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Problems and prospects of modern civilizational development

The article discusses the problems and prospects of modern civilizational development in the context of theo-
retical and practical attitudes of philosophical anthropology. Using the methodology of the activity approach,
the authors reflect on the possibility of realizing the potential of philosophical research on the human problem
in the processes of humanization of social activity. The authors, paying attention to the contradictory nature
of the development of philosophical anthropology as a universal knowledge of the essence of man, bring to
the fore the problem of understanding man as a unique biosociocultural system in its integral being. The
modern organization of the social existence of mankind, as well as the modern type of culture, requires a sci-
entific awareness of the place of man in the world and opens up new prospects for the development of philo-
sophical anthropology. The current appeal to the theoretical and practical principles of philosophical anthro-
pology is meant to address, first and foremost, those facets of human nature and life that distinguish a person
as a significant and creative beginning of civilizational development, creating social and cultural forms of his
or her being.
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Introduction

The growing uncertainty in understanding the future prospects of civilizational development and the
role of an individual in these difficult processes requires the modern scientific community to make constant
efforts to find and substantiate such methods of social activity and personal creativity in which the ideal of a
holistic person and humanistic criteria of social practice would be affirmed. At the same time, determining
the conditions, means and methods of successful self-development and self-improvement of a person, his
social and cultural self-activity, his free and creative activity become of paramount importance. Therefore,
the request for the implementation in science and social practice of the transition “from considering a person
as a derivative of social phenomena to his understanding as a subject, a person capable of solving personal
and socially significant problems” remains relevant [1]. This, in turn, should be based on the variety of ideas
about the value of a person and his spiritual world, the ability to create, the qualities of a person associated
with his ability to go “upward”, value attitude towards another person [2].

The leading level of intellectual and spiritual development of the population, which takes the form of
human capital and ensures the innovation process in every sphere of human activity, becomes the main form
of the country’s wealth. There is a change in thinking in solving social problems, its focus on harmonizing
personal interests with the interests of the country becomes more and more necessary. Gradually, paternal-
istic moods, a pragmatic selfish attitude, and the technocracy of economic and social development programs
remain in the past.

To ensure the effective inclusion of a person in the process of civilizational development, it is necessary
to reorient the public consciousness towards the acquisition of qualitatively new knowledge and skills. Each
person must see his place in society, be aware of the responsibility for the consequences of his actions. Un-
der these conditions, the education system, precisely as a sphere of formation of an integral person, is in-
creasingly turning into the largest branch of society, which, on the one hand, forms and develops the main
productive force — the person himself, and on the other hand, is an indicator of the degree of culture and
civilization of society.

In choosing a strategy for modern civilizational development, from our point of view, the emphasis
should be on the achievement by each person of a universal level of personal self-development, which should
be postulated as the end result of the economic functioning of social production and at the same time as the
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most important resource and means of the progressive development of society. To create conditions that help
to develop this skill at all levels of social practice, we think it is necessary to implement the principle that
recognizes for each member of society the ability to independently master a universal, active way of inter-
connection with the outside world, which will allow each person to become an active participant in modern
social transformations. It is necessary to search for ways and means of forming a “qualitatively different re-
flexive culture of thinking”, instilling “a different, new culture of organizing all types of communication”,
developing strategies for mastering “a different culture of organizing any type of activity in general” [3].

The solution to this problem is impossible without using all the spiritual wealth of philosophy. One
cannot but agree with V.S. Solovyov that philosophy makes a person completely human [4]. This happens
because the bearer of a philosophical worldview can only be a specific person, a living person who has his
own judgment on each issue, not learned from books, not afraid to express this judgment aloud, to argue and
defend it. There is no place in philosophy for a dry, lifeless, official presentation of ready-made knowledge,
but there is always an open space of conversation, dialogue, discussion, during which the “eternal” questions
of existence echo the burning issues of modernity. Philosophizing is the constant pushing the boundaries of
world perception, finding an unusual focus of vision, discovering for and in oneself the whole depth, com-
plexity, and polyphony of existence. Therefore, while studying philosophy, we are engaged in freeing our-
selves from the violent power of external forms and assessments, we do not agree with any arrangement of
our life in which the possibility of a person being completely human, free in his views on the world and re-
sponsible for his being in the world is suppressed.

The entire history of philosophy convincingly shows that the formulation and solution of a particular
problem are inseparable from the specific historical, social, cultural conditions of a philosopher’s life. More-
over, philosophy itself, which develops as a real-life process, is filled with burning questions that give rise to
living philosophical creativity. It is in philosophy as a theoretically fundamental worldview that the fullness
of the human relationship to the world is achieved. In philosophy, the researcher is no longer interested in the
subject “in itself”, but in the subject for a person and in relation to a person, in connection with him, with his
spiritual quest and practical intentions. Here, any result of the movement of thought acquires philosophical
meaning only when it is associated with vital questioning and direct experience of life, the general context of
human existence, and the interests of a particular person. Philosophical attitude is a special form of human
attitude to the world. When philosophy connects a person with his needs and interests, on the one hand, and
the world, understood not “in itself”, but as the world of human existence, on the other, only then philosophy
retains its meaning and its right to exist. Thus, philosophical research, like human thinking itself, is not
something independent of the world and independent in relation to the broader and more general process of
human life activity, but is a critically creative comprehension of life in concepts.

Experimental

The proposed research is based on the methodological basis for effectively solving issues of social prac-
tice in an activity-based approach that recognizes a person as a full-fledged subject of activity, participating
in the creative process of transforming the world, being an active participant in modern social transfor-
mations, revealing all new own possibilities in this process.

In the words of K.H. Momjian, “there will not be a single phenomenon in the entire “space” of the soci-
ety that does not represent a certain “hypostasis” of activity. In the social world, it is like carbon, which
“hides” behind the outwardly opposite diamond and graphite, forming in reality their “secret essence” or
substance itself...” [5].

It is in this understanding that the essence of the activity approach to social reality that consists acts as
an explanatory philosophical principle, which we accept as a methodological basis for the study of various
social processes and social structures.

Activity is a specifically human form of an active relationship to the world, a certain type of being in
the world. This is the essence of the activity. In terms of content, it represents a purposeful change and trans-
formation of the world, purposeful activity of a person, acting as “self-regulating behavior in the environ-
ment of existence, aimed at self-preservation in it by expedient adaptation to its conditions” [5; 173].

The activity approach makes it possible to study social processes not only by describing them, but also
by explaining, analyzing, revealing their essence. This is the main advantage of the activity approach as an
explanatory principle, as a result of which the research base of social philosophy is not only expanded but it
also becomes possible to implement such functions of scientific theory that studies society as recommendato-
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ry and predictive, which in itself is important, especially in modern conditions of progressive globalization
and the formation of a single information space.

Various variants of the activity approach were developed by such prominent philosophers as
E.V. llyenkov, G.S. Batishchev, M.K. Mamardashvili, G.P. Shchedrovitsky, E.G. Yudin. The idea of activity
was also successfully used in the psychological theories represented by the works of A.N. Leontiev, P.Ya.
Galperin, V.V. Davydov, who, in turn, developed the principles of the activity approach of L.S. Vygotsky
and S.L. Rubinshtein.

Results and Discussion

Philosophy as a universal science reveals the fundamental grounds for the existence of any object,
including the objects of all private sciences. Questions about the essence of the objects of private sciences
are beyond the competence of these sciences. Within the scope of their competence, private sciences cannot
solve issues of a fundamental nature. If a specialist comes close to the essential issues, he has no other way
but to think philosophically, because he finds himself in the sphere of philosophical issues of his science. All
sciences, one might say, are connected by their philosophical questions around the main question of
philosophy — the question of the world, man and man’s place in the world.

By deepening knowledge to the foundations of a particular sphere of reality, a variety of sciences con-
cluded that they somehow raise the question of a person. The above applies not only to the sciences that
directly have a person as an object but also to the “natural sciences”. Progress along the path of knowledge
accelerates to the extent that a person begins to interfere with the object of knowledge, transforming it. As a
result, natural objects involved in the sphere of transformation acquire a human dimension. The specificity of
cognition of such an object as a person is that it, as a whole, cannot be comprehended by any one or even
several dimensions. The most important methodological difficulty is that one has to deal not just with a
changing object, but with an object that, by transforming the environment, also changes itself, developing its
own essence in the process of transformation. It is no coincidence that numerous attempts to define “human
nature” in various teachings of philosophical anthropology failed to produce universally recognized results
and aroused legitimate doubts about the viability of philosophical anthropology as a discipline capable of
integrating the growing multidimensional knowledge about man.

If philosophical anthropology is traditionally understood as a philosophical discipline, the subject of
which is “human nature”, then philosophical anthropology will be unable to act as an integrator of
knowledge about a person, that is, as knowledge about an integral person, and in general will be forced to
permanently prove the validity of its existence as a special discipline.

The question of what a person is is not identical to the question of human nature, and therefore it cannot
be answered in a formal and logical way — by listing signs. Speaking of a person, we are dealing with a
universal object. Doubling the world in the course of transformative activity, a person creates a “second
nature” — an artificial environment and a social world, acquires the ability to scientific, objective thinking,
to see the essence of any object, and discovers an inner ideal doubling-consciousness.

Despite the huge accumulated material in the field of anthropological knowledge, the problem of
comprehending the essence of man still remains open. The impossibility of comprehending the essence of
man in a traditional scientific way and through philosophical analysis has been noted by many, both in the
past and in the present. A person, being a mystery to himself, without stopping at what has been achieved,
continues his way of comprehending his own essence, his nature.

As a result of significant differentiation of the process of cognition and deepening of specialization in
the field of philosophy and science, there is a need to develop the problem of understanding a person as a
unique biosociocultural system in its integral being. The modern organization of the social existence of
mankind, as well as the modern type of culture, requires a scientific awareness of man’s place in the world.
Today, humanity is still far from completing the construction of a unified system of knowledge about man.
However, the creation of a unified science remains the limit of the aspirations of many specialists in the field
of human studies.

Anthropology, in particular philosophical anthropology, fails to create a full-fledged image of a person,
due to the diversity of manifestations of its essence and existence. The reason for this state of affairs lies in
the very nature of the subject under study, namely, in man. Since the emergence of philosophical
anthropology as an independent direction, an attempt has been made to present in some integrity the
numerous ideas accumulated by philosophy about man. As it turned out, the essence of a person is not ame-
nable to analytical dissection, the construction of a system of essential characteristics of a person through the
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identification of his individual attributes leads to the fact that the very essence of a person eludes the
researcher.

It has always been inherent in a person to think about such questions: Who is he? What is the meaning
of its existence? What is its difference from other living beings, what is its origin? Philosophers of the past,
as soon as they did not call a person: both the “crown of nature” and the “social animal”, some philosophers
compared a person with God, others with an animal. Therefore, a person throughout his existence is trying to
find an answer to the question, what distinguishes him from other living beings? Flesh or soul, mind or
creative spirit? However, the thesis of its exclusivity and originality is not questioned.

Throughout the history of mankind, the proportion of human problems in one or another philosophical
concept has changed depending on the degree of understanding of the problem of man as the initial principle
of philosophizing, as well as the philosophical understanding of man himself, his being and the meaning of
existence. We can say that the first ideas about man arose long before philosophy appeared. This is
evidenced by the myths and primitive religious ideas that have come down to us. About any field of
philosophical knowledge, except for philosophical anthropology, one can say when it arose and what its
subject matter is. The answer to the question of the origin and subject of philosophical anthropology remains
open to this day.

The outstanding significance of L. Feuerbach’s work in the history of philosophical thought is
connected with his understanding of man as a purely natural, biological being, as “the only, universal and
supreme subject of the new philosophy”. The German thinker believed that not the “thinking Self”, not the
“Absolute idea”, about which his predecessors in German classical philosophy spoke a lot, but nature is the
objectively justified genuine beginning of philosophy. Defining man as the most perfect part of eternal
nature (and not the creation of God, not self-consciousness) and “the highest subject of philosophy”,
Feuerbach sees the task of the latter (if it is true) not in “creating books, but in creating people”.

According to Feuerbach, the spiritual principle in a person cannot be separated from the corporeal, the
spirit and the body are two sides of the reality that is called the human organism. However, in the unity of
these two sides, it is the body in its entirety (and not thinking) that constitutes the essence of the human “I”.
In addition, the German philosopher noted that a separate, isolated person does not contain a human essence;
the latter is present only in communication, in the unity of man with man. The philosopher called this unity
“the greatest and last principle of philosophy”, and all essential relations, principles of various sciences are
only different types and forms of this unity. Feuerbach considered all questions of being and cognition
proceeding from the human essence as natural because he does not oppose man to nature, but considers man
to be a part of nature [6; 182-184].

Today, when we set our task to study man, and in practice we would like to humanize social relations,
L. Feuerbach’s teaching about man acquires a new sound. After all, for Feuerbach, a person is a world of feelings,
emotions, moods, desires, reflections. Feuerbach believes that love, friendship, and devotion are the main things in
a person’s life. Feuerbach’s penetration into the so-called “subjective man™, into his inner world, makes
Feuerbach’s philosophy more interesting than ever. He notes that a “subjective person” makes his feelings a
measure of what should be. Today we also clearly understand that many phenomena in society should be judged
by the “human”, “personal dimension”. Turning to this dimension is a manifestation of humanism.

Seeing in Hegel’s statement of the identity of being and thinking only the identity of thinking with
oneself, Feuerbach declared that the unity of being and thinking is true and makes sense only when the basis,
the subject of this unity is taken by man. Offering a materialistic interpretation of thinking, Feuerbach
emphasized that man thinks, and not the superhuman "I". Feuerbach insisted that only this unity of being and
thinking embodied in people as material beings really exists, and the Hegelian identity of being and thinking
is an idealistic fiction.

In contrast to Hegel's identity of being and thinking, Feuerbach asserted a kind of identity of being and
sensuality, insisting that the real in its reality is sensuous and that only a sensuous being is a true, real being.
If for the former philosophy, Feuerbach pointed out, I am an abstract, only thinking being and the body has
nothing to do with my essence, then as for the new philosophy, it proceeds from the position: | am a genuine
sensual being; the body enters into my essence; the body in its entirety is my Self, makes up my essence.
Believing that the essence of being as being is the essence of nature, Feuerbach called nature as a whole an
entity indistinguishable from being, and man — an entity that distinguishes itself from being; moreover, it
was emphasized that nature is the foundation of man [6; 186].

Reproaching Hegel that he “did not ripen to being as such, to free, independent, self-sufficient being”,
which is the being of nature, Feuerbach declared that it is “given in and through itself” and its basis is “in
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itself «“. All this taken together formed the basis of the materialistic conclusion that in reality “thinking comes
from being, and not being from thinking”

Thus, if at the very beginning of Feuerbach’s transition to materialistic positions, he saw the “source of
healing” of philosophy — “only in returning to nature”, the highest product of which is the human being,
then soon, when considering the unity of nature and man, the main attention is transferred to man as being of
interest to the “new philosophy”, which nature is interested in only in connection with a person. “The new
philosophy”, Feuerbach wrote, “transforms man, including nature as the basis of man, into the only,
universal and supreme subject of philosophy” and thereby transforms anthropology into a universal
science"[6; 95].

If in theoretical terms Feuerbach considered the highest goal of his philosophy an adequate
understanding of the essence of man, then in practical terms such a goal was to determine what the relations
between people corresponding to this essence should be and how to establish these relations in people’s
lives. Feuerbach emphasized that his philosophy has essentially a practical tendency. Feuerbach’s “new
philosophy” acted in a practical aspect as the ethics of love, in which the main moral value would be the
statement “man is God to man”, and love for man should be the highest and first law of man. It was taking
into account this kind of “deification” of man that Feuerbach declared that the love-permeated attitude of a
child to parents, husband to wife, brother to brother, friend to friend, in general, man to man, moral relations
in themselves are truly religious relations, and the life of people corresponding to such relations has all the
characteristics of the divine nature [7; 444, 445].

The XXI century characterizes itself as the entry of humanity into the post-anthropological era, which is
characterized by the rejection of a single universal science of man. Many authors trying to resolve particular
issues of anthropological research are faced with the uncertainty of the very subject of philosophical
anthropology. The definition given by M. Scheler is most often accepted as the subject of philosophical
anthropology. M. Scheler considered the ancestral man with his attributive essential properties to be the
subject of philosophical anthropology [8]. In some teachings, the subject of philosophical anthropology was
the individual man in his existence, both in the form of his subjectivity and in the form of his objectification.
There is another point of view, which can be considered a starting point, that the subject of philosophical
anthropology is a person whose essence is manifested in his relationship with nature, society, culture, God,
Others, and with himself.

Philosophical anthropology, despite the continued growth of its followers, has not come to the
development of such a methodical approach to the problem of man, which would realize its claims. Many
researchers state the crisis of anthropological knowledge, which requires a change in the anthropological
paradigm. Despite the rapid development of anthropological research, many aspects remain open, and,
moreover, due to the rapid growth in the number of studies, there is a growing need for a deeper study of the
methodological problems of anthropology for a deeper understanding of its discourse.

Another problem of modern philosophical anthropology is the problem of classification of
anthropological disciplines, the number of which is increasing day by day (structural, religious, natural
science, social, legal, historical, psychological, pedagogical, etc.). There is no integration, but differentiation
of anthropological knowledge. Natural science anthropology studies man as a natural being, which has its
own biological structure, properties and characteristics, and which has its own biological history.
Psychological anthropology considers the problems of mental status in the integral structure of a person.
Historical anthropology explores the process of transforming the essential characteristics of a person
depending on the cultural and historical changes that take place in society. Structural anthropology studies an
interconnected system of sociocultural phenomena. Religious anthropology includes both reflections on a
person in standing before God, and religious practice, which is a way of life for a believer.

Regarding the fact of the increase in the number and symbiotic unification of sciences, it is worth
noting here, first of all, the following five characteristic features: the growth in the number of
metadisciplines involved in description, reconstruction and modeling, the growing need for symbiotic
sciences, the transition from discreteness to a continuum, overcoming the fragmentation of sciences, the
growth of scientific knowledge about that a person cannot know in principle, the creation of new scientific
disciplines based on information and cognitive technologies.

The symbiotic union of sciences changes the image of man. Three modern examples of such a
combination can help to gradually determine its significance for the image of a person: first, the slow but
obvious interpenetration of neuroscience and psychology. Secondly, this changes the understanding of the
external and internal, that is, matter and spirit. Thirdly, this association allows us to reasonably expect that,
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for example, the disciplines that are in the process of development in this direction — neuropsychotherapy,
and, in particular, neuropsychoanalysis — will significantly advance in terms of both diagnostic and
therapeutic potential [9].

The increase in the number of sciences based on information and cognitive technologies establishes
new relationships between a theoretical person and a practical person. This leads to the formation of such an
image of a person, within which a person is presented as a dynamic unity of a temporary, conceptual, and
active being. Interaction at the interface level between human and computer is key, as here we can see how
this relationship between computer and human leads to an incredible increase in creative possibilities, less
and less limited by social diversification.

Conclusions

It can be said that a person is multi-valued and multidimensional to be the subject of one science. How-
ever, genuine science is possible, which reduces knowledge about a person into a certain system of a higher
level of generalization and abstraction. Such a science, considering the laws of logic and the information of
other types of anthropology, will go further than them. The aim of this science will be the intellectual pene-
tration into the last structures and conditions by which the facts collected by physical, cultural and any other
anthropology can exist. Different types of anthropology study the partial and empirical aspects of man. How-
ever, none of these anthropology considers a person as a whole, as a person. Therefore, the existence of sci-
ence seems justified and necessary, the purpose of which would be the knowledge and interpretation of per-
sonality as a real, independently existing entity, in its last foundations or structures.

Observing the socio-cultural realities of today’s life, it becomes obvious that modern man is almost com-
pletely at the mercy of forces seeking to take away his confidence in his own thinking. Spiritual lack of inde-
pendence reigns literally in everything: in the books that he reads; in the people who surround him; in the polit-
ical parties to which he belongs. The matter is aggravated by the many-sided material dependence that affects
his mentality in such a way that, in the end, he loses faith in the possibility of independent thought, and does
not see any sense in it. Modern man can be characterized as an over-busy, unassembled, fragmented being. The
main problem is that we do not know what to do. Humanitarian thought more and more reveals a tendency to-
wards alarmism, but stating the situation does not change the essence of the situation.

In conditions when there is a total emasculation of the concept of “man” and the reduction of its content
to an economic category (human capital) or social function (executive employee; valuable personnel), phi-
losophy can become the resource that can restore a person to his spiritual dignity. This is the first point of
practical applicability of philosophy to form a new (regumanized) world order. Indeed, from the very begin-
ning of its appearance, the distinctive feature of philosophy was the emphasis on independent thinking. The
figure of the philosopher is also remarkable in this respect. A philosopher, unlike a priest, is not a unique
person chosen by the supreme power, but simply one of us, ordinary people, who simply understands the
lessons of everyday life more deeply and formulates them in memorable sayings. At the same time, it is im-
portant that everyone can learn this with desire. That is, there is not necessarily a superhuman component,
God’s choice or destiny. In gaining wisdom, everything depends only on the person himself: his desire, dili-
gence, and determination.

The problem of modernity is the problem of non-understanding. There is a paradoxical situation: on the
one hand, the growth of human knowledge has reached unprecedented heights, on the other hand, we do not
know what to do with all this, how to use it for everyone’s benefit. The content cannot exist in isolation from
the form. However, the vast content of various sciences today functions outside of an axiological form capa-
ble of combining them into one whole. That is why there is a destructurization of scientific, cultural and so-
cial processes. The second point of practical applicability of philosophy can be its integrative potential. Phi-
losophy in its transcendental dimension can constitute the general value framework of socio-cultural activity,
thus creating a vector of social development, fundamentally different from the political one.

A problem is always a contradiction between two sides. One of the most pressing problems of our time
is the problem of the collision of mass and high (classical) culture. It should be noted with regret that the ag-
gressive expansion of mass culture (anti-culture) devalues classical culture. In the public mind, this situation
gives rise to two radical positions. Representatives of the first can be defined as snobbish conservatives who
deny modern culture the right to exist (misunderstanding should be considered the reason for such unac-
ceptable hostility). Representatives of the second position are the younger generations who are in a position
of excommunication with tradition and therefore are forced to reproduce some kind of surrogates of cultural
models (their irreverent sharpness with regard to the past is also due to misunderstanding). The third point of
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the practical applicability of philosophy can be the establishment of a dialogue between “not understanding”.
Since philosophy, among other things, is the ultimate reflection on cultural values, it is able to see at the lev-
el of causes (and not only at the level of consequences, as culture bearers themselves do). Seeing the cause
frees a person from the position of condemnation or rejection. In other words, philosophy is culturally meta-
contextual. In this sense, it is able to create a “third” space for the communication of cultures, in which their
differences do not seem so incompatible. Ultimately, each culture is a collective way of creating answers to
life's meaningful questions that concern everyone. The content of the answers may vary. This difference be-
comes the main cause of the conflict. However, this difference still grows out of one questioning, out of one
existential need. That is, the cause is one, but the effects are many. It is enough to shift the focus to the cause
(essence) and see its common nature for all, so that the level of conflictogenicity of the diversity of conse-
quences will noticeably decrease.

Finally, the very last and main point of the urgent need for the use of philosophy in the creation of a
new world order is that only philosophy is able to reach the level of ontology, considering not only certain
types of beings, but all things in their being. This ability gives the integrity of vision, which protects from
false paths, enabling a more accurate forecast for the future and a more sober attitude to the present.

Recently, one can observe how thought rushes from one extreme to another: scientistic slogans overlap
with antiscientist ones; someone proposes to conquer space, since the Earth is already used up material,
someone proposes to save nature from the harmful effects of man. In the era of total antagonisms, it would
be useful to recall that the ideal of philosophy has always been harmony. The contradiction is removed only
in the synthesis of a higher order. Perhaps the time has come to stop elevating “society” over “nature” or “na-
ture” over “society”, and the time comes when it is necessary to balance them in a harmonious unity under
the guidance of sensitive non-dogmatic philosophical thinking [10].

Appeal to the theoretical and practical principles of philosophical anthropology today is intended to ad-
dress, first of all, to those aspects of human nature and life that characterize a person as a key and creative
principle of civilizational development, creating social and cultural forms of his being. It involves the disclo-
sure and display of the correlative connection of these forms with the subjective human factor, their interpre-
tation as realities accessible to the transforming influence of man, as concrete historical products of human
creativity, as such results of human activity that owe their appearance to the specific needs and interests of a
person, his creative abilities and opportunities.
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H. Memxnnona, I1.I1. Conomenko, C.M. XKakun
Kasipri epkenunerTik JamMyabIH Macesieiepi MeH MepcrneKTHBaJIapbl

Maxkanazna ¢puI0coGUsIIBIK, aHTPOIIOJIOTHSHBIH TEOPHSUIBIK KOHE NMPAaKTHKAIBIK Ko3KapacTapbl KOHTEKCIHIeT
Ka3ipri @pKeHHEeTTiK JaMyZAbIH Mocelesiepi MeH MepCleKTUBaIaphl KapacTHIPhUIFaH. bellceHaiTik TocimiHig
o/liCHAaMachIH TaijaigaHa OTHIPHIN, aBTOpJAp AICYMETTIK OEJICEeHIUIIKTI 13TUICHIIpY HpolecTepiHae axam
MaceleciH GHI0COQHSIIBIK 3epTTeYIepAiH JIEYeTiH XKy3ere acklpy MYMKIH/ITI Typajbl olnaiasl. ABTopiap
(bunocoHANBIK aHTPOIOJIOTUAHBIH aJaMHBIH MOHI Typanbsl amOebam OuUTiM peTiHIe NaMybIHBIH Kapama-
KaHIIbl CUIAaThIHA Ha3ap ayjapa OTHIPHII, alaMHbIH OipTyTac OOJIMBICEIHAAFHI Oipereit 6MOCOIMOMOICHH JKY-
fie peTiHAe TYCiHy MoceleciH OipiHIN OpbIHFAa KOSl AaM3aTTHIH 9J€YMETTIK OOJMBICHIHBIH 3aMaHayH
YIBIMBI, COHAAN-aK MOACHHETTIH Ka3ipri TYpl afaMHBIH dJIeMIETi OPHBI Typajbl FUIBIMUA Xa0apAapibIKThI Ta-
Jan ereni JkoHe (MIOCO(QHSIIBIK aHTPOIIOJIOTUSIHBIH AaMybIHa jkaHa HepcrektuBaiap amansl. Oumocodus-
JIBIK aHTPOIIOJIOTUSHBIH TEOPUSUIBIK XKOHE IMPAKTUKAIBIK MPUHIUITEpiHe Ka3ipri YHICY, eH alJbIMeH, aJaM-
HBIH OOJIMBICHIHBIH QJICYMETTIK JKoHEe MoJEeHH (popManapbslH KYPaTHIH OPKEHHUETTIK AaMy IbIH MaHBI3/bI KOHE
IIBIFAPMaIIBUIBIK 0acTaMachl PeTiHIE epeKIIeNICHeTiH ajaM TaOWFaThl MEH OMIpiHiH KbIpJapblHa JKYTiHyTe
apHaJIFaH.

Kinm ce30ep: anam, GUIOCOPUANBIK aHTPOIIONOTHSI, OEICEHIITIK TOCTi, TyMaHU3M, FBUIBIM CUMOHO3bI, Op-
KEHHETTIK Jamy, GUIoCcOPUATIBIK OiIay.

H. Memxunosa, I1.11. Conomenko, C.M. XKakun
IIpo0JieMbI 1 MepCNeKTUBBI COBPEMEHHOT0 HIUBUJIN3ANMOHHOTO PA3BUTHA

B craTtbe paccMoTpeHBI poOJIeMBl ¥ IEPCHIEKTUBEI COBPEMEHHOTO IIMBIIM3AI[MIOHHOTO PAa3BUTHS B KOHTEK-
CT€ TEOPETHYECKHUX M MPAKTHYECKUX YCTaHOBOK (uiIocodckoid anTponosnoruu. Vcroab3ys MeToI0IOTHIO Jie-
STETBHOCTHOTO MOAXO0/1a, aBTOPHI Pa3MBIIIIAIOT O BO3MOXKHOCTH pealn30BaTh MOTEHIHAN GHUIOCO(CKUX HC-
ClIeZIoBaHMiT POOJIEMBI YeJIOBEKa B IIPOLECCaX IYMaHU3AIMH COLMANIBHON JeATeNbHOCTH. ABTOPBI, 0Opalas
BHHMaHHE Ha MPOTHBOPEUMUBBIN XapakTep pa3BUTHA (HI0COPCKO aHTPOMOIOTHH KaK YHUBEPCAIBHOTO 3Ha-
HHS O CYL[HOCTH 4eJIOBEKa, BBIABUIAIOT Ha MEPBbI IUIaH IPOoOIeMy NOHUMAHUS YeJIOBeKa, Kak YHUKaIbHON
OHMOCOIIMOKYJIBTYPHOI CHCTEMBI B €€ IeTOCTHOM ObiTuu. COBpeMEHHAasi OpraHU3alys COLMATbHOTO OBITHS
YeJIOBEYECTBA, a TAKXKE COBPEMEHHBIIl THI KyJIbTYpPBI TPEOYIOT HAyYHOTO OCO3HAHMS MECTA YeJIOBEKa B MHUpPE
U OTKPBIBAIOT HOBBIC MEPCIICKTUBHI U1 Pa3BUTHS (uiocodckol aHTpomnonoruy. HeHemHee oOpalneHne K
TEOPETHYECKHM U NMPAaKTHIECKUM IPHHINIAM (GriIoco(CKOil aHTPOIIOIOTHY MPU3BAHO OOPATHTHCS, MPEKIE
BCET0, K TeM IPaHsIM YeJIOBEeYECKOH IPHPOIBI U JKU3HU, KOTOPBIE OTINYAIOT YeJIOBeKa Kak 3HaUNMOe U TBOP-
YecKoe Hayallo IUBUIM3AI[MOHHOTO Pa3BUTHSL, CO3/IAIONIee COUAIbHBIC ¥ KyIbTypHBIE GOPMEI ero OBITHSI.

Kniouesvie cnosa: denosek, ¢unocodckas aHTPONOIOTHS, AEATEIFHOCTHBIM MOAXOMA, TyMaHH3M, CUMOHO3
HayK, IUBIIM3AI[OHHOE Pa3BUTHE, HHI0COPCKOE MBIIIICHHE.
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