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Â êîíöå àïðåëÿ ýòîãî ãîäà 

âûäàþùåìóñÿ ôèëîñîôó, ðå-
ëèãèîâåäó, ïîýòó è ïóáëèöèñ-
òó Ìèõàèëó Þðüåâè÷ó Ñåðãå-
åâó èñïîëíèëîñü 60 ëåò. Íà-
ó÷íàÿ äåÿòåëüíîñòü åãî øèðî-
êà è ðàçíîîáðàçíà. Îí ÿâëÿåò-
ñÿ äîêòîðîì ôèëîñîôèè, ïðî-
ôåññîðîì Óíèâåðñèòåòà èñ-
êóññòâ (Ôèëàäåëüôèÿ, ÑØÀ), 
çàâåäóþùèì êàôåäðîé ðåëè-
ãèè, ôèëîñîôèè è òåîëîãèè 
Óèëìåò èíñòèòóòà ïðè Íàöè-
îíàëüíîé äóõîâíîé àññàìáëåå 
áàõàè  ÑØÀ,  îñíîâàòåëåì  è  
ãëàâíûì ðåäàêòîðîì æóðíàëà «Studies in Bahá’í Philosophy», ÷ëåíîì ðå-
äàêöèîííûõ ñîâåòîâ æóðíàëîâ «Âåñòíèê Êèåâñêîãî íàöèîíàëüíîãî óíè-
âåðñèòåòà êóëüòóðû è èñêóññòâ», «Ôèëîñîôèÿ è æèçíü» (Òàøêåíò, Óçáå-
êèñòàí), «Credo New», «Ôèëîñîôñêàÿ ìûñëü» (ÐÀÍ), «Ôèëîñîôèÿ è 
êóëüòóðà» (ÐÀÍ), «Âåê ãëîáàëèçàöèè», «Ôèëîñîôñêèé ïîëèëîã», äîëãîå 
âðåìÿ áûë ãëàâíûì ðåäàêòîðîì êíèæíîé ñåðèè «Contemporary Russian 
Philosophy»  (Leiden: Brill, Íèäåðëàíäû). 

60 ëåò – ìíîãî ýòî èëè ìàëî? Ñòàðîñòü ýòî èëè çðåëîñòü? Òàêèå âî-
ïðîñû ÷åëîâåê çàäàåò ñåáå, êîãäà ïðèáëèæàåòñÿ ê ýòîé äàòå. Îäíè ïîñëå 
60-òè óæå ïðîñòî äîæèâàþò æèçíü, äðóãèå òîëüêî âõîäÿò â åå âêóñ, ïðî-
äîëæàþò ïîäíèìàòüñÿ  â  ãîðó  è  èñïûòûâàþò ðàäîñòü  ïîäúåìà ââåðõ,  ðà-
äîñòü âèäåíèÿ ìèðà ñ âûñîòû ïòè÷üåãî ïîëåòà, äà è ñàìè îíè óæå íå õî-
äÿò ïî çåìëå, à ïàðÿò â ñâîèõ èäåÿõ, çàìûñëàõ, òâîð÷åñòâå, âîçâûøàÿñü 
íàä ñèþìèíóòíîé çëîáîäíåâíîñòüþ, ïîíèìàÿ ñ âûñîòû ñâîåãî ïàðåíèÿ 
ïðîèñõîäÿùåå íà çåìëå ãîðàçäî ãëóáæå è àäåêâàòíåå, ÷åì òå ëþäè, êîòî-
ðûå æèâóò, ïîãðóçèâøèñü â çåìíûå òÿãîòû, âñå áîëåå ïðèäàâëèâàþùèå 
èõ  ê  äîëó.  Ê  òàêèì  «ïàðÿùèì  â  áåçâðåìåíüå  ëþäÿì»  ïðèíàäëåæèò,  íà  
ìîé âçãëÿä, Ìèõàèë Þðüåâè÷ Ñåðãååâ. 

×àñòî ëþäè ó ïîñëåäíåé ÷åðòû æèçíè ãîâîðÿò: «Æèçíü íåçàìåòíî 
ïðîëåòåëà…». Ìèõàèë Ñåðãååâ òàê áû íèêîãäà íå ñêàçàë. Ïî÷åìó? Äà ïî-
òîìó, ÷òî îí óæå ïðîæèë íå îäíó æèçíü, à ìíîæåñòâî, è êàæäàÿ – î÷åíü 
íàñûùåííàÿ, à ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, ñóáúåêòèâíîå âðåìÿ åå î÷åíü âåëèêî. Áî-
ëåå òîãî, îí ïðîäîëæàåò ñòðîèòü ïëàíû, ìå÷òàòü è, ïî ñóùåñòâó, ñòîèò íà 
ïîðîãå åùå îäíîé æèçíè, êà÷åñòâåííî îòëè÷àþùåéñÿ, êàê è âñå åãî æèç-
íè, îò ïðåäûäóùèõ, à ìîæåò, è íå îäíîé. Â íåì ðàñêðûâàþòñÿ âñå íîâûå 
è  íîâûå  òàëàíòû,  ñïîñîáíîñòè,  à  ñëåäîâàòåëüíî,  ðîæäàþòñÿ  íîâûå  çà-
ìûñëû, ïðîåêòû, íîâîå âèäåíèå ñòàðûõ ÿâëåíèé æèçíè, íîâîå âèäåíèå 
áûòèÿ. Íî íå áóäåì çàáåãàòü âïåðåä, ïîïðîáóåì óâèäåòü ìíîãîñåðèéíûé 
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ôèëüì æèçíè Ì. Ñåðãååâà; è õîòÿ ñîäåðæàíèå êàæäîé ñåðèè î÷åíü îòëè-
÷àåòñÿ îò âñåõ äðóãèõ, ãëàâíûé ãåðîé è åãî èíòåíöèè îñòàþòñÿ òåìè æå – 
ýòî èíòåíöèè ê Èñòèíå, Äîáðó, Êðàñîòå, Ëþáâè, Ñâîáîäå, Òâîð÷åñòâó, 
Ãàðìîíèè. 

Ðîäèëñÿ Ì. Ñåðãååâ â Ðîññèè â Ìîñêâå â 1960 ãîäó, òîãäà ýòî áûë 
ÑÑÑÐ, â êîòîðîì ñóùåñòâîâàëà îñîáàÿ ïðîãðàììà ôîðìèðîâàíèÿ ëè÷íî-
ñòè. Íà èíòåëëåêòóàëüíîì óðîâíå – ðîñò íàóêè è îáðàçîâàíèÿ, èõ âûñî-
êàÿ ñîöèàëüíàÿ çíà÷èìîñòü. Íà äóõîâíîì óðîâíå – âîèíñòâóþùèé àòå-
èçì è çàïðåò âåðóþùèì çàíèìàòü ñîöèàëüíî çíà÷èìûå äîëæíîñòè. Êðî-
ìå òîãî, íåÿâíûé àíòèñåìèòèçì, òî åñòü îôèöèàëüíî: âñå ëþäè – áðàòüÿ, 
íî â ðåàëüíîñòè åâðåè íå ìîãëè ïîñòóïàòü â ïðåñòèæíûå óíèâåðñèòåòû, 
íà îïðåäåëåííûå ñïåöèàëüíîñòè è çàíèìàòü ïðåñòèæíûå äîëæíîñòè. Êî-
íå÷íî, áûëè èñêëþ÷åíèÿ: òàëàíòëèâûå è ãåíèàëüíûå åâðåè âñå æå ïîëó-
÷àëè è ïðåêðàñíîå îáðàçîâàíèå, è íîáåëåâñêèå ïðåìèè, è èçâåñòíîñòü âî 
âñåì ìèðå. Èìåííî â òàêîé àòìîñôåðå ôîðìèðîâàëàñü ëè÷íîñòü Ì. Ñåð-
ãååâà. 

Ðîäèòåëè Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâà – âûñîêîèíòåëëèãåíòíûå ëþäè – äàëè åìó 
ïðåêðàñíîå îáðàçîâàíèå: îí çàêîí÷èë ïðåñòèæíóþ ôðàíöóçñêóþ øêîëó â 
Ìîñêâå ñ çîëîòîé ìåäàëüþ, çàòåì çàõîòåë ïîñòóïèòü â Èíñòèòóò ìåæäó-
íàðîäíûõ îòíîøåíèé íà ôàêóëüòåò ìåæäóíàðîäíîé æóðíàëèñòèêè. È 
òóò ñòîëêíóëñÿ ñ «ïîäïîëüíûì» àíòèñåìèòèçìîì: åãî, êàê ñûíà åâðåéêè 
(ó Ñåðãååâà îòåö ðóññêèé, à ìàòü åâðåéêà), ñðàçó âû÷åðêíóëè èç ñïèñêà 
ïîñòóïàþùèõ, íî îí âñå æå, íåñìîòðÿ íà ýòî (ýòî îòäåëüíàÿ èñòîðèÿ), ïî-
ñòóïèë â ÌÃÈÌÎ è çàêîí÷èë åãî, èçó÷èâ, ïîìèìî ñïåöèàëüíîñòè «Ìåæ-
äóíàðîäíàÿ æóðíàëèñòèêà ñî ñïåöèàëèçàöèåé ïî Ëàòèíñêîé Àìåðèêå», 
äåâÿòü èíîñòðàííûõ ÿçûêîâ, ïðè÷åì øåñòü óæå ïîñëå ÌÃÈÌÎ (ôðàíöóç-
ñêèé  –  â  ñïåöøêîëå,  èñïàíñêèé  è  àíãëèéñêèé  –  â  ÌÃÈÌÎ,  ëàòûíü  è  
äðåâíåãðå÷åñêèé – â ÌÃÓ íà êàôåäðå äðåâíèõ ÿçûêîâ, íåìåöêèé – íà 
êóðñàõ èíîñòðàííûõ ÿçûêîâ, èâðèò – â ÷àñòíîé øêîëå, èòàëüÿíñêèé è 
ïîðòóãàëüñêèé – ñàìîñòîÿòåëüíî). Ê òîìó æå, Ì. Ñåðãååâ ïðåêðàñíî èã-
ðàë íà ãèòàðå, ïåë è ñî÷èíÿë ñòèõè. 

Ïðè  ýòîì,  êàê  âñå  ñîâåòñêèå  ïèîíåðû  è  êîìñîìîëüöû,  îí  ðîñ  àòåè-
ñòîì. Òî åñòü âî âçðîñëîå îáùåñòâî âîøåë òàëàíòëèâûé, ýðóäèðîâàííûé, 
èäåîëîãè÷åñêè «ïðàâèëüíûé», âûñîêîïðîôåññèîíàëüíûé ñïåöèàëèñò, è, 
ïî ëîãèêå âåùåé, äëÿ íåãî äîëæíû áûëè áûòü ðàñïàõíóòû äâåðè ïðå-
ñòèæíûõ îðãàíèçàöèé è ïðåäñòîÿë áûñòðûé êàðüåðíûé ðîñò. Íî íå òóò-
òî áûëî! Ïîñëå îêîí÷àíèÿ èíñòèòóòà Ì. Ñåðãååâ íå ìîã íàéòè ðàáîòó, äâà 
ãîäà áûë áåçðàáîòíûì è áûë îôèöèàëüíî çàðåãèñòðèðîâàí íà áèðæå òðó-
äà. 

Ïîñëå îí ðàáîòàë ðåäàêòîðîì ìåæäóíàðîäíîãî îòäåëà åæåíåäåëüíèêà 
«Ñîáåñåäíèê», ðåäàêòîðîì â Ãîñòåëåðàäèîôîíäå, çàâëèòîì â ìîñêîâñêîì 
òåàòðå-ñòóäèè «Àðëåêèí», îäíàêî ÷óâñòâî íåðåàëèçîâàííîñòè ñåáÿ êàê 
ëè÷íîñòè íå ïîêèäàëî è òÿãîòèëî åãî. È èçó÷åíèå èíîñòðàííûõ ÿçûêîâ, 
ïî ñóòè, áûëî äëÿ íåãî «èíòåëëåêòóàëüíûì àëêîãîëåì», êîòîðûì îí ïû-
òàëñÿ «çàëèòü» äóøåâíóþ íåóäîâëåòâîðåííîñòü ñâîåé ðàáîòîé. 

Â  1990  ã.  Ìèõàèë  Ñåðãååâ  áûë  â  êîìàíäèðîâêå  â  ÑØÀ  îò  òåàòðà-
ñòóäèè «Àðëåêèí», è òàì ó íåãî ïðîèçîøëà ñóäüáîíîñíàÿ âñòðå÷à ñ çàâå-
äóþùèì êàôåäðîé ðåëèãèîâåäåíèÿ Òåìïëüñêîãî óíèâåðñèòåòà, ïðîôåñ-
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ñîðîì Äæîíîì Ðåéíñîì, êîòîðûé ïîñëå äëèòåëüíîé áåñåäû, ïðîäîëæàâ-
øåéñÿ îêîëî äâóõ ÷àñîâ, ïîðàæåííûé åãî çíàíèÿìè, îñîáåííî èíîñòðàí-
íûõ ÿçûêîâ, ïðåäëîæèë Ìèõàèëó Þðüåâè÷ó ïîñòóïèòü â ìàãèñòðàòóðó, à 
çàòåì – àñïèðàíòóðó Òåìëüñêîãî óíèâåðñèòåòà ïî ñïåöèàëüíîñòè «Ôèëî-
ñîôèÿ ðåëèãèè». Ì. Ñåðãååâ ïðèíÿë ýòî ïðåäëîæåíèå ñ âîîäóøåâëåíèåì, 
èáî äóøà åãî òÿãîòåëà ê ïðåïîäàâàíèþ è íàóêå, íî â ÑÑÑÐ «ïîäïîëüíûé 
àíòèñåìèòèçì» íå ïîçâîëÿë åìó ñàìîðåàëèçîâàòüñÿ â ýòîì íàïðàâëåíèè. 
Îí ïûòàëñÿ ïîñòóïàòü â àñïèðàíòóðó – õîòåë ïèñàòü äèññåðòàöèþ ïî Ñå-
ðåáðÿíîìó âåêó, íî åãî äàæå áëèçêî íå ïîäïóñòèëè ê âñòóïèòåëüíîé 
êîìïàíèè â àñïèðàíòóðó. Îí ðåøèë íå òîëüêî åõàòü íà ó÷åáó â ÑØÀ, íî 
è ýìèãðèðîâàòü èç ÑÑÑÐ, ãäå, óâû, íå ìîã òâîð÷åñêè ðåàëèçîâàòü ñåáÿ. 
Òàê çàêîí÷èëàñü ïåðâàÿ æèçíü Ì. Ñåðãååâà. 

 Â 1990 ã. îí ñ ñåìüåé óåõàë â Ñîåäèíåííûå Øòàòû íà ó÷åáó, â 1993 ã. 
ïîëó÷èë ñòåïåíü ìàãèñòðà, â 1997 ã. çàùèòèë äîêòîðñêóþ äèññåðòàöèþ 
ïî òåìå «Ðåëèãèîçíî-ôèëîñîôñêàÿ êîíöåïöèÿ Ñîôèè: åå ãåíåàëîãèÿ è 
ýâîëþöèÿ â ðóññêîé ìûñëè ÕIÕ è ÕÕ ñòîëåòèÿ», è åìó áûëà ïðèñóæäåíà 
ó÷åíàÿ ñòåïåíü äîêòîðà ôèëîñîôèè ïî ñïåöèàëüíîñòè «Ôèëîñîôèÿ ðåëè-
ãèè» â Òåìïëüñêîì óíèâåðñèòåòå â Ôèëàäåëüôèè. Âïîñëåäñòâèè äèññåð-
òàöèÿ áûëà îïóáëèêîâàííà â âèäå ìîíîãðàôèè «Sophiology in Russian 
Orthodoxy: Solov’ev, Bulgakov, Losskii, Berdiaev», êîòîðóþ îäèí èç 
êðóïíåéøèõ ýêñïåðòîâ ïî ïðàâîñëàâíîìó áîãîñëîâèþ â ñîâðåìåííîé 
Àìåðèêå, ïðîôåññîð Ïîë Âàëüåð íàçâàë «ëó÷øèì ââåäåíèåì â ðóññêóþ 
ñîôèîëîãèþ íà àíãëèéñêîì ÿçûêå».  

Â ñâîåé äèññåðòàöèè Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ âïåðâûå â îáùåì âèäå ñôîðìóëè-
ðîâàë òåîðèþ ðåëèãèîçíûõ öèêëîâ, êîòîðóþ â äàëüíåéøåì ðàçâèâàë â 
ñòàòüÿõ è êíèãàõ. «Â îñíîâå ìîåé ãèïîòåçû, – ðàññêàçûâàåò Ñåðãååâ, – 
ëåæèò ïðåäñòàâëåíèå î ðåëèãèè êàê îá îðãàíèçìå – îðãàíè÷åñêîé ñèñòå-
ìå, ôóíäàìåíò êîòîðîé ñîñòàâëÿþò ñâÿùåííûå ïèñàíèÿ è èõ èñòîëêîâà-
íèÿ â ôîðìå ñâÿùåííîãî ïðåäàíèÿ. Â çàâèñèìîñòè îò ðàçëè÷íîãî ñîîò-
íîøåíèÿ Ïèñàíèÿ è Ïðåäàíèÿ, ðåëèãèîçíàÿ ñèñòåìà ïðîõîäèò ÷åðåç ðÿä 
ñòàäèé, èëè ôàç, ñâîåãî ðàçâèòèÿ: ïåðâîíà÷àëüíóþ, îðòîäîêñàëüíóþ, 
êëàññè÷åñêóþ, ðåôîðìèñòñêóþ è êðèòè÷åñêóþ»1. 

Ïîñëå çàùèòû äîêòîðñêîé äèññåðòàöèè Ì. Ñåðãååâ íà÷àë ïðåïîäà-
âàòü â ôèëàäåëüôèéñêîì Óíèâåðñèòåòå èñêóññòâ, ïðîéäÿ ïîñëåäîâàòåëü-
íî äîëæíîñòè îò ëåêòîðà äî àäüþíêò-ïðîôåññîðà. Ñòóäåíòû íå òîëüêî åãî 
óâàæàþò, íî è îáîæàþò. Îíè çàïèñûâàþòñÿ ê íåìó çà òðè-÷åòûðå ìåñÿöà, 
à  èíîãäà  èì  ïðèõîäèòñÿ  æäàòü  íåñêîëüêî  ëåò,  ÷òîáû  ïîïàñòü  íà  êóðñû  
Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâà, ïîòîìó ÷òî ìåñòà âñå çàíÿòû. Çà ãîäû ñâîåãî ïðåïîäàâà-
íèÿ Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ ïðî÷åë îêîëî 20 ðàçíûõ êóðñîâ, ñðåäè êîòîðûõ «Ìè-
ðîâûå ðåëèãèè», «Àâðààìè÷åñêèå ðåëèãèè», «Ââåäåíèå â Áèáëèþ», 
«Ðóññêàÿ ðåëèãèîçíàÿ ìûñëü», «Ââåäåíèå â ìîäåðíèçì: XIX âåê», «Ââå-
äåíèå  â  ìîäåðíèçì:  XX  âåê»,  â  òîì  ÷èñëå  è  àâòîðñêèå  êóðñû  «Ñâÿòàÿ  
âîéíà», «Ðåëèãèÿ, èñêóññòâî è àïîêàëèïñèñ», «Æèçíü ïîñëå ñìåðòè». È 
ýòî íå óäèâèòåëüíî, èáî Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ – ÿðêàÿ, êîëîðèòíàÿ ëè÷íîñòü, â 
êîòîðîé îðãàíè÷åñêè ñî÷åòàåòñÿ âûñîêèé ïðîôåññèîíàëèçì è èíòåëëåêò, 

                                                   
1 Сергеев М.Ю., Шелковая Н.В. Религия и духовность. Опыт философского 

размышления // Философские науки. 2017. № 12. С. 77. 
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àðòèñòè÷åñêèå ñïîñîáíîñòè, òâîð÷åñêîå èçëîæåíèå ìàòåðèàëà, íåñòàí-
äàðòíûå ìåòîäèêè ïðåïîäàâàíèÿ è âûñîêàÿ êóëüòóðà. Êðîìå òîãî, ÷òî 
î÷åíü âàæíî, îí ëþáèò ñâîþ ðàáîòó è ñòóäåíòîâ. È îíè, êîíå÷íî, ýòî ÷óâ-
ñòâóþò. 

Âìåñòå ñ òåì, Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ – êðóïíûé ó÷åíûé, íåîðäèíàðíî ìûñ-
ëÿùèé è ìíîãîãðàííûé â ñâîèõ èíòåðåñàõ, êàê ëþáîé òàëàíòëèâûé ÷å-
ëîâåê. Îá ýòîì ñâèäåòåëüñòâóþò ñàìè íàçâàíèÿ åãî êíèã: «The Project of 
the Enlightenment: Essays on Religion, Philosophy and Art» (ñáîðíèê ñòà-
òåé íà ðóñ. è àíãë. ÿç.) (2004), «È ñîòâîðèë Áîã ñìåõ» (2005), «Sophiology 
in Russian Orthodoxy: Solov’ev, Bulgakov, Losskii, Berdiaev» (2006), 
«Àïîêàïèòàïñèñ: Çàìåòêè ôèëîñîôà» (2009), «Ïîýçèÿ ðóññêèõ ôèëîñî-
ôîâ äâàäöàòîãî âåêà: Àíòîëîãèÿ» (àâòîðû-ñîñòàâèòåëè Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ, 
Ë. Í. Ñòîëîâè÷) (2011), â êîòîðóþ âîøëà áîëüøàÿ ïîäáîðêà ñòèõîòâîðå-
íèé  ñàìîãî  Ì.  Þ.  Ñåðãååâà,  «Smile  From  Heaven:  An  Anthology  of  Reli-
gious Humor» (2012), «Theory of Religious Cycles: Tradition, Modernity 
and the Bahá’í Faith» (2015).  

Ñëåäóåò îáðàòèòü âíèìàíèå íà òîò ôàêò, ÷òî ñîâåòñêîìó àòåèñòó 
ñóäüáà óãîòîâèëà ñïåöèàëèçèðîâàòüñÿ â îáëàñòè ðåëèãèè, ÷òî íå òîëüêî 
íå âûçâàëî ïðîòåñòà â äóøå Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâà, íî è íàøëî ïîëîæèòåëüíûé 
îòêëèê. Ïî ïðèåçäó â ÑØÀ â ñâÿçè ñ áîëüøèìè òðóäíîñòÿìè ðàçíîîáðàç-
íîãî  õàðàêòåðà,  ñâÿçàííûìè  ñ  ïåðâûì  âðåìåíåì  ïðîæèâàíèÿ  â  äðóãîé  
ñòðàíå, Ìèõàèë Þðüåâè÷ ñíà÷àëà ïîòÿíóëñÿ ê ðåëèãèè ðîäà – èóäàèçìó, 
íî åãî ñâîáîäîëþáèâóþ è â òî æå âðåìÿ òîëåðàíòíóþ íàòóðó îòòîëêíóëà 
ñòðîãàÿ äîãìàòèêà èóäàèçìà. Îí íà÷àë èñêàòü äóõîâíóþ îòäóøèíó. 
Ïðèìêíóë âðåìåííî ê ïðîòåñòàíòèçìó, øèðîêî ðàñïðîñòðàíåííîìó â 
ÑØÀ, íî è òàì îí íå íàøåë òîãî, ÷åãî èñêàëà åãî äóøà.  

È òóò îí âñòðåòèëñÿ ñ óíèêàëüíîé ðåëèãèåé áàõàè, êîòîðàÿ, â îòëè-
÷èå îò âñåõ äðóãèõ ðåëèãèé, íå ñ÷èòàëà ñåáÿ åäèíñòâåííî èñòèííîé, íå 
îòâåðãàëà äðóãèå ðåëèãèè êàê ëîæíûå, à «ñíèìàëà» èõ ó÷åíèÿ â ñâîåì 
ó÷åíèè î åäèíñòâå âñåãî ÷åëîâå÷åñòâà. Êîñìîïîëèòèçì ýòîé ðåëèãèè îò-
âå÷àë ñâîáîäîëþáèâîé íàòóðå Ì. Ñåðãååâà, è îí ñòàë ïîñëåäîâàòåëåì ýòîé 
ðåëèãèè. Ïðè÷åì îí íå òîëüêî ïðèíÿë âåðó áàõàè â ñâîþ äóøó, íî è ñòàë 
åå òåîðåòèêîì, ïîñâÿòèâ åé ñâîþ ìîíîãðàôèþ «Theory of Religious 
Cycles: Tradition, Modernity and the Bahá’í Faith» è â 2012 ã. îñíîâàâ ïåð-
âûé â ìèðå íàó÷íûé æóðíàë î âåðå áàõàè «Studies in Bahá’í Philosophy». 
Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ ïðèíèìàåò àêòèâíîå ó÷àñòèå â ëåêöèÿõ î ôèëîñîôèè áà-
õàè, à â 2017 ã. ñòàë çàâåäóþùèì êàôåäðîé ðåëèãèè, ôèëîñîôèè è òåîëî-
ãèè Óèëìåò èíñòèòóòà ïðè Íàöèîíàëüíîé äóõîâíîé àññàìáëåå áàõàè 
ÑØÀ. Ñåé÷àñ îí ïî ñêàéïó ÷èòàåò ëåêöèè ïî ôèëîñîôèè âåðû áàõàè ñòó-
äåíòàì ýòîãî èíñòèòóòà ñî âñåãî ìèðà, ðàññìàòðèâàÿ ôèëîñîôèþ êàê ïóòü 
ê äóõîâíîìó ïðîñâåòëåíèþ. Òàê, Ì. Ñ. Ñåðãååâ â èíòåðâüþ ñ À. Ñ. Íèëî-
ãîâûì îòìåòèë: «ß íå ñ÷èòàþ, êàê ïèøåòå Âû, ÷òî “Òðàíñöåíäåíòíîå Îç-
íà÷àåìîå íàëàãàåò çàïðåò íà ôèëîñîôñêîå âîïðîøàíèå”. Íàïðîòèâ, îíî 
åãî ñòèìóëèðóåò»1. 

                                                   
1 Теория религиозных циклов (беседа А. С. Нилогова с М. Ю. Сергеевым в 

рамках проекта «Современная русская философия») // Философские науки. 2017. 
№ 1. С. 128. 
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Â 2017 ã. ãëàâíûé ðåäàêòîð êíèæíîé ñåðèè «Ñîâðåìåííàÿ ðóññêàÿ 
ôèëîñîôèÿ», âûõîäÿùåé â ãîëëàíäñêîì èçäàòåëüñòâå «Brill», ïðîôåññîð 
Óíèâåðñèòåòà Ñåâåðíîé Êàðîëèíû Óèëüÿì Ãåé óøåë íà ïåíñèþ è ïåðå-
äàë ñâîé ïîñò Ì. Ñåðãååâó, òàê êàê åìó î÷åíü ïîíðàâèëàñü åãî ìîíîãðà-
ôèÿ î ðåëèãèîçíûõ öèêëàõ. Òàê íà÷àëàñü åùå îäíà æèçíü Ì. Þ. Ñåðãåå-
âà. Íà ïîñòó ãëàâðåäà îðãàíèçàòîðñêèå ñïîñîáíîñòè è òâîð÷åñêèå çàìûñ-
ëû Ìèõàèëà Þðüåâè÷à ðàçâåðíóëèñü âî âñþ øèðü â ïðÿìîì ñìûñëå ñëî-
âà: îí ñîçäàë è ðåàëèçîâàë ïîèñòèíå ýïîõàëüíûé ïðîåêò, ïîäãîòîâèâ ê 
èçäàíèþ íà àíãëèéñêîì ÿçûêå àíòîëîãèþ ñîâðåìåííîé ðóññêîé ôèëîñî-
ôèè «Russian Philosophy in the Twenty-First Century: An Anthology», â 
êîòîðóþ âîøëè ðàáîòû ëó÷øèõ ôèëîñîôîâ ñîâðåìåííîé Ðîññèè (â òîì 
÷èñëå è æèâóùèõ çà åå ïðåäåëàìè). Ýòî ïåðâàÿ àíòîëîãèÿ ñîâðåìåííîé 
ðóññêîé ôèëîñîôñêîé ìûñëè â àíãëîÿçû÷íîì ôèëîñîôñêîì ìèðå. 

Ïàðàëëåëüíî Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ ñîçäàë è ðåàëèçîâàë äðóãîé ýïîõàëüíûé 
ïðîåêò: èçäàë â ÑØÀ íà ðóññêîì ÿçûêå àíòîëîãèþ ôèëîñîôñêèõ òåñòîâ 
ñîâðåìåííûõ ðóññêîÿçû÷íûõ àâòîðîâ èç 8 ñòðàí ìèðà (Ãåðìàíèè, Èçðàè-
ëÿ, Èòàëèÿ, Êèòàÿ, ÑØÀ, Óêðàèíû, Øâåéöàðèè, Øâåöèè) – «Ðóññêîå 
çàðóáåæüå: Àíòîëîãèÿ ñîâðåìåííîé ôèëîñîôñêîé ìûñëè» (M-Graphics, 
Boston, MA, 2018). 

Â 2020 ã. Ì. Þ. Ñåðãååâ ïåðåäàë ñâîé ïîñò ãëàâðåäà êíèæíîé ñåðèè 
«Ñîâðåìåííàÿ ðóññêàÿ ôèëîñîôèÿ» Àëèññå ÄåÁëàñèî (Äèêèíñîí êîë-
ëåäæ,  ÑØÀ),  ÷òîáû  ïîëíîñòüþ  ïîñâÿòèòü  ñåáÿ  íàó÷íîé  ðàáîòå.  È  íå  
òîëüêî íàó÷íîé. Êàê ÿ óæå îòìå÷àëà, Ìèõàèë Ñåðãååâ – ðàçíîñòîðîííå 
òàëàíòëèâàÿ ëè÷íîñòü: ïèøåò ñòèõè, èãðàåò íà ãèòàðå, ïîåò, åìó ïðèíàä-
ëåæèò çàìå÷àòåëüíàÿ ïîâåñòü «Ñâîåé ñâîáîäîé äîðîæè…», ïðåäñòàâëÿþ-
ùàÿ èñòîðèþ ìîñêîâñêîãî ìóçûêàëüíî-äðàìàòè÷åñêîãî òåàòðà «Àðëå-
êèí»,  ïèøåò  êíèãó  î  òåàòðå,  â  êîòîðîì  ðàáîòàë,  –  «Ìîñêîâñêèé  òåàòð  
“Àðëåêèí”: ñîçäàíèå, èñòîðèÿ, ñïåêòàêëè».  

Ïðè ýòîì îí – íåæíî è òðîãàòåëüíî ëþáÿùèé ìóæ, îòåö è ñûí, âåð-
íûé è ïðåäàííûé äðóã, î÷åíü èñêðåííèé è ïîðÿäî÷íûé ÷åëîâåê, î÷åíü 
äîáðûé, îòçûâ÷èâûé, ñ òîíêîé äóøîé. 

Îò âñåé äóøè ïîçäðàâëÿåì Ìèõàèëà Þðüåâè÷à ñ þáèëååì è æåëàåì 
åìó åùå ìíîãî-ìíîãî íîâûõ, èíòåðåñíûõ, òâîð÷åñêèõ æèçíåé, ðåàëèçà-
öèè çàìûñëîâ è ïðîåêòîâ, ðîæäåíèÿ ãåíèàëüíûõ èäåé è ïðîñòî ÷åëîâå÷å-
ñêîãî ñ÷àñòüÿ è ëþáâè. È, êîíå÷íî, ìíîãàÿ ëåòà â äîáðîì çäðàâèè. 

 
Í. Â. Øåëêîâàÿ 
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В XIX и XX вв. феномен религии обясняли, 
как правило, редуцируя религиозный опыт к 
другим сферам общественной деятельности 
– социальной, экономической или психоло-
гической. Сейчас тезис о «смерти Бога» ка-
жется ошибочным, а влияние религии не 
только возросло, но и, к сожалению, приве-
ло к росту религиозного экстремизма. Како-
вы же предпосылки для мирной эволюции 
религиозных институтов? Являются ли ре-
лигиозные организации всего лишь власт-
ными структурами, которые связаны с наси-
лием? Значит ли это, что для искоренения 
войн на земле необходимо избавиться от ре-
лигиозных практик? Эти и другие вопросы о 
роли религии в обществе становятся осо-
бенно актуальными в наше время, для кото-
рого характерна стремительная глобализа-
ция. В статье роль и место религиозных 
систем в глобальном мире рассматривается 
через призму авторской теории религиозных 
циклов, согласно которой в ходе эволюции 
каждая историческая религия проходит че-
рез конкретные и почти идентичные фазы 
становления и развития: формирующую, 
ортодоксальную, классическую, реформист-
скую, критическую и пост-критическую, а 
также претерпевает два типа кризисов – 
структурный и системный. С этой точки зре-
ния анализируются иудаизм, буддизм, хри-
стианство и ислам. В статье прослеживается 
сходство в развитии этих конфессий и пред-
лагается иной взгляд на современный рели-
гиозный ландшафт, делается предположение 
о росте новых религиозных движений с гло-
балистскими учениями и институтами.  

Ключевые слова: эволюция религии, религи-
озный цикл, иудаизм, буддизм, христианст-
во, ислам, сравнительные исследования. 

In modern times there have been numerous at-
tempts by scholars to theorize about religion. 
Most of those theories reduced religion to other 
spheres of social activity – social, economic, or 
psychological. Now, in the 21st century, those 
radical predictions about the “death of God” 
seem shortsighted. After a temporary retreat reli-
gion came back with increased influence, power, 
and, unfortunately, violence. What are the pre-
conditions for a peaceful evolution of religious 
institutions? Are religious systems simply power 
structures that inevitably involve violence and 
abuse, and to eradicate the war should we also 
get rid of religion? Those and many other related 
issues concerning religion’s role in society be-
come especially important in our time of the 
increasing globalization. This paper looks at 
religion in the global age through the prism of 
the theory of religious cycles that is outlined by 
the author. According to his approach, in the 
course of its evolution, every historical religion 
goes through specific and almost identical stages 
of growth. Based on a distinct correlation be-
tween sacred scriptures and traditions, the author 
distinguishes six such phases – formative, ortho-
dox, classical, reformist, critical, and post-criti-
cal. Also, in the course of its expansion religious 
system undergoes two types of crises – structural 
and systemic. The author applies his theory of 
religious cycles to the analysis of such world 
spiritual traditions as Judaism, Buddhism, Chris-
tianity, and Islam. The study reveals astounding 
similarities in the evolution of those faiths, offers 
a different perspective on modernity and predicts 
the rise of new religious movements with global-
ist teachings and institutions. 

Keywords: evolution of religion, religious cy-
cle, Judaism, Buddhism, Christianity, Islam,  
comparative studies. 
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Introduction 
 
In modern times there have been numerous attempts by scholars to 

theorize about religion. In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, Western 
thought produced major theories on the subject, which are still debated in 
American universities as classical illustrations of scholarly work in the 
field. Most of those theories reduced religion to other spheres of social ac-
tivity – social, economic, or psychological. In the twentieth century, with 
the rise of the Soviet Union – the first and only atheistic empire in human 
history – believers were even more so confidently told that religion is simply 
an old-age superstition and is about to disappear with the continuous pro-
gress of modern science.  

Now, in the twenty-first century, those radical predictions about the 
death of God seem premature, shortsighted, and “slightly exaggerated,” to 
say the least. Not only religion did not die out but it resurfaced instead with 
increased robustness and power. Religion is the only social institution that 
provides us with a glimpse of hope and a sense of certainty about life after 
death  and  immortality.  And  it  is  not  surprising  that  people  stick  to  faith  
with all their hearts to exhaust the existential anxiety of their life journey. 

What seems to be wrong with religion though is centuries-old violence 
that  was  –  and  still  is  –  perpetrated  in  its  name.  Islamic  jihad  and,  of  
course, medieval Inquisition and Crusades are the first things that come to 
our mind when we think of religion today. Can religious systems evolve? 
Can they guide us to and establish egalitarian peace rather than hierarchical 
authority? Or, as the New Atheists contend, religious systems are simply 
power structures that involve violence and abuse, and to eradicate war we 
should also get rid of religion? 

Those and many other related questions about the role of religion in so-
ciety become especially important in our time when all problems of human-
ity are increasingly globalized and thus magnified. In this paper, the wide-
reaching evolution of religion is analyzed through the prism of a theory of 
religious cycles that aims to discover similar patterns in the historical de-
velopment of religious systems. 
 
Model of Religious Cycle 

 
To approach religion from a global standpoint I proposed a theory of reli-

gious cycle that provides methodological tools to compare religious systems 
phenomenologically. According to my theory, a religious system represents a 
semantic structure that creates a net of meanings whose origin is not available 
to ordinary human beings. To preserve its original teachings and to transmit it 
to the following generations, religions develop sacred scriptures and sacred 
tradition whose main purpose is to interpret the primary texts. No matter how 
explicit or detailed, the scriptures are never exhaustive and call for interpreta-
tion because of the peculiar nature of the religious experience that is rooted in 
the transcendent.  

In the course of its evolution, and independently of its doctrines and prac-
tices, a religious system goes through six stages or phases – early or forma-
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tive, orthodox, classical, reformist, critical, and post-critical. The early or 
formative phase of the religious system contributes to the formation of its 
scriptural canon and the establishment of its sacred tradition. The orthodox 
phase cements the traditional foundations of religion by fighting heretical 
movements and their alternative scriptural interpretations. The classical 
phase reformulates sacred tradition by adding new interpretations to the 
canon. Reformists purify tradition from the accumulated interpretations to 
get back to the core of sacred teachings and restore the original faith.  

Each phase in the evolution of religion offers its answer to the misbalance 
of sacred scriptures and sacred traditions that result in the structural crisis of 
religion. Structural crises, which challenge sacred tradition, are usually re-
solved by the appearance of new branches or divisions within the existing re-
ligions. In contrast to structural crises that question tradition, the systemic 
crisis of religion shakes up the foundation of the system itself, namely its sa-
cred scriptures. The systemic crisis marks a fundamental challenge to reli-
gious authority that can be overcome only by the introduction of new religious 
systems with their own scriptural texts. During this critical phase, mother-
religions usually produce their offshoots in the form of new religious move-
ments.  

  
Chart 1 – Model of religious cycle 

 
 
After the critical phase, religious systems do not deteriorate but renew 

and reconfirm their foundations. The birth of a new religious movement from 
its mother-faith sparks competition between the two, which is vital and 
healthy for both traditions. As a result, age-long religions flourish alongside 
their younger counterparts by reorganizing their sacred tradition and restor-
ing the authority of primary scriptures. In the following section of the paper, 
this model of religious cycles will be applied to the evolution of Judaism whose 
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historical development may serve as an archetype for the cycles of major world 
religions of Buddhism, Christianity, and Islam. 

 
The Cycle of Judaism 

 
Judaism is one of the oldest religious traditions in the world. Its historical 

records are preserved in the Hebrew Scriptures; however, many of those writ-
ings remain legendary from the point of view of modern archeology and his-
toriography. The scriptures of Judaism, called the Tanakh, consist of three 
parts – the Torah, the Prophets, and the Writings. The most important part 
is the Torah, or Pentateuch, which contains mythological sagas about the 
creation of the world, the fall of Adam and Eve, the Hebrew patriarchs, and 
the life and teachings of Moses. According to Biblical scholarship, its 
priestly editor(s) compiled the Torah from multiple sources around the 
fourth century BCE [3, p. 95]. 

According to tradition, Jews trace their ancestral lineage to the patri-
arch Abraham and his wife Sarah, their son Isaac and grandson Jacob who, 
after having wrestled with God, changed his name to Israel and became the 
progenitor of the new nation. Although Abraham is considered the first He-
brew who made the covenant with God, the central figure of Judaism as a 
religion is Moses who delivered the sacred Law to the nation of Israel. Ac-
cording to Biblical scholars, Abraham may have lived around the eighteenth 
century BCE while Moses prophesied nearly six hundred years later – some-
where in the thirteenth century BCE. 

The Bible emphasizes the special status of Moses who “beholds the like-
ness of the Lord” and the extraordinary character of his communication 
with the deity [5, num. 12.6–8]. For the Hebrews, the journey out of the 
wilderness into the land of prosperity and happiness symbolized salvation. 
From that moment on, the Biblical religion developed along the lines of the 
model of religious cycles outlined in the previous section. Having begun 
with Moses, the religious cycle of Judaism would later culminate with Jesus 
and the birth of Christianity during the systemic crisis of the Jewish faith, 
which will undergo its further post-critical transformations. In the mean-
time, the covenant with Moses was recorded in the scriptures and became 
the heart of Biblical Judaism. And, eventually, the Torah, which revolves 
around the Law of Moses, acquired the highest status within the Jewish 
scriptural canon. 

After the death of Moses, his appointed successor, Joshua, led the Isra-
elites to the Promised Land in a series of military campaigns that resulted 
in the settlement and land distribution among the twelve tribes. In the Bi-
ble, these events are described in the Book of Joshua that immediately fol-
lows the Pentateuch in the Hebrew Scriptures. In terms of my theory, they 
refer to the formative phase of ancient Judaism. By the end of this phase, 
the tribes were united under the law of the covenant, the issues of scriptural 
authority and proper worship were settled, and the confederation of tribal 
states was organized. The time had come for the next, orthodox, phase of 
religion that in Biblical Judaism was represented by the period of the char-
ismatic and popular leaders known as the Judges. 
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Biblical scholars estimate that the era of the Judges spanned approxi-
mately  from  1200  to  1020  BCE,  lasting  about  two  centuries.  During  this  
period the tribal Judges delivered their people from oppression by advanc-
ing God’s justice, proclaiming divine judgment on Israel and its neighbors, 
and calling their people to righteousness and the worship of one God. In po-
litical terms, it was a tribal theocracy, in which the Judges exercised both 
religious and political authority. 

The age of the Judges, in its turn, ended with the establishment of the 
monarchy and centralized worship. This transition from the tribal theocracy 
to an absolute monarchy or, in our terms, from the orthodox to the classical 
phase of Judaism, is important because it shows that the shift itself, as it is 
often the case with other religions as well, involves significant social and 
political changes, which could be ambivalent in their consequences.  

According to Biblical scholarship, the events that led to the foundation 
of the United Monarchy and the building of the Temple in Jerusalem had 
occurred in the tenth century BCE. So, it took approximately three centu-
ries for Judaism – from the revelation of Moses in the thirteenth century to 
the construction of the Temple in the tenth century – to complete an impor-
tant transition to the classical phase, which marks a new balance between its 
sacred scriptures and sacred tradition. In the case of Biblical Judaism, the 
sacred tradition refers to the legitimate application of the Law of Moses, 
which, strictly speaking, is possible only with the existence of the Temple 
and priesthood since the law requires various types of sacrifices to be per-
formed by the priests. Hence, the erection of the Temple and the establish-
ment of proper religious specialists and procedures signal the beginning of 
the classical phase of ancient Judaism. 

 
 

Chart 2 – Religious cycle of Judaism 
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After the death of King Solomon, the Hebrew monarchy split into two 
parts – the northern kingdom of Israel and the southern kingdom of Judah. 
Notwithstanding the difference, both kingdoms suffered the same fate. In 
721 BCE, the northern kingdom of Israel fell to the Assyrian Empire. In 607 
BCE, the successors to the Assyrian power, the Babylonians, conquered the 
southern kingdom of Judah and in 586/7 BCE they destroyed the Jerusalem 
Temple. 

Since that time the Jews lived under the shadow of other politically 
dominant  nations.  New  empires  rose  to  replace  the  military  might  of  the  
Assyrians and the Babylonians. The Persian rulers were especially favorable 
to the Jews. In 538 BCE, after Cyrus the Great, King of Persia (550–530 
BCE), permitted the Jews to return to their homeland, the first wave of im-
migrants led by Sheshbazzar came back from exile and began rebuilding the 
Temple. During the reign of another Persian king, Artaxerxes I (465–424 
BCE), Ezra and Nehemiah led the last two groups of the Jews to their home-
land and reestablished the Mosaic Law and standards of worship.  

The religious renewal initiated by Ezra and Nehemiah and described in 
the Bible in the books that bear their names signaled the beginning of the 
reformist stage of Biblical Judaism. This phase lasted until the first century 
of the Christian era when the Roman army destroyed the Temple again, this 
time, apparently, for good. The reformist stage signified the return to the 
sources of the Jewish religion – Moses, the Law, and the Torah – and re-
sponded to the structural crisis of faith due to the loss of political independ-
ence and the following exile. Postexilic Judaism flourished for about five 
centuries and produced the third major part of the Jewish scriptures, the 
Writings or Ketuvim, which took its final shape by the end of the first cen-
tury CE.  

The destruction of the Temple by the Romans in 70 CE and the follow-
ing second exile marked the beginning of the critical phase of Biblical relig-
ion. The first exile and restoration represented the structural crisis of Juda-
ism and its successful resolution within the existing religious tradition. The 
scriptures were finalized; the teachings were reinforced, and the community 
life and worship restored and renewed. The second exile, however, brought a 
much more serious challenge to Jewish religious institutions. 

The Temple was never rebuilt and the priesthood went out of business. 
In those dire circumstances, the Law of Moses that required sacrifices to be 
performed in the specific place, manner, and by a special class of religious 
leaders, could never be properly re-established. Judaism was facing a sys-
temic crisis of religion, which is usually resolved not by the appearance of 
new branches or sects within the existing tradition, but by the inception of 
new religious systems with their independent scriptural texts. 

It was in those times that Christianity was born amid its mother-faith 
of Judaism while Judaism itself had to redefine its scriptural foundations, 
religious institutions, and ritualistic practices. The critical phase of the 
Jewish religion lasted for about five centuries and was characterized by the 
mutual influence between the ancient Jewish faith and the newly created 
Christian religion. During those times Jewish rabbis canonized Hebrew 
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Writings and also produced supplementary scriptures whose main purpose 
was to reinterpret the Jewish law in the new social circumstances.  

From the sixth century CE onward the rabbinic version of Judaism was 
firmly established and the Jewish religion entered its post-critical phase, 
which lasted without any significant changes for twelve hundred years. 
During this period, Rabbinic Judaism provided the religious means for uni-
fying a Jewish community that was dispersed throughout foreign lands and 
lacked its political institutions and sovereignty.  

 
The Cycle of Buddhism  

 
The cycle of evolution that we outlined in monotheistic Judaism could 

also be found in non-theistic Buddhism that was conceived in a different 
region amid a systemic crisis of its mother-faith Hinduism. In fact, by 
tracking the progress of the first world mission we can appreciate the essen-
tial importance of meaning and interpretation for the progression of relig-
ion. Overall, the formative phase of Buddhism lasted for about four centu-
ries  and  came  to  an  end  with  the  completion  of  the  Tripitaka  scriptural  
canon and the formation of Theravāda as an orthodox branch of the Bud-
dhist religion.  

Around  the  same  time  in  the  first  century  BCE,  new  Buddhist  sūtras 
that had no counterparts in the established Theravāda canon began to 
emerge. Those additional texts promoted the doctrines that, in the eyes of 
their followers, had been taught or approved by the historical Buddha. The 
composition of those sūtras, which would become the cornerstone of Mahā-
yāna Buddhism, continued from the first century BCE through the third 
century CE.  

The scriptural differences between Theravāda and Mahāyāna are typical 
for the divergence between the orthodox and classical phases of religion. 
Both orthodox Theravāda and classical Mahāyāna believe in the Buddha, his 
enlightenment, and the Four Noble Truths of suffering, causes of suffering, 
cessation of suffering, and the path that leads to it. Both claim to have pre-
served the original teachings of the Buddha in their unvarnished purity. 
But Theravāda Buddhists believe that the scriptural texts of Tripitaka re-
flect the full version of what the Buddha had entrusted to his followers. 
They reject any additions or deviation from that canon. In full accordance 
with the spirit of orthodoxy, the Theravādins freeze the development of 
scriptures that had been established during the formative age of religion 
and built their sacred tradition on that foundation by refusing any interpre-
tative innovations. 

Mahāyāna Buddhists, on the contrary, accept the Tripitaka canon as au-
thoritative but not as final or complete. Mahāyāna believers hold that the 
later scriptural texts reveal higher insights into the Buddhist teachings, 
which are complementary but not opposite to the writings of Theravāda. The 
name of Mahāyāna means the Greater Vehicle or path toward salvation in 
contrast to Hīnayāna – the Lesser or Inferior Vehicle – whose main repre-
sentatives are Theravāda Buddhists. The sacred tradition of Mahāyāna is 
broader and more inclusive because it relies on an expanded set of scrip-
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tures. Also, when it comes to doctrinal issues, the difference in the sacred 
traditions becomes far-reaching and compelling. 

 
 

Chart 3 – Religious cycle of Buddhism 

 
In the course of its evolution and maturation, the two main divisions of 

Theravāda and Mahāyāna eventually grew apart, especially when Buddhism 
was forced out of its native land. Theravāda planted the seeds of its teach-
ings in the Southeast Asian countries of Sri Lanka, Myanmar (former 
Burma), Thailand, Laos, Kampuchea (former Cambodia), and Vietnam. Ma-
hāyāna Buddhism was developed in China and later in Japan, the two coun-
tries that became the main centers of this form of the Buddhist religion. It 
was also from the northern part of India that Mahāyāna Buddhism was car-
ried to Tibet where it formed the third major tradition, which is now prac-
ticed in Nepal, Bhutan, Mongolia, and also some parts of India, China, and 
Russia.  

Because  of  its  origin,  Tibetan  or  Vajrāyāna Buddhists consider their 
branch  of  the  Buddhist  faith  to  be  part  of  Mahāyāna. However, Vajrāyāna 
can also be seen as a separate division that represents the reformist phase of 
Buddhism. The following features of Vajrāyāna serve, in my view, as impor-
tant indications, which may lead to that conclusion. 

To begin with, the Vajrāyāna form of Buddhism has a distinct name that 
juxtaposes it not only with various Mahāyāna denominations like Zen and 
Pure Land, for example, but also with both Mahāyāna and Hīnayāna them-
selves. Vajrāyāna means the “Diamond Vehicle,” the perfect road to enlight-
enment in contrast to the “Lesser Vehicle” of meditation in Hīnayāna or the 
“Greater Vehicle” of compassion in Mahāyāna. Second, Vajrāyāna estab-
lished its scriptural canon that is different from both the Hīnayāna and Ma-
hāyāna branches of Buddhism. 
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The reform Vajrāyāna promoted did not consist of coming back to the 
original teaching and replacing the existing sacred tradition with a newly 
constructed one. Instead, Tibetan Buddhists reached for the authentic spirit 
of Buddhism by accumulating previous traditions to which they provided 
some additions of their own. Tibetans received instruction and started their 
lineages directly from the Indian masters. They translated the scriptures 
from the original Indian manuscripts. At the same time – following the ex-
ample of Mahāyāna – Vajrāyāna Buddhists did not reject the later sūtras but 
incorporated them into their sacred tradition while adding unique elements 
that did not exist in either Hīnayāna or Mahāyāna. 

Consequently, and this is the third characteristic feature that distin-
guishes Vajrāyāna from other branches of Buddhism, its religious require-
ments include the observances of both Hīnayāna and Mahāyāna with the ad-
dition of complex esoteric techniques, which are believed to have been en-
couraged by the Buddha himself as the culmination of the Buddhist path 
toward enlightenment. Complementing the Hīnayāna meditation and Mahā-
yāna compassion, Vajrāyāna Buddhist practitioners used the tantric or “de-
ity-yoga” in order “to construct an indestructible ‘diamond-body’ for them-
selves that will allow them physically to sustain entries into the intense en-
ergies of higher levels of consciousness.” They believe that this advanced 
training will speed up the achievement of enlightenment, which, with its 
help, could be reached within the span of a single life. 

 
The Cycle of Christianity 

 
The evolution of the Christian faith serves as the perfect illustration of 

my  theory  of  religious  cycles.  The  history  of  Christianity  is  typically  di-
vided into three periods: early, medieval, and modern. The early period, 
which lasted for the first four centuries and was crucial for the development 
of the Church, represents the formative phase of Christianity. The medieval 
period, which resulted in the split of the Christian Church into two coexist-
ing branches of Orthodoxy and Catholicism, saw the rise of Christianity’s 
corresponding orthodox and classical phases. Finally, during the modern 
period, two new movements were initiated – Protestantism and the Enlight-
enment – which marked the reformist and critical phases of the Christian 
religion.  

During the first four centuries of its existence, the Christian faith came 
a long way since its inception in Palestine to become the state religion of the 
Roman Empire. By the end of the fourth century, it had successfully formed 
its organizational structure, formulated its creed, canonized its scriptures, 
routinized its ritualistic practices, and was already embraced by the major-
ity of the population of the Empire [1, p. 53]. 

After the boundaries of the Old and New Testaments were fixed and the 
scriptures canonized, Christianity moved to the next phase, which consisted 
of the formation of sacred tradition. To be sure, the Christian tradition de-
veloped right from the beginning of the new era. The prophetic teachings of 
its founder, the missionary journeys of the apostles, and the establishment 
of the church communities in the Roman Empire all attest to that. Hence, 
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the well-known saying that the scriptures are the written tradition and the 
tradition is the living scripture. 

However, the proper development of the sacred tradition is impossible 
without the written texts whose interpretations become foundational for the 
growth of tradition. Furthermore, whoever is in charge of the interpreta-
tion also controls the sacred tradition. In the early Christian Church, it was 
the function of general ecumenical councils to produce interpretations that 
were considered authoritative and binding upon all Christians. As the for-
mal head of the Church, the Emperor convened and presided over those 
councils, which included representatives from both the Eastern and West-
ern Churches. From the fourth to the eighth centuries, seven councils took 
place to debate and reach an agreement on various controversial doctrines in 
Christianity. 

 
Chart 4 – Religious cycle of Christianity 

 
For the Orthodox Christians, the ultimate authority lies in the decisions 

of those ecumenical councils and for that reason, they froze the sacred tra-
dition and rejected any subsequent change or alteration that came from 
elsewhere. Since no ecumenical councils could conceivably be convened after 
Orthodoxy and Catholicism had parted ways in the eleventh century, no 
modification to the tradition was possible either. As for Catholicism, it de-
veloped a sacred tradition of its own, which Catholics only partially shared 
with the Orthodoxy.  

By the time Christianity suffered a split in 1054 CE, both Orthodox and 
Catholic Churches had already successfully developed their corresponding 
sacred traditions while remaining very similar to each other in many other 
respects. And it was the Catholic tradition – which represented the classical 
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phase of the Christian religion – that the Protestant reformers would later 
rebel against. When the Protestant Reformation was sweeping Europe in 
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, it signaled the beginning of the 
third phase of the Christian religion, which may appropriately be called re-
formist. It was a response to the structural crisis of Christianity and is 
aimed at resolving this crisis by coming back to its scriptural roots. 

Sola scriptura became the motto of the Reformation and Luther himself 
produced the German translation of the Bible from its original languages. It 
was the first full translation of scriptures into any European language since 
the Latin translation of St. Jerome in the fourth century that the Catholic 
Church had been using for more than a millennium. By rejecting the su-
premacy of the Popes or the infallibility of ecumenical councils, Martin Lu-
ther invested all the authority into those Biblical texts. He questioned the 
existing Christian interpretations and ended up creating a sacred tradition 
of his own. 

The doubt in the existing sacred traditions marked the structural crisis 
of Christianity. Like any structural crisis of religion, it was resolved by the 
formation of a new mode of interpretation within the existing religious sys-
tem. The eighteenth-century European Enlightenment, which initiated the 
age of modernity, posed an entirely different challenge. The Enlightenment 
thinkers questioned the very foundation of the Christian religion – its 
scriptural texts. The Enlightenment initiated a systemic crisis of Christian-
ity that in the next two centuries affected all major cultural and religious 
traditions and as a result turned into a global crisis of religious conscious-
ness. While remaining an inalienable part of Christian history, it extended 
well beyond European or Western civilization, and as such, it should and 
will be discussed separately. 

 
The Cycle of Islam 

 
Islam was the third world religion to arrive at the global stage after 

Buddhism and Christianity. The Prophet Muhammad (570–632 CE) founded 
Islam in seventh-century Arabia as a monotheistic faith that aimed to renew 
and spread the message of one universal God – the God of Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob. Since its historical beginnings, Islam has split into two major 
divisions – the Sunni and the Shia. The term “Sunna” means a manner of 
living or customary practice, which refers to the example of the Prophet. 
The name “Shia” refers to a separatist party that remained an uncompro-
mising minority in the Muslim faith. 

One of the major differences between Islam and the two other world re-
ligions of Buddhism and Christianity is that Muhammad, unlike the Buddha 
or Jesus Christ, was not only the religious but also the political and military 
leader of the Muslim community. After he migrated from Mecca to Medina 
in 622 CE, along with a handful of his followers, the Prophet Muhammad 
engaged in a series of military campaigns that eventually established him as 
a ruler of most of Arabia. Muhammad’s death in 632 CE created both a reli-
gious and a political vacuum within the community. 
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The political successors to Muhammad’s office or heads of the Muslim 
state were called the caliphs – meaning “successor” or “deputy” of the 
prophet of God. The first four of those rulers were companions of Muham-
mad, and they are known in the history of Islam as the Four Righteous Ca-
liphs. It is to that period that both Sunni and Shia Islam, as the two major 
branches of this religion, trace their beginnings.  

The period of the Four Righteous Caliphs gave rise to the Sunni Islam, 
which in contrast to Shia orthodoxy represents its classical stage, and, as is 
the case with other world faiths, enjoys the majority of adherents and 
serves as the model of Muslim spirituality. As John Esposito points out, the 
rule of the righteous caliphs was “especially significant not only for what 
they actually did, but also because the period of Muhammad and the Rightly 
Guided Caliphs came to be regarded in Sunni Islam as the normative period” 
[2, p. 38]. 

 
 

Chart 5 – Religious cycle of Islam 

 
In the course of the following evolution of the Muslim faith, its Sunni 

and Shia branches each developed its distinct vision of religion, politics, and 
history. Central to those differences was the notion of the Shia imamate in 
contrast to the Sunni caliphate. The caliphate allowed for a degree of sepa-
ration between religion and politics. The caliph exercised political power 
while religious scholars provided authoritative interpretations of Islamic 
law.  

In the Shia idea of the imamate, this distinction was completely erased 
in the figure of the Imam who was supposed to be the rightful successor to 
the Prophet Muhammad in both the political and religious spheres. The 
Imam had the authority to rule the people and to produce interpretations of 
the scriptures. According to Shia views, the Prophet Mohammad’s son-in-
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law and the fourth Righteous Caliph, Ali, was the first Imam and the line of 
succession should have remained within the descendants of Ali and his son 
Husayn.  

In addition to its two major Shia and Sunni branches, Islam has also de-
veloped a faction, which, historically speaking, is relatively new but may 
still  exemplify  a  reformist  stage  of  the  Muslim  faith.  I  am  referring  to  
Wahhābism, a movement that was founded in the eighteenth century by 
Muhammad ibn ‘Abd al-Wahhāb (1703–92) and since then has served as a 
model for other versions of Muslim revivalism.  

There is an essential difference between Wahhābism and later nine-
teenth-century revivalist movements, on the one hand, and Islamic re-
sponses to modernity in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, on the 
other. As Esposito points out, “premodern revivalist movements were pri-
marily internally motivated, [while] Islamic modernism was a response…to 
the external political and religiocultural threat of [European] colonialism.” 
Islamic modernists were mostly preoccupied with the issue of “the compati-
bility of Islam with modern Western thought and values” [2, p. 124]. 

The difference between Wahhābī revivalism and later Islamic modern-
ism runs parallel to the difference between the Lutheran Reformation and 
the following European Enlightenment in Christianity. Wahhābism closely 
followed the spirit of the Protestant Reformation but applied it by following 
the theological doctrines and historical practice of the Muslim faith.  

The self-proclaimed goal of Wahhābism consisted of stripping Islam of 
all innovations, which had been accumulating over the centuries in Muslim 
tradition and which Wahhābī supporters considered as deviations from true 
faith. The purification of Islam, Wahhābīs argued, was necessary to return 
to the straight path of faith that was drawn by Muhammad and his early 
followers. Similarly to Martin Luther, who proposed a return to Christian 
origins and the Bible, al-Wahhāb promoted a vision of Islam that is renewed 
by the example of the Prophet and the Sunni. However, since the lives of the 
founders of Christianity and Islam were so different, the results of the re-
spective reforms in both religions turned out to be opposite to each other as 
well.  

 
The Project of Modernity 

 
The European Enlightenment in the eighteenth century marks the cul-

mination  of  early  modern  efforts  to  create  a  new  model  of  society.  The  
Enlightenment developed to the fullest extent what was started during the 
Renaissance and is now equated with the coming of “modernity” and “mod-
ern times.” What are the main characteristic traits of this intellectual and 
cultural movement?  

It is well known that the newfound fascination with nature, which ani-
mated the spirit of the Renaissance, led to the discovery of innovative scien-
tific methods and humanistic disciplines. During the Enlightenment, this 
intellectual impulse resulted in the cultivation of human reason itself. Like 
their famous ancient predecessors, modern rationalists aimed at “the disso-
lution of myths and the substitution of knowledge for fancy” [4, p. 3]. They 
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regarded human intellect as autonomous and self-sufficient in its pursuit of 
truth and the scientific investigation of reality.  

The absolutization of the reason that characterizes the spirit of the 
European Enlightenment runs parallel to skepticism toward organized relig-
ion. Unlike the Protestant Reformers who rebelled against the sacred tradi-
tion but never questioned the Holy Scriptures, the Enlightenment intellec-
tuals expressed doubt in the scriptural texts, thus shaking the foundations 
of Christianity itself; hence, the difference between the structural crisis of 
Christian faith during the Reformation and its systemic crisis that was ini-
tiated by the Enlightenment. 

There were three main trends in Enlightenment thought, each reflect-
ing in its own way the systemic crisis of Christianity. A critical view on 
Christian theological matters, also known as Biblical criticism, arose as one 
of  the  immediate  and  direct  implications  of  modern  rationalism.  The  pri-
macy of reason, which the Enlightenment thinkers asserted and defended, 
was  extended  to  the  domain  of  revelation.  As  a  result,  the  distinction  be-
tween sacred and profane was obliterated from critical research and scholar-
ship, and consequently, the Bible became the subject of rational and histori-
cal studies like any other literary work.  

The deists, who belonged to the second trend of Enlightenment thought, 
disposed of the very idea of revelation. The reason for this new and increas-
ingly popular position in the eighteenth-century was twofold. First, scien-
tists tended to think of God as a distant creator who does not interfere di-
rectly with worldly affairs. And, second, the scriptures of three major 
monotheistic religions display the evidence of cultural conditioning and mu-
tual contradictions. That means, revelation itself, if it exists, is subject to 
change during human history. According to deists, this fact is incompatible 
with the universality of God’s actions and moral laws.  

Atheism was the third and most radical trend of Enlightenment 
thought, which questioned the authority of scripture from its standpoint. 
Atheist thinkers rejected the very idea of God and for that reason denied the 
credibility of revelation and the authority of any scriptural text whatso-
ever, including the Bible. It is no wonder that those thinkers regarded Bibli-
cal literature as a purely human invention that masqueraded as the word of 
God.  

Biblical critics, deists, and atheists had distinct reasons for rejecting 
traditional interpretations of the Bible. What they shared in common was 
their questioning of the scriptures, which constitutes the essential feature 
of the systemic crisis of religion, in this case, Christianity. Having initiated 
the critical stage in the evolution of Christian faith, Enlightenment ideol-
ogy transformed it in the course of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries 
into a global crisis of religious consciousness. The rise of the Soviet Union 
as an atheist empire in the twentieth century was one manifestation of those 
radical Enlightenment tendencies, which negatively affected the three ma-
jor world religions – Buddhism, Christianity, and Islam – that had peace-
fully coexisted in Russia for centuries. The spread of totalitarian states all 
over the world in the same century also bore witness to the global dimen-
sions of the contemporary crisis of religion. 
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Since the dawn of modern times in Renaissance Europe, modernity has 
never been a homogenous movement, but rather a complex cultural phe-
nomenon that incorporated within its sphere various competing trends and 
visions, including a strong tradition of self-inquiry and self-criticism. In 
addition to such a critique from within, non-Western countries, when chal-
lenged by the rise of modernity, also evolved a highly critical attitude to-
ward the West.  

Russia  was the first  – but not  the only – country that  had significant 
problems in adjusting to the project of modernity. Numerous other cultures 
soon followed in its footsteps – Latin America and Asia, Africa, and the 
Middle East. The diversity of religious traditions, including Hindus, 
Muslims, Buddhists, Confucians that had to deal with the challenge of the 
Enlightenment, made the application of modernity in those countries even 
more problematic. In their encounter with modernity, non-Christian 
religions developed their reformist ideologies that repeat almost verbatim 
the notorious Russian ideological split between Westernizers and 
Slavophiles.   

The fact is that pre-modern religions, which were formed and developed 
before the Enlightenment, have a limited number of ways to adjust to its 
ideology. Since their scriptural canons are fixed and cannot be altered to 
address new cultural developments, they can either accept or reject the so-
cial teachings of modernity. In the first case of religious “renewal,” its lead-
ers distance themselves from the political sphere and concentrate on spiri-
tual issues, including the promotion of inter-religious dialogue and coopera-
tion. In the second case of the “revival” of religion, they conflate politics 
and  spirituality,  compete  for  power,  and  proclaim  the  superiority  of  their  
religion over all others. Various other solutions – more balanced and more 
complex – are situated somewhere between those two radically different op-
tions.  

In contrast to pre-modern religions, religious systems that were estab-
lished after the Enlightenment, have the advantage of addressing modern 
political and social issues in their scriptural texts, thus erecting a new abso-
lute foundation that supersedes modernity. It is among those religious tra-
ditions, in my opinion, that one should look for a possible post-modern relig-
ion that will be able to resolve the present crisis of religious consciousness 
and thus move humanity forward. 

 
Conclusions and Implications 

 
From the perspective of my theory of religious cycles, modernity, and, 

more specifically, the age of the Enlightenment, can be understood as a sys-
temic crisis of the Christian faith. Enlightenment ideology questioned the 
validity of Christian scriptures in several different venues, including deism 
and atheism. Enlightenment thinkers also challenged the traditional foun-
dations of society; they envisioned its reorganization according to more ra-
tional principles and, if necessary, by revolutionary means. The emphasis on 
pure, autonomous, and self-sufficient reason in juxtaposition to the critical 
view of tradition and revelation became the trademark of the Enlighten-
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ment, which exerted its influence over numerous geographic regions, his-
torical cultures, and spiritual traditions. 

The negative effects of the Enlightenment as the critical phase of Chris-
tianity were felt in the momentous rise of secular culture and radical atheist 
ideologies such as Marxism, accompanied by the rapid deterioration of tra-
ditional morality. The history of the Soviet Union as the twentieth-century 
atheist empire that aimed to eradicate religion by suppressing the world’s 
spiritual traditions of Buddhism, Christianity, and Islam, provided the 
most striking example of the magnitude of the crisis. As a result, our con-
temporary spiritual condition may be characterized as a total crisis of reli-
gious consciousness, which is well attested to in modern art and literature. 

The positive effects of the Enlightenment ideology and modernity, in 
general, resulted in the de-absolutization of political power and the estab-
lishment of Enlightenment-type states on the European and American con-
tinents.  The  principle  of  the  limitation  of  power  found  various  practical  
manifestations, including the democratic election of public officials, the 
separation of the legislative, executive, and judicial branches of govern-
ment, and the separation between church and state. Those and other socio-
political reforms paved the way for the establishment of the rule of law and 
the advancement of human rights and freedoms in modern societies. 

Yet, according to my theory, neither traditional religious nor modern 
secular ideologies will be able to overcome the global crisis of spirituality in 
which humanity finds itself in the twenty-first century. Religion is indis-
pensable for social development, and systemic crises of religions could be 
overcome only by the advancement of new religious movements that erect 
their scriptural absolutes and establish order amid ever-deepening intellec-
tual and cultural chaos.  

The real substance of twentieth-century history, in my view, consisted 
of the juxtaposition between late modernity – whether in its liberal or to-
talitarian version – which reflected in very different forms the global crisis 
of spirituality, and the rise of a new revelation that was supposed to coun-
teract it in the long run. In the Christian scriptures, this time is known as 
the Apocalypse. In terms of religious cycles, it can be described as the con-
tradistinction between the systemic crisis of an old religion that passes 
through its critical stage and the rise of a novel spiritual tradition that is in 
the formative phase of its development.  

Historically speaking, the formative phase of religion lasts for about 
four centuries. The European Enlightenment started the systemic crisis of 
Christianity in the eighteenth century, and modern religious movements, 
whose mission was to counteract the upcoming global spiritual crisis, 
started to appear since the middle of the nineteenth century. So, if history 
follows its pattern, the end of the apocalyptic era could reasonably be ex-
pected around the middle of the twenty-third century.  

In the meantime, modern civilization is in its golden age and swiftly de-
veloping a planetary version of the Enlightenment project, which eventually 
would reach and exhaust its global potentials. Modernity offers short-term 
solutions to the social problems of humanity by focusing on external re-
forms, while new religious movements envision long-term changes based on 
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the inner transformation of individual human beings. Yet we have to re-
member that religion is never a panacea for social ills. It always fulfills its 
minimum requirement of ensuring the survival of a targeted group of peo-
ple – in this case, all of humanity. The rest would be up to us who are going 
to choose for ourselves what type of society we would prefer to survive in. 
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