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IK3UCTEHIIMAJIBHASI AHAJIMTUKA MU®A 1 OBPA3ZOBAHMUS
KAK YHUBEPCAJIBHBIX KYJIbTYPHBIX ®OPM

E.B. Casenosa

Ipobnema e3aumodericmeus muga u 00pPaA306anUsi KAK YHUBEPCATbHLIX KYJIbMYPHLIX (POPM 6 KOHmeKcme
napaouemvl IK3UCMEHYUAbHOU AHATUMUKU 6 HEeKIACCUYecKkoll @uiocopckoi unmepnpemayuu. Boisensemcs
cneyugura mugha u 06pazoeanusi KAK OCHOGHBIX KOHCHMUMYUPYIOWUX HAYAL Yel08e4ecKo20 Oblmusl U Kyibmypul, d
MAKIICE AHATUSUPYIOMCS YCA0BUSL BOZHUKHOBEHUSI U KOHBEPLEHYUL IMMUX NOHAMUL HA IKI3UCEHYUATLHOM YPOSHE
Oblmust.

Kniouesvie cnosa: mug, obpazosanue, sKk3ucmenyuaibHulil ypogeHs Obimusl, Ky1bmypa, 0ogepue, ROHUMAHUE.

E.V. Savelova
Myth and formation existential analytics as universal cultural forms
It is considered the problem of myth and formation interaction as universal cultural forms within the context of
existential analytics paradigm in nonclassical philosophic interpretation. It is distinguished the specificity of myth
and formation as the main constituent beginnings of human being and culture; also it is analyzed the conditions of
appearance and convergence of these notions on the existential level of being.
Key words: myth, formation, existential level of being, culture, trust, understanding.

Jlureparypa

1. Xaiioezceep M. boitue u Bpems. M., 1997.

2. Kaccupep 3. ®unocodus cumBonngeckux Gopm: B 3 1. T. 2. Mudonorunueckoe moinicane (1925).
M., CII6., 2002.

3. Xiwbnep K. TIporpecc ot muda gepes Joroc B HayKe Kak TEOPETHKO-TI03HABaTeIbHAas pooiema // Pazym
Y 9K3UCTEHIIMS: AHAJIM3 HAYYHBIX U BHEHaY4HBIX (popm Mmbinnienus. CII16., 1999.

4. 3asepuunckui K.@. JlernTHMHOCTB: T€HE3UC CTAHOBJIEHUS U pa3BUTHE KOHLenTa // [loanTnyeckne
uccienosanus. 2001. Ne 2.

5. Auun C.E. YenoBex B NOCIIEA0BATEIILHOCTH COOBITHI )KEPTBHI, lapa 1 oOMeHa. BiaguBocTok, 2001.

6. benwviti A. Kotuk Jletaes // bensiit A. Counnenus: B 2 1. M., 1990. T. 2.

7. beposies H.A. Cmbicn uctopuu. M., 1990.

Hanvnesocmounslit 20cyoapcmeeHHblil 2yMAHUMADHBLI
yHUgepcumem, 2. Xadaposck 23 dexaopsa 2009 2.




