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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 humamproblein
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 mam, bring,to
the fore the problem of understanding man as a unique biosociocultural system in its integral bemg. The
modern organization of the social existence of mankind, as well as the modern type of cultyre, requires @ sci-
entific awareness of the place of man in the world and opens up new prospects for the dévelepment of philo-
sophical anthropology. The current appeal to the theoretical and practical principles 6f philosophi€al 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 sgeial and cultural forms of his
or her being.
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Introduction

The growing uncertainty in understanding the futige, prospects of civilizational development and the
role of an individual in these difficult processes ‘tequires theymodern 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 @nd, creative activity become of paramount importance. Therefore,
the request for the implementation ing@ience and’social practice of the transition “from considering a person
as a derivative of social phenomena to hisfunderstanding as a subject, a person capable of solving personal
and socially significant problems? remainsfrelevant [1]. This, in turn, should be based on the variety of ideas
about the value of a person _and hisjspiritual world, the ability to create, the qualities of a person associated
with his ability to go “upward’’gvalue attitude towards another person [2].

The leading level ©f mtellectual and spiritual development of the population, which takes the form of
human capital and*€nsures the“mnovation 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 meods, a‘pragmatic selfish attitude, and the technocracy of economic and social development programs
remain in thepast:

Toensure 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 “@ternaltiquestions
of existence echo the burning issues of modernity. Philosophizing is the constant pushing theyboundaries of
world perception, finding an unusual focus of vision, discovering for and in oneself the whole'dépthg com-
plexity, and polyphony of existence. Therefore, while studying philosophy, we are gngagedin 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 hiSiviewséon'the world and re-
sponsible for his being in the world is suppressed.

The entire history of philosophy convincingly shows that the formulatieft and solution of a particular
problem are inseparable from the specific historical, social, cultural coriditions of a philosopher’s life. More-
over, philosophy itself, which develops as a real-life process, isgfilled 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, théresearcher is no longer interested in the
subject “in itself”, but in the subject for a person and in relation tola person, in connection with him, with his
spiritual quest and practical intentions. Here, any resulfjof the, movement of thought acquires philosophical
meaning only when it is associated with vital questioning and divect 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 petsongwith his needs and interests, on the one hand, and
the world, understood not “in itself”, but as thg 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 indépendent in relation to the broader and more general process of
human life activity, but is a criticallyfcreative comprehension of life in concepts.

Experimental

The proposed researchg§basedorrthe methodological basis for effectively solving issues of social prac-
tice in an activity-based appreachfthat recognizes a person as a full-fledged subject of activity, participating
in the creative purocess | of transforming the world, being an active participant in modern social transfor-
mations, revealing alhnew,own possibilities in this process.

In the wordstef KPH. Momjian, “there will not be a single phenomenon in the entire “space” of the soci-
ety that does@ot 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 dtself...” [5].

Iti§ in this understanding that the essence of the activity approach to social reality that consists acts as
an explanatefy 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. Ilyenkov, 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 privateysciences
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, hethas nésether 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‘ggestion 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 realityga‘vafiety of sciences con-
cluded that they somehow raise the question of a person. The above applies fiot onlyato the sciences that
directly have a person as an object but also to the “natural sciences”. Progressyalong the path of knowledge
accelerates to the extent that a person begins to interfere with the object of knewledge, transforming it. As a
result, natural objects involved in the sphere of transformation acquire athuman dimension. The specificity of
cognition of such an object as a person is that it, as a whole, gannet 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 emvironment, also changes itself, developing its
own essence in the process of transformation. It is no coingidenceythat'numerous attempts to define “human
nature” in various teachings of philosophical anthropolegy failed to produce universally recognized results
and aroused legitimate doubts about the viability of philesophieal anthropology as a discipline capable of
integrating the growing multidimensional knowledge about man.

If philosophical anthropology is traditionally uniderstood as a philosophical discipline, the subject of
which is “human nature”, then philosophi¢al 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 existenéeasia special discipline.

The question of what a person i§1s not identical to the question of human nature, and therefore it cannot
be answered in a formal and legical\way = by listing signs. Speaking of a person, we are dealing with a
universal object. Doubling the*world“imsthe course of transformative activity, a person creates a “second
nature” — an artificial envisgdnimentiand a social world, acquires the ability to scientific, objective thinking,
to see the essence of any objeef, afid discovers an inner ideal doubling-consciousness.

Despite the dwugef accumulated material in the field of anthropological knowledge, the problem of
comprehending the'@ssenee, of man still remains open. The impossibility of comprehending the essence of
man in a traditiofial 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,
contindes his way, of comprehending his own essence, his nature.

As agéstlt 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 bidseciocultural 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 mganing 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. Abeut any, field of
philosophical knowledge, except for philosophical anthropology, one can say when it afose,and what its
subject matter is. The answer to the question of the origin and subject of philosophical anthtepology remains
open to this day.

The outstanding significance of L. Feuerbach’s work in the history ofgphilésophical thought is
connected with his understanding of man as a purely natural, biological beingfias “thésonly, universal and
supreme subject of the new philosophy”. The German thinker believed thatmot, théy“thinking Self”, not the
“Absolute idea”, about which his predecessors in German classical philosophyspoke 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 beoks, but)in creating people”.

According to Feuerbach, the spiritual principle in a persemcannot 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 aseparate,dsolated person does not contain a human essence;
the latter is present only in communication, in thednity of man with man. The philosopher called this unity
“the greatest and last principle of philosophy”, and allessential relations, principles of various sciences are
only different types and forms of this unityl Feuerbach considered all questions of being and cognition
proceeding from the human essence as naturaltbecause 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 tgfstudyaman, and in practice we would like to humanize social relations,
L. Feuerbach’s teaching about mamgacquires 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 g”pénetration into the so-called “subjective man”, into his inner world, makes
Feuerbach’s philosophy moregntefesting than ever. He notes that a “subjective person” makes his feelings a
measure of what shouldfbe. Today'we also clearly understand that many phenomena in society should be judged
by the “human”, “persenahdimension”. Turning to this dimension is a manifestation of humanism.

Seeing in Hegel sistatement of the identity of being and thinking only the identity of thinking with
oneself, Feuerbach deelared 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
emphasizedthat 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

Cepus «Uctopusa. Punocodusa». Ne 4(108)/2022 319



N. Medzhidova, P.P. Soloshchenko, S.M. Zhakin

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 thejrelations
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. Reuerbaeh’s, “new
philosophy” acted in a practical aspect as the ethics of love, in which the main moral valuéywouldbe the
statement “man is God to man”, and love for man should be the highest and first law of man. TtyWas taking
into account this kind of “deification” of man that Feuerbach declared that the love4permeated attitude of a
child to parents, husband to wife, brother to brother, friend to friend, in general, manie’man; moral relations
in themselves are truly religious relations, and the life of people corresponding®to suclmrélations 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 uncegtaingy, of\the very subject of philosophical
anthropology. The definition given by M. Scheler is most oftefjaccepted as the subject of philosophical
anthropology. M. Scheler considered the ancestral man withghis 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 censidereda, statting 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 th@ continued growth of its followers, has not come to the
development of such a methodical approach tQ, the problem of man, which would realize its claims. Many
researchers state the crisis of anthropologicalknowledge, which requires a change in the anthropological
paradigm. Despite the rapid develgpment, of anthropological research, many aspects remain open, and,
moreover, due to the rapid growith in the number of studies, there is a growing need for a deeper study of the
methodological problems of anthropolog¥for a deeper understanding of its discourse.

Another problem ofgméderniygphilosophical anthropology is the problem of classification of
anthropological disciplines, the Aumber of which is increasing day by day (structural, religious, natural
science, social, legal, historical,gpsychological, 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.
Psychologicalganthropology considers the problems of mental status in the integral structure of a person.
Histogi€alVanthropology explores the process of transforming the essential characteristics of a person
depéndingfon‘the cultural and historical changes that take place in society. Structural anthropology studies an
intercomftected system of sociocultural phenomena. Religious anthropology includes both reflections on a
person in‘stafiding 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 systemtef a‘higher
level of generalization and abstraction. Such a science, considering the laws of logic and_ thedinformation of
other types of anthropology, will go further than them. The aim of this science will be thetintelleetualdpene-
tration into the last structures and conditions by which the facts collected by physical§ culturaljand any other
anthropology can exist. Different types of anthropology study the partial and empisicals@spects of man. How-
ever, none of these anthropology considers a person as a whole, as a person. Thereforeathe 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 sttucturess

Observing the socio-cultural realities of today’s life, it becomes obvious/thatmodern man is almost com-
pletely at the mercy of forces seeking to take away his confidenee im,his 0wn thinking. Spiritual lack of inde-
pendence reigns literally in everything: in the books that he reads; ih 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 peossibility of independent thought, and does
not see any sense in it. Modern man can be characterizedias anlever-busy, unassembled, fragmented being. The
main problem is that we do not know what to doHumanitagian thought more and more reveals a tendency to-
wards alarmism, but stating the situation does not change the gssence of the situation.

In conditions when there is a total emasculation‘@f.theé’concept of “man” and the reduction of its content
to an economic category (human capital) or §ocial function (executive employee; valuable personnel), phi-
losophy can become the resource that can restere a person to his spiritual dignity. This is the first point of
practical applicability of philosophy to formfaynew (regumanized) world order. Indeed, from the very begin-
ning of its appearance, the distinctivé featiuwe of philosophy was the emphasis on independent thinking. The
figure of the philosopher is al§e #emarkable 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 moré“deeplygaind formulates them in memorable sayings. At the same time, it is im-
portant that everyone can {leasft this with desire. That is, there is not necessarily a superhuman component,
God’s choice or destiny. In‘gainifig wisdom, everything depends only on the person himself: his desire, dili-
gence, and determinations

The problemief modernity is the problem of non-understanding. There is a paradoxical situation: on the
one hand, theggrowthiof human knowledge has reached unprecedented heights, on the other hand, we do not
know avhatito doywith all this, how to use it for everyone’s benefit. The content cannot exist in isolation from
the form. Héwever, the vast content of various sciences today functions outside of an axiological form capa-
ble of'¢ombining 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 énly certain
types of beings, but all things in their being. This ability gives the integrity of vision, “Whichyprotects\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: sciéntistic slegans overlap
with antiscientist ones; someone proposes to conquer space, since the Earth isgalready used up material,
someone proposes to save nature from the harmful effects of man. In the era ofitotal antagonisms, it would
be useful to recall that the ideal of philosophy has always been harmony. Thesgentradiction is removed only
in the synthesis of a higher order. Perhaps the time has come to stop elevating #Sogiety” over “nature” or “na-
ture” over “society”, and the time comes when it is necessary to balan¢e them in'a harmonious unity under
the guidance of sensitive non-dogmatic philosophical thinking [40].

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,chabacterize a person as a key and creative
principle of civilizational development, creating socialandculturaljforms of his being. It involves the disclo-
sure and display of the correlative connection of these formsWith the subjective human factor, their interpre-
tation as realities accessible to the transformingdnfluencetef 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. Memxunosa, I1.11. Comomenko, C.M. XXakun
Kasipri epkeHHeTTIK JaMyIbIH MJcesie/iepi MeH NnepcneKTUBaJIaphl

Maxkanazia GuIocopHsIIBIK aHTPOIOJIOTHSHBIH TEOPHSUIBIK KOHE NMPAKTHKAIBIK Ko3KapacTapbl KOHTEKCIHIeTr
Ka3ipri @pKeHUETTIK JaMyAbIH MOCeNIeiepi MCH MEPCHEKTUBANAPHI KapaCThIPbUIFaH. belnceHaimiK ToCcimiHIg
o/iCHAMachIH TaiajgaHa OTBHIPHIN, aBTOpJIAp AJIEYMETTIK OEJICeHIUNIKTI 13TUICHIIpY HpolecTepinae axam
MaceseciH GUIoCOPUSIIBIK 3epTTCYICPIiH JICYETiH KY3ere achlpy MyMKIHJIIrT Typalibl oiaiinel. ABTOpiap
($HIToCOPUATBIK aHTPOTIONOTHAHBIH aJaMHBIH MOHI Typajibsl oMOeOam OiTiM peTiHAe NaMyBIHBIH Kapama-
KalIIbl CHIIaThIHA Ha3ap ayxapa OTHIPHIN, aAaMHBIH OipTyTac 0OJIMBICEIHAAFEI Oipereil OMOCOIIMOMOICHH KY-
iie peTiHAe TYCiHy MoceseciH OipiHIN OpBIHFAa KOSIBL AAM3aTTBIH OJEYMETTIK OOJIMBICHIHBIH 3aMaHayH
YIBIMBI, COHIAM-aK MOJICHUETTIH Ka3ipri TYpl aJaMHBIH dJIE€MIeTi OPHBI Typajibl FEUIBIME Xa0apAapIIbIKThI Ta-
Jan erelli koHe (HIOCO(QHSIIBIK aHTPOIIOJIOTUSHBIH JaMyblHA jkaHa IepcrekTuBanap amansl. Ounocodusiy
JIBIK aHTPOIIOJIOTUSIHBIH TEOPHSUIBIK XKSHE IMPAaKTUKAJBIK MPUHIHUITEPiHE Ka3ipri YHIEY, €H alIbIMeH, aJaM-
HBIH OOJIMBICBIHBIH QJICYMETTIK XKoHEe MOIeHH (hopMaslapblH KYPAaThIH OPKEHUETTIK 1AMy IbIH MaHbI3/Ibl SKaHEe
HIBIFapMaNIbUIBIK 0acTaMachl PeTiHAE epeKIIeNeHeTiH ajaM TaOuFaThl MEH OMIpiHiH KbIpjapblHa JKYTiHYTe
apHaJIFaH.

Kinm co30ep: amam, GUIOCOQUANBIK aHTPOIONOTHSA, OEICEHIUTIK TOCITi, TyMaHU3M, FHUIBIMgCHMOMO3EI, 6p-
KEHHUETTIK JaMy, PUIocopusuibk oinay.

H. Memxunosa, I1.11. Comomenko, C.M. XKakux
IIpo0JieMbl ¥ MEepCHEeKTUBBI COBPEMEHHOT0 HUBUJIN3aNIMOHHOPO PAa3BUTHSA

B crarbe paccMOTpeHbl IPOOJIEMBI U MEPCIEKTUBBI COBPEMEHHOTO LIMBUIM3ALMOHHOFO pa3BUTHSI B KOHTEK-
CTE TEOPETHYECKUX M NPAKTUYECKHX YCTaHOBOK (uocodckoi adPporfoieruit, VIcrnonb3yst METOROIOTHIO Jie-
ATEIBHOCTHOTO NOAX0/1d, aBTOPBI PA3MBILUIAIOT O BO3MOXKHOCTH PEAlIi30BATRIIIOTEHIMAT (HUIIOCOPCKHX HC-
CJICZIOBaHMI POOJIEMBI YeJIOBEKa B NPOLIECCaX I'yMaHU3aluH COMMAIIBHOL NeATeIbHOCTUH. ABTOPBI, 0Opalas
BHUMAaHHE Ha MPOTHUBOPEUHUBEINH XapakTep pa3BUTHS (GUI0COGCKOHN aBTPOTOIOTHH KaK YHUBEPCAIbHOTO 3Ha-
HHS O CYI[HOCTH Y€JIOBEKA, BBIABUIAIOT HA NEPBbIN INaH NpobieMy IIQHUMaHUs YeI0BeKa, KaK YHUKaIbHON
OMOCOLMOKYIBTYPHOIH CHCTEMBI B €€ IENO0CTHOM ObITHA.JCOBPEMEHHAs OPraHU3alMs COIMATBHOTO OBITHS
YEJIOBEYECTBa, a TAK)KE COBPEMEHHBII THIT KyJIERYpbl TPeOYIOT HAYYHOrO OCO3HAHHS MECTa YeJIOBEKa B MHPE
U OTKPBIBAIOT HOBBIC MEPCIEKTUBBI JJIs Pa3BUTHSpHiIocodekoli anTpononorun. HelHeniHee obpaieHue K
TEOPETHYECKUM M MPAKTHYECKUM NpHHUIUNAM (GuiIocOdCK#l aHTPOIOIOTHH IPU3BAHO OOPATUTHCA, MPEK/C
BCEro, K TeM IPaHsAM YeI0BEUECKOM MPUPO/EBI U XKU3HH, KOTOPbIE OTIMYAIOT YEJIOBEKa KaK 3HAUUMOE M TBOP-
YeCKOEe Ha4yaslo LIMBHIN3ALMOHHOTO Pa3BUTHA,) CO3/IAI0IIEE COLMAIbHBIE H KYJIBTYpHBIE ()OPMBI €TI0 OBITHSL.

Kniouesvie cnosa: YCJIOBCK, (1)I/IHOC0(1)CK8.$[ AHTPOIIOJIOr U, I{eﬂTeJ’ILHOCTHHﬁ noaxon, ryMmaHusMm, CcUMOH03
HayK, QUBUIN3ALIMUOHHOC PAa3BUTHE, (bHJIOCO(i)CKOG MBIIIJICHHUE.

References

1 Derkach, A.A. Sovremennye zadachi akmeologii kak metanauki i metapraktiki [Modern tasks of acmeology as a metascience
and metapractice]. Memorial. Retfieved fromttp://www.goskadri.ru/index.php? article id=21&pid=19 [in Russian].

2 Rubinshtein, S.L. (1973). Chielovek i mir [Man and the world]. Problemy obshchei psikhologii — Problems of General Psy-
chology. Moscow: Pedagogika [in‘Russian].

3 Baturin, V.S. (2012). Sesteianie i problemy postsovetskogo obrazovaniia v kontekste teorii deiatelnosti [State and problems
of post-Soviet educafion in‘the context of activity theory]. Vestnik Orenburgskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta — Bulletin of the
Orenburg State Universip, 7, ¥14—120 [in Russian].

4 _Solovev, VS, (1988). Istoricheskie dela filosofii [Historical Affairs of Philosophy]. Voprosy filosofii — Questions of Philos-
ophy 48, 118:125}in Russian].

5 “Momdzhian, K.Kh. (1994). Sotsium. Obshchestvo. Istoriia [Society. Society. Story]. Moscow: Nauka [in Russian].

6 Feuerbach, L. (1955). Izbrannye filosofskie proizvedeniia [Selected philosophical works]. (Vols.1, 2; Vol. 1). Moscow: Gos-
politizdat [in"Russian].

7 Feuerbach, L. (1955). Izbrannye filosofskie proizvedeniia [Selected philosophical works]. (Vols.1, 2; Vol. 2). Moscow: Gos-
politizdat [in Russian].

8 Sheler, M. (1994). Izbrannye proizvedeniia [Selected works]. (A.V. Denezhkina, A.N. Malinkina, A.F. Fillipova, Transl.).
Moscow: Gnozis [in Russian].

9 Medzhidova, N. (2021). Telesno-orientirovannyi podkhod v filosofskoi antropologii [Body-Oriented Approach in Philosoph-
ical Anthropology]. Zhurnal « Metafizikay — Journal “Metafizika”, 3 (15), 7-17 [in Russian].

10 Abbasova, K.Ya., Soloshchenko, P.P., & Karakonisova, S.G. (2017). Filosofskaia kultura kak sposob formirovaniia kulturnoi
identichnosti [Philosophical culture as a way of forming cultural identity]. Vestnik Karagandinskogo universiteta. Seriia Istoriia.
Filosofiia — Bulletin of Karaganda University. History. Philosophy series, 4, 75-81 [in Russian].

Cepus «Uctopusa. Punocodusa». Ne 4(108)/2022 323





