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B nmmcepramiiiHiii poOOTI IMPOBOAUTHCS KPUTUYHMI aHali3 METOHOJOTIYHUX,
dinocodcbkux Ta repMEHEeBTUUHUX aCIMEeKTiB BiIKPUTOTO TEi3My SIK KOHIIENTYaJbHOT
MoOJieJli MPOBUAIHHS. BiZKpWTHil TEi3M — 1€ peBi3isl KJIaCUYHOI MOAEi MPOBUIIHHS
boxoro. bazoBuii BiIKpUTHUIi T€I3M YTBEPIKYE B IIIMPOKOMY CEHCi KJTACUYHUU Tei3M,
HECYMIiCHICTb Kay3aJIbHOI Ta IIPOBiAeHIIiMTHOI BiIKPUTOCTI 3 €ITiCTEeMiYHOIO BUBHAYEHICTIO
1 3aKpUTICTIO MaliOYTHBHOTO, a TAKOX EMiCTeMIYHY BiIKPUTICTh HaBIiTh IJIsI BCE3HAIO-
yoro bora. Bigkputuii Tei3M po3TalllOBYETHCS HAa KOHTMHYYMi MiXK apMiHiaHCTBOM i
0OrocI0B’SIM TMpOLIeCy 1100 CTYIEHS MTPOBIAEHIIHHOTO KOHTPOJII0 borom BcecBiTy.

JoBeneHo, 1110, TOMpU 3HaYHY MOAU(DiKallilo, BIIKpUTUI Tei3M MOXXHA Ha3BaTU YaCTU -
HO10 OOroCIOBCHKOI POAMHU apMiHiaHcTBa. BoaHouac, (hyHaaMeHTanbHI pO30iXKHOCTI
HE JO03BOJISIIOTh OTOTOXHIOBATH BIAKPUTHIA Tei3M i3 Oorocion’siM mpouecy. IToka-
3aHO, 1110 BIAKPUTHUI TE€I3M € Y CBOIll CYTi OOroLEHTPUUYHOIO MOAC/UII0. boXecTBeHHE
XUTTSI — L€ ColiajibHe XUTTA. BimkpuTuii TeisM HaMara€TbCs BUIIPABUTU, a SIKIIO
HEeoOXiTHO, 1 YCYHYTH BCi eJIeMEHTU MOJIEi MPOBUAiIHHS, SKi 3 JTI0O0OB’10 HE Y3ro/Ky-
[0Thes. BusiBiieHo, 1110 3 TPHOX BepCili BIIKPUTOIO Tei3MY TiJIbKM OJTHA IIepeOyBa€e B MexKax
XPUCTUSTHCBKOI opToaokcii. Ile Bepcis, sika 3armepedye 3HAYEHHS iCTMHW MaiOyTHiX
nojii (ajeTruyHa BiAKPUTICTh) Ha MiACTaBi Kay3aJibHOI, MPOBiACHLIMHOI 1 OHTUYHOL
BiIKpUTOCTI MaliOyTHHOTO.

IIpoananizoBaHo repMeHeBTHYHUI Iminxim Ipera boiima i BusBIeHO, IO BiH
3aCTOCOBYE TaK 3BaHy OyKBaJIbHY repMeHeBTUKY. [Tacaxi, siKi yTBEpIXKYIOTb BiIKPUTICTh
bora, ciig cipuiiMaTH B iX IPUPOJHOMY CEHCI, SIKIIIO TUILKK BiH HE € Oe3MIy3A1M i He
MICTUTBCS Yy MOETUYHOMY KOpITyci Oi0IifiHO] JIiTepaTypu.

IIpoananizoBaHo repmeHeBTMYHMII miaxig dxxoHa Canpepca i BUSIBJIEHO, 11O IS
TayMadyeHHs TTucaHHS BiH 3aCTOCOBYE IOCSTHEHHS KOTHITUBHOI JIHIBICTUKU. BTijieHa
repMEHEBTUKA, JOCHIIKEHHSI KOHLIENTyalbHUX MeTadop Ta KyJbTYpu NPUBOISATH
CaHjaepca 10 BUCHOBKY, 10 BiIKPUTHUI TE€i3M € LIJTKOM BUIIPaBAaHUM MPOYUTAHHIM
IMucanns.

KmouoBi cioBa: BinkpuTuit TeizmM, 00XXeCTBEHHE MPOBUIIHHS, aHATITUYHA (Pioco-
(ist, repMEeHEBTHUKA.
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This dissertation provides a critical analysis of the methodological, philosophical, and
hermeneutic aspects of open theism as a conceptual model of providence. Open theism
is a revision of the classical model of God’s providence. Basic open theism affirms, in a
broad sense, classical theism, the incompatibility of causal and providential openness with
epistemic certainty and closedness of the future, as well as epistemic openness even for
the omniscient God. Open theism sits on a continuum between Arminianism and process
theology regarding the degree of God’s providential control of the universe.

It has been proven that despite significant modification, open theism can be called
part of the theological family of Arminianism. At the same time, fundamental disagree-
ments prevent the identification of open theism with process theology. It is shown that
open theism is in essence a God-centered model. Divine life is social life. Open theism
tries to correct, and if necessary, eliminate all elements of the providence model that
contradicts love.

It was discovered that of the three versions of open theism, only one falls within the
confines of Christian orthodoxy. This is a version that denies the existence of the truth
about future events (alethic openness) on the basis of causal, providential, and ontic open-
ness of the future.

The hermeneutic approach of Greg Boyd is analyzed, and it is found that Boyd applies
the so-called literal hermeneutics. Passages that assert the openness of God should be
understood in their natural sense unless this meaning is meaningless, and the passages
are not situated in the poetic corpus of biblical literature. The hermeneutic approach of
John Sanders is analyzed, and it is found that Sanders uses the achievements of cognitive
linguistics to interpret the Scripture. Embodied hermeneutics, exploration of conceptual
metaphors, and culture lead Sanders to conclude that open theism is a perfectly justified
reading of Scripture.
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