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The article analyzes the formation of the cult of the Mother of God in Christianity. It is proved
that the formation of the cult of the Virgin Mary took place during the Ecumenical Councils, which laid
the fundamental foundations of Christianity in Trinitarian teaching, Christological theology and Mariology.
It is substantiated that the Second Ecumenical (First Constantinople) Council, asserting the substantial
identity of the Persons of the Trinity, could not put an end to Christological discussions on the question
of the union of the divine and human nature of Christ, which remained open.

The main dogmatic dogmas in Catholicism are singled out, which complement the Christological
doctrine formed on the basis of the New Testament literature. The sources of formation of ideas about
the Blessed Virgin, which belong to the period of early Christianity, are determined. The significance
of the Council of Ephesus was established, which laid the foundation for the veneration of the Virgin Mary,
proclaiming her the Mother of God. The superiority in the Christological debates of Alexandrian catechetical
theology over the Antiochian theological school is proved. Conclusions are formulated, and the theoretical
provisions concerning the cult of the Blessed Virgin Mary are generalized by studying historical materials
and modern developments in the field of theology and in the field of philosophical sciences. It is substantiated
that the Christological conception of the Patriarch of Constantinople Nestorius led to the recognition of two
incarnations in Christ and the denial of ontological unity. For Nestorius, both incarnations of Christ are
original, independently existing, because each of them forms a Person.

The refutation of Nestorian teaching at the Council of Ephesus enabled Christian theology to get rid
of'the Christological division of the individual. An important achievement of the council was the proclamation
of the theological concept that in human nature Christ as the Word accepted the fullness of mankind. The
Catholic doctrine of the role of the Virgin Mary in the work of salvation and her maternal intercession, which
leads to the acceptance by all people of Jesus as their Savior and the formation of the image of the Son
of God in believers, is analyzed. It has been proved that for the believers of the Roman Catholic Church,
Mary is not only the Mother, but also the example of the Christian life and the image of the whole Church.
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Christian culture, as a completely spiritual tradition, removes the divine status of a woman,
but leaves behind her the most important functions of the birth of the living God Jesus Christ
and protection of the whole human race. Most researchers consider that the cult of the Virgin
Mary was formed during long discussions between Christian theologians, which contributed
to the official recognition of the Virgin Mary. The most common cult of the Virgin became in
Catholicism, where she is called the Madonna. The Roman Catholic Church developed the doc-
trine of the Virgin Mary Mariology and adopted dogmas about the Incarnation, the Immacu-
late Conception, the Assumption and the Ascension of the Virgin Mary. The idea of the birth
of Jesus Christ from the Virgin Mary, meanwhile, plays a very important role in the ontology
and anthropology of Christianity. The atoning sacrifice of Jesus Christ removes original sin from
man and radically changes his status. The woman who caused the fall of the human race becomes
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the way to its salvation. By becoming the Chosen Mother of the Savior of the world, she gained
one and universal glory.

In this context, the Virgin Mary issues become important, the main provisions of which
have not only theoretical but also practical application in variations of confessional systems.
Therefore, research in the philosophical and religious context and the study of all theological
aspects is a necessity due to time. In view of this, the subject of our study will be the history
of the formation of the dogma of the Virgin, reflected in the New Testament and apocryphal lit-
erature. Analyzing the transformation of Catholic dogmas to understand the figure of the Virgin
Mary is important today. Therefore, formulating certain conclusions and summarizing the the-
oretical provisions of our study, we will use historical materials and modern developments in
the field of theology and in the field of philosophical sciences.

The article analyzes the main trends in the study of the formation of the Virgin Mary
of Christian patristic on the basis of the works of theologians L. Berkhov, O. Men, L. Pisarev,
M. Posnov, which focused mainly on the historical context of the process of Mariology. However,
in the works of these researchers, the issue of the Virgin did not take its rightful place, although
it is the semantic center of Christian doctrine. Analyzing the literature of the study, we note that
mainly theologians deal with the problem of Mariology, which indicates the lack of coverage
of this issue in modern religious studies.

In our analysis, we will proceed from the fact that the study of the Holy Father's literature
requires two tasks: to trace the sources and development of the ideas of the Mother of God and to
systematize the main content of the Mariological doctrine. The difficulty of this task is the lack
of a unified methodological approach. It is important to note that most researchers in analyzing
the figure of the Virgin Mary of the Apostolic Fathers prefer the historical development of views
or use the analysis of the semantics of the Virgin terminology, building on their historical line.
The use of these approaches separately leads to the accumulation of all the problems of New
Testament theology within a particular topic.

The role and place of the Virgin Mary in the history of mankind and the birth of Jesus
Christ is reflected not only in the Holy Scriptures, but in other sources of the period of early
Christianity. These, first, include oral traditions, which were recorded in the works of other con-
temporaries of early Christian history, disciples of the apostles and the first Christian hierarchs,
forming the basis of apocryphal literature. Of these works, a special place for our study is occu-
pied by the Proto-Gospel of James, which is not included in the biblical canon, but contains
the genealogy of the Virgin Mary and explains the discussion of the history of New Testament
events. The work itself was translated into various languages in the early Middle Ages, including
Syriac, Coptic, and Armenian, and its early text, “The Birth of Mary, The Revelation of Jacob”,
was found in 1958 in Egypt on a papyrus named after the researcher Bodmer.

The story of the event of the Annunciation is told on behalf of the son of Joseph
and the brother of Jesus James. Thus, the pages of the apocryphal text cover the birth of Jesus,
which contained the idea of the Immaculate Conception, causing controversy with those who did
not acknowledge the birth of Jesus Christ by the Holy Spirit. Some researchers suggest that this
work belongs to one author who tries to build the story with various sources not personally related
to the Virgin Mary and the testimonies he borrowed from the Gospels of Matthew and Luke.

In the context of our study, we consider it necessary to shed light on the biography
of the Virgin Mary on the basis of which the dogma of the Mother of God in Catholicism about
the Incarnation and the Immaculate Conception were formulated. As is known from the Protes-
tant Gospel of James, the parents of the future mother of Jesus Christ, Anna and Joachim, were
respectable people because her father belonged to a cohort of priests of the Jerusalem temple.
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Mary’s mother Anna was a rich and righteous woman, but childless. Her husband did not want to
leave his wife, despite the constant humiliation they suffered from the public, because this state
of affairs was considered a sign of sin or God’s punishment [1, p. 20-23]. Anna suffered from
the pressure on her family, so she prayed tirelessly to the Lord with hope and humility, asking for
His blessing, and received a great reward by becoming parents. While in different places, Anna
and Joachim received a revelation from an angel that God had heard their prayer and would bless
them as a child, despite the couple's advanced age. After the birth of her daughter Mary, her par-
ents sacrificed her to the god and brought her to the Temple in Jerusalem. This event is rooted in
the Christian tradition and is celebrated as the Entry into the Church of the Virgin Mary, occupy-
ing a special place in a number of festive events of the Christian church [2, p. 41].

Having fulfilled their purpose on earth, Mary's parents left her in the care of the Temple.
The Gospel of James states that as a teenager, Mary lost her parents, and the rectors of the Tem-
ple in Jerusalem sought a righteous man to care for her. The apocryphal text describes how a call
was made to men of the house of David, who were unmarried or widowed, to come to the temple
in Jerusalem. It was then that Joseph's staff flourished and thus he was chosen as a widower as
Mary's guardian, despite his advanced age. This decision was unanimously adopted by the coun-
cil of elders of the Temple [3, p. 105]. Note that the Proto-Gospel of James describes events
that are not reflected in the canonical texts. In particular, when Mary was already expecting
a child, she and Joseph were called back to the Temple as those who had not kept their vows,
even though they had been engaged for a year. However, what exactly the promise was broken
in the text is not told.

Instead, the Gospel of Luke contains a passage that suggests that while in hope, Mary
and Joseph were not yet married: “And Mary said unto the angel: How shall this be, seeing
I know not a man?” (Luke 1:34). In our opinion, the very neglect of the Nazarene tradition by
Mary and Joseph led to the indignation of the clergy about their breach of the vow of marriage.
The Old Testament book of Numbers describes in detail the cult of the Nazarenes among men
and women. It is known that the Nazarenes gave eternal and temporary promises, but they con-
cerned mainly men who went to preach later. Instead, women lived mostly at the Temple and,
like men, performed the following duties: “When a man or woman decides to make a vow, he
watches to dedicate himself to the Lord” (Numbers 6:2). Samson and his father Manoah followed
the traditions of Nazareth: “For, behold, thou shalt conceive, and bring forth a son, and the razor
shall not touch his head: for the child shall be a Nazarite from the womb, and he shall begin to
save Israel out of the hand of the Philistines” (Judges 13:5). As well as John the Baptist: “And
the child grew, and waxed strong in spirit, and was in the deserts till the day that he appeared unto
Israel” (Luke 1:80).

We believe that Mary, being in the temple, made a vow of Nazareth, which led to the search
for a guardian for her from a cohort of faithful and righteous men who would help her to keep
her voluntary commitments. Hence the requirement of the clergy for Mary and Joseph to appear
at the Temple when it became known about the future motherhood, which, according to the clergy,
took place contrary to the promise of Nazareth.

The Gospel of Luke most fully describes the event of the Annunciation, which in Catholi-
cism formulated the dogma of the Incarnation. According to the evangelist, Mary, being betrothed
to the widow Joseph, received word from an angel that she was blessed among women (Luke
1:28), who would soon give birth to the Son of God, Jesus. “The Holy Spirit will be poured out
on you, and the power of the Most High will overwhelm you, therefore the Holy One who is
born will be the Son of God!” (Luke 1:35). It was a difficult circumstance for Mary to explain
to Joseph her mission of motherhood, because in those days, a woman who committed adultery
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was stoned, which meant a slow death. In such a difficult situation, Mary did not choose her will
for herself, but did the will of God, although she did not know for sure what would await her in
the future.

Although the Catholic Church emphasizes the importance of the Virgin Mary's voluntary
consent to accept God’s will at the time of the Annunciation, this agreement is in fact a formality.
Mary was destined to become the Mother of the Son of God before birth and was miraculously
prepared and doomed. She is deprived of original sin and protected by God’s grace from per-
sonal sin; she became a humble servant of God not through a conscious choice of such service,
but in a natural way, because this obedience and holiness already constituted her essence. Thus,
Mary decided, contrary to all trials, to do not her own will, but God's. All this is also a manifes-
tation of the existing notion of grace in Catholicism, which is considered by Catholic theology
as a special gift of the Lord, a certain manifestation and salvation of him as first of all the work
of the Lord. It was for the fulfillment of God’s prophecy that the Roman Catholic Church called
her “New Eve” [4, p. 41].

It is important to note that according to Catholic theology, Mary not only fulfilled the divine
will, but also opened the way to fulfill God’s promise by interfering with Satan's plans, taking
responsibility for the birth of the Son of God. Evidence of this is the fragmentary passages from
the Gospels and the Apocrypha in which it is mentioned that Joseph did not believe Mary at first,
but later began to help her: “And Joseph her husband, being righteous, and not willing to glorify
her, would secretly release her. And when he thought on these things, behold, an angel of the Lord
appeared unto him in a dream, saying: Joseph, son of David, do not be afraid to receive Mary your
wife, for in her you will receive the Holy Spirit” (Matthew 1:19-20). It is in Mary’s special way
of becoming the Mother of the Son of God that Catholics see the joint efforts of God and men,
namely Mary and Joseph, to fulfill the Lord’s promise to give birth to the Son of God. From
the point of view of Christian teaching, they did everything in their power to make Jesus grow
and later fulfill his purpose on Earth. It is clear from the Gospels that Mary had to raise her son on
her own, but in spite of everything she believed in God's promise and helped Him.

The cult of the Virgin Mary was not immediately established and sufficiently developed
in Christianity. The first mention of the Virgin Mary is found in the New Testament book “Reve-
lation of John the Theologian™. In it, the Virgin Mary is depicted as a cosmic creature with eagle
wings, surrounded by sunlight, on her head a wreath of twelve stars. It is not told about the earthly
life of the Mother of God in later Christian works.

More than three centuries passed from the first mention of the Christian Mother of God in
the second half of the first century to the formation of her cult in Christianity. During this time,
Christian theologians endowed the Virgin Mary with increasingly unearthly traits. However,
the tendency to glorify Mary was opposed by some Christian writers. In particular, Tertullian
believed that Mary, after giving birth to Jesus, lived a married life with her husband Joseph. Ori-
gen claimed that Jesus had brothers and sisters. Even John Chrysostom and Augustine the Blessed
were not convinced of Mary’s virginity, that is, they questioned the doctrine of her immaculate
conception for the rest of her life.

In the “Panarion” of Epiphanius, Bishop of Salamis, we are talking about two views
of the Mother of God. Thus, anti-decomerians opposed the veneration of the Virgin Mary as
a divine person. The Colliridians, on the other hand, adored Mary and worshiped her as the “queen
of heaven”.

However, in the everyday minds of believers, the teachings of the Roman Catholic Church
about the immaculate conception of Mary are often identified with the dogma of the immaculate
conception of Jesus Christ. As rightly remarks V. Lossky: “The first of these teachings, repre-
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senting the innovations of Roman Catholicism, concerns the birth of the Blessed Virgin herself.
While the second, the common theology treasure of the Christian faith, concerns the Nativity
of our Lord Jesus Christ, who “for us men and for our salvation came down from heaven, and was
incarnate of the Holy Spirit and of the Virgin Mary, and became man™” [5, p. 120]. This doctrine
was officially approved for the Roman diocese in the 15th century and in the 18th century for
the entire Roman Catholic Church. However, the most important for the spread of the new doc-
trine was the proclamation by Pope Pius IX on December 8, 1854, the dogma of the Immaculate
Conception of Mary. In the bull “Ineffabilis Deus” the Pope wrote that the Blessed Virgin Mary
from the first moment of her conception was saved from original sin. According to Catholic theo-
logians, the preservation of Mary from original sin also means for her freedom from all the con-
sequences of this sin in the moral order, that is, freedom from the propensity to sin.

We note that some theologians and scientists consider it quite reasonable miraculous con-
ception from the standpoint of modern discoveries in the field of universe science [6]. However,
the final formation of the cult of the Virgin Mary took place during the Ecumenical Councils,
which laid the fundamental foundations of Christianity in Trinitarian teaching, Christological the-
ology and Mariology. Given that the Second Ecumenical (I Constantinople) Council of 381 could
not put an end to Christological discussions, asserting the substantial identity of the second Per-
son to the Trinity to the first Person, the question of the union of the divine and human nature
of Christ remained open.

The first to attempt to reveal this aspect of Christology at the heart of his theological system
was the bishop Apollinaris of Laodicea. The vast majority of researchers point to the extremely
high level of theological education and natural abilities of the thinker, who “raised many theo-
logical issues and discussed them with completeness, consistency and perseverance” [7, p. 372].
Thus, it is with the name of Apollinaris that the process of shifting the epicenter of theological
thought from the field of theology to oeconomy is connected.

Fragments of the works that have come down to us give reason for some researchers to
believe that Apollinaris was a follower of the Origen theory of the re-existence of souls. Apolli-
naris’ Christology is based on the idea of unity, which he called “divine union”. He was convinced
that in Christ it is impossible to distinguish two persons or two beings; He is one nature of God.
“The existence of two minds in one person is as impossible metaphysically as the physical exis-
tence of two bodies in one space” [8, p. 187].

The uncompromising critics of Apollinaris were the Antiochians, who were the first to
question his Christological doctrine as incompatible with the teachings of the Antioch school.
Antioch theologians believed that true human nature is inconceivable without its freedom, which
is absent in the abstract essence propagated by Apollinaris. Note that, arguing with the followers
of Arian doctrine, Apollinaris in the Christological concept came to similar conclusions. However,
the consonance of Christological models can be called conditional. The teachings of Apollinaris
were a prerequisite for the emergence of Monophysitism as a Christological current of Christian-
ity, the basis of the study of which was the doctrine of the one divine nature of Jesus Christ, not
double — Divine and human.

The dogmatic basis for the emergence of the Nestorian current was a divergent interpre-
tation of the concept of “Virgin Mary” as a component of Christian doctrine and Christology.
“We call the Blessed Virgin the Mother of God because our Logos and Lord were born of Her in
human essence. This being of Jesus Christ from the very moment of His Incarnation became part
of the incarnation of His Person. Therefore, the state of His conception in the womb of the Virgin,
birth, childhood and activity belong to the One who is the true God in the flesh. Thus, despite
the fact that the Son of God took from the Holy Virgin not a Divine, but a human being, she nev-
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ertheless gave birth to God in the flesh, so she is the Mother of God, without any inconsistency
with the concept of Deity” [9, p. 294].

During discussions, theologians often appeal to the term “Virgin Mary” and the con-
cept of “unity”, which express the essence of Christian triadology. Comparing these concepts,
researchers note that the word “single” was mainly used in theological environment, not widely
used among believers, instead, the term “Virgin” became an expression of the faith of ordinary
parishioners [9, p. 296-297]. The word “Mother of God” became part of the Holy Tradition,
because “all the Fathers and Teachers of the Church, when they mentioned the Blessed Virgin,
directly called Her the Mother of God, or affirmed the birth of God from Her” [10, p. 151-152].

After the proclamation of Nestorius by the Patriarch of Constantinople, a discussion
began in his entourage regarding the use of the titles of the Virgin Mary. Commenting on this,
he noted for the first time that the correspondence of the definition of the Virgin to the Virgin
Mary in theology would be highly questionable. For the moderation of the wording of the title,
Nestorius proposed to use the term “gave birth to a man”. However, in order to convey the mys-
tery of the Virgin Mary’s motherhood, he considered the term “gave birth to Christ” to be
the most appropriate definition, the use of which would not raise controversial issues. Nesto-
rius confirmed his position in a letter to Pope Calestine, suspecting the parties to the conflict
in the spread of Arian and Apollinarian ideas [11, p. 199]. In this message, Nestorius not only
denies the use of the word “Virgin Mary”, but also questions the two births of the God-man
and the doctrine of deification.

This position of the Patriarch of Constantinople prompted protests from the church clergy,
and the discussion quickly shifted from the Mariological to the Christological plane. Thus, Nesto-
rius’ denial of the use of the word “Virgin Mary” led to the formation of his own Christological
concept and dogmatic teaching.

However, the next epistle to John of Antioch contains evidence that Nestorius used the term
“Virgin Mary” with caution, trying to avoid Manichaean and Apollinarian statements. He con-
tinued to prove his position that “God has no mother and therefore Mary gave birth to a man, not
God. He could not suffer, die and be buried” [12, p. 167]. Nestorius asserted that in the definition
of Mary as the Virgin Mary is hidden the Arian doctrine, when the Son is a creature, or the Apol-
linarian idea of the incompleteness of human nature. Nestorius also saw the danger that the use
of the term “gave birth to Christ” could lead to the recognition of the teachings of Arius. Thus,
the texts of the sources confirm the conclusions of M. Anastos and A. de Alli, according to which
Nestorius was wary of the term “Virgin Mary” and criticized the idea of the birth of the Logos
from Mary through polemics with Manichaeism, Apollinarianism and Arianism.

By questioning the doctrine of deification, Nestorius finally dissociated himself from
the orthodox understanding of Christology, for which “the natural consequence of the hypostatic
union of the two beings in Christ is the deification of His human nature. The hypostatic union
of the human being in Christ by the Logos was adored to the ultimate limit, without losing its char-
acter, limitations and humanity, but at the same time it did not cease to be human and remained
within its limits” [11, p. 201]. According to researchers, Nestorius did not fully realize the essence
of apophatic theology of the Church Fathers, understanding the Divine and human essence on
one ontological level, not understanding that in Scripture the Divine nature is represented above
human existence. Therefore, the real reason for denying the term “Virgin Mary” as the most cor-
rect for theology is Nestorius’ refutation of the ancient Logos as the Subject of the birth of the Vir-
gin Mary. Thus, the formation of the Christological concept of Nestorius took place when he,
denying the principle of mutual exchange of properties, that the Subject of two births is the sec-
ond Hypostasis of the Trinity. Nestorius agreed with the recognition of the Virgin as the beginning
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of human nature, but he did not recognize the hypostatic union with the Logos, as he followed
a different scheme of the Subject of Christological predicates.

Thus, by denying the transfiguration of man as a result of communion with God, Nestorius
distinguished between two subjects in Christ. However, realizing the weakness of his position
and trying to justify previous statements that contradict Christian teaching, he states: “We keep
the essences of God indivisible, considering them united by will. Therefore, we celebrate one will,
one action and one domination as a manifestation of their equality. The Logos, having accepted
aman whom He had predetermined, on the basis of His Divine authority, did not dissociate himself
from it, foreseeing a special inner devotion” [11, p. 202]. This statement clearly traces the funda-
mental thesis of the ontological symmetry of the Divine and human essence in Christ.

Rebutting the principle of mutual exchange of properties, Nestorius uses common (Christ,
God, Son) and proper (Logos and Jesus) names to define the Second and Third Persons of the Trin-
ity [13, p. 78]. The birth of the Virgin Nestorius refers to the properties of human nature that can-
not be transferred to the Logos. According to the Christological theory of the Patriarch of Con-
stantinople, the combination of two natures in Christ leads to the recognition of two incarnations
in Him and the denial of ontological unity. Therefore, the term “gave birth to Christ” Nestorius
means the union of two natures in one Person of Christ [13, p. 80]. It is possible to call Mary
the “Mother of Christ” because of the union of human and divine nature in Christ. According to
Nestorius, the subject of birth from the Virgin is the Person who is not identical with the Logos.

Thus, the Christological formula of Nestorius contains “two natures — two incarnations —
two natural persons — one Person of unity”. Confession of two incarnations is a direct conse-
quence of the idea of independently existing nature, which is invariably needed by incarnations
[13, p. 80-81]. For Nestorius, both incarnations of Christ are original, independently existing,
because each of them forms a Person. It is this feature that allows us to define the Nestorian Chris-
tology as two-subject at the level of two incarnations and one-subject at the level of the Person
of connection.

The role of the Virgin Mary in the work of salvation corresponds to how the theology
of Catholicism determines the end of the world and the destiny of mankind. The eschatology
of Catholicism is the expectation of the Last Judgment of God, which will take place according
to all canonical rules, and therefore the saints play an important role. Among them, the Virgin
Mary occupies an important place as the Intercessor and Mediator. No wonder many images
of the Madonna are found in Catholic church art, which protects believers addressed to her with
his cloak. Mary’s maternal intercession leads to the acceptance by all people of Jesus as their
Savior and the formation in believers of the image of the Son of God. For the Church, Mary
is not only the Mother and intercessor, but also the model of the Christian life and the image
of the whole Church.

The Catholic Church proclaims that Mary continues to fulfill her maternal task in Heaven,
where she is with soul and body. The dogma proclaimed by Pope Pius XII about the Assumption
of the Blessed Virgin Mary says that “the Immaculate Mother of God was taken with body and soul
to the Glory of Heaven after the end of her earthly life”. This dogma proclaims that Mary died in
the company of the apostles and was laid to rest. When it was later opened, it turned out that it was
empty. And then the apostles concluded that her body and soul had been taken to Heaven.

Thus, in Catholicism, unlike other Christian denominations, the dogma dogmas about
the Incarnation, the Immaculate Conception, the Assumption and the Assumption of the Virgin
Mary were formed, which complement the Christological teaching formed on the basis of Scrip-
ture and apocryphal literature. They affirm the Christian dogma of the divinity of Jesus Christ,
explaining the existence in one person of divine and human nature and divine and human will.
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OCOBJMUBOCTI @OPMYBAHHS
BOT'OPOJMYHUX JOTMATIB Y KATOJIMIU3MI

l'anuna Po3ounbka
JKumomupcokuil deporcasnuil yrieepcumem imeni leana Opanka,
Kageopa ginocogii ma nonimonoeii
8yn. Benuxa Bepouuiecvra, 40, 10008, m. XKumomup, Yxpaina

VY crarti mpoaHanizoBaHo (GOpMyBaHHA KyiasTy boropommii y XpucTusHCTBI. JloBemeHo, 1o
craHoBIeHHA KynbTy JiBu Mapii BinOynocs B mepion Beenencpkux cobopiB, sKi 3aknany GpyHIaMEeHTaIbHL
3acaJy XpUCTHAHCTBA Y TPHHITAPHOMY BYECHHI, XPHCTOJIOTI4HIH Teonorii Ta Mapiosnorii. OGrpyHTOBaHO, 110
1I Beenencrpkuit (I KoHCTaHTHHONONBCHKUIT) cOOOP, YTBEPAXKYIOUH CyOcTaHLiHY TOTOXHICTE Ocib Tpiidi,
HE 3MIir TOKJIACTH KiHEIb XPUCTOJOTIYHIM IHMCKYCiIM Y MHUTaHHI 3’€IHAHHA OOKECTBEHHOI Ta JIOACHKOL
PUPOIH XPHUCTA, SKE 3aJIMIIAIOCS BiIKPHTHM.

BuoxpemiieHO OCHOBHI OOTOpOAHWYI JOTMATH B KATONUIHM3MI, SIKi JONOBHIOIOTH XPHCTOJIOTIYHE
BYEHHS, C()OPMOBAHOTO Ha OCHOBI HOBO3aBIiTHOI JiTeparypu. BusHaueHo mxepena GopMyBaHHS YSBIICHbD
mpo [Ipeuncty JliBy, siki HayekaTh 40 MEPiOAY PaHHBOTO XPUCTHUAHCTBA. BecTanoBneHo 3HaueHHs Edeckkoro
co0opy, SKUH 3aKiIaB MmoyaTtok nomadyBanHIO J[iBu Mapii, nporonomrytoun ii boropoxunero. /loBenena
repeBara B XPUCTOJOTIYHHX JAe0aTax OJIEKCaHApPIACHKOI KaTaxeTUYHOI Teosorii Haj aHTIOXiHCHKOIO
00rocnoBchKo0 MKOI0K. C(hopMyabOBaHO BHCHOBKM U y3arajllbHEHO TEOPETHYHI IIOJIOKEHHS, IO
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cTocyroThes Kynbry I[IpecBsitoi Boropoauii, NUIsIXOM AOCHIIPKCHHS ICTOPHYHHX MarepiaiiB i Cyd4acHUX
po3poboKk y ramy3i Teosorii i Qimocodcbkux Hayk. OOIPYHTOBAaHO, IO XPHUCTOJOTIYHA KOHIICTIIIiS
KOHCTaHTHHOIIOJNBCHKOTO marpiapxa Hecropis npu3Bena mo BU3HAHHA ABOX imocrtace y Xpucri
i3amepedeHHs oHTONOTIYHOTO €aHaHHs. st Hectopist o6uaBi inocTaci Xpucra € caMoOyTHIMH, caMOCTiiHO
ICHYIOUMMH, OCKIJIBKH KOKHA 3 HUX YTBOPrOE Ocoly.

CropocryBaHHS HecTopiaHChKOro BueHHS Ha EdecbkoMy cobopi amo 3MOry XpHCTHSHCHKOMY
60T0CII0B 10 MO30YTHCS XPUCTOJIOTIYHOTO PO3AUICHHS 0cOOHUCTOCTI. BaxkiBum 3100yTKOM COOOpY CTaio
IPOTOJIOMIEHHS OOTOCIOBCHKOI KOHIIETIIiT, 0 B JIFOACHKIH npupoxni Xpucroc sik CII0BO NPHUIHAB NOBHOTY
moncTsa. [IpoananizoBaHa KaTonuIbke BUSHHS Ipo poib JliBu Mapii y cripaBi criacinms i ii MaTepHHCEKOMY
3aCTYIHHITBI, sIKe BeJle 0 IPUHHATTS Beima JitonpMu [cyca sik cBoro Criacurens Ta opMyBaHHS y BIpyIOUHX
obpa3y boxoro Cuna. [loBeneno, mo st BipsH Pumo-karonmmpkoi nepksu Mapist € He nmme Marip 1o,
a 3pa3KoOM XPHCTHSHCHKOTO JKUTTS Ta 00pa3 yciel Llepksn.

Kmiouoei cnosa: wmapionorisi, boropoauiis, XpucTonoris, corepioioris, amokpupu, C€BaHTENis,
PpeTiriifHui TUCITYT.



