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HUMAN AS A CARRIER OF THE WORLDVIEW: INDIVIDUAL
AND COLLECTIVE DIMENSIONS

Purpose. The purpose of the study is to outline the links between individual and collective dimensions of the
human worldview. This purpose requires solving two tasks: to update philosophical ideas formed by reflection on
human and community worldview; to identify and generalize the relationship of singular and general in the context
of the problem of human worldview. Theoretical basis. The study is based on philosophical reflections about mani-
festations of singular and general worldviews. Such reflections appeared in European philosophy quite a long time
ago (Dilthey, Rickert, Jaspers). Ukrainian and foreign philosophical discourse considers both measures of the
worldview. And a role of the carrier of worldview plays either human or society. We can see that in researches of
S. Krymskyi, 1. Nadolniy, V. Popov, N. Rozhanska, V. Tabachkovskyi, V. Shynkaruk, V. Poythress, D. Rousseau,
D. Billingham, C. Gianolla and others. However the links between individual and collective dimensions of
worldview are not clearly outlined. It is possible to note the research of V. Popov who focuses on the problem of
socio-collective and individual dimensions of worldview. But the scientist focuses more on the use of the concept of
worldview in these two meanings. Human as a social being interacts with worldviews of other individuals. That is
why we can speak of two dimensions of the worldview function: individual and collective. This problem became
topical due to acuteness of the links between human and society in modern life. Originality. The author outlined
key links between individual and collective dimensions of human worldview functioning. The study identified a role
of human as a carrier of the worldview in formation of collective worldview. Conclusions. Human as a worldview
carrier plays a key role in formation of collective worldview. In philosophical discourse thoughts about links be-
tween individual and collective worldviews are different and sometimes conflicting. We have a discussion problem
of uniformity and diversity of collective worldview. Collective worldview is showed as a circulation of different
ideas and views of individuals. But collective worldview is showed as a whole system of individual views too. Col-
lective worldview manifests as integrated phenomenon because it is based on common worldviews of individuals.
At the same time the human is influenced by collective worldview in particularly as a past generation heritage.

Keywords: human; individual worldview; collective worldview; world perception; world attitude; world under-
standing

Introduction

In the modern scientific and information space, the concept of "worldview", which is in-
cluded in a variety of contexts, is increasingly appearing. Scientific discourse often involves
consideration of the worldview in the context of the study of psychological, ethnopsychologi-
cal, ethnological, environmental, anthropological, sociological problems. The concept of hu-
man community (as a collective worldview carrier) is now often hidden behind toponyms.
Hence the appearance of such phrases as the American worldview, European worldview,
Ukrainian worldview, African worldview and others. In fact, there is a specific meaning be-
hind such word usage: the worldview of Americans, Europeans, Ukrainians, etc. That is, the
worldview does not exist out of man (or human community). A worldview is a product of con-
sciousness associated with a human carrier. This does not exclude the possibility of studying
the imprints of former worldviews, engraved in the samples of spiritual culture — philosophy or
art. Any manifestation of the spiritual life of man in one way or another relates to the
worldview. At the same time, the understanding of the phenomenon of worldview as a specific
characteristic of the human essence relies on philosophy. The problem of worldview is compli-
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cated by the fact that it functions in two dimensions: individual and collective. However, in
both cases, the measure of worldview is a person.

Modern scientists consider the worldview as a specific quality of man that distinguishes him
from other living beings. Moreover, both aspects of the problem are covered: a person appears as
a bearer of an individual worldview, and as a bearer of his link in the general, collective
worldview. Among the current considerations that cover the problem of man and community
(team) as carriers of worldview, in the Ukrainian context there are notable works of V. Artyukh,
V. Didenko, V. Zablotskyi and S. Krymskyi, A. Liovochkina, I. Nadolniy, V. Popov, N. Rozhan-
ska, O. Savytska, L. Spivak, V. Tabachkovskyi, V. Shynkaruk. In the world discourse, the
worldview of man in the individual and collective dimensions is a problem of the researches by
Vern S. Poythress, David Rousseau, Julie Billingham, Cristiano Gianolla. But often the relation-
ship between the individual and collective dimensions is focused rather indirectly, although this
issue is of great interest in today’s socially active world. Therefore, there is a need to update the
ideas that reveal these relationships.

Purpose

Given the above, the purpose of the article is to outline the links between individual and col-
lective dimensions of the human worldview. This purpose requires solving two tasks: to update
philosophical ideas formed by reflection on human and community worldview; to identify and
generalize the relationship of singular and general in the context of the problem of human
worldview.

Statement of basic materials

In the historical and philosophical sense, the purposeful separation of the worldview concept
appears quite late — in the works of the thinkers of classical German philosophy. These, of
course, were only the beginnings of interpretation of the phenomenon. According to V. Artyukh
(2011), it was I. Kant who first used the term "Weltanschauung", which means "worldview" or
"world outlook”. V. Popov emphasizes that today the authorship of the term is attributed to other
representatives of German philosophical thought - F. Schelling, F. Schleiermacher,
A.von Humboldt. And yet the critical reflection on this leaves no doubt that the term "Weltan-
schauung™ first appeared in Kant’s "Critique of Judgment" (Popov, 2016, p. 83). And the above
philosophers used this concept in their works aimed at studying the peculiarities of the
worldview. In particular, the philosopher of romanticism F. Schleiermacher also paid attention to
this problem. According to V. Artyukh, the new term quickly moved to perception within the
sphere of reason. Thus, G.W. F. Hegel uses the concept of "theoretical worldview", and
F. W. J. Schelling — "scientific worldview" (Artyukh, 2011, p. 24).

The phenomenon of worldview acquired a meaningful understanding in the concept of
W. Dilthey, who pointed out its close connection with philosophy, in turn, considering its es-
sence in terms of position in the spiritual world. In "The Essence of Philosophy" (published in
1907), W. Dilthey points to its significance, first of all, as the doctrine of worldview in its nu-
merous expressions and interpretations. Already at that time the philosopher noticed the essential
feature of the human worldview - its ability to spread from the individual to the general. Accord-
ing to the philosopher’s concept, the earth is full of intertwining numerous forms of individual
life views, artistic manifestations of worldview, religious dogmas and philosophical formulas,

each of which competes for existence and affirmation (Dilthey, 2011, p. 77). In this way, indi-
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vidual views, ideas or manifestations of worldview are a kind of human contribution to the sub-
stantially heterogeneous cycle of worldviews.

Worldview, according to W. Dilthey, includes a combination of such components as "life ex-
perience”, "picture of the world" and derived from their relationship "life ideal”. And the very
concept of "worldview" is applied to spiritual education, which includes world cognition, ideal,
setting the rules and higher purpose (Dilthey, 2011, p. 78). According to Dilthey’s concept, the
worldview comes in three types (and functions in the following forms): philosophical, religious,
poetic. And all these forms are interacting: thus, the tendency to move to a philosophical
worldview is inherent in the soul tendency to give strength and coherence to their own actions
(Dilthey, 2011, p. 80). Thus, the philosophical worldview requires a person to focus on individu-
al thoughts and ideas and achieve universal thinking.

Dilthey theorizes around the forms of worldview, without revealing the question of its origin.
Instead, in O. Spengler’s thoughts we find attempts to deduce the origin of this characteristically
human ability. The philosopher deduces the emergence of worldview, as a phenomenon of hu-
man consciousness, from the awareness of mortality. It is the understanding of one’s own mor-
tality and the fear of death, according to Spengler, that gave birth to love, family, nation, and, in
general, the history of mankind. In a global sense, the general worldview of mankind includes
numerous ideas (guilt, punishment, requital in the other world, new life on the other side of the
world) related to the awareness of mortality (Spengler, 1998, p. 19). Thus, the worldview is a
specifically human formation that distinguishes man from animals. In turn, since the worldview
is generated by the awareness of death, the very understanding of mortality is primary and fun-
damental for man.

It seems doubtless that the individual worldview has an impact on the general worldview of
the community. However, according to H. Rickert, the importance of man as a carrier of
worldview is not unconditional. To understand the essence and genesis of the worldview, the
philosopher emphasizes the need to take into account the empirical path of each individual and
his role in world progress (Rickert, 1998). According to Rickert, the worldviews of ordinary
people arise from personal experience, grow with the carriers and perish with them. Such
worldviews are isolated by the consciousness of one person and cannot influence other
worldviews. Instead, the worldviews of historically significant thinkers are based on the aware-
ness of the connection to the past. The ordinary person is not always the carrier of an original
worldview, because the fear of death can force him to "hide in someone else’s system, like in a
shell” (transl. by V. H.) (Rickert, 1998, p. 406). Rickert’s worldview is figuratively represented
by analogy with the house that a man builds for himself. The construction of such a "house",
from the window of which the individual will "look™ at the world, is nothing but an important
need. The fundamental requirement for this "construction™ is strong principles, without which the
construction is impossible. That is, the person himself is the creator of his own worldview (based
on his own or others’ principles).

Nowadays, Rickert’s idea of inequality of worldviews is recognized as correct. In particular,
Cristiano Gianolla (2019) argues that not all worldviews are significant in the context of human
history: "History registers the worldview of the winner and ignores the worldview that are mar-
ginalized or destroyed”. In this way, the worldviews of those who are at the top of society play
an important role in historical progress. In general, the scientist defines the worldview as a uni-
versal property of man and community. In his understanding, the worldview is a combination of
ideas, beliefs, impressions, experiences and traditions through which the subject understands the
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world and responds to it. Herewith, the subject (carrier) of the worldview can be an individual or
a group of people. Collective worldviews are becoming increasingly important in terms of mod-
ern understanding of the world. Thus, Gianolla emphasizes that Western worldviews advocate
collective efforts aimed to strengthen scientific knowledge and to reduce non-scientific ones.
That is, the collective role of worldview in the study of the world is largely positivist.

K. Jaspers sought to define the essence and mechanisms of the worldview rather than its
origin in his thorough work "Psychology of Worldviews" (1918). The philosopher gives the
following definition of the concept: "Weltanschauung ist nicht bloR ein Wissen, sondern sie
manifestiert sich in Wertungen, in der Rangordnung der Werte™" (Karl Jaspers. Psychologie der
Weltanschauungen. Berlin, 1919). Considering the multiplicity of worldviews, K. Jaspers (2009)
notes that when we talk about them, we mean ideas, in the subjective manifestation — the experi-
ence, effort, way of thinking, and in the objective one — the objectively formed world (p. 13).
Thus, Jaspers sees in the worldview of man a tool for influencing his life path. By extrapolating
the problem of individual and collective dimension of worldview to Jaspers’ reflections, we can
consider subjective experiences and human reasoning as manifestations of individual worldview,
and objective ideas of the objective world as manifestations of collective worldview.

Actually, V. Popov focuses his attention on the problem of socio-collective and individual
dimensions of the concept of "worldview". The philosopher emphasizes:

Despite a certain metaphoricity, a vague meaning of the concept of
"worldview", it is intuitively understood by the philosophical communi-
ty as something individual, intimate, inherent only in a certain person.
At the same time, people in our time of global information technology
form their beliefs and values on the basis of existing social patterns.
(transl. by V. H.) (Popov & Popova, 2019, p. 118)

If the first part of the judgment can be argued, because the reasoning around the worldview
always somehow affects both its aspects (as a characteristic of the individual and the communi-
ty), the second thesis of the philosopher is acutely relevant. Popov takes the position of a clear
division of worldviews into two types. Thus, the first type includes the worldview as a social
scheme of beliefs and values derived from collective experience, and the second type — the
worldview as an internal activity of man, which creates a world of his own beliefs and orienta-
tions (Popov & Popova, 2019, p. 119).

It should be noted that in the Ukrainian research area, from the beginning of interest in the
problem of worldview, there was developed an aspect of its collective manifestation. In such
studies, the carrier of the worldview is a larger or smaller community — local groups, people, na-
tion. This can be already seen in the works by I. Nechuy-Levytsky, who has the most probable
primacy of the use of the concept of "worldview" and the first attempts to reveal it (in 1876). He
reduces the understanding of the Ukrainian worldview to the analysis of the mythology of the
Ukrainian people. For Nechuy-Levytsky, to comprehend the worldview of Ukrainians meant to
comprehend the "basis, purpose and form" of ancient mythology. It is through myths and beliefs
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that he seeks to reveal the thoughts, worldview, world outlook, and hopes of the ancient Ukraini-
an (Nechuy-Levytsky, 1992, p. 4). We can say that Nechuy-Levytsky moves deductively, trying
to comprehend the worldview of the abstract Ukrainian through the collective mythological
worldview of the people. T. Rylsky soon also turned to the consideration of the people’s
worldview. His observations, published in 1888, were based on the analysis of life and daily rou-
tine of a local group of Ukrainians — residents of several villages — and on the understanding of
the specifics of religious beliefs and folklore texts (Rylsky, 1888, p. 267). Again, the scientist
uses the life of a group of people, based on a generalized worldview, as material to comprehend
the worldview of a Ukrainian man.

As we can see, in the Ukrainian context, the worldview of a group (community) or even the
people was of greater interest than the worldview of a particular person or a person in general.
This is enshrined in the emerged terms "national worldview", "people’s worldview" in scientific
usage. D. Chyzhevskyi and I. Mirchuk were the first ones to address the systematic study of the
national aspect of the worldview phenomenon. D. Chyzhevskyi (2005) uses the phrase "folk
worldview", considering it as an integral part of the "folk character". The philosopher states:
"Folk worldview is a nationally determined position of the people to the world and life. It is
manifested in what these people love in the world, what they avoid in life, what they value most
in a person, what they treat negatively, etc.” (transl. by V. H.) (Chyzhevskyi, 2005, p. 14)

D. Chyzhevskyi emphasizes the dynamism of the process of creation and formation of the
worldview of a certain folk under the influence of foreign cultures and internal changes. And ac-
cording to this, the "folk worldview" is a combination of "superhistorical” and historical ele-
ments. At the same time, the elements determined historically change more easily than those
caused by the internal "mental structure” of the nation. However, the philosopher takes into ac-
count the fundamental role of individual worldviews in creating a collective, general worldview
of the community. In this regard, Chyzhevskyi emphasizes the heterogeneity of the collective
(folk) worldview, which reflects the differences of psychological types of people, different social
strata and even local — "tribal™ — differences. This, according to D. Chyzhevskyi, determines the
complexity of the description of the national character, in which certain worldviews depend on
this diversity.

One of the most important works is I. Mirchuk’s (1942) reflections "Worldview of the
Ukrainian people. An Attempt of Characterization”, where he tries to establish the idea of the
influence of the collective worldview on philosophizing as a manifestation of human thinking.
Mirchuk insists on the importance of distinguishing national elements in the philosophy of each
nation. The worldview is so important that philosophy, according to Mirchuk (1942), cannot be
non-national and be perceived as the product of an independent unit, detached from the commu-
nity. On the contrary, the affiliation of a person-creator to a certain nation will inevitably be re-
flected in his work (Mirchuk, 1942, p. 227). Mirchuk generally adheres to V. Dilthey’s point of
view on the interpretation of philosophy as a science of worldview, and therefore considers the
connection between the problems of national worldview and national philosophy to be deeply
essential. In trying to characterize the worldview of Ukrainians, Mirchuk turns to the analysis of
national values and ideals, and therefore, he chooses these categories as the most important com-
ponents of the phenomenon of worldview. Continuing the consideration of the issue raised by
Mirchuk, N. Rozhanska (2015) clarifies in her reflections that the worldview of a person or a
people is an image of the world, and "the nature of worldview is determined by experience (in
relation to the national worldview, by experience of the whole nation)" (transl. by V. H.) (p. 26).
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In this way, the scientist perceives the worldview as a universal phenomenon, applicable to the
individual and to the people as a social organism.

During the same period, Ukrainian philosophers and scholars in the diaspora
M. Shlemkevych and O. Kulchytskyi relied on the achievements of Western, mostly German
philosophy, referring to W. Wundt, W. Dilthey, K. Jaspers and others. This makes it possible to
perceive the worldview more broadly and integrated into the European context. Certain ideas
about the actual worldview of man in the individual dimension are set out in the work "The Es-
sence of Philosophy" (1926) by M. Shlemkevych (1981). The thinker uses the ideas of the Ger-
man philosopher W. Wundt, according to which the purpose of philosophy is "to combine some
of our knowledge into one common view of the world and life, which would meet the require-
ments of reason and the needs of the heart" (transl. by V. H.) (Shlemkevych, 1981, p. 104). Thus,
philosophy synthesizes the worldview of man from disparate knowledge and views of the world.
Schlemkevych recognizes the fundamentality of the individual in the worldview: he emphasizes
Wundt’s vision of philosophy as inseparable from the worldview (and philosophy is always
based on individual thinking). Moreover, according to W. Wundt, metaphysics is precisely "an
attempt to acquire a worldview that would connect the components of a single knowledge"
(transl. by V. H.) (Shlemkevych, 1981, p. 105).

O. Kulchytskyi (1981) in his work "Introduction to Problems of the Essence of Philosophy”
tries to reveal the essence of worldview and world picture. The scientist’s reasoning presents the
idea of the influence of the human psyche (individual) on the formation of worldview and world
picture. Thus, the worldview means "the totality of the subject meanings perceived by our
worldview, as the sum of our 'pictorial’ (visual) knowledge about the world" (Kulchytskyi, 1981,
p. 28). In general, the worldview is a "kind of clarification", the interpretation of the world by
man. It also presupposes a holistic coverage of the purpose, meaning and structure of the world
as a whole that contains everything and is the plane of human action and cognition (Kulchytskyi,
1981, p. 29). At the same time, Kulchytsky is actively developing the problem of the collective
dimension of worldview in his studies. To do this, he uses the concept of "national psyche". In
particular, the philosopher develops the idea of the determinism of human worldview by its
origin, geographical living conditions and the influence of natural factors.

It should be noted that the Ukrainian philosophers and researchers (including diasporas) of
the late X1X — early XX century in their works consider not only the worldview and character
of the people, but also the "soul of the people™, "spirit of the people™, "national type" or "na-
tional psyche", "folk temperament”, etc. M. Kolotylo (2017) interprets such studies of the peo-
ple’s spirit or soul as a study of mindset and mentality. At the same time, considerations about
the people’s soul, spirit or character have no clear boundaries and often cover issues of
worldview. This indicates, first of all, the inadequacy of the terminological apparatus, the
vague delineation of the boundaries of the concept of worldview. Therefore, considerations of
national character are often considerations of the collective dimension of the worldview. Such
are, for example, the thoughts of N. Grygoriyiv. The philosopher interprets the temperament of
the individual and the people broadly. He includes in the concept not only spiritual, but also
biological and psychological properties (based on his own knowledge of behavioral theory as
well): "The character of a people is the properties that peculiar if not to all of its members, then
at least to the most. This is what all persons of one nation have in common" (transl. by V. H.)
(Grygoriyiv, 1941, p. 3). This vision of collective nature is somewhat opposed to the under-
standing of the collective worldview as a whirlpool of different individual worldviews.
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Grygoriyiv, on the other hand, sees the collective nature as a concentration of common features
of individuals. Yet it concerns both physical and mental traits.

Thus, the temperament of the people is the common properties of individuals. In addition, in
the matter of collective nature N. Grygoriyiv acts as a supporter of the idea of geographical de-
terminism (which is largely a tribute to the then scientific trends). Thus, the philosopher argues
that the main thing in the formation of folk customs is the specifics of the place of residence.
And among other factors there are "work, movement, activity, both physical and mental"
(Grygoriyiv, 1941, p. 7). Consequently, temperament may differ depending on the layer (due to
the difference in the work performed). According to Grygoriyiv’s ideas, one of the ways to study
the temperament of the people (and to study the worldview) is to generalize the common, typical
of its representatives, because the nature of individuals and is the nature of the whole nation.
"The sum of properties” is the people’s temperament™ (transl. by V. H.) (Grygoriyiv, 1941,
p. 12). If we paraphrase Grygoriyiv’s judgment about temperament as follows: "The worldview
of individuals constitutes the worldview of the people”, we will notice how universal it is for un-
derstanding both the folk temperament and worldview, character, type, and so on.

It is significant that Grygoriyiv’s idea of a collective worldview as a concentration of com-
mon features of the worldviews of individuals is still relevant today. Thus, we find a similar un-
derstanding in the thoughts of David Rousseau and Julie Billingham (2018). First of all, we note
that scientists emphasize the comprehensiveness of the worldview. They claim: "The scope of
worldviews covers all the domains of experience, decision-making and action and cover all the
kinds of information we might have about the nature of the world and our place in the scheme of
things" (Rousseau & Billingham, 2018, p. 3).

Typical characteristics of the worldview in general are individuality and dynamism: constant
mobility, change and development due to the integration of new and new knowledge and experi-
ence. However, despite this individuality, worldviews may be common to community members.
Or it may not be holistic worldviews that are common, but certain portions of them. In this way,
the collective worldview consists of common individual worldviews or significant portions of
worldview. Such generalized worldviews constitute a paradigm (Rousseau & Billingham, 2018,
p. 4). In general, the understanding of the worldview in the reasoning of Rousseau and Billing-
ham (2018) is human-centered: the worldview appears as a personal philosophy of man (p. 4). At
the same time, it is not absolutely unique for an individual. This explains the possibility of creat-
ing paradigms (collective worldview).

In modern scientific discourse, the problem of worldview in the collective dimension
(worldview of the national community) is at the intersection of philosophy and ethnic psychol-
ogy and is related to a number of ethnopsychological problems. For example, A. Liovochkina
(2002) argues that "Ethnic mentality is a holistic system of images, ideas, values and semantic
formations, and 'unique rules of life' that stimulates and regulates the most appropriate in these
cultural and natural conditions type of behaviour” (transl. by V. H.) (p. 48). As you can see,
this interpretation is about values and ideas that are part of the mentality, but also the
worldview. It turns out that in the collective dimension, people’s worldviews (their ideas and
values) are formed into a holistic system, creating an ethnic mentality. Similarly, worldview in
its collective dimension (as the worldview of a people or a nation) becomes a specific basis of
mentality.

In their ethnopsychological studies, modern researchers O. Savytska and L. Spivak generally
identify worldview and mentality. In this context, a purely collective dimension of worldview is
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considered, because, as researchers note, "Mentality (synonym for worldview) is an integrative
characteristic of a community of people with a certain culture, which allows to describe the
uniqueness of these people’s vision of the world and to explain the specifics of their response to
it" (transl. by V. H.) (Spivak & Savytska, 2011, p. 63). That is, the collective worldview inte-
grates group-specific features into a single holistic response to the world.

Scientific progress on the problem of worldview, as a result, leads to a balance of individual
and collective dimensions of worldview. Thus, the worldview is seen as a phenomenon of human
consciousness and as a phenomenon of collective consciousness (that of group, people, nation).
V. Didenko and V. Tabachkovskyi (2002) interpret the worldview as a person’s self-
determination about his place in the world and relationships with it. In a broader sense, the scien-
tists define it as follows: "Worldview is a spiritual and practical formation, based on the ratio of
existing and imaginary, desirable, appropriate, synthesis of experience, evaluation of knowledge
and beliefs, focused on ideals" (transl. by V. H.) (p. 569).

This understanding of the individual worldview of man resonates with Dilthey’s idea about
the "ideal of life" as a component of the worldview, which in this case is perceived as its driving
force and goal. The scientists emphasize the multiplicity of meanings of the term "worldview",
which can affect the form of human (individual) and society (collective) consciousness, the form
and method of the world perception and so on. In connection with the discovery of worldview in
practical human activity V. Didenko and V. Tabachkovskyi (2002) define it as follows:
"Worldview is a system of principles, knowledge, ideals, values, hopes, beliefs, views on the
meaning and purpose of life, which determine the activities of the individual or social group and
are organically included in human actions and norms of behaviour"” (transl. by V. H.) (p. 569).
Worldview has a multilevel structure, consisting of such links as vision of the world (based on
principles), world attitude (based on life experience), world understanding (based on
knowledge), world outlook (based on purpose), world perception (based on values) (Didenko &
Tabachkovskyi, 2002, p. 569).

As can be seen from such structuring of worldview levels, all the links are presented in a certain
hierarchy and can be applied both to the person as the carrier of the worldview, and to the collec-
tive as the carrier of the generalized worldview. In this system, we see that one of the links — world
understanding — is based by the scientists on knowledge. However, it is expedient and logical to
include ideas in this link. After all, not only knowledge, but also ideas (as responses to the prob-
lems inaccessible to knowledge and rational understanding) are ways to understand the world.
Thus, we have the following chain of sequence of formation of worldview components: | see —
| feel — I understand — I contemplate — I perceive the world and life and evaluate them. Thus, the
most general and voluminous component is the principles necessary for a certain vision of the
world, and the top component that requires passing the previous levels are the values (happiness,
love, goodness, beauty, justice, truth and others). If we give this sequence a logical continuation in
terms of expressing the worldview in spiritual culture, it will look like this: I see — | feel — I under-
stand — | contemplate — | perceive — | express in general my perception / understanding of life and
the world and my ideas about them. Such spiritual expression in the forms of culture reveals,
makes visible and accessible for detection specific features of vision of the world, world attitude,
world understanding and world outlook.

If the ideas considered above revolved more around the worldview in its collective dimension
or around the worldview universality, then we briefly outline its human-centred understanding.
Thus, V. Shynkaruk conceives the worldview as:

Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
doi: https://doi.org/10.15802/ampr.v0i18.210988 © V. V. Havrylenko, 2020

69


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

ISSN 2227-7242 (Print), ISSN 2304-9685 (Online)
AnTpononoriuni BuMips ¢inocodcbkux gociimpkens, 2020, Bum. 18

Anthropological Measurements of Philosophical Research, 2020, NO 18

SOCIAL ASPECT OF HUMAN BEING

A set of generalized ideas about reality, beliefs and ideals that reflect, re-
veal and determine a certain practical and theoretical attitude of man to
the world, his way of perceiving, understanding and evaluating the sur-
rounding reality and himself as a concrete historical subject of cognition
and practice. (transl. by V. H.) (Shynkaruk, 1986, p. 462)

In addition, it was Shynkaruk who first substantiated the crucial importance of such ethical
categories as faith, hope and love for a person’s worldview. In this regard, O. Farion (2015) em-
phasizes: "Transcendental feelings 'faith’, 'hope' and 'love’, according to V. Shynkaruk, are deci-
sive for the human worldview and world transformation. As philosophical and ideological cate-
gories, they were for the first time conceptually substantiated by him" (p. 32). Like Shynkaruk,
the modern Ukrainian philosopher S. Krymskyi considers the worldview of man to be the driving
force of choosing a way of life, and the choice of a person’s own image, destiny and role ("meet-
ing with oneself") relies on spirituality. Nadolniy also comprehends worldview through the
prism of man as a carrier. According to the philosopher, the worldview can be considered in sev-
eral aspects, namely: as a methodological intention through which a person forms his attitude to
reality; as a basis for the establishment of man in the spiritual, practical and other spheres of ac-
tivity; as a way of interpreting human existence and a form of assimilation and interpretation of
knowledge and values of the surrounding world (Nadolniy, 2015, p. 51). Herewith, the structural
core of the worldview is considered the beliefs, i.e. a set of views and ideas of the individual,
formed under the influence of knowledge, social experience, etc. According to the scientist, the
worldview can be perceived in a broad and narrow sense. A broad view of the worldview in-
volves the inclusion in the essence of the concept of a set of different views of the world, such as
ethical, aesthetic, religious, economic, social ones, etc. In a narrow sense, the worldview means a
philosophical vision of the world (Bazaluk & Balinchenko, 2020). Thus, 1. Nadolniy outlines the
worldview as an intention through which a person’s attitude to the world and his interpretation
of the world is formed. This judgment echoes the arguments of the American philosopher Vern
S. Poythress, who argues that the worldview of man does not reflect the world, but only shapes
the attitude to it. It follows that, a person’s worldview is deeply subjective and individual. Ac-
cording to Poythress (2019), "We can distinguish the world from human views about the
world, that is worldviews. We can distinguish events in the world from human views about the
events” (p. 35).

Thus, a person with his worldview revolves around the sphere of subjective perception. While
the world is objective, unmoving and independent of human opinion about it. At the same time,
the worldview for Poythress means a person’s point of view that contains answers to global onto-
logical questions. However, such subjectivity of the worldview does not fix it on one person, on
one specific carrier. After all, the philosopher outlines the worldview as a phenomenon long in
time. Thus, the worldview can cover more than one generation of people, i.e. it has a vertical col-
lective manifestation (passed down from generation to generation, and not only functions in the
community of contemporaries). It is because of this, according to Poythress (2019), a person’s
worldview may contain answers that he himself did not find, but received from past genera-
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tions (p. 37). In this way, we see that man is not only attached with his worldview to creating of
the collective worldview, but also forms his own vision of the world, using the accumulated ex-
perience of past generations.

Originality

The author outlined key links between individual and collective dimensions of human
worldview functioning. The study identified a role of human as a carrier of the worldview in
formation of collective worldview.

Conclusions

A review of ideas related to understanding the worldview of man as an individual or collec-
tive phenomenon shows that this problem is diverse and complex. Wilhelm Dilthey started to
interpret the general (hence collective) worldview as a whirlpool of various individual views and
ideas. In this case, each person with an individual product of his own thinking joins the creation
of this plurality of worldviews. The problem is that Heinrich Rickert’s opinion on the influence
of a significant independent worldview on a less independent one, and therefore on the selectivi-
ty of the influence of the worldview in general, also seems valid. This is the influence that eve-
ryone faces in everyday life (especially in our time of developed information technology, mech-
anisms for manipulating the thinking of others, etc.). Today, Cristiano Gianolla considers the ex-
ceptional influence of worldviews-winners on the historical progress. In this context, according
to the philosopher, on the margins there are ordinary, lost worldviews. However, the current de-
sire for the highest tolerance for man forces us to recognize such a vision true in view of only the
most important historical events. After all, the worldviews of individuals (even ordinary ones)
are hardly lost without a trace: in addition to historical progress, there are such conservative
manifestations of the collective worldview as the traditional culture of the community (group,
ethnic group, people). Gianolla himself emphasizes that in today’s world, which revolves around
the problem of man, the importance of all worldviews (both individual and collective) is undeni-
able. The philosopher manifests this, emphasizing the importance in modern interaction of "eco-
logical thinking", which leads to a dialogue between different worldviews (Gianolla, 2019). Tak-
ing into account the studies of Ukrainian philosophers, we can conclude that there is a tendency
to derive a collective worldview (folk, national) from a set of common worldviews of individu-
als. Because of this, the collective worldview appears as a heterogeneous but holistic formation.
Yet, the individual is also ideologically attached to the collective worldview of his community
(people or nation). Thus, following I. Mirchuk, the collective worldview environment forms a
specific vision of the world. Therefore, a person (and especially a philosopher) cannot be de-
tached from the worldview of his people, and therefore can be best perceived only by it.

The worldview of an individual in the creation of a collective vision of the world plays a de-
cisive role. According to N. Grygoriyiv’s vision, the collective worldview (the worldview of the
people) is not a whirlpool of different ideas and views, but a concentrate of common features of
individual worldviews. A. Liovochkina, O. Savytska and L. Spivak mean the same thing, outlin-
ing the collective worldview as a holistic system in which the common features of the
worldviews of individuals are integrated. Such a vision presupposes a collective worldview as a
horizontal phenomenon (concentration of common views of community members). But there is
also a collective worldview in the vertical manifestation: as the influence of the worldview of

past generations on the worldview of descendants, which is justified by Vern Poythress. Active
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interrelations and mutual influences of individual and collective worldviews force to recognize
as its carriers both the individual and the community. This is what V. Didenko and
V. Tabachkovskyi do, claiming that the worldview of a person and the worldview of a group
have the same components and characteristics. Thus, a person as a carrier of the worldview in
any case with his individual vision of the world joins the formation of the general worldview of
the community. In the modern dimension, the question of the strength of the influence of indi-
vidual worldviews on the state of affairs is problematic. Indicative of this is the emergence of
such a social phenomenon as thought leadership. Having actualized the problem of interrelations
between individual and collective dimension of the human worldview, prospects of the further
researches consist in definition of the power of individual worldview influence on the collective
worldview.
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JIIOJVHA SIK HOCII CBITOTJISIY: IHJAMBILY AJIbHUI TA
KOJEKTUBHUI BUMIPH

MeTta. MeToIo CTaTTi € OKpeCIeHHs B3a€EMO3B SI3KiB MK 1HIMBIlyaIbHUM Ta KOJEKTUBHUM BUMIpaMu CBITOIJISI-
Iy moauHU. Peanizantis 1iel Mmetu nepeadavae po3B’si3aHH TaKHX 3aBJaHb: akTyaizamis Gpiutocopchbkux inei, cdo-
PMOBaHUX OOMIPKOBYBAHHSIM JIFOJMHU Ta CIUILHOTHU SK HOCITB CBITOTJISAY; BUSBJICHHS Ta y3arallbHCHHS CITiBBiJTHO-
LIEHHs OJIMHUYHE-3arajibHe Yy KOHTEeKCTI npobiiemu cBitorisaay moanHu. Teopermunnii 6a3uc. [TinrpynTsam noci-
JOKEHHS TIOCIYTryBaJi MipKyBaHHS (i70CcOoQiB, 10 CTOCYIOTHCS MPOSBIB OJAMHUYHOTO 1 KOJIEKTUBHOTO CBITOTJISIB.
A TaKki MipKyBaHHS HaOyJIM CBOTO BUPaKEHHS B €BpONeNCHKil dinocodii ([Jinpreit, PikkepT, Scnepc) moBom qaBHO.
Sk B yKpalHCBKOMY, TakK i B 3apyOiKHOMY (iTocO)hCHKOMY TUCKYpPCi pO3TIAAIOTHECS 00MIBa BUMIPH CBITOTIISAIY, a
pOIb HOCIS CBITOTILINY IMOKJIANAeThCS 1 Ha IHAWBINA, 1 HA CYCHUIBCTBO. Lle MPOCTEXYeThCS Y MOCIIIKEHHIX
C. Kpumcrkoro, 1. Hagonsraoro, B. ITomosa, H. Poxancekoi, B. TabaukoBcrkoro, B. Hluakapyka, B. IotiTpecca,
. Pycco, A. bimmiarem, K. [xxanonu # iHmmx. OgHaK B3a€MO3B’SI3KU 1HAMBIAYaIbHOTO Ta KOJEKTUBHOTO BHMIpiB
CBITOTUIAY YiTKO HE OKpecieHi. MoxHa Big3HaunTn gociuimpkeHHs B. Ilomosa, y sskoMmy dimocod 30cepemKxyeThes
Ha npoOJieMi CoLiajIbHO-KOJIEKTHBHOTO Ta iHAWBIAYaJbHOTO BUMIPIB CBITOIIISAY, X0Ua aKLEHTYE YBary Ha BXKHTKY
caMoro NoHATTs "cBiTorsa" y nux 3HayeHHsAX. OCKUIBKY JIIOAMHA € COLIAILHOIO 1CTOTOIO, 11 CBITOIIISA] B3aEMOIE 31
CBITOIJISIIAMH HINUX 1HAWBINIB. Y Takuil crocid MM MOXXEMO TOBOPHUTH IIPO JBa BUMIPH HOro (yHKIIOHYBaHHS:
iHAMBIAyanbHUI Ta KONeKTUBHUE. Ll npobinema HaOyBae akTyaJlbHOCTI Yepe3 rOCTPOTY CHIBBIIHOIICHHS JIFOANHA-
coliym y cydacHomy OyTTi. HaykoBa HOBH3HA. ABTOPOM OKpeciicHO 0a30Bi B3a€MO3B’SI3KM MK 1HIUBIAyaIbHUM
Ta KOJICKTUBHUM BUMipaMu ()YHKIIOHYBaHHS CBITOTIIAAY JIOAWHU. BU3HAUeHO Miclie JIFOAWHU SK HOCIS CBITOTIIAIY
y QopMmyBaHHI 3araJbHOTO, KOJEKTHBHOTO OadeHHA CBITY. BucHOBKH. JlfoamHa sIK HOCIH CBITOTIISAY IOCimae
HeHTpallbHe Micle Y popMyBaHHI KOJEKTHBHOTO CBITOTIAAY. Y (iocodcbkoMy MUCKYpCi MipKyBaHHS IIOJO B3ae-
MO3B’SI3KiB IHAWBITyaJbHOTO 1 KOJEKTHBHOTO BHMIpPIB CBITOTJIAY HEOMHOCTaiHi. J[MCKYyCIHHHM JOCI € THUTaHHS
OJTHOPITHOCTI 3arallbHOTO CBITOTJISAY, IO MOCTA€ TO SIK KPYTOBEPTh PI3HUX iJeH i MOTIISIIIB OKPEMHUX 0Ci0, TO SIK
[UTiICHA CHCTEMa CIIUTBHUX CBITONIIANIB. KONEKTHBHUH CBITOTIIAN MOKe OyTH IpEAICTaBICHUH K iHTErpOBaHE SBU-
1ie, a/uke BiH 0a3yeThCsl HA MOEJHAHHI CITIJIBHUAX CBITOTJIAAIB OKPeMHUX iHAMBIAIB. BogHOYAC 1 JIIOMHA TTiAAa€THCS
BIUIMBY KOJICKTUBHOTO CBITOTJISIY, 30KPEMA, SIK CMaJAKy MUHYJIUX MOKOJIHb.

Kmouogi crnosa: moauHa; iHIUBITyalbHUN CBITOTIISA/; KOJEKTUBHUN CBITOTIISAM; CBITOCIIPUMHATTS; CBITOBIIUYT-
TS; CBITOPO3YMiHHS

B. B. TABPWJIEHKO"

Y"Cymcexoit rocynapersennsri yausepeurer (Cymsl, Yipanna), 1. moara Viktoriavangogh@gmail.com,
ORCID 0000-0002-5892-3129

YEJIOBEK KAK HOCHUTEJIb MUPOBO33PEHMUA:
NHINBUAYAJIBHOE U KOJUVIEKTUBHOE U3BMEPEHUSA

Hens. lenpto cTaThu ABISACTCSA ONPEACICHUAC B3aUMOCBSI3CH MEKIY WHANBUIYAIBHBIM M KOJUICKTUBHBIM H3ME-
PEHUSIMA MHUPOBO33pEHUsI YesioBeKa. Peanu3aiiust 3ToH e MpeaonaraeT pelieHre CaeyoInX 3a/1a4: aKTyaiu-
3anus punocodekux naei, copMUpOBaHHBIX 00TYMBIBAaHHEM UYeEIOBEKa W OOIIECTBa KaK HOCHUTEIEH MHpPOBO33pe-
HUS; BBISIBJICHNE B 0000IIeHNEe COOTHOIIICHNE eIMHITTHOe-001IIee B KOHTEKCTE MPOOIeMbl MUPOBO33PEHHS YEIOBEKA.
Teoperuueckmuii 6a3uc. OCHOBOH MCCIEIOBAHUS MOCTYXKIUIN cO00paxeHus GrUIocooB, Kacarolrecs MposBICHUI
€IMHUYHOTO ¥ O0IIEr0 MUPOBO33pEHHUS. A TaKue PacCyKICHUS MOIYYUIU CBOE BBIPAKCHUE B €BPOMEHCKOM (uio-
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copum ([Junpreii, Pukkept, Screpc) mocrarouno maBHo. Kak B yKpanHCKOM, Tak U B 3apyOexxHOM (DHI0COPCKOM
JIUCKYPCE PaccCMaTpUBAIOTCS 00a M3MEPEHUS] MUPOBO33PEHUS, a POJIb HOCHTEST MHUPOBO33PEHHS BO3JIAaracTcsl M Ha
WHIUBHUAA, U Ha 00ImecTBo. JTo mpociexuBaeTcs B uccienoBanusx C. Kpeimckoro, Y. HagonsHoro, B. Tlomoga,
H. Poxanckoii, B. Tabaukosckoro, B. llunkapyxka, B. Tloiitpecca, /1. Pycco, /1. bummunarem, K. xanomnsr u npy-
rux. OTHAKO B3aMMOCBSI3M HHIMBHIYaJHHOTO M KOJUIEKTUBHOTO M3MEPEHHUH MHUPOBO33PEHUS YETKO HE OYEpUCHBI.
MoxHo oTMeTHTh uccienoBanue B. [TomoBa, B KOTOpoM (Guitocod cOCpeJOTOYMBACTCS Ha MPOOJIEME COIHATbHO-
KOJUICKTHBHOTO U MHIUBHUIYaJHbHOTO M3MEPCHUN MHPOBO33PCHHUS, XOTS aKIICHTUPYET BHUMAHUEC Ha YIOTPEOICHUH
€caMoOTO TMOHATHS "MHPOBO33peHHE" B THX 3HAUeHUAX. [I0CKOJBKY UeNOBEK SIBISETCS COLUAIBHBIM CYIIECTBOM,
€ro MHUPOBO33PEHUE B3aMMOJICHCTBYET C MUPOBO33PEHHUSIMHU JIPYTUX UHIUBUAOB. Takum 00pa3oM, Mbl MOXKEM To-
BOPHTH O JIBYX M3MEpEHHs ero (yHKIIMOHUPOBAHUS: UHIMBUAYAJILHOM U KOJUIEKTMBHOM. DTa nmpolbiema npruoodpe-
TaeT aKTyaJbHOCTh B CBSI3M C OCTPOTOI COOTHOIIICHHS YEJIOBEK-COLUYM B COBpEeMEHHOM ObiTiH. HayuyHast HOBU3-
Ha. ABTOpOM 0003HaYEHBI 0a30BBIE B3aWMOCBS3H MEXITy MHINBUAYAIBHBIM U KOJJICKTHBHBIM H3MEPEHUSIMHU (yHK-
UOHUPOBAHHUS MUPOBO33PEHUS denoBeka. OMpeneieH0 MeCTo JeloBeKa KaKk HOCHUTEINsT MHPOBO33peHHI B (hopMu-
pOBaHMH O0IIEro, KOJUIEKTUBHOTO BHACHUS MHUpa. BbIBoabl. UelmoBeK Kak HOCHTEIF MHUPOBO33PCHHUS 3aHUMAET
[EHTpaIFHOE MECTO B (POPMHUPOBAHUH KOJUIEKTHBHOTO MHPOBO33peHMs. B (hrmocodckom muckypce cooOpaxeHus o
B3aHMOCBSI35IX HHIMBHIYaJbHOTO U KOJJICKTHBHOTO M3MEPEHHUA MUPOBO33PCHUS HECAUHOTYITHEI. J|NCKYCCHOHHBIM
JIO CHX TIOp SIBISIETCSI BOMPOC OJHOPOHOCTU OOIIETO MUPOBO33PEHUS, KOTOPOE BOCIPUHUMAETCS JTUOO KaK KPyro-
BOPOT PA3JIMYHBIX MJCH U B3IVIAZ0B OTACIBHBIX JIHII, JINOO KaK IEJIOCTHAsI CHCTeMa o0IuX MHpoBo33peHui. Koi-
JIEKTUBHOE MHPOBO33PEHHE MOXET ObITh MPEACTABIEHO KaK MHTETPUPOBAHHOE siBiieHWE. Beap oHO Oasmpyercs Ha
COUCTaHUU 06].[II/IX MHpOBO33peHHI71 OTACJIIbHBIX MHIWBUIOB. B TO XKE BpeMSI U YCJIOBCK HOI[BepFaeTCSI B03ﬂeﬁCTBﬂlo
KOJIJICKTUBHOT'O MI/IpOBO?;SpeHI/ISI, B HaCTHOCTH KaK HacCJICACTBA HpOIJ_U'II)IX HOKOJ’ICHI/Iﬁ.

Knmiouesvie cro6a.; 4enoBek; HHANBUAYAIbHOE MUPOBO33pEHHUE; KOJIEKTUBHOE MUPOBO33PEHUE; MUPOBOCIIPHSI-
THE; MAPOOIYIICHHUE; MIPOIIOHUMAHUE
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