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THE RHETORIC OF TRAGIC CHOICE:
WHEN NAVIGATION DEMANDS SACRIFICE

This article provides a philosophical analysis of tragic choice as a specific mode of navigation
within contemporary publicity, where forward movement becomes possible only at the cost of a pre-
acknowledged loss. Unlike situations of disorientation or information scarcity, tragic choice emerges under
conditions of extreme clarity: all options are known, all consequences are foreseeable, yet no decision can
be "correct" in a normative sense. In this mode, navigation ceases to be a search for the optimal path and
transforms into the management of inevitable damage.

The analysis centers on the mythological episode of Scylla and Charybdis, treated not as an
allegory of danger but as a model for public decision-making in the absence of acceptable alternatives.
Scylla is interpreted as a figure of guaranteed, localized sacrifice that allows for the preservation of elective
agency and the assumption of responsibility for the trajectory. Conversely, Charybdis represents the logic
of total risk, where responsibility dissolves into the scale of potential catastrophe. Odysseus's choice of
Scylla is conceptualized as a rejection of the "catastrophe alibi" and an acceptance of tragic responsibility.
The subsequent analysis focuses on the episode of Thrinacia, where tragic choice is no longer exercised
but delegated. The violation of the taboo on the Island of the Sun is interpreted as the collapse of the
decision-making structure itself: knowledge no longer restrains action, and sacrifice is produced
automatically, without a subject to claim it. In this context, Thrinacia serves as a model for contemporary
cancel culture, where violence is enacted not through a conscious act, but through procedures, repetition,
and collective reaction devoid of addressed responsibility. The article demonstrates that tragic choice does
not vanish in modern publicity but is radically transformed: from recognized sacrifice to delegated
violence without a subject. This shift destroys navigation as a collective movement, leaving only a solitary
continuation of the path for those capable of not delegating responsibility even in a situation of
irreversibility.

Keywords: tragic choice; navigation; sacrifice; responsibility; Seylla and Charybdis; Thrinacia; cancel culture;
publicity; rhetoric of necessity; violence; mythological models.

Tragedy does not begin where a mistake is made, nor where the path suddenly breaks off.
It begins at the point where the path continues — but any of its variants requires loss. Not error,
not delusion, not blindness, but a conscious sacrifice. Where choice ceases to be a means of
salvation and becomes a form of calculating damage [Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1988].

It is precisely in this zone — between the monster and the whitlpool — that navigation
changes its ontological status. It is no longer tied to the search for the correct direction, nor does
it rely on the distinction between true and false. Here, navigation means accepting that
movement is possible only at the cost of destruction — of someone’s life, someone’s body,
someone’s possibility of return. The course is preserved not despite sacrifice, but because of it
[Agamben, 1998; Girard, 19806].

Contemporary publicity increasingly finds itself in such a configuration. This is not about
catastrophes as exceptional events, but about structural situations in which any decision is already
marked as incomplete, unjust, and irreversible. Political crises, wars, states of emergency,
managed collapses — all reproduce the same logic: there is no choice without loss, yet refusal to
choose is equated with an even greater catastrophe. In this sense, the tragic ceases to be a literary
genre and becomes a mode of public governance [Arendt, 2003; Virilio, 2000].

The philosophical difficulty here lies in the fact that familiar ethical and rhetorical
frameworks prove inapplicable. Appeals to correctness, humanity, or the universal good do not
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function in a situation where the good cannot be preserved in its entirety. In tragic choice, there
are no innocents — but guilt also ceases to be individual. It is distributed, diffused, delegated,
becoming a structure [Butler, 2004].

For this reason, the figure of the victim inevitably emerges in such situations. Not as
moral compensation and not as an act of redemption, but as a functional condition for the
continuation of the path. The victim here does not restore order — it makes movement itself
possible. Without it, navigation halts completely, dissolving either into paralysis or into the
whitlpool of total destruction [Girard, 1986; Benjamin, 1978].

The mythological episode between Scylla and Charybdis captures this logic. Before
Odysseus there is no “correct” decision. There are two evils, incommensurable and incomparable
in ethical terms. The choice between them cannot be justified — it can only be accepted. And this
is what makes it tragic: responsibility does not disappear, yet it cannot be discharged either by
argument or by appeal to necessity [Homer, 1996; Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1988].

Unlike eatlier stages of the journey, it is no longer possible here to delegate freedom,
dissolve into comfort, or come to rest in truth. The archive has already been opened, illusions
have been lost, the voice has already spoken. Navigation returns — but in the form of heavy,
ungrateful labor, where every decision leaves behind the dead. This is neither heroism nor feat. It is
the management of catastrophe, in which maintaining the trajectory is purchased at the cost of losses
that are foreknown and therefore all the more unbearable [Blanchot, 1995; Agamben, 1998].

Contemporary cancel culture and practices of public exclusion reveal a deep structural
affinity with this logic. Exclusion here is increasingly framed as a “necessary sacrifice” for the
sake of preserving integrity, security, or course. The rhetoric of tragic choice makes it possible to
present destruction as compelled, and responsibility as impersonal. In this regime, the victim
ceases to be a scandal and becomes a procedure [Brown, 1995; Butler, 2009; Norris, 2023].

Thus, the problem addressed by this article lies not in the moral evaluation of tragic
decisions, nor in the search for justifications of violence. Rather, it concerns the clarification of
the rhetorical and navigational conditions under which publicity begins to conceive of sacrifice as
an acceptable cost of movement, and of choice as a form of inevitable loss [Vernant & Vidal-
Naquet, 1988]. Between Scylla of guaranteed loss and Charybdis of total disappearance, a space
opens in which navigation is possible only through the acceptance of the tragic — and where
every preserved course already bears within it the shadow of the sacrifice made.

The relevance of addressing the rhetoric of tragic choice is determined by the
transformation of contemporary public space, in which the very possibility of a “correct” decision
increasingly disappears. Political, military, social, and media ctises produce situations in which any
action entails irreversible loss, while refusal to act is equated with even more destructive consequences
[Arendt, 2003]. Under such conditions, publicity ceases to function as a space for discussing
alternatives and increasingly operates as a mechanism for distributing damage.

Contemporary culture is becoming less oriented toward preventing catastrophes and
more toward managing them. Navigation in such conditions means not the search for an optimal
path, but a choice between forms of evil that are incommensurable in moral terms, yet
comparable in pragmatic ones [Virilio, 2000]. It is precisely here that a specific rhetoric becomes
necessary — a rhetoric of the tragic, which makes it possible to legitimize decisions that cannot be
justified and to present sacrifice as an inevitable condition of continued movement.

This problem becomes particularly acute in the context of war, states of emergency, and
digital publicity, where decisions are made under conditions of time scarcity, pressure of intensity,
and the impossibility of complete knowledge [Butler, 2009]. In such situations, rhetoric ceases to
function as an instrument of persuasion and increasingly takes on the role of existential
accompaniment to catastrophe: it does not prove, but fixes; it does not persuade, but formalizes
the inevitable. The victim here becomes not an exception to the norm, but its silent foundation.

The mythological scene between Scylla and Charybdis allows this structure to be grasped
in concentrated form. It is neither an allegory of a dangerous journey nor a moral parable, but a
model of a situation in which navigation is possible only through the acceptance of loss [Homer,
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1996]. The appeal to this figure is relevant not as a reconstruction of an ancient narrative, but as a
means of philosophical analysis of contemporary forms of public decision-making, where the
tragic ceases to be an event and becomes a regime.

The problem of tragic choice has a rich philosophical and cultural tradition. In classical
philosophy and aesthetics, tragedy was understood primarily as a clash of equally binding values
that does not admit harmonious resolution [Benjamin, 1978]. In political and social theory, the
tragic has been treated as the limit of rational governance, as a zone in which universal norms
lose their applicability.

Contemporary studies of public violence, sovereignty, sacrifice, and exclusion have
convincingly shown that violence may be enacted not only as an act of coercion, but also as a
structural consequence of decisions made “in the name of necessity” [Agamben, 1998]. Analyses
of scapegoat mechanisms, biopolitical regimes, and logics of the state of exception have revealed
how the victim becomes integrated into order as a condition of its preservation [Girard, 1986].

At the same time, in most existing approaches, tragic choice is considered either in ethical
terms — as a dilemma of responsibility — or in political terms — as the result of institutional
pressure [Arendt, 2003]. Far less often is it conceptualized as a navigational and rhetorical
structure in which the decision is not so much chosen as articulated and framed as inevitable. The
question of how rhetoric transforms loss into an acceptable cost of movement, and the victim
into a functional element of the route, remains insufficiently clarified [Bourdieu, 1993].

The mythological figures of Scylla and Charybdis have traditionally been interpreted as
symbols of danger, fate, or fatal choice [Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1988]. However, their potential
as models of public decision-making, the distribution of responsibility, and the legitimation of
sacrifice under conditions where no “right” path exists has scarcely been mobilized in analyses of
contemporary forms of catastrophe management and public violence. This study addresses that
lacuna. It proposes to consider tragic choice not as an exception to rationality, but as a specific
regime of navigation in which rhetoric plays a decisive role: not by justifying violence, but by
rendering it possible; not by removing responsibility, but by redistributing it in such a way that
the path continues — at the cost of a loss acknowledged in advance [Benjamin, 1978].

The aim of the article is a philosophical analysis of tragic choice as a specific regime of
navigation in contemporary publicity, in which forward movement becomes possible only at the
cost of a loss recognized beforehand. The study seeks to clarify how, in situations where no
“correct” path exists, navigation ceases to be the search for an optimal solution and is
transformed into the management of inevitable damage [Virilio, 20006].

Within this aim, the article pursues the following analytical tasks: to distinguish between
choice as an act of rational preference and tragic choice as a structure in which any decision
entails sacrifice; to analyze the mythological figures of Scylla and Charybdis as a model of a
situation in which navigation is possible only between incommensurable forms of loss [Homer,
1996]; to show how rhetoric frames such decisions as necessary and thereby renders them
acceptable in public space; to trace the connection between tragic choice and the mechanisms of
sacrifice, the distribution of responsibility, and cancel culture [Girard, 19806]; and finally, to
outline the transformation of the navigating subject, who shifts from seeking the “right path” to
making decisions under conditions of irreversibility [Agamben, 1998].

The methodology of the article is constructed as navigational rather than linearly
deductive. The study does not aim to derive a universal principle of tragic choice, but focuses on
analyzing those regimes of movement in which choice loses the character of optimization and
assumes the form of an existential decision without exit [Blanchot, 1995]. Hermeneutic analysis is
employed to work with mythological texts, above all the episode between Scylla and Charybdis,
where the extreme situation of the impossibility of a “good” choice is articulated. These figures
are treated not as allegories or illustrations, but as analytical models of navigation under
conditions of structural catastrophe [Detienne & Vernant, 1978]. Rhetorical analysis makes it
possible to identify the ways in which tragic choice is articulated, legitimized, and stabilized in
public space. Particular attention is given to the rhetoric of necessity, damage minimization, and
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the “lesser evil” as forms of discourse in which sacrifice ceases to be perceived as an exception
and becomes an element of the route [Butler, 1997]. A socio-political perspective is applied to
conceptualize the connection between tragic choice and the mechanisms of sacrifice, exclusion,
and the distribution of responsibility. In this context, the tragic is treated not as an aesthetic
category, but as a regime of public action in which violence is not denied but framed as an
inevitable condition for the continuation of the path [Schmitt, 2005]. Such a methodological
combination makes it possible to consider tragic choice not as a moral anomaly or a failure of
rationality, but as a stable form of navigation in contemporary publicity — a form in which
movement is preserved, yet always at the cost of a loss that is acknowledged and articulated in
advance [Zizek, 2008].

Tragic choice does not begin where knowledge is absent, nor where the subject is
disoriented. On the contrary, it arises in a situation of ultimate clarity. All options are discernible.
All consequences are known. Error is excluded — because there is nothing left to err about. Any
decision will be both correct and destructive at once [Arendt, 2003].

In this sense, the space between Scylla and Charybdis is not a space of alternatives. It is
neither a fork nor a crossroads. It is a narrow passage where movement is possible only on the
condition of a loss accepted in advance. Navigation here does not seek the best path — it selects a
form of damage [Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1988].

Scylla and Charybdis are not symmetrical threats. They cannot be compared on a scale of
risk, as if one were dealing with probabilities or benefits. Scylla guarantees sacrifice: the loss of
part of the crew, visible, calculable, and personalized. Charybdis, by contrast, offers the possibility
of total disappearance — not sacrifice, but annihilation, in which guilt, responsibility, and even the
fact of choice itself vanish [Benjamin, 1978].

The tragic character of the situation lies not in the cruelty of the world, but in the
structure of the decision itself. To choose Scylla is to consent to sacrifice, knowing exactly whom
one is giving up. To choose Charybdis is to risk everything, including the very possibility of
bearing witness to the choice. Between guaranteed loss and potential catastrophe there is no
“correct” answer. There are only different regimes of bearing responsibility [Agamben, 1998].

Scylla embodies a form of violence that is permitted precisely because it is limited. This
monster does not destroy everything. It takes a strictly measured share. Its victims can be
counted, named, mourned. This is the source of its rhetorical force [Girard, 1986].

Guaranteed sacrifice is easier to legitimize than abstract risk. It allows control over the
narrative to be maintained: we knew, we chose, we minimized the damage. In this regime,
navigation turns into an accounting of losses. The decision appears rational because the damage
is finite [Bourdieu, 1993].

The rhetoric of Scylla is the rhetoric of the “lesser evil”. It is built on comparison,
calculation, and an appeal to necessity. The sacrifice is not concealed, yet it is not called into
question. It is declared an inevitable part of the path. Responsibility for it can be redistributed:
the decision was difficult, but there were no other options [Butler, 1997].

In public space, this logic is reproduced whenever exclusion or violence is justified by the
preservation of the whole. Someone must be sacrificed — for the sake of the system, order,
forward movement. Scylla always acts openly. It does not hide or disguise itself. Its power lies in
its transparency [Schmitt, 2005].

Charybdis is of a fundamentally different kind. It does not offer sacrifice — it offers
disappearance. In its logic, there is no place for individual responsibility, because there are no
surviving witnesses. If Scylla leaves bodies behind, Charybdis erases all traces [Arendt, 1963].

The rhetoric of Charybdis is a rhetoric of total risk, in which the very idea of choice
dissolves. One can say: we did not know, we hoped, we took a risk. Responsibility is diffused
within the scale of catastrophe. No one chose death — it simply happened [ZiZek, 2008].

Charybdis often appears morally preferable: it does not require a direct decision about
sacrifice. It preserves the illusion of innocence. If Scylla forces one to admit, “we decided who
would die”, Charybdis allows one to say, “it just happened that way”. In this sense, Charybdis is
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not merely a whirlpool, but a form of suspending responsibility through an appeal to fate,
chance, or system. Where the possibility of assigning blame disappears, the subject of choice
itself also disappears [Ellul, 1964].

Odysseus’s decision is crucial precisely because he chooses Scylla. He chooses guaranteed
loss over abstract disappearance. In doing so, he refuses the alibi of catastrophe [Arendt, 2003].
He knows whom he will lose. He knows that he will live with this knowledge. And yet he makes
the decision. This is neither heroism nor cold calculation. It is the acceptance of responsibility for
the trajectory, even when that trajectory inevitably passes through death [Agamben, 1998].

Here navigation reaches its tragic form. It is no longer tied to the search for salvation. It
is tied to sustaining the subject in a situation where any movement is traumatic, yet stopping
means the end [Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1988].

Odysseus does not minimize evil — he accepts it as part of the path. This is what
distinguishes tragic choice from cynical calculation. The sacrifice is neither justified nor denied. It
is acknowledged [Benjamin, 1978].

In contemporary publicity, tragic choice is increasingly masked as rational necessity. The
rhetoric of minimal damage, inevitable losses, “there was no other option”, reproduces the logic
of Scylla without naming it as tragic [Bourdieu, 1993]. At the same time, the rhetoric of systemic
failures, force majeure, and unpredictable consequences reproduces the model of Charybdis, in
which responsibility dissolves into the scale of processes [Zizek, 2008].

Between these two regimes, publicity oscillates, avoiding the essential point: the
recognition that a choice was and remains a choice, even when it has no correct answer [Arendt,
1963].

Scylla is not merely a monster that devours six men. In philosophical terms, she appears
as a structural node of the sacrificial mechanism. It is no coincidence that her victims are
countable, visible, and distributed in time. This is violence that can be framed, explained, and —
most importantly — acknowledged [Girard, 1986].

It is precisely this acknowledged character that makes Scylla’s sacrifice rhetorically
bearable. It allows the situation to be stabilized through the localization of evil: death does not
spread across the entire trajectory but is concentrated in specific bodies. The sacrifice is not
denied — it is singled out. This is what constitutes its functionality [Butler, 2009].

The scapegoat mechanism operates not because the victim is hidden, but because it is
sufficient. It seals the rupture. Scylla is a figure of violence that recognizes itself as violence, yet
can be integrated into the rationality of the path. The sacrifice does not halt movement — it pays
for it [Girard, 1986].

It is important to emphasize: Scylla’s sacrifice is not arbitrary, yet neither is it just. It is
inevitable not in a moral but in a structural sense. Someone must be given up so that others may
pass. This is neither punishment nor guilt. It is the distribution of damage as a condition for the
continuation of the trajectory [Schmitt, 2005].

Here tragic choice is still preserved as choice. Odysseus does not hide behind fate, does
not appeal to chance, and does not delegate the decision. He assumes it — and thereby remains
the subject of navigation, albeit at the cost of irreparable loss [Arendt, 2003].

The crucial difference between the logic of Scylla and that of subsequent catastrophes lies
in the following: here the sacrifice does not abolish the subject. On the contrary, it affirms it — as
the one who chooses and lives with the consequences [Butler, 2004].

The sacrificial mechanism in Scylla does not destroy navigation. It makes it tragic, but still
possible. The path continues not because evil has been eliminated, but because it has been taken
upon oneself. This is the moment when navigation requires not knowledge or speed, but the
capacity to endure guilt [Agamben, 1998].

However, it is precisely here that the limit of this mechanism becomes apparent. Sacrifice,
even when acknowledged, remains a temporary solution. It stabilizes the path only over a short
distance. If tragic choice becomes habitual, it loses its tragic character — and turns into a
technique [Ellul, 1964].
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This is why the next episode — Thrinacia — is so radical. Here tragic choice is no longer
enacted. It is delegated [Arendt, 2003].

On the island of Helios, the prohibition is clear, the consequences are known, the
warnings have been given. Unlike Scylla, there is no forced situation here. There is a pause. There
is waiting. There is hunger — but there is also knowledge [Homer, 1996].

And yet it is precisely here that the final collapse of navigation occurs.

The decision is no longer made by Odysseus. It is distributed among the companions,
justified by circumstances, dissolved into a collective “we could not do otherwise” [Arendt,
1963]. The sacrifice here is not chosen — it is carried out by circumventing choice.

This is a fundamentally different type of catastrophe. If Scylla required a subject capable
of assuming guilt, then Thrinacia destroys the very figure of the responsible subject. There is no
scapegoat here — because no one assumes the role of the one who sacrifices [Girard, 1986]. The
eating of the sacred cattle is neither error nor weakness. It is the disintegration of the very
structure of decision. The prohibition is violated not because it is unclear, but because it no
longer holds meaning [Schmitt, 2005].

In the scene of Thrinacia, tragic choice is replaced by survival without a horizon. Hunger
becomes an argument, and necessity a justification. Sacrifice ceases to be an act and turns into
automatism [Ellul, 1964]. For this reason, the retribution here is total. All perish. Not because the
punishment is cruel, but because navigation has already become impossible. A path on which
choice is delegated cannot be continued. It breaks off not because of an evil fate, but because of
the loss of a subject capable of choosing [Agamben, 1998].

If Scylla is tragedy, then Thrinacia is the end of the tragic. There is no longer anyone to
bear guilt and no one to make a decision. Only the process remains [Benjamin, 1978].

In this sense, Thrinacia is an extreme model of contemporary publicity, where
responsibility dissolves into procedures, collective reactions, and algorithmic “it just happened”
[Dean, 2010]. There is sacrifice, but it is not acknowledged. There are losses, but they are not
reflected upon. A choice existed — but no one made it.

Navigation here collapses completely, because the path is no longer sustained either by
heroism or by tragic courage. It dissolves into the hunger of the present, where the future is no
longer thought, and the past is not retained as a lesson [Fisher, 2014].

Thrinacia is the point at which tragic choice ceases to be choice and becomes procedure.
Unlike the Scyllan sacrifice, where violence was localized, acknowledged, and taken upon oneself,
here it dissolves. Where no one dares to say “I”, the decision does not disappear — it acquires a
monstrous autonomy, becoming the mechanics of fate [Butler, 2009].

Odysseus’s companions know the prohibition. They have been warned. The
consequences have been explained to them. This is crucial: the catastrophe of Thrinacia does not
arise from ignorance, fear, or suddenness. It emerges from a condition in which knowledge no
longer governs action. The prohibition exists, but it does not bind. The truth has been spoken,
but it does not act. Navigation is formally preserved — and precisely for that reason, it collapses
[Foucault, 1972].

The sacrifice on Thrinacia is not chosen. It is a byproduct of collective survival. Hunger,
exhaustion, waiting for the wind — all of this becomes justification, but not cause. The cause lies
deeper: the subject of tragic decision disappears. No one says “I”. Everyone says “we”. And in
this “we”, responsibility evaporates [Bourdieu, 1993].

It is precisely at this point that Thrinacia becomes a model of cancel culture. Cancel
culture does not operate like Scyllan violence — visible, acknowledged, tragically assumed. It
operates in a Thrinacian manner: without addressee, without subject, without a moment of
decision [Arendt, 2003]. Violence here is not committed — it “happens”. Not because someone
intended to destroy, but because no one stopped the process [Ellul, 1964].

Exclusion in cancel culture does not require malicious intent. It is carried out through
consent without decision, through repetition without an act, through “everyone thinks so”, “the
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algorithm showed it”, “the community reacted” [Dean, 2010]. The victim is not sacrificed — it
emerges. It can neither be revoked, nor reflected upon, nor worked through [Butler, 2004].

Thrinacia is the scene where sacrifice becomes devoid of meaning. The sacred cattle are
eaten not for salvation, not for sacrifice, and not for rebellion. They are eaten because the
procedure of life continued while navigation was no longer sustained as a task. So too in cancel
culture: the subject is destroyed not for the sake of purification or justice, but because the archive
and reaction continue to operate [Derrida, 1995].

The punishment that follows Thrinacia is not retribution in a moral sense. It is structural
[Agamben, 1998]. All perish except Odysseus — not because he is righteous, but because he did
not delegate the choice [Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1988]. He may err, may be cruel, may be
cunning — but he remains the subject of decision. Thrinacia destroys the collective as a form of
navigation. After it, the path can continue only for one who is capable of bearing responsibility
alone [Arendt, 1963]. This is not the elevation of the hero, but a tragic narrowing of the space of
action. The subject can no longer rely on “we”, nor on procedure, nor on consensus [Bourdieu,
1993].

In this sense, Thrinacia marks the end of publicity as a shared movement. After delegated
violence, the path becomes radically solitary [Butler, 2009].

Conclusion. When choice is delegated, navigation becomes impossible.

The analysis of Scylla and Thrinacia makes it possible to fix a fundamental distinction
between two types of violence in public space.

Scylla embodies tragic choice: violence acknowledged as violence; sacrifice localized and
assumed; a decision that destroys, yet preserves the subject. This is violence after which the path
remains possible — though at the cost of irreparable loss.

Thrinacia, by contrast, demonstrates violence without choice. There is no tragic gesture,
no subject of decision, not even the illusion of sacrifice. There is only a process in which
prohibition loses force, truth ceases to bind, and responsibility disperses into collective
automatism. It is precisely this type of violence that underlies contemporary forms of exclusion,
where no one acts — and therefore no one is guilty.

In this light, cancel culture appears not as a moral anomaly, but as a Thrinacian regime of
publicity: violence without a subject, sacrifice without meaning, decision without a decision-
maker. It is not a scene of conflict, but a scene of exhausted navigation.

After Thrinacia, the path is possible only in one mode — outside collective justifications,
outside procedures, outside the comfort of consensus.

Yet even this path does not lead directly to return. Beyond tragic choice and delegated
violence, another, far more seductive threat emerges — a space where choice is no longer required
at all.

The island of Calypso is neither catastrophe nor violence. It is rest. Immortality. The
absence of loss. The suspension of history as such. Here navigation is not destroyed — it becomes
unnecessary.
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AHOTAIIIA

Crarra mpucBfgeHa (piA0CODCHKOMY aHAAIZY TPATiMHOTO BHOOPY fIK CHEHHU(PIYHOIO PEKUMY
Hapiranil B Cy9acHiil myOAIMHOCTI, 32 AIKOTO PyX YIIEPEA CTA€ MOKAUBHM AHIIE I[HOIO HAIIEPEA BU3HAHOL
Brparu. Ha BiamiHy BiA curyaniii AesopienTanil a60 aediliuTy 3HAHHS, TparigHul BUOIp ITOCTAE B yMOBAX
IPAHUYHOI AICHOCTI: BCl BaplaHTH BIAOMI, BCI HACAIAKH IIepeADadyBaHi, aAe HKOAHE PIIIIEHHA HE MOXKE OyTH
WIIPaBUABHAM» Yy HOPMATHBHOMY ceHcl. Hasiramis B Takomy pexumi Iepectac OyTH ITOIIYKOM
OIITHMAABHOTO IIASXY H TPAHC(OPMYETHCA B YIIPABAIHHA HEMIHYIUM 30HTKOM.

V menrpi aHanisy — midoaoriunnii emisop Mk Corasoro i XapuOAOIO, AKAH PO3TAAAAETHCH HE
AK aAeropis HeOesIekHw, a SK MOAEAb IYOAIYHOro pIIIEHHS B YMOBaxX BIACYTHOCTI HPHUHHATHOL
aapTepHaTuBr. CIlmAAa IHTEpPIPETYEThCA AK (PIrypa TapaHTOBAHOI, AOKAAI30BAHOI MKEPTBH, IO AO3BOASE
30epertu cy0’eKTHICTH BUOOPY T2 B3ATH BIAIIOBIAAABHICTD 32 TPAEKTOPirO. XapHOAa, HABIIAKHU, ITOCTAE AK
AOTIKa TOTAABHOTO PHU3HKY, A€ BIAIIOBIAAABHICTD PO3YHHAECTHCA B MACIITA0l MOXKAMBOI KatacTpodu. Bubip
Oaicces ma xopucts CIEAAH OCMUCATOETBCS AK BIAMOBA BIA «aAiOl katacTpodm» Ta IPHHHATTA TPariaHol
BiaToBiaaAabHOCTL. [ToAaAapInmit aHaAi3 30cepeAkyeTbes Ha emisoAl TpiHakpii, Ae Tpariurauii BUOip OGiAbIie
He 3AIFICHIOETBCA, a AeAeryerbes. [lopyrerns 3aboporu Ha ocTpoBi I'eaioca iHTEpIIpETyETHC AK PO3IAA
€aMoOl CTPYKTYpH pIIlICHHA: 3HAHHA OIABIIIE HE YIPHMYE AIIO, a KEPTBA BUPOOAAETHCA aBTOMATUYHO, Oe3
cyO’ekra, sAxkuil Ou B3#AB 11 Ha cebe. V 1pOMy KOHTEKCTI TPIHAKPIA ITOCTAE K MOACAB CYYaCHOI KYABTYPH
CKACYBAHHS, A€ HACHABCTBO B3AIMCHIOETBCA HE dYepe3 CBIAOMHI aKT, 4 9Yepe3 IPOLCAYPH, IIOBTOP 1
KOACKTHBHY PEAKIIIO 6e3 aApECHOI BIAITOBIAAABHOCTI.

Crarrs 1IOKasye, IO TpariYHUH BHOIp HE 3HHKAE B CYYaCHIH IyOAIYHOCTI, aA€ PAAHKAABHO
TpaHcOPMYETHCA: BiA BUSHAHOI KEPTBH AO ACACTOBAHOIO HACHABCTBA Oe3 cyO’exra. Takuil 3cyB pyiinye
HaBIraItro AK CIIABHHN PyX 1 33AHIINAE AHMIIE CAMOTHE IIPOAOBKEHHS ITIAAXY THM, XTO 3AaT€H HE
ACACTYBATH BIAITOBIAAABHICTD HaBITB y CHTYALl HCOOOPOTHOCTI.

KarouoBi caoBa: mpaziunuil subip; Hasieayis; sepmasay 6ionosidanswicne; Cyuata i Xapuboa, 1 pinaxpis,
KyAbmypa ckacysais, nyOaiuHicnms; pumopura neoOxionocni; Hacusbeniso; Migo02iumi Mooest.

Brecok aBTOpIB: BCl aBTOPH 3pOOHAN PIBHUIT BHECOK Y IIFO POOOTY
KondaikT iHTEpECiB: aBTOPH ITOBIAOMAAIOTH IIPO BIACYTHICTH KOH(DAIKTY iHTEpECiB
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