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Marginalization of Man in Technical Civilization

Purpose. This article aims to study ways of reconsidering the naive and optimistic view of technology in con-
temporary philosophical literature. Theoretical basis. The research draws on the concepts of phenomenology and
philosophical anthropology. Originality. The focus of critical reflection is on negative trends in technological de-
velopment that pose a threat to humanity’s survival. In this context, the in-depth study of philosophical questions
about what technology is and what it means to be human becomes particularly relevant. Naive interpretations often
suggest that technology plays a central role in shaping human identity. For instance, Marxism embodies this idea,
viewing the level of technological development (tools and means of production) as both a primary factor in histori-
cal human formation and a measure of social progress. Naivety also manifests in the belief that radical global
change is justified. However, as modern scholars of the history of philosophy and philosophy of technology con-
vincingly argue, these views are superficial and rely on partial readings of classical texts. Today, the recognition of
non-technical factors — such as language, rituals, and play — in human development is widely accepted and produc-
tive. A deeper understanding of current technological interpretations opens new perspectives for exploring humans’
role in culture and exploring human responsibility. Conclusions. In modern times, the most urgent issue is how
people’s relationship with technology is evolving. This is reflected in growing uncertainty and fear. Modern re-
searchers warn that the naive reception of technology as a tool results in disconnecting technology from culture,
philosophy, and ethics. The emancipation of technical rationality from value-based one, breaking the link between
philosophy and science, truth and goodness, is particularly troubling. Consequently, there is an urgent need to find
ways to humanize technology, beginning with a fundamental rethink of the technomorphic view that defines humans
as tool makers. The marginalization of humans stems from the dominance of ideas portraying technology as an ex-
ternal tool. Recognizing the importance of language, rituals, and play in human development is both profound and
justified. The notion that technology is a means to realize human essence — that is, working on oneself (psyche) —
remains compelling. Moving beyond naive views of technology and developing sound philosophical frameworks is
a crucial step towards understanding human nature and discovering one’s purpose in the universe. A detailed explo-
ration of this concept will be the subject of the next publication.
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Introduction

Throughout history, the main task of humans was to cultivate a higher principle within
themselves. Other motives of human behavior, especially the desire to radically change the world
around them, played a secondary role. This situation has changed significantly over the past few
centuries, as technology has come to the forefront as a means of transforming the world. The
scale of humanity’s ability to change the world is increasing dramatically; that is, technology is
becoming an ever more powerful force. At the same time, humans have gradually lost their key
status. These changes have repeatedly attracted the close attention of philosophers, leading to the
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development of the philosophy of technology. Today, the ambiguous consequences of rapid
technological development are of particular concern. As a result, interest in several long-standing
and seemingly resolved problems is growing: What are the main trends in technological
development, and how do they influence human existence? What are the ambiguities and
contradictions of this development? What negative consequences and threats does technological
progress pose? To what extent does the rise of modern technophobia relate to real threats to
human survival? What changes in worldview are necessary for a radical improvement in the
current situation? It is important for us that the genesis of anthropological currents in philosophy,
i.e., existentialism, philosophical anthropology, personalism, etc., is closely connected with the
development of technology.

Schematically, the diagnosis of the current spiritual situation looks like the dominance of a
naive interpretation of the essence of technology. The basis of this approach is the ancient desire of
men to change and master the world around them. It is correct to note that over the last few
centuries, technology as a means of satisfying this human need has been adored, and the level of
progressive development of mankind has been unambiguously linked to the level of technological
development. We are talking about a simple and unambiguous dependence, namely, the level of
development of technology is the main indicator of social progress, and therefore, the level of
human perfection. The last few hundred years of the development in human history are usually
classified as technical civilization. Although it is difficult to deny the large-scale changes and rapid
progress in the field of technology, at the same time the destructive consequences of its
development, which are associated with the way of human existence, are undeniable.

It is now increasingly obvious that the rapid development of technology over the past few
hundred years has led to the destruction of the environment and a destructive impact on humans.
Therefore, those philosophical texts whose authors thematize the problem of technology and the
nature of its impact on basic human values are especially valuable. Here, the publications of
K. Jaspers and M. Heidegger, L. Mumford, J. Ellul, H. Skolimowski, etc. should be mentioned
first of all.

The main focus is on the modern man as the bearer of unchecked power and the unprecedented
scope of his/her possibilities. In a time of catastrophic growth in unpredictable consequences,
traditional interpretations of good and evil as fundamental ethical concepts need to be reevaluated.
By the mid-twentieth century, it was clear to Jaspers that technology in itself is neither good nor
evil. However, the technological power of modern humans has subtly become a monster, posing a
threat to both physical survival and inner well-being. Under such circumstances, the importance of
fundamental research aimed at developing a new ethics for technological civilization is
unquestionable. This is where Hans Jonas’s work, "The Imperative of Responsibility: In Search of
an Ethics for Technological Civilization", comes into focus. "The former ethics", he writes, "does
not teach us such norms of good and evil that would correspond to the completely new modalities
of human power and its possible manifestations" (Jonas, 2001, p. 7).

Analyzing the current state of man in culture reveals a significant gap between the
expectations built over centuries and reality. We are discussing the negative effects of man’s
efforts to control the world and secure a central role within it. Why is modern man disappointed
with his optimistic expectations? It is about man’s loss of control over technological
development and the transformation of man into an extension of the machine. From this analysis,
the main problem of the article becomes clear: how to find ways to prevent human
marginalization in a technological civilization.
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Purpose

To analyze ways of rethinking the naively optimistic interpretation of technology in modern
philosophical literature.

Statement of basic materials

Even a superficial acquaintance with the research literature allows us to state naivety as the
main feature of traditional interpretations in technology during the 18th-19th centuries. This in-
volves the interpretation of technology as a man-made tool that should bring only the expected
positive results. Turning to the origins of technical civilization in European culture, it is
impossible to ignore the philosophical heritage of Francis Bacon and René Descartes. The first,
as is well known, belongs to the first technocratic utopia in European culture — "New Atlantis".
On its pages, the author demonstrates firm confidence in the unconditional positivity of the
human mind and the technical tools that are its carriers. Descartes’ name is usually associated
with the justification of man’s right to transform the world and the conviction that human efforts
are successful. The question of how realistic these ideas are will be discussed below.

A vivid example of a naive interpretation of technology is the Marxist concept of a man as a
being who makes tools, developed in the second half of the 19th century. According to it, the
process of making tools is the main factor in the formation of a man, that is, one’s transformation
from an animal into a real man. The founders of Marxism also emphasize the decisive role of the
economy in social life. Such ideas still dominate scientific and popular science literature, which
can be easily verified by surfing the Internet. Examples of its uncritical reproduction at the end
of the 20th century include the interpretation of technology by the modern German philosopher
Vittorio Hosle (2003), for whom technical activity is the most important fundamental feature of a
man (p. 98). However, the example given is more a tribute to established traditions than a
manifestation of a modern interpretation of the place of technology in the mankind’s life. And
although, today there are still widespread superficial ideas that the process of introducing the
latest technologies is accompanied by the humanization of social life, however, in modern
philosophical literature, culture, there is a radical change in emphasis. Nowadays, the naive idea
of the movement of history as the progress of technology is increasingly assessed as a dangerous
illusion.

In the process of a closer look, with the methods of critical understanding concerning the
current trends in the development of technical civilization, it is impossible to ignore one of the
most prominent works of the second half of the twentieth century, entitled "Technique or the
Challenge of the Century™ (1954). As its author, Jacques Ellul, aphoristically figured out it, the
main purpose of the book is "a call to the sleeper to wake up". He proclaims and convincingly
substantiates the thesis of the autonomy of technology as a subject of historical development:
"technology causes and determines social, political and economic changes" (Ellul, 1954, p. 133).
Revealing his vision of the nature of the main threat, he rightly notes that modern technology
imperceptibly accustoms a man to itself. The latter, he writes, purrs like a cat, minimizing the
feeling of threat as much as possible. Moreover, a modern man, adhering to an optimistic
approach, imperceptibly loses control over the process of technology development, turning into
an instrument of its development. The increase in the scale of technology’s influence is due to
the gradual expansion of technical approaches to all spheres of human activity, the mediation of
all forms of human activity. This trend is threatening to the foundations of human civilization,
which is why the title of Jacques Ellul’s work is given.
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A striking example of a critical attitude towards the approach to a naive interpretation of
technology is Henryk Skolimowski’s (1979) position, who proposes to define it with the concept
of "technological euphoria”. Kurt Hiibner recently voiced deep concern about the state of
deformation of the ontological status of a modern man under the influence of technology. In his
opinion, the main object of philosophical critical analysis today is "the self-knowledge of a
modern man, his/her technical and scientific intentionality and, hence, his/her hypertrophied
rationality, which has become almost an end in itself" (Hiibner, 1978, p. 388).

In this context, the question of the grounds for the conviction of the European man in the
legitimacy and expediency of transforming the world on the principles of reason comes to the
fore. Traditionally, a meaningful answer to this question in the literature is usually associated
with the philosophical teachings of René Descartes. In the research literature, his position is
often qualified as a kind of mouthpiece of technical civilization. First of all, we are talking about
his absolutization of the cogito as the absolute starting point of philosophizing, revealed through
radical doubt. An even more convincing and irrefutable argument for the focus in the teachings
of the French philosopher, the father of rationalism, on the radical transformation of the world is
his famous thesis from "Reflections on Method" about the possibility of becoming "“the lord and
master of nature". In the sixth part of this text, he seems to categorically and unambiguously
indicate the key significance of this desire for a man. However, as attentive researchers of the
history of philosophy have long noted, firstly, this expression is the only case in the thinker’s
legacy where it directly means the orientation of a person’s attention to a radical transformation
of the world, and secondly, and no less significantly, the author uses the particle "supposedly",
which is often neglected or deprived of attention in the process of quoting.

It is easy to predict the remarks of colleagues that, they say, each era of European history has its
own interpretation of the main ideas of the great classics, but it is worth noting their
inappropriateness. In other words, this is not so much about interpretation as about mythologizing.
It is difficult to deny that in the process of searching for ways to clarify the answer to the question
of what the real Descartes is and what his modern interpretation looks like, we come across the fact
of the ambiguity of his basic intention, which is hidden by multiple interpretations. However, as
A. Malivskyi (2019), one of the modern researchers of the philosophical heritage of the French
thinker, convincingly proves, for Descartes, anthropological interest is a priority. As a result of a
meticulous study of Descartes’ texts and biography, and research by modern Cartesian scholars,
Malivskyi argues, firstly, on the undeniable importance of anthropological and ethical motives for
him, and secondly, on the artificiality and superficiality of the interpretation of his position as
anthropocentrism. One of the main reasons for the long-term neglect of the French thinker’s
interest in a man was his conscious intention to hide his true beliefs with the help of a mask. In
particular, the vast majority of known interpretations of Descartes’ legacy as a mouthpiece of
technical civilization ignore, firstly, both the important place of the sensory-emotional component
in human nature and, secondly, the fact that his last text ("Sentiments of the Soul") is devoted to
the sphere of human feelings. The originality of Descartes’ philosophical position will become
even more obvious to us if we pay attention to the fact that, in searching for ways to solve the
problem of improving the world, he focuses not so much on the external as on the internal world. It
is significant that for him the ways to improve human nature are not so much associated with
enriching it with knowledge as with improving human feelings.

Returning to the main problem of the article, it is right to focus attention on the question of
what modern researchers of technology see as the main flaws of the optimistic interpretation of
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the role of technology in human life? The most profound teaching among those thinkers who
critically rethought the superficial concept of technology is represented by Lewis Mumford. He
sees his main goal as a critical understanding of the prerequisites of our emotional fascination
with technology and technical progress. He includes the overestimation of the role of tools and
machines among the main flaws of the widespread interpretations of technology as culture.
Mumford emphasizes that Karl Marx was mistaken about the decisive role of tools in human
development. He is firmly convinced that the role of technology in human life cannot be
understood if the integrity of human nature is ignored. For him, the habit of seeing human
humanity in the manufacture of tools is not convincing. The main disadvantages of this approach
are due to ignoring, firstly, a large number of examples of the use of tools by animals and birds,
and secondly, the absence of similar manifestations of intelligence in five-year-old children. In
other words, the weak point of the widespread approach, according to Mumford, is the neglect of
the main chapters of human history. For him, as an expert on the cultures of ancient Egypt and
Mesopotamia, it is undeniable that the process of the emergence of technology cannot be
understood by ignoring rituals, dances, songs, drawings, carvings, etc. (Mumford, 1972).

Another manifestation of the critical reaction to the dominance of technomorphism is
connected with the recognition of the right to exist of the philosophy of technology as an
autonomous sphere of philosophical knowledge. This is Skolimowski’s idea of the importance of
developing a fundamentally new type of technology knowledge, which involves attention not
only to instrumental-pragmatic aspects, but also to a holistic vision of human nature. The
previous tradition, according to the author, is characterized by a maniacal focus on the
quantitative parameters of the world. The lack of attention to the qualitative dimensions of the
world and man is one of the most significant shortcomings of the technomorphic worldview.
Analyzing possible scenarios of the future of humanity, Skolimowski pathetically expresses his
credo in the title of the article — "philosophy of technology as philosophy of a man™. In his
opinion, in the worldview of the man of the future, a holistic vision of his/her nature will occupy
a prominent place (Skolimowski, 1979).

A significant study of the modern man and the world at the peak of technical civilization and
the crisis of man is the work of Hans Jonas’s "The Principle of Responsibility. In Search of
Ethics for Technological Civilization™, 2001. Schematically outlining the main points of his
interpretation of the current spiritual situation as a crisis state of humanity at the end of the
20th century, it is worth paying attention to the assessment of the current state of man and
technology. For him, it is clear that a man today is something more than homo faber, and
technology is something more than a technical tool. Explaining the changes in culture hidden
from the outside eye, the author emphasizes the importance of going beyond technomorphism
and the key significance of the ethical component: "... technology acquires ethical significance
due to the central place it now occupies in the subjective goal of human life" (Jonas, 2001,
p. 24). The author admits with undisguised sadness that a man today has lost the ability to
control and direct the trends in the development of technology. In presenting his/her vision of
ways to change this situation, he emphasizes, firstly, the importance of negative forecasts over
positive ones and, secondly, the expediency of addressing the feeling of "fear" as a concern
about the likely consequences of human activity. This involves using the "heuristic of fear" and
"courage to fear". For us, Jonas’s thesis that the image of the future must necessarily include not
only knowledge of the desired result, but also knowledge of man and the motives of human
behavior, is of fundamental importance. At the same time, the latter must not so much encourage

Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
doi: https://doi.org/10.15802/ampr.v0i27.333987 © X. Yao, T. O. Radkevich, T. Y. Charkina, 2025

62



ISSN 2227-7242 (Print), ISSN 2304-9685 (Online)
AnTpononoriu#i BuMipu ¢inocodcbkux gocaikens, 2025, Bum. 27

Anthropological Measurements of Philosophical Research, 2025, NO. 27

THE MAN IN TECHNOSPHERE

a man to technical activity as they will restrain him /her from excessive activity. The feeling of
fear, he rightly writes, "receives a new value". In a situation of radical growth of human
capabilities, this feeling is actualized: "We are powerful and conscious of our power, we must
today deliberately come to the point of 'learning fear™ (Jonas, 1987, p. 66).

How can and should modern humanity change the direction of the technological development
it has created? In exploring this question, it is helpful to briefly review certain points from earlier
discussions. This includes, first, Mumford’s idea of human development as a process of working
on oneself as one’s own body, and second, the role of excess psychic energy in shaping human
evolution. Importantly, we must recognize the artificiality of the idea that Descartes’
philosophical legacy justifies man’s right to radically transform the world. The notion favored by
some modern thinkers — that man should minimize ambitions, set aside previous achievements,
and return to a state resembling that of primitive humans — offers a profound and fruitful
perspective. In other words, we need to reject the familiar European-centric view of humanity
and acknowledge the presence of doubt, uncertainty, and fear in the human mind. These feelings
are especially crucial in our current effort to revise the fundamental principles of the past era.
This is what Hans Jonas describes as the "heuristic of fear". In essence, this fear relates to a
cautious, balanced, and thoughtful attitude toward the world. In other words, we must move
beyond a naive understanding of ourselves and the world, paying attention not only to primary
(expected) outcomes but also to secondary and tertiary effects. By taking these steps, we
improve our chances of meaningfully understanding the concept of "responsibility"”, which Jonas
highlighted in the title of his foundational work.

Nowadays, artificial intelligence is playing an increasingly important role, which humanity
associates with promising prospects for the humanization of culture. How justified are these
expectations? To a large extent, the book by the modern German philosopher Richard David
Precht (2020), "Artificial Intelligence and the Meaning of Life", offers an opportunity to clarify
this issue. The author rightly points out several positive achievements in science and information
technology related to artificial intelligence. However, he also acknowledges some valid
reservations. This includes both ecological threats and climate change, as well as the undeniable
fact that developing and using relevant technical devices is impossible without increased
exploitation of nature and its resources. Unlike previous thinkers in the philosophy of
technology, Precht does not consider the traditional distinction between animals and humans to
be significant. It is questionable for him because it ignores the fact that the emotional principle
that unites them yet also greatly distinguishes them in the technical world remains unconsidered.
His point is particularly compelling when it comes to the impossibility of a world of human
culture without emotional feelings as its main components. The realities of our existence at the
beginning of the 21st century convincingly show that a person cannot be reduced to a mechanism
and calculation, and his/her creativity is not diminished to the operation of cold machine
intelligence.

Originality

The focus of critical reflection in the article is on the harmful trends in technological
development, which threaten humanity’s self-destruction. In this context, the need for a thorough
exploration of philosophical questions about what technology is and what it means to be human
becomes relevant. Naive interpretations of these concepts often include the idea that technology
plays a key role in shaping humanity. The embodiment of this position is Marxism, where the
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level of development of the means of production (technical tools) is both the main factor in the
formation of man in history and the criterion of social development. The forms of manifestation
of naivety also include a person’s conviction in the legitimacy of radical change in the world.
However, as modern researchers of the history of philosophy and philosophy of technology
convincingly prove, these interpretations are superficial, and their justification is based on a
fragmentary interpretation of classical texts. Now the thesis about the importance of non-
technical factors in the development of man, which include speech, rituals and play, is
indisputable and fruitful. A meaningful understanding of modern interpretations of technology
opens up new perspectives in the process of studying the problem of man in culture and
developing the problem of human responsibility.

Conclusions

Nowadays, the issue of how a person relates to technology has come to the forefront. This is
evidenced by increasing uncertainty and fear. According to modern researchers, a naive view of
technology as merely a tool leads to a disconnect between technology and culture, philosophy,
and ethics. The separation of technical rationality from value-based rationality — essentially, the
rift between philosophy and science, truth and good — is especially concerning. As a result, there
is a growing effort to find ways to humanize technology. This requires a fundamental rethinking
of the technomorphic view of man as simply a being who makes tools. The marginalization of
humans stems from the idea that technology is just an external tool. The importance of language,
rituals, and play in human development is profound and valid. It’s hard to ignore the thesis that
the idea of technology as a means is rooted in human nature, specifically in his work on himself
(his psyche). Moving beyond a naive view of technology and developing related philosophical
ideas is an important step toward understanding ourselves and discovering our purpose in the
universe. A clear elaboration of this idea will be the focus of the next publication.
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Maprinamaizanis JIOAMHA B TEXHIYHIA nuBLIi3amii

Mera. ¥V crarTi nependadeHo BUBYMTH IUIIXH NEPEOCMHUCIICHHS HAIBHO-ONTUMICTHYHOTO TIYMAauCHHS TEXHIKH
B cydacHi ¢imocodcerkiit mitepatypi. Teopermunmii 6a3mc. JlocmikeHHS TPYHTYETbCS Ha KOHIICTITYaTbHUX
MOJIOKEHHsIX (eHoMeHouorii Ta ¢inocoderkoi antpomonorii. HaykoBa HoBm3Ha. OO0’€KTOM KPUTHYHOTO
OCMUCJICHHSI € HEraTUBHI TEHAEHII PO3BUTKY TEXHIKH, SIKi 3arpOXXKylOTh CaMO3HMIICHHSM JIIOACTBA. Y LLOMY
KOHTEKCTI aKTyaJli3y€eThCsl 3aBJIaHHS TOTIMOJIICHOr0 BUBUEHHS (iI0COPCHKUX MHUTaHb MPO Te, II0 TaKe TEXHiKa Ta
o Take oanHa. /1o GopM nposBy HaiBHOTO MiAXOAY IIOJNO TIYyMaueHHsS 3MICTY LIUX MOHSATH HaJeXaTh ySBICHHS
PO KJIFOUOBY pOJIb TEXHIKM y CTAHOBJICHHI JIIOJUHH. BTIIEHHSM O3HA4YeHOI MO3MINI € MapKCHU3M, Ji¢ PiBEHb
PO3BUTKY 3ac00iB BUPOOHHUITBA (TEXHIUHI 3HApsAAS) MOCTAE SIK OCHOBHMM (DaKTOPOM CTAHOBJICHHS JIIOAMHH B
icTOpii, TaK 1 KpUTEPiEM CYCIITBHOTO PO3BHUTKY. [0 urcia (popM MposiBY HAiIBHOCTI TAKOXK HAJICKUTH MEPEKOHAHICTh
JIOAWHYU B TIPAaBOMIPHOCTI paUKaNbHOI 3MiHHU CBITY. OJJHAK, SIK IEPEKOHINBO JOBOAATH CYYacHI TOCIITHAKA iCTOPIi
¢inocodii Ta ¢dinocodii TexHIKH, [i TOJIOKEHHS MOBEPXOBi, a iX OOIPYHTYBaHHsS CIUPAETHCA Ha (hparMeHTapHE
TIyMadeHHs KJIACUYHUX TeKCTiB. HUHI 0e3CyMHIBHOIO Ta IUTITHOIO € Te3a PO BaXKIHUBICTh TO3aTEXHITHUX (DaKTOpiB
CTAaHOBJICHHSI JIFOAWHH, 110 KHX HAJIE)KATh MOBA, PUTYAJIN Ta Tpa. 3MICTOBHE OCMHUCIICHHS Cy4acHHX iHTepIpeTarii
TEXHIKM BiJJKpUBA€ HOBI MEPCIEKTHBU B IPOIECi BUBYCHHS MPOOJIEMH MiCls JIIOJUHU B KYJIBTYpi Ta po3poOKu
npoOieMH BIAMOBIJANBHOCTI JIIOAWHK. BUCHOBKHM. Y Hamn AHI Ha NepWIMi IUIAH BUXOIMTH INpoOjemMa 3MiHU
croco0y CTaBJICHHs JIIOJMHU 10 TexHIKH. CBIJYEHHSIM LIbOTO € TPOLEC MOCWICHHS HEBIEBHEHOCTI Ta TOYYTTS
cTpaxy. Ha nyMKy cy4acHHMX JOCIIIHHKIB, HalBHA peLENilis TEXHIKH SK IHCTPYMEHTY 3YMOBIIOE BTPATy 3B’s3KY
TEXHIKH 3 KyJIbTYpoto, dhinocodii 3 eTrkoro. OCoOIMBY TPUBOTY BUKJIMKAE EMAHCHUIIAIS TEXHIYHOT pallioHaJIbHOCTI
BiJl IWIHHICHOI, TOOTO po3puB ¢inocodii Ta HaykH, ICTHHH 1 Ojara. A TOMYy iHTEHCH(DIKYETbCS MOIIYK (HopM
rymasisanii Texsiku. [i mepexymoBa nonsrae B paauKaabHOMY IEPEOCMUCIEHH] TEXHOMOP(HOT0 GaueHHs CyTHOCTI
JIIONMHM SIK ICTOTH, SIKa BUTOTOBIISIE 3HApsAAS mpaii. MapriHamizamist JIIOAWHM CTa€ pe3yJbTaTOM JOMiHYBaHHS
VSBJIICHb TPO TEXHIKY SK 30BHIIIHI iHCTPYMEHTH. [ TMOOKMMHU Ta MpaBOMIpHUMH € illei PO 3HAYYIIICTH MOBH,
pHUTYaiB Ta TPH B IIPOIECI CTAHOBJICHHS JIIOAWHU. Ba)kko He MOTOANTHCS 3 TE3010 PO YKOPIHEHICTH 1/1e1 TEXHIKH K
3aco0y CyTHOCTI JIFOJUHH, TOOTO ii poOOTH Haa camol CO0OK (CBOEHO IICHXIiKOI0). Buxim 3a Mexi HaiBHOTO
TIyMadeHHS TEXHIKM Ta pPO3po0Ka BiAMOBIMHUX (iTOCOPCHKHX KOHIEMIIA — BaXJIMBHA KPOK Ha MUIAXY
CaMOITI3HAHHSI JIFOIUHK Ta peaizailii Her0 CBOro MOKIMKaHHS y BcecBiti. 3MICTOBHA KOHKpETH3AIlis i€l imel Oyae
TEMOIO HAaCTYIHOI ITyOJTiKarii.
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