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The work is based on the practical experience and philosophical reflection of the participants
of the educational process regarding learning in the conditions of total digitalization, caused first by the
Covid-19 pandemic, and then by the full-scale war in Ukraine. The research carries out a socio-philosophical
analysis of the features of the educational process in higher education, which are related to the spread
of information technologies, distance learning, and further dehumanization of all levels of social space.
Philosophical analysis of the essence and basis of the process of dehumanization of higher education aims
to further determine possible risks and ways to overcome them. A general theoretical study of the problem
of digital dehumanization of education in the context of the development and introduction of information
technologies is presented. The authors of the article consider the dehumanization of education not only as
a reduction in the role of humanitarian knowledge in the process of professional training. The replacement
of a purely human way of understanding reality by technical models, namely the “mechanization” and
“computerization” of participants in the educational process, leads to the displacement of the human
existential way of communication from the educational space, the loss of the humanistic content of education
and its transformation into an instrumental category of production-market relations, the goal of which is the
utilitarian assimilation of a narrow circle of professional knowledge and skills.

Dehumanization is considered as a general process of eliminating the “human factor” from social
and individual practice: loss and inability to create new spiritual and moral values, devaluation of human
characteristics, “breaking” of a holistic worldview. The authors show that the modern educational process
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LIS LIS LIS

processing”, “mechanisms of feedback, evaluation, interaction”, “educational trajectory”, “intellectual
product”, “quality indicators”, etc. In this thesaurus, a person is supposedly considered a functional unit,
a carrier of “creative thinking”, a producer of “new knowledge” and a participant in “innovation”. But
it is impossible to hide that instead of creating new knowledge, the ideal and goal of higher education is
repetition, compilation and reproduction, and the traditional goals of higher education, such as the formation
of a scientific and philosophical outlook, self-improvement, creative thinking, the ability to identify and pose
problems, create new knowledge, degenerate into procedures that describe the “machine learning” algorithm
in the technical field. In this sense, the dehumanization of education can lead to a global anthropological crisis,
the result of which will be the destruction of the cultural space in which humanity existed. Understanding
and discussing this risk will allow universities to review and improve their educational strategies, taking into
account the cognitive, ethical and social issues highlighted.

Key words: education, dehumanization, digitalization, digital educational process, deontologization.

The processes that are taking place today in the field of education, in particular, higher
education, fully reflect the phenomena that have covered the area of human and society existence.
In addition, the current situation, in particular the spread of the global Covid-19 pandemic and
full-scale war in Ukraine, has exacerbated in practice those processes of transformation of society
about which theoretical battles have not subsided for more than half a century.
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Intensive information processes lead to consequences that are not only diverse but also
contradictory, and which cannot be ignored in the socio-philosophical analysis of modern social
phenomena.

All these reasons raise a number of questions about changes in value and axiological
foundations, conditions and prospects for the existence of education, in particular, its humanistic
aspect. The information society is radically transforming the socio-cultural and, in particular,
educational space. Changes related to the development of the information society affect all
socio-cultural institutions and affirm a fundamentally new way of life for each person, to which
educational institutions must prepare: primary, secondary and higher. The often mentioned, but
conceptually unclear dehumanization of education is a common a constantly voiced problem
of any society that has entered the phase of post-industrial development and in which the
paradigm of radical modernism and technicism has become entrenched. It is clear that something
is happening, but what exactly? We can say with confidence that he ideological foundation of
this process is connected with the crisis of the humanistic worldview, which took place in the
20th century. This crisis has called into question a large complex of existential, cognitive, moral,
sensory guidelines of mankind.

In addition, it is important to note that Ukraine became a litmus test for global moral (in)
sensitivity at the beginning of the 21st century. Adiaphorization (this concept comes from the
Greek “adiaphoron” — unimportant thing) gives rise to instrumental rationality, mass society,
absorption of the individual by the crowd, as well as a worldview as if we are enveloped by an
unknown force, thanks to which no one can identify or shame us. That is why it is important
to look at all life processes from a different angle, to change attitudes or the way of life itself,
so to speak, to “overestimate values” [1, p. 124]. Therefore exactly the philosophical analysis
of modern, technical and, finally, digital dehumanization (as a cutting edge) in the modern
educational process is relevant.

Inadditional, philosophical reflection is the quintessence of thinking, because, going beyond
common sense and habitual beliefs, it can offer many opportunities to increase our knowledge
of the nature and phenomena of things, but not only what they are, but also what they can be.

Based on this, the purpose of the article is a philosophical investigation of the roots, essence
and forms of dehumanization in the modern educational environment. The research was performed
using general scientific methods of deduction, induction, analysis, synthesis and classification. In
forming the conceptual position, the results of research in related fields of socio-humanitarian
knowledge were used: history of philosophy, philosophical anthropology, sociology, psychology,
culturology, etc. A phenomenological approach and a method of structural-functional analysis
were used to study the phenomenon of dehumanization in the modern educational process. The
theoretical basis of the study consists of well-known works of thinkers, which in various aspects
considers the phenomenon of dehumanization: J. Ortega y Gasset, E.Fromm, M. Foucault and
others [2; 3; 4].

There is a certain amount of research devoted to identifying the negative aspects of
the modern educational process associated with its technicalization and modernization. Thus,
L.Vasylieva, S. Chmuhyn, and O. Procenko consider modern society as IT-dependent one,
which forms a discourse of excessive technogenicity, information-communicative overload, and
obsessive prestigious symbolism [5, p. 453]. N. Lyutko believes that digitalization standardizes
the behavior, interests, inclinations of people, which increases the negative consequences of
excessive human fascination with the power of information and the difference between individual
and group value orientations [6, p. 99]. R. Laura and F. Hannam investigate a growing crisis
of depersonalisation and dehumanisation which has emerged from the computechnological
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texturing of contemporary society and show that the primary mode of electronic communication
is characterised by the covert depersonalisation of human relations [7, p. 3]. The dialogue
between Zygmunt Bauman and the Lithuanian political scientist and philosopher Leonidas
Donskis is relevant and interesting. This conversation is devoted to the loss of sensitivity caused
by such features of modern life as atomization, fragmentation, loneliness, uncertainty [1, p. 82].
L. Ryzhak carried out an in-depth analysis of the factors and consequences of the general process
of dehumanization of life [8, p. 92]. S. Posokhov reflects on the dehumanization of modern society
and the crisis of humanitarism, and analises the attempts to replace the regulating and goal-setting
role of education with a system of manipulation of consciousness [9, p. 24]. O. Kovalevska,
A. Kopina, S. Shyroka emphasize the importance of the existence of creative educational and
intellectual space as a necessary condition for the formation of critical thinking skills, socialization
of the individual, as a basis for the formation of adequate self-perception [10, p. 55].

However, despite the fact that these risks and concerns are widely expressed and debated
in academia, where they have become a battleground for grand ideological controversy, we find
little evidence that these reflections led to any notable and decisive action. Especially since we are
dealing with the spread of the practical implementation of all the mentioned risks during the war.

Despite all its basic status and prevalence, the concept of ‘“dehumanization” has not
acquired in the socio-humanitarian cognition the proper theoretical elaboration, semantic and
categorical definiteness. The task of theoretical clarification of the semantic content of basic
concepts requires philosophical analysis and understanding. In a general sense, we are talking
about “deontologization” and “destructurazation”, ie the replacement of stable fundamentals
with new ones. Such a process usually accompanies marginal societies, ie societies that are
transforming. As mentioned above, the current state of society is the formation and intensive
development of a non-industrial, information society, which brings fundamental changes in all
areas of society, including higher university education. Therefore, the theoretical analysis of
the basic concept of “dehumanization” in the context of digital transformation is a necessary
part of any study that has as its subject modern social phenomena. It seems appropriate to
focus on the problem of the spread of digital technologies, namely digital dehumanization as a
process of displacing the human existential way of life in the educational space and replacing it
with technical models and machine technologies. To paraphrase Martin Heidegger's landmark
and, as it turned out, still relevant statement, let's say that no epoch has been as ignorant of
seemingly the most traditional issues as the modern one [4, p. 28-34]. Such substantive and
structural uncertainty concerns both fundamental questions about the universe and ideas about
various phenomena of the existence of the individual and humanity in it. Proclaimed in the
nineteenth century, the philosopheme “there is no being, there is only becoming” required a
fundamental change in the principles and concepts of philosophical reflection. Thus, in addition
to anthropologism as a basic principle of worldview, the concepts of “deconstruction” and
“deontologization” were put forward as basic concepts.

Recently, the concept of “dehumanization” has been increasingly used to analyze the social
and anthropological spheres of life, and today it has become as common as “deontologization”
was before. But despite the widespread use, either the term “dehumanization” or the processes
denoted by this concept remain as vague as “deontologization”. A similar situation usually
consists of such new words that are introduced into the scientific vocabulary and transformed
into concepts. It should be noted that the terms “deontologization” and “dehumanization”
are conceptual in nature. Both concepts are closely related and form the methodological and
terminological-categorical basis for philosophical reflection on various spheres of life. The term
“dehumanization” is most often used in research on racism, slavery, genocide, humiliation, and
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so on. But philosophical discourse presupposes the limit or even transboundary expansion of
the traditional field of interpretation, therefore, it seems reasonable to consider dehumanization
as a general process of eliminating the “human factor” from social and individual practice: loss
of spiritual and moral values, devaluation of human characteristics, “breaking” the holistic
worldview, and so on. Modern times, as the era of the destruction of classical thinking, began
with the “death of God” and proclaimed the “deconstruction of the individual” and “death of the
subject”, thus scattering man into many phenomena, forms of manifestation, or, in the words of
J. Derrida, turning human into “a set of language practices”. Describing the phenomena of human
existence, researchers today increasingly use metaphorical images of imitation games, echoes,
monkeys, revealing them either as simulacra that hide the truth that does not exist or as “zombies”
that only imitate the life of what is actually dead.

For more than half a century, there have not ceased discussions about the prospects
for the further development of man in a world of “groundlessness”, in a world that has lost its
definiteness, in which “all identities are only simulated”, and which with the “death of God” has
lost its order, fundamentality, solidity, beauty, harmony, mystery.

These issues in the context of the problems of modern society are analyzed in different
perspectives — value-semantic aspects, humanistic paradigms, socio-spiritual vectors, cultural and
existential criteria and more. For more than half a century, discussions have been going on about
the prospects for further human development in a world of “groundlessness”. According to this
theory the world has lost its clearness, in the new conditions “all identities are only simulated”,
and with the “death of God” the world had lost order, fundamentality, beauty, harmony, mystery...
Researchers loudly proclaim that the main global problem of the modern world is the collapse of
its anthropological foundations, the crisis of spirituality [11, p. 15].

The start of the third millennium marked the beginning of anew eranot only in chronological
sense but as mark of the beginning of a new era of social development. The rapid spread of
information technology, the spread of the global Internet system, the general digitalization of all
activities radically changes all social processes. These processes dictate new requirements for
their participants, anticipating the formation of skills which is the main task of the educational
process. Therefore, the changes taking place in society primarily concern the learning process, in
particular higher, university education. As Bartlett Giamatti, president of Yale University, aptly
points out, “a university is a statement of culture created by our consciousness that has value
and can transmit values”. University education is the concentration of the cultural environment
in which the axiological principles of existence and activity of all spheres of society are formed
and which ensures its functioning on the basis of these principles. Each time a new system of
communications appears, it accelerates the transformation of society and is reflected primarily in
the university learning environment.

In recent decades, in Europe, in particular in Ukraine, we can see an increase in higher
education institutions and the number of students seeking to enter and study there. In addition,
most technical institutes are being transformed into universities. These processes lead to changes
in attitudes towards higher education institutions and understanding of their goals and objectives.
University education is turning out “mass” and like secondary education is becoming almost
compulsory. This tendency leads to a decrease in the quality and requirements for education,
which undermines the value and prestige of higher education. But does it destroy the very idea of
university education? Does it indicate its degradation? In other words, is there a threat of losing
the existential and target certainty of higher education?

“Deontologization”, in a general sense, is the process of violating or changing the structures,
principles and conditions of existence of any social institution. In modern higher education, this



S. Shyroka, N. Bilchuk, H. Piven 167
Bicnux Jlvsiscorozo yuisepcumemy. Cepis ¢pinoc.-nonimonoe. cmyoii. 2023. Bunyck 47

process is primarily associated with intensive computerization and implementation of digital
technologies.

Let us turn to the Strategy for the Development of Higher Education in Ukraine for
2021-2031 [12]. The reader of this document is faced with a large number of purely technical
terms, such as: “academic mobility”, “education technology”, “innovation”, “educational
centers”, “personnel certification”, “human resources”, “network of higher education
institutions”, “Information processing”, “feedback mechanisms, evaluation, interaction”,
“educational trajectory”, “intellectual product”, etc. Of course, there is nothing unusual in this
terminology. All these expressions entered the “flesh and blood” of our language. We use them,
literally, unconsciously, that is, without realizing that we are using them to describe reality that
has the world of electronics as a model. A reference to any documents regulating the educational
process demonstrates the use of a large number of purely technical terms (“academic mobility”,
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higher education institutions”, “information processing”, “mechanisms of feedback, assessment,
interaction”, “educational trajectory”, “intellectual product”, etc.). According to this approach,
a person is considered as a functional unit, a carrier of “creative thinking”, a producer of “new
knowledge” and a participant in “innovation”. Instead of creating new knowledge, the ideal and
goal of higher education becomes repetition, compilation, and reproduction, and the traditional
goals of higher education, such as the formation of a scientific and philosophical outlook, self-
improvement, creative thinking, the ability to identify and pose problems, create new knowledge,
degenerate into procedures that describe the “machine learning” algorithm in the technical field.

Mechanistic images of the New Age have become part of history as well as the disciplinary
model created within the framework of mechanism, which was analyzed in detail and thoroughly
by Michel Foucault. But the principle of mechanization in its new embodiment — computer —
continues its development in our time. This new model, like the previous one, is based on the
principles of economic efficiency and total control.

The list of requirements for future specialists is very peculiar. As stated in this document,
“the rapid changes that are taking place in society, technology, knowledge, will require in the
future from specialists the ability to adapt, master new skills, professions, creativity. In future
structures of educational programs the most relevant is the acquisition of universal competencies:
the ability to learn, process information, quickly master new technologies, the ability to
think critically and creative approach to tasks. The skills of system thinking, programming,
intersectoral communication, the ability to work in conditions of uncertainty, multiculturalism and
multilingualism, environmental thinking, multifunctionality are also gaining relevance. The high
complexity of the tasks of the future requires from specialists the ability to concentrate, manage
their own emotions, maintain mental and physical performance, plan workload. Thus, the task of
combining the development of such abilities in students and at the same time providing them with
specialized knowledge and skills within the chosen profession”. In the future, according to the
authors of the document, this will contribute to the permanent education of future generations [12].

But here we are faced with an approach in which the traditional goals of higher education,
such as the formation of scientific and philosophical worldview, self-improvement, creative
thinking, the ability to identify and pose problems, create new knowledge degenerate into
procedures that describe the algorithm of “machine learning” in technical sphere. According to
this approach, a person is seen as a functional unit, a carrier of “creative thinking”, a producer of
“new knowledge” and a participant in “innovation”. Instead of creating new knowledge, repetition,
compilation and reproduction become the ideal and goal of higher education. The “educational
process” itself is a certain idealized structure that works according to mechanistic laws.
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O course, it can be argued that the example taken illustrates only the peculiarities of bureaucratic
terminology and cannot serve as a justification for the general trend. But such a restriction seems
too optimistic. It is no secret that in the so-called information society, knowledge is one of the most
valuable resources, and the education system is becoming one of the most important government
agencies. The concept of the information society is based on the extreme informatization of
society, its transformation into a computer network. And, if the ideal of the education system in the
Enlightenment was a well-established mechanism that produces normal members of society who
can benefit the state, that the ideal of the modern education system is a well-designed computer.

The authors of the strategy are also interested in the fact that education is currently lagging
behind digitalization, and more needs to be done to take advantage of the tools and strengths of
new technologies, while addressing possible abuses such as cyber intrusion and confidentiality.
But, unfortunately, nothing is said about the threat of digital dehumanization and deontologization
of the educational process.

Most often, the dehumanization of education is understood as the reduction of the
role of humanitarian knowledge in the process of professional training and the formation and
development of the personality of the future specialist [ 10, p. 53]. However, the other side becomes
more fundamental: the inconspicuous process of replacing a person with a technical substitute,
ie a machine, and “mechanization” or “computerization” of the person himself. Digitalization
begins to invade the space of the noosphere and relentlessly change it. Dehumanization consists
primarily in the transformation of education into an instrumental category of industrial and market
relations, in the loss of the humanistic meaning of education, as a result of which it turns into a
utilitarian assimilation of a narrow range of professional knowledge and skills.

But, as Ortega y Gasset notes, “to move in the thickets of life, you must be experienced”,
ie you need to understand the conditions and principles of existence, you need to have an idea of
time and environment in which man exists, to enter a certain spiritual and cultural space [2, p. 99].

Education, in particular university education, not is simply learning, broadcasting,
transferring a certain amount of knowledge and acquiring professional skills and competencies.
Its humanistic meaning is the formation and education of man in general, his spirituality, morality,
universal qualities that allow him to create and define the world around you and himself. This
is achieved by joining the spiritual heritage of mankind, as well as gaining skills to identify,
understand, analyze the essence, preconditions and consequences, the processes that take place
[11, p. 17]. As J. Mill notes in a landmark speech on university education, “People who dedicate
themselves to a well-known profession should bring out of the university not professional
knowledge, but knowledge that would guide the use of their professional knowledge, and which
would illuminate the technical details of a special subject with the light of general education.
People can be competent lawyers without a general education, but only a general education
can make them lawyers-philosophers: who want and who are able to understand the principles,
instead of just cluttering their memory with details. And the same happens in all other useful
activities, including mechanical. Upbringing makes a man a smarter shoemaker if he is engaged
in the shoemaking trade, but it does not do so by teaching him to sew boots; it makes it the
mental exercise it gives and the habits it communicates™ [13]. In this sense, the dehumanization
of education can be the destruction of the cultural space in which only humanity can exist.

So, digital dehumanization as a general process of removing “human” from social
and individual practice, which manifested itself at the beginning of the introduction of digital
technologies in the education system and intensified in the era of “widespread” distancing,
threatens traditional principles, conditions and prospects of education. This study, of course,
cannot be exhaustive and definitive. In order to provide specific recommendations for improving
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the educational process in the context of digitalization in future studies, it is planned to diversify
research: at first, to conceptualize the forms of presence of dehumanization in the educational
process, at second, to implement surveys of students of different educational institutions,
surveys of teachers, in-depth interviews, expert surveys, comparison of results and investigating
the international experience of digitalization of education.

Of course, the authors of the article are not opponents of digitalization and do not call
for abandoning its implementation in the educational process. The main thing in this study is
to clarify the dangers to humans that lie in digital education. It may seem that in order to draw
attention to the problem and think about preventing dehumanization, researchers are dramatizing
some points, but the speed and catastrophic nature of changes sometimes outstrip any forecasts.
Therefore, it is necessary to think as early and broadly and deeply as possible about potential
situations in the face of current and future challenges which education system will inevitably
collide with.
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AET'YMAHIBALNIA B IU®POBOMY OCBITHLOMY NMPOLECT:
JOCBIJ COITAJIBHO-®LITOCOPCBKOI PE®JEKCII

CaiTnana Hlupoxa, Haransa Binbuyk, I'eopriii IliBens
Hayionanenuii aepoxocmiunuii ynieepcumem imeni M. €. JKyrkoscvkoeo,
2YMAHIMapHo-npaeosuil haxynvmem, kageopa Ginocogii ma cycniitbHux HayK
eyn. Yxanosa, 17, 61070, m. Xapxie, Vkpaina

Crarts 0a3yeTbess Ha ocBimi Ta dimocodcerkiit pedurekcii y9acHUKIB OCBITHBOTO MPOIECY M0N0
HaBUaHHS B yYMOBax TOTaJNbHOI mu(poBi3amii, cipudrHeHOi crmodaTky maxaemiero Covid-19, a motim
MMOBHOMACIITa0HOK BilfHOIO B YkpaiHi. JloCHiIKeHHS TPUCBSYCHE COLIANBHO-(PITOCOPCEKOMY aHaIizy
0COOIMBOCTEH OCBITHROTO MPOIIECY Y BHIITIH IITKOJII, ITOB I3aHUX 3 TIOMINPEHHSIM 1H()OpMAaLlifHIX TEXHOJIOT1H,
MUCTaHIIKHOT (OpMHU HaBYaHHS, Ta IONANBIIOI JETYMaHI3alll€l0 YCiX pIiBHIB COIaJbHOTO TPOCTOPY.
Hapmaerbest dimocodepkuii aHami3 CyTHOCTI Ta MiATPYHTS TPOIECy AeTyMaHizarii BUIIOI OCBITH, IO
Ma€e Ha MeTi B IOJAJbIIOMY BH3HA4YCHHS MOXJIMBHX PHU3HKIB Ta IUIIXIB 1X momoiaHHs. IIpencraBieHo
3araJlbHOTEOPETHYHE JIOCIIKEHHS MPOoOiIeMH HUpPOBOi JeryMaHisaimii OCBITH B KOHTEKCTI PO3BHTKY
Ta BIPOBA/DKCHHS iH(MOPMAIIHUX TEXHONOTIH. ABTOPH CTaTTi PO3MISAAIOTH JIETYMAaHI3allil0 OCBITH HE
TUTBKH SIK 3MEHIICHHS POJIi TYMaHITapHUX 3HAaHB y Mporeci MpogeciifHol maroToBKy. 3aMiHa JFOACHEKOTO
croco0y OCATHEHHs NIHCHOCTI TEXHIYHUMH MOJICTSIMH, a CaMe «MEXaHi3alis» Ta «KOMIT IOTepPH3allis»
YYaCHHKIB OCBITHBOTO TIPOLECY, NMPH3BOIUTH 10 BUTICHEHHS JIOACHKOTO EK3HCTEHIIIHOTO CII0Co0y
KOMYHIKaIlii 3 OCBITHBOTO TPOCTOPY, BTpaTH TyMaHICTUYHOTO 3MICTy OCBITH Ta TNEpPETBOPEHHS ii Ha
IHCTPYMEHTAJIFHY KaTeropiro BUPOOHMYO-PUHKOBHUX BiITHOCHH, METOIO SIKOI CTa€ yTHIIITapHE 3aCBOEHHS
BY3BKOTO KoJIa MPOeCiifHNX 3HAHb 1 YMiHb.

Jlerymanizarisi po3IIISAA€ThCS SK 3aTaIbHUI MPOIIEC YCYHEHHSI «TIOICHKOTO (haKTOPY» 13 CYCIiIbHOT
Ta IHMBIyaIbHOT MPAKTHKU: BTPATY Ta HECIIPOMOXKHICTB JI0 CTBOPIOBAHHS HOBHX JAyXOBHHX 1 MOPAJIbHUX
LIHHOCTEH, IeBaTbBaIliI0 XapaKTePUCTHK JIFOIHN, «JTaMaHHD» IITICHOTO CBITOITISLY. ABTOpaMH IIOKa3aHo,
[0 CYYaCHHH OCBITHIN MPOLEC EMOHCTPYE BUKOPUCTAHHS BEIHMKOI KITBKOCTI CYTO TEXHIYHUX TEPMIiHiB,
TaKuX SK «akajJeMidHa MOOUTBHICTBY», «OCBITHI TEXHOIOTII», «IHHOBALI», «TFOACHKI PeCypcH», «Mepexa
BHIIMX HABYAIBHHUX 3aKIIa/iB», «00poOKa iH(opMarii», «MeXaHi3MH 3BOPOTHOTO 3B’S3KY, OLIHIOBAHHS,
B3a€EMOJIIsD», «OCBITHS TPAEKTOPis», «IHTEIEKTYyalbHUI MPOMYKT», «SIKICHI MOKA3HUKM» Tomo. JlromnHa
B [IbOMY Te3aypyci HIOMTO pO3TISAacThCs SK (YHKIIOHATBHA OJMHHUII, HOCIH «TBOPYOTO MHCICHHS»,
BUPOOHHK «HOBOTO 3HAHHS» Ta YYAaCHHK IHHOBALL». AJle HEMOXKIIMBO IIPUXOBATH, 110 3aMiCTh CTBOPEHHS
HOBHX 3HaHB 1/1€aJIOM 1 METOIO BHIIOT OCBITH CTA€ MOBTOPEHHS, KOMIIUJISIIIS Ta BIATBOPEHHS, a TPaIHIIiiiHI
Ol BUINOI OCBITH, Taki SK (OpMYBaHHS HayKOBO-(1IOCO(CHKOTO CBITOINISALY, CaMOBIOCKOHAJICHHS,
KpeaTHBHE MHCIICHHSI, BMiHHS BUSIBIISITH i CTaBUTH IPOOJIEMH, CTBOPIOBATH HOBE 3HAHHSI, BUPOKYIOTHCS
B TIPOLIEIYPH, IO ONMHCYIOTh AITOPUTM «MAIIMHHOTO HAaBYaHHSI» B TEXHIYHIH cdepi. Y mpomy ceHci
JIeTyMaHi3allisi OCBITH MOXe MPHU3BECTU 10 TIOOATBHOI aHTPOMOIOTIYHOT KPH3H, PE3yIbTaTOM SIKOi CTaHe
pyHHYBaHHS KyJIBTYPHOTO IMPOCTOPY, B SKOMY ICHYBAJO JIOICTBO. PO3yMiHHS Ta OOTOBOPEHHS LLOTO
PH3UKY J03BOJIUTH YHIBEPCHTETaM MEPErISIHYTH Ta BIOCKOHAJIUTU CBOI OCBITHI cTparerii 3 ypaxyBaHHIM
BHCBITJICHUX KOTHITHBHUX, ETUYHHX Ta COIaTbHHUX MPOOIEM.

Kniouosi cnosa: ocBiTa, nerymanizamisi, MifpKUTami3amis, MU(POBUI OCBITHINH Mpolec, AEOHTO-
JIoTi3ais.



