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M. M. Cknba

AHTPOMOJNTOM'MYECKOE N3MEPEHWE NMPOBJIEM COBPEMEHHOIO OBLWECTBA B KOHTEKCTE BSAMMOCBA3U HAYKN U
CBOBO[bI

B cratbe ¢ no3vumM YenoBevecKoro 3MepeHust uccreayrTcs npobnemsl coBpeMeHHoro obLecTBa, KOTopble 3aTparMBatloT B3avMoc-
BAI3b Hayku 1 ceoboabl. [laeTcst 060CHOBaHMe, YTO BOMbLUMHCTBO COBPEMEHHLIX NPOBIeM B CBOEM OCHOBaHWUM codepkaT obLyto npu-
YMHY — aHTPOMOMOTMYECKUI KpU3NC. PellieHne nmetoLmxcst NpoGremM, Mo MHEHUIO aBTopa, NEXUT B cdhepe B3aUMOAENCTBUS CBOGOAbI U
3HaHwWs1. MpUOPUTETHOCTb B PELLIEHUN CYLLECTBYIOLLIMX NpobnemM npefocTaBnsieTcs HayYHOMY 3HaHWI0, KOTOPOe B COeAMHEHUN C obLLe-
YEnoBeYECKUMM LiHHOCTAIMU, HanNM4YneM MopanbHOrO U3MEPEHUS!, MOXET YAOBNETBOPUTL 3HAHUEBYHO COCTaBISIHOLLYHO COLMOKYIbTYPHO-
ro Bblbopa, KoTopbIii cnocobeH obecneunTb 0BLLECTBY YCTONYMBOE Pa3BUTNE COU3MEPHOE C XKU3HbH).

KnioyeBble cnosa: Yenosek, cBoboaa, Mopanb, Hayka, 3HaH1e, CLIMEHTU3M, aHTUCLIMEHTI3M, COBPEMEHHOe 0bLLEeCTBO.

|. Skyba

ANTHROPOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF THE PROBLEMS OF MODERN SOCIETY IN THE CONTEXT OF SCIENCE AND FREEDOM
INTERRELATION

The article investigates the modern society problems concerning the relations between science and freedom from the human-like per-
spective. Introduction. The author identifies the specifics of modern society, focuses on trends of its development, existing problems
that actualize the subject of this study. The aim and tasks. The author explores the anthropological problems of modern society.
Among the tasks is exploration the problems of freedom as the basis of any social development and science (scientific knowledge) as
the main factor of modern social development. Research methods: systematic, cultural-historical and sociocultural methodological
approaches are used in their dialectical interconnection. Research results: problems of society nowadays are increasingly acquiring
anthropocentric, even sense-oriented coloring. The latter, in its turn, is connected with the values and freedom in man’s life. A change in
social development strategy is also a consequence of the choice of “critical mass” of people rather than one person. The choice is al-
ways made at the level of values and worldview. Therefore, the role of worldview disciplines is significantly increasing in the modern
world. The modern problem of freedom is acquiring some peculiarities resulting from the processes of informatization and globalization,
consumption strategies, the emergence of virtual reality and a virtual personality, and others. Freedom is integrated into the system of
knowledge, immanently corresponds to its anthropological factors, and it is also directly proportional to the result obtained. Such a
choice is possible if there is awareness of it, otherwise it withdraws from freedom and approaches chance and “blind” determinism. The-
se days, both in the life of an individual and a society, the decisive role is given to scientific knowledge. On the one hand, it is the main
factor of social development, since it is scientific knowledge that has the greatest influence on civilization choice. On the other hand, in
modern social practices including the technical sphere there is a tendency of reduction of the status of science. It is manifested in the
fact that scientific-technological progress is coming to replace scientific-technical one, that transforms the classical way of interconnec-
tion of science, technics and technology. At the same time, the development of postnonclassical rationality takes place inside the sci-
ence itself, that combined with the formation of a synergistic picture of the world, is preparing new responses to the challenges of the
modern world. Discussion The author more broadly refers to the conception of the dependence of freedom on knowledge. In particular, the
views of B. Spinoza, M. Polani, M. Weber and others are considered. Conclusion. The current stage of the society development poses
many challenges, threats and risks to humanity. Most of them point out to the anthropological crisis as their root cause. Certain results of
social development (positive or negative) simultaneous and always are the consequences of a certain socio-cultural choice. Exclusively
investigating and understanding the reason allows one to make another choice consciously, including one that is compatible with life.
Keywords: man, freedom, morality, science, knowledge, scientism, anti-scientism, modern society.
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UNFAIR ACTION AND ITS LEGITIMATION IN INTERNATIONAL SPACE: PHILOSOPHICAL AND
LEGAL CONTEXT

Volodymyr Vynnychenko Central Ukrainian State Pedagogical University, spharchenko_1@ukr.net

Abstract. This investigation is devoted to the conceptualization of the "unfair action" phenomenon; determination of
mechanisms of its legitimation in international space. The article states that understanding of fairness in primitive society was
associated with unconditional execution of certain rules, regulations. In ancient Greece, the concept of "benefit" was remotely
equal to fairness. In public mind, the concept of "benefit" slowly converted into the demand for a punishment for the breach of a
general rule. Over time, the model of benefit was converted into a more sophisticated practice of empowering people. It is
described that Christian morality allowed the equality of all people before the God. Feudal morals laid the basic proportional
fairness. The quintessence of this model was the "noble origin". In bourgeois society fairess provided legal equality of individuals in
civil society. Gradually political, legal, economic, academic institutions were formed. Modern ethical debates are focused on theories
of fairness within which individuals in their social life are seen as interconnected elements, both mutually needed and in that sense,
equal to each other. Individuals, living in the community, form a whole, a society, with common goals and interests.

In general, in a broad sense, unfairness is the folly of public life; it can be defined as the common denominator of all socially
immoral disordered relations among people, as the last immoral-appeal instance in public affairs. It coincides with the immorality
in its projection on the social sector; it is the lack of virtue in social institutions.

Keywords: equity, fairness, international space, legitimating, unfair action, unfairness.
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Introduction

In today's globalized world voices about fairness
and unfairness are sounding louder and louder. It
should be noted that these pleas for fairness are still
too weak, sometimes faceless, but they still inspire
cautious optimism that modern man could not continue
living in the solitude and moral vacuum.

For a long time, this world has been perceived in a
purely "Orwell" sense as curved, distorted,
unconcerned. Therefore, people are constantly asking
whether all their actions as well as the actions of others
are fair? Or they persist wondering if the justice is really
worthless because of the inability to respond
specifically this question since the antique times?
Perhaps the mere existence of philosophy is an irritant
factor, because this science insists on the moral
component of human society.

Unfairness, apparent total, involves violence,
lawlessness, and negations of any morality. And
human consciousness "remembers" rather bad than
good. But maybe this is bad in certain specified
sufficiently precise installations: in public some people
always say that "one law for all" and in fact it applies
asymmetrically towards citizens.

In the sphere of international politics we also hear
proclamations about humanity and equality, but, in fact,
there are double standards. As a result of their use in
the double meaning the legitimating of unfair actions is
carried out.

The "legitimization" is the legalization of any new
political regime, giving it legitimacy. As a means of
legitimizing the regimes that come to power through
revolutions, commonly referendums and general
elections are used. Also we are talking about
legalization of certain legitimate means of some
persons as the commissioner for securities. Legitimating
can result from external signs of the document (the
formal legitimating) or from the actual circumstances, as
the basis of the establishment of the right of ownership
on paper (material legitimization). The formal legitimating
of certain persons connected with the content of
commercial paper and is sufficient not only to obtain
execution on this paper, but also for the recognition of
such person by its owner until the concerned person will
not be proven otherwise (Benjamin, 2014: 1). Thus, the
concept of "infairness" can be defined only by opposing
it with the concept of "fairness".

The aim and the tasks

This investigation is carried out by the
conceptualization of the phenomenon of an action as
unfair; mechanisms of its legitimation in international
space are defined.

A key objective of the study is to measure the level
of legitimating of unfair action in the contemporary
international society.

Research methods

The author in the process of study uses
philosophical-legal approach, because this problem
was seen little in terms of philosophy of law. Also the
study of the concepts of "equity" and "unfairness" is
based on the use of cultural-historical and comparative
principles.

Research results. In primitive society the
understanding of fairness was associated with
unconditional execution of certain rules, regulations.
Fairness was seen as a clear adherence to the tradition
and the ritual. In tribes the equality of all persons in the
use of means of life and rights originally existed.
Gradually the so-called Institute of ancestral revenge
begins to form. During the same period, the allocation
of a kind form separate individuals.

In ancient Greece, the concept of "benefit" (Aikn or
"custom”, "lifestyles") was remotely equal to fairness. In
the public mind, the concept of "benefit" slowly converted
into the demand for the punishment for the breach of a
general rule. This model of benefit is called the
"retributive” justice. Over time, it was converted into a
more sophisticated practice of empowering people. The
emergence of private property gave rise to inequality in
society. The distinction between "equity" and
"unfairness" was entrenched in the minds in that context.

The "fairness" was not perceived as "equality".
Stratification of people occurred in accordance to their
social status. Heraclitus understood fairness as the law
of the Logos, but claimed that its earthly nature was
dual. Democritus believed that perceptions of fairness
are relative. In his opinion "only God creates everything
fine and good, and rightfully, so people think that one is
unfair and the other is fair." He pointed to the objective
nature of fairness. Its naturalistic foundation laid in the
postulate — "what is believed to be fair, there is a fair
and things of the nasty nature are unfair."

The Sophists were talking about the man as "the
measure of things." In social philosophy of Plato the
notion of "fairness" reflected life in the Utopian society,
in which the representatives of the three estates
faithfully perform their duties and do not interfere in the
affairs of others. Their main objective is to "produce
own things". This is true fairness. Aristotle used the
notion of "fairness" in two ways — in wide and narrow —
as justice and equality. He argued that equitable in
relation to the other is equality (lvin, 2004: 157). He
wrote in his treatise "Policy", that if ones are relatively
equal, then they should be equal in general; others,
recognizing the relatively unequal, claimed the same
inequality in all respects.

The first case described by Aristotle involves the
position of the poor, that use their civil human equality
with all as an argument, in order to achieve equality in
everything else (property relations, position of status).
The second case relates to a position of the privileged
social strata, seeking its privilege to correlate with civil
and human privileges, as if they were privileged,
originally on the human purpose. The first error is
misunderstanding that without property, status, and
other inequalities, there would have been no original
moral and civil equality of human beings. The second
error is misunderstanding that the original moral and
civil equality would be impossible in their property,
status and privilege. Both — equality in morally-civil
aspect, and inequality in all other respects — are the
essence of the two fundamental supports of socio-
orderly space (lvin, 2004: 157) There are two
dedicated by Aristotle types (shapes) of justice:
distributive or dividing, and retributive or equaling. They
are represented as ways of distributing the benefits,
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which are not enough for all those who claim to them,
and which generally may not be distributed without
someone have not cheated. They should be called
private benefits, unlike the common goods that, on the
contrary, by their nature, cannot be shared between
individuals (lvin, 2004: 158). It follows that not all
benefits are called fairness.

Epicurus, Lucretius thought that the ground of
fairness is the natural order of things. They focused on
the relative nature of fairness. As circumstances are
changing useful can transform into harmful, and fair —
into unfair. Thus, fairness evolved from nature is the
agreement about useful. Fairness itself does not have
something tangible, but in the relationships of people, it
is always a contract without damage.

St. Augustine and Th. Aquinas had the same views.
Christian morality allowed the equality of all people
before the God. Feudal morals laid the basic
proportional  fairness (lvin, 2004: 158). The
quintessence of this model is the "noble origin”.

In bourgeois society faimess provides legal equality of
individuals in civil society. Gradually political, legal,
economic, academic institutions were formed. G. Grotius,
T. Hobbes spoke on equal opportunities to accumulate
wealth, but also about the power of law and the social
contract. The age of Enlightenment has formed the
foundation of the social and conventional models of
fairness (these ideas are presented in the works of J.-
J. Rousseau, F.-M. Voltaire, and C.A. Helvetia) (lvin,
2004: 158). The concept of the social contract stipulated
that people in primitive condition couldn't have perceptions
of fairness. Unfairness is a violation of the agreement,
which becomes the law. Therefore, prior to the law there
is no injustice.

In turn, |. Kant, J.Fichte, F.Schelling include
fairness into the sphere of morality that exists a priori.
In their concepts the strict law is the greatest
unfairness, but this evil can be on the way to law,
because fairness refers only to the court of conscience.
G. Hegel identified the Constitution in which will comes
to consciousness and understanding of itself, this is a
real existing justice that leads to the validity of the
freedom and development of its reasonable definitions.
K. Marx made correlation of the concepts of "equity"
and "means of production". Fairness therefore has
historical character; it is caused by unequal conditions
of life of classes. In the turning points the oppressed
masses feel the need for a radical change in the
existing historical reality (lvin, 2004: 158).

Differences between people will delve till such
forms of public ownership, as the state and
cooperative, have been phased. The sole privilege of
the person, defining its position in society and
producing its right to wealth, may be his personal work
or public benefit activities.

Modern ethical debate focus on theories of fairness
of J. Rawls. This theory has a synthetic nature, and
summarizes the different levels and aspects of
fairness, gives its ideal-typical model in liberal-
democratic societies. Its normative framework are
based on two principles:

1) "everyone should have equal rights in respect of
the most extensive schemes of equal basic liberties
compatible with a similar schemes for other freedoms";
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2) "social and economic model of inequality should
be arranged for those who a) was a loser to the
greatest expected benefit of least achievers and b) did
access to decision-making positions and provisions
open to all under conditions of fair equality of
opportunity” (Ivin, 2004: 159).

Consequently, individuals in their life altogether in
society are seen as interconnected elements, mutually
needed and in that sense, equal to each other.
Individuals form a whole, a society, that have common
goals and interests. And this is true with respect to
each of them. But where there is equity, unfairness is
apparent. In this case, we may have the feeling that it
is also needed.

Is it true that the whole world suffers from
unfairness? First of all, we can consider "fair" and
"unfair" through the prism of the ontological laws. From
the point of view of ethics fairness is an equal
opportunity to be happy. It is necessary as the highest
good. Therefore, most of the concepts of fairness stem
from the fundamental but equally available to all
individuals universal values.

Moral principle of fairness comes from equality of
an infinite set of centers of personality. In this model,
individuals are equal, because each of them is the only
one unique microcosm, seeking to comprehend the
ultimate fairness of the macrocosm.

Archimandrite Sergy, exploring the origins of
Biblical wisdom on the example of ancient civilizations
revealed that in ancient literature the notions of
"arbitrary acts", "divine will", "the suffering of the
righteous" already existed (Archimandrite Sergy, 2018:
274). But the author was referring to the arbitrary nature
of the creative action, where creativity is understood as
the God's Providence. And creativity is born from
anguish and spiritual revival. Not everyone is capable of
spiritual transformation, searching for the truth.

L. Karsavin confirms the fact that the moments of
individual identity are not completely independent per-
sonalities and in individual the personal genesis is ra-
ther weak, it can be only partly explained through our
will to get knowledge about the individual as its subject.
Testifying about the imperfections of all over the world,
the individual personal exhaustion becomes the indi-
viduation of some common fact.

On the other hand, infinity of individuation of being
of personal encounters on theoretical difficulties: on the
existence of the "first" identity even in the logos and on
the danger of bad infinity. The danger of bad infinity is
eliminated if we discerned bad infinity and potential and
correctly understood the attitude of the second one to
the actual infinity. The first difficulty requires special
surveys. By virtue of its birth, primarily and that is why
the limb, unified identity of Logos is infinite and that is
why without the initial. Consequently, there is among
his moments-personalities, neither the first nor the last.
But Logos is true infinity-limb, although we do not find
its number. So the question arises as to how it should
be calculated. You can calculate also moments-
identities only if their order will not turn on their individ-
uations, we understand the last as incalculable begin-
ning of their account and zero. And it follows that ordi-
nal calculus starts from the center and requires being
(positivity) and nothingness (negativity) of any number
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(Karsavin, 2003: 231-232). The author also speaks
about the perfection of the highest Logos and the im-
perfection of each individual. Therefore, the partial per-
fection of the individual, saying about his links with the
Highest, determined his attitude to morality as the true
good. But not every concrete individual is capable of
wanting to find links with the Highest.

In the international legal aspect fairness acts as the
formal equality of requirements, laws, rules, regulations,
through which individuals and their actions are measured,
in this case that individuals become the subjects of law.
And in morals, and in the law fairness turns out to be
equality, but significantly different in its essence.

International legal fairness is equity of units, it is
fully within the canons of arithmetic equality, in this
sense only just it can be considered as equity, people
here are equal as subjects of law, as if they had no other
properties, interests, needs, goals, except the possibility
to comply with the law. People are equal as "co-
founders" of social spaces. But the very act of
establishment is legitimizing inequality of classes and
provisions, structuring the established social spaces (the
division of labor, allocation of management bodies).

The problem is the combination of equality and
inequality connection. The extraordinary difficulty of its
solving is the main source of public unrest, occurring
under the banner of the struggle for justice.

Discussion

In terms of the influence of society on human nature
the "unfairness" can be explained from different points
of view. In particular, J.-J. Russo noted that the natural
inequalities, along with emerging inequality, historically
discreetly find an increasing importance, and the
differences among individuals, venturing into because
of differing external circumstances, become more
tangible, more constant in their manifestations and
begin influence on the destiny of individuals (Russo,
2006: 751). That is, if we consider "unfairness" as
inequality, then it is partly natural. Society (in particular
the international society) only deepens the controversy,
legitimizing unfair actions in law. Power of law
embodies the will to power. We can also hold power
through the will of the majority, which involves their
forcing to submission.

A. Schopenhauer asserted that unjust actions lead to
suffering. If the will is harder, the manifestations of its
disorder become stronger and that means suffering. A
world that is much more intense manifestation of the will
to life than this real world, is the greatest suffering, it
would be, consequently, hell (Schopengauer, 2007: 42).

Unlike the concepts of good and kindness with
which taken alone individual phenomena evaluated,
fairness  characterizes correlation of  several
phenomena in terms of the distribution of already
existing good and evil among people. In particular, the
notion of fairness requires consistency between the
practical role of different individuals (social groups) in
society and their social situation, between their rights
and duties, between the act and reward, effort and
reward crime and punishment, merit and public
recognition, as well as the equivalence of mutual
exchange activities and its products. Mismatch in these
ratios estimated as unfairness.

W. Sombart stresses that the urge for power, which
he designates as a sign of the modern spirit, a joy from
the fact that we have the opportunity to show our supe-
riority over others. Ultimately this is consciousness in
weakness, resulting in this sense, as we have seen, an
important part of children's values. True internal and
natural grandeur man never ascribes especially high
value to external power (Sombart, 2007: 257). Fairness
is @ common moral sanction of the joint lives, consid-
ered primarily in terms of colliding desires, interests,
and responsibilities; method of validation and distribu-
tion of benefits and burdens among individuals of their
co-existence within single social space.

Conclusion

In a loose sense, unfairness is the folly of public life;
it can be defined as the common denominator of all
socially immoral disordered relations among people, as
the last immoral-appeal instance in public affairs. It
coincides with the immorality in its projection on the
social sector:; it is the lack of virtue of social institutions.

In a special, narrow sense, unfairness is the
immoral authorized disproportion in the distribution of
benefits and burdens of shared lives, the degree of
imperfection of the ways of cooperative activities and
the lack of balance in the society and the state, a
conflict of interests.

Unfairness is a way of human relations to one
another, indirect relations to benefits, which they all
claim to. The unfair man and unfair society are the
essence of those which cannot find the moral measure
of the distribution of benefits and burdens, and such a
measure itself can be considered immoral.
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C. IN. Xap4eHko

HECNPABEQIMBOE OENCTBUE U ErO NEMTMMTUMALMA B MEXKOYHAPOOHOM MPOCTPAHCTBE: ¢UI0OCO$CKO-NMPABOBOM
KOHTEKCT

B paHHOM vccnenoBaHUMM OCyLLECTBIISIETCS KOHLENTyanu3auusi oeHoMeHa AeCTBUS Kak HeCpPaBeaAMBOro, onpeaensoTcs MexaHns-
Mbl €ro nerTuMaummn B MexayHapoaHoM npocTpaHcTee. KnoyeBon 3agaveit uccrnegoBaHns siBNseTCs USMEPEHUE YPOBHS Nerntuma-
LUnn HecrnpaBeanMBoOro AenNCTBMS B COBPEMEHHOM MeXAyHapooHOM counyme. B ctaTbe mokas3aHo, 4To B NepBOObLITHOM obuiecTBe no-
HMUMaHWe cnpaBeanMBOCTM BbINO conpsbkeHo ¢ 6e3yCnoBHbLIM UCMOMHEHVEM OMpeaeneHHbIX NpaBun, npeanucaHuii. CnpaBeannBocTb
paccMaTpuBanach kak YeTkoe crieqoBaHue obblyato, puTyany. B aToT e nepuopg BblgeneHus ns poga OTNOYKOBLIBAOTCS OTAEMbHbIE
uwHaveuabl. B [dpesHen Mpeunn noHsiTue «bnaro» oTAaneHHo nNpyvpaBHMBANOCh K CnpaBeanmBocTy. B obLecTBEHHOM CO3HaHUM NOHS-
Tve «bnaro» nocrteneHHo npeobpasyeTcs B TpeboBaHVe Haka3zaHWs 3a HapyLleHue obLert HopMbl. Takylo Mmogenb 6nara Ha3Banum «pe-
TpUOYTMBHOW». XpucTraHckas mopanb npyu 3TOM Aonyckana paBeHCTBO Bcex ntogen nepeq borom, a dpeogansbHas mopanb 3anoxuna
6a3oBble OCHOBbI NPOMNOpLUMOHanbHOM cnpaBeannBocTu. KBUHTaCCEHUMEN 3TON Moaenu siBnsieTcs «bnaropogHoe nponcxoxaeHuney, B
OypxyasHom obLlecTBe CcnpaBeanMBOCTb MNpegycMaTpyMBaeT MpaBOBOE PaBEHCTBO WHAMBMAOB B rpaxaaHCKoM obLiecTse.
HecnpaBegnuBocTb onpefeneHa kak HepasyMHOCTb OOLLECTBEHHOM >KW3HW; €e MOXHO crneayeT MoHMMaTb Kak —obwuii
0e3HpaBCTBEHHbIN 3HAMeHaTeNb BCEX COUManbHO HEYnopsiAOYEeHHbIX OTHOLUEHWA Mexay niodbMu, nocrnegHiol 6e3HpaBCTBEHHO-
anennsiuMoHHY0 MHCTaHUMIO B 00LlecTBeHHbIX Aenax. OHa coBnagaeT ¢ 6e3HpaBCTBEHHOCTLIO B €e NMPOeKUun Ha coumanbHyo cdepy,
SIBMNSETCH OTCYTCTBMEM AobpoaeTenu y coumarnbHbIX MHCTUTYTOB.

Knrouesbie crioga: nerutuMmauus, mexagyHapogHoe NpocTpaHCTBO, HeCcnpaBeanvMBoe AeMCTBME, HecnpaBeaIMBOCTb, PaBEHCTBO, crpa-
BEANVNBOCTb.

C. IN. XapyeHko

HECMPABEOJIVBA O1A TA 1T NEMTUMALIA B MPKHAPOOHOMY MPOCTOPI: ¢IIOCO®CHKO-MPABOBUMN KOHTEKCT

BeTyn. B gaHomy gocnigkeHHi 34iNCHIOETbCA KOHLenTyanisauis deHoMeHa HecnpaBeanveoi Ail, BU3Ha4aloTbCA MexaHi3mu ii neritumi-
3auii B MixkHapogHoMy npocTopi. MeTa i 3aBAaHHA: odHIE0 3 rONOBHMX Linen poboTu € BUMIpIOBaHHS piBHSA NeriTuMisadii Hecnpasea-
NUBUX JiN B Cy4acHOMY MixHapogHoMy couiymi. MeTopgonoria AocnigkeHHA: aBTop 3aCTOCOBYE inocodCbKo-nNpaBoBMI NiaXid, OCKi-
nbku Ust Npobriema HeJoCTaTHLO BUCBITNEHa Y dinocodii npaea. Takox KOHUENTU «CNpaBeAnuUBICTbY i «HecnpaBeanuBicTb» nepenba-
Yyanu 3acTOCyBaHHS KynbTYpPHO-iICTOPUYHOTO i KOMNapaTuBHOro nigxoAis. PesynbTath gocnigxeHHs. B cTaTTi nokasaHo, WO B nepsic-
HOMY CyCRinbCTBI PO3yMiHHS cripaBeanuBocTi 6a3yBanocs Ha 6e3yMOBHOMY BUMKOHaHHI MeBHWX NpaBwn, HopM. [paBocyaas posrnaga-
riocs siK JiTke OTPUMaHHS Tpagwuuin, putyany. Y OpesHin [peuii koHuenuis «bnara» BigaaneHo HaragysBano npasocyaas. B cycninbHii
CBIAOMOCTI LS KOHLIeNLisi MOCTYNOBO NMEePeTBOPIOETLCA HA BUMOrY MoKapaHHsA 3a MOpYLUEeHHS 3aranbHux npasun. [JaHa mogens bnara
npeacTaBneHa sk peTpubyTneHa. XpuUCTUSHCbKa Moparb penpeseHTye CrpaBeanuBICTb SK PIBHICTb ycix mogen nepen borom, a deo-
JanbHa Moparnb € nponopuiiHoo cnpaBeanueicTio. KeiHTeceHUieto Liei Mmoaeni € «brnaropogHe noxofxeHHs». B 6ypxxyasHomy cycninb-
CTBi cnpaBeAnuBicTb 3abesneyvye NpaBoBY PiBHICTb OCI6 y rpoMasiHCbKoMy cycninbcTei. BUCHOBKU. HecnpaBeanuBicTe BU3HaAYaeTbCst
SIK HEPO3YMHICTb CYCMIfIbHOTO XWUTTS; 1T CNig po3yMiTU K CMiMbHUIA 3HAMEHHUK BCiX coLlianbHUX HEBMOPSAKOBAHNX aMoparnbHUX CTOCYH-
KiB MiX MoAbMW, SIK OCTaHHI0 amoparibHo-anensuinHy iHCTaHLjo B cycninbHMX cnpaBax. BoHo 36iraetbcsa 3 amoparnbHIcTHo B i npoekuil
Ha couianbHWIN CEKTop, ABNSETLCS BiACYTHICTIO YECHOT B CoLjianibHUX iIHCTUTYLSIX.

Knroyosi criosa: neritmauisi, MixHapogHUA NpocTip, HeCnpaBeAnvBa Ais, HeCnpaBeaAnuBICTb, PiBHICTb, CpaBeaAnNMBICTb.

YOK 140.8 (045)
T.T. WopiHa

AHTPOMHWUKA MPUHLUN | ®INOCO®ISA KOCMI3MY: OHTONONIYHI TA ETUYHI ACMNEKTU
HauioHanbHui aBiauiiHWi yHiBepcuTeT, tshorina@gmail.com

AHomaujisi. Y cmammi docnidxyrombcs Memagi3uyHi acrnekmu KOCMOo2idyHUx ma ¢hinocoghcbkux Ouckyciti y po3ymiHHi Koc-
MOCY 5K «JTOOUHOBUMIPHOI» cucmemu ceimy 8 KOHmMeKcmi 3micmy CuribHO20 aHmpOIrHo20 npuHyurny. [JosedeHo, wio npuHyurn
douinbHocmi 8 aHMPOIHIU KapmuHi ceimy He cnigegiOHOCUMbCS 3 aHMPONoUeHMpPU3MoM ma mereosioeieto. Kpumu4Ho ocmuc-
JIeHO Hamypariam eg8osloyjoHicmie y po3yMiHHI caidomocmi ma frduHU. HazonoweHo, wo npuHYUN yinenoknadaHHs exums
8 OCHOBI PO38UMKY fluwe couiarnbHOI gpopmu xummsi. [poaHanizoeaHo MopanbHO-emuYHi iMrnepamusu disiibHocmi MOOUHU 8 if
3eMHOMY ma KOCMIYHOMY MpuU3Ha4YeHHi.

KnroyoBi cnoBa: aHTponHWiA npuHUMN, kocmororis, BcecBiT, noguHa, xutTs, cBigomicTb, rmobanbHa eBontouis, HaTypaniam,
marepianicTuyHa AianekTtuka, ryMaHiam.

Bctyn

AHTPOMNHWIA NPUHLUMN — OAWH i3 NPUHLMNIB CyYacHOT
KOCMOPOTrii, HAaBKOMO SIKOro 3 KiHust XX CT. i 40 Hawmx
[OHiB HEBMNWHHO TOYaTbCA CBITOrMAAHI Anckycii. dopmy-
NOBaHHA LbOro NPUHUMMY 3yMOBWIIO CMMECK aHTpOomno-
NOriYHMX BepCin, K po3rnNsgarnTbCsa 9K aHTUKOMEpHi-
KaHCbKi. AHTPOMHWUIA NPUHLMN A€ MOXINUBICTb BUPILLK-
TV Npobnemy B3aEMO3B'A3KY MiX MMUOUHHOK CTPYKTY-
poto BcecBiTy, WO eBOMOLIOHYE, Ta iCHYBaHHAM Y HbO-
My noguHmn (cyb’ekTa, Wwo nisHae, cnocTtepirada). Llen

niaxia B KOCMOSOrii NOSICHIOETLCA HOBOK METOA0JOri-
€10: B KNACWYHIN Hayui BKNIOYEHHS MNIOAMHN B KOHTEKCT
KOCMOJSIOTMYHMX MipKyBaHb BBaxkanocd meTadisnyHum
3anuULLKOM «aHTPOMNOLIEHTPM3MY», a, OTXKe, He npuiMa-
nocs 3a HayKoBWWA apryMeHT. Y MOCTHEKNACWUYHIN KOC-
MOJOrii cUTyauia aMmiHMnacs.

TepMmiH «aHTPONHWUIA NPUHLMM» 3anpornoHyBaB aHr-
NINCbKMA  MaTemMaTWK | TEOPETUYHWUIA  acTpodi3nK
B. Kaptep y gonosigi Ha cumnosiymi B Kpakosi 1973
poky Ha 4decTb 500-piyus M. KonepHuka. BiH cdopmy-





