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The article traces the origin of the concept “transcendence” in the Axial Period when its
classical definition was articulated according to which transcendence is a sphere beyond the
sensually given world: in Judaism it is represented by God who stays beyond created nature, in
Platonism — by the world of perfect and eternal ideas. The article shows that classical interpretation
of “transcendence” is based on dualism and the vertical hierarchical structure of Being. On referring
to I. Kant’s, M. Heidegger’s, E. Levinas’, L. Wittgenstein’s and G. Vattimo’s views, the article
sketches the radical shift in its definition that was made in Modern philosophy. Contemporary
definition of transcendence concerns transcending the human self in the world, not the world
itself. It is proven that the authentic Christianity has been distorted by classical interpretation of
transcendence and can be restored only in the age of “post-transcendence”.
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1. INTRODUCTION

“Transcendence” is not a monosemic term and involves a variety of contexts: ontological,
theological, epistemological and anthropological. This concept has a wide range of definitions
depending on what is being transcended: sensible world, self, Being or even transcendence itself.
Yet all of them share in common some fundamental points: first, necessity of a “border”, since
“going beyond” means going beyond something, and a bound is needed to demarcate “here”
and “there”; second, objectification and representation — namely, transcendence is understood as
something that “goes beyond”, something that represents a counterpart in the binary oppositions
constituted by the “border” (inside/outside, self/other, world/God etc.) [8, p. 2; 10, p. 169—-170]

Examination of all definitions in detail would be quite an extensive enterprise; and so, in
order to fit the scale of this paper I suggest to start with focusing on the following questions:
When did the concept “transcendence” appear? What was its initial meaning? And is this meaning
still current? Therefore, the aim of the paper is, on tracing the historical origin of the concept
“transcendence”, to unfold its classical interpretation and to sketch its transformation in the
contemporary philosophy.
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2. AXIAL AGE BREAKTHROUGH

Probably, the most crucial, essential achievement of the Axial Age consists in “man’s reaching
out beyond himself by growing aware of himself within the whole of Being” [5, p. 4]. Along
with facing his own limitations and powerlessness, on the one hand, and plunging in the depth
of his selthood, on the other hand, Axial man discovers transcendence — something beyond: the
beyond of the immediately given self (that is being unveiled under the guidance of self-reflection),
the beyond of the sensually given world and the beyond of the temporality (that overcomes
history). Hence, the Axial Age introduces the dualism of within/beyond, immanent/transcendent,
temporal/eternal that was unknown before. Let us take a closer look at the distinctive features of
the earlier “pre-axial” worldview and at the consequences that this dualism entails. However, as
it is well-known, there are five paths of Axiality deployment: in India, China, Iran, Palestine and
Greece; and each of them involves some kind of a specific, distinctive interpretation of immanent/
transcendent correlation [10, p. 73-78]. Thus, it’s necessary to emphasize that cases of Palestine
and Greece exclusively will be in focus of the paper, whereas these two types of Axiality affected
the direction of the contemporary Western philosophy development.

The initial interpretation of transcendence in the Axial Age — which we might call the
“classical” one — presupposes its spatial definition: transcendence is understood as a particular
dimension, terrain, space beyond “this” sensually given world. Moreover, patriarchal model that
the concept “transcendence” arose within determines a strict top-down hierarchical relationship
between the immanent and the transcendent, on asserting the superiority of the latter [8, p. 4].
Therefore, Axiality introduces differentiation, and the unity of homogeneous pre-axial world is
broken.

Pre-axial cosmology was based on the immanence of the divine: gods belonged to “another
world” but this “otherness” was not beyond nature or opposite to it; consequently, gods were not
“extra-mundane”, they were immanent in the world, and thus, nature was seen as enchanted —
sacred and homogeneous. Society — integrated as well in nature — was free of differentiation and
distinction, the early pre-axial polytheistic religions sustained social order of a radical unity [1,
p. 70; 2, p. 371]. Cyclical interpretation of time fitted the picture, since it did not clearly articulate
time dimensions (past, present and future) — they overlapped and merged into undifferentiated
and repetitive flow.

The Axial Age brings a radical rupture in understanding of reality, establishes a sharp
disjunction between here-below and beyond in which the beyond is privileged as a higher
metaphysical and/or ethical order. However, the two cases in question — Palestine and Greece —
have dissimilar interpretations of the beyond elaborated in Judaism and Platonism, respectively.

Judaism defines God as radical transcendence: God is taken out of nature; He is totally
outside the cosmos, not only spatially but temporally as well. He creates nature but belongs to
the beyond of it. This leads to disenchantment — and, consequently, to rationalization — of nature,
when the magic spell, the sacred canopy embracing nature is destroyed and the homogeneous
mythological reality is broken by the opposition between transcendence and “this” world. The
unitary and undifferentiated cosmos of mythology is bifurcated by the ethical sphere. From now
on, moral behaviour, internal choice and ethical responsibility in the face of God are much more
important than any external, physically performed rituals that mythology was “prescribing”. Hence,
anew type of relationship between the individual and the group is formed insofar as an individual
self is manifested as moral evaluator that refers primarily to the transcendent God [6, p. 55, 88].



V. Jyw
ISSN 20786999. Visnyk of the Lviv University. Series philosophical science. Issue 17 47

In Platonism we find a contrast between the immanent changing world and the transcendent
eternal changeless world. This opposition is explained with the famous Cave allegory. Plato
describes men imprisoned in a cave for their entire life and chained so that they can see a wall
behind them and cannot turn around. The fire is burning behind them and by the light of it they
can see shadows of objects moving along a walkway which is in front of the fire. The shadows and
the echoes of the unseen objects — this is the only world that the prisoners have ever known. When
one of the prisoners has been released and than returns back to the cave to tell the others about
the true world he have seen outside — nobody believes him. “The allegory draws on a special...
difference between inside and outside that suggests not only that there are two “spaces”... but
that we can move from the immanent world inside the cave to the transcendent world outside
the cave” [3, p. 148]. Hence, Plato demarcates the transcendent and the immanent in two ways:
ontologically, on emphasizing the priority of the transcendent, and epistemologically, on opposing
the intelligible world as the only possible source of truth to the visible world that misleads us,
provides us with nothing but illusion.

The Christian tradition adopts this Platonic interpretation and modifies it into the idea of
divine transcendence. Mediaeval Christianity synthetizes elements of Judaism with Platonism,
and consequently, transcendence is pretty much radicalized. As we mentioned, for Plato the
transcendent world of ideas served as permanent unchanging foundation of the visible world and
as the source of our true knowledge, whereas to know meant to cognize ideas, not the appearance
of things. Thus, transcendence is reachable and intelligible. The Christian traditions places the
ideas in the mind of God whose “beyond” is inaccessible for human beings. The creature can
never penetrate the mind of the creator; it is restricted with the realm of the created nature, of
the immanence. The truths that we can grasp are the truths of “this” created world; our true
knowledge “corresponds to what is the case in creation, but the criterion of this correspondence
is to be found... in the eternal ideas of the divine mind” [3, p. 149]. Our mind can grasp only a
partial actualization of the eternal truths in the created order, we can cognize only their incomplete
manifestations in creation, but we can never know these eternal truths as such.

Christian theology describes God in three aspects: as God (Absolute Transcendence itself), as
Creator (Absolute Transcendence that serves as foundation and condition for distinction between
immanence and transcendence) and as Revealer (Absolute Transcendence that reveals itself to his
creatures). Knowledge of God as Creator cannot be read off from his creation, but exclusively in
the light of God’s self-revelation. Hence, we have no access to Absolute Transcendence beyond
our Immanence but only within our Immanence where God discloses himself. In this case — as Karl
Rahner puts it — we see God’s self-transcending through self-revelation: God self-transcends to the
side of Immanence, of his creation without ceasing to be God. Human transcending entails only
negative theology, because we can never reach the beyond, we just posit a differentiation between
immanence and transcendence — and thus, we are capable for grasping Absolute Transcendence
only in negative terms [3, p. 163—-166,173]. So, if — whatever it means — we can know something
of God, it is not because our reason can comprehend God, but because God breaks in into the
immanence of human history. God self-revelation in Jesus Christ means that God makes himself
accessible and comprehensible in human terms. Christianity, finally, makes God close, not by
saying that he is immanent in things, but by showing that he constantly transcends himself and
reveals himself to human beings.
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Thereby, discovered in the Axial Aged and radicalized in the Middle Ages, the concept of
transcendence establishes a deficiency of the mundane sphere and, therefore, its dependency on
the eternal, ideal world beyond. “This” world — which was the only possible in the “pre-axial”
period — loses its value, once the split is made. Nevertheless, together with the decrease of the
mundane sphere the increasing necessity of its rehabilitation comes. “It poses a question of the
ways in which the chasm between the transcendent and the mundane orders can be bridged” [4,
p- 200]. Eventually, on trying to restore its value, the mundane sphere obtains its self-sufficiency
and independency of the transcendence due to secularization process.

3. MODERNITY ON THE PROBLEM OF TRANSCENDENCE

By means of deism in the early Modernity, secularization eliminates the reference to the
eternal truths of the divine mind [See: 7, p. 262-274] and defines cognition solely in terms of the
correlation between human mind and the world. After the abolishment of the eternal truths of the
divine mind epistemic transcendence is defined as the infinity of what can be known; meaning,
that there is always something more to be known than we in fact know and that this “more” is
reachable for our mind. So this kind of logical transcending consists in the passage from one
idea/concept to another, a new one.

Yet, on referring to the problem of transcendence in “Critics of Pure Reason”, I. Kant claims
that there are limits of our knowledge and distinguishes transcendence outside in the world and
transcendence outside the world. I. Kant notices inaccessible transcendence in self-knowledge
as well. He explains that in a statement “I know myself” the I who knows is different from the I
that is known because there is an irreducible difference between a self-representation and the act
of self-representing (when I represent my self-representation) [3, p. 162].

In the 20" century some other aspects of transcendence are emphasized. M. Heidegger, E.
Levinas and L. Wittgenstein claim that there is something beyond the everyday experience, but
this “beyond” is not spatial anymore, it is interpreted in the context of being, ethics and language.

M. Heidegger explains transcendence in terms of Dasein that “is itself the passage across”.
Dasein surpasses things in encountering them within the world; therefore, transcendence is Dasein’s
being-in-the-world. M. Heidegger denies the definition of the world as things in the world; instead,
he defines the world as the way we relate to things and to others. So, we do not move to something
invisible beyond the world, because the world is already the invisible “how” of our behavior in it
[11, p. 3—4]. Unlike spatiality of the Axial Age definition of transcendence, M. Heidegger opens
a horizon of temporality. In being-towards-death the possibilities and potentialities of selfhood
are projected onto temporal horizons (the past, the present and especially the future); therefore,
it constitutes the “beyondness” that is needed for my thinking and actions. Death is the ultimate
horizon of my possibilities of selfhood.

For E. Levinas, transcendence means the ethical relation between the self and the other. This
is a “horizontal” transcendence that suggests self-transcending, whereas “vertical” transcendence
consists in going above or to the depth of the immanent world. E. Levinas defines the transcendent
as the other person whom we can never understand fully and adequately because we see him/her
from our own point of view, and who remains radically different from us. Therefore, the relation
with the other is a relation with Mystery. Ethical transcendence means not merely going beyond
my Ego, but rather it is becoming another in the experience of the Other. When I am cognizing
an object, [ remain myself without being fundamentally changed; but when I am encountering the
Other, I return to myself not as I was before, because the Other puts me into question.
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Beyond ethical context anthropological aspect of self-transcendence deploys in two ways.
First, self-transcending is described as discovering a “true self”. To become a “true self” means
to create, to construct the self in contrast to some pre-given identity, to break through social and
cultural determinants. Secondly, self-transcending is claimed to be an openness toward the presence
of others, their values and ideals. Here it is an overcoming of self-identity, critical deconstruction
in order to become accessible to others [3, p. 169].

L. Wittgenstein chooses a different context for interpretation of transcendence. He emphasizes
that there are things (like being-as-a-whole etc.) that transcend our ability to express them, not
everything can have representation in language, and thus, we need to remain silent about this things.

However, all these approaches focus on the man who is transcending himself, who is going
beyond himself in ontological, epistemological or ethical sense. They have nothing to do with
transcendence in classical (“Axial”) definition where not the man but the world (the reality) is
being transcended.

4. “POST-TRANSCENDENCE”: IN WHAT SENSE?

Modernity (from the 19" century) is characterized as a loss of transcendence [2, p. 371].

G. Vattimo proves that now we live in the age of “post-transcendence”, for classical
transcendence is left behind as so much metaphysics. G. Vattimo refers to philosophy of F.
Nietzsche and concludes that nihilism entails “weakening of Being” which means a crash of
metaphysical systems. He explains that within the contemporary philosophy relativization puts
the end to the strictly hierarchized structures of metaphysical thinking and the strong concept
of objective reality; Absolute Truth fades away together with inviolability of moral absolutes.
Metaphysics is based on “the belief in an objective world order, which must be recognized so that
thought might conform with its descriptions of reality and its moral choices”, “in the ideal world
order — in a kingdom of essences that lay beyond empirical reality” [9, p.13—14].

Metaphysics is refuted not only by nihilism, but also by the development and the specialization
of sciences, the proliferation of cultures, the fragmentation of life spheres, by “the Babel-like
pluralism of late-modern society” that have made the belief in “a unified world order impossible to
conceive” [9, p. 15]. Hence, the end of metaphysics — “weakening of Being”” — opens hermeneutical
horizon: when there is no objectivity, we need to find a common background based on understanding
and interpretation of each particular situation, as far as the reference to the epistemological
correspondence with objective reality is not possible anymore.

The end of metaphysics evidently leads to the collapse of “metaphysical theology”. 1. Kant
puts God into the noumenal world, and thus, he denies all efforts to say anything about God
on the basis of metaphysical arguments. F. Nietzsche consequently claims that metaphysical,
transcendent “God is dead”. Therefore, transcendence — in its classical definition — dissolves in
immanence. As 1. Dalfert puts it: “In the secularized modern version Plato’s view is not simply
reversed, but rather the whole distinction between immanence and transcendence... is rejected:
we do not live in an immanent world where we lost the feeling for transcendence, but we live in
the only world there is” [3, p. 148].

The collapse of Platonic dualism implies the end of transcendence and the rebirth of the
sacred in this (earthly) world. Transcendence of God is vanishing irreversibly. God cannot exist
somewhere beyond our spatial-temporal reality anymore, so he dissolves in the world; he is not
alienated of this world anymore but incarnated. This is called kenosis of God — self-emptying
of God — when he comes down from the transcendent world and incarnates in Christ. Thus,
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metaphysical God of Scholastics — who was considered as the first mover, the first cause and the
ultimate purpose of the world — disappears. Rationally grounded certainty in God’s existence is
now replaced by the faith in his existence that relies upon the trust to the words of Revelation.
Transcendent God of metaphysical theology underlies the very structure of reality and guarantees
the legitimacy of its hierarchy, whereas God of the end of metaphysics reveals himself through
the Book — through the Bible. To grasp his revelation we need to understand and to interpret the
Book — and here again we step on the field of hermeneutics. And since we face understanding
and interpretation, we need the criterion for them.

“Weakening of Being” refutes Platonic principle of objectivity but G. Vattimo emphasizes
that, indeed, subjectivity was brought forward long before Kant by Christianity — as St Augustine
claimed: “in interiore homine habitat veritas” (“the truth inhabits an inner man”). G. Vattimo
indicates that the authentic Christianity has always been “non-metaphysical” addressing the
human subjectivity manifested through love, compassion, care and mercy, and in our days — when
it has finally released of the Platonic dualist metaphysical framework — it can fully accomplish
itself in this world. Hence, Christianity, says G. Vattimo, provides us with the criterion for our
hermeneutical enterprise — and that one would be love, since in the contemporary pluralist world
only love can serve as the common background for the interpreters’ community and establish
principles of respect and tolerance [9, p.47-49]. G. Vattimo asserts that Christianity is designed
for this world not for beyond, its essence consists in applying teaching of Christ in this world,
overcoming hostility between religions and creating a common background for dialogue. He proves
that this is what a true secularity consists in and that through secularity the authentic Christian
message is being fully deployed.

5. CONCLUSION

As we have seen, there is no single interpretation of transcendence. It is a multidimensional
ambiguous term, and its diverse meanings have been emerging throughout history. Each of these
meanings deserves a separate full research, while only some of them were sketched out in this
paper. However, the point was not to embrace all of them, but rather to show how a usage of and
a reference to the very distinction between transcendence and immanence had affected human
worldview and had changed contemporary social life. Classical definition of transcendence
directing a person towards something perfect, ideal and constant beyond this world lost its ground
in the contemporary philosophy, and thus, concept of post-transcendence is justified. Although,
post-transcendence does not presuppose the absence of God who was attributed with transcendence
by classical theory — on the contrary, through authentic Christianity (not affected by Platonic
dualism) it entails immanentization of transcendence, which means that from now on God is
present here, in this world, and thus, the significance of this world is being reevaluated.
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V crarri 3nilicHeHo icTopuko-dinocodcerkuii aHamiz Tpancdopmarii 3HAYEHb MOHATTS
«TpaHcLeHeHIis». Ha 0CHOBI pO3MIsy OHTOJIOTIYHOTO, TEOJIOTiYHOI0, THOCEOJIOrIIHOTO
Ta aHTPOMOJOTIYHOTO KOHTCKCTIB BUOKPEMJICHO KJIAaCHYHE BU3HAUCHHS TPAaHCIECHJCHIIT Ta
JOCITIIDKEHO HOoro Micue y cydacHii dinocodii.

Bymyuun ogHUM 13 HaliBaXKIHUBIIIHX JOCSTHEH OCHOBOTO YaCY, IOHSATTS «TPAHCUICH ICHIIIS
CTaJIO JJISl JIOJWHH BIAKPUTTIM cdepu «Imo Toi Oik» 4yTTeBO maHoro cBity. Hesimomuit
Mi)OJIOTIUHI CBIIOMOCTI Jyaii3M BIYHOTO/4aCOBOTO, TPAHCICHJCHTHOTO/IMaHECHTHOTO
paIuKaIbHO 3MIHHB YSBJICHHS JEOIMHU MPO CTPYKTYypy ByTTs. SIkimo B 10-ochoBOMY mepiofi
JUHCHICTh CHIpHIMAacs sIK TOMOTCHHA 1 HaBiTh OOTM HAJIC)KAIH JIO0 «I[bOTO» CBITY, TO MOsBA
MOHSATTS «TPAHCIICH/ICHIIIS» O3HAMEHYBaJIa CTPOre PO3MEKYBaHHS J[BOX BHMIpIiB: 3¢MHOTO i
HeOecHOro, Pi3MYHOrO 1 JYXOBHOTO, MaTepialibHOIO 1 i7IcallbHOrO — Ta BCTAHOBIICHHS YiTKOT
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iepapxii ByTT4, sika mpuIucyBasia YyTTEBO JAHOMY CBITY HEIOCKOHAJICTH Ta 3aJICKHICTH BiJ
TpaHCLEHJEHTHOT0. BinTak, 10BeIeHO, 0 KITaCHYHe BU3HAYCHHs TPaHCLCH CHIIIT epedadac,
MO-TIePIIIE, NPOCHMOPOEe PO3MEKYBAHHS 1 6epmuKanrbHuLl IOALT (MiXK BUIIUM 1 HIJKYUM PiBHIMHU
Byrtts), mo-npyre, BUXiN 3a MeX1 uymmeso oarnoco ceimy. Y mnepiogq OCbOBOTO Hacy Iyaii3m
HaOIIBII SICKPaBO MPOSBUBCS B I0[ai3Mi Ta rpeupkiit pinocodii, Tomy B cTarTi OepyThes 10
yBaru came I aBa Bapiantu OchoBoro vacy — [lanmectuna i ['pertist, — siKi, 10 TOro X, CTaJIH
(byHIaMEHTOM I MOJIEpHOT €BpOTeHCchKO1 (imocodii.

V romai3mi bor crae TpaHCIEHACHTHHM, BUXOIUTDH 32 MEXI MPUPOIH: € i TBOpIIEM, aje
HAJISKHUTH 10 cepH «I10 TOH OiK» YyTTEBO JAHOTO CBITY. BinTak mpuposa BTpadae cakpaabHICTh
i 3a3Ha€ «po3vaKITyBaHHs». TpaHCIEeHACHTHICTH bora € He nHIIe MpoCcTOPOBOIO, alle i 4acoBolo,
OCKIJIBKH BiH HepeOyBae Mmo3a yacoM — y BigHOCTI. I1aToH po3MekoBye TpaHCIEHJCHTHE Ta
IMaHEHTHE y JBOX ACHEKTaX: OHTOJOTIYHOMY (HAJalo4H MepeBary TPAHCICHJICHTHOMY SK
JOCKOHAJIOMY) Ta THOCEOJIOTIYHOMY (IIPOTHUCTABIAIOUH CBIT 11eH SIK €MHE JKePeno iCTUHU
BUJIUMOMY CBITY, III0 BBOJWTB HAac B oMaHy). CepeHbOBIYHE XPUCTHSIHCTBO, CHHTE3YIOUH FO/1ai3M
Ta IUIATOHI3M, BMIIITY€ IJIATOHIBCHKUH CBIT i71e#1 y po3ym bora. JTronuna sk TBopiHHs Boxke He Moxe
MIPOHUKHYTH B PO3YM TBOPILS, a OT>KE, CIIPOMOKHA MMi3HABATH HOTO 17161 TUTbKY Yepes IxHiil mposB
y ctBopeHOMY borom cBiTi. AOCOMIOTHA iICTHHA CTa€ IS JTIONUHU HEAOCSKHA, JTIOIMHA CIIPOMOKHA
Mi3HATH CTLIBKU, CKUIBKY TPAHCHEHACHTHUH Bor Binkpue i, IpOsSBISIOUNCH B IMAHEHTHOMY
cBiTi. OTXe, SIK TIOKAa3aHO Yy CTATTi, KJIACHYHE BU3HAYCHHS TPAaHCIEHACHIT, COPMOBaHE Y
niepion OckoBOTO Yacy i paaukanizoBane y CepeqHbOBIUYi, yTBEPAMIIO HEIOCKOHAIICTh 36MHOTO
CBITY Ta HOT0 3aeXHICTh BiJ chepr TPAHCUEHJEHTHOIO, BI4HOTO, iZIeadbHOTr0. SIK HACTIIOK,
HaMarar4uch BiJHOBUTH CBOIO IIHHICTh, 3eMHHI CBIT Yepe3 Jei3M HoBoro vacy 3BUTbHUBCS Bif
BIUTMBY TPAHCIIEHAEHTHOTO 1, BPEILTI, 3aBSIKA TPUBAIIOMY CEKyISIPH3allifHOMY IIPOIECY TOCSITHYB
CaMOJIOCTaTHOCTI, a TpaHCIeHAeHTHHH «bor momepy, sk BucnoBuscs . Himmre.

VY XVIII cr. I. Kant nepenocuts Bora y chepy HOyMmeHiB, a oTxe, 3anepedye Oyab-siKy
MOXITUBICTh MeTadizuuHoro o0rpyHTyBanHs bora. [lyai3Mm 3a3Hae Kpaxy pa3oM i3 KIaCHYHUM
BH3HAYCHHAM TpaHcueHeHil. To6To MoxepHa ¢inocodis He IpocTo peadiniTye iIMaHEHTHe,
a BIIKHIAE caM i€papXiYHHAN MOALN Ha TPAaHCUEHACHTHE Ta iMaHeHTHEe. Y XX CT. MOHATTS
«TpaHCUEHJCHILIsH» Oinblie He mependadae AONAHHSA MEX YyTTEBO JAHOTO CBITY, pyX Bropy
JI0 YOTOCh BIYHOTO i JOCKOHanoro. TpaHCIEHIEHIsl BiITeNep CTA€ «TOPH30HTAIBHOION,
03HaYa€ BHXIJI JIFOJMHU 32 MEXKi CBOET BIIACHOT caMOCTi, CBOTO Sl y ybomy CBITi, B MeKax camol
imareHTHOCTI: M. [aiinerrep mosicHIOE TpaHCIIEHACHIIIO sIK OyTTsA-y-CBiTi, E. JIeBiHac BH3Hauae
11 six 3ycTpiu 3 [Hmoo Ocoboto, JI. Bitrenmraiin roBOpUTh Mpo 34aTHICTH byTTa BUXOOUTH 32
MEKI Haloi MOXKJIMBOCTI BUPA3UTH HOTO B MOBI.

OTKe, 3 MOKIMKaHHAM Ha aprymeHTH [lx. BartiMo noBezeHo, 1o € Bei MiICTaBu Ha3UBATH
CYYacHICTb 10000 «IIOCT-TPAHCIEHACHTIIT» — J000I0, KOIH 3a3HA€ Kpaxy TPAHCUEHICHINS Y
KJIaCHYHOMY BH3Ha4deHHi. MeTadisuuHi cuctemu, mody1oBaHi Ha Ayasi3Mi Ta BEPTUKAILHOMY
iepapxizoBaHoMy OaueHHi ByTTs, Oinblie He (QYHKIIOHYIOTh, Bipa B AOCONIIOTHY iCTHHY Ta
00’€KTHBHY JIMCHICTD IOCTAaBICHA IMiJ CyMHIB — Y 10Oy «IIOCT-TPAaHCUCHJCHTIII» JIIOIIHA
BiIKpHBa€ Cy0’€KTHUBHICTH 1 OMUHSAETHCS B IUTFOPAICTAYHOMY CBiTi. bor Oinble He BUKOHYE
POTb HepIIopyIis, MEPIIONPUYNHHM, FapaHTa iepapxiuHoi cTpykTypu byrTa. bor Ginbiie He €
TPaHCLEHACHTHUM, HEJJOCSHKHUM. Bor pO3UMHSAETBCS B IMAHEHTHOCTI, BTITIOETHCS Y IIbOMY CBITI.
Bor ocsraeTbest He po3yMoM, a Biporo depe3 BUTTyMadeHHs: OTKpoBeHHs. Binrak, XpHCTHIHCTBO,
CIIOTBOPEHE KITACHYHOIO IHTEPIIPETALIEF0 TPAHCIICH ICHIIIT, camMe y T00y «IIOCT-TPaHCIIEHICHTIII»
OTPUMY€E MOKJIUBICTh TOBHOLIIHHO 3A1HCHUTH cebe y ybomy CBIiTI yepe3 KoHLenTu boromroannu
Ta JIT000BI SIK KPUTEPiI0 KOMYHIKalii i B3aeMoii.

Kurwouosi cnosa: TpaHCUEHJICHIlIS, IMMaHEHTHICTh, CBIT, bor, camicth, OcboBHI Hac,
CEKYISPHICTb.
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