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Summary 
Pal’chyk Andriy. Miracle as a subject of theology of religion within the 

theological view of Marian Rusecki. 
The article deals with the problems of miracle in non-Christian religions 

within the theological view of Marian Rusecki (1942–2012), prominent Catholic 
theologian and specialist of religious studies. Changing of the official position of 
the Catholic Church concerning non-Christian religions, which is particularly 
expressed in the resolutions of the Second Vatican Council, was the reason for 
new theological research. The original reflection of Polish researcher is an example 
of it. He studies the strange phenomena that occur in different beliefs (shamanism, 
yoga, magic, Buddhism, Islam, etc.) from the Catholic theology point of view with 
regard to the general context of religious phenomena. Theological analysis of the 
historical sources about the unusual phenomenon, which is based on semiotic 
concept of miracles, can determine truthfulness, falsity or hypothetical possibil-
ity of miracles in this or that religious dogmas in terms of Christian doctrine. 
The author of the article tries to distinguish the major theological criteria used 
by M. Rusecki in determining the truthfulness of the miracle. 

eywords: miracle, theology religion, Catholicism, religious phenomenon. 
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Summary 
Pishun Sergiy. Non-traditional religious organizations as a subject of social 

action: philosophical and legal analysis. 
The article is an attempt to make the theoretical analysis of non-traditional 

religious organizations’ activities as a factor of public life, its social action, sub-
jective meaning and intentions itself, that are becoming more and more influence 
on the processes in state. Interaction with the major religions and the state insti-
tutions is a serious problem all over the world. Religious organizations having 
significant financial and human resources, as well as having direct access to the 
electorate, have become an important element of Ukrainian social and political 
spheres. 

Keywords: faith, creed, state, declaration, law, non-traditional religious 
organizations, freedom of conscience. 
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