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Purpose. The paper is aimed at studying the peculiarities of the Oleksandr Kulchytskyi’s doctrine of human, taking
into account the context of European philosophy and especially in comparison with the paradigm of philosophizing in
the Lviv-Warsaw school. The theoretical basis of the study is determined by Kulchytskyi’s scholarly works in the
field of philosophy and philosophical anthropology, as well as the latest researches that reinterpret the influence of
Twardowski’s theoretico-methodological ideas on the formation of the philosophical worldview of the Ukrainian
thinker. Originality. Based on the appeal to primary sources, Kulchytskyi’s philosophical doctrine of human in the
unity of its basic principles and theoretico-practical results is reconstructed. The ways of forming the key ideas of his
philosophical anthropology are determined, their originality is substantiated, despite the cooperation with
Twardowski’s school, as well as despite numerous discussions and researches of Western European philosophico-
anthropological, existentio-ideological and socio-psychological issues. Conclusions. It is found out how the philosoph-
ical worldview of Oleksandr Kulchytskyi was formed and how he gradually came from the research of the human psy-
che within the framework of anthropological structural psychology to the realization of the need to study philosophical
anthropology. The personalistic features of his philosophical doctrine of human are characterized; in particular, atten-
tion is paid to the distinction between the concepts of person and personality, determining the importance of the social
factor for the formation of human worldview, didactic aims of anthropological studies. It is shown how in Kulchyt-
skyi’s philosophical anthropology the analysis of the existentio-worldview dimension of human existence, manifested
in different spiritual situations and socio-cultural conditions that influence the specifics of thinking and the nature of the
personality mentality, acquires special importance. The originality of Kulchytskyi’s arguments about human in the con-
text of both Ukrainian philosophy and in general European philosophical thought is stated.

Keywords: Oleksandr Kulchytskyi; philosophical anthropology; existence; personalism; person; personality;
Lviv-Warsaw school

Introduction

Just a short time ago, Ukrainian historians of philosophy have initiated a study of the local re-
ceptions of the "mainstream™ of world philosophy. This initiative aims, on the one hand, to
demonstrate which philosophical ideas of world-famous thinkers have been rethought at the local
level, and, on the other hand, to find out how significantly local contexts influenced various
kinds of rethinking of "great" philosophies, and at the same time the cultural identity of a par-
ticular community was preserved (Yosypenko & Khoma, 2020). It is clear that this kind of initia-
tive only marked the tendencies that have emerged in the works of Ukrainian researchers in recent
years. These tendencies are especially clear on the example of Stepan Ivanyk’s (2014, 2015),
Olha Gonczarenko’s (2020), lhor Karivets’ (2019) researches, devoted to the Lviv-Warsaw
school. They decided to demonstrate how the theoretico-methodological achievements of some
European philosophers (including Twardowski and Brentano), whose works influenced the for-
mation of the analytic tradition in philosophy, were later rethought by Ukrainian thinkers. The
reason for this is more than compelling: many Ukrainians studied under Kazimierz Twardowski
at Lviv University and had the opportunity to continue their studies in Western Europe.

In this respect, a special place is occupied by Oleksandr Kulchytskyi (1895-1980), a native of
Skalat (Ternopil region), a student of Lviv University and Sorbonne University, an active public
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figure and organizer of Ukrainian science abroad (in Germany and France). He was one of the
few Ukrainian intellectuals who, of course, at the cost of forced migration, managed to develop
Ukrainian philosophical thought, free from ideological distortions, during the period of ideologi-
zation of socio-political life and the realities of national education and science in the 1940-1980s,
being in line with world philosophical discussions in their European dimensions of existential-
ism, phenomenology and philosophical anthropology. In fact, Kulchytskyi devoted a lot of his
work to the study of anthropological issues: he assigned to them an important role in his univer-
sity lectures, summarized in "Fundamentals of Philosophy and Philosophical Sciences"”
(Kulchytskyi, 1995a), in a special script "Introduction to Philosophical Anthropology"” (Kulchyt-
skyi, 1973), in which he significantly expanded the ideas of his "Essays on Structural Psycholo-
gy" (Shumylo-Kulchytskyi, 1949), in numerous journalistic, psychological, philosophical socio-
political articles, scientific reports and manuscripts (in Ukrainian, Polish, English, French, Ger-
man, Spanish), many of which are still awaiting publication and discussion (see: Yerzhabkova
(1981, 19824, 1982b, 1983, 19853, 1985h)).

The proposed study will demonstrate how Oleksandr Kulchytskyi’s philosophical worldview
was formed and he gradually came to realize the need to investigate human nature — a topic that
significantly distinguishes his philosophical ideas from the analytic worldview of Twardowski’s
school and demonstrates his enduring spiritual ties with the Ukrainian philosophical tradition
developed by Hryhorii Skovoroda, and with the schools of continental philosophy. In the pro-
cess of analyzing his research on the formation of philosophical anthropology as a science, the
formation of a personalistic conception of human nature, the study of characteristic worldviews
of human existence, it will be shown that attempts to correctly interpret Kulchytskyi’s legacy
must be sufficiently balanced, and any attempt to immediately correlate it with a particular
school or tradition in order to correctly demonstrate these local contexts of global philosophies
will not achieve its goal if only certain aspects of its philosophical heritage are taken into ac-
count.

Purpose

This paper aims to investigate the features of Oleksandr Kulchytskyi’s philosophical concep-
tion of human, given the context of the Lviv-Warsaw school and European philosophico-
anthropological research.

Statement of basic materials

From a student of Twardowski to an original personalist thinker. There is no doubt that the
formation of Oleksandr Kulchytskyi’s philosophical worldview was influenced by his studies at
the Faculty of Philosophy at Lviv University in 1913-1914, 1924-1926, after which he received
the academic title of Master of Pedagogy and Psychology (Yerzhabkova, 1996, p. 51). The fact
is that having become a student, Kulchytskyi immediately enrolled in a philosophical pro-
seminar, which was conducted by Kazimierz Twardowski (Ivanyk, 2014, p. 55). In order to read,
analyze and interpret philosophical works, to discuss them at classes and meetings of the philo-
sophical circle organized by Twardowski in the university library (Wolenski, 1985), a thorough
academic training was required: knowledge not only of the history of philosophy but also of Eu-
ropean languages, in which the works were written. Therefore, it is no coincidence that Kulchyt-
skyi, in addition to philosophy, studied German and French at the university. Moreover, he
joined the activities of the "Polish Philosophical Society” founded by Twardowski (which de-
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fined the organizational structure of the Lviv-Warsaw School) and the "Philosophical move-
ment"” ("Ruch Filozoficzny"), the journal of this society (Ivanyk, 2014, p. 64).

Investigating Twardowski’s influence on the formation of Kulchytskyi’s philosophical, peda-
gogical and psychological ideas, Olha Gonczarenko (2020) notes the following: ™... through his
courses at university, Kulczycki transmitted to the Ukrainian students the methodological and
philosophical ideas of the LWS, namely: analytical method, psychologism, introspectionism, in-
tentionalism, epistemological and ethical absolutism™ (p. 35). Indeed, Kulchytskyi’s philosophi-
cal statements are characterized by a clear formulation of the problem, its division into separate
sub-questions, special attention to the definition of concepts, an attempt to combine philosophi-
cal reflection with the data of psychological science, and so on. However, it should be noted that
the scientific interests of Kulchytskyi himself do not always coincide with the key thematic areas
of research of the Lviv-Warsaw school and it seems debatable that Twardowski’s philosophical
ideas were "the main source of Kulczycki’s philosophy" (Gonczarenko, 2020, p. 35). It must be
admitted that the nature of his scientific interests was also influenced by his studies at the Sor-
bonne in 1919-1920, where he studied philosophy and Romance philology. It is no coincidence
that his first work, "The Unknown Guest" ("Ukrainian Literary and Scientific Bulletin®, 1924),
was devoted to the analysis of the parapsychological ideas of Maurice Maeterlinck, who wrote
mainly in French, and his doctoral thesis "Scientism in the teachings of Renan™ (a famous French
orientalist and historian of religion), written in 1930 in French, when Twardowski’s school was
at the zenith of its development (Yerzhabkova, 1996, pp. 51-52).

In addition, it will not be difficult to notice what radical changes the Lviv-Warsaw school has
undergone since the beginning of the Second World War. Not only because 34 of the more than
80 thinkers of this school did not survive the hardships of the war, many scholars (like Kulchyt-
skyi in 1940) emigrated abroad. Ties were severed, and the political situation at the time pre-
vented individual members of the school from teaching. Changes in accents in philosophy under
the influence of ideology, did not allow reviving the school as a certain social structure. At the
same time, under the influence of new existential, phenomenological trends, due to the need to
take into account moral and worldwiev issues, the attachment to Twardowski’s school has signif-
icantly weakened. If the school continued to exist (as long as Twardowski’s students lived), it
was not as a collective formation, but only in the works of individual authors (Wolenski, 1985).
However, Kulchytskyi hardly belonged to them. And not only because he did not actually men-
tion Twardowski’s legacy in his works. In conclusion, his interest in human and political issues,
somewhat uncharacteristic of Twardowski’s school, his strong critique of the worldview and an-
thropological principles of Marxist ideology, his interest in Ukrainian national identity were the
result of a much wider range of authors, including such personalistic psychologists as Emmanuel
Mounier, Carl Gustav Jung and Philipp Lersch, as well as such philosophers as Max Scheler, Ni-
colai Hartmann and especially Hryhorii Skovoroda and Immanuel Kant. In the latter, as noted by
Kyrylo Mytrovych (1985), "<Kulchytskyi> finds two basic principles of his own philosophizing:
critical rationalism and anthropological approach to all problems of philosophy” (p. 7). There-
fore, it can be assumed that anthropological motives in Kulchytskyi’s philosophizing should be
found not so much taking into account Twardowski’s legacy as considering the historico-
philosophical background of the formation of his views more broadly — given the theoretico-
methodological ideas of thinkers from previous epochs and from other traditions.

In general, it can be argued that the theme of human being is central to Kulchytskyi’s philo-
sophical studies (and so little characteristic of Twardowski’s school). It is no coincidence that
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fascinated by Kulchytskyi’s research on human person and discussions with him Mytrovych
(1985) even remarked that "He <Kulchytskyi> believed, from the point of view of his profession
and from life experience, that philosophical thought is a deepening and totality of those essential
knowledge and values that are necessary for the full self-awareness of man and the whole com-
munity" (p. 6). Indeed, for Twardowski (2009), the philosophical study of human beings was
limited to the study of the metaphysics of the soul, and therefore, at most, the study of the epis-
temological aspects of the human self, the existence of which is a directly obvious truth that does
not require proof (p. 37). Our Self, according to Twardowski, cannot be reduced to a set of men-
tal phenomena, because it is single and does not consist of parts. However, the results of the
study of the self, or the human psyche, are not yet the answer to the question of what a human
being is. Therefore, for Kulchytskyi, and this is not the case with Twardowski, it is important to
take a step away from the study of the human psyche in the direction of philosophical under-
standing of human person. It is no coincidence that he returned to the subject of human almost
throughout the period of his work and paid much attention to the formation of the science of
philosophical anthropology.

From philosophy and psychology to the science of philosophical anthropology. Analyzing the
sphere of human existence, Kulchytskyi (1947) noted: "It is impossible not to call the very prob-
lem of human the oldest, the most difficult and sensually closest to human” (p. 6). Various hu-
manities and natural sciences only touched on certain aspects of human being. However, to com-
prehend human as such, so to speak, sub specie aeternitatis, did not seem a feasible task, because
"human as a microcosm is essentially as infinite as the macrocosm of the Universe" (Kulchyt-
skyi, 1947, p. 6). Therefore, philosophical anthropology arose from the need not to lose under-
standing of what human being is in general, and in the light of the differentiation of human sci-
ences to take a step towards the integration and consolidation of these sciences.

Anthropological issues, according to Kulchytskyi (1995a), form philosophical knowledge,
which is accordingly concentrated around the issues of being, knowledge and values (pp. 100-131).
He is firmly convinced that it is not so much the focus on the philosophical substantiation of truth
that is characteristic of Twardowski’s studies as "the subject of philosophical anthropology should
become the central sphere of philosophical thinking" (Kulchytskyi, 1973, p. 17). The subject of
anthropology is so closely intertwined with the key branches of philosophy that it is difficult to
draw demarcation lines between them. To clarify this fact, lhor Bychko (1996) even concludes that
the philosophical anthropology proposed by Kulchytskyi “integrates the achievements of such
components of philosophical knowledge as ontology, epistemology and axiology ... forming a plu-
ralistic integrity of philosophical knowledge about human™ (p. 23). Of course, in the perspective of
studying human being, the very ideas of ethics and aesthetics as special axiologies allow a person
(a human from the social perspective) to consider human value as self-worth, and ontology and
epistemology are rather auxiliary tools that help to manifest the world for human beings and find
themselves in it.

Among the basic characteristics of philosophical anthropology, Kulchytskyi (1947) deter-
mined the focus on human wholeness and essence of human being (p. 6). To interpret a human
person as a whole means not just to pay attention exclusively to intellectual sphere (the ability to
think, comprehend or know the outer and inner world). "The whole person”, according to the
thinker, is "physical-psychic-mental-spiritual one, with all his/her feelings and will, premonitions
and fears, experience and hope..." (Kulchytskyi, 1966, p. 23). Under such an interpretation, eve-
ry aspect of human existence becomes important for understanding the essence of human person
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both by others and in the process of one’s own self-awareness. At the level of theory, a person is
considered in various aspects (psychological, social, biological, moral, etc.); de facto, everyone
is identical with oneself. Being of a person is characterized by a whole, by which Kulchytskyi
means "such an order of parts to which nothing can be added or subtracted without a substantial
change of the object, which as a result is closed, complete” (Shumylo-Kulchytskyi, 1949, p. 12).
When scientific analysis tells us about the different layers of human existence — material (or
physical), organic, mental and spiritual, we still need to understand that in human integrity, each
of these layers performs its clearly defined functions and tasks. To investigate their functional
purpose, we must first understand what is a whole, that is, a human who is not the sum of indi-
vidual structural layers. There are likely to be integrative links between them. At the level of the
human psyche and spirituality, the whole has precedence over the individual parts. This state of
affairs distinguishes the sphere of the mental from the physical, because the study of the latter
begins with the study of individual elements.

As can be seen, philosophical anthropology considers human person more broadly than an-
thropological structural psychology, even in the holistic-structural perspective developed by the
author (Shumylo-Kulchytskyi, 1949). Philosophical anthropology significantly complements the
knowledge of psychology, because it allows us to look at human beings from the perspective of
the integrity of reality, which is objectified in the universal knowledge of being. Thus, philo-
sophical anthropology differs from such anthropologies as cultural (focuses primarily on the
works of the human spirit) or social (studies the behavior of people in social groups) or anthro-
pology in the broadest sense of the word (which focuses on the study of human physical nature).

Kulchytskyi (1973) rightly noted that Kant was the first to formulate the subject field of
philosophical anthropology when he made distinctions between the concepts of theoretical an-
thropology (knowledge of human beings in general and their abilities), pragmatic anthropology
(knowledge of practical human skills) or moral anthropology (as a study of human action from
the ethical aspect) (p. 6). Later in Heidegger’s existentialism, it became clear that anthropology
was the basis of the fundamental ontology, because it reveals the nature of being precisely
through human existence. Such a focus on knowing human as immersed in being opens up met-
aphysical perspectives to philosophical anthropology, because it becomes important to consider
human from extra-experiential perspectives, when the mind seeks to go beyond the phenome-
non and comprehend the essence of things. However, importantly, Kulchytskyi himself, proba-
bly under the influence of Twardowski, is not inclined to consider philosophical anthropology
as a result of the development of philosophy (or metaphysics). A meaningful philosophical view
of things arises after the actual scientific progress. Kulchytskyi (1973) agrees with Bernard
Groethuysen that the formation of philosophical anthropology as a reflection on the essence of
human was due to the progress of psychology, history, linguistics, and the humanities in general
(pp. 7-8). However, he considers it important to emphasize that the main role in this process has
been played by holistic-structural psychology. The fact is that it made it possible to analyze how
man differs from the animal world, namely the mental and spiritual structure, which we discov-
er through the categories of "I, "consciousness”, "person”, "personality”. Denotations of these
categories are a common object of study for philosophical anthropology and psychology, with
the difference that the former considers the content of relevant concepts in a generalized form,
and the latter — at the level of manifestations of a particular person. For philosophical anthro-
pology, it is first important to reach the level of analysis of the moral meanings of human exist-
ence on the basis of knowledge about the nature of the human psyche (in the spiritual sphere).
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Personalistic aspect of philosophical anthropology. Obviously, if a person were focused only
on solving practical problems, one would not hope to understand human spiritual essence. Ap-
preciating Max Scheler’s attempts to characterize the spiritual nature of human through the anal-
ysis of the spirit, the new "that just makes human a human” (Kulchytskyi, 1973, p. 11), Kulchyt-
skyi seems to be more inclined to pay attention to those manifestations of the spirit that can be
studied as psychological phenomena (volitional and sensory acts, perceptions, mental reactions
and the physiological states that cause them). Such phenomena form the mental layer of human
being, which is only the basis for understanding the spiritual layer. The importance of psycho-
logical analysis is that it clearly indicates the need to take into account not only what seems to us
fully aware of human actions, but also what person cannot fully understand. After all, on the one
hand, a person is an active subject of his/her actions (when everyone thinks, shows willpower,
concentrates on a particular subject). On the other hand, a person can be simply a passive object
of those states or processes (for example, passions or affects) that captivate his/her thoughts.
Moreover, some of the processes, "emerging from the depths of the soul and falling into the
scope of active functions, retain part of one’s original deep character" (Shumylo-Kulchytskyi,
1949, p. 16).

Thus, analyzing the human psyche, Kulchytskyi comes to those metaphysical truths, which
Heidegger, for example, defined as Angst, which already exists at the ontological level of human
existence, and Wittgenstein defined as unspeakable (unspoken), which is extremely important for
understanding human behavior (Synytsia, 2020). Philosophical anthropology, as can be conclud-
ed, in a metaphysical way shifts the emphasis in psychological research of human. For example,
mental processes are replaced by analysis of human events, the intentionality of acts of con-
sciousness is reinterpreted in terms of caring about being, another person or oneself, and the at-
tempt to define our attitude to the unconscious and, therefore, uncontrolled, in ourselves is trans-
formed into a reflection on existential angst (or anxiety) — something causeless that determines
human existence, but can not be clearly understood. Thus, a number of mental phenomena ac-
quire not a psychological but an ontological meaning and it becomes possible to think about the
moral dimensions of the human personality as something objectified on a spiritual level.

This makes it possible to interpret the human "I" (Self) not only as a center of conscious men-
tal life, a center of mental meanings and consciousness, but also personally — as something spir-
itual-ideal, social or biographico-historical (see: Kulchytskyi, 1973, pp. 64-70; Shumylo-
Kulchytskyi, 1949, pp. 35-43). Each of these dimensions of our "I" is based on a certain structur-
al-real "I" defined by a set of our conscious and unconscious mental states, thoughts and feel-
ings, extrapolated to the level of intersubjective interaction. At this level, the person grasps,
comprehends and develops the moral, aesthetic, religious, theoretical values of society; carries
out the introjection of universal and national spiritual values into the way of being one’s own
phenomenal "I".

Kulchytskyi separately emphasized that human existence never stands apart from the fate of
society. He wrote: "Human actions and reactions are so completely woven into the web of social
relations that they are never deprived of social significance and are never socially indifferent:
everything is related to the social environment” (Shumylo-Kulchytskyi, 1949, p. 40). It does not
matter whether it is about a person thinking alone on past events, the current state of affairs or
planning future actions. Each time a person uses the language he or she has learned in the pro-
cess of socialization, he or she takes into account the potential social assessment and determines
the extent to which his or her actions will be welcomed or condemned by others.
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In the community, a person has the opportunity to compare his/her actions with the actions
of others, to build certain patterns of behavior in society and to determine his/her attitude to
them. Therefore, it is good when a person’s philosophical reflection will help in this matter.
Kulchytskyi (1995a) wrote: "Philosophical anthropology gives reason to think not only about
human who is, but also about human who should be, not only about human nature, but also
about its transformation, not only about human reality, but to some extent about the human ide-
al" (p. 148). Guidelines for certain ideals are of practical use, because they make it clear that the
understanding of human nature is not limited to itself, it also fulfills certain axiological, didactic
goals. The educational ideal to which the researcher aspires is to focus on the best examples of
culture (including Ukrainian). It is not simply in the gaining of knowledge, but in the education,
cultivation of values; in strengthening spiritual and cultural ties in society and, in general, taking
into account the best experience of one’s own culture, as well as the cultural heritage of other
peoples (Kulchytskyi, 1969, p. 23). As we can see, combining the goals of anthropology and
pedagogy, Kulchytskyi aims to strengthen the practical significance of philosophical anthropolo-
gy. If the statements in philosophical anthropology were exceptionally about the universal, they
would be nothing more than an abstraction or idealization; it would not matter to the everyday
life of the average person. Therefore, it is no coincidence that Kulchytskyi moves from the con-
cept of person to the analysis of Ukrainian person, Ukrainian cultural tradition and Ukrainian
values, reveals ethnopsychological, ideological, spiritual and cultural-historical factors of for-
mation of the Ukrainian national character (see, e.g.: Kulchytskyi, 1995b). In this way, he makes
a kind of transition in his reflection from psychology to anthropology, and then returns to the
study of the individual, whose cognitive and moral autonomy is extremely important from the
standpoint of personalism.

A free creative person, not burdened by the external environment, capable of self-knowledge
and immersion in the depths of his/her heart — such an ideal of Skovorodian person in Kulchyt-
skyi’s personalism acquires a psychological dimension (Kultschytzkyj, 1974). "Heart" (inner
world of a person) is understood as a set of mental and spiritual phenomena that manifest them-
selves in the process of functioning of the human psyche, which serves as a basis for formulating
the spiritual dimension of human existence. This dimension is characterized by self-awareness,
personal activity and the desire for self-development. At the level of spirituality, the human "I"
becomes an axis for the formation of a person (aimed at realizing pragmatic goals and social
tasks) and a personality (able to perceive, realize and determine the attitude to spiritual, includ-
ing religious values). In general, the basic criteria of a person are individuality, teleology, axiol-
ogy (self-worth) and phenomenology (ability to self-knowledge) (Shumylo-Kulchytskyi, 1949,
p. 46). Compliance with these criteria is a necessary condition for the formation of personality as
an individual and a unique subject of socio-cultural reality.

Existential-worldview dimension of human being. However, Kulchytskyi does not dwell too
much on the study of human person as such, because he understands that knowledge of the na-
ture of human being requires a clear understanding of all the variety of challenges a particular
person is facing. Therefore, his analysis of human person is also characterized by attention to the
study of human existence.

In this aspect, again, we can point to a certain difference from the methodology of
Twardowski, for whom it was important to focus on some problem, to give an opinion in a criti-
cal-analytical way (see, e.g. Twardowski, 1921). For his part, Kulchytskyi preferred to consider
the problem in the context of the history of philosophy, to cite the views of predecessors that
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could confirm his own views. For example, he described the concept of spirit according to
Scheler (Kulchytskyi, 1973, p. 11), which corresponded to his idea of spirituality as one of the
layers of reality (Shumylo-Kulchytskyi, 1949, p. 3). In the context of the progress of philosophi-
cal anthropology, he paid attention primarily to the anthropological views of Plato, St. Augus-
tine, existentialism or Scheler (Kulchytskyi, 1995a, pp. 140-145). He combined them with his
own religious and ideological views of human person (Kulchytskyi, 1966); he gave a definition
of the situation according to Jaspers, Sartre or Hartmann, and then defined this concept
(Kulchytskyi, 1966, p. 4). That is, it was important for him not only to discuss, but also to seek
the views of those thinkers who would confirm his own reasoning.

In particular, Kulchytskyi drew attention to the context of the situation in order to understand
the nature of human behavior. The fact is that the person manifests oneself in the context of the
situation. Under the influence of the existential tradition, Kulchytskyi (1966) defined the situa-
tion as "a set of factors of the physical and spiritual environment of person, each of which simul-
taneously affects human and among which human acts, thereby acting on these factors as well”
(p. 4). Thus, there is an external and internal dimension of a certain situation, which the person
gets in. Sometimes external factors are so unfavorable that a person will not be able to show one-
self as usual. Such situations, following Jaspers, can be defined as boundary. But neither under
boundary conditions nor under normal ones, the situation itself does not contain instructions for
action. Therefore, a person is able to show freedom and decide how to interpret a situation cor-
rectly and how to act in it. As Kulchytskyi (1966) remarked: "Every human situation is a piece of
ethical existence” (pp. 4-5). Thus, even in completely new circumstances, a person, based on his
ethical experience, will decide how to act. The inner dimension of the situation in which a person
will be, will contain a number of spiritual factors of individual being. These factors will shape
the spiritual situation, which is determined by religious facts, thoughts or ideas, largely intercon-
nected with the processes of the outside world.

A human can be considered as being in different types of situation ("cosmic”, historical, socio-
public, personal and family). And at the same time each of us constantly builds a certain system
of relations to the world, sometimes without even guessing about it. The human worldview is
formed as existentially pluralistic — a person simultaneously interacts with a multitude of other
worlds, and is not in the same world with a clearly defined line of events. Under certain condi-
tions, a person finds oneself in extreme situations, which is an integral part of human existence —
it is about struggle, suffering, accident, guilt and death (Kulchytskyi, 1995a, p. 144). Such situa-
tions make you think about how to be and how to act, what to change and what to take for grant-
ed. When faced with difficulties, a person tries to preserve the integrity of one’s own personality,
which is manifested in spiritual harmony and peace of mind. In some cases, such borderline situ-
ations take the form of inevitable crisis situations. Kulchytskyi wrote about it as follows:

In two phases of human life, the integrity of life becomes a problem for
us: when we pass through the gates of our youth and see before us paths
and roads and their intersections and impassability, we look for our own
way, and then, when we pass through the gates of old age, coming out of

life before the "wall of death" that Franko writes about in "Moses", we
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look from afar at our journey and in what has been, and we find that
which is lasting and imperishable. (Kulchytskyi, 1985, p. 18)

Of course, a person constantly finds oneself in a situation of choice, not only at a young age
or at old age, when everyone chooses what will inevitably come. A difficult situation arises
whenever it is difficult to make a choice and make a decision, because you find yourself in the
unknown and do not know what decision to make. Kulchytskyi (1985) believes that in such cir-
cumstances the decisive role should be given to the worldview as a set of values that allow a per-
son to make the right choice in unexplained life situations (p. 18). Worldview is constantly
changing throughout life. It becomes the end result of our perception of the world. It is no coin-
cidence, as Kulchytskyi (1981) wrote, "for a clearer definition of the concept of worldview
("Weltanschaung") it is good to understand in advance the concept of world-picture ("Welt-
bild")" (p. 28). Characterizing the worldview, Kulchytskyi, following Jaspers, points to the se-
mantic-spatial, mental-cultural or metaphysical nature of this concept. The world-picture itself
clarifies to us how the transition takes place from a set of visual knowledge about the world and
individual subject contents to a holistic picture of the world.

The formation of worldview, i. e. the way a person understands the world and understands
what is happening in it, as Viktoriia Havrylenko (2020) points out, according to Kulchytskyi’s
philosophy, is influenced by origin, geographical living conditions and natural factors (p. 67).
However, it should be added that the nature of a person’s worldview is influenced by the peculi-
arities of mental composition of thinking and mentality. The process of forming a mentality as a
set of socio-psychological guidelines for understanding the processes occurring in the world
around depends on the cultural environment of the person. Under such conditions, culture forms
the ontological basis of the human worldview and the uniqueness of the worldview of different
peoples (Kulchytskyi, 1995b). And to understand the nature of human behavior, as well as the
existential dimensions of human worldview, it is necessary to take into account the spiritual,
psychological and socio-historical foundations of the cultural environment in which the individ-
ual is formed.

Originality

The preconditions of origin and peculiarities of the philosophico-personalistic conception of
human by Oleksandr Kulchytskyi are analyzed. The boundaries of Twardowski’s influence on
the nature of Kulchytsky’s worldview are determined and the originality of his reasoning in the
study of existential-worldview and socio-psychological aspects of philosophical anthropology is
stated.

Conclusions

Thus, thanks to reflections on person and his/her existence, as Kulchytskyi demonstrated,
philosophical searches in the ontological, epistemological, and axiological spheres acquire integ-
rity and completeness. Investigating the values and senses that fill human existence, he seems to
go far beyond the paradigm of philosophizing, focused on substantiating the truth, which fol-
lowed Twardowski. The practical value of anthropological reflections is manifested in the fact
that they build a certain educational ideal, but also in the fact that the thinker is able, without re-
sorting to excessive abstraction, to explore the specifics of being an individual. For this,
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worldview aspirations, beliefs and knowledge (life experience), mentality, the nature of the cul-
tural and historical situation in which the formation of the human personality took place are im-
portant. Studying the basics of philosophical anthropology, Kulchytskyi built an original concept
of Ukrainian personalism, within which he combined general philosophico-theoretical ideas with
specific observations of the way of life of the Ukrainian people. His philosophical anthropology
is developed as a synthesis of ideas of European philosophy in the context of Ukrainian intellec-
tual and spiritual culture. Combining the ideas of psychology, culturology and philosophy,
Kulchytskyi created an original conception of philosophical anthropology, in which reflections
on human nature and existential-worldview dimensions of human being acquire new meanings
and values within both Ukrainian culture and European philosophical thought.
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AHaJIi3 aHTPONMOJIOTTYHUX AocailkeHb Onekcanapa KyJbunubKoro
B KOHTEKCTI €Bponeicbkoi pisocodii

Merta. [ocniauti 0coOIMBOCTI BYSHHS TIPO JIIOAMHY, sike po3BuBaB Osexcanap Kynbuuibkuii, 3Bakaroun Ha
KOHTEKCT €BpoIeHchbkoi ¢inocodil # ocobmuBo y cHiBCTaBieHHI 3 Hapaaurmoro ¢inocodysanns JIbBIBCbKO-
Bapmascekoi mkonu. Teoperwunuii 6a3uc nociijpKeHHsT BU3HAYEHUH HAayKOBUMHU po3BiakaMu Kynbuuibkoro B
napuHi ¢inocodii i ¢inococbkoi aHTPOIMOIOT], a TAKOXK HOBITHIMH HaIpallOBaHHSIMM, 110 O-HOBOMY IHTEpIIpe-
TYIOTh BIUIUB TEOPETHKO-METOIOJIOTTYHUX 1/1eil TBapJoBChKOrO Ha (opMyBaHHS (PiIOCO(CHKOrO CBITOTIALY BOTO
ykpaincekoro mucnurens. HaykoBa HoBu3Ha. Ha mizcTaBi 3BepHEHHS 0 MEPIIOKEPEII, pEKOHCTPYHOBaHO (iyo-
cocpke BueHHA Kylb4MIBKOTO MpO JOAMHY B €IHOCTI HOTO BHXIIHHX MOJNOKCHb 1 TEOPETUKO-TIPAKTUYHUX Pe-
3ynbTaTiB. BusHaueHo cmocobm ¢gopmyBaHHA 0a30BHX imeit ioro ¢imocodcrkoi aHTPOMOIOTii Ta OOIPYHTOBAHO
iXHIO CAaMOOYTHICTB, TIOTPH CIIBIPAIIO 31 KOOI TBapAOBCHKOTO, a TAKOXK, HE 3BaYKAIOUX Ha YUCIICHHI TUCKYCii i
TOCTIKSHHST 3aXiTHOEBPONEHCEKOT (Pioco(ChKO-aHTPOIIOJIOTIYHOI, E€K3UCTEHIIIHHO-CBITOTIIIIHOT 1 COIiabHO-
MICUXOJIOTI9HOT pobaeMaTuky. BucHOBKH. 3’5COBaHO Ipoliec cTaHOBJIEHHS (iocodchkoro critormsamy OnekcaH-
npa Kyiapuuibkoro; #Oro mOCTYMOBHMA MEpeXij BiA JOCIIKEHb JIIOJCHKOI MCHUXIKH y MEXKaX aHTPOIOJIOTIYHOT
CTPYKTYPHOT IICHXOJIOTIT JI0 YCBIIOMIICHHS HEOOXiMHOCTI BUBUCHHS (iocodchkoi anTpormnosorii. Oxapakrepu3oBa-
HO HEPCOHATICTHYHI 0COOIMBOCTI HOro (hinococbKoro BYSHHs MPo JIFOAMHY. 30KpeMa, 3BE€pHEHO yBary Ha JIUCTHH-
KIIif0 TOHATH "0co0u™ 1 "0cOOMCTOCTI", BU3HAUCHHS BAXXIIUBOCTI COLIATBHOTO (HaKTOPY I (OPMYBAHHS CBITOIJISA-
Iy JIIOAWHY, TUIAKTHYHI I JTI0JUHO3HaBYMX cTyaii. [IponemMoncTpoBaHo, sik y dinocodcebkiit antpomnoorii Ky-
JMBYAIBKOTO Ha0yBa€e 0COOIMBOI Bark aHaJi3 eK3UCTCHIIHHO-CBITOTIIIIHOTO BUMIPY JIFOJICBKOTO OYTTS, IPOSIBIICHO-
IO B PI3HMX JyXOBHHMX CHUTYalisfiX 1 COLIaJbHO-KYJIBTYPHHUX YMOBax, IO BIUIMBAIOTH Ha CIENN(iKy MHCICHHS I
NPUPOTy MEHTaJIbHOCTI 0coOu. KoHcTaToBaHO OpHriHANBHICTG MipKyBaHb KyJIbUMIBKOTO PO JIIOAMHY SIK Y KOH-
TEKCTI YKpalHCHKOT (inocodii, Tak i eBporeichkoi (pimocodchkol TyMKH 3arajioM.

Kouosi cnosa: Onexcannp Kympunipkuit; ¢imocodcbka aHTPOMONOTIS, SK3UCTEHINS; MEPCOHAN3M; 0co0a;
ocobucTicTh; JIbBIBChKO-BapiaBchka mkoaa
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