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SEIMOS IR VAIKO LAISVALAIKIO
ISTORINIS-KULTURINIS
DISKURSAS VAIKYSTES

EDUKACINIU KONCEPCIJU
RAISKOS KONTEKSTE

Anotacija

Straipsnyje istorinio-kultirinio rekonstrukcioniz-
mo pagrindu aiSkinama vaiko ir Seimos laisvalaikio
edukacinio prasmingumo sampraty geneze ivairiose
visuomenés epochose. Atskleidziamas diskurso turinys
kategorijose: ,,vaikas Seimoje*, ,,Seima ir vaikas®, ,,Sei-
ma su vaiku“. Remiantis mokslininky Aries (1962),
Kon (1988), Allan ir Crow (1991), Bhatti ir Church
(2000); Clarke ir Critcher (1985), Horna (1994), Rojek
(1985), Veal ir Lynch (2001) atlikta vaikystés istori-
niy-kultiriniy studijy medziaga, pasitelkiami faktai ir
koncepcijos i§ vaikystés istorijos. Ju pagrindu aiskina-
mas vaiko ir Seimos laisvalaikio, kaip suaugusiyjy bei
vaiko bendro gyvenimo namuose, privacioje ar vie-
Sojoje aplinkose, istoriniy sampraty genezés kulttri-
nis-informacinis prasmingumas niidienai. Nagriné¢jant
koncepciju ,,vaikas — mazas zmogus*, ,,vaikas kaip in-
dividas* filosofini-vertybini turini atskleidziama i vai-
ka orientuoto laisvalaikio filosofija ir pagrindziamos
tokio laisvalaikio ugdomosios galimybés. Reflektuo-
jant vaiko ir Seimos laisvalaikio sampraty istoring-kul-
tiring geneze, iSryskinamos Zinios, leidziancios atsi-
sakyti tradicinio (antipozityvistinio), i suaugusiuosius
orientuoto vaiko laisvalaikio supratimo.

Pagrindiniai ZodZiai: Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikis,
vaikystés koncepcijos, i vaikq orientuotas laisvalaikis,
istorinis-kultiirinis rekonstrukcionalizmas.

Ivadas

Laisvalaikio esmés aiSkinimas taikant istorine-
kultiiring (,,zradicionalizmas — postmodernizmas*)
prieiga

Individo ir tautos charakteris gali formuotis tik

HISTORICAL-CULTURAL DIS-
COURSE ON FAMILY AND CHILD
LEISURE IN THE CONTEXT OF
MANIFESTATION OF CHILDHOOD
EDUCATIONAL CONCEPTS

Abstract

Based on historical-cultural reconstructionism,
the article explains the genesis of educational mean-
ingfulness of the concepts of child and family lei-
sure in various epochs. It discloses the content of the
discourse in the categories “the child in the family”,
“the family and the child”, and “the family with the
child”. Based on the materials of historical-cultural
researches on childhood carried out by scientists Ar-
ies (1962), Kon (1988), Allan and Crow (1991), Bhatti
and Church (2000); Clarke and Critcher (1985), Horna
(1994), Rojek (1985), Veal and Lynch (2001), the ar-
ticle presents facts and concepts from the history of
childhood. Based on them, the cultural-informational
meaningfulness of the genesis of historical concepts of
child and family leisure, as of a joint living of adults
and the child at home, in a private or public environ-
ment, for nowadays is explained. The analysis of the
philosophical-value content of the concepts “the child
as a small man”, “the child as an individual” discloses
the philosophy of child-centred leisure and grounds
educational opportunities of such leisure. Reflecting
the historical-cultural genesis of the concepts of child
and family leisure, knowledge enabling to decline tra-
ditional (anti-positivist), adult-centred understanding
of the child’s leisure is accentuated.

Key words: family and child leisure, concepts of
childhood, child-centred leisure, historical-cultural
reconstructionism.

Introduction

Explanation of the essence of leisure, applying
historical-cultural approach (“traditionalism — post-
modernism”)

The character of the individual and the nation can
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ankstesniy karty sukaupto patyrimo ir jo tgstinumo
déka. Svarbu testi kultiiros ir Seimos tradicijas, stiprin-
ti dvasinius karty rysius, be kuriy neimanoma socialiné
pazanga ir kultiiros iSsaugojimas. Kultiiros tgstinumo
bitinybé ypac iSryskéja visuomenei pereinant nuo pla-
ninés prie rinkos ekonomikos, nuo autoritariniy prie
demokratiniy santykiy ,,suaugusysis — vaikas®. Sis is-
torinis-kulttirinis rySys ,,praeitis, dabartis ir ateitis* su-
daro visuma ir yra vienas i$ svarbiausiy kriterijy apibu-
dinant pedagoginj palikima (Vasiliauskas, 2006) kaip
istorinj-kultirini konteksta bei padeda ji aktualizuoti
dabarties problemu edukaciniuose sprendimuose.

ISryskeéjus | vaika orientuotai ugdymo(-si) paradi-
gmai, atsirado poreikis ir § vaikq orientuoto laisvalai-
kio supratimui. Vaiko poreikiai suvokiami kaip prio-
ritetiniai, nors jie ir skiriasi nuo suaugusiyjy. Vaiko
laisvalaikis suprantamas turintis ne tik rekreaciniy,
bet ir hedonistiniy funkcijy, t. y. kaip vaikui maloni,
patraukli veikla, turinti ugdomaji potencialg. Tuomet
démesys yra skiriamas edukacinéms vaiko laisvalai-
kio prasméms ir jo gebéjimams: apsispresti, pasirinkti
tinkama veikla, komunikuoti ir pan. | vaikg orientuoto
laisvalaikio tyrimai yra plétojami labiau uZsienyje nei
Lietuvoje. Uzsienio mokslininky, siekian¢iy suprasti
vaiky laisvalaikio istorinj-kulttirini konteksta, tyrimai
yra atliekami dviejy filosofijy pagrindu skirstant lais-
valaiki i:

 tradicini (alternatyvyji), kuris yra suvokiamas
kaip orientacija { vaiko uzimtuma ir i suaugu-
siojo atsakomybe uz ji;

» netradicinj (postmodernyji), kuris suprantamas
kaip i vaika, jo poreikius orientuotas laisvalai-
kis, kai jis tampa vaiko laisvai disponuojamu
laiku, kurio metu jis gali uzsiimti malonia ir pa-
trauklia veikla.

Atliekama istoriné-kultiiriné vaiky laisvalaikio
sampratos rekonstrukcija bei iSrySkinamas istoriniy
ziniy reikSmingumas dabartyje (Kleiber, 1999, 2001;
Larson, 2000). Vyrauja | vaika orientuotas laisvalai-
kio supratimas (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Waterman,
1990). Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikio pagrindinis turinys
yra apibiidinamas taip: Seimos nariai kartu su vaiku
planuoja vienoki ar kitokj laisvalaikio leidimo btda,
dél jo susitaria ir todél jis pasidaro priimtinas ne tik
suaugusiesiems bet ir vaikams. Laisvalaikis tuomet
aiSkinamas kaip svarbus vaiko dvasinei biisenai, nu-
sakomas vaiko individualiai suvoktos laisvés ribomis,
pasitenkinimu, teigiamy jausmy iSgyvenimu. Esminé
vaiko laisvalaikio salyga — veiklos pasirinkimo laisvé.

Lietuvoje, kaip ir kitose Ryty Europos pokomunisti-
nése Salyse, laisvalaikis suvokiamas kaip { suaugusiyju

form only thanks to the experience of earlier genera-
tions and its succession. It is important to continue cul-
tural and family traditions and enhance spiritual rela-
tions between generations; their absence would make
social progress and preservation of culture impossible.
The necessity of succession of culture shows up dur-
ing transition of the society from planned to market
economy, from authoritarian to democratic relations
“adult — child”. This historical-cultural link “the past,
the present, and the future” makes the whole, is one of
the most important criteria, describing the pedagogi-
cal heritage (Vasiliauskas, 2006) as historical-cultural,
and helps to actualize it, making educational decisions
of nowadays problems.

When child-centred (self-)education paradigm
showed up, the need for understanding of child-cen-
tred leisure emerged. The child’s needs are perceived
as priorities, although they differ from adults’ needs.
The child’s leisure is understood as having not only
recreational but also hedonistic functions; i.e., as an
activity that is pleasant and fascinating for the child
and has an educational potential. Then attention is fo-
cused on educational significance of the child’s leisure
and his/her abilities: to make up one’s mind, choose
a suitable activity, communicate, etc. Researches on
child-centred leisure are developed abroad more than
in Lithuania. The researches of foreign researchers
who try to understand the historical-cultural context
of children’s leisure are carried out on the basis of two
philosophies, dividing leisure into:

 traditional (alternative), which is perceived as

orientation towards the child’s occupation and
the adult’s responsibility for it; and

* non-traditional (post-modern), which is per-

ceived as leisure orientated towards the child,
his/her needs, when it becomes the child’s free
disposable time, during which he/she can en-
gage in pleasant and fascinating activities.

Historical-cultural reconstruction of the conception
of child leisure is carried out and the significance of
the historical knowledge in the present is emphasized
(Kleiber, 1999, 2001; Larson, 2000). Child-centred
understanding of leisure dominates (Csikszentmihalyi,
1990; Waterman, 1990). The main content of family
and child leisure is described as follows: family mem-
bers together with the child plan one or another way
of spending their leisure, agree about it and, therefore,
it becomes acceptable not only to adults but also to
children. Then leisure is explained as important for the
child’s spiritual state, is outlined by the limits of the
child’s individually perceived freedom, by satisfac-
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kultiira orientuota paradigma, todé¢l svarbus vaidmuo
teikiamas suaugusiojo organizaciniams veiksmams,
nukreiptiems { vaiko uzimtuma. Tuomet gilinamasi {
struktiira, risis, kurios gali biti iStirtos taikant kieky-
binio tyrimo metoda, pvz. analizuojamas:

» formaliy ir neformaliy ugdymo jstaigy laisvalai-
kis (studenty, moksleiviy ir kt.) (Paulavicitité,
2000);

 laisvalaikis pagal vaiky gyvenamaqjq vietq — kai-
mo ir miesto vaiky laisvalaikis kaip skirtingy
kulttiry aplinkos (Vosyliiite, 1995).

Lietuvoje dauguma vaiky laisvalaikio tyrimy atlie-
kami remiantis tradicine paradigma, todél nuvertina-
mos vaiko galimybeés, o vaikai suvokiami kaip socia-
liai nebrandi grupé, neturintys patirties leidziant laisva
laika. Pastaruoju metu ypac gilinamasi | paaugliy ir
jaunimo laisvalaiki kaip i grupes, mégstancias alter-
natyvias tradiciniam laisvalaikiui formas, kurios su-
vokiamos kaip pavojingos tiek paaugliams, jaunimui,
tiek ir visuomenei. Perimami mitai, susij¢ su vaiko
socialiniy, kultiiriniy, kognityviniy galimybiy nuver-
tinimu. Tyrimai yra orientuoti | vaiko laisvalaiki mo-
kykloje arba kitose neformaliose istaigose, kur jis yra
priziiirimas suaugusiyjy (Kvieskien¢, Mockevicien¢,
2002). Tod¢l néra toleruojama vaiko laisva veikla lais-
voje aplinkoje /aisvu nuo mokymosi metu. Egzistuoja
stereotipai, nuvertinantys namus kaip vaiky laisvalai-
kiui tinkama aplinka. Todé¢l Lietuvoje nesuteikiama
reikSmes vaiky laisvalaikiui Seimoje ir nesigilinama {
jo socialinj-edukacinj prasminguma.

Istorinio-kulttrinio rekonstrukcionalizmo metodas
buvo panaudotas tiriant vaikystés konceptq (Juodaity-
té, 2003; Kabasinskaité, 2002) — vaiko raidos fenome-
nq (Koul, 1997). Si metoda tyréjai naudojo aiskinda-
mi, kaip istorin¢je-kultiirinéje mokslo (sociologijos,
psichologijos) raidoje susiformavusios vaikystés sam-
pratos atéjo i$ kasdieninio gyvenimo, vaiky ir suaugu-
siyju bendro gyvenimo aplinkos. Koul (1997) nurode,
jog vaikystés istorinés-kultiirinés prieigos taikymas
leidzia suprasti, kaip suaugusiyjy visuomeneéje keitési
vaikui artimos, jam reik§mingos aplinkos supratimas.
Mokslininkas atskleidé vaiko kulttirinei-psichologinei
raidai palankios aplinkos ,,ni$g", jai priskirdamas ir
vaiky laisvalaikj.

Laisvalaikio istorinés-kulttirinés raidos pazinimas
edukaciniy vaikystés koncepcijy raiskos kontekste pa-
déty suvokti vaiko ir Seimos laisvalaikio prasmingumo
geneze, nurodyti zinias, kuriy pagrindu biity galima
modeliuoti { vaiko ugdyma(-si) orientuota laisvalaiki.

Vaikystés fenomeno istorinis-kultiirinis kontekstas
tradicionalizmas — postmodernizmas, praeitis — da-

tion, and positive feelings. The key condition of the
child’s leisure is the freedom of activity choice.

In Lithuania, like in other post-communist coun-
tries of Eastern Europe, leisure is perceived in the adult
culture centred paradigm; therefore, an important role
is given to adults’ organisational actions directed to the
child’s occupation. Then attention is focused on the
structure and types, which can be explored, applying
the quantitative research method; e.g., the following
can be analysed:

» leisure of formal and informal educational in-
stitutions (students’, pupils’, etc.) (Paulavicitite,
2000);

» leisure according to children’s place of resi-
dence; i.e., leisure of children from villages
and cities as different cultural environments
(Vosyliiite, 1995).

In Lithuania, the majority of researches on child lei-
sure are carried out in the traditional paradigm; there-
fore, child possibilities are devaluated and children
are perceived as a socially immature group without
any experience in spending free time. Recently par-
ticular attention was given to adolescents’ and young
people’s leisure that was perceived as dangerous for
adolescents, young people and the society. The myths
related to devaluation of the child’s social, cultural and
cognitive opportunities are taken over. The research-
es are oriented towards the child’s leisure at school
or other informal institutions where he/she is super-
vised by adults (Kvieskiené, Mockevic¢ien¢, 2002).
Therefore, the child’s free activity in free environment
during time free from learning is not tolerated. There
are stereotypes, devaluating home as the environment
suitable for children’s leisure. Thus, no significance
is attached to children’s leisure in the family, and its
social-educational meaningfulness is not analysed in
depth in Lithuania.

The method of historical-cultural reconstruction-
ism was used investigating the concept of childhood
(Juodaityte, 2003; KabaSinskaité, 2002) — the child
development phenomenon (Koul, 1997). Researchers
employed this method explaining how the concepts of
childhood that have formed in the historical-cultural
development of science (of sociology, psychology)
came from daily life and children’s and adults’ common
life environment. Koul (1997) indicated that applica-
tion of historical-cultural approach towards childhood
enabled to understand, how the understanding of the
child’s close and significant environment was chang-
ing in the adults’ society. The researcher disclosed the
“niche” of the environment that was favourable for the
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bartis tampriai susijgs su tokiomis sgvokomis, kaip
,,vaiko laisvalaikis®, ,,Seimos laisvalaikis®, ,,Seimos
laisvalaikis su vaiku®. Sios paradigmos taikyma pade-
monstravo Aries (1962) etnografiniame tyrime nubréz-
damas vaikystés istorinio-kultiirinio supratimo kontii-
rus. Jis atskleidé, kokiy ziniy pagrindu konstruojamas
vaikystés supratimas ir kaip nuo to priklauso vaiko
gyvenimo bei jo santykiy su suaugusiaisiais esmes ais-
kinimas. Aries (1962) studijoje ,,Centuries of Childho-
od: A Social History of Family Life* pademonstravo,
kaip istoriniy-kultiriniy vaikystés kontiiry pagrindu
buvo pleciamas vaiky laisvalaikio srities supratimas.
Lietuvos edukologijoje stokojant teoriniy ir praktiniy
moksliniy tarpdisciplininiy Seimos ir vaiko laisvalai-
kio socialiniy-kultiiriniy tyrimy, ribojamos galimybés
suvokti Sio fenomeno edukacinio konteksto filosofija.
Tod¢l kyla probleminiy klausimy: kaip visuomenés
raidos procesuose kontekstualizavosi Seimos ir vaiko
laisvalaikio istorinis-kulttirinis diskursas? Kaip ji vei-
kia vaikystés koncepty ivairove? Kokiy istoriniy ziniy
pagrindu jvairiose kultiirinése epochose buvo kons-
truojamos vaiky laisvalaikio sampratos?

Straipsnio tikslas — iStirti Seimos ir vaiko laisva-
laikio istorinio-kultiirinio diskurso sklaida vaikystés
edukaciniy koncepciju raiskos ivairoveje (,,vaikas —
mazas zmogus®, ,,vaikas — individas*).

Straipsnio objektas — Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikis.

Tyrimo metodai: teorinés literatiiros analizé, me-
taanalize.

Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikio kilmé vaikystés is-
torijos kontekste. XIII-XVII a. visuomengje vyravo
ryski orientacija i Seimos laisvalaiki namy aplinkoje
(Aries, 1962). Svarbios pasidaré sampratos ,,laisva-
laikis namy aplinkoje* (home-centredness), ,,Seimos
laisvalaikis® (family-centredness). Seimos vie$ojo
gyvenimo samprata nebe tokia svarbi dél modernios
Seimos ir vaikystés sqvoky, kuriy naujas prasmes [émé
socialinis-klasinis visuomeneés diferencijavimas bei
viduriniojo socialinio sluoksnio atsiradimas. Atsiradus
vaiky kulttiros diferencijavimui pagal vaiko ir Seimos
priklausyma konkre¢iam socialiniam sluoksniui, ypac
sustipréja démesys viduriniam sluoksniui priklausan-
¢iy vaiky laisvalaikio kulttrai.

XX a. pabaigoje ivyke zenklis socialiniai-ekono-
miniai, technologiniai procesai salygojo naujas Seimos
socialinio-kultiirinio gyvenimo galimybes, o pati Sei-
mos gyvenima padaré socialiai atvirq, labiau viesq.
Tuomet istorinés zinios pateko i tam tikra uzmarsti,
nebuvo naudojamos. Demokratinés kulttiros plétote
aktualizavo vaiky kulttiros, kaip lygiavertés suaugu-
siyju kultiirai, svarba ir aktualizavo visuomenés déme-

child’s cultural-psychological development, attribut-
ing children’s leisure to it too.

In the context of manifestation of educational
childhood concepts the cognition of historical-cultural
development of leisure would enable to perceive the
genesis of meaningfulness of child and family leisure,
distinguish knowledge that would serve as a basis for
simulating the child’s (self-)education centred leisure.

Historical-cultural context of the childhood phe-
nomenon (traditionalism — post-modernism, the past —
the present) are closely connected with such concepts
as “child leisure”, “family leisure” and “family leisure
with the child”. Application of this paradigm was dem-
onstrated by Aries (1962) in the ethnographic study,
outlining the shape of historical-cultural understand-
ing of childhood. He disclosed what knowledge served
as a basis for constructing the understanding of child-
hood and how this influenced the explanation of the es-
sence of the child’s life and his/her relationships with
adults. In his study “Centuries of Childhood: A Social
History of Family Life” Aries (1962) demonstrated
how historical-cultural shapes of childhood have ena-
bled to expand the understanding of children’s leisure
field. Lacking both theoretical and practical scientific
interdisciplinary socio-cultural researches on family
and child leisure in Lithuania’s education studies, the
possibilities to perceive the philosophy of the educa-
tional context of this phenomenon become limited.
Therefore, problem questions arise: How did the his-
torical-cultural discourse on family and child leisure
contextualise in the societal development processes?
How was it influenced by the diversity of childhood
concepts? What historical knowledge was the basis for
constructing children’s leisure conceptions in different
cultural epochs?

The goal of the article: to investigate the spread
of the historical-cultural discourse on family and child
leisure in the diversity of manifestations of education-
al concepts of childhood (“the child as a small man”,
“the child as an individual™).

Subject of the article: family and child leisure.

Research methods: content analysis, meta-analy-
sis.

The origin of family and child leisure in the con-
text of childhood history. Between 13-17 c. there was
a distinct orientation towards family leisure in home
environment (Aries, 1962). “Home-centredness” and
“family-centredness” became important concepts. The
conception of public life of the family became not that
important due to appearance of the concepts of modern
Jfamily and childhood, their new meanings were deter-
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si vaiko gyvenimui kartu su suaugusiaisiais $eimos
aplinkoje, jos tinkamuma vaikui. Tuomet vél aktualios
zinios apie vaiko laisvalaiki namuose, vaiko laisva
aplinka, tinkamg jo saviraiskai. Todé¢l Aries tyrimas
(1962) itin aktualus laisvalaikio sampratos virsmo pro-
cesui: i§ tradicinés (pozityvistinés) | netradicine (anti-
pozityvisting) sampratq.

Siuolaikinio Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikio sociali-
niy-edukaciniy prasmiy tyréjai skatina mokslininkus
nagrineéti istorinj-kultiirini Seimos bei Seimos ir vaiko
laisvalaikio turinj, apimantj tiek viduramzius (XIII-
XVIII a.), tiek ir naujuosius amzius (XIX-XXI a.).
Atlikti istoring-kultiiring Seimos laisvalaikio sampraty
genezés analize mokslininkai sitilo tarpusavyje susiju-
siuose kontekstuose — | vaika orientuotas namy gyve-
nimas — Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikis namy aplinkoje;
Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikis viesojoje aplinkoje.

Tyréjai (Allan ir Crow, 1991) teigia, kad Siuolaiki-
néje visuomengje pirmenybé teikiama Seimos laisva-
laikiui namy, o ne viesojoje aplinkoje. Tokiy sampraty
Salininkai konstatuoja, jog tai yra naujas, postmoder-
nistinis mqstymas, nes ankstesnése visuomeneése (in-
dustrinése, poindustrinése) zmonés teiké didesni dé-
mes] namy aplinkai ir neieskojo laisvalaikio leidimo
formy viesose vietose. Buvo atlikti tyrimai (Rojek,
1985), identifikuojantys veiksnius, lémusius laisvalai-
kio organizavimo pokycius modernioje visuomengje.
Nurodomi veiksniai, turéje itakos Seimos laisvalaikio
koncentravimuisi § namy, o ne i vieSqjq aplinkq: Sei-
mos pramogoms skirtos elektroninés jrangos atsiradi-
mas; auksti Seimos geroves standartai, galimybé skirti
daugiau laisvo laiko laisvalaikiui; Seimos mobilumas
del issiplétusio transporto tinklo; hierarchinés Seimos
santykiy ideologijos kaita | lygiavertés partnerystés
santykius nuo suaugusieji — vaikai link tévai — vaikai.

Egzistuoja ir kitas mokslininky (Allan ir Crow,
1991) poziiiris, neigiantis Seimos laisvalaikio persike-
limq i namy aplinkq. Jy nuomone, dauguma zmoniy
meégsta jvairinti laisvalaikio aplinkas, todél renkasi
draugy kompanijas ir neteikia pirmenybes tokiai lais-
valaikio formai kaip Seimos laisvalaikis namy aplin-
koje.

Nepaisant §iy dviejy paradigmy (del laisvalaikio
tipy vieSojoje ir namy, Seimos aplinkoje) skirtumuy,
daugelis laisvalaikio tyréjy Seimos laisvalaiki namuo-
se suvokia kaip pagrinding aplinka, kurioje Seimos na-
riai gyvena, veikia, kuria ir stiprina tarpusavio nariy
santykius. Analizuojama tokio laisvalaikio istoriné-
kulttiriné raida jvairiose visuomenése bei nurodomos
Siam fenomenui biidingos socialinés, edukacinés, eko-

mined by class divisions of the society and appearance
of the middle class. Differentiation of children’s cul-
ture according to dependence of the child and the fam-
ily to a concrete social stratum was followed by focus
on leisure culture of such children who belonged to the
middle stratum.

Significant social-economical, technological proc-
esses at the end of the 20 c. influenced new socio-cul-
tural life opportunities and made the very family life
socially open, more public. Then historical knowledge
was not used. The development of democratic culture
actualized the importance of children’s culture as the
one that was equal to adults’ culture and attention of
the society to the child’s life together with adults in
home environment, its suitability for the child. Then
again knowledge about the child’s leisure at home and
the child’s free environment that is suitable for his/her
self-expression becomes relevant. Therefore, Aries’
study (1962) becomes particularly relevant for the shift
of the concept of leisure: from traditional-positivist to
non-traditional (anti-positivist) conception.

Researches investigating socio-educational mean-
ings of modern family and child leisure encourage sci-
entists to investigate the historical-cultural content of
family and family and child leisure both in the Middle
Ages (13-18 c.) and in the New Ages (19-21 c.). Re-
searchers propose to carry out the historical-cultural
analysis of the genesis of family leisure concepts in
interrelated contexts: child-centred home life, i.e.,
family and child leisure in home environment, and
family and child leisure in public environment.

Researchers (Allan and Crow, 1991) state that in
the contemporary society priority is given to family
leisure in home, not public environment. The advo-
cates of such conceptions state that there is a new,
post-modernistic thinking, because in earlier societies
(industrial, post-industrial) people focused on home
environment and did not look for leisure spending
forms in public places. There were researches (Ro-
jek, 1985) identifying factors that influenced changes
in organising leisure in the modern society. The fac-
tors that influenced concentration of family leisure in
home, and not public environment were: appearance
of electronic devices for family entertainment; high
family welfare standards, the possibility to spare more
free time for leisure; mobility of the family due to de-
veloped transport network; the change of ideology of
hierarchic family relations into equal partnership re-
lations from adults — children towards parents — chil-
dren.

There is also another scientists’ attitude (Allan and
Crow, 1991), denying transfer of family leisure to home
environment. In their opinion, the majority of people
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nominés, kultiirinés, rekreacings ir kt. prasmés.

Kiti tyréjai (Bhatti ir Church, 2000; Clarke ir Crit-
cher, 1985; Horna, 1994; Rojek, 1985; Veal ir Lynch,
2001) pazymi, jog Seimos laisvalaikis yra privati Sei-
mos socialinio-kult@irinio gyvenimo sritis ir kad ji gali
biti aiskinama savoka Seimos laisvalaikio privatumas.
Taip pat nurodomos tokios laisvalaikio rtsys: lais-
valaikis namy aplinkoje (home-centredness), Seimos
laisvalaikis (family-centredness). Laisvalaikis namy
aplinkoje grindziamas samprata, jog jis vyksta daly-
vaujant visiems Seimos nariams (tiek vaikams, tiek
suaugusiesiems), o Seimos laisvalaikis suprantamas
platesne prasme, nes apima févy ir vaiko laisvalaiki
tiek namy, tiek ir vieSojoje aplinkoje.

Mokslininkai (Horna, 1994; Rojek, 1985; Veal ir
Lynch, 2001), tyrinéjantys laisvalaikio socialines-edu-
kacines-kultirines problemas, teigia, jog dauguma
zmoniy laisvalaiki sieja su namais ir namy aplinka,
Seimos nariais bei artimaisiais draugais. Tiriant lais-
valaikio §eimoje teorini koncepta, orientuojamasi i tai,
koki démesj Seimos nariai skiria tarpusavio santykiy
gerinimui ir konsolidavimosi stiprinimui.

I vaika orientuoto laisvalaikio Seimoje teoriju
genezé. Laisvalaikis yra traktuojamas kaip individu-
alaus laiko fenomenas (Dawson, 2000), taciau vis dar
bandoma formuluoti tinkama ,,Seimos laisvalaikio*
konceptualizavima:

» laisvalaikis dazniausiai yra analizuojamas ne-
laikant Seimos ar $eimos nariy bendra visuma,
pasitelkiama bendra asmeny apZzvalga, atlieka-
mi kiekybiniai tyrimai (Kelly, 1997);

* socialiniams psichologams laisvalaikis yra biise-
na, susijusi su individualaus ,,laisvés pasirinki-
mo, vidinés motyvacijos ir iSgyvenimy kokybés
ar pasitenkinimo patirtimi (Mannell ir Kleiber,
1997, cit. Shaw ir Dawson, 2001).

Seimos laisvalaikio tyrimas prasidéjo nuo prielai-
dos, jog Seimos laisvalaikis buvo naudingas tiek asme-
nybés, tiek Seimos tobuléjimui. Daugelis autoriy (Ort-
hner, 1975; Orthner, Mancini, 1980, 1991; Couchman,
1982; Holman ir Epperson, 1984; Hill, 1988) vertino
Seimos laisvalaikj kaip priemong, lengvinancia saveika
tarp Seimos nariy ir tvirtinancia santuokoje gyvenanciy
pory santykius. Atlik¢ Seimos laisvalaikio teorinés li-
terattiros analize, Orthner ir Mancini (1991) priéjo prie
iSvados, jog pasidalijimas laisvalaikio patirtimi daro
teigiama itaka Seimos santykiams, stabilumui, sgvei-
kai Seimoje ir pasitenkinimui (Orthner, 1975). Taciau
empirinis laisvalaikio ir Seimos tyrimas (Couchman,
1982) beveik isskirtinai démesj sutelké i susituokusias

like to diversify leisure environments; therefore, they
choose the company of friends and do not prioritize
family leisure in home environment.

In spite of the differences between these two para-
digms (regarding leisure types in public and home or
family environment), many researchers of leisure per-
ceive family leisure at home as the main environment
in which the family lives, acts, creates and strengthens
their intercommunion. Historical-cultural development
of such leisure in different societies is analysed and
social, educational, economic, cultural, recreational,
etc. meanings, characteristic to this phenomenon, are
distinguished.

Other researchers (Bhatti and Church, 2000; Clarke
and Critcher, 1985; Horna, 1994; Rojek, 1985; Veal
and Lynch, 2001) note that family leisure is a private
sphere of social-cultural life of the family and that it
can be explained by the concept privacy of family lei-
sure. Besides, the following types of leisure are dis-
tinguished: home-centredness and family-centredness.
Home-centredness is based on the conception that lei-
sure takes place when all family members (both chil-
dren and adults) are present, whilst family-centredness
is understood in a broader sense, because it encom-
passes parents’and children’s leisure both in home and
public environment.

Researchers (Horna, 1994; Rojek, 1985; Veal and
Lynch, 2001) investigating social-educational-cultural
leisure problems state that the majority of people re-
late leisure to home and home environment, family
members and close friends. Investigating the theoreti-
cal concept of leisure in the family, interest is taken in
how much family members seek to improve interrela-
tionships and enhance consolidation.

Genesis of theories on child-centred leisure in
the family. Leisure is treated as a phenomenon of in-
dividual time (Dawson, 2000), but it is still attempted
to formulate suitable conceptualisation of “family lei-
sure”:

* leisure is most often analysed without a concep-
tion of family or family members as a general
whole, a general review of persons is employed,
quantitative researches are carried out (Kelly,
1997);

 for social psychologists leisure is a state related
to “the experience of individual choice of free-
dom, internal motivation and quality of feelings
or satisfaction” (Mannell and Kleiber, 1997,
quoted in Shaw and Dawson, 2001).

The research on family leisure started with the as-
sumption that family leisure was useful for the devel-
opment of both the personality and the family. Many
authors (Orthner, 1975; Orthner, Mancini, 1980, 1991;
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poras. Akcentuojamas sarysis tarp laisvalaikio leidimo
formy ir §eimos pasitenkinimo laisvalaikiu.

Kaip teigia Shaw (1992), laisvalaikio tyrimuose
mazai démesio skiriama negatyviems Seimos laisva-
laikio reiSkiniams. Keletas laisvalaikio tyrimy, kuriuo-
se buvo analizuojamas Seimos laisvalaikio konfliktas,
tyréjuy (Strauss ir kt., 1980) nuomone, stokojama em-
pirinio pagristumo arba tyrimo dizaine buvo neade-
kvaciai vertinamas laisvalaikis kaip vienintelis tyrimo
elementas. Nurodomas prieStaravimas tarp idealizuo-
tos Seimos laisvalaikio sampratos (,,iliuzijos®) ir patir-
tis, del prasmingo laisvalaikio atsiradusi Seimose, ku-
riy tarpusavio santykiuose yra itampa arba egzistuoja
konfliktai. Shaw (1997), Daly (2001) teigia, jog tuo-
met tévy iliuzijos subyra, o tikrové neatitinka idealy.

Clarke ir Crithcer (1995) aiskina, jog dviprasmis-
kumas ir prieStaravimai tick darbe, tick Seimos gyve-
nimo ritualuose parodo laisvalaikio esmés aiSkinimo
konceptualius apribojimus, nes daugeliui Seimy ,,Sei-
myninis gyvenimas yra darbo ir pramogy, itampos ir
atsipalaidavimo, apribojimy ir pasirinkimo derinys*
(p- 26). Kai kurie tyréjai (Shaw, 1992 ir kt.) teige, kad
Seimos laisvalaikis buvo ,,materializuojamas‘ — verti-
namas ekonomine prasme, lyties nelygybé nebuvo lai-
koma pagrindiniu veiksniu. Todél tokiuose tyrimuose
laisvalaikio samprata nebuvo problemiska.

Pastaruosius du deSimtmecius tarp Seimos ir lais-
valaikio tyrimy (Holman ir Epperson 1984; Kelly,
1983, 1995, 1997; Orthner ir Mancini, 1991; Freysin-
ger, 1997) apzvalguy svarbia vieta uzima Kelly (1995)
tyrimas. Mokslininkas pripazino paradoksalia Seimos
ir laisvalaikio santykio prigimti — Seimoje laisvalai-
kis yra apribojamas, taciau kartu ir vertinamas. Kelly
(1995) apibiidino laisvalaiki kaip vieng ,.kompensaci-
Ju“ Seimos nariams uZz jy emocinj ir ekonomini ,,inves-
tavima™ i Seimgq ir pasiilé savoka ,,laisvalaikio funk-
cijos Seimos brandinimui®. Kelly (1995) laisvalaikiui
Seimoje suteiké saveikos ir komunikacijos funkcijas,
nes jis laisvalaiki suprato kaip ,,socialing erdve tapti
tévais*. Mokslininkas nurodé btidus, padedancius plé-
toti naujus Seimos santykiy tipus, t. y. autonomijos,
savarankiskumo galimybe tévams ir vaikams. Seimos
laisvalaikis, jo nuomone, taip pat palengvina emoci-
n¢ itampa tarp dominuojanciyjy (suaugusiyjy) Seimos
nariy ir jiems paklistan¢iyjy, t. y. vaiky. Laisvalaikio
metu vykstanti saveika tarp Seimos nariy plétoja drau-
gyste ir tarpusavio pasitikéjima, prisideda prie visapu-
siSky santykiy palaikymo.

Freysinger (1997) Seimos laisvalaikio tyrimuose
kritikuoja aprasomaja empiriniy tyrimy prigimti, ma-

Couchman, 1982; Holman and Epperson, 1984; Hill,
1988) treated family leisure as a means that facilitates
the interaction between family members and consoli-
dates relationships of married couples. Having carried
out the analysis of the theoretical literature on family
leisure, Orthner and Mancini (1991) came to a con-
sensus that sharing leisure experience made positive
influence for family relationships, stability, interaction
within a family and satisfaction (Orthner, 1975). How-
ever, the empirical research on leisure and the fam-
ily (Couchman, 1982) almost exclusively focused on
married couples. The connection between the forms
of leisure spending and family satisfaction with leisure
is underlined.

According to Shaw (1992), leisure researches little
focus on negative phenomena of family leisure. Sev-
eral researches on leisure that analyse the family lei-
sure conflict, in the researchers’ (Strauss et al., 1980)
opinion, lack empirical substantiation, or leisure is in-
adequately evaluated as the only element of research.

Clarke and Crithcer (1995) explain that ambiguity
and contradictions both at work and in family rituals
show conceptual limitations of explaining the essence
of leisure, because for many families “family life is a
combination of work and entertainments, tension and
relaxation, limitation and choices” (p. 26). Some re-
searchers (Shaw, 1992 et al.) stated that family leisure
was “materialised”; i.e., it was evaluated in the eco-
nomical sense; gender inequality was not treated as the
main factor. Therefore, in such researches the concep-
tion of leisure did not become problematic.

In the last two decades among the reviews on family
and leisure (Holman and Epperson 1984; Kelly, 1983,
1995, 1997; Orthner and Mancini, 1991; Freysinger,
1997) important place was occupied by Kelly’s (1995)
research. The researcher acknowledged a paradoxi-
cal nature of the family-leisure relation: in the fam-
ily leisure is limited but at the same time appreciated.
Kelly (1995) described leisure as one of the “compen-
sations” for family members for their emotional and
economical “investment” in the family and proposed
the concept “leisure functions for family maturing”.
Kelly (1995) attributed the functions of interaction and
communication to leisure in the family, because he un-
derstood leisure as “social space to become parents”.
The researcher distinguished ways that facilitated to
develop new types of family relationships, i.e., the
possibility of autonomy and independence for par-
ents and children. In his opinion, family leisure also
facilitates emotional tension between the dominating
(adult) family members and conformable ones, i.c.,
children. The interaction between family members
that takes place during leisure develops friendship and
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tavimy nenuosekluma ir pavirSutiniSkuma. Jis nuro-
do, jog daugiau démesio skiriama esancioms ir atsi-
randancioms Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikio problemoms
identifikuoti (Rehman, 2001) ir maziau istoriniam,
kult@iriniam Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikio prasmingu-
mui suvokti.

Socialinis-antropocentrinis laisvalaikio konteks-
tas j vaika orientuotoje Seimoje. Viduramziais vaikai
buvo neatsiejama kasdienio Seimos gyvenimo dalis to-
kiose sferose, kaip darbas, sportas, zaidimas, Sventé.
Vaikai buvo lepinami, taciau su iSgyvenusiais vaikais
dél didelio gimstamumo ir kiidikiy bei vaiky mirtin-
gumo buvo elgiamasi abejingai, neteikiant jokios ypa-
tingos reikSmés ju prigim¢iai. Nebuvo aiskaus peréji-
mo nuo vaiko iki suaugusiojo. Aries (1962) nurodo,
jog vaikai dévéjo panasius riibus kaip ir suaugusieji.
Sulauke¢ 3—4 mety vaikai kartu su suaugusiaisiais da-
lyvaudavo visuomeningje veikloje, vieSajame gyveni-
me, t. y. pramogose, laisvalaikio uzsiémimuose, kurie
Siais laikais atrodyty netinkami vaikams. [vairiy so-
cialiniy sluoksniy suaugusiyjy ir vaiky viesasis gyve-
nimas buvo panasus, taip visuomené¢ galéjo ,,sutvirtinti
bendrus rysius ir jaustis kaip socialiné visuma“. Aries
(1962), Rojek (1985), Cross (1990) teigia, jog tai vyko
per sezonines ar tradicines Sventes (pvz., karnavala).
Vaiky saviveiksmiska veikla (XVII a.) buvo priimama
abejingai (Aries, 1962). Taciau XVIII a. susiformavo
naujas pozitris { vaiky veiklg ir kai kurie Zaidimai, ku-
rie sukeldavo tarpusavio pestynes (pvz., zaidimas ké-
gliais), viesai buvo vadinami ,,$étoniskais®. Policijos
pareigtinai uzdrausdavo tokius zaidimus, prilyginda-
mi juos ,,pusiau kriminalinei veiklai* — girtuoklystei
ir prostitucijai. Todel tokia vaiky veikla privaléjo biti
uzdrausta vos jiems perzengus visuomengje nusistove-
jusias moralines nuostatas i vaikus. Vaikai buvo atgra-
somi nuo ,,$étoniSky zaidimy ir skatinami Zaisti tik
»gerus. Jézuitai Zaidimus bei laisvalaikio leidimo for-
mas (Sokius ir vaidinimus) jtrauké | mokymo progra-
ma. Jy nuomone, tai turéjo ugdomaja prasme. Tuomet
vaikysté buvo pradeéta suprasti kaip atskiras gyvenimo
etapas, kuriame vaikui, turin¢iam nemirtingg sielg ir
asmenybes isskirtinuma, reikéjo tiek moralinio pamo-
kymo, tiek ir lavinimo.

Vélyvaisiais (XVII-XVIII) a. aukstesniojo socia-
linio sluoksnio suaugusieji nebedalyvavo bendruose,
vieSuose zaidimuose, kuriuose dalyvaudavo zemes-
niyjy visuomenés sluoksniy atstovai (valstieiai) ir
vaikai. Pasak Aries (1962), ,,svarbu pastebéti, jog kai
senoji zaidimy bendruomené buvo sunaikinta, tuo pat
metu i8rySkéjo skirtumas tarp vaiky ir suaugusiyju bei

confidence in one another, contributes to maintaining
versatile relationships.

Freysinger (1997) criticizes descriptive nature, in-
consistency of measurements and superficiality of em-
pirical researches on family leisure. He points out that
more attention is paid to identification of existing and
appearing family and child leisure problems (Rehman,
2001) and less, to perception of historical, cultural
meaningfulness of family and child leisure.

Social-anthropocentrical context of leisure in
the child-centred family. In the Middle Ages children
were an integral part of daily family life in such ar-
eas as work, sport, game and festival. Children were
“pampered” but due to high birthrates and babies’ and
children’s death-rates, those who survived were treated
indifferently, giving no particular prominence to their
nature. There was no clear transition from the child to
the adult. Aries (1962) points out that children would
wear similar clothes as adults. When they were 3-4
years old, they would participate in social activities,
public life together with adults, including entertain-
ments, leisure activities which nowadays would seem
unsuitable for children. Adults’ and children’s public
life was characteristic to various social strata and was
one of the ways which helped the society to “enhance
common links and feel like the social whole”. Aries
(1962), Rojek (1985), Cross (1990) state that this took
place during seasonal and traditional festivals (e.g.
carnival). Children’s self-action (17 c.) was accepted
indifferently (Aries, 1962). However, in the 18 c. a
new attitude towards children’s activities was formed
and certain games which would give rise to the fight
(e.g. skittle) were publicly called “devilish”. The po-
lice would forbid such games, equating them to a “half
criminal activity”, like drink and prostitution. There-
fore, such children’s activity had to be banned imme-
diately when moral attitude towards children started
changing. Children were choked off from “devilish”
games and encouraged to play only “good” ones. Jesu-
its included games and leisure forms (such as a dance
and a performance), which, in their opinion, had edu-
cational meanings, into the curricula. Then childhood
was started to be understood as a separate stage of
life, in which the child with the immortal soul and the
exceptional personality needed both moral teaching
and development.

In the successive ages (17-18 c.) the adults of the
high social stratum no longer took part in public games
attended by the representatives of /ow strata (peasants)
and children. Aries (1962) explains: “It is important
to note that the destruction of the old community that
played games was followed by showing up of the dif-
ference between children and adults and low and high
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Zemesniosios ir aukstesniosios klasiy”. Sis sutapimas
igalina jzvelgti sarys§j tarp vaikystés idéjos ir socialiniy
klasiy sampraty. Tuomet suaugusieji buvo prilyginami
aukstesniajam visuomeneés sluoksniui, o vaikai — Ze-
mesniajam. Tai hierarchiniy santykiy ,,suaugusysis ir
vaikas* jprasminimo pradzia, besit¢sianti Simtmecius
ir i8likusi iki $iy dieny. Aries (1962) fiksuoja socialine,
kultiiring ir edukacing vaikystés sampratos atsiradimo
reikSmes, atskleisdamas, kaip nuo XIV a. iki XIX a.
atsirado vaiky ugdymo Seimoje idé¢ja ir pradéjo for-
muotis | vaikq orientuota Seimos gyvenimo samprata.
Si idéja peréjo ir { visuomenés kultiira: vaiky ,,ypatin-
ga prigimtis“ jau XVI a. vaizduojama mene, ikonogra-
fijoje bei religijoje. XVI-XVII a. vaikai, priklausantys
aukstesnei klasei (ypac berniukai), buvo rengiami taip,
kad juos bty galima atskirti nuo suaugusiyju (Aries,
1962). Pirmosios $i nauja poziiiri | vaikus ir ju prigim-
t] iSreiské motinos ir auklés, kurios visada buvo $a-
lia vaiky, pazino juos ir, kaip teigia Aries, lepindavo
mazus vaikus. Jy nuomone, vaikai yra ,,stulbinantys®,
tarsi atsipalaidavimo Saltinis suaugusiesiems, jie yra
kaip ,,zaviis zaislai* dél emocinio pasitenkinimo, kuris
patiriamas biinant su jais. Ta¢iau ,,moralistai ir peda-
gogai® nesutiko su tokia nuomone ir daugiau domeé-
josi to meto visuomengje egzistuojanciais moraliniais
principais bei vaiko fizinés ir psichinés raidos etapais,
sitlé idiegti i ,,trapy Dievo kiirini* racionalias elgesio
manieras. Kartu jie siiilé vaikus pratinti btiti drausmin-
gus, ju elgesys turéty atitikti moralines elgesio normas.
Aries (1962) nurodo, jog XVIII a. vaikystés samprato-
se isryskéja laisvalaikio, pramogy svarba, vaiky elge-
sio priezitros bitinumas, susirpinimas vaiky higiena
bei fizine sveikata.

Taciau tik ,,naujaisiais laikais* atsiranda sampra-
ta, kai ,, vaikas uzima centrine vietq Seimoje‘* (Aries,
1962). Tai pedocentrizmo pradzia, kai reiskiasi naujos
prasmes humanizmo filosofijoje ir ja atitinkancioje de-
mokratingje kultroje. Taigi, Seimos sampratos kaita
priklauso nuo vaiko ir vaikystés istorinio-kultlirinio
prasmingumo sgvokos. Keic¢iantis vaikystés istori-
néms-kultiirinéms prasméms, keitési ir Seimos sampra-
ta. 1§ viduramziy ikonografijos analizés Aries (1962)
nustato, kad Seimos sgvoka, atskirta nuo kraujo linijos,
viduramziais nebuvo zinoma. Ji atsirado XV-XVI a.
ir suklestéjo tik XVII a. Viduramziy visuomengje Sei-
mos gyvenimas egzistavo, taciau jis buvo gaubiamas
tylos ir laikomas nevertu poetinés ar meninés israis-
kos priemoniy. Seima negebéjo ,,puoseléti egzistenci-
nio poziiirio | tévy ir vaiky tarpusavio rySius* (Aries,
1962). Pvz., sulaukg¢ septyneriy vaikai tapdavo tarnais

strata.” This coincidence enables to envisage the link
between the conceptions of the childhood idea and so-
cial classes. Then adults were equated to the high stra-
tum, whilst children, to low. This is the beginning of
giving a sense to hierarchic relationships “the adult —
the child”, which continue for centuries and remain till
our days. Aries (1962) records social, cultural and edu-
cational meanings of the appearance of the conception
of childhood, disclosing how between the 14 c. and the
19 c. the idea of child education in the family emerged
and the conception of child-centred family life started
to be formed. This idea also passed into the culture
of the society: children’s “particular nature” is already
depicted in figurative art, iconography and religion of
the 16 c. In the 16-17 ¢. children who belonged to the
high stratum (boys in particular) were dressed so that it
would be easy to distinguish them from adults (Aries,
1962). The first to express this attitude towards chil-
dren and their nature were mothers and nannies, who
were always close to children, knew them and, as Ar-
ies states, “papered” small children. In their opinion,
children are “stunning”, they are as if a source of re-
laxation for adults, they are like “fascinating toys” due
to emotional satisfaction which is experienced namely
with them. However, “moralists and pedagogues”
disagreed with such opinion and were more interested
in moral principals of the society of that time and the
stages of the child’s physical and mental development;
they proposed that “the fragile creature of God” should
be taught rational behaviour manners. At the same time
they proposed to accustom children to spirituality that
corresponded to moral behaviour norms. Aries (1962)
indicates that the conceptions of childhood in the 18 c.
show up the importance of leisure, entertainment, the
necessity of supervision of children’s behaviour, con-
cern about children’s hygiene and physical health.
However, only in “Modern Times” there appears a
conception when “the child occupies a central place
in the family” (Aries, 1962). This is the beginning of
paedocentrism, when new meanings in the philosophy
of humanism and in the corresponding democratic
culture manifest themselves. Thus, the change of the
conception of the family depends on the concept of
historical-cultural meaningfulness of the child and
childhood. Alongside with changes in historical-cul-
tural meanings of childhood the conception of the fam-
ily had also been changing. Based on the iconographic
analysis of the Middle Ages, Aries (1962) identifies
that the concept of the family that was separated from
the blood line was not known in the Middle Ages. It
appeared in the 15-16 c. and flourished only in the
17 c. In the society of the Middle Ages family life
existed but it was shrouded in silence and treated as
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ar mokiniais, reikédavo rengtis riterystei arba lankyti
mokykla. Buvo ir kitas poziiiris 1 vaiky ugdymq — vai-
kai mokesi gyvenimui buitiny dalyky laisvai biidami
tose vietose, kuriose suaugusieji dirbo ir dalyvavo lo-
Simuose. Dél §iy priezasCiy XV a. pradzioje Seima i8-
gyveno ,,léta ir sudétingg revoliucija™, kai neformalyji
(amato) mokymasi pakeité formalusis (ypac vidurinio
socialinio sluoksnio berniuky) mokymas. Kadangi,
pasak Aries, Seima ,,orientavosi i vaikq“, tai salygojo
skirtingy savoky — Seimos ir vaiko sampraty susilie-
jima. Vaiky formalus mokymasis emociskai suartino
tévus ir vaikus, taciau tai buvo laipsniskas privataus,
Seimyninio gyvenimo modelio dominavimas (lyginant
su ankstesniu viesojo Seimos gyvenimo modeliu), kuris
XVIII a. leido atsirasti moderniai, j vaikq orientuotai
Seimai su savitu Seimos laisvalaikiu, kuris tapo neat-
siejama $eimos gyvenimo dalimi.

XVII a. visuomeng Aries (1962) apibtdina kaip
»suriiSiuota klientura™ (graded clienteles), suformuo-
ta per kasdiening artimy tarpusavio santykiy granding,
apimancia ,,nejsivaizduojama kieki skambuciy, pokal-
biy, susitikimy ir mainy* (p. 37), vykstanciy gatvéje ar
kitose vieSose vietose, taip pat ir ,,dideliuose namuo-
se“, nes tuo metu nebuvo kaviniy ar bary, o ,,padoriis*
zmones retai lankydavosi smuklése. Tokiu btudu, kaip
teigia Aries, $ie pasiturinCiyjy zmoniy ,,dideli namai*
(lyginant juos su vieno kambario neturtingyjy lasno-
mis) talpino ne tik Seimos narius, bet taip pat visa biirj
tarny, darbininky, dvasininky, tarnautojy, parduotuviy
savininky, mokiniy ir pan., t. y. ,,pastovy lankytoju
srautg”. ,,Didieji* Seimos namai tapo kultiirine aplin-
ka atsirandancioms modernioms vaikystés ir Seimos
sqvokoms, kurios yra ypac¢ svarbios Seimos privatu-
mo fenomeno esmés sampratos formavimuisi. Aries
(1962) nurodo tokius gyvenimo ,,dideliuose namuose*
faktus: ,,Sie namai neiSvengiamai visa parg budavo pil-
ni tiek gyventojuy, tiek lankytojy, nebuvo skirtumo tarp
socialiniy ir profesiniy dalyky, namiskiai miegodavo,
valgydavo, Sokdavo, kalbédavo ir dirbdavo bendrojo
naudojimo kambariuose su sudedamosiomis lovomis
miegui ir sulankstomais stalais valgymui® (p. 48).
Mokslininkas teigia, jog nepaisant kambario irangos,
t. y. netgi tuomet, kai lovos tapdavo pastoviais ,,irengi-
mais“ kambario kampuose, kambarys vis tiek likdavo
vieSa vieta, o $eima, gyvenanti tokiame name, buvo
svarbiausias ,,pilnutinio socialinio gyvenimo* objek-
tas, susidedantis i$ koncentruoty santykiy tarp ivairiy
zmoniy grupeliy: artimyjy, draugy, klienty, proteze,
skolininky ir kt. (Aries, 1962).

Privatumo stoka Seimoje salygojo jos visuomenis-

undeserving of poetic and artistic expression means.
The family was not able to “nourish existential atti-
tude towards interrelationships between parents and
children” (Aries, 1962); e.g., when children turned
seven, they would become servants or pupils, it was
necessary to get ready for knighthood or school. There
was also another attitude towards children s education:
children were learning things that were necessary for
life freely staying in such places in which adults would
work and gamble. For these reasons in the beginning
of the 15 c. the family experienced “slow and compli-
cated revolution” when informal (craft) learning was
replaced by formal teaching (of boys from the middle
stratum in particular). Because, according to Aries,
the family “oriented towards the child”, this deter-
mined convergence of different concepts: the concep-
tions of the family and the child. Children’s formal
learning emotionally depolarized parents and children,
but gradually private, family life model started domi-
nating (compared to the earlier model of public family
life); in the 18 c. it was replaced by modern child-cen-
tred family with peculiar family leisure that turned into
an integral part of family life.

Aries (1962) describes the society of the 18 c. as
“graded clienteles”, which is formed through daily
link of close interrelationships that encompasses “the
inconceivable number of calls, conversations, meetings
and exchanges” (p. 37), which take place in the street
or in other public places as well as in “big homes”,
because at that time there were no cafes and bars and
“decent” people would rarely visit pubs. According to
Aries, this way these “big homes” of wealthy people
(compared to one room huts of the poor) roomed not
only family members but also the whole swarm of
servants, workers, preachers, officials, shopkeepers,
pupils, etc.; i.e., “a permanent flow of visitors”. The
“big” family home furned into a cultural environment
for the appearing modern concepts of the childhood
and the family, which were particularly important for
the formation of the conception of the essence of pri-
vacy phenomenon. Aries (1962) indicates such facts of
life in “big home”: “this home was inevitably full of
both residents and visitors all 24 hours, there has been
no difference between social and professional matters,
the family would sleep, eat, dance, speak and work in
common use rooms with collapsible beds for sleeping
and gate leg tables for eating” (p. 48). The researcher
states that in spite of the facilities in the room; i.e.,
even when beds turned into permanent “equipment” in
the corners of the room, the room would remain a pub-
lic place, whilst the family living in such home was
the most important subject of “complete social life”
(Aries, 1962).
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kuma ir apsunkino Seimos, kaip fizinio ir dvasinio in-
tymumo sferos, sampratos plétra. Taciau tai egzistavo
tik kai kuriuose pasiturin¢iyjy namuose. XVIII a. pa-
baigoje privacios Seimos sferos idéja (kaip prieglobs-
tis nuo iSorinio pasaulio) vél pradéjo pléstis. Tai ypac
pasireiské planuojant kambarius: naujas kambariy i$-
déstymas su bendru koridoriumi reiské, kad Zzmonéms
nebereikés pereiti visy kambariy norint patekti i$ vie-
no kambario i kita. Nuo $io laikotarpio Seimos sam-
prata apibiidinama modeliu ,,zévai — vaikai “, o visi kiti
asmenys (taip pat ir tarnai) buvo atskirti nuo privataus
Seimos gyvenimo. Seima atsiskiria nuo vie$ojo, visuo-
meninio pasaulio ir pateikia visuomenei atskirg maza
socialing grupe ,,zévai ir vaikai“. Sios socialinés gru-
pés paskirtis — padéti vaikams tapti individualybémis,
tévai siekia bendry tiksly su vaikais. Todél sustipréja
1 vaikq orientuotos Seimos, kartu ir j vaikq orientuoto
laisvalaikio sampratos.

Apibendrinimas. Atlikus Aries (1962) ir kity vai-
kystés tyrinétoju istoriniy-kultiiriniy studijuy analizg,
galima teigti jog:

» Pastaruoju metu, iSrySkéjus i vaika orientuotai
ugdymo(-si) paradigmai, atsirado poreikis ir i
vaika orientuoto laisvalaikio supratimui.

«  Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikio kultiiros edukaciniai
tyrimai yra ypac intensyviis uzsienyje (Didzio-
joje Britanijoje, JAV, Australijoje, Pranciizijoje
ir kt. vakary Salyse), Lietuvoje ju beveik néra.
Dél Sios priezasties Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikis
néra konceptualizuojamas kaip atskira, vaikams
(ne tik suaugusiesiems) svarbi kulttira, kur vaikai
atstovauja postmoderniqjq (antipozityvisting), o
suaugusiuosius atstovaujantys tévai — tradicine
(pozityvistine) kultiiras.

« Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikio istorinj-kultiirini
diskursa visuomenés raidos procesuose lémé
vaikystés sampratos koncepty jvairové: nuo
»vaikas — neatsiejama Seimos dalis ** prie ,,vai-
kas — individas* laisvalaikio kultiiros suvoki-
mo.

« Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikio socialinio-kultiiri-
nio diskurso edukacinis prasmingumas gali biiti
tiriamas | vaika orientuoto laisvalaikio konteks-
te pasitelkiant istoriniy-kulttiriniy sampraty re-
konstrukcija paradigmose ,,tradicionalizmas —
postmodernizmas “, ,,praeitis — dabartis “.

Diskusija. Atlikta Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikio
socialinio-kultiirinio diskurso istoriné rekonstrukci-
ja leido isitikinti, kaip visuomené¢je vyko peréjimas
nuo tradicinés (pozityvistinés) iki postmoderniosios

Lack of privacy in the family determined its socia-
bility and aggravated the development of the concep-
tion of the family as a sphere of physical and spiritual
intimacy. However, this existed only in certain homes
of wealthy people. In the end of the 18 c., the idea
of the sphere of the private family (as a shelter from
the outer world) started to expand again. This is par-
ticularly manifested in the layout of rooms: the new
layout with the common corridor meant that people
would not have to pass all rooms in order to get from
one room to another. From this period the conception
of the family is described by the pattern “parents —
children”, whilst all other persons (servants as well)
became separated from private family life. The family
is separated from the public, social world and opposes
the society a separate small social group “parents and
children”. lts purpose is to help children to become
individualities; parents seek common goals with chil-
dren. Therefore, the conception of child-centred family
and at the same time the conception of child-centred
leisure enhances.

Generalisation: The analysis of historical-cultural
studies of Aries (1962) and other childhood research-
ers enables to state the following:

* Currently, the emergence of the child-centred
(self-)education paradigm determined the need
for child-centred leisure understanding.

* Educational researches into family and child
leisure culture are particularly intensive abroad
(Great Britain, the USA, Australia, France,
other Western countries); there are almost none
in Lithuania. For this reason family and child
leisure is not conceptualized as an autonomous
culture that is important for children (not only
for adults), where children represent post-mod-
ern (anti-positivist) and parents, who represent
adults, traditional (positivist) cultures.

* In the processes of societal development the his-
torical-cultural discourse on family and child
leisure was influenced by the diversity of the
concepts of childhood conception, ranging from
perception of leisure culture of “the child as an
integral part of the family” to the one of “the
child as an individual .

* Educational meaningfulness of the socio-cul-
tural discourse on family and child leisure can
be examined in the child-centred leisure context
with the help of reconstruction of historical-
cultural conceptions in the paradigms “fradi-
tionalism — postmodernism” and “the past — the
present”.

Discussion. The carried out historical reconstruc-
tion of the socio-cultural discourse on family and child
leisure enabled to ascertain how the transition from the
traditional (positivist) to post-modern (anti-positivist)
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(antipozityvistinés) laisvalaikio sampraty; vaikystes
fenomeno koncepty kaita 1émé Seimos ir vaiko lais-
valaikio kultiiros atsiradima, kuris buvo suvokiamas
per konceptus: vaikas — neatsiejama Seimos dalis, vai-
kas — individas, Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikis. Atsiran-
da Seimos ir vaiko laisvalaikio kaip lygiaverciy sub-
kultiiry konteksto supratimas, taip iSskiriant ir naujaji
vaiky laisvalaikio koncepta. Norint konstruoti Seimos
ir vaiko laisvalaikio diskursa istoriniame-kulttirinia-
me kontekstuose, reikia atskleisti socialinj-edukacinj
prasminguma bei jo rysi su antipozityvistine laisvalai-
kio samprata. Tgsiant pradéta tema numatome atlikti
empirini fenomenologinj-hermeneutini tyrima ,,Vai-
ku laisvalaikio kultiros Seimoje socialinis-edukacinis
prasmingumas i vaika orientuotos ugdymo(-si) para-
digmos kontekste* ir iSsiaiskinti, kokiomis ugdymo
dalyviy (tévu, pedagogy ir vaiky) patyriminémis re-
prezentacijomis yra konstruojamas vaiky laisvalaikio
kultiiros Seimoje diskursas. Diskurso (suaugusieji —
vaikai) sampraty analizé padéty iSvengti visuomenéje
egzistuojanciy vaiky ir Seimos laisvalaikio stereotipy
bei mitologizavimo, atrasti zinias, kuriy pagrindu gali
biti konstruojama j vaikq, o ne j suaugusjji orientuota
vaiky laisvalaikio samprata.
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conceptions of leisure took place and how the shift in
the concepts of the childhood phenomenon influenced
the appearance of the culture of family and child lei-
sure, which was perceived through the concepts the
child as an integral part of the family, the child as an
individual, and family and child leisure. There appears
an understanding of family and child leisure as of the
context of equal subcultures, this way distinguish-
ing the new concept of children’s leisure. In order to
construct the discourse on family and child leisure in
historical-cultural contexts, it is necessary to disclose
social-educational meaningfulness and its link with
the anti-positivist conception of leisure. Continuing
the initiated topic, we are planning to carry out an em-
pirical phenomenological-hermeneutic study “Social-
Educational Meaningfulness of Children’s Leisure
Culture in the Family in the Context of Child-Centred
(Self-)educational Paradigm” and to find out what ex-
periential representations of education members (par-
ents, teachers and children) form the discourse of chil-
dren’s leisure culture in the family. The analysis of the
discourse conceptions (adults — children) would help
to avoid child and family leisure stereotypes and my-
thologization, to find knowledge which would be the
basis for the formation of the conception of children’s
leisure oriented not towards the adult but towards the
child.
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