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AN APPLIED RELEVANCE OF THE CROSS SYMBOL IN THE
ORTHODOX CHURCH ARCHITECTURE

Abstract: the article examines the problem of analysing the symbolism in the
architecture of Orthodox churches. Scientific works were analysed in the study of the
cross symbol in material culture, including architectural objects located on the
territory of Ukraine. It was determined the interrelation of the form and meaning of
the symbol. The perception diversity of the cross symbol was described depending on
its functional purpose and popular culture interpretation of Christian images. The
semantic difference has been revealed between the notions "sign" and "symbol". The
philosophical aspect of the symbol meaning and its influence on the temple sacred
core formation has been analysed. Three main periods in the development of the
auxiliary historical discipline of staurography have been determined which were
characterised by the gradual increase of scientific content in the studies. The article
reveals the lack of studies of the cross symbol in architectural theory, despite its wide
use in the Orthodox sacred architecture. Proposed to study the applied meaning of the
symbol in the architectural staurography framework, as part of architectural theory.
Scientific literature was analysed in relating to the field of architecture to identify the
process of formation of architectural staurography. Author's findings were
implemented in the educational process of the fifth year during the design of the
Orthodox Church complex. Architectural and constructive component, volumetric
and spatial decision was modernised for a sacral building. The image and semantic
perception of the cross symbol was analysed as a part of the architectural sacral space
of the temple. The process of enhancing the visual component of the temple complex
architecture was described in the ensemble and temple-dominant relationship.
Examples of architectural and restoration aspects and visual harmonization of
Orthodox churches were demonstrated within the Christian traditions.

Key words: Orthodox churches architecture; staurography; architectural theory;
cross symbol; architectural design.
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Formulation of the problem. In the architectural designs of religious buildings,
including Orthodox churches, special attention is paid to sacral symbolism. The
cross, as one of the main symbols of Christianity, is used in many Orthodox sacral
buildings. This symbol is used in architectural elements endowed with both
decorative and functional properties. Also the cross symbol is embedded in some
architectural designs of churches. Unfortunately, architectural theory does not deal
systematically with the above-mentioned symbol. Theological and historical
disciplines, on the other hand, pay particular attention to it. From the early nineteenth
century to the present day has developed an auxiliary historical discipline called
staurography. One of the main tasks of scientific research, is to study the features of
this symbol for practical application during the architectural design of Orthodox
churches and its elements.

The objective of the article is to identify the architectural and staurography
aspect in the Orthodox church architecture.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The available scientific studies
of the cross symbol were carried out according to historical-comparative and
structural-functional methods. The symbol was also associated with the sacrifice of
Christ on the cross. In the book "The image of the cross" [17], Yu. A. Fedorov
studied the symbolism of Orthodox breast crosses. The main part was devoted to the
iconography of the cross and its functional purpose. The quadrifolium symbolizes
faith, the Second Coming of the Lord in glory, in power, and in eternal life in the city
of Heaven. German scientist Kurt Eberhart and O. B. Kuznetsova studied the rare
iconographic plot “fruits of Christ's sufferings”. In the article, A. B. Kuznetsova
noted in iconography the sprouted cross that connects the Earthly Church and the
Heavenly Church [23]. The Jurgaichu mound (Krestova Gora) in Lithuania was
explored by Hubertas Smilgas. On the mountain there were more than fifty thousand
crosses and statues of Saints, which differ in shape and country of origin. The fact of
an international monument also has a negative impact on the symbol interpretation of
the cross, which takes on pilgrimage significance [25]. In his monograph, Mihas
Ramanyuk described monumental crosses found on the territory of Belarus. Much
attention was paid to the general classification of crosses, which were generally
divided into canonical and folk. Folk crosses could differ from the Christian tradition
ideas and were mostly dualistic. The cross symbol was interpreted by a combination
of pagan and Christian ideas about the universe [8].

Analysing the church archaeological finds of Taurida, V. Yu. Yurochkin noted
that, first of all, it was necessary to study the cross symbol, based on its internal
meaning [20, p.21]. The cross symbol has changed and been enriched, starting with
its reinterpretation as a roman weapon for execution as a salvation symbol; from Old
Testament prophecies to the miraculous discovery of the life-giving Cross of the Lord
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in 326. The iconography development of the symbol began with catacomb
Christianity, such as T-shaped St. Anthony, four-pointed, monogrammed types, and
not in the Constantine the Great era. According to the archaeological sites found, it
can be concluded that the christians of Taurida used the cross symbol in the first half
of the 3rd century AD [20, p.50]. Scientists S. L. Yusov and N. N. Yusov studied
more than two hundred monumental crosses of non-burial type in Bukovina Podillia.
The cross symbol manifests itself in the following meanings: places sacralisation,
glory and miracle of the Lord, gratitude, petition, memorial, protection [21]. Creating
the Christian breast crosses catalogue from the period of Kievan Rus,
V. V. Nechitailo studied various interpretations of the symbol. In the medieval
period, the meaning of the cross symbol was dominated by protection [9]. The
semiotics of Christian images of the plant world in folk culture was studied by
A. V. Chasovnikova. Common patterns and principles for folk and Christian culture
as a whole were revealed [18, p. 6]. The symbol of the cross manifests itself in
images of eternal life, immortality and grace. The analysis of the cross symbol in
Orthodoxy in church decorative and applied arts was conducted by S. V. Gnutova.
The symbol interpretation takes on the soteriological significance of Christ's sacrifice
on the Cross, and the biblical subjects image, and even the material from which the
Cross was made can symbolise the seven biblical trees [4].

The altar of ancient churches in the period of the end of the X — first third of the
XIII century was explored by T. A. Chukova. Architectural forms included: throne,
ciborium, altar partitions and synthronon. The floor decoration was also analysed in
detail. At the beginning of the adoption of Christianity, the process of perception and
regional adaptation of the Byzantine tradition began, which took place in the old
Russian material and non-material culture [19, p. 141-144]. As for the direct
relationship between the liturgical rite and the architectural elements of the interior,
already in the VII — XI centuries, the process of indirect influence of the liturgical
ritual on the architectonics of the church as a whole began, through the same
symbolic interpretation of various architectural forms and plans [19, p. 146]. The
symbol of the Cross was an image of the altar throne, namely the cardinal directions
to which the teaching of the evangelists extends; with the established cyborus, which
symbolizes heaven, was an image of the Earth on which the Holy Spirit descended;
the sacrifice of Jesus Christ on the cross. The culture of creating crosses was studied
by S. L. Yavorskaya. It was determined that an outstanding sacred place for the
installation of memorial crosses was the “mountain of crosses”, that means an all-
confessional sacred complex without hierarchical organization [22, p.368-370].
These complexes were analysed in Latvia, Estonia, Poland, Ukraine, Slovakia,
Russia, Armenia. The following features were identified: the term “mountains” was
not used in the geological sense, there may be hills, fields, forests, mounds; more
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than three crosses were installed; location in hard-to-reach places, near springs,
possible location on past pagan temples; were not burial sites; a sacred place created
for communion with God; the construction of a chapel or temple means regulating
the activities of such a place; the lack of a hierarchical principle of creating a sacred
place, without the main cross and recording the installation of the first cross; not
confessional and national character; a significant number of crosses means holiness
and fullness of the great prayer power of the “mountain”. Such sacred places were a
phenomenon of folk hiertopia, that is, they were created and preserved thanks to the
people. The symbol of the cross takes on the meaning of a pilgrimage, a sacrifice to
God, a personal request.

Artistic wood products in Ukraine from the XVI to XX centuries were analysed
by Mikhail Stankevich. The following typological groups of crosses were
systematized: icon crosses, tomb and road crosses, and liturgical crosses. The
classification of hand crosses by shape was given: Greek, Roman, six-pointed, seven-
pointed with the same crossbars and seven-pointed with a longer Middle cross, eight-
pointed, three-part (consist of a central seven-pointed cross and two smaller seven-
pointed crosses that were located on the crossbar below), gamma, anthropomorphic
and phytomorphic. The symbol of the cross means salvation, the sacrifice of Jesus
Christ on the cross, eternal life, and the evangelists [7]. The interpretation of the
symbol of the cross as The Tree of life was studied by N. I. Troitsky. It was
determined that the tree of life and other symbols of the Old Testament were the
prototype of the cross. An analogy was drawn with the Assyrian Tree of life, which
was also an image of eternal life [16, p. 16-17]. Examples of a sprouted Cross were
the following: the gamma cross on the catacombs of Pontian VI century in Rome, the
fresco of the Assumption Cathedral in Vladimir on Klyazma, the Tomb of Yaroslav
the wise in Kyiv-St. Sophia Cathedral, the Byzantine cross of the XI century on the
bronze gate of St. Paul's Basilica in Rome, the Korsun gate in Novgorod-St. Sophia
Cathedral, the Tomb of King James III of Scotland and his wife Margaret of the
XV century, the cross on the window of the cathedral in Burge, France [16, p. 24-27].
The study of the Chersonesos cross-shaped church determined its symbolism, which
was an image of a single World Tree of Life, which was comprehensive for all
members of the Church of Christ [16, p. 39].

From a philosophical point of view, N. V. Ostashova, studying the cross symbol,
concluded that the cross expresses the idea of the unity of the directed energy
distribution in all directions, which were determined by the four sides of the cross,
and the foundations of being. Also, the cross symbol has a sign of dualism and solves
the contradiction of the eternal philosophical question about the spirit or matter
primacy, because it was the intersection point of the cross that unites them [11, p. 56].
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In general, the cross symbol interpretation depends on the shape of its crossing
and the mutually perpendicular cross arms. The figurative-symbolic meaning of the
object-defined symbol type additionally reveals the use of a certain material and the
depicted iconography.

Main part. Starting the cross symbol analysis, it was necessary to investigate
and determine the meaning of the concept of “symbol”. In the philosophical problems
of psychology and theology, Hans-Georg Gadamer described the symbol as the
knowledge of symbolic meaning, which implies that a single, special one appears as a
fragment of being that can connect with the corresponding fragment into a
harmonious whole, or that it was a long — expected particle that complements our
fragment of life to the whole [3, p.299]. Plato in the myth of androgens [12]
described the symbol as the acquisition of initial wholeness [14], and Aristotle
comparing the name and signs believed that names have meaning by virtue of
agreement, because by nature there was no name. And a name appears when it
becomes a sign, because articulate sounds, although they express something, as, for
example, in animals, but none of these sounds was a name [2, p. 94]. The sign is a
stable grapheme of the name [10]. In Phenomenology, E. Husserl believed that the
symbol itself is only available, and what it symbolizes is presented [1, p. 90]. This
feature characterizes the originality of symbolic relationships. S. V. Nikonenko
studied the relationship of a sign and a symbol. A sign is an artificially established
unambiguity and elimination of discrepancies. The symbol represents not a sensual,
but an eidetic experience, in the meaning of the existence of an object [10]. In
philosophical theories, T. Prots, studying the concept of “symbol”, concluded that it
is balanced with the essence of a person, acts as the main result of his activity. In
social theories, the symbol is a way of influencing social acts on mass consciousness,
as well as a special value and capital that various subjects of power strive to possess
in the course of the struggle to legitimize the social world-view [14]. The symbol in
its original meaning was a potsherd, which breaks in two parts and was given to a
person as a friendly relations sign. Thanks to this, friendship could be preserved in
posterity [14]. The importance of embedding a symbolic architectural space in the
Orthodox church sacred core is reflected in the spiritual reunification of the person
who came to the church and the Church of Christ.

The symbol of the Cross is studied by staurography [15, p. 2] and staurology [6].
Staurography (from others. otavpog - "tree, Cross" and ypaopo -"I write") is a special
historical discipline that studies the history, iconography, origin, forms, types and
types of the cross. Staurography (from others.- Greek otavpoc - "tree, Cross" and
Moyog -"word") is a theological and philosophical science that studies the
interpretation, meaning, meaning, and spiritual essence of the cross. Staurography
and staurology are in contact with art history, archeology, ethnography, religious
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studies, epigraphy and materials science. Staurography began its development in the
1820 s. In the study of P. I. Keppen and K. Averin, the image of crosses was analysed
for the first time from a historical and epigraphic point of view. In the mid-19th
century, G. D. Filimonov analysed the semantics of the Cross, based on the study of
the Athos collection carved crosses of the 17th century. I. P. Sakharov described
various types of crosses, their location and origin, inscriptions on them. One of the
areas that I.Z.Krylov, F.Yakovlev; K.N. Tikhonravov, A. Yastrebsky;
N. I. Suvorov, V. V. Zavitnevich were engaged in, was a study of church traditions
about the Life-Giving Tree of the cross, miraculous crosses and crosses of historical
figures and Saints. The ecclesiastical and archaeological direction includes the study
of Archimandrite Makarii (Mirolyubov), which was one of the most complete in the
19th century. Thanks to the huge reliable informative material, which presents
already lost monuments, it is still used today. Further research by Makarii marked the
beginning of the scientific direction of staurography. I. I. Malyshevsky continued this
direction through historical and cultural studies of crosses. They used the historical
and artistic method, part of which was ethnographic and philological analysis.
Slavonic philologists I. S. Palmov and M. N. Speransky studied crosses in the context
of the missionary work of Saints Cyril and Methodius on the territory of Slavic
countries. In general, in the second half of the 19th century, the publishing of
catalogues, descriptions, albums of private collections and museum collections,
church and monastery vaults began in large numbers. A. K. Zhiznevsky, thanks to the
help of the archaeologist count A. S. Uvarov, was engaged in the systematization of
crosses by type and purpose. In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, many
archaeological excavations were carried out along the Dnieper river. Collections
appear that describe the sights found. Important research belongs to Bogdan and
Varvara Khanenko, A. S. Uvarov and N. V. Pokrovsky. The theological direction on
the true shape analysis of the Cross was represented by the study of I. Kronstadt and
E. E. Golubinsky. In the 19th century, staurography was born as a science. The main
directions were theological and historical, in which church scientists were engaged in
the study of crosses and their symbolic significance. Already at the beginning of the
20th century, staurography was a part of historical science, which included
epigraphy, church archeology, ethnography. Since the second half of the 20 th
century, staurography has become a sphere of art history interest, which was
demonstrated in the research of V. N. Lazarev, N. E. Mnev, N. G. Porfiridov,
A. V. Ryndin, V. N. Zalesskaya, V. G. Putsko, I. A., Sterligov, M. 1. Milchik. The
new stage began with the revival of 19th-century traditions. Staurography was
developed as a branch of church archeology, but, in addition, interacts with art
history. In addition to the above-described researchers, S. I. Dmitriev, T. V. Levin,
O. V. Ovsyanikov, V. P., Orfinsky, S. V. Gnutov were engaged in it [15].
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Architectural staurography was developed from early Christianity mainly as part
of theology. The question of the cross symbol was dealt with by Saint Paul, Gregory
Palamas, Irenaeus of Lyon, St. John the Baptist. Gregory the theologian, St. Gregory
the Theologian, John Chrysostom [13]. This stage was characterized by the merging
process of symbolic and functional parts in the architectural space, that is, the
meaning of the cross symbol and the rules approval for holding the liturgy, which
was demonstrated in the architectural canons formation of Christian churches. Since
the 16th century, architectural staurography has been a part of urban planning. Pope
Sixtus V used the sign of the cross as a recognition of the strength or Church power.
In any city that had a Quadrivium (quadrivium), in the meaning of a crossroads, the
church authorities celebrated the cross as a Christian symbol. R. Ricart in 1506
provided one of the earliest plans to Bristol, which depicts a monumental cross
marker (alta crux) at a road intersection. In the Middle Ages, this area was
transformed into a fortified city with four gates. The next stage began with the
development of staurography as a science in the 19th century. Archimandrite Makary
analysed the forms and typologies of dome crosses, made a conclusion, arguing one
of the applied staurography aspects, of which Architectural was a part. The researcher
noted that four-pointed and eight-pointed crosses, at the ends of which there were
smaller crosses without them, with or without a crescent moon at the foot, can be
placed on temples. Also, the cross drawing can be borrowed from famous and ancient
temples and their images in printed publications, and the crosses shape should not
deviate from the common one. In general, the further development of architectural
staurography took place in conjunction with the scientific achievements of church
archeology. In the above-mentioned study of T. A. Chukova determined the
connection between the cross symbol and the architectural form of an Orthodox
church [19]. In the 21st century, due to the influence of architectural and art history,
there were qualitative changes in architectural staurography. In 2002 O. M. Lidov [5]
proposed the hierotopy concept as a special field of historical and cultural research,
which reveals examples of the creative process of architectural space formation that
evokes a certain emotion in sacred structures, including Orthodox churches. Studying
the cross properties as a symbol in architecture, M. Kuilman [24] believes that the
spatial imagination development is demonstrated in the gradual change of circle,
cross, square, polyhedron geometric shapes. Also, M. Kuilman noted that when
designing a church, there are two methods. The first is" external", by filling the
imaginary space with the volume of the future building. The second is "internal",
using certain features of the relief and/or symbolic idea as the basis for the
development of volume and shape. In further analysis, the researcher relied on the
second method. The cross was one of the examples of the symbolic idea development
in the temple architectural space. The result of the scientific research analysis in this
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area was the implementation of the author's developments in the course discipline of
the course architectural design of the Orthodox church at the Department of
Architecture Fundamentals and Architectural Design for fifth-year students

S. El Mukhtazh (Fig. 1) and D. N. Suschenya (Fig. 2).
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Fig. 1 — The cross symbol analysis as part of the architectural sacred space, scheme by authors,
visualisation by S. El Mukhtazh.
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Fig. 2 — The cross symbol analysis as part of the architectural sacred space, scheme by authors,

visualisation by D. N. Suschenya.

The dominant feature of the architectural ensemble of both architectural designs
is cruciform-centric Orthodox church. The compositional solution of the first temple
complex is designed to harmoniously introduce the dominant temple in the ensemble,
preserving as much as possible the form and number of architectural objects. The
purpose of the practical work is to modernise the sacral building, taking into account
the regulations and sacred symbolism.

1) Architectural and structural modernisation was carried out.

2) The volumetric and spatial characteristics of the temple were improved.



CyuacHi npo0JieMu apxiTekTypH Ta MicTto0yayBaHHsA. Bunyck 62. 2022 145

3) The architectural and restoration aspect has been defined in the architectural
sacred space organisation. To improve the temple perception, the architectural space
of the central square has been increased by moving the entrance group with belfry
closer to the storage area and part of the circular sections in front of the apse to the
workshops. The stepped, ascending volume of the temple and the pastel colouring
have improved the architectural unity and its visual perception as the dominant
feature of the complex.

The second temple complex was designed to solve the problems of harmonious
visual perception of the dominant ensemble. Also, the purpose of the practical work
was to modernise the Orthodox church.

1) The architectural and structural component of the sacred structure has been
modernised.

2) The three-dimensional characteristics of the temple have been improved.

3) The architectural and staurographic aspect of the architectural sacred space
creation was defined. The temple perception was improved by increasing the
architectural space of the central square through geoplastics, that means some
artificial changes in the terrain. The architectural volume of the temple was gradually
reduced upwards. The dominant feature of the complex is influenced by pastel
colours which also improved an architectural unity and its visual perception.

Summary. It is stated that the architectural staurography development is divided
into three periods. The early period is characterized by an empirical knowledge level,
mainly the theological research orientation and the appeal of architects to the
architectural heritage. The scientific period is characterized by a theoretical
knowledge level and a historical and archaeological focus of research. The
compilation period is characterized by the research results integration from previous
periods and an innovative approach to the Orthodox churches design. Thanks to the
interdisciplinary influence and scientific experience accumulation, it becomes
possible to study formative and fundamental problems of Orthodox church
architecture on the basis of architectural staurography and continue its development
as part of the architectural theory.

The acquired scientific knowledge in the study of staurography made it possible
to put into practice the author's finding in the educational process of the fifth year by
carrying out a competent symbol analysis to create an Orthodox church and complex
architectural design.
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AHHOTAIIUSA

XaiinyxkoB BaaauciaaB OJieroBu4, acriupanT Kadeapbl OCHOB apXUTEKTYPhl U
ApXUTEKTYPHOTO MpOeKTHUpoBaHUs, KueBCkuil HaAIMOHAJIBHBIA  YHUBEPCUTET
CTPOUTENIHCTBA U APXUTEKTYPHI.
IpuknaaHoe 3HaUeHHE CUMBOJIA KPeCTa B APXUTEKTYpe MPaBOCJIABHOI0 XpaMa

B cratee ocBemaercs mpobiieMa aHaiM3a CHMBOJIMKH B apXUTEKType
MpaBociiaBHBIX XpamoB. [IpoBenéH aHaimM3 HaydyHBIX TPYJAOB B  00JacTH
HCCIIeIOBaHMS CUMBOJIA KpeCTa B MaTepUAIbHOM KYJIbTYpe, BKJIIOUas apXUTEKTYpPHbIC
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O0OBEKTBHI, PACIIONOKEHHbIE Ha TEpPpUTOpUM YKpauHbl. OMNpeneneHo B3auMOCBS3b
¢dbopmbl 1 3HaUeHHE cuMBOJa. OMKUCcaHO pa3HOOOpa3ue BOCIPUATHSI CUMBOJIA KpecTa,
B 3aBHCHUMOCTH OT €ro (PyHKI[MOHAJILHOTO HA3HAYEHHUS W TPAKTOBAHUS HApOIAHOU
KyJIbTYpPOl XPUCTHAHCKUX 00pa30B. BBISABICHO CEMAHTHUYECKOE pasziiiyue MOHSTHIM
«3HaK» U «cuMBo». [IpoaHanu3upoBad QuIOCOPCKUI aCTEKT 3HAYEHUS] CUMBOJIA U
€ro BIMSHME Ha (POPMUPOBAHME CaAKpPAJIBHOTO fAjpa xpama. OnpeneneHo Tpu
OCHOBHBIX II€pUOJA Pa3BUTUS BCIIOMOTaTEIbHOM HWCTOPUYECKOW JAUCUUILIIMHBI
ctaBporpaduu, XapakTEepPU3YIOUIUMECs IOCTENEHHbIM  BO3pAaCTaHUEM  HAYYHOU
COJIEP/KATEIIBHOCTH B HMCCIIEIOBAHMSIX. BBISBICHO HENOCTATOK M3YYEHHsS CHUMBOJA
Kpecta B cdepe apXUTEKTypbl, HECMOTpPS Ha €ro I[IHUPOKOE MPUMEHEHUE B
MPABOCIIABHON CAKpAIBHOW apxuUTeKType. [Ipemmokeno u3ydyeHue NPUKIIAIHOTO
3HAUYEHHUS CUMBOJA B paMKax apXUTEKTYpHOU cTaBporpaduu, B COCTaBE TEOPHUHU
apxuTeKTyphl. [IpoaHanu3upoBaHO HAy4YHYIO JIUTEpaTypy, Kacawolyrocs cdepsl
apXUTEKTYphl JUIsl  BBIABJICHHME Ipoliecca (POPMUPOBAHUS  APXUTEKTYPHOU
ctaBporpaduu. ABTOpcKre HapaOOTKU BHEAPEHBI B YUEOHBIN MPOIIECC MATOTO Kypca
BO  BpeMs  NPOCKTUPOBAHHS  MPABOCIABHOTO  XpPaMOBOTO  KOMILIEKCA.
MojepHU3UpPOBAHO apPXUTEKTYPHO-KOHCTPYKTUBHYIO COCTAaBISIONIYI0 U OOBEMHO-
MIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOE PELIEHUE CaKPAJIBHOrO coopyxkeHus. I[IpoananusnpoBaHo
00pa3HO-CMBICIIOBOE BOCIPHUATHE CUMBOJA KpECTa B CTPYKTYpPE APXUTEKTYPHOIO
CaKpaJIbHOTO TMpocTpaHcTBa xpama. OnucaH mNpouecc YIJIy4ylIEHUs BH3yalbHOUN
COCTABJISIFOLIEH apXUTEKTYphl XPaMOBOIO KOMIUJIEKCAa BO B3aUMOCBS3M aHCAMOJIS U
Xpama-JIOMHUHAHTHI. [IpoaeMOHCTPUPOBAHO MIPUMEPHI APXUTEKTYPHO-
CTaBpOrpauyeCcKoro acrekTa U BU3yaJbHOW TapMOHM3AIIMUA TPABOCIABHBIX XPaMOB
B paMKax XpUCTHAHCKUX TPATUIIAMN.

KittoueBbie ciioBa: apXUTEKTypa MPaBOCIABHBIX XPaMoOB; cTaBporpadusi; Teopus
ApXUTEKTYPbI; CAMBOJ KPECTA; APXUTEKTYPHOE MPOEKTUPOBAHUE.

AmHorarisg

XaiinykoB BaaguciaaB OJgeroBuu, acmipadT kadeapu OCHOB apXiTEKTypH 1
apXITEKTYpPHOTO NMpoeKTyBaHHs, KUiBChKUIl HalllOHAIbHUHN YHIBEPCUTET Oy 1IBHUIITBA
1 apXiTEKTypH.

IIpuxnaane 3HaYeHHsI CHMBOJIY XpecTa B apXiTeKTypi MPaBOCJIaBHOTO Xpamy

Y crarti  JOCHIDKEHO MpoOJeMy aHajidy CHUMBOJIKM B apXITEKTypi
mpaBociaBHUX XxpamiB. [IpoBemeHo aHami3 HAyKOBHX TMpalb, JAOTHYHHX [0
JTOCII/DKCHHST CHUMBOJIy XpecTa B  MaTepilaibHIA  KyJbTypl, BKIIOYHO 3
apXITEKTYpHUMU 00'€KTaMM, PO3TAIIOBAaHUMM Ha TepuTopii Ykpainu. BuzHadeHo
B3a€MO3B'A30K (OpPMH 1 3HAUEHHsI CUMBOJIy. ONMCaHO PI3HOMAHITHICTh CIIPUAHSITTS
CHUMBOJIy XpecTa, 3aJIe)KHO BiJl HOTO (YHKI[IOHAIBHOTO IPU3HAUYCHHS M TpaKTyBaHHS
HapOJHOIO KYJIbTYPOIO XPUCTUSIHCHKUX 00pa3iB. BUsIBIEHO ceMaHTHYHY BIJMIHHICTh
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noHsATh '"3Hak" 1 "cumBon". IlpoanamizoBaHo GuTOCOGCHKUN acHEKT 3HAYCHHS
CHUMBOJTy 1 MOTO BIUIMB Ha ()OpMYyBaHHS CaKpaJbHOTO siipa Xpamy. BusHaueHo Tpu
OCHOBHI TIE€PIOAM PO3BUTKY JOMOMIDKHOI 1CTOPUYHOI AUCIUILUIIHA cTaBporpadii, sKi
XapaKTepU3yIOThCS  TOCTYNOBHM  3POCTaHHSIM  HAyKOBOi  3MICTOBHOCTI B
JOCIDKeHHAX. BUSBIICHO HEOIIK BUBYEHHSI CUMBOJTY XpecTa B cepl apXiTEeKTypH,
HE3BKAIOYM Ha MOro IIHMpPOKE 3acTOCYBaHHS B MPABOCIABHIA CaKpasbHIN
apxiTeKTypi. 3ampomoOHOBAaHO BUBUYEHHS MPHUKIAIHOTO 3HAYCHHS CHMBOJY y paMKax
apXiTeKTypHOI cTaBporpadii, y ckiaai Teopii apxitekTypu. [IpoaHanizoBaHO HAyKOBY
JiTeparypy, SKa CTOCYeThCs chepu apXiTeKTypu, [JIsl BHUSABICHHS IPOIECY
(dhopMyBaHHS apXiTEKTypHOiI cTaBporpadii. ABTOPCHKI HaIpalfoBaHHs BIPOBAKEHI
B HaBUAJIBHMI TMpOIEC M'ATOTO KypCy MiJg Yac MPOEKTyBaHHS MPAaBOCIABHOTO
XpaMOBOTO KOMILIEKCY. MOJIEpHI30BaHO apXiTeKTYPHO-KOHCTPYKTHUBHY CKJIAJIOBY 1
00'eMHO-TIPOCTOPOBE pillieHHsS cakpalbHOi cnopyau. [IpoanarnizoBaHo 00pa3HO-
CMUCJIOBE CTIPUAHATTS CHMBOJY XpecTa B CTPYKTYpl apXiTEKTypHOTO CaKpaJbHOTO
npocTopy Xxpamy. OnucaHo Ipoliec MOJIMIICHHS Bi3yalbHOI CKJIAI0BOI apXiTEKTypH
XpaMOBOTO  KOMIUIEKCY Yy  B3a€EMO3B'SI3Ky aHCaMOJII0 1 Xpamy-JIOMIHAHTH.
[IpogeMOHCTpOBAaHO  TPHUKIAAU  APXITEKTYpHO-CTaBporpaiyHOro  acmekTy 1
Bi3yaJIbHO1 FapMOHI3allil TPaBOCIABHUX XPaMiB Y paMKaX XPUCTUSHCHKUX TPATUIIIN.
Kiro4oBi cioBa: apxiTekTypa HpaBOCIaBHMX XpaMiB; crTaBporpadis; Teopis

apXITEKTYpH; CUMBOJI XPECTA; apXITEKTYpPHE MPOEKTYBAHHS.
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