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B nienom, B cOBOKYITHOCTH cBOMX ()OPM U TIPOSIBIICHUN COYUEManbHAsl KYIbmypa KaK KyIbmypa UMerouux
KOMMYHUKAMUBHbIL XAPAKMED UHMEPCYObEKMUBHBIX YeI08eHeCKUX OMHOUEHUL, PEATU3YEeMbIX 8 NPOYECCax
KOJLIEKMUBHOU KVAbMYPOSEHHOU JICU3HeOesimelbHOCmU, OXBaThIBaeT co00il Bce o0acTH OOIECTBEHHOMN
KHU3HH, HHUOUUPYS UX ONTUMAIFHOE COCTOSHHUE, COOTBETCTBYIOLIEE MCTOPHUECKOMY Pa3BUTHIO CHCTEMBI
KYJIBTYPHI B 00IIeCTBa.

BuiBoabl. TakuM 00pa3oM, CBSI3aHHAsI ¢ MHTEPCYOBEKTUBHONW MOJAIBHOCTHIO YEJIOBEUYECKOTO OBITHS
colMeTanbHasi KyJNbTypa O0ECIeYrMBacT €ro KyJIbTYpPOTCHHYIO MOJU(HKAIMI0 H COOOpa3HylH C Hel
OPTaHU3AIMOHHYI0 CONUAIBHYIO MPOJIOHTAINNI0, CTUMYJIAPYS. HCTOPHUYECKOE Pa3BUTHE CHCTEMBI KYIbTYPHI
n obmecTBa (KaK crenu(puIecKoro COIMOKYIbTYpHOTO (eHoMeHa). B cBoeM mpenenbHOM BEIpaKEHUH
couueTanbHasl KyJlbTypa OpUEHTHPOBaHA Ha (JOPMUPOBAHUE MCTOPUYECKH ONTHUMAIBHOTO KOJUIEKTHBHOTO
CcyObeKTa KyJbTYpbl M KYJIbTYPOTCHHOW NESATEIBHOCTH Ha OCHOBE BCECTOPOHHEE PAa3BUTON YEIOBEUECKOM
JUYHOCTH. B 3TOM 3akirodaeTcs ee CMBICI U IIpeJHa3HAYCHHE.

dunocodcknii ke aHATN3 COIMETATLHON KYIbTYPhI U KYJIBTYPBI B II€JIOM YKa3bIBaeT Ha TO, YTO CMBICIT
W3yUYCHHS KYyJIbTYphl HE OTPaHMYMBACTCS TEM, YTO OTKPHIBACT HEUYTO HOBOE Ui TOHMMAHHS CaMOM
KYJIbTYPBI: TAKOE N3yUeHHE UMEET 3HAYCHHUE JUTS YSICHEHHS CYIIECTBA BCEX CTOPOH OOIIECTBEHHOM KH3HH.
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Formulation of research problem and its significance. A man knows about his causality because he
causes it himself, for his activity is the sensual and subjective causality. A man knows about the essence and
phenomenon’s distinction because his subject and practical causality implements the movement for the
essential measurements of things. Equally, a man has a notion of a form because his activity is a form-
creative one.

We can’t discuss an idea that the true man’s activity is «the change of all and various objective forms
that are the formations by themselves — free, universal, goal-directed» [5, c¢. 27]. Man’s cultural and creative
activity founds the basis of people’s being, people’s world and social relations, due to what a man exists as
both spiritual and bodily creature. The activity is based on simple transformation of things, their temporality,
destruction of their natural cover. In the process of his activity a man tears off mercilessly the natural forms
of things to give them such forms, which are necessary for that man, which are socially significant and
expedient.

A man changes the natural expedience into his own one — socially significant and spiritual. However,
he can act with things in such way because on this level he deals only with outer forms of the substance: for
example, one can make any objects of wood and give them various forms, but with this «the inner form» of
wood, «woodenness» as it is remains unchangeable.

In other words, a man can’t ignore this form in nature, which exists as a law of a phenomenon. Thus the
people’s objective activity deals with the forms of different levels. The initial character of things’ forms and
activities gives a man a possibility to make them suitable for application. An object as a result of activity
(transformation) can become an object of immediate application, but it can also become an object for
meditative of future activity. In any case it stops being a phenomenon of nature but becomes an object of
culture — artificially created artifact, given to a man as a cultural value. Being connected by endless links
with all the world of cultural objects it realizes its motion and its «being» not only according to the laws of
natural but also of social and personal expedience. The process of further motion of the form is going on.

But the motion of form is realized not only on the side of an object. It is also going on the side of
subject: it’s the movement of the ideal forms. Before realizing the form-creative (or form-substituting) act,
the subject in its mind correlates the forms of outer thing and the goal that in its imagination is kept as a
form of belonging. Such correlation determines the choice of means. Thus, first in the consciousness there is
a process of transformation of the form and immediately — the form as a scheme, essay of personal activity
which later receives «a body» of subject activity and goes out in its product. It may also get no «embo-
diment» — as so many thoughts and fantasies remain unrealized, as well as too many ideas don’t find their
actualization.

The main material and justification of the study. If the work that provides objects with the expedient
form becomes the basis of peoples’ being it doesn’t at all mean that such form of activity exhausts all
diversity of peoples’ world attitude. On the level of simple work that gives form-goal outwardly into passive
«substance», the richness of content of activity is exhausted by its expedience: practical relation to reality
«is in trouble» with the change of objective content of being.

On the level of theoretical attitude the world in the process of active construction of cognitive image
(according to Kant) the problem of profoundness of such activity is transferred into another plan and is
connected with the degree of adequateness of cognitive image of object’s essence. Of course, within the
limits of reasonable movement of thought its own forms (categories) are put outwards to a definite «content»,
which is the substance of sensual impressions and imaginations. The problem of reflexive profoundness
appears on the levels behind the limits of intellect, when the form of thinking starts «to work» profoundly.
The activity-formation of the cognitive image emerges under the mind’s control, which critically and
reflectively refers to one’s own work. Such levels are necessary to the creative construction of the image and
the form of thought during the theoretical reflection.

In real everyday life the people’s activities both in practical and theoretical relations to reality are
mysteriously interlaced. Within these limits the profoundness of proper subjects activity is reduced quite
often to the simple «usefulness» that is to the indefinite expedience. On the higher level this profoundness
can be comprehended as a problem of sense, of valuable significance of what is put and realized by a subject
in his activity, being as it is. That is, the problem of profoundness in some way is transferred to the moral
choice. And then a man is in trouble particularly with the problem of correspondence or non-correspondence
of the attempt of his activity to common norms or to some basic senses which are rooted in presented type of
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sociality in really acted forms of common life activity. Right here, in everyday peoples’ determination of the
way of life, the problem of profoundness and existence receives a spiritual measurement; spiritual not in the
meaning of separation from being, but spiritual as transcendental measure of subject of being. Such measure
overcomes the limits of final individuality and represents common bases as an essence to the subject.

If a man’s activity appears as a form-creation, form-change (both in real and ideal aspects) then the
higher unity of theoretical and practical attitude to the world becomes the aesthetic activity, which is
realized in artistic forms. As the reflection of activity in the meaning of its proper form and profoundness is
the feature of integral way of life activity as it is, then, possibly it’s not accidentally that the categories of
«form» and «content» are used more often during the analysis of artistic activity and its products.

Hegel stated that only those «works of art, in which the content and forms are identical are true works
of art» [4, c. 229]. So, it is logically to suppose, that the problem of profoundness and essentialness of life
becomes for a man the object of reflexsion only if in the real way of his life activity non-concurrence,
discrepancy in the form and content, distinction of a form of life activity and the content of the life itself are
raised vividly. Similarly, the problem of essence of a man is a problem only in the case a living man feels
and suspects that he lives in same «not proper» way and the contradiction between the essence and existence
is fixed.

The problem of profoundness of life activity has the sense only on the background of a vivid unpro-
foundness, formality of life. In the same way the dissonance of form and content in an unsuccessful work of
art is evident when a form, an author’s «manner» manifests itself instead of presenting a form in complete
consent with the content and the content, without an adequate form, shrinks to some «idea», which
persistently announces itself against particularly artistic methods of representation.

The same happens in man’s life. In the moments of the highest life rises when the truth of a man’s
essence and purpose is realized in the happiest way, the form and essence are linked in its integrity of such
moment of being. The content is unfolding itself in adequate form, the exterior is transparently and
integrally linked with the interior, and the sense is manifested and realized by the content as a definite end in
itself. Such moment of life is internally and externally aesthetically completed. And a form of integral
completeness is a form of endlessness. The «Eidos» of such integrity of being is artistically significant and
completed whole that is perceived as the moment of completeness of being.

Unfortunately, these are only the moments of life, but in general the usual routine mediational life in
the conditions of alienational being lacks any sense as well as any aesthetic spontaneity and expressiveness.
The means have the tendency to substitute the content by themselves; the moment of life becomes the
simple means of achievement of some other moment of life. The form and content are disintegrated; the
form receives the features of an external indifferent form. The content of life as some «true» desirable sense
lays out of life as a dream, as uncertain and changeable lifeless «ideal», the means of activity themselves
appear as here-and-existing content of life activity.

The means while substituting the aim move the content of being outside the temporal and spatial
continuum filling the main time of life activity with non-reflective formality. The form becomes the content
and sense for itself. The «wholeness» of life disintegrates; the meaningful solidness of life converts into the
sum of eclectical data that indifferently fill the accidental forms of outer activity. Life loses the features of
cultural creativity, it becomes as a Structure, as a definite outer-given order, which groups «the elements» of
being according to external features.

The integrity, the inner completeness of the way of man’s life activity as if in a true work of art,
contains the identity of form and content. So, they say that life is the creative activity as well; a man doesn’t
only creates cultural forms but leads his own life. It becomes both the cultural and spiritual process. That’s
why it’s so difficult to define the culture definitely: it is a treasure-house of spiritual achievements, as well
as a way of man’s life, his creative activity as acting consciously interacting with external subjects. It seems
that the analysis of form and content in the artistic and aesthetic process has a definite word-outlook sense
from the point of view of common aesthetic attitude to the world as such one, that appears in all spheres and
forms of man’s to world-attitude.

It is considered to be interesting to differentiate the experience of inner and outer forms, which is given
in O. Potebnya’s investigations. In a word he distinguishes between an outer form (sound) content, which is
objectified through a sound, and its inner form or the closest etymological meaning of a word that is the way
by which the content is expressed. «It’s somehow difficult not to mix the inner form with outer one if we
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realize that the latter in its status is not a simple lump of marble, but the marble polished in a definite way;
in the picture — it’s not only canvas and paints but a certain colorful surface that is the picture itself... The
outer form of a word is also not a sound as the material but the sound formed by the thought, however this
sound is not yet the symbol of the content as it is» [6, c. 176]. The inner form of a work of art is an image,
which indicates the content, and the outer form is the thing in which the image is represented in object.

O. Potebnya considers that the content of a work of art can be in some way exhausted in its idea but it
is understandable not as a subjective idea of an author but as something that is put into the image and due to
flexibility, power of its inner form of which considerably prevail the author’s «thoughts» what that he’d like
«to put» into his work consciously. As M. Lifshits stated once: The idea of a work of art (composition) is
not only what the author wanted to say, but what «was said» in a work. It means, that it is in the unity of
form and content in all wealth of meaning in that power (strength) of inner completeness that has the form
of endlessness and consequently — in the beauty which possesses at the same time such incompleteness
which allows worrying and observing subject to continue the meaningful development of the content and
complete it in his sensual statement.

But the same happens in life: its content that’s «the ideay» is not only the form of our subjectivity, not
which way we thought of how to live the life, not what we subjectively put as an aspiration, but what «was
told», was realized and what is really being realized in one or other forms. Subjectively our thoughts are
more rich in content than that ones we live in. But objectively our way of life activity from the point of view
of its content, inspite of its break sparseness foolishness is much richer than our thought, is doesn’t matter
whether we understand this or not. It absorbs into its orbit, into its content and keeps such layers of being,
culture, which didn’t ever come in dreams in the subjective thought. And that’s why our life, as it is, is taken
as something alive «in flesh» despite all its dramatism and foolishness, as well as immanent tragism. It
contains more content than all the nicest projects. Life of a living man realized in accordance with a project-
idea of a subject itself lacks its «eidos» image, and so something mechanical, formal appears in it. Thanks to
God, life is richer. Our direct life is fed by juice of being and culture. And they are unlimited.

M. Bakhtin doesn’t confine the characteristics of a work of art to a notion of «idea». He calls as content
of an aesthetic object the reality of cognition and an aesthetic action which is included into aesthetic object
in its cognitivity and evaluation and can be analyzed here as a concrete intuitive unification, individuali-
zation, isolation, concretization and completeness that is to all-round artistic mounting with the help of
certain material [2, ¢. 32].

M. Bakhtin considers that such «material aesthetics» can’t be the basis of an artistic form, because it
understands an artistic work as an organized material, as a thing. Of course, the routine-materialistic look at
a man and his life is not able to ground the specific character of forms of man’s cultural creative activity.

The idea of a man as «a organized substance», and the idea of man’s «soul» as the function of a latter
specifically gives so few for the understanding of man’s being. Otherwise all definitions of personal being
should be derived from the peculiarities of a man’s structure as a material object.

Actually, «when a sculptor works with the marble, he, for sure, polishes marble in its physical
definiteness, but the important and artistic activity of a creator is not directed to it and the form realized by a
creator is not reduced to it, though the existence itself in any moment can’t be without marble and so it can’t
happen without a creator either; ... the sculptural form which is created is the aesthetically meaningful form
of a man and his body: the intention of creative activity and observation go in this direction...» [2, c. 54].

In a man’s cultural creative activity the sensual attitude of a man to bodility of things to be transformed,
has a derivative character, and it is at first determined by the way of activity from inside of which a man
acts. This way, despite its involveness into a certain system of social relations and certain form of commu-
nication, and even though it carries its content in itself, is also inwardly linked with the aim of the subject
itself.

The artistic form, according to Bakhtin, being in whole realized in the material, however, becomes the
form of the content, and valuably refers to it. At the same time the compositive form (as an organization of
the material) realizes the architectonic form (the form of spiritual and bodily significance of aesthetic man
and his surrounding — the form of aesthetic being and its uniqueness). How can it be possible? «The form is
deitemized (our term. — S. V.), and is brought out of work’s limits as an organized material item, becoming
only the expression of significantly-defined creative activity if aesthetically active subject... In the form |
find myself, my productive significance, which shapes activity... — | must recognize myself to a certain
extent as a creator of a form to realize an artistic form by itself in general» [2, ¢. 57].
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The deitemizing of a form, bringing it out of limits of the organized material is nothing else but de-
objectivizing of them. It forms the immanent, essential characteristics of man’s activity as it is. De-objecti-
vizing as it is, according to its essence is not de-objectivizing of the material but the form. In the form and
through the form the transformation of activity is taking place. For essential deitemizing it is really
necessary not simply perceive the form of the outer as proper passively but also live in the form as a creator
in a certain degree, the creator of its outer expedience. Only in this case the form of activity carries in itself
and by itself the content.

The content of cultural object is deitemizing due to the form of man’s activity, and in the form, but not
out of it the content can be adequately given generally. But the form of my activity should flexibly
correspond with the inner form of its content, — so the content of the cultural object as the creation of man’s
spirit defines the method, the form of my activity. And this has the most direct relation to my self-
development as a subject. No matter, but it’s impossible to deepen into the cultural object mechanically and
formally. To be more exact, it’s possible, but it won’t be the adequate de-objectivizing of its essence that is
it will be the fictitious process, the ersatz substitute. The activity of co-feeling oneself the active co-creator
of the form that is deitemized by my perception, becomes the basis of spiritual treatment the bases of coping
the cultural object becomes as a spiritual cultural self-determination and self-realization.

The levels of de-objectivizing can be different. G. Batishchev defines such as: 1) objective when the
action meets its subject as such one, that has a definite-objective being; 2) created when an object is actually
placed before the subject as a faded activity; 3) subjective as it is, when the activity meets some different
subjective being, cultural and historical, the active reality of someone’s subjective world. In this highest
form the activity is not connected with the communication of the outer bridges, but it directly is «the work
of communication» which is spread to the subject itself. The most complicated here is the involvement to
the senses of other one, the understanding: «to be able to do your own life as if the possible fate and the
continuation of life of the author’s, you try to appreciate» [1, c. 208].

The form-creation, form-exchange, the transformation of form is the process of real movement of
culture-creation. A man seems to exchange the forms with the surrounding: «takes off» in his actions the
forms of natural things making them an object of his cognitive mastery of reality and simultaneously gives
the new-formed cultural objects the forms of his own expedience — as a simple one, direct expedience of
everyday «usage» and also as higher spiritual and cultural expedience of world outlook’s self-determination
and subjective self-apprehension. There are three possible ways of world’s attitude: passive «eidetical»
when the world appears in the capacity of rootness, basicness, the observer perceives itself as an object;
formally-active in which the world is in the capacity of the absolute object of its creative transformation,
«not a temple, but a workshop» in which one can feel himself as «an owner» (while the world of people,
other subjects is also included into this workshop); completely rich in content, where the degree of people’s
activity is the understanding the unity of theoretical and practical world’s attitude, active and observing
aspects of life activity. The latter way is oriented not only and not so to the outer expedient consumption and
usable transformation of the objects, but to the determination of inner degree and essence of reality in the
process of interaction with it, to the adequate to this degree transformation of its — such world’s attitude is —
generally — open to the worlds of other subjects.

The problems of form-creation are the problems of forms’ comprehension and preservation of cultural
wealth, the problems of realization of a person’s responsibility for his own cultural creative actions, the
problems of formation of aesthetic life activity itself. Because in this professionally usurped and specialized
aesthetic activity, common higher laws of people’s activity as it are, taken not in their elementary units but
unity and general and general form are revealed. The aesthetic attitude of a man to the world isn’t simply
«one of» many others; aesthetic «side» of life isn’t simply one of many sides, but the people’s life itself,
taken in its self-goalless directness and inner completeness. That’s why the logics of this activity and the
attitude can be a criterion of measuring of any world attitude. So, the higher and general form is the way to
understanding the lower ones.

Actually, both in theory and practice, while analyzing different manifestations of people’s — personal or
social — activity, we operate with visual imaginations of concrete and partial ways of activity of the type
«goal-means—result», interpreting them by examples of different sides of people’s being.

Conclusions and perspectives for future research. The understanding of life activity as a spiritual
and cultural process and as culture-creation through the dialectics of categories «form and content» can be
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useful during the analysis of different sides of social and personal being of a man. It doesn’t substitute the
latter, but allows to keep the integrity of people’s life activity in «the field of vision» not to lose horizons in
the complex vanity of needs and tasks that people solve in everyday life. It’s extremely important not to lose
the general sense and aim of general movement, not to exchange to partial aims and slogans; it happened
and not once. Beauty has always been the criterion of the aesthetics. It wasn’t and isn’t as the idol or the
ideal, but as the concentration of all moral-imperative and global world outlook’s coordinates, which are
used by man in his attitude to the world, giving his own understanding of God, Freedom, Truth, Beauty,
Kindness, Happiness...

«Real transformation and lightning of man’s nature is the comprehension of beauty, kindness. When
kindness is realized really but not by symbolical-justically, it is a beauty... Beauty will save the world that’s
beauty is the rescuing of the world. The transformation of the world is the realization of Beau-
ty...» [3, c. 214].

Sources and literature

1. Barumes I'. C. EguncTtBo mearemsHocty u oOmenus / I'. C. batumes // [IprHIATB MaTepHaIHCTHIECKOM

TUANICKTHKHN KaK TeOpHH mo3HaHusA. — M. : Meicis, 1984, — C. 188-218.

baxtur M. M. Bonpocs! nuteparypsl u acretiku / M. M. baxtun. — M. : Xynox. nur., 1975. — 504 c.

3. bepnseB H. A. O nasnayeHuu yesnoBeka. OnbIT napanokcansHod 3tukd / H. A. bepnseB // O Ha3HaueHHH
yejoBeka. — M. : Pecriy6nuka, 1993. — C. 20—-253. — (b-ka 3Tn4. MbICIH).

4. Terens I'. B. ®. DHumknoneaus gpunocopekux Hayk / I'. B. @. I'erens ; Akan. nayk CCCP. Un-T dunocodun ;
[mep. ¢ vem. b. Ctonmuep]. — M. : Mbicnb, 1974. — T. 1. Hayka noruku. — 452 c. — (®wuoc. Hacienue).

5. Hpanos B. I1. YenoBeueckas nesTeIbHOCTh — Mo3HaHKe — UcKyccTBoO / B. I1. MiBaHoB. — Kues : Hayk. mymka,
1977. — 241 c.

6. ITote6Hs A. A. Dcteruka u mostuka / A. A. [Torebns. — M. : UckyccTBo, 1976. — 367 c.

N

Bosznsik Cepriii. [IpodieMu ¢gopMoyTBOpeHHSI B TYXOBHO-KYJIbTYPHili AiAIBHOCTI. Y CTAaTTI MpoaHaIi30BaHO
npobiemMu (pOpMOYTBOPEHHS B TYXOBHIN 1 KyNbTYpHIA MiSUTBHOCTI JIOAWHHU. ABTOpP 3aCHOBYE KOHIIENTYaIbHUH pO3-
TJISLI TOHSTTSI LiHHICHO-CMUCIIOBOT PeaIbHOCTI SK 3MICT Ta MaTepiall KyJIbTYPHOTO CTaHOBIICHHS JIFOJMHH, IPYHTYIOUH-
s Ha NisUIbHICHO-KOMYHIKaTUBHOMY MiJIXOJ1 IO PO3YMIHHS KyJIbTypH. BUCBITICHO NisUTbHICTD K KYJIBTYPOTBOPEHHS 1
TBOPEHHS JIFOJJUHH SIK COLIAbHO-KYJIBTYPHOTO Cy0’€KTa. Y 1bOMY KOHTEKCTI HABSACHO BH3HAYCHHS MOHSITH «3MICT» i
«(opMa» SIK CBITOTJISIAHUX PETYNSATHBIB i PENPE3EHTAHTIB Pi3HUX CIOCOOIB JIIOACHKOI akTUBHOCTI. [IpoaHanizoBaHo
cnenudiky Ta XapakTep ITyXOBHOI 1 KyJbTYPHOI JisUTBHOCTI, SIKY OMMCAHO 3a3HAUYCHHUMH KaTeropisMu. Po3risHyTo B
KyJIBTYpOJIOTiYHOMY (KyJIbTypdiiocopchkoMy) acleKTi Taki HOHSTTS, SIK popMa, 3MICT, POPMOYTBOPEHHS TOLIO.

KarouoBi ciioBa: ¢opma, 3MmicT, KyJIbTypHa AisUIbHICTB, (HOPMOYTBOpEHHs, (hopMo3MiHH, 0OepHEHHs GpopmHu, Jie-
00’ exTHBAILLiS.

Bo3usik Cepreii. IIpo6embl (popMo0oOpa3oBaHusi B AyXOBHO-KYJIbTYPHOM AeATeJbHOCTH. B cTaThe aHanmu3u-
pytoTcs mpobaeMsl GopMOOOpa3oBaHUS B JYXOBHOW M KyJbTYpHOH IEATEILHOCTH YeJIOBeKa. ABTOP OOOCHOBBIBAET
KOHIIENTYaJbHOE PACCMOTPEHHUE MOHSATHS LIEHHOCTHO-CMBICIIOBOH PEaJIbHOCTH B KauecTBE COAEPXKAaHUS M Marepuala
KyJIbTYpPHOTO CTaHOBJICHHSI YEJIOBEKa, KOTOPOE, B CBOIO OuYepesb, Oa3supyeTcs Ha JEesTeIbHOCTHO-KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHOM
MOJX0/e K MMOHUMAaHHIO KyJIbTyphl. PaccMarpuBaeTcsi IesTeIbHOCTh KaK KYJIbTypOTBOPUECTBO M CO3UIAHHE YeTIOBEKa
B KaueCTBE COIMAJIBHO-KYJIBTYPHOTO CyOBEKTa. B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe AaHO OmpeeNeHHe MOHATHUH «COAep)KaHue» U
«(hopMa» KaKk MHPOBO33PEHUYECKHUX PETYJIATHBOB U PEIPE3CHTAHTOB Pa3HBIX CHOCOOOB 4YEIOBEYECKOW aKTHBHOCTH.
AHanusupyercs creiuduka U XapakTep AyXOBHOH U KYJIbTYPHOU IEATEIBLHOCTH, KOTOPAs OMHMCHIBACTCS YKa3aHHBIMU
KaTeropusiMu. PaccMOTpeHbl B KyJbTYpOJOTHYECKOM (KyJIbTYphHIOCO(CKOM) aclieKTe Takue MOHSITHS, Kak (opma,
comepxanue, popMooOpa3oBaHue U T. II.

KaroueBnbie cioBa: ¢opma, copepxanue, KyJabTypHas JEsTENBLHOCTh, (popMoodpazoBanue, (HOpMOU3IMEHEHNE,
npeBpaieHHas Gpopma, ge-00bEKTHBALIHS.
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