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Formation of personality in the context of the mythological form of spiritual
communication from the archetype to mass culture

The formation of personality in the historical process is closely connected with the evolution of forms.ofispir=
itual communication, among which myth occupies a special place. The mythological form of conveying
meanings is not only an archaic means of symbolic mastering of reality, but also an active mechanism of'se-
cialization, identification and formation of the individual’s worldview in modern socio-cultural, conditions.
The article examines the key theoretical interpretations of myth (C. Levi-Strauss, R. Barthes, C.G. Jung,
M. Eliade), focusing on its structural, cognitive and ideological functions. Particular attentionsis paid to the
role of archetypes and their impact on the unconscious levels of consciousness, ensuring,the continuity of cul-
tural models. Modern forms of mythological thinking are analyzed, especially in popularculture, including
TV series, cinema and literature, where myth acts as a form of symbolic order that allows individuals to struc-
ture their reality and find meaning in conditions of fragmentation. The thesis is|substantiated that mythology
remains an active element of spiritual life, capable of adapting to new media environments and cultural con-
texts. Myth is not just a relic, but a universal language of meanings that ensures the“integration of personal
experience into collective consciousness.

Keywords: myth, spiritual communication, personality, archetype, socialization, identity, mass culture, un-
consciousness, structure of myth, symbolic thinking.

Introduction

The problem of personality formation in humanitarian knowledge is traditionally considered in close
connection with the mechanisms of spiritual gommunication, which form not only individual consciousness,
but also its relationship with collective cultural structures. One of the most stable and universal forms of such
communication is the myth. Myth has not enly accompanied the history of mankind since the deepest archaic
times, it also forms a special symboli€¢ language with which a person makes sense of the surrounding reality,
builds personal and social identities, structures the moral and existential space of his being. In this context,
mythological thinking acts as one,of the fundamental ways of organizing human experience.

Modern researchers emphasize,that mythology does not disappear with the development of rationality,
but is transformed by adapting to,new media formats and cultural codes. The myth does not just tell about
the past, but serves as@a madel and justification for all human actions, endowing them with eternal meaning.
“Myth is the initial,phase of cultural development, and therefore it is least familiar to modern people in the
sense that in modern times we often deal with its “transformed” forms. The world of direct experience of
modern man, the worldyof everyday practices, has many mythological features... In the case of “trans-
formed”,forms, on the contrary, myth becomes the main product of communication, myth—making becomes
an_end in itself,“myth usurps the cultural form (media), introduces its own code and “fills” it with its own
content’”’[1]. This allows myth to function not only as a form of memory, but also as a way for individuals to
participate in‘a collective, sacralized reality.

A.F.Losev, in turn, emphasized the ontological character of mythological reality: ... Myth is the most
necessary... category of thought and life; there is absolutely nothing accidental, unnecessary, arbitrary, fic-
tional or fantastic in it. This is a genuine and maximally concrete reality” [2; 37]. A myth, according to
Losev, is not just a story, but an expression of the true essence of being, capable of influencing conscious-
ness and guiding the process of personality formation.

This article is devoted to the analysis of myth as a universal mechanism of spiritual communication,
which has a profound impact on the processes of socialization, identification and self-determination of the
individual—from archaic archetypes to the structures of modern mass culture.
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Materials and methods

The methodological basis of the study is interdisciplinary approaches, including elements of cultural
studies, philosophy, psychoanalysis, semiotics and social psychology. The work analyzes the theoretical
concepts of C. Levi-Strauss, C.G. Jung, R. Barthes, M. Eliade, as well as modern ideas about myth in mass
culture. The methods of hermeneutic analysis of texts, comparative analysis of cultural narratives, semiotic
and structuralist approaches are used.

Results

The study showed that mythological consciousness is a stable and flexible form of interpreting reality,
built into the deep levels of the human psyche. It does not disappear with the development of rational think-
ing, but is transformed, penetrating into mass culture and modern media. The archetypes underlying.myths
continue to influence the individual, acting as intermediaries between the individual and the/collective. In the
conditions of the modern world, mythological structures perform the function of ordering'maoral.and symbol-
ic reality, ensuring personal adaptation and self-identification.

Discussion

The formation of personality in the historical process is inextricably linkedwith the evelution of forms
of spiritual communication, each of which reflected and, at the same time, shaped the changing worldview of
man. These forms developed in parallel with the increasing complexity of the methods of mastering reality—
from the sensory-figurative to the conceptual-rational level—and became anexpression of a different type of
consciousness inherent in the corresponding eras. The sensory-figurative level of comprehension of the
world, closely associated with myth, art and religion, served as the initial matrix of the symbolic mastering
of reality. It was at this level that archetypal structures were formed, reflecting the experience of mankind
accumulated before rational comprehension. The conceptual fevel, represented by philosophy and science,
comes to replace it as a means of conceptualization and, systematization of this experience. However, it does
not displace sensory-figurative perception, but, on the contrary; relies on it and develops in interaction with
it, forming a more complex model of human consciousness. Myth, having an ontological status, retains its
importance in culture even under the domination of rationalistic paradigms [3].

The mythological form of spiritual communicationsis one of the most ancient one. It played a key role
in the processes of socialization and the formation of individual identity. Myth, unlike rational discourse,
does not so much explain the world as it.gives'it existential meaning, creating a primary ontological and val-
ue structure. It defines the boundaries.ef.the permissible and unacceptable, sets ritual, moral and behavioral
models through which the individual is included in the social space. O.G. Arapov emphasizes that myth
forms an “ontological frameworkrofthinking” within which realities become fundamentally significant, lived
as reality, even in the absence ofiempirical evidence of their objectivity [4]. In the model of mythological
communication proposed by C. Levi=Strauss, myth is considered as a structure subordinated to the deep uni-
versals of human thinking [5]. Myth is not just a narrative, but a way of organizing experience into stable
binary oppositions, that underlie‘cognitive activity. In Levi-Strauss’s interpretation, myth acts as a universal
linguistic mechanism, bysmeans of which human consciousness seeks to organize the chaos of reality, endow-
ing it with stable'semantic coordinates. The structure of myth organizes human experience not in logical cat-
egories, butdn oppaositional symbols—Iife and death, light and darkness, nature and culture—which allows
the individual to,intuitively navigate socio-cultural reality. This structural stability of myth makes it a power-
ful'means of‘integrating the individual into collective forms of consciousness, ensuring the continuity of val-
ues and norms within traditional cultures. R. Barthes complements this idea, focusing on the social function
of myth,wahich, in his opinion, acts as a mechanism for the ideological consolidation of the existing order,
performing the function of a “mythology of conservation” [6]. In his interpretation, myth is a secondary
semiological level, where an existing sign (concept, image, event) is transformed into a bearer of a certain
ideological meaning. Myth, thus, naturalizes historically conditioned phenomena, presenting them as self-
evident, natural and beyond doubt. It turns culture into nature, hiding deep power relations and social atti-
tudes under the surface of everyday meanings. In this context, myth acts not simply as a form of symbolic
transmission, but as a means of structurally reinforcing social roles, hierarchies and models of behavior,
forming a stable sense of belonging and identity in the individual, often imperceptibly replacing reflection
with ready-made meanings.
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C.G. Jung, developing analytical psychology, introduces the concept of an archetype—an innate mental
structure that is an expression of the collective unconsciousness. He wrote: “All the most effective ideals are
always more or less frank variants of the archetype” [7; 83]. According to Jung, archetypes embody proto-
types that are activated in culture and individual experience, guiding internal processes of identification.
They “speak” with the voice of millennia, exerting a profound influence on the psyche, since they penetrate
into the deep layers of subjectivity. This makes the mythological form of communication especially power-
ful: it does not require rational understanding to be effective. “Any relationship to an archetype, experienced
or simply named, “touches” us; it is effective because it awakens in us a voice louder than our own. The
speaker of prototypes speaks as if with a thousand voices, he captivates and conquers, he raises what he de-
scribes from the singular and temporal to the sphere of the eternally existing” [7; 284]. Jung emphasizes that
archetypal images act as unconscious regulators of behavior and perception, structuring not only the content
of dreams, myths and fairy tales, but also the basic models of experiencing one’s own “I”. Duedo their uni-
versality and emotional richness, archetypes play the role of a kind of symbolic intermediaries between indi-
vidual consciousness and the collective experience of humanity. They provide a person with a sense of root-
edness in a broader, suprapersonal reality, which is especially important in conditions.of identity crises or
cultural fragmentation.

Myth can thus be considered as a kind of grammar of symbolic life, prescribing acertain style of exist-
ence for a person. It does not simply explain the world, but regulates behavior ‘in,it, determines emotional
reactions, a system of values and norms of social adaptation. This is its main“strengthhas a mechanism of so-
cialization: myth creates cognitive and moral patterns into which the individual “fits in”, forming himself in
accordance with the collective cultural code. M. Eliade emphasized: “being real«and sacred, myth becomes
typical, and, consequently, repetitive, since it is a model and,4o0 same extent, a justification for all human
actions” [8; 22]. Myth, according to him, does not simply describéian event, but serves as its ontological jus-
tification—due to its timelessness and sacredness. This gives.myth the ability to be actualized at any histori-
cal time, including in the conditions of the modern information society. Even popular culture, as Eliade right-
ly noted, constantly reproduces mythological patterns: popular novels, films, comics and television series
feature stable archetypes such as the struggle between good and evil, the hero’s journey, sacrifice and re-
demption. These narrative structures perform the function of meaning generation and serve as the basis for
the moral orientation of the individual, especially in the context of a fragmented and rapidly changing socio-
cultural environment. “Every popular novel dmust present the typical struggle between Good and Evil, the
hero and the villain (the modern incarnation of the devil) and repeat one of the universal motifs of folklore—
the persecuted young woman, saved love, the unknown benefactor, and the like. Even detective novels are
full of mythological themes” [8; 36]¢ These plot constants do not simply reflect the tastes of the mass audi-
ence—they demonstrate the persistent need of the human consciousness for a mythological structure that
gives meaning to events, organizes moralsreality and guides the process of personal identification.

The need for myth is netan anachronism, but an expression of a fundamental property of human nature:
the desire for integrity, otderliness and significance of one’s own existence. The mythological structure of
consciousness allows & person not only to fit into a cultural tradition, but also to experience involvement in
the “eternal”, as Eliade argues. “At the slightest touch of its contents, a person experiences “an experience of
the eternal”, andqit is precisely the reactivation of this content that is felt as a complete revival of mental life”
[8; 135]. Accordingito Eliade, myth functions as a sacralizing mediator between a person and the world, re-
turningsthe subject to the archetypal time of the “beginning”, to the era of the first creation, when everything
had‘sacred.meaning and purpose. In this context, myth is not just a story about the past, but a way to go be-
yondithe profane, fragmented time to experience the fullness of being. The act of turning to myth becomes a
kind ofritual of inner rebirth, giving the individual a sense of being rooted in a transcendental order that
gives meaning to his everyday life. Mythological consciousness, in Eliade’s interpretation, is not eliminated
with the advent of rationality, but continues to exist in transformed forms—in symbolism, rituals, collective
narratives and personal strategies of self-understanding. Even in a secular society, a person intuitively strives
to restore the connection with the sacred, to touch the myth as a source of meaning, identity and inner bal-
ance. Myth, in essence, performs an integrative function, connecting individual experience with universal
patterns of human existence.

Supplementing this idea, G.A. Levinton points to one of the fundamental characteristics of myth—its
constant recoding, the ability to transform and reproduce itself in new forms: in rituals, texts, visual images,
social practices [9]. It is due to this recoding that myth turns out to be a living, dynamic element of spiritual
communication, capable of adapting to changing cultural contexts and at the same time maintaining its es-
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sential function—to be a tool for navigation in the world of meanings, moral guidelines and existential
choices. R.A. Migurenko also shows in his research that myth in the context of personal socialization and
identification is not an archaic relic of the past, but a powerful mechanism of meaning formation that contin-
ues to function in modern forms of mass culture, media and individual spiritual search [10]. Its role is to en-
sure a connection between the personal and collective, temporal and timeless, superficial and deep levels of
human existence.

Thus, myth, possessing a high degree of symbolic plasticity, continues to perform an integrative and
guiding function in the process of forming personal identity. Its images and structures, being inscribed in
artistic narratives, advertising, mass consciousness or religious symbols, do not lose their power, but on the
contrary, receive new content, remaining recognizable and emotionally charged. By studying the artistic
functions of myth in Kazakh prose, researchers demonstrate how mythical figurative constructions inmodern
prose continue to perform semantic and emotional functions, encode personal experience and previde a link
with collective cultural memory [11]. Modern media technologies do not abolish myth, but only modify the
forms of its existence: it can “speak” through cinema and literature, fashion and brands, politicalislogans and
cultural memes, while maintaining its main function—to structure experience and give,meaningto haman
existence. In this context, personal socialization and identification are impossible withoutsan internal “lan-
guage of myth”, since it allows the subject not only to assimilate social norms, but@lsoto existentially corre-
late them with his own inner world. Mythology, reworked by modern consciousness, becomes a kind of uni-
versal code through which the individual masters the cultural space and findsyhis place in it. This makes
myth not just a historical and cultural phenomenon, but a necessary condition“for spiritual communication,
capable of connecting individual experience with a collective system of ‘meanings, opening up space for dia-
logue between the past and the present, the rational and the symboligythe social and the transcendental.

In the context of modern culture, the functions of myths are largely taken over by mass narrative forms,
primarily novels and TV series. In the post-Soviet space, a special role in this process is played by the so-
called “soap operas”—Ilong serial stories built on recognizable plot,canons close to mythological structures.
These works do not simply satisfy the need for entertainment; they perform an important socio-psychological
function: they provide a sense of community, involvement and emotional unity. Joint viewing and then dis-
cussion of such series in everyday communication-act as a modern analogue of ritual as a space for collective
participation in cultural action. In this regard, mytholegy;as a form of spiritual communication, acquires a
new media space. A modern myth is not only. history, but also a format of interaction, a means of symbolic
unity of society in the moment. Like an archaic myth, a “soap opera” offers simple, emotionally charged an-
swers to questions of an existential, moral and. social nature. Myth remains a psychologically accessible way
of explaining and ordering the world: Myth “saves and protects”, helps to maintain faith in the predictability
and logic of what is happening, forming a kind of island of stability in the conditions of uncertainty. In this
context, R. Barthes’s idea of the rele ofi“cOmmon sense”, which he considers as a modern form of mytholog-
ical thinking, is especially relevant..By common sense, Barthes understands not so much rationality or em-
pirical evidence, as an ideological construct designed to legitimize the existing order of things. This is a
mechanism for maintaining the simplest equivalences between the visible and the real, between the surface
and the essence, that is, an attempt to exclude any internal tension between the phenomenon and its founda-
tion. Common sense, In his'words, “is the watchdog of petty-bourgeois equations: never missing the dialec-
tic, it creates a homogeneous world where a person is comfortably protected from the worries and risky
temptations ofithe “dream”” [6; 96]. This extremely precise definition represents the deep function of myth
in popular culture==the function of normalizing, smoothing and simplifying reality.

Mythological thinking is inherently opposed to dialectical thinking; it rejects the possibility of contra-
dictionsy, change, and development, preferring stable, closed structures. This is precisely its psychological
appeal. Myth frees a person from the burden of choice, existential anxiety, and uncertainty. It constructs a
world in which everything has its place, each phenomenon is explainable in terms of already known patterns,
and the new is not a discovery, but a repetition of the familiar. In this context, two structural features of
mythological texts are especially indicative. First, it is non-verifiability, since stories about miracles, saints,
heroes, or fateful events are fundamentally not subject to verification in the scientific sense. They cannot be
refuted, they can only be supplemented, expanded, enriched with new examples. Such a narrative exists out-
side the logic of refutation; it is verified not by facts, but by emotional persuasiveness, collective intuition,
and cultural tradition. Secondly, it is recognizability, which implies following stable models and schemes.
Myth does not bring radically new information, it rather confirms existing knowledge, appealing to arche-
typal ideas. A person, perceiving a myth, does not learn, but remembers, recognizes, “agrees”. This makes
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mythological consciousness especially susceptible to symbolic constructs that reconstruct reality under pre-
determined frames. Thus, a tragedy associated, for example, with a train crash, is easily interpreted in the
mass consciousness as a feat, for example, of a driver, a rescue team, doctors, etc., and becomes an element
of a heroic myth, where a real event is replaced by a symbolically acceptable interpretation.

Myth shapes not only individual perception, but also the entire cultural and social space, defining ac-
ceptable forms of behavior, emotional reactions, and interpretations of events. They act as hidden structures
that define the normative foundations of collective life, the representation of “one’s own” and “another’s”,
“the sacred” and “the profane”. The myth-generating mechanism functions continuously in both traditional
and modernized societies, transforming depending on the historical context, but retaining its key function—
to explain the world and set behavior patterns. Modern researchers distinguish mythological communication
as a special type of semantic transmission based on the epistemological principle, which allows it to be in-
cluded in various spheres of public consciousness (artistic, political, cognitive, religious). In thisssense, myth
becomes a universal mediator between the individual and society, between the personal andithe collective,
the rational and the symbolic. It penetrates into various forms of social practice, includingsmedia, literature,
cinema, religious rhetoric and political propaganda, acting as a semantic framework that, structures the“per-
ception of reality. Myth acquires special significance in artistic communication, exertingsa,powerful influ-
ence on the formation and development of personality, especially in adolescence.f/As M. Eliade noted, “real
and imaginary heroes play an important role in the formation of youth: characters.in adventure stories, war
heroes, screen favorites, and so on. This mythology is constantly enriched overtime. We encounter one after
another role models thrown at us by fickle fashion, and we try to be like them. Writers often show modern
versions of, for example, Don Juan, the political or military hero, the hapless-lever, the cynic, the nihilist, the
melancholic poet, and so on—all these models continue to carry mythological traditions, which their topical
forms reveal in mythical behavior” [8; 305].

The mythological form of spiritual communication retains,its relevance in the process of personality
development, acting not only as a legacy of archaic mentality, but'also as an effective mechanism for under-
standing reality in the context of modern culture. Fromthe archetype, as a universal symbol of the collective
unconscious, to the characters of mass culture; myth continues tofunction as a mediator between the internal
experience of the subject and the external socio-cultural environment. In a transformed form, it is reproduced
in narratives offering ready-made models of identificationgadaptation, resistance or transcendence. Mass cul-
ture, using mythologemes in the form of recognizable plots, symbols and characters, performs the function of
a cultural intermediary through which spiritual structures are transmitted, adapted and preserved. At the same
time, the development of personality, especially during the period of active formation of worldview, inevita-
bly occurs in a dialogue with mythological codes hidden in cultural texts. This process is not limited to the
simple consumption of imagess, It.includes the interiorization of meanings, the choice of behavior models, the
formation of ethical guidelinesiand thexexperience of existential situations through the symbolic field of cul-
ture. Myth continues to playsa keyarole in spiritual communication, structuring the processes of self-
identification of the individual; asswell as ensuring the continuity of meanings in cultural dynamics from the
archaic tradition_to the digital media space. Its stability and universality testify to the deep need of human
consciousness for-a,symbolic interpretation of the world, without which the full formation of the subject in
socio-cultural reality is impossible.

Conclusion

The mytholagical form of spiritual communication remains the most important mechanism of socializa-
tion of the individual even in the conditions of postmodernism and media society. Its universality, symbolic
richness,and‘ability to adapt to new cultural contexts provide stability and relevance to the myth. Myth,
structuring not only the collective consciousness, but also the inner world of the individual, ensures its root-
edness in culture and the continuity of spiritual values. Despite the external secularization of myth, the modi-
fication of forms of mythological thinking from religious and epic to media texts, artistic narratives and mass
images, myth continues to perform the functions of orientation, identification and interpretation, thereby im-
plementing a dialogue between the personal and the collective, the rational and the symbolic, between indi-
vidual experience and universal cultural structures. Myth should be considered as an integral part of the spir-
itual life of man and as a fundamental basis of cultural communication, retaining its significance in the
changing conditions of modernity.
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I'.P. Ceitpynnuna, A.E.®Kabayes, 3.A. MycaeBa

Keke TYJFaHBIH KAJBINTACYbI PYXaHH KOMMYHUKANMSHBIH MU(OTOTUSLIIBIK
(dopmacs! asicbIHAa apXeTHIITEH 0YKAPAJIbIK MJJIeHUETKe JIeiliH

JKeke TyiIFaHBIH TapuxW YAEPICTEri KaJbITACYbl PYXaHH KOMMYHHKAIWS TYPJEPiHIH 3BOJIOLUSICHIMEH
TBIFBI3 OalJIaHBICTBI, OyJT KaTap/ia MUQEH anaThbiH OPHBI epekiie. MarbIHamap bl )KeTKi3yIiH MH(OIOTHSITBIK
(bopmacel — TeK IIBIHAWBUIBIKTEI CUMBOIABIK TYPFbIJIa HTEPYIiH apXauKaJblK KYpaibl FaHa eMeC, COHBIMEH
KaTap Kasipri CONMOMOJEHHM 4 KaFmainapia WHIWBHATIH OJEYyMETTeHYl, HICHTH(QHUKAMACH JKOHE
IYHHETAaHBIMBIHBIH KaJBIITACYBIHIAFb! O€ICEHII MeXaHn3M. Makanaga MU(Ke KaThICTHI HETI3T1 TEOPHSIIBIK
uaTepnperanusiap (K. JleBu-Crpocc, P4 bapr, K.I'. FOrT, M. Dniazse) KapacThIPBUTBI, OHBIH KYPBUIBIMIBIK,
KOTHHUTHBTIK JXKOHE HACOJOTHSUIBIK (DYHKIMSJIAapblHA Ha3ap aylnapbuiraH. ApXETHUNTEpHiH PpejiHe >XoHe
OJIApJIBIH MOJICHH MOJEThACP IIHCA0aKTaCThIFBIH KAMTaMachl3 €TeTiH CaHaHBIH OelicaHasbIK AeHreinepiHe
acepiHe epekmie Hazap( aydapeuianpl. Kasipri 3amanrel MHGOJOTHSIIBIK Oifiay (opManapbl, acipece
Tenecepraigapia, KHUHOMA /JKoHe oneOnerTe KopiHic TabaTblH OyKapajiblK MOJICHHETTeri KepiHicTepi
Tanpasrafl), bynm okepae” mMud cuMBONABIK TOpTim Qopmacel peTiHAe WHAWBHATEPre ©3 IIBIHIBIFBIH
KYpBUIBIM/IaYFa KoHeypparMeHTanys KarJaiiblHa MarblHa TabyFa MYMKiHAIK Oepeni. Mudonorus — xaHa
Meara SKOHE MOJCHM KOHTeKcTepre OeHimielne anaThlH, pyXaHH eMipAiH OeJCeHIl 3eMeHTi OOobIn Kaia
Oepeni ereH, TYKBIpBIM Herizneneni. Mud — Oy kaif FaHa ©TKEHHIH KaJIABIFBI €MecC, JKeKe TXipuOeHi
YKbIMABIK CaHaFra OipiKTipyre MyMKiH/IiK OepeTiH MaFbIHAIap/IbIH oMOe0an Tii.

Kinm, co30ep. Mud, pyxaHd KOMMYHHKAIHS, )KEKe TYJIFa, apXETUII, SIEYMETTEHY, COHKeCTiTiK, OyKapabIK
Ma/IeHMeT, OeficaHalIbIK, MH( KYPBUIBIMBI, CHMBOJI/IBIK OIay.

I'.P. Ceiidpynnuna, A.E. Kabnyes, 9.A. MycaeBa

CraHoBJIeHHE JINYHOCTH B KOHTEeKCcTe MU (o10orudeckoit (popmMbl 1yXOBHOM
KOMMYHHUKAIMU OT APXETUIIA K MAaCCOBOM KYJIbType

CraHOBJICHHE JIMYHOCTH B HWCTOPHYECKOM TIpOILECCE TECHO CBS3aHO C DBONIONHMEH (GOpM JTyXOBHOU
KOMMYHHUKAIIH, CPEIU KOTOPBIX MU} 3aHUMaeT ocoboe MmecTo. Mudonorndeckast Gopma repeiaun CMbICIOB
IpeAcTaBiIsieT coO00H He TOJIBKO apXanyHOE CPEACTBO CHMBOJIMYECKOTO OCBOCHHMS IACHCTBUTENBHOCTH, HO M
AKTHUBHBIH MEXaHM3M COLMAIM3aLHU, WACHTUQUKAIMUA U (OPMHPOBAHUS MHPOBO33PCHHS HHIMBHIA B
COBPEMEHHBIX COLIMOKYJIBTYPHBIX YCIOBUSX. B craThe paccMaTpUBAalOTCS KIIIOUEBBIE TEOPETHUECKHE
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unrepnperanuu Muda (K. Jlesu-Ctpocc, P. Bapt, K.I'. IOur, M. Dnuaze), akieHTHpyeTcss BHUMaHHE Ha ero
CTPYKTYPHOMH, KOTHUTUBHOH U uaeonorndeckoil GpyHkuusax. Ocodboe BHUMaHHUE YAETIACTCS POJIM apXETHIIOB U
UX BO3JCHCTBHMIO Ha OECCO3HAaTeNbHbIC YPOBHHM CO3HAHHUs, OOECIeUMBas IPEEMCTBEHHOCTH KYJIBTYPHBIX
MozeNne. AHaJIM3UPYIOTCS COBPEMEHHBIE (OPMBI MH(OJIOrHYECKOT0 MBIIIIEHHS, 0COOGHHO B MacCOBOH
KyJbType, BKIIIOYasl TeJIeCepHallbl, KHHO U JINTepaTypy, TAe MU} BBHICTYHAaeT Kak (opMa CHMBOJIMYECKOTO
HOPSIKA, MTO3BOJIIONIAS MHIMBHAAM CTPYKTYPHPOBATh CBOIO PEAJbHOCTH M HAXOJHUTh CMBICT B YCIOBHSX
¢parmenTarun. OOOCHOBBIBACTCS TE3UC O TOM, YTO MH(OJIOTHS OCTaéTCsl aKTUBHBIM JJIEMEHTOM JTyXOBHOM
JKU3HH, CIIOCOOHBIM aJlaliTUPOBAaThCsl K HOBBIM MeIMacpelaM M KyJIbTYPHBIM KOHTEKCTaM. Mu¢ — 3710 He
HPOCTO TMEPEKUTOK, & YHUBEPCAIbHBIH S3bIK CMBICIOB, 00ECICYHMBAIOIIMN MHTETPALMIO JIHYHOTO OIBITA B
KOJUIEKTUBHOE CO3HAHHE.

Kniouesvie cnosa: MH(b, AyXOBHasA KOMMYHUKAIUA, JUYHOCTH, APXCTUIl, COLMAIU3aAlMNA, UIACHTUYHOCTD,
MaccoBas KyJbTypa, 66CC03H3T€.]'IBHO€, CTpYKTYypa MI/I(i)a, CUMBOJIMYCCKOC MBIIIJICHUC.
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