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KO3BONUNUA CUCTEMbI «HENNOBEK — OBLLECTBO - MPUPOOA»

AHHoTauus. CtaTbsi NOCBALLEHA OCMbICIIEHNIO MECTa YenoBeKa B CUCTEME «4YenioBeKk — 0bLiecTBo — npupoga» B akCUOJIOrm4eckom
NPOCTPaHCTBE NMNOCTCOBPEMEHHOCTH, OGpeMeHeHHOM 3KOHOMUYECKNMU, couuanbHbIMU U NONTUTUHECKUMU KpU3ncamu I'J'IOGaJ'IVI3VIpOBaHHOI'O
MUpa, KOTopblie npoayumnpyoT pa3H006p83Hble 3KoJiornyeckue yrposbl. O6ocHoBbIBAETCS TE3UC, YTO NPOTUBOPEYNA BHYTPU Mccne,u,yemoﬂ
CUCTEMDI OGyCJ’]OBI‘IeHbI OLINMBOYHOM LIEHHOCTHOM OpI/IeHTaLlI/IeVI COBpPEeMEHHOro 4YerfioBeka Ha yaoBsneTBopeHune COBCTBEHHbIX I'IOTpeGHOCTeVI
3a cYeT Yepe3mepHoW 3KCcnnyaTaunn npupoabl. OCYIJ.leCTBJ'leHa nonbITka nNepeocMbICNeHnsA 6Guonoruyeckon ponn Yenose4decTBa Kak 4actu
npupoabl u“ OBHOBMEHUS1 Ha 3TUX npuHUMnax MupoBO33PEHYECKMN-aKCMONMOrM4eCckKnx YCTaHOBOK B COOTBETCTBMM C Bbi30OBaMu
COBPEMEHHOCTMW.

Knrodeenie crnoea: akcuosnozaus, UHBalpOHMEHMarsnu3M, 3KOJI02Us, KOHCbIOMEPU3M, Kyrbmypa, uesosek, obujecmeo, cucmema
«yernosek — obwecmeso — rpupoday, hunocogusi.

H. Kleshnia
CO-EVOLUTION OF THE "MAN - SOCIETY — NATURE" SYSTEM

Introduction. In his effort to subjugate nature, man violates the existing natural balance. As a result, ecosystems which are necessary
to maintain the vital activity of the biocenosis, are under irreversible changes. The aim of the study is to comprehend the place of man
in the classic triangle "man — society — nature" in the context of the anthropological and ecological crisis of the globalized world. The
task is to substantiate the expediency of replacing the anthropocentric concept with the concept of social ecology (environmentalism).
Research methods are a set of philosophical and general scientific approaches and methods of consistency, objectivity, convergence
from the abstract to the concrete. The study uses an interdisciplinary synergistic methodology to understand the dynamics of self-
organization in the "man — society — nature" system. Research results. The dialectical contradiction of development is in the fact that,
striving for the highest possible satisfaction of needs, man creates obstacles to achieve a strategically defined goal or even threats to
his very existence. The overcoming of the revealed contradictions is associated with the rejection of man’s consumer attitude to nature,
the formation of the strategy of the "man — society — nature" relations, and the limit of economic (industrial) growth. In such conditions, a
timely choice how to meet the needs of nature and society is a solution to the ecological crisis. Discussion. Th. Malthus pointed to the
emergence of epidemics that affect the regulation of the population. The logic of the development of world civilization led to the
formation of the "paradigm of human exclusivity" (O. Yanitsky). Data of the growing of a number of people and decreasing the species
of animals and plants have caused a number of theories describing the origin of numerous risks (U. Beck, H. Arendt, Ch.P. Snow, and
others). The alternatives to the endless consumerism having restored harmonious relations with nature, society, and oneself, were
proposed by J. Baudrillard, D. Vannes, T. Naylor, J. Heath, E. Potter, and others. Under such conditions, it seems logical to change the
dominant worldview anthropocentric concept. Conclusion. The modern anthropocentric ecological situation is caused by the long-term
domination of the technocratic system of values. However, technocratism as a worldview and cultural paradigm has shown its
inconsistency. Recognition of nature as the core of axiological space is a step caused by the realized need to preserve the human
habitat in the form of a biological species. In the current situation, politics is considered to be the main tool for greening social
consciousness and introducing environmentalism as the basic ideological value of a globalized society.

Keywords: axiology, environmentalism, ecology, consumerism, culture, man, society, the system "man — society — nature"”, philosophy.
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The article examines the features of the phenomenon of tolerance in the scientific field, its essential characteristics, and the
main features of its philosophical interpretations. The actualization of the study of the problem of identifying tolerance in the field
of scientific activity is caused by the rapid transformation processes at both the global and national levels associated with the
transition of developed countries to the technologies of the fourth industrial revolution. It is substantiated that tolerance is one of
the key principles of effective development of scientific sphere, and the creative activity of a particular subject of scientific
activities. Progress in various fields of education and science, and the development of democratic relations in society depend on
the manifestations of tolerance or intolerance to the opinion of the Other. Tolerant attitude to the Other contributes to the
achievement of positive results in joint activities, encourages the discovery of new forms of communication, expanding contacts
in the field science between scientists in the world and establishing partnerships.

Keywords: tolerance, intolerance, science, scientific paradigm, interpretation, understanding, cooperation, objective knowledge.

Introduction. achievements of science, technical progress, and the
further development of society depends on it closely. On
the one hand, the development of science is the most
important factor in the renewal of all spheres of human
life. On the other hand, science is one of the most
important forms of the culture of society. Modern science

Science in modern society plays an important role in
all sectors and spheres of human life. Consequently, the
level of its development is the main indicator of both the
development of society and the development of the state.
All the achievements that man has today are due to the
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forms the worldview of a person, to solve all the problems
facing humanity.

The aim of this article is to the analysis the phenomenon of
tolerance in scientific sphere. To achieve the goal and solve
the tasks in the paper hermeneutic and comparative
approaches were used. These methods made it possible to
carry out the tasks: to analyze the concepts of the
phenomenon of tolerance, tendencies of its comprehension
and interpretation, and see the role that it plays in the
sphere of science.

Research methods

In the modern scientific paradigm, tolerance is
considered through the prism of the works of G. Marcuse,
M. Walzer, M. Heidegger, J. Habermas, and others. Among
domestic researchers, the specifics of manifestations of
tolerance in various spheres of human existence were
studied by V. Kremen, M. Kozlovets, S. Krylova, V. Oliynyk,
P. Saukh, T. Stefanenko, N. Khamitov, and others.
Although the essential manifestations of tolerance and
intolerance in the scientific sphere are reflected in the works
of the founders of modern philosophy of science
(K. Popper, T. Kuhn, P. Feyerabend), in the Ukrainian
scientific paradigm there are still no attempts to
systematically analyze the specifics of tolerance in science.
In the paper an effort to describe the role of tolerance in
science using such methods as hermeneutic and
comparative was made. They gave us opportunity to
understand the concepts of the phenomenon of tolerance,
trends in its understanding and interpretation. The
dialectical method, which is especially relevant in times of
transformation in a globalized world, has contributed to the
understanding of the active nature of tolerance in the
context of understanding the Other, dialogue, cooperation,
co-creation in education and science.

Research results

The update of research on the problem of tolerance in
science is caused by rapid transformation processes at
both the global and national levels, associated with the
transition of developed countries since 2011, to the
technologies of the fourth industrial revolution. Attributive
features of this stage of the technological revolution are
total robotization, internetization and digitalization of
production and services. Along with the natural
improvement of the quality of life in the developed countries
of the world Industry 4.0. poses a number of social
challenges to their governments, the main one being the
steady rise in unemployment in both the domestic labor
market and the global labor force. These processes once
again actualize the study of the problem of responsibility of
scientists for the results of their scientific activities and for
the survival of human civilization as a whole. Massive
growth of unemployment, intensification of spontaneous
migration processes, struggle for natural resources will in
the long run lead to reduced controllability of even stable
social systems and natural aggravation of social
antagonisms in the spheres of economic, political, legal,
religious existence of man. Mankind needs to develop not
only the latest strategy of tolerant interaction between
representatives of different social groups and strata,
different ethnic groups and nations, representatives of
different religions and denominations in a situation of
growing competition for jobs, but also to develop a strategy
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of tolerating modern man due to the development of
artificial intelligence.

Science is considered to be a highly specialized activity
for the production of objective knowledge about the world,
including the person himself. But is it ethical to conduct
scientific research, even extremely interesting, the fruits of
which could be dangerous to humans? But is science
always safe for humanity? Based on this, should we always
be tolerant in any scientific discoveries?

Identifying the specifics of tolerance in the creative
activity of scientists requires reference to the structure of
this phenomenon. As already mentioned, tolerance in the
social life of man is manifested in two main planes - at the
individual and social levels. Public tolerance, depending on
the forms of social expression, can be moral, religious,
scientific, legal, political, economic in nature. In the field of
introduction and observance of the legislation which
guarantees equality of the rights and freedoms of citizens in
various spheres of social existence, the subject of
introduction of tolerance is the state.

We should note that it is science as an important area of
sociality largely determines the quality of life of modern
man. At the level of public consciousness, it is scientists
who must stand for the protection of objectivity and truth in
assessing the social significance not only of the latest
technologies and devices, but also of the potential threat of
destructive worldviews. Appropriate in this context, the
opinion of scientist P. Tishchenko: “A scientist who plugs a
“hole” in theory with reference to divine providence is a
briber, as is a theologian who uses scientific arguments to
pillar and affirm the truth: they act irresponsibly, without
worrying about their own beliefs or beliefs of Another”
(Tishchenko, 2007: 43). In some cases, excessive
tolerance, especially of scientists and intellectuals in
general, becomes a threat to society as a whole. Thus, in
the world of consumerism, as H. Marcuse aptly puts i,
tolerance of radical evil is presented as a good that seems
to serve the movement from prosperity to even greater
prosperity. This tolerance is manifested in the systematic
fooling of both children and adults through advertising or
other forms of commercial fraud (Marcuse, 2011: 101). In
the modern information space, these trends are embodied
in the promotion through the media, especially the Internet
media, pseudo-effective diets, dietary supplements, the
promotion of pseudo-diseases with their subsequent
“miraculous” treatment, and others. Unfortunately, guided
by selfish motives, some scientists not only promote
pseudo-diets and pseudo-drugs, but also cooperate with
pharmacological companies and beauty salons that provide
fictitious, unsubstantiated services.

Declaration in item 3.4 of Art. 3 states “the need for
appropriate research and networking to coordinate the
activities of the international community, including analysis
in the context of the social sciences of the root causes of
this phenomenon, effective countermeasures, as well as
research and monitoring” (Declaration, 1996). In the future,
these studies should contribute to the development of
policy practices in the field of dissemination of the principles
of tolerance as fundamental to the sustainable
development of democracies.

Openness to discussion in the scientific sphere, respect
for the opinion of the Other is defined in the declaration and
the fact that everyone is “free to adhere to their beliefs and
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recognize the same right for others”, while “the views of one
person can not be imposed on others” (Declaration, 1995).

Thus, the discussion in the scientific sphere should take
place on the basis of taking into account the principles of
pluralism and democracy, which began to take shape as
criteria for scientific activity in antiquity. At the same time, a
fruitful discussion of the scientific problem is impossible
without overcoming the dogmatization of knowledge and
attempts to impose absolute truth. The perception or denial
of another's specific idea, concept, theory should be based
on logical arguments and beliefs, not coercion or
imposition.

In this regard, it seems reasonable to conclude that only
in a really democratic society, where there is tolerance to
the opinion of the Other, it is possible to form a community
of professional colleagues-scientists who are able to
independently regulate relations in their environment. It is
only in this environment since ancient times in the scientific
field began to establish one of the unwritten, according to
T. Kuhn, the rules of coexistence of scientific society - the
ban “on appeals to heads of a state or the masses about
the question of science” (Kuhn, 2001: 181). This position
gave members of the scientific community the status of a
single competence group capable of solving problems in a
particular field of knowledge.

Scientists in the process of developing “normal” science
are to some extent forced to show a high level of tolerance
for scientific anomalies, reconciling established theories and
real facts. However, not all contradictions in theory can be
considered anomalies that can cause a crisis of the
paradigm.

The scientist, according to T. Kuhn, “must show a
certain degree of tolerance for contradictions, because
there are always some difficulties in establishing the
correspondence of the paradigm with nature. Most of them
are eliminated sooner or later. A scientist who interrupts his
work to analyze every observed anomaly, rarely achieves
significant success” (Kuhn, 2001: 97). Thus, the period of
development of “normal” science is marked by a fairly high
level of tolerance of the dominant theory and researchers
who adhere to it.

Discussion

The scientific community has a significant degree of
tolerance and mutual understanding during the period of
domination of the scientific paradigm, because a scientist at
this time “works only for an audience of colleagues who
share his/her own assessments and beliefs. The scientist
can accept a single system of standards without proof. And
he may not care what some other groups of scientists or
schools will think” (Kuhn, 2001: 177). This increases the
efficiency of a scientist's work, because he/ she can solve
scientific problems faster than those who work with an
audience that still needs to be convinced of the prospects of
the latest scientific research. Tolerance for the uncertainty
of the future can be manifested in the scientific sphere in
another plane. In addition, tolerance for uncertainty,
according to a researcher O. Zotova, can save the
researcher from stopping at a single version of the study
(Zotova, 2005: 149). However, the scientist might spray
his/her attention on a significant number of research
options, spending much more time on it.

In the field of science, dogmatism and traditionalism
must be inferior to pluralism and democracy. This is due to

the fact that the institutionalization of scientific research,
according to J. Habermas, helps to weaken the link
between competing theories and practical interests. The
scientist states that “in any case, even in relation to
competing approaches that claim to be true, participants in
scientific discussions should defend their position as
hypothetical” (Habermas, 2006: 49). At the same time,
researchers can refrain from the practice of combining their
scientific conclusions with those ideas that lie outside the
scope of their scientific activity. Given the theoretical nature
of the discussions, the functional specification of scientific
work creates, according to J. Habermas, the prerequisites
for the neutralization of conflicts related to the worlds of life.
Instead, in the field of interreligious discussions, such
neutralization is destroyed due to the direct relevance of the
truths of the faith (Habermas, 2006: 49). In the scientific
field, the level of tolerance becomes much lower only when
research activiies (such as in the case of stem cell
research, embryo research) touch on the field of religious
and moral principles.

In a broad sense, tolerance can only emerge when the
position of the Other, which also claims to be true, can be
justified. The paradox of tolerance is that “in any of its acts
must be introduced characteristics that must be accepted
and tolerated, and thus tolerance must have its limitations.
There is no involvement without exception” (Habermas,
2006: 46). If the demarcation is carried out at the level of
authoritarianism, it has clear signs of arbitrariness. Instead,
in democratic societies, these criteria for the introduction of
tolerance are usually developed gradually, taking into
account the interests of the Other. However, it should be
born in mind that in the process of leveling the conflict
situation of tolerance involves not so much a change of
beliefs, especially scientific, as abstinence from radical
statements and actions to maintain calm at the level of
social interaction.

Scientist H. Marcuse connects the very existence of
tolerance with the existence of objective truth. This type of
truth exists, and it can be achieved only through
knowledge, the study of what is and what can be done to
improve lives of most people. “The goal of tolerance is the
truth” (Marcuse, 2011: 107). In this regard, J. Mill's position
that both the achievement of truth and freedom of thought
in scientific discussion are possible only if its irrational
component is rejected seems appropriate. According to the
thinker, free discussion can take place only if it is rational,
that is, if it is the embodiment of independent thought, free
from indoctrination, manipulation, external authorities. “Our
mind,” continues the English philosopher, “corrects errors”
through discussion and experience. One experience is not
enough. Discussions are needed to show how to interpret
the experience. False ideas and practices are gradually
giving way to facts and evidence, but these facts and
evidence should be provided first (Marcuse, 2011: 14). In
other words, freedom of discussion can help reveal the
truth only if it is independent and there is no threat of
manipulation. It should also be borne in mind that the
discussion of even misconceptions is productive, because
even a misconception can contain part of the truth.

Conclusion

Tolerance is one of the key principles of effective
development scientific sphere in general, and the creative
initiative of a particular subject of scientific activity.
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Progress in various fields of science, and the
development of democratic relations in society depend
on the manifestations of tolerance, or intolerance to the
opinion of the Other. A tolerant attitude to the Other
contributes to the achievement of positive results in
joint activities, brings success, encourages finding new
forms of communication, expanding contacts in the
field of education, and science between scientists in
the world and establishing partnerships. Thus, effective
discussion of scientific problems is impossible without
overcoming dogmatization of knowledge, and attempts of
planting of the absolute truth. In turn, the perception or
denial of a particular idea, concept, theory should be based
on logical arguments and beliefs, not coercion or
imposition. At the same time, the ability to pluralism and
overcoming dogmatism in thinking became the basis for
securing for scientists the status of a single competence
group capable of solving problems in a particular field of
scientific knowledge.
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P. U. Ky3abmeHko

TONEPAHTHOCTb B C®EPE HAYKWU.

AHHOTaums. B cratbe uccnegyrotcs ocobeHHOCTU (PeHOMeHa TONepaHTHOCTU B HayyHOW cdepe, ero CyLIHOCTHblE XapaKTepuUCTUKN U
OCHOBHbI€ 4epTbl PUMOCOMCKUX MHTEpRpeTauui. AKTyanmsaumsa nccrnegoBaHns Nnpobnembl BbIIBNEHWS TONEPaHTHOCTU B cdhepe Hay4YHOM
AedTenbHOCTU 0bBycroBrneHa CTPeMUTENbHbIMM TPaHC(OPMALIMOHHBIMM MpoLeccaMu, Kak Ha rnobanbHOM, Tak U Ha HauMoHarnbHOM
YPOBHSX, CBSI3aHHBIMW C MEPexXoAoM pPa3BUTbIX CTPaH K TEXHOMOrMsIM YeTBepTOW WMHAycTpuanbHon pesomouun. OBOCHOBaHO, YTO
TONEepPaHTHOCTb SBMSAETCS OOHWUM U3 KNOYEBbIX NPUHLMNOB 3OEKTUBHOTO Pa3BUTUSA Hay4HOW cdepbl, TBOPHECKOW aKTUBHOCTU TOrO Unn
MHOro cybbekTa HayyHoW AesdTenbHocTW. [porpecc B pasnuyHbIx 0b6nacTax Hayku, a Takke pasBUTUE AEMOKPaTUYECKMX OTHOLUEHWIA B
obLecTBe 3aBUCAT OT MPOSIBIIEHUA TONEPaHTHOCTU MMM HETONEPaHTHOCTU K MHeHWo [lpyroro. TonepaHTHOe OTHOLEeHWe K [pyromy
cnocobCcTBYET AOCTMXKEHWIO MONMOXUTENbHbIX Pe3ynbTaToB B COBMECTHOW [AESTEeNIbHOCTW, YCTaHOBMEHWIO HOBbIX (opM obLieHus,
pacLUIMPEHUIO KOHTaKTOB B 06N1acTu Haykn MeXay YY4eHbIMU MUpa U YCTaHOBIIEHUIO MAapTHEPCKUX OTHOLLEHWUN.

Knroyeeble cnoea: moniepaHMHOCMb, HEMONIePaHMHOCMb, — Hayka, Hay4yHasi napaduama, UHMmeprnpemauus,
compyOdHU4ecmeo, 0b6bekmusHoe 3HaHue.

P. l. KyabmeHko

TONEPAHTHICTb Y C®EPI HAYKU

BceTyn. Y cTaTTi gocnimkyoTbcsl 0cOBNMBOCTI heHOMEHY TONEPaHTHOCTI B HAYKOBIN cdpepi, MOro CYTHICHI XapaKTepUCTUKM i OCHOBHI pucu
dinocodcbkmx iHTepnpeTauii. MeTa i 3aBaaHHA. MeToto Uiei cTaTTi € aHani3 peHoMeHy TonepaHTHOCTI Y HaykoBiln cdepi. MeTopgonoris
pocnimkeHHA. [INs JOCArHEHHA METU Ta BUPILLEHHS NOCTaBneHyx y poboTi 3aBaHb Oynu BUKOPUCTaHI repMEHEBTUYHUI Ta NOPIBHANBHUIA
nigxoan. BoHn gossonunu npoaHanisyBat (peHOMEH TONEPaHTHOCTI, TEHAEHL|i MOro OCMUCIIEHHSI Ta TIyMa4YeHHsl, a Takox nobayntu
ponb, SiKy BiH Bigirpae y HaykoBii cdepi. Pe3ynbTaTu gocnimkeHHs. AKTyanisauis AocnigkeHHs npobnemmn BUSIBNEHHS TONEPAHTHOCTI Y
cchepi HaykoBOI AisinbHOCTI 06yMOBeHa CTPiIMKMMK TpaHcdopMaLiiHUMK nMpolecaMm siK Ha rnobanbHOMYy, Tak | Ha HauioHanbHOMY PiBHSIX.
TonepaHTHICTb Yy CTOCYHKaxX MiX y4eHUMU € HeobXiAHOK YMOBOH YCniLLHOT HaykoBoi criBnpaui. OBrpyHTOBaHO, WO TONEPaHTHICTb € OAHUM
i3 KIMIOYOBUX MPUHLUMMIB €(PEeKTUBHOrO PO3BUTKY HayKoBOi cdpepu, TBOPYOI aKTMBHOCTI TOrO 4YM iHWOro cyb'ekTa HayKoBOI AiSNIbHOCTI.
OGroBopeHHs. porpec y pi3HWX rany3sx Hayku, a TakoX PO3BUTOK AEMOKPaTUYHMX BiAHOCWMH Y CyCMinbCTBi 3anexaTb Big MposiBiB
TonepaHTHoCTi abo HeTonepaHTHOCTI A0 AyMKkU IHWoro. BucHoBku. TonepaHTHeE CTaBMneHHsi A0 IHLWOro cnpusie JOCArHEHHKO NO3UTUBHUX
pe3ynbTaTiB Y CNifbHIN AiSNbHOCTI, YCTAaHOBIIEHHIO HOBMX (hOPM CMiNKyBaHHS, PO3LUMPEHHIO KOHTAKTIB y cdepi HayKu MK yY4eHUMU CBITY i
BCTaHOBIEHHS NapTHEPCHKUX BifHOCKH.

NnoHumMmaHue,

Kmroyoei croea: monepaHmsicme, HemornepaHmHicmb, Hayka, Haykoea napaduema, iHmeprpemauis, po3yMiHHS, crigpobimHuymeo,
06’eKmueHe 3HaHHs.



