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«BOTOCJIOBCKHE PA3SMBIIIIVIEHHUA. Eepoasuamckuii yxcypHan
602ocaosus» nsznaercsa EBpo-A3nmaTcKoil akKpeauTallMOHHON accoLMaluein
U MPEJCTABIISIET COO0I MEXBY30BCKOE MEPUOINYECKOE U3TaHUE, UMEIOLIIEe
1LIeJIb 03HAKOMUTb COBPEMEHHBIN XpUCTUAHCKUIA MUDP ¢ OOTOCIOBCKOI MBICJIBIO
B EBpaznu. B HeM myOiuKy10TCST 00TOCIOBCKHE CTaTb aBTOPOB €BAHTENBCKOMN
TpaaulMU, CBSI3aHHBIX CO cTpaHaMu BoctouHoit EBporibl.

TemaTtuyecku paboThl, MOMENIEHHBIE B XXypHaJle, OXBAaTbIBAIOT pa3IuYHbIE
ob6aactu 6orociaoBusa. CTaTbu MyOIMKYIOTCS B aBTOPCKOM peAaKIIMM C UX
MepeBOIOM Ha aHTJIMHACKUI SI3bIK, C COXpaHEHMEM KOIupaiiTa aBTopa.
Pykonucu He perieH3npyoTCs.

KypHan BBIXOOMT Ba pa3a B rof.

Kpome mpoaomKkarouxcst BbIMYCKOB U3aI0TCs CIiellalbHbIE BBITYCKU
>XypHaiia 1-2 pa3a B rosi B BUlle TeMaTU4eCKMX COOPHUKOB HayYHO-
OOTOCIIOBCKUX CTaTeil M MaTeprajIoB, TOATOTOBICHHBIX OTACTbHBIMU
€BaHTeIbCKMMU YUeOHBIMU 3aBEICHUSIMHU, KaK OOTOCIOBCKUE TPY/Abl
XPUCTUAHCKUX 1IKOJ. CrieMaibHble BBIITYCKU XypHasa, B OTIIMYUE OT
OOBIYHBIX, HE HYMEPYIOTCS M OTJIMYAIOTCS TT0 3arJIABUIO M TOLY M3IaHMSL.

MHeHus aBTOPOB U MX OOTOCIOBCKHE MO3UILIMM MOT'YT HE COBIIaIaTh
C MHEHHEM peIKoJUIeruu 1 pykoBoacTtsa EAAA.

XKypnan ocHoBaH B 2002 rony.
* k%
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Cemurckue sanMcrsoBanud B EBanreaun
ot HoaHHa: 9JIeMeHThI «AHTHA3BIKA» UJIHN
TOYKH CONIPHMKOCHOBEHUA?

Eeszenuit YCTUHOBHY

B craTpe aHanIM3UPYIOTCA COIMOJMHIBUC-
TUYECKHEe aCIeKTHI TPEX CEMUTCKUX JIEK-
ceM, HCIIOJIb30BAaHHBIX B EBaHreauu oOrT
HNoanna. ITockonbpKy Bce fTaHHBIE JIEKCEMBI
WMeJ YCTOSABIIIHECS TpeuecKue 9KBUBA-
JIEHTHI BO BpeM s Hanncanusa EBaHrenus, ux
WCHOJb30BaHNE MOYKHO PAaCIeHUBATH KaK
0CO3HAHHYIO MMOIBITKY aBTOPa YCTAHOBUTH
IOIOJHUTEJIbHBIE TOYKU COIPUKOCHOBE-
HUA C YUTATEIAMU-UYJeIMU, He BePAIIH-
mu B Uucyca. B Takom cayuae MOKHO pas-
BUTH apT'yMEHT O TOM, YTO UCIIOJIb30BAHME
KOHBepreHTHBIX Gopm [‘PapBi], [Meoolac]
[‘Qoavvd] mpoTUBOPEUUT TUIIOTE3E “aHTHU-
A3BIKA”, IKOOBI UCIIOJIb3yemMoro B EBanre-
guu ot VMloanHa, 1 3acTaBJigeT IIePeCMOT-
PEeTh Pe3yIbTaThl NCCIETOBAHUIM, OCHOBAH-
HBIX Ha JaHHOU I'MIoTese.

Semitic Loan-Words in the Gospel of
John: Elements of Anti-language or
Points of Contact?

Yevgeny USTINOVICH

This article analyzes sociolinguistic as-
pects of three Semitic words used in the
Gospel of John. Since all these words had
well-established Hellenistic equivalentsin
the time of John's writing, their use may
be interpreted as a deliberate attempt to
establish additional points of contact with
non-believing Jewish readers. In that case,
the use of the convergent forms [‘«pBi],
[Meoolag], and [‘Qoevva] in the Fourth Gos-
pel does not support the hypothesis of
“anti-language” in John and makes one
reconsider the results of the research based
on that concept.

Mecro anoctosia IleTpa B 9KKI€3H0JIOTHHI
EBanrenusd or Mardesa: Usyuenue
60r0CIOBCKOr0 3HAYEHM I «CKAJBI» U
«KJroueii maperea» B Margesa 16:18-19

Pocmucnas TRAYEHEKO

BcraTbe, ozarnasiennoi « Mecto ammocTosia
Ilerpa B skKJe3mosorum EBaHrenus or
Martpes: syueHnue 60rocIoBCKOro sHaue-
HUA “cKajybl” 1 “KJiouei nmapcrea” B Mar-
dea16:18-19», aBTop sK3ereTuYeCcKu 1 60-
TOCJIOBCKY  aHAJWU3UPyeT OAWUH U3
TPAAUITMOHHO CIIOPHBIX OTPBEIBKOB HoBOTO
3asera — Martgesa 16:18-19, B koTopom ro-
BOPUTCA O TaK Ha3bIBAEMOM II€PBEHCTBE
amoctoJa Ilerpa u “Kirouax mapcTaa”, eMy
BBepeHHBIX. TouHee, CTAThs MBITAETCA IPO-
SICHUTBD U OTIPEJIEJIUTH JIEKCUUeCKue U 60ro-
CJIOBCKME 3HAUEHU A ITOHATHUHN, UCII0JIb3YI0-
IUXCA B U3yUYaeMOM OTPBHIBKE, a TaKiKe
paccMoTpeTh X B KoHTeKcTe MaTtdeeBoit
aKKJesuosioruu. [[oKasbpIBaeTCs, UTO U3HA-
YaJIbHO MOJJIMHHAS BBICIIAA BJIACTH IIPU-
"Hagmexxutr Uucycy, ogaako OH BBepser
kuioun ot IlapcTBa umenuo Iletpy, Takum
00pa3oM IpeBpalas ero B JYXOBHOTO JUIe-
pa panHeit niepkBu. Oguaxo geaaetr OH 3TO
TOJILKO IIOCJIe TOTO, Kak IIéTp mpusHam B
Hém Xpwucra, Coina xxuBoro Bora. Kax
ciaencteue, IIETp — T.e. IUYHOCTD AIIOCTOJIA
Cumona, TBEPIO BepAIlas 1 CMeJIO NCII0Be-
IyIolliasg, — CTAaHOBUTCS CKAaJIOM M OCHOBA-
HueM llepkBu Xpucra mo npuyuHe cBOEH
Bephsl 1 €€ ncrmoBegannsa. Takum oopasom,
yCTaHaBJMBAETCA TECHASA CBA3b MEXKAY ca-
muM HUucycom, Ilerpom u obminHoOI Bepy-
IOIIUX, KOTOPYIO CJAeAYeT YUUTHIBATD IIPU
uHTepuperanuu Md 16:18-19.

The Apostle Peter’s Place in the
Ecclesiology of the Gospel of Matthew:
An Inquiry into the Theological Meaning
of “the Rock” and “the Keys of the
Kingdom” in Matthew 16:18-19

Rostislav TKACHENKO

In this article the author exegetically and
theologically analyzes one of the tradition-
ally controversial passages from the New
Testament-Matthew 16:18-19-which
speaks about the so-called primacy of the
Apostle Peter and the “keys of the king-
dom” given to him. More specifically, the
article attempts to clarify and define the
lexical and theological meaning of the
concepts used in the passage studied and
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explicate them in the context of Matthean
ecclesiology. It is argued that initially Je-
susis the one to whom real and supreme au-
thority belongs, but it is to Peter that he
entrusts the keys of the Kingdom, thus
officially making him the spiritual leader
of the primitive church. Yet, he does so
only after Peter has professed him as the
Christ, the Son of the Living God. As a re-
sult, Peter-viz. a person of Simon the Apos-
tle, firmly believing and courageously con-
fessing-becomes the rock, the foundation
of the Church of Christ, due to his faith and
confession. Thus, close links between Je-
sus himself, Peter, and the community of
believers have been established which
should be maintained when interpreting
Matt. 16:18-19.

Cumnarusuposai au Uucye 3eroram?
Bauecnae TEPACUMYYE

B craThe aBTOp KacaeTca OgHOM 3 HAnOO-
Jiee PaAUKaAJbHBIX MHTEPIPeTaAl Ui JINIHO-
ctu u muccun Mucyca, a UMeHHO B3TJISAa
Ha Mucyca KaKk Ha CTOPOHHUKA HACUJb-
CTBEHHOII 0OpPBLOBI C PUMCKOI TUpaHUel
WJIV IIPOTIOBEIHUKA, COUYBCTBYIOII[ETO H/Ie-
0JIOTUU U MeTogaM 3esioToB. CTaThs IMoCT-
poeHa TakuM oOpasoM, YTOOBI ITO3HAKO-
MUTL UUTATEJSI C OCHOBHBIMHU JOBOJAMMU
UCcCJIeIyeMOU ITO3UINY, €€ BepCUel IeHT-
PaIbHOIO COAEepPKaHUA OOIIEeCTBEeHHOrO
cayskeHus u npomnoBenu Uucyca, a TakiKe
IpeACcTaBUTh HEKOTOpbie IMPOOJIeMHEBIE
aCIeKThl HAHHOW TEOPHH II0CPEeICTBOM
MCTOPUYECKOTr0 aHAJIN3a ee YTBePKIeHU
c IpuBJeUYeHreM O01beiicKoro marepuaJa.
WccnegoBaHue mo 3TOH TeMe, HECMOTPA Ha
KPATKOCTh U CKATOCTh U3JIOMKEeHUs, OyAeT
MHTEPEeCHO TeM, KTO MHTePecyeTcs BOIIPO-
caMy XPHUCTOJIOTUU U aJbTePHATUBHBIMU
B3TJIAAaMU Ha poJib Mucyca B ucropuu Us-
paujs u Bcero uejioBeuecTna.

Was Jesus a Zealot Sympathizer?

Vyacheslav GERASIMCHUK

In this article the author discusses one of
the most radical interpretations of the per-
son and mission of Jesus, namely the posi-

Theological Reflections #15, 2014

tion that sees Jesus as a supporter of vio-
lent resistance to Roman tyranny or arev-
olutionary preacher, sympathizing with
the ideology and methods of the Zealots.
The article is written in such a way as to
introduce the reader to the main argu-
ments of the view, its version of the cen-
tral meaning of Jesus' public ministry and
preaching, and to present some problem-
atic aspects of this theory by means of his-
torical and biblical analysis of its claims.
The study of this issue, despite its brevity
and introductory nature, will be of inter-
est to those who are interested in the field
of Christology and in alternative views on
therole of Jesus in the history of Israel and
of humankind.

AHajn3 pUTOPUYECKOH KPUTHKH HA
npumepe 11 raassl [locnanus k EBpeam

Bauecaase KHPHJIJIOB

B manHOI cTaThe NpeNIPUHATA IOIBITKA
MMO3HAKOMUTHCSI C OCHOBAMU PUTOPUUEC-
Koro aHajgmnsa 6ubJIefiCKOro TeKCTa, KaK C
OJHNM 13 METOLO0B HcCIef0oBanusa Bubann,
YBHUIETH €r0 CUJIbHBIE U CJa0ble CTOPOHEI.
SBnsercsa iu famHaA METOAUKA “TepMeHeB-
TUUYECKUM U3BICKOM”’ JaJIeKUM OT IPaKTH-
KW, MJIY OHA MOJKET BHECTHY CBOH PeaIbHBIN
BKJIAJ B MIOHMMAHNE CMBICJIA, BJOMXEHHOI'0
B TexkcT aBTopom? JasA HOCTHUKEHUS IIO-
CTaBJIEHHO I1eJiu ObLI IPOBeAeH KPaTKui
0030p HMCTOPUY BO3HUKHOBEHHUS PUTOPH-
yeckoll kputuku HoBoro 3aseTa, mpen-
cTaBJieHA 00Ilasg cxeMa PUTOPUUYECKOro
aHaJau3a, a 3aTeM, C IIOMOIIbIO JaHHOM
METONUKM, IIPOBEJEeHO McciaemoBanue 11
raaBbl [locmanua K eBpeaMm.

Puropuueckuit ananus 11 raassr Ilocia-
HHUS K €BPesIM II0KAa3aJI, YTO ABTOP UCIIOJb-
3yeT TOT BUJ PUTOPUKU U Ty CTPATETHUIO,
KoTopasi ObLi1a 3(p()eKTUBHA B CJIOKUBILIEHACS
curyanuu. JJOMAHUDPYIOIMUM PUTOPUUEC-
KUM METOJOM, MCIIOJIb3yeMbIM aBTOPOM B
11 riaBe sBasieTcs anadgopa — IIOBTOPEHUE
HAYaJbHBIX CJIOB. OH IO3BOJIMJ aBTOPY
MMOKAa3aTh HAJNYKEe O'POMHOI'0 KOJIUYECTBa
IIPMMEPOB e POMYECKOr0 IIPOABICHUS BePhI
B McTOopuu cnaceHus. Kpome amadopsl
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aBTODP UCIOJb3YyeT MapoHOMasuio, 3hdeKT
CTAKKaTO, ACUHAETOH U IIOJMCUHIETOH,
M30KOJIOH, XNa3M, PUTOPUUECKUI BOIIPOC,
KOHTPACT U YTBEPKAEHNE 0 HeXBaTKe Bpe-
MeHu. JlaHHBIE TPUEMbl HAIPABJIEHBLI Ha
MoAepIKanre OCHOBHOI'O PUTOPUUECKOTO
meTroza (aHadOpHI) U CAYKAT JOCTUIKEHUIO
TJIABHOM I[€JIY TeM, YTO CO3al0T BIIeYaTjie-
HYe HAJIUYUSA OFPOMHOTO KOJIMUECTBA I10-
IOOHBIX IPUMEPOB, KOTOPhIE MOYKHO IIPU-
BECTH [JId IOATBEPIKIeHUS CJIOB aBTOPA.

Kpome 3T0r0, pUTOPUUECK U aHATIUS TOMOT
B OIIpeeJIeHUH I[eJI1 aBTOPA, B YCTAHOBJIE-
HUY T'PAHUI] CMBICJIOBBIX OTPHIBKOB BHYT-
pu rJaBbI, IOKAa3aJ, KAKUM UMEHHO o0pa-
30M aBTOD IPEACTABUJ U AOKAa3aj CBOE
ocHoBHOe yTBep:kaenue (11:1-2). Hecmor-
DA Ha CJIOKUBIIEECS MHEHUE, YTO B HOBO-
3aBETHBIX IIOCJAHUAX PUTOPUUECKUX 3(-
dexT mocTurascsa B 60abINEN CTEITeHN KOM-
MO3UIMOHHBIMY ITPUEMaMHU, OBLIO 3aMeUe-
HO, uT0 aBTOD IloCcIaHuA K eBpesaM aKTUBHO
ucIob3yeT hoHeTnuecKue npuemsl. Kpome
9TOTO0, PUTOPUYECKUIT aHATNUS ITOATBEPAUII
BBICOKOE KaueCTBO U KPacoTy JUTePaTyp-
HOTO cTUJIsA aBTopa IlocaaHusa K eBpesaM.

An Analysis of Rhetorical Criticism as
Exemplified by Hebrews Chapter 11

Vyacheslav KIRILLOV

This article is an attempt to learn the ba-
sics of rhetorical analysis of the biblical
text as one of the methods for studying the
Bible, to seeits strengths and weaknesses.
Is this method of “hermeneutical sophisti-
cation” far from actual practice, or can it
make areal contribution to understanding
the meaning attached to the text by the
author? To achieve this goal, a brief over-
view of the history of rhetorical criticism
of the New Testament is given, the gener-
al scheme of rhetorical analysisis present-
ed, and then, using this approach, a study
of the 11th chapter of Hebrews is made.

Rhetorical analysis of Hebrews 11 shows
that the author uses the kind of rhetoric
and strategy that would be effective in the
given situation. The dominant rhetorical
method used by the author in chapter 11 is

anaphora - the repetition of initial words.
This method allowed the author to show a
large number of examples of heroic expres-
sions of faith throughout salvation histo-
ry. The author also uses paronomasia, stac-
cato effect, asyndeton, and polysyndeton,
izokolon, chiasmus, a rhetorical question,
contrast and a statement about the lack of
time. These techniques are aimed at main-
taining the basic rhetorical method (ana-
phora) and serve to achieve the main objec-
tive by creating the impression of a large
number of similar examples that could be
cited to confirm the author's words.

In addition, rhetorical analysis is helpful
in determining the author's purpose in
establishing the boundaries of semantic
passages within the chapter, and shows
exactly how the author presented and
proved his main assertion (11:1-2). De-
spite the prevailing view that in the New
Testament epistles rhetorical effect was
achieved largely through compositional
techniques, it is observed that the author
of the book of Hebrews actively uses pho-
netic techniques. In addition, rhetorical
analysis confirms the high quality and
beauty of the literary style of the author
of Hebrews.

«CeMb TaWHCTB»PYCCKUX OANITHCTOB

Koncmaumun IIPOXOPOB

B mHacrosmeit pabore paccmMaTpuBaeTcs
IPaBOCJIABHOE BIUSHUE HA SKKJIE3UOJIOTHIO
o6parcrBa EXB u B ocobeHHOCTH Ha yUueHUE
OCJIeJHETO O IePKOBHBIX YCTAHOBJIEHUAX
(rauHCTBax). ABTOpP IMOKA3bIBAaeT, KaK B
pyccko-ykpaunuacKkoMm OpaTrctBe EXB cum-
BOJIMYECKUE WCTOJKOBAHUSA I€PKOBHBIX
YCTAaHOBJIEHUII HETJAaCHO IOJUUHSAIOTCS
ujee TANHCTBA, UTO JejiaeT OOIIYI0 KapTu-
HY 9KKJIE3UOJIOTUYECKHUX B3TJISIIOB OTeUe-
CTBEHHBIX GamTuCTOB 6oJsiee riayboOKoOi u
HeTpUBHUAJILHON. B To BpeMsa Kak 3amagubie
MPOTECTAHTHI OOBIUYHO BBIAEISIOT TOJBKO
[IBa CBAIIEHHOAENMCTBUA, BOJHOE KPeIlleHre
u Beuepio ['oCIIOfHIO, eBaHTEJIbCKIE XPHUC-
tuane-6antuctel B CCCP Hepeaxo nim
IaJbIlle, BCEPbE3 PA3MBIILIAA O “ceMu Ta-

6 borocaoBckue pasmbiAeHmst N215, 2014
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MHCTBaX”, UTO TaKJKe 3aMEeTHO COJIMIKATIO
WX C IIPAaBOCJABHON CaKpPaMEHTOJIOTHEMH.
IIpumeuaTenbHO, UTO JaHHBIE TeHAEHIIUU
OBLIV XapaKTePHBI KaK JJIs 0pUIINaTbHBIX
6antuctoB (BCEXB), Tak u HejlerajibHBIX
(CIT EXB).

The “Seven Sacraments” of Russian
Baptists

Constantine PROKHOROV

This paper addresses the Orthodox impact
on the ecclesiology of the ECB brotherhood
and especially on the doctrine of church
ordinances (sacraments). The author
shows that in the Russian-Ukrainian Bap-
tist brotherhood, any symbolic interpreta-
tion of the “church ordinances” covertly
surrenders to the idea of sacrament, which
makes the general picture of the ecclesio-
logical views of the Russian Baptists deep-
er and far from trivial. Whereas Western
Protestants usually distinguish only two
ordinances, water baptism and the Lord's
Supper, Russian Baptists not infrequent-
ly went further, seriously considering the
“seven sacraments,” which has drawn
them noticeably closer in their beliefs to
Eastern Orthodox sacramentology. It is
noteworthy that these trends were typical
for both the official (AUCECB) and illegal
(CC ECB) Baptists.

IIpeumyniecTBa M HETOCTATKH
OHTOJIOTMYECKOT0 JOKA3aTeJIbCTBA OBITU S
Bora Auceasma Kenrepo6epuiickoro c
TOYKH 3PEeHUA 60rocaoBuI 1 punrocoduu

Cab.zon Jleiisa Idyapd

HdaHHaA cTaThs IOCBAIEHA aHAJIU3Y TaK
Ha3bIBA€MOTO OHTOJIOTMYECKOI'0 [JOKasa-
TeabcTBa ObITusA Bora B mpoureHuu AH-
cenbma Kenrepbepuiickoro. Ha mporsike-
HUU UCTOPUHU, JAHHOE T0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO O
BEPTajioOCh M TPOJOJI’KAET IOABEPTaThCS
KPUTUKE CO CTOPOHBI, KaK (p110cO(PoB, TaK
60OT0CJIOBOB; KAK aTEMCTOB, TAK 1 TEUCTOB.
BBuay Toro, 4TO CIOPHI O JaHHOM AOKa3a-
TeJILCTBE He MPEKPAIIAI0TCs U CETOHA, OHO
TIIPUBJIEKAET K cebe BHUMaHIeE U COBPEMeH-
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HBIX MBICJIUTEJEH, KaKk puirocodoB, Tak u
6oroc10B0B. B manHoii paboTe coBepiiieHa
TIONBITKA PEKOHCTPYUPOBATD U IPOAHAJIA-
3WpPOBATh JaHHOE JOKAa3aTeJbCTBO WU ap-
rymeHT B npourenuu Aucenbma Kenrepoe-
puiickoro, u o6paTUTh BHUMaHUE HA €T0
MIPEeNMYIIeCTBa U HeJJOCTATKH C TOUKHU 3pe-
HusA O6orocaoBus u ¢puaocopuu. Taxixe
o0pallleHO BHUMaHWEe Ha ero 3HAYeHUWe U
IpUMeHeHH’e CeTOJHS.

The Strengths and Weaknesses of Anselm
of Canterbury’s Ontological Proof for the
Existence of God, from a Theological

and Philosophical Standpoint

Eduard SABLON LEIVA

This article is dedicated to analysis of the
so-called Ontological Proof for the exist-
ence of God as framed by Anselm of Can-
terbury. Over the course of history, the
Proof has been, and continues to be, ex-
posed to criticism in the philosophical and
theological arenas, from atheists as well as
theists. Inlight of the fact that arguments
over the Proof continue into our day, it
demands the attention of contemporary
philosophical and theological thinkers.
The present work is an attempt to dissect
and analyze the Proof, or Argument, as
Anselm framed it, and to identify its
strengths and weaknesses from theologi-
cal and philosophical viewpoints. Atten-
tion will be paid as well to its significance
and application in our day.

Cepreii Byarakos u I'eopruit
droposckuii Ha Temy 0 Bore n TBROpeHnUN

Bavecnas IUTBUHEHEKO

Cepreit Byarakos u I'eopruit @aopoBcKuii
CUUTAIOTCS OJHUMHU W3 BUAHEHIIUX IIPEN-
craBuresieit Bocrounoii [TpaBociiaBHOM Tpa-
nuiuy. OHU TOBOPAT HA ITOXO0KeM A3BIKe U
HEPEeIKO OIIEPUPYIOT OAUHAKOBBIMY UCTOY-
HuUKaMu. B mesiom psjge ux pabort saTparu-
BaeTCd IOXOXKUH KPYr' BOIIPOCOB U TEM.
OaHaKO, TAKOE CXOACTBO YAUBUTEJIbHBIM
o6pasoM COoceliCTBYET C HE MeHee IIpUMe-
YaTeJbHBIMU PA3IUUYUAMY U OJHO U3 HUX

/
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KacaeTcs BOIIPOCAa, OCTPO OECIIOKOUBIIIETO
o6oux 60orocsioBoB — oTHOIIeHre Bora u TBo-
penusi. Ha sTom ¢oue obHapyKuBaeTcs,
uyro C. Byanrakos u I'. @1opoBCcKuit pasiiu-
YaIOTCs He TOJMHKO IIPeII0KeHHbIMU pPeriie-
HUSAMU, HO U pasHooOpasueM BUAEHUHN U
HOAXOJOB K Tpasumuu. Yrobbl paccMoOT-
PeTs 9TOT acmeKT GoJiee IPeIMeTHO, IIpe/-
HPUHATA HOMBITKA PasodpaTh HECKOJIBKO
BaYXHBIX CO(PMOJIOTMUYECKUX TPYAOB By-
raxkoBa (OOMH U3 KOTOPBLIX ONYOJIMKOBAH
JUIIL HAa aHTJIUHACKOM fA3bIKEe) M IBe He
MeHee 3HaUUMbIe paboTsl I'. @opoBCKOTO
Ha TeMy o Bore u TBopeHuu. Moii BbIGOD
TeMBbI IPU3BaH 00paTuTh BHUMaHue EBan-
reJbCKUX XPUCTHAH HA BOIPOCHI, KOTO-
phle yiKe JaBHO BOJHYIOT IPAaBOCIAaBHBIX
6Or0CJI0BOB, B TO BpeMs, KAK MbI 3HAE€M O
HUX JHIIb CAMYIO MaJIOCTh. B KoHIle cTa-
ThU OTMEUEHBI HECKOJbKO KPUTHUUYECKUX
HabJIOIeHuil B HaJe)XJe, YTO OHU IIOMO-
I'yT Jy4Ille OIeHUTh HACTOAIYIO JUCKYC-
CHIO U IOAYMATh O COMEPIKaHNU U aKIleH-
TaXxX HaIllero co6CTBEHHOTO OOTOCIOBUA

Sergey Bulgakov and Georges Florovsky:
The Task of Relating God and Creation

VyacheslavV.LYTVYNENKO

A Sergey Bulgakov and Georges Florovsky
belong to the same Eastern Orthodox tra-
dition and often use the same terminology
in their works, they speak two different
languages and have vastly different theol-
ogies. In this article, I will seek to show
that the way these two thinkers responded
to the challenges of their time and appro-
priated their theological and philosophical
sources led them to two different concep-
tions of God and creation. To narrow down
my focus, I will concentrate specifically on
several sophiological works of Bulgakov
and Florovsky’s writings on God and crea-
tion. Based on my discussion of these au-
thors, I will conclude with a few sugges-
tions for the Evangelical audience, encour-
aging usin further reflection on the issues
of relating God and creation and appropri-
ating the sources of our theology as we seek
to make our message relevant today.
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