. John the Merciful, which
also included Leontios of Neapolis, author of an important icono-
philic work.

The inclusion of the Vision of St. Eulogios in the context
of iconophilic argumentation provides additional evidence about
the nature of the transit of the symbolic attitudes to images from
pagan arguments in defense of statues to Christian iconophily.
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