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The purpose of the article is to argue the factor of pretending in the technique of the
theater and cinema actor; based on the analysis of the dual existence of the actor in the role,
to prove the need for an approach to the creative act, based on the actor’s participation in
this act and then taking into account the form and content of human existence in everyday
life. The research aims to find out the place and significance of pretending in the art of the
theater and cinema actor. The methodology of the research presupposes application of the
analytical and logical approach to understanding the actor’s play in the creative act. The
research uses a comparative analysis of the actor’s existence in the role and as an ordinary
person during a joke or deception. By comparing the dual existence of the actor in a role
with a similar way of existence as an ordinary joker, their similarities and differences are
clarified. The scientific novelty of the material presented in the article is to substantiate
pretending as an integral part of the actor’s activity. It is argued why pretending in a role
is a prerequisite for an artistic act creation. It has been justified that there is the need to
introduce the lecturers in the course of actors’ teaching that explain the actor-beginner what
the masterful pretending of bodily and mimic movements and linguistic features that arise
during the activities and behavior of the character means, and how emotions arise thanks to
pretending. Conclusions. The act of acting in general has more in common with deception
than life, although it is designed to reflect it. Therefore, pretending and imitation in a role
is a necessary and integral part of acting. Adoption of the way of existence simultaneously
in the hypostasis of the deceiver and the character gives the actor more opportunities to
observe and explore the features of own psyche, and therefore to manage own psycho-
emotional system when acting.
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Introduction

It is difficult to agree with those researchers of acting, who take, defend
and interpret the imposed and feigned position - to create life in a role, basing
on the form and content of human existence in normal life, and completely
neglected the participation of the actor in the created life.

There has been no scientist, art critic or an actor so far who at least has tried
to approach the analysis of acting from this different position — to create life
in a role, primarily basing on the actor’s performance in this created life, and
therefore — given the form and the content of human existence in ordinary life.
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In the works by of K. Stanislavskyi and M. Chekhov one important and
decisive detail of actor’s skill was missed. Both of them accepted the fact
of pretending in a role as a self-evident need, and did not give this much
importance. But pretending accompanies and complements the process of
emotional experience. All the actors are aware of the problem: while acting
where to hide from yourself and justify the fact that not everything in a role is
really done and how to be with it? Of course, the actors with experience overcome
this problem on their own, and partly they fix it, but not everyone - it depends.
This is not the way how it should be and this problem should be explained in
theater schools. After all, we, the actors, really skillfully falsify all the external
characters of the character, from the physical and linguistic features to all the
movements within and outside the body. Actually, movements, not actions!
Movement is a means of action. And this applies not only to movements
associated with physical actions and character traits of the character, but also
all the rest, as already mentioned. But the biggest mistake is ignoring the fact
that movement pretending is closely intertwined with the feeling that arises
during this movement and it is defined by it. Without the first there will be no
other. E. Butenko, the author of the imitation theory of actor’s transformation
in the role, gives a well-reasoned argument about pretending: “It is interesting
that M. Chekhov founded another, different from K. Stanislavskyi’s method of
actor’s education. However, K. Stanislavskyi himself did not claim to put the final
point in his theories. “Imitation theory” is not yet another “method” or “system”
and not another theory of actor’s transformation. This is the first attempt to
create a theory of stage transformation that is based on the famous provision
on the imitative nature of art (Aristotle), reflections on the imitative nature
of acting (Denis Diderot), on the discovery and study of general psychology of
action, imagination, imitation, acting, etc., on the methods of teaching work
of famous stage masters, including their practical experience and theoretical
considerations (K. Stanislavskyi, E.Vakhtanhov, M. Chekhov, V. Meiierkhold,
S. Mikhoels, B. Brekht, Yezhy Hrotovskyi, etc.)” (Butenko, 2017).

The purpose of the article

The purpose of the article is to argue the factor of pretending in the
technique of the theater and cinema actor; based on the analysis of the dual
existence of the actor in the role, to prove the need for an approach to the
creative act, based on the actor’s participation in this act and then taking into
account the form and content of human existence in everyday life. The research
aims to find out the place and significance of pretending in the art of the theater
and cinema actor.

Presentation of the main material
About the “Stanislavskyi’s system” When carefully looking at the cinema

actors acting in close-up, in the place of the dramatic fragmentation of the
character, you feel bitter for their failure to arouse the necessary feeling. It
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happens not because the actors are not talented, but because they are wrongly
trained to call and create this feeling. But this can be fixed!

What does it mean to perform the role, using the techniques of the
so-called “Stanislavskyi’s system”, and why this “system” is detrimental to
acting talent, if it is understood incorrectly and misused? I’ve been educated
on this “system”, I know it, I have worked using it, researched it and therefore
I can afford such judgments.

In order to understand what is wrong with the “systems”, we’ll briefly
consider its main principle.

First of all, it should be noted that K. Stanislavskyi questioned the exact
definition of what he was doing in order to fit into the role: “If my practical
and unscientific technique will help you too, it’s good; I do not insist on
anything and I do not claim anything” (Stanislavskyi, 1953, pp. 270). But all
the actors are aware that according to the “system” they were taught, the actor,
forcing themselves to imagine and believe in the circumstances proposed and
analyzing acting according to the role, can master this action and, accordingly,
emotional experience of the role. Actor’s mastery builds and improves basing
on this concise and generally formulated concept throughout the entire period
of study. The improvement is deepened on the basis of enriching the actor’s
imagination about the character’s image and creative work on it. With only
this knowledge and, at first glance, logical beliefs about faith, imagination,
attention, action, etc. (because if you observe life, you can really understand
it), the actor tries to exist in the process of performing a role, and as a result —
the actor succeeds from time to time: the role, in actor’s opinion, is no slouch.
However, not always and not as often as the actor would like to. Why? The actor
didn’t work on the image enough and insufficiently believed, imagined and
acted, that is, the actor has not mastered the known techniques. And the worst
thing is there is not enough talent! That’s all, it is a comprehensive answer why
it did not work, because you did everything as it was had been taught! If this is
hammered into a student’s head for all four years, then the student will really
believe that there is no other way and that he or she is not talented enough.
And with this imposed faith in the “system” the student will lose and bury own
talent. Why lose? Because the talent cannot be realized on the wrong method
of role performing.

The fault of the “system” in general is that it forces the actor to return
in public conditions of acting in that hermetic creativity that was in the
imagination. That is, the actor is forced to abstract from the public and those
real circumstances that surround and storm him/her from all sides and hinder
from creating the role. In particular, it is about the audience and colleagues in
the role. Here’s a mistake, including K. Stanislavskyi’s mistake.

In order to create under public conditions the correct state that an actor
created during the hermetic acting in the imagination, to call it repeatedly, it
is necessary to use another way of existence, to take another example of life.
Not only those K. Stanislavskyi’s observations of the usual actions of people
in life, but those in which we come closer to the acting profession in the usual
life in public. These are the cases when people are joking and deceiving. Yes,
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these are not noble examples and deeds - to laugh at someone, and moreover,
to deceive. But we do this sometimes and we did it in the past. That’s where we
approach for some instant to the creative state in which the actor must remain,
pursuing a noble goal. It is precisely in this state that we are not separated
from the one we are deceiving or joking at, nor from the realization of the
untruth, we do not force ourselves to believe in what we do and say, but we
use our own natural abilities, a gift — another phenomenon inherent in man,
which allows us to behave externally so plausibly not to be debunked. And in
fact, thanks to this deception, external pretending, we enter into the state in
which we experience the true sense of what we are pretending — our thinking
is switched on independently in the sense of the deception and we begin to
influence people in this state. And they believe us. This “gift of pretending”
(the gift of pretending to be another person outwardly) borrowed from a usual
deceiver, in fact, is the path that opens another gift — the “gift of experience”
(a gift to breathe in a spirit of life into something false) in the role of something
specific and special. Diderot considered imitation to be the main thing in the
acting profession: “A man is a real man naturally, imitating transforms a man
into someone different; the heart that you invent is not like the heart you really
have. What is the true talent? In order to study external manifestations of
another’s soul, to address the feelings of those who listen to us, and to deceive
them by imitation, which will exaggerate everything in their imagination and
determine their judgments; because otherwise it is impossible to evaluate what
is happening inside us. And what is the matter whether the actor feels or does
not feel, once we still do not know that. An outstanding actor is the one who has
deeply studied and with the greatest perfection reproduces the external signs
of the most highly conceived ideal image” (Diderot, 1980, p. 33). The fact that
this experience is peculiar, special and not as ordinary was noticed by Plato,
then by D.Diderot, K. Stanislavskyo, M. Chekhov, L. Vygotskyi, R.Natadze,
P. Yakobson and others. However, actors use pretending when they fit into the
role, but unconsciously, without recognizing it. If the actor does not understand
and does not recognize what he or she imitates in this role, and what is created
independently, as a result of artificial existence, the nature will strike the actor
from the other side — the actor will imitate feelings and pretend. As a result of
self-observation and observation, it has been investigated that pretending and
imitation in a role is an obligatory and integral part of acting skill. Thanks to
pretending something what is really called “faith” is activated in the actor’s
consciousness and there really appears a sense of action, an emotion is formed.
The actor falls into the state that K. Stanislavskyi called “I am”: “In our language
we call this state on the stage “I am”. And what is “I am”? It means: I exist,
I live, I feel and think the same way with the role. In other words, “I am” leads
to emotions, to feelings, to experience” (Stanislavskyi, 1953, p. 217).

Of course, not all actors act this way. Actors with experience do this way —
they pretend and experience at the same time. But this comes with experience!
We have to wait for this experience. And not everyone has an opportunity to
play an infinite number of roles and work out a personal approach to perform
arole! Therefore, it is necessary to recognize and openly tell young actors, what
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exactly is pretended, imitated in a role, and what is independently formed as
a result of this pretending: “The fact of perception of the viewer of so-called
“double” acting on the stage can serve as an indicator of how subtly the viewer
feels and distinguishes a true transformation from “imitation”; when an actor
performs a role of a two-faced insincere man who is insincere in revealing own
feelings and tries to show themselves a completely different person. Indeed,
here, as a true transformation, that is, with a convincing organics for the viewer,
manifests itself in that inner life, the emotion of the person performed by an
actor who hides behind the lies of emotions imitated by this man” (Natadze,
1972, p. 118). Is not it obvious that the more the actor gives the character the
external characteristic features that the actor is imitating, the sooner the actor
enters the role. But if the actor simulates it, then perhaps this is not the solution
to the creation of the actor’s behavior, facial expressions, breathing, etc. — all
external signs and responses? Actor and deceiver: two worlds — two truths. The
main argument that prompts to turn to the experience of pretending of untruth
is the fact that, besides the real experience in the role, the actor also uses
pretending. This is known to all actors-practitioners, but the traditional actor’s
school, for some reason, has stubbornly been keeping it secret. That is, deceit is
a part of the actor’s art, and therefore, it’s food for thought.

When the actor takes over the mode of the deceiver’s existence and turns
deception into an open public acting, then, firstly, this is no longer a “deceit”,
because it is disclosed, and secondly — this method surprisingly exactly coincides
with the actor’s art. Both the deceiver and the actor have the same content of
inner life. Both the deceiver and the actor lead a double mode of existence.
And this way you can live and control your condition at the same time. The
deceiver very clearly fixes all own internal changes up to the heartbeat and tries
to control them so that they are not caught when they lie. Such a management,
albeit intuitive, but extremely natural, aims at regulating, first of all, the internal
state of health during deception. If something can be pretended outwardly, then
this state cannot be pretended. It is regulated in a different way. Therefore, the
actor must be in the image of the character, and in the mask of the deceiver, to
understand and feel how this invisible regulation is taking place.

But an average deceiver is not able to perturb falsehood so much as an actor.
Indeed, under this falsehood, not an ordinary deceiver is hidden, but an actor
who performs actions from the character. And the most preoccupied position
of a deceiver encourages and stimulates these actions to be performed as own.
As practice shows, such appropriation occurs. The word “deception” must be
understood in quotes also because this actor’s “deception” is directed to the
actor’s own psyche, its change, and not to others. Others — the viewers and the
role colleagues - serve only as a kind of “buffer” to commit this deception. In
the course of acting, which is simultaneously based on the creative platform
and the platform of deception, the actor cares deeply about the fate of the
performed character. And these created feelings are different from those in
life, not those unattainable, which we, actors, are trying to pullt, looking at
life. About actor’s self-deception and deception. An indisputable factor is that
the state of experience of the actor in the role (thinking and feeling in a role)
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is a state of temporary self-deception. This self-deception cannot be called
self-forgetting. No, only the mental part of the actor’s consciousness and the
psycho-emotional system are subjected to this state. The actor easily leaves
from this state when there is a necessity (Hrachev, 2003, pp. 118-119). Such
an inherent people’s manifestation (phenomenon) can be observed in ordinary
life. For example, when we are passionate about watching a movie or a play,
reading a book, etc., we are also in a state of temporary self-deception.

The actor’s self-deception is to deceive own consciousness publicly, and this
is an enormous effort. In the technique of self-deception (if appealing to this
word), which was constructed by K. Stanislavskyi, and not only by him, and that
is used by the actors, one important moment is omitted - the publicity of self-
deception. The efforts of the actors, directed at themselves to get into the state
of self-deception (the experience of what is performed), neglecting the viewer,
are incorrect — public self-deception is impossible without the “deception” of
the public for its own benefit.

The obvious factor of “deceiving” the public is the physical reproduction
and creation of all movements of the character. After all, the actor does
not reproduce all movements on demand, as in life, but they are performed
deliberately and skillfully. The actor pretends to the public that motion is
born, arises independently. Such reproductions relate to all external responses
of the character, in particular, mimic and speech. Reproduction and creation
of movements is a special technique of psychotechnics, such that instantly
stimulates the internal response — emotion, experience. First of all, a movement
is reproduced and performed and after there appears an appropriate emotional
state, thought, experience. That is, the movement is the motivator that
launches the mechanism of the actor’s experience under the public conditions
of creativity.

How to perform and create a movement imperceptibly to the public, how to
pronounce a word, how to reproduce and create mimic reactions, assessments,
etc., so that the viewer did not differentiate this creative performance from
the natural needs of the actor, perceiving them as if just born — these are the
psychotechnics techniques, which the actor masters. Only when the viewer
cannot differentiate this, the actor’s consciousness does not differentiate
either. It will accept and perceive these creative movements as real ones, as
those that are naturally born as actions. Actually the naturalness of these
pretended movements is not that they appear similar to the way they appear in
life, but in the ability of the actor to reproduce them naturally or organically,
which prompts the consciousness to perceive them as the actor’s own actions.
This is a technique of deception, which results in the so-called self-deception
of the actor (Jacobson, 1936, p. 49).

Is it possible to avoid the word “deception” in the technique of the actor?
No. Deception of the public is also a necessary condition because of the fact
that the actor during such an active invisible interaction with the audience
shifts own perception of the role to that one which M. Chekhov calls “seeing
yourself from the side”, that is, from the standpoint of the viewer (Chekhov,
1986, p. 266). Play-actor or hypocrite? Of course, acting deceit is “white”. The
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actor’s untruth heals spiritually and emotionally. As the practice shows, when
the actor uses the mask of another person-character and exploits the experience
of natural existence in a lie, the actor is able to cross the border of lie as far as
possible in order to perpetuate the fiction deeply. However, at the same time
the actor never forgets that they are acting. It must be understood that the very
ideas we have about life experience of natural existence in deception are not
enough for acting and creating a deep state of feeling in a role. The technique
of “deception” in applying to a role must first be tried, studied, checked and
mastered by the actor in the learning process.

The actor uses deception of another’s brain for self-deception, which is
referred to as transformation. Actors are delighted when I explain this to them
at the first lecture. But when it comes to deceiving the brain of a colleague and,
therefore, the viewer, for the sake of a noble purpose, taking advantage of the
scientific theory used by the illusionists, and derivative techniques based and
tested on this and other theories, here the inner block is switched on. Here you
have to manipulate your brain through the brain of others, and it becomes scary.
Why? They did not have such experience and such sensations. The experience
of black deception — hypocrisy — has always existed, but in this experience you
only manipulate the brain of others. And here you do it with your own brain.
Therefore, pretending is achievable and easy, and it is not necessary to master
it, because it comes from the life experience of hypocrisy — to deceive others,
manipulate the brain of others, but not your own. And here it is necessary to be
an “idiot” in art. It is necessary to reject the imposed stereotype of the veiled
and obscure concept of “subconscious nature” and not to act by chance, but
to recognize yourself and become the “magician” who knows for certain that
he manipulates the properties of own brain. And to understand that if such
a volitional act is impossible to perform over your own brain, then the “trick”
will not succeed, the very “subconscious nature” will independently do its
“black” deed - to make the actor perform the function of a hypocrite that is
available in the actor’s profession.

Could the novice actors not be guided by how they would behave and
what they would do in the life circumstances corresponding to the role, as it
is common practice in theater schools? Who can know how their nature works
under similar life circumstances? How to watch, explore, study and fix it?
Instead, the deceiver fulfills the task “to be in the proposed circumstances”
more precisely as the deceiver just exists in them! The adoption of the way of
existence simultaneously in the hypostasis of the deceiver and the character
gives the actor an opportunity to observe and explore the features of own
psyche. After all, the actor must manage own psycho-emotional system!

Knowledge of one’s own psyche is the power that the actor uses while
acting.

Isn’t it better to study own nature, using deception as acting, putting it
at the service of art? May it be worth trying to think and change the vector
of actor’s technique mastering? Our art, in the end, intersects mostly with
deception, rather than with life, although it is intended to reflect life!
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It must be emphasized that introduction of “deceit” laws into the actor’s
technique does not destroy the established Stanislavskyi’s principle of acting as
an art of experience, but only determines another way to achieve this goal — the
way to combine pretending and experience as integral parts of acting, creative
and public process.

Conclusions

The act of acting in general has more in common with deception than life,
although it is designed to reflect it. Therefore, pretending and imitation in
a role is a necessary and integral part of acting. It has been researched and
observed that the deceiver more precisely fulfills the task of “being in the
proposed circumstances” than an ordinary person. Adoption of the way of
existence simultaneously in the hypostasis of the deceiver and the character
gives the actor more opportunities to observe and explore the features of own
psyche, and therefore to manage own psycho-emotional system when acting.
Directions for future research will be aimed at revealing the specific features of
deception and imitation in theater acting.
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Kuiscokutl HayioHanvHUll yHigepcumem KyJa1emypu i Mucmeyms,
Kuis, Ykpaina

MeTo10 CTaTTi € 3’ICyBaHHS MiCIisl Ta 3HAUEHHS yIaBaHHSI y MUCTELITBI akKTopa TeaTpy
Ta KiHO. BiAOBiIHO 10 mOCTaB/IeHO1 MeTU Ta 3aBJaHb BUKOPUCTAHO METOAY aHATITUYHOTO
Ta JIOTIYHOTO MiAXO0AY 0 OCMUCIEHHS irpOBOi y4acTi akTopa y TBOPYOMY aKTi, 3aCTOCOBAHO
TOPiBHSIZIbHUIL aHAasi3 iCHYBaHHS akTopa B POJi Ta 3BMYAIHOI JIIOAMHY Tif, Yac >KapTy uu
o6Mmany. Yepes 3icTaBieHHs ABOGIYHOTO iCHYBAaHHS aKTOPa B POJIi i3 aHAJIOTiYHMM CIIOCO60M
iCHYBaHHS 3BMYAITHOTO KapTiBHUKA, 3’ICOBYIOTHCS IX MOiOHOCTI Ta PO36ixKHOCTI.

AKTOpCHKE MUCTEITBO MEePEBAKHO MEPEIUTITAEThCS 3 00MaHOM, HiX i3 XUTTIM, X0ua
i1 IOKIMKaHe Bimob6pakaTu came iioro. Tomy yaaBaHHS Ta iMiTallist B posti € 060B’SI3KOBOIO
i HeBi’eMHOIO YaCTMHOI aKTOPChbKOi MaiicTepHOCTi. JJOCTiI>keHO Ta CIIOCTepeskeHo, 110
OOMAaHIIMK TOYHillle BUKOHYE 3aBIAHHS «OyTM B 3alpOMOHOBAHMX OOCTAaBUMHAX», HIX
3BMUaliHa JoauHa. [IpuitHITTS crioco0y icCHYBaHHSI OJHOUACHO i B imocraci o6MaHIMKa,
i mepcoHaka HaZa€ aKTOPOBi OiNbINI MOKJIMBOCTI IJISI CIIOCTEPEKEHHS Ta MOCTiIKEHHS
0COBIMBOCTI BIACHOI TICUXiKY, @ BiITaK KePyBaTU B POJIi ICUX0EMOIIiifHO0 cucTemoro. [Tpu
1IbOMY, BBEIEHHS Y aKTOPChKY TEXHiKy 3aKOHOMipHOCTe «0O0MaHy» He PyIiiHye BUSHAUEHUT
K. CraHicaBCbKMM MPUHIAI aKTOPCbKOTO MUICTELITBA $IK MMUCTELITBA IepekMBaHHS,
a TiIbKY BU3HAYA€ iHIINI MUISX IJ1ST JOCSITHEHHS 1i€l MeTU — LUISX O€JHAHHS yoaBaHHS
i mepeskMBaHHS SIK CKJIAIOBUX aKTOPCHKOTO, TBOPUOTO, ITYyOIiYHOTO TTPOLIECy.

BucHoBku. TakKMM YMHOM, Y JOCTi/IKeHi TOBeAEHO HEOOXiIHICTb 3a/TyuyeHHs yIaBaHHS
SIK HeBi’eMHOI CK/JIa0BOI MisIIBHOCTI akTopa [0 #0ro MaiCTepHOCTi. ApryMeHTOBaHO
YOMY yIaBaHHS B POJIi € HEOOXiTHO YMOBOIO CTBOPEHHS MUCTEIIBKOTO aKTy. BMOTMBOBaHO
Mpoliec BUKIALAaHHS MaliCTepHOCTI yaBaHHS Ti/IeCHUX Ta MiMiYHMX PYXiB i MOBHUX O3HAK,
SIKi BUHMKAIOTh TIiJl Yac il Ta MOBeNiHKM MMepCcoHaska, i K 3aBASKM yIaBaHHIO BUHUKAE
repeskKMBaHHS.

Kniouogi cnosa: ymaBaHHs; akTOp; caMOOOMaH; 06MaH; epeXXMBaHHS ; ilOCTaCh.
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Kueeckuti HayuoHanwsHwlii yHusepcumem Kyasmypsl U UcKyccms,
Kues, Ykpauna

Ile/bi0 CTATHY SIBJISIETCS BBISICHEHVE MeCTa U 3HaUeHMsI TIePEBOIIIOIIEHMSI B MUCKYCCTBE
akTepa TeaTpa ¥ KuHO. COIIaCHO MOCTaBJIEHHOI 1Y ¥ 3a7jave MCIIoTb30BaHbl METO/IbI
AQHAIUTUUECKOTO ¥ JIOTMYECKOTO TIOAXOAa K OCMBICJIEHMIO MIPOBOTO y4yacTHs akTepa
B TBOPYECKOM aKTe, MpMMEHEHbI CPaBHUTEIbHbBIN aHa/IN3 CYIECTBOBAHNMS aKTepa B POJN
1 06BIYHOTO YesI0BeKa BO BPeMsI IYTKM My o6MaHa. Yepes comocTaB/ieH e IBYCTOPOHHETO
CYIIECTBOBaHMsI aKTepPa B POMM C aHAJTOTMUHBIM CIIOCOGOM CYIIECTBOBAHMS OOBIYHOTO
IIYTHMKA, BHISICHSTIOTCSI MX CXO[CTBA M PasIAUMsI.

AKTepcKoe MCKYCCTBO OGOJblile TeperuieTaeTcs ¢ 06MaHOM, YeM C SKM3HbIO, XOTs
M TIPU3BAHO OTPaAXkaTh MMEHHO ero. [I03TOMy IPUTBOPCTBO ¥ UMUTALMS B POJIU SIBJISIETCSI
06s13aTeJIbHBIM ¥ HEOTHEeMJIEMOJ YacTbi0 aKTEPCKOro MacTepcTBa. VcciemoBaHO
M TIPOCTIEKMBAETCS, UTO OGMAHIIMK TOUHEE BBIMTOIHSIET 3a7iaHue «ObITh B MpengaraeMbix
06CTOSITENILCTBAX», UeM OOBbIUHBII YeaoBek. IIpuMHATHE crocoba CyIeCTBOBaHMs
OJHOBPEMEHHO M B MITOCTACH OOMaHINMKa, ¥ TIePCOHaska MPeIOCTaBIIsIeT aKTepy GOJblive
BO3MOXKHOCTHM JIJIsS HAOMIOJEHUsT U MCCIeNOBaHMUsI 0COOEHHOCT COGCTBEHHOM TICUXVKHA,
a 3aTeM YMpaBsiTh B POMM TICHXOIMOLMOHANbHONM cucTemoii. [IpuM 9TOM, BBEIEHME
B AKTepPCKYI0 TEXHUKY 3aKOHOMEpHOCTell «o6MaHa» He paspyliaeT OIpee/eHHbI
K. CTaHmc/1aBCcKM MPUHITUIT aKTEPCKOTO MCKYCCTBA KaK MCKYCCTBA MEPEKMBAHMS, @ TOIbKO
oTmpefiensieT APYroi myTh A/ JOCTVMKEHMS 3TOM 1eau — MyTh COUeTaHus MPUTBOPCTBA
" TIepeXXMBaHMsI KaK COCTABJISIONINX aKTEPCKOT0, TBOPUECKOTO, MyGIMYHOTO Mpoliecca.

BoiBozibl. TakuM 06pasoMm, B MCCAeIOBAaHUM JOKa3aHa HEOOXOMMMOCTh MTPUBJIEUEH NS
MEPeBOIIONIEHNST KaK HEOThEeMJIEMOJ COCTaBJSIIOIIEl IesTeTbHOCTY aKkTepa K ero
MacTepcTBy. APryMEHTMPOBAHO TIOYEMY TIPUTBOPCTBO B POJIM SIBISIETCS HEOGXOIMMBIM
YCIOBMEM CO3IAHUST XyOOKECTBEHHOTO akTa. MOTMBMPOBAHO TMPOIECC MperofaBaHust
MacTepcTBa MPUTBOPCTBA TEJIECHBIX M MUMMUUECKUX JBVOKEHUM U SI3BIKOBBIX MPU3HAKOB,
KOTOpbI€ BO3HMKAIOT BO BpeMs [EMCTBUI M TOBEIEHMs TepCOHaxka, M Kak Osaromapst
MIPUTBOPCTBY BO3HMKAET MEPEKMBaHME.

Kniouesbie cnosa: mepeBOIUIONIEHNME; aKTep; CamMOOOMaH; OOMaH; MepeXMBAHUS,
UIIOCTACh.
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