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PIJIOCOPCBHKI HAYKH

Tiresa

co0i 3a MeTy HaB’s3aTH MOJIOJJOMY HOKOJIIHHIO HEaJeKBaTHI
Moielli TIOBEAIHKY. BapTo nmIe 3MiHUTH OpIEHTHPH YCIIXy
1 IPECTHXHOCTI — BCE 1HIIIE 3’ SIBUTHC 13 iX BIACHOI JIOTIKH.

TakuM 4YHMHOM, TIpaKTHKa TIOBCAKACHHS € THM
CEepEIOBHUIIEM, B SIKOMY 3apOKYIOTBCS €IEMEHTH HOBHX
Moyiesiel  comiasibHOT JTiSUTBHOCTI, (OPMYEThCS MaiOyTHS
apXiTeKTypa CycIiibcTBa. Pa3oM 3 THM, BOHA JKOPCTKO
(peiiMye Halry B3a€MOJII0 i JOCHTh YacTO MH HE MOXKEMO
posipBartu ii CMHCIIOBI MEXi, JI¢ 3aBXKIU IaHYE LIFO3is
KOM(OPTHOCTI, BIAMOBHUTHUCS BiA SIKOI HEMae, a Hi CHIIH,
a Hi OaxaHHi. B 1boMy 1 HpOSBISETBCS MOTYTHICTH
MOBCSAKICHHOTO [OCBIiAy, SKHH He TUIBKM HaIUTCHUH
IHCTHTYILIIOHAIEHOIO BJIACTHBICTIO, alie € MicleM 3ycTpidi
JIBOX B3a€MO3AJCKHHUX CBITIB — (I3HYHOTO(SIK TIPOSB
€HEepril )KUTTS) 1 COLiaTbHOrO(SIK MPOSIB COLIaTbHOI eHepril
iHIUBIA).
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The power of everyday experience

The article focuses on the importance of analyzing everyday life as a social
phenomenon, an attempt is made to explain its nature and influence on existing
social processes. On the basis of the analysis of scientific publications, the author
tries to substantiate the idea of interdependence of social and physical as the basic
elements of everyday experience.
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THE DISCOURSE OF THE LAUGHTER THEORY IN THE OPTICS
OF POSTPOSITIVISM AND POSTMODERNISM

The aim of the article is to show some potential resources for development of
the philosophy of laughter. The authors propose to find these resources in: 1) using
the principle of proliferation of the theories of laughter; 2) making historical—
philosophical reconstructions; 3) re—evaluating the rational foundations of critics
of a certain paradigm. The methodological basis of the article includes such
principles of Post-positivism as the incompleteness principle and the principle
of inexhaustibility of theory. The authors consider the Postmodernist concept of
Rhizome to be instr [ for understanding the interrelations between different
theories of laughter. Such characteristic of Rhizome as heterogeneity allows us to
see the plurality of principally different «laughtersy. This allows us to define more
clearly the object of research within the geliological discourse.

Keywords: paradigms of the philosophy of laughter, principles of proliferation,
of incompleteness, and of inexhaustibility of theory, Rhizome, heterogeneity of
laughter.

(cmammsi OpyKyeEmuv st MOBOIO Opuinay)

The analysis of the percent correlation of the researches
on the theme of laughter to the researches on other
philosophical themes, would show that this ratio is so low,
as to be safely neglected. Some thinkers consider the theme
of laughter in philosophy to be «surprisingly understudied»
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[23, p. 1]. L. Olin thinks that one of the most important
problems that the contemporary theory should solve is the
following paradox. On one hand, we can state the central role
of laughter in mental life and social discourse. On the other,
«given that role, why has the topic been so neglected?» [19,
p. 346]. Even if we do not subscribe to such a categorical
statement about the supreme importance of laughter in the
culture, the paradox still stands.

The aim of the article is: 1) to show some potential
resources for development of the philosophy of laughter, and
2) the justification of the skepticism as to the attempts of
creating the unified theory of laughter. The methodological
basis of the work is the Postmodernist concept of Rhizome,
T. Kuhn’s paradigm method and such principles of Post—
positivism as the incompleteness principle and the principle
of inexhaustibility of theory.

One of the traditional themes of the philosophical
geliology (greek yého — laughter) is the mystery of the
essence of laughter. Since the ancient times and up to our own
days many philosophers have tried to solve it. Among them
are Plato, Aristotle, Descartes, Hobbes, Locke, Shaftesbury,
Hutcheson, Kant, Hegel, Schopenhauer, Kierkegaard,
Spencer, Freud, Bergson, Santayana, Propp and many others.
In the mid XX ct., while trying to summarize these works,
D. Monro formulated the three main theories of the laughter
discourse: Superiority Theory, Incongruity Theory and
Relief Theory [17].

We should note that 11 years before the publishing
of T. Kuhn’s «The Structure of Scientific Revolutions»
(1962), Monro uses the paradigmal approach to investigate
the philosophical theme bordering on science. He
concludes that the above—mentioned theories of laughter
are not mutually exclusive but complementary. Each
theory allows us to see aspects, hidden from another
theory. He writes: «Each of these theories of humor is able
to explain some types of humor, but it may be doubted if
any of them can satisfactorily explain every type of humor.
Superiority theories account very well for our laughter at
small misfortunes and for the appeal of satire, but are less
happy in dealing with word play, incongruity, nonsense,
and indecency. Incongruity theories, on the other hand,
are strong where superiority theories are weakest, and
weak where they are strongest. Relief theories account
admirably for laughter at indecency, malice, and nonsense
... but are forced to concede that there is an intrinsic appeal
in incongruity and word play that is quite independent of
relief from restraint» [18, p. 354-355].

D. Monro suggests a development model of the
philosophical study of laughter, quite different from Kuhn’s
model. In spite of his own postulation of the principle of
inexhaustibility of every extant theory, the latter builds mainly
linear scheme. Monro, on the contrary, shows the non—linear
correlations between the theories. In the center of Kuhn’s
conception, there is notion of «scientific revolution». In
Monro’s theory, the dynamics of the philosophy of laughter is
the dynamics of complex, interrelated evolutionary changes,
which do not have a single source and a well-defined vector.
If we make a model of Monro’s history of the laughter
philosophy, the closest model would be the Rhizome of the
Postmodernist philosophy [3]. Rhizome fixes the horizontal
(inter—species) relations of the different laughter theories,
while Kuhn’s model of the scientific development reflects
their vertical and linear connections.

36ipHKK HaykoBMX npaub «[lines: HaykoBUiA BICHUK»

The contemporary discourse of the philosophy of
laughter is an example of such a Post—positivist concept as
the proliferation principle. P. Feyerabend, the author of the
principle, thinks that the effective development of cognition
implies completely free multiplication of theories, including
the most improbable ones [7, s. 166—178]. And in reality
now there are several dozens of laughter theories [Maier
Barbara]. Their total quantity is ever increasing. Ukrainian
philosopher S. Proleyev sees the cause of multiplicity of
laughter theories in the context of such a feature of Rhizome
as the heterogeneity. He suggests the need «to deconstruct the
theory of laughter, supplanting it with laughters (italics ours
—M. S., T. S.) as the multitude of intentions of heterogeneous
origin, that do not have a semantic «common denominator»
[5, s. 29]. Within this paradigm, he uses the strategy of
«comprehending laughter as the ontologically different
laughters, each of them creating an autonomous world of
meanings and semantic dispositions» [4, s. 58]. The author
calls his position the heterogenic conception of laughter.

From the point of view of representatives of the
heterogenic approach, every thinker should attentively
examine empirical foundation of their position, and concretize
the object, exactly formulating what kind of laughter practices
would be studied. Results of the investigation should not be
automatically applied to different laughter discourses. If
we take into consideration, the fact that laughter is a poly—
variant, or at least, ambivalent phenomenon, the objective
variety of kinds of laughter would be further multiplied by
the different aspects of studying each of them.

The heterogenic laughter theory allows avoiding some
misunderstandings between representatives of different
philosophical approaches. For example, critics of Incongruity
Theory state that the contrast of expected and real is far
from being necessary and sufficient cause of laughter. As
a proof, they give numerous instances of incongruities that
are not funny. They often cite «A. Bane’s list» [19, p. 343].
It lists examples of contrasts that cause feelings of pain,
sadness, anger and so on [10, p. 257]. But there is not a
single representative of Incongruity Theory who would state
that incongruity is the only cause of laughter. Every thinker
investigates specific «laughter incongruities» and tries to
formulate their algorithm. For example, Aristotle, who is
often considered to be a founder of Incongruity Theory,
proposes his own definition of the comic. This formulation
retains its value in the contemporary philosophical discourse:
«comic is only a piece of the ugliness which causes no pain
or destruction, thus, to go no farther the comic mask is
something ugly and distorted but painless» [1449 a, 33—40].
Enjoying a comedy, we can laugh at ugliness, if that ugliness
is not painful or destructive to us.

Aristotle not only 1) defines the measure of incongruity
that can become an object of laughter, but also 2) clearly
defines the species (theatre) and genre (comedy) borders
of cultural practices, within which the phenomenon of
«harmless evil» can be comic. As we see, the philosopher
prevents possible objections based on the fact that in life
there are many situations of contrast that are non—comic.
Aristotle does not investigate funny situations in human life
— he studies artistic laughter practices.

Besides, Aristotle considered that laughter could arise
from the correlation between the divine and the earthly,
the sacred and the profane: «the gods seem comic when
compared with us» [1101b, 20]. Thus he: 1) founded the
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theology of laughter and 2) anticipated the explanation of
specific, carnival laughter that was given by the outstanding
Russian thinker of the XX ct. M. Bakhtin [2]. In addition,
Aristotle suggested to us 3) the principle of explaining the
laughter practices that have in their core de—sacralization of
the pseudo—sacred values. The latter are the official values
of the states whose totalitarian (or authoritarian) ideology
incorporates elements of sacralization [6, s. 7, 49, 56, 59].

H. Spenser (1820-1903) also had in mind quite definite
laughter practices when he wrote that humor can be explained
by the «descending incongruity». Here the «descendingy is
seen as the transition from the sublime to the low or even
obscene [13]. The mechanism of such descending is clearly
seen in the following anecdote: «The majority of women
think that the way to a man’s heart is via his stomach, but
they are wrong: this way goes much lower».

D. Monro not just singled out the basic theories
of laughter. As Barbara Maier points out, Monro has
also systematized the kinds of humorous incongruities:
«1) any breach of the usual order of events (deviation),
2) importing into one situation what belongs to another
(context deviation, metaphor), 3) anything masquerading
as something it is not (hypocrisy, pretense, trick, etc.),
4) word play, puns (ambiguity, grammatical deviation, etc.),
5) nonsense, 6) forbidden breach (value deviation, deviation
from rule, etc.), 7) novelty, freshness, unexpectedness,
escape (deviation from usual, defeated expectation, surprise,
escape) « [16].

One of the contemporary variants of Incongruity
Theory is Victor Raskin’s Script-based Semantic Theory
of Humor [21]. The author proposed linguistic approach
to concretization of the comic incongruity phenomenon. It
means the situation where the same words or semantically
close expressions are used in different semantic context
(scripts). Laughter appears because of the abrupt switching
from the primary understanding to a different or even
opposite one. As an example, Raskin gives the following
anecdote: «A patient asks if the doctor is at home. The
doctor’s young and pretty wife whispers «He is not, come
iny» [22].

The meaning of the cited switching is an example of one
kind of invariants, described by R. Wiseman [25]. The latter,
having studied a number of anecdotes, has defined four stable
kinds of laughter incongruities: 1) someone trying to look
clever and taking a pratfall; 2) a marriage is devoid of love;
3) doctors being insensitive about imminent death; 4) God
makes a mistake [10]. Perhaps, these invariants can suggest
the algorithms of the switching of the scripts, and thus their
usage can specify some points of V. Raskin’s theory.

We see the whole history of Incongruity Theory as
a series of successful attempts to find the laws of certain
specific incongruities, which can cause laughter. That is why
to criticize this theory as a whole, is to oppose a non—existent
theory. Besides: 1) all the described practices of Incongruity
also need specifying; 2) there is a limit of formalization of
the laughter incongruities, because laughter is not rational
only, but also emotional state, it is based not only on the
logical understanding of some contrast, but also includes
unconscious and often unpredictable human reaction.
Moreover, we even do not mention the limits of human
cognition as a whole.

The Post—positivist methodology is one more approach
that opens new horizons for the philosophy of laughter. For
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instance, in this context the Post—positivist concept of the
principle of incompleteness has great value. In accordance
with it, not a single theory can be seen as complete. Using
the theorem of K. F. Godel, we can say that a theory of
laughter can be either contradictory but incomplete, or it
can embrace practically all the laughter practices but suffer
from the numerous inner contradictions. The incompleteness
of a theory is the normal state of things in the cognition
process. T. Kuhn writes: «it is just the incompleteness and
imperfection of the existing data—theory fit that, at any time,
define many of the puzzles that characterize normal science»
[15, p. 146]. That is why overcoming the incompleteness of
any laughter theory should not be seen as a task that can
be completely solved. In addition, the incompleteness of
a theory cannot be sees as a sign of its inadequacy. At the
same time, the «incompleteness insinuation» is widely used
in the laughter discourse. For example, B. Maier states «...
theorists tend to present only a few categories and ignore
the rest. Or a category would be presented solely from the
perspective of a single metaphysics or philosophy» [16].

Various laughter theories cannot be evaluated as
comparatively more or less successful, if they study different
aspects of the comical. For example, Incongruity Theory
reveals one of the ontological aspects of laughter, but it does
not exhaust this ontology. Superiority Theory explicates
those sides of the comical that reflect the compensation
of contrasts in social, intellectual and moral statuses of
different persons. However, Superiority Theory ignores
the ambivalent nature of laughter that can imply either
the heightening of protagonist’s status, or their fiasco.
R. Solomon studied this latter aspect of laughter, and as a
result he proposed Inferiority Theory [24]. The next logical
step would be combining Superiority Theory and Inferiority
Theory. T. Cohen [12] did exactly this. The resulting
ambivalent Superiority—Inferiority Theory would benefit
from dialogue with representatives of Relief Theory, who
study mechanism and factors of the «laughter catharsis», and
with those philosophers who study the ontology of laughter.

The next conception, instrumental for development of
the philosophy of laughter is the Post—positivist principle
of inexhaustibility of theory. While criticizing Superiority
Theory, Francis Hutcheson in his «Reflections Upon
Laughter» stated that sufferings of a character would sooner
make recipient pity them, then to laugh at the misfortunes
[14]. However, this objection cannot be seen as crucial,
because it does not negate Superiority Theory, only shows
the need to specify it. Really, sympathy and ridicule are
incompatible. Bergson in his book «Laugh» writes about
it: «Here I would point out... the ABSENCE OF FEELING
which usually accompanies humor... Indifference is its
natural environment, for humor has no greater foe than
emotion. ...the comic demands something like a momentary
anesthesia of the heart. Its appeal is to intelligence, pure and
simple» [11].

But if we can concretize Superiority Theory, retaining
its essence and taking into account Bergson’s condition,
the objection to this theory becomes invalid. We should
clarify that the subject of mockery is not a real person,
but a character, an artistic image whose sufferings and
humiliations cannot excite recipient’s sympathy. Moreover,
the viewer (or reader) sees real or seeming sufferings of
the character as: 1) justly deserved and 2) not overly cruel
measure of punishment.
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Therefore, the author of comedy should observe the
strict measure of the loser’s suffering. These sufferings must
not look excessive, and sometimes in the general context of
the plot, they even can be seen as a means of reformation
of the character. For instance, in the cult Soviet comedy by
E. Riazanov «The Irony of Fate», Ippolit does not excite
our sympathy because of his overconfidence, paradoxally
combined with pathological jealousy. Besides, the viewer
sees how the failure in private life makes him better. Ippolit
changes, he loses the mask of the self-satisfied bureaucrat,
he rises above his difficult situation and thinks over its
reason. Finally, he begins to understand what it means
to love truly. And in this culmination moment of his soul
growth, viewers stop laughing at him, because they begin to
sympathize with him.

The principle of inexhaustibility can be used when a
thinker just momentarily touches the theme of laughter,
without using the main methodological potential of chosen
philosophy. In this case, it is useful to reconstruct the
thinker’s views, if such a procedure would help to develop
a laughter theory. For example, T. Hobbes’s definition of
the comical derives from his concept of «war of all against
all». However, speaking about laughter as a weapon of
war, Hobbes «forgets» the other main principle of his own
theory — the idea of the natural equality of people. If we
take into consideration both theories, we can reconstruct
the second part of the definition: laughter is such a weapon
that partially restores the «natural equality», compensating
the inequality of social statuses. Such an explanation can be
very constructive in some cases. For example, the British
comic serial «Jeeves and Wooster», based on the novels by
P. G. Wodehouse, exhilarates the viewer by the fact that not
the aristocrat, but his butler is presented as the real gentleman
— tactful, refined, gallant, resourceful etc., while his master is
more like a chattering servant.

Before the XVIII ct., philosophers seldom saw the
problem of laughter as a central [8, p. 3], and that is why
in their works we can find many similar ideas, that have
not been fully developed by their authors and thus need our
reconstruction.

We conclude that further development of the philosophy
of laughter can’t be restricted only to the «inner» discourse
within the limits of this subject domain of philosophy. We
agree with Adrian Bardon that philosophy should become
a kind of «incubator» for creating the laughter theory [10].
And we want to stress that it can become such a thing
only as the integral philosophy, developing on the basis of
interdisciplinary connections and using methodology of
different philosophical theories, including those that do not
deal with the problem of laughter directly.
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Juckype dinocodii cmixy B onTHIi MOCTIO3UTHBIZMY
Ta HOCTMOJepHiZMY

Memoio pobomu ¢ 6usngienns OesKUX pe3epeié po3eumky Ginocopcvkoi
eenionozii. Li pesepsu asmopu npononyiomv WYKamu Ha WAAXax peanizayii
npuHyuny nponigepayii meopiit CMixy, icmopuko—@pinocoPcokux peKoHcmpyKyiil, a
MaKodIc NepeocMucIenHs PayioHaTbHUX OCHO8 KPUMUKU MI€i yu inwoi napaduemu.
Memoodonoziunoio  0cHO6HOIO —cmammi — Cyeylomb  MAKoNC Maki NOHAMmMs
nOCMNO3UMUGI3MY SIK NPUHY, cmi meopii.
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Tiresa

Asmopu 66axcaioms, o nOCMMOOEPHICMCLKUL KOHYenm pi3omu 00nomazae
3posyMimu cneyugpixy 63aemogionoweb pisHux meopii cmixy. A maxa skicmo
PI3OMU SIK 2eMepo2enHicb 0ac 6aUels MHONCUHHOCTI IKICHO GIOMIHHUX «CMIXIY,
wo mazne 3a cobol0 nesHe POYMiHHA KOHKPEMHOCMI npeomemy O00CHiONCeHHs. 6
Medcax 2eniono2iuno2o OUCKypcy.

Kniouosi cnosa: napaouemu zeni ii, np nponighepayii, omu,

HesuYepnanocmi meopii, pizoma, 2emepo2eHHicmy CMIxy.

& %k 3k

YIK 141.319.8:130.2
TenixxeHko J1. B.,
[OKTOp dinocodCbKmx HayK, AOLEHT, AOLEHT
Kadenpu KOHCTUTYLINHOTO NpaBa, Teopii Ta icTopil
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AHTPOMONOIIYHA CYTHICTb MOCTHEKNACUYHIX
MPAKTUK IIOAUHW: TEOPETUKO—TIPUKNAQHUA ACMEKT

Hocrioxcenns cnpsimosane na 3’ACY8AHHA AHMPONONOIMHOL  CYMHOCMI
NOCMHEKAACULHUX NPAKMUK THOOUHU A BUABTIEHHS IX 36 3KV 31 CMAHOM YilicHOCMI
M00UHU HA NPUKAAOl MeampanbHoi NPAKMuKU ma nPaKmuKu MIiKpOMIHIGMiopu.
chauomteuo, wo 3micm ma cymuicmb npakmuk JOOUHU 3a7edcamp 6i0 cmany
it yinicHocmi, xapakmepy OHMUKO—OHMONOZIUHUX 38 SA3KI8, 2APMOHISL MIdC AKUMU
cnpusie 6uxo0y MoOunHY Ha Hosi pieni Gymms. [lokazano, wo npakmuku € eOuHuM,
ane ()eouanpame/mw npoyecom, CnpAMOSAHUM AK HA PO36UMOK .1100uuu, mak i Ha
3MIHY HelO HABKOIUUHBOO CBIMY.

Kniwouogi cnoea: npaxmuxu, yinichicme a00uHU, OHMUKO—OHMONO0ZIYHA
()ya,'lhlll‘ﬂ‘mb, zapnmuiﬂ, NOCMHEKIACUYHA MEMOOONO2ISL.

B ymoBax m1o0aibHOT KpU3H CydacHOCTi, HAHIINOMNMHU
MPOSIBAMH SIKOT € aHTPOMOJIOTIYHA KPH3a, 10 BUSABISETHCS B
PO3KOJIOTOCTI JIIOJICHKOTO OyTTs, BTpaTi camoigeHTH(ikamil
JMIOMUHM, 11 PpO3YMOBIM Ta TCHXIYHIA  Jerpamarii,
HECIIPOMOXKHOCTI 710 00’€KTHBHOrO BHOOPY Ta KPHUTHYHOL
OIIIHKU CBOTO 1 YYXOTO JOCBiTY, OCOOIUBOI axkmyanbHOCmi
HaOyBae mpobieMa OCMHUCICHHS MPAaKTHK JIOAWHH. AJKe
came IPaKTHKY JIIOIMHY, B IKUX BOHA 3/1aTHA SIK pyiHyBaTH,
TaK 1 TBOPHUTH, BUSABIISAIOTH 11 pO3YMiHHS 91 HE pO3yMiHHsI ceOe
i CBITY Ta, BIAMOBITHO, CTAIOTh MiSJIBHUM BiJIOOPaKCHHIM
i BmacHOi mimicHocti. ToMy came MmiJ aHTPOMOJOTIYHUM
KyTOM 30py OCMHCIICHHSI IPAKTHK JIIOJIMHHU 3/1aTHE OTPUMATH
CBOIO MOBHOTY Ta BECTH J0 3MIHH XapakTepy IPaKTHYHOL
TiSUTBHOCTI JIFOMHY SIK IUISXY BUXOMY 13 KPH3H.

VY KOHTEKCTI HOBOIO PO3YMIHHSI CYTHOCTI JIIOJVHH,
siKe OPMYETHCSA B MEKaX CYy4acHOI HayKOBOI IMapagurMu,
BusHadeHoi B. C. CTphomiHMM $K TOCTHEKIacuka [9],
0cOONMBHUII  1HTEpeC BUKIUKAIOTH IOCTHEKIACHYHI
MIPAKTHKHM, OCMMCICHHIO SKMX OyB IPHUCBIYCHMI
pocificbko—ykpaincekuii Mixknaponuuit mpoekt «Iloct-
HEKJIACUYHI1 MPAKTUKH: JOCBIA KOHUenTtyamizamii» [8].
Y Mexax TpoekTy BIepine Oyio 3pobiaeHo crpoly
PO3IVISIHYTH aHTPOIOJIOTIYHUH aCTIEKT MOCTHEKIACHYHUX
NPAKTHK, Y SKUX JIIOJUHA [I0CTA€ OHTHKO—OHTOJIOTTYHOIO
€IHICTIO Ta Ji€ K Cy0’eKT 1 00’eKkT Oymb—sikoi CBO€T
npakTUKH oxHowyacHo [11]. Memow nanoi poGotu €
AQHTPOTIOJIOTIYHUI aHaTi3 IMOCTHEKIACHYHHUX NMPAKTHK Ta
BHSIBJICHHS X CIUJIBHUX 3aKOHOMIpPHOCTEH Ha MpHUKIaii
OKpPEeMHUX TMpaKTHK JIIOJUHH, TaKHX SK TearpajbHa
MpakTUKa Ta MHUCTEIbKa TPAKTHKa MIKPOMiHIaTIOPH.
CrnpoOu OCMHCICHHS LHMX MPaKTHK Mi KyTOM 30Dy
MIOCTHEKIACHYHOI METOAOJIOTIT BXKEe Malu Micue B
po6orax O. M. Jlepuenko [5] ta JI. B. Tenixenko [12], ane
CHUTBHE aHTPOIIOJIOTIYHE PO IUX MPAKTUK, BU3HAUCHE
LITICHICTIO CaMOT1 JIIOUHH, HE 3’ SICOBYBAIOCH.
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TpamuuiliHa HayKOBa PaliOHATBHICTh BBa)KAJIA JIIOIUHY
OKpEeMHM, HaifyacTilie i30Jb0BAaHUM BiJ] HABKOJIMIIHBOTO
CBITY IHAWBIZIOM, SKHH 3HaXOAUTHCS B AiSITBHO—TIACHBHOMY
a00 JIisUTbHO—aKTUBHOMY 3B’SI3Ky 3 HUM. Tak KIacHuHa
pallioHaNbHICT,  pO3MIsAana  JIOAMHY K  CyO’€KT,
HOXiZAHUN BiJ MPUPOAN—O00’€KTa, BBAXKAKOYM 1i LUIICHICTDH
MexaHicTHUHOIO. Heknacu4yHa pamioHaJBHICTH, HABIIAKH,
BBa)KaJla JIOAUHY MEPBUHHOIO 110 BiAHOIIECHHIO JIO TPHPOJIH
K 3aco0y ii BIACHOTO PO3BUTKY, HE3aJEKHOIO Bin Hel.
LlinkoM JOTIYHO, IO MPUPOTHA AiSTTBHICTH SK KJIACHYHOI,
TaK 1 HEKJIACHUYHOI JIIOAMHHU BHSBHIACS KOH(IIKTHOIO IO
CBOIill CyTi, CIIPIMOBaHOIO Ha PO3BUTOK JIMIIEC OKPEMHX ii
CTOpIH, JaJIeKol He JIMIIE Bijl €HOCTI 3 IPUPOJHUM CBITOM,
a i camoto co0o1o.

Take «HaykoBe» PO3ILETIICHHS JIOAWHH 3 MPUHIIUIIOM
Cy0’eKkT—00’€KTHHX BIJHOCHH Ha caMicTh 1 ii yMOBH, Ha
JIOAMHY 30BHIIIHIO 1 BHYTPINIHIO BH3HAYWIA OCHOBHI
pucH i ii mpakTUK. Y KIACHYHOMY BHIIQJIKy HPAKTUKH MaJH
YYTTEBO—HAOYHHHN XapakTep i Oy 3yMOBJICHI 30BHIIIHIMH
noTpedaMu JIIOMUHHU, 11 TPHUPOTHUM CepeloBHIIEM. Y
HEKJIACHYHOMY BapiaHTi MpPaKTUKH Oynu 3BEpHEHI J0
BHYTPIIIHBOTO CBITY caMmoi JIOMUHM, i TymIi 1 cBiJOMOCTI,
BiZIOOpaKalo4W TparHeHHs JIIOAWHHU MIIIXOM JIOCBiTYy
BHYTPIIIHBOTO MEPESKUBAHHSA OTPHMATH HOBI 3HAHHSI
npo cebe. Jlo ymcna TakMX MNPAKTUK MOXKHA BiTHECTH
TICUXOAHAJITUYHI IPAKTHUKH, 1HTYIIII0, IHCAWT, TiTHO3 1 T.]I.

SIk  HacHiZoOK, KIACHYHI Ta HEKIACHYHI HPaKTHKH
JIOAWHHM, SIKI II0YeproBo INOB’si3yBamucs abo 3 11
30BHIIIHBOIO, a00 BHYTPILIHBOIO CTOPOHAMH, TPHU3BEIH
JI0 KaracTpo(iYHUX 3MiH SIK HaBKOJMIIHBOI NPHUPOIH, TaK
1 IpUPOIM caMoi JIOAWHU, MPO IO CBiAYaTh, HaCAMIIEPEN,
€KOJIOTIYHA Ta AaHTPOIOJIOTiYHA KPHU3U CYYaCHOCTI.

OcHOBOIO 151 ()OPMYBAHHS B MEXKaX ITOCTHEKIACHIHOT
paIiOHAIbHOCTI HOBOTO YSBIGHHSA IIPO JIOAMHY Ta 1i
MIPAaKTHKU € Mepensiy cy0’e€KT—00’€KTHUX BiJHOLICHb, SIKi
BIIEpILE PO3IIAAAIOTHCS HE B PO3PUBI UM NMPOTHCTABICHHI,
gk 1e Oyno B kiacwuHiil panionamsHocti (O—C), abo a
HeknacuuHit (C—O), a B mpoueci iX iHTerpyBaHHS, IO
CyTi, B iX €IHOCTI. ¥ OCMHCIICHHSI JIFOMUHU Ta ii MPaKTUK
[Ie BHOCUTD BAKJIMBI 3MiHH, 30KpeMa 0SBy HOBOTO 00’ €KTa
JOCII/DKEHHST — CaMOPO3BHBAIOYMX CHCTEM, HEBiJl'€MHUM
KOMITOTICHTOM SIKHX € CaMa JIFOANHA. Y SKOCTi TAKUX CHCTEM
MOXKHA PO3IVISIATH JIIONMHY B €IHOCTI 3 ycima 11 yMOoBaMH,
B SIKI BOHA BKJIIOYEHA SIK JIIOYMH KOMIIOHEHT: IIPHPOLY,
CYCHIIBCTBO, KyOBTYpPYy Ta HaBiTh yBeChb YHIBEpCYM, Y
SKOMY BOHa TEX MOCTiifHO mepeOyBae Ta nie. Lle moxHa
npencrasuty, sk C+O.

Jnst  anTpomosiorii me o3Hayae, MO-TiepIle, HOBE
PO3YMIHHS MeX JIIOAWHM, SIKa BHSBISETHCA (HAKTHIHO
0e3MexHOI0, CBiTOBOIO. [lo—zpyre, crae 3po3yMisiuM, IO
LUTICHICTD JIFOJIMHU HE € TUTbKU (PI3MYHOI0, 30BHINIHBOIO,
YH TUTBKH JYXOBHOIO, BHYTPIIIHBOIO, HI TUM O1IbIIE JIHIIE
ncuxivHo0. [inicHiCTh JtonuHu Tpeba pO3yMITH K €IHICTh
30BHIIIHBOTO 1 BHYTPIITHBOTO, OHTHYHOTO 1 OHTOJIOTIYHOTO,
TOOTO TOTAJIbHOI €AHICTIO JromuHU 1 i1 ymoB. Ilo—
TpETE, TUM, IO 3’€IHYE PIBHI JIOAWHY B LUTICHICTB, IO
MEePETBOPIOE BCIO CKJIAHICTD JIFOANHY 1 il YMOB Ha €IHICTb,
€ 11 DisIbHICTB, BIACTHBA SIK 30BHIIIHIM, TaK i BHYTPIIIHIM
AQHTPOMONOTIYHUM TIporiecaMm ofgHoudacHo. B. C. Crpomin
nunre:  «B3aemonis  JroAMHM 3 caMOpa3BHBAIOYMMHU
CHCTEMaMH MPOTiKa€ TAKUM YHHOM, IO CaMa JTIOZICHKa Jisl He
€ 30BHIIIHIM (DAKTOPOM BiZIHOCHO CHCTEMH, a BKIFOYAETHCS
B Hei...» [10, c. 49].
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