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The article explores the problem of the social destruction in the philosophy of the Frankfurt school.
The stages of understanding of this phenomenon are reconstructed. The social destruction of Adorno’ and
Horkheimer’ “The Dialectic of Enlightenment” is a universal phenomenon estimated like pessimistic. In
the works of G. Marcuse the destruction is concretized by description of the industrial society, thanks to
this some optimistic conclusions are available.
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