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It is axiomatic that the formation of the atheistic character of Marxism, among other things,
was influenced by some of B.Spinoza’s ideas. However, the philosophical heritage of this
thinker was always contradictory and always perceived ambiguously. He was considered a
defender of the Catholic faith, an adherent of Judaism, a modernizer of religion, a pantheist,
and finally an atheist. The last attitude became dominant in Soviet philosophy. We suggest that
this was the result of a synthesis of the subjective apologetic position of Soviet atheists and
objectively existing contradictions and vulnerable aspects of Spinozas philosophy. The trans-
formation of the ideas of Spinozism in an atheistic key covered such aspects of the philosophy
of the Dutch thinker: the original interpretation of the essence of God, the reasons for the ap-
pearance of ancient sacred texts, and the argumentation and evidence of the conventionality
and symbolism of religious cults. Religion creates that minimum of moral culture, without
which neither individuals nor society can do; a “true religion” is human wisdom, its main
representative was Christ, whom the philosopher considered as a real historical person. Based
on these views, Soviet philosophy presents two complementary approaches to understanding
Spinoza’s judgments about religion and God: 1) the philosopher’s ideas move towards panthe-
ism and atheism (V. Sokolov, I. Konnikov); 2) the philosopher is considered a materialist athe-
ist (A.Deborin). The radicalism of the second approach was eventually overcome by V. As-
mus, M. Belenky, E.Ilienkov, and I. Narsky, who proved that Spinoza, in trying to present his
doctrine in the form of an undoubted, absolute truth, quite deliberately used the theological
terminology prevailing in his time in as a kind of tool for introducing new ideas and concepts
into the consciousness of contemporaries.
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The contradictory nature of the philosophical views of B. Spinoza

There are more than enough thinkers in the history of philosophy, whose creative
heritage has been and remains a field of active debate among supporters and opponents.
Special attention is caused by theses and conclusions allowing the ambiguity of their in-
terpretations. Nothing disappears completely in this process. Creative discourse is carried
out by permanent critical reflection of accumulated theoretical material. It is a continuous
process of rethinking or even dialectical negation of many previously formulated the-
ses, conclusions, theories, and the simultaneous emergence of new ideas, concepts, and
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paradigms. All results produced in the space of this form of knowledge are important
and significant. There is always an actual ideological interpretation of ideas and issues
in accordance with the requirements of historical time, historical and logical parallels,
the analysis of the functioning of the philosophical ideas and approaches, the search for
the arguments in the historical and philosophical direction that reinforce or criticize the
author’s position, a doctrine of a particular philosophical school or direction. In recent de-
cades, this trend has become part of the “intercultural turn” in the history of philosophy,
when historical logic takes into account the mental characteristics of a particular people
(see: [1, p.11-25]).

Marxism in general, and its philosophical aspect in particular, has a strong atheistic
orientation. This is best manifested in Soviet philosophy, which became the theoretical
and methodological foundation of communist ideology. Atheism of this philosophical
trend has been rooted in English and French materialism of the 18" century, in the cri-
tique of religion in the classical German philosophy and the doctrine of Spinoza. This
doctrine includes an abundance of ideas, which are often contradictory in their nature
and content, and provides fertile ground for their ambiguous interpretation. It is no mere
coincidence that it has received a controversial interpretation not only in the secular and
religious environment of the Dutch society of the 17" century, but also in the world of
philosophical and religious traditions. For more than three centuries, representatives
of different forms of knowledge, especially philosophers and theologians, have debated
whether the Dutch thinker was an idealist or materialist. Some researchers praise Spinoza
for his commitment to religion and the protection of God, while others interpret his view
as atheistic. The doctrine of this thinker is estimated differently, depending on what kind
of ideas and findings by Spinoza the researchers pay attention to. Thinkers of different
ages and philosophical schools consider him as a traditional dogmatic defender of the
Christian faith, an unconventional supporter of Judaism, a religion modernizer, almost a
creator of a new religious direction (“revolutionary” in the religion), a pantheist, an athe-
ist. In Soviet philosophy Spinoza’s doctrine was presented as atheistic, although his works
abound in theses and conclusions, testifying the religious nature of the author’s thoughts.
Is it a longing of Soviet theorists to find the atheism where there is none, or a special read-
ing of the works by the philosopher or an actual reproducing of his position? We think it
is the first, the second, and third as well. The matter is that paying much attention to the
phenomenon of religion and God in his works, at the same time Spinoza expresses judg-
ments which allow interpreting his views as atheistic. Although this form of atheism is far
from a sequence in the Soviet philosophy it was skillfully picked up and developed.

The philosophical heritage of the great Dutch theorist is diverse. The main part is
the development of the problem of substance. In this particular field there are basic state-
ments of his doctrine of God. Wanting to understand the ultimate ground of the world
being, the philosopher makes his famous conclusion about a substance that is single, in-
divisible, eternal, infinite, self-causal (causa sui). It is the unity of essence and existence.
Outside the substance there can be neither material nor spiritual existence of any form.
Substance is not created by anyone; it is indestructible, not limited by any time parameters
and its being is regarded as if it were timeless. Following the reasoning of the philosopher,
itis difficult to understand whether it is undergoing in its being any alteration. The answer
to this question is likely to be negative. It doesn’t mean that the world does not change, but
that the substance cannot lose any of its qualities. According to Spinoza, the substance is
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both God and the nature. Calling it both God and nature, the philosopher initially gives
rise to a ambiguous terminological understanding of his own position. In many cases the
terminological apparatus of his works and the way of presentation are close to the scholas-
tic manner of narration. However, it has an insignificant impact on their content.

The Dutch thinker’s philosophical position is monistic. However, it is not clear
whether it was an idealistic or materialistic monism. This depends on the understanding
and interpretation of Spinoza’s idea on the Substance in general and God in particular. The
idealists and priests usually emphasize the idealistic aspect of the philosopher’s doctrine,
and their opponents emphasize the materialistic bent. It often happens that his thoughts
receive the opposite interpretations. Stating that many of the philosopher’s judgments are
oriented materialistically, we cannot ignore that he did not identify the substance (Nature)
with matter. This is Spinoza’s interpretation of the Nature as the confirmation, which in-
cludes the thought as an infinite attribute: “I do not mean here by ‘nature], merely matter
and its modifications, but infinite other things besides matter” [2, p.83]. Of course, we
should pay our attention to the set of notions and phrases in the philosopher’s works the
informative and semantic core of which is the term of God, “...God is absolutely and re-
ally the cause of all things which have essence...” [3, p.347]; “..our highest blessedness
consists in love towards God...” [4, p. 338] As Hegel rightly pointed out, “there is too much
God” in Spinoza’s doctrine (see: [5, p.282]).

Spinoza’s recognition of God as a single, universal, final cause of existence of the
world is undeniable. According to him, “God, or substance, consisting of infinite attri-
butes, of which each expresses eternal and infinite essentiality, necessarily exists” [6, p.51];
“a being absolutely infinite, such as God, has from himself an absolutely infinite power of
existence, and hence he does absolutely exist” [6, p.53]. And it could hardly be otherwise
in the totally religious Europe in the 17% century. The problem is how the philosopher
understood and interpreted this reason. According to many researchers of his life and
work, the thinker did not involve either Judaism or any other religion. At the age of 24 he
was excommunicated from the synagogue and the Jewish community and thus lost many
personal and social rights. However, he did not join to any other church. At the same time
he did not break down as a person and a philosopher and did not renounce his beliefs.
Spinoza had his own attitude to the Bible, which was rather seditious for the 17" century.
He was convinced that the text of the Bible is stated simply on purpose so that it could be
received by the uneducated. Therefore, it is meaningless to search for answers to questions
on the higher truths in this book. They are only in the philosophical works available to the
educated. The Bible is not able to help people in their understanding of objective reality.
The philosopher criticized the ideas about exclusive cognitive abilities of the Old Testa-
ment prophets. It’s worth keeping in mind the fact that being quite young, he questioned
Moses’s authorship concerning the Bible Pentateuch. Recognizing the moral value of the
Holy Scripture which by his own admission he did not realize, Spinoza pointed at the
same time to many contradictions in its content. He based his own judgments not on the
religious faith but on the reason. The methodology of knowledge proposed by him was
rationalistic.

Spinoza’s recognition of God as a single, universal, final cause of existence of the
world is undeniable. However, his view on the essence of the religion, its place and mean-
ing in people’s and society’s lives was deprived of orthodoxy and marked by philosophi-
cal criticism. He wrote about the governments ability “..to be to hoodwink the subjects,
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and to mask the fear, which keeps them clown, with the specious garb of religion...” [2,
p. 5]. According to the thinker, religion arises as a consequence of people’s ignorance, their
spiritual restrictions, fear of the unknown. Thus, he quite adequately defined the episte-
mological roots of religion as a form of social consciousness. He tried to explain the ritual
side of the Church functioning from quite a materialistic (at least rationalist) position.
This part of the thinker’s doctrine is extremely close to the materialist tradition and largely
corresponds to the spirit of the atheistic Soviet philosophy.

However, it is impossible not to see the inconsequence of Spinoza’s thoughts on reli-
gion. He believed that in a situation where the vast majority of the population was illiter-
ate and superstitions pervaded the society, religion promoted morals for people living
together and created the necessary minimum of moral culture, without which individuals
and the society could not exist. He emphasized the importance of the so-called true re-
ligion which is, after all, identified with wisdom. By the way, from these moral positions
Spinoza interpreted preaching mission of Jesus Christ who was regarded by him as a real
historical person.

Ambivalent attitude to Spinoza’s ideas in Soviet philosophy

There are two major approaches to understanding Spinoza’s opinions on the religion
and God presented in Soviet philosophical literature. They are similar in many aspects
and complement each other. The proponents of the first approach assert that Spinoza’s po-
sition was pantheistic and simultaneously atheistic (reflected most fully in work by I. Kon-
nikov, V.Sokolov, and others). For example, V.Sokolov says that in the world outlook of
Spinoza, the role of the religious beliefs (in their pantheistic interpretation) is significant:
“Spinoza... appears...as an active member... of pantheistic movement...” [7, p.185]. At
the same time, Sokolov says about “narrowness of his atheism”. According to I. Konnikov,
“in the system of Spinoza the most progressive ideas of pantheism were fully developed
and got optimum expression” [8, p. 15]. Still, “for an objective comprehensive evaluation
of Spinozism it is necessary to take it dialectically, to be able to see materialistic and athe-
istic content behind the pantheistic form” [8, p.15-16]. The representatives of the second
approach emphasize the materialistic and skeptical aspects of the position of the Dutch
philosopher (first of all there are works of A.Deborin, I. Narsky, and others). From this
point of view, Spinoza’s doctrine is treated primarily as materialistic and atheistic. This
approach prevailed in the evaluation of Spinoza’s heritage in the Soviet philosophy. As a
result, some researchers interpreted the atheistic nature of Spinoza’s heritage as a conse-
quence of his understanding of God’s being. It is necessary to investigate these approaches
in more details.

A pantheistic interpretation of Spinoza’s views on the problem of God has some basis.
The philosopher repeatedly drew attention to the fact that God is an absolutely infinite
phenomenon. He is omnipresent and devoid of any anthropological characteristics, com-
pletely devoid of personalized features. It is impossible to imagine Him vividly, we only can
think about Him. God is immanent in nature. In other words, He does not create nature,
does not act as the external cause of its existence, but internally He is in it. He is the na-
ture Himself. This understanding of God as the substance is a consequence of overcoming
deistic views of His place and role in the world. Here the ideas of Spinoza are much more
progressive than those of his colleagues, in particular, the ideas of Descartes and Hobbes.
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According to Spinoza, to talk about God is the same as to talk about Substance and to
talk about Substance is the same as to talk about Nature. The main idea of his Substance’s
doctrine was God, or Substance, or Nature. Following the logic of philosopher’s thinking,
another formulation of the relationship (unity) of these phenomena is also quite accept-
able: God, and Nature and Substance are equal. But Nature was understood by the thinker
not as a sensibly perceived reality, but as an abstract reality intellectually cognized and
generalized.

Marx and Engels believed, following Feuerbach, that Spinoza’s substance is “meta-
physically disguised nature separated from man” [9, p.139]. As the Dutch philosopher
consistently denies creationism, he deprives God of His most important function, i.e. the
creation of the world. Consequently, it also deprives Him of supernatural and omnipo-
tence characteristics. According to Spinoza, “there is now in Nature no creation but only
generation” [10, p. 13]. In order to be able to distinguish between the nature as a substance,
and the nature as the world of sensible things and objects he uses two terms — “the nature
generating (producing)”, and “the nature generated (produced)”, natura naturans and na-
tura naturata. The former creates the latter acting at the same time as its cause. Specific
things, events, processes constituting the second nature are modes of substance.

Despite the fact that many of Spinoza’s ideas were of a pantheistic direction, they
had no explicit provision of God “dissolved” in Nature. The thesis of the coincidence of
God and Nature does not mean that God is “dissolved” in it and is present in each of its
manifestation. It is important to keep in mind the specific character of how the philoso-
pher understands the Nature itself. Although “Spinoza’s doctrine has a pantheistic form”
[8, p. 15], many experts rightly consider that it is not really pantheism. Conventionally I
would call it “a quasi-pantheism”. This is yet another example of the fact that not all the
ideas, views, concepts, theories can be interpreted unambiguously in the traditional ste-
reotypes, patterns, paradigms. It's very important to consistently adhere to the principle
of objectivity and never descend to the position of specific vision concepts, philosophical,
and especially ideological platforms.

Interpretation of Spinoza’s doctrine as a materialist and atheist has had a long history
since the 17t century. In their time Marx and Engels praised the theoretical heritage of the
Dutch thinker. Still they had not so many judgments about it. First of all they were inter-
ested in Spinoza’s criticism of theology and his reflections on cause and effect relationship.
Engels specially pointed to the constructive potential of Spinoza’s thoughts on the causa
sui to disclose the content and interaction mechanisms of various phenomena of the mate-
rial and spiritual world. Spinoza believed that nature operated according to its own laws
which corresponded to themselves and were not imposed from outside. He singled out
two groups of reasons (causes immediate and causes remote) that immanently existed in
nature. Although Spinoza’s determinism was mechanistic, it was completely contrary to
the religious views on causality.

G. Plekhanov was an active admirer of Spinoza in Russia. He regarded Marxism in
general as a kind of Spinozism. He wrote on this occasion, “breaking with idealism Marx
and Engels took to the position of Spinozism which Feuerbach rid of its theological ad-
ditions” [11, p.135]. Of course, it isn't possible to accept such categorical conclusions of
Plekhanov. Although many of his opinions deserve attention. Here are some interesting
quotes from his works. “Spinozism is materialism, clothed in theological garb. And this
dress should be removed from the inherently right philosophical theory of Spinoza” [12,
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p.672]. “The term ‘God’ used by Spinoza did not reconcile and could not reconcile the
theologians, because by that word he understood the nature...Of course, the terminology
was wrong” [13, p.470] “Spinoza was not able to break with the theology” [14, p.358]. In
our opinion, the latter statement is of a particular interest.

At the beginning of the Soviet philosophy A. Deborin gave unduly subjective assess-
ment of Spinoza’s conception. He announced the doctrine of Spinoza to be revolutionary
and named the philosopher “the prince of atheists” [15, p.63]. What is the worth of such
Deborin’s arguments as “We think that we should interpret the philosopher’s (Spinoza’s —
auth.) ideas in a materialistic sense even regardless of his personal beliefs” [15, p.49]; “I
understand Spinozism in a materialistic sense, and this interpretation is the only one cor-
rect”. The subjectivity in the assessment of the Dutch theorist’s views is obvious. Deborin
hypertrophies materialistic aspect of the ideas and in many aspects artificially gives them
a dominant sound. He declares the philosophy of Spinoza as the synthesis of materialistic
tendencies of the whole historical epoch. The soviet academician had his own explanation
for the widespread use of theological terminology by Spinoza. According to Deborin, the
philosopher himself was displeased with that fact (I wonder where it became known?),
but “he thought it necessary to speak in a language clear and accessible for his contempo-
raries” [15, p.70].

In our opinion, despite the excessive flatness or even inaccuracy of many Deborin’s
judgments, we should pay attention to the following statement of his: “While studying
Spinoza’s system it is important to remember that people of that time thought only in
theological terms or categories, and that the theological garb was imposed on Spinoza by
his time, by the whole epoch..” [15, p.73]. The meaning of this statement is very close
to thoughts of the Soviet investigator of Spinoza’s philosophy I. Konnikov. Analyzing the
specific terminology of the Dutch theorist, he writes: “Spinoza could speak with his con-
temporaries in only one available language, i.e. the language of his epoch. He wanted to
present his doctrine as unquestionable, absolute truth. That’s why he deliberately used
theological terminology dominating in his time as a tool for implementing new ideas and
concepts to the consciousness of his contemporaries” 8, p.8].

The extreme findings by Deborin and his associates against Spinoza were overcome
in the works of other Soviet philosophers, especially V. Asmus, M. Belen’ky, E.Ilienkov,
I. Narsky, and others. They noted that Spinoza, being an extraordinary person, had an
extremely complicated and even entangled way of thinking, in which he, on the one hand,
traced the materialistic and atheistic tendencies, on the other hand, traced idealistic as-
sociations. In their studies the idea is consistently held that “Spinoza turned the tradition
of pantheism into its opposite, i.e. a denial of the divine spirit” [16, p. 202]. Despite the fact
that the philosopher spoke about the religion and God almost on every page of his own
works, his understanding of God was radically different from the understanding of God in
the Christian and Judaic traditions. Identifying the Nature as God, Spinoza deprived Him
of His status as all-powerful creative force. God became Nature, and Nature became God.
Thus the religious God disappeared. Nature was declared as an overall creative force (Sub-
stance). It reveals itself through the world of tangible and intangible things. As Holbach
underlined, “there is no other God than nature” in Spinosism [17, p.226]. In the context
of these discussions it is interesting to compare two statements by Spinoza: “Nature is the
being of which all attributes are predicated” [10, p.30] and “God is a being Whom all at-
tributes are predicated...” [10, p.41]. The philosopher uses the terms “God” and “Nature”
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as equivalent ones. That is why these phenomena have the same properties in his works.
Since, according to Spinoza, nature is not created by anyone, it is objective, infinite and
omnipotent. These characteristics allow it to manifest itself as God, still not as one which
is mysterious, transcendent, existing in an unknown place, punishing for sins, and de-
manding praise (all this characteristics are in the religion), but as an earth power possess-
ing adequate attributes and modes. “My opinion concerning God differs widely from that
which is ordinarily defended by modern Christians” [18, p.298], said Spinoza.

It is quite interesting that the Dutch philosopher himself consistently denied all al-
legations against him concerning the anti-religious and atheistic nature of his ideas. In
this regard the letter written by Spinoza to J. Ostens in 1671 is noteworthy. There he spoke
of extremely impartial critical analysis of his “Theologico-political treatise” attempted by
L. van Velthuysen. The latter did not conceal his indignation and assessed the sense of
this work as follows: “This doctrine... removes and razes to the ground every cult and
every religion, and secretly introduces atheism or invents such a God whose divinity can
not cause any awe in people..” [19, p.552-553]. Objecting to L. Velthuysen, Spinoza ac-
tually justified himself speaking in the third person, “The question is whether the man
indeed rejects all religion if he claims that God must be recognized as the highest good
and must be loved...” [20, p.554]. It is difficult to find a simple explanation for this and
some other similar judgments by Spinoza. According to many experts, a significant role
here was played by unwillingness of the thinker to be accused of immorality. After all, at
that time social and individual consciousness identified atheism not only with the posi-
tion of an anti-religious person, but with an excessive desire for honor and material gains,
with permissiveness and immorality. Life circumstances that were not always conducive to
Spinoza taught him to be cautious in his judgments and conclusions which contradicted
the official point of view of the authorities and the church. Not accidentally he complained
on the oppression of freedom of speech in the Netherlands saying that defending one’s
beliefs it was possible to make enemies and to get into trouble. It is sufficient to remember
that from the beginning he did not want to publish “Theological-Political Treatise” in
Dutch and refused to disclose his authorship in the Latin publication of this work, delib-
erately concealed the place where it was first published (Hamburg instead of Amsterdam).
Preparing to publish “Renati Des Cartes Principiorum Philosophiae” he urged friends to
state in the Preface: “...I do not acknowledge all the opinions there set forth as my own,
inasmuch as I hold the exact contrary to much that is there written...” [21, p.288]. He
also acknowledged that introducing the philosophy of Descartes, Spinoza to one of his
students he did not want to express his personal philosophical views openly.

Conclusions

It is very important to remember that Spinoza as everyone among us was a child of his
epoch. And it is always very difficult to break its boundaries even in thoughts. Therefore,
only he knew why there were so many contradictory and ambiguous issues in his doc-
trine, why it so clearly combined materialism and idealism, the glorification of God and
His critics. When reading the works by this extraordinary thinker, an idea involuntarily
comes into the mind that he advanced two related but entirely different concepts of God.
The first one is the concept of religion and God in the traditional sense (reflections on the
Holy Scripture, Jesus Christ, angels, prophets, etc.) In the other concept God is presented
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in an entirely different status. He is a Substance which is both God and Nature. Although
in the first case the views and approaches of the Dutch philosopher differ from and some-
times are contrary to the official religious beliefs in many aspects, his thoughts have a
definite religious character. In the second case, Spinoza declared himself as a philosopher
whose ideas contradict religion and idealism in general. Therefore, every attempt to treat
his philosophical heritage only as the idealistic or the materialistic one lacks for objectiv-
ity. Such approach contains theoretical exaggerations, understatements, it neglects those
Spinoza’s judgments that do not fit the overall context of the positions espoused by the re-
searchers, it attributes to the author the thought that he did not express. A significant part
of the Soviet literature studying Spinoza’s creativity also has some of these shortcomings.
Spinoza’s theory is not as easy as it may seem at first glance. It is very original, interesting
enough, fairly deep and quite contradictory.
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Yuenne Benennxra CrinHo3s!I 0 Bore i penuruu B cBeTe aTensMa
COBeTCKOI pumocopun

B.JI. ITasnos', T. ]]. Cyxody6?

! HauumoHa/bHbLi yHUBEPCUTET IMIIEBBIX TEXHOMOTIL,
Ykpauna, 01033, Kues, yn. Bragumupckas, 68

2 Tlentp rymannTapHoro o6pasosanns HaluoHanbHOIT aKafileMnyt HayK YKpanHsl,
YkpanHa, 01001, Kues, yn. Tpéxcpaturenbckas, 4

s umrtuposanust: Paviov V. L., Sukhodub T. D. Spinoza’s doctrine on god and religion in the light of
Soviet philosophical thought // Becrauk Cankr-Iletep6yprckoro yHusepcurera. Gumocodus u KoH-
¢dbmxronorys. 2022. T. 38. Beim. 2. C.177-186. https://doi.org/10.21638/spbul7.2022.203

CunraeTcs CBOEro pofia aKCMOMOI! YTBEpXK/ieHe O TOM, YTO Ha GOpMUpPOBaHIe aTeCTIYe-
CKOTO0 XapakTepa ¢puaocoduy MapKcy3Ma Cpefii BCero IPoYero MOB/IUA/IM HEKOTOPbIe Uen
b. Crimno3sbl. OpHako ¢umocodckoe Hac/meye STOr0 MBICIUTEA ObIIO BCEITia IIPOTUBOPEYN-
BO 1 IIOTOMY BCeT/ja BOCIIPMHMMAIOCh HEOFHO3HaYHO. Ero cumramy 3alfMTHUKOM KaTOJIMN-
4eCKOT'0 BEPOMCIOBENAHN, IIPUBEPKEHIIEM MYaN3Ma, MOJEPHI3aTOPOM PEIUTUN, TTAHTEN-
CTOM, HaKOHell, aTencToM. [ToceHee OTHOLIIEHME CTa/I0 ZOMIHUPYIOLUM B COBETCKOI (-
noco¢un. ITo MHEHIIO aBTOPOB CTaTbyl, OHO ABJIAJIOCH CIEACTBUEM CHHTe3a CyObeKTUBHO
aIlOJIOre TMYECKOI O3ULIMY COBETCKMX aTEMCTOB U OOBbEKTUBHO CYIeCTBYIOMINX IIPOTUBO-
pednii M yI3BUMBIX aCIIeKTOB CIIMHO30BcKoil dymocoduu. Tpancdopmaryia npeit cimHo3m3-
Ma B aTeMCTUYECKOM K/IIoYe OXBATbIBa/a CIeAYIOLIe acIHeKThl GUI0coPuy roIaHgCcKOro
MBIC/TUTEIA: CBOOOPA3HOCTh MHTEpPIpeTalMy CYUTHOCTY bora, MpUYNH IOABIEHNA JpeB-
HUX CBAILIEHHBIX TeKCTOB (B 4aCTHOCTM, HEBEXECTBO /IO, He3HaHVe, CTpaxX Hepef, Hems-
BeCTHBIM) U apryMeHTaLUsA YCIOBHOCTI ¥ CMBOIMYHOCTY PEIUTMO3HBIX KYIbTOB. OfHAKO
VIMEHHO C/1a0ble CTOPOHBI PEIUTNY, 110 MHeHNI0 CIIMHO3bI, CIIOCOOHBI YKPEIINTh HPaBCTBEH-
HBIe YCTOM B CyeBEPHOM U MaJIOKY/IbTYpHOM obmiecTse. VIMEHHO peuruA cosfaeT TOT MU-
HYIMYM MOPaJIbHOI KY/IBTYPbI, 6€3 KOTOpOTro HI MHAMBU/BI, HY COLIYM He MOTYT OOOMTICE;
JesloBedecKas MYAPOCTDb ABIAETCA «IIONAMHHON peluryeii», TMaBHBIM IpefiCTaBUTENIEM ee
BBICTYIIaZ1 XPUCTOC, KOTOPOro ¢pumocod cumrtan pearbHOI UCTOPUYECKOI MUIHOCTbI0. Ha
OCHOBAHUM 3THX B3IVIALOB B COBETCKON (HMI0COGUN IIPEACTABIEHO 08a B3aNMOLOIOIHI-
IOIIVX IIOfIXOfa B OCMBICJIEHMI CIIMHO30BCKUX CyXJeHuil o penurun u bore: 1) dunocod
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CUNTAETCA aTeUCTOM IaHTeucTudeckoro tonka (B.Coxonos, V1. Konnukos); 2) d¢unocod
CYNTAETCsl aTEUCTOM Marepuanuctudeckoro tonka (A.Jlebopun). PagnkanbHOCTh BTOpPO-
ro nopxona ObUIa co BpeMeHeM IpeononeHa B.Acmycom, M. Benenbknm, 9. //1beHKOBbIM,
V. Hapckum, KoTOpble foKasany, uTo ClMHO3a, CTPeMACH NPeCTaBUTh CBOE yY€HNE B BULlE
HECOMHEHHOJ1, a0CONIIOTHON VICTUHBI, COBEPIIEHHO CO3HATEIbHO MCIIONb30BaJl TOCIIOCTBO-
BaBIIYIO B €T0 BpeMsI 60TOCTIOBCKYIO TEPMIHOJIOTHIO B KaueCTBE CBOEOOPA3HOr0 MHCTPYMEH-
Ta JyIA1 BHE[IPEHMS B CO3HAHJe COBPEMEHHIKOB HOBBIX MJIell ¥ IOHATMIL.

Kmiouesvie cnosa: b. CnimHo3a, aTenusM, BOI‘, Cy6CTaHLU/I}I, MaTepnanns3M, IMaHTEN3M, JMaea-
JIN3M, PENUTHUA.

Crarpsa noctynuia B pegakipo 28 dgespana 2021 r.;
peKoMeH/loBaHa K neyatu 5 anpens 2022 .
KonrtakTHas mHbopmManus:

ITasnos Banepuii /lykvAnosu4 — KaHp,. Gpuioc. HayK, oIL.; vpavlov52@gmail.com
Cyx00y6 Tamvsna [qmumpuesna — xaug. Guioc. Hayk, foiL.; borftata@gmail.com
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