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Why to study philosophy?

(Wherefore one should study philosophy)

1. Each one philosophizes and each one solves vital and really philosophic problems (like attitude to the world, meaning and aim of life, occupational choice, good and evil, etc.). Then why not to learn philosophy from others, instead of wandering in the labyrinth of challenge? 

Imagine that you learn skiing. The snow is deep and friable. You hardly can move your legs. But someone have made a ski-track nearby, and you stand on it and at once it becomes easyer to advance. Gradually you master the art of pace, and then you can go your own way independently. Now you have less chance of breaking through snow or halt. The same is about philosophy.

2. Philosophy is the collective intellect of people. To be an expert in collective intellect is as important as to have the intellect. And the intellect is the concentrated expression of a human being.

It's not accidental that the scientists-biologists call human being «homo sapiens».

Philosophy makes a person feel himself being a ciziten of the world, be abreast with the mankind and even with the world as a whole. 

3. Philosophy helps a human being to recognize himself truly as a person. Not a woman, not a man, not a representative of some ethnicity or religion, not an expert-professional.

Particularly, it helps an expert to overcome his professional narrowness, i.e. philosophy protects him from the so-called professional idiocy (narrow-mindedness). Let’s recall what Kozma Prutkov said apropos of this: the specialist is similar to the gumboil, its fullness is one-sided.

A person must be comprehensively educated, cultured and developed. It is achieved by studying of speciality sciences, reading of scientific and cognitive literature, fiction, newspapers, magazines, developing of musical and artistic tastes, practical skills and abilities. Philosophy so to speak is in the middle of all this stream of educational and pedagogical tasks.

In the 18th century the Prussian minister Tsedlits “commanded his subordinates respect to philosophy”; he believed that “a student must learn that after completing the course in sciences he will have to be a doctor, a judge, a lawer etc. only several hours a day, but for the whole day he will have to be a person. That’s why high school must give a considerable philosohlical grounding along with the speciality knowledge. (see A. Guliga. Kant M., 1977. p. 95).

4. Owing to philosophy the mental outlook enlarges uncommonly, the breadth of mind appears and develops. The breadth of mind helps a person to understand the others, teaches to be tolerant, not to be afraid of the strange, i.e. guards against xenophobia.

5. Philosophy inculcates a taste for abstract thinking, and not to a lesser extent than mathematics does. 

In contrast to mathematics philosophical abstraction is filled with the meaning of life; it’s not a distraction from the diverse but the diverse unity. Suffice it to mention such abstractions as “world as a whole”, “space”, “time”, “matter”, “spirit”.

6. Philosophy provides a person with strength and fearlessness.of mind, Thanks to philosophy a person gets rid of dangerous feeling of ant, who rushs about the huge roots of trees with no point.

7. Philosophy develops the mind, the ability to think. The study of philosophy is the true school of creative thinking.

8. Philosophy teaches criticism, critical thought. After all the first condition of philosophizing is to take nothing on trust. Thus philosophy helps to get rid of prejudices and mistakes.

(Translated by  Popova N.) (Попова Наталья, студентка РЭА, май 2007 г.)
1. What is the philosophy?

1.1. Love of Wisdom 

The name “philosophy” comes from the Greek words “phileo” — “I love” and “sofia” — “wisdom”, which means love of wisdom. 

Even today wisdom remains an integral definition of philosophical thinking. Philosophy is wisdom, but not of a separate human being, but ofajoined Mind of man. How are we to understand this?
Firstly, philosophy is precisely thinking — not learning, not feeling, not faith, not will, not action.

Secondly, philosophy is not just thinking, but co-thinking, i.e. thinking which assumes reflective communication of people or people thinking together. Philosophy is collective thinking just as science is collective learning, art is collective feeling, religion — collective faith, moral-politics-law — collective will, economics — collective production- allocation, etc. 
Thirdly, the starting and ending point of philosophy is not knowledge, nor good, nor beauty, but thought — a thought with meaning and a point for many people, first and foremost the philosophers themselves. Of course, collective thought is exercised in science, art and all other areas of human life as well. But this collective thinking is only a secondary element of scientific research, art, etc. It is philosophical to the extent at which it is personally independent, not connected directly with creation of knowledge, beauty, material benefits, etc. In philosophy the collective thinking is self-sufficient, is as much as possible removed from the decision of discovery-art-practical problems. The territory of philosophy is the territory of pure, self-sufficient thought.
Philosophy the highest display of a living thing’s ability to delay its action or reaction, the answer from considering how it would be best to act. The base behaviour is based purely on reflex, when there is a minimal time difference between the sensation and the action (for example, jerking your hand away from a hot object right after contact). The behaviour of the person becomes more complex as the time distance (delay) between perception and action, knowledge and practice increases. Philosophers are representatives of the human race who to the greatest degree personify-materialize this delay. If philosophers offer something to non-philosophers, then it’s not completely ready answers-recipes, but half-finished products. After all, a thought-idea always a half- finished product...
Earlier some philosophers, writers and scientists suggested the position of philosophy as the science of sciences. This position, correctly emphasizing the special role of philosophy in comparison with selective sciences as a general world outlook, methodological, ideological basis of scientific learning, at the same time has one significant flaw. It declares philosophy a science and it establishes rigid communication between philosophical ideas and scientific theories. In fact, philosophy is a special form of thinking. It includes an element of science, but is not reduced to scientific forms of learning. Science is the form of collective knowledge, whereas philosophy is the form of people’s collective thought.
(In brackets I shall point out that just as in the opinions of correlation between philosophy and sciences there is a certain misconception [when philosophy is represented a science], likewise is there in the question of the correlation between thinking and learning - the first is frequently given as a part, a type or a form of the second). 

Moreover, philosophy, unlike a science, cannot oblige, order, specify “what should be”, be a law maker. Its positions possess only recommendatory force with respect to other branches of human activity. The expression “philosophy is the science of sciences” reflects the attempt to present philosophy as a law maker for the sciences, dictating to them the way it wishes them to be.
The specified expression is also wrong in the sense that it limits the mutual relation of philosophy with other branches of human activity only with area of its relationship with sciences. Philosophy as a form of collective thinking has the direct relationship with science, and art, and material practice, and to management of society, and to a single person’s individual experience. It reflects all forms of activity, taking the central or focus position towards which all forms of human activity converge. In other words, philosophy is the center of all human searches and aspirations.
In our country philosophy was for a long time (and still is) strongly adhered to the state and science. Philosophical researches are conducted greatly within the jurisdiction or under the aegis of the Russian Academy of Sciences. The non-differentiation of philosophy from science leads its unjustified “scientification”, certain philosophical scientism. The use of science-like language in philosophical books and articles is a rather widespread phenomenon. As a result, one expects the same from philosophical research and considerations as from scientific research. The other aspect of such an approach, i.e. the attempts to “scientify” philosophy is that one expects from it concrete scientific results, ready answers to the questions put forward by life. As this expectation is not fulfilled, there comes disillusionment with philosophy.
Science, as was already said, is engaged in knowledge; whereas philosophy learns nothing. It only analyzes the course and results of learning (and not only learning, but also practice, arts, all human experience in general). To a science that of science, and to philosophy — that of philosophy*! Science generates knowledge. Philosophy develops ideas. No more than that. The philosophical idea is the idea of ideas: scientific, art, practical, etc. Accordingly, philosophizing does not directly serve knowledge, practice, art, but rather indirectly.
Philosophy in our country should find its identity and free itself, at last, from external bonds. Nobody, not scientific authorities, not the state, not religious figures, should interfere with the business of philosophy.
An example of philosophy’s “scientification” is the attempts of some philosophers and philosophical schools to express the basic philosophical positions in the form of laws. Since science discovers laws, that means philosophy can, too. The most remarkable example of the invention of philosophical laws is the Marxist laws of dialectics. The way I see it, only science can apply for the opening and the research of laws of a subject domain. In philosophy “law” is only one of many categories, coupled to the “phenomenon” category, and to name the same some philosophical basics with the same term it is a logical mistake. Either we should recognize that a “law” is the highest category of dialectics, or state that the word “law” in the case of it being a question of “the law of dialectics “, has a different meaning than when it designates one of the categories of dialectics. In the second case there is a danger of the ambiguous use of the term “law”, which leads only to confusion of concepts and to various distortion of thinking.

One of the reasons for Marxist philosophy using the concept ‘law” with respect to some of its key positions is precisely the free or involuntary drawing of parallels between philosophy and a science.

When I said that philosophy learns nothing, I meant, that the “ecological niche” of philosophy as special type of culture is not learning, but thinking. The purpose of philosophizing is not the finding of truth, but wisdom. After all, philosophizing is, in fact, sophistication (in good sense of this word). Only science “has the right” to be engaged in learning. This is its specialty, its “bread”. One could say, and what about the expressions “philosophical knowledge”, “philosophical science” and so forth? To this I shall answer:
the words “knowledge” and “science” with reference to philosophy are used in a different sense, rather than when speak about a science as a type of culture and about learning as branches of human activity. In fact, in theology, too, quite often the expressions “theological knowledge”, “theological science” are used. And yet nobody sees “theological knowledge” as scientific knowledge, and “theological science” really as a science like physics, biology, sociology.
When we speak about philosophical knowledge, we keep in mind not that knowledge which is obtained through a process of scientific learning. Scientific knowledge is the result of getting to know the real world, the world as object of study. Philosophical knowledge is the result of intraphilosophical streams of information going from one philosopher to another. If I have read through Plato’s compositions and understood them, then I have received knowledge of Plato’s doctrine, his ideas, opinions, etc. The Sum of philosophical knowledge is first of all knowledge of the basic philosophical doctrines- ideas of the past and the present. Philosophical knowledge is similar to scientific knowledge in the sense that it, as well as scientific knowledge, more or less is adequately, accordingly displays the subject matter, in our case the doctrine, ideas, thoughts of another philosopher (other philosophers). A philosophically educated person is a person who has more or less adequately understood and taken in the basic ideas of past and the present philosophers. Philosophical education is the basis for philosophical learning and professionalism. Words “learning” and “scientist” with reference to the philosopher mean only that the person had thoroughly studied philosophy. Almost the same thing can be said about words “scientific character” and “science”. With reference to philosophy these words mean the learning of philosophy. Besides, the word “science”, combined with the adjective “philosophical” (philosophical science) means a section of philosophy, which has separated itself to a rather independent philosophical discipline, into branch of philosophical knowledge. Philosophical sciences are considered to be ethics, an aesthetics, logic...
In recent years, another extremity measure has made itself known: antiscienticismirrationalism. It is definitely a reaction to previous decades of philosophical scientismrationalism. The liberated philosophers suddenly have started talking as theologians, mystics, psychics, prophets... 

Neither scientism, nor antiscienticism make the philosopher a philosopher. We, philosophers, must learn to speak with our own voice, without scientism on the one hand, and without religious-mystical, prophetical rhetoric-airs on the other.
(Translated by   Gladkih O.) (Гладких Оксана, студентка экономич. фак-та МГУИЭ, май 2007 г.)
Вариант перевода:

1. What is the philosophy?

1.1. Love of wisdom

The name "philosophy" comes from the Greek words “phileo” - I love and “sophia” - wisdom that means love of wisdom, wisdom-loving. 

Wisdom still remains an essential definition of philosophical thinking. Philosophy is wisdom, but not of a separate person but of the incorporated Mind of people. In other words Philosophy is a collective thinking. How can it be understood?

First Philosophy is thinking not knowledge, not feeling, not belief, not will, not action. 

Secondly, Philosophy is not simply thinking but co-thinking, i.e such a way of thinking which assumes an intellectual dialogue of people or mutual thinking of people. Philosophy is a collective thinking like science - collective cognition, art - collective feeling, religion - collective faith, morals-politics-law - collective will, economy - collective manufacture-distribution, etc. 
Thirdly, initial and a terminal point of philosophizing is not the knowledge or blessing or beauty, but an idea having sense-value for other people, first of all for philosophers.

Certainly, it’s collectively thinking in science, art and all other spheres of human activity. 

But this collective thinking is only a subordinated moment of scientific-cognitive, art activities and so on. 

It’s philosophic only in that measure in what it is internally free. It is not connected directly with manufacture of knowledge, beauty, material benefits, etc.

 In philosophy the collective thinking is self-sufficient, is as much as possible removed from the decision cognitioning, art and practical problems. The elements of philosophy are elements of a pure, self-sufficient idea.

Philosophy is the maximum display of ability alive-human to a delay of reaction, action, the answer for that considering how is better to operate-act. The bare behaviour is certainly reflex, when the minimal distance between sensation and action (for example, drawing back quickly hands from a hot subject right after the touching). The person’s behaviour became more difficultly, when the distance between perception and action, knowledge and practice is wider. Philosophers are such representatives of humans who in the greatest degree personify materialize this delay.

If philosophers offer something to a person who isn’t a philosopher that is not ready answers-recipes but their semifinished items, because the idea is always a semifinished item...

Earlier some philosophers, writers and scientists put forward regulations about of philosophy as sciences of sciences. This position correctly emphasizes a special role of philosophy in comparison with private sciences as general world outlook, methodological, ideological basis of scientific knowledge. But at the same time it suffers essential defect. It declares philosophy like a science and thanks to that fact it arranges the communication between philosophical representations and scientific theories. Actually the philosophy is the special form of thinking. It includes an element of scientific character, but is not reduced to the scientific form of knowledge. The science is the form of collective knowledge while the philosophy is the form of collective thinking of people.

(In brackets I’ll note, what a certain mess is in the  sights at a parity of philosophy and sciences [when the philosophy is represented as a science], so in a question about  a parity of thinking and knowledge the first quite often represent as a part, a kind or the form of the second. See about it below item 17.1, p. 510).

Besides the philosophy, unlike a science, cannot oblige, order, specify “as it is necessary”, be legislator. Its positions possess only recommendatory force in relation to other branches of human activity. Expression “philosophy is the science of sciences” reflects attempt to present philosophy legislator of sciences, dictating to them the will, how conduct yourself.

The specified expression is wrong and in the sense that limits mutual relations of philosophy with other branches of human activity only area of attitudes with sciences. The philosophy as the form of collective thinking has the direct attitude both to a science, and to art, and to a material practice, and to management of a society, and to individual experience of the person. It reflexes in occasion of all these forms of activity, borrowing position of the center or focus in which forms of human activity converge all. Differently, philosophy is the concentration, the center of all human searches and aspirations.

In our country the philosophy long time was (and while remains) strongly fastened to the state and a science. Philosophical researches are spent largely within the limits of or under aegis of the Russian Academy of sciences.  Pseudoscientific language in philosophical books and clauses is quite widespread phenomenon. As a result from philosophical researches and reflections wait for the same, that from scientific researches. 

Science as already was spoken, engaged knowledge; the philosophy learns nothing. It only comprehends a course and results of knowledge (and not only knowledge, but experts, arts, in general all human experience).  The Science makes knowledge. The philosophy develops ideas. No more that. Philosophical ideas are ideas of ideas: scientific, art, practical, etc. Accordingly philosophizing does not directly serve knowledge, practice, art, but rather meditated.

The philosophy in our country should find the person and be released, at last, from external пут. Anybody, neither scientific authorities, nor state, religious figures should not interfere with business of philosophy.

Example studying philosophies is attempts of some philosophers and philosophical schools to express the basic philosophical positions in the form of laws. Scientists open laws in a science, means and in philosophy it is possible to do it. Most a vivid example of the invention of philosophical laws are Marxist laws of dialectics. As it is represented to me (as I see), only the science can apply for opening and researching of laws of a subject domain. In philosophy "law" is only one of categories, a steam room of a category "phenomenon" and to name the same term some philosophical foundation is a logic mistake. Or we should recognize, that "law" is the maximum category of dialectics, or to recognize, that a word "law" in case of when it is a question of “ the law of dialectics ”, has other sense, than when it designate one of categories of dialectics. In the second case it’ll a danger of the ambiguous use of the term "law", the leader only to mess of concepts and to various skews in thinking is created.

One of the reasons of using in the Marxist philosophy of concept "law" with reference to its some substantive provisions is served just with free or involuntary carrying out of analogy between philosophy and a science.

Speaking about that philosophy nothing learns, I meant, that “an ecological niche” philosophies as special type of culture is not knowledge, and thinking. The purpose of philosophizing is not comprehension of true, and wisdom. In fact philosophizing also is sophistication (in good sense of this word). Only the science "has the right" to be engaged in knowledge. It is its feature, its "bread". Some people can tell:  how to be with expressions “ philosophical knowledge ”, “ a philosophical science ” and i.e. I can’t answer: words "knowledge" and "science" with reference to philosophy are used in other sense, rather than when speak about a science as type of culture and about knowledge as branches of human activity. In divinity quite often use expressions “theological knowledge”, “a theological science”. But in fact nobody considers “theological knowledge” as scientific knowledge, and “a theological science” really science similarly to physics, biology, sociology. 

When speak about philosophical knowledge mean not that knowledge which is got during scientific knowledge. Scientific knowledge is result of knowledge of the real world, the world as object of knowledge. Philosophical knowledge is a result of intraphilosophical streams of the information going from one philosopher to another. If I have read through Platon's compositions and have understood them has received knowledge of Platon's doctrine, of its ideas, sights and i.e. The item the Sum of philosophical knowledge is first of all knowledge of the basic philosophical doctrines and ideas of the past and the present. The philosophical knowledge is similar to scientific knowledge in the sense that it, as well as scientific knowledge, more or less adequately, accordingly displays a subject, in our case is the doctrine, ideas, and ideas of other philosopher (other philosophers). 

Philosophically formed person is a person who more or has less adequately apprehended and has acquired the basic ideas of philosophers of the past and the present. Philosophical formation is a basis of philosophical learning and professionalism. Words "learning" and "scientist" with reference to the philosopher mean only that, the person thoroughly studied in philosophy. Almost the same it is possible to tell about words "scientific character" and "science". With reference to philosophy these words mean learning philosophies. Besides a word "science" in a combination to an adjective "philosophical" (the philosophical science) means this or that section of the philosophy which have allocated in rather independent philosophical discipline, in branch of philosophical knowledge. Philosophical sciences name ethics, an aesthetics, logic... 

Last years other extreme measure has an effect: untiscientism and rationalism. It definitely reaction to previous decades of philosophical scientism and rationalism. The liberated philosophers suddenly have started talking as seminary students, mysticism, clairvoyants, prophets... 

Neither scientism , nor ant scientism do not do the philosopher by the philosopher. We, philosophers, should learn to speak the voice - without scientism, on the one hand, and without religious-mystical, prophetical rhetoric-airs on another hand.

Translated by  Budenkova Ekaterina (Буденкова Екатерина, РЭА, гр. 714 ИЭФ)
1.2. The Subjects and “parts” of Philosophy
Philosophers have been discussing the problem of”parts’ of philosophy, its structure since the initial accumulation of philosophical ideas took place and the appearance of the first philosophers-systematizers.

Philosophy as a whole can be divided into three parts according to three “subjects”: the object of activity, the subject of activity, and the activity itself, i.e. its means-methods. The contents of philosophy are mainly the general concepts about the world as a whole, its structure by category, about man and the society in which he lives, about methods of activity or man’s mastering of the world. Graphically the subject matter of philosophy looks like this: (fig. 1). 


 

Three “parts” of the subject matter of philosophy can be picked out:

1. The world as a whole (an objective reality), its structure by category (objective system of categorical definitions of the world).

2. Man and society (a subjective reality).
3. Activity, interaction of the subject with the object, ways and directions of activity (thinking, learning, practice, art).
According to the three “parts” of the subject we can select three “parts” of philosophy: 
1. The doctrine about the world as a whole and it structure by category (world outlook “part”.)
2. The doctrine about man and society (philosophical anthropology and social philosophy.)
3. The doctrine about forms and methods of activity (methodological “part”.)
As a world outlook, philosophy gives the most general understanding of the world as a whole and it structure by category. The subject of this “part” of philosophy is the objective reality, the world as it exists in itself, irrespective of the man and mankind. The world outlook aspect of philosophy brings to the forefront its objectivity, impartiality. In this “part” it aspires to an ideal of “scientific” philosophy.
As the doctrine about man and society philosophy realizes the principle of “discovering oneself’ and directs the development of man and society in a certain direction. This aspect of philosophy could be named ideological. It brings out its active, functioning, subjective character, its partiality.
As the doctrine about forms and methods of activity, philosophy serves as the general method of learning and practice. It is not enough to have an idea about the world as a whole, it is not enough to know what is wanted by man, it is also necessary to develop questions of successful activity to master (discover and transform) the world. The subject of the methodological “part” of philosophy is human activity in its diverse forms, in other words, interaction of the subject (man and society) with the object (the objective world). The philosophical methodology includes:
1. The doctrine about creativity.

2. The doctrine about thinking.
3. The doctrine about learning.
4. The doctrine about practice.
5. The doctrine about game activity (art, sports).
In the doctrine about thinking the question about the idea is central. In the doctrine about learning the question about truth is central. In the doctrine about practice the question about the use, the value is central. In the doctrine about art the central question is the question about beauty.
Each of specified “parts” of the philosophical methodology has its own system of specific categories-concepts.

Philosophy, just as any other branch of human activity, develops, becomes more complex, and, hence, is differentiated within itself. There is a process of differentiation of philosophy and the specializations of its separate parts. On the other hand, from time to time philosophical systems emerge, “working” in the direction of integration of philosophical ideas. Differentiation and integration of philosophy are two parts of the same process of its rise-development.
For a long time now there has been a peculiar division of labour between philosophers. They have divided into philosophers-specialists (specializing in any one area of philosophy) and the philosophers-systematizers, aspiring to capture all the abundance of philosophical ideas with one mental glance. Both kinds of philosophers are needed by today’s society.
If we are to take the development of philosophy during lengthy time intervals, we will see that from time to time systems of philosophy covering all aspects had arisen. In Ancient Greece such an all-covering system was the philosophy of Aristotle. During the New Age every significant philosopher tried to create a system of philosophical knowledge. Systematic doctrines were left by Descartes, Spinoza, Gobbs, Lock, Cante. Really Indeed, the modern-day Aristotle is said to be Hegel. 

(Translated by   Gladkih O.) (Гладких Оксана, студентка экономич. фак-та МГУИЭ, май 2007 г.)
1.2. Subject and "parts" of philosophy

Philosophers discussed a problem of "parts" of philosophy, its structure since initial accumulation of philosophical ideas has taken place and there were the first philosophers-systematisators. 

The philosophy in its full shape can be divided into three parts accordingly to three "subjects": to object of activity, the subject of activity and the activity, exactly to its means-methods. 

The philosophy maintenance the general representations about the world in whole make most, its categorical structure, about the person and a society in which he lives, about ways of activity or assimilation of the world by the person. Graphically the philosophy subject looks so: (fig. 1).


 

We can allocate three "parts" of a subject of philosophy:

1. The world in whole (an objective reality), its categorical structure (objective system of categorical world definitions).

2. The person and a society (a subjective reality).

3. Activity, interaction of the subject with object, ways and activity directions (thinking, knowledge, practice, art).

Accordingly three "parts" of a subject can allocate three "parts" of philosophy:

1. The doctrine about the world in whole and its categorical structure - world outlook "part".

2. The doctrine about the person and a society - philosophical anthropology and social philosophy. 

3. The doctrine about activity forms and methods - methodological "part".

As outlook the philosophy gives the most general representation about the world in whole and its categorical structure. A subject of this "part" of philosophy is the objective reality, the world as it exists in itself, irrespective of the person and mankind. The world outlook aspect of philosophy puts in the forefront its objectivity, impartiality. In this "part" she aspires to an ideal of "scientific" philosophy.

As the doctrine about the person and a society the philosophy realises a principle “learn itself” and focuses development of the person and a society in a certain direction. It would be possible to name this aspect of philosophy ideological. He finds out its active, effective, subjective character, its partiality.

As the doctrine about forms and methods of activity philosophy serves as the general method of knowledge and practice. It is not enough to know about the world as a whole, it is not enough to know what the person wants, it is necessary to develop also questions of successful activity on assimilation (knowledge and transformation) of the world. A subject of methodological "part" of philosophy is human activity in its diverse forms, otherwise, interaction of the subject (the person and a society) with object (the objective world). The philosophical methodology includes:

1. The doctrine about creativity.

2. The doctrine about thinking.

3. The doctrine about knowledge.

4. The doctrine about practice.

5. The doctrine about game activity (art, sports). 

In the doctrine about thinking the question on idea is central. In the doctrine about knowledge the question on true is central. In the doctrine about practice the question on the blessing, value is central. In the doctrine about art by the central question the question about fine, beauty is. 

Each of specified "parts" of philosophical methodology has the system of specific categories-concepts.

The philosophy as any other branch of human activity, develops, becomes complicated, and, hence, is differentiated in itself. There is a process of differentiation of philosophy and specialization of its separate parts. On the other hand, from time to time there appear the philosophical systems, "working" in a direction of integration of philosophical ideas. Differentiation and philosophy integration - two parties of uniform process of its formation-development.

For a long time there was already an original division of labour between philosophers. They were divided into philosophers-experts (specializing in any one area of philosophy) and the philosophers-systematics, aspiring to capture by uniform mind all riches of philosophical ideas. And those, and other philosophers are necessary to a modern society.

If to take philosophy development for the big time intervals we will see, that from time to time there were comprehensive systems of philosophy. In the Ancient Greece Aristotle's philosophy was such comprehensive system. During new time every large philosopher applied for creation of system of philosophical knowledge. Regular doctrines were left by Descartes, Spinosa, Gobbs, Lock, Kant. Really Gegel became the Aristotle of new time. 

 (Translated by Gazaev S.) (Газаев С., студент РЭА, май 2007 г.)
1.4. Practical philosophy
The practical importance of philosophy follows from this the fundamental fact, that the thought can directly influence action: or to induce the person to action, or, on the contrary, to brake, stop action, to avert from it. 

The purpose of practical philosophy: to induce people by means of thought to correct, good actions and to avert from erroneous, bad actions. Speaking more precisely, the practical philosophy is the philosophy, having for an object to influence people force of thought via a word, belief - in the course of live dialogue (consultation-conversation, interview, discussion, the analysis of a concrete situation). The practical philosopher (like the practical psychologist, the psychoanalyst, the doctor, the priest, the lawyer) will organize consultation-interview-confession service. His task: consultation and interview on the basic questions of a life, development, love, creativity, health...

If to speak more developed, necessity of institute of the practical philosopher is dictated to the following:

1. The philosopher, unlike representatives of other trades (psychologists, doctors, lawyers, sexologists, priests etc.), completely considers the person, in all its vital displays. He is capable to talk to the person as with the person, to consider all aspects of human life-experience and as though to conduct all toolkit of influences on the person. The Psychologist-psychoanalyst searches for the decision of human problems in mentality, the doctor - in recovery of health, the lawyer - in effective use of legislation etc. Only the philosopher can estimate, what means should be used in those or other situations. And he can offer complex use of various means, i.e. to co-ordinate-conduct. 

2. Besides, the philosopher has such means of the decision of human problems what professionally any representative of any other human-focused activity has no. This means is the thought. The professional philosopher is the person who has made thinking (reasoning, the argument, belief, criticism) the trade. And it, only it, can professionally use thought-thinking as a lever on the person for the decision of its problems.

3. It is necessary to mean, that the philosophy invisibly is present at consciousness of people, they want it or not. People anyhow discuss philosophical problems, not naming them philosophical. These discussions are mostly not qualified and ignorant. The whole sea of pseudo-philosophical reasonings can be met in a tele-and broadcasts, in films, in books, newspapers and magazines. Besides, many humanity- experts (psychologists, doctors, lawyers, priests etc.) besides especially professional conversations and recommendations conduct with the clients purely philosophical conversations and give advice of philosophical character. They work, in essence, in the field of practical philosophy. It is natural, that all these discussions and recommendations in most cases leave much to be desired. It is clearly, that here should work philosophers-professionals. The practical philosophy just also means, that the philosopher directly works with people; together with them solves their fundamental questions of a life. Not with weights, not with an audience (as in a case with students or readers), but with each interested person individually! An essence of practical philosophy is here: in singularity, in addressing, in an individual approach.

4. Some philosophers consider that the philosophy should not condescend to the separate person. Such sight is caused, on the one hand, by understanding of philosophy as very far from the concrete person, and, with another, understanding of problems of the concrete person as insignificant for philosophy. In that and other case we deal with original philosophical spirituality, i.e. with absolutization of the common-universal and underestimation of individual, separate, specific. Yes, really, the philosophy prosecutes subjects of a limiting generality. But and each separate person thinks of similar questions. There is no the general without separate, individual as is not present also individual without the general. Every most fundamental question is unpredictable, situational, depends on a concrete life of the concrete person, from its features and features of his life. And, on the contrary, any concrete essential problem is connected by thousand threads with the decision of the general questions. A problem of the practical philosopher: Constantly to highlight, show this communication of the general and separate, communication of fundamental philosophical and concrete vital questions.

5. With the introduction of institute of practical philosophers the good ancient tradition revives. During an antique epoch already there was a similar institute of practical philosophers. They are sophists, teachers of wisdom, the teacher of a life. Among them were the truth, and such who taught false wisdom, idle talk, sophistic. Nevertheless, initially there was a rational grain in activity of sophists. They really helped people with their conversations and a wise advice. 

Practical philosophy in history of human thought. Products of practical philosophy concern such which contain thoughts on a life, the person, on the relation to the world turned to all people and having practical sense, i.e. inducing to action or averting from it. These products, as a rule, have no character of research, and contain the reasonings, separate thoughts and recommendations-councils. In the spirit of practical philosophy wrote Konfutsiy, many antique philosophers, M.Montaigne, F.Bacon, A.Schopenhauer... It is possible to carry To products of practical philosophy we can ascribe books of american Dejl Carnegie and our Vladimir Levi.

(Translated by Gazaev S.) (Газаев С., студент РЭА, май 2007 г.)
2.3.  Early greek philosophers

2.3. Ранние греческие философы

Thales the Milesian (625-545 BC) is regarded by many to be the first philosopher. His main theory is that "Water constituted the principle of all things". This is a purely philosophical idea. It doesn't stand on mythology, it stands on pure ratiocination. (Let's recall that a philosopher is a person, who regards reasons of conscience as the main tool of explanation and understanding). Put it differently, Thales tried to explain the world from natural causes, i. e. from what it is in itself.

Первый в истории философ - Фалес (625-545 до н. э.), живший на ионийском побережье Малой Азии, в Милете. Главная его идея - "всё есть вода". Эта идея - чисто философская. Он не опирался на какие-то мифологические представления, а исходил исключительно из того, что ему подсказывал разум. (Напомним, философ - это человек, для которого доводы разума - главный инструмент объяснения и понимания). Иными словами, Фалес пытался объяснить мир из естественных причин, т. е. из него самого.

Taking water as the first principle of all matters he was the first who tried (within philosophical, non-mythological thinking) to solve the problem of single and plural, leading the whole variety of matters to water. His dialectician instinct suggested that nature's unity is hidden behind the visible diversification.

Принимая за единое начало всех вещей воду, он первым попытался (в рамках философского, немифологического мышления) решить проблему единого и многого, сведя все многообразие вещей к воде. Чутьем диалектика он понимал, что за видимым многообразием скрывается единство природы.

It was not by chance that Thales chose water to be the first principle. It can be regarded as focus of all contrasts. Water can be cold and hot, can turn to solid state and to gas; it has no certain form (i. e. it is something indefinite) and at the same time it is perceptually defined (it can be seen, touched, smelled and even heard). Moreover, water, to be more exact one of its components - hydrogen - is most widely spread substance in the Universe. 

Фалес не случайно избрал воду в качестве первоначала. Ее можно принять как средоточие всех противоположностей. Вода может быть холодной и горячей, превращаться в твердое и газообразное состояния; она не имеет определенной стоячей формы (т. е. является чем-то неопределенным) и в то же время она чувственно определена (ее можно видеть, осязать, обонять и даже слышать). Кроме того, вода, точнее один из двух ее элементов - водород - наиболее распространенное вещество во Вселенной. 

Two legends are known that show Thales' strength and weakness as a philosopher. One story recounts that he bought options to use all of the olive presses in Miletus after predicting the weather and a good harvest for a particular year and became wealthy. The second one is that he fell into a hole while watching stars in the sky (i.e. he is daydreaming and doesn't watch underfoot).

О Фалесе известны две легенды, показывающие его силу и слабость как философа. Первая о том, как он, предвидя хороший урожай оливок, арендовал все маслобойни, стал диктовать цены на продукцию маслобоен и, таким образом, разбогател. Вторая легенда о том, как он, заглядевшись на звездное небо, упал в яму (мол, витает в облаках, а что под ногами - не видит).

Anaximander was Thales' pupil. He formed the idea of the arche, the beginning or the principle of the world and suggested apeiron (infinite) to be the arche. Anaximander's apeiron is a kind of abstract matter, substance rom which all things are born and to which all things will return.

Учеником Фалеса был Анаксимандр. Он выдвинул идею архэ, первоначала и в качестве такового рассматривал апейрон (беспредельное). Апейрон Анаксимандра - нечто вроде абстрактной материи, субстанции.

Anaximenes, Anaximander's pupil, advanced yet another theory. He posits air, rather than water, as the arche. Anaximenes suggests that all is made from air through either rarefication or condensation (thinning or thickening). Rarefied, air becomes fire; condensed, it becomes first wind, then cloud, water, earth, and stone in order, i. e. the whole variety of matters and events.

Анаксимен, развивая идеи Фалеса и Анаксимандра, рассматривал в качестве первоначала воздух, который, сгущаясь и разрежаясь, порождает воду, землю, огонь, т. е. все многообразие вещей и явлений.

Sages from Miletus were the ones who started philosophical thinking in ancient Greece. The following philosophers formed doctrines that developed implicit principles of Milesia philosophers. Thus, search by Milesians of the sole principle lead Xenophanes and Parmenides to the doctrine of One Being, and their efforts to find rational explanation to the visible diversification of matters lead Pythagoras to the doctrine of numeric regularity that is at the bottom of all matters. Heraclitus is also a product of Milesians.

Мудрецы их Милета зажгли огонь философской мысли в Древней Греции. Следующие за ними философы, выдвинули учения, в которых развивались принципы, неявно присутствовавшие у милетских философов. Так, поиски милетцами единого первоначала привели Ксенофана и Парменида к учению о всеедином бытии, а их попытки найти рациональное объяснение видимому многообразию вещей привели Пифагора к учению о числовой закономерности, лежащей в основе всех вещей. Без милетцев не было бы и Гераклита.

Heraclitus (544-483 BC) a native of Efesus on the Ionian coast. His work "About Nature" only survived in 126 separated fragments. They amaze with their depth, philosophical thinking. Heraclitus is the author of the famous thesis - "We both step and do not step in the same rivers. We are and are not". Later the thesis was contracted to the formula: Everything flows and nothing stands still (panta rei). Hence it is clear that Heraclitus considered fire to be the first principle, as fire is quite changeable and causes changes. That's how he explained the world on the basis of his fire-arche doctrine: "This universe, which is the same for all, has not been made by any god or man, but it always has been, is, and will be an ever-living fire, kindling itself by regular measures and going out by regular measures". 

Гераклит (544-483 гг. до н. э.) жил на ионийском побережье в Эфесе. От его сочинения "О природе" до нас дошло 126 разрозненных фрагментов. Они поражают своей философичностью, глубиной. Гераклит - автор знаменитого тезиса: "Нельзя войти в одну и ту же реку дважды". Впоследствии этот тезис был сокращен до формулы "Всё течет, всё меняется" (panta rei). Отсюда понятно, почему началом всего существующего Гераклит полагал огонь, нечто чрезвычайно изменчивое и являющееся причиной изменения. Вот как он объяснял мир на основе своего учения об огне-архэ: "Мир не создан никем из богов и никем из людей, а был, есть и будет вечно живым огнем, мерами воспламеняющимся и мерами угасающим". 

Heraclitus is considered to the first dialectical philosopher. (Originally the word "dialectic" meant "the art of argument"; later the word acquired the meaning of "doctrine of real contradictions, development and formation"). According to Heraclitus everything leads to contradictions or consists of contradictions. And those contradictions are one, i. e. they present real antinomy. He also declared that the harmonious structure of the world depends upon opposite tension like that of the bow and the lyre. A lyre is the dialectic of saving and harmony itself. A bow is the dialectic of change, struggle, destruction and creation. Which one prevails? The question remains unsolved until now.

Гераклит был первым в истории сознательным диалектиком. (Первоначально "диалектика" означала искусство спора; в конечном счете под этим словом стали понимать учение о реальных противоречиях, развитии, становлении). По Гераклиту всё чревато противоположностями или состоит из противоположностей. И эти противоположности суть одно, т. е. являют собой реально существующее противоречие. Он утверждал также, что всеобщая гармония выражается в виде лука и лиры. Лира - диалектика сохранения и собственно гармонии. Лук - диалектика изменения, борьбы, разрушения и созидания. Что из них преобладает? До сих пор над этим вопросом бьются лучшие умы человечества.

The Eleatics maintained that the true explanation of things lies in the conception of a universal unity of being. They lived in Elea (South Italy). Their predecessor was Xenophanes. He was one of the first to demythologize the surrounding world, explaining acts of nature through nature itself. He claimed that gods are invented by men after the image of themselves. (While traveling Xenophanes found out that people imagine their gods quite differently: "Ethiopians say their gods are snub-nosed and black; Thracians imagine their gods blue-eyed and red-headed"). He, probably, was the first religion critic. 

Элеаты - создатели качественной концепции бытия. Они жили в Элее (Южная Италия). Их предшественником был Ксенофан. Он одним из первых демифологизировал картину мира, дав природным явлениям естественное объяснение. Он считал, что боги выдуманы людьми по их собственному образу. (Путешествуя, Ксенофан столкнулся с поразительным фактом: люди по-разному представляют себе своих богов: "Эфиопы говорят, что их боги курносы и черны; фракийцы же представляют своих богов голубоглазыми и рыжеватыми"). Он был, наверное, первым критиком религии. 

Parmenides (540-480 BC) is the most prominent person among the Eleatics. He claimed: "there is no motion, there is no non-existence, there is the Genesis only" (compare Heraclitus: "Everything flows and nothing stands still"). Destruction, motion, change is not by the Truth. It is only by an opinion. The Genesis is unite, non-multiple. Parmenides imagined it as a sphere within which everything is existence. He clearly distinguished thinking and sense experience, cognition and evaluation (famous opposition of "perception" and "logos").

Парменид (540-480 гг. до н. э.) - самая яркая фигура среди элеатов. Он утверждал: "движения нет, небытия нет, существует только бытие" (сравн. у Гераклита: "все течет, все меняется"). Уничтожение, движение, изменение - не по истине, а лишь по мнению. Бытие едино, немножественно. Парменид представлял его как шар, в котором всё одно суть. Он провел четкую грань между мышлением и чувственным опытом, познанием и оценкой (знаменитое противопоставление "по истине" и "по мнению").

Zeno of Elea, best known for his paradoxes "Achilles and the tortoise", "The dichotomy paradox", "The arrow paradox", "Stadium". And if Parmenides tried to prove the existence of single, Zeno tried to disprove the existence of plural. He produced reasons that deny the existence of motion, reasons that show the motion is contradictory therefore it doesn't exist. 

The Eleatics are the authors of the first logical puzzles and imaginary experiments. They much anticipated logical exercises by Aristotle.

Зенон, элеец, известен своими апориями (в переводе апория - затруднение, трудность) "Ахиллес и черепаха", "Дихотомия", "Стрела", "Стадий". Если Парменид доказывал существование единого, то Зенон пытался опровергнуть существование многого. Он приводил доводы, отрицающие движение, указывающие на то, что оно противоречиво и, следовательно, не существует. 

Элеаты - авторы первых логических задач и мысленных экспериментов. Они во многом предвосхитили аристотелевские упражнения в логике.

Pythagoras and pythagoreans are known for their theory that numbers constitute the true nature of things. "Everything is a number" - claimed Pythagoras (580-500 BC). Everything is quantitatively defined, i. e. every item is defined not only qualitatively but also quantitatively (in other words: every quality corresponds to its own quantity). This was the most prominent discovery. All experimenting and observing science relies on this statement. It is not by accident that the experiment with musical strings led to the discovery that strengthened Pythagoras' faith in almightiness of numbers and proved the quality to quantity dependency principle.

Nevertheless we should note the negative side of the Pythagorean doctrine which manifested itself in absolutization of quantity, number. This absolutization was the basis for Pythagorean mathematical symbolism and superstitious numbers mystic, which blended with faith in transmigration of souls.

Pythagoras is the founder of the first community of philosophers-mathematicians-scientists - Pythagorean union. This union was a prototype of Plato's Academy.

Pythagoras is regarded as the inventor of the word "philosophy". We can only be wisdom lovers but not Sages (these are only gods). Such attitude to wisdom left "the door open" for creation of something new (for cognition and invention).

Пифагор и пифагорейцы - создатели количественной концепции бытия. "Всё - есть число" - утверждал Пифагор (около 580-500 до н. э.). Все количественно определено, т. е. любой предмет не только качественно, но и количественно определен (или иначе: каждому качеству соответствует свое количество). Это стало величайшим открытием. Вся экспериментирующая и наблюдающая наука опирается на это положение. Не случаен тот факт, что именно эксперимент с музыкальными струнами (один из первых в истории науки) привел к открытию, которое укрепляло веру Пифагора во всемогущество чисел, подтверждало принцип зависимости качества от количества.

Нельзя не отметить и негативную сторону пифагорейского учения, выражавшуюся в абсолютизации количества, числа. На основе этой абсолютизации выросли пифагорейский математический символизм и полная суеверий мистика чисел, которая сочеталась с верой в переселение душ.

Пифагор был основателем первого сообщества философов-математиков-ученых - Пифагорейского союза. Этот Союз стал прообразом Платоновской Академии.

Пифагор считается изобретателем термина "философия". Мы можем быть только любителями мудрости, а не мудрецами (таковыми могут быть только боги). Таким отношением к мудрости философы как бы оставляли "открытую дверь" для творчества нового (для познания и изобретения).

Empedocles of Agrigentum (Sicilia island, appr. 490-430 BC) formed the doctrine of four elements of the world (earth, water, air, fire) and two forces that unite and split them (friendship and enmity). 

Эмпедокл из Агригента (о. Сицилия, ок. 490-430 гг. до н. э.) выдвинул учение о четырех стихиях, элементах мира (земле, воде, воздухе, огне) и двух силах, соединяющих и разъединяющих их (дружбе и вражде). 

Anaxagoras (appr. 500-428 BC) - the first Athenian philosopher. He is known for his doctrine of homeomerias - seeds of the world that, mixing in different proportions create the whole diversity of items and events. Anaxagoras formed a thesis: everything from everything ("Everything is in everything and everything derivates from everything").

Анаксагор (ок. 500-428 до н. э.) - первый афинский философ. Известен своим учением о гомеомериях, подобночастных - семенах мира, которые смешиваясь в разных пропорциях, образуют всё многообразие вещей и явлений. Анаксагор выдвинул тезис: всё из всего ("Все во всем и всё из всего выделяется").

Democritus (460-371 B.C.)- the greatest materialist, the first encyclopaedic mind of the Ancient Greece. He believed, that all consists of atoms (indivisible particles) and emptiness (last - a condition of movement). Even an idea, he represented as set of especially thin invisible atoms. 

Democritus believed that idea can't exist without material carrier, spirit and matter can't exist separately.

Демокрит (460-371 гг. до н. э.) - величайший материалист, первый энциклопедический ум Древней Греции. Полагал, что все состоит из атомов (неделимых частиц) и пустоты (последняя - условие движения). Даже мысль он представлял как совокупность особо тонких невидимых атомов. Мысль, по Демокриту, не может существовать без материального носителя, дух не может существовать независимо от материи.

Many clever ideas came to us from Democritus. Here are some of them: "Wisdom brings the following three fruits: gift of good thinking, good speaking and acting". "Fools aspire to benefits delivered by a happy case, knowing value of such benefits aspire to the benefits delivered by wisdom". " Courage makes insignificant strokes of bad luck". "Who have an ordered character, have an arranged life". "All grounds are open to the wise man, because for good soul fatherland - all world".

 Democritus' life is instructive fidelity to spirit of knowledge. The philosopher declared, that he prefers one causal explanation to possession of Persian throne.

От Демокрита до нас дошло много умных мыслей. Вот некоторые: "Мудрость приносит следующие три плода: дар хорошо мыслить, хорошо говорить и хорошо поступать". "Глупцы стремятся к выгодам, доставляемым счастливым случаем, знающие же ценность таких выгод стремятся к выгодам, доставляемым мудростью". "Мужество делает ничтожными удары судьбы". "У кого характер упорядочен, у тех и жизнь благоустроена". "Мудрому человеку вся земля открыта. Ибо хорошей душе отечество - весь мир".

Жизнь Демокрита поучительна преданностью духу познания. Философ заявлял, что одно причинное объяснение он предпочитает обладанию персидским престолом.

Sophists. In the beginning the word "sophist" didn't have negative value. Sophist was a person, the philosopher, who extracted means of subsistence, transferring certain knowledge to the young men, which, as then thought, could be useful for them in a practical life.

Софисты. Слово "софист" не имело вначале отрицательного значения. Софистом был человек, философ, который добывал средства к существованию, передавая молодым людям определенные знания, которые, как тогда думали, могли быть им полезны в практической жизни.

The most known sophist - Protagoras. He learned for reward "everyone who thirsted for practical success and higher spiritual culture " (E.Zeller.) Protagoras is known for his thesis: " the Person is a measure of all existing things, that they exist, and nonexistent, that they do not exist". With all its debatableness, or maybe thanks to it, this thesis has played a huge role in the further judgement of fundamental philosophical problems. Probably, even Protagoras did not suspect, what riches of ideas this thesis contains.

Самый известный софист - Протагор. Он учил за вознаграждение "всякого, кто жаждал практического успеха и более высокой духовной культуры" (E.Zeller). Протагор известен своим тезисом: "Человек есть мера всех вещей, существующих, что они существуют, и несуществующих, что они не существуют". При всей своей спорности, а может быть благодаря ей, этот тезис сыграл огромную роль в дальнейшем осмыслении фундаментальных философских проблем. Наверное, сам Протагор не подозревал, какое богатство идей содержит его тезис. 

Стаценко Герман Максимович, май 2007 г.

(Translated by Statsenko G. M.)
13.1. Life. The meaning and the purpose of life

Life is the way of existence of living things (organisms, animals, people), which is expressed at least by the exchange of substances-energy with the environment and reproduction (reproducing more of your own kind). For living organisms and creatures life is the biological form of activity, for humans it is the biosocial form. For a human being life is activity in general, integral activity, vital activity in the deepest sense of that word. Against the background of life man conducts certain or specialized forms of activity, such as communication, learning, practical actions, labour, relaxation, etc..These forms of activity exist and develop only in the general context of life, the subject’s vital activity.

There are three levels of human life and three lives of man:

Plant life – this is feeding, excretions, growth, reproduction, adaptation.

Animal life – this is gathering, hunting, defense, sexual and other communication, caring for and rearing children, orientated activity, playing activity.

Cultural life, or life encultured – this is learning, government, invention, skills, sport, art, philosophy.

These three lives are relatively independent, equally important to a human, they interact, mutually affect and direct each other. As a result we get one diverse, rich, contradicting human life.

The existence of the third level of life for a human makes his life fundamentally different from the life of a plant or an animal, and this difference increases with every step of the way of cultural progress.

On the basis of what was said the following definition can be given: The life of a man is his life as a living creature and his life in culture.

The Meaning of Life

The question about the meaning of life is, first and foremost, the question of whether or not human life is sensible, i.e. is it illuminated with the light of mind, thought or is it pointless and in no way governed by the human mind?

The question about the meaning of life is also the question about its value, its significance for man himself. Does life have a point, is it worth living?

There is also this tinge to the question: we talk about the meaning of life when we are considering life as a whole, considering questions such as “what is life?” “why, what for does man live?” “why, what for, do I live?” “what am I doing in this world?”, when our life is considered in the context of everybody’s lives, life on Earth in general, the state of the world as a whole.

It is necessary to clearly define the notions “the meaning of life” and “the purpose of life”. When a person is faced with the purpose of being, for instance, a doctor, an engineer, then this does not yet give him the answer to the question that bothers him – the question about the meaning of life (in any case, he only feels the answer intuitively, in a purely emotional key). The person goes onward with his thoughts.: why should he become a doctor, an engineer? This way, if the purpose points to that, what the person has been striving for, then the maning of life tells him what he is doing it for.

Some people, including some philosophers, think that the meaning of life is to search for that meaning. N.A. Berdiayev, for instance, wrote: “I may not know the meaning of life, but the quest for the meaning already gives it meaning, and I will dedicate my life to search for that meaning” (“Self-knowledge”, Ch.III). Such an opinion about the meaning of life in its form is no more than word-play, pompousness. Constantly, all one’s life, searching for the meaning of life is some sort of infantilism. A grown-up, mature person some way or other finds the meaning of life and puts it into practice, lives his sensible, recognized life. A person looking for the meaning of life, only trying to find it, is a not yet defined, not yet formed individual, who is still incapable of solving life’s problems. The meaning of sense, in this way, is like a purpose. Before one reaches the goal, moving from the goal to the result, the person must define his goal and set it. But setting the aim is just the first stage. A person acts not just to set, define an aim, but to reach it. Likewise is the meaning of life. The quest for the meaning of life is the first part of the problem. The second part is putting it into practice, making a life with meaning. Furthermore, it is very important, on the one hand, to search for and find the meaning of life – but, on the other hand, the significance of this question should not be overrated; one should not get stuck on searching for the meaning of life. Life partially has meaning, and partially doesn’t.

Life has meaning to the extent of which it is realized, rationally organized, humanely significant.

Life is meaningless, i.e. the question of its meaning is inappropriate to the extent of which it is automatic and primal, to the extent of which it is goverened by instincts, regulated by organic needs. The French “C’est la vie” (“this is life”) very accurately shows its automatism, primality. The existence of this second side of life allows a person to not strain too hard in his search for the meaning of life, not to rush with vital answers and decisions, i.e. to some extent relax, give himself up to the flow of life, swim with the current.

So what exactly is the meaning of life? Obviously, everyone answers this question their own way. On the other hand, it has common aspects.  It is love and creativity. In the overwhelming majority of cases people consider-evaluate their lives precisely in the manner of these two categories. The meaning of life lies in love and creativity. Love supports, multiplies life, makes it more harmonious, harmonizes. Creativity provides life’s progress.

(Translated by Popova N.) (Попова Наталья, студентка РЭА, май 2007 г.)
The purpose of life

“A person is most alive at the time when he is looking for something”

F.M. Dostoevskiy

“Life is the process of constant choice. At every moment a person has a choice: either to retreat, or to move towards his goal. Either movement to even greater fear – protection; or the choice of the target, and the growth of moral strength. To choose development over fear about ten times a day means to move 10 times towards self-realization”

Maslow

The aim “gives” wholesomeness to the activity. If it is the aim of life, then it defines the wholesomeness of life. A person who has no point in life does not have a life that develops as an organic whole in the biosocial, i.e. human sense. “Life without an aim – human without a head”, states the popular saying.

Not every person puts forth before himself a life goal, but if he does, then this person places it as directed activity.

Really, in real life, there is a whole tree of aims. The aim of life is the main and common aim of life. Apart from it there are also subordinate, intermediary or side-aims. Subordinate and intermediary aims are aims which, when reached, open the way to the main aim of life, bringing us closer to it. Side-aims or parallel aims are aims which form all of life’s “kitchen”, define a full-value, harmonious development of a person. Summed up, they are no less important than the main aim of life (for instance, the aim of strengthening one’s health by means of physical exercise, building a house, various interests, hobbies). In some situations there arises a conflict between the main aim of life and the side-aims. This conflict can conclude with the victory of either the primary aim, or of the side-aims.

The main aim of life is an aim which, when reached, justifies the person’s life as a whole, as an individual, as a subject on equal terms with society, recognizing his aims as the individual aims of a person or the aims of a certain group of people. The main aim of life, logically, combines the striving of one person as an individual and the aims of the society.

The problem of defining the aim of life is like the problem of choosing an occupation. Moreover, the first is, as a rule, a continuation of the second. Chance, need and external conditions, stimuli and personal impulses, motives – all “take part” in forming the life aim.

In some cases it also so happens that the person does not stop on one aim (a profound example: the two lives of A.P. Borodin as a composer and a chemist).

If the aim is set, then it becomes the law for action, a decisive imperative, a need, to which the person succumbs his will. This way, we can see two sides of conscious vital activity: aim setting (searching for the aim, choosing it) and going towards the aim (single-mindedly, moving to the aim, or rather from the aim to the result). Both sides are equally important for a person.

Reflecting on the importance of an aim and the attached aim setting and aim reaching, one should not, however, make them absolute. Life, in a way, is the union of aims and aimlessness, i.e. the union of organization and disorganization, labour and rest, stress and relaxation. Aimlessness is realized firstly in that, along with the main aim of life, there are also many side-aims. The search for and realization of a side-aim (and along with that a distraction from the main aim) can be interpreted as aimlessness. After all, it is said that one cannot always work, think of the same thing all the time – he needs to distract his attention, have fun, relax, get rid of the strain, switch to a different type of activity. It isn’t by chance that the modern human being devotes more and more time to secondary activities, hobbies, intuitively understanding that straining labour, the main aim, the primary business of his life may simply destroy him.

It must also be kept in mind that a human life does not always go on the level of aim setting and aim realization. A person may make expedient actions without actually setting the aim, just instinctively, without thinking. For instance, the necessity to rest, sleep can be “realized” in the form of an aim “looking for shelter, etc.), or directly – the person unconsciously falls asleep in the metro. Or this example: when a person accidentally touches a hot object, then he jerks his hand away – this is very expedient, but there is no aim setting or conscious striving to reach that aim.

When does the necessity for aim setting occur? Possibly when between the need and its satisfaction lies some obstacle (not very big, but not very small, either), and to satisfy this need complicated orienteering actions have to be made

(Translated by Popova N.) (Попова Наталья, студентка РЭА, май 2007 г.)
13.9. Human’s happiness

Interconnection between the point of living and happiness

On the one hand, condition of happiness is the presence of the point of living. But on the other hand, strivings for the happiness makes the point for living. 

What does happiness mean?

“Happiness”…it’s just one word, but there are a lot of opinions about what happiness really is. Furrie: “There were 278 paradoxical opinions about real happiness in times of Varron in Rome. And there were far more opinions in Paris.” Why are there so many opinions? There are two reasons:

1. On the surface of phenomenon of life the human’s happiness is something subjective and accidental. It leads to variety of opinion about happiness.

2. Happiness is something complicated and polyhedral. People often took one face of the happiness and extolled it. That’s why there are lots of definitions such as: Happiness is in love; happiness is in labor; happiness is to make the kind for people.

According to the fact that there are so many various opinions about happiness, some people come to the conclusion that united common idea about happiness can’t exist. How can we respond? People’s happiness, like the others phenomenon of life, is the unity of common and special. Indisputably, every human is happy his way, but it doesn’t exclude common moments of human’s happiness.

Speaking generally, happiness is in completeness of living; all of its sides – physical, moral, spiritual, aesthetic – should be developed and harmonious. Active expression of happiness is love and creativity. 

Diagram of the happiness:

[image: image1]
As far as we can see, happiness is polyhedral. Its necessary conditions are:
Spiritual: 1. spiritual wealth (knowledge, culture)
               2. spiritual health, perfection, moral innocence
Material: 1. prosperity, wellbeing
               2. physical health, perfection
Love and creativity connect all of this aspects and elements. Happiness without love and creativity is just possibility. Love and creativity make happiness real.
Happiness: the result of luck, and the result of struggle-labor

You should behave as if were happy, and you’ll feel happy in reality.

D. Carnegie

 

There are two extreme positions in understanding of happiness. Some people say that happiness is wholly gift of life, result of luck, result of struggle-labor. “Fortune is like awkward beloved, despite the fact that she likes to give her charity, but she makes us fight for her.”- said Bovey.
“Human’s happiness and misfortune depend on his temperament as well as on the fortune.” - Labruer.
“Happiness isn’t so blind as we think.” – Ekaterina II. “Person must be able to be happy.” – Makarenko. “The only art of being happy – to realize that your happiness is in your hands...” – Russo. Happiness is achieved and produced. It isn’t got ready from benefactor’s hands. And the most difficult problem is to find the way that leads to happiness.” – Pisarev. “If you want to be happy, just be happy.” (untitled)
And it’s true. Though we understand that not everything depends on us, we try to convince ourselves that despite the difficulties we should make through our way to happiness. Our activity can compensate misfortune and even argue with unfortunate lot.
 

Happiness is the unity of satisfactory and unsatisfactory

 

It’s wrong to understand happiness as total, absolute satisfactory of life. “Our happiness, - wrote Leibnice, - absolutely not in total satisfactory, when you have nothing to desire. It leads to the stupor of mind. Eternal strivings for new pleasure and new perfection – that is happiness..”

Some people, who have achieved some success in life, account 
themselves happy enough and think they have nothing to eager to. Such people are like ants. If only ants had reason, they would think they are happy when their ant hills are well. The most important difference between human and animal is that human doesn’t stop achieving something.

The real human’s happiness is paradoxical. It harmoniously includes satisfaction and dissatisfaction. As a process, happiness can be felt only because of constant changing of satisfaction and dissatisfaction. If we had only satisfaction, with total absence of dissatisfaction, we wouldn’t be able to feel pleasure.

But it must be noted that not every dissatisfaction is the moment of happiness and it isn’t always in harmony with satisfaction. The moment of happiness of happiness is just creative dissatisfaction, dissatisfaction of the achieved. It doesn’t lead to soul suffering and doesn’t feel like misfortune. There’s an impulse for the climbing to the top in such dissatisfaction. If dissatisfaction is a result of the broken hopes, it leads to suffering and feels like misfortune. 

Sometimes it is said that misfortune is a good school of life. And it’s possible in particular occasions. But happiness is the best school. The Russian saying is right: happiness adds mind, misfortune takes the last.

 

The basic of happiness is in the unity of personal and common

 

The basic of happiness is in the unity of personal and common. It follows the essence of the human being. It’s hard or totally impossible to be happy, when you are surrounded by the broken and unhappy people. 

“Only in common happiness we can find our personal happiness” – Gobbs. 

“Whole human’s existence can’t be filled with only personal happiness, it’s better to say that personal happiness is better and higher if he is interested in common interested.” – D. Carnegie. “The happiest way of living gives us more opportunities to win respect to ourselves.” (Samuel Johnson)

 

Can people be made happy?

 

There’s the side in human’s happiness problem, connected with the relationship between people. Some people want to be happy and make the conditions for it. But some people, thinking about their personal happiness try to make happy other people and make happy the whole world. Didro; “ The happiest person is the person who gives happiness to the great amount of people.”

How far is it justified to give happiness to people? Another question is do people want to be made happy? Is there any affect of uninvited savior, benefactor? Who asked such people make the other happy? If they reject themselves and ready to sacrifice their happiness, how can they understand what the other people want? Person, who didn’t feel happiness – has just theoretical imagination about what happiness is. But theoretical happiness can differ from real happiness.

Strivings for making the other people happy is dangerous utopia. Nobody can make anyone happy. Happiness is highly individual category. It means that only human himself happy. He is the subject of the happiness or misfortune. People can be made wealthy, they can be given food, shelter, etc. But the person can’t be made happy. When parents think they can make their children happy, they are wrong. It’s mistaken for husbands and wives to think that they made happy each other. And politicians who think they make happy the whole world are wrong too. 

 

Translated by O. Velichko (Перевела Величко Оксана, гр. 714 ИЭФ РЭА, июнь 2007 г.)
 

 

13.9. Человеческое счастье
Взаимосвязь смысла жизни и счастья

Взаимосвязь смысла жизни и счастья обнаруживается в том, что наличие определенного смысла жизни является условием счастья, а с другой стороны, стремление к счастью придает жизни определенный смысл. Бессмысленность существования — величайшее несчастье для человека и, наоборот, человек испытывает счастье, когда его жизнь становится глубоко осмысленной.
Что такое счастье?

 

Слово “счастье” одно, а мнений о счастье — великое множество. Еще Ш. Фурье писал: “В Риме во времена Варрона существовало 278 противоречивых мнений об истинном счастье, их числилось гораздо больше в Париже”. Почему существует такое множество мнений о счастье? Причины здесь две:

1. На поверхности явлений счастье отдельного человека выступает как нечто субъективное и случайное, что и вызывает обилие противоречивых мнений о нем.

2. Счастье даже в сущности своей — нечто весьма сложное, многогранное. Люди нередко брали какую-нибудь одну сторону, грань счастья и превозносили ее за счет других. Отсюда возникали такие, например, определения: счастье — в любви; счастье — в труде; счастье в том, чтобы делать людям добро и т. д. 

На том основании, что существует множество разноречивых мнений о счастье, некоторые делают вывод, что не может быть единого, общего для всех представления о счастье. Что можно на это сказать? Как и всякое другое явление жизни, счастье каждого человека представляет собой единство общего и особенного. Бесспорно, каждый человек счастлив по-своему, но это не исключает общих моментов, присущих счастью людей вообще.

Обобщенно говоря, счастье — в полноте жизни, в том, чтобы все ее стороны — физическая, нравственная, духовная, эстетическая — были развиты и гармонировали между собой. Деятельным же выражением счастья являются любовь и творчество.

 

Ниже дана диаграмма счастья (рис. 22).


 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Как видим, счастье многогранно. Его необходимыми условиями, предпосылками являются:
 

духовные:          1) духовное богатство (знания, культура);
                            2) духовное здоровье, совершенство, в частности, нравственная чистота;
материальные: 1) материальное благополучие, благосостояние;
                            2) физическое здоровье, совершенство.
Скрепляют все эти элементы-грани любовь и творчество. Без любви и творчества счастье — только возможность. Они делают его действительным. 
 

Счастье: и результат везения, и результат борьбы-труда

 

Ведите себя так, словно вы уже счастливы, и вы действительно почувствуете себя счастливыми. 

Дейл Карнеги

 
Существуют две крайние позиции в понимании счастья. Одни считают, что счастье — целиком подарок судьбы, результат везения, случайный дар. Другие утверждают, что счастье целиком зависит от человека, от его воли и желания.

В действительности оно — и результат везения, и результат борьбы-труда. “Фортуна, подобно робкой возлюбленной, хотя и любит дарить свою благосклонность, однако заставляет нас бороться за нее” — говорил Боуви. Или: “Счастье и несчастье человека в такой же степени зависят от его нрава, как от судьбы” — Ж. Лабрюйер.

Обычно подчеркивают момент зависимости счастья от самого человека, а именно, что человек — кузнец своего счастья. На этот счет есть масса замечательных высказываний — от самых осторожных до самых сильных: 

 
“Счастье не так слепо, как его себе представляют” —Екатерина II (Мемуары). “Счастливым надо уметь быть” — А.С. Макаренко. “Единственное искусство быть счастливым — сознавать, что твое счастье в твоих руках” — Ж.Ж. Руссо. “Счастье завоевывается и вырабатывается, а не получается в готовом виде из рук благодетеля. И самая трудная часть задачи состоит именно в том, чтобы составить себе понятие о счастье и отыскать себе ту дорогу, которая должна к нему привести.” — Д.И. Писарев. “Если хочешь быть счастливым — будь им” (неизв. автор).

 
И это справедливо. Хотя умом мы понимаем, что не всё от нас зависит, тем не менее настраиваем себя на то, что должны пройти свою часть пути к счастью несмотря ни на что. Своей деятельностью мы можем компенсировать невезение и даже поспорить с несчастливым жребием.
 

Счастье — единство удовлетворенности и неудовлетворенности

 

Нельзя понимать счастье как полную, абсолютную удовлетворенность жизнью. “Наше счастье, — писал в свое время Г. Лейбниц, — вовсе не состоит и не должно состоять в полном удовлетворении, при котором не оставалось бы ничего больше желать, что способствовало бы только отупению нашего ума. Вечное стремление к новым наслаждениям и новым совершенствам — это и есть счастье.”

Некоторые люди, достигнув кое-каких успехов в жизни, считают, что они уже достаточно счастливы и к большему им не нужно стремиться. Такие люди уподобляются муравьям, которые, если бы они были наделены разумом, думали, что они счастливы, если их муравейник в полном порядке. Человек тем и отличается от животного, что он не останавливается на достигнутом.

Настоящее человеческое счастье противоречиво по своей природе. Оно гармонически соединяет в себе удовлетворенность и неудовлетворенность. Будучи процессом счастье может ощущаться только благодаря постоянной смене удовлетворенности неудовлетворенностью. Если бы жизнь была сплошной цепью удовольствий, абсолютным отсутствием неудовольствий, тогда и само удовольствие не ощущалось бы как удовольствие.

Следует, однако, отметить, что не всякая неудовлетворенность является моментом счастья и гармонирует с удовлетворенностью. Моментом счастья может быть только творческая неудовлетворенность, неудовлетворенность достигнутым, которая не вызывает душевных страданий и не ощущается как несчастье; в такой неудовлетворенности заложен импульс дальнейшего движения вперед. Если же неудовлетворенность является результатом несбывшихся надежд, то это вызывает страдание и ощущается как несчастье.

Говорят иногда: несчастье — хорошая школа жизни. Да, это может быть в отдельных случаях. Но: счастье — лучшая школа. И вообще-то, права русская поговорка: счастье ума прибавляет, несчастье — последний отнимает.

 

Основа счастья — в единстве личного и общего

 

Основа счастья — в единстве личного и общего. Это вытекает из сущности человека. Трудно или невозможно быть счастливым, когда видишь вокруг себя несчастных. 

 «Только во всеобщем счастье можно найти свое личное счастье» — говорил Т.Гоббс. Об этом же писал художник Н.И.Крамской: «все существование человека не может быть наполнено только личным счастьем, или, лучше сказать, личное счастье человека тем выше и лучше, чем серьезнее глубже захватывают его общие интересы и чем менее встречает он в близком себе существе противодействия в этой потребности». Или: «Тот образ жизни самый счастливый, который представляет нам больше возможностей завоевать уважение к самому себе» (Самюэль Джонсон).

 
Можно ли сделать людей счастливыми, а тем более заставить их быть счастливыми?

 

В проблеме человеческого счастья есть сторона, связанная с межчеловеческими отношениями. Одно дело, когда человек хочет быть счастливым, стремится к счастью, создает условия для этого и т. д. и т. п. Другое дело, когда человек, не думая о своем личном счастье, стремится сделать счастливыми других, осчастливить других и даже всё человечество. Д. Дидро писал: “Самый счастливый человек тот, кто дает счастье наибольшему количеству людей”. 

Насколько оправдано стремление принести счастье наибольшему количеству людей? Здесь возникает другой вопрос: а хотят ли люди, чтобы их осчастливили? Нет ли тут навязывания своей воли и своего понимания (в частности, своего представления о счастье) другим людям, всему человечеству? Нет ли тут эффекта непрошеного благодетеля, защитника, спасителя? В самом деле, кто просил этих “самоотверженных” делать других счастливыми, приносить другим счастье? Если они сами себя отвергают (самоотверженные ведь!), в частности, готовы пожертвовать своим личным счастьем, то как они могут понять, что нужно другим людям, какое вообще счастье нужно людям?! Человек, который сам не испытал счастья, — только теоретически представляет счастье. А теоретическое счастье может сильно отличаться от действительного счастья, от того, что на самом деле нужно людям.

Стремление сделать других людей счастливыми — опасная утопия. Никто не может сделать кого-либо счастливым, а тем более принести счастье многим людям. Счастье — категория сугубо индивидуальная. Это значит, что только сам человек может сделать себя счастливым. Он — субъект счастья или несчастья. Человека можно сделать богатым (например, оставив ему наследство), дать ему пищу, кров и т. п., но сделать его счастливым нельзя! Когда родители думают, что могут сделать своих детей счастливыми, то они глубоко ошибаются. Ошибаются мужья и жены, думающие, что они осчастливливают друг друга. Ошибаются политические и иные деятели, думающие, что они могут принести счастье многим людям.

13.10. Love

 

Fragments
 
Love and Sex 
The issue of love and sexual relations has in recent times become an obvious one: the issue of love and sex. Love and sex are often being separated, and even placed in opposition. (Not the smartest “smarties” thought up such a bitter, cynical formula: “nobody loves anybody, but everyone sleeps everybody”). Of course, if by love we understand only feeling, then defmitely love and sex are two different things. If, however, by love we mean activity (with respect to sexual relations of a man and a woman), then it becomes obvious that this love necessarily infers sex. (Love without sex is just feeling). After all, what is sex but behaviour, which is intended to satisfy sexual needs. 

{Sexual needs are a complicated category. At its base it is organic, like the need for food. It is in this status that it causes pollution in people who refrain from sex. And it is this quality that makes many people, when they have no sex partner, indulge in (consciously or unconsciously) masturbation, i.e. self-satisfaction.

In the case of human beings, sexual needs, in addition to the organic basis, has a number of other elements. It is spiritually appreciated, emotionally rich, aestheticated, built into the culture of communication, physical culture, etc.

Respectively, the fulfillment of sexual needs is quite a difficult process, far from simple organic s, with a certain degree of refinement.}

Is physical love possible without sexual attraction and activities, intended to satisfy it? Of course not.

Some also claim that sex is possible without love, that the fulfillment of sexual needs cannot always be called love. Of course, sometimes those who indulge in physical contact do not call this relationship love and are even embarrassed to call it love. But just because of this love does not stop being love. Millions of people love and still never use the word “love”. (This is something like how everybody talks in prose, but few know of this). If sexual activity comes from a human and is directed at a human as well (of the opposite gender), then it never is just sex, nut just physical actions, manipulations, but love, humanly recognized, to some extent spiritualized, sexuality coloured by human emotions. V.G. Belinsky said: “A human is neither an animal, nor an angel; he should love not like an animal and not platonically, but humanly” (Belinsky V.G., Full Anthology, Book 10, M., 1958. p.336). I will say more: it’s not that a human just should love humanly, it’s that he cannot not love humanly, i.e. he can only love humanly. A human cannot love just like an animal, no matte how much he would want to; he cannot discard his human nature. All sex is humane, and thus deserves the title of human love.

(When talking about animal sex, it is, to a certain extent, conditional. In their case, the satisfaction of sexual needs is inseparable from the instinct of reproduction. In the case of humans, however, in most cases sex aims to satisfy sexual desire, i.e. sexual communication in itself, as its own benefit, not as a childbirth intention.)

Those who see sexual relations as simple physics are mistaken. A human is whole in his life activities, and always acts not just like an animal, a biological creature, but as s spiritual, moral, social creature. Yes, sex is physics, but not as something self-sufficing, but as a part of love, human love between a man and a woman, the physical side of their love. There are, of course, cases, when love and sex are considered in the aspect of the notorious juxtaposition of true, full-value, spiritually rich love; and waning, spiritually poor love, nearing truly animal sensations. The world of love is just as great and diverse as the world of man, and there are just as many kinds of love as there are people.

The famous heroine of E. Arsan’s erotic novel Emmanuele justifiably mocks those who contrast love and sex (sexual relations). “Love without embraces, embraces without love,” she says. “For two thousand years now hypocrites spin around this question, like midges around a lamp. It won’t matter if they become slightly mad, but they want to move the whole planet! They stick fig leaves onto statues, invent cotton dresses for Thai girls. They want to make us fear our own bodies....”

“But there are other values, other than the physical ones.”

“There you go again! Physical! My soul will soar much higher, than those of some constantly praying prigs.” (Emmanuele Arsan. Emmanuelle. Ch.2, ‘The age of wisdom”).

Sex has its own poetry, its own aesthetics, and its own spirituality! Sex itself is not to blame that it can sometimes be rough, primitive, unaesthetic, not spiritual. Its quality depends on the people. Rough, primitive individuals make sex this way. On the other hand, intelligent, spiritually developed people, who value the physics of a relationship, also make sex intellectually rich, emotionally rich, refined, a real celebration — a feast of life.

 
Love is the sun of life

 
Furthermore, it should be said that love includes not only feelings, not only sexual behaviour. As an activity it includes the sexual communication of a man and a woman, and communication between them in general, their relationship with their parents, children, with other people, with the world around them. In other words, the love of a man and a woman is not limited to their sexual communication, but rather expands in circles, involving their other relationships, with their parents, children, relatives, friends, etc. V.G. Belinsky marvelously said: “Love is the poetry and sun of life”. Indeed, love is the sun of life. Its rays travel in all directions of life, lighting everything, even the most distant corners of human life. And this involves, first and foremost, the relationships of parents and children. Love towards parents prepares sexual love, and love towards children concludes, crowns it.

Love as a great factor of continuing the human race is fully realized only with the unity of the three: love towards parents, sexual love and love towards children. Of course, love towards parents and love towards children is not characterized by specific activity. Nevertheless, it is not just feelings of sympathy, affection, the opposite of hate. Along with the connection by love they are also on the same line of reproduction, they are the expression of the mighty instinct of reproduction. A reminder: Plato wrote about this: animals “are in heat first during mating, then when feeding their young, for the sake of whom they are willing to fight the strongest, no matter how weak they may be, die and go hungry, just to feed them, and bear anything”. (Plato. Anthology in 4 Books. Book 2, M., 1993. p.138.( Verse 207b)). Of course, this is also applicable to human love. Both childbirth and child rearing are impossible without love. A fully developed person can only be born and grow up surrounded by love, in its rays.

 

Translated by D. Sizov  (Перевел Сизов Денис, гр. 714 ИЭФ РЭА, июнь 2007 г.)

 
ЛЮБОВЬ
ЛЮБОВЬ — СЕКС
 
Проблема любви и половых отношений приобрела в последнее время заостренную форму: как проблема любви и секса. Любовь и секс порой резко разделяют и даже противопоставляют. (Не самые умные “умники” придумали такую горько-циничную формулу: “никто никого не любит, но все со всеми живут”). Конечно, если под любовью понимать только чувство, то, безусловно, любовь и секс — разные вещи. Если же любовь понимать как деятельность (в аспекте полового общения мужчины и женщины), то становится очевидным, что такая любовь необходимо предполагает секс. (Любовь без секса — просто чувство). Ведь что такое секс, как ни поведение, связанное с удовлетворением половой потребности. 

(Половая потребность — очень сложная категория. В своей основе она является органической подобно потребности в пище. Именно в этом качестве она вызывает поллюции у людей, воздерживающихся от половой жизни. И именно это ее качество заставляет многих людей в отсутствии полового партнера заниматься (осознанно или неосознанно) мастурбацией, т.е. самоудовлетворением. 

У человека половая потребность помимо этой органической основы имеет много других составляющих. Она духовно осмыслена, эмоционально насыщена, эстетизирована, встроена в культуру общения, в физическую культуру и т.д.

Соответственно, удовлетворение половой потребности — весьма сложный процесс, далекий от простой органики, с той или иной степенью изощрения.)

А разве половая любовь возможна без полового влечения и действий, направленных на его удовлетворение? Нет, конечно.

Некоторые утверждают еще, что секс возможен без любви, что удовлетворение половой потребности не всегда можно назвать любовью. Да, действительно, бывает так, что вступающие в половой контакт не называют свои отношения любовью и даже стыдятся называть их любовью. Но от этого любовь не перестает быть любовью. Миллионы людей любят и при этом никогда не употребляют слово “любовь”. (Это примерно так же, как все говорят прозой, но лишь немногие знают об этом.) Если половое поведение исходит от человека и направлено на человека же (на противоположный пол), то оно всегда не просто секс, не просто физические действия, манипуляции, а любовь, человечески осмысленная, в той или иной степени одухотворенная, окрашенная человеческими чувствами сексуальность. Еще В. Г. Белинский говорил: “человек не зверь и не ангел; должен любить не животно и не платонически, а человечески” (Белинский В.Г. Полн.собр.соч. Т. 10, М., 1958. С. 336). Я скажу больше: человек не просто должен любить человечески, а не может не любить человечески, т. е. может любить только человечески. Чисто по-животному человек не может любить, как бы он этого ни хотел; он не может отринуть от себя свою человеческую природу. Всякий секс человечен и потому заслуживает названия человеческой любви. 

(О сексе у животных можно говорить лишь с известной долей условности. У них удовлетворение половой потребности неотделимо от инстинкта продолжения рода. Секс же у людей в подавляющем большинстве случаев имеет целью удовлетворение полового желания, т.е. половое общение само по себе, как самоценность, но никак не деторождение.)

Неправы те, которые под сексом понимают чистую физику половых отношений. Человек целостен в своих жизненных проявлениях и поступает всегда не только как животное, биологическое существо, но и как существо духовное, нравственное, социальное. Да, секс — физика, но не как нечто самодовлеющее, а как часть любовных, человечески любовных отношений мужчины и женщины, как физическая сторона их любви. Бывают, конечно, случаи, когда любовь и секс рассматривают в аспекте известного противопоставления любви настоящей, полноценной, духовно богатой и любви ущербной, духовно бедной, приближающейся к чисто животным отношениям. Мир любви так же велик и многообразен, как и мир человека, и существует столько же видов любви, сколько людей.

Известная героиня эротического романа Э. Арсан Эммануэль совершенно справедливо иронизирует над теми, кто противопоставляет любовь и секс (половые отношения). “Любовь без объятий, объятия без любви, — говорит она, — вот уже две тысячи лет ханжи кружат вокруг этого вопроса, как мошки вокруг лампы. Ничего страшного, если они повредятся чуть-чуть в уме, но они ведь хотят, чтобы тронулась вся планета! Они нацепляют на статуи фиговые листки, придумывают для таитянок ситцевые платья. Они хотят заставить нас бояться собственного тела...

— Но есть ведь и другие ценности, кроме телесных.

— Опять за свое! Телесных! Да моя душа воспарит гораздо выше, чем у каких-нибудь вечно молящихся святош.”(См.: Эммануэль Арсан. Эммануэль. Ч. 2, “Возраст мудрости”).

В сексе есть своя поэзия, своя эстетика и даже своя духовность! Сам по себе секс не виноват в том, что он бывает груб, примитивен, неэстетичен, бездуховен. Именно от людей зависит его качество. Грубые, примитивные натуры и секс делают таким. Напротив, умные, духовно развитые люди, ценящие физику отношений, и секс делают интеллектуально насыщенным, эмоционально богатым, изощренным, настоящим праздником-пиршеством жизни.

 
ЛЮБОВЬ — СОЛНЦЕ ЖИЗНИ
 
Далее, следует сказать, что любовь включает в себя не только чувства, не только половое поведение. Как деятельность она охватывает собой и половое общение мужчины и женщины, и вообще их отношения, и их отношения к родителям, детям, к другим, к окружающему миру. Иначе говоря, любовь мужчины и женщины не ограничивается рамками их полового общения, а как бы расходится кругами, охватывая другие их отношения, отношения к родителям, детям, родным, близким и т.д. Прекрасно сказал в свое время В. Г. Белинский: “Любовь — поэзия и солнце жизни”. Да, любовь — Солнце жизни. Ее лучи расходятся во все стороны жизни, освещают все, даже самые отдаленные уголки человеческой жизни. И это касается прежде всего отношений с родителями и детьми. Любовь к родителям подготавливает половую любовь, а любовь к детям завершает, венчает ее.

Любовь как великий фактор продолжения человеческого рода реализуется в полном смысле лишь в этом триединстве: как любовь к родителям, как любовная связь и как любовь к детям. Конечно, любовь к родителям и любовь к детям не носят характера специальной деятельности. Тем не менее, это не просто чувства симпатии, приязни, противоположные ненависти. Вместе с любовной связью они находятся на одной линии продолжения рода, являются выражениями могучего инстинкта продолжения рода. Напомню, что по этому поводу писал Платон: животные “пребывают в любовной горячке сначала во время спаривания, а потом — когда кормят детенышей, ради которых они готовы и бороться с самыми сильными, как бы ни были слабы сами, и умереть, и голодать, только чтобы их выкормить, и вообще сносить все, что угодно” (Платон. Собр.соч. в 4-х томах. Т. 2, М., 1993. С. 138. (Пир 207b).). Это, конечно, верно и по отношению к человеческой любви. Как деторождение, так и воспитание детей невозможны без любви. Полноценный человек может родиться и вырасти только в условиях любви, в ее лучах.

14.2. Liberalism

1. Last centuries the idea of progress in case of freedom as the political idea has become a symbol of a mighty flow of social thought – of liberalism. We can characterize it as a spiritual flow, declaring freedom the highest value of life, and movement to a greater freedom is a real task of state and other institutes.

2. We can’t connect liberalism neither with coach-potato style of life nor with anarchy. In its name there is nothing what can point to these human qualities and activities. Freedom, as we’re going to show, doesn’t exclude the firmness of character and responsible behaviour. Instead, it proposes them.

3. That one, who abuses liberalism, either doesn’t want to understand the meaning of the word or is the opponent of a human freedom. The relation to liberalism is a litmus-paper progressiveness or reactionism of views of any politician.

4. Liberalism supposes developed and different ideas about freedom. Every sphere of activity corresponds to a definite kind of freedom:

the freedom of mentality

the freedom of convictions

the freedom of conscience 

- the freedom of religion

the freedom of liberty

the social freedom

the political freedom

· the freedom of information

· the freedom of meetings

· the freedom of uniting

· the freedom of movement

· the freedom of habitat

the economical freedom

· the freedom of business

· the freedom of property

· the freedom of trade

· the freedom of competition

the creative freedom

· the art freedom

· the freedom of scientific exploration

· the philosophical freedom

the freedom of love

· the sexual freedom

From this short list of freedoms you can see that liberalism is not only a political movement. It’s the movement for those ones who are aspiring to a greater freedom.

Of course, not all the kinds of freedom are described as liberalism. It touches, first of all, human relations, human life in society, among people.

But it’s very positive to all other freedoms, which are above human relations (technical freedoms or freedoms relying to natural objects: freedom of flight, of going to the open space, etc.). Besides, there are such kinds of freedoms, which suppose not only the freedom of human relations, but the freedom of a Man itself. Let’s take, for example, the freedom of movement. There are many components of it: political opportunity of movement, economical, technical, etc. Economical and technical opportunities depend not only on human relations, but on the level of technical development of the vehicles and on a basic level of people’s property. Only political kind of freedom can be connected with liberalism. However, the other ones care about liberalism too, as political freedom of movement is an empty sound if there is lack of economical and technical freedoms. Liberalism depends on scientifical, technical, materialistic progress, which widens limits of materialistic and creative freedoms and, so, is the base of enlarging of the freedom of human relations.

5. In Marx Philosophy liberalism as a flow of human thoughts was exactly connected with bourgeoisie. In the Dictionary of Philosophy we can read: “Liberalism, political movement, uniting supporters of parliament system and bourgeois “freedoms” in economical, political and other spheres.” Such understanding of liberalism is at least twice false. On the first hand, it’s because of a very simple model of dividing society into 2 classes: bourgeoisie and proletariat. This theory puts liberalism and other social-political flows in one place. On the second hand, there’s nothing bourgeois in the name of Liberalism. We can speak about limits of any kind of liberalism, but it’s a rude logical mistake to evaluate all liberalism as bourgeois one.

6. You can’t depict liberalism as an “idea of getting rid of traditions, customs, etc.”

First of all, liberalism is not a negative flow, which always desires to get rid of something.

Also we can’t include traditions, customs, mental stereotypes into the list of things from which the man must get rid of. Customs and traditions, stereotypes of behaviour and mentality as the forms of regulation of human relations are neither good nor bad. To say more, they play an important role in this regulation. We can speak only about some customs, traditions, stereotypes, we mean the obsolete ones, which prevent a man from his desire of freedom. Liberal won’t refuse from old things only because it’s old and support new ones because it’s new.

7. In its natural view, originally liberalism is connected with humanism. They are almost equal. Liberalism can’t exist without humanism and humanism can’t exist without liberalism. Humanism is liberalism, taken in aspect of Humanity, liberalism is humanism taken in aspect of freedom. If a person who calls himself liberal, performs from human or antihuman positions, he’s not a real liberal. If he abuses liberalism, it means that he either doesn’t understand the idea of liberalism or isn’t a real humanist.

Really, freedom is the highest value for liberal. He respects not only in himself or for himself, but in other people and for the others as well. If, suppose, a man admits freedom only for himself, he denies it in fact, as freedom has a limited (private, not common) character. To be free among slaves is a nonsence (it’s old wife’s story, that a jailer, guarding a prisoner is a prisoner himself). You can be really free only among free ones. That’s why a real liberal appreciates not only his own freedom but the freedom of the others. So, he’s actually human.

Liberal respects the formula, invented by T. Gobbs: “a man must be content with such a degree of freedom relying to other people, which he would admit relying to himself.” This formula is a “golden rule” of behaviour, it wonderfully illustrates the connection of freedom and humanity, liberalism and humanism.

Also liberals agree with another rule: “You save your own rights unbreaking the right of the other people.” Gold-seekers in Amazonka follow this rule. There is no stealing in their habitat.

8. Sometimes those ones who were non-liberals, who imagined freedom rather limited (as the independence from customs, traditions, as individual freedom). These non-liberals made an idea that liberal is a finished individualist, who needs selfisolation, reserveness. What can we say? No doubt, this idea is wrong. Freedom itself is obvious, it has nothing common with reserveness and isolationism. A free society is an open society. A free person is an open person (for communication, cooperation). It’s difficult to imagine a liberal as a misantrop, who’s afraid of communication with other people and living with the principle “there’s no skin of my nose”.

In the argument between collectivism and liberalism, the second one takes the position of the tertian judge. It’s against both collectivism which crushes the individual freedom of a man and individualism which ignores or crushes the freedom of other people (common freedom).

9. A particular feature of liberalism is that it’s not only for freedom (or freedom for everybody), but for a great freedom, for a progress in the case of freedom. That’s why in actual situation liberalism can cause even hostility from the side of conservators, those ones, who are afraid of freedom, independence. 

As progress supposes some changes, a liberal, at first, is disposed on reformation, changing the society, customs.

A Liberal can be a conservator as well if there is not profit but a harm to freedom. Liberal is not only a predictor, a maker of a freedom, but also its protector, keeper, guard. As a maker he’s a progressist, reformator and, even, revolutioner. As a guard he’s a conservator. 

10. As the main idea of liberalism is a freedom, the understanding of the sence of liberalism most of all depends on the interpretation of this conception. 

(Translated by I. Kuptsova, I. V. Krylova)

15.19. Современность, история и будущее человечества. Глобальные проблемы. 

“Our time ” and false objectivism

 
Now it has become almost a rule of a good form to abuse our time, to speak about its weights, etc., etc. 
Basically, those abuse who are 50-60 years old. Here we face with a phenomenon of a false objectivism. This phenomenon arises in a situation when a person, who is being guided on an object, objective reality, tries to etch from his consciousness all subjective, as though to deduct himself from a reality. Such position results the situation when the person ceases to take into account his feature - subjectivity by consideration of object and it results to a situation of self-deception, to a false objectivism. It seems to him, that he estimates things objectively. And in practice pretty often he brings in this estimation his subjective features, predilections imperceptibly as his does not take them into account and, accordingly, his does not correct his estimation. As a result, instead of the present objectivism we see subjectivity, dressed up in a toga of a false, imaginary objectivism.
Let's take such rather widespread and somewhere even an ordinary example of a false objectivism: grumbling of old men concerning perversity of present youth, concerning bad present time and, on the contrary, - eulogy of the time of their youth. Thus they frequently assure themselves and others that they objectively estimate this and other time. Old men usually forget, that in the youth they were full of energy, positive emotions, all seemed to them better, and that in their senile condition there is no energy beating too much, feelings have mostly become dull, have cooled down and the painful sensations caused by a natural course of involution, aging dominate. From here old men are inclined to exaggerate goodness of time of their youth and badness of present time. As involution begins approximately after 25th years age, both 40-years and 50-years...old people can appear in the situation of the old men.
Now let's take a take an example of a researcher estimating our time. The researcher in contrast to a grumbling old man, tries to be maximum objective, he analyzes mass of facts, weighs all pro et contra, and only then makes conclusions, estimates. If, however, he does not take into account his own subjectivity, at an estimation of the complex phenomena, such as “our time”, he will be pretty often tendentiously analyze and estimate facts. If this researcher is more than 40 or 50 years old he will project his negative emotions for present time, and this time will be the same sad for him as his own present life. If this researcher has taken the responsibility to interrogate 20 - 30-years old young people he mostly would meet positive or quiet reaction about present time. And really, how could young people, estimate their time! They did not live in other time. The researcher, by the way, if he does not want to appear in the situation of false objectivism, should take into account not only the subjectivity, but also subjectivity, subjective sensations of these young people and in general, as possible, - of other many people.
As it seems to me, the researcher, analyzing and estimating “our time”, cannot make any scientific conclusions applying for the unequivocal validity. In fact the phenomenon of "our time” is so complicate, that any scientific method - way will show only simplified and consequently  unilateral picture of the event. Only philosophical estimation of our time is possible. And by definition it does not apply for the unconditional validity and unconditional objectivity, impartiality. Yes, certainly, “it is not necessary to measure the temperature of the society, putting a thermometer under your mousy”. But don't forget that “the person is a measure of all things”. And other measures do not exist.
————
Basically, there are always people which abuse time, their present epoch, civilization. How many destroying characteristics given by well-known people (both in an antiquity, and during new time, and in XX century) appeared! By the lips of Hamlet Shakespeare said: «connection of time had been broken». Our A.S.Pushkin characterized his time as «a severe century» (a poem "Monument"). Film director Andrey Tarkovsky confirmed: «the modern civilization had gone to impasse » (from the film about this film director), etc., etc. It is possible to result hundreds - thousand similar statements. What does this mean? That means, that as a rule, time is not bad, but people, adjusted pessimistically on different circumstances, think and say about their time badly, i.e. they hurry with negative generalizations, make a logic mistake of hasty generalization.
Personally I like more the words of Russian philosopher I.A.Iljin: «Never complain about the time you were born to make it better».
 
* * *
He sees lie in any neighbour As the neighbour is similar to him!
 
Well - known poet Dmitry Prigov went as far as to say that he twice named the person as the rascal in the TV program "Delicacies" that was shown on TVS on March, 23, 2003. Second time he said so: «the Person by the nature is anywhere the rascal». What could be told about this? Shocking, irresponsibility, slander about the person or loss of reference points, confusion. Prigov can be regretted only. So he is poisoned with poison of anticulture and antihumanism... It is visible, that he saw little love, kindness, geniality, nobleness, conscientious, decent, worthy people in his life. 
[For information: the word "rascal" in Russian means: «by the mean, low, disgraceful person, the villain, the bastard», and the word "meanly" means extremely disgraceful, i.e. low, mean]
The one who asserts, that the person by the nature is the rascal, is the rascal himself. «Any villain, - V.V.Stasov said, - always suspects other people have any meanness». 
 
And, on the contrary, «more the person is respectable, it more difficult to him to suspect others of disgrace » (Tsytseron).
Somebody, who asserts, that the person on the nature is the rascal, is not simply dishonorable, but he is ideologically - is meaning dishonorable, making philosophy from his dishonorableness. Ether he erects the personal dishonorableness in dishonorableness of all people, or he except all other are rascals... In this and other case the person shows directly or indirectly his dishonorableness.

Translated by A. Kondratova (Перевела Кондратова Анна, гр. 714 ИЭФ РЭА, июнь 2007 г.)
“Наше время” и ложный объективизм

 
Когда б не солнечен был глаз, он солнца б не увидел.
И. Гете
 

Сейчас стало чуть ли не правилом хорошего тона ругать наше время, говорить о его тяжестях и т. д. и т. п. 

 

Вот некоторые примеры: 

«В наш век цинизма, фальши и лжи...» (23.02.05 — худож. руководитель группы «Любэ» Н. Расторгуев) 

«В наше прозаическое время...» (14.01.05 — Святослав Бэлза, из рекламы телеканала «Культура»).

«...сложная, неудобная, неуютная действительность...» (24.02.05 — Оксана Буланова, писательница, канал «Культура», «Апокриф»).

 

В основном ругают те, кому за 50-60 лет. Здесь мы сталкиваемся с феноменом ложного объективизма. Этот феномен возникает в ситуации, когда человек, ориентируясь на объект, объективную реальность, старается вытравить из своего сознания всё субъективное, как бы вычесть себя из реальности. Такая позиция приводит к тому, что человек перестает учитывать свою особенность-субъективность при рассмотрении объекта и это приводит к ситуации самообмана, ложного объективизма. Ему кажется, что он объективно оценивает вещи. А на поверку сплошь и рядом незаметно для себя вносит в эту оценку свои субъективные черты, пристрастия, поскольку не учитывает их и, соответственно, не корректирует свою оценку. В итоге вместо настоящего объективизма мы видим субъективизм, рядящийся в тогу объективизма, ложный, мнимый объективизм.

Возьмем такой весьма распространенный и где-то даже обыденный пример ложного объективизма: брюзжание стариков по поводу испорченности нынешней молодежи, по поводу плохого нынешнего времени и, напротив, восхваление ими времени своей молодости. При этом они часто уверяют себя и других в том, что объективно оценивают то и другое время. Старики обычно забывают, что в молодости они были полны энергии, положительных эмоций, всё им казалось лучше и что в их старческом состоянии нет уже бьющей через край энергии, чувства большей частью притупились, остыли и господствуют болезненные ощущения, вызванные естественным ходом инволюции, одряхления. Отсюда старики склонны преувеличивать хорошесть времени их молодости и плохость настоящего времени. 

 

Киноактер А. Адабашьян остроумно заметил в одной телепередаче: «Конечно, лучше жить в 20 лет (молодым) в коммуналке, чем в 70 лет (стариком) в отдельной квартире.» (телеканал «Культура», программа «Линия жизни», 29.05.06).

 

Поскольку инволюция (обратное развитие) начинается где-то после 25-и лет, в ситуации стариков могут оказаться и 40-летние и 50-летние...

Теперь возьмем пример исследователя, оценивающего наше время. Исследователь, в отличие от брюзжащего старика, старается быть максимально объективным, анализирует массу фактов, взвешивает всё “за” и “против” и только тогда делает выводы, оценивает. Если, однако, он не учитывает своей субъективности, то при оценке сложных явлений, таких как “наше время”, он сплошь и рядом будет тенденциозно анализировать и оценивать факты. Если этому исследователю за 40 или 50 лет, то он будет свои негативные эмоции проецировать на нынешнее время и это время у него будет таким же безрадостным, как его собственная теперешняя жизнь. Если бы этот исследователь взял на себя труд опросить 20-и — 30-летних молодых людей, то он большей частью встретил бы положительную или спокойную реакцию на нынешнее время. И в самом деле, как иначе молодым людям оценивать свое время! Они же в другом не жили. Исследователь, кстати, если он не хочет оказаться в ситуации ложного объективизма, должен учитывать не только свою субъективность, но и субъективность, субъективные ощущения этих молодых людей и вообще других, по возможности, многих людей. 

Как мне представляется, исследователь, анализирующий и оценивающий “наше время”, не может делать какие-либо научные выводы, претендующие на однозначную истинность. Ведь феномен “нашего времени” настолько сложен, что любой научный метод-путь будет давать лишь упрощенную и потому одностороннюю картину происходящего в нём. Возможна лишь философская оценка нашего времени. А она по определению не претендует на безусловную истинность и безусловную объективность, беспристрастность. Да, конечно, “не надо мерить температуру общества, ставив градусник себе под мышки”. Но не надо забывать и о том, что “человек — мера всех вещей”. И других мер не существует.

——————

В принципе, всегда находятся люди, которые ругают свое время, современную им эпоху, цивилизацию. Сколько было всяких уничтожающих характеристик, данных известными людьми своему времени (и в древности, и в новое время, и в ХХ веке)! Шекспир устами Гамлета говорил: «распалась связь времен». Наш А. С. Пушкин характеризовал свое время как «жестокий век» (стихотворение «Памятник»). Кинорежиссер Андрей Тарковский утверждал: «современная цивилизация зашла в тупик» (из фильма об этом кинорежиссере). И т. д., и т. п. Можно привести сотни-тысячи подобных высказываний. О чем это говорит? О том, что, как правило, не время плохое, а люди, настроенные пессимистически по разным обстоятельствам, думают и высказываются о своем времени плохо, т. е. спешат с негативными обобщениями, буквально совершают логическую ошибку поспешного обобщения.

Мне лично больше по душе слова русского философа И.А. Ильина: «Никогда не жалуйся на время, ибо для того ты и родился, чтобы сделать его лучше».

 
*   *    *

И видит он в любом из ближних ложь, 

Поскольку ближний на него похож!

 
Известный поэт Дмитрий Пригов договорился до того, что дважды назвал человека подлецом в телепрограмме «Деликатесы» по ТВЦ 23 марта 2003 г. Второй раз он сказал так: «Человек по своей натуре все равно подлец». Что можно на это сказать? Эпатаж, безответственность, клевета на человека или потеря ориентиров, растерянность. Пригова можно только пожалеть. Настолько он отравлен ядом антикультуры и антигуманизма... Видно, он мало видел в жизни любви, доброты, сердечности, благородства, совестливых, порядочных, достойных людей. 

[К сведению: слово «подлец» в русском языке означает «подлый, низкий, бесчестный человек, негодяй, мерзавец», а слово «подло» — в высшей степени бесчестно, т. е. низко, гнусно (См.: С.И.Ожегов. Словарь русского языка; Словарь синонимов. Л., 1975.)]

Тот, кто утверждает, что человек по своей натуре подлец, сам в сущности является таковым. «Всякий негодяй, — говорил В. В. Стасов, — всегда подозревает других людей в какой-нибудь низости» (См.: К. Чуковский. Современники. М.,1962. С. 683). (Сравн.: «если человек сам стал хуже, то все ему хуже кажется» — М. Ю. Лермонтов). О том же говорит грузинская мудрость: «злой человек полагает, что все люди подобны ему». У Шекспира есть такие строки:

 

И видит он в любом из ближних ложь,

Поскольку ближний на него похож. 

(Сонет № 121)

 

И, напротив, «чем порядочнее человек, тем труднее ему подозревать других в бесчестии» (Цицерон).

Утверждающий, что человек по своей натуре подлец, не просто непорядочный, а идейно-сознательно непорядочный, делающий философию из своей непорядочности. Либо свою личную непорядочность он возводит в непорядочность всех людей, либо всех кроме себя считает подлецами... В том и другом случае человек демонстрирует прямо или косвенно свою непорядочность.

 

Из Интернета (форумы):

Если для тебя все ворье, то об этом хорошо написал Шекспир "И видит он в любом из ближних ложь, Поскольку ближний на него похож!"

 

Вильям Шекспир. Сонеты. 121
 

Уж лучше грешным быть, чем грешным слыть.

Напраслина страшнее обличенья.

И гибнет радость, коль ее судить

Должно не наше, а чужое мненье.

 

Как может взгляд чужих порочных глаз

Щадить во мне игру горячей крови?

Пусть грешен я, но не грешнее вас,

Мои шпионы, мастера злословья.

 

Я - это я, а вы грехи мои

По своему равняете примеру.

Но, может быть, я прям, а у судьи

Неправого в руках кривая мера,

 

И видит он в любом из ближних ложь,

Поскольку ближний на него похож!

 
16.8. Consciousness

Unfortunate and criminal consciousness

 
People with such consciousness recognize that "the world is full of evil", that all or the majority of people got stuck in a sin, that they are vicious, egoists, swine's, etc., etc. The Unfortunate consciousness is a consciousness of a victim, and criminal consciousness is consciousness of the villain.
The person with unfortunate consciousness passively think about evil as a victim, he is intimidated, he complains, shouts, yells, but does himself nothing.
The person with criminal consciousness, including all or the majority of people as villains counts self him as the same. Such person argues: as the people are bad there is no sense to stand up in ceremony with them, and it is possible and it is necessary to address with them as they deserve that, i.e. it is severe, ruthless.
Some philosophers freely or involuntarily accompany people with criminal consciousness, declaring, in particular, that the person is a malicious animal (F.Nitsshe), a mistake, hack-work of the nature, the most vile essence on the Earth, etc. 
Demonstrations of unfortunate and-or criminal consciousness:
Some women count men as egoists, animal, etc. (the Heroine of a TV serial "Turkish Marche", created on basis at the same named book of Fridriha Neznanskogo, says: "Yes, there are no  normal, men presented, Sash").
Some men count women as streetwalts, as silly creations. They even have thought up a saying "search for a woman". The main hero of the Polish film "Sorcerer" Antoni Kaciba directly declares: "All evil in the word is created by women".
Representatives of one nationality (sort, tribe, race) sometime count others as the lowest, dirty, mean, wild, essences.
Representatives of one religious faith sometime count representatives of other religious faiths or non-believers as  incorrect, i.e. defective, defective and even as enemies.
 
Public prosecutor Vilfor from "Graf Monte-Cristo's", written by A.Djuma says: " All people - extortionists, me dear". He addresses these words to his former mistress, the wife of baron Danglara, in the justification of his cruelty in relation with his adult son whom he does not want to know. Very often such or similar words can be heard from the lips of people which have made this or that crime. See the reports of conversations  with criminals or interview north them their is. An example: former director KRAZa (the Krasnoyarsk aluminums factory), accused in organization of some murders, - spoke in the conversation which has been written down on a video film: "I knew him (former "friend") as the normal person, but Moscow spoils and ruins everybody". So, neither it is more nor less. This former director without a shadow of doubt, (read: all its{her} inhabitants, muscovite's) has accused all Moscow that it spoils and ruins everybody. He has not reflected that he has simple run down, discredited 10 million muscovite's. Certainly, with such consciousness it is easy to follow the road of crimes.
 
In the justification of the criminal acts criminals, as a rule, refer to general depravity, perversity or nonsense of people.
The criminal consciousness is consciousness of the person justifying his criminal acts (swindle, larceny, violence, murder) with reference that all or the majority of people are such bad (swindlers, thieves, extortionists, tyrants, in a word, swine's, vermin's).
One more feature of unfortunate and criminal consciousness is absolutization of conflict relations between people, division of all people into winners and defeated, on misters and slaves, etc.
Here is how people with criminal consciousness sometime argue: Rodion Raskolnikov in «the Crime and punishment» F.M.Dostoevsky: "Whether can I break or can not? Whether am I shivering creature or do I have?»; «Either gnaw everybody or lay in a dirty» (So his uncle acquired a condition in the criminal way teaches young Foma's. See "Foma Gordeyev" M.Gorkiy); «If you do not want to be the ram whom cut so cut your self » (so criminal Rastegaev cynically says in the mover «Business motley»); "Either you eat, or you will be eaten", «People are divided in two categories: ones dominate, and others submit» (these "or"  the foreman of float men from the movie committed a crime names "The Owner of a taiga", "the law of a taiga"); gangsters in the film "Bumer" say in their justification: «we are not such - the life is such», i.e. the life malicious, gangster.
The person, committed a crime, in effect, is unfortunate person. Such dialogue has taken place in one film between the public prosecutor and the criminal. The criminal in powerless fury has said: «I hate you, I hate! » The public prosecutor has answered: «Do you Hate? And I feel sorry for you. Because there is no future for such as you» («by it is established Investigation», in leaguing roles Viya Artmane and Gunar Tsilinskiy).
 
—————
The special type of abnormal consciousness is the consciousness of the terrorist. It represents a rattling mix of criminal and unfortunate consciousness. The terrorist carries him self to good minority or to good, rind part of a society and in this aspect his consciousness is to unfortunate consciousness. But as opposed people with unfortunate consciousness the terrorist is adjusted to uncompromising struggle with the bad majority (with a bad part of society). He is ready to kill absolute everybody (including children, women, old men) whom he adds to the bad majority. 
Here is a characteristic example. One of the members of terrorist group. Who took in hostages some children and adults at school of Beslan (Northern Ossetia, Russia, on September, 1-3, 2004), has declared in conversation with a hostage-woman (in reply to her reproach regarding the severe attitude to prisoner-children) that there is no sense to regret these children because as well as their parents they become «addicts and prostitutes». That is so. Terrorists justify their brutal acts as they struggle against bad people, against those who, in their opinion, was morally spread out, became inhuman («addicts and prostitutes») and who should not be regretted any more but who should be destroyed, destroyed, destroy … (As a result terrorists in Beslan killed 335 person, including 156 children, wounded more then 700 person).
The consciousness of so-called noble robber represents almost the same rattling mix of unfortunate and criminal consciousness.
 
The information always moves in the aspect of the estimation - attitude to the world (to the situation, the facts)

 
There is whet I have heard in one documentary film: "In past time it seemed that the amount of the accidents caused by tectonic shifts, that, increased. But actually our awareness grows up, instead of amount or scale of accidents. It seems to me, that in reality the situation didn't charge, but attitude relation to it has actually changed. Mass media started to pay much more attention to eruptions of volcano's and earthquakes". (Words of prof. Sam Bowring, from documentary film BBC "the Naked science. Collision of continents", shown on a TV channel "Culture" on March, 20, 2007)
In the reality, the information always moves in aspect of estimation - attitude to the world (to  situation, fact). It means, that there can not be absolutely objective information. It is always painted in this or that subjective color (optimism or pessimism, starry-eyed idealism or negativism, goodwill or bad will, criticism, ignoring or disaster, suspicious nesses, alarming). 
 

Translated by A. Kondratova (Перевела Кондратова Анна, гр. 714 ИЭФ РЭА, июнь 2007 г.)
 
Несчастное и преступное сознание

 
Люди с таким сознанием исходят из того, что "мир полон зла", что все или большинство людей погрязли в грехе, порочны, эгоисты, сволочи и т. д. и т. п. Несчастное сознание — это сознание жертвы, а преступное сознание — сознание злодея.
Человек с несчастным сознанием пассивно относится к злу, как жертва, запуган, жалуется, кричит, вопит, но сам ничего не делает.

Человек с преступным сознанием, считая всех или большинство людей злодеями, и себя считает таким же. Такой человек рассуждает: раз люди плохие, то нечего с ними церемониться, а можно и нужно обращаться с ними, как они того заслуживают, т. е. жестоко, безжалостно.

Некоторые философы вольно или невольно подыгрывают людям с преступным сознанием, объявляя, в частности, человека злым животным (Ф. Ницше), ошибкой, халтурой природы, самым мерзким существом на Земле и т. д. 

Проявления несчастного и/или преступного сознания:
Некоторые женщины считают мужчин эгоистами, животными и т. п. (Героиня телесериала "Марш Турецкого", поставленного по одноименной книге Фридриха Незнанского, говорит: "Да мужиков нет нормальных, Саш").

Некоторые мужчины считают женщин потаскушками, глупыми созданиями. Они даже придумали поговорку "шерше ля фам" ("ищите женщину"). Главный герой польского фильма "Знахарь" Антоний Касиба прямо заявляет: "От баб всё зло на свете".

Представители одной национальности (рода, племени, расы) считают порой других низшими существами, грязными, подлыми, дикими.

Представители одной религиозной конфессии считают порой представителей других религиозных конфессий или неверующих неверными, т. е. ущербными, неполноценными и даже врагами.

 

Прокурор Вильфор из "Графа Монте-Кристо" А.Дюма говорит: "Все люди — вымогатели, милая моя". Эти слова он говорит своей бывшей любовнице, жене барона Данглара в оправдание своего жестокосердия по отношению к взрослому сыну, которого он не хочет знать. Очень часто такие или подобные слова можно слышать из уст людей, совершивших то или иное преступление. См. протоколы бесед в с преступниками или интервью с ними. Вот пример: бывший директор КРАЗа (Красноярского алюминиевого завода), обвиненный в организации ряда убийств, — говорил в беседе, записанной на видеопленку: "Я знал его (своего бывшего "друга") как нормального человека, но Москва всех портит и губит". Вот так, ни больше ни меньше. Этот бывший директор без тени сомнения, категорично всю Москву (читай: всех ее жителей, москвичей) обвинил в том что она всех портит и губит. Он не задумался над тем, что с легкостью необыкновенной охаял, опорочил 10 миллионов москвичей. Конечно, с таким сознанием легко стать на путь преступлений.

 
Преступники в оправдание своих преступных действий, как правило, ссылаются на всеобщую испорченность, порочность или глупость людей.

Преступное сознание — это сознание человека, оправдывающего свои преступные действия (мошенничество, воровство, насилие, убийство) ссылкой на то, что все или большинство людей — такие сякие (мошенники, воры, вымогатели, насильники, одним словом, сволочи, подонки).

Еще одна особенность несчастного и преступного сознания: абсолютизация конфликтных отношений между людьми, деление всех людей на победителей и побежденных, на господ и рабов и т. п.
Вот как порой рассуждают люди с преступным сознанием: Родион Раскольников в «Преступлении и наказании» Ф. М. Достоевского: «Могу ли я преступить или не могу? Тварь я дрожащая или имею право?»; «или всех грызи или лежи в грязи» (так поучает юного Фому его дядя, наживший состояние преступным путем. См. "Фома Гордеев" М. Горького); «не хочешь быть бараном, которого стригут, так стриги сам» (так цинично говорит преступник Растегаев в к/ф «Дело пестрых»); "либо ты ешь, либо тебя съедят", «люди делятся на две категории: которые властвуют, а которые подчиняются» (эти "либо" называет "законом тайги" в кинофильме "Хозяин тайги" бригадир сплавщиков, совершивший преступление); бандиты в фильме «Бумер» говорят в свое оправдание: «не мы такие — жизнь такая», т. е. жизнь злая, бандитская.

Совершивший преступление, — в сущности, несчастный человек. В одном фильме состоялся такой диалог между прокурором и преступником. Преступник в бессильной ярости бросил: «ненавижу Вас, ненавижу!» Прокурор ответила: «Ненавидите? А мне Вас жаль. Потому что у таких как Вы нет будущего» («Следствием установлено», в главных ролях Вия Артмане и Гунар Цилинский).

————

Особым типом анормального сознания является сознание террориста. Оно представляет собой гремучую смесь преступного и несчастного сознания. Террорист относит себя к хорошему меньшинству или к хорошей, доброй части общества и в этом его сознание похоже на несчастное сознание. Но в отличие от людей с несчастным сознанием террорист настроен на непримиримую борьбу с плохим большинством (с плохой частью общества). Он готов убивать абсолютно всех (в том числе детей, женщин, стариков), кого он относит к плохому большинству. 

Характерный пример. Один из членов террористической группы, захватившей в заложники детей и взрослых в школе Беслана (Северная Осетия, Россия, 1–3 сентября 2004 г.), заявил в разговоре с заложницей, в ответ на ее упрек в жестоком отношении  к захваченным детям, что нечего жалеть этих детей, поскольку как и их родители они станут «наркоманами и проститутками». Вот так. Террористы оправдывают свои бесчеловечные поступки тем, что они борются против нелюдей, тех, кто, по их мнению, морально разложился, обесчеловечился («наркоманы и проститутки») и кого уже не стоит жалеть, а только уничтожать, уничтожать, уничтожать… (В итоге от рук террористов в Беслане погибло 335 человек, в том числе 156 детей, ранено свыше 700 человек).

Почти такую же гремучую смесь несчастного и преступного сознания представляет собой сознание так называемого  благородного разбойника.

 
Информация всегда подается в аспекте оценки-отношения к миру (ситуации, фактам)

 
Вот что я услышал в одном докум. фильме: "В последние годы стало казаться, что количество катастроф, вызванных тектоническими сдвигами, увеличивается. Но на самом деле растет наша информированность, а не количество или масштаб катастроф. Мне кажется, что в действительности изменилась не ситуация, а отношение к ней. Средства массовой информации стали намного больше внимания уделять извержениям вулканов и землетрясениям". (Слова проф. Sam Bowring, из документального фильма BBC "Голая наука. Столкновение континентов", показанного по телеканалу "Культура" 20 марта 2007 г.)

В самом деле, информация всегда подается в аспекте оценки-отношения к миру (ситуации, факту). Это значит, что не может быть абсолютно объективной информации. Она всегда окрашена в тот или иной субъективный цвет (оптимизма или пессимизма, прекраснодушия или негативизма, доброжелательства или злопыхательства, шапкозакидательства, наплевизма или катастрофизма, мнительности, алармизма). 

18.9. Game activity
Game as an element is present at all kinds of activity (in work, in rest, in knowledge, thinking, practical activities) but as a special kind of activity it proceeds in three forms: children's game, art (art activity) and sports. Children's game borrows and entertains the child and prepares it for an adult life. It is employment, entertainment and preparation for various adult roles (mother, wife, the doctor and ect.). The forms of children's game are quite different. The basic scripts of a life and some most widespread kinds of professional work are lost in them.

In life, children's games become entertaining games (as forms of the rest), work games (business games, military and others) and special forms of the game activity, which is not connected directly neither with rest, nor with knowledge and practice. There is an art and sports. Both that, and another is only game, " a life for fun ". But: art "loses" for situations with the purpose of education and development of feelings, particularly achievements of harmony, the consent (beauty, fine), and sports "lose" a situation with the purpose of education and development of strong-willed qualities, particularly with the competitive purpose to improve fighting qualities, to feel taste of struggle, overcoming, a victory, to achieve owing to it of high results in physical and intellectual development.

Art is closer to cognitive activity, sports - to converting and practical. In Russian the word "sports" has appeared rather recently. It has taken roots only in XX a century. And L.N.Tolstoj, speaking about two kinds of entertainments, instead of a word "sports" uses a word "game". Thick it is not quite right, dividing game and art. Any entertainment is game. And art is game too. Only in game-sports the main thing is game of forces physical and spiritual, struggle, overcoming "for fun". And in game-art the main thing is game of feelings, an emotional life "for fun".

————————————

Especially it is necessary to tell about circus. It usually consideres as a kind of art. In fact generally it shows opportunities of the person, shows its force. The circus includes acrobatics, balancing act, musical to the clown, shows opportunities of training of animals, etc.
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18.9. Игровая деятельность

Игра как элемент присутствует во всех видах деятельности (и в труде, и в отдыхе, и в познании, и в мышлении, и в практической деятельности), но как особый вид деятельности она протекает в трех формах: детская игра, искусство (художественная деятельность) и спорт.

Детская игра занимает-развлекает ребенка и подготавливает его к взрослой жизни. Например, игра девочки в куклы. Это и занятие-развлечение, и подготовка к различным взрослым ролям (матери, жены, врача и т. п.). Формы детской игры весьма многообразны. В них проигрываются основные сценарии жизни и некоторые наиболее распространенные виды профессиональной деятельности. 

Во взрослой жизни на смену детской игре приходят игры-развлечения (как формы отдыха), игры-дела (деловые игры, военные и иные игры-маневры) и специальные формы игровой деятельности, не связанные напрямую ни с трудом, ни с отдыхом, ни с познанием, ни с практикой. Это искусство и спорт. И то, и другое — лишь игра, “жизнь понарошку”. Но: искусство “проигрывает” ситуации с целью воспитания и развития чувств, в частности достижения гармонии, согласия (красоты, прекрасного), а спорт “проигрывает” ситуации с целью воспитания и развития волевых качеств, в частности с соревновательной целью, чтобы совершенствовать бойцовские качества, ощутить вкус борьбы, преодоления, победы, добиться благодаря этому высоких результатов в физическом и умственном развитии. 

Искусство ближе к познавательной деятельности, спорт — к преобразовательной, практической. 

В русском языке слово «спорт» появилось сравнительно недавно. Оно укоренилось лишь в ХХ веке. А до него в этом значении обычно употребляли слово «игра». Так и Л. Н. Толстой, говоря у двух видах забав, вместо слова «спорт» употребляет слово «игра». Толстой не вполне прав, разделяя игру и искусство. Любая забава есть игра. И искусство — тоже игра. Только в игре-спорте главное — игра сил физических и духовных, борьба, преодоление «понарошку». А в игре-искусстве главное — игра чувств, эмоциональная жизнь «понарошку».

—————

Особо следует сказать о цирке. Его обычно рассматривают как вид искусства. В нем, однако, много такого, что свойственно спорту. Ведь по большей части он демонстрирует возможности человека, показывает его силу. Цирк включает клоунаду, акробатику, эквилибристику, музыкальную эксцентрику, иллюзионизм, демонстрирует возможности дрессировки животных и т. д.
18.10. Art (art activity)

Art is quasi as though knowledge and is quasi as though practice. Besides the pure art which has been not interested neither in reception of knowledge, nor in reception of the blessing, there is an art included directly in cognitive or practical activities. On the one hand, it is an applied art and the popular scientific literature, scientifically art activity, on the other one. If knowledge is translation real in the ideal plan, and an expert is translation ideal in real, art is a way intercoordination or “findings-out of attitudes” ideal and real, them intertransition. Feature of art in comparison with knowledge and practice is not “road with an one-way traffic ", that is to say movement from real to ideal (in case of knowledge), or movement from ideal to real (in case of practical activities). Art  intermovement ideal and real when they, on the one hand, "go" towards each other, to the consent and harmonies, and, with another, as though argue with each other, " find out attitudes ", find out " who there is who " (who more strongly, more important). Result of searches of the consent and harmony is the beauty and fine. Result of “finding-out of attitudes " is ugly. When ideal and real (mind and body) "agree" it turns out fine. When they "do not agree" - it turns out ugly.

Fine and ugly, beauty and ugliness are poles art activity. The main categories in art are beauty or fine. However, in the modern art has appeared a fashion to represent everything connected with the person in sense of antibeauty (abstract painting, theatre of absurdity or ballet by Mores Bejar, etc.), Nevertheless, but finally art activity is guided by beauty because the beauty is a harmony of a life. The love does a life harmonious, and the beauty though does not do its harmonious, but decorates it. It as though does a life is emotional and harmonious. Owing to beauty the person is adjusted on fine, on harmony, on concord (the consent, the order of a life). In art we lose for situations which can happen in a life, in knowledge and an expert (fine, ugly, comic, drama, tragical, ennobled, low). This "playing" is necessary for the person that psychologically and physically is prepared for real situations of love, work and struggle, by a real life.

Art is " a life for fun " which allows to adjust better a life present. L.N.Tolstoj fairly wrote: “As there is a perfection of knowledge, т. е. More true, necessary knowledge supersede knowledge erroneous and unnecessary so precisely there is a perfection of feelings by means of art, superseding feelings the lowest, less kind and less necessary for the blessing of people the maximum, kinder, more necessary for this blessing. It is the purpose of Art. " (L.N.Tolstoj. The full collection of compositions t. 42. p. 308). The fine arts (painting, a sculpture, the schedule, architecture...), music, fiction, theatre, cinema, a platform are the kinds of art etc.
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18.10. Искусство (художественная деятельность)

Искусство — квази- как бы познание и квази- как бы практика.

Помимо чистого искусства, не заинтересованного ни в получении знания, ни в получении блага, есть искусство, включенное непосредственно в познавательную или практическую деятельность. Это — прикладное искусство, с одной стороны, и научно-популярная литература, научно-художественная деятельность, с другой.

Если познание — перевод реального в идеальный план, а практика — перевод идеального в реальное, то искусство — способ взаимосогласования и/или “выяснения отношений” идеального и реального, их взаимопереход. Особенность искусства по сравнению с познанием и практикой в том, что оно не является “дорогой с односторонним движением”, т. е. либо движением от реального к идеальному (в случае познания), либо движением от идеального к реальному (в случае практической деятельности). Искусство — именно взаимодвижение идеального и реального, когда они, с одной стороны, “идут” навстречу друг другу, к согласию и гармонии, а, с другой, как бы спорят друг с другом, “выясняют отношения”, выясняют “кто есть кто” (кто сильнее, важнее, главнее). Результатом поисков согласия и гармонии является красота, прекрасное. Результатом “выяснения отношений” является, как правило, безобразное. Когда идеальное и реальное (дух и тело) “договариваются” — получается прекрасное. Когда они “не договариваются” — получается безобразное, уродливое.

Прекрасное и безобразное, красота и уродство — полюсы художественной деятельности.

Главная категория в искусстве – красота или прекрасное. Правда, в современном искусстве появилось мода изображать все, связанное с человеком в смысле антикрасоты (абстрактная живопись, театр абсурда или балет Мориса Бежара и т. д.), но в конечном счете художественная деятельность все же ориентируется на красоту, потому что красота – это гармония жизни. Любовь делает жизнь гармоничной, а красота, хотя и не делает ее гармоничной, но украшает ее. Она как бы делает жизнь эмоционально-гармоничной. Благодаря красоте человек настраивается на прекрасное, на гармонию, на лад (согласие, порядок жизни).

В искусстве мы проигрываем ситуации, которые могут случиться в жизни, в познании и практике (прекрасное, безобразное, комическое, драматическое, трагическое, возвышенное, низкое). Это “проигрывание” необходимо человеку (человечеству) для того, чтобы психологически и физически подготовиться к реальным ситуациям любви, труда и борьбы, к реальной жизни.

Искусство — “жизнь понарошку”, которая позволяет лучше наладить жизнь настоящую (заметьте, кстати: наладить — от слова «лад», т. е. красота-гармония). Л. Н. Толстой справедливо писал: «Как происходит совершенствование знаний, т. е. более истинные, нужные знания вытесняют знания ошибочные и ненужные, так точно происходит совершенствование чувств посредством искусства, вытесняя чувства низшие, менее добрые и менее нужные для блага людей высшими, более добрыми, более нужными для этого блага. В этом назначение искусства.» (Л.Н.Толстой. Полн. собр. соч. Т. 42. С. 308)

Видами искусства являются изобразительное искусство (живопись, скульптура, графика, архитектура...), музыка, художественная литература, театр, кино, эстрада и т. д.

18.11. Sports
They are people of the future, - spoke A.P.Chekhov about sportsmen and there’ll be the time when everyone will be strong. It is happiness of the country. 
Sports, as well as art, are intermediate (between knowledge and practice) the form of activity. The purpose of sports activity is not the blessing, not true and not beauty, and force as those which comes to light as a result of a victory over the opponent (valid or imagined, internal or correspondence). In sports the most important is to be stronger. Force can be intellectual (for example, in a chess), can be physical (for example, in a raising of weights), and can be mixed, is intellectual-physical (for example, in volleyball, tennis, technical kinds of sports). In dictionaries of Russian sports are characterized as a component of physical training. It is absolutely incorrect. First, there are cleanly intellectual kinds of sports - a chess, checkers, cards. Item Secondly, is such kinds of sports (for example, technical) in which the intellectual component can be on equal with physical or even to surpass it.

In general, sport has not carried in philosophy. If philosophers gave art a lot of attention, there were even specialized directions of judgement of art (an aesthetics, philosophy of art) philosophers did not perceive sports seriously as the important kind of human activity. As a result we see a skew in judgement of human activity as a whole, namely, shift aside the contemplate and cognitive party. Not only that philosophers sinned with the exaggerated attention to sphere of knowledge. And in sphere of game forms of activity they preferred first of all art. As well as art, sports is subdivided on pure and applied. For example, Olympic kinds of sports entirely concern to pure sports or sports for the sake of sports. Sports in army have applied character; It serves exclusively to the purposes of combat training. 

Sports can be subdivided into following kinds: 1. Intellectual: a chess, checkers, cards... 2. Physical: heavy and track and field athletics, football, hockey, billiards, shooting... 3. Collective: football, hockey, volleyball... 4. Individual: weightlifting... 5. Collectively-individual: relay race (skis, biathlon, skates, run and ect.). 6. Internally-game: football... 7. In absentia-game: weightlifting... 8. Nontechnical: easy and weightlifting... 9. Technical: automobile, Moto-races... 10. Inartistic: run... 11. Semi-artistic: figure skating, gymnastics... 12. Art: sports dances on an ice, art gymnastics...
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18.11. Спорт

Это — люди будущего, — говорил А.П. Чехов о спортсменах. — И настанет время, когда все будут такими же сильными. В этом счастье страны. 

Спорт, как и искусство, является промежуточной (между познанием и практикой) формой деятельности. Целью спортивной деятельности является не благо, не истина и не красота, а сила как таковая, которая рождается/выявляется в результате победы над противником (действительным или воображаемым, очным или заочным). В спорте самое главное: кто сильнее. Сила может быть интеллектуальной (например, в шахматах), может быть физической (например, в поднятии тяжестей), а может быть смешанной, интеллектуально-физической (например, в волейболе, теннисе, технических видах спорта). 

В словарях русского языка
 спорт характеризуется как составная часть физической культуры. Это совершенно неверно. Во-первых, существуют чисто интеллектуальные виды спорта — шахматы, шашки, карты и т. п. Во-вторых, есть такие виды спорта (например, технические), в которых интеллектуальная составляющая может быть на равных с физической или даже превосходить ее.

Вообще, спорту не повезло в философии. Если искусству философы уделяли много внимания, возникли даже специализированные направления осмысления искусства (эстетика, философия искусства), то спорт философы не воспринимали всерьез, как важный вид человеческой деятельности. В итоге мы видим перекос в осмыслении человеческой деятельности в целом, а именно, сдвиг в сторону созерцательно-познавательной стороны. Мало того, что философы грешили преувеличенным вниманием к сфере познания (даже разум часто называли познающим, а мышление рассматривали как абстрактную-теоретическую-высшую ступень познания). И в сфере игровых форм деятельности они отдавали предпочтение познавательноподобным формам, прежде всего искусству.

Как и искусство, спорт подразделяется на чистый и прикладной. Например, так называемый большой спорт, олимпийские виды спорта всецело относятся к чистому спорту или спорту ради спорта. Спорт же в армии носит прикладной характер; он служит исключительно целям боевой подготовки. Или джигитовка у горцев.

Спорт можно подразделить на следующие виды: 1. Умственные: шахматы, шашки, карты... 2. Физические: тяжелая и легкая атлетика, футбол, хоккей, бильярд, стрельба... 3. Коллективные: футбол, хоккей, волейбол... 4. Индивидуальные: тяжелая атлетика... 5. Коллективно-индивидуальные: эстафета (лыжи, биатлон, коньки, бег и т.д). 6. Очно-игровые: футбол... 7. Заочно-игровые: тяжелая атлетика... 8. Нетехнические: легкая и тяжелая атлетика... 9. Технические: автомобильные, мото- гонки... 10. Нехудожественные: бег... 11. Полухудожественные: фигурное катание, гимнастика... 12. Художественные: спортивные танцы на льду, художественная гимнастика...







 Activity (interaction of the subject and object)








                                         





                                             


                                                       общество


                                             (субъект) 














 The world in whole (object, an objective reality)                                                                                    











                                         








 The person and a society (subject)


                                         














 Activity (interaction of the subject and object)








                                         





                                             


                                                       общество


                                             (субъект) 














 The world in whole (object, an objective reality)                                                                                    











                                         








 The person and a society (subject)                      








           духовная                        духовное       духовное   


           сторона                         богатство       здоровье,                                                    (знания,       совершенство;                       


                                                культура)         нравственная                                                                                    чистота,         


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


     материальная   


         сторона                 


         


                                     материальное                       физическое


                                       благополучие,                   здоровье,  


                                          благосостояние          совершенство 








� См., например: С.И.Ожегов. Словарь русского языка. М., 1991; Словарь иностранных слов. М., 1982.
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