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The purpose of the article is to analyse the interpretations and transformational processes
of the definition of “aesthetics of modernity” in the culturological thought at the end of the 20t —
early 21 centuries. To this end, the study applies methods of critical analysis, contextualism, as
well as a methodology relevant to the systematic culturological approach, including the method
of synthesis and the system method. The scientific novelty of the work lies in the fact that the
transformation of the aesthetic images of modernity in the applied culturological science has
been analysed. Conclusions. It has been demonstrated that new postulates of aesthetic values
are formed in the cultural and artistic environment and only later are comprehended and
institutionalized by the rest of the society. The main characteristic of the “modernity” of the
turn of the century is its accelerated variability. The study demonstrates the transformation of
aesthetic values, which occurs between the creation of original modifications, the social purpose
of art (modern), quoting, general pluralism, asociality, chaotic or transitivity (postmodern),
the loss of corporeality, the total acceleration, consumption culture (hypermodern), ultimately
returning to normal practices, but in the conditions of hyper-accelerated time. Metamodern is
considered as the boldest attempt to comprehend modernity, using the concept of “structure
of feeling” as a state of being here and now before its comprehension. It should be noted that
the number of non-traditional approaches to the system of knowledge, practising the use of
chaos theory is growing. It is proved that the understanding of the artistic direction precedes
the definition of the time period, used as a colourful definition of modernity, which has not
yet become a historical epoch. In each of the periods, understanding of novelty has no total
characteristics, and is determined by diffusion, invasiveness, combining simultaneously the
features of old and new, but each time in a new capacity. Before being legalized in scientific
theories, each of the variants of modernity was structured primarily in artistic practices and,
having reached an agreement with the general public opinion, lost its relevance in the sense
of aesthetic newness. Each time we use a new prefix, we agree with the statement that society,
along with the idea of modernity, has changed.
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Introduction

The interpretation of the “modernity” in the light of aesthetics is impor-
tant for understanding of various aspects of human being, including the defini-
tion of cultural and art processes and practices.

The actual contents and context of modernity in each historical era requires
more complex and more combined definitions which sometimes integrate quite
opposite factors. And the differences in interpretation depend on geographical,
political and cultural features of individual scientific schools. There is uncer-
tainty in the way of writing and use of terminology, which indicates the fluidity
of cultural periods and their heterogeneity, the introduction of special terms in
every day practices.

Therefore, the scientific discourse related to the interpretation and trans-
formation of the aesthetic through the perspective of the understanding of the
modernity (the end of the 20" — the first quarter of the 215 centuries) becomes
relevant. The identified issues have also led to the choice of sources and person-
alities associated with time frames and cultural definitions.

A large number of foreign and domestic theoretical works, which deals with
postmodernity and are characterized by a variety of methodological approach-
es, are related to the national schools (centre or periphery), cultural traditions
(Europe, the USA, post-Soviet states), areas of expression in the fields of art,
exact sciences or humanities.

The issue of the separation of the aesthetic in the sense of modernity is
primarily related to the name of Charles Baudelaire. In the 20®" century the the-
ory of postmodernism was institutionalized mainly in the works of French and
American philosophers: Jean-Francois Lyotard (1995), Jacques Derrida (2001),
Jean Baudrillard (2002); later Reinhart Koselleck (2005), Wolfgang Welsh (2004).
Arthur Kroker and David Cook (1986), John Armitage (1999), Paul Virilio (2002),
Gilles Lipovetsky (2015) consider the transformation of modern, hypermodern,
metamodern.

As to domestic researchers, the issue of postmodernism and a number of
aesthetic views of that time was expressed for the first time by the Ukrainian
writer and editor-in-chief of “Pleroma” magazine, Volodymyr Yeshkiliev (1998),
some of the author’s recent writings have focus on hypermodern issues. He
claims that “a person simultaneously remains a creation, invention and instru-
ment of the culture created by him” and states that “authority cannot (and will
not be able to) control a person in all its manifestations”, the example of which
is “online democracies” of hypermodern or “proxy democracy” of authoritarian
regimes that rely on electorate affected by NLP technologies”. Today, people
with smart phones want to create political performances and design new iden-
tities (Yeshkiliev, 2020).

The monograph by Orest Losyk contains reviews and translation of West-
ern European critical literature, emphases the importance of artistic practices
in the formation of postmodernism and defines a postmodern interpretation of
freedom which is interpreted as an active civil, public and private position of
a person (Losyk, 2016, p. 302).

24



THEORY AND HISTORY OF CULTURE
ISSN 2410-1915 (Print) « Culture and Arts in the Modern World. Issue 21 « ISSN 2616-423X (Online)

The works of Aleksander Zbrzezny are devoted to the issues of under-
standing of “modernity” (Zbrzezny, 2014). Aleksandr Pavlov notes that neither
a term (sociology of hypermodernism) nor its meaningful content is popular
with other philosophers and culturologists, which makes hypermodernism at
best a weak alternative to postmodernism (Pavlov, 2019, p. 29).

Despite the large amount of research, it should be noted that most authors
focus their attention on criticism, therefore, the theoretical question of under-
standing of the development of the aesthetics of modernity requires specifica-
tion, comprehension and arrangement.

Purpose of the article

To analyse the interpretations and transformational processes of the defi-
nition of “aesthetics of modernity” in the culturological thought at the end of
the 20" — early 21% centuries.

The study applies methods of critical analysis, contextualism, as well as
a methodology relevant to the systematic culturological approach, including
the method of synthesis and the systemic method. The scientific sources are
analysed with the help of these methods, the existing theories as to the under-
standing of the aesthetics of modernity, its images and transformation process-
es are collected and validated. Based on the analysis of the world scientific dis-
course, the transformation of the aesthetic images of modernity in the applied
culturological science is analysed.

Main research material

The intention to conceptualize the modernity is associated with a natu-
ral desire to arrange, rationalize, and search for the foundations of their own
existence. In philosophical and cultural science, “modernity” is interpreted as
a qualitatively new stage, different from the previous one. In this dissociation
from the “past”, the understanding of the aesthetics of “modernity” is some-
what conditional since art and creativity, in a broad sense, always relies on pre-
vious experience and tradition. It is important to understand that in different
countries, the generational boundaries, as well as the division into periods of
stylistic trends, are significantly shifted.

German scientist in the field of historiosophy Reinhart Koselleck (2005) ex-
plores the conceptual field of “modernity”, considering it in synchrony and de-
synchrony areas, so, by his definition, each story was, is and will be the history of
modernity (p. 259). The scientist considers the values of progress: emancipation,
acceleration, and democracy as the key factors that distinguish the “newest”. The
new, in his opinion, is not necessarily new in essence, but only in form (Koselleck,
2005, p. 251). G. H. Lewes identified the level of a “new”, connecting it with the
level of results and the level of emergents when “components of the “new” are
not present in the “old” in sufficient fullness of its attributes” (Yeshkiliev, 1998).

According to Charles Baudelaire, modernité does not mean a historical time
(epoch), but the understanding of the nature of Beauty. Those who “delve into
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the past, lose the memory of the present, renounce the values and privileges of
the actual moment are mistaken, because nearly all our originality comes from
the print that time leaves on our impressions” (Losyk, 2016, p. 29). However,
while emphasizing the lightening of the moment, of momentary time, of actu-
ality, Baudelaire also insists on the primacy of eternity as the distinct direction
of the actual.

Anna Sydor (2014), looking for domestic interpretation of Baudelaire’s un-
derstanding of modernity, compares the dictionary interpretation of French
modernité with the synonym “modernism” (p.103); however, she notes that the
Ukrainian and French understanding of the concept of “modernism” is narrow-
er and is used to denote a specific style direction of the late 19% — early 20%
centuries, while “...modernité rather means the modern era, reality, modern
life”. This term is derived from the late Latin modernus, in the sense of “actual”,
which, in turn, originated from the Latin word modo (“just, recently”)...”.

It should be noted that the French word contemporanéité, which is also
a noun that means the quality, condition, character of what is considered to
be modern, is the analogue to the French word modernité (CNRTL, n.d). The
same dictionary lists synonyms for “modern” - simultanéité, synchronie, which
mean - “simultaneous”, “synchronous”, presént — “present”. The etymology of
the French adjective contemporain comes from the Latin word contemporane-
ous, cum tempus, the English word contemporary — means “modern”, but has
several interpretations:

— belonging to the same period of time, contemporary;

— of about the same age, occurring at the present time, current.

In this article we are considering many variants of spelling of the terms that
occur in the Ukrainian language: modern, modernity, modernism, postmodern,
postmodernism; with a capital letter; separately — post modernism, with a hy-
phen — post-modernism. Analysing the way of their use in texts, it is difficult to
notice the difference in the definition. Postmodern and postmodernism, hyper-
modern, hypermodernism are often used simultaneously as synonyms in the
same text (Pavlov, 2019, p. 21), although, when “modern” denotes the historical
period, we write it with a capital letter, whereas, art style — with a small letter,
a cultural and intellectual direction — with the suffix “-ism” (Gutculiak, 2016).
We use the original author’s spelling of terms in quotations in a definite study.
In our own definitions, we avoid the capital letter, which assigns to modernity
the understanding of chronologically passed and institutionalized; historical
time.

Polish dictionaries provide several variants of words to describe moder-
nity (nowoczesnos¢, wspdélczesnosc, ponowoczesnosc, post-ponowoczesnosc), but
among all synonyms, the most common is nowoczesnos¢, which means ‘an
ideological and spiritual attitude aimed at updating the lost, traditional self-
consciousness” (Losyk, 2016, p. 19). Aleksander Zbrzezny (2014) denies now-
oczesnos¢ as a historical epoch, but treats it as a special form, or rather a way of
functioning of culture and society (p. 237).

Volodymyr Yeshkiliev defines the new according to three hierarchical levels:

— just new (results);
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— qualitatively new (emergents);

— completely new. And notes with scepticism that “... in contemporary art
(the 90’s of the 20" century — Author’s notes) the fundamentally new... is pos-
sible only under the circumstances that themselves are qualitatively new in the
beyond-art spheres of life (a change of “aion” according to C. G. Jung, apocalyp-
tic transformations of existing)...” (Yeshkiliev, 1998).

The aesthetic understanding of modernity as postmodernity is associated
with many sometimes radically distinctive features. The first cases of the term
usage do not have a common determinant of qualitative characteristics, they
relate to a separate use, or the individual arts, or the issues of aesthetics, poli-
tics; they are not characterized by a stable link to the general chronology. The
beginning of dating of the “postmodern” discourse is connected with the prism
of ideas that were extended in circles of North American literary criticism in
the 1950s and 1960s, wherefrom they were spread to art criticism and, at the
same time, art in the 1970s (Losyk, 2016, p. 58). It was only in the next decade
that these ideas were formed in the world-view sciences — philosophy, aesthet-
ics, sociology, political science, anthropology, history, theology, etc. In Eastern
European countries, the debate about the legitimization of postmodernism as
a cultural phenomenon for objective reasons began in the late 1990s and con-
tinues actively to this day. The number of supporters of postmodern modernity,
as well as its antagonists, is huge, certified by thousands of bibliographies, as
well as the widespread use of the term in everyday practice. Nonconformists
and the Underground culture are trying to attract creativity to the postmodern.

At first, the discussion around postmodernism was defined as “the sad fall of
the wave after the majestic crest of modernity” (Welsch, 2004, p. 28), but soon post-
modernism became associated with democracy and pluralism, which bridges
the gap between high art and mass culture, critics and the public, professionals
and amateurs. Postmodern declares new opportunities, the new in the growth
of diversity. To understand the transformation processes of the aesthetic rep-
resentation of the new, it should be noted that “..postmodern discourse is not
based on the assertion of the emergent originality of its modifications and agrees
with the “situation of quoting”, that is, making simply “new”” (Yeshkiliev, 1998).

Postmodern art practice is implemented in two ways: hermetic concep-
tualism declares deconstruction, the philosophy of emptiness, notes the vul-
nerability of the world; mass culture and pop art, on the other hand, promote
a comfortable stay in society, which displaces the elite and the mass, provides
everyone with equal access to art and other benefits. Postmodern irony accom-
panies both directions simultaneously, amusing culture is used to overcome
fear, and self-irony is used as an attempt to rehabilitate one’s own culture and
its achievements.

At the end of the second decade of the 21%t century, the use of the term
“postmodernism” is unacceptable in the context of defining the aesthetic foun-
dations of modernity, because it has required an attribute of a specific chronol-
ogy. Describing the era of total digitalization, presence and terrorism, the most
common are new temporal categories that denote an alternative to postmod-
ern — the generalized term post-postmodern (Hutcheon, 2002). The fragmentary
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definitions are employed in the contexts: performatism, automodern, digitimod-
ern, altermodern, renovalism, and more global: hypermodern, transmodern, meta-
modern.

The concept of Western European society as hypermodern was proposed
by Gilles Lipovetsky (Lipovetsky, 2015), but, as in the case of postmodernism,
the use of the term and variations in understanding has appeared long before
(Kroker & Cook, 1986, p. 8). In the understanding of Kroker and Cook, post-
modernism is not the beginning of something new or the end of something
old. This is a catastrophe that will become possible because of the entertain-
ment, the implosion of modern culture. Their category of panic is accompa-
nied by degradation in all spheres of culture and politics (Kroker & Cook, 1986,
p. 247). Describing modernity, the authors pay much attention to the human
body, predicting its transformation in the direction of complete rejection of the
body (Kroker & Cook, 1986, pp. 20-34). Ivan Varga simultaneously discusses the
relationship of all “-isms”. In his opinion, just as modernity did not distance
itself from pre-modernity, postmodern had a lot in common with modern -
hypermodern is organically connected with postmodern, even strengthening
the characteristics of the latter. In public presentations of the body, there is
a return of pre-modern practices: the use of decoration in the form of tattoos,
piercing, and so on. However, these practices do not bear signs of sociality, on
the contrary, they distinguish an individual from the society, and are the sign of
its instability (Varga, 2005, pp. 211-212). In Varga’s opinion, hypermodern soci-
ety uses technology to operate with possibilities outside the human body that
were not previously available, virtuality excludes corporeality, and the body be-
comes a simulacrum.

Exploring the media, John Armitage (Armitage, 1999) refers to the works
of Paul Virilio, who, describing the culture of modernity, the role of the United
State’s policy in it, noted that the latest war was speed, acceleration. Acceler-
ation of communications leads to compaction of real time. The space factor is
changed by the time, and the material is replaced by the immaterial. Relevant
for today “There is no longer “here”, but there is “now” (Virilio, 2002, pp. 92-93).
Armitage predicts an ecological catastrophe that would give birth to a new cul-
ture, and in Virilio’s works the prefix “hyper-” is identical to “super-?, so the
society is still in modernity (Armitage, 1999, p. 26). Hypermodern is associated
not only with the body, but with the definition of culture.

In the “Aestheticization of the world”, the theory of hypermodernity ac-
quires a positive meaning through the formulation of “transesthetics”, which is
considered in the context of commercial and popular art (Pavlov, 2019, p. 28).
Reflections on hypermodern are formed around the issues about the phenom-
enon of hyper consumption, but Lipovetsky sees a positive thing in the unlim-
ited consumerism in the fact that it ultimately leads to the need for cultural
creation.

Describing the problem of resistance to hypermodern technologies, Volod-
ymyr Yeshkiliev (2020) notes that “...democracy often takes the majority’s side on
issues where the majority has never been, is not and will not be right (for example,
in the sphere of cultural tastes or creative experiments)”.
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In the general scientific discourse on the status of modernity, perhaps the
most discussed concept is metamodern, which starts with a specific aesthetic
definition, originated in transmodernism, and has been formulated into a full-
fledged socio-cultural paradigm, where the term oscillation means fluctuations
between enthusiasm and irony. Timotheus Vermeulen and Robin van den Akker
criticize all previous attempts to formulate “- isms”, and formulate “Structure
of feeling” as metamodern. The prefix “meta—” simultaneously reflects the un-
derstanding of “together”, “between” and “beyond”: epistemologically, meta-
modernism is “together with” (post)modernism, ontologically “between” (post)
modernism and historically “beyond” (post)modernism. Sensuality is con-
trolled by the subjects themselves, which consciously agree to self-deception
(Vermeulen & Akker, 2010, p. 4).

The theory of metamodern from the sphere of art and culture gradually
seeps into the sphere of scientific research. In the essay “Metamodern View
of Science”, Hanzi Freinacht (2018) reflects on the absurdity of the traditional
methods of knowledge, since modernity tends to expect the unexpected. The
metamodern theory is actively discussed not only in Europe and America, but
also in the post-Soviet space, including Ukraine, where the Ukrainian transla-
tion of the “Manifesto” was presented in 2016. The characteristics of the new
modernity include: logic of binanizm, naivety, fundamental incompleteness,
the cessation of the search for aesthetic and plastic absolute in favour of the
study of the variable boundaries of art and the limits of knowledge. The ab-
sence or unacceptability of known cultural and philosophical methods for un-
derstanding of the new modernity is proposed to supplement with new ones
at the intersection of art and science, not only in the sense of exact sciences
(art & science), but also in the humanities (art & studies), quoting: “We should
embrace the scientific-poetic synthesis and informed naivety of a magical realism.
Error breeds sense” (Turner & Labaff, 2016). The modern researcher is also an
artist, whose scientific work is personal creative experience at each moment of
time, and the main task is to construct atmospheres as the creation of condi-
tions for living a certain sensory experience in spite of language constructions
that are currently imperfect in terms of understanding modernity.

Conclusions

Thus, new postulates of aesthetic values are formed in the cultural and ar-
tistic environment and only later are comprehended and institutionalized by
the rest of the society. The main characteristic of the “modernity” of the turn of
the century is its accelerated variability. Therefore, the transformation of aes-
thetic values occurs between the creation of original modifications, the social
purpose of art (modern), quoting, general pluralism, asociality, chaotic or tran-
sitivity (postmodern), the loss of corporeality, the total acceleration, consump-
tion culture (hypermodern), ultimately returning to normal practices, but in
the conditions of hyper-accelerated time. Metamodern is the boldest attempt
to comprehend modernity, using the concept of “structure of feeling” as a state
of being here and now before its comprehension. It should be noted that the
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number of non-traditional approaches to the system of knowledge, practicing
the use of chaos theory is growing.

It is proved that the understanding of the artistic direction precedes the
definition of the time period, used as a colourful definition of modernity, which
has not yet become a historical epoch. In each of the periods, understanding of
novelty has no total characteristics, and is determined by diffusion, invasive-
ness, combining simultaneously the features of old and new, but each time in
a new capacity. Before being legalized in scientific theories, each of the variants
of modernity was structured primarily in artistic practices and, having reached
an agreement with the general public opinion, lost its relevance in the sense of
aesthetic newness. Each time we use a new prefix, we agree with the statement
that society, along with the idea of modernity, has changed.
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MeToto craTTi € aHami3 iHTepmpeTariii Ta TpaHchopMaliifHi Mpouecu BU3HAUEHHS
«eCTeTUKU CYIaCHOCTi» Y KyJIbTYPOJIOTiuHil fymili HanpukiHili XX — nouatky XXI cTomiTTs.
Inst mocaTHEeHHS MeTu Oy/iM BUKOPUCTaHI METOIM KPUTUYHOTO aHaJTi3y, KOHTEKCTYali3My,
a TakoK MEeTOZ,0/I0Tis, BiiTIOBiJHA CUCTEMHOMY KY/IbTYPOJIOTiYHOMY MHiIXON0Bi, B TOMY UMCTi
METO[I, CUHTe3Y Ta CUCTeMHMI1 MeToA,. HaykoBa HOBM3Ha IOJISITA€ B TOMY, 1[0 TPOC/iAKOBAHO
TpaHCchOpPMAIiI0 eCTEeTUYHUX 00Pa3iB Cy4acCHOCTI B MPUKIIA[IHIN KyJbTYPOJOTIYHIN HaYIIi.
BuicHOBKM. 3’1COBAHO, 10 HOBi MIOCTY/IATU €CTETUYHUX IIIHHOCTEN (OPMYIOTHCS Y KY/IbTYPHO-
MUCTEL[bKOMY CepelOBUILi i Juille 3rogoM OCMMUCIIOITHCS, IHCTUTYaTi3yIOThCSI PELITO0
couiymy. OCHOBHa XapaKTepUCTMKA «Cy4yaCHOCTi» 3JlaMy TUCSUOIiTh — il IpUCKOpeHa
3MiHHiCTh. Bu3HaueHO TpaHChOpMAIIil0 eCTeTUYHUX I[iIHHOCTEIA, SIKa BiIOYBa€ThCS TTOMIXK
TBOPEHHSIM OPUTiHATBHUX MOAMUQIKaliif, COLiaTbHUM IPU3HAYEHHSIM MUCTENTBA (MOJEPH),
LUMUTYBaHHSIM, 3arajbHUM IUTIOPATi3MOM, acOLia/bHICTIO, XaOTUYHICTIO UM TepexigHiCTIo
(moCTMOAEPH), BTPATOIO Ti/IECHOCTi, TOTA/IbHUM MPUCKOPEHHSM, CIOKMBALBKOIO KY/IBTYPOIO
(rimepMoziepH), 3peLITOI TOBEPHEHHSM [0 3BUYAEBUX IMPAKTUK, OJHAK B YMOBax
TimeprpucKOpeHoro yacy. MeTaMofiepH ySB/ISIEMO HACMiIMBIIIOW CITPOOOI0 OCMUCTUTH
CYYaCHiCTb, BUKOPUCTOBYIOUM KOHIIEIIIIil0 «CTPYKTYPH BiTUyTTiB» SIK CTaHy IepeOyBaHHS TYT
i 3apa3 70 iioro ocMuciaeHHs. BinzHauMMo 3poCTaHHs KiIbKOCTi HeTpaguIiiHUX TigX0AiB 10
CUCTeMM Mi3HAHHS, 1[0 MPaKTUKYIOTh BUKOPUCTAHHS Teopii Xaocy.

HoBeneHO, 10 PO3YMiHHSI MMCTEI[bKOTO HampsMy Iepefye BMU3HAUEHHIO 4acOBOTO
nepiony, BXXMBAETHCS SIK KOJIOPUTHE O3HAUEHHSI CY4aCHOCTI, 11O Iie He CTajaa iCTOPUUYHOI0
no6o10. Y KOXKeH i3 mepiofiB po3yMiHHSI HOBM3HU He MAa€ TOTATbHOI XapaKTepPUCTUKU,
a BimsHavaeThcs OMUQY3HICTIO, iHBA3iifHICTIO, MOEOHYIOUM OTHOYACHO PUCH CTaporo Ta
HOBITHBOTO, OJJHAK II0pa3y y HOBiMIiii SKOCTi. [lepil HiXX y3aKOHUTUCH Y HAYKOBUX TEOPisiX,
KOXKeH i3 BapiaHTiB MOAEpHY CTPYKTYpM3yBaBCsl Haiimeplie y MMUCTELbKMX IMPaKTUKaX
i, IIIIOBIIM 4O MOPO3YMiHHS i3 3arajbHOI0 CYCIIJIbHOIO NYMKOIO, BTpauaB aKkTyaJabHiCTh
y ceHCi ecTeTMYHOro HOBOrO. Illopasy BMKOPUCTOBYIOUM HOBMIT Tpedikc, MU TUM CaMUM
MOTO/IKYEMOCH Ha TBEPHKEHHS, 1110 CYCIiIbCTBO, @ Pa30M i3 HUM i ySIBJIEHHS MIPO Cy4acCHiCTh
3MiHWINC.

Kniouosi cnosa: ectetuka CydacHOCTi; TpaHcpoOpMalliifHi Tpolecu; MOAEpH;
MIOCTMOJIEPH; TillepMOLePH; MeTaMOAEPH.
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Tpukapnamckuii HAUUOHANbHBILI yHUBEpcUmem umeHu Bacunus Cmeganuxa,
Hsano-DPpaHkoscK, YKpauHa

Llenbio CTaTbM SIBJISIETCS QHAIU3 MHTEPIPETaluy U TPaHCHOPMAIVIOHHBIE TIPOLIECCHI
ompefeneHust «3CTETUKM COBPEMEHHOCTH» B Ky/IbTYPOJIOTMUECKOI MBIC/IM B KOHIle XX — Havaje
XXI Beka. [l AOCTVOKEHMS L€y ObLTM MCIIONB30BaHbI METOMbI KPUTWUYECKOTO aHasu3a,
KOHTEKCTYyalI13Ma,aTakKe MeTOA0IOTHS, COOTBETCTBYIOLIASI CUCTEMHOMY Ky/IbTYPOJIOTMYECKOMY
TIOJXOMY, B TOM UMC/Ie METOJ, CMHTe3a M CUCTEMHBIN MeTon. HayuHasi HOBM3HA 3aK/IIOUAeTCs
B TOM, UTO IMPOC/IeXKeHA TPAHCPOPMALIMS SCTETUUECKMX 06Pa30B COBPEMEHHOCTH B TIPUKIIATHON
KyJIbTypPOJIOTMYECKOI] HayKe.

BbIBozibI. BBISICHEHO, UTO HOBBIE MOCTY/IAThI 3CTETUYECKUX IEHHOCTeH (HopMUPYIOTCS
B Ky/JbTYPHO-XYIOXXECTBEHHOI CpeJie 1 TOMbKO MOTOM OCMBICIMBAIOTCS, MHCTUTYATU3UPYIOTCS
OCTalbHBIM  couMyMoM. OCHOBHas XapaKTepUCTUKAa «COBPEMEHHOCTM» Iieperoma
TBICSTUEIETUI — ee YCKOPeHHast M3MeHUMBOCTh. OnpesieneHa TpaHCHOPMALIVS 3CTETUUECKUX
LIEHHOCTE!, KOTOpasi TPOMCXOOUT MeXKIy CO3JaHMEeM OPUTMHAIbHBIX MoaupuKaimii,
COIMA/IbHBIM Ha3HAYeHWeM MCKYCCTBa (MOAEpH), IUTUPOBAHUEM, OOIIMM ILTIOPATM3MOM,
aCoOLUMAIBHOCTBIO, XaOTUYHOCTBI0 WM IePeXONHOCTBI0 (IIOCTMOZEPH), IOTePeil TeleCcHOCTH,
MOJTHBIM YCKOPEHUEM, TOTPEOUTETbCKON Ky/IbTYpoil (TUIepMOJepH), B KOHIE KOHIIOB
BO3BpallleHVeM K TPaJMLMOHHBIM IPaKTUKaM, OGHAKO B YCIOBUSIX TUIIEPYCKOPEHHOTO
BpeMeHU. MeTaMO#epH TMpeNCTaBiseM CMeNOii MOMBITKOM OCMBICIUTh COBPEMEHHOCTb,
MICITIOJTb3YS KOHLEIIIVIO «CTPYKTYPhI OIIYIIEHNT» KaK COCTOSIHMS ITPeObIBaHMSI 3I€Ch U Ceifuac
K €ro ocMbIcieHu10. OTMeTUM POCT YKc/ia HeTPaAUIIMOHHBIX MOIXO0A0B K CUCTeMe ITO3HaHNs,
MPaKTUKYOLIMM UCIIO/b30BaHMe Teopuu xaoca. JJoka3aHo, UTO MOHMMAaHMe XyI0KECTBEHHOTO
HalnpaB/eHus IIpefUIecTByeT OIpeneeHNI0 BPeMEHHOrOo IepUOAa, MCIIONb3YeTcsl Kak
KOJIOpUTHOE OTIpefie/ieHNie COBPEMEHHOCTH, KOTOpasl ellle He CTala MCTOPUYeCKOii SI0XOM.
B Kkaxpnplii M3 MepuONOB MOHMMAaHME HOBU3HBI He MMEET IIOJHOM XapaKTepUCTUKH,
a ormeuaetcst Auddy3HOCTHIO, MHBA3UBHOCTHIO, 0ObEIMHSIST OIHOBPEMEHHO UEPThI CTAPOTO
Y HOBOT'0, OTHAKO KaXK/IbIi1 pa3 B 60siee HOBOM KauecTBe. [Ipexze ueM y3aKOHUTBCSI B HAYYHBIX
TeOpUsIX, KaXKIbIii M3 BapMaHTOB MOLEPHa CTPYKTYPMUPOBAJICS CHayala B XyLOXKeCTBEHHbIX
MPaKTUKAX U, TOWIS 0 TOHUMAHMS C OOIIMM OOIIeCTBEHHBIM MHEHUEM, TePSUT aKTyaTbHOCTb
B CMbICJIe 3CTETUYECKOTO HOBOTO. Kaknplii pa3 UCIIONb3ys HOBBINM TpeduKc, Mbl TeM
CaMbIM COTJIAIIAeMCsI Ha YTBEPKIEHMe, UTO OOILIeCTBO, 8 BMECTe C HUM U TIPe/ICTaB/IeHMe
0 COBPEMEHHOCTY U3MEHUINUCD.

Kntouessle cnosa: scteTrika COBPEMEHHOCTH ; TPAHC(HOPMAIIVIOHHbIE MTPOLIECChI; MOZEPH;
TIOCTMOJIEPH; TUIIEPMOJI€PH; METaMOZEPH.
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