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Abstract: This article serves as an extended editorial introduction to the
special issue of Topos journal, marking the 15th anniversary of the pas-
sing of the influential Belarusian philosopher Vladimir Fours (1963—2009).
It aims to critically revisit and contextualize Fours’s contribution to con-
temporary critical social theory within the framework of current global
and regional transformations, particularly in Belarus and Central-Eastern
Europe. The authors reconstruct key stages of Fours’s intellectual evolu-
tion and emphasize the lasting relevance of his work. Alongside a recon-
struction of Fours’s intellectual trajectory and the reception of his ideas,
the article provides an overview of contemporary developments in critical
theory, including the rise of digital capitalism, ecological crisis, the trans-
formation of the public sphere, and the emergence of new epistemic frame-
works such as postcolonial theory, feminist critique, and critical Al theory.
The authors argue that Fours’s conceptualization of critical theory as a re-
flexive, ethically grounded, and socially engaged project remains crucial
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today. His legacy offers valuable tools for analyzing the challenges of the
present and for imagining alternative futures rooted in critical thought and
emancipatory praxis. The article also highlights the commemorative and
scholarly efforts surrounding the 2024 conference “Contours of Contem-
porary Critical Theory” and explores the role of Fours’s legacy in fostering
new directions for interdisciplinary research, public engagement, and cri-
tical dialogue in the post-Soviet intellectual landscape.

Keywords: critical social theory, Vladimir Fours, Belarus, Belarusian na-
tional project, post-Marxism, globalization, regressive sociality.

BBeneHue

Pa3smblnieHus 0 pacTyleM OTUY>KAEHUHU 1 HOBbIX (P OPMax HECBOOO b
CTaHOBSTCSA BCE€ 60sIee aKTyaJbHbIMUA B COBDEMEHHOM MUPE B KOHTEK-
CT€ IIPOLIECCOB Jie-I€MOKPATU3ALUH, YCUJIMBAIOWENCS KOHCONIU ALY
U conupapu3alnuy aBTOPUTAPHBIX PEKMMOB, a TAK>Ke pacTyllel obe-
CTBEHHO-TIOJIUTUYECKON (PparmMeHTalluy B IE€MOKpPaTUYECKUX CTpa-
Hax. DTO NOoOYy>XJaeT MHOTMX COLIMAJbHBIX TEOPETHUKOB BO3BPALLAThCS
K UjiesiM, pa3paboTaHHBIM B PaMKax KPUTHUIECKOI T€OpUU, OCHOBAH-
HOH Ha IPMHUHUMNAX Pe(pIIEKCUMBHOCTU U HETATUBHOCTHU MO OTHOLIEHUIO
K COBPEMEHHBIM COLIMAJIbHO-TIOJIUTUYECKUM IOPSIIKAM.

B 2023 rony KpuTH4Y€CKON TEOPUH, aCCOLMUPOBAHHOM ¢ «DpaHK-
(pypTCKOM MKONON» U VIHCTUTYTOM COLMAJIbHBIX UCCJIEIOBAHUN (Ha-
nee — HMCH), ucnonuunoces 100 net. [lo cayvaio 106MI€AHON ATkl
HOBbIN nupekTop MCU Credan JlecceHux (CMEHUBIINN B 3TOM JOJIXK-
HOCTU AKceJig XOHHEeTa) MHUMLMMPOBAJ U MPOBEJ COBMECTHO C 4jle-
Hamu VCH MHTEHCUBHYIO AMCKYCCHUIO C lLeJIbl0 pa3pabOoTKU HOBBIX
NEPCHEKTUB AJIs1 OyAyIMX McciaenoBaHuil B MHcturyTe. [Ipomexxy-
TOYHBIE PE3YJIbTAThl 3TOTO MPOJOJIKAIOLIETOCs MPOLEecca CaMOOLEH-
KU OBLIIM MpeICTaBJeHsl I My6au4yHoro obcyxaeHus (Institut fir
Sozialforschung 2023). ABTOpbI COXpPaHSIIOT OOLIYI0 PUBEPKEHHOCTD
MIEMHBIM U HOPMATUBHBIM YCTaHOBKAM KPUTUYECKOH Teopuu oble-
CTBa, NPEACTaBJIEHHON B Tpynax «kJjaccukoB» (Makc Xopkxaiimep,
Teonop AnopHo, l'ep6epT Mapkyse u 1p.). Ho npu sTom apTUKYIUPY-
IOT HEOOXOAMMOCTb €€ MEPEOCMBICJIEHNS] B KOHTEKCTE HOBBIX MaTe-
PUAJIbHBIX, IOJIMTUYECKUX U COLUATBbHBIX YCIOBUN (CTPYKTYPHBIX U3~
MEHEHHUI1 B KallUTaJINCTUYECKOM OOLIECTBE, BO3BPAIIEHUS BOWHBI Ha
€BpOMNEeNCKUN KOHTUHEHT U AP.), PUKCUPYIOT MOSIBJIEHUE HOBBIX IIPO-
TUBOPEYMA, UCCIIENOBATEJILCKUX TEM U METOMOJIOTUYECKUX MTOJX00B
(anucmemuueckux 20pu3oHMo6 KpUTUIECKOI Teopun)'.

1 «OcHOBHOW TeMOW ucclenoBaHUu B MIHCTUTYyTE CTalo pacTyliee HEeCOOTBET-
CTBUE MEXNY HOPMATUBHbBIMU O6€L[L3HI/19[MI/I COBPEMEHHOCTH U UX COLMaJIb-
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Y4aCTHUMKM JUCKYCCHUU NPENJIATral0oT NEePECMOTPETh COLMAJIBHOE
nosuyuoHuposanue MCH, cnenaB akUeHT Ha KaTeropusax Kpusuca
1 KOH(JINKTA, KOTOPblE MPOSIBISIOTCS B IIPOILECCe BOCIIPOU3BOACTBA
COBPEMEHHOI'0 KalUTaJUCTUIECKOTO COLMANBHOTO MOpsiiKa (Hanpu-
Mep, 9KOJIOTMYeCcKoe ONYCTOIIeHWe U coluajibHoe obHumaHue). Ho-
BbIM OOBEKTOM aHaJM3a KpI/ITI/I‘{eCKOfI TEOpUN 06IILCCTBa CTaHOBUTCHA
KalMTaJUCTUYECKas counanbHas GopMaLys B IEJIOM KaK [y106abHas
KOHCTEJISILMSI TPOTUBOPEYMH, @ HOBBIMUA TEMATUKAMU UCCJEL0BaA-
HUSI — Pa3JIMYHbIE IIPOTUBOPEYUS B Pa3IM4HbIX cepax (HapUMep,
KJIMMaTU4YeCKUM KpU3UC (M3MEHEHUS KJIMMaTa), r106ajbHble MUTpa-
LMOHHbIE JBKEHUS U MOTOKY, TEHIEPHbIE OTHOLIEHU S, KPU3UC TP -
CTaBUTEJIbCKOU IeMOKpaTUm? u ap.).

Taxum o6paszom, ICU BUAUT CBOIO 337,24y B OTKPLITUU NPOCTPAH-
CTBa JJ19 aJITEPHATUBHBIX KOHLUENLIWI U ITPAKTUK, HATIOMUHAS O TOM,
YTO U3MEHEHUs TPe6YyIoT aKTUBHBIX NEMCTBUI KaK B MOJUTUYECKOH,
Tak U B akajieMuyeckoil cgepax. B koneunom urtore VMICH BbicTynaet
32 KPUTUYECKYIO TEOPUIO, KOTOPas HE TOJIbKO AUCTAaHIMPOBAaHHO aHa-
JIU3UPYET CYIIECTBYIOIIUE YCJIOBUSI, HO U OCTAETCS COJMIAPHON C CO-
LMaJIbHBIM MUPOM, B KOTOPOM OHa HaXOJWTCS, UCCNIELYs. BO3MOXKHO-
CTU UM NpeAesbl COUMANbHOTO U3MEHEHMS], YUNUThIBAsl UCTOPUYECKUI
KOHTEKCT U HEYyZaul PEBOJIIOLMOHHBIX JIBUXKEHUI npouwnoro. Kpuru-
4yecKasl TEOpUsl CErofiHs IOAYEPKUBAET, YTO U3MEHEHNS BO3MOXHBI, HO
TaKXe IIPU3HAET CYyLIECTBOBAHNE YCJIOBUM ]I PErPECCUBHBIX U ABTO-
PUTApHBIX TeHAEHUUN («pOPM aHTUSMAHCUIIATOPHOTO 3aKPBITUS CO-
I[ManbHbIX BoobOpaxkaeMblx» (Institut fir Sozialforschung 2023: 19)).

HBIM BOIIJIOLIIEHNWEM HA IPAKTUKE, KAKYUIEEC MMapaJOKCAJIbHBIM IIPEBPALIEHNE
UHIOVBUYaJIbHbBIX Tpe6OBaHI/II‘;I ABTOHOMMU B MHCTUTYLIMOHAVM3NPOBAHHbBIE TVC-
LMIUIMHAPHBIE POLIECCEIL. <...> MbI IlepexkruBaeM 11(POBYIO PEBOJIOLMIO, 3aTPa-
TMBAIOLLYIO BCe cepbl 00IeCTBa U TPAKTUYECKH BCE UBMEPEHMs [T0BCEIHEBHOM
SKU3HU; MBI SIBJISIEMCSI CBUJIETEJISIMU ITI06a7IbHOTO I04beMa, B HEMAJION CTelleH!
0GYCJIOBJIEHHOTO COLIMAJIbHBIMU CETSMHU, MPABOrO aBTOPUTAPU3Ma, aHTUCEMU-
TH3Ma 1 Heodaln3Ma; a MaTeprasbHble OCHOBBI OOIIIECTBEHHOTO BOCTIPOU3BOJI-
CTBa IOCTENEHHO M Heo6paTtumo paspymatorcsi» (Institut fir Sozialforschung
2023: 16).

2 «Haxkonen, B oKyce BHUMaHMS NMPOTUBOPEYMs TO3/IHE COBPEMEHHOM JIeMO-
KpaTHH, IJe MOJUTHYECKOE y4aCTHE MOXKET ObITh TapaHTMPOBAHO TOJILKO HC-
KITIIOYEHVSMU T10 IIPU3HAKY I'PAKIAHCTBA, & TAPpaHTUA COHMaﬂbHOﬁ UHTErpannu
U TMpaBa Ha 6JIarOCOCTOSIHME OGeCHeynBaloTCsl YOUICTBEHHBIM TOTPAaHUYHBIM
KOHTPOJIEM. 210 OEMOKpaTus, B KOTOpOﬁ MaTepurajibHbl€ 1 CUMBOJIMYECKUE pE-
CypCBhI, 06ecrednBaoye BUAMMOCTD B IyOJIMYHON cdhepe, OCTAIOTCS CUCTeMa~
TUYECKU HEPaBHOMEPHO Pacrpe/ieJIeHHbIMU, IEMOKDPaTHs1, KOTopasi BCE 6osble
MUWJIMTApPUBUPYETCS BO MM MOAJEPXKaHNUS MUPA ¥ KOTOPas OTBEYAET Ha KOH-
KPETHBIE MIPOTECTLI IIPOTUB PA3PYUIECHNS €CTECTBEHHBIX OCHOB JKU3HU KPUMU-
Ha/IM3alyel u rocyapcTBeHHbIMU penpeccusimu» (Institut fiir Sozialforschung
2023: 22).

TOPOS Ne 1 (54),2025 | 9



[TocKONIBKY KpUTHYECKas TeOopusl MPOHOJIKaeT pacCMaTpUBaTh Cy-
IIECTBYIOMUI COLMAbHBIN MOPSAOK KakK MOPSAOK CTPYKTYPHO YKO-
PEHUBIIErocs TOCMOJCTBA, DKCIIyaTallud U OTUY>KIEHHUS, OHA TaKXKe
OyIeT mpoJoJIKaTh ONMPaThCsl HA HEKOTOPOE MOHSITHE OCBOOOIUTEIb-
HOTO TIpoliecca, KOTOpOe YKasblBaeT 3a MpeJesibl 3STUX CTPYKTYP, Jaxke
€cJld 3TOT IPOolleCC HEM3MEHHO MHOKECTBEHHBIH, HeTesleooruye-
CKUH, OTKPBITHIN Y HETATUBHBIN I10 CBOEU OPUEHTALINN.

CoBpeMEHHasl KpUTUYECKAs] TEOPUS SBJSIETCS TPAHCIUCLUILIN-
HApHOU UCCJIe0BATEILCKON CTPATETMEN U OTXOLUT OT Y3KOM IIPEEM-
CTBEHHOCTHU C KjlacCcu4eckoi «PpaHKPypPTCKOHM IIKOJIOI», BKIIOYAs
B ce051 MHOXKECTBO Pa3HOOOPAa3HbIX JUCKYPCOB: IOCTMapKCU3M, NICH-
X0QHAaJU3, KyJIbTypPHbIE U NOCTKOJIOHMAJIbHBIE UCCIENOBaHusl, peMu-
HU3M U T. [I. Byyuu ckopee CBOero pojia «30HTUYHbIM TEPMUHOMY», HE~
SKeJIM MHTETpajlbHOM KOHLeNIuel, KpUTU4Yeckas Teopus NpejcTaeT
KaK TOYKa CXOXK/AEHMS CaMBbIX Pa3HbIX MOJIXOZ0B K OCMBICJIEHHUIO aKTy~
aJIbHBIX COLIMAJIbHBIX TPaHCPOpPMaIUiL.

Yxe ¢unocopckuil npoekt Bragumupa dypca 6bl1 BO MHOIOM
cOKyCcUPOBaH Ha MOUCKE U OCMBICIIEHUM KPUTUYECKON TEOPUU CO-
BPEMEHHOCTH, PEJIEBAHTHON aKTyaJIbHbIM IPOLECCAM COLMATbHBIX
tpaHchopmauuil. Cam Oypc 0603HaYas COUUANBHYI0O KPUTUUECKYIO
TEOPHIO KaK UCCIIE0BATENbCKYIO IPOrPaMMY, IIPEICTABIISIIOILYIO CO-
6011 «MBICTIUTEIBHOE TPOCTPAHCTBO BO3MOXKHOI0O, YaCTUYHOHN peann-
3anuen KOTOPOro SBJSIOTCS MHOTOOOpa3Hble aBTOPCKUE KOHLIEMLANY.

«Kputnueckas Teopus, KOTOpasi, Kak Ka3ajocCh, COLLIA CO CLEHbI aK-
TyaJyibHBIX PUI0COPCKUX JUCKYCCUIl IT0CJIe CMEPTH OCHOBHBIX IIpe[i-
craButesielt ®paHKPYpPTCKON MIKOJIBI U CTaja OJHUM U3 SKCIIOHA-
TOB My3€sl UHTEJIJIEKTYaJbHOM UCTOpUM XX BEKa, NPeICTaBIIsomnX
IJIaBHBIM 06pa3oM 06pa30BaTesIbHBIN MHTEPEC, NIEPEKUBAET BTOPOE
POXIEHNE, BOMJIOWASICh B IIUPOKOM CIEKTPE COBPEMEHHOTO COLM-
QJIPHO-KYJIBTYPHOTO KpuTuuusma. Kak olpeneseHHass SMUCTEMU-
yeckasi MojiesIb KpUTUYECKas Teopusl oKasajach Takoi Gpopmoil uc-
CJIEOBATEJIbCKOIO CAMOCO3HAHUS, KOTOPas OTBEYAeT CErOfHSIIIHEN
KOHOUII N I/IHTeJI]IEKTyaJIbHOI;I OesaTeJIbHOCTU U HAJIMYHBIM TEHIOEH-
L[MSIM Pa3BUTHS COLIMOTYMAHUTAPHOTO 3HaHUS U 6J1arofapsi 3TOMy 3a-
JaeT IPOAYKTUBHYIO CTpaTeruio Gpuiaoco(CcTBOBaHUS U MOIUTUCLA-
IIJIMHAPHOTO aHaJIN3a couuaabHou xusHu» (Oypc 2001: 92).

[Tone conuanbHO-KPUTHYECKON TeopuH, B KOTOpoM paboTtan dypc,
3a [OCJIeIHUE JeCSITUJIeTUs IpeTepresio U3MEHEeHUs: C MOMEHTA Iy~
6nukanuy PypcoBckux «KOHTYpPOB COBpEMEHHOUM KPUTUYECKOM Teo-
pun» Npouso 60sblie OBaAUATH JIET, B TEYEHUE KOTOPBIX Mbl CTaJU
CBUJIETEJISIMU U OYEBUILIAMHU KaK COLMAJIbHBIX, [IOJIUTUYECKUX, KYJIb-
TYPHBIX TPaHC(POPMALMA, TAK U I1OSIBJIEHN ] HOBBIX UCCIIEIOBATEIbCKUAX
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nosieit. K Tomy ke eCTeCTBEHHBI X0, UICTOPUY BHOCUT CBOM HEN30EXK-
Hble KOPPeKTUBLL. Tak, B 2024 rogy yuiesa u3 XU3HU TaKOW U3BECTHBIA
COLMasbHBIN KPUTHK, Kak Openpux JxeiiMUCoH, a B 2015 rony He cTa-
J10 Ynspuxa beka, B 2016 — JIxxona Yppu, B 2017 — 3urmyHra baymana.

Eciu KOHIENTyasbHO! OCHOBOWI COOCTBEHHBIX TEOPETHMYECKUX
noctpoennit Pypca 6bl71a KOMMYHUKATHUBHAs Mapajurma KpUTuye-
CKOW TeOpuH, PeCTABIEHHAS IPEUMYLIECTBEHHO XabepMacoM U €ro
nocnenosatensamu (A. XonHeT, H. @peiisep u 1p.), a Takxke colyanbHas
Teopus rnobanuzauuu (P. Pobeprtcon, V. bek, A. Annanypau, I x. Yppu
1 Ip.), TO CETOAHSIIHNE BEPCUU KPUTUIECKON TEOPUU (HAallpUMep, KPU-
THKa nu@dposoro kanutanusma K. dykca’) unyrt gansie «xabepmacu-
AQHCTBa» U I7100anu3anuy, KOHLEHTPUPYSICh HA OUCKYpCE BUPTYyaau-
3aluu 1 UUPPOBU3ALMH, aHATM3NUPYS POCT CETEBOrO KalMTaJIu3Ma,
TEXHOJIOTUYECKHEe acIeKkThl TpaHchopManuu obiecTBa, nudpoBoe
HEpPaBEHCTBO U oTUyXzeHue. [lof BAUSHUEM pa3BUTUSI HOBBIX TEXHO-
goruit XXI Beka He TOJbKO OOHOBJISIOTCS MOAXObI, TECHO CBSI3aHHbIE
C KPUTUKON MHCTPYMEHTAJIbHON U TEeXHOJIOTMYeCKO! pallioHaIbHO-
cTu B ayxe «DpaHKPYPTCKOH UIKOJIBI» (HAIpUMeED, KpUTHYeCKas Teo-
pUsI TEXHOJIOTUA, KOTOPYIO paspabarsiBaeT DHIpio dunb6epr (Feenberg
2017), amepuxkanckuil gpuuocod, y4eHUK U Nomnynaspusartop ugei I'ep-
6epra Mapkyse), HO TakXe MOSIBJISIOTCSI HOBble HAIlPaBJIEHUS] aHA-
J13a (HanpuMep, KPUTUUECKAsl TEOPUSl UCKYCCTBEHHOTO UHTEJIJIEKTa
(Lindgren 2024)), B KOTOPbIX AUATHOCTUPYETCS], YTO TEXHOJIOTUSI UC-
KYCCTBEHHOTO MHTEJJIEKTa BOCIPOU3BOAUT U YCUJIMBAET CYLECTBY-
IOIIME COLMAJIbHBIE, KYJIbTYPHbBIE U SKOHOMUYECKHE INPEIB3SITOCTU
Y HEPAaBEHCTBA, a TaK)Xe MPUBOIUT K YTHETEHUIO ONPEEJIEHHBIX CO-
I[MaJIbHBIX TPYIII U CO3JJaHUIO HOBBIX CTPYKTYP BJIACTH.

U paske Takoi «KJIaCCUK» KPUTUYECKOH TeopuH, Kak Opren Xabep-
Mac, 6bL1 BLIHYXIEH OOHOBUTb CBOIO KOHLIEMIINIO TyGIUYHOCTU U Jie-
nbepaTUBHOI [TOJIUTUKY, YTOObI OTPEAarupoBaTh Ha TPEH, LU(POBU-
3auuu (Habermas (2023) [2022]). B nanHO# KHUT€, HAIIMCAHHOM CIIyCTS
60 set nocne ny6iaukauuu QyHIaMeHTaJbHONU paboTbl «CTPYKTyp-
Has TpaHchopMmauus ny6andHoin cepsl» (1962), Xabepmac 0CMbICIISI-
€T HOBYIO CTPYKTYPHYIO TpaHC(OpPMaLUIO MyO6IUYHON chepbl B KOH-
CTUTYLIMOHHBIX JIN6EpabHbIX JEMOKPATHUSX B 9Py COLUAbHBIX CETEN

3 «ludpoBoii KanmuTaIM3M — 3TO He HOBasl a3a KarMTaIMCTUIeCKOTO PAa3BUTH,
a cKopee acIeKT OpraHu3alyy KaluTalan3Ma, KOTOPbIi GOpMUPYETCs C TTIOMO-
b0 1[M(PPOBOTrO MocpesHnYecTBa. IIpy HUPPOBOM KanuTaau3me Takue COLu-
aJibHblE IPOLECChI, KAK HAKOIJIEHUE BJIACTH, HAKOIJIEHUE KaIluTaja, KjaccoBas
60pnba, nosutryeckast 60pboa, rereMOHUsI, UIE00T s, KOMMOIUPUKALINS UITU
rjao6anusanys, OnoCcpeloBaHel HMGPOBLIMU TEXHONOTUAMMU, UUPPOBON NHPOD-
Mauyei u nudpoBoii KOMMyHUKanyen. TpaHCcHaMOHaIbHbIE HU(PPOBLIE U KOM-
MYHUKallMOHHBIE KOPIOpALUY UTPalOT BasKHYIO POJIb B IIU(PPOBOM KalMUTaIN3-
me» (Fuchs 2021: 10).
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u undposuzanuu. CornacHo Xabepmacy, TeXHOJIOIMYeCKUil Tporpecc
uppPOBOIl KOMMYHUKAIMU BeAeT K PaclIUpeHUuI0o u ¢pparmeHTa-
LMY NY6IMYHON cdepsl U NpeBpallaeT BCeX YYaCTHUKOB B TIOTEHLIU~
aJIbHBIX aBTOPOB. Ha ¢oHe nazmenus ponu tpaguunoHHsix CMU Bcé
6osipliee BJIMSIHME OOpETaloT KPyIHble MHTepHeT-MaaTdopmel. [To-
no6Has nudposas TpaHchopmalysg Meaua BeeT K Jerpajganuu nyo6-
JINYHOH cepbl U NojpbiBaeT GyHKLMOHUPOBAHME [eIMOepaTuBHON
MOJIUTHKHU.

Xabepmac TeM He MEHee COXPaHsieT CUMBOJINYECKYIO IPUBEPIKEH-
HOCTb KDUTUYECKUM yCTAaHOBKaM «OpaHK(PYPTCKOM LIKOIBI» U COO-
CTBEHHOM KOMMYHUKAaTUBHOM IapajurMe B OTHOUIEHUN HETaTUBHON
IAHAMUKY KalUTaJIU3Ma U €€ NeCTPYKTUBHOIO BIIUSIHUSI HA MOJIM-
TUYEeCKylo Ty6andHylo chepy. OH yTBEPXKIAET, UTO 6€3 HaJjexale-
ro peryaupoBaHus LUPPOBLIX Meua (HallpuMep, IpaBoOBOI perys-
1M1 KOMMEPUYEeCKU OPUEHTUPOBAHHBIX COIMAJIbHBIX CETEeN) 9Ta HOBAS
CTPYKTYpHas TpaHCPOpPMalUs He TOJIbKO pa3MbIBaeT pasjinyne Mesk-
ny «Hy6JII/I'~IHbIM>> N «4YaCTHBIM» (a 3HAYUT, NHKJIIO3UBHOE 3HAYE€HUE
NyoJMYHON c@epbl), HO U PUCKYET BbIXOJOCTUTb MHCTUTYTHI, IO-
CPECTBOM KOTOPBIX I€MOKPATHUU MOTYT (POPMUPOBATh COLMAJIbHbBIE
1 5KOHOMMYECKNME ITPOLECCHl U PEIATh HEOTIOXKHbIE KOJIJIEKTUBHbIE
npo6JieMbl, HAYMHAS OT PACTYLIETr0 COLMAIbHOTO HEPABEHCTBA U 3a-
KaHYMBAsl KIMMATUYECKUM KPU3UCOM. XabepMac MUIIET, YTO «I0M-
IepxkaHue cTpyKTypsl CMMU, KoTopas o6ecrnednBaeT UHKIIIO3UBHBIN
XapakTep Nyo6JudHoi cepsl U COBelaTebHbll XapakTep Gopmu-
pOBaHUs OO6LIECTBEHHOTO MHEHMUS U MOJIUTUYECKOMN BOJIU, SBJSETCS
He BOINPOCOM MOJMTHUYECKUX MPEIINOYTEHU, a KOHCTUTYIMOHHBIM
umneparusom» (Habermas 2023 [2022]: 67). Takum o6pa3oMm, YTOObI
IIPOTUBOCTOSITh Yyrpo3e Aerpajaluy nyoanyHoil cepsl U perpeccy
I€MOKPATUN B KOHTEKCTE COBPEMEHHOTO LU(POBOr0O KaNUTaJIU3Ma,
Xabepmac npusbBaeT K HUPPOBOMY KOHCTUTYLMOHANUZMY (Uudpo-
BOMY HapOJHOMY CYBE€PEHUTETY) U MHKJIIO3UBHON NMYyOGJIUYHON KOM-
MYyHUKaLUU.

Kputudeckuii Teopetuk Hancu ®peitzep (K KOHLENLUU KOTOPOK
o6pamarncsa Oypc (Oypc 2004) B cBo€il peKOHCTPYKLIUM KOMMYHHUKa-
TUBHON BEPCUU KPUTUYECKOI T€OPUM) TaKKe OTTATIKMBAETCS OT Aua-
THOCTUKU KPHU3HCA U MOCTYIUPYeT KaluTaau3M Kak 00bedUHSIONYI0
IIPUYMHHO-CJIEICTBEHHYIO CBSI3b MEXIY, Ka3asjaochb Obl, pa3jIM4YHbI-
MU KpU3UCaMU (B OTHOLIEHUU PabOoThI M0 YXOAY, OKPY KaloIel cpefbl
Y TIOJINTUYECKUX MHCTUTYTOB), pacCMaTpUBasl KalWTaJn3M KaK MH-
CTUTYLMOHAJIM3UPOBAHHBIN COLMAJIbHBIN TIOPSIOK, B KOTOPOM 9KOHO-
MHYECKAS CUCTEMA «KAHHUOATUBUPYET» T€ CAMBIE YCIIOBUSI, KOTOPbIE
IIeJIal0T 3TO BO3MOXHBIM B c(epax COLMAJILHOTO BOCIIPOU3BOJICTBA,
MPUPONHON Cpefbl U nojutudeckoil cucrtemsl (Fraser 2022). Opeit-
3€p COYETAeT aHaJU3 «OOBEKTUBHBIX» COLMAJIBHBIX YCJIOBUI (IPO-
TUBOpPEYMI U KPU3UCOB) C OpPUEHTAlMell Ha CoLMabHble IBUKEHUS,
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AQHAJIM3UPYSI «IIOTPAHUYHYIO 60PBOY», KOTOPAsl BOSHUKAET Ha CThIKAaX
MEXy SKOHOMUYECKO CHUCTEMOM U APYTUMU O6JaCTsIMU, OO6OCHO-
BbIBasl HEOOXOAMMOCTb OOBbENUHEHUSI 3TON 6GOpPbObl BOKPYT aHTUKA-
MUTaJUCTUYECKON TIOBECTKH IHS U BaXXHOCTD INTyOOKON CTPYKTYpPHOM
TpaHchOpMalUU CYIIECTBYIOLIETO OOLIeCTBEHHOTO MOPsIIKA.

®peiizep Takke ob6pallaeTcsl K HKOJIOTUIECKOMY KPU3UCY, POKY-
cuUpysich Ha posi GUHAHCUAJIM3UPOBAHHOIO KaNuTaau3Ma B KJIMMa-
TUYECKON KaTtacTpode U HeoOXOILUMOCTHU TOrO, YTOObI HKOIOJIUTHUKA
OblJ1a AaHTUKATIUTAJIUCTUYECKOMN, YTOOBI MBI MOTJI BOCCTaHOBUTD KOH-
TPOJIb ¥ HAYaTh IIEPEOCMBICIIMBATD C HYJIS1 HAallle OTHOIEHUE K IPUPO-
ne (Fraser 2021).

Takum 06pa3oM, COBpeMeHHass KPUTHUYeCKas Teopusl MOCTOSH-
HO TpaHC(OPMUPYETCS, PACIIMPSISI CBOU aHATUTUYECKHAE TOPU30HTHI
Y pearupysi Ha HOBbIE BbI30BbI 110XU LIM(PPOBU3ALUY, BUPTYyaIU3ALIUH,
9KOJIOTMYECKOT'0 U MIOJINTUYECKOTO Kpr3uca. B oTanyure ot Kjaaccude-
CKMX IIO/IXOJI0B, COBpEMEHHbBIE UCCIIeOBAaTeNN aKIeHTUPYIOT BHUMA~
HUe Ha IUCKypCe BUPTyaau3aluy, Lu(ppoBOro KauTaamusma u TeXHO-
JIOTMYECKUX TPaHCPOpMaLusIX ObIeCTBa, a TAK>Ke Ha IPOTUBOPEYMSIX
r7100a7IbHOM KaNlMTAJIUCTUYECKON CUCTEMBI. BasKHOU TeHIEHLIVEN SIB-
JIsieTCsl [IePe0CMBbICTIEHUE POJIM MyOanYHOM cepbl, HEOOXOAUMOCTHU
perynMpoBaHus HU(MPOBLIX Me1a U [TOMCKa MyTeil 1151 payKalbHbIX
coLMaJIbHbIX M3MeHeHUuU. Kputuueckas Teopusi CErofHs He TOJIbKO
aQHaJIM3UPYET CTPYKTypPHbIE NIPOTUBOPEUUSI COBPEMEHHOTO MHUPa, HO
Y CTaBUT 3a7lavy aKTUBHOTO Y4acTHUs B UX IPEOAOJIEHUN Yepe3 pas-
BUTHE aJIbTEPHATUBHBIX KOHIENIINN U TPAKTUK, OPUEHTUPOBAHHBIX HAa
COILIMaJIbHYIO DMAHCUTIAIMIO U YCTOMYMBOE Pa3BUTHE.

B nione 2024 roga B EBponeiickom ['yMaHUTapHOM YHUBEPCUTE-
Te (BunbHioc, JInTBa) cocTosiyack KoOHGepeHLUs «KOHTYpbl COBpeMEH-
HOH KpuTHieckoi reopun» (dypcosckue urenns 2024), nocBseHHas
15-11 rogoBuMHe co nHS cMepTu Biagumupa ®ypca (1963-2009), aB-
Topa 6oJiee COTHU cTaTeil U yeTblpex MoHorpaduil rno ¢unocodckoun
npobnemaruke. Ero monorpagus «KoHTypsl COBPEMEHHON KpUTUYE-
ckot Teopun» (Oypc 2002)4, kotopyio cam Qypc Ha3Bas CBOEN «Iep-
BOH 3pesnoit kuurou» (Pypc 2002: 9), noxckasana U Mpo6IEMATUKY,
1 Ha3BaHUe KOH(pEPEHIUU.

3anymbiBasi KOH(pepeHUUIO «KOHTYPbl COBPEMEHHON KPUTUYECKOM
Teopun» 2024 rosia Kak oBOJA MOYTUTh NaMsTh Bragumupa @ypca, Mbl
Takxe IpeciyefoBaayd 1 6oJsiee MUPOKYIO 1ejlb — aKTyaJau3upoBaTh
Y1 OCMBICJIUTD YCJIOBUSI BO3MOXKHOCTH KPUTUYECKON TEOPUU B KOHTEK-
CT€ COBPEMEHHBIX COLMAJIbHBIX TpaHCPOpMALIMil (BKIIOYasl aKTyaJlb-
Hble npoueccel B benapycu u lleHTpanpHo-BocTounoit Espone). Ha

4  Omny6nukoBaHa B 2002 romy oThesbHBIM HU3[aHUEM, a I0cjie cMepTu $uIoco-
¢da — B gByxTOMHUKE ero pa6ot (Pypc 2012b: 5-176).
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MPOTSOKEHUU [IBYX JHEH, B PAMKaX 8 TEMaTUYE€CKUX OUCKYCCUOHHBIX
na”ejsei, uccaenosarenun u3 bemapycn, JIutsel, Ilosbmu, YKpaunHsl,
TFepmanumy, llIBeiinapuu 06CY>K1aau BOIPOCH UCTOPUU U COBPEMEH-
HBIX KOHLIENIMI COLMAJIBHONM KPUTUYECKON TEOPUM, TOCTMAPKCUCT-
CKOUM KPUTHKU KaluTaauama, uBepcudukaluy U AeHaTypaausanuu
MOHSITUS OOLIECTBA U Cy6beKTa B IICMXOaHaJM3€e, UCCIeI0BaHU 110~
JINTMKU, KPU3UCA AUCKypca rIobanusauny, PeMUHUCTCKON U FeHIEep-
HOI TEOPUM, KDUTUYECKON TEOPUM MEMA, MHTEPHETA U TEXHOJIOT UM,
MOCTKOJIOHUAJIbHBIX HccyefoBaHui. COCTOsBIINECS] B pAMKaX KOH(pe-
PEHLIUU IUCKYCCUH, C OJHON CTOPOHBI, OTPA3UIH Te IJ106aIbHbIE TEH-
IEHLVY B Pa3BUTUY COLMAJTIbHO-KPUTUYECKON TEOPUH, O KOTOPBIX L1JIa
peus Boime. C 4pyroi CTOPOHbBI, OHY BHECJIM BECOMBII BKJIA], B OCMBIC-
JIeHVe COBPEMEHHBIX JIOKAJIbHbIX / PEruoHajbHbIX TpaHchopMauuil
B BocTouHoi1 EBpore.

«QypCoOBCKME YTEHUS» NPEATIoaraloT MNpoBeieHUe PeryJspHbIX
KOH(epeHI Uil Mo aKTyaJbHON COLMAJIbHO-KPUTUYECKON Mpobiie-
MaTuKe C Mocjefyiouel My6auKanueil T0KJaioB B BUje COOpHUKA
crareil m60, KaKk B JAHHOM CJy4ae, B BULE TEMATUYECKOrO BbIIIyCKA
XypHana «Tomnoc». Vgest «QypcOBCKUX YTEHUI» BO3HUKJIA HA OCHO-
B€ CTUXUIHBIX IIPAaKTHUK KOMMeMopauun® Biragumupa Oypca, KoTopbie
nocJie ero cmeptu B 2009 rogy ocCyIlecTBSJINCH Oy1arofapst yCuan-
SIM €ro KOJIJIET ¥ YYEHMKOB. MHOTMe aBTOPBI Ha CTPAaHMLAX KypHaja
«Tonoc» unu B ny6auxkauusix usgarenbctsa «EI'Y» obpamanucs K uae-
M 1 KoHLentaMm Qypca ¢ Lesnbio peLenuum, pa3BUTHs UK IOJEMUKHU.
[ToMMMO KOMMEMOPATUBHON cocTaBiswoomei, «DypcoBckue YTEHUs»
npecienyoT 1 60iee aMOULIMO3HYIO LieJIb: CO3/laHue NpodecCuoHa b=
HOMU CceTH, CIIOCOOGHOM 06eCNeynTh YCTOMYMBYIO U JOJTOCPOYHYIO KOM~
MYHUKALYIO, & B IEPCIIEKTUBE U COTPYIHUYECTBO, MEXIY UCCIIEIOBA~
TeJIIMHU, pabOTaIOLIMMU B I10J1€ COLMAJIbHO-KPUTUYECKON TEOPUH, KaK
Ha JIOKaJIbHOM / PErMOHAaJIbHOM, TaK M Ha MEXAYHapOJHOM yDOBHE.
[Tonb3ysich caydaem, Mbl 6bl XOTEJIM BBIPA3UTh 6J1ar0LaPHOCTb PYKO-
BoacTBY EI'Y 32 BO3BMOXXHOCTD pean3anu JaHHOTO IPOEKTA, a TAKXKe
penKoJeruu xypHaa «Tornoc» 3a BO3MOXHOCTb MTy6JIMKAL U TeMa-
THYECKOTO BBIITYCKA MO UTOram KoHdpepenuuu 2024 roga.

VNuTtennexTyanbHas aBostonus Baragumupa dypca:
OT npemnonaBaHus puaocoduu K MbIIIJIEHUIO
OT NePBOro aula

B ¢unocodpckom nacneguu Bragumupa Pypca MOXKHO YCIOB-
HO BBIZEJIUTH TPU dTama: 1) OTXO0 OT MapKCUCTCKO-JIEHUHCKOM ¢(u-
socopun U obpameHue K TeopeTukaM @PpaHKYPTCKON LIKOJIBI;

5 Bosee nopo6HO CM. ajiee B HACTOSIIIEH CTaTbe.
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2) KOHLENTYaJllbHOE OCMBICJIEHHE KOHTYPOB COBPEMEHHOUN KpUTUYEe-
CKOU Teopuy; 3) Kpurudeckast pediiekcusl B OTHOLIEHUHU «Ka3yca be-
Jlapycu».

B koHue 1980-x rogos Baagumup ®ypc nocse ycrneurHoro 3aBep-
IIeHUs] acMUpaHTypbl Havas IpernojaBaTh Ha Kadeape MapKCHUCT-
CKo-JIeHnHCKoM ¢unocodun BI'Y. Havano ero mpemnopaBaTesbCKON
Kapbephl COBIIAJI0O C ropbayeBCKOM NEPECTPONKON U IOCJENYyIOIAM
pacnagom Coserckoro Cor3a. MapKCUCTCKO-JIEHUHCKAs (puaocodus
(nanee — MJIQ), Ha NPOTSIKEHUU AECATUIIETAN OUKTOBABIIAS «E€IUH-
CTBEHHO BEPHYI0» TOUKY 3PEHUSI Ha IPUPOJLY U OOLIECTBO, C PaclaioM
CCCP yrparuia CBO€ 3KCKJIO3MBHOE IIPaBO Ha MCTUHY. YTO, BIPO-
4yeMm, He 03Havaslo, 6yaTo cama ata punocodus NpekpaTuia cBoe cy-
I€CTBOBAHHUE: €€ NIEOJOTUYECKUI AUCKYPC ellle JOIroe BpeMs 6yIeT
[IPOCAYMBaThCd B MOCTCOBETCKOE NPOM3BOACTBO 3HaHMS, OCOOEHHO
couuorymanutapHoro. Tem He meHee B 90-€ rofbl HAYMHAETCS YCU-
JIEHHBI! MTOMCK HOBBIX MMEH U KOHLeNuuil B puiaocodpckom mose (Kak
PYCCKOSI3BIYHOI, TaK U 3anazHoi punocoPpuu), KOTOpble MO Obl 32~
MOJIHUTh 00pa3oBaBLIylOCs Opelib. MapKCUCTCKO-JIEHUHCKas (puio-
codus MO3UMLUOHMPOBaach (1 BOCIPUHUMAJACh) B COBETCKOE Bpe-
Ml KaK BCeOObeMIIIONAsl JOKTPUHA, TaK YTO ycreumHas punocodpckas
Kapbepa npeprosarana npaBUabHOE YTEHUE U UHTEPIPETALUIO uaein
kJa1accukoB MJI®, ux «yMecTHOe» LUTUPOBaHUE U BCTpaUBaHUE pea-
auil B npenyaraemyto MJIO kapTuHy mupa. Mexay Tem, TO IOKOJe-
HUE€ MOJIOJIbIX TIOCTCOBETCKUX (PUIOCO(DOB, KOTOPBIE yKe He XOTen
OCTaBaTbCs B rPaBUTALMOHHOM 11os1ie MJID, cTano uckaTb BO3MOXKHbIE
aJIbTePHATHBbl — KTO-TO B pyccKoi ¢punocodpuu, KTO-TO B 3aMaHON
¢dunocoduu, HO CO CXOXXMM HaMepPEHUEM CMEHUTh OfUH LEHTP NPU-
TsokeHus (MJI®) Ha npyroit / apyrue. @ypc paccMaTpuBai 3TO KaK He-
00XOIMMBIIA 5TAall UHTEJIJIEKTYAJILHOTO ABUXEHMS, KOTOPBIY [TO3BOJIAT
B JaJIbHENIIEM BbIPAb0TaTh CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO PUIOCO(PCKYIO 03K~
LJUI0 M UMETb BO3MOXKHOCTb TOBOPUTD OT [IEPBOTO JIULIA.

Taxum 06pa3om, MepBbIi 3TAI STOTO ABUKEHUS] COCTOSLI B BbI6O-
p€ CUMBOJMYECKON (UTypbl, KOTOPAsl MO3BOJIUT B WHTEJJIEKTyaslb-
HOM IJIaHe npeoposeTb nputsskenne MJIO. Ina Oypca takoit pury-
poii ctan IOpren Xa6epmac. DTOT nepuoy, npeacTaniieH kHuroit @ypca
«Punocodus HezaBepueHHOro MojepHa IOprena Xa6epmacay (Oypc
2000).

Mexny Tem yxXe BO BBeJEeHUU K «KOHTypaM COBPEMEHHOU KpU-
TU4eckoi Teopumn» (2002), NOABOISI UTOTU «IK3EMILJISIPHOTO», IO €0
COOGCTBEHHOMY BBIpask€HMUIO, aHann3a KoHuenuuil Xabepmaca u Pyko
B KOHTEKCTE WX BAJIMJHOCTU [JIs1 TIapafUrMbl KDUTUYECKON TEOPUH,
@ypc nuwer: «[lapagurma — B OTJIMYKE OT €€ PEaNU3aluu B YbEH-TO
IOKTPHMHE — 3TO OTKPbITasl BO3MOXXHOCTb BBIPQKEHUSI TBOETO COO-
CTBEHHOTO, a HE YbETO-TO MBIIIJIEHUS], U POJIb NIPUBJIEKAEMBIX aBTO-
PUTETOB B JAHHOM CTaTbe€ IMOJHOCTBIO HCUYEPIBIBAETCS TEM, UTOOBI
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MOMOYb 3Ty BO3MOKHOCTb COIEPKATEJIbHO onpeneauTb» (Oypc 2002:
42).

[TonpobyeM KOHCMEKTUBHO 3a(pUKCUPOBATH T€ MOJIOKEHUSI paboT
dypca, KOTOpblE MMO3BOJUIN €My OYEPTUTb KOHTYPbl COBPEMEHHOM
KPUTUYECKOH TeopuHu, KaKUMU OHU Bupenucs gunocody B 2002 roay.

1. Omkas om paccumomperus cospemeHHoU Kpumuueckol meopuu
KaK npoodoadceHUsL mpaduyuu mapkcusua.

YkasbiBas, 4TO yXe QpaHKPypTCKasl LIKOJIA IPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAA
PaspbIB C KJIACCUYECKUM MapKCcU3MoM, Dypc NOJYEPKUBAET, UTO B CO-
BPEMEHHOM KPUTUYECKON TEOPUM STOT Pa3pblB CTAHOBUTCS elle 6osiee
3aMETHBIM, U 3TO CTAaBUT IOJ, COMHEHUE 3aBUCUMOCTb KPUTUUECKON
TEOpUH OT MapKcusma. bosee Toro, Pypc npezjaraet paccMaTpuBaTh
BOIIPOC NIPEEMCTBEHHOCTU B OTHOLIEHMSIX MapKCU3Ma U KPUTHUYECKON
Teopuu B 06paTHOM mopsigke: «He KpuTuueckasi Teopust NpuHaaje-
SKUAT K TPaJULIMK MapKCU3Ma, a MApKCU3M IIpeJicTaBsieT cO60i paH-
HIOI0 GopMy KpuTH4ecko Teopum» (PDypc 2002: 13).

2. PacwiupeHue 20pu3oHma coepeMeHHOol Kpumuueckolli meopuu:
0Mm KOHKPeMHOU OOKMPUHBL K WUPOKOU Uccledosamenbckoli npo-
epamue.

CoBpeMeHHasi KpUTHYeCKas Teopusl, 1o MHeHUI0 Oypca, BEIXOOUT
3a Mpegessl MApKCUCTCKON TPaguLMy KpUTHLM3MA. Tak, eciu Kiaac-
craveckasi KpUTUYECKasl TEOPUST IEMOHCTPUPYET OTKa3 OT OPTOHOK-
CaJIbHOTO MapKCU3Ma, ACCUMUIMPYS IICUX0AHATUTUIECKYIO TTapagur-
MY, TO COBPEMEHHas1 KPUTHUYECKasl Teopusi BOOABOK «aCCUMUIAPYET
CTpaTeruio MapruHaJuCTCKOTO KPUTULIM3MA, BOCXOsIIyI0 K Hume»
(@ypc 2002: 17).

PaccMmoTpeHne KpUTHIECKOI Teopruu B €€ COBPEMEHHOM COCTOSI-
HUU KaK MIMPOKON HCCIeloBaTeIbCKOM IIporpaMmsl no3posisieT Oyp-
Cy BBIIBUHYTb B KAY€CTBE KJIIOUEBBIX QUTYP, «3HAMEHYIOLINX €€ Hada-
JIO ¥ OHHOBPEMEHHO OIpefeIsIonuX MacmTab BO3MOXHOro pazépoca
aBTOPCKUX IO3ULINI», COBEPLUIEHHO KOHIENTYaJIbHO HECXOKUX MEXIY
coboit Xabepmaca, dyko, 'mpnenca u bogpuiisipa. 9ToT war puaocod
apryMEHTUPYET TEM, YTO 0OO3HAYEHHBIE BbIlIE TPaHCPOPMALUU KaK
camoro punocodcKoro NUCKypca (IpeojfojeHne MOIeI CO3HAHUSI),
TaK U yCTPOUCTBA COLMAIbBHOTO MUPa (pacmaj; «OpraHM30BaHHOTO MO~
IepHa») BbI3bIBAIOT K )KU3HU «aKTUBHYIO GUIOCOPUIO» U «AYMAIOILYI0
couuosoruio»: «Ilepeceyenue 1 pe3aoHaHCHOE B3aUMOIENCTBUE ITUX
IIBYyX MHULIMATUB — “conuannsanuu’ GuiaocoPcKoi yCTaHOBKU U pas-
paboTKX HOBOr'O 06pa3a COLMAaIbHOTO — POXKIAIOT KPUTUYECKYIO CO-
LIMaJIbHYIO0 TEOPUIO KaK CBOETO POjia COBMECTHOE IpennpusTue “ak-
tuBHOU dpunocodun” u “nymaromeint coruosorun™ (OGypc 2002: 5).

3. CoyuanbHblil KpUMuyusm vs «0oUaL» Kpumuieckas meopus.

dypc ocHOBaTebHBIM 00Pa30M pa3fBUTraeT PaMKU COBPEMEHHOM
KPUTUYECKOM TEOPUM, paCCMATpHBasi €€ KaK B3aUMOJENCTBUE «aK-
TUBHON Punocopuu» U «IyMamolleil coluogorum». B To xe BpeMs oH
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MOOAYEPKUBAET HCOGXOILI/IMOCTI: pa3BenEHUa COUAJIBHOTO KPUTULIU3~
Mau KpI/ITI/I‘{eCKOIZ TEOpUU:

«BO3HMKAaeT ONaCHOCTh, YTO KOHTYPbl COBPEMEHHOU KPUTUYECKON TE-
opuu BOOOIIE yTPATSIT BCIKYIO ONPENEIEHHOCTb, IIOCKOJbKY K HeH,
IIpM JJOCTATOYHO T'MOKOM MOJXOZE, MOKHO MPUYHCIIHUTE JII060e Ma-
JIO-MaJIbCKU TEOPETUYECKU OPOPMIIEHHOE NIPOSBIIEHUE COLIUATIBHOTO
HEeJI0BOJIbCTBA UHTeJIeKTyanosy» (Oypc 2002: 17).

3azaya, KOTOPYIO CTAaBUT Ilepe], co6oii Dypc, 3aKII0yaeTcs B «3KC-
IJIMKalUY KOHILENTYaJbHbIX OCHOBAaHUN COBPEMEHHOH KpUTHUYEC-
kol Teopun» (Dypc 2002: 19). DT ocHOBaHUS NpeacTaBaeHbl y Oyp-
ca B Bufe caenyomux tre3ucos (Oypc 2002: 21-34), KOTOpble MbI 31,€Ch
TOJIBKO MEPEYNCINM:

- IPUHLNII CIY4aiHOCTU CaMOW TEOPUH,

- MHKapHalUus TPaHCLEHAEHTAJIbHON YCTAHOBKY,

- couMasbHas KU3Hb — 3TO BCSl PEAJIbHOCTD,

- T€3UC O IPOU3BOJUTEJILHON CUJIE CUMBOJINYECKOTO.

DTU NMOJIOKEHUS NMO3BONUAn Gpunocody chopmynuposarb 6osee
06muii Tesuc: «B napagurme COBpeMeHHON KPUTUUECKOM TEOPUH OCY~
IeCTBJIEHa couuanusanus ¢unsocoPpckoit paunuoHanbHocTU» (Oypce
2002: 34).

4. CospemeHHaA KPpUMuueckas meopus KaKk oCO3HAHHAA Imune-
CKAaS NO3UUUA.

CBogs ¢umocoPpCKyio panuoHaJIbHOCTh K HOPMATHBHOMY KOM-
IIJIEKCY, «330A0IEMY PETYISITUBLL PUIOCOPCKOMY MBILIIJIEHUIO U TEM
CaMbIM OIpefesieHHbBIM 06pa3soM ero aptukyaupymoumemy» (Oypc
2002: 35), ypc yKa3plBaeT COCTABJIOMINE STOIO KOMILJIEKCA: YHUBEP-
canuctckas ycraHoska (Dypc 2002: 35), npuHYIUTEIbHBIN XapaKTep
panuoHasnbHoro 3Hanus (dypc 2002: 36) u metadpunocodpckas aTHKa
nosHanus (Pypc 2002: 36). Tperbe crnaraemoe puaocoPpcKoi pauu-
OHAJIBHOCTH, 10 MbIcaM Pypca, MpeAcTaBiseT dTUKY dMAHCUIIALNN
(®ypc 2002: 39). B pamkax COBpeMEHHOI KPUTUYECKON TEOPUY BMaH~
CUTALMs — 3TO «OCOOBII OIBIT, KOTOPBIA MBI MIPOJEJIbIBAEM (UJIU He
MpojiesbiBaeM) OTHOCUTEINIbHO camux cebs» (Oypc 2002: 40). Tem ca-
MBIM, yKa3biBaeT Oypc, «kKpUTHIECKAs TEOPUSI CETOIHS — 3TO MpPEXe
BCEro OCO3HaHHAs 3THYECKas MO3UINs, MOCIEeN0BATENbHO IIPOBOLU-
Masl B )KU3HEHHBIX IIPAKTUKAX UHINBU/IA, B TOM YHCJI€ — U B €T0 Meo-
pemuudeckoll npakmuxe» (Pypc 2002: 40).

Kuury «KOHTypbl COBPEMEHHOI KPUTUYECKON TEOPUU» MOXK-
HO CYMTAaTh HAYaJIOM BTOPOTO 3Tala UHTEJJIEKTyaJbHOro nytu Pyp-
ca. B mosiHOM >Xe Mepe BTOT HTAll peayr3oBajics B PEKOHCTPYKIUU
TOTO TI0JIs, B KOTOPOM CHMBOJIMYECKasi GUrypa-ornopa rnofsepraercs
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CBOEOOpa3HOI PEBU3UM U TEM CAMBIM NlepecTaeT 6bITh TAKOBOU. TeKCT
dypca «ConuanbHas ¢unocopusi B HENOMNYJSIPHOM U3JIOXKEHUN»
(®ypc 2006b), roe pasBopaunBaeTcs KOMMYHMKaTHUBHas Mapajur-
Ma COBPEMEHHO! KPUTHUYECKO! Teopuy, I'ie OH anesyupyeT K HaHcu
dpeiizep, Akcenio XOHHETY, paboTaeT ¢ MpakKTUKaMy 60pbObI 32 IPU-
3HaHUeE, pa3pa6aTblBaeT WHBbIE TEMbI, — 3TO U €CTb PEKOHCTPYKL U
1oJisi, Heo6xXoMuMasl AJIsl TOro, YTo6sl HavyaTh GUIOCOPCTBOBATH, HA~
4aTbh MBICJIUTB OT IIEPBOTO JIALA.

TperbuM aTanom TBopuyeckou aBosouun Pypca MOXKHO CUUTATD
nosopom ¥ Bexaapycu. [lpumedarenbHo, 4To Oypc OCyUECTBUN STOT
MOBOPOT UMEHHO U3 [1€PCHEKTUBbI KPUTUUECKOM COLUATBHON TEOPUML.
OTO TOT CJIOXKHBIA MyTh, KOTOPHIM HEOOXOOVMMO NPONTH JIIOOOMY UH-
TeJJIeKTyasy: KaKUM 06pa3oM aKTyasbHble KOHILIETThI, BbIpaboTaHHbIE
B MHBIX KOHTEKCTaX aBTOPAMU MHOW KYJIBTYPHOU IPUHAJJIEKHOCTH,
MO>XXHO HCII0JIb30BaTh U «3aCTaBUTb» pabOTaTh, YTOOBI pACUIMPUTh O~
PU3OHTHI HAIIEro «COLMOJIOTNYECKOro BOOGpakeHUs» (COrJIaCHO BbI-
paxkeHnuo Y. Muiiica) 3peck u ceilyac, B besapycu, B 6e1apyccKoM
KyJIbTypHOM slaHfmagdTe’. Y @ypca ecTb TEKCTHI, OTBEYAIOIME HA 3TOT
BOIIPOC, — TEKCT Npo rnobdanusanuio (Dypc 2005: 5-18), mpo 6enapyc-
CKUM NpoeKT coBpeMeHHOCTHU (Dypc 2007a: 43-58), Ipo AEeMOKpaTHUIO
B Benapycu (Pypc 2006c¢: 15-24), npo ny6nuynyio chepy (Pypc 2008b:
5-23), npo o6pasosanue (Pypc 2007c: 44-55). [IpakTH4EeCKU BCE BTU
TEKCTBI ObLIIM HAIIMCAHBI M ONTyOJIMKOBAHBI UM HA PYCCKOM SI3BIKE, 32 UC-
KJIIOYEHHEM OIHOH MyO6IMKalluKM Ha 6eJ1apyCCKOM B JKypHaie «Arche»
(M3HauasIbHO TaKkXke HanmucaHHo! Ha pycckom) (Oypc 2008a: 85-90).

Cam ®ypc, KaKk 1 MHOTHE PYCCKOSI3bIUHbIE MHTEJIIeKTyasbl B bena-
pycu Hadasa 2000-X, HUKOrIa He OThes cebst oT benapycu, nogyep-
KUBasi CBOIO «PYCCKOSI3BIYHYIO 6eJIapycCKOCTb». Ha TOT MOMEHT elle
Obly1a CUJIbHA WJIJTIO3US BO3MOXKHOCTH TAaKOTO BapraHTa «He3aJIe>KHa-
CIi», TP KOTOPOM OBITh 6€J1apycoM O3Havyaso paGoTaTh U TBOPUTH B
Benapycu u g4 Benapycu, He 3a0CTpsisi BHUMAHMAE Ha SI3bIKOBOM BO-
npoce’. Mexx[ly TeM B HbIHELIIHUX YCJIOBUSIX TAKOW BapUaHT IPaKTU4Ye-

6 B npeaucnoBum K cobpanuio counHennit Pypca Ospra Illnapara TakKe MUIIET
0 JJaHHOM HalpaBJIeHUM MCCIe[loBaTeNbCKoi AedrenbHoctu dypea, «<koTopoe
B €ro COOGCTBEHHBIX TEPMUHAX MOXKHO 0O03HAYUTh KaK “IipakTusanys Gpuuioco-
¢un”. Vimeercs B Buy IprMeHEHNe Pa3paboTaHHOTO NHCTPYMEHTAPUs 9TO ca-
MO TEOPUM K aHAIN3Y COLMAIBHBIX, TOJIUTUYECKUX U ITPOYMX peanii, mpexie
BCero, coBpemeHHou benapycu» (Illnapara 2012a: 10).

7  Bo BCTYNUTENBHON CTaThe K TEMATWYECKOMY BBINYCKy XypHana «Tomoc» (In
Memoriam. Vladimir Fours) Tarbsna IluTnoBa oTMeyaeT: «B TO Bpems Kak
1 B 6€1apyCCKOM MyOJIMYHOM JIMCKYPCE, U B TEOPETUYECKUX JMCKYCCHUSIX ITOT
BOIIPOC PAcCMaTPUBAJICA MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO B PaMKaX TPAaAULMOHHON IOUX0-
TOMUU STHUYECKOTO U TPAaXKJAHCKOTO HaluoHann3moB, Oypc HameuyaeT BO3-
MOSKHOCTb IPEOJI0JIEHNS 3TOM KOHTPIPOLYKTUBHON JUXOTOMUYECKON JIOTUKU»
(IDutuosa 2020: 9).
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CKU He paboTaeT: HeO6XOAUMOCTD UCTIOIb30BaHU 6€71aPyCCKOTO SI3bI-
KA O3Ha4YaeT B TOM YMCJIe BKJIAJ, B MPAKTUKY AEKOJOHU3ALUU. Bbixon,
c6opHUKa nepeBonioB pa6ot Oypca o Benapycu Ha 6eapyccKuii A3bIK,
OCYIIECTBJIEHHBII 6Js1arofapsi GECKOPBICTHBIM YCUJIMSM €ro KOJLJIer
u yuyeHuKkoB B 2024 rony (dypc 2024)8, ycTpaHseT 3TOT nIpoben u, Kak
npezcTaBisieTcs, 6yeT CIOCOOCTBOBATh BO3POXKAECHUIO MHTEpeca K
dunocopcrkomy Hacnenuio Oypca ¢ Lesblo NoCaeAyoLel peakTya-
JI3aluu ero uaemn.

OnHUM 13 KOHLEMNTYaJIbHBIX PECYPCOB /IS aHAIN3a 6e1apyCcCKoi
couuanbHON peanbHOCTU Ajst ypca 6blna counanbHas TEOPUsl TI0-
6anuzauuu. ViMeHHO nepepaboTKa JaHHOW TeOpUU MO3BOJIMJIA aBTO-
PY KOHTYPHO c(OPMYIMPOBATh COOCTBEHHYIO KOHIEMIUIO / TUTIOTE3Y
«PEerpecCuBHON COLMATBHOCTI» IPUMEHUTENBHO K Besapycu 1 noct-
coBeTcKoM curyauuu. CoBMNaBLIME 110 BpEMEHU COOBITUSL — [106aIn-
3alus M pacrnaj, COBeTCKOro yHUBEPCYMa, 1o MHeHuIo Oypca, crtanu
MPUYMHON KpU3Hca UHAMBUYATbHON U KOJIJIEKTUBHON UAEHTUIHO-
CTH, TIOPOJIUB JIBa PETPECCUBHBIX IIpoLiecca:

1. PerpeccuBHOE BOCCTaHOBJIEHUE «CaAaMOCTHU» — II03BOJISIE€T 136e-
aTb BK3UCTEHI[MAJIbHOIO 6E€CIIOKOIICTBA U pacrajia JUYHOCTH.

2. PerpeccuBHas akTyannsalus NaTpuOTU3Ma, peajausyemast ye-
pe3 nBe crpareruu: (1) npusHaHMe NPUBBIYHBIX MHCTUTYLIMOHAIBHBIX
Y KYJIbTYPHBIX (DOPM SKU3HHU, HECYILIECTBEHHO MU3MEHUBIIUXCS B Be-
JlapyCcUu C COBETCKUX BPEMEH, KaK MO3UTUBHBIX «CBOMX» U BbITECHE-
HUe JeCTabuIN3NPYIOIUX CUJ [7106aI13al1i B HETaTUBHOE «1yXKOe»;
(2) adpPpexTrBHASI MHBECTULIMS B TOCYAPCTBO, IOHUMAaEMOe KaK CTPaK
rpaHuL], CKOHCTPYUPOBAHHOM B BOOOpaskeHUU «pofuHbl» (Dypc 2006a).

[To3gHee, B cTaThe «benapycckast peasbHOCTb B CUCTEME KOOPIAU-
HaT raobanuzauun» (Oypc 2005), Pypc nepeocmbICIUBAET 3TU IBa
mpoliecca, IpefJjaras pacCMaTpUBaTh [I€PBBII B KaueCTBe [IPUMepa TS~
JKEJION «3aTSKHOW» PErPECCUM, BBIPAKAIOIIEHCS B «BOCCTAHOBJIEHUN
JIMYHOCTU NyTeM “camoymarneHus™» (Dypc 2012a: 406), a BTOpo# — Kak
IB€ YKa3aHHbIE BBIIIE CUMBOJINYECKNE CTpaTeruu, 06ecrneynBaye
corjacue NogyMHEHHOro Hacesnenus. Kpome toro, dypc nobasisier
Y TPETHIO CUMBOJINUECKYIO CTPATETUI0 — «CAMOJIETUTUMAIIVS aBTOPU-
TapHOro rocyapcTBa MyTeM IPOU3BOICTBA HapoAa Kak anubou» (Pypce
2012a: 408).

[Tpu TOM, 4TO HBIHEIIHSIS CUTYyalus B besapycu u B peruoHe pajgu-
KaJbHO OTIIMYAETCS OT TOH, B KOTOPOU ObLIM HamucaHbl ctatbu Pypcea,
3aTparuBalomue «kasyc besnapycn» (a aTo 2004-2008 rr.), ero pa6oTsl,
MMEHHO 6jarojapsi mpefjaraeMol B HUX COLMaIbHO-KPUTUYECKON
pediiexcum 1 CTpEMJIEHUIO IPECTAaBUTh OoJiee I106ajibHOe BUIEHUE

8  Tlonp3ysich ciyyaeMm, eme pa3 BhIpaKaeM MPU3HATENbHOCTh U 6J1ar0JapHOCTh
nepeBogunkamM — IlaBny bapkosckomy, VBany HoBuky, Biaagucnasy lBaHoBY,
IOmurputo 'amese, Enene Tononuno, FOnun CaabHUKOBOM.
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Y TIEPCNEeKTUBbl — Mpexie Bcero Ajs benapycu, HO TakXe U peruo-
Ha B LIEJIOM, — MOT'YT CTaTbh OTTIIPAaBHOM TOYKOH 1 6osee PyHAUPO-
BAHHOTO HCCJIe[JOBaHMS1 COBPEMEHHBIX NIPOLECCOB B 6€J1apyCCKOM 00-
IECTBE.

Takum o6pa3oM, NHTeJJIeKTyabHas 3Botol s Biagumupa Oypca
npefcTaBisieT CO60M MHOTOTPaHHBIM U IUHAMUYHBI IIPOLecC, B XOze
KOTOPOTO OH IOCJIEOBATEJIbHO MPEOJOJIEBAET BJIUSIHAE MAPKCUCT-
CKO-JIEHMHCKOH (usnocopuu u obpauaercs K HOBbIM KOHLENIUSIM,
YTOOBI BbIpabOTaTh COOCTBEHHYIO GUIOCOPCKYIO ro3unuio. Kaxxabiit
13 Tpex ITaIoB ero pa3BuTus — OT Bribopa Xabepmaca Kak CHMBOJIHU-
4ecKoM (PUrypsl 0 KPUTUIECKOTO aHAIN3a 6e1apyCcCKOi coluaabHON
peanbHOCTH Yepe3 MpU3My JUCKypca [106anu3alum — JEMOHCTPUPY-
eT crpemiuenue Pypca K IIIy0OKOMY OCMBICIEHUIO aKTyaJIbHBIX IIPO-
6JieM U BBI3OBOB, CTOSIIUX Iepen obmecTBoM. Ero paboTsl He TOJb-
KO OTpakaloT U3MeHeHMs B GUIOCOPCKOI NIPAKTUKE IOCTCOBETCKOTO
MIPOCTPAHCTBA, HO U CJIY>KaT BaXXHBIM PECYPCOM [1JIsl TOHUMaHMs CO-
BpEMEHHBIX ITpolieccoB B benapycu. Pa6oTel Pypca Takxke NpeCcTaB-
JISIIOT COOOM 3HAYMMBIN BKJIAJ, B Pa3BUTHE COBPEMEHHOW KpUTHUYE-
CKOU Teopuu, NpepJsarast HoBble MOAXOIbl M KOHLENTYaJbHble PAMKU
IJIS1 aHAJIN3a COLUATbHBIX, MOJIUTUIECKUX U KYJIbTYPHBIX IIPOLIECCOB.
dypc noguepKkuBaeT HEOOXOIUMOCTb OTKA3a OT TPAAUIIMOHHBIX MapK-
CHACTCKUX MHTEPIIpEeTalMil U aKLLEHTUPYeT BHUMAHUE Ha SNIUCTEMOJIO-
TMYeCKOM Pa3pblBe MEXAY KJIACCUYECKUM MapKCU3MOM U COBPEMEH-
HbIMU nopixogamu. Ero uneu o pacmvpeHu ropusoHTOB KPUTHYECKON
TeOopuH, B3aUMOJeNCTBUN PUIOCODUM U COLIMOJIOTUH, A TAKKE O BaXK-
HOCTHU DTUYECKON MO3ULINM B paMKax KPUTUYECKOT'O aHaIN3a OTKPbI-
BalOT HOBbIE MEPCIIEKTUBI 115 UCCIIeoBaTeseil. B yClI0BUIX TEKYIIUX
BbI30BOB HEOOXOJMMOCTD IlepeocMblcyieHus ugeit Gypca CTaHOBUTCS
0COOEHHO aKTyaJIbHOM, 4YTO MOAYEPKMBAET 3HAYMMOCTD €0 MHTEJLIIEK-
TyaJIbHOTO Hacjeaus AJjs 6yaylux UCCIeJOBAaHUI U NIPAKTUK B 061a-
CTU KPUTUYECKOM COLMaJIbHON Teopuu U pusocodpuu.

KomMmemopanus u peuenuuu ugeir ypca

[TpakTHK1 KOMMeMOpal M1 UHTeJJIEKTyalbHOro Hacnenus Oypca ume-
JIA PETYJISIPHBIN XapakTep. 3a BpeMs, NpoleIIee M0CIe ero yXoua n3
skn3Hu B 2009 rofy, 661710 OpraHM30BaHO U IPOBEIEHO MHOXXECTBO Pas-
JIMYHBIX MeponpusTuii (B benapycu, Jlutse, onnaitH-popmarax): Kpyr-
Jiple CTOJIbl, KOH(QEPEHIMH, CEMUHAPDI; OMy6INKOBaHbl CTaTby, IIEpe-
BOJbI C60pHI/IKI/I COYMHEHUN. YIIOMSIHEM HEKOTOPbIE U3 HUX:

1. B 2010 rony B pamkax uHtepHeT-usganus «Hosas EBpomna» 6bly1a
MIOJrOTOBJIEHA K ITyOIMKALMY CTEHOrpaMMa ITyOInyHou ekuuu Oyp-
ca «Kputnueckoe MbliyieHue cerogHs» (2007), BK1oueHHas BIOCTe -
CTBUU B MOJIHOE cobpanue counHeHuit (Pypc 2007b).
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2. B 2012 rony B usgarenbctBe «EI'Y» 61arogaps yeunusm Onbru
[lInaparu (COCTaBUTEJb), KOJJIET U yueHUKoB dypca 6b1y10 MOATOTOB-
JIEHO K U3[IaHUIO U OITy6JIMKOBAHO IIOJIHOE cobpaHue counHeHni Qyp-
ca B 1Byx Tomax (Oypc 2012a; dypc 2012b), a Takke Npowan my6and-
Hble MTPpe3eHTalMU ¥ 00CY>KIeH!s JaHHOTO U3TaHUsl.

3. B 2013 romy B pamkax Konrpecca uccnenosaresnenn bemnapycu
(KayHnac, JIutsa, 12 okTs16ps1) COCTOSINCS KPYTIblid cTOM «[IpoexT coun-
anbHOU ¢punocodum Bnagumupa Oypca: uueu, KOHTEKCT, TEPCIEKTU~
BbI», HA OCHOBE KOTOPOrO OblJIa TAKXKE MOJATOTOBJIEHA OTHEJIbHAS Iy~
6smkauus B xxypHaine «Tonoc» (JlaBpyxuH & Ponénok 2013).

4. B 2019 romy cocTosauCh ABe KOH(pEepeHLUH, NPUypOUYeHHbIe
K 10-i1 rogoBmuHe co AHS cMepTu Bragumupa @ypca («dypc — yun-
tenb dunocodpun» (Munck, 7 uions, ECLAB) u «CouunanbHas Teopust
MeHsiomerocss mupa» (BunbHioc, ETY, 13-14 utons). B pamkax maHHBIX
KoHepeHInit 06¢cyskaanoch punocodckoe Hacnenue Pypca Kak Be-
IyLIEro peACTaBUTEIs IOCTCOBETCKOM COLMaNlbHO-KPUTUYECKON Te-
OpMU B HalllEM PErMOHE, a TAKXKe IPAKTUYECKOE BIIMSHUE €T0 UIeN Ha
CTaHOBJIEHME JEMOKPaTHUYeCKOro coobuectsa benapycu.

5. Ilo utoram koHdepeHnuu B BusbHIOCE BbllEs CIELUaIbHBIN
Homep xypHana «Tomoc» (N2 2, 2020) «IN MEMORIAM. BJIAJVIMIP
@YPC». B maHHOM BBbIITyCKe ObLJIM TaKKe OIYOGJIMKOBAHbBl MaTepUaibl
KPYTJIOro CToJIa Ha TeMy «PerpeccuBHas coLManbHOCTB? [locTcoBeT-
CKHUe 00lLecTBa B CUCTEME KOOpAMHAT riaobanusauuun» (MaukeBud,
Munaxos, Imutpues & lllutosa 2020), KOTOPbII COCTOSIICS B paMKax
Konrpecca uccnenosareseii benapycu 28 cents6ps 2019 rona B EBpo-
NelcKOM I'yMaHUTApHOM YHUBepcUTeTe (BUIIBHIOC) 1 OblJ IpUYPOUYEH
K 10-71eTHel rofoBIMHE CO AHS cMepTy Baagumupa Qypca.

6. B 2021 rony B pamkax ¢dectuBansg ugeit «ABJI3IPAJIOBIY-21:
“V momykax cBaéil cauplsibHAl THOPHI: sIK (6esapycam) 3pazymelb
6enapycay?”™» (24-25 centsa6ps 2021 r., «benapycki Kaneritom») ngeu
dypca aKTUBHO YIOMMHAJINCh aBTOPaMU JOKJAJIOB U yYaCTHUKAMU
KPYTJIOrO CTOJIa B KOHTEKCTE MOMBITOK OCMBICJIEHUSI COOBITUI B Bena-
pycu U Mupe Ha IIepeJIOMHOM dTarle 6ey1apyCcCKoil HCTOPUH.

7. B 2023 rony B xypHaje «Toroc» 6b1y1 ONMyGIMKOBAH MepeBoy, Ha
aHITINICKUN 53bIK 0630pHOI cTaThbu Pypca o Kacropuapuce (Fours
2023). imenno ®Oypc BBes B Hay4HBI 060POT B PaMKax 6e71apycCcKoro
(1 mMpe — PyCCKOSI3bIYHOI0) MHTEJIJIEKTYaJIbHOTO IPOCTPAHCTBA KOH-
uenuuio Kacropuaguca. JJaHHBIN IIEPEBOJ, BLITIOJIHEHHbI BepOHUKOMN
dypc, npusBaH NMOCNOCOOGCTBOBATh pacnpocTpaHeHuto ugein Gypca
cpenu 60J1ee MUPOKOH (aHIJIOS3bIYHON) ayUTOPUM.

8. B 2024 rony Bbinies1 COOPHUK IepeBofoB padboT Oypca Ha 6esa-
pycckum a3blKk «besapych y CBAT/IE CydaCcHaW KPBITHIYHAN CaLbISIIb-
Hail Taopeli» (Pypc 2024), ocymecTBIeHHbIN 6aronapss 6€CKOPbICT-
HBIM YCUJIMSIM €TI0 KOJIJIET U YYEHUKOB.
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Takxe B EI'Y exeroguo ¢ 2010 roga Ha KOHKYPCHOM OCHOBE BbI-
IesseTcs clenuanbHas CTUNEHAUS UMMeHU npodeccopa Bragumupa
dypca crymeHTam 6akajaBpuara, MaruCTPaTypbl U JOKTOPAHTYPHI,
JOCTUTIIMM BbICOKMX aKaJEeMUUYECKUX PE3YIALTATOB U YCIEUIHO 3aHU-
MAIOIMMCS UCCJIEIOBAHUSIMU B O6JIACTU aKTYaJIbHBIX COLIMANIbHO-TY-
MaHHUTApHbBIX IPOGIIEM.

CTpykTypa HOMEpA

B cTpyKType HaCTOALIErO BHINYCKA XypHasna «Topos» Mbl mocrapa-
JIUCh OTPa3UTh TEMATUKY IUCKYCCUOHHBIX IaHeJslell KOH(pepeHLUN
2024 ropa «KOHTYypbl COBPEMEHHO KPUTUYECKON TEOPUU».

MHorue u3 cTareil HaCTOALEro BBIIYCKA NEMOHCTPUPYIOT U aK-
TyaJU3UPYIOT [IOTEHIAAJ TOM BEPCUU KPUTUYECKON TEOPUM B HCCIIE-
IoBaHUU Besapycu u pernoHa, KoTopas 6bly1a 0603HayeHa B paboTax
®ypca. [Ipy 3TOM TEKCTHI, BKJIIOYEHHbIE B JAHHBIM BBIIYCK XypHa-
Jla, B KOHLENTYaJIbHOM I1JIJaHE HE OTPAHMYMBAIOTCS TEMU KOHTYPaMH,
Kotopsle B 2002 rogy HameTus AJjs Kputudeckoi Teopuu ®ypce. Ta-
KO€ paclIMpeHue TOPU30HTA IPEACTaBJISETCS KOHLENTYaJlbHO 060-
CHOBAHHBIM U B 60JIbIIEN CTENEHU COOTBETCTBYIOIIUM U TEHIEHLASIM
Pa3BUTHS COBPEMEHHON KPUTUYECKOW TEOPUU, M AKTyaJIbHbIM IMPO-
neccaM B peruoHe. Tak, Hanpumep, LU(PPOBbIE TEXHOJOTUU, A C HE-
JIaBHEr0 BPEMEHU M MCKYCCTBEHHBIN MHTEJUJIEKT, CllepBa MOPOXIas
WJLJIIO3UIO HIXPOKOTr0 NOCTYIIA K IPOU3BOLCTBY KYJIbTYPbl, OKa3bIBAIOT-
CsI BIMCAaHHBIMU B JIOTHKY TeNepb yKe 1M(POBOTo KanuTajanuima u ero
Pas3IMYHbIX Bapualuii (miatGopMeHHbIN KalluTaau3M, HaA30PHBIN Ka-
nutanausm). He yIMBUTENBHO TIO3TOMY, YTO MHOTUE BBICTYIIJIEHUS BO
BpeMSsl KOHQEPEHLUN ObLIM MOCBSIIEHbl PAa3JIMYHBIM aCIIEKTAM B3au-
MOJZIECTBYUS C UA(PPOBBIMU TEXHOJIOTUSIMU U IPOOGIEMAM, CBSI3aHHBIM
¢ uudposuzanueil obmwecTsa. BaxkHoi TeMoit A1 pedyiekcuu cTaau
co6bITUS B benapycu u YkpauHe, OCMbICTIEHAE KOTOPBIX TaKKe TPedy-
€T BbIpabOTKY PEJIEBAHTHOTO (PUA0COPCKOr0 MHCTPYMEHTAPUSL

Pap crareil nocsduieH peuenuuu uaeit dypca u ogHOBPEMEHHO
BO3MOXKHOCTU UX alIlJIMKALUUM K COBPEMEHHBIM COLMAJIBHBIM U IO-
JIUTUYECKUM peanusMm. Tak, 'mHTayTac MaskeiKuC B CBOEM CTaTbe
MpOCJIeKUBAET MHTEJIEKTyalbHbll nyTh Oypca (0T Teopuu panuo-
HaJIbHOCTEU K dHaJIM3y KOMMYHUKAaTHBHbIX aKTOB U UX aToJIOTUM Ha
OCHOBe JUCcKypcuBHOM aTuku [O. Xabepmaca, a 3aTeM K TeOpUU aro-
HUCTHUYeCcKUX pa3priBoB . Jlakno u . Mydd 1 CKpbITHIX 3alIpeTOB
C. )Km>xkeka) 1 apTUKYJIUPYET COOCTBEHHBIE COBDEMEHHBIE PE3YJIbTAThI
Y 1po6JieMbl TAaKOI'0 pojia KpUTUUECKUX paccmoTpeHuil. Cepreii Jlio-
6umoB paccMmarpubaeT Pypca Kak KOHCTPYKTUBUCTCKOTO COLUATbHO-
ro ¢punocoda sMaHCUNIALMYU U KaK aBTOPA KOHLEINTyaln3aluy ge30p-
raHM3aluy NO3JHEro mouepHa. Bianucnas VIBaHOB CTaBUT B CBOEM
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MCCNIeJ0BAHNM LeJIb TPOaHaIM3UpOBaTh TEKCTE Oypca 4yepes npusmy
MOJIUTUYECKON HAyKU U BBIIEJUTD B HUX HauboJjiee LieHHble Pa3MblIII-
JIeHUs Ha IpaHulle 3TO cdepsl U COLUATBHON TEOPUH, YTOObI MOKa-
3aThb, 4YTO €CTb BC€ OCHOBaHMSA Ha3BaTb Pypca MbICIUTENIEM NOTUTU-
YECKOTO.

[lepeocmepicieHre HACIEeAM KJIACCUYECKON KPUTUYECKON TEOPUM
B HOBBIX COLMAaJIbHO-TIOJINTUYECKUX U KYJIbTYPHBIX KOHTEKCTAX TaK-
K€ HAIJIO OTPa’keHUeE B psijie ctarer. O4epunBasi KOHTYPbI COBDEMEH-
HOH KpUTHUYECKO Teopun, Pypc B Ka4eCTBE OJHON U3 KIIIOUEBbIX (PU-
ryp ykassiBasn ®yko. Obpamascs K reHeanoruu sinactu Oyko, ApyHac
MuiKgaBU4YIOC B CBOEM CTAThE JEMOHCTPUPYET BaXKHOCTL ugeit Hue
17181 punocopckux pedrekcuil ppaHIy3CKOro MbICIUTEIS] B OTHOLIE-
HUU BJIaCTU. B paboTe 060CHOBLIBAETCS TE3UC O TOM, YTO FeHeasioruye-
ckuit nogxog, Pyko Kak ajbTepHATHBA TeOpuU Xabepmaca I03BOJISIET
HaM MOHATb, KTO MBI €CTh CETOZHS, a TaK)X€ MI0Ka3aHO, KaK reHeaso-
ruyeckoe uccienopanue Oyko coOLMAbHBIX MPAKTUK HA€T MMITYJIbC
6ecKOHeYHOI1 paboTe Hamel cBo6obl. Mibs VHuUIIEB B CBOEIl CTaThe
OTMEYAET, YTO TO, C YEM MBI CTOJIKHYJIMCh 32 IOCJIENHUE AECATUATIE-
THSI, MOKHO OINKMCATh KaK OOLIYI0 CMEHY BEKTOPA: OT HAMPaBJIEHHOTO
HapyXy paclIMPEHNUs K HAlIPABJI€HHOMY BHYTPb CXKaTUIO (MMILJIO3UN),
YTO CBSI3aHO C CE€PUEN CXOASIIUXCS U, UTO elle BaXKHee, HeOOPaTUMBIX
IIPOLIECCOB — JTO YCKOPAIOIeecs II06albHOE MOTENJIEHNe, HaJBUra-
I0I1ASICSl TEXHOJIOTUYECKAs CUHTYJISIPHOCTDb, YCTAHOBJIEHUE «KallUTa-
JIMCTUYECKOTO peasn3mMa», HblHeIHU nogbem MU u, Kak ciencrtsue,
TO, 4TO aBTOP Ha3bIBAET «BOOOPaka€MbIM YCKOPEHUEM», 8 BOOOPaKae-
MO YCKOPEHHOE O0I€CTBO — UMIIJIO3UBHBIM.

COBpEMEHHDBIN NOJIUTUYECKUN KPU3UC B PETUOHE CTaJl IOBO-
IOM IJIsl PEBU3UU TE€OPETUYECKUX YCTaHOBOK DpaHKPypTCKOMN KO-
nel. B crarbe Jlappy CMHraeBCKOM O6bEKTOM MCCIIEJOBAHMS SIBJISIIOTCS
KOHLENTYyaJlbHble PAMKU U NPUMEHEHUE AeIMOepaTUBHON IEeMOKpa-
TUU B KOHTEKCTE POCCUNCKO-YKPANHCKON BOMHBL.

Psan crareil MocBsLeH KPUTHYECKOU pediieKCuu B OTHOIIEHUU
U(POBLIX TEXHOJOTUI U LUPPOBON KyAbTyphl. Tak, Buktopus Kon-
CTaHTIOK B CBOEl paboTe pacCMaTPUBAET, KaK T€HepaTUBHBIN UCKYC-
CTBEHHBIII MHTEJJIEKT U3MEHSIET CyObeKTUBHOCTb, BOCIIPUSITHE U KOM~
MYyHMKaLHXIO B (IOCT)UM(PPOBYIO 3MOXY. B cTaThbe AEMOHCTpPUPYETCS
TepeceyYeHre reHeEpaTUBHBIX MEINA, UIEO0JOTUN U AJITOPUTMUYECKO-
ro KOHTPOJIS, 4YTO MOJYEPKMUBAET IPO3UI0 aBTOHOMUU U TpaHCPOp-
MaLuIo XejlaHus B UMGpoBOM Kanurtanusme. Jlenuc [leTpuHa B CBO-
el cTaTbe HCCIEeNyeT NPOO6IEMATUKY UCKYCCTBEHHOTO WHTEJJIEKTA
(VY1) yepe3 npu3aMy COBPEMEHHOU KPUTUYECKOU Teopuu, NpepJjiaras
IBOMHOU aHanMTHU4YeCKuil pakypc. C ogHOM cTOpOHBI, I paccmaTpu-
BaeTCsl KaK CMMIITOM KOTHUTHMBHOrO Kanuranusma. C gpyroit — pabo-
Ta MOJAHMMAET BOMPOC 00 3KCIIyaTaluy rMOPUAHOTO TPy ia YeloBeKa
Y MalIMHBI, aKLEHTUPYSl BHUMaHNUE Ha HEOOXOAMMOCTH MPEO0IeHUSs
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AQHTPOMOLEHTPUYECKUX MOJielell Y IEPEOCMBICIIEHUS CONMIAPHOCTHU
B IOCTTYMAHUCTUYECKOM KJitoue. Osbra JJaBblIK pacCMaTpUBAeET, Kak
MHQpOpMaIMOHHbIE TEXHOJIOTUN MOTYT QYHKIIMOHUPOBATh B Kaue€CTBe
MHPPACTPYKTYP COMPOTHUBJIEHUS! U KOJIJIEKTUBHOTO CO3JAHUSI MUpa
nepeq JUIOM COLMaJbHO-TIOJUTUYECKON KaTacTpodbl, aBTOpPUTAP-
HOTrO I1oAaBJIEHNSA U CKPBITbIX CUCTEM KOHTPOJIA. B ee craTbhe KI/I6ep‘
(heMUHU3M MOIBEPraeTCsl PeBU3NH B KAU€CTBE KPUTUIECKOTO NOMIXO0-
Ila V1 B3AM€H NTO3UIIOHMPYETCS HE TOJIBKO KaK aHaJIUTUYeCKas OITHKA
I,JIs1 ICCTIeJOBAHUSI T€HIepa, TEXHOJIOIMH U IIOJIMTUKY, HO U KaK CTpa-
Terus nepenpopuInpoBaHus UUQPPOBLIX UHPPACTPYKTYP B KaueCTBe
MecT 3260Thl, adPEeKTUBHON CONUAAPHOCTU U MOTUTUYECKOTO BMeIIa-
TeJIbCTBA.

3akKkJj4YeHHne

OyepunBas KOHTYPbl KPUTUYECKOM TEOPUU, KAKUMU OHU IIPEICTABIISA-
saucek emy B 2002 rony, ®ypc ynosas Ha TaHAEM «aKTUBHOH (puoco-
pum» 1 «gymaroed CouUOJIOTun», KOTOPbIE AJis HErO PENpEe3eHTU-
poBanuce B Xabepmace, Oyko, I'mpgneHce u bogpuiisape. AKTyasbHas
pediiekcus — He UCKII0UUTENbHO Putocodpckasi, Ho CKopee MeXXAnuc-
LUUIJIMHAPHAS — B OTHOLIEHUH COLMAJIbHBIX IIPOLECCOB CYLIECTBEHHO
pacimmpseT 3TU KOHTYphL Tem He MeHee, U 3TO LEMOHCTPUPYIOT CTa-
TbU BBIITYCKA, OYE€BUAHBIMU IIPECTABIISIOTCS IBE BEIIU:

1. Pepnekcus Oypca B OTHOMEHUM KPUTUYECKON TEOPUU U, 4TO
caMoe Ba>KHOE, IPEJICTaBJIEHNE O TOM, YEM JIOJIKHA SIBJISITbCS 9TA TEO-
pus, cpOpMHPOBAU KOHLIENITYaJIbHYIO OCHOBY JJ1s1 UCCIIEJOBAHUSI CO~
BPEMEHHBIX COLMAJIbHBIX [IPOLIECCOB, IPEXE BCErO B PETMOHAIbHOM
MacuTaoe;

2. Bymydn MMEHHO OCHOBOH, mpezcTtaBieHHas dypcom Bepcus
KPATUYECKOM TEOPUU [IOJDKHA JONOJIHATHCS, Pa3BUBATLCS U MOIBEP-
raTbCsi IEPECMOTPY, YTOOBI TPOLIOJKATh HA3bIBAThCSI COBPEMEHHOM.

«Jleso B TOM, 4TO KPUTHUYECKAsl COIMaJIbHASI TEOPHs CErOfHS Ipe/-
CTaBJIIeT cOO0M ONUH U3 OCHOBHBIX BAPUAHTOB “aKTUBHON (pUI0CO-
dun’, T. e. Takoi ¢punocoduu, KOTOpas He CBOAUTCSI K MEPTBOI CU-
CcTeMaTuKe y4eGHOTO MpeaMeTa, 110 IPUBbIYKE BKIJIIOYAEMOTO B I[UKJI
YHUBEPCUTETCKOTO 06pa30BaHMsl, PAaBHO KaK M K JYPHOIl 6eCKOHed-
HOCTU KOMMEHTHPOBaHUS TEKCTOB “BeNMKUX Ppusnocodos”. dto dpu-
snocodusi, KOTOpas IPOJOJIKAeT Pa3BUBATHCS, OTBEYasi HA BHI3OBBI
OBICTPO MEHSIOUIETOCS MUPA U CTapasiCh CHEJIaTh €ro MeHee MHU-
MO-TIOHSITHBIM U 60Jiee HamuM. [Ipy TakoM 1oaxofie AeICTBUTEIbHAS
3HAYMMOCTb COBPEMEHHOW KPUTHUYECKOW TEOPUM COCTOUT [Jisl HAC
B TOM, YTO 3TO He NPOCTO MOZAHAs 3amajHas ITYy4Ka, a MO3UTUBHAS
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BO3MOYXHOCTb COGCTBEHHOTO MBIIIJIEHNS], AJIs1 COLEPKaTeIbHON KOH-
KpETU3aluu KOTOPOU U TPeBGYeTCsl ONpefesieHre MPUHIMITNATb-
HbIX XapaKTEPUCTUK [JAHHOU MCCJIENOBATENBCKOM Mporpammbl. Tak
4TO OYEPYMBAHUE KOHTYPOB COBPEMEHHON KPUTUYECKOIl TEOPUU —
9TO 3a[a4a, aJpeCOBAHHASI HAMU B KOHEYHOM CYETE HAM JKE CAMUM»
(Oypc 2001: 94-95).

HecmoTps Ha TO, uTo KoHUenuuu Pypca 6p111 cHOpMyIUPOBAHbL
6osiee OByX AeCSATUIIETUI Ha3al, OHU MPOJOJIKAIOT CIY>XUTh OCHOBOM
IJIs1 KPUTUYECKON pedIeKCUM U aHaIu3a TEeKYUIUX BbI30BOB, C KOTO-
PBIMU CTaJIKUBAIOTCS besapych 1 BeCh peruoH. Y4aCcTHUKY KOHbepeH-
I[MY ¥ aBTOPBI HOMepa MPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAJH, Kak ugenu dypca moryr
OBbITH aalITUPOBAHBI K HOBBIM YCJIOBUSIM, BKJIIOYas BAUsIHUE LUPPO-
BBIX TEXHOJIOTMH U aKTyaJslbHbIE COLMaJibHble TpaHcdopManuu. DTO
CBUJIETEJILCTBYET O TOM, YTO KPUTHUYECKAsl TEOPHs, KaK ee TIOHNMaJl
dypc, He SBASIETCS] CTAaTUYHON (M 3TO JEMOHCTPUPYET CaAMO €ro UH-
TeJJIEKTyaJIbHOE HacJeue B LIeJIOM), @ TPEOYeT OCTOSIHHOTO OOHOB-
JIEHUS B OTBET Ha HOBBIE BBI3OBBI.
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From Classical to Non-Classical Models of Rationality
in the Late Soviet Period

After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, there was a noticeable in-
crease in the focus on critical theory, particularly with regard to de-
bates about classical and non-classical ideals of rationality. In order
to understand Fours’s contemporary perspective on events in the
post-Soviet Union, and to formulate a problem and pose a question, it
is important to avoid oversimplifying philosophy in the late Soviet pe-
riod. Instead, the most prominent and incisive representatives of this
philosophy should be discussed. Among the many authors mentioned
by Fours, I would like to single out two: Merab Mamardashvili and Na-
taliya Avtonomova.

But first, the Soviet Marxist perspective on classical forms of ra-
tionality must be mentioned. Historically idealist (Hegel and Hegelians)
or materialist (Marxist historical materialism) spheres of rationality
were discussed by analogy with the development of political classes,
the state and relations of production. For example, it was common to
distinguish between the rationality of antiquity, the Middle Ages, the
New Ages, etc., or the rationality and characteristics of slave, feudal,
bourgeois and socialist relations. But this was a linear interpretation
of rationality, even if we are talking about a spiral model. It was called
the classical theory of the development of rationality, which denied the
possibility of multiple alternatives or independent branches or curves
of development.

Prior to 1987, the mainstream perspective within the departments
of historical materialism was that the plurality of rationalities was
characterised by a specific Marxist conception. This conception was
predicated on the premise that a distinct rationality typified the re-
lations of production of historical formations. The conceptual under-
pinnings of this perspective can be traced back to the Young Hegeli-
an debates and the early philosophical and economic manuscripts of
Marx. Marx’s philosophy does not advocate solipsism; rather, it em-
phasizes the influence of social relations on the mode of production,
productive relations, and consequently subjective thought. The mind is
understood as a reflection and expression of the comprehensive, int-
ricate web of socio-economic contradictions and class interests. The
classical conception of rationality was interpreted through the len-
ses of Marxism and was associated with scientific and technical prog-
ress. In Western countries, the revision of the concept of rationality in
the philosophy of science began before the Second World War due to
the challenges posed by psychoanalysis and phenomenology. Howe-
ver, in Soviet Union this philosophical turn was prohibited until 1953,
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the time of Stalin’s death. Later Soviet Marxist discussion was influ-
enced by post-positivism, represented by T. Kuhn, I. Lakatos, S. Toul-
min, J. Agassi, M. Wartofsky, P. Feyerabend, and others.

Non-classical social ontology is predicated on the assumption that
sociality is a second nature, created by human beings themselves, by
communities in their history (Adorno & Horkheimer 1973). The onto-
logical foundation upon which all cultural and civilizational masonry
is built is the activity of social subjects (Horkheimer & Adorno 1987).
This ontological basis is inherently distinct from the physical and bio-
logical order, and consequently from physical and biological ontology,
despite the interconnected nature of these domains. The distinction
between social and cultural ontology is pivotal to the argument that
the social world is determined, liberated and emancipated, depending
on the actions of human beings themselves (Adorno and Horkheimer
1947; Adorno 1966). Consequently, the identification of social catego-
ries, both constructive and destructive, becomes an important task of
social criticism.

A fundamental difference exists between Soviet Marxist social on-
tology, which can be simplified to physical, biological and production
determinism, and critical theory. The latter speaks of a much greater
complexity of ontological action, extending the determinants of ima-
gination, social function, subjective will and other determinants, and
showing a greater diversity of the world. The field of social ontology
is inextricably linked to the dynamics of political power and economic
interests, which serve as crucial factors in its conceptual framework.
The social epistemology of critical theory is an area of study that fo-
cuses on the functional and dysfunctional aspects of diverse social
practices. These practices aim to create, communicate, evaluate and
preserve knowledge within various societal contexts. Soviet Marxist
epistemology, a one-sided ideological constructivism and theory of
knowledge, was subordinated to the goals of Soviet human education.
Critical theory, as exemplified by Foucault (Foucault 1972), emphasises
critical reflection on the social functions and dysfunctions, the powers
and interests that influence our knowledge. This critical reflection
does not aim to create an ideological man, but rather to unleash his
social and creative capacities so that he can build worlds of diversity
and solidarity.

The issues concerning social epistemology and ontology have been
addressed by a range of theories of rationality. Indeed, even prior to
the period of Perestroika, Ernst Cassirer’s theory of symbolic forms
of thought was translated and commented on by Karen Svasjan (Svas-
jan 1980), who directly or indirectly opposed the prevailing dialectical
logic of the time (Ilyenkov 1977). Consequently, a non-classical axiology
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emerged and was subsequently reformulated, signifying a theory of
values thatincreasingly de-emphasised the postulates of Marxist ethics
and sought to define other ethical assumptions, including the ethics of
discourse. Merab Mamardashvili’s book “Classical and Non-Classical
Ideals of Rationality” (Mamardashvili 1984) was published in the con-
text of these debates, although the author had been working on it for
at least a few years prior to that. The book was written during the late
days of the General Secretary of the Communist Party of the USSR,
Leonid Brezhneyv, a period of profound social and political stagnation.
During this period, formal tributes to Marxism-Leninism were limited
to a few non-committal quotations from the Marxist classics, which
permitted a neutral analysis of Western philosophy and the raising of
topical scientific questions. Mamardashvili (2023) explores the notion
of observation in two distinct fields of enquiry: quantum physics and
psychoanalysis. In both domains, the act of observation is inextricably
linked to the observer’s engagement in an objective process.

The paradoxical nature of non-classical rationality becomes ap-
parent when considering consciousness itself, or the Cartesian co-
gito. Self-observing thought is not neutral and objective to itself but
hope to be objective and neutral. Moreover, participatory observation
is not only subjective but intersubjective, depending on the histori-
cal development of society and contemporary relations. Consequently,
Mamardashvili (2014) posits the question of multidimensionality of the
phenomenon of consciousness. The resolution to this paradox neces-
sitates an examination of the mechanisms of language through which
the observation of rationality can be effective. Consequently, there is
a requirement to study the philosophy of language and other means
of rationality, including myth and poetry. In this work, Mamardashvi-
li remained within the domain of classical Marxist and post-Kantian
philosophy, and did not address contemporary Western theories of
rationality.

In 1977, Natalija Avtonomova translated and edited M. Foucault’s
book. In 1988, she published her own book, entitled ‘The Intellect. Rea-
son. Rationality’. In this book, she continued Mamardashvili’s reflec-
tions in a very different way in relation to Foucault’s epistemologies.
She interpreted the ideas of the Marxist and new epistemological hori-
zon as presented by A. Roger and P. Langevin of the Union Rationaliste
and their journal “Cahiers Rationalistes”; the neo-realists G. Bachelard
and F. Gonseth and their journal “Dialectica”; the French structura-
lists C. Lévi-Strauss and J. Derrida; the philosophers of the Frankfurt
School — T.-W. Adorno, M. Horkheimer, J. Habermas; the phenome-
nologists-existentialists G. Gadamer and P. Ricoeur. Similar, but more
Marxist ideas were presented by I. T. Kasavin and Z. A. Sokuler in 1989:
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“The ongoing debate has not only failed to clarify and clarify the
concept of rationality, but, on the contrary, has led to a complete
lack of definition of both the concept itself and the grounds for its
explanation...” (Kasavin, Sokuler 1989: 192)

They proposed that, in the New Ages, the researchers may have
operated under the assumption that they possessed a similar compre-
hension of the concept of rationality — both in terms of its meaning
and significance. However, as the debate progressed, it became evi-
dent that this assumption was not supported by enough evidence. This
was due to the intensive development of related fields such as socio-
logy, ethnology, cultural studies and other sciences, as well as the gro-
wing artistic and social involvement of society. Consequently, classical
rationalist philosophy was found to be inadequate in providing a satis-
factory explanation for the processes that were underway.

The fundamental question that emerged during the discourse on
the multiplicity of rationalities pertained to the selection of well-rea-
soned alternatives and the form that scientific communication should
assume in order to facilitate rational judgment. These inquiries were
articulated within a liberating socio-political milieu, in Perestroika.
During this period, philosophers were preoccupied with the challen-
ges of modernization, while seemingly neglecting the dissolution of
the Soviet Union (which occurred in 1991), the emergence of new con-
flicts in post-Soviet regions, the rise of new dictatorships, and even
the persecution of philosophers.

Fours: From Theory of Rationalities
to the Critical Theory

Fours initiated his philosophical inquiry by pursuing the ongoing dis-
course surrounding Mamardashvili, Avtonomova, and the Western
philosophers who provided commentary on these figures. A signifi-
cant number of the aforementioned issues were addressed in his early
article, entitled “On the Problem of Rationality of Philosophical Know-
ledge” (Fours 1988).

In this article, he presented the dialectical ideal of classical ra-
tionality, with reference to the classic works of late Soviet Marxism
(see T. Oizerman, I. Avtonomova, A. Bogomolov, I. Alekseev). Fours dis-
cussed two problems: firstly, the inconsistencies between “the ideal of
rationality and real philosophical knowledge”, and secondly, the diffe-
rences between rationality and consciousness. It is important to note
that consciousness characterises individual actions, while rationality
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characterises public, socio-historical processes. In order to compre-
hend the authentic historical progression of objective rationality, it is
necessary to recognise the interconnection between ontological and
gnoseological theories of reality. In this discourse, Fours delves into
G. Berkeley’s theses and offers an interpretation of classical works
pertinent to the subject.

Soviet philosophy posited the notion that scientific and technical
progress should be explicitly linked to the development of productive
social relations. This task provides a rationale for the growing popu-
larity of Jiirgen Habermas’s theory of communicative action, as his phi-
losophy was directly oriented in a similar direction: to explain the ways
of modernization, social relations and communication, and the role of
philosophy in modernization. In his theory, Habermas distinguished
between two forms of communication: the first, known as ‘closed, spe-
cialised communication’, and the second, designated as ‘open commu-
nication’ The latter was the subject of extensive discussion and pro-
motion, and was regarded as an unfinished project. It was based on
broad communication, which was deemed to be suitable for discussion
and further development in the social sciences. Consequently, scholars
such as Fours and a nascent generation of philosophers of rationality
began to study Habermas, and, by extension, critical theory in general.
Subsequently, in 1989, he expanded upon this considerations by del-
ving into the intricate relationship between myth, philosophy, and the
conceptual framework of philosophical knowledge (Fours 1989).

In the aftermath of the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Fours em-
barked on a period of contemplation concerning non-classical know-
ledge and its concomitant rationality, adopting a perspective analo-
gous to that of Avtonomova. This intellectual foray commenced with
an examination of Foucault’s analysis of the archaeology of knowledge
and his critique of social ontology and epistemology. The crux of Fours’
inquiry revolved around the paradoxical relationship between the re-
pository of knowledge and authentic discourse, and it was arguably
discursive analysis, in conjunction with a critique of rationalities, that
guided his transition to the study of critical theory, particularly that
of Habermas. In the aftermath of the dissolution of the Soviet Union,
a period of social and cultural transformation ensued, necessitating
a novel approach to open philosophy. It became evident that the pro-
liferation of alternatives, both in number and quality, could no longer
be adequately explained by classical rationality alone. This approach
proved incapable of providing a comprehensive explanation or even led
to the distortion of underlying processes.

In the aftermath of 1993, the theme of crisis and plurality of
rationalities emerged as a pivotal philosophical concept within
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the Russian-speaking post-Soviet sphere, thereby engendering an
imperative for critical theory. The philosophical study of science has
been distinguished from the philosophical study of the humanities
by a series of questions, firstly those of classical and non-classical
theories of rationality, then those of humanitarian knowledge, and
finally those of the theory of argumentation in the social sciences
and the ethics of discourse. In analysing the problems of rationality
in social philosophy, Fours turns to Habermas’s communicative ra-
tionality.

The turn was influenced by the social needs of the post-perestroi-
ka society and accepted the new reality of the role of symbolic power,
the falsification of democratic values in Belarus and Russia in the mid-
1990s, and the problem of rationality in a situation of absurdity. In the
article “Communicative Rationality and Social Modernization” (Fours
2012b), the author emphasises that, in his opinion, the philosophical
solution to this problem is a “communicative-pragmatic transforma-
tion of rationality” and a “praxeological” application of the new model
of communicative rationality. Praxeology is predicated on a discursive
ethics that elucidates the terms and norms of the consensus or social
contract. The proponents of this theory posited that the absurdity of
the new discursive reality could be surmounted by an ethical and com-
municative rationality and the practice of consensus. Fours inquired as
to the possibility of integrating public philosophical thought into the
practice of consensus-building and stressed the problem of political
relations between different modes of rationality. It is evident that cer-
tain social groups have adopted a favourable stance towards the new
modernity and the Western concept of horizontal self-organization.
Conversely, other groups have demonstrated a preference for the hi-
erarchical, profoundly mythologised political regime of Lukashenko.
Consequently, political practice has encroached upon the domain of
philosophical reasoning.

The concept of social relations implies that we are talking about
a communicative act, and the concept of class consciousness can be
conceptualised (operationalised) through the concepts of communica-
tive action and the established, communicative mind. Fours turns to
Habermas’s discussion with Karl Otto Apel on Kant’s transcendental
philosophy. The basis of social relations and communicative reason
is transcendental schemes of understanding, or, as Kant puts it, the
capacity for transcendental apperception. The question that arises is
the origin of these transcendental schemata and their relationship to
our capacity for speech. Moreover, the transcendental mind does not
presuppose ruptures, whereas post-Hegelian philosophy increasingly
speaks of the radicality and importance of revolutionary ruptures, of
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negation and the possibility of withdrawal and the formation of a new
imagination shaped by them.

On Communicative Acts
and Their Pathologies

The plurality of communicative social acts, and their historical deve-
lopment, presupposes a plurality of transcendental schemes or discur-
sive practices, yet this does not imply that they are all equal in terms of
scientific justification, even in the context of the social sciences. This
is the problem of scientific universality, which is evident in the fact
that certain narratives and communicative acts exhibit pathological
characteristics, while others, though yet to be recognised, can faci-
litate modernization. The crux of the issue lies in the need to discern
the pathological relationships in appropriate contexts and to recog-
nize the challenges posed by modernization, particularly in the con-
text of political matters. This predicament gives rise to the critical-po-
litical examination of scientific norms, their hegemonic character and
application.

Fours was a philosopher-polemist, and each of his texts deals with
intractable, paradoxical problems. He distinguishes between rational
and communicative possibilities and defines public absurdity as the
impossibility of understanding the social and communicative patho-
logies of modernity. In doing so, he draws on critical theories such as
those proposed by Habermas and Axel Honneth, as well as on polemics
with the psychoanalytic strand of critical theory. In his late period of
activity, he focuses on two thinkers, Cornelius Castoriadis and Slavoj
Zizek, who have been important in explaining and extending the prob-
lem of pathological public discourses, in discovering mass traumas and
forbidden topics, and even changed memory. The psychoanalytic ap-
proach is notable for its emphasis on critical theory, acknowledging
the role of Western Marxism, post-Kantian analysis, Weberian socio-
logy and Freudian psychoanalysis as the foundational sources and
subjects of the theory. Critical theory has historically evolved as an
interdisciplinary social and political critique, with a pronounced focus
on philosophical perspectives.

The pathologies of communicative action can be categorised into
two distinct types: visible and invisible. Visible pathologies are char-
acterised by the presence of authoritarian judgments, a lack of dia-
logue and tolerance, closed and aggressive mythological discourse,
in the instrumentalization of the value of people, manipulative emp-
tiness of philosophical abstractions. Invisible pathologies, in turn,
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are characterised by symptoms, including, but not limited to, publicly
condemned and repressed memories of traumas of forbidden behav-
ior, such as slavery, fundamental religious or totalitarian ideological
beliefs, and the crimes of parents, many of which cause anxiety. A sali-
ent pathological symptom is the disability of social philosophy to ana-
lyse and criticize current anti-democratic events. Fours’ study focuses
on the interpretation of Marcuse’s analysis of K. Marx’s early work,
“The Poverty of Philosophy: Answer to the Philosophy of Poverty by M.
Proudhon” (1847). In this work, Marx critiques the metaphasic method,
which deviates from the prevailing economic and social structures by
prioritising the imaginary logic of ideas over the logic of material real-
ity. The concept of ‘poverty of philosophy’ demonstrates not inclusion
in the process of Verdinglichung, which is defined as the transforma-
tion into the real product, or reification.

Marcuse (1964) has argued that capitalism seeks to reduce political
ideas and protests to a narrow instrumentality, thereby destroying the
political character of protest and the actual content of concepts. He
considers the importance of both philosophical features: to be actual
or hegemonic at the level of ideas and ideologies, and to become em-
bodied — material or productive practice. A similar argument was ad-
vanced by A. Gramsci (1971), who interpreted reality as the hegemony
of state apparatuses and proposed that ideology could be expressed
through such hegemony. Notably, the Soviets, during the Stalinist pe-
riod in particular, developed hegemonic philosophical conceptions
characterised by hyper-aggressive judgement on class struggling,
conspiracy and inner enemies.

Marcuse’s (1964) argument that capitalism poisons the political ho-
rizon and instrumentalizes people’s thinking is applicable to the Soviet
and post-Soviet authoritarian type of manipulation. Philosophy, on the
other hand, opens non-existent horizons, invites people to a non-exis-
tent struggle, forces them to think about non-existent political or so-
cial problems, falsifies them and thus removes the desire to participate
in a political struggle. Consequently, contemporary social and political
movements need to develop a new critical apparatus and conceptu-
al framework that is both contemporary and comprehensive. Fours
discusses the pathologies (MazZeikis 2020) of social sciences in Russia
in his article ‘The Poverty of Social Philosophy’ (Fours 2009). Now we
can call this period ‘soft Putinism’ in comparison with the growth of
repression by the state apparatus from 2022. The title of Fur’s arti-
cle imitates K. Marx’s “The Poverty of Philosophy” and discusses the,
I would say, irresponsible philosophical bubbles of this period.

He notes that the poverty of social philosophy depends on the
behavior of the philosophical faculties and departments of the
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universities, which responded both to political needs and to imagined
novelties, which became simply a language game without the social
need for implementation or the practice of critique. For example, he
interprets the book by V. Fedotova (Institute of Philosophy, Russian
Academy of Sciences) “A Good Society” (Fedotova 2005) as follows:

“Valentina Gavrilovna works with theoretical ‘elephantism’ (‘moderni-
zation', ‘megatrends’, ‘civilization/types of development’) that are ana-
lytically elaborated along the lines of the archetypes of ‘the West’ and
‘Russia’ — purely mythological-ideological, not scientific or philoso-
phical categories. For example, when Fedotova writes that ‘Russia’s
tasks are interpreted as two-sided: entering the global economy and
solving domestic problems through a new type of modernization that
does not have a catch-up character’, what is actually meant by ‘Rus-
sia’? The state? The population? A country? What is the ‘ontological
status’ of this ‘macro-subject’ to which the empirical ‘T and ‘we’ are
mystically linked?” (Fours 2012a: 40)

The term “elephantism” (cmonusm), as interpreted by Fours, is
a metaphor for empty philosophical gigantomania or imitation of the
importance and concern for human beings. Elephantism means ope-
rating with very broad concepts without proper justification, without
the necessary operationalization and empirical confirmation. Empty
concepts such as globalization, the West, the Russian people, the men-
tality of the people easily change their content, allow all kinds of pa-
ralogisms, i.e. are replaced by other concepts such as humanity, world
spirit, world mind, global neoliberalism. The empty gigantomania is
a philosophical disease of the discourse that gives the impression of
being scientific and serves as a pseudo-justification for other broad
judgements, thus creating false inferences and allowing mythological,
religious and metaphysical narratives to transform philosophy into
a state ideology.

Fours points to the non-inclusion of Russian social philosophy
in current Western discussions and issues. This tendency began to
emerge in the early 1990s. For example, according to Fours, instead
of working with critical theory, pragmatism or analytic philosophy,
the so-called ‘amateur’ social philosophy of K. Pigrov of St. Petersburg
State University emerged. Fours explains: ‘Between 1991 and 1998, Pig-
rov published a manuscript journal of St Petersburg philosophers, in
which he ‘willingly published amateur philosophers with the craziest
ideas, as long as they were original’ (Fours 2012a: 42). This is an examp-
le of an irresponsible social philosophy that seeks ideological invita-
tion and institutional recognition as a form of philosophical existence.
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From the other side, state apparatuses are also interested in ‘univer-
sity philosophy™:

“The excessive state ‘care’ for university philosophy, manifested not
only in its ‘institutionalised excessiveness’ but also in its bureaucratic
codification, seems to be the main generator of the simulacrum of phi-
losophy as an academic discipline.” (Fours 2012a: 31)

The result was full recognition of the authoritarian and later to-
talitarian regime of the Putin clan with its ultra-conservative Eurasian
nationalist ideology.

Today I would add that there is a gradual turn to a militant social
mythology of the One (das Eine, Edunoe), the culmination of which can
be seen in the philosophy of A. Dugin and the large company associated
with him. They speak of religious, global and national myths and try to
translate these ideas into political and repressive practices. In other
words, they want to become part of the state apparatus. All this is less
visible in Belarus, where “state” philosophers prefer “elephantism” and
the poverty of philosophy as a less responsible and more invisible be-
havior. I'm not talking about independent Belarusian philosophers like
V. Mackievi¢, T. Shchyttsova, A. Ousmanova, O. Shparaga and others
who are in prison (Mackievi¢) or in emigration. I think that the concept
of poverty or “banality of evil” (H. Arendt) successfully characterises
the conformism of Belarusian “state” philosophers, but not hegemo-
nic, aggressive narratives. It is not a question of “banality”, but rather
a question of “absolute evil” (Podoroga 2017) or “spiritual villainy”
(Mazeikis 2018) of separate thinkers.

The Clash of the Social Philosophers

Among Pigrov’s followers is his favoured disciple and collaborator,
A. Sekatsky (Pigrov, Sekatsky 2017), who established the “St Petersburg
Fundamentalists” — a literary and philosophical movement (Sekatsky
2016). Sekatsky, like his later partner and rival Dugin and their circle of
associates, talks about the importance of empire-building in an age of
diversity, fluidity and uncertainty, and sees Putin’s role in it:

“In any event, the subjects of a potential social contract emerged al-
most concurrently with Putin’s rise to power. It is precisely at this
juncture that the ‘restoration of the state’ is underway, and it is for
this reason that it is so important to clarify the nature of the problem.”
(Sekatsky 2016a).
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The publication of an open letter to Putin by St. Petersburg fun-
damentalists, inviting him to rebuild an empire, is indicative of a stra-
tegic realignment in their ideological orientation. This development is
characterised by a recognition of the prevailing geopolitical landscape
as one that is in a state of rapid flux, and the open letter serves as
a clarion call for the re-establishment of a ideal of global dominance.
This strategic realignment follows a period of collaboration with simi-
lar movements in Moscow, including Dugin’s circle, that commenced in
2014, in the wake of the Crimean occupation and the Donbass conflict
with Ukraine. St. Petersburg fundamentalists philosophical movement
has revived and updated the Russian diaspora philosopher I. Ilyin,
who laid the philosophical foundations of Russian fascism before the
Second World War (Krusanov, Sekatsky 2016c). Putin has repeatedly
quoted this philosopher and declared that he follows his ideas (Krusa-
nov, Sekatsky 2016c¢).

A comparison of the social philosophers Fours and Sekatsky is both
interesting and worthwhile. Sekatsky is an advocate of a return to the
neo-imperial Russian tradition, claiming that the traumatic rupture
is characteristic of contemporary post-structuralist Western philo-
sophy, which he contends has lost its roots (Sekatsky, 2020). Sekatsky
identifies national and even proletarian-origin philosophy as authentic
and not born of trauma and pathology (Sekatsky, 2019). His position
merits attention for its attempt to synthesise the Soviet and Russian
imperial heritage, diverging from Dugin’s emphasis on Russian global
and civilizational power and mission, while both advocating a return to
the neo-imperial Russian tradition. Sekatsky’s position exhibits a par-
tial alignment with Soviet Marxism, incorporating post-structural ele-
ments. In contrast, Fours exhibits a shift from a purely Habermasian
position to a synthesis of Castoriadis’ and Mouffe’s ideas, distancing
himself from nostalgic class theory, imperial aspirations and strongly
criticising authoritarian power and totalitarian sentiments.

So, Critical theory poses the following question: what is the signi-
ficance of the mythologization of human communication, particularly
the political mythologization of philosophy? The mythologization and
ideologization of philosophy represents not merely a shift in language
through the introduction of novel images and metaphors, encom-
passing empty concepts and elephantism, but also the articulation of
concrete political conclusions and calls to action. For instance, con-
temporary “Z"-philosophers, including the fundamentalists previously
referenced, advocate for the right to engage in warfare, drawing upon
the philosophies of former Soviet, and indeed Stalinist, scholars who
recognised the importance of class struggle within the context of
philosophy. Similar radical concepts is further expanded upon in the
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contemporary context of imperial struggles within the realms of the
social sciences and humanities. J. Sineokaya’s (2024) comprehensive
list of “Z-philosophers includes the following individuals: “A. Dugin,
V. Varava, A. Sekatsky, F. Girenok, I. Evlampiev, N. Syundyukov, N. Aru-
tyunov and others.

Philosophical Responsibility
for Modernity

Fours examines Habermas’ “critique of rational ideals of modernity”
through the lens of contemporary alternatives and responsibilities.
The concept of socially responsible presence, as discussed, differs
from that of modernity. The persistence of traditional social structures
or creation of new ones do not necessarily align with the principles of
classical ideals of rationality and corresponded modernity. Modernity,
therefore, can be understood as primarily an institutional and scien-
tific undertaking that requires the utilization of power. It is not a natu-
ral phenomenon, but rather exhibits a contradictory relationship with
history, employing and negating it. The concept of modernity and the
present are not strongly interconnected, this is why by the scientific,
ideological and other projects of the state seek to penetrate and trans-
form the present. Modernity and the present are thus constituted of
both visible social and technical elements and invisible — psychic —
elements and forces:

“The ‘Project of Modernity’ is characterised by inherent contradic-
tions and the emergence of pathologies, representing the negative
consequences of the progressive rationalization of human life.” (Fours
2012a: 210)

The identification of the inherent contradictions and pathologies
within contemporary projects, particularly those of an ideological and
authoritarian nature, establishes the objectives of critical theory. On
the one hand, social philosophy has the capacity to expose and illus-
trate the detrimental nature of specific elements of a project. On the
other hand, theory is capable of formulating alternatives, establishing
ethical discourses for solutions, and mediating these solutions through
philosophical means (MazZeikis 2024).

Fours’s work explores the discursive ethics of critical theory by of-
fering an interpretation of the proposals put forward by Apel, Haber-
mas and Honneth. Apel’s approach emphasises immutable values and
a strict deontology, expressed and developed through transcendental
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analysis. In contrast, Habermas’s position is rooted in a communica-
tive ethics of discourse, underpinned by the history and social con-
tract of modernity. Specifically, Apel's conception of the value of the
category of happiness as constant is contrasted with Habermas’s em-
phasis on the historical character of the content of understanding,
and the meaning of the category. While Apel’s position is that of im-
mutable values, Habermas’s is that of a constantly evolving complex
of values based on rationally founded agreement. The debate thus far
has revealed that, while Apel’s position ensures the transcendental
unity of knowledge by guaranteeing the immutability of the founda-
tions, there is a risk that the very foundation of the categorical impe-
rative may, in fact, encourage religious or other forms of authoritarian
power.

In this discussion, Fours adopts a radical approach by draw-
ing on Castoriadis’s psychoanalytic “dynamics of social imagination”
(Fours 2012a: 380), on ZiZek’s Lacanian dialectics (Fours 2012a: 87) of
the symbolical and the Real, and on Chantal Mouffe’s social agonism
(Ibid). These elements emphasise the role of contradictory between
imagination and social structures, unconscious prohibitions of some
discourses, antagonism and agonism in the thinking of modernity and
moral and legal agreements. According to Fours, who interpreted the
Habermasian project of modernity, the radicalization of the rational
communicative position engenders the new model of responsible phi-
losophy that can be applied to the thinking of Belarusian modernity.
He considers this radicalization in the context of ZiZek's comments on
Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe’s publication Hegemony and So-
cialist Strategy. In this work, ZiZek contends that Laclau and Mouffe’s
project is often perceived as a theoretical undertaking, but in reali-
ty, it transposes the fundamental tenets of poststructuralism to the
practical political domain. The project encompasses the absence of
the transcendentally signified, criticises the construction of ‘reality’
within discourse, and presents the notion of self-identity (including
the identity of social subjects) as a consequence of the dynamic in-
terplay of social and political differences, as a practical clashes. Fours
argues:

“However, such an interpretation fails to acknowledge a crucial el-
ement that distinguishes this novel endeavour. The book’s true me-
rits lie in its conceptualization of ‘social antagonism’. According to
Zizek, reality cannot be reduced to ‘language games’; instead, the so-
cial-symbolic field is understood as structured around a particular
traumatic impossibility [TpaBMaTH4eckoil HEBO3MOXHOCTH], a rupture
that remains unrepresentable.” (Fours 2012b: 87).
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The conscious and unconscious practical, non-discursive con-
flicts are characterised by what has been termed ‘historical and pres-
ent ruptures’ and ‘traumatic impossibilities’. Fours’ approach to cri-
tical theory diverges from the methodologies employed by Apel and
Habermas, instead drawing upon the influence of Castoriadis, Laclau,
Mouffe, and Zizek. He engages with the contemporary notion of the
traumatic, non-discursive rupture of divergent social rationalities
around which discourse, and its ethics, are constructed. The focal
point of his research endeavours lies in the meticulous unpacking of
the fractures identified and the lacunae in critical reflexivity observed
in contemporary society. The three main fractures of rationality that
are identified are as follows: firstly, the transformation of the Soviet
project; secondly, the concealment and exposure of Stalinist crimes;
and thirdly, the revival of Soviet hopes and fears in Lukashenko’s Be-
larus. Contemporary ruptures of social-political reflexivity may also
be observed in the context of pre-revolutionary imperial thinking and
victorious Bolshevik thinking, and between contemporary neo-impe-
rial thinking in Russia and critical postcolonial thought. Evidence of
this phenomenon can be found in contemporary Ukraine, or among
supporters of the independence movement in Belarus.

The theory of Castoriadis occupies a distinctive position within
the philosophical framework of Fours, offering insights into the signi-
ficance of the concept of nothingness in the context of social imag-
ination: inspiring, destructive, anxiety-inducing. Conversely, Zizek’s
conceptualization of the notion of the gap as a dual prohibition sig-
nifies the concealed nature of the presence, constrained not only by
limitations but also obscured by moral, religious or biological anxie-
ties, and the inherent impossibility of verbal articulation. Conversely,
Castoriadis conceptualizes nothingness as a game for the imagina-
tion, as the origin of the unconditioned human and it is other than
trauma and different than deliberative consent. The emancipation of
the unconditioned imagination is identified as the objective of crea-
tive modernization of society and humankind. It is proposed that this
notion of creative modernization should be endorsed, irrespective of
its foundation.

References

Adorno, T., Horkheimer, M. (1947). Dialektik der Aufkldrung. Amsterdam: Que-
rido.

Adorno, T. (1966). Negative Dialektik. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp;

Foucault, M. (1972). The Archaeology of Knowledge. Transl. A. Sheridan. New
York: Harper and Row.

42 | GINTAUTAS MAZEIKIS



Fours V. (1988). O probleme racionalnosti filosofskogo znania. Filosofiya
inauchnyi kommunizm, Nr. 15. Minsk: 33-37. — In Russ.

[®ypc, B. (1988). O mpobieme panroHanbHOCTU PUI0COPCKOro 3HAHUSL.
dunocodpus u HayuHsiil KommyHusm, Nr. 15. MuHck: 33-37.]

Fours, V. (1989). Problema strukturnoj organizacii filosofskogo znaniya. Vestnik
BGU. Seriya 3 N1, Minsk 1989: 15-21. — In Russ.

[@ypc, B. (1989). [Ipobaema CTPYKTYpPHOI opraHusauuu Gpuaocodckoro
3HaHus". Becmuuk BI'Y. Cepus 3. N 1, Munck 1989: 15-21.]

Fours, V. (2009). Nishcheta socialnoj filosofii. Rosijskaya socialnaya filosofiya
segodnya. Russkij zhurnal. — In Russ.

[®ypc, B. (2009). Humera conuanpHoOi punocodpuu. Poccuiickasa conu-
anpHas punocodus ceronHs. Pycckull aypHan: 3JIeKTPOH. U3,

Fours, V. (2012a). Sochineniya. Tom I. Vilnius: Evropejskij Gumanitarnyj Univer-
sitet. — In Russ.

[Dypc, B. (2012a). Couunenus. Tom L. BunbHioc: EBponeiickuii 'ymaHuTtap-
HbI YHUBEPCUTET.]

Fours, V. (2012b). Sochineniya. Tom II. Vilnius: Evropejskij Gumanitarnyj Uni-
versitet. — In Russ.

[Dypc, B. (2012b). Couunenua. Tom II, BunbHioc: EBponeiickuii 'ymanuTap-
HBI YHUBEPCUTET.]

Fedotova, V. (2005). Horoshee obshchestvo. Moskva: Progress-tradiciya. — In
Russ.

[@enoToBa, B. (2005). Xopowee o6wecmeo. Mocksa: [Iporpecc-Tpagunusi.]

Ilyenkov, E. (1977). Dialectical Logic. Moscow: Progress Publishers.

Kasavin, I., Sokuler, Z. (1989). Racional nost’ v poznanii i praktike. Moskva:
Nauka. — In Russ.

[KacaBuH, Y., Cokyzep, 3. (1989). PauuoHanibHocms 86 NO3HAHUU U NPakmu-
Ke. Mocksa: Hayka ]

Krusanov, P., Sekatsky, A. (2016). Otkrytoe pismo Prezidentu Rossijskoj Feder-
acii gospodinu V. V. Putinu. — In Russ.

[KpycaHnos, II. B., Hocos, C. A., PexmaH, B. O., Cexaukuii, A. K., Ctoros,
Y. 10. (2016). OtkpeiToe nuceMo IlpesupeHTy Poccuiickoit Oenepaunu
rocnoguuy B. B. [lytuny. http://www.kultpro.ru/item_33/#1.

Mamardashvili, M. (1984). Klassicheskij i neklassicheskij idealy racional nosci.
Thilisi: Mecniereba. — In Russ.

[Mamappamsuay, M. (1984). Knaccuueckull u Hekaaccuueckull uoeanvl
payuoraavrocmu. Tounucu: Meunuepeba.)

Marcuse, H. (1964). One Dimensional Man. Massachusetts: Beacon Press.

MaZeikis, G. (2018). Dvasios niekSybé: moralinés vaizduotés tyrimai. Kaunas:
Vytauto DidZiojo universiteto leidykla, 2018.

Mazeikis, G. (2020). Fours i patologii “perehoda” postsovetckogo moderna. To-
pos: Journal for philosophy and cultural studies, 2020, No. 2: 11-33. — In
Russ.

[Masxkeiikuc, I. (2020). ®ypc u marosoruu “nepexopa’ MOCTCOBETCKOTO
MogzepHa. In: Topos: Punocodcko-KyabTyposorudeckuil xxypuai, 2020,
No. 2:11-33 ]

Mazeikis, G. (2024). Philosophical Mediation in Cultural Diplomacy, Eidos.
A Journal for Philosophy of Culture, Nr. 8.

Pigrov K., Sekatsky, A. (2017). Bytie i vozrast. Sankt-Peterburg: Aleteja. — In
Russ.

TOPOS Ne 1 (54), 2025 | 43


http://www.kultpro.ru/item_33/%231

[Murpos, K.; Cexaukuii, A. (2017). Buimue u so3pacm. CaHkT-IleTep6ypr:
Anereiis)]

Podoroga, V. (2017). Vremya posle. Osvencim i GULAG: myslit’ absolyutnoe zlo.
Moskva: Kairos. — In Russ.

[Tlogopora, B. (2017). Bpemsa nocae. Oceenuyum u I'VJIAI: mvcaume
abcoatomuoe 3.0. MockBa: Kairos.]

Sekatsky, A. (2016 a). Nezrimajya imperiya. — In Russ.

[Cexankuii, A. (2016). Hespumas wumnepus. https://web.archive.org/
web/20211027232923 /http: //www.kultpro.ru/item_33/.

Sekatsky, A. (2016b). Shans dlya imperii. — In Russ.

[Cexankuii, A. (2016b). Illanc gnsg umnepuu. https://web.archive.org/
web/20211027232923 /http://www.kultpro.ru/item_33/#13.

Sineokaja, J. (2024). ®unocod IOnus Cuneokas o z-dunocoduu, [lyruHe
Y TpecjeoBaHUM HE3aBHUCUMBIX ucciyenoBaresneil. RFI, 20/03/2024.
https://www.rfi.fr/ru/o6mectBo/20240320-punocod-onus-
CUHeOKasi-0-z-punsocoPpun-AyruHe-u-npecieJOBaHNN-HEe3aBUCUMBIX~
uccaenoBaTesien.

Svasjan, K. (1980). Problema simvola v sovremennoj filosofii (Kritika i analiz).
Erevan: Izdatelstvo AN ArmSSR. — In Russ.

[CBacksn, K. A. (1980). [Ipobrema cumeora 8 coepemeHnoti purocopuu
(Kpumuxka u ananus). EpeBan: Mzpareasctso AH ApmCCP]

44 | GINTAUTAS MAZEIKIS


https://web.archive.org/web/20211027232923/http://www.kultpro.ru/item_33/
https://web.archive.org/web/20211027232923/http://www.kultpro.ru/item_33/
https://web.archive.org/web/20211027232923/http://www.kultpro.ru/item_33/%2313
https://web.archive.org/web/20211027232923/http://www.kultpro.ru/item_33/%2313
https://www.rfi.fr/ru/%25D0%25BE%25D0%25B1%25D1%2589%25D0%25B5%25D1%2581%25D1%2582%25D0%25B2%25D0%25BE/20240320-%25D1%2584%25D0%25B8%25D0%25BB%25D0%25BE%25D1%2581%25D0%25BE%25D1%2584-%25D1%258E%25D0%25BB%25D0%25B8%25D1%258F-%25D1%2581%25D0%25B8%25D0%25BD%25D0%25B5%25D0%25BE%25D0%25BA%25D0%25B0%25D1%258F-%25D0%25BE-z-%25D1%2584%25D0%25B8%25D0%25BB%25D0%25BE%25D1%2581%25D0%25BE%25D1%2584%25D0%25B8%25D0%25B8-%25D0%25B4%25D1%2583%25D0%25B3%25D0%25B8%25D0%25BD%25D0%25B5-%25D0%25B8-%25D0%25BF%25D1%2580%25D0%25B5%25D1%2581%25D0%25BB%25D0%25B5%25D0%25B4%25D0%25BE%25D0%25B2%25D0%25B0%25D0%25BD%25D0%25B8%25D0%25B8-%25D0%25BD%25D0%25B5%25D0%25B7%25D0%25B0%25D0%25B2%25D0%25B8%25D1%2581%25D0%25B8%25D0%25BC%25D1%258B%25D1%2585-%25D0%25B8%25D1%2581%25D1%2581%25D0%25BB%25D0%25B5%25D0%25B4%25D0%25BE%25D0%25B2%25D0%25B0%25D1%2582%25D0%25B5%25D0%25BB%25D0%25B5%25D0%25B9
https://www.rfi.fr/ru/%25D0%25BE%25D0%25B1%25D1%2589%25D0%25B5%25D1%2581%25D1%2582%25D0%25B2%25D0%25BE/20240320-%25D1%2584%25D0%25B8%25D0%25BB%25D0%25BE%25D1%2581%25D0%25BE%25D1%2584-%25D1%258E%25D0%25BB%25D0%25B8%25D1%258F-%25D1%2581%25D0%25B8%25D0%25BD%25D0%25B5%25D0%25BE%25D0%25BA%25D0%25B0%25D1%258F-%25D0%25BE-z-%25D1%2584%25D0%25B8%25D0%25BB%25D0%25BE%25D1%2581%25D0%25BE%25D1%2584%25D0%25B8%25D0%25B8-%25D0%25B4%25D1%2583%25D0%25B3%25D0%25B8%25D0%25BD%25D0%25B5-%25D0%25B8-%25D0%25BF%25D1%2580%25D0%25B5%25D1%2581%25D0%25BB%25D0%25B5%25D0%25B4%25D0%25BE%25D0%25B2%25D0%25B0%25D0%25BD%25D0%25B8%25D0%25B8-%25D0%25BD%25D0%25B5%25D0%25B7%25D0%25B0%25D0%25B2%25D0%25B8%25D1%2581%25D0%25B8%25D0%25BC%25D1%258B%25D1%2585-%25D0%25B8%25D1%2581%25D1%2581%25D0%25BB%25D0%25B5%25D0%25B4%25D0%25BE%25D0%25B2%25D0%25B0%25D1%2582%25D0%25B5%25D0%25BB%25D0%25B5%25D0%25B9
https://www.rfi.fr/ru/%25D0%25BE%25D0%25B1%25D1%2589%25D0%25B5%25D1%2581%25D1%2582%25D0%25B2%25D0%25BE/20240320-%25D1%2584%25D0%25B8%25D0%25BB%25D0%25BE%25D1%2581%25D0%25BE%25D1%2584-%25D1%258E%25D0%25BB%25D0%25B8%25D1%258F-%25D1%2581%25D0%25B8%25D0%25BD%25D0%25B5%25D0%25BE%25D0%25BA%25D0%25B0%25D1%258F-%25D0%25BE-z-%25D1%2584%25D0%25B8%25D0%25BB%25D0%25BE%25D1%2581%25D0%25BE%25D1%2584%25D0%25B8%25D0%25B8-%25D0%25B4%25D1%2583%25D0%25B3%25D0%25B8%25D0%25BD%25D0%25B5-%25D0%25B8-%25D0%25BF%25D1%2580%25D0%25B5%25D1%2581%25D0%25BB%25D0%25B5%25D0%25B4%25D0%25BE%25D0%25B2%25D0%25B0%25D0%25BD%25D0%25B8%25D0%25B8-%25D0%25BD%25D0%25B5%25D0%25B7%25D0%25B0%25D0%25B2%25D0%25B8%25D1%2581%25D0%25B8%25D0%25BC%25D1%258B%25D1%2585-%25D0%25B8%25D1%2581%25D1%2581%25D0%25BB%25D0%25B5%25D0%25B4%25D0%25BE%25D0%25B2%25D0%25B0%25D1%2582%25D0%25B5%25D0%25BB%25D0%25B5%25D0%25B9

CRITICAL SOCIAL THEORY: HISTORY AND CONTEMPORARY
CONCEPTIONS / KPbITbIMHAA CALUbBIANIbHAA T3OPbLIA: TICTOPbIA
I CYYHACHbBIA KAHLU3MUbII

GENEALOGICAL CRITIQUE
OF SOCIAL PRACTICES: NIETZSCHE
AND FOUCAULT VERSUS HABERMAS

Arunas Mickevicius

DO https://doi.org /10.61095/815-0047-2025-1-45-65

© Artnas Mickevicius

Assoc. Professor, Vilnius University, Faculty of Philosophy, Institute

of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy of Science, Social and Political
Philosophy

Universiteto St. 9/1, LT-01513 Vilnius

E-mail: arunas.mickevicius@fsf.vu.lt

ORCID: https://orcid.org /0000-0002-0222-1590

Abstract: This article aims to elucidate Michel Foucault’s interpretive
engagement with key concepts in Friedrich Nietzsche’s philosophy, to
demonstrate their significance for the development of Foucault’s genea-
logical method, and to examine how, particularly in his polemic with Jtr-
gen Habermas, genealogy becomes a question of the legitimacy of cri-
tique — namely, how critical interrogation of social practices remains
possible. The central thesis is that Foucault’s genealogy, shaped through
a selective appropriation of Nietzschean insights and positioned as an al-
ternative to Habermas’s theory of communicative action, should not be
understood as a search for universally valid normative structures. Rather,
it constitutes a historically grounded framework for understanding sub-
jectivity and social practices, enabling us to think and act differently, and
thereby contributing to the ongoing task of freedom. The article argues
that Foucault, instrumentally relying on Nietzsche, developed genealogi-
cal hermeneutics as an interpretive practice that is oriented towards
a critical understanding of social practices permeated by mechanisms of
power. A key divergence from Nietzsche lies in Foucault’s de-psychologi-
zation of agency: whereas Nietzsche often grounds knowledge and mora-
lity in the subjective tactics of individuals, Foucault treats psychological
motivation as an effect of impersonal power strategies without strategists.
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The article further contends that the core disagreement between Fou-
cault and Habermas concerns the relation between power, truth, and sub-
jectivity. Foucault reverses the traditional dependency: rather than power
being conditioned by truth and the subject, it is truth and the subject that
are constituted through power. He critiques Habermas’s model of ideal
communication as ahistorical and utopian, arguing that no discourse is
free from power. Consequently, critique should not aim to abolish power,
but to engage it through legal norms, techniques of governance, and an
ethos that minimizes domination.

Keywords: hermeneutics, critical theory, social criticism, interpretation,
genealogy, will to power.

Methodological Approach

The aim of the paper is to explicate Michel Foucault’s interpretive en-
gagement with Friedrich Nietzsche’s fundamental concepts; second,
to demonstrate Nietzsche’s significance for the development of Fou-
cault’s genealogy; and third, to reveal how Foucault’s genealogical
research, in polemics with Jirgen Habermas, addresses the problem
of legitimizing the question: How is a genealogical critique of various
social practices possible? The article aims to substantiate the thesis
that Foucault’s genealogical approach, as an alternative to Habermas'’s
theory, offers a meaningful and measured framework that enables us
to understand who we are today, challenges us to think differently
than before, and urges us not to repeat past actions; in this way, Fou-
cault’s genealogical exploration of social practices fuels the ongoing
work of our freedom.

Foucault, in his various works and interviews, has repeatedly em-
phasized the importance of Nietzsche’s chosen philosophical strategies
and ideas for his own theoretical research. Beyond occasional refer-
ences and interview statements, two of Foucault’s texts — “Nietzsche,
Freud, Marx™ and “Nietzsche, Genealogy, History”> — stand out as
key works dedicated specifically to Nietzsche’s reception. In an inter-
view given on 29 May 1984, Foucault assured that he had begun to be-
come interested with Nietzsche’s texts as early as 1952-1953 (Foucault
1994: 703). Foucault’s numerous references to Nietzsche should be

1 The article first appeared in print in Cahiers de Royaumont (Paris: Minut, 1967),
vol. 4: Nietzsche, pp. 185-200. It was prepared on the basis of a paper read at the
Royaumont Colloquium in July 1964.

2 The article first appeared in print in Hommage a Jean Hyppolite (Paris: Presses
Universitaires de France, 1971), pp. 145-172.
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understood as a very active instrumentalist methodological approach
of Foucault himself to the ideas expressed by Nietzsche.

On March 4, 1972, the French intellectuals Foucault and Deleuze
discussed the issue of the correlation of theory and practice in a con-
versation. Foucault emphasized the “local and regional”, i.e. non-to-
talizing theoretical approach to practice, which was important to him
(Foucault & Deleuze 1977: 208). The latter implies that today the role of
the intellectual is no longer to position themselves somewhat ahead
and aside, expressing the suppressed truth of the collective. Rather, it
is to struggle against the forms of power that transform the intellec-
tual into an object and instrument within the realms of “knowledge”,
“truth”, “consciousness”, and “discourse” (Ibid.: 208). The task of this
struggle, according to Foucault, is to highlight the mechanisms and
strategies of the functioning of power, to unmask power where it is
invisible and insidious. In this respect, “a theory is the regional system
of this struggle” (Ibid.: 208).

Deleuze, broadly agreeing with Foucault and extending his line of
thought, stated that: “a theory is something like a box of tools” (Ibid.:
208). Theory, like tools, must serve a practical function — it must act
and work. If there are no people actively using tools and theory in
various practices, then either the value of such theory is zero, or its
time has not yet come. In specifying theory’s instrumental function,
Deleuze further recalls the words of Proust: “treat my book as a pair
of glasses directed to the outside; if they don't suit you, find another
pair; I leave it to you to find your own instrument, which is necessarily
an instrument for combat. A theory does not totalize; it is an instru-
ment for multiplication and it also multiplies itself” (Ibid.: 208). It is
this metaphor of theory as a toolbox, mentioned by Deleuze, that aptly
catches how Foucault’s methodological approach to Nietzsche’s theo-
retical insights should be treated.

Towards “Incompleteness of Interpretation”

A colloquium on Nietzsche was held in Royaumont from 4 to 8 July
1964. Foucault and Deleuze were actively involved in its organization,
and Foucault presented a paper entitled “Nietzsche, Freud, Marx”. In it,
he discussed the “techniques of interpretation” of these three thinkers
and even expressed the dream “one day to compile a kind of general
corpus, an encyclopedia of all the techniques of interpretation that we
have come to know from the Greek grammarians to our own day” (Fou-
cault 1998: 269). Foucault emphasized that every culture has its own
systems of interpretation, its own techniques, its own methods, its own
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ways of suspecting language of often wanting to say something other
than what it says, of expressing something other than what it says.

In the 19th century, Marx, Nietzsche and Freud, according to Fou-
cault, opened up a new possibility of interpretation, the essence of
which is that they “changed the nature of the sign and modified the
fashion in which the sign can in general be interpreted” (Ibid.: 272).
The first feature of this new interpretation is that these authors, ac-
cording to Foucault, changed the distribution of signs themselves in
space. For example, in the sixteenth century, signs were homogene-
ously distributed in space, which itself was uniform in all directions.
This meant that earthly signs pointed to the sky, which in turn poin-
ted to the underworld. Signs from a person could point to an animal,
which could point to a plant, and vice versa. In contrast, beginning in
the nineteenth century with Freud, Marx, and Nietzsche, signs began
to be distributed inhomogeneously within a more differentiated and
deeper (French: profondeur) space, which came to be understood not
as interiority but as exteriority.

According to Foucault, Nietzsche becomes crucial at this point, as
he sets out to unmask metaphysical depth. Nietzsche begins to cri-
tique the ideal of depth — the depth of consciousness — declaring it
an invention of philosophers. This depth was understood as a “pure”
and “interior” search for truth; however, Nietzsche revealed that such
“depth” only implied resignation, hypocrisy, and a mask. In examining
the signs of this so-called “depth,” the interpreter must descend ver-
tically and reveal, without concealment, that this “interior depth” is
imaginary and does not correspond to what it claims to be. Foucault
himself, following Nietzsche, is concerned to show that in fact the in-
terpreter must overcome the downward path only in order to return,
to restore that glowing, alluring exteriority that has been hidden and
cluttered.

In other words, the interpreter, like an excavator, must dig dee-
per and deeper, which transforms the work of interpretation into an
ascent. The higher one “rises” during interpretation, the better one
can see the invisible depth that unfolds beneath. However, this “depth”
ultimately appears as a superficial secret — much like the flight of the
eagle and Zarathustra’s ascent into the mountains, which, according to
Foucault, represent an inversion of the notion of depth, i.e. “the disco-
very that depth was only a game and a surface fold. To the extent that
the world becomes deeper under our gaze, we perceive that everything
which elicited man’s depth was only child’s play” (Ibid.: 273).

The second feature of the “new possibility of interpretation”
opened by Nietzsche, which complements the first, is what Foucault
terms the “incompleteness of interpretation” (French: Linachevé de
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I'interprétation). Interpretation has thus become an infinite task. In
Nietzsche’s philosophy, Foucault sees an important opportunity for
himself: “the farther one goes in interpretation, the closer one comes
at the same time to an absolutely dangerous region where interpreta-
tion not only will find its point of return but where it will disappear as
interpretation, perhaps involving the disappearance of the interpreter
himself” (Ibid.: 274). The concept of the “incompleteness of interpreta-
tion,” as formulated by Foucault — who identifies it with, though does
not explicitly cite, Nietzsche’s concept of perspectivism — presuppos-
es that there is no primordial interpretable. Accordingly, there is no
primordial, universally grounded, or unambiguously correct theoreti-
cal model or social practice based on such a model:

“There is nothing absolutely primary to interpret, for after all
everything is already interpretation, each sign is in itself not the thing
that offers itself to interpretation but an interpretation of other signs.
If you like, an interpretandum that is not already interpretans, so
that it is as much a relationship of violence as of elucidation that is
established in interpretation” (Ibid.: 275).

Moreover, Foucault, clearly following Nietzsche, argues that inter-
pretation is not intended to explain or illuminate something, but is es-
tablished by force. In other words, interpretation does not reveal the
interpreted object, which passively surrenders to it. Rather, interpre-
tation can only overthrow an existing interpretation by force — dis-
rupting it, overturning it, smashing it with hammer blows. In Foucault’s
view, words themselves are interpretations, and he aptly highlights
Nietzsche’s insight that words are invented by the ruling classes: pre-
cisely because words do not correspond directly to the signified, they
impose an interpretation. If we ask, in the manner of Gadamer, whe-
ther interpretation “entail[s] the discovery of a preexisting meaning” or
whether it “is in the service of the will to power” (Gadamer 1989: 24), it
becomes clear that Foucault, following Nietzsche, consciously rejects
Gadamer’s “philosophical hermeneutics” and instead embraces the es-
tablishment of meaning through the will to power. Developing a con-
cept of interpretation distinct from Gadamer’s — later aptly termed
“the hermeneutics of suspicion” by Paul Ricoeur — Foucault stated:

“Perhaps this primacy of interpretation with respect to signs is what
is most decisive in modern hermeneutics. The idea that interpreta-
tion precedes the sign implies that the sign is not a simple and bene-
volent being. <...> Beginning with Freud, Marx, and Nietzsche, it seems
to me that the sign becomes malevolent; I mean that there is in the
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sign an ambiguous and somewhat suspicious form of ill will and “mal-
ice” [French: malveiller]. And this is to the extent that the sign is already
an interpretation that does not appear as such. Signs are interpreta-
tions that try to justify themselves, and not the reverse” (Foucault 1998:
276-277).

The final feature of this hermeneutic is that interpretation must
confront the necessity of interpreting itself ad infinitum, constantly
returning to itself. This entails two consequences: first, interpretation
must now ask “who” interprets — that is, who is the “subject” of inter-
pretation; second, the temporality of interpretation becomes cyclical,
unlike the temporality of signs, which have a definite duration, or the
temporality of dialectics, which remains linear. In other words, signs
appear and disappear; they are constantly changing and temporary,
while interpretations are eternal. According to Foucault, the only real
mortal danger today does not stem from “endless interpretation” but
from “signs.” To believe that the existence of signs presupposes some
primordiality, reality, or coherence would spell the death of interpre-
tation. Foucault wrote:

“It seems to me necessary to understand what too many of our con-
temporaries forget, that hermeneutics and semiology are two fierce
enemies. A hermeneutic that in effect falls back on a semiology be-
lieves in the absolute existence of signs: it abandons the violence, the
incompleteness, the infinity of interpretations in order to enthrone
the terror of the index or to suspect language. Here we recognize
Marxism after Marx” (Ibid.: 278).

Conversely, when we encounter a hermeneutic that surrenders it-
self to its own infinite “incompleteness of interpretation,” we imme-
diately recognize Nietzsche’s influence. Undoubtedly, Foucault’s sym-
pathies lie with Nietzsche. Although in his lecture “Nietzsche, Freud,
Marx” Foucault sought to adopt a seemingly neutral stance when dis-
cussing this Nietzschean “possibility of a new interpretation,” his later
writings convincingly demonstrate that he instrumentally embraced
this concept, transforming it into — if not a full paradigm — then at
least a key methodological tool in his research.

For instance, in Things and Words, where he distinguishes and
analyzes three epistemes — the Renaissance (sixteenth century), the
classical (rationalism of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries),
and the modern (late eighteenth century to early nineteenth century
and onward) — Foucault once again returns to this Nietzschean ap-
proach to hermeneutics. Foucault argued: “Let us call the totality of
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the learning and skills that enable one to make the signs speak and
to discover their meaning, hermeneutics; let us call the totality of the
learning and skills that enable one to distinguish the location of the
signs, to define what constitutes them as signs, and to know how and
by what laws they are linked, semiology” (Foucault 2005: 33).

The term “hermeneutics” also dominates Foucault’s later works. It
is reasonable to ask what the relationship might be between Foucault’s
hermeneutics and so-called “traditional hermeneutics” (from Schleier-
macher to Gadamer). In addressing this complex question, I am inclined
to defend the following position: just as Nietzsche’s stance should not
be conflated with traditional hermeneutics, nor should traditional her-
meneutics be reduced to Nietzscheanism (as Rorty and Vattimo have
done), so too should Foucault’s paradigmatic positions not be equated
with traditional hermeneutics (e.g., Gadamer’s “philosophical herme-
neutics”), nor should traditional hermeneutics be subsumed under Fou-
cault’s hermeneutics. In other words, the occasional points of contact
between the positions of representatives of traditional hermeneutics
(such as Gadamer) and those of Foucault do not justify concluding that
these approaches share a paradigmatic co-dimension.

For example, it is important to note that the so-called critical the-
orist David C. Hoy, in defending Foucault’s position against Haber-
mas’s criticism, uses the term “genealogical hermeneutics”. He consi-
dered the latter as “a viable version of critical theory” (Hoy 1994: 207).
Following Foucault, Hoy does not believe that one should start with
some theory that is prior to criticism itself and at the same time is
a transcendental condition for the latter’s possibility, as is typical for
Habermas. Hoy suggested that the study of history and various social
practices itself be understood not as “revealing reality”, but modally as
“deconstructing necessity™

“Critical theory conceived as genealogical hermeneutics may unmask
substantive injustice, but it need not justify this unmasking through the
methodological picture of inquiry presented by traditional theory. It
need not construe itself as seeing through illusions and showing us how
society really is. Instead, it can present itself as offering new interpre-
tations. Along the way it may be unmasking previous interpretations.
Since what is unmasked is self-interpretation, this unmasking through
genealogical critical history can now be seen not simply in traditional
epistemological terms as “revealing reality,” but also modally as “de-
constructing necessity.” That is, genealogical research will show that
self-understandings that are taken as universal, eternal, and necessary
have a history, with a beginning, and therefore, possibly, an end. Ge-
nealogy thus shows that self-understandings are interpretations, and
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it can bring us to suspect that conceptions of ourselves that we have
taken to be necessary are only contingent. In making this contingency
manifest, genealogy makes it possible for people to see how they could
want to be different from how they are” (Ibid.: 207).

On the other hand, Hoy argues that we should not uncritically sur-
render to the discontinuous sequence of the sign system in Foucault’s
genealogy. He contends that we must also recognize the macrosocial
“frames” that condition the actors of social action. Accordingly, Hoy
sees the possibility of supplementing Foucault’s “pure” genealogi-
cal hermeneutics with Gadamer’s philosophical hermeneutics. From
a hermeneutical perspective, social actors are always subordinated to
one or another social horizon, which can never be fully thematized
by social actors. However, this common horizon can be thematized
in different reflexive, interpretative profiles. Genealogical histories
achieve this hermeneutical affect through the contrast between the
present and the future, through “own” and “alien” practices. In this
way, according to Hoy, “genealogical hermeneutics” seems to invite the
expansion of interpretations and, being open to different interpreta-
tions, enrich the existing ones. Differences between interpretations
and interpretative social practices should be recognized without the
need to eliminate them. To what extent these “differences” between
interpretations — understood as different social practices — should be
tolerated is an empirical question, since there is no a priori definition
of how everything happens or must happen. Therefore, “genealogical
hermeneutics seeks to be consistent, but does not attempt to be sys-
tematic” (Ibid.: 178).

It is obvious that one can see the spatial connections between
Foucault’s “genealogical hermeneutics” (Hoy) or “genealogical histo-
riography” (Habermas) and Gadamer’s “philosophical hermeneutics”,
but these two approaches are separated by incommensurable and
fundamentally different paradigms. Using Foucault’s own vocabu-
lary, one could say that genealogical and philosophical hermeneutical
approaches are based on different and incommensurable “historical
a priori”.

Genealogical Treatment of History
and Social Practices
Foucault, following Nietzsche, began to develop his so-called genea-

logical hermeneutics and focused his research on how various social
discourses and practices are formed, why and how they appear and
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disappear again. In this genealogical research, instead of metaphysical
origins, deeply hidden meanings that can only be seen through pure
cognition, or open intentionality, Foucault, as a genealogist, unmasked
power relations in social practices and power strategies without stra-
tegists. In 1971, Foucault’s article “Nietzsche, Genealogy, History” ap-
peared in print, in which he presents his own version of Nietzsche and
at the same time lays the foundations for his genealogy. Habermas,
in a critical reaction to Foucault’s genealogical research, stated that
“Foucault owes the concept of an erudite-positivistic historiography
in the appearance of an anti-science to his reception of Nietzsche”
(Habermas 1998: 248-249).

Nietzsche himself metaphorically said that he is not interested in
“blue”, but in “gray” color, meaning that the genealogist is interested in
everything “what is documented, what can actually be confirmed and
has actually existed, in short the entire long hieroglyphic record, so
hard to decipher, of the moral past of mankind!” (Nietzsche 1989: 21). At
the conceptual level, the metaphorical distinction between “blue” and
“gray” colors corresponds to the distinction between the metaphy-
sically treated atopic and atemporal Ursprung and the spatially and
temporally documented Entstehung and Herkunft?.

Why does Nietzsche, as a genealogist, reject archetypal origin (Ur-
sprung)? Because this metaphysical treatment of origin “assumes the
existence of immobile forms that precede the external world of acci-
dent and succession. This search is directed to “that which was already
there”, the “very same” of an image of a primordial truth fully adequate
to its nature, and it necessitates the removal of every mask to ultimately
disclose an original identity” (Foucault 1998a: 371). However, the geneal-
ogist who chooses to “listen to history” and ceases to believe in meta-
physics discovers, in the history of the origin of things, not their inde-
structible identity but the disagreement and difference among them.

Terms such as Entstehung or Herkunft describe the object of gene-
alogy much more precisely. Therefore, according to Foucault, genealo-
gy must not seek metaphysical origins (German: Ursprung) but rather
aim to reveal the contingent temporal beginnings of the discourse for-
mation, analyze the diversity of factual histories, and thereby disperse
identity — primarily the supposed appearance of the subject who
writes history and his contemporaries:

3 Entstehung by its meaning presupposes the temporal emergence, formation
of something in time and in a specific place. It is problematic to distinguish
Ursprung from Entstehung and Herkunft purely semantically. In Nietzsche's
texts, the concepts Entstehung and Herkunft by their meaning refer not to some
non-temporal metaphysical being but to the temporal emergence of a race or
some type of social formation.
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“Where the soul pretends unification or the Me fabricates a coherent
identity, the genealogist sets out to study the beginning-numberless
beginnings, whose faint traces and hints of color are readily seen by
a historical eye. The analysis of descent (German: Herkunft, French: la
provenance — A. M.) permits the dissociation of the Me, its recogni-
tion and displacement as an empty synthesis, in liberating a profusion
of lost events” (Ibid.: 374).

Such a genealogy does not claim to turn back time or restore an
uninterrupted, unified continuity beyond dispersion and oblivion. Nor
does it seek to show that the past still lives in the present, continuing
to animate it. Instead, it aims to reveal events in their characteristic
dispersion and discontinuity, unraveling from the roots the fact that in
all we know — and in which we ourselves exist — there is neither truth
nor being, but only the exteriority of different and individual cases.

Another aspect of descent (German: Herkunft) is that it is related
to the body. Following Nietzsche, Foucault argued that the body is the
surface of the inscription of events. Genealogy, as an analysis of de-
scent, is thus situated within the articulation of the body and history:
“Its task is to expose a body totally imprinted by history and the pro-
cess of history’s destruction of the body” (Ibid.: 375-376). This insight
was significant not only for Foucault but also for Deleuze. It is worth
noting that structuralists (e. g. Claude Levi-Strauss) interpreted the
social fabric as a system of exchange. In contrast, Deleuze and Guatta-
ri proposed a new ,cartography of the libidinal body”, which provides
a basis for explaining sociality and social practices — topics also of
interest to Foucault. The organization of savage and nomadic society
is based not on exchange, but on records:

“The primitive territorial machine codes flows, invests organs, and
marks bodies. To such a degree that circulating — exchanging — is
a secondary activity in comparison with the task that sums up all the
others: marking bodies, which are the earth’s products. The essence of
the recording, inscribing socius, insofar as it lays claim to the produc-
tive forces and distributes the agents of production, resides in these
operations: tattooing, excising, incising, carving, scarifying, mutila-
ting, encircling, and initiating” (Deleuze & Guattari 1983: 144).

In other words, the essence of such a registering and recording
desire is to tattoo, to cut, to incise, to carve, to mutilate, to initiate.
Foucault himself was also concerned with the “cartography of the
body” mentioned by Deleuze. It is important to note that long before
Foucault and Deleuze, Nietzsche called the sensual codification based
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on “inscriptions” in bodies “morality of customs”, i.e. a system of eva-
luations that has legal force and is inseparable from the establishment
of bodily memory. Nietzsche asked: “How can one create a memory for
the human animal? How can one impress something upon this part-
ly obtuse, partly flighty mind, attuned only to the passing moment,
in such a way that it will stay there?” (Nietzsche 1989: 60). Following
Nietzsche, Deleuze similarly stated — like Foucault — that:

“Man, who was constituted by means of an active faculty of forgetting
(oubli), by means of a repression of biological memory, must create an
other memory, one that is collective, a memory of words (paroles) and
no longer a memory of things, a memory of signs and no longer of ef-
fects. This organization, which traces its signs directly on the body,
constitutes a system of cruelty, a terrible alphabet” (Deleuze & Guat-
tari 1983: 144-145).

This codification of the body produced by desire, described by
Deleuze, as well as in Foucault’s Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the
Prison — where history is portrayed as the history of the mind super-
vising and punishing social bodies — can essentially be identified with
the bodily mnemonics* described by Nietzsche:

“If something is to stay in the memory it must be burned in: only that
which never ceases to hurt stays in the memory” — this is a main
clause of the oldest (unhappily also the most enduring) psychology on
earth; <..> Man could never do without blood, torture, and sacrifi-
ces when he felt the need to create a memory for himself; <...> All this
has its origin in the instinct that realized that pain is the most power-
ful aid to mnemonics. <..> The worse man’s memory has been, the
more fearful bas been the appearance of his customs; <...> Ah, reason,
seriousness, mastery over the affects, the whole somber thing called
reflection, all these prerogatives and showpieces of man: how dearly
they have been bought! how much blood and cruelty lie at the bottom
of all “good things™!” (Nietzsche 1989: 61-62).

The social practice of cruelty described by Nietzsche — marking
the body to create memory — has nothing to do with vague, undefined,
or accidental coercion. According to Deleuze, cruelty is far from ac-
cidental; it is the internal engine of culture itself, which cuts, carves,
mutilates, initiates, and marks bodies. It is the memory of the “burnt”

4  For more information on bodily mnemonics and social practices, see: Mickevici-
us A. 2008.
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body, a memory initiated in history by the punishing and supervising
mind. In their descriptions of various social practices, both Deleuze
and Foucault clearly allude to the “mnemonics” Nietzsche described,
even though they do not explicitly use that term themselves:

“The sign is a position of desire; but the first signs are the territorial
signs that plant their flags in bodies. And if one wants to call this in-
scription in naked flesh “writing”, then it must be said that speech in
fact presupposes writing, and that it is this cruel system of inscribed
signs that renders man capable of language, and gives him a memory
of the spoken word” (Deleuze & Guattari 1983: 145).

Writing is not an orphan of language (Plato). On the contrary, wri-
ting is primary — it is the writing of a burnt, tattooed body. Language,
like memory, is established in history and grounded in the inscriptions
borne by this burnt, desecrated body. It is precisely such social prac-
tices of cruelty that Foucault had in mind when he stated that the task
of genealogy, as an analysis of descent (Herkunft), is “to expose a body
totally imprinted by history and the process of history’s as destruction
of the body” (Foucault 1998a: 375-376). Foucault, following Nietzsche,
convincingly described this mnemonic of the body, initiated by the
mind that punishes social bodies, in his work Discipline and Punish.
Since Plato’s time, the programmatic aspiration has been to free the
soul from the prison of the body. Although this goal was achieved,
the liberated “soul” or mind ended up enslaving the “body.” From this
tension emerges the positive aspiration shared by both Deleuze and
Foucault: to free imprisoned desire and its flows from all forms of re-
pression. Like Nietzsche, Foucault sought to liberate the body from
the prison imposed by the supervising and punishing soul. For Fou-
cault, this aspiration manifests as an attempt to reveal how the “soul”
or mind disciplines and punishes unruly social bodies, leaving lasting
stigmas upon them.

Another feature that becomes important for Foucault when dis-
cussing Nietzsche’s genealogy is that the Entstehung of genealogy re-
fers to the appearance or moment of surfacing of something: “Entste-
hung designates emergence, the moment of arising. It stands as the
principle and the singular law of an apparition” (Foucault 1998a: 376).
Appearance, according to Foucault, always takes place “in a particular
state of forces” (Ibid.: 376). In other words, appearance and surfacing
are the eruption of forces with their energy and the leap from “back-
stage” to “the stage”. What Nietzsche called the “Entstehungsherd of
the concept of goodness is not specifically the energy of the strong
or the reaction of the weak, but precisely this scene where they are
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displayed superimposed or face to face” (Ibid.: 377). It is clear that Fou-
cault has in mind here the principle of the Will to Power, manifested in
different types of forces — active and reactive.

Foucault instrumentally adopted this Nietzschean treatment of
“power” as one of the most important elements of his genealogical
paradigm, and today’s attempts to distinguish between what Foucault
and what Nietzsche meant when they spoke of “power” rather evoke
the effect of hands drawing themselves, as in the lithograph Drawing
Hands by the Dutch graphic artist M. C. Escher. Deleuze presented an
excellent six-point dissection of Foucault’s concept of “power” in the
chapter “The New Cartographer” in Foucault (Deleuze 2006: 23-44).
The Will to Power is not a substance, not a self-identical being, but
a “difference” that appears in the relationship of forces. It is not only
suppressive but also productive, i.e. it produces new forms of know-
ledge and new social practices, which are always forms and practices
of power. It is not someone’s property but a strategy. Foucault never
abandoned this Nietzschean position.

Therefore, according to Foucault, it would be a mistake to assume,
based on traditional beliefs, that a general war will subside in its own
contradictions and end with the renunciation of violence in the peace
of civil law. On the contrary, “the law is the calculated pleasure of re-
lentlessness. It is the promised blood, which permits the perpetual in-
stigation of new dominations and the staging of meticulously repeated
scenes of violence” (Foucault 1998a: 378). Every law, agreement or peace
is only a pretext for a new war and discord. Foucault wants to say that
every peace, whatever it may be, is not a rule, but rather a temporary
exception to the rule. This reminds us of Heraclitus: “it is necessary
to know that war is general, and truth is strife and everything is born
of strife. War is the father of all, the king of all. He made some slaves,
others free.” Only this Heraclitean and Nietzschean adapted insight,
which Foucault applies as an paradigm to explain social practices and
history, should rather be understood not prescriptively, but descrip-
tively. In other words, Habermas was concerned with transcendentally
justifying what history and communication in social practices should
be. In contrast to Habermas, Foucault — as a genealogist and a keeper
of the “gray” color — was more concerned with descriptively showing
what history and communication were prevalent in social practices.

It is from this Nietzschean genealogical perspective — one that
presupposes a description of real history — that we should evaluate
the three types of history distinguished by Foucault. He uses these
types to unmask metaphysical and transcendental approaches to his-
tory, corresponding to the three Platonic modalities of historical in-
terpretation:
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1. The parodic and farcical treatment of reality, which is opposed to
the subject of history as remembrance or (re)cognition (French: remi-
niscence or reconnaissance);

2. A dissociative and destructive treatment of identity, which is op-
posed to history or tradition given as an uninterrupted continuity;

3. A sacrificial treatment of truth and a destructive attitude toward
it, which is opposed to history as scientific knowledge (French: con-
naissance) (Ibid.: 385-386).

First, a parody- or farce-based approach to history reveals that,
to the anonymous and confused European — who does not truly know
his own identity — the historian often presents various substitutes for
identity, portraying them as more individualized and authentic, as if
some kind of “costume” could conceal his anonymous shame. However,
the genealogist, distinguished by a historical sensibility, takes none of
this seriously and regards these substitutes with suspicion, recogni-
zing them as mere masquerade costumes:

“The hybrid mixed man of Europe — a fairly ugly plebeian, all in all —
absolutely must have a costume: he needs history as a storage clo-
set of costumes. Of course, he notices that nothing really looks right
on him, — he keeps changing. <...> Perhaps it’s that we still discover
a realm of our invention here, a realm where we can still be original
too, as parodists of world history or buffoons of God, or something
like that, — perhaps it’s that, when nothing else from today has a fu-
ture, our laughter is the one thing that does!” (Nietzsche 2002: 113-114).

Here we encounter a parody of the type of “monumental histo-
ry” singled out in Nietzsche’s On the Use and Abuse of History for Life.
Monumental history, as parody, appears to the genealogist as a pre-ar-
ranged and staged carnival.

Secondly, the genealogist’s overtly dissociative treatment of iden-
tity involves an unmasking approach: identity is not a metaphysical
given that can persist unchanged throughout history. Rather, the
subject is multiple, with identity formed through various, constant-
ly shifting social practices. In this regard, no force of transcendental
synthesis can overcome these changes — identities split, pass away,
and remain mortal, often defying comprehension within temporal tra-
ditions. Therefore, the goal of genealogically treated history is not to
uncover the roots of our identity but to unmask them — not to return
to the transcendental or metaphysical ancestry posited by traditional
philosophy, but to reveal and make perceptible the ruptures and in-
terruptions that shape us. This genealogical approach stands in stark
contrast to “antiquarian history,” which focuses on identifying and
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preserving continuities — such as our homeland or language — that
are deemed essential to safeguard and transmit to future generations.

The third destructive interpretation of history is an interpretation
that sacrifices truth and the subject of knowledge (French: connais-
sance). Only by assuming a “mask” can the knowing subject appear
impartial, neutral, and speak of objective knowledge of history. As
Nietzsche said: “People should rethink their ideas about cruelty and
open up their eyes; <..> This is my claim: Almost everything we call
“higher culture” is based on the spiritualization and deepening of cru-
elty. <..> There is a drop of cruelty even in every wanting-to-know”
(Ibid.: 120-121). In other words, following Nietzsche and sacrificing the
“pure” subject of knowledge, Foucault wants to say that behind the fes-
tive words as “genuine honesty, love of truth, love of wisdom, sacrifice
for knowledge, the heroism of truthfulness” (Ibid.: 123) lies the Will
to Power. He wants to say that no “pure”, i.e. objective, knowledge of
history is possible, there is no society without coercive relations and
influences of power. Foucault argued: “We should admit rather that
power produces knowledge; <...> that power and knowledge directly
imply one another; that there is no power relation without the cor-
relative constitution of a field of knowledge, nor any knowledge that
does not presuppose and constitute at the same time power relations”
(Foucault 1998c: 27).

Therefore, the further conclusion that follows logically from such
a position taken by Foucault is that the relations of power and know-
ledge should not be analyzed on the basis of a subject of knowledge
that is free or not free from these relations. Therefore, in his study of
various social practices, Foucault takes the following position:

“These ‘power-knowledge relations’ are to be analysed, therefore, not
on the basis of a subject of knowledge who is or is not free in relation
to the power system, but, on the contrary, the subject who knows, the
objects to be known and the modalities of knowledge must be regar-
ded as so many effects of these fundamental implications of power-
knowledge and their historical transformations. In short, it is not the
activity of the subject of knowledge that produces a corpus of know-
ledge, useful or resistant to power, but power-knowledge, the pro-
cesses and struggles that traverse it and of which it is made up, that
determines the forms and possible domains of knowledge” (Ibid.: 27-
28).

It is precisely this Foucauldian approach — instrumentally adopted
from Nietzsche — that Habermas fundamentally disagreed with.
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The Problem of Legitimation of Genealogical History
and Criticism of Social Practices

Foucault’'s genealogical approach to the study of history and social
practices has been criticized by Habermas. He argued that in Fou-
cault’s theory, “power,” without his intention, actually becomes a qua-
si-transcendental basis for speaking of a genealogical historiography
that is oriented towards the critique of reason. According to Haber-
mas, Foucault’s theory is made aporetic by the fact that in his concept
of “power” he “has forced together the idealistic idea of transcendental
synthesis with the presuppositions of an empiricist ontology”. How-
ever, according to Habermas, “this approach cannot lead to a way out
of the philosophy of the subject, because the concept of power <...> has
been taken from the repertoire of the philosophy of the subject itself”.
(Habermas 1998: 274).

According to this philosophy, the subject can take up basically
two relationships toward the world of imaginable and manipulable
objects: “cognitive relationships regulated by the truth of judgments;
and practical relationships regulated by the success of actions” (Ibid.:
274). Habermas tends to take the view that “power is that by which the
subject has an effect on objects in successful actions. In this, success
in action depends upon the truth of the judgments that enter into the
plan of action; via the criterion of success in action, power remains
dependent on truth” (Ibid.: 274). The essence of the disagreement be-
tween Habermas and Foucault lies in Foucault’s abrupt reversal of the
traditional relationship: instead of truth depending on power, Foucault
asserts the power-dependency of truth. In this formulation, founda-
tional power is no longer bound to the competencies of acting and
judging subjects — power becomes subjectless. Summing up his cri-
tique of Foucault’s theory, Habermas stated:

“Genealogical historiography grounded on the theory of power pro-
poses three substitutions: In place of the hermeneutic elucidation of
contexts of meaning, there is an analysis of structures that are mean-
ingless in themselves; validity claims are of interest only as functions
of power complexes; value judgments — in general, the problem of jus-
tifying criticism — are excluded in favor of value-free historical ex-
planations. <...> Genealogical historiography emerges from its cocoon
as precisely the presentistic, relativistic, cryptonormative illusory sci-
ence that it does not want to be” (Ibid.: 275-276).

Without assuming the position of a judge in determining which of
the two is correct, the most productive solution may be to abandon
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universal normativism and, drawing on Deleuze’s metaphor of the
“toolbox,” adopt a purely instrumentalist stance: both Habermas'’s
model of “communicative action” and Foucault’s model of “genealogy,”
while paradigmatically distinct, are equally valuable and important for
the analysis of social practices. As is well known, Habermas sets out
“validity claims” (Geltungsanspriiche) for his model of “ideal commu-
nication” and distinguishes three types: truth (Wahrheit), normative
rightness (Richtigkeit), and subjective sincerity (Wahrhaftigkeit). It
can be argued that Foucault, in his own way, meets the Habermasian
test of “validity claims.” The essential difference lies in the grounding:
Foucault does not root these claims in transcendental subjectivity, as
Habermas does, but instead in genealogical reasoning. In other words,
the crux of their divergence is that Foucault adopts a position of no-
minalist particularism, whereas Habermas maintains a commitment to
abstract transcendental universalism.

Foucault admitted in a 1983 interview that France was not, or was
poorly, indirectly, familiar with critical theory:

“When I was a student, I can assure you that I never once heard the
name of the Frankfurt School mentioned by any of my professors. <...>
If I had been aware of it at the time, I would not have said a number
of stupid things that I did say, and I would have avoided many of the
detours I made while trying to pursue my own humble path — when,
meanwhile, avenues had been opened up by the Frankfurt School”
(Foucault 1998 b: 440).

Noting the importance and value of the Frankfurt School, Foucault
emphasized a different correlation than Habermas between “ratio-
nalization” and “power™: “I think that the word “rationalization” is dan-
gerous. What we have to do is analyze specific rationalities rather than
always invoking the progress of rationalization in general” (Foucault
2001a: 329). Contrary to Habermas, Foucault suggested another way
to go further toward a new economy of power relations, a way that is
more empirical, more directly related to our present situation, and one
that implies more relations between theory and practice: “Rather than
analyzing power from the point of view of its internal rationality, it
consists of analyzing power relations through the antagonism of stra-
tegies” (Ibid.: 329). Foucault indicated in two points the difference and
disagreement related to the ahistorical nature of Habermas’s thinking
and the utopianism of the project he was developing:

“The idea that there could exist a state of communication that would
allow games of truth to circulate freely, without any constraints or
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coercive effects, seems utopian to me. This is precisely a failure to see
that power relations are not something that is bad in itself, that we
have to break free of. I do not think that a society can exist without
power relations, if by that one means the strategies by which individu-
als try to direct and control the conduct of others. The problem, then,
is not to try to dissolve them in the utopia of completely transparent
communication but to acquire the rules of law, the management tech-
niques, and also the morality, the ethos, the practice of the self, that
will allow us to play these games of power with as little domination as
possible” (Foucault 1997: 298).

According to Foucault, the problem for Habermas lies in his attempt
to make a transcendental mode of thought emerge against any form
of historicism. In this regard, Foucault described himself as “far more
historicist and Nietzschean” in comparison with Habermas (Foucault
2001b: 359). Conceptually, however, Foucault most clearly outlined his
programmatic vision for the possibility of genealogical history and the
critique of social practices in the article “What is Enlightenment?”,
prepared in 1984 for a conference planned in the United States — an
event to which Habermas was also invited, but which never took place
due to Foucault’s unexpected death.

Foucault proposed that the Enlightenment should not be under-
stood as an epoch, but rather as a specific attitude of modernity —
a particular ethos related to our own discursive practices. Transfor-
ming [. Kant’s ideas in his own way, Foucault understood criticism as
the analysis of limits and reflection on them. Whereas Kantian criti-
cism was concerned with the boundaries of knowledge — boundaries
which knowledge itself must not attempt to cross — Foucault recon-
ceived criticism as practical criticism, which should positively engage
with the possibility of crossing those boundaries.

The realization of such critique, he argued, should not be under-
stood as the search for universal formal structures, but “rather as
a historical investigation into the events that have led us to consti-
tute ourselves and to recognize ourselves as subjects of what we are
doing, thinking, saying” (Foucault 1984: 46). Such a critique, Foucault
noted, “is not transcendental and does not aim to make possible any
metaphysics: it is genealogical in its purpose, but archaeological in
its method” (Ibid.). Foucault’s criticism is archaeological but not tran-
scendental, in the sense that it “[does] not seek to identify the uni-
versal structures of all knowledge or of all possible moral action, but
will seek to treat the instances of discourse that articulate what we
think, say, and do as so many historical events” (Ibid.: 46). Likewise,
according to Foucault, “critique will be genealogical in the sense that
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it will not deduce from the form of what we are what it is impossible
for us to do and to know; <..> It is not seeking to make possible a
metaphysics that has finally become a science; it is seeking to give
new impetus, as far and wide as possible, to the undefined work of
freedom” (Ibid.: 46).

Conclusion

The concepts “hermeneutics” and “genealogy” used by Foucault imp-
ly a conjunction, and the object of research of “genealogical herme-
neutics” is the interpretation of history and social practices. Based on
Nietzsche, Foucault developed hermeneutics as an interpretive prac-
tice that is, first, not oriented toward metaphysical searches for depth;
second, inexhaustible in nature; and third, prior to signifiers, as it does
not reveal or clarify their pre-given meanings but instead establishes
them.

Such interpretive practice is not denied but rather methodologi-
cally extended and deepened by genealogical research, which, instead
of seeking metaphysical origins or deeply hidden meanings accessible
only through pure cognition, open intentionality, and transcendenta-
lity, unmasks relations of power in history and social practices — ex-
posing strategies of power without strategists. In a positive sense, Fou-
cault understands “genealogical hermeneutics” as a body of knowledge
and techniques that make signs speak and thus reveal their meanings.
It is oriented towards a critical understanding of social practices that
are permeated by mechanisms of power.

One fundamental difference between Nietzsche and Foucault
lies in their treatment of cognition, morality, and social practices:
Nietzsche often grounds these in the subjective tactics of individual
actors, whereas Foucault fully depsychologizes this approach, viewing
psychological motivations not as sources but as effects of power stra-
tegies without strategists.

In this respect, Foucault’s “genealogical hermeneutics” stands in
paradigmatic contrast to Gadamer’s “philosophical hermeneutics,”
which centers on the search for phenomenologically transformed
truth manifesting in various forms, the transcendental justification of
the continuity of intended meaning from the past to the present, and
the preservation of historical and cultural tradition.

The genealogical hermeneutics developed by Foucault has been
rigorously critiqued by Habermas. At the core of their disagreement
lies Foucault’s inversion of the relationship between power, subject,
and truth: Foucault conceives power not as dependent on the subject
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and truth, but rather the subject and truth as dependent on power.
This raises a fundamental question: if power is non-subjective, how
can one meaningfully criticize the strategies of power without strate-
gists embedded in social practices? Foucault envisions a distinct set of
possibilities and objectives for the critique of history and social prac-
tices compared to Habermas.

Firstly, Foucault adopts a stance of nominalist particularism, whe-
reas Habermas grounds his theory in abstract transcendental univer-
salism.

Secondly, Foucault rejects Habermas’s model of ideal communica-
tion as ahistorical and utopian, arguing that in reality, no such ideal
communicative situation exists — societies are invariably permeated
by power relations that constrain the free circulation of truth claims.

Thirdly, Foucault contends that the task of critique is not to abolish
power relations in pursuit of a rational utopia of ideal communication
but rather to develop legal norms, managerial techniques, and an ethi-
cal stance that enable the exercise of power with the least possible
domination.

Finally, Foucault’s approach to critiquing history and social practi-
ces — developed instrumentally through Nietzschean insights — should
not be understood as a search for formal structures of universal vali-
dity. Rather, it constitutes a historical investigation into the events that
have shaped our self-recognition as subjects of our actions, thoughts,
and speech, serving simultaneously as a call and a task to expand the
boundaries of our freedom.
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Abstract: This paper provides an overview of the contemporary theories
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gences between critical and normative theory, contemporary scholars ar-
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tent. The focus is placed on the theory of recognition and the theory of
subjectivation. The paper asserts that the normative content of critical
theory — universal norms of justice — manifests as a critique of inequality
and injustice, a perspective prominently articulated in the contemporary
theory of recognition developed by Axel Honneth, Franck Fischbach, and
Emmanuel Renault. Both Axel Honneth and Judith Butler establish a closer
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of recognition. Drawing on Foucault’s critique of subjugation, Butler high-
lights the connection between recognition and subjectivation, emphasi-
zing the convergence of self-recognition and the constitution of the self
as a subject. Thus, the theory of recognition, as a critical theory with nor-
mative content, finds its own foundations in Foucault’s critique of subju-
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category in the further development of the theory of recognition.
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Introduction

Beginning with the works of Jiirgen Habermas and Axel Honneth, cri-
tical theory has incorporated the question of normativity. Initially re-
garded as conflicting forms of social analysis — exemplified by Michel
Foucault’s critique of Habermas — contemporary literature increa-
singly characterizes the opposition between critical and normative
theory as “a discursive impasse” (Judith Butler), arguing for the norma-
tive content of critique. Butler contends that the practice of critique
asserts universal rights rather than merely questioning them. Expan-
ding on this claim, [ argue that critical theory’s pursuit of universal
rights and logical foundations — as demonstrated by Emmanuel Re-
nault and Robert Brandom — provides evidence that critique functions
effectively as an instrument of social transformation. Thus, normative
theory is not the antithesis of critique but rather its foundation and
consequence, just as the collective or individual subject emerges as
a result of subjectivation through critical engagement.

Critique is possible insofar as its normative content enables the
exposure of injustice and inequality faced by individuals who are not
recognized as subjects with full rights. It is precisely this normative
content — the recognition of the universality of rights — that serves as
the basis for critical theory. However, normative content always plays
a dual role: on the one hand, it establishes universal principles of moral
and logical equality among subjects (an argument developed by Hon-
neth, Renault, and Brandom); on the other hand, it functions as the
source of normativity as a principle of violence (Foucault, Butler). From
the perspective of some critical approaches, “what were thought to
be normative achievements were historically premised on, and con-
tinue to functionally presuppose, domination and exclusion both at a
societal and global level” (Celikates & Flynn 2023). Therefore, despite
recent efforts to describe critical theory in terms of normative content
(e.g., Lorenzini and Tazzioli), including within the framework of re-
cognition theory (Honneth, Renault), the contradiction between nor-
mativity and critique remains unresolved. In this context, Foucauldian
critique regains its relevance, as it redirects attention to the origins of
the problem of norm and normativity in the context of subjectivation
as resistance to violence.

Following Honneth'’s approach, the aim of my paper is to refor-
mulate the problem of conflict and convergence between critical and
normative theory in terms of recognition. Honneth proposes under-
standing “the concept of recognition as a normative groundwork for
a critical theory of society” (Honneth 2008: xii), encompassing social,
political, and moral philosophy. This approach is further developed by
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Emmanuel Renault, who argues that contemporary recognition theory
is inherently normative. The very encounter with normative demands
occurs when subjects experience a sense of disrespect (Honneth) or
injustice (Renault). That is, according to Honneth, the principle of re-
cognition itself contains a normative component. From Butler’s per-
spective (2001), Foucault’s concept of critique significantly contributes
to normative theory. Consequently, recognition theory should be un-
derstood as an extension of Foucauldian critical-normative theory,
with recognition functioning as both a strategy of subjectivation and
aregime of truth.

In this paper, I adopt the premise that the struggle for recognition,
as well as the process of recognition itself, constitutes a strategy of
subjectivation. Butler asserts that subjectivation is revealed through
the analytics of the regime of truth: “self-making and desubjugation
happen simultaneously when a mode of existence is risked which is
unsupported by what he calls the regime of truth” (Butler 2001). Loren-
zini’'s arguments further allow recognition to be understood not only
as a strategy of subjectivation but also as a regime of truth (Lorenzini
2023). Analysing recognition within an epistemological framework and
examining speech acts through the lens of critical theory, Lorenzini
demonstrates that recognition functions as a regime of truth.

[ argue that, as a strategy of subjectivation, the process of re-
cognition is both the result of critical engagement and the means of
its further transformation through the reexamination of constructed
norms. In the history of philosophy, not only the concept of critique
has been transformed (from Kant’s strict investigation to Foucauldian
critique of the historical foundations of ourselves as subjects), but also
the concept of norm. Contemporary recognition theory continues to
employ the concept of norm, but not in order to determine a subject’s
conformity to established norms; rather, it aims at transforming sub-
jects through the critique of norms. The concept of recognition as
subjectivation, examined here, embodies Foucauldian critique in But-
ler’s later works (Butler 2009a). I argue that it is precisely the concept
of subjectivation that reveals the critical significance of the contempo-
rary concept of recognition.

The concept of recognition (German: Anerkennung), originally
a Hegelian notion, embodies a contradiction between what is and that
which challenges its legitimacy. This intersubjective struggle mani-
fests as recognition by the Other, emerging from the conflict between
the dominant and the subordinate (Hegel's master-slave dialectic), or
as acknowledgment in the process of perlocution (a reinterpretation of
speech act theory in Lorenzini’s work), or even as a gift (Ricoeur). This
conceptual richness has established recognition as a central concept
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in contemporary critical theory, encompassing epistemological ques-
tions as well as the analysis of exchange and gift relations.

However, the counterpart to recognition — misrecognition — de-
serves particular attention in the normative definition of critique. If
recognition is inseparable from normativity, which constitutes its
very condition, then misrecognition represents a concept of critical
theory that lacks normative content. To be an unrecognized subject
means to exist within a space of absent meanings. Legal norms cannot
be applied to misrecognized subjects. In essence, misrecognized sub-
jects — whether individual or collective — are deprived of humanity.
Misrecognition also plays a crucial role in social relations: critiques
and justifications of capital punishment, abortion, foreign intervention
in local conflicts, and similar issues all rely on shifting subjects be-
tween the categories of the recognized and the unrecognized.

By reformulating the problem of normative content in critique
through the framework of recognition theory, I argue that the nor-
mative component of contemporary critical theory is both the con-
sequence and the result of recognizing subjects as ethical, political,
and legal agents. Ongoing debates, reflected in social movements and
emerging academic disciplines (Gender Studies, Feminist Studies,
Black Studies, etc.), reveal newly constructed subjects and their strug-
gle for recognition as entities to whom the full spectrum of universal
moral and political laws should apply.

Thus, viewing the struggle for recognition as a strategy of subjec-
tivation, as well as a distinct regime of truth, enables a positive arti-
culation of critique. By possessing normative content, critique — when
understood through the lens of recognition theory — offers a frame-
work for describing the prospects of individual subjectivation.

The Theory of Recognition as Normative
and Critical Theory: Is Opposition Possible?

Several approaches to the historical study of the concept of recogni-
tion can be identified in the academic literature:

- The history of ideas (Ricceur 2006; Honneth 2020);

- The study of the history of the concept of recognition within the

context of French social anthropology (Caillé 2004);

- Historical-philosophical analysis (Butler 2012; Fischbach 1999);

- The pragmatic semantics of Hegel's concept of recognition

(Brandom 2007, 2019).

First, these approaches can be distinguished in terms of their his-
torical objectives. Ricoeur, Honneth, and Brandom do not analyze the
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contribution of Alexandre Kojeve as a key source for the contemporary
theory of recognition. In contrast, Fischbach and Caillé examine the
evolution of the concept of recognition specifically in light of Kojeve’s
role in shaping the contemporary interpretation of Hegel's concept of
recognition.

Second, these approaches reflect a contrast between political and
ethical strategies of recognition. If the theories of Ricceur, Honneth,
and Brandom can be classified as normative theories of recognition,
then the concepts developed by Butler and Fischbach are part of the
critical theory of the struggle for recognition. However, upon closer
examination of Butler’s theory, it becomes evident that critical and
normative theories cannot be strictly opposed to one another but
rather constitute a false dichotomy: “..the very debate in which the
strong normative view wars with critical theory may produce precise-
ly that form of discursive impasse from which the necessity and ur-
gency of critique emerges” (Butler, 2001). Butler points to the impasse
of opposing Foucault’s and Habermas’s theories, in which critique is
set against the pursuit of objective rationality. By emphasizing this
impasse, Butler highlights that normativity in critique — specifical-
ly ethical normativity — concerns the task of self-constituting, that
is, subjectivation and the rethinking of norms. Renault, following the
same principle, has reformulated German, French, and American the-
ories of recognition into a unified critical theory that includes a nor-
mative component and aspires to be normative itself. As Renault’s re-
search demonstrates, the political dimension of recognition theory
is inseparable from ethics, and the concept of recognition cannot be
considered independently from the concept of justice. However, as we
will see in the second part of this article, by rejecting the opposition
between critique and norm, Butler shows that critique itself is direc-
ted toward the constitution of ethical norms in the process of subjec-
tivation. The search for epistemic foundations to justify the objective
character of norms (e.g., Habermas’s attempt to revise the concept of
reason) was not sufficient or convincing either for Foucault or for But-
ler, since in the regime of truth it is impossible to separate knowledge
from power.

Today, critical theory continues to evolve along multiple trajecto-
ries. One such trajectory is the development of Frankfurt School cri-
tique through Habermas and Honneth. For instance, French resear-
chers (Fischbach, Renault) establish connections between Frankfurt
School critical theory and the French development of Marxism. These
studies primarily address themes such as capitalism, labor, social
theory, and injustice. Honneth’s work has had a significant impact on
contemporary analyses of injustice. His first major work on critique
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(Kritik der Macht: Reflexionsstufen einer kritischen Gesellschaftsthe-
orie, 1985) built a bridge between Foucault and the Frankfurt School.
However, this text was not translated into French until 2016 (Honneth,
2017), meaning that post-Foucauldian critical theory and German rec-
ognition theory developed in parallel. This underscores the need for
renewed attention to Foucault’s role in the development of recogni-
tion theory. As Foucault himself noted, had he been familiar with the
Frankfurt School earlier, his research on power might have taken a dif-
ferent direction (Trombadori & Foucault, 1978).

Honneth’s theory, which is widely recognized in France today, re-
presents a dual return of recognition theory to the French intellec-
tual landscape. First, it marks a return to the theme of recognition
as formulated by Kojeve in the French context during the 1930s and
1940s — a theme that, while profoundly influencing the development
of German critical theory in the 1980s and 1990s, had largely faded
from French discourse. Second, it signifies a renewed engagement
with Foucault’s critical legacy, the importance of which is increasingly
emphasized by Honneth’s followers. This trajectory of critical thought
within the European context evolved in parallel, simultaneously en-
riching both traditions. From Honneth’s perspective, the theme of re-
cognition constitutes a continuation of critical theory (Honneth, Foes-
sel, Dilmaghani, & Genel 2008).

Fischbach, in his critical theory, shifts from Lukacs’ concept of re-
ification to reification as “loss of the world™ through the theory of
recognition. Honneth reintroduces Lukacs’ notion of reification into
contemporary critical theory, thereby reopening the question of sub-
jectivity to critically reassess the concept of consciousness. Con-
sciousness is not the source of reification but its result. As Fischbach
points out, “...for A. Honneth, the goal is to demonstrate that the theory
of recognition is capable of productively appropriating the old Marx-
ist concept of reification for itself” (Fischbach 2009: 99)°. Drawing on
key concepts from Marx, Lukacs, Heidegger, and Honneth, Fischbach
questions the nature of human alienation. If reification constitutes the
“second nature” of human beings (Fischbach 2009: 100), forming the
basis for the constitution of their subjectivity, then “the alienation of
the subject is not its reification, its thingification, but its withdrawal
from the world, as it implies a de-objectification that constitutes the

2 “Laperte du monde” (Fischbach 2009: 7).

3 ‘Il sagit donc pour A. Honneth de montrer que la théorie de la reconnaissance
est capable de s'approprier de fagon fructueuse pour elle-méme le vieux concept
marxiste de réification” (Fischbach 2009: 99).
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subject as such” (Fischbach 2009: 99)*. The world is lost to the subject
because of the process of reification. Reification, according to Hon-
neth, is the “forgetfulness of recognition” (German: Anerkennungsver-
gessenheit) (Fischbach 2009: 105), manifesting in the treatment of in-
dividuals as objects. Recognition, by contrast, is grounded in a sense
of connection.

From Fischbach's perspective, Lukacs' mistake was to treat the
subject as a pre-existing given and to neglect the conditions for the
formation of this mode of subjectivity (Fischbach 2009: 111-112). This
issue is crucial for contemporary critical theory, which increasingly
aligns with normative theory: Foucault, Butler, and Lorenzini empha-
size that critique entails understanding the subject as a product of
relations, constitution, and other formative processes. Critical work
consists in identifying the conditions of subjectivity’s constitution.

Renault rejects the rigid dichotomy between French and German
philosophies of recognition, emphasizing that the sources of French
theory were German authors such as Hegel, Marx, and Heidegger (Re-
nault 2021). At the same time, German theory also references French
authors. Moreover, the thematic division of recognition as struggle in
the German discourse and recognition as reciprocity in the French
discourse is called into question. This division characterizes recogni-
tion theory when using key texts by Honneth, Caill¢, and Ricceur as the
basis for classification. Indeed, Renault highlights that the concept of
recognition gains its meaning through mutual influence and cultural
transfer between French and German thought. Adopting Renault’s ap-
proach, which views French and German recognition theories as uni-
fied, it is necessary to note that beyond the national dimension, there
is also a conceptual dimension. The key conceptual distinction in re-
cognition theory lies between “continental” and pragmatic approaches.
“Continental” recognition theory (encompassing German, French, and
“French Theory” in the U.S.A.) considers recognition as a theory of sub-
jectivity, identity, and power. In contrast, Robert Brandom’s pragmatic
theory of recognition analyzes the concept in a completely different
way. While Renault does not explicitly mention Brandom’s pragmatic
approach, Brandom’s perspective illustrates a normative ethical theo-
ry in contrast to “French” critical theory.

In his book (Renault 2004,/2019), which reconstructs recog-
nition theory through the experience of injustice, Renault arti-
culates his own concept of recognition in relation to Honneth and

4  “.laliénation du sujet n'est pas sa réification, sa chosification, mais son retrait
du monde en tant quil implique une désobjectivation, constitutive du sujet
comme tel” (Fischbach 2009: 99).
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other contemporary critical theorists. He argues that recognition, as
it relates to misrecognition and injustice, is initially analyzed through
emotions and feelings. However, this aspect of recognition analysis
contrasts with a logical analysis oriented toward universalization,
which contradicts subjective experience. If the ontological foundation
of recognition is individuality, which “is intersubjectively constituted”
(Renault 2019: 26), then the necessary component of an ethical theo-
ry of recognition is “an ensemble of fundamental normative expecta-
tions” (Renault 2019: 19). The concept of recognition thus comprises
two elements: (1) recognition or misrecognition of different values,
and (2) fundamental normative expectations. The unity of these ele-
ments ensures the functioning of a critical theory of recognition that
ultimately leads to normative theory. The aim of Renault’s book is to
address the issue of cultural recognition through normative princip-
les. In Renault’s view, critical theory cannot avoid normative devel-
opment, as it is oriented only toward local struggles, which must be
redirected into a global struggle. This is why Renault critiques critical
theory that excludes normative content.

Brandom develops the concept of recognition through normative
ethics. The contrast between the normative ethics of recognition and
the critical theory of recognition allows for highlighting the limita-
tions of the concept of recognition as an ethical notion, as opposed
to social or political action, and raises the question of the possibilities
and boundaries of recognition theory in these two forms. It is precise-
ly the practical aspect of such a philosophical foundation that helps
to explain effective strategies for implementing recognition policies.
In Brandom’s case, recognition as a normative stance is the source of
assigning rights to all beings who meet this criterion:

“...recognition is a normative attitude. To recognize someone is to take
her to be the subject of normative statuses, that is, of commitments
and entitlements, as capable of undertaking responsibilities and
exercising authority. This is what it means to say that as reciprocally
recognized and recognizing, the creatures in question are geistig,
spiritual, beings, and no longer merely natural ones” (Brandom 2007
136).

In contrast to Brandom’s position, Kojeve asserts that the struggle
for recognition is only initiated by those who are willing to risk their
lives for it.

A limitation of Brandom’s theory lies in his view of a communi-
ty of individuals who mutually recognize one another as bearers of
norms (such as honesty in logical argumentation, as for K.-O. Apel).
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However, in contrast to such an unattainable normativity, represen-
tatives of critical theory of recognition point out that some vulnerable
groups cannot become full members of this community of mutually
recognized individuals, either because rights do not extend to mino-
rity groups, or because the majority of people do not consider mino-
rities equal to themselves. In other words, normative theory assumes
relationships between individuals (in the form of a universal rational
system), whereas critical theory responds to the impossibility of re-
cognizing such individuals as subjects of rights within such a system.
Normative theory remains within the bounds set by some members of
society for others. Here, we encounter the problem of the universalism
of morality (e.g., in ideas of cosmopolitanism, etc.).

Another limitation of the normative theory of recognition is the
psychological component. According to Matthias Iser, the normative
component of recognition is inseparable from the psychological ac-
ceptance of a person by another or self-acceptance (Iser 2019). In cri-
tical theories of recognition, emphasis is also placed on the psycholo-
gical aspect (even Hegel's ontological structure of recognition is based
on the structure of the subject’s self-consciousness — the I and the
We).

“We” as a Collective Subject
of Critique

The question of the transformation of critical theory in the post-Fou-
cauldian perspective is raised by Lorenzini and Tazzioli. The authors
argue that “Critique and the production of subjectivity and new po-
litical spaces should be thought together” (Lorenzini & Tazzioli 2020:
30). I share this approach, as it highlights how both individual develop-
ment and collective forms of subjectivity function reciprocally in so-
cial transformation. Foucault demonstrated the unity of subjectivity,
truth, and power, with critique being a positive moment of transfor-
mation in this relation. Contemporary recognition theory allows us to
articulate critique within the context of the unity of the production of
subjectivity and political spaces. The Hegelian-Kojeévian, or subjecti-
vist interpretation of recognition, offers a reading of the constitution
of identity within political spaces. This modern perspective on recog-
nition has been developed by Honneth and Butler, who furthered the
Foucauldian-Althusserian theory of power and ideology.

As Lorenzini and Tazzioli point out, authors such as Foucault and
Butler “are helpful precisely because they insist on the need to con-
stantly reconceive of critique in the light of specific configurations of
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power relations, new modes of subjection and, we contend, different
subjects of critique” (Lorenzini & Tazzioli 2020: 35). I believe that exam-
ining this issue of collective subjects through the lens of recognition
theory will enrich the analysis of critical theory.

The “We” is the result of the constitution of a collective subject,
which requires constant rethinking. This rethought critique of collec-
tive subjects is “doubly immanent, since it also strives to problema-
tise its own position with respect to the subjects of critique”, the main
subject of which is “the (re)production of racialised mechanisms of
capture and the asymmetry of lives” (Lorenzini & Tazzioli 2020: 35).
From this repertoire of contemporary critical theory as the critique
of collective subjects, or We-critique, a toolkit is created for analysing
the intersubjective processes of the struggle for recognition. Ontolog-
ically, recognition theory is rooted in the dialectic of subjectivities that
form the social “We”, or, in Hegel's words, “...Spirit is — this absolute
substance which is the unity of the different independent self-con-
sciousnesses which, in their opposition, enjoy perfect freedom and in-
dependence: T that is ‘We’ and ‘We’ that is ‘T” (Hegel 2013: 110).

However, Foucault ignored the issue of social recognition as in-
tersubjective interaction, focusing instead on self-subjectivation.
Starting with Butler, through the concept of subjectivation, that
is, subjugation, there is a return to the struggle for recognition as
a modern form of subjectivation, and Foucault’s theory of power be-
comes integrated into contemporary recognition theory. As Butler
notes, “In Foucault’s account of self-constitution, a question that
emerges centrally in his work of the 1980s, a regime of truth offers
the terms that make self-recognition possible” (Butler 2009b: 22).
Thus, the focus of the critical transformation of recognition theory
through the lens of Foucault’s theory of power is to demonstrate that
the struggle for recognition and the process of recognition are forms
of subjectivation.

The thesis that can be demonstrated through the theory of re-
cognition as critical theory is as follows: the normative component of
critical theory is limited by epistemological frameworks (the question
of truth, the ethics of judgment, the regime of truth, etc.), and conse-
quently, critical theory remains radically opposed to normative ethical
theory. In the arguments of Lorenzini and Brandom on the normativity
of recognition, we find an analysis of language and speech acts, truth
(Brandom 2019), perlocution, and illocution (Lorenzini 2023). A shared
concept in Butler’s and Lorenzini's analysis is the definition of sub-
jectivation through the regime of truth. But despite the shared argu-
ment about the subject’s determination by a regime of truth — within
which the subject becomes a subject — the approaches of Butler and
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Lorenzini differ. Butler points to the ontological structure of recogni-
tion, which is preceded by the frames of recognizability (Butler 2009a).

This line of reasoning refers back to Foucault’s method, where he
consistently demonstrated the historical a priori of any given pheno-
menon. Recognizability, from Butler’s perspective, represents the
frames within which the recognition or misrecognition of subjects
takes place. These frames of recognizability are akin to Foucault’s re-
gime of truth. In Lorenzini’'s work, both in the analysis of subjectiva-
tion as a regime of truth and in the analysis of recognition within the
structure of speech acts, the problem of establishing truth through
language comes to the forefront. I wish to emphasize that although
Butler and Lorenzini, as followers of Foucault’s critical theory, con-
struct arguments about the political consequences of subjectivation
and recognition, Lorenzini’s approach is marked by an epistemological
analysis of truth and the structure of speech acts.

This reveals a convergence of arguments between Brandom and
Lorenzini, which can be described as epistemological. In any case,
in the work of Butler, Brandom, and Lorenzini, the argument about
the normative content of recognition theory is revealed through the
analysis of epistemic phenomena, whether it be the regime of truth,
speech acts, or the ethics of judgment. From this, one may conclude
that in order to define normativity in these theories, the authors ine-
vitably arrive at its core in the form of logic and language. It is precisely
epistemic concepts (truth, language, judgment) that enable the use of
logical arguments in relation to the critical theory of the subject and
recognition. Such argumentation may be characterized as the episte-
mological framework of recognition theory.

In contrast, critical theory that aims at rethinking norms and the
regime of truth (or the frames of recognizability, in Butler’s terms) pla-
ces emphasis not on epistemic phenomena but on the ontological po-
litical and social conditions of subject formation. Whereas normative
ethical theory prescribes how a subject should act, critical theory —
even while maintaining a normative component — asks what compels
the subject to act in one way or another. Consequently, the critique
of the conditions of possibility for knowledge, recognition and mis-
recognition, and subjectivation remains opposed to normative theo-
ries in the traditional sense of the term, such as virtue ethics. What is
referred to as the “normative component” of critical theory is limited
by epistemological frameworks and is directed toward the subsequent
critical work of transforming the world — despite the seemingly po-
wer-independent nature of logical truth, and the objectivity of logic
and language. This is how Lorenzini speaks about the critical potential
of Foucauldian genealogy:
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“This we-making dimension is also what gives genealogy its specific
normative force: even though Foucault’s genealogies do not tell
us precisely “what is to be done,” they nevertheless commit us to
carrying on, in one form or another, the (collective) struggle against
the subjugating effects of the governmental mechanisms and regimes
of truth that still permeate our lives” (Lorenzini 2023: 124).

Even though Butler draws on the Foucauldian idea that “critique is
a virtue” (Butler, 2001) and speaks of the impossibility of productively
opposing critique to norm in the polemics between Foucauldians and
Habermasians, the opposition between critical theory and normative
theory persists in an ethical sense. Critical recognition theory views
the continuous critique of established norms as a way of rethinking the
frames of recognizability of subjects.

The central philosophical question of recognition theory, as one
of the most developed and widespread themes of critical theory (in
decolonial, feminist studies, as well as in studies of national identity,
political communities, legal subjects, etc., lies in the forms of disobedi-
ence of subjects®), is the question of the subject, whose subjectivation
is formed through recognition by the “We” or the Other, as well as the
critical reflection on this recognition or misrecognition. The concept
of critique in Foucault characterizes the strategy of subjective prac-
tice of constituting oneself as a subject through disobedience, that is,
struggle: “Critique is the art of voluntary insubordination, of consi-
dered indocility. Critique essentially performs the function of desub-
jectification in the play of what might, in a word, be called the politics
of truth” (Foucault 2024: 26).

Thus, recognition theory demonstrates not only the necessity of
the normative justification of critical theory but also the need for the
ongoing constitution of critique in relation to the normative charac-
teristics of subjects.

Conclusion: Critique of Normativity

Despite contemporary research asserting the normative character
of critical theory, or at least the convergence of critical theory with

5 For example, studies of recognition in the decolonial approach: Dussel, E. (2022),
Maesschalck, M. (2016), Mignolo, W. D., & Tlostanova, M. V. (2006). See also the
volume on various social aspects of recognition and the intersection of Miranda
Fricker’s theory of epistemic injustice with recognition theory: Giladi, P., &
McMillan, N. (2022).
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normative theory (Honneth, Butler, Lorenzini, Renault, and others),
the thesis of this paper argues that the normativity of critical theory
is limited in its relationship to critique. The key concept used here is
recognition, which lies at the heart of various critical reflections on
decoloniality, justice, and related topics. By considering recognition
theory as a critical theory with the concept of recognition as its cent-
ral subject, this paper explains the critical aspect of this theory and
the attempts to bring critical theory of recognition closer to norma-
tive theory. Relying on the works of Lorenzini and Brandom, the paper
clarifies the normative content of recognition theory within episte-
mological frameworks. However, it asserts that beyond the epistemo-
logical problematics, recognition theory remains critical, constantly
questioning any form of normativity.

Critical theory highlights that the normative ideal remains un-
attainable in situations of injustice. Nonetheless, normativity, or the
normative force (Lorenzini 2023), can be seen as a guiding principle of
critical theory. Undoubtedly, we encounter a contradiction: if the sub-
ject is never fully constituted, and is always in the process of consti-
tution, such normative force can be viewed by some critical theorists
not as a commitment to recognition but as subjection and domination
of individuals.

The main conclusion is that, as a theory aimed at justifying uni-
versal rights and norms, critical theory reveals its normative content.
However, when the theory remains at the level of analysing the process
of subjugation and resistance through the struggle for recognition or
subjectivation, critical theory may call into question the norms that
ground the constitution of the subject.
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Abstract. What we have been facing over the past decades may be de-
scribed not in the worn-out terms of yet another ‘turn’ but rather as
a fundamental change of vector: from outward-directed expansion to in-
ward-directed compression — or, more precisely, to productive differenti-
ation. This shift represents a dialectical reversal within expansionist dy-
namics themselves, encompassing both human experiences and material
milieus and tending to merge them into a new kind of concretion with dis-
tinct characteristics.

Among these characteristics are the intensified presence of screen-like
surfaces that predominantly surround us; the laterality of experiences,
which are increasingly susceptible to distributed or dispersed forms of
presence as opposed to aggressivity-laden frontal (re)actions; and a form
of meaningfulness that resists accommodation within symbolic struc-
tures. Taken together, these tendencies mark a broader transformation in
material-social dynamics — one that paradoxically accelerates the imag-
inative realm, now situated beyond the long-standing divide between in-
ner and outer worlds.

Such an imaginatively accelerated society may be described as implo-
sive — a term I use in a sense close to that found in the programmatic
work of Marshall McLuhan. In this context, implosion is understood as
a productive process of technological and perceptual differentiation, in-
volving the composition and decomposition of matter and resulting in the
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blurring of established boundaries between the given, the meaningful,
and the perceptible. In this article, I examine the origins, underlying con-
ditions, and political as well as social-theoretical implications of the emer-
gent implosive societal.

Keywords: intensive matter, imaginal acceleration, implosive societal,
post-activist agency, laterality.

“Our speed-up today is not a slow explosion outward from
center to margins but an instant implosion and an interfusion
of space and functions.” (McLuhan 1994)

Introduction:
A World Folded in on Itself (Social Implosion
as Both a Developmental Tendency and a Hope)

Let me begin with a brief disclaimer. I am not entirely certain that I will
be able to maintain a consistent focus on the dominant vector of my
reflections, as suggested by the article’s title. This potential inconsis-
tency stems, in part, from the ‘multimodality’ of the vector itself, which
does not adhere to a purely spatial trajectory but instead encompas-
ses a complex interplay of heterogeneous events and processes. For
instance, this vector might tentatively be described using a series of
predicates: centripetal, inward-oriented, differential, enveloping, in-
tensive, inconspicuous, incalculable, and ultimately, implosive. More-
over — and perhaps more significantly — the ambiguities may stem
from the inherent erraticism of the subject itself, which, in turn, de-
rives from the distinct spatiotemporal characteristics of the broader
field I am attempting to engage with. Therefore, it seems appropriate
to begin with a brief outline of the field’s main features and its genesis.

As for its genesis, it emerges at the intersection of two mutually re-
inforcing processes: on the one hand, the culturalization of the social
world — including its material infrastructures and substrates — and on
the other, the planarization — and, in this sense, the materialization —
of the cultural sphere. Together, these processes give rise to a forma-
tion whose contours align neither with what we traditionally conceive
of as the social nor with the broader, more capacious, and even univer-
sal notion of the world. I would describe what emerges through these
processes as a world folded in on itself.! In a sense, this ‘aggregate state’

1 Laura Marks, in her most recent book project, presents a sort of practical philo-
sophy rooted in the metaphysics of ‘enfoldness’ (Marks 2024).
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of the world arises from a kind of dialectical process in which the rel-
atively prolonged expansion, or explosion, of human capacities — in-
tellectual, technological, and, above all, imaginative — transforms into
its opposite while remaining on the same developmental trajectory: an
intensive, inward-oriented compression that can only be partially cap-
tured in spatial terms. This compression brings about qualitative shifts
across many, if not all, dimensions of our worldly experience.

The most conspicuous — and far-reaching — of these shifts occur
in the sphere of our material-technological surroundings. Today, we
inhabit a materially saturated world whose density increasingly blurs
the traditional distinction between the given and the meaningful. As
aresult, the material world around us no longer leads us ‘outside’; it no
longer offers an initial impulse, direction, or trajectory for our thoughts
and actions. It is no longer as transparent as it once was. Rather than
frontally ‘penetrating’ toward its meaning or (hidden) function, we
now find ourselves sliding laterally along surface ecologies into which
individual ‘things’ are increasingly pressed.

Nevertheless, these surface ecologies are not merely extensive, as
one might expect of any surface, but rather intensive — or generati-
ve — tending toward incessant differentiation, or more precisely, im-
plosion. Consider, for instance, a screen or a screen-like surface. When
we look at a painting — which is itself a screen-like object — we become
engaged in a dynamic space that emerges from a ‘metabolic’ process,
one that transforms the material components of the picture — frame,
canvas, and paint — into something that transcends the familiar dis-
tinction between the given and the meaningful. We do not merely
identify something placed before us; rather, we navigate a space that
exists both outside and within us. In doing so, we move, touch, feel,
and understand simultaneously — metabolizing everything we ‘en-
counter’ into a new composition that did not exist a moment earlier.
Today, most of the surfaces that surround us — this is my thesis — are
screen-like, thereby provoking and disseminating the very processes
of metabolic, implosive differentiation described above.?

Generative material surfaces — epitomized by the screen — also
fulfill a secondary role, corresponding to an alternative meaning of
the word screen: not as a surface for projection or representation,
but as a veil whose primary function is not to reveal, but to conceal.

2 ‘Screen-like; in our context, refers to a surface that is structurally — or even
ontologically — organized like pictorial space, in which elements relate to one
another not extensively but intensively. One consequence of this trait is that
a pictorial (sur)face — unlike a physical one — cannot be segmented. This means,
among other things, that a screen-like (sur)face is fundamentally undetermined:
no demarcating line can be drawn on it or through it.
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Paradoxically, the two functions of generative surfaces — reveal-
ing and concealing — are not opposites, but rather two facets of the
same process. While their interrelation may manifest in various ways,
a common denominator persists: each such surface initiates a vortex
of material-perceptual involution — a kind of mutual enfolding of mat-
ter and perception. In contrast to the centrifugal vector characteristic
of the modern experiential stance — outward-looking, unidirectional,
frontal, paradigmatically activist, and transgressive — a centripetal
orientation is increasingly coming to the fore. This stance is defined
by opposing qualities: it is inward-looking, multi-directional, later-
al, situated beyond the active/passive dichotomy, and non-transi-
tive — deeply entangled with its medium and elemental relations. For
instance, our experiences in cinemas or museums are typically mul-
ti-directional.®* They do not fully detach from everyday space, as Ro-
mantic aesthetics might suggest, nor are they entirely immersed in the
diegetic worlds of film or artwork. Instead, they traverse ontological
dimensions and boundaries. While this may sound exceptional, such
crossings occur subtly — as a vortex of micro-processes comparable
to those within the body, such as metabolism, that sustain life while
remaining largely unnoticed.* We glide from one (artistic or pictorial)
object to another — or, more precisely, from surface to surface — re-
maining within the same ecology while simultaneously tracing multip-
le lines and tendencies that diverge and radiate within and beneath
those surfaces. A subtle sense of boredom, or even indifference, of-
ten accompanies this experience, signalling a shift away from sym-
bolic content toward the specific aggregate state of the environment
in which we find ourselves. A film or artwork may still command our
attention, but in doing so, it diverts that attention away from symbolic
content — which, in principle, could be disentangled from its material
medium. Instead, attention becomes inflected and interwoven with a
multitude of heterogeneous elements: fragments of matter, sediment-
ed events, habitual postures, and distant echoes of thoughts that once
haunted us. In such moments, the diegetic unexpectedly turns meta-
bolic, and symbolic expression implodes into a dispersive force — scat-
tering and transforming both established configurations and material
substances. Moreover, these ‘subterranean’ currents, events, and ten-
dencies are neither linear nor developmental, but aleatory, cumulative,

3 See, for example, the longitude project by Laura Harris, dedicated to the seman-
tic functions of gallery windows (Harris 2021).

4 1 borrow the notion of the metabolic as a perceptual regime characteristic of
contemporary ‘cultural contents’ from Shane Denson, who employs this term in
the context of his discussion of post-cinematic imagery (Denson 2020).
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and reversible — further contributing to a mode of meaning-making
that exceeds the symbolic and characterizes what I propose to call the
‘implosive societal’

The term implosive society, or implosive societal, serves both de-
scriptive and normative functions, though not in equal measure: the
projective — and thus normative — dimension tends to outweigh the
descriptive one. It is worth noting, however, that this projection has
a peculiar nature. It is not primarily tied to the free flight of fantasy or
to something abstract and subjective. On the contrary, this ‘projective
normative’ is existentially motivated, historically grounded, materially
conditioned, and, in this sense, involuntary. It is even non-theoretical,
as societal implosiveness appears to me as the only viable chance for
the endurance of humankind in the foreseeable future. In this sense,
it both already exists and remains something yet to come — evoking
a structure of hope (DeNora 2021).

In the remainder of the article, I will explore the origins, under-
lying conditions, and political as well as social-theoretical implications
of the emergent implosive societal.

Meeting the Symbolic Halfway®

The emerging predominance of implosive (or intensive) tendencies over
explosive (extensive) ones is most evident in the shifting role of the
symbolic, understood broadly as figuration — both as process and re-
sult. This implies, among other things, that a ‘figure’ refers to anything
that can be separated from its material substance and considered — at
least in some sense — independently of that substance, or more pre-
cisely, of its specific embodiment. For instance, a piece of information
can be easily paraphrased, or a product redesigned and reproduced.
While a figure retains a connection to its material substance, this con-
nection is, to some extent, arbitrary and, by extension, subordinate to
the figure. One of the defining traits of (high) modernity is arguably
the initiation of a transnational process — beginning in the 15th cen-
tury — that distills the cultural into a socially and ontologically semi-
autonomous realm. As a result, ‘culture’ emerges as the predominant
domain of the symbolic — one that, while not fully coinciding with the
meaningful, nonetheless incessantly strives to assimilate it, and where
the symbolic resides in its purest and most potent manifestations. It is
the expressive and cumulative character of this model of culture that

5  This subtitle rephrases the title of Karen Barad’s book Meeting the Universe Half-
way (Barad 2007).
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renders it extensive and, consequently, explosive. But what might an
alternative — an intensive — model look like? We can begin to glimpse
it in the work of Raymond Williams.®

Raymond Williams’ Notion of Culture:
from Repository to Aggregate State

Williams was among the first to propose and articulate a dynamic con-
cept of culture — one that places far greater emphasis on the per-
formative rather than the productive dimensions of cultural life, where
‘productive’ refers to the predominance of cultural products.” For Wil-
liams, culture is, above all, a human activity that cannot be fully en-
capsulated by any of its products, whether texts, music, or films. As he
himself noted, ‘No mode of production, and therefore no dominant so-
cial order, and therefore no dominant culture, ever in reality includes
or exhausts all human practice, human energy, and human intention
(Williams 1977: 128).

On a methodological level, this perspective calls for a sustained
effort to resist the ‘immediate and regular conversion of experience
into finished products’ (Williams 1977: 128). In other words, we must
slow the pace of analytical work to make room for engagement with
the primary forms of culture that Williams identifies as ‘residual’ and
‘emergent’ (Williams 1977: 122-123). However, even more significant
than Williams’s dynamic notion of culture are his ontological — or top-
ological — considerations, presented in the same 1977 volume, Mar-
xism and Literature. These reflections, occupying just over a page,
hold profound implications.

Williams introduces a distinction between culture as a precipitate
and culture as a form of solution or suspension. The former refers to
symbolic formations; the latter corresponds to what he describes as
a semantic ‘pre-formation’ or ‘structure of feeling’ This structure of
feeling is always in the process of moving toward symbolic articula-
tion, yet it is never fully subsumed by any stable symbolic form. Though
pre-symbolic, it is not pre-semantic — on the contrary, it is inherently
meaningful. Crucially, this meaningfulness does not arise from any di-
rect assignment or deliberate production of meaning. Rather, it is an
emergent property of a milieu — a transformation of its aggregate state.

6 Inhis 2010 book, Scott Lash introduced the term ‘intensive culture, linking it to
processes of differentiation (Lash 2010).

7  John Dewey similarly proposed the notion of art as an integral part of the
self-articulation processes of everyday life (Dewey 1980).
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This meaningfulness has only reached its full potential in recent
times. Today, any figurative or symbolic entity — whether rooted in
so-called classical or contemporary culture — tends to dissolve into
the performative, or at least gravitates in that direction. Culture is
no longer a collection of significant entities but rather an aggregate
state of our culturalized milieus — milieus that generate significance
as such, epitomized in the notion of a life worth living.

In contrast to earlier periods, the notion of culture is increasingly
decoupled from that of tradition. The cultural sphere is no longer an-
chored in a stable repository of canonical artefacts, texts, and images
institutionally or imaginatively maintained and policed. Instead, cul-
ture is undergoing a metamorphosis into a dense and heterogeneous
ecology — circulating predominantly in the form of imprints, trails,
reverberations, echoes, overlaps, and similar modes of transmission.
This shift from sediment to solution, and from meaning to ‘quantum’ —
a tendency characteristic of contemporary cultural dynamics (a to-
pic to which I will return below) — marks a point at which our consi-
deration of the cultural roots of the implosive societal moves beyond
Williams. While Williams construes ‘solution’ as a ‘social semantic for-
mation’ — one among many — thus confining its constitutive factors
and generative potential to the realm of psychology and human prac-
tice, I argue for a radical expansion of this ‘region’ toward a new deve-
lopmental vector that draws both human and non-human entities into
its transformational vortex. Importantly, the emergence of this trans-
formational vector is driven not by moral principles or psychological
impulses, but by the inexorable logic of economic-technological devel-
opment and socio-historical modernization — along with their sinister
and irreversible consequences.

Planarization of Culture/Culturalization
of Matter

I would now like to briefly discuss the complex and multifaceted re-
lationships between culture and matter that characterize late mo-
dernity in its current phase. I will begin by introducing an important
distinction between two complementary — and, to some extent, pa-
rallel — processes that I refer to as the planarization of culture and
the culturalization of matter. The distinction between planarization
and culturalization is admittedly somewhat vague and provisional in
this context, as the culturalization of matter is structurally tied to the
pivotal role played by the proliferation of materially diverse, textured
surfaces in both the modern economy and cultural experience. Put
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differently, planarization highlights a key dimension of what I mean by
culturalization.

As a contemporary social-theoretical concept, culturalization was
recently introduced in the work of Andreas Reckwitz. However, as
a broader theoretical framework and object of systematic sociological
inquiry, the notion can be traced back to Jeffrey Alexander’s project of
cultural sociology (Alexander 2003) and even further to the founda-
tional work of Georg Simmel (Frisby 1997).

As Reckwitz explains, culturalization refers to “a structural shift in
which the specific patterns and rules of the cultural field — essentially
the arts — are expanding into society at large” (Reckwitz 2018: 140).
More generally — and this is quite telling — Reckwitz tends to equate
culturalization with processes of aestheticization and the latter with
the proliferation of artistic social attitudes and practices. He identifies
three ‘aestheticization shifts, or ‘formations, in the genesis of moder-
nity: (1) bourgeois society / aesthetic countercultures / exclusive aes-
theticization; (2) mass society / media and consumption cultures / in-
clusive aestheticization; and (3) late modernity / cultural capitalism /
aesthetic activation (Reckwitz 2016: 230-240).

I agree with the classification proposed by Reckwitz and the de-
velopmental logic that underpins it. However, I would like to probe
further by considering this tripartite periodization not merely as a se-
ries of changes in social attitudes and practices, but as a continuum of
transformations in the very notion of the cultural itself. These trans-
formations can be understood as shifts in its ‘aggregate states, in-
volving substantial — and, in this sense, material — changes. I propose
distinguishing three such aggregate states, which — ideal-typically —
correspond to three major periods in the history of modernity since
the late 18th century:

1. Aristocratic/Bourgeois Culture (18th-19th centuries): culture as
a field.

2. Mass Culture of the Industrial Era (late 19th century-1970s): cul-
ture as social practice.

3. Post-Industrial /Late Modern Culture (1980s to present): culture
as environment, atmosphere, elemental composition, and envelope.

Arguably, the final aggregate state — or current historical phase —
remains the least defined, due in part to its sheer immediacy. More sig-
nificantly, however, this indeterminacy arises from a fundamental shift
in the overarching vector: from continuous expansion to ungovernable
differentiation — or, put differently, from explosion to implosion. The
latter is evidenced by a simple and readily observable fact: much — if
not most — of what takes place today occurs, so to speak, beneath the
surface — below the threshold of vernacular visibility and beyond the
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reach of conventional sociological radars — or within enclosed frame-
works. Despite the massive technological advancements of our time,
the pace of visible transformation in the appearance of European and
American cities — as well as in individual ‘products’ — has noticeably
slowed. Various forms of interaction between humans, non-humans,
and ‘things’ are increasingly being supplanted by proliferating ‘in-
tra-actions’ (Barad 2007), which tend to disregard established physical
and conceptual boundaries. This shift brings about significant changes
in how we (must) conceptualize meaning and agency. Before addres-
sing these changes, I would like to briefly outline the core presuppo-
sition underlying the aforementioned shift in vector: the transversal
implosiveness of differentiation processes that operate independently
of regional or ontological boundaries. This presupposition lies in the
double planarization — of both matter and culture.

Culture Without Content, Matter Without Form

Cultural planarizationis an undercurrent that, for along time, remained
largely inconspicuous. As I understand it in this context, planarization
refers first and foremost to the gradual shift from a vertical (or pyra-
midal) organization of cultural experience to a horizontal one — a tran-
sition from the paradigm of the eternal, scarcely accessible artwork
to that of a fluctuating cultural field that envelops and sustains the
individual at every moment of life (Alloway 1959; Joselit 2000; Kaplan
2021). This transition could only occur as an internal transformation of
the art realm, which itself inherits its techniques for rendering matter
transparent and meaningful from the religious and symbolic practices
of earlier eras. The gradually secularized art sphere functioned as a
social laboratory for the development and dissemination of cultural
techniques aimed at the perceptual plasticization of matter — tech-
niques that ultimately became accessible to a broader public across
a wide range of applications. However, whereas religious practices of
plasticizing matter to create symbolic presence were grounded in the
habitual fusion of specific material configurations with their symbolic
representational capacity — that is, in the established unity of symbol,
corresponding symbolic practices, and their material vehicle — artis-
tic practices increasingly moved toward dissolving this institutionally
controlled and variously regulated bond. It is due to the ungovern-
able manifold of material media, subjects, and artistic lifestyles that
a Williamsian ‘solution’ — saturated with competing projects, world-
views, bodies, and media — begins to supersede a pre-given sphere
of the symbolic, understood as an external inventory of ‘canonical
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themes and figures. As a result, culture gradually begins to morph into
the cultural: an amorphous quality potentially attributable to nearly
everything around us. This shift was supported and propelled by the
proliferation of public museums, the social legitimization of previously
pathologized artistic identities and lifestyles, and the establishment
of distinct fields of research dedicated to art objects and artistic ex-
perience. All of this contributed to the emergence of what Reckwitz
describes as the ‘creativity dispositif’ (Reckwitz 2017), the ‘cultural-
ization of the social’ (Reckwitz 2021), and even a new type of society
oriented toward the singularization of identities and lifestyles (Reck-
witz 2020). In other words, the cultural comes to be understood as the
condition of an overarching experiential field — one that is indifferent
to long-established categorical, that is, ontological, demarcations such
as inner and outer, physical and psychical, or material and meaningful.
As a result, many of our everyday attitudes and practices increasingly
adopt an oneiric mode of experience. Whether in a gallery, on a train,
or while reading or walking, we are, to varying degrees and depending
on the situation, attentionally dispersed, inflected, multilayered, and
slowed. In most cases, the body sheds many of the ‘physical’ tasks it
was required to perform just a few decades ago, functioning less as a
carrier or material support for consciousness and more as an energet-
ic reservoir for the incessant work of the imagination. The transition
from thought to (physical) action has become increasingly fluid — and
often unnecessary — since many of the situations and contexts we in-
habit now belong not to the sphere of the actual but to what Tia DeNo-
ra (2014: 123) calls the ‘virtually real’

All of this may raise a couple of questions. Should we understand
the cultural as a kind of powder evenly covering surrounding surfa-
ces and even amalgamating with them, or does culturalization affect
the very structure of matter itself? And how can the cultural retain
its specificity if it — whether as a region of objects or a qualitative
dimension — is no longer distinctly separated from other regions or
qualities?

The second question can be answered relatively easily, albeit for-
mally: the cultural is no longer a specific region, a repository of objects,
a nomenclature of practices, or an attributable property. Rather, it
constitutes a kind of aggregate state of a multilayered milieu in which
we are persistently embedded — one that is as much outside us as it is
within.

Answering the first question requires at least a brief discussion of
the role of matter in shaping this dynamic milieu. This brings us to the
culturalization of matter, in which the processes of planarization also
play a significant role.
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The culturalization of matter, such is my thesis, has proceeded
through two key phases: an extensive one and an intensive one. The
‘dialectical relationship between these phases once again illustrates —
just as it did in the planarization of art — how extensive expansion
gives rise to intensive differentiation.

The first phase — extensive and expansionary — involves the pro-
liferation of material objects and surfaces, driven by the developmen-
tal logic of industrial capitalism. This same logic — particularly the
seriality inherent in it, a drive toward sheer extension — eventually
gives rise to what we might call, as in the case of culture, planarization
processes.

These processes are not confined to the large-scale quantitative
expansion of unified material objects increasingly covering pre-given
spaces. They also involve the extensive reworking of matter, where-
by a vast array of forms and embodiments is transformed into stan-
dardized modules and blocks. These, in turn, tend to be arranged — or
even extruded — into facades (vertical planarization) and pavements
(horizontal planarization). Industrially produced objects are also in-
creasingly losing their depth: their functional elements — once situa-
ted beneath the surface and requiring constant penetration (and thus
neglect) of that surface — have diminished in significance. Compu-
ters, automobiles, mobile phones, and other electronic devices and
tools now function with such reliability — and with such uniformity in
technical characteristics within each product category — that they no
longer demand our focused attention. Moreover, many contemporary
industrial products are assembled from identical components and of-
ten constructed on shared platforms, a tendency especially evident in
the automobile industry.

All of this — paralleled by decentralization processes in the art
sphere and in so-called ‘culture’ more broadly — initiates the afore-
mentioned shift in the developmental vector: from explosive (and
ultimately uncontrollable) expansion and reworking of matter to its
equally uncontrollable implosive differentiation. As I see it, this shift
is driven by two interconnected factors. The first is the increasing
compression — or a kind of goffering — of matter, resulting from re-
lentless overproduction. Matter is piling up, folding in on itself, and
crumpling, unable to sustain continuous expansion due to the near
exhaustion of energetic, ecological, and spatial resources. The re-
lentless expansion of production lines, product series, and infra-
structures has reached insurmountable limits and has begun to re-
verse into its opposite — compression. Its most visible manifestation
is the growing accumulation of garbage — fragmented matter — on
land and in the sea.
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Second, we observe an increasing indifference to the nuances of
our overcrowded material and cultural worlds. Culture without con-
tent, matter without form: the outer transforms into the inner, retai-
ning its spatial universality while acquiring temporal specificity.

While explosion and extension unfold as a series of successions,
implosion and differentiation occur as a momentary shift in an overall
‘aggregate state.’ What was once perceived as infinite surroundings —
providing weight and meaning to everything — now appears as a se-
ries of peculiar enfoldments (Marks 2024) and envelopes (McCormack
2018), diffracting our intentions and actions and entangling them with
the folds of implosive matter (Barad 2007). This matter tends toward
non-directional differentiation that alters not so much its form as its
very texture.

Material-Perceptual Metabolism: Affects,
Elemental Ecologies, and Experiential Concretions

But what exactly does this explosive matter look like? What kind of
perception does it prompt, and what sort of relationship to it — and
within it — does it require?

As noted earlier, culturalized matter — somewhat paradoxical-
ly — enters our experience as a crucial factor through a mode of defi-
cient attention or even indifference. More precisely, it does so through
a transformation from one mode of attention to another: from an intel-
lectual focus on functional (deep) characteristics to a distributed (in)
attention toward aesthetic, surface qualities. This shift in attention is
supported by the aforementioned ‘dialectical’ inversion, in which the
extensive expansion of material surfaces gives way to their intensive
differentiation. In this sense, the shift is not merely volitional or sub-
jectivist but, on the contrary, ‘accelerationist’ — that is, historically
motivated.

What kind of experiential involvement does this shift in attention
entail, and what kind of textural organization of matter does it pre-
suppose?

Once again, modularity and seriality tend to render the objects
in our surroundings continuous and ecstatic — overlapping with one
another and merging into a kind of dense, or rather ever-densifying,
ecology. This densification of matter initiates a process of qualitative
differentiation — or intensification — whereby its ‘inner’ space be-
comes increasingly congruent with that of consciousness. Paradig-
matic examples include screens and screen-like objects, as noted in
the introductory section. Although screens occupy a visible segment
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of physical space, they are scarcely objects of perceptual comprehen-
sion or meditative contemplation. Rather, they function as spaces of
dwelling — a dwelling that is, in many ways, peculiar. First, it is bidi-
rectional in terms of the positioning of the ‘perceiving subject’ in rela-
tion to the screen. At the same time, it is non-directional with regard
to what unfolds within the screen itself, as this dwelling opens into
an indefinite experiential field. Bidirectionality lies in the simultaneity
of two opposing yet structurally complementary movements. As per-
ceiving subjects, we approach a screen-like surface, which — integral
to this movement — simultaneously enters our consciousness and fills
the entire experiential field. This field encompasses both the actual
and the virtual, integrating perceptual and imaginative components.
This is what Maurice Merleau-Ponty refers to as chiasm (Merleau-Pon-
ty 1969) and transubstantiation (Toadvine 2007: 353), and what Gott-
fried Boehm describes as the ‘exchange of matter with reality’ (Boehm
2007: 252). It is worth noting that these countermovements do not
converge into a monolith. They are not immersive but imaginative;
they do not entrap but liberate — restoring the body as both a resource
and a receptacle for the material-perceptual convergences that under-
lie our experience within screen-like environments. Rather than being
engulfed by a pre-given figurational space, we reclaim the body — no
longer captured, mobilized, or effectively stolen by any figure, icon, or
symbol. Instead, it becomes our own experiential space, endowed with
a full range of imaginative-perceptual capacities that tend to coalesce
into a ‘virtually real’ experiential field.

Once this bidirectional relationship is established, the non-direc-
tional dimension of screen-experiential dwelling comes into play. While
bidirectionality defines the experiential positionality of a screen-like
surface in relation to a perceiving ‘subject, the non-directional aspect
characterizes what unfolds within the performative space that this
positionality opens. I would term these non-directional processes —
albeit provisionally — as metabolic and quantum.

Borrowed from different disciplines — biology and physics — these
terms have developed a kind of productive symbiosis within contem-
porary image theory. For instance, Sunil Manghani articulates the
quantum dimension of image experience as follows: ‘If we are to un-
derstand image at its “quantum” level, we need to go beyond the fixed,
resolved image or picture and instead approach it more as an episte-
mological condition, or, as it were, image degree zero’ (Manghani 2020:
266). This suggests that, at its core, our contemporary experience of
visual imagery tends toward a lateral sliding across dispersed ima-
ginaries co-present in every perceptual act — or at least toward the
abandonment of the accustomed frontal stance. What constitutes the
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ultimate — though not necessarily conscious — telos of our imaginary
experience, in most cases, is not individual images or their “content,”
but rather the non-visual imaginal, which precedes any distinction
between the ‘real’ and the ‘fictitious’ (Bottici 2014).

Thus, the ‘quantum’ level provides a useful framework for descri-
bing the texture of intensive matter: it is not so much a substrate as an
energy. We do not observe the screen as a self-sufficient entity, nor are
we typically content with merely identifying the objects represented
on it — at least not in most ‘normal’ cases. Instead, we find ourselves
drawn into an involutional vortex in which everything — objects, ima-
ges, thoughts, emotions — transforms into uniform quanta.

If a distinction is to be made between the ‘quantum’ level and the
‘metabolic’ aspect, it seems fitting to associate the former with the stage
of encounter or perception and the latter with that of interpretation.
Interpretation within intensive milieus — of which screen-like surfaces
are a paradigmatic example (Angerer 2017) — readily exceeds the bounds
of intellectual comprehension, extending into bodily sensation and re-
verberating across adjacent temporal dimensions of past and future.

In this context, the body functions as a resonance chamber, a re-
ceptacle, a repository, or a sensorium — wide open to the elemental
flows that traverse all conceivable boundaries of the terrestrial world
(Lingis 1988; Engelmann and McCormack 2021; McCormack 2023). In
this sense, beyond its merely technical meaning, understanding be-
comes the act of sustaining and intensifying one’s connections to the
liveable world in its zero-degree state or neutrality — a primal scene
whose reality lies in its overflowing virtuality and energy. This over-
flow, this ‘scenic existence’ of human beings (Hogrebe 2009), inevitably
extends into what we conventionally refer to as ‘nature, which, in this
context, is ‘given’ as a normative horizon of experiential completeness.

Non-directionality is further reflected in the heightened and per-
sistent affectability that characterizes screen-like milieus. Affectabi-
lity does not refer to a mere capacity for agitation, nor is it, at least
initially, a mode of psychic state. In fact, it rarely becomes thematic at
all. On the contrary, the term affectability is intended to capture the
specific intensity of screen-like surface elements that are not merely
adjacent to one another — since screen-like surfaces cannot be vo-
luntarily fragmented — but ecstatic, characterized by what Davis calls
‘a fundamental structure of exposure’ (Davis 2010: 133). A physical (ex-
tensive) surface can be easily segmented, but dividing an image — into
which a surface transforms once it begins generating material confi-
gurations and textures — is far more difficult, if not impossible.

A defining tendency of the current epoch is that not only sur-
faces explicitly functioning as images — those representing
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something — acquire this generative, or intensive, structure, but
much of our surrounding environment does as well, becoming ima-
ge-like or, at the very least, image-inflected. As a result, nearly all
of our everyday experiences unfold inwardly, metabolizing symbolic
contents into bodily stances and cognitive attitudes, and densifying
the elemental milieus of different orders to which we belong — re-
gardless of the type or direction of action being performed at any
given moment. In other words, we both build and become experien-
tial concretions.

Imaginal Acceleration

In the remainder of the article, I will examine the political and ethical
implications of cultural-material implosion, previously outlined as part
of a preliminary social-theoretical diagnosis. I now aim to develop this
inquiry in greater depth.

From a social-theoretical perspective, the notion of social implo-
sion situates itself within the framework of social imaginary theory,
primarily associated with Cornelius Castoriadis (1987), Benedict An-
derson (2006), and Charles Taylor (2004). More recently, Chiara Bottici
has extended this tradition through her project of imaginal politics
(Bottici 2014). What unites these theoretical initiatives is not merely an
interest in the social potential of the imagination, but a shared belief in
the genealogical, ontological, and structural entanglements between
the social sphere and the imaginary.

I understand the imaginary — contrary to the somewhat subjec-
tivist approaches of Castoriadis, Anderson, and Taylor, and closer, in
a sense, to what Bottici refers to as the imaginal — as a kind of ze-
ro-point: a primary disclosure of the original scene of the social, with
its elemental ties to the ‘natural’ world. This disclosure is not a singular
event but an ‘aggregate state’ that requires periodic renewal — a Wil-
liamsian saturated solution in which the material and the meaningful,
action and thought, the real and the possible remain undivided. Like
Bottici, I regard the imaginal as a medial sphere that ‘precedes the dis-
tinction between the “real” and the “fictitious™ (Bottici 2019: 3).

However, unlike Bottici, [ propose grounding the imaginal not only
in a more elaborated notion of the image but also in the broader ma-
terial conditions of its respective historical moment. As should be evi-
dent from the preceding discussion, these two dimensions are both
historically and structurally interconnected. The current conditions
of the imaginal are shaped not only by the ‘stream of images’ (Bottici
2019: 5), which diminishes the symbolic potential of each individual
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image, but more fundamentally by the observable tendency of our ma-
terial surroundings to become image- or screen-like — to transform
into what Giuliana Bruno calls a ‘screen-membrane’ (Bruno 2014: 5).

This tendency is driven not only by the cultural devaluation of the
symbolic or figurational realm — a consequence of the planarization of
culture — but also, and perhaps more fundamentally, by economic pro-
cesses of the culturalization of matter, which themselves arise from
the perceptual and physical overlapping of material surfaces. This
overlapping — motivated by both economic and ecological factors —
initiates structural transformations of matter toward its differential
intensification, leading to implosive processes of material-cultural
metabolism.

My thesis is that this metabolism constitutes the current condi-
tion of the imaginal. Because this state of the imaginal emerges from
relentless material-historical dynamics, we are witnessing a process of
imaginal acceleration: an unprecedented historical surge of the imagi-
nal driven by non-imaginative forces. Since this surge is both intensive
and, in a sense, inward-looking, I term it implosive.

From Symbolic to Scenic:
Agency Beyond the Activity/Passivity Divide
and the Choric Dimension of Experiential Concretions

One of the consequences of imaginal acceleration is that social life in
the contemporary world is increasingly becoming imaginative — or,
as Reckwitz puts it, culturalized (Reckwitz 2021). This process is not
necessarily conscious. On the one hand, it stems from the ongoing,
internally driven transformation of radically non-imaginative spheres
such as the economy and technology — non-imaginative, at least in
the sense of aesthetic creativity. On the other hand, imagination with-
in the realm of the imaginal is rarely an isolated or explicitly marked
activity. On the contrary, imaginal acceleration entails a gradual shift
in dominant experiential attitudes, one of whose core consequences
is a reconfiguration of the very notion of agency and, by extension, of
what we are inclined to regard as a good life.

As noted above, I have already introduced an oneiric experiential
mode characteristic of (over-)culturalized social and material spaces.
In this context, oneiric — among other things, such as liberating the
body from its ‘physical’ duties and temporarily transforming it into
a reservoir of pure virtuality — signifies a kind of affirmative hesi-
tation, a state of generative undecidedness, or what Sobchack calls
a ‘transcendence in immanence’ (Sobchack 2023: 151).
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Here, action and agency are no longer required to operate as on-
tological transfers from the mental to the physical realm. Nor must
action necessarily manifest in visual or verbal form. It can be fulfilled
without articulating itself into a readable — or otherwise external-
ly identifiable — gestalt. In many, if not most, cases, it unfolds as an
undercurrent of micro-events, coalescing into a new — albeit tempo-
rary — experiential concretion.

For example, activities such as reading, writing, visiting museums
or cinemas — as well as walking, conversing, and other ‘ordinary’ ac-
tions — can follow unregulated trajectories, unexpected detours, and
divergent paths that significantly reshape what is traditionally con-
fined within their respective categories. When we also take into ac-
count the symbolic devaluation of cultural products resulting from
their ‘planar’ and increasingly non-hierarchical status, we begin to
perceive a large-scale transformation of the overall experiential field.

One of the defining traits of this transformation is the shift from
discrete acts to a continuous concrescence, into which all of our sig-
nificant and signifying experiences gradually coalesce. Rather than
a product — or even a performance — it is (metabolic) sedimentation
that begins to take precedence. The performative ascent to the realm
of the symbolic, inherent in every aesthetic experience or commu-
nicative encounter, slows down and ultimately withdraws into the very
ground from which it originated — what, following Plato, Kristeva, and
Derrida, may be referred to as chora: an under-articulated and thus
indefinite space that both gives rise to and accommodates any creative
act or experience.

Examples of chora might include the canvas or ground of an emer-
gent image, an archive, a database, an affect, or human memory. Each
foray into the symbolic realm must ultimately withdraw into the cho-
ric — or at the very least, remain in resonance with it. Every action is
balanced by its opposite: genuinely consequential agency transcends
the activity/passivity divide. This dynamic movement — oscillating
back and forth so long as equilibrium is maintained — creates and sus-
tains what Wolfram Hogrebe refers to as the scenic (Hogrebe 2019).

The scenic holds ontological priority over whatever ‘fills’ it, yet re-
mains epistemologically marginalized due to its medial nature: it gives
place and rise to all that emerges, while itself receding into a non-ob-
jectifiable background. If it is accessible at all, it is only indirectly —
through (in)attentive practices rather than through explicit know-
ledge.®

8  Forexample, Paul Frosh, in his recent book, discusses the positive epistemological
and ethical implications of an inattentive stance supported by media (Frosh 2019).
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Engaged Withdrawal:
Post-Activist Practices

How might such practices take shape? And what are their social and po-
litical implications? We can gain insight from a range of contemporary
socio-and media-theoretical, ethnographic, and philosophical projects.
Ambient rhetoric — an emergent sub-discipline within the social
sciences — places significant emphasis on sub-symbolic, environmen-
tal forms of communication and meaning (Rickert 2014; McNely 2024).
This approach entails a bidirectional dynamic, similar to that dis-
cussed earlier: the distributed — and in this sense, ambient — nature
of a genuine act of persuasion requires the simultaneity of engagement
and withdrawal, of activity and passivity, of a frontal communicative
gesture alongside attunement to lateral paths of (choric) materiality
and affectability.

A notable strand of contemporary social theory draws attention to
both the cultural and experiential dimensions of social life. The specific
agency of material and personal iconicity (Alexander 2012; Sonnevend
2024) constitutes a key focus within cultural sociology. Scholars such
as Tia DeNora and Scott Lash, along with proponents of the so-called
new sociology of art, underscore the creative and disclosive poten-
tial of perceptive experiences that have traditionally been regarded as
transitive — that is, lacking internal specificity, passive, and requiring
conceptual articulation (DeNora 2014; Lash 2018; Hennion 2014, 2019).

Within contemporary German sociology, several theoretical pro-
jects emphasize the socially consequential differences among core
modalities of experience (Schulze 1992, 2015; Rosa 2020). A specific
form of agency may emerge through a shift from symbolically arti-
culated, channeled (even engulfed), frontally oriented modes of per-
ception and action to non-channeled, under-articulated, and laterally
oriented modalities.

In his early large-scale empirical and theoretical project, Gerhard
Schulze proposed — as a form of social time-diagnosis — the notion of
an incremental yet radical shift in general experiential attitudes to-
ward the world, both social and physical: from an external to an inter-
nal orientation, from the accumulation of resources to the intensifica-
tion of lived experience, and from matter to meaning (Schulze 1992).
Despite the sweeping nature of this shift, however, the new experi-
ential attitude — and its corresponding logic of lived-experience ra-
tionality — remained success-oriented. This time, though, the objects
of success calculations became lived experiences themselves, along
with whatever serves to intensify them. Yet because the experiential
sphere is far less susceptible to calculation than the ‘outer realm, the
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relentless pursuit of greater ‘quality’ and intensity of experience inevi-
tably gives rise to frustration.

In his much later and more concise follow-up to the book, Schulze
introduces the notion of self-transcendence — not only as a concep-
tual refinement, but also as a social-practical development of what he
previously termed the ‘experience society’ (Schulze 2015). Self-tran-
scendence cannot be the direct aim of an experience; it can only arise
as an indirect or collateral outcome — an ‘encounter by the way. It is
incalculable due to its intransitivity: as a ‘goal in itself, self-transcen-
dent lived experience manifests as a swarm or cloud of micro-events —
a transformative vortex that turns the outer world into the inner one,
and vice versa. As Schulze himself puts it, ‘self-transcendence is in-
trinsic in the sense that the action itself is seen as rewarding’ (Schulze
2015: 171).

In his 800-page foundational work, Hartmut Rosa introduces and
elaborates the concept of resonance as a fundamentally human mode
of experience (Rosa 2019). Rather than perceiving the world as a ‘point
of aggression, he argues that we should strive to experience it as
a ‘point of resonance’ (Rosa 2021). In contrast to Schulze, Rosa focuses
not only on the mode of experience but also on the mode of existence
of the material world — an emphasis that highlights certain advantages
of the term resonance over Schulze’s self-transcendence. However, Ro-
sa’s project lacks a detailed examination of the corresponding trans-
formations in the material textures of the resonating world.

Recently, Eduardo de la Fuente has attempted to address this
gap through his project of textural sociology. Yet, perhaps due to its
still-emergent nature, his work has not yet offered concrete examples
of ‘textural thinking’ (de la Fuente 2019: 6).

At the philosophical end of the spectrum of efforts to conceptua-
lize what I call post-activist agency, Jane Bennett — among others —
offers valuable theoretical insights. Beyond emphasizing the osmotic
relationship between thought and matter (Bennett 2010), she articu-
lates a dynamic exchange of matter and energy — an ‘influx and ef-
flux’ — between the human and non-human components of an inte-
grated, vibrant world (Bennett 2020).

An overarching tendency uniting these theoretical endeavors is
a resistance to the compelling pull embedded in every manifestation
of the symbolic — whether in direct address, artistic or social icons,
ideological slogans, or similar forms. The experiential mode that cor-
responds to such symbolic forms is characterized by its transitory and
channeled trajectory, mono-modality, mono-sensoriality, and emo-
tionally reactive orientation. It functions, in this sense, like a kind of
‘tunnel vision” it has low resolving capacity and, as a consequence,
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lacks access to highly differentiated textures — whether material or
social.

By contrast, the post-activist experiential mode exhibits opposite
characteristics: it is non-transitory, meaning it cannot be fully con-
tained by the object of perception or by a succession of experiences
that transcend their temporal and spatial boundaries toward some
overarching goal — a goal that does not require the experiences to
be explicitly articulated and may, moreover, retroactively imbue them
with meaning.

The post-activist experiential mode is non-channeled, making it
difficult to be ‘policed’ by external forces due to its non-directionality
and its implosive, unregulated differentiation. It is also multi-modal
and multi-sensory, which is evinced, among other things, in its em-
beddedness within the affectability of its elemental milieu. This af-
fective dimension does not manifest as emotions adhering to and
governed by the symbolic but rather as affect belonging to a broader
ambient field. Consequently, post-activist experience is characte-
rized by high resolution, enabling it to be slowed down, intercepted,
and enriched — or contaminated — by material and social textures.
It is clear that the experiential attitudes described above carry corre-
sponding normative implications — both ethical and political — which
[ will briefly address in the final subsection of this article.

Ethics and Politics of Laterality:
Inflection, Viscosity, Hesitation

An implosive society — if such a phenomenon exists or is beginning to
emerge — must necessarily be political. First and foremost, if the im-
plosive mode of social organization prevails (even relatively), the his-
torically established cultural and social ties that have long served as
gravitational anchors for the political will no longer be as inexorable.
Indeed, this already appears to be the case. Today, not only is the
once-unified Judeo-Christian tradition receding, but the very princi-
ple of historical inheritance is being eroded by the intensifying pres-
sures of an accelerating present. The long, once clearly discernible
trajectories of the symbolic no longer hold us captive as they did less
than a century ago. It is not only religious tradition that has waned;
the cultural sphere — once envisioned as an ever-rising pyramid of
human ‘intellectual’ achievement — no longer looms on our horizon as
an unshakable landmark. ‘Culture’ has stretched into a ‘long front’ (Al-
loway 1959), or — if we extend the notion further — has shattered into
quanta: fragments, echoes, sediments, and the like, which can now be
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projected, configured, and reconfigured across nearly any (screen-
like) surface.

These generative surfaces, in turn — as integral elements of
post-activist experiential concretion — participate in what we previ-
ously referred to as material-perceptual metabolism. That said, the
production and intensive deployment of the symbolic, or the figura-
tional, continues unabated. Indeed, the symbolic constitutes a sphere
of affirmative alienation: it takes, but it also gives. It demands time
and energy from the individual, yet compensates for this sacrifice by
opening up a shared — though uniform — space.

Thus, everything that belongs to the realm of the symbolic and
signification is inherently political. Castoriadis’ key insight was to re-
veal this fact and to recognize in it a path toward social emancipa-
tion (autonomy). However, he aimed to regulate access to signification
while leaving the foundational status of the symbolic itself intact. In
this respect, the strategy of resistance proposed by Julia Kristeva — if
we choose, for whatever reason, to remain within the psychoanalytic
paradigm — strikes me as more productive: a perpetual retreat into the
generative space of the ‘semiotic chora’ (Kristeva 1984: 28).

This retreat, however, entails the pursuit of a politics (and ethics) of
laterality, in contrast to the frontality of direct political action, which —
regardless of its manifest goals, couched in symbolic terms — remains
compromised by its complicity in the restoration of the alienating
power of the symbolic or, at the very least, in its instrumentalization.

A hint at what such a politics might look like — and how it might
be conceptualized — can be found, for example, in the works of Sara
Ahmed, Alia Al-Saji, and Kathleen Stewart. Each of them — whether
focusing on ‘stickiness’ as a mode of affective transfer (Ahmed 2014:
91), hesitation as an emancipatory perceptual attitude (Al-Saji 2014), or
‘worlding’ as the practice of perceptually and affectively constructing
and reconstructing the nearest social world (Stewart 2014) — traces
the lateral lines that bind us to the world and to one another, prior to
and beyond the annihilating power of the symbolic.

Conclusion: Hypo-Culture, Respiratory Thinking,
and the Future of Social Theory

Arebellion against the symbolic should not be interpreted as a rebellion
against the meaningful. I advocate for the politicization of the symbo-
lic — not its abolition — which, I must admit, is neither possible nor
necessary. The symbolic — whether verbal, visual, or bodily-perfor-
mative (ritual) — remains, and will continue to remain, indispensable.
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What must be abandoned, and what is already underway, is any at-
tempt to solidify it.

In a sense, we should remain on the verge of its dissolution — and
today, we are compelled to do so. This compulsion arises from the
symbolic itself: from its current tendency to dissolve into a diffuse
ecology composed not only of adjacent ‘meaningful entities’ but in-
creasingly ‘contaminated’ by culturalized matter. The meaningful no
longer needs to be drawn out into argumentation or narrative, nor un-
folded into spatial composition on a pictorial surface. While it can —
and in many cases must — take such forms, it no longer requires them
by necessity.

The relationship between the symbolic and the choric — as it un-
foldsin everyday practices — can be most effectively described through
the model of breathing. Any communicative expression, perceptu-
al encounter, or purposive activity may be understood as an exhala-
tion (dilation), followed by an inhalation (contraction), during which
thoughts, impressions, intentions, images, sounds, and other elements
are gathered, compressed, digested, sedimented, and metabolized.

Both phases are increasingly supported by mediating technolo-
gies. The most eloquent example of media support for the exhalation
phase — epitomized by various forms of emanative irradiation such
as attention, intentionality, speech acts, and so on — would be social
network media. In contrast, generative Al exemplifies media support
for the inhalation phase. This two-way process — these two phases
of breathing — from the frontal (unidirectional, intentional, extensive,
reactive, aggressive) to the lateral (multi- or non-directional, inten-
sive, hesitant, affective, implosive), and vice versa, gravitates toward
a zero-point of virtual integrity: a state of balance and neutrality that
transcends distinctions between activity and passivity, matter and
meaning, future and present.

In terms of a cultural model, we might identify two complementary
modes. Hyper-culture — a phase of dilation or even dispersion, which
Reckwitz (2021) describes as the current condition of culture — serves
as a freely available reservoir of images, forms, styles, and other ele-
ments for individual self-development. This mode should be balanced
by hypo-culture — a phase of contraction or saturation (a Williamsian
‘solution’). Perceiving and understanding within contemporary cultu-
ral ecologies now resembles inhaling, digesting, and metabolizing
more than it does the intellectual act of extracting a singular ‘mea-
ning. It may be more fitting to envision the meaningful not as some-
thing extracted from a mass of matter, but as an envelope, skin, or
atmosphere — one that transcends the boundaries between inner and
outer.
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Why should we not think of social theory in the same vein? Is it not
projective rather than merely descriptive? It seems to me that — much
like the dynamic between hyper- and hypo-culture — various social
theories, each as a form of self- and world-articulation (a kind of ex-
hale), coagulate in their next state (a kind of inhale) at the moment
of reception — whether by readers or through other means — into
a complex virtuality. This virtuality could, and indeed should, serve as
the foundation for a practical, and thus more-than-theoretical, form
of individual self-understanding. In this sense, social theory itself be-
comes respiratory.
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Abstract: This paper develops a version of critical theory as determina-
tion of praxis, where praxis is defined as a change made via intellectual
activity of understanding and explanation. It uses the commemoration of
15 years from the death of Belarusian social philosopher Vladimir Fours to
reflect on the transformations of social theory in the 1980s-2020s. It ap-
proaches Vladimir Fours as a constructivist social philosopher of emanci-
pation and as a contributor to conceptualizations of late modernity’s dis-
organization. This paper highlights that the spread of constructivist social
research very much coincided historically with the momentum of neoli-
beral doctrine worldwide and with tangible underlying strategies to un-
dergird and reinforce neoliberal doctrine. The lack of recognition of these
underlying strategies behind the constructivism-emancipation nexus has
resulted in often disembedded agency and underdetermined praxis of the
mainstream social theory. This becomes especially apparent in light of the
currently encountered polycrisis of modernity, defined in this paper as fu-
sion of the 2008 financial crisis and its aftermath — namely, the growing
incommensurability between global finance and national politics; the rise
of digital platforms — as business models, new power agents, and critical
scaffoldings of everyday experience (contributing to the erosion of grid-
like modern statehoods); growing momentum in the recognition of cli-
mate crisis as a critical issue (revealing the limits to laissez-faire market
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logic); and Russia’s challenge to the post-WWII political order (strategical-
ly undermining the principle of the right of nations to self-determination
by a permanent member of the UN Security Council). This paper presents
a showcase of developing configurations of embedded agency and of de-
termined praxis aimed at adequately confronting the polycrisis of moder-
nity, along with its prevailing tendencies of neoliberalization and milita-
rization. From this perspective, it advocates for a stronger emphasis on
an infrastructural lens versus a constructivist turn, personal data versus
identity, critique of extractivism versus decolonization, and planetarity
versus globalization.

Keywords: praxis, underdetermination, polycrisis of modernity, in-
frastructures, platformization, extractivism, planetarity.

Introduction:
Social Theory and Participatory Research

I have never been either Vladimir Fours’s collaborator or a student.
However, in the last years of his life, we had a few conversations on the
topic of grassroots sociology, in which he was increasingly interested.
It was obvious that, in the late 2000s, he sought to experiment with the
disciplinary boundaries and the conceptual capacities of social theo-
ry — both in his own work and in that of his students in the EHU Mas-
ter’s programme “Social Theory and Political Philosophy”, which he
was leading at the time. Moreover, he wanted to translate the results
of this experimentation into the transformations of the university’s in-
stitutional functioning. For him, the promise of grassroots sociology
lay in a redefining research settings and the uncovering new empirical
dimensions for observation. This concerned primarily the Belarusian
context, where, according to him, mainstream sociological scholarship
was confronted with too many blind spots. Our conversations focused
primarily on the role of the informants in the research process — more
specifically, on an approach that treats filed informants as equal in-
terlocutors, on par with colleagues in the conference room or readers
of academic books and journals. By that time, my own perspective —
urban studies as an academic research field and urbanism as applied
practice — was deliberately incorporating this approach. Over the last
10-15 years, this approach, most often referred to as “participatory”,
has been gaining increasing popularity. It was from this background
that Vladimir Fours became interested in revisiting and sharpening
the repertoire of social theory — both in his own work and in that of
his students.
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In a more abstract conceptual perspective, my own work belonged
to this research orientation by addressing the wider trend of a cer-
tain de-technocratization of urban development through deliberation,
contestation and partnerships. From a methodological perspective,
my colleagues and I used a cross-sectoral approach and thus sys-
tematically were singling out and comprehending the interlocutors’
sectoral background vis-a-vis a studied urban development issue.
Starting in 2007, together with Ben Cope, we were simultaneously re-
searching and intervening in culture-sector-driven transformations of
the Warsaw neighbourhood Old Praga, in alliance with a local NGO
organizing cultural events such as concerts or happenings. Thus, the
research was enabled by results-oriented cooperation with the parti-
cipants of the studied settings, in the process of cultivation of a cer-
tain socio-cultural profile of the area. And by dint of this, it allowed us
to better understand the dispositions in those settings — to discern
and to reflect in a situated mode on the differences in positionality of
aresearcher, an activist, a cultural sector manager, an evening econo-
my entrepreneur, a creative producer, an evening economy workforce,
a disadvantaged or, vice versa, affluent resident, a real estate investor,
etc. It should be noted that since the early 2010s, the participation
of NGOs in urban development — within such hybrid coalitions with
the cultural sector and private enterprises — has become highly wide-
spread in Central and Eastern Europe.

Afew years later, I incorporated an NGO worker into a panel within
a fully academic event for the first time — specifically, the 2011 confe-
rence of the European Commission’s 7" Framework project on policies
for the distribution of public spaces in culturally diverse societies. My
paper was about the challenges of the undocumented Roma settlement
in the outskirts of Vilnius, and I was keen to invite and to converse with
a research partner from the NGO, which was located right in the set-
tlement and provided all kinds of support to its dwellers. A bit later,
in the 2010s, the participatory research projects became one of the
main specializations of the Laboratory of Critical Urbanism at the EHU
and were systematically implemented, documented and scrutinised in
publications, conferences, workshops and summer schools, as well as
in public discussions. Today, such an orientation toward participatory
research and cross-sectoral social partnerships is, if not mainstream,
at least a well established practice in the social sciences. However, in
the late 2000s, the search for interlocutors as partners in knowledge
generation beyond a conference room and academic journals was both
unusual and highly progressive for a social philosopher. In this sense,
during his later years Vladimir Fours closely aligned with the emerging
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culture of producing social science through an engaged, participatory
mode.

At the same time, it is crucial that for Fours, the interest in grass-
roots sociology was not about searching for discrete methodological
experimentation. On the contrary, it was a part of the longer-term
conceptual project of his to develop and to practise a deliberately
emancipatory social theory. In his earlier writings he suggests that
emancipation potential is to be recognized and exploited both in the
realm of research paradigms in academia of 1960s-2000s and in the
realm of the possible repertoires of action of a researcher in the broa-
der social settings. He also shows how those two realms are, in fact,
interconnected. In the latter realm of a researcher’s participation in
social processes, this implied the development of the notions and the
conceptualizations that would allow for the systematic restructuring
of existing social constraints and the nurturing of the horizons for
multiple desirable political futures. Fours depicts those constraints
as anyway eroding amidst the social tendencies, which started in the
1960s and 1970s as “all-encompassing de-conventionalization of social
practices” (dypc 2002: 64). Thus, his own civic and political choice
was to embrace these tendencies and to build a version of critical
theory as an intellectual resource for emancipation, understood as
“production of utopias, in view of which critical perception of a given
social world becomes possible” (Oypc 2002: 39-40). In this sense, it is
not surprising that in his later years, Vladimir Fours was actively en-
gaged in EHU’s institutional and community experimentation, which
aimed to create a more inclusive and reflexive model of university
self-governance.

Vladimir Fours’s Praxis
of Emancipation and Its Limits

If we highlight the historical dimension of emancipatory restructu-
ring of social constraints in Vladimir Fours’s theoretical work, we re-
cognize him as embracing and contributing to a series of attempts —
primarily British and American scholars — to make sense of societies
undergoing [largely economic] flexibilization, deregulation and dis-
organization (Lash and Urry 1994; Lash and Urry 1987; Giddens 1991;
Sennet 1998; Bauman 2000; etc.). This attitude of Fours — both au-
thentic and homologous with a much wider trend — can be seen as
the result of the interplay of the broader history of accelerated econo-
mic globalization in the 1980s-2000s and his individual biography as
a philosopher shaped during Perestroika and the semi-dismantled
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Soviet Union. This was a period of great expectation that the end of
the USSR would lead to the fall of associated socio-political ‘walls’ and
‘curtains, thereby accelerating all forms of international exchange.
Against this backdrop, Fours’s efforts to incorporate Belarus into the
processes of global intellectual exchanges were primarily targeting
institutional and ideational constraints within a rather repressive lo-
cal context. In his argumentation, these efforts are intertwined with
the research agenda of social constructivism, refracted in the longer-
term history of philosophy. In particular, Fours suggests that critical
social theory, to which he himself contributes, is the latest symptom
and culmination of the crisis of philosophical rationality that gained
momentum after Descartes’s writings and began to be questioned in
the late 19th century. From a historical perspective, Fours identifies
the end of “organized modernity,” with its crucial political breaking
point in 1968 (marked by a series of political mobilizations worldwide)
and its economic breaking point in 1973 (marked by the global oil crisis
and its aftermath). (bypc 2002: 16).

The loss of Vladimir Fours in 2009 — the moment from which he
can be our interlocutor only through his writings and in our memo-
ries — coincided dramatically with profound macro-shifts that mark
a rupture and the emergence of substantially new circumstances in
international socio-political history. These are, first, the financial cri-
sis of 2008, the internationally applied austerity policies implemented
to tackle it, and the political responses to the resulting strains; second,
the rise of digital platforms as business models, new power agents,
and critical scaffolding of everyday experience; third, growing mo-
mentum in recognizing the climate crisis as a critical issue, along with
policy, civic, and research responses; and fourth, Russia’s challenge to
the post-WWII political order through the redrawing of state borders,
beginning with the invasion of Georgia in 2008 and continuing with
invasions of Ukraine in 2014 and 2022. It would be safe to argue that
over the last fifteen years, as a result of these four shifts, a solid ground
has emerged to understand and approach modernity through the lens
of its polycrisis — or, more dramatically, multiple collapses — rather
than as a promise of a secure, smooth transition to something new.
This paper scrutinizes the conceptual implications of those historical
macro-shifts from the perspective of the social critical theory and its
explanatory potential. What should social critical theory’s response
to these circumstances be? Which new notions to understand social
processes are emerging from these macro-shifts? Are the conceptua-
lizations of modernity still helpful in these circumstances? If yes, what
are the necessary empirical keys and the indispensable theoretical
puzzles to adequately work with the concepts of modernity today?
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This paper argues that critical theory’s potential in addressing
contemporary challenges lies in its commitment to praxis — under-
stood as transformative action grounded in intellectual work, inclu-
ding primarily processes of understanding and explanation. I adopt
the classical conception of praxis developed by Marx (1978), Lukacs
(1971) and Gramsci (2011), and inspired by Hegelian dialectics (2018),
which frames praxis as self-conscious, purposeful, and collective ac-
tion shaped by specific historical conditions. However, in light of the
current polycrisis of modernity, I focus on identifying the structural
impediments — or fetters — that hinder collective transformation,
particularly those arising from the erosion of the institutional and
infrastructural bases of modern social life. Instrumentally, praxis is
a change achieved by systematic historicization resulting in awareness
of socio-political conditions of possibility for any individual or collec-
tive action. It is against this backdrop that Vladimir Fours’s contribu-
tion to critical social theory can justifiably be regarded as a praxis of
emancipation amid the macro tendencies of flexibilization, deregula-
tion, and disorganization of societies.

What, then, are the socio-political conditions of possibility for
individual or collective action in the 2020s? This paper advocates
a classical critical theory approach, where the analysis of the mode
of production makes it possible to identify the configuration of enab-
lers of any social activity. In this approach, critical theory possesses
an analytical repertoire, firstly, to examine the polycrisis of modernity
constituted by those four macro-shifts as historically caused interre-
lated tendencies and not as singular events; and secondly, to identi-
fy the distinct interests and hence resulting conflicts inherent in the
above-described four macro-shifts. This helps to make sense of this
polycrisis as human-made and not as something natural and unavoi-
dable. Thus, the current breaking points of modernity vis-a-vis those
four macro-shifts are recognized firstly in the growing incommensu-
rability between global finance and national politics; secondly, in the
erosion of grid-like modern statehoods (Scott 1998) due to the digital
platformization of social processes, as well as due to both dictated and
transactional extractivism; thirdly, in the limits of laissez-faire market
logic growth due to climate challenges; and fourthly, due to the stra-
tegic undermining of the principle of the right of nations to self-deter-
mination by a permanent member of the UN Security Council (Russian
Federation).

As this paper is revisiting the contribution of Vladimir Fours as a so-
cial philosopher, the even more important aim of critical theory is to
recognize socio-political constraints that embed and thus limit praxis
itself. This paper’s approach differs from much of the constructivist
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research agenda, which ultimately aims to denounce social constraints
as socially fabricated, thereby paving the way for emancipation from
those constraints. As a result of such an orientation, constructivist
research agendas tend to simplify constraints, which in reality leads
rather to dis-embedding of praxis than to emancipation. It is in this
sense this paper implicitly argues against Vladimir Fours’s project of
processing ‘Marx without a beard’, or Marx without historical mate-
rialism (@ypc 2002: 70). Fours singles out four main threads of Marx’s
lineage that, according to him, were fruitfully utilized in social theory
during the 1970s and 1990s: first, a general theory of social life based
on the notion of practice; second, a reconstruction of historical dialec-
tics; third, a critical analysis of capitalism; and fourth, a praxeology of
social emancipation (Oypc 2002: 51). He consciously omits attention to
the mode of production, presenting a lighter version of critical theory
whose main aim is systematic deconstruction leading to emancipation.
In contrast, this paper separates the idea that praxis is historically and
materially determined — and therefore constrained — from the notion
that simply denouncing a social constraint as constructed is sufficient
for emancipation.

The main issue for critical theory in this paper’s argument is not
the factor of material referent as it is (base or infrastructure in Marx),
but the process of determination set in force by material referent.
What requires the most detailed understanding and explanation is
determination as a process with its own logic and conditions of pos-
sibility, and not a socially or materially constructed constraint that
results from determination. The latter is something that construc-
tivist research tends to prioritize. In contrast, the essence of histo-
rical necessity lies not in teleology — that is, identifying a constraint
to overcome — but in causality: understanding the evolving structure
of that constraint. Moreover, the fact that any social activity is mate-
rially determined does not have to automatically launch a shortcut to
the means to emancipate from this determination. For such emanci-
patory tactic implies that an intellectual effort of deconstruction and
denaturalization is always reduced to a certain predefined statement.
The result often is that this tactic flattens and caricatures the con-
straint’s lineage and composition. Determination of praxis of under-
standing and explanation is, in the first place, about the identification
of the historical conditions of possibility of evolving social processes
and phenomena and, only after it, of the possibilities for individual and
collective action.
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Neoliberalism, Constructivist Research Agenda,
and Underdetermined Praxis

In line with the distinction in critical social theory between social re-
ality as determined and as constructed!, this paper unpacks the poly-
crisis of modernity that has evolved over the last fifteen years and, on
this basis, offers insights not only into necessity but also into pros-
pect. This conceptual background, along with the fifteen-year tem-
poral gap since Vladimir Fours’s latest writings, allows for a slight-
ly different perspective on the end of organized modernity and its
emancipatory potential through the de-conventionalization of social
practices — an approach he theorized alongside other scholars. The
arguments about the flexibilization, disorganization or deregulation
as the key tendencies in the First World starting from the 1980s are
quite widespread. And it needs to be acknowledged that historically
the spread of constructivist social research very much coincided with
building the momentum of neoliberal policies of financialization and
deregulation of national economies worldwide. Those policies gave
rise to mesmerising new visions of productivity and of social func-
tions at large, which often resulted in the domination of emancipa-
tion (from the rigid industrial work and related social conventions) as
the central trope in the interpretation of social change. However, at
the same time, there are grounded and persuasive arguments about
neoliberalism as a highly organised and regulated system, which is in
fact not about deregulation and weakening of the state but about even
more strategically targeted re-regulation, resulting in increased dis-
cipline and austerity (Peck 2010). This especially concerns the experi-
ence of the lower strata of society, who are responsibilized, surveilled,
and systemically exposed to the penal system (Wacquant 2009). These
seemingly counterintuitive observations were best visible in the urban
environments defined by the financialization of housing, shrinkage of
localised welfare state functions, growing socio-economic segrega-
tion on urban and regional scales, and displacement of marginalized
populations (Harvey 2005).

This seemingly paradoxical relationship between neoliberal flexi-
bilization and discipline is particularly evident in recent historical
transformations of labor and the emerging digital regimes designed
to proletarianize and control the workforce. It was documented and
widely discussed both in the earlier studies of the precarious status
of formerly secure First World middle-class (Standing 2011) and in the

1 This distinction gives rise to the respective distinction between research as de-
termination of praxis and research as constructivist praxis of emancipation.
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more recent studies of the extraction of on-demand labor, strictly
disciplined via fragmentation that is enabled by the factor of medi-
ating digital platforms (Altenried 2022; Mezzadra and Neilson 2017).
The main current services for freelance digital creators, such as Up-
work and Fiverr, have increased their revenue and infrastructural
power during and due to the Covid-19 pandemic.? In the longer-term
semiosis of labor, such services are appealing because they promise
freedom from the tedious constraints inherent in organizing work
processes within an institution or company. However, the resulting
dis-embeddedness, or, as the economic scholars of work would call
it ‘unbundling’ (Baldwin 2016), quite oppositely led to much tighter
financial control of the workforce. This is because such new modes
of digital mediation of the relations between workforce and clients
not only dictate strict infrastructural constraints on transactions but
also create preconditions for arbitrary exploitation of the workforce
by clients and lead to unequal and unfair relations between these
transaction parties. Not only the platforms for employment, but, even
more radically, the platforms for verification of income and spending
become increasingly recognisable actors in the world of work and in
the field of finance. The latter ones cultivate a predatory approach
to personal data and pose significant risks to employees’ rights and
autonomy by making their financial behavior fully transparent to their
potential employers.

It is meaningful that the idea of freelancing and unbundling as
promising freedom — which was indirectly backed by the broader
discourse of emancipation nurtured in global social theory of the
1980s-2000s — has led to de-autonomization and tighter produc-
tivity control. The work practices made sense as ‘play ethic’ (Kane
2005) and as ‘prosumption’ (Ritzer and Jurgenson 2010) were prima-
rily promises in the 2000s that have turned largely into traps in the
2010s. In view of this historical logic, quite paradoxically, what was
supposed to be a source of creativity and freedom via emancipation
from rigid structures has transmuted into a condition of even grea-
ter exploitation and necessity. This condition became discernible
and widely publicly discussed in the aftermath of the 2008 global fi-
nancial crisis. However, these discussions have not really initiated
the re-reading of the long-term constructivism and emancipation

2 Market Capitalisation of Fiverr from 2019 to 2024. (2024). Statista, December
2024, https://www.statista.com/statistics/1454762 /fiverr-market-cap-time-
line/ (accessed January 10, 2025); Revenue of Upwork from 2019 to 2023. (2024).
Statista, October 2024, https://www.statista.com/statistics/1529896/up-
work-revenue/ (accessed January 10, 2025.)
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nexus that de facto created a moral and ideological foundation for
the unbundling of the workforce, as well as indirectly encouraged
a kind of insecure and uncertain socio-economic behaviour. In view
of a more recent rise of Al in a similar vein, can we anticipate that,
in the long-term, the promise of emancipation of agency vis-a-vis
prevalent structures will turn out to be the next iteration of a ‘Trojan
horse’ of even tighter algorithmic [infra]structural governance? Isn’t
any mode of self-expression, being mediated by platforms as busi-
nesses and as infrastructures, ultimately reduced to the training of
privately owned algorithms?

Moreover, the very foundation of those mesmerising images and
experiences of productivity through deregulation has been scru-
tinised and challenged in critical social research. In particular, it is
crucial that the combination of the 1970s economic crisis, the poli-
cy responses to it, and the overall emancipation-centred political
culture has generated a situation in which political-economic agen-
cy-structure relations in the First World societies starting from the
late 1970s have been characterised by the growing reliance on debt
and indebtedness on both individual and national levels. This is well-
documented and analyzed both in the registers of state institutions in
historical perspective (Streeck 2014) and in the practices of governing
individual and collective behavior (Lazzarato 2012). Thus, understan-
ding civic empowerment as a feature of the most advanced national
societies in the 1970s and later is not complete without awareness of
this feature’s entanglement with the tendencies of financialization
and indebtedness. Wolfgang Streeck even regards the massive pro-
fessionalization and employment of women starting from the 1970s
from this perspective (2014). Today’s fintech trend of framing spen-
ding as a gamified, playful experience suggests that we are witnessing
not only institutional but also infrastructural connections between
economic well-being — as both analogue and digital experiences —
and debt (Threadgold et al. 2024). Instead of emancipated autonomous
agency, this creates a controlled indebted agency being both playful-
ly nurtured and at the same time nurturing the structures of plat-
formized finance sector.

It is precisely in the historical context of the rise of neoliberalism
that the social constructivist research agenda created a promising ho-
rizon for interdisciplinary research discoveries and for “politicization
of the everyday” (dypc 2002: 108). Vladimir Fours was fruitfully wor-
king towards this horizon, as he defined critical social theory through
“interdisciplinarity” and through “reflexive politicization of humani-
ties” (Oypc 2002: 3-4). However, it is equally possible to observe, in
hindsight, that this research agenda has become the foundation for
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a disembedded and underdetermined praxis. In particular, social con-
structivism justified the mode of praxis that, in fact, did not succeed
in internalizing the configurations of conflict inherent in neoliberal
doctrine and in situated neoliberal policies. And due to such disem-
beddedness and underdetermination, the mainstream emancipatory
research discourse largely did not succeed in recognizing the emer-
ging new counter-revolutionary means of exploitation in deregula-
ted socio-economic environments (Aurelli 2015), in soberly estimating
a transformational potential of identity politics (Fraser 2000), and in
representing the socio-economic and cultural experience of all the so-
cial strata, not only of the privileged ones. The First World academia
as a sector of employment in the 1990s and 2000s indeed was a locus
of privilege and emancipation, where constructivist research agen-
das prioritized denunciations instead of the internalization of pre-
valent socio-political burdens. However, from the 2020s perspective,
it seems more justified to theorise the late 20th century flexibilization,
deregulation and disorganization rather from the vantage point of the
disadvantaged ones, of those carrying the burdens of responsibiliza-
tion, unbundling and offshoring.

From today’s perspective, it is possible to recognize that the ten-
dencies of flexibilization, disorganization, and deregulation were, in
fact, strategically undergirded by robust underlying infrastructural
strategies — namely marketization (Brown 2015), digital platformiza-
tion (van Dijk Poell and de Waal 2018), as well as financialization and
the increasing reliance of both national governments and individual
households on debt (Streeck 2014). In this context infrastructural un-
bundling, which largely undermines the infrastructures of grid-like
modern statehood, is one of the main instruments of neoliberal mar-
ketization (Graham and Marvin 2001). Constructivism and emanci-
pation nexus did not succeed in accounting for these strategies and
their non-negotiables, thus giving rise to underdetermined praxis of
social theory. The idea — important to Vladimir Fours — that practices
precede institutions was one of the foundational principles of the con-
structivist mindset in social sciences and broader public discourse. At
the same time, one of the most significant dimensions of the neoliberal
turn enacted by state and supra-state actors, which amplified world-
wide after the 2008 financial crisis, was precisely the undermining of
institutions of the welfare state. It was later underpinned by the neo-
liberal reinforcement of digital platforms via strategic investment in
order to turn them into the challengers and often the privately owned
replacers of robust but costly public analogue institutions. Platforms
are essentially promoting a neoliberal agenda (Jlro6umos 2021). Firstly,
platform services replace or outsource public functions — promoting
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individualized well-being instead of public welfare. The phrase by Marc
Andreessen “software is eating the world” (2011) could be interpreted
as software eating the grid-like modern (welfare) state. Secondly, plat-
forms open the access to cheap on-demand labor. Thirdly, platforms
turn individuals into entrepreneurs incentivized to systematically and
constantly trade their assets. Fourthly, platforms create a bubble-like
sociality and illusionary consensus, which result in a highly unstable
flickering mode of political collectivity without instruments to sys-
tematically protect themselves in the long run (Krastev 2014). These
trends in the development of digital technologies are embedded in and
reinforce already existing longer-term neoliberal tendencies.

Seeing the social dynamic of the 1980s-2000s as a historical mo-
ment of emancipation and empowerment rather than as a result of
the economic crisis and the beginning of neoliberalization leading to
structural polycrisis is a rather deceptive viewpoint, which omits se-
veral dangers inherent in that social dynamic. The mainstream recep-
tion of that historical moment in social theory gave rise to underdeter-
mined praxis and resulted in a series of political-intellectual dead ends
(of which the most dramatic is perhaps the 2015 Greek bailout referen-
dum). The result was not only a delayed widespread awareness of the
weakening of welfare state institutions but also a devaluation of the
idea that changing the world could be achieved through the performa-
tivity of practices. Ivan Krastev shows that the wide range of politiciza-
tion through the disruption of institutions by practices in almost all of
the cases does not lead to a sustained and sustainable political change
(2014). In this respect the biography of the notion of identity politics is
very interesting. Identity politics was conceptualized as a key source
of emancipation and progressive politics in the 1990s and 2000s (Keith
and Pile 1993). However, by the late 2010s, it had become one of the
primary scapegoats for criticizing political backlashes and the rise of
populism. In this context, digital media emerged as an enabling factor
for polarizing and affective political action (Topinka 2018; Dillet 2022),
rather than fostering further rationalization and the expansion of de-
liberative practices. At the same time, the last decades’ domination of
the identity politics lens in the academic research on social differen-
tiation and on the resulting conflicts is one of the most notable ma-
nifestations of the underestimation of material enablers of those social
differentiation and conflicts. Arguably, it has led to the subaltern role
of social sciences in the wider context of academic knowledge gene-
ration. Among other outcomes, it has resulted in the painful discovery
of the limits of the academic ideals of self-governance, autonomy and
emancipation versus neoliberal principles of governance and reform of
the academia in the 2010s. A significant part of this painful experience
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was about the inability to recognize the exact configuration of conflict
between capital and labor in academia, which resulted in underdeter-
mined praxis and the disembedded academic agency.

Critical Theory as Determination of Praxis:
Knowledge Infrastructures for Academic Agency

I myself spent the second half of the 2010s in humble attempts to de-
velop a model of embedding academic agency that would be adequate
to the historical socio-political circumstances. And, by dint of this, to
nurture a niche for adequately determined praxis — a situated, values-
driven transformation through intellectual work in alliances delibe-
rately built not only within but also beyond academia. The main focus
and locus for this praxis was a peripheral shutdown site — Visaginas,
a satellite town of the decommissioned Ignalina Nuclear Power Plant
in Lithuania. On one hand, this work involved longitudinal socio-geo-
graphical research on Cold War modernity as both material and so-
cio-political reality entangled with nuclear technology (Liubimau
2025). On the other hand, it was urbanist research on institutional and
infrastructural features of a city belonging to the network of Soviet
nuclear development sites (Liubimau 2021). The research was based on
two types of interviews with the town’s residents: biographical and
semi-structured. Additionally, it relied on documentation and reflec-
tion on the development and public discussion of urbanist projects and
scenarios for the nuclear town after the plant’s closure, conducted
through summer workshops held from 2015 to 2021. In this respect,
this work aimed to contribute to the broader tendency of understan-
ding and conceptualizing social change as an inherently material and
infrastructural process (Tuvikene, Sgibnev and Neugebauer 2019). One
of the most intriguing and complex questions arising from this ten-
dency is how to estimate modernity’s futures in light of the challenges
confronting its transformative potential. This question is especially
intriguing because awareness of modernity’s material foundations —
such as the massive, systematic use of fossil fuels — offers a sobering
perspective on the scope of potential change. It remains unclear how
humanity can develop a fundamentally new material and socio-politi-
cal paradigm while sustaining the prevailing modes of social, cultural,
and [bio]political cohesion. This framing allowed me not only to theo-
rize the endurance of Cold War modernity (with nuclear development
as a central aspect of the Soviet socio-political project after World War
IT) in independent Lithuania as an EU member state but also to explore
its broader implications. It also allowed me to collaboratively examine
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and to intervene in its particular articulations on the urban scale. The
latter has constituted a niche for the cross-fertilization of research
and design approaches (design via research and research via design),
guided by the notion of ‘knowledge infrastructures.

At the zoomed-in urban scale, the institution and infrastructure
chosen to scrutinize and intervene in the crises and path dependen-
cies of Soviet modernity was the Visaginas Public Library. This site
served as the foundation for developing research and design argu-
ments. Firstly, the library was seen as a showcase of destabilized func-
tions of public knowledge institutions and infrastructures, impacted
by digitalization that led to decentralized and individualized know-
ledge generation, distribution, and storage (Edwards et al. 2013). Our
response was to expand the library’s functions beyond mere access to
printed media, aiming to foster the generation of shared knowledge,
experience, and worldview (Liubimau et al. 2021). Secondly, the library
was viewed as a showcase of institutions and infrastructure amid the
crisis of accessibility to common public goods — particularly public
spaces — for marginalized groups, which contributes to an emerging
bubble-like form of sociality (Sloterdijk 2011). In this context, our re-
search and design efforts aimed to facilitate and sustain the interming-
ling of members from diverse social and demographic groups. Thirdly,
the library was considered a case study situated between the decline
of the socialist modernist urban form and a simultaneous revival of
interest in it, both in Lithuania and, more broadly, in former socialist
Europe. Thus, our challenge was to enhance the multifunctionality of
the library — both as a building and as a social process — by translating
the complex social challenges of an ageing town with a shrinking po-
pulation into a zoning principle for that specific building. Importantly,
this approach required preserving the socialist modernist urban form.
These three bundles of conceptual, empirical, and design challenges
enabled the embeddedness of academic agency and the determination
of collective praxis.

This multi-layered and multi-purpose work was aimed not at pro-
viding ready urbanist solutions but at a long-term cultivation of the
range of conceptual issues, of empirical registers to tackle those is-
sues, of the network of research participants, of design strategies, and,
resulting from this, of knowledge communities of varying duration and
degree of intensiveness (Liubimau and Cope 2021). This work implied
a deliberately triangulated communication in three modes — firstly,
between researchers/practitioners and their peers from different but
comparable empirical settings; secondly, between researchers/prac-
titioners and local social partners; and thirdly, between researchers/
practitioners and students from a wide variety of spatial research and
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practice disciplines. I briefly describe it here to showcase a values-
driven, integrative, and conceptually as well as empirically grounded
praxis of research and theory generation within the historical context
(2015-2021) of multiple crises affecting socio-political and infrastruc-
tural modernity. This research and theory generation were embedded
in the specific urban form and processes shaped by nuclear energy
in the formerly Soviet, eastern part of the European Union. However,
beyond the immediate research and design goals, this work aimed to
set up a scaffolding for a new mode of critical theory as determination
of praxis. The notion of ‘knowledge infrastructures’ was used in order
to depict and set up a certain modus operandi for researching urban
environments as frameworks for generation, maintenance and distri-
bution of knowledge. And at the same time this notion was used to
highlight this very scaffolding for embedding academic agency and for
determination of praxis.

At the most abstract macro level, this embedded determination
of praxis engaged with and encompassed four distinct facets of the
polycrisis of modernity. These facets emerged both from empirical
fieldwork and from a more abstract intellectual framework — ide-
as that helped ‘unlock’ the field. They are best understood through
a set of binary tensions: between emerging intellectual responses to
the complications and contradictions of modernity, on one hand, and
earlier teleological approaches that viewed modernity as a steady, li-
near process of emancipation, on the other: infrastructural lens versus
constructivist turn; personal data versus identity; critique of extrac-
tivism versus decolonization; planetarity versus globalization. Resul-
ting from the discussions of recent years, these binary tensions at the
moment already possess a certain conceptual biography. All of these
four emerging intellectual responses to crises of modernity have one
trait in common: they nurture sensitivity to the material referent of
social processes — to underlying, enabling factors of historical trans-
formations. And in this sense, they all represent variations of a materi-
alist approach to the current socio-political circumstances.

Besides, these four emerging responses to crises of modernity
share a similar challenge to the academic agency. On one hand, they
reveal the fruitlessness of social research aimed at mere denuncia-
tion via deconstruction with the ultimate goal of emancipation from
the constraints being denounced as constructed ones. On the con-
trary, they have to endure through the internalization of acute and
very tangible puzzles. And, at the same time, they reveal that there
is not yet a position for an academic social researcher, which would
be commensurable with those puzzles inherent in the polycrisis of
modernity. A constructivist researcher of identity, decolonization
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and globalization would largely, through denunciation, contribute
to the erosion of all kinds of barriers between the world’s territories
and populations and would advocate the intensification of all kinds of
flows between them. The profile of a social researcher to meet the
challenges of infrastructural power imbalances, personal data autono-
my, extractivist practices, and planetary fragility is only in the process
of formation. I bring a showcase from my own field (nuclear energy,
socialist urban form and process, the notion of ‘knowledge infrastruc-
tures’ and the conceptual and empirical issues it tackles) in order to
portray one possible approach to embedding and determining one’s
praxis via encountering and realising one’s conceptual position in the
field, which is the key to this formation in process.

Neoliberalization Meets Militarization:
Polycrisis of Modernity at Eastern European Frontiers

Different facets of modernity’s polycrisis are deeply intertwined in
terms of their historical lineage and in terms of the challenges they
pose. The potential of the infrastructural lens for praxis lies in the
insight into the intricacies of neoliberalization and militarization as
two prevailing macro tendencies of today. Neoliberalization tenden-
cy supposes a fragmentation and separation of previously aggregate
material systems (of modern statehood) into smaller units. It is justi-
fied by the need to cut maintenance expenses and to more efficient-
ly manage those units. This leads to turning those former aggregate
systems into easily commodified assets instead of inevitable public
goods. Ubiquitous digitalization clearly amplifies this trend. Frank
Pasquale writes about the new mode of sovereignty, which is enabled
by digital platforms, and, in his analysis, promises more risks than
benefits (2015). In particular, he recognizes the emerging opposition
between territorial sovereignty of modern statehoods and function-
al sovereignty of private digital platforms. The late 2024 interviews
and public statements of Elon Musk and of other major Silicon Valley
investors and entrepreneurs such as Marc Andreessen, Peter Thiel,
Alex Karp, et al., who have articulately backed Donald Trump already
during the 2024 US presidential campaign, suggest that they are buil-
ding the momentum to synchronize the organizational structure
of US state apparatus with the organizational structure of IT busi-
ness. The logic of this synchronization is hyper-deregulation and not
merely outsourcing but merging state functions with the American
IT sector. This very much resembles the logic of the mid-19th century
powerful synchronization between the French state on one hand and
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the organizational logic of industrial capitalism on the other hand,
depicted by Karl Marx in his The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bona-
parte (1994). It was followed by profound infrastructural reinvention
of Paris as “capital of modernity” (Harvey, 2006) in the second half of
the 19th century after a series of cholera outbreaks, which has paved
the way for a materialized model of partnership between infrastruc-
tural grid-like modern statehood, as well as industry, retail, railways,
steel production, and finance.

Militarization tendency means the revisiting of power hierarchies
through the actualization and deployment of materially enacted dis-
positions. The very notion of infrastructure comes from the military
sphere and denotes material dispositions of the military rivals. To-
day, this is characterized by actual and possible manipulations of the
weaponised infrastructural interdependence between different en-
tities — via digital networks and data flows, energy infrastructures,
engineering technologies, etc. (Drezner 2021). Current, historically
unprecedented infrastructural interdependence among the states,
including both rising and declining superpowers, smaller states, and
non-state actors, defines not only the features of conflicts but also
the features of statecraft itself. As a result of such interdependence,
in today’s historical and geographical settings one could observe the
blurring of boundaries between states’ military and civic sectors and
facilities (Brooks 2016). These tendencies undermine the logic of the
globalization of unhindered, frictionless exchanges and constitute
a challenge to describe and to conceptualize the new emerging lo-
gic of interdependence across geographical space. Both tendencies of
neoliberalization and militarization are about the troublesome painful
transformations, resistance and path dependency of underlying mate-
rial enablers of social processes. They are also about the suddenly dis-
covered fragility of social milieu and of political institutionalized con-
ventions due to infrastructural disruptive innovations, breakdowns,
malfunctioning and shortages both through interdependence and
through isolation. In this respect, current criticality of infrastructures
could be read in Simmel's perspective — as a certain domination of
objective over subjective culture (2004), or, in other words, as a burden
of the material on the agentive.

Both neoliberalization and militarization are indirectly amplified
by the momentum of recognition of the climate crisis and, in particu-
lar, by the competition between states to access strategic resources,
which would allow them to normatively and ideologically lead, or at
least actively participate in, the process of cultivating a greater sensi-
tivity to the planet’s biosphere in policies and development. The Anth-
ropocene and the resulting planetary challenges translated from the
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register of statistics or abstract concepts into the register of eye-view-
level experience equal petrochemical, fossil fuel-based, grid-like mo-
dern statehood. It has become a worldwide dominant form of society
since the 1950s, although it was unevenly realized in different parts
of the world. On a macro level, it is discussed as the tendency of “the
Great Acceleration” (Steffen et al. 2015) of human activity resulting in
omnipresence of infrastructural statehood and of truly planetary so-
cial processes. From today’s vantage point, “the Great Acceleration” is
the key moment in the lineage of modernity, yet the attention to it in
social theory intensified only after the recognition of the climate crisis
as planetary urgency. In this view, the critique of the Anthropocene
should actually be the search for a possible substitute for the current
organization of societies around the grid-like model of modern state-
hood. This puzzle is directly related to the tendency of digital plat-
formization and its underlying infrastructures (especially the Al data
centers and semiconductor plants), which require stable supply with
vast amounts of affordable energy.

At the current moment both neoliberalization and militarization
highlight the strategic infrastructural domains and concrete resour-
ces in view of pressing planetary challenges. And by dint of this they
also tragically reveal the arguable futility of those features of state-
hood and of interstate relations, which do not fit the new reality. In
these historical circumstances, extractivism becomes a systemic
orientation ingrained into the nexus of neoliberalization and milita-
rization. To accentuate the peculiarity of the current moment vis-
a-vis previous configurations of predatory international relations, ex-
tractivism is a colonialism without any reinforcement of institutions
and norms. This is a pure trans-local or trans-national plundering of
a certain resource — from fossil fuels and rare metals to workforce
and personal data — without structural investments to legitimize the
fact of plundering, as was the case in later colonial politics of “civili-
zing” the colonized. In this regard, it is surprising that today’s popu-
lar discourse of decolonization is primarily targeting the outcomes of
later, “civilizing”, colonialism, without much scrutiny of extractivist
practices that are actually the core of any colonial project. In a less di-
rect and a more complex sense, extractivism is equally a type of power
organization of a bigger scale and scope that rests on the infrastruc-
tures and on the results of such plundering without any “civilizing”
project. Extractivism is defined not solely by actual mines or drilling.
Data mining is a crucial dimension of extractivist frontiers too (Mez-
zadra and Neilson 2017). Digital platforms enable the new powerful
repertoire of labour extraction and of harsh exploitation of the most
vulnerable workforce.
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However, the most vivid examples of extractivist practices today
come from peripheral frontiers of the breakdown of grid-like modern
statehoods, such as, for instance, Donbas, occupied by the Russian
Federation. Stanislav Aseyev, a Ukrainian journalist and writer who
was imprisoned in a torture jail in the Donetsk People’s Republic, is
witnessing in his book The Torture Camp on Paradise Street (2023)
that despite Soviet-like imagery and rhetoric DPR has little to do with
the Soviet Union in terms of normative reality and power distribu-
tion. On the contrary, it is about the dismantling of any normative re-
ality in favour of sheer arbitrary plundering of any available resource
or value amidst decaying Soviet infrastructural statehood and amidst
the traces of creative attempts to revamp it in independent Ukraine.
Aseyev shows that even long-term inmates, with decades of previous
imprisonment experience, were desperate and helpless to encounter
the breakdown of the inhuman Soviet penal system in the DPR tor-
ture jail — in terms of the absolute breakdown of the sophisticated
system of formal and informal prison norms that allowed them to find
at least a tiny niche for autonomy and predictability amidst systemic
violence and suffering. Extractivism is such an absolute arbitrariness
without structural normativity, which, however, still can be transac-
tional.

An adjacent vivid frontier example of systemic extractivist prac-
tices is the Wagner Group, a paramilitary, which became one of the
major insights about Russian polity and the Russian state in the course
of the invasion into Ukraine in 2014 and especially in 2022. The Wag-
ner Group was initially used by the Russian Federation to conquer
and guard either extractive sites or oil and gas infrastructures in the
Global South — Syria, Libya, Sudan, Central African Republic and Mali.
It was also used to guard strategic transport infrastructures such
as seaports or military airports, and to guard the political leaders in
those states. There are arguments that local elites in Africa preferred
to cooperate with the Wagner Group because it proved to be ‘efficient’
in terms of security solutions in comparison to foreign governments
or international organizations (Swed and Arduino 2025). As there is no
law on paramilitaries in Russia, the Wagner Group was illegal and fully
dependent on the arbitrary power of Russia’s leadership. One of the
biggest bitter surprises related to it was the fact that it received an en-
titlement to recruit the prisoners from the jails in Russia and from oc-
cupied parts of Ukraine to be deployed on the battlefield — a resource
for constant growth of the Group’s human force until it was dismantled
after the failed coup d’etat in summer 2023.

The increased significance of the Wagner Group should be read
precisely as a symptom of the extractivist statehood model, which was
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nurtured in Russia since the end of the USSR and started to be mas-
sively imported to its outside in the 2010s. An extractivist statehood
means the constitution of power by access solely to valuable strategic
resources, unlike in case of a grid-like modern statehood that is aimed
to control and to have a scenario for its entire territory. Although the
model represented by the Wagner Group has lost in the conflict with
the Russian Federation’s Ministry of Defence in the course of the coup
d’état in summer 2023, the conditions of possibility of this conflict
within Russia remain. In terms of historical analogies, the Wagner
Group can be seen as similar to the 17th-century Dutch West India
Company, whose power rested on a combination of access to sites of
extraction of valuable resources, military strength and agility, logis-
tical sophistication, ingenious financial infrastructure, and access to
vast human resources practically ripped off their citizenship. Are we
degrading back to the world run by the likes of the Wagner Group? Or
has the Eastern European frontier turned out to be the most vulner-
able for such types of actors to intervene? At the same time, grid-like
modern statehoods are challenged not only and necessarily by rogue
actors such as the Wagner Group. They can equally be eroded by neat
corporate social responsibility projects deliberately designed to at-
tract a depoliticized audience for staged temporary flickering alterna-
tives to modern statehood.

Neoliberalization and militarization as infrastructural tendencies
are differently intrinsic as part and parcel to the transformations we
witness worldwide. These two tendencies’ specific share and power in
this or that localised social process may differ, yet they are deep-sea-
ted in any significant socio-political change of today. Take Belarus —
the context to which Vladimir Fours devoted his career — where one
of the major disillusionments in recent political history is the still-un-
folding and not yet fully articulated realization that digital platforms
serve not only as tools for civic and political claim-making and public
presence, but also as enablers of state repression on a massive and
previously unthinkable scale. Today, it is hard to find a politically mo-
tivated criminal or administrative case in Belarus that would not be
based on a digital trace left by a repressed person. What was intui-
tively regarded and practiced as a realm of self-expression, freedom,
empowerment via identity formation, and emancipation, starting from
the year 2020 is being discovered as a realm of policing and punish-
ment. Viral politicization has resulted in viral repressions and the new
mode of highly disadvantaged and fragile citizenship. In practice this
means that the most politically active citizens who have left a digital
trace, now acquire a status of citizens that can be endlessly persecu-
ted by the repressive state.
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The deep civic and human crisis in Belarus was enabled not only
by the indigenous, almost three-decades-old dictatorship but also by
exogenous macro tendencies of platformization and, in particular, by
the structurally enabled policing affordances inherent in the digital
platforms. The Belarusian state not only uses platforms to expose the
population to targeted but systemic repressions. These repressions
are not purely instrumental — they are performative and result in
a new mode of state-building. A bitter irony, it seems, that currently
the Belarusian repressive state understands this state-building stake
much more clearly than Belarusian civil society does. The strategic
criminalization of digital presence, policing of political chats and sys-
tematic labelling of them as extremist, and systematic purges based
on online behavior in the welfare institutions and in the companies
servicing critical infrastructures such as energy and transport sec-
tors all suggest that the repressive state in Belarus treats the post-
2020 conflict as profoundly infrastructural. Its underlying strategy is
to prioritize and secure by all means the uniform, standardized state
gridding as the only staple of the governance model without any alter-
native infrastructures for shared knowledge and action (such as, for
instance, neighbours’ chats).

Moreover, the repressions have turned out to be more painful and
tragic due to the distinct choices made by the Belarusian civil society
and specifically, by infrastructural managers of the political mobiliza-
tion in 2020. It concerns primarily the strategic bet on the Telegram
platform as both the element of civic tech platforms and the bottom-up
communication infrastructure, such as neighbourhood chats (Liubi-
mau 2022). In particular, this bet has enabled massive deanonymiza-
tion of politically active citizens and also has created the conditions for
deepening of the repressive interdependence of Belarus’ and Russia’s
security services. Currently this strategic choice of Telegram medium
remains a significant problem and a certain infrastructural dead-end
for Belarus civil society. This infrastructural trap and a massive disil-
lusionment are the result of underestimation of infrastructural power
of digital platforms as enablers of repressive extractive practices. The
means of digital self-expression and participation were considered
merely tools, without much awareness of the new structural affor-
dances they give rise to. Such a lack of awareness is not a surprise, gi-
ven the all-encompassing domination in political culture in places like
Belarus of the themes of emancipation and empowerment via identity
formation embedded into social media. Digital platforms allow the in-
terdependence between algorithmic and personal, which has resulted
both in the available modes of collective claim-making and their po-
litical achievements. But it also has resulted in hyper-vulnerability of
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citizenry. Should we expect that the repressions like those in Belaru-
sian society are to be further algorithmized, and, perhaps, run without
human involvement in the future?

These articulations of modernity’s polycrisis in Eastern Europe
pose a challenge to social researchers to adequately represent the cur-
rent painful impasses and to map out realistic futures. Vladimir Fours’s
and the other 1980s-2000s constructivist social theorists’ praxis of
emancipation (producing utopias as powerful alternatives to prevalent
socio-political reality) has been an inspiration for an entire generation
of thinkers in academia and beyond. At the same time, the painful stale-
mates we witness today suggest that a profoundly new configuration
of praxis has to be developed and enacted by social researchers. Vul-
nerability of personal data amidst the proliferation of extractivist pro-
jects of political and economic power overshadows emancipation via
identity formation. Terrifying alternatives to grid-like modern state-
hood such as the Wagner Group (perhaps, the worst scenario model of
degraded Russian polity) or exploitative digital platforms suggest that
any socio-political alternative should rely on a steady infrastructural
strategy, not just on a deconstruction. The global rush for resources
and the nexus between neoliberalization and militarization suggest
that we need to pay significantly more critical attention to extractivist
projects, which should not be camouflaged by the discourse of super-
structural decolonization. In this reality, seemingly deprived of fixed
universal rules, the planet Earth in trouble should be expected to be-
come the main source of justice and values, not merely of resources as
was the case, especially during the last seventy years of accelerated
global growth. All this constitutes the foundation of critical theory as
determination of praxis. The insight of this paper is that this required
new form of praxis should accentuate and strengthen the dimensions
of determination in addition to emancipation, of embedded universa-
lism in addition to liberating particularism, and of causality in addition
to teleology.

Conclusion

This paper takes as its starting point the emancipatory praxis of Be-
larusian social philosopher Vladimir Fours, who contributed to efforts
to make sense of the end of “organized modernity” or late moderni-
ty — one of the central research horizons in social theory from the
1980s to the 2000s. It is significant that his constructivist approach to
critical social research aimed not only to scrutinize the prevailing so-
cietal tendencies of flexibilization, deregulation, and disorganization,
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but also to actively engage in the restructuring of social constraints
and the production of utopian, desirable political futures. He both de-
picted and embraced the tendency of “de-conventionalization of social
practices” prevalent in that period in social theory. This paper points
out that the passing of Vladimir Fours in 2009 has coincided with the
profound macro-shifts, which constitute the formation of substan-
tially new socio-political conditions. This paper conceptualizes these
macro-shifts as the polycrisis of modernity — a convergence of four
major disruptions. First, the global financial crisis of 2008, followed by
austerity measures, generated increasing tensions, understood here
as the growing incommensurability between global finance and na-
tional politics. Second, the rise of digital platforms — as business mo-
dels, new power agents, and key infrastructures of everyday life — has
led to the platformization of all spheres of life and a gradual erosion
of grid-like modern statehoods. Third, the growing recognition of the
climate crisis as a critical global issue has catalyzed policy, civic, and
research responses that increasingly circumscribe the logic of lais-
sez-faire markets. And fourth, Russia’s challenge to the post-WWII po-
litical order — through the redrawing of state borders starting with
the 2008 invasion of Georgia and continuing with Ukraine in 2014 and
2022 — illustrates how a permanent member of the UN Security Coun-
cil is actively undermining the principle of national self-determination.
Against the backdrop of modernity’s polycrisis, this paper shows that
the domination of the constructivism-emancipation nexus in social
theory in the 1980s-2000s has coincided with the historical momen-
tum of neoliberal doctrine and of neoliberal policies of financialization
and deregulation of national economies worldwide. It argues that the
social theory of disorganization of modernity and concomitant de-con-
ventionalization of social practices largely did not succeed in recog-
nizing underlying robust neoliberal strategies behind emancipatory
discourse. Moreover, social theory has, albeit indirectly, contributed
to the success of neoliberal strategies — specifically the unbundling
and commodification of public resources, and the contraction of in-
stitutions associated with grid-like modern nation-states. The actu-
al praxis of critical social theory from the 1980s to the 2000s rarely
interrogated the foundational assumptions of neoliberal doctrine and
policy. Instead, it often framed societal transformations primarily in
terms of identity and lived experience — typically those of socially and
geographically mobile elites, rather than the broader population. This
paper argues that framing the social dynamics of the 1980s-2000s as
a historical moment of emancipation and empowerment — rather than
as a period marked by neoliberal coercion, disciplining, and re-regula-
tion — has resulted in an underdetermined praxis and a disembedded
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agency within social theory, especially in the face of structural polycri-
sis. It presents one possible configuration of critical theory as a mode
of praxis oriented toward confronting this polycrisis, and further sug-
gests that such a determined praxis — adequate to current historical
conditions — is still in the process of formation. This paper unpacks
today’s structural polycrisis through four binary tensions that con-
trast emerging intellectual responses to the complications of moder-
nity with earlier teleological approaches that envisioned modernity as
a linear emancipatory process: infrastructural lens versus construc-
tivist turn; personal data versus identity; critique of extractivism ver-
sus decolonization; and planetarity versus globalization. It concludes
by examining how the polycrisis of modernity — and the deep-seated
tendencies of neoliberalization and militarization that accompany any
significant socio-political transformation — are articulated in the con-
text of Eastern Europe.
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Yeryn

TMocraup dinézada Ynagzimepa Gypca (1963-2009) y 6enapyckim in-
T3JIEKTYaJIbHBIM II0JIi ]a CAHbHSA 3aCTaella aJHa3Ha4YHa BsJIiKal, ane
TaK Ja KaHLa 1 He JachkjefaBaHail, He IIpaaHaji3aBaHall y MiKIbIC-
LbITJIiIHAPHBIM BbIMSIP9HBHI. Tak, macionb cyaba 3agyaeHblsl najaita-
JIATiYHBl TATIHUBIAJN i NajiTelyHAs MNPAaKTblYHAd 3HAYHACBLb iH-
TaJIeKTyaJbHall cnafgybiHbl Qin€3ada, cnaubidnicTa § cauplsibHall
T3OPBIi i, 3p2UITHI, MBICKJISIPA NaJiThI4HAra. 3ay4acHasi cbMepub ¢i-
né3ada ¥ cBOU yac He [a3BoJlijia BbIOyJaBallb [ayHaBapTACHBI AbISI-
JI€T 3 KasleraMmi-nasitosnsarami. A Tamy 3alikayjaeHacblb SITOHbIMI Ha-
npanoykami 3 60Ky 6esapyckix majiTosisray Oplyla abMeskaBaHal fa
HAJayHsAra 4acy. AIHaK reanaJjiTblYHbls 3BapYLIDHbHI allOIIHATA 36~
csuironsnnas ¥ pariéxe i acabaiBa naasei 2020 rony ¥ Benapyci i Toe,
IITO MBI Ha3ipaeM NachJs 6esapyckara pajdMaKkpaTblyHara BhIOyxy,
NaymsblBajli Ha BIPTaHbHE i IIepaacdHCaBaHbHE MIMATIIIKIX KJISIChIY-
HBIX apbleH1jipay, nanbixonay y pa3yMeHbHi cs6e i pari€ény. Y Takou
KPBITBIYHAN CBITYyallbli, 4YaCTa NaJ 3HaKaM J3KaJsaHiAni3My i nomykay
VHiB3PCaJIbHBIX, MAXJIBLIX Xib6a ¥ Mexkax MiXKAbICLBIIIIiHAPHACIL],
NMaAplxojay, pacnadasacg Bsijlikasd npaua Ia HOBBIM 4YbITaHbHI TIKC-
Tay, CTBOPaHbIX PaHell, YacTa ¥>Ko naMepsbIMi MICLIOBbIMI ayTap(K)ami.
Tak, y 2021 rog3e mMeHaBiTa ¥ TakiMm KJIt04bl IIpsl cynpatipl 3 QPoHgam
ApnpHayapa 6b1y any6sikaBaHbl a-6e1apycKy i ma-aHreabcky 360p-
HIiK [pauay 6esiapyckix najsitossray i najairansaringy, sikis crasi ns
BBITOKAY MSCLOBail MaJiTelYHAll HaBYKi: «JIg BeITOKay Genmapyckai
najiTelyHai HaBYKi» i «At the origins of Belarusian political science»
(IBanoy & Cusmnanay 2021; Ivanou & Sciapanau 2021). I'sta BapTaHbHE
i akTyasisanpls criafyblHbl, SIKask MOXKa JaramMardsl H4 TOJIbKI HaJallb
yJaCHBISL apbIEHLipbl HE3ajie)KHara HaBYKOBAara MbIChJIEHbHS, ajie
i menen 3pasymenp Toe, ITO anObIBaenLa LsAnep. Y nago6HbIM KIIO-
Ypl JIETaCh a[0BIIOCS aJHAYacoBa yllaHABaHbHE MaMsilli i BIPTaHb-
He craaubiHbl 6eapyckara dinésada Ynapzimepa Pypca. Y uspseni
2024 rogy ¥ Binwui ¥ OI'Y ap6elnacs midkHapomHasi KaH(IP3IHIbIS
«KOoHTYpbI cydyacHail KpbITBIYHAHN T20pHBIi», IpbicbBedyaHas Y. ypcy
(KandepaHipis... 2024), a Takcama BbIiIIIA KHira nepaxsajaay apThbl-
KyJay MBIChJISIpa Ha GeJlapycKyio MoBy — «besapych y CbBSITIIE CY-
YacHA¥ KPbITBIYHAH calnplsiyibHal TA0peli» (Dypc 2024). Japadsl, Ha
KaHQapaHLBI afHa 3 NMaHdgy Oblja NpbIChbBeyaHasl NajiTelyHAW /
najnitansriyHai pamibl HaBYKOBall cnaaublHbl (pinésada. A § kHi-
3e Iepakxsafay mMar yBari 6b1710 HaZlai3eHa MasaBsiloMaMy KipyH-
Ky 1 macymaHbHIO MBICBJISIpa — MNajiTelyHail aymiel Y. Oypca, sgkas
acabsiBa BbIpa3Ha i aKTyasbHa 3aryvasa nacbis 2020 rogy (Hampel-
KJa[, TIyMauysHbHI HeMaryelMachli 6esapyckai [amMaKparsli, pa3Bari
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a6 «mocTcaBelKan»!' pavaicHachli Ui HI3PYYHBISL PO3LyMbl ab Gesa-
pyckayt insHTbIYHACKL). BapTa agsHausis, mrto V. Oypey, ¢inésacdy
i acabiiBa canpIlIbHAMy T3ap3ThIKY, Hsl TP206a 6bL7I0 CYMBIChJIS IIa3HA-
yallb CBal0 IPbIHAJIEXXHACBLb [Aa MajiTajsriyHay JbICUBIIIiHEL, 60
CcaMa KpBIThIYHAS CALBISIIbHASI TAOPbIS aXOILJIiBA€ MiXKIBICLbIIIIIHAD-
Hae, Y ThIM JIiKy NajliTajiariyiae, rnosue. 3rogHa 3 raTai Jérikau, Xoup €H
i 661y mepanycim pinésadam, 3HayLLaM KPbITbIYHAN CalpIsiIbHAN T90-
pbli, €H ObIY y TBIM JIiKY i HAJITBIYHBIM MBICBJISIDOM. ATTHaK YacTa Jo-
ChIIp abMe>KaBaHasl MBICIBIIJIIHAPHA KJISChIYHAS MAaJliTanéris HS Ji-
Yblllb iHIIABICLBIIIIHAPHBIX JacbjeqHiKay cBaiMi Kajerami.

ThIM HSI MEHII y TIKChlie IIpanaHyella aHaai3 Takcray ¢inésada
3 IIa3bllbli NAJITEIYHAN 1 [TAJIiTaNATiYHAH, IITO aAKPbIBA€ HAM HS IIPO-
CTa HOBae BbIMSIPOHbHE iHTAJIEKTyaJIbHAI A3€MHaChlli MBICBJISIPA, aje
nepagyciMm MaAKp3ChiliBae SITOHYIO IPa3opJliBachlib, KPBITHIYHACBIb
i yC€ a14s akTyanbHaChllb MHOTIX STOHBIX pa3Baray.

CanpisiibHAS TOOPHIS:
aj ¢pinsgzodii ga naniTeKi

[padaciitunl pinésad, V. Gypc Ha navatky XXI cT. abapaHiy mokTap-
CKYIO JIBICOPTALBII0 HAa TAMY «KpbITbIYHAS calblsjibHas TOPbIA ¥ 3a-
xonHs# Pinszodii 70-90-x rr. XX CT.: ThIMANAriYHAS PIKAHCTPYKIIBISY,
ajie gI4d paHew, y KaHipl XX CT., [1a4ay yA3€JbHidanb y Mi>KIbICLbIII-
JIIHAPHBIX IIPAEKTax i mparpamax. AZHBIM 3 LIPHTPAJIbHBIX TaKiX IIpa-
€KTay cTaycs Kpa3 npaekT «KOoHTypsl cy4yacHall KPbITbIYHAN TIOPBII»
¥ HamedubiHe. MBICBJISIPp Ia XYTKiM 4Yace 3aHAY MOLHYIO Ma3bILbIIO
¥ 6esapyckiM iHTa/1eKTyasIbHBIM I10J1i SIK a/i3iH 3b MEPUIBIX i HIMHOTIX
y 6eslapyckait akazaMii 3Hay1jay cydacHail KpeITbIYHAH TA0PHI. licTo-
phis 6i6misirpadii MbIckspa apoCcTpoyBae Ha CyThIKYy XX-XXI cTCT.
MOILHBI [1aBapOT Ja calblsajbHal TAOPKII i nasiTeiyHall gymkKi. V. dypc
aKTBIYHA aldpye aCHOYHBIMI iMEHAMI 3aXOIHAN CalplsJIbHANl TIOPBHII,
a6aBsi3KOBa INPBIKJIANIAI0YBbI iX 1a 6esapyckail i parisHanbHail payaic-
Hacbpli. benapycki KaHT3KCT i «IIOCTCaBelKas p34aiCHAChLb» CTaHO-
Bsllla a6aBsSI3KOBall ymoBall padJiekcii MbpIChJsIpa: raTara MpakThld-
Hara Y>KbITKY T2Opbli €H Oyn3e NpbITpPBIMIIBaIia fa kaHua. Takim
napagkaMm, ¢inésad V. Oypc zaycénpl 3acsponskBaycs Ha MaiThId-
HbIX (IHOMBDHAX, SKisl pasmispay y cauplsisariyHeix i Qinsgsodckix

1 TlaHATaK «II0CTCABELKi» allOLIHiA rajibl He YKbIBaellla § 3aXOJHIM, y ThIM JIKY
KPBITBIYHBIM 6€JIapyCKiM, CbBele, 60 Jiublla KajsHismicukim. Y Toil yac, Kami
npanasay V. Oypc, maHsaTak smds {KeIBaycs i HO Mey HaraTbIyHal i cacTapasai
KaHaTaupbli. Xals BapTa a3Hayblllb, IITO MBICBJISIP KPBIThIUHA aHasi3aBay Aaa3e-
HbI TaHsTaK yxo ¥ 2005 rogze (Pypc 2012: 396).
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BBIMSIPOHBHSIX, CTaB44bl ¥ LIDHTAP aHaJjli3 CalbIJIbHBIX i NaJITBIYHBIX
kaHomikTay. IIpsl raThiM €H NajKpaChiiBay akTyasabHAChlb, TO OOK
Ba’KHACBIIb CallblsSIIbHAN THOPBIi TPa3 MPbI3MY ayTapbITapbiaM / IaMa-
Kpartbls. [ 3 TOI MPBIYBIHGL, HITO €H 6eslapyc, ToO 60K IPAaKThIYHbI 3HAY1ia
ayTapbITapbl3My, SITOHBI aHAJi3 YacTa yaaBaycs 60JIbIl IepakaHayybIM,
YBIM 3aXOJIHisl TOPBHII, paclpaliaBaHblsd Ba YMOBAX A3MaKpPaThli.

[lepanm ThIM, SIK Tepaichlli a KaHKPITHAW cramubiHel Y. Oypca,
pacrnpanaBaHall Ha MSDKbl CalbISJIbHAN TIOPBI i MasiTbIYHAM IyM-
Ki, BapTa KOpaTKa a3Ha4bllb IITbIg MAHSATKI 1 iXHyIO0 CyBs3b. Bapra
pasymelb, ITO ChIHTarMa «CalblsJIbHAs TIOPBIS i MaJiTPIYHAA OYyM-
Ka» a3Havyae Ge3ymblHHAe abBsIpXKoHbHE 131 MabynoBbl rapMmaHiyHara
rpamajn3TBa. 3 afHaro O60KY, «CalblsiyibHAsi THOPLISL» afpo3bHiBaella
aJ, usAnepamHsai «cauplsipHain Pinszodii», 3acapopxaHailt Ha ¢op-
Max MPbI3HAHbHS, CIIPABAAJIBACHLI i «KJIONATY», i IMKHeNIa TPhIMallb
nasliTelyHae IbITaHbHE afKPBITBIM. A 3b iHIIAra 60Ky, «(KpbIThIYHAs)
nasliTelyHas AyMKa», Ha SKyI0 nacTasHHa abamipaycs V. Qypc, yspnae
3b nepiaii i ;pyroit @pankdypuKkail MKoIbl, a3Hadyae paduexciyuyio,
HEJAKTPBIHAJIBHYIO i IPAarMarblYHyIO Mpaly, 3aKJIalo4yaHyIo A3KaH-
CTPYKUBISH JII00bIX popMay [1aHaBaHbHS | BbI3HAU9HbHEM Cinay aMaH-
chlnanpli, siKist icHyous y rpamanatse (Pypc 2002). SIkpas y raThiM pa3-
pa3e BapTa pasyMmelb TIKCTH Y. Oypca.

Tax, ®paHuyckas ja516apaTopblist CalbISIIbHBIX i MATITBIYHBIX 3bMSI-
HeHbHsY npbl [TapeickiM yHiBapceiTaue (LCSP, Laboratoire du Chan-
gement Social et Politique) Bblny4ae ns1b aCHOYHBIX KipyHKay y MeXXax
cauplsyIbHA TOPBLI i KPBITBIYHAN NaJiThIYHAN OYMKI:

1. KacmanamiteraHas npabieMarsika.

2. JlsMakparsbls, rBajT i TpaMa/i3sHCTBA.

3. AnipITaHbHI 11a CalbISJIbHBIX ITBITAHBHSIX.

4. Cy6’eKTHl i Cy6'eKThIBAIIBI.

5. KangnisnpHaceup i nakansanisabHacelpb (LCSP).

Jan3eHplsl KipyHKi fIKpa3 AOCHILb [IOYHA axOIIiBalOLb MaJiThIY-
Hy10 AyMKy VY. ®ypca. ¥ cBato yapry, 6esapycki MBICBJIAp abamipaycs
Ha npaubl Makca ['opkraimapa y CTBapaHbHI aCHOYHBIX CKJIaJHiKay
KpbITbIYHal TA0PbIi (Dypc 2001: 92). AnHBIM 3 TaKix CKJIaJHIKaY SIKpa3
3bsIyIIsIel|la NMasiThlYHasl KaMIIaHAHTA KPBIThIYHAN THOPBIi, 60 «cama
3bstyisieniiia popmail nanitelyHal npakTsiki» (Gype 2001: 93).

ManiTeiunaa nymka Ynansimepa @ypca

KacmamnaniTeiyHas npabsemMarbika, a pa3am 3b €10 TAMa KaJISHisJIb-
HACbLi i J2KaJIsgHiSIJIBHACHLI 3aliMalollb Ba)KHA€ MECLA y pasBarax
MBICBJISIpA. SIKpa3 man3eHblsl npabneMarsiki Y. Qypc KaHKpAThI3ye Ha
NPbIKJIaJ3€ NbITAHbHS 6€J1apycKail TOeCHACBLL] § ParisiHaJIbHBIM i IS~
6abHBIM BBIMSIPIHBHI: «[7106anM3anus >XU3HEHHOTO MUPA B CBETE
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COLIMaJIbHOM TEOPUU: K IOCTaHOBKe Bonpoca» (Pypc 2000), «benapyc-
Kasl “peasibHOCTh B CUCTE€Me KOOPAMHAT Iy06anu3anuu (IoCTaHOBKA
Bonpoca)» (dypc 2005), «benopycckuil IpoeKT “COBPEMEHHOCTU ?»
(®ypc 2007), «K Bompocy o “6esopycckoil umeHTruyHOCTH > (Pypc
2018). [Ta-6enapycKy anourHi TOKCT 61§ any6iikaBaHbl af iHmai Ha-
3Ball — «CTPYKTYPHBIS NPLIHUBIIEL aJIbT9PHATEIYHATa HAlbIATBAPIHb-
Hs1» (Oypc 2008a).

Bosbii nasiTansariyHbls NbITAHbHI, 3bBSI3aHBIS 3 TOMAU A2MaKpaThli,
HEIOMaKparhli i rpamMai3siHCTBA, NAChJEIHIK pasmisijgae y cBaix Ha-
CTYIHBIX Npanax: «“@eMUHUCTCKUA-COLUATACTUYECKAS]” KPUTUECKasl
Teopus nosgHero kanuranusma H. Opaitzep» (Oypc 2004), «“Bnacts
Hapona”: COBpeMEHHbIe IPEICTABJIEHUS O IEeMOKPATUU U 6esiopyccKast
mogens “HapogoBiaactus™» (Oypc 2006), «PecoBeTusanus 6enopyc-
ckux yHuBepcutetos» (Pypc & Jlynaes 2007), «TpaHncpopmanus nyo6-
JINYHOCTU U MocTcoBeTcKas cutyauus» (Gypc 2008b), «(Re)thinking
the “public sphere” with Arendt and Habermas» (®ypc 2008c).

3 maspllbli afHAYacoBa MIKABICUBIIIJIIHAPHAN 1 majitasnsariyHan
Hal60/IbII KAIITOYHBIMI paduekciami Ynanzimepa Oypca 3baynsion-
]2 HACTYTIHBISL:

1. KpbIThIYHBI aHaJi3 PO3HBIX HAILbISHAJIBHBIX IpAaeKTay y besa-
PYCKiM KaHT3Kcblie. MBICHJISIp aHajlidye aCHOYHbIS HallbISIHAJIbHbBIS
MIPaeKThl — SIK KAHCTPYKTBIBICI[KAra, TaK i 3C3HCAaicLKara, To 60K 3T~
HaHallpISIHAJIbHATA, KIITAJTY. 3 afiHaro 60Ky, y benapyciichye adinpiii-
Hbl HallbISIHAJIbHBI TPAEKT — «IIPAEKT IIYachllsl», MardybIMbl HSl TOJIbKI
TaMy, LITO HaBsI3aHbl ayTAPLITAPHBIM PKbIMaM, ajie i Tamy, Ha AyM-
Ky V. ®ypca, mro €H mapgaenia i masmoenna nassiteiyHa (Pypc 2008).
Y raTeIM IIpaekie 6es1apychbl TPAKTYIOL LA SIK I3€Lli i IChIXiYHAXBOPbIS
acoO6sl. A 3b iHImara 60Ky, icHye 6e1apyCcKi STHaHAIbISTHAJIbHBI IPAEKT,
axi V. @ypc moChIlb CIIyIIHA KPBITBIKYE 32 DJITHI3M, 9KCKJII03iyHACHLIb
(®ypc 2008: 89). IIpsl T3THIM AachJeHIK in3e maneil — BBIXOA3Ilb
3 IbIXxaTaMiyHaW Bi3ii HalpIsSHANI3My | IpamaHye «aJbTIPHATBIVHAE
HauplsITBapaHbHE» (Pypc 2008) msxam yaiuBaHbHS PO3HBIX Ma3bILIbI-
4y i nagpIxogay, 60 BakHall yMOBail pa3bBiljpllsl GeapycKara mpaek-
Ty CydacHachlli 3bsIyJisiellia apThIKYJsLbISL CYIOJIbHArAa calplsiibHara
«yaynenara» (Oypc 2008). ['5Thl asIbT3pHATBIYHBI AABIXOL, Y Paclpa-
LIOY11bl HOBara HallbIsSIHaJIbHAra NMpaeKkTy YacTa irHapylolb MajiTossri,
3acTaloybics ¥ Mekax AplxaTamii rpamaj3siHcKara (KaHCTPYKThIBIiCI-
Kara) i aTHiuYHara (3caHcaasicukara) HalplsiHaIi3My. A Bocbh Ginésadst
i riCTOPBIKI SILIY3 PaHEN 3aYBAXKBLII I'3TYIO 11iKaBYIO i CbMEJIYIO BBICHO-
By (IllutioBa 2020) ui «napagoxc Oypca» (JIsasiki 2017).

2. KppITbIuHast ajanTaublsl Aa Oesjapyckara KaHT3KCTY 3aXo[-
HiX KaHLDNTaY, y MpbIBaTHAChLi, «nyo6siyHaii cape» K. Kacrtapsi-
apbica (Oypc 2006). V. dypc anHbIM 3b NEPLIBIX Y OeapycKail HaBy-
KOBail MpacTOpbl MaTIyMaybly MPBIHIBIIOBAE afPO3bHEHbHE MaMiX
nmy6siyHbIM i TIPBIBATHBIM Y J2MAaKpaThli i HeI9MaKpaThli (A34KYyIOUb
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KQHIPNTY «Iy6iuHail chapey KacTtapwisagpica). Eu npamsmaHncTpa-
Bay aJpo3bHEHbHE HS TOJIbKI HA POYHI TapMiHay («my6miuHas cdapar
¥ IaMaKpaTsli i «y6siyHachlb» Ba YMOBax ayTapblTapbI3My; TaKiM Ma-
pankam, my6JiyHail capbl ¥ HelPMaKkpaThli He iCHye — TOJbKi M3y~
Has My6JIiYHACkIp), ajie i Ha 3bMSCTOYHBIM POVHI (Y AAMaKkpaTsli icHye
pa2asnbHas ayTaHOMIs NPbIBATHArA, Y AAJaTak y JdMaKpaThli § HasyHa-
Cblli TpaMesKKaBbl CTaH NaMiX MMy06JiYHbIM i IPBIBATHBIM — I. 3B. «IIpa-
€KT ayTaHOMii»).

3. BeI3HaYsHbBHE MMaHATKAY «I9MaKPAThIA» | «<HEIIMAKPATBI» 3 Ia-
namoray apxaiyHara asHausHbHS «HAPOJAYIan3bA3€e» i 3HOY 5Ka KaH-
ypnray K. Kacrapeisgsica (dype 2005, 2006). V. @ypc BenbMi gakaai-
Ha, KPOIIKaBa, a TaMy 4acaM i 60JIbIl JaCTYIIHA 3a Kajleray-najiTosray
IaBéy, yamy besapych He O3MakpaThis: A3sKyH4bl Kacrtapbispgbica-
BbIM IAHSITKaM «ayTaHOMisl», «IIPBIHIIBII ayTaHOMIi MasliTEIYHAN Cy-
MOJIbHACBLIIY, SIKi papMye KaJeKThIYHYIO caMaA3eHaChLb i pOYHACBIb
NajiTbIYHBIX TYJAbLOY y OamMakpatsli (Oypc 2006: 15). Mbl Hazipaem
mIMaT rajgoy, wro ¥ besapyci gagseHsl MPLIHLBII HE IMpalye: Ipas-
prIicTachli i padekciyHachli yana He AoMaHCTPye, HaBilaBOKY xiba
BIPTBIKAJIb PKBIMY, KAHTPOJIb NaJIThIYHArA I0JIg, a TaKCama 3arma-
JIOXBAHBHE i I'BaJIT NaJiTBIYHBIX T'yJIBLIOY, HITO PyIHYeE JIIOOYI0 CIIPOOY
MiHiMaspHaK ayTaHoMmii. Takcama HiKaBbl i BasKHBI TAHATKABbI POBEHDb
«Hapopaynansba3sy: Ha CydacHbIM 3Tare Xiba ayTapelTapHbIS KpaiHbl
3bBAPTAIOLLIA Ja Tafo0Hara apxaiyHara aTeIMaJsriyHara a3Ha4sHbHS,
sKOe Ha 3axaji3e 3JjayHa He CyCTpaKaela.

4. 3pamThl, Tp6a KopaTka CIHbIHILIA Ha TIKCble «‘DeMUHUCT-
CKU-CcOLMaNNCTUYecKasa” KPUTUYecKas Teopus MO3AHEro KanuTaaus-
ma H. Opoitzep» (Oypc 2004): TyT BapTae yBari Hs MpocTa alicaHbHe
«IOCTCALBISIIICIKAN MaJiTBIYHAN IMAKBIHIPBII» 1i «IIOCTCALBISIIICL-
kara crany» (Pypc 2004), a nepagycim pasyMeHbHe IIPbIYbIHAY 3a-
LrJachlli AaMaKpaTblyHara TPaH3bITy, BakKHachli ¢paMiHiciKall Kpbl-
TBIKi iCHBIX J3MAaKpaTbIYHBIX CBICTIMAY i aKTyasbHacbli My6siuHait
(paminicukail mo3ebl gHA. [la ycaro MeIChsp ycbien 3a H. Opsitssp
3aKpaHae T9My MapriHasizanpli ¥ IOCTCALBISANICLIKIM CTAHE HS TOJIbKI
KabeTay, ajle «roMacaIKCyasbHbIX CTaTyCHBIX rpynay» (Dypc 2004: 95-
96). I'>TbI HeBsJIIKI aHaJi3 THIM HSI MEHII €Cbllb HA3BbIUall CbMEJIbIM
i KapbICHBIM y pPa3yMEHbHI CTIpaaThllay i cTpaxay, sKisl ZaMiHyOLb
y HeIoMaKparthli § fadybiHEeHbHi 1a rengapHait i JITBTK+ Tambl i reHpap-
Hall Mo3Bbl HAAryJl. Jlapa4bl, MHOTISl Cy4acHBbIst 6€/1apyCKist MBICHIISIPbL
Jacloyb acbusgpoxkHivaons 3 Tamai JITBTK+, naspbsaramoib CyMbICbJIs
BBIKAPBICTOYBALlb MIPBIKJIA/LbI, 3bBSI3aHBIS 3 I3TAM TOMAH, 11 IpalaBallb
3 TOMail MapriHasizanpli Ha NpbIKJIanax reu i/ui secpbi-cynoabHach-
uay. Y. dypc Ha 661y nacbnegnikam JITBTK+cynonpHackli, aiHak cTay
aJIHbIM 3b IIEPIIBIX 6€J1apPYCKiX MBICBJISIPOY, XTO BbIPa3Ha i IoyHa y ami-
CaHbHIi NIOCTCaLbIsAIICLIKAra CTaHy YIi4bly HAPOYHI 3 MapriHalisaubisan
KabeTay HI6a4yHAChLb resy.
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TaxiM mapapgkam, KamTOYHBIS Hanpauoyki ¢ginésada i Meichiasipa
NaJliTblYHara BBIKAPBICTOYBAIOLA MiXKIBLICLBIIIIIHAPHA, L, K Kasay
cam ayTap, «TpaHcipicupimaiHapHa» (Pypc 2002, 2012), y ThIM JIiKy
¥ nasitanérii. KppITbIYHAS p2aKUbIs NAJTOJNAray Ha BBICTYIIBI i TAKCTBI
Y. @ypca yacTKoBa anpaymaHas i Ipbl I3ThIM JDMAHCTPYe MIYHBI AbLs-
JIET [MaMIX HaBYKOYILIaMi afHa4yacoBa PO3HbIX i CYIOJIbHBIX T3APIThIY-
HBIX i gackaenysix nanéy (Kasakesiu 2005). Ginszodckas i namiTeraHas
oymka Y. Qypca — 6arartas, pa3HacTanHasl, «yHiBapcasbHas i aryjb-
HasHayHasy, ra cjoBax ¢inésadxki B. Ulnapari (lnapara 2012: 16). An-
HaK KO>KHasl MaJis3Jjlb Mae I3YHbISL CIa0blst 3bBEHBL: TAK, HE 3BA’KAI0Ubl
Ha KPBITBIUHACBLb y aHajise 6ejapyckail i Haarysa mocTcaublsiici-
Kaii MaiTeIYHal CBITYallbli, MBICHJISIP YacaM NepabosbLIBae 3 YHiBIp-
caslicuKiM MagpIXxodaM, TPAIJISIYbl ¥ MACTKy KaJsAHiAN3My. Y CBaén
paLdH3ii «“ApbleHTanisM”, anbb0o HeKasbKi 3ayBar npa “kasyc besa-
pycp™» namnitonsr A. Kazakesiy 3paaraBay Ha 4aTblpbl Iy iKalbli § ya-
comice «Topos» 2005 rony (dypc 2005; Hutuosa 2005; F'opHbix 2005;
[Mukynuk 2005) i 3bBAPHYY yBary Ha XiObl YHiBapcasbHbIX cxeMay Iy-
MaHBbHS i aHanisy, «11a3dayjieHblX KaHTIKCTY», A SKix 4acTa 3bBSIpTa-
fon1a 6esapyckis intanexryansl OI'Y (Kazakesiu 2005). A. Kazakesiua
acabJiBa 3b13iBiji MepakpyThl YHiBIpCcasi3aMy i cTapaaTsiizalsli 6e-
JlapycKachli § TaKcTax BelkjagHikay SI'Y, y meHman crymnedi Y. Qyp-
ca (Kazakesiu 2005). [HmbI macenensik, ¢inézad A. AHnineHka gurds
6OJIbII KPBITHIYHA 3p3araBay Ha TYIO X camylo nyo6sikausio Y. Qyp-
ca (Oypc 2005), maaKpachIiyIIbl KaASHIANIICIKYIO JEriKy AyMaHbHS
MBICBJISIPA 1 SITOHYIO HAJIEXHACBLb Ja iHal KyJbTypHal IPACTOPEI
(AHuinenka 2012: 50-52).

Y Méexax JoKasgHismiciKara naaplxony BapTa JanoyHilb KPbIThI-
Ky: Xollb Tpa06a MpbI3Hallb aHaJi3 Geslapyckara HallplsHaJIbHara mnpa-
ety V. dypca CbMeJIbIM i IiKaBbIM, MBICHJISP YCEé K, Majaela, He
NIpBLICHBALY HajexXHail yBari Tame OejlapyckamoyHachli i mMamrady
npabaembl pycidikaipli abl 6enapycadobii, 3b SKOU CyThIKHYACS Oe-
JlapycKas KyJbTypa ¥ alollHis A3eCsauiron3pnsi i crarogspnsi. SIkpas
raThl MOMaHT abyMOBiY KPBITHIKY A. AHLINEHKI, sKi agHéc V. Pypca na
«iHmaM KyaAbTypHal npactopel» (AHninenka 2012: 50-52). 3roza, mro
6esapycKamMoyHbl MPAEKT — 3JITHICHKI i SKCKIIO3iyHbI, aje BapTa Hs
IIPOCTa KaHCTaTaBallb, & pasyMelb i TIyMayblllb NIPLIYLIHBI I'3TAM 3bs-
Bbl i HaaryJ 3bsiBbl MapriHajabHaChLi 6e1apyckaMoyHbIX. Bsanoma, 3 a-
3pILbli YHIB3PCAsi3My Jbl pacerdCKaMOYHAChIl i paceicKagyMHachLi
J0ObI MAapTHIKYJSAPbI3M OyZ3€ TpaKTaBalllla SK 9KCKIIO3iyHbI. SIKpa3s
(Hsg)BepanbHe i (He)aguyBaHbHE KaHTIKCTY YBaxon3ilb y KaHQJIKT 3b
Pinsazodckim yHiBapcanizmam.

36onpmara Y. ®dypc na-@Qinszodpcky, To 60K OOCHILb Kap3KT-
Ha i yHiBOpcasbHa BbIKa3Baelllla, Kaji aHaidye 6esapyckae Halbls-
TBAP3HbHE HAATyJl i PO3HbIS SITOHBISL NPAEKTHI (3], dTHAHALBISIHAJI3-
My Ja paceiickamoyHara 6eslapycKara HalbIsIHajli3My i 3aBsIpIIAOybl
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rpamajnasiHCckiM HaupigHanizmam) (Oypc 2008a). AgHak ayTap Kpbl-
Xy Ma-mamnyJicuKy Li He 3yCiM aKypaTHa BBIKAPLICTOYBae BbIPa3 «Ipa-
naraHja 6eslapyckail MOBBI» ¥ CBa€il KPBITHILBI MaJi3Jjli 3THAHAIbISI-
Hanizmy (Oypc 2008a: 89). I TyT Mo>kHa nmabayblllb MIYHLISA Mapasneti
3 pIpIcKypcaMm adimpliiHara MeHcKara paskbIMy, sIKi 6e3yIbIHKY Ia-
Jloxae rpamaf3TBa IpararaHjgail 6ejapyckai MOBbI, SIKYIO ayTama-
ThIYHA 3bBSI3Bae 3b M3€MHACHII0 amnasblllbli 11i, IMaBOjJjie a3HAYdHbHS
A. JlykamaHKi, 3 «634263mHbIMi BapaTaMi» (Jlykamsuka 2022). Tak,
MOBa — BaKHBI, Kajli HS NepIIbl 3J€MBIHT STHAHALbIIHATI3MY, aje
¥ 6enapyckiM KaHTIKCblle BapTa Oblllb BeJbMi acblsIpOXKHBIM y aba-
ryJbHEHbHSIX HAKOHT MOBBI i €iiHail mpamnaraHabl: cgpoj, 6esapyckain
amasblllbli 3yciM Maa cinay, pyxay, sKig npanarasjaasaii 6e1apycKyo
MOBY. Y MiHysbiM xi6a BH® akTbIyHa i mpBIHLIBITIOBA BRICTYIIAY i Ipamna-
raiganay 6esapycKyo MOBY, 60JIbIIACHIb Cijlay amasbllibli BBICTYMAJI
¥ maaTpeIMKY 6eslapyckail MOBBI i 3yciMm He afimaysiiics af, paceiickai.
TaMmy pa>KbIMHBI CTpax Iepaj npanaranaai 6esapyckail MOBbL 4acT-
KOBa pacnaycrogsiycs i capop npagsaMakpaTblYHbIX PACEMCKaMOYHBIX
6esapycay. Y raTeIM KJIIOYBI MOXKHA YCIIPBIHALD 3ayBary Y. dypca. 3pa-
mThl, i nacens 2020 rogy 6esapyCKaMOYHBI IIPAEKT HS CTay yHiBIp-
CaJIbHBIM: He 3Ba’kKaloubl Ha dyQapslio i BbIOYX iHTApacy fa 6esapycKai
MOBBI § BBIHIKY P3BajOlbli FOJHACHLI, 6€71apyCKaMOyHBI MPAEKT 3a-
CTaellia dJIITHICIIKIM, MOIJHA ChIMOAJIIYHBIM i JOCHIIIL aOMeXKaBaHbIM
y KOJIbKACHBIM ILJISIHE (K y camoit Benapyci, Tak i § 3aMesKKbl 11i Bbl-
rHaHbHi) (Haropnag 2023). He 6enapyckas MoBa, He 3THaHalbIIHAJIb-
HBbI TIpaekT 3anpauasaii ¥ 2020 rogse i nasbHel, a sikpas Toe, ab YbIM
nicay V. dypc, — xaypyc ycix cinay paszam, «anbsiHC (Haiinepi 6esa-
pyckara sTHaHalbIsIHATIi3My, paceiickamoyHara 6ejapyckara Halplsi-
HaJi3My, “aypaiHTarparapay” i “kacMananiTelyHbIX Jibapanay”)» (Pypc
2008a: 90).

Takcama HeabxopHa MpbIrajallb HeKapdKTHae i KajsHisicukae
abarysbHeHbHe Y. Qypca, Kai § apTbikysne «KOHTypbI cydyacHaill Kpbl-
TBIYHAN T2OPbIi» €H yKbIY a3HAYBHBHE «paceiickas Qinsasodisy», najn-
pasyMsaBaOyYbl Maj, iM yCIO «IIOCTCAaBELKYI0 PACEMCKAMOYHYIO iHT3-
JIleKTyasnbHylo rpactopy» (Oypc 2012: 8). Benapyckis nagsei 2020 rony
i BaitHa Ba YkpaiHe maBsasi HemarybIMachllb i HaBaT HEGACHIIEYHACHIb
najobHara abaryJbHEeHbHS — LSINep y>KbIBaHbHE MaHSITKAy KUITAJTY
«TIOCTCaBelKi», «paceiicCKaMOYHBI» i MafoGHBIX BbIMarae IMiJbHACHI],
CKpamlHsAN Kap3KTHACBL, a YacaM, MarybiMa, Meparisgy i aiMOBbI af,
HEKaTOPbIX 3b iX. 3PAWITHI, BaiiHa Ba YKpaiHe MpajsMaHCTpaBaja, ja
yaro BsiJj3€ HiObITa paceicKi i pacelickaMOYHBI YHiBapcCai3M, a Tamy
¥ aHazize cyvyacHaill ykpaiHCKall ChITyalpli MoxKa Oblllb KapblCHail
Mai3/b «aJIbTOPHATBIYHATa HALBIATBAPAHBHA», yXKbITas Y. dypcam
y HaublHEHbHI Ja pasbBillblisl cydyacHara 6esapyckara HalbIsSIHAJi3-
My i HanwiaTBapaHbHA (Dypc 2008). Takas X Mandsb — HJISIXaM yiiu-
BAaHbHS PO3HBIX Na3bILBIAY i IaJbIXOAAY, @ raJIOyHae — 3 aKU HTaM Ha
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apTBIKYJISALBI CyIOJIbHAra CaublsyIbHara «ysyjieHara», HaBaT Ba YMO-
Bax BailHbI, Ha3ipaeljia Ba YKpaiHe.

3aKaH4YdHbHE

Ha cyTeIKy caupisipHal THOPBII i NaJiThIYHAN NYMKI [1ayCTay anbTap-
HATBIYHBIl M3PCHIKTBIYHBI MaAbIXOf, Y CALbISJIBHBIX HAaBYKaX, Y ThIM
niky ¥ 6emapyckim kaHTakcb1e. Y. dypc crajcst aHbIM 3b IEPLIBIX 6€-
JIAPYCKiX MBICBJISIPOY I'aTail TOHAIHIBI, SKi HE 3acTaycs ¥ MeXax aj-
HO ABICHBIIIIHBI — y ITOHBIM BbINAAKY Gina30dii, — a Kpoubly y Mixk-
IBICLBIIIIHADHAE TI0JI€, CbMEJIA 3aKPaHYYIIbl MaJiThIYHYIO HaBYKY,
NasiTeIYHYI0 Qinsg30(io, CalbIsNbHYI0 T30PBIIO, CTBApbIYLIbI, TaKiM
YbIHAM, iCTOTHA HOBBI, KPBITBIYHBI MOIJISAT Ha (POHOMBH MasiThIyHA-
ra (i wro BakHa — MaJliThIYHATa Ba YMOBax Oesapyckail HeJaMaKpa-
Toli). Y. ®ypc Hs TosbKi Qiné3ad, ajne i MbICBIISp NaiTeIYHArA, SKi cTay
HapoyHi 3 kasnerami-nasirossrami (Y. Poygam, B. YapaoBbsiM, I. Byrpo-
Bai, B. Kapbanesiuam, C. [TaHbKOYCKiM bl HEKATOPBIMI iHIIBIMI) y 90-5
rajibl MiHyJlara CTarof3bl3st alHbIM 3b IEPUIBIX y benapyci TaapaTeikay
i aganTarapay MHOTiX 3aXOfHIX KaHUPITAY [Js1 pa3yMeHbHs i padap-
MaBaHbHS 6ejlapyckail psanbHachli. Pazam 3 ysragaHbsIMi nasnitossi-
rami Y. @ypc cpblublHiyca fa iHTpagyKLbli i 3HaéMCTBa SIK 6eapycKai
akagaMii ¥ cTaHe mocTcansisicukai Tpancdapmalsli, Tak i rpamanz-
TBa HaaryJl 3 CydacHay KPbITbIYHAM CalbIsLJIbHAN TOOPLISN.

J3sxyodsl Pingzodckamy AocbBeny, afyKalbli, a TaKcaMa MiX-
IBICLBIIIIHApDHAN NIpbI3bME, YJlacblliBail KpPBITBIYHAN calblsiyibHA
Ta0pkli, Y. dypc yacam cemsiel i macTymHei 3a Kajeray-najiToJsi-
ray npaaHasizaBay M3YHbIS Ba’KHbIS MaJiThIYHbISA / NajiTansaridyHbisg
TOMBL: [Ty6J1iuHas cpapa ¥ IamakparTsli, Ny6siyHachlb Ba YMOBaxX ayTa-
PBITApBI3MY, I2MaKpaThlsi-«HAPOHAyIal3bA3€e», HeOIMaKpaTbisd, Oe-
JlapycKasl iIPHTHIYHACKIb, HAIIBITHAJIBHBI TIPAEKT i maj. B npanana-
Bay KalITOYHbIA i JACIO/Ib KAPbICHBIS BHICHOBBI-HAINPALOYKI ¥ IIbITAHbHI
BbI3HAY3HbHS HEJPMaKpaTblyHaChUi besapyci, y TamyMa4ysHbHi yCTON-
JiBachlli 6esapyckara ayTapbiTapbi3amy. AcobHae mecua ¥ siroHai iH-
T3JIEKTyasbHall OyMLbl HaJeXbllb padJiekcii Ha Tamy Gesapyckara
HallplsiHaJIbHAra NpaekTy: TaK, KAHCTPYKThIYHBI TPAHCABICLIbIIIIiHAD-
HBbI aJILTIPHATBIYHBI MOIJISJ, MBICBJISIPA Ha CIaJlyY3HbHE 3JIEMBHTAY
SK rpaMaj3sHCKara, Tak i 3THaHalbIIHANI3My ¥ GesapycKail Halbls-
TBOpYail Manaai 6yny4blHi 3acayroysae yBari, 3a IITO aTpbIMay Ha30y
«napagokc Oypca» (JIsBiuki 2017). He 3Ba>kaioybl Ha MOYHYIO KPBITHIKY
3 60Ky HEKaTOpbIX JachjenHikay — mazitossra A. Kazakesiua (Kasa-
keBid 2005) i pinézacda A. AHninenki (AHuinenka 2012: 50-52), masiTera-
Has gymka V. Qypca 3acTaenla akTyajibHail, KpbITbIYHAH, J1i63pab-
Haii i rpasypaneickail. A rajoyHae — Hapoallle SAroHas Crajg4blHa
nepakiajaelna Ha 6esapycKylo, aHasidyela Hs TobKi pinézadami,
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YBOZ3iL1a ¥ aKThIYHBI NAJIITBIYHBI aHAJIi3, IITO Ja3Bajse Ha3Ballb 3ay-
yacHa namepsiara npasypaneiickara ¢inésada ma ycsaro MbIChasipoM
naJIiThlyHara.
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Abstract: The foundations of deliberative democracy rest on ideals of com-
municative rationality, as articulated by Jirgen Habermas, a key represen-
tative of the Frankfurt School’s second generation. Emerging from critical
theory’s broader critique of instrumental rationality, deliberative democ-
racy emphasizes public discourse and consensus as essential mechanisms
for legitimate governance. This model assumes that through discourse
ethics, diverse societal interests can converge toward norms, transcen-
ding partial biases. However, in times of uncertainty — particularly during
war or social upheaval — these assumptions face significant challenges.
The historical context of the Frankfurt School’s development underscores
this point. Established amidst the European crises of the early 20th cen-
tury, critical theorists like Theodor Adorno and Max Horkheimer grappled
with the failures of rationality that led to totalitarianism. The critique of
deliberative democracy in the context of the Russo-Ukrainian war high-
lights the need to reassess the theory’s practical and ethical foundations.
While deliberative democracy aspires to foster inclusivity and legitima-
cy through rational discourse, its application during periods of profound
uncertainty exposes critical vulnerabilities. These include the challenges
of relativism, asymmetrical power dynamics, and the ethical risks of pro-
cedural neutrality. The aim of this study is to probe the practical applica-
bility and evaluate the core epistemological and ethical assumptions of
deliberative democracy, particularly its Habermasian formulations, when
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confronted with conditions of uncertainty. It critically examines the the-
oretical underpinnings of deliberative democracy, its limitations, and the
ethical dilemmas posed by its procedural inclusivity. Methodological ap-
proach taken in this article builds upon case study to illustrate the limi-
tations of deliberative democracy, and draws on critical theory — espe-
cially those of Theodor Adorno and Jirgen Habermas — to evaluate its
epistemological and ethical assumptions.

Keywords: democratic regime, democracy, transformations, Ukraine,
ethics.

Introduction

The post-World War II reflections of critical theorists extended into
practical philosophy, addressing issues of guilt, memory, and the ethi-
cal responsibilities of societies. Theodor Adorno’s critique of the “do-
minant reason” underscores the limitations of instrumental rationality
when applied without ethical substance, leading to what he termed
the “unreason of the dominant reason”. This critique is pertinent when
evaluating modern deliberative frameworks, especially in their hand-
ling of complex geopolitical challenges.

The horrors of the twentieth century prompted reflection on how
they were allowed to happen and what could prevent similar catastro-
phes in the future. Amid above-mentioned background, the exis-
tentialism of Albert Camus, the humanistic psychoanalysis of Viktor
Frankl, and the critical theory of Frankfurt School — particularly that
of Theodor Adorno — all addressed questions of practical philosophy
and sought to clarify the function of morality in society. Theory and
praxis create a continuum for theorising the problem and translating
it into practice. Consequently, the totalizing theories that contributed
to the Second World War and the Holocaust have been questioned, as
they shaped history through pathos — learning through suffering. In
Immanuel Kant’s terms, the abyss of experience (bathos) expands our
knowledge and situates us in space and time. Diastatic time, unlike
linear time, implies stumbling or interruption. Responses to the war
are both separated and linked across time and space through what
Emmanuel Levinas calls diastasis. This diastasis is, for example, Jacob’s
limp after the pathos of the struggle with the angel, or in our context,
the blindness of some representatives of deliberative democracy theo-
ry to the pathos of the Russo-Ukrainian war. The experience of trau-
ma often manifests as a disjunction between the moment of impact
and the capacity for response thus creating a delayed interplay of pa-
thos — the immediate emotional and psychological disruption and the
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subsequent response, which frequently arrives too late to mitigate the
initial impact. War, as evidenced by contemporary experiences, is not
alinear or comprehensible sequence but an eruption that arrives either
prematurely or belatedly, defying the measured constructs of theo-
retical analysis. The scale and brutality of Russia’s aggression against
Ukraine have reignited reflections reminiscent of Theodor Adorno’s
critique. Adorno posited that the rise of European fascism marked
not only a societal collapse but also a profound failure of theoretical
constructs to anticipate, explain, or prevent such atrocities. Similarly,
the Russo-Ukrainian war challenges the capacity of modern theory to
grapple with the magnitude of evil, illustrating the limits of intellectual
paradigms in the face of systemic violence and moral breakdown.

This article employs a qualitative methodological approach groun-
ded in critical theory, using the Russo-Ukrainian war as a case study.
The analysis draws significantly on Habermas’s concepts of commu-
nicative rationality, the ideal speech situation, discourse ethics (Prin-
ciples U and D). It also delves into Habermas’s own critical theory roots
(emancipation, critique of domination) to examine potential internal
tensions or inconsistencies when his framework is applied to the times
of uncertainty. Moreover, the paper situates the Russo-Ukrainian war
as the particular case study of the times of uncertainty and identi-
fies specific elements within this context that serve as focal points for
analysis — primarily Habermas’s Siiddeutsche Zeitung op-ed, that il-
lustrate the dilemmas of applying deliberative ideals, thus limitations
in applicability. This methodological design aimed at revealing a ten-
sion between the procedural demands of deliberative democracy and
the substantive ethical demands in the times of uncertainty.

Given the above, the research aims to define and explicate the core
tenets of Habermasian deliberative democracy — focusing on commu-
nicative rationality, the ideal speech situation, and discourse ethics
(Principles U and D) — and to articulate the specific tensions that arise
when juxtaposing these ideals with the realities of the case study (e.g.,
procedural inclusivity vs. substantive justice; idealized rationality vs.
strategic action or violence).

*k*

Deliberative democracy is rooted in two distinct traditions that reflect
opposing normative commitments and emphases on freedom — the
theories of John Rawls and Jirgen Habermas. As Christian Rostbgll
sketches, Rawls conception of freedom is rooted in the liberal tradi-
tion of tolerance and accommodation, tracing back to John Locke. In
contrast, Jirgen Habermas draws from a critical tradition inspired by
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Karl Marx, which interprets freedom as a process of liberation from
repressive apparatus (Rostbgll 2008: 708). These two approaches give
rise to different ideas about the purpose of debate: for John Rawls,
it is a mechanism of accommodation and reconciliation between
conflicting positions, while for Jirgen Habermas, debate is a tool of
learning and emancipation. Critical theory, in contrast to traditional
theory, is defined as being “committed to bringing social conditions
free from domination” (Kompridis 2006: 20). In order to free oneself
from preformed needs and domination, one must emancipate oneself
by acquiring a subjectivity that facilitates the encounter of the he-
terogeneous. The idea of overcoming all forms of oppression lies in the
attempt to preserve agency in the structures of domination. For Jirgen
Habermas, the method of preserving this agency is the communicative
action for the “discursive exercise of political autonomy” (Habermas
1996: 121). In this tradition, proponents of deliberative democracy view
its potential in the emancipation of political actors from repressive
forms of domination, drawing its heuristic power from critical theory.
The methodological core of deliberative democracy is the conditions
of communication and the relief from positivist outlook on the social
structure as immutable. At the same time, Jirgen Habermas'’s ideal
speech situation has already been criticised in academic circles. For
example, Margaret Kohn approaches this issue from the perspective of
Ludwig Wittgenstein’s understanding of language, doubting that the
ideal speech situation serves the basis for rational decision-making,
Ludwig Wittgenstein shrewdly points out the importance of political
and social context for the analysis of communication (Kohn 2000: 411).
Contrary, when Jirgen Habermas presents a “validity claim”, which
means asserting a truth or normative rightness, the idea of shared
cultural knowledge and values is involved. Therefore, the question on
differences of “lifeworlds” occurs. The solution to this enigma is intro-
duced in Rawlsian idea of public reason that secures the concept of
reasonable pluralism, rather than mere pluralism.

In the theoretical frameworks of John Rawls and Jirgen Haber-
mas, reasonableness occupies a central yet distinct role, reflecting
their differing philosophical commitments. John Rawls emphasizes
a substantive logic of reasonableness, rooted in shared principles and
normative content that guide cooperative deliberation in a pluralistic
society. This approach prioritizes the articulation of mutually accep-
table terms of social cooperation, grounded in the substantive values
of fairness and justice. In contrast, Jirgen Habermas situates reason-
ableness within a framework of formal criticality, emphasizing the
procedural dimensions of rational discourse. For Jirgen Habermas,
reasonableness is less about pre-defined normative content and more
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about the critical processes that enable participants in dialogue to test
and refine validity claims. This approach highlights the emancipatory
potential of reasonableness as a tool for uncovering and addressing
power imbalances and ideological distortions.

The divergence between these approaches underscores a funda-
mental distinction between content reasonableness and form reason-
ableness. John Rawls’ content-oriented perspective seeks to establish
consensus through shared substantive values, while Jirgen Haber-
mas’ form-oriented perspective emphasizes the procedural integrity
of deliberation itself, ensuring that the “force of the better argument”
prevails. This conceptual difference shapes not only their respective
understanding of reasonableness but also their broader theories of jus-
tice, democracy, and social interaction. Content reasonableness is the
idea that Jirgen Habermas’s deliberative democracy lacks and makes
it heuristically weak and struggles “with a conundrum, not wanting
to resuscitate liberal humanism and its associated fixed notions of
justice, but at the same time wanting to make political commitments
to specific struggles” (Hyndman 2010), as it sets reasonableness as
a pre-deliberative boundary.

This theoretical ambiguity becomes particularly evident in times
of uncertainty, such as the Russo-Ukrainian war. Jiirgen Habermas il-
lustrates this dilemma in his widely discussed essay in the Stiddeutsche
Zeitung, channeling the idea of “saving the face of both sides of the
conflict” (Habermas, n.d.). Additionally, his argument contains a logical
fallacy: although he initially presents two actors — Ukraine and Rus-
sia — he ultimately concludes that the West should propose its own
initiatives for negotiations, disregarding the position of the Ukrainian
government. In his opinion, allowing Ukraine, its military and political
leadership to decide when negotiations with the aggressor will be pos-
sible is “sleepwalking on the edge of the abyss” (Habermas, n.d.). More-
over, Noam Chomsky has hinted that the war in Ukraine can be blamed
on both sides, but only in a sarcastic way: “Putin is as concerned about
democracy as we are” (Chomsky 2022). For some reason, when put-
ting the climate crisis and Russia’s war against Ukraine in the same
row, calling on Ukrainians to surrender to Russia in the same way they
would have surrendered to a “hurricane” (Robinson 2022), the trap of
appeasing the nature appears. At the same time, it is regarded as an
attempt to free the Kremlin from the historical context of the Bol-
shevik crimes and to present the Russian aggression against Ukraine
as a reified, naturalised catastrophe. To present Russian aggression
as natural catastrophe means to naturalise the artificial famine of
1921-1923, which was directly planned by Lenin to “re-educate” the
Ukrainian peasantry, which resisted the establishment of state farms
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and communes, Holodomor of 1932-1933, organised by Moscow, the
executions in Babyn Yar, Bykivnia, and others. The deliberate neglect
of the millions of victims reflects a sacrifice of human lives to uphold
ideological purity, further solidifying the power of totalitarian sys-
tems. This sacrifice is part of a broader historical shift that emerged
after World War II, where the collapse of faith in humanity’s capacity
for reason became central. The very idea of man as the ultimate bearer
of reason was undermined by the disturbing reality that individuals,
despite their rational potential, could succumb to irrational and op-
pressive orders. These totalitarian systems did not solely rely on brute
force but operated through the subtle domination and manipulation
of consciousness, rendering individuals passive and unfree. In this
context, the critique of ideology becomes crucial, as it exposes how
distorted interpretations of reason transform ideals like “democracy”
into mechanisms of authoritarianism and “freedom” into mere justi-
fications for economic exploitation, while perpetuating deep-seated
structural injustices.

Jirgen Habermas proposed to eliminate the pervasive delusion of
rational reason by creating a normative foundation of discourse ethics
to commence a “communicative turn”, reformulating social criticism in
terms of criticism of the conditions of communication. Jiirgen Haber-
mas insists on the need to situate reason within social reality, dedu-
cing two principles of discourse ethics: the universality principle U and
the discourse principle D. Principle U is adhered if: “All affected can
accept the consequences and the side effects, its general observance
can be anticipated to have for the satisfaction of everyone’s interests
(and these consequences are preferred to those of known alternative
possibilities for regulation)” (Habermas 1995: 65).

Jirgen Habermas suggests that in ideal discourses, participants
necessarily make ideal assumptions, which can then be used to iden-
tify and critique the shortcomings of practical discourse distorted by
interests, power relations, and ideologies. The universality principle U
is intended to achieve interest generalisation. In trying to formulate
a universality of interests, Jirgen Habermas encourages the discourse
participants to take a step back and experience the view of the Other,
to engage in a universal exchange of roles. He believes that in each and
every practical discourse a unifying norm can be crafted that can be
agreed upon regardless of worldviews or even existences (the partici-
pants in the discourse should not only be preoccupied with on-time
problem solving, but also take the generations into account). Principle
U assumes that everyone is capable of accepting norms on the same
basis and in the same interest. To assume that everyone has the same
interest in the norm and accepts it in the same way and addresses it
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on the same basis would be an inadmissible generalisation. For exam-
ple, not to cause unnecessary pain to others is a norm that should be
validated by the U procedure. At the same time, the world community
witnesses the torture of Ukrainian prisoners of war by the Russian
occupiers is widespread. According to Jirgen Habermas's logic, this
means something is wrong with the procedure. The fact is that an in-
terest is distributively universalised if and only if everyone can agree
that they have their own such interest. In Justification and Application,
Habermas draws a connection between justice and universal solidari-
ty. By equating justice with universal solidarity, we should get “solida-
rity with everything that bears the mark of humanity”. But why hasn't
this happened in the eight years of negotiations with Russia? Does it
turn out that the rational mind allowed Auschwitz, but the mind of
discourse ethics allowed Bucha? If the tyranny of the rational mind,
mathematically measured, tried to bend nature to its purposes, is the
tyranny of the unlimited consensus of discourse ethics trying to bend
culture? The latter is fundamentally human-centred, and therefore
designed both for and about humanity. However, both twentieth-cen-
tury Nazism and the Russism stand in stark opposition to this foun-
dation. These ideologies cannot be classified as cultures, as their core
ethos is directed against the very essence of humanity. This opposition
underscores a critical tension within the deliberative democracy pa-
radigm: the absolutized drive to negotiate with all parties, even those
fundamentally opposed to humanistic values, risks becoming a form
of tyranny. It represents the imposition of culture upon non-culture,
where the commitment to dialogue inadvertently legitimizes forces
that seek to undermine its core principles. This failure highlights the
need to critically reassess the boundaries and conditions under which
the deliberative ideal can be applied without compromising its ethical
and humanistic essence.

Another principle that Jirgen Habermas puts forward is the dis-
course principle D: “Only those norms can claim to be valid that meet
(or could meet) with the approval of all affected in their capacity as
participants in a practical discourse” (Habermas 1995: 66). Advocates of
deliberative democracy, who uphold the principle that all participants
in discourse must reach consensus on norms, reveal a fundamental
inconsistency when they disregard the perspectives of critical stake-
holders. For instance, proclaiming that peace in the Russo-Ukrainian
war should be achieved while sidelining the Ukrainian government’s
position — characterizing it as “sleepwalking on the edge of a cliff” —
betrays the very principles of inclusive deliberation. This approach un-
dermines the concept itself, as it denies the validity of one party’s voice
in the pursuit of consensus. Such a contradiction not only exposes the
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limits of applying deliberative democracy in contexts of aggression
and asymmetrical power but also demonstrates how idealized frame-
works falter when faced during the times of uncertainty. To remain co-
herent, the theory must critically account for power dynamics and the
ethical imperatives of justice, particularly in cases where one party’s
exclusion would fundamentally violate the principles of fairness and
mutual respect central to deliberative engagement.

For Jirgen Habermas, discourse ethics presents a universal theo-
ry of morality, positioning itself beyond the confines of cultural and
historical particularities. However, his rejection of an a priori moral
foundation for intersubjective discussions and his departure from the
egalitarian underpinnings of Kantian ethics reveal a critical oversight.
By doing so, Jiirgen Habermas disregards the foundational conditions
necessary for the validity of a norm. In Jirgen Habermas'’s framework,
reality is contingent upon the collective approval of all participants
engaged in a communicative action. Yet, his focus remains on the for-
mal correctness of the process rather than on the ethical substance of
the outcomes. The question of whether an action is ethically good is
replaced by an emphasis on procedural justice, where the act of par-
ticipation itself is equated with fairness.

This shift leads Habermas to prioritize the norm of unconditional
involvement as morally right, sidelining the ethical evaluation of value
choices. In this view, the legitimacy of norms emerges from consen-
sus-driven processes, but it risks ignoring the deeper ethical dimen-
sions that should underpin those norms, potentially reducing morality
to a function of procedural inclusion rather than substantive justice.
That is, there is a distinction between moral questions about norms
and ethical questions about values: “The first part of the domain of
the practical, which consists of norms, is susceptible to the require-
ment of moral justification in terms of its deontological validity; the
second part, which consists of particular value configurations belon-
ging to collective and individual modes of life, is not” (Habermas 1995:
177). However, values should influence norms. And this has no place in
Jirgen Habermas’s theory of communicative rationality, who uses “ra-
tional” as a dispositional predicate: “Thus assertions and goal-directed
actions are the more rational the better the claim (to propositional
truth or to efficiency) that is connected with them can be defen-
ded against criticism” (Habermas 1984: 9). But does the claim to pro-
positional truth of a goal-directed action make it rational? For examp-
le, imagine that during the Minsk process, Participant Y receives an
unknown call saying “Destroy the Minsk agreements”. Suppose that
Participant Y starts eating all the papers because they believe that
this is an effective method of destroying them. This behavior would
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be considered irrational, since the rationality of an action includes not
least the rationality of the motives that drive it; however, according to
Jirgen Habermas's definition above, this action is merely “rational” “In
all cases, the teleological structure of action is presupposed, insofar
as the capacity for goal-setting and goal-directed action is ascribed
to actors, as well as an interest in carrying out their plans of action”
(Habermas, 1984, p. 101). This limited rationality does not describe the
actual rationality of an action, but only the procedural rationality. An
action that is rational only in an instrumental sense is as much a kind
of rational action as Russian “peace” actions are a kind of peace.

Conclusion

Deliberative democracy seeks to include diverse perspectives to
achieve legitimate outcomes. However, in the context of war, not all
voices contribute equally to the pursuit of justice. Inviting aggressor
states or their sympathizers into deliberative processes risks legitimi-
zing violence and perpetuating injustice. This dilemma underscores the
ethical challenge of maintaining deliberative inclusivity without com-
promising moral clarity. In the case of Ukraine, calls for negotiations
that overlook the nation’s right to self-determination illustrate how
procedural neutrality can obscure fundamental ethical distinctions
between aggression and defence. Such limitations highlight a core di-
lemma within deliberative democracy: the assumption of symmetric
participation. Habermas'’s principles of discourse ethics — universa-
lity (U) and discourse (D) — presume that all stakeholders share equal
capacity and interest in rational consensus. Yet, as evidenced by the
asymmetric nature of contemporary times of uncertainty, this pre-
sumption often fails in practice. The atrocities committed during the
Russian invasion of Ukraine, for example, cannot be reconciled within
a framework that demands equal consideration for aggressors and vic-
tims alike. This “tyranny of culture” over non-culture, to borrow from
critical theory, illustrates the ethical blind spots inherent in commu-
nicative rationality.

Drawing on the lessons of 20th century totalitarianism and the
reflections of critical theorists like Theodor Adorno and Jiirgen Haber-
mas, this article underscores the tension between communicative
frameworks of rationality and the complex realities of systemic vio-
lence and moral collapse. The universality and discourse principles
central to Habermas’s ethics highlight the potential for rational dis-
course to achieve justice, yet their practical application often falters
when faced with actors who fundamentally reject humanistic values.
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This failure is not merely theoretical; it bears practical consequences,
as seen in attempts to legitimize aggressors in the name of neutrality
or compromise. To address these shortcomings, deliberative democ-
racy must evolve beyond procedural inclusivity to incorporate sub-
stantive ethical considerations. It should distinguish between actors
committed to dialogue as a means of achieving justice and those who
exploit it to entrench domination. In the face of systemic violence, the
commitment to dialogue must not come at the expense of moral clarity
or the principles of justice. The Russo-Ukrainian war starkly illustrates
that in contexts where aggression undermines the basic premises of
humanity and autonomy, deliberative democracy must be applied cri-
tically and cautiously, ensuring that its ideals are not co-opted to per-
petuate oppression. The path forward for deliberative democracy lies
in balancing its normative aspirations with the ethical imperatives of
justice and humanity. Only through such a recalibration can the theory
remain relevant and effective in addressing the challenges of contem-
porary conflict and moral disruption.
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Abstract: The article proposes a systematization of perspectives on par-
ticipatory culture. The relevance of this research lies in critically exami-
ning both the phenomenon of participatory culture itself and its potential
for shaping what is commonly referred to as “participatory democracy”.
The first section explores key concepts such as collective intelligence, con-
vergent culture, participatory culture, prosumption, and produsage, accu-
mulating positive perspectives on participatory culture. The second sec-
tion analyzes the creative activity of grassroots communities through the
lens of Foucault’s microphysics of power and the political-economic cri-
tique of digital capitalism, providing some critical perspectives on parti-
cipation and participatory culture. The analysis of both positive and cri-
tical perspectives allows to come to conclusion that participatory culture,
as Jenkins envisioned it by studying fan communities, has little in com-
mon with participatory democracy for several reasons: (1) Fan communi-
ties demonstrate a new form of escapism, directing the creative energy of
their members toward immersion in the imaginary worlds of popular cul-
ture, exploring and expanding these worlds rather than addressing real
social issues. (2) Modern digital culture initiates a symbiosis of humans
and technologies, creating a socio-technological ecosystem in which the
creative activity of prosumers, if not fully subordinated, is at least signi-
ficantly dependent on software design. (3) Social media are colonized by
corporations for which prosumers are a source of surplus value; therefore,
speaking of the participatory nature of social networks consciously or un-
consciously supports the ideology of capital.
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The rapid development of digital technologies in the late twentieth and
early twenty-first centuries led Charles Gere to discuss the formation
of a specific digital culture, in which the term “digital” defines “a par-
ticular way of life of a group or groups of people at a certain period in
history. Digitality can be thought of as a marker of culture because it
encompasses both the artefacts and the systems of signification and
communication that most clearly demarcate our contemporary way of
life from others” (Gere 2008: 16).

Noting the emergence of numerous studies on digital culture,
cyberculture, electronic culture, and related topics — allowing us to
speak of a distinct “discourse of digital culture” — Gere points out that
this discourse is based on two interrelated beliefs: that contemporary
culture represents a radical break from the past, and that it is deter-
mined by the existence of digital technologies (Gere 2008: 17). Howe-
ver, Gere argues that “digital technology is a product of digital culture,
rather than vice versa” (Gere 2008: 17). He asserts: “Digital refers not
just to the effects and possibilities of a particular technology. It defines
and encompasses the ways of thinking and doing that are embodied
within that technology, and which make its development possible”
(Gere 2008: 17). Moreover, since Gere believes these qualities are in-
herent in language itself — because language is digital in nature, dea-
ling with discrete units — “almost all human culture may be said to be
digital” (Gere 2008: 18). Thus, Gere’s perspective can be described as
a form of pan-digitalism.

In the media sphere, digital culture has contributed to the rise of
so-called new media and the emergence of new forms of collaboration
between audience members (convergent culture), as well as their ac-
tive involvement in the creation and dissemination of media content
(participatory culture).

At the turn of the 21st century, cultural and media theorists enthu-
siastically embraced these changes in media audience characteristics,
viewing the increasing activity of audiences as a key to the future of
real democracy. However, over time, this initial enthusiasm gradually
gave way to a more balanced perspective on convergent culture and
participatory culture. Eventually, these concepts were subjected to se-
rious revision, particularly within the framework of the political-eco-
nomic critique of digital capitalism.
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The aim of this article is to systematize perspectives on participa-
tory culture in order to identify its strengths and weaknesses. The rel-
evance of this research lies in critically examining both the phenome-
non of participatory culture itself and its potential for shaping what is
commonly referred to as participatory democracy. The points of view
chosen for study in the article form the most authoritative discourses
regarding the participatory culture phenomenon.

The first section explores key concepts such as collective intelli-
gence, convergent culture, participatory culture, prosumption, and
produsage. This section presents a positive view of participatory cul-
ture, as articulated by Pierre Lévy, Henry Jenkins, and Yochai Benkler.

The second section analyzes the creative activity of grassroots
communities through the lens of Michel Foucault’s microphysics of
power and the political-economic critique of digital capitalism. In re-
lation to the critical perspective on the study of participatory culture,
Mirko Tobias Schéifer identifies three directions, all of which are con-
sidered in the present article:

- Post-Marxist criticism of labor in media consumption, particu-

larly the tacit use of user-generated content for commercial pur-

poses;

- Privacy violations in online services; and

- The consideration of Web 2.0 platforms as “emerging public

spheres” and as sites that exhibit “the new socio-political quality

of user-producer relations in governing software applications and

their users” (Schifer 2011: 38-39).

From Collective Intelligence to Participatory Culture:
Awakening the Creative Activity of the Media Audience

The modern era is characterized by Jenkins as a time of convergent
culture as well as participatory culture. According to Jenkins, cultural
convergence represents a situation in which, on the one hand, the eco-
nomic interests of media producers — owners not of separate, frag-
mented means of mass communication but of media corporations con-
trolling various media industries — merge with, on the other hand, the
cultural demands of media users, who transform from passive audi-
ences into active participants in the process of mass communication.

In his book Convergence Culture: Where Old and New Media Col-
lide, Jenkins writes:

“By convergence, I mean the flow of content across multiple media
platforms, the cooperation between multiple media industries,
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and the migratory behavior of media audiences who will go almost
anywhere in search of the kinds of entertainment experiences they
want. Convergence is a word that manages to describe technological,
industrial, cultural, and social changes depending on who’s speaking
and what they think they are talking about. [...] In the world of media
convergence, every important story gets told, every brand gets sold,
and every consumer gets courted across multiple media platforms”.
(Jenkins 2006: 2-3).

In the context of convergence, contrary to the old licensing sys-
tem, significant shifts have recently occurred regarding coordination,
integration, and collaboration between licensing partners. William
Proctor (Proctor 2019) provides a brief historical overview of the rela-
tionship between the comic book and film /television industries, high-
lighting the inefficiency of the previous licensing system. This system
allowed only strictly agreement-framed reproduction of comic book
content in other media. Any deviations from the canonical storyline
were not permitted, resulting in repetitive plots and the duplication
of fictional story worlds. Jenkins also noted this, describing such pro-
ducts as “redundant, diluted, and often sloppy” (Jenkins 2006: 105).

Proctor cites the Star Wars franchise as an example, where the
primary canonical text was George Lucas’s film series. Licensing,
which permitted only adaptations or novelizations, restricted the ex-
pansion of content across platforms. This led to conflict between Lu-
casfilm and Marvel, which attempted not just to adapt the films but to
introduce new content into the canon. In 2014, when Disney acquired
the Star Wars brand, the company, as Proctor notes, “committed hy-
perdiegetic genocide by declaring that the old licensing system was
dead and buried, and that, from here on out, all transmedia Star Wars
elements, including comics and novels, would be considered canonical,
official components of a vast transmedia continuity system” (Proctor
2019: 110).

Proctor describes this as a fundamental shift in the transmedia
economy of Star Wars: “the concept of seriality — most often used to
detail the spreadability of imaginary worlds, whether or not such ele-
ments fit into a cohesive continuity system — gives way to ‘sequentiali-
ty”: that is, a transmedia economy developed according to the principle
of continuity between and across media” (Proctor 2019: 110).

Concerning convergence on the opposite side of mass communi-
cation — i.e., media audiences — we must first distinguish between
convergent culture and participatory culture.

To do so, we turn to the ideas of cyberculture theorist Pierre
Lévy and, in particular, his concept of collective intelligence. In the
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introduction to his work Collective Intelligence: Mankind’s Emerging
World in Cyberspace, Lévy speaks of an anthropological space, which
he defines as “a system of proximity (space) unique to the world of hu-
manity (anthropological) and thus dependent on human technologies,
significations, language, culture, conventions, representations, and
emotions” (Lévy 2001: 255).

Lévy identifies three types of anthropological space that have
succeeded one another throughout history. The first, called earth, is
characterized by language, technology, and complex forms of social
organization (Lévy 2001: 256). The second, territorial space, emerges
in the Neolithic period and is defined by the development of agricul-
ture, cities, states, and writing. The third, commodity space, begins in
the sixteenth century. Finally, Lévy introduces a fourth, still-emerging
space: knowledge space:

“Perhaps”, he writes, “the current crisis of identity and social forms of
identification signifies the dimly perceived and incomplete emergence
of a new anthropological space, that of knowledge and collective
intelligence, whose arrival is in no way guaranteed by any historical
laws. Like the other anthropological spaces, the knowledge space will
control preceding spaces rather than eliminate them. From this point
forward, the existence of economic networks and territorial power will
depend on mankind’s capacity for the rapid acquisition of knowledge
and the development of a collective imagination...” (Lévy 2001: 257).

According to Lévy, this transformation is possible for three rea-
sons:

1. the accelerated pace of scientific and technological development;

2. the democratization of knowledge, which is no longer reserved

for the elite; and

3. the emergence of new communication tools (Lévy 2001: 257).

These new communication tools are highly valued by Lévy in his
vision of knowledge space, as they enable the transmission of know-
ledge and access to it for all interested individuals and groups, fun-
damentally changing the established relationship between knowledge
and power and fostering true democracy.

This optimistic view of new communication technologies, par-
ticularly the Internet, was also shared by Jenkins (Jenkins, 2006). Like
Lévy, Jenkins considered Internet-enabled access to and exchange of
information among fans of popular media franchises as a crucial step
toward liberating media audiences — traditionally seen as passive,
anonymous, and geographically scattered.
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In convergent culture, according to Jenkins, members of a media
audience — forming fan communities — actively communicate with
one another, help each other find information about their shared in-
terests, and discuss its merits and flaws. This indicates the presence
of a full-fledged and, crucially, almost instantaneous feedback loop —
something previously absent from traditional mass communication.

This optimism regarding new communication technologies as
tools for developing and advancing democratic processes in society
is also evident in Yochai Benkler’s work The Wealth of Networks: How
Social Production Transforms Markets and Freedom (Benkler 2006).

Benkler links the rise and spread of digital communication tech-
nologies with an increase in non-market, non-property-based in-
formation production, arguing that this “enables the emergence of
a new information environment, one in which individuals are free to
take a more active role than was possible in the industrial information
economy of the twentieth century” (Benkler 2006: 2).

This environment, according to Benkler, promotes individual free-
dom, serves as a platform for democratic participation, and fosters the
development of a new culture. The shift in economic focus toward in-
formation and the transition to a communication environment based
on inexpensive, high-performance processors signal a new stage of
the information economy, which Benkler calls the networked informa-
tion economy (Benkler 2006: 3).

Unlike the traditional economy, where the concept of property was
crucial, the networked information economy provides non-market in-
formation production in which anyone can participate. This also af-
fects access to and distribution of information, leading to a “flourishing
non-market sector of information, knowledge, and cultural production,
based in the networked environment, and applied to anything that the
many individuals connected to it can imagine” (Benkler 2006: 5).

This new economy significantly alters individual behavior, awake-
ning a desire to act independently or in collaboration with others. Such
collaboration is based not on hierarchical, but egalitarian relationships
within the collective, and participation in organizations outside the
market sphere. Benkler calls this peer production (Benkler 2006: 4).

From Benkler’s perspective, the networked information economy
leads to the emergence of a more critical and self-reflective culture.
According to the author, the system of cultural production developed
within networked information technology makes culture more trans-
parent and malleable, leading to the revival of folk culture under new
conditions:

“We are seeing the emergence of a new folk culture — a practice
that has been largely suppressed in the industrial era of cultural
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production — where many more of us participate actively in making
cultural moves and finding meaning in the world around us. [...] we
can say that culture is becoming more democratic: self-reflective and
participatory” (Benkler 2006: 10).

Culture that blurs the boundaries between producers and con-
sumers — especially in the sphere of mass media — is termed partic-
ipatory by Jenkins. Jenkins does not clearly distinguish between con-
vergent and participatory culture. However, it can be assumed that in
the first case, we deal with a convergence of producers on one side and
consumers on the other. Consumers cooperate because an individual
is no longer able to handle the information flow alone, making con-
sumption a collective process (Jenkins uses Lévy’s concept of collec-
tive intelligence here). While this can be considered a first step toward
a qualitative transformation of media audience members, in the case of
convergent culture, the consumer remains a consumer. In the second
case, when discussing participatory culture, the consumer transforms
into a creator of media content. Nevertheless, the terms “convergent
culture” and “participatory culture” are often used synonymously.

In 2006, the MacArthur Foundation launched a research project on
digital media, in which Jenkins and his colleagues participated (Jen-
kins et al. 2009).

The creative activities of mass communication audiences (primari-
ly fans of popular culture) led Jenkins to see the potential of participa-
tory culture in democratizing society. This is reflected in his definition
of participatory culture, characterized by:

“1. Relatively low barriers to artistic expression and civic engagement;
2. Strong support for creating and sharing creations with others;
3. Some type of informal mentorship, whereby knowledge is passed
from experienced members to novices; 4. Members who believe their
contributions matter, and 5. Members who feel some degree of social
connection with one another (at the least, they care about what others
think of their creations). Not every member must contribute, but all
must believe they are free to contribute and that their contributions
will be valued appropriately” (Jenkins et al. 2009: 5-6).

In this study, Jenkins and his colleagues shift the focus from di-
gital technologies, characterized by interactivity, to the phenomenon
of participation, emphasizing that “interactivity is a property of the
technology, while participation is a property of culture” (Jenkins et
al. 2009: 8). In their view, the concept of participation unites various
practices — educational, creative, democratic, and civic.
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Indeed, participatory culture radically reorganizes society as
a whole and media production in particular. In the latter case, the tra-
ditional mass communication model, in which information flowed from
relatively few producers to countless consumers, is replaced by a mo-
del with potentially infinite producers (mass-to-mass communication).
This transformation is captured by the neologisms “prosumers” (pro-
ducer + consumer) or “produsers” (producer + user). While often used
synonymously, these terms are not identical.

The term “prosumer” was introduced by Alvin Toffler in his best-
seller The Third Wave (Toffler 1980). Dividing human history into ag-
ricultural, industrial, and post-industrial periods based on the rela-
tionship between production and consumption, Toffler describes the
first (agricultural) wave as a form of prosumption, where producers
consumed what they produced. Industrialization, by contrast, created
a division between producers and consumers while reinforcing three
key social institutions — the nuclear family, the factory-style school,
and the giant corporation — making them “the defining social institu-
tions of all Second Wave societies” (Toffler 1980: 31).

The third, post-industrial wave is characterized by the rise of in-
tellectual labor. Describing the passing industrial civilization in terms
of four spheres (“a techno-sphere”, “a socio-sphere”, “an info-sphere”,
and “a power-sphere” (Toffler 1980: 5), Toffler highlights a new stage
in eroding the boundary between producer and consumer, leading to
a new type of prosumption:

“Producer and consumer, divorced by the industrial revolution, are
reunited in the cycle of wealth creation, with the customer contributing
not just the money but market and design information vital for the
production process. Buyer and supplier share data, information, and
knowledge. Someday, customers may also push buttons that activate
remote production processes. Consumer and producer fuse into
a ‘prosumer” (Toffler 1980: 239).

This type first emerged within the industrial wave as “self-help™
and “self-service” to mark the shift consisting in the involvement of

1 “The self-help movement is thus restructuring the socio-sphere. Smokers,
stutterers, suicide-prone people, gamblers, victims of throat disease, parents
of twins, overeaters, and other such groupings now form a dense network of
organizations that mesh with the emerging Third Wave family and corporate
structures. But whatever their significance for social organization, they repre-
sent a basic shift from passive consumer to active pro-sumer, and they thus hold
economic meaning as well” (Toffler 1980: 269).

2 “Getting the customer to do part of the job — known to economists as “externa-
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consumers into production, and thus forming two economic sectors —
one producing goods for exchange and another where people produce
for themselves. As Toffler notes, “in such a world, conventional distinc-
tions between producer and consumer vanish. The “outsider” becomes
an “insider”, and even more production shifts from Sector B of the
economy to Sector A, where the prosumer reigns” (Toffler 1980: 275).

The rise of the prosumer is accompanied by the formation of a new
ethics — that of prosumer — which, unlike market ethics that value
people based on their possessions, emphasizes the individual’s ability
to produce: “The prosumer ethics makes handwork respectable again,
after 300 years of being looked down upon” (Toffler 1980: 388). In mass
communication, the catalyst for prosumption was interactivity, which
disrupted the established sender-receiver relationship by enabling
real feedback. The first step in industrial civilization was more indivi-
dualized media consumption (e.g., video and audio cassettes), allowing
consumers to decide what, when, and where to watch or listen, as well
as share content.

However, prosumption describes only the moment of transition
from the industrial to the post-industrial wave, while Axel Bruns’s
concept of produsage (Bruns 2013) emphasizes information produc-
tion, reflecting the active use of Web 2.0 to generate and distribute
user-generated content.

“The concept of produsage [...] highlights that within the communities
which engage in the collaborative creation and extension of information
and knowledge [...], the role of ‘consumer’ and even that of ‘end user’
have long disappeared, and the distinctions between producers and
users of content have faded into comparative insignificance. [...] Users
are always already necessarily also producers of the shared knowledge
base, regardless of whether they are aware of this role — they have
become a new, hybrid, produser” (Bruns 2013: 2).

Bruns argues that Toffler’'s prosumption model does not fully cap-
ture the creation of user-generated content in Web 2.0 environments.
Wikipedia, often cited as an example, operates free from external con-
trol and is constantly updated by users, leading Bruns to describe it as
existing in a state of “permanent beta” (Bruns 2013: 71).

While Toffler’s prosumer remained under the surveillance of cor-
porations that assessed his contribution to prosumer practices, Bruns’s
producers, if not on all then at least on many web 2.0 platforms, are

lizing labor cost” — is scarcely new. That’s what self-service supermarkets are
all about” (Toffler 1980: 270).

TOPOS Ne 1 (54),2025 | 161



able to monitor and assess activity within the community themselves.
Thus, according to Bruns, “Toffler’s prosumption model was seen for
some time as a blueprint that described “Web 2.0” practices in general”
(Bruns 2013: 69).

Participatory culture should not be viewed exclusively as a product
of digital technologies. Forms of audience interaction, particularly in
entertainment industries, predate the Internet. For instance, in “Tex-
tual Poachers” Jenkins traces fandom’s genealogy, noting that the term
“fan” was first used by journalists in the late 19th century to describe
baseball enthusiasts before quickly spreading to other sports and the
entertainment industry (Jenkins 1992: 12). However, digital technolo-
gies have most fully realized the potential of participatory culture.

Aaron Delwiche and Jennifer J. Henderson identify four stages of
participatory culture development:

1. Emergence (1985-1993). This stage is associated with the appearance
of personal computers and the first networks, as well as the phenome-
non of hacking, and most importantly, the “hacker ethics”, which justi-
fies not only unauthorized access to information and data but also un-
derpins fan writing that ignores copyright and intellectual property.

2. Transition to the Web (1994-1998). The emergence of the Internet
and the ability for users to create their own websites.

3. Push-button Publishing (1999-2004). The emergence of publishing
web systems - LifeJournal, Blogger, as well as the first social networks
(Second Life (2003), MySpace (2003), Flickr (2004), Yelp (2004), and
Facebook (2004)).

4. Ubiquitous Connections (2005-2011). The appearance of YouTube
(2005), smartphones, and tablets. The transition from single-medium
(audio, video) to transmedia digital content (Delwiche & Henderson
2013: 4-7).

Collective intelligence, prosumption, peer production, and pro-
dusage — all these terms in one way or another reflect a positive view
of participatory culture, seeing it as an alternative to the economic
(and, in the future, to the political) logic of the industrial age. Accord-
ing to Jenkins, Benkler, Levy, and others, participatory culture as-
sumed the possibility of free creative self-expression by any member
of society in various spheres of public life. Perhaps this is why the first
wave of theorists evaluated the emerging culture of participation so
uncritically, viewing it as an alternative to market-driven cultural pro-
duction, to the imbalance between media producers and media audi-
ences, and, in the long term, as full participation by citizens in political
decision-making.
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Creative Activity of Grassroots Creative Communities?
in a Critical Perspective: Microphysics of Power, Implicit
and Explicit Participation, Political-Economic Critique

Quoting a passage from L. Carroll as an epigraph?, Christopher M.
Kelty observes:

“Participation looked like a doll in 2008. The world was awash in en-
thusiasm for the power of participation and with people fired up about
citizen science projects and free software and hackathons and couch
surfing and crowdsourcing. In 2018, it looks like a work-box full of
pathologies: alt-right racists, twitter trolls, bullies, Russian hackers, An-
glo-American Trumpism, and the failure of democracy” (Kelty 2019: 248).

Optimism, especially regarding the potential destruction of
the power/knowledge constellation through the increased activi-
ty of media audiences, turned out to be premature: fan communities
demonstrate Foucault’s thesis on the microphysics of power just like
any other communities. Thus, Jenkins himself pointed out that in fan
communities, experts emerge who help neophytes obtain information
about the fictional universe of a particular media franchise, instant-
ly forming an opposition between expert and neophyte based on the

3 Grassroot (movements/communities): first use of this expression relates to the
politicaldomain. AsRobert Longley marks, “a grassroots movementis an organized
effort undertaken by groups of individuals in a given geographic area to bring
about changes in social policy or influence an outcome, often of a political issue.
By harnessing spontaneous support at local levels to bring about policy changes
at local, regional, national, or international levels, grassroots movements are
considered bottom-up, rather than top-down efforts — much in the way grass
grows” (Longley 2022). In their turn, speaking about convergence media culture,
Jenkins and Deuze used the expression “grassroot creative communities”: “it
may no longer be of value to talk about personalized media; perhaps, we might
better discuss socialized media. We might see YouTube, Second Life, Wikipedia,
Flickr, and MySpace, to cite just a few examples, as meeting spaces between
a range of grassroots creative communities, each pursuing their own goals, but
each helping to shape the total media environment” (Jenkins & Deuse 2008: 5-6).
The authors point out, that there are two counter movements: (1) the individuals
and grassroot communities get the opportunity of telling the stories, presenting
arguments, sharing information, while (2) the media companies try to keep and
enlarge their influence “by merging, co-opting, converging and synergizing
their brands and intellectual properties across all of these channels” (Jenkins &
Deuse 2008: 6).

4 “She had spent a minute or so in vainly pursuing a large bright thing, that looked
sometimes like a doll and sometimes like a work-box. Carroll, Through the
Looking Glass” (Kelty 2019: 249)
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uneven distribution of knowledge. Of course, compared to traditional
media, this distribution of knowledge is at least not set once and for
all, and it may be balanced in the near future. However, the very fact of
such an opposition indicates that the elimination of the power/knowl-
edge constellation is still far away, if it is possible at all. Returning to
the idea of knowledge space by Lévy, one may also interrogate, consi-
dering that this space is something like the fourth age in the history of
the anthropological space: what will replace this knowledge space, or
is it a kind of incarnation of communism, and thus the final historical
goal? Collective intelligence should not be viewed as a homogenized
form of collectivity, as it demonstrates the same power relations and
the same competition for the right to truth/the right to discourse be-
tween experts and neophytes, as was mentioned above. The idea of
collective intelligence, on one hand, is certainly capable of realizing
itself in the digital environment, which, in a certain sense, removes
spatial and temporal barriers to communication. On the other hand,
seeing collective intelligence as a prototype for a future “pastoral”
knowledge space, conflict-free and cloudless, seems somewhat naive,
partly because it is precisely power relations, paradoxically, that initi-
ate the emergence of new knowledge as such. Moreover, if, as Jenkins
does, we view the grassroots convergent culture as the embodiment
of collective intelligence (which, in fact, is quite reasonable), we must
not forget that in the entertainment industry, informal groups like fan-
doms arise quite spontaneously from a shared interest in a particular
work — be it a film, a TV show, a comic, or an entire (trans)media fran-
chise — and easily disappear when interest in the work fades.

Regarding Benkler’s thesis on the non-market nature of know-
ledge production in the networked information economy, we are cur-
rently witnessing a widespread trend toward monetization: so-called
grassroots creative individuals and communities on Instagram, Tele-
gram, YouTube channels are actively making money from their con-
tent, which once again confirms the impossibility of being outside the
market and capitalist logic. If, in the past, blogging on LiveJournal was
explained by the fact that, as Victor Pelevin ironically put it in 2006,
“when a person is fed with advertising, expertise, and the events of the
day for a long time, they have a desire to be a brand, an expert, and the
news themselves” (Pelevin 2006: 187), nowadays the focus is primarily
on economic gain.

In the 2009 study Jenkins and his colleagues highlighted several
challenges facing participatory culture (Jenkins et al. 2009: 12-18):

- Participatory Gap: This gap is related to the uneven spread of
digital technologies and access to them, and, most importantly,
the varying levels of digital skills. It also includes differences in the
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political situation in different countries, which result in restric-
tions on internet services imposed by state legislation.

- Transparency Issue: This concerns a younger audience’s ability
(or inability) to critically evaluate the information they receive. In
the context of participatory culture, where we all, to some extent,
act as producers of information, the issue of trust in information
sources not only remains relevant but becomes even more pres-
sing. Because, in a situation where anyone can become a “brand,
expert, and news” in their own right, the diversity of viewpoints
may, in practice, turn into the addition of many small ideological
apparatuses supporting the interests of relatively small groups —
rather than the provision of factual information. The problem here
is not so much the quality of the information provided, but the loss
(at least partially) of sensitivity to falseness by recipients. This is
evidenced by, among other things, the spread of fake news, parti-
cularly those using Al-generated images.

- Ethical Issues: Essentially, this is another side of the coin: par-
ticipatory culture implies freedom of self-expression, but the ques-
tion is how far this freedom can extend. As Jenkins and his col-
leagues point out, “in the short run, we may have to accept that
cyberspace’s ethical norms are in flux: we are taking part in a pro-
longed experiment in what happens when barriers of entry into
a communication landscape become lower” (Jenkins et al. 2009: 26).
In addition to the above issues, there is another point to consider:

in a situation where any individual can potentially become a producer
and, therefore, create his/her own content or redistribute content
created by others, recontextualizing it for his/her own purposes, the
information growth rate significantly exceeds the capacity for its con-
sumption, leading to its devaluation. Moreover, it should be noted that
social media are controlled by corporations, which creates asymmetry
regarding content visibility and popularity®. The increase in content
producers does not negate, but rather makes even more apparent, the
connection between power and knowledge that Foucault wrote about:

5 In his study of social media, Christian Fuchs cites data from an analysis of
YouTube, Facebook, Twitter and Google search in 2013, which demonstrates
a higher level of popularity of content offered by corporations compared
to public organizations: “Analysis of the ten most viewed videos on YouTube
<...> shows that transnational media corporations, the organized exploiters of
surplus value-generating labor, control YouTube’s political attention economy.
Entertainment and music are very popular on YouTube and Facebook <...>,
whereas politics is a minority interest. An analysis of Facebook groups shows
that the most popular groups are about IT and entertainment, whereas politics
is of minor interest” (See Fuchs 2014: 99).
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“Truth <...> is the object, under diverse forms, of immense diffusion
and consumption (circulating through apparatuses of education
and information whose extent is relatively broad in the social body,
notwithstanding certain strict limitations); it is produced and
transmitted under the control, dominant if not exclusive, of a few
great political and economic apparatuses (university, army, writing,
media) <...>” (Foucault 1980: 131-132).

Optimism regarding the creative activity of grassroots commu-
nities, characteristic of the 2006 work, is soon replaced by a more
balanced view of this phenomenon in Jenkins’ later writings, as evi-
denced by the preface to the “Convergence” journal issue, co-authored
with Mark Deuze (Jenkins & Deuze 2008).

According to the authors, the combination of media industry stu-
dies with the study of media audiences demonstrates that “media can
be seen as the key drivers and accelerators of a growing integration
between culture and commerce” (Jenkins & Deuze 2008: 5). In contrast
to the classical model of mass communication, which involves a po-
larization of senders (the relatively few media industries, producers)
and receivers (the limitless number of individuals, consumers), new
media offer access to content production for individuals and groups
who were previously only consumers/users (mass-to-mass communi-
cation). This leads to a radical transformation of the media landscape,
where grassroots creative communities have gained the right to be
heard. However, such a transformation has merely added a new player
in the competitive struggle for power/knowledge: the transformation
of users into producers has forced traditional producers to expand
their influence. As the authors remark:

“Convergence therefore must be understood as both a top-down
corporate-driven process and a bottom-up consumer-driven process.
<..> Sometimes, these two forces reinforce each other, creating
closer, more rewarding relations between media producers and
consumers. Sometimes the two forces conflict, resulting in constant
renegotiations of power between these competing pressures on the
new media ecology” (Jenkins & Deuze 2008: 6).

This conflict is a perfect illustration of Foucault’s thesis on power/
knowledge in relation to media®: here, the right to truth/right to dis-

6  “Discourse is not simply that which manifests (or hides) desire — it is also the
object of desire; and since, as history constantly teaches us, discourse is not
simply that which struggles or systems of domination, but is the thing for which

166 | VERANIKA FURS



course is contested not only by competing media but also by media
industries and their audiences. In the mentioned above conflict bet-
ween Lucasfilm and comic book publishers, we can see a localized
example of the struggle for truth: Lucas’ films = canon = truth. Con-
sequently, anything that contradicted the canon was not considered
truth. In Foucault’s perspective, the transition of the “Star Wars” brand
to Disney’s control only marked a change in the configuration of po-
wer/knowledge: from this point on, the right to truth was contested
between the official franchise and fan-fiction. The same can be said
for Lévy’s collective intelligence: the digital form of collectivity repre-
sents not only a new focal point of resistance to the existing power of
media industries but also a new player in the struggle for the right to
discourse.

From the perspective of the media industries, this opposition to
the spontaneous surge of collective intelligence also takes on a new
form, suited to the specifics of digital culture. In his work What is Web
2.0, O'Reilly argues that “The central principle behind the success of
the giants born in the Web 1.0 era who have survived to lead the Web
2.0 era appears to be this, that they have embraced the power of the
web to harness collective intelligence” (O'Reilly 2005). Jenkins and
Deuze also point this out: “The phrase “harnessing collective intelli-
gence” seems emblematic of the contradictory relations between con-
sumers and producers during this transitional moment in the history
of the media ecology” (Jenkins & Deuze 2008: 7).

Examples of harnessing collective intelligence include Wiki-
pedia, YouTube, Flickr, various social networks, fandom sites, and
so on. These platforms implement what O'Reilly refers to as folkso-
nomy — a collective folk categorization of information, for example,
about a media franchise through tagging, etc., in contrast to taxonomy
(O'Reilly 2005).

As mentioned earlier, convergent culture demonstrates a signifi-
cant qualitative transformation of the recipient in the traditional model
of mass communication: it is no longer a passive, anonymous audience,
as it once was. The recipient transforms from a content consumer —
an indistinct unit in the mass of the audience — to an active partici-
pant in a collaborative network, which, on the one hand, promotes
content created by media producers, and on the other hand, produces
its own content. Jenkins and Deuze argue that this qualitative trans-
formation of consumers/recipients leads to the fact that “consumers
are now demanding the right to participate and this becomes another

and by which there is struggle, discourse is the power which to be seized” (Fou-
cault 1981: 52-53).

TOPOS Ne 1 (54), 2025 | 167



destabilizing force that threatens consolidation, standardization, and
rationalization” (Jenkins & Deuze 2008: 9).

In addition to the fact that convergent culture reveals, though in
new forms, the same power relations and the same power/knowledge
constellation, media convergence is not, in fact, the only trend defining
the modern media landscape. Alongside the formation of large media
corporations, there is the opposite trend, a sort of divergence: “At the
same time, we are seeing a push towards outsourcing, subcontracting,
and offshoring, which further decentralizes the media industry” (Jen-
kins & Deuze 2008: 8). However, this second trend is unable to radically
change the media landscape because corporate power over communi-
cation is strong enough. Jenkins and Deuze conclude, “we now live in
a reality somewhere between the stark fears of media reformers who
imagine our brains being subdivided by a cabal of corporations and
the idealistic aspirations of digital revolutionaries who foresee mass
media being totally displaced by a more participatory culture” (Jenkins
& Deuze 2008: 8).

In his book Bastard Culture!, Schafer also critically reconsiders
participatory culture. The title of the book, he explains, refers to the
close interaction between users and corporations, between the mar-
ket and media practices, which creates what he calls “bastard culture”,
to highlight “how the most heterogeneous participants and practices
are blended together” (Schafer 2011: 11).

From his perspective, evaluating participatory culture solely in
positive terms is problematic because, first, it ignores the fact that
calls for participation and belief in social progress through technolo-
gical development have a long tradition, and are not something that
has emerged recently (Schafer 2011: 13). Secondly, and more important,
this evaluation overlooks a significant shift within cultural production:
“the transformation of media corporations from content producers to
platform providers for user-created content” (Schifer 2011: 14).

According to Schifer, what is commonly referred to as participa-
tory culture is a combination of the following discourses:

- Rhetoric in defense of social progress through technological de-

velopment.

- Cultural criticism calling for a transformation of power relations.

- The characteristics of relevant technologies and how these char-

acteristics are used for the appropriation of design and users.

- Socio-political dynamics related to the use of technologies

(Schéfer 2011: 14).

Thus, Schifer argues that the analysis of participatory culture re-
quires a comprehensive examination of discourses, media practices,
and technologies, allowing participation “as a legend, as a political
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claim, as an actual media practice and as a design solution that either
stimulates and even channels certain users or represses various prac-
tices” (Schéfer 2011: 15).

Schéfer’s study is based on three theoretical components (Schéfer
2011: 15-18):

1. Foucauldian concept of the dispositif, which demonstrates how

power structures, knowledge of technology, and mastery of its

design connect the discursive and non-discursive, human and
non-human. This dispositif links three areas: the discourse, tech-
nology, and social use.

2. Actor-Network Theory (ANT) — a revision of the concept of

“community” in information systems and the role of non-human

agents in constituting participatory culture. ANT emphasizes the

disappearing division between culture and technology, not dis-
tinguishing between human and non-human actors, replacing the
notion of community with networks.

3. The concept of the socio-technical ecosystem, which describes

“an environment based on information technology that facilitates

and cultivates the performance of a great number of users” (Schéfer

2011: 18). In such an ecosystem, technology (non-human) and social

(human) are closely intertwined and mutually dependent .

Tracing the shift in public rhetoric regarding digital technologies
and the idea of participation, Schifer notes that from 1991 to 2001, par-
ticipation was understood as “access and connectivity” (Schafer 2011:
31), but with the advent of Web 2.0, there was a shift “from emphasizing
access to emphasizing collaboration and collective action” (Schéafer
2011: 35).

An important point for critically reflecting on the phenomenon of
participatory culture is Schifer’s distinction between explicit and im-
plicit participation. In the case of explicit participation, we deal with
relatively innocent practices, as described by Jenkins (fan community
activity), as well as through the concept of produsage by Bruns. Expli-
cit participation, according to Schéifer, includes fan-culture, activism,
writing blogs, contributing to Wikipedia, cooperating in software de-
velopment (Schéfer, 2011, p. 52). All these practices explicitly demon-
strate the participation of media audience members in the production
and distribution of content.

A more serious problem arises with what Schéfer calls implicit par-
ticipation, which, in fact, is not consciously recognized by the produ-
sers: social interaction and user activity are controlled by design. Imp-
licit participation, according to Schéfer, includes uploading content to
user platforms, creating tags, using rating platforms, watching, and
rating videos (Schéfer 2011: 52). As Schéafer points out, the analysis of
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implicit participation reveals the key role of software design, “assig-
ning agency in participation to information technology as well, rather
than confining it to user activity” (Schifer 2011: 45).

Thus, implicit participation involves both the activity of human
beings and the activity of non-human agents (technologies), which is
reflected in the concept of the socio-technical ecosystem mentioned
above. From this, Schéfer concludes that when analyzing participatory
culture, two points must be taken into account. First, user activity in
the cultural industry must be regarded as heterogeneous in terms of
motivation for participation and forms of social organization. Second,
it is necessary to distinguish between explicit and implicit participa-
tion, “to differentiate to what extent user activities and software de-
sign affect cultural production” (Schéfer 2011: 46).

Another author, Fuchs, presents one of the most radical critical
perspectives on participatory culture in his works (Fuchs 2014). In his
critique of Jenkins writings, he argues that in their collective study
“Confronting the Challenges of Participatory Culture”, Jenkins and
his colleagues, by viewing participation through a cultural lens as the
interaction of individuals in networks for creating and disseminating
content, present a reduced version of participatory culture. According
to Fuchs, the authors completely ignore the concept of participatory
democracy: “Jenkins’ definition and use of the term “participatory
culture” ignores aspects of participatory democracy; it ignores ques-
tions about the ownership of platforms/companies, collective deci-
sion-making, profit, class, and the distribution of material benefits”
(Fuchs 2014: 56).

Another significant critique that Fuchs directs at Jenkins is the
characterization of participatory culture as relative, due to the im-
possibility of achieving full participation from all members of society.
For Fuchs, this “essentializes exclusion, as if it were a natural feature
of every type of society” (Fuchs 2014: 56), thereby rejecting the histo-
ricity of exclusion. On the contrary, Fuchs believes that “participation
means that humans have the right and reality to be part of decisions
and to govern and control the structures that affect them. [...] Partici-
pation is a universal political demand, not a relative category” (Fuchs
2014: 57).

Regarding fan communities, which Jenkins viewed as an exempla-
ry model of participatory culture’ and which were supposed to evolve

7  In the conversation with Mizuko Ito and Danah Boyd Jenkins insisted: “I was
not wrong to see fandom as one important element shaping contemporary
participatory culture. Fans were often early adopters of new media platforms
and practices and experimenters with modes of media-making. They were
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into participatory democracy, Fuchs believes it is a mistake to auto-
matically associate participation in fandom with political protest, as
Jenkins does. Indeed, fandom seems to be more appropriately under-
stood as a new form of escapism — a new form because, unlike tradi-
tional, passive, and mostly individualized ways of escaping reality into
the world of fantasy through popular culture products, members of fan
communities engage in collective and yet creative escapism, genera-
ting new content and sharing information with each other (such as in
case of fan writing). However, as Fuchs notes, “fandom as such is not
a problem, if the researcher, who is also a fan of his object of study,
manages to maintain critical reflexivity” (Fuchs 2014: 59).

A more serious problem concerning internet communities, accor-
ding to Fuchs, is that not all such communities are politically progres-
sive or politically neutral. What is genuinely dangerous are extremist,
fascist, and terrorist internet communities:

“The concept of participatory culture has a focus on “community
involvement” [...]. However, it idealizes community and fan culture
as progressive and ignores the fact that the collective intelligence
and activity of cultural communities and fandom can easily turn into
a fascist mob, especially in situations of capitalist crisis that are prone
to advance the growth and radicalization of right-wing extremism”
(Fuchs 2014: 60).

In this context, it is important to mention the proliferation of so-
called “death groups” in the Russian-speaking segment of social me-
dia, which became the subject of public discussions in 2016.

When considering social media through the lens of a political
economy critique of capitalism, Fuchs emphasizes that as long as the
internet, with few exceptions, is under the control of corporations that
accumulate capital by exploiting and commodifying users, it cannot be
considered participatory. Fuchs categorically disagrees with Jenkins
and others, who believe that users benefit because they voluntarily
participate in online communities, motivating their participation by
social and communicative needs and desires. Fuchs argues that, firstly,
“the profit orientation is inherent in capitalism, not in users or audi-
ences, who are confronted with the commodity form in their everyday

historically among the first to interact within geographically dispersed
communities of interest. But they were simply one among many different kinds
of communities that had been struggling throughout the twentieth century to
gain greater access to the means of cultural production and circulation” (Jenkins
et al. 2016: 3).
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lives”; and secondly, “the fact that they love these activities does not
make them less exploited” (Fuchs 2014: 64). Thus, the exploitation that
individuals voluntarily subject themselves to does not cease to be ex-
ploitation, but rather demonstrates “the contradictions of culture in
capitalism” (Fuchs 2014: 64).

Corporations, in Fuchs words, “colonize the internet”, and so-
cial media are neither a public sphere nor a participatory democratic
space. The view of the Internet as participatory and democratic “facili-
tates an ideology that celebrates capitalism and does not see how cap-
italist interests predominantly shape the Internet” (Fuchs 2014: 102).
Social media are presented as “stratified, non-participatory spaces
and an alternative, non-corporate internet is needed” (Fuchs 2014: 102).
In considering the concept of social media participation as an ideology,
Fuchs argues that in theorizing Web 2.0, we should abandon the idea
of a participatory system and instead use terms like class, exploitation,
and surplus value (Fuchs 2014: 103).

In this view, surplus value can be seen as targeted advertising,
while Toffler’s prosumption “is an inherent feature of McDonaldization”
(Fuchs 2014: 107). However, Fuchs emphasizes that prosumption is just
one of the dimensions of capitalism. The author uses the concepts of
consumption work and internet prosumer labour to underscore “how
the boundaries between leisure and work, as well as production and
consumption, have become liquid in contemporary capitalism”, and
that “in the case of corporate social media the audience commodity
is an internet prosumer commodity” (Fuchs 2014: 107). Social media,
colonized by corporations, conduct economic surveillance over users,
selling them to advertisers as commodities. Fuchs uses the concept of
panoptic sorting to describe this form of surveillance, which is carried
out by social media to identify, classify, and assess consumers’ inte-
rests and behaviors, in order to then offer them targeted advertising.
Thus, Fuchs concludes:

“exploited surplus value producers are not merely those who are
employed by Web 2.0 corporations for programming, updating and
maintaining the soft- and hardware, performing marketing activities,
etc.,butare also the users and prosumers who engage in the production
of user-generated content. [...] No product is sold to the users, but the
users are sold as a commodity to advertisers” (Fuchs 2014: 110).

Fuchs proposes an alternative to both the participatory culture and
the corporate colonization of social media by advocating for the deve-
lopment of participatory democracy theory. This, in his view, should,
first, include, alongside voting access, issues related to economics and

172 | VERANIKA FURS



culture, and second, question the compatibility of participatory de-
mocracy and capitalism (Fuchs 2014: 98). By considering modern par-
ticipatory culture as subordinated to the logic of capital, rather than
as a precursor to participatory democracy, Fuchs concludes: “Parti-
cipatory democracy is a demand that speaks against such problems,
whereas participatory culture is a rather harmless concept mainly
created by white boys with toys who love their toys” (Fuchs 2014: 58).
Furthermore, Fuchs argues that those (not only managers and marke-
ting agencies but also academic scholars) who claim social media to be
participatory, capable of being tools for revolutions, democracy, and
expanding the public sphere, “facilitate an ideology that celebrates
capitalism and does not see how capitalist interests predominantly
shape the Internet” (Fuchs 2014: 102).

This statement can seem too harsh and even radical, but from our
point of view it also seems to be useful, helping us to get rid of some
illusions which tend to exaggerate the emancipative power of partici-
patory culture.

This also forces a reconsideration not only of the concept of par-
ticipatory culture but also of the very notion of participation.

Thus, in his turn, Kelty (see Kelty 2019) characterizes participation
in a threefold manner: (1) as an important but insufficiently defined
concept in political philosophy, meaning “both more and less than ‘de-
mocracy” (Kelty 2019: 3), which thus presents a problem; (2) as a prac-
tical procedure designed to resolve this problem — “a set of rules,
techniques, and tactics for organizing people, issues, and things in the
service of collective and equitable decision-making” (Kelty 2019: 3);
and finally, (3) as a particular kind of experience — “the experience of
becoming a collective” (Kelty 2019: 3).

Kelty’s study of participation is implemented through the analysis
of three main concepts (Kelty 2019: 9-10):

1. The contributory autonomy, which simultaneously implies in-
dividual autonomy and the idea of collectivity as a result of indi-
vidual contributions.

2. The experience of participation — viewing participation as
a special experience that “differs from, and creates tensions or dif-
ficulties with, the instrumental and formatted expressions that are
most familiar” (Kelty 2019: 10).

3. The grammar of participation. If individuals share a common
way of life, participation does not pose a problem. If there are
conflicting forms of life, participation becomes problematic.

In the digital age, Kelty suggests that participation is delegated and
automated, meaning our contributions “are no longer singular events,
but ongoing, if tapering or attenuating, events that can be reused,
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reformatted, circulated” (Kelty 2019: 264). The inability to manage the
effects of contributions leads to the inability to control the contribu-
tions themselves, which, in turn, makes it impossible to experience
participation. Today, participation is structured by algorithms and
digital platforms, creating an endless stream of unstable collectives.
This results in an inability for meaningful disagreement and trans-
forms society into fragmented, individualized groups, undermining
the very possibility of collective action.

What does Kelty envision for the future of participation based on
the lessons of the present? He proposes the following (Kelty 2019: 251~
264):

- Create collective forms of participation, not individualized ones.

- Make participation visible, voluntary, and meaningful.

- Ensure equality for all parties in the participation process.

- Avoid opposing participation to expertise.

- Create space for disagreements, rather than striving for unani-
mity.

Conclusion

In the article we presented the analysis of some cultural aspects of
contemporary media landscape among which the phenomenon of
participatory culture plays a significant role. These aspects can be
conditionally described as a constellation of three cultures — digital,
convergent, and participatory. Digital culture is characterized by the
introduction of digital technologies, although it is not limited to them,
and also serves as a favorable environment for the convergence of me-
dia industries, on the one hand, and members of media audiences, on
the other. In turn, thanks to digital technologies, members of media
audiences are increasingly involved in the process of production and
dissemination of information, which allows us to speak of participa-
tory culture. This participatory culture, instead of the traditional line-
ar and one-way model of mass communication, offers a “mass-to-mass
communication” model.

However, this constellation of three cultures should not be viewed
as a full realization of democratic freedoms or the emergence of
a “space of knowledge”, as mentioned by Lévy. Neither the space of
knowledge nor participatory culture, at least at present, have man-
aged to break the tandem of power/knowledge: the struggle for the
right to discourse/right to truth involves new players, and today we
see not only the activation of media audience members but also the
proliferation of ideological apparatuses that are no longer state-run
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but private, as well as the monetization of what in the early 2000s was
considered by Benkler as the non-market sector of information pro-
duction and dissemination.

The participatory culture, as Jenkins envisioned it by studying fan
communities, is not synonymous with participatory democracy be-
cause:

1. Fan communities demonstrate a new form of escapism, di-
recting the creative energy of their members toward immersion in
the imaginary worlds of popular culture, exploring and expanding
these worlds rather than addressing real social issues.

2. Modern digital culture initiates a symbiosis of humans and
technologies, creating a socio-technological ecosystem in which
the creative activity of prosumers, if not fully subordinated, is at
least significantly dependent on software design.

3. Social media are colonized by corporations, for which prosu-
mers are a source of surplus value, so speaking of the participatory
nature of social networks consciously or unconsciously supports
the ideology of capital.

Finally, if we try to give a short answer to the question put as the
title of present article, it is possible to say, that the expectations re-
garding participatory culture in the late 1990s and early 2000s turned
out to be illusory: media platform owners turned prosumers’ creative
efforts to their profit. That doesn’'t mean that participatory culture
failed or have to be cancelled: on the contrary, the criticism in relation
to the grassroots creative communities’ activity not only reveals the
vulnerability of their initiatives, but also shows the possible ways of
resistance to the digital capitalism.
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Abstract: This paper examines the problematic of artificial intelligence (AI)
through the lens of contemporary critical theory, offering a dual analy-
tical perspective. On the one hand, Al is explored as a symptom of cogni-
tive capitalism, which operates through its key mechanisms, such as mo-
dulation, control, and the generation of informational surplus value. On
the other hand, the paper raises the issue of exploiting hybrid human-ma-
chine labor, emphasizing the need to transcend anthropocentric models
and reconceptualize solidarity in a posthumanist framework.

In the first section, Al is analyzed as a form of Marx’s general intellect, un-
derstood as the collective intellectual and technical capacities of society. It
argues that in the context of cognitive capitalism, Al systems play a central
role in modulation and adaptive control, acting as pivotal agents in the pro-
duction of machinic knowledge and the valorization of information.

The second section introduces the concept of the cognitariat as a new
class existing within the conditions of hybrid technogenesis, defined by the
parallel co-evolution of humans and machines. The paper traces changes
in the dynamics of cognitive labor through the concepts of performativity
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and transindividuality, as it evolves in the age of Al into a hybrid form that
integrates transhumanist, posthumanist, and neomaterialist dimensions.
Ultimately, the paper underscores the necessity of radically rethinking
cognition in material terms to address its reification and exploitation. As
a conceptual alternative to the individualistic and hyperrational epistemes
of capitalism, the idea of entanglement is proposed as a mis-en-scene for
solidarity and collective agency within the hybrid cognitive ecology of hu-
mans and machines.
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hybrid labor, postmarxism, posthumanism, neomaterialism.

BeeneHue:
MU xak (HOBBII) 06 bEKT KPUTUYECKON TEOPUHU

Kazasnocsk 6b1, HECMOTPS Ha CBOIO KaXKyIyIOCsl HOBU3HY U CBOETO pPoja
becrnpeleleHTHOCTb, TPO6JIeMaTuka WCKYCCTBEHHOI'O WHTEJLJIeK-
Ta (nanee — M) BecbMa OPraHMYHO BIIMCBHIBAE€TCS B aHAJIUTUYECKUN
nanapmadT Kputnyeckoir Teopuu. IlpencraBurenn PpaHkdypTCKOH
mKosel Make Xopkxanmep u Teogop AOPHO B CBOEM XPECTOMATUM-
HOM Tpyle «/luanekTtuka [IpocBemeHusI», Kak IpeArosaraeT caMo Ha-
3BaHUE PabOThl, HACTAMBAIOT HA JUaJIEKTUYECKOM — TO €CTb HEU30€XK-
HO aMOMBaJIEHTHOM U NOTEHIMAJbHO NPOTUBOPEUYUBOM — BUAEHUU
TEXHOJIOTMYECKOr0 NIPOrpecca Kak 0CHOBHOTO UAE0JIOTUYE€CKOIO Kyp-
ca u nnpoaykTa MmopepHa (Xopkxaitmep, AnopHo 1997: 53). B ux skcnin-
Kalluy Mporpecc MojpasyMeBaeT O0CBOOOXKIEHHUE OT AOTMATUYeCKUX
yOeKIeHul, YCTapeBUINX COLMAJIBHBIX CTPYKTYP M TPAAUIMOHHBIX
¢opM ByacTy; OIHAKO OH TaK>XXe HEYCTPAaHUMO COMNPSIKEH ¢ popMu-
POBaHMEM HOBBIX MEXaHM3MOB 3KCILJIyaTalliy, KOHTPOJISI U NTOAYNHE-
HUs. DTa OBOMCTBEHHAs JMHAMUKA XapaKTEPU3YET HE TOJBKO UCTO-
PUYECKYIO TPAEKTOPHUIO MOZIEPHA, HO U JIEXKAIYIO B €€ OCHOBE JIOTUKY
TEXHOJIOTU3aLIMU — CUMIITOMOM 4Y€TO, 110 CBOEH CyTH, U SIBJISIETCS 06~
€KT JaHHOM paboTsl — 1.

MU, takum o6pa3oM, OUEPUYMBAET TOT CaAMblll TOPU3OHT, KOTOPBII
(ppanKkPypTIE 0603HAYMIN KAK HEpaspelIMMbINl NapafloKC Monep-
Ha. C ogHOU cTopoHsbl, U nipencTaBiseT coboil ené npuspayHoe, HO
BCE-Taku obellaHMe SMaHCUIIALIK: OCBOOOXKIEHUS TPyAa OT Tejec-
HBIX U YMCTBEHHBIX OKOB, KOTOPO€ B MapKCUCTCKOU TPaAuLAU HAXO-
OUT BbIpa’kX€HUE B BECbMa E€MKOM MOHSITUU «aBTOMaTU3al s pr,ua».
C gpyroil — 6yay4u AepUBATUBOM U MHCTPYMEHTOM KallUTaJIACTU-
yeckoil popmanuu, 11 HeOTBpaTuMO BOBJIEYEH B BOC/IIPOU3BOAICTBO
JIOTUKM KaluTaja: pernpuKanuio, KOMMOIUPUKALUIO U MOCIELYIO-
Y10 KOMMEPLMAIM3alMI0 NHTEJJIEKTA U TBOPYECTBA, — TEM CaAMBIM
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Hameyas HOBbI€, OCEJIe HEBUIAHHBIE, HO YKe [IPEeAIoJaraeMble N3Me-
PEHUS IKCILIYaTallU U OTYYKAEHUSL.

Emé 6osiee 060NBITHBIM KaxkeTcsl TO, Kak VM npencTaBiseT co-
601 cBOEro poza peanusalmio «IIpopodyecTBa KaccaHAapsl», CBsS3aH-
HOTO C T€M, YTO XOpKXaliMep 1 AIJOPHO Ha3bIBAIOT UHCMPYMEHMALU-
sayuetll pasyma (Ibid.: 46). BeiaBieHHass UMM OUArHOCTHKA yKa3bIBaeT
Ha BECbMa BOJIHYIOLIYIO TEHIEHLINIO, SIBJISIIOMYIOCS KII0YEBOM KaK 151
®paHKQYPTCKON HIKOJBI, TaK U IJI1 KPUTUUECKON TEOPUM B LIEJIOM,
a UMEHHO — 2uneppayuoHaiusauuio, BeAymyo K TpaHcpopmanuu
pasymMa B YCJIOBUSIX MojepHa u Kanurtanusama. COrsacHO aBTOpaM,
B OTOBOPEHHOM KOHTEKCTE Pa3yM yTPAuMBaeT CBOIO OCHOBOIIOJIAra-
I0IYI0 KPUTUYECKYIO U pePeKCUBHYIO (PYHKLUIO, CTAHOBSICh, TAKUM
06pa3oM, NparMaTuyeCKUM MHCTPYMEHTOM [OCTUKEHUS! YTUIUTAp-
HBIX Lejiei. Bonsioménnsiii B VIV runocTasupoBaHHBIA «pa3yM» CIIO-
cobeH pemaTh CJOXKHeWIMe 3afadd, o6pabaTsiBaTh OTPOMHeNIINeE
MacCUBBI JAHHBIX, ONTUMUA3UPOBATh KOMIIJIEKCHBIE ITPOLIECCHl — U BCE
9TO B CYUTAHBbIE CEKYHIDbI, — OOHAKO IIPpU 3TOM IIOOJHMMAET BA’KHbIE
BOIIPOCHI O CTATYCE YEJIOBEYECKON PALMOHAJIBHOCTU U CYOBEKTHOCTH,
KOTOPbIE MEJIJIEHHO, HO BEPHO BBITECHSIIOTCS aJITOPUTMAMU U BBIUNC-
JIUTEJIbHBIMU CUCTEMAMMU.

CoBpeMeHHasi KpUTHUYECKasi TeOopusl eIlE Hasblle paclupsieT
npobnemHoe nose M 3a npenessl «IOPOYHON TPUabl» TEXHOJIOTUM,
Kanurana u Biactu. Chesas mar OT KPUTMUECKON TEOpPUHM KaK Kpu-
MUKU KANUMAAU3MA U €20 NPOU3BOOHBLX K KDUTUIECKOI TEOPUU KaK
deMackuposke COUUANBHBLX CMPYKMYP U MeXaAHU3MO8 yZHemeHUs,,
HEBO3MOKHO OCTaBUTh 6e3 BHMMaHuS cBg3b VI ¢ Tem, yTo Diuza-
6et llioccnep ®ObopeHIa HA3bIBAaeT KUPUAPXATOM — HHTEPCEKLINO-
HaJIbHOM KOHCOJIMJALMUEN PA3JINYHBIX CUCTEM F'OCIOICTBA, YTHETEHUS
v nopunHeHus (Schissler Fiorenza 2009).

B 5TOM KOHTEKCTE BECbMa I10KA3aTEJbHOW BUAMUTCS BbIIIEIIIAS
B 2023 rony moHorpadus «Pemunuctckuil VM: KpUTUIECKUI B3I
Ha JaHHbIE, JITOPUTMBI U YMHBIE MAIIAHBI», B KOTOPOI aBTOPKU 3a-
Jal0TCs1 IPAaBOMEPHBIM BOIIPOCOM O (PEMUHUCTCKOM PEKOHPpUTypanuu
TOro, uto KaTpun Xeiin3 0603HavyaeT Kak NaTpuapxaabHyl0 «dHGOpP-
MaTuKy nomuHupoBaHus» (Hayles 2023: 3). B yacTHOCTH, 37eCh Hau-
fosiee OCTPO CTOAT BONPOCH! AMUCTEMOJIOTUYECKOTO HEPABEHCTBA.
Hanpumep, [>xyau BaiinimMaH u DpuH SIHT onuchIBaloT JaHamadT co-
BPEMEHHBIX TEXHOJIOTNMYECKNX I/IHHOB&LLI/II?I KakK <<6paTc1<y}o Ky]IbTypy»
(bro culture), CAMIITOMaTUYHO KJIayCTPODOOUYHYIO IJIs SKeHIIUH-N1C~
CJIeIOBATEJIbHULL 1 pa3paboTyull, MOAYEPKUBAS TEM CaMbIM HeEpas-
PBIBHYIO CBSI3b MEX1y TEXHOJIOTMYECKUM IIPOrPECCOM U MaTpuapxab-
HBIM CTPOEM — U, 6€3yCJIOBHO, YCTONYMBOCTb 3TOH CBSI3U BO BDEMEHU
u B couunyMme (Wajcman, Young 2023: 56).

JlyanaHa [lapusu BUAUT B MNOAOOHBIX COLMAJIBHBIX IPAKTU-
KaX OHmMoJso2uveckue OCHOBaHUS, yTBepxpas, 4To WM MOXHO
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paccMaTpuBaTh Kak MaHU(ECTANMIO 3aNagHON KapTe3MaHCKON Me-
Tau3uKy, rae 6e3BosibHAs MacCUBHAasl MaTepus (res extensa), Tpa-
IULAOHHO aCCOLMUPYyEMasi C TaK Ha3bIBAEMBIM «OKEHCKUM HAYaJIOM»,
NOJYMHEHA aKTUBHOMY U JIeICTBEHHOMY pa3yMy (res cogitans), cBs-
3aHHOMY C MYXCKHM JIOMHMHHpoOBaHMeM. Kak 3TO KpacoyHO omnu-
cpiBaeT cama Ilapusm, 3Ta maTpuapxajbpHasl «IICUXopaHTa3MaTUKa
passonomeHusy (disembodiment) — oTneseHue pasyma OT mare-
puU, TEXHOJIOTUYECKUM [IPUMEPOM YETO, TI0 CYTH, U siBisieTcsa MU —
NpeACTaBJIsieT COO0M «TpuyMQ NnaTpuapxaabHON MOLEIN HACTaXe-
HUSI, TOCKY 110 Pa3BOIJIOIEHUIO U CAMOJOCTAaTOUHOCTU» (Parisi 2004:
12).

Henb3st HE OTMETUTb U MOCT/KOJIOHUAJbHBIE UMIIMKanuu HU.
Tak, B otuéte Komuteta no IIpaBam HYenosexka OOH 3a 2024 rox noa-
4EPKUBAETCSI HEM3OEKHOCTh «CEMCMUYECKUX COLUAJIbHBIX U3MEHe-
HUii», KoTopsle VIV BbI3OBET B 6yAylieM. B mokymeHTe 4éTKO 0603Haue~
Ha Ipo6JieMa CTPEMUTEIbHOTO Pa3BUTHS TEXHOJIOTUM reHepaTHBHOTO
MW, 3HaYUTENILHO OIEPEXKAIOIIEr0 YCUIUSA 110 UX YPEryInpOBaHUIO.
DTOT pasjaj CIOCOOCTBYET «yIiyOJIEHUI0 CUCTEMHON PacoBOil IUC-
KPAMMHALUM U PaACHIMPEHUIO0 HEPAaBEHCTBA KaK BHYTPU PETHUOHOB,
CTpaH U coobiecTs, Tak U Mexay Humu» (United Nations 2024: 3).
YTo y>x roBOpUTh 06 akcejepauuy paspbiBa «the west and the rest»,
rIe MEHee MHIYCTPUAIM3MPOBAHHBIE CTPAHbl OKa3bIBAIOTCS BABOM-
HE MapruHaJn3UPOBAHHBIMU: C OLHON CTOPOHBI, KAK UCTOYHUK JEelE-
BBIX JIAHHBIX JJI1 TPEHUPOBKU aJITOPUTMOB, C APYTOil — Kak Haubosee
ySI3BUMBIM OOBEKT TaK Ha3blBaEMOM aJI'OPUTMUYECKON NPeAB3SITOCTH.
Takum 06pa3oM, Mbl HaG/IIOJaeM TPEBOKHYIO AMHAMUKY: ITOCTKOJIO-
HUAaJIbHbIE ME€PapX1U HE NIPOCTO UHTETPUPYIOTCS B LU(PPOBbIE BKOCHU-
CTEMBI, HO U JIETUTUMUPYIOTCS 4YEPE3 HUX.

JaHHasi paboTa, KyMyJISITUBHO OCHOBBIBASICh Ha apTUKYJIMPOBAaH-
HOI npobJyiemaTyKe, BHOCUT I BOMHON BKJIaJ, B KPUTUYECKYIO TEOPUIO
NU. Bo-niepBbIX, OHA MpefJaraet KoHuentyanusanuio MY kak cumi-
TOMa KOZHUMUBHO20 KamuTanusma. Kak obbsicHseT SIH Myanbe-By-
TaHTI, 5Ta HOBasi KOH(PUTYpaLUsl BJIACTU YK€ «UMEET AEJI0 C KOJLJIEK-
TUBHOW KOUHUTHUBHON paboyeil CUJION, SKUBBIM TPYZOM, a HE TOJbKO
C MBIIIEYHON CUJIOHN, MOTPe6ssieMoll MallMHAMU, paboTaloIUMU Ha
DHEprum oT UcKomaemoro romnusa» (Moulier-Boutang 2011: 37).

Bo-BTOpBIX, B COOTBETCTBUU C aMOUIUSIMU KPUTUYECKON TEOPUH
paspyuaTh MepapXxuu 1 paclupATh, cornacHo Kopuenunycy Kacropu-
apucy, eoobpadcaemoe usmepernue odbwecmea (Kacropuanuc 2003),
paboTa CTaBUT BOIMPOC 3KCIJIyaTalluM 4eJI0BEKa-MallWHbI B MOCTIY-
MaHMCTHUYECKOM pakypce. [IpenBocxuias apryMeHTbl, LEHTPAIbHBIM
37€Ch SIBJISIETCS TE€3UC O HEOOXONMMOCTHU COJIMAAPU3ALUU C MAIIU-
Holt (M) u GopMUpOBaHUY HOBBIX, IOTEHIMAJIBHO DMaHCUIIATOPHBIX
SMUCTEMOJIOTMYECKUX YCTAHOBOK, KOTOPBIE BBIXOIST 3a IIPENEJIbl aH-
TPOIOLEHTPUYECKUAX MOJEJIEN.
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[7aBHBIM O0O0BEKTOM IaHHOW paboThl sBasieTcs VI, moHuMaeMbIi
B KJIIOYE, NPEAJIOKEHHOM wucciegosarensmu Crioaprom Paccenom
u [lutepom HopBurom, — Kak COBOKYIHBIN KJIaCC UHTEJIJIEKTYaIbHbIX
areHToB, CIIOCOOHBIX K 00pabOTKE €CTECTBEHHOTO f3bIKA, PENPE3EH-
Talluy 3HaHUM, aBTOMAaTU3MPOBAHHOMY PAacCyXIE€HUIO U MAIIMHHOMY
obyuenuio (Russel, Norvig 2003: 2-3). Peup unét o HOBOI HUTepaluU
KOIHMTUBHOM aBTOMATU3alMY, PA3ATEJILHO OTJIMYHOM OT Y3KOHAIIPaB-
JIEHHBIX MOJeJer-TIpeKypcopoB. CorsacHo [lapu3su, COBpEMEHHBIE CU-
creMbl MU nipencTaBisioT co60ii afaliTUBHbIE HEIIPOHHbIE CETH, 00y~
YallMecs: Ha JaHHBIX U UCIOJIb3yomue abayKTUBHOE PACCYXIEHUE,
YTO OTJINYAET UX OT CUCTEM, OCHOBAHHBIX UCKJIIOUUTEJILHO HA JEeOyK-
TUBHOH UJIM UHIYKTUMBHOM JIOTHKE, 4YTO MTO3BOJISIET UM HE TOJIbKO UMK~
TUPOBATh, HO B Psl€ ACIEKTOB YK€ IPEBOCXOJUTbh — U NIOTEHLUAJILHO
MPEeB30ITH — yesioBedeckoe MelnaeHue (Parisi 2019).

Jloruka paboTsl cieaymolas: B NepBOi yacTu OyIeT NpeacTaB-
JleH Mpo6JieMHBI! KOHTEKCT KOTHUTUBHOTO KaNWTaJM3Ma, a Takxke
6ynyT 0603Ha4YeHbl MPO6IEeMHbIE acriekTel M: a) kak ¢popmbl Mapk-
COBa BCEOOIEro UHTEJJIEKTa, 0) KaK HEKCyCca MOIYJISILUU U KOHTPO-
Jis ¥ B) KaK UHCTPYMEHTa reHepauuu MHGOPMALMOHHON IIpUbaBOY-
HOU CTOMMOCTU. BO BTOpOI 4acTU BBOAUTCS MOHATUE KOTHUTapUaTa
KaK HOBOTO KJjlacca, C(pOpMUPOBABIIETOCS B YCJIOBUSIX KOTHUTUBHOTO
KaIllUTaJIM3Ma, U PACKPBIBAETCS €0 CBA3b C KOHLENLUSIMU «BUPTYO3-
HOCTU» M «TPaHCHMHAMBUAYaJbHOCTU» [laoso BupHo. DTO nmo3soss-
eT IIpoaHaJIU3upoBaTh TpaHC(POpMALMK KOTHUTUBHOTO TPYyJa B 3I0-
Xy MU, KOTOpHIA B yCIOBUSAX COBMECTHOTO MPOU3BOACTBA YEJIOBEKA
Y MallMHbI IpruobpeTaeT THOpUAHBIN xapakTep. HakoHel], Korga Kor-
HUTUBHBIN TPY[, onpenesi€éH Kak rMOpUAHbIH, B 3aKJIOUUTENIbHON Ya-
CTU [IpejJlaraeTcsa TIUIEePHATYpPaIUCTUYECKag-[TIOCTTYMaHUCTUYe-
cKag onrTuka aHanusa MM B paMmKkax KOHLIENIUY mexHozeHe3d KoTpun
Xenyn3 — «Impouecca COBMECTHOM 3BOJIOLIMY, B pAMKax KOTOPOTo 4ye-
JIOBEK U TEXHOJIOTUM IPOXOISIT COTJIaCOBAaHHBIE TpaHC(pOpMaLUuu»
(Hayles 2012: 81). OCHOBHOI aBTOPCKHUI TE€3UC 3[ECh 3aKJI0YaeTCsl
B HEOOXOIVMMOCTHU NEPEeOCMBICTIeHUsl u3MepeHuit, GopMm u copepxka-
HUSI DKCIIYaTallUU B YCIOBUSIX THOPUIHOTO KOTHUTUBHOT'O IIPOU3BO-
CTBAa, Pa3BUBAIOIIErOCs B CJIOXKHOM AMHAMUKE KOTHUTUBHOIO KaluTa-
snusma. [Ipy GpopMyIpoBKe BO3ZMOXKHBIX CLIEHapUEB CONMUAApU3aLun
4YeJIOBEKa M MallVHBI NPEAJIaraeTcs OTKa3aTbCsl OT KJIACCHUYECKUX
MapKCUCTCKUX — JIMHENHBIX, 6MHAPHBIX U CYyObEKTHO-OPUEHTUPOBAH-
HBIX MOJIeJIEH B I10J1b3Y 00Jiee CII0KHOU, HEJIMHENHOM U pacpeeséH-
HOM JIOTMKU. B CBSI3U C 3TUM BBIJBUTAETCS MIES 3allyTAHHOCTU (AHTIL.
entanglement) Kak KOHLENTYaJbHON aJIbTE€PHATUBbI, I103BOJISIOLIEN
pE€apTUKyJINPOBaTh IMOHATUSA SKCIIyaTallMyM W COJMIAPU3aLuM Kak
BHYTPEHHIOIO KO-KOHCTATYUPYIOLLYIO CE€Tb areHToB, ad(PEeKTOB U UH-
(pacTpyKTyp, B KOTOPOH Y€JIOBEK U MallMHA OKa3bIBAIOTCS HEPa3Je-
JIMMBIMU B CBOEM Y4YaCTUH B TPYZE U IIPOU3BOLCTBE.
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[Tpo6nemaTuka VM B yCc0BUSIX KOTHUTUBHOTO
KanuTaau3Ma: BCeOoOm U NHTENNEeKT, MOI YL usl,
nHpopManuoHHasg npubaBoyHass CTOMMOCTb

PaccmoTpeHue reHesrca KOTHUTMBHOTO KalMTalau3Ma — MyCTb Jaxke
B €ro CXKaToy 3KCIJIMKALMU — HEBO3MOXHO 6e3 obpalleHus K Ko~
4eBOMy Tpyny Mapkca «I'pyngpucce», uam «9OKOHOMUYECKUM PYyKO-
MUCSIM», @ UMEHHO — K «DparMeHTy 0 MalnHax», B KOTOpoM Mapkc
BBOAUT BakHeiillee A5 JaHHON paboThl IOHSITHAE 6CE06UWLe20 UHMEN~
aexma (Mapkc 1960: 203). CornacHoO Mapkcy, BCeoOmuil UHTENNEKT
npefcTaBisieT CoO0I MOLIHOE CIUSIHUE KOJIJIEKTUBHOTO 3HaHUS U TeX-
HOJIOTMYECKOTO TOTEHIMaNa O6LecTBa — CUJY, KOTOpas CTaHOBUT-
Cs pelaiei B yCIOBUSIX aBTOMATU3ALUY (OGHOM M3 KJIIOYEBBIX TEM
u npobsieMm ero «['pyHzapucce»). PazpuBas 3Ty Mbicib, Marikia Xapar
1 AHTOHMO Herpu onpegnesnsioT BCEOOWUN MHTEIEKT KaK «KOJLJIEK-
THABHBIN COLIMAJIbHBIA UHTEJJIEKT, CO30AHHBII HAKOIJIEHHBIMU 3HAHU-
SIMU, TEXHUKaMU U HOy-xay» (Hardt, Negri 2000: 364). B xonTtekcte V11
npo6yieMaTKa BCEOOLIEro MHTENIIEKTA IPUOOPETAET HOBYIO aKTyaJlb-
HOCTb, IOCKOJIbKY HOBBII KJIACC «YMHBIX MaIlMH» NEACTBYET a0alTUB-
HO 4 aBTOHOMHO, KaK OyZ,eT TI0OKa3aHo JaJjee, I0CPEICTBOM HENIPEPbIB-
HOW MOIYJISILIAN.

I[To cytu, UM npepncraBiseT coboit kKubepHemuueckyo Bapualuio
1 MaHUQeCTalIo BCeoOIero NHTeIeKTa. [JleCKpUNnTop «KubepHeTn-
YecKUi» 371eCh He CJIyYyaeH — OH He TOJIbKO XapakTepusyet MU cy6-
CTaHIIMOHAJIbHO, C TOYKU 3PEHUS €r0 CYHMHOCTU, HO M OTCBHIJIA€T HaC
K KJII0YEBOH TpO6JIeMaThKe KUOEPHETUKY KaK HAyKH, KOTOPas, COrylac-
Ho JKuso Jlenésy, 3ay105kuja OCHOBBI [1J151 Pa3BUTHSI KOTHUTUBHOT'O Ka-
nuranausma. B cBoéM 3HaMeHaTeIbHOM UcceoBaHuU «KubepHeTuka:
yIIpaBjIeHUE U CBS3b B XXMBOTHOM M mamuHe» (1948) oren kubepHe-
Tuku Hop6epT BuHep mpocjexxXuBaeT reHeasjoruio MamuHbl B AUHA-
MHYECKOM KOHTEKCTE TEXHOJIOTMYECKUX OTKPBITUN. OT 4aCOBBIX M€~
xaHn3MoB XVIII Beka u nmapoBbix MamnH XIX BeKa — K TEXHOJOTUSAM
CBsI3U U KOHTPoJist XX Beka — BuHep y6enuTenbHO AEMOHCTPUPYET,
Kak TexHojorudeckue apdoppaHcsl GOpMUPOBAIN COLUATBHO-3KO-
HOMUYeCcKHe KOHOUrypaluy B pa3Hble UCTOpUYECKUe 3Mmoxu. [IpunH-
LUINKAAJIbHO BaXHO OTMETUTb BUAEHME BUHEPOM KMOEPHETHMKM Kak
CHUCTEMbl KOHTPOJISl, OCHOBAaHHOI Ha 00paTHO! CBs3U. IMEHHO Takoe
BUJIEHUE CTAJI0O METOJ0JIOTMYECKOM OCHOBOM 151 pa3paboTKU CUCTEM
MU, xoTOpble pa3BUBAIOTCS 61arofapst UTEPAaTUBHOMY OOY4YEHUIO, 06~
paboTKe JaHHBIX B peaJbHOM BPEMEHU U aalITUBHOMY [IOBEJIEHUIO —
BCEMY TOMY, 0 YéM KUOGEPHETHKA MTPOILJIOrO BeKa MOIJIa JINIIb MEYTaTh.

ApTUKYNIUPYST CBSA3b MEXAY KUOEPHETUKON U KOTHUTUBHBIM Ka-
NUTAJIM3MOM, BaXKHO 06paTUThCS K Jlené3y u ero sHameHUToMy «Post
Scriptum K o61ecTBaM KOHTPOJs». B oTnnune ot Bunepa, [lenés pac-
CMaTpUBaeT CUMBOJI KUOEPHETUKU — KOMIIbIOTED — He MPOCTO Kak
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VMIKOHY KUOEPHETUYECKON DIIOXY, HO KaK JuarpaMmy BJIacTH, OTPaka-
IOIYI0 HOBBIM BUTOK 3BOJIIOLIMM KalUTaIUCTUYeCKOro obmectsa. [1o
€ro CJIOBaM, KUGEpHETUYECKUI BeK, IPUIIe MU Ha CMeHY QYKo AU~
QHCKOMY BEKY IPOAYKTHMBHOCTHU U JUCLUILIIMHBL, O3HAMEHOBAJl HOBYIO
(azy kanuTanu3Ma, OCHOBAHHYIO Ha <«IJIaBAalOIeM», HEIpepbIBHOM
KOHTPOJIE, Peajin3yeMOM 4epe3 KOMIIbIOTEPhI KaK CPEeICTBA «yHUBEP-
caJIbHOU Momysiuu». [Ton modyasyueti B JaHHOM KOHTEKCTE CefyeT
MIOHMMAaThb IUHAMUYHBIH, TMOKUI 1 BcennpoHuKatomuii modus operandi
BJIACTH, KOTOPBIN MOAJEPKUBAETCSI 0OPAaTHON CBSI3bI0 — KOPPEKTU-
POBKaMU M afanTalUsIMU — B peajbHOM BpeMeHU. [IpenyoxxeHHas
Jené3om KOHLENUMS MOLYISUNN YIUBUTEIbHO TOYHO IPEIBOCXUILA~
€T poJib afanTuBHOro MM B HOBOM KUOEPHETUYECKON KaNUTaluCTU-
yeckoi koHPurypauuu. MY Bomsomaer B cebe JOrUKY, IpU KOTOPO
06paboTKa 06PaTHOM CBSI3U CTAaHOBUTCS KJIFOUEBOM /ISl ONITUMU3ALUN
MPOU3BOIUTEJIBHOCTH, a4 MOAYJISILMSA — OCHOBHBIM IPUHIUIOM Kak
MIPOU3BOJCTBA, TaK U KOHTPOJISL.

OnucaHHasa AVWHaMHWKa OpPraHWYHO BIIMCBIBAETCA B 6osiee M-
POKYIO TpPajyLMI0 aBTOHOMMUCTCKOTO MAapKCU3Ma, B paMKaX KOTO-
POl KPUTUYECKU NIEPEOCMBICISIETCS] B3aUMOCBS3b TPYZAa, CTOUMOCTU
u TexHosoruil. Kak ciaenyer u3 geCKpUnTopa «KOTHUTHUBHBIN», KO-
4YeBOH «BaJIIOTOM» KOTHUTUBHOTO KalMUTaJM3Ma, a TaKXe OOBEKTOM
arnponpualyuy 1 dKCIIYyaTalluy CTAHOBUTCSI MEHTAJIbHBIN, UHTEJLIIEK-
TyaJIbHbI/A U TBOPUECKUI TPY[, UTO NOAUEPKMUBAET KPUTUUECKYIO 3HA-
yuMOCTb MHpopmanuu. KoHlenTtyanabHoe HajoxkeHUWe MHpOpMaluu
Ha CTOUMOCTb 6ep€T CBOE Havyajio B PaHHUX IOMBITKAX MHTErpanuu
KUOEpHETUKU B MPOOJIEeMHOE I0Jie MAapKCUCTCKOM KpPUTHUKU. OmHOMN
M3 TEepPBbIX MOJOOHBIX TOIMBITOK CTajla paboTa MTAJIbIHCKOTO MapK-
cucra-aBToHoMUcTa Pomano Asnbkyatu (1963), KOTOpoMy Y[ajoch
YCTAaHOBUTb KOHLENTYaIbHYIO IPEEMCTBEHHOCTb MEXY MOHATUSMU
MHpOpMaLMU B KUGEPHETHUKE U CTOUMOCTU B MapKCUCTCKOW T€OpUu
4yepe3 OPUTUHAJIbHBINA KOHLENT UHPOPMAUUOHHOU NPUbasouHoil cmo-
UMOCMU.

MarTeo [TackyuHesnnnu CoBepIeHHO 060CHOBAHHO Ha3bIBAET UAEU
AnpKyaTH KOHLENTyanu3alyeil KOTHUTUBHOTO KamuTaiau3ma avant
la letter (Pasquinelli 2011). B KOHLLENTyaJbHOM KOHTUHYyMe AJbKya-
TU TIPOCJIEXMBAETCS HEMTPEPBIBHOCTb MEXy OI0pOKpaTueil, KubepHe-
THUKON 1 MamMHOM. COrIacHO ero Noaxony, KubepHeTuka packpbiBaeT
MAaIIMHHYIO [IPUPOJY OI0POKPAaTUYECKOro anmnapara, GyHKIMOHUPYIO-
IIEro Kak OfMH M3 KJIIOYEBBIX OPraHOUIOB KallUTAJIMCTUIECKOTO KOp-
nyca. KubepHeTnyeckre MallMHbl, KAK OTMEYAJIOCh PaHee, NENCTBYIOT
KaK MEXaHM3Mbl OOpaTHOM CBSI3M, NOCPEINCTBOM KOTOPBIX OCYLECT-
BJISIETCS aNpoINpuanusl 3HaHUN PAbOTHUKOB M MX KOHTPOJIb B IPO-
1lecce Npou3BOACTBa. MHGopMalnys, 3axBaueHHasi TaKUM CIIOCOOOM,
npeobpasyeTcsl B TO, YTO AJIBKYaTH HA3bIBAET MAWUHHBLU SHAHUEM,
KOTOPO€ TeHepUpyeTcs IOCPEACTBOM Bayopusaluu HHPopmanuu
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1 e€ MHTErpaluy B KUGepHEeTUYECKUE CPeLCTBAa TPOU3BOACTBA. TakuM
o6pasoM, Ipolecc Bajopusanuu UHPoOpMaluy, Aealdil BO3MOX-
HbIM IIPOM3BOZCTBO MAUIMHHOTO 3HAHUS, CTAHOBUTCS OCHOBOIOJIA-
rajomuM ¢$pakTopom GOPMUPOBAHMS U KOHCOJMUALIMK KOTHUTUBHOTO
KaluTaan3Ma, TeEM CaMbIM BBICTYTas [VIAaBHBIM HCTOYHHUKOM HHPOp-
MallMOHHOW TPU6aBOYHON CTOUMOCTH.

B cooTBeTcTBUM C HaMEUEHHBIMU TEOPETUYECKMMU KOHTypamu
Jlajiee npeaJjaraeTcsl TpoiHas npobéiaemarusanus VM B ycioBusax Kor-
HUTUBHOI'O KanuTajusdma: Kak opmel MapkcoBa BceoOIero MHTeJI-
JIEKTa, KaK HEKCyca MOAYJSILIMU U KOHTPOJSI M KaK MHCTPYMEHTA re-
Hepauuu HMHGOPMAILMOHHON MPUOGABOYHON CTOMMOCTU. ABTOpCKas
ApPTUKYJSILUS U IOCTAHOBKA TPEX MPO6JIeM B €IMHON aHATUTUYECKON
pamMKe 06yCI0BIeHA HEOOXOAMMOCTBIO 3a(PMKCUPOBATh KIIIOUEBbIE BEK-
TOPBI HANPsIKEHUs], HeM30€>KHO BO3HUKAIOMINE B TOUKE MepecedeHus
VU, Tpyga u Bnactu. [Ipenjaraemast cxema Io3BoJisieT pacCMaTpUBaTh
M1 He MPOCTO KaK TEXHOJOTNYECKUI MOHOJIUT, @ KaK MHOT'OCJIOMHBIN
Cl)eHOMeH, B KOTOPOM IIEPEINJIETAIOTCA yTOHI/I‘IeCKI/Iﬁ IIoTeHuaJjj KOJ-
JIEKTUBHOTI'O 3HAHUS, KHOEPHETUYECKAS JIOTMKA MOIYJISIUU U BKCILITY-
aTallMoHHas UHPPaCTPyKTypa LudpOBOro KOTHUTUBHOIO KaNUTaIN3-
Mma. Tem cambiM MM 0603HayaeTCs Kak OAMH U3 LIeHTPaJIbHbIX areHTOB
TpaHchOpMaLUU KOTHUTUBHOTO TPYAa, TPOTEKAOLIEN B CJIOXKHON A1~
HaMUKe — OT BCEOOIHOCTU K MOLYJISIIUY, OT aBTOMATU3aL M1 K Kalu-
TaJIN3al 11 KOTHUTUBHBIX PECYPCOB.

A. 1IN xax ¢popma MapkcoBa BCeoOIero NHTEJIeKTa

BosnukHoBenue MM kak aBTOHOMHOTO MHTEJIJIEKTYAJIbHOTO areH-
Ta — TO €CTb QYHKIMOHUPYIOLIET0 6€3 HEOOXOIUMOCTHU IIPSIMOT0 BMe-
IIATeIbCTBA Y€JIOBEKa 6Jaroaps ajiropuTMam MalIMHHOTO o6ydye-
HUSI M UCKYCCTBEHHBIM HEMPOHHBIM CETSAM — WJLIIOCTPUPYET TE3UC
O pacUIMPEHUU BCEOOILIET0 UHTEIEKTA. [0 cyTH, Mbl HAbIIOgAEM Of~
HOBPEMEHHO 3aXBaThIBAIOIYI0 U TPEBOXHYIO MUTPALAIO BCEOOILIETO
VHTEJJIEKTA, — IOHMMAaeMOro MapKcom Kak KOJIJIEKTMBHOE 3HAaHUE, —
B MaTe€pUaJIbHYIO IIJIOCKOCTb MAMINH, JOCTUTIINX UCKJIIOUATEIILHO BbI-
COKOM CTeNeHN aBTOHOMHOCTH 6J1arofiaps aaropuTMUYeCcKoOMy IIpUH-
LMY OEeNCTBYS U aBTOMATU3alUU. B IpeI0)KeHHOY KOHLENTYaIbHON
KOHUTypaluy 1eHTPpajbHOe MECTO 3aHMMAIOT IBe TIPOGJIEMBL: allpo-
Ipuanys 4eJoBeYeCKOro U MaIlMHHOTO TMOPUIHOrO Tpyda U peudu-
Kauus MuHQopMaluu.

[To cBoelt cytu modus operandi COBpEMEHHBIX I'€HEPATUBHbIX
MlM-cuctem mpencTaBiseT COOOU KOHBEPTreHLUIO YeJ0BeYeCKOro
Y MalIMHHOTO KOTHUTUBHOrO Tpyaa (Intahchomphoo et al. 2024). Ye-
JIOBEYECKUI KOTHUTUBHBIA TPYH, BBINOJIHSIET ABE€ OCHOBHBIX (PYHK-
LMY, KOTOPblE MOXHO YCJIOBHO O0O3HAUMUTh KaK KOHCMPYKMue-
HY10 U 2eHepamusHyto. Bo-nepBbIX, HECMOTPS Ha PacTyLylO CTENEHb
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aBTOHOMHOCTHU MU B acnekTax asmonoasuca (CaMOTBOPYECTBA U Ca-
MOKOHCTPYHAPOBaHMsI), YEJIOBEYECKUE PECYPChl OCTAIOTCSI HEOOXOAU-
MBIMU 7151 pa3paboTKU KOMILJIEKCHBIX apxUTeKTyp VI u nopaepxxanus
1x MOp(OJIOruu NOCPEACTBOM CO3/IaHNSI AJITOPUTMOB U TPEHAXKEPOB
IJ1s1 Moziesiell. BO-BTOPBIX, NMPOAYKThl Y€JIOBEYECKOTO KOTHUTUBHOTO
TpyJa (DaHHble) GOPMUPYIOT OCHOBY OOYUAIOIIUX CETOB JJISI MOZETIEH,
Npu4yéM CaMU 5TU JaHHbIE 3a4aCTyI0 TeHEPUPYIOTCS, 06pabaThIBaIOTCS
1 KyaccuuuupyOTCs JoAbMU. [Ipy 5TOM, Kak 6b1JI0 OTOBOPEHO pa-
Hee, I eMOoHCTpUpYET MOPa3uTEJIbHYI0 aBTOHOMHOCTD Y alallTUB-
HOCTb, C JIEFKOCTbIO UMUTHPYSI YEJIOBEYECKOE MBIIIJIEHUE BO BCEM €r0
Jloruke: abflyKTUBHOM, A€ yKTUBHON U UHIYKTUBHOMU. B 3TOM cMBbICTIE
4YeJIOBEYECKOE MBIIIJIEHUE BBICTYIAET CBOETO POJia NPOMOMUNOM, YTO
MOATBEPKaeTcsl aHaToMuyeckoi metadopukoit MU, kak, Hanpumep,
KOHLEMNIEN HEMPOHHBIX CETEM.

30ech BaXKHO OCTAaHOBUTLCSI U BEPHYTbCA K YK€ 3aTPOHYTHIM
acrektaM skcmyatanuu. Cam ¢gakt npomomunusayuu VM no mo-
JeJIM 4Y€JIOBEYECKOIO MBILUIJIEHUS SIBJISIETCS PUTOPUYECKON WIIIIO-
CTpalyel TUNOCTa3nca MBIIIJIEHNAS MU UHCTPYMEHTANIN3aly pa3yma,
0 KOTOPBIX C TaKUM IIbIJIOM TIpeaynpexpaanu ¢ppaHkPpypTubl. OgHaKO
CerofiHsl MallMHU3aLKs pa3yma BBOLUT NPOOIEMY B HOBBIN, HEOObIY-
HBII paKypPC: B aKCUOMATHUKE U MTparmMaTuKe KOTHUTUBHOTO KallUTaIn3-
Ma TaKasli KOHBEPTeHIMsl CTUPAET IPAHMULBl MEXY TPYLOM 4eJIOBEKa
Y MalluHBbI, IpeBpalas 2ubpudusvili mpyo B OCHOBHYIO MUILIEHb XUII-
HUYECKUX KalUTATUCTUIECKUX MEXaHU3MOB.

[TposicHsIs: KOHCMPYUPOBAHUE «YMHBIX MAIIAH» [IPOUCXOOUT HE
B COLIMOMOJIUTMYECKOM BaKyyMe, a B paMKaxX KOHKPETHOH (popmanuu
KOTHUTUBHOTO KaNUTann3Ma, rge Kypc paspabotku MM-cuctem He-
Pa3pbIBHO KOPPEJUPYET C UAEOJOTMYECKUM BEKTOPOM T'€T€MOHHOIO
pexuma. ['enepamueHbie OCHOBaHUSI 3TUX CUCTEM TaKKe€ BbI3bIBAIOT
NIpaBOMEPHBIE BOIPOCH, [IOCKOJIBKY B HUX 3aKOJUPOBAaHbl MEXAHU3-
MBI dKcITyatanuu. Onupasch Ha paHee YIIOMSHYTYIO KuGepHeTrye-
CKYIO MOZiesIb AJIbKyaTH, MOKHO YTBEPXKJATh, YTO alponpuanus dye-
JIOBEYECKOTO KOTHUTHUBHOIO TPYZA OCYLIECTBIISIETCS MMOCPEICTBOM
TpaHCcHOPMaALIUU YEJIOBEYECKOTO 3HAHUS B MAIIMHHOE. DTOT MPOoLecC
CTQHOBUTCSI KJIIOYEBBIM 17151 FeHEPALIUY KOTHUTUBHOTO Kanurania (Ko-
TOPBINl B T€T€MOHHOI CUCTE€ME KOHBEPTUPYETCS B SKOHOMUUECKUIA),
Bellb UMEHHO B 3TOM IMpPe0oOpa3oBaHUM (POpMUpPYeETCsl NpubaBOYHAs
MHQpOpMAaIMOHHAS CTOUMOCTb.

Takum 06pa3oM, Mbl HEU3OEKHO CTAJIKUBAEMCSI C Mpob6ieMoin
peudukanuu — a 3aTeM M KoMmmojguduKanuu, ¥ KOMMepLuanusa-
U1 — MHQOpMaluu Kak OCHOBHOTO pecypca KOHHUTHUBHOIO Kalu-
Tanu3ma. B paMKax CUHTETUYEeCKON KOHIENINM KOTHUTUBHOI'O KH-
6epkanuraau3mMa BaKHO OTMETUTh €mE OOUH KJIIYEBOM MOMEHT
TpaHcpopmanuu — rnepexop nHopmauuu B danHwvle. Kak crpaBen-
nuBo oTmeyaer lllomana 3y6odd, «[KoMnaHuu| B OLHOCTOPOHHEM
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nopsiaKe MPUCBAUBAIOT YE€JIOBEUECKUIl OMBIT KaK OECIIaTHOE ChIPbE
IJIs1 TIepeBojia B MOBeJeHuYeckue HaHHble» (Zuboff 2019: 11). B cuc-
TeMe KOTHUTMBHOTO KalWTaJU3Ma JaHHbIE, BHICTYNAIOUME ChIPbEM
IIJIs1 TPEHUPOBKU aJalTUBHBIX MOJieslell C Leblo UX ONTUMU3ALUU
M YCOBEPIIEHCTBOBAHUS, CTAHOBSTCS OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOMIUM YCJIOBU-
eM Bajiopusauuu uHdopmauuu. B aToil cucteme, Kak 6yneT nNoapoo-
HO pacCMOTPEHO B cjepylolem nyHkTe, VM npuobperaeTr He [IPOCTO
TEXHOJIOTUYECKOE, HO [IJIAHETAPHOE U3MEPEHUE.

b. M/ KaK HEKCYC MOAY/ISALMU U KOHTPOJIS

Beenénnpiil [les€30M KOHLENT MOLYJISILUM OTChLJIA€T HAC HE MPOCTO
K TEXHOJIOTMYECKOMY SIBJICHUIO — PEryJIMpOBaHUIO, alaliTallu U OIl-
TUMU3ALUY, HO K CAMOM Jl02UuKe KOTHUTUBHOTO KaluTaan3Ma, B KO-
TOPOM OPraHMYHO CJIMBAIOTCS KUOGEpHETHKA M KOHTPOJIb. VIHTErpu-
pys 4eJIoBEYECKMl TPYJ C aJalTUBHBIMUA aBTOMAaTU3WPOBAHHBIMU
CACTEMAMU, MOAYJSLUMS INEUCTBYET KaK MOLHAsl TMOpUAHAsl CUJIA,
KOMMOZU(PULMPYIOAsi KOTHUTUBHBIE U KOMMYHUKATHUBHbBIE CIIOCOO-
HOCTHU BCeOoOIIero nHTeJIeKTa. Kak oTMedanoch paHee, OTANYUTEb-
HOH 4epTO KOTHUTUBHOTO KallUTalU3Ma SIBJISIETCS] €T0 PacTyIias 3a-
BUCHMOCTb OT CUHTE3a Y€JIOBEUECKUX U MAUIMHHBIX BBOLOB (inputs).
9Ty JUHAMHUKY METKO omuchiBaioT Kapso Bepuennone u AnbdoHco
JKynuaHu B MPENUCIOBUM K COOPHUKY, MOCBSIIEHHOMY KOTHUTUB-
HOMY KaluTannu3my. ABTOpbl OTMEYAIOT JBONCTBEHHOCTh COBMECTHOM
DBOJIIOLMY YeJIoBeKa U MAIlMHbBI B KOHTeKCTe MI: He TOJIbKO Malu-
Ha CTAHOBHUTCS NOJOOHON YesI0oBEKY, HO U YeJIOBEK BCE GoJIblIe «Ma-
muHusupyetcsa» (Vercellone, Giuliani 2019: 3), mpeBpatasics, 10 CyTH,
B almnapar MojJepXKU anmnapaTta — MNPOLEcc, 0 KOTOPOM elé nucal
Mapkc B cBOEM «I'pyHApHUCCE».

Heo6xonnmo 0CO3HaBaTh IOPA3UTEIbHBIE MACIITAObI JAHHOM TEH-
IEHLUM: Peub 310eCh UOET He MPOCTO O KUOEPHETUYECKON CTPYKType
610pOKPATHUYECKOro annapara, O1uCaHHOM AJIbKyaTH, HO yKe 06 0Hmo-
a02udeckoll monoao2ull BbIYUCIUTENbHBIX cUCTeM. OHTOJIOrM3alus
BBIYMCJIEHYS], CBUIETEIbCTBYIONAS! O TOTAIU3UPYIOIUX TEHIEHIINUSIX
K1b6epKanuTaan3Ma, MeTKo yxBaTsiBaeTcst beHmkamuHoMm BpaTToHOM
B €r0 KOHLIENTe CTeKa. BpaTToOH 3aMMCTBYET TEPMUH «CTEK» U3 IIPO-
IrPaMMUCTCKOTO >KaproHa, Ijie OH 0603HavYaeT abCTPaKTHBIN TUIT Opra-
HU3all¥ MHOXXECTBA 3JIEMEHTOB 10 CTPOTO UEPAPXUYECKOMY IIPUH-
LuUI1y. BpaTTOH ONMCBIBAET CTEK KaK [JIAHETAPHYIO BHIYMCIIUTEIBHYIO
MHOQPaCTPYKTYPY (MM, KaK OH CaM Ha3blBa€T, «METracCTPYKTypy»), CO-
CTOSIIIYIO U3 MIECTY B3aMMOCBS3aHHBIX CJI0€B, 00bEIUHSIOMUX TEXHU-
4YeCKUE U UHCTUTYLIMOHAJIbHbIE ACTIEKThl KOTHUTUBHOTO IPOU3BOICTBA.
9Tta MHPpPa/MEracTpykTypa 3aMeHsIeT TPaIULMOHHBIM BeCT(dasb-
CKUI CyBEpEHUTET HOBLIM JEleHTPAJIU3UPOBAHHBIM NOMOS I7106a71b-
HBbIX MH(OPMAIMOHHBIX CETEel, KOTOPbIM MPUCYIA HENPEPbIBHOCTh
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MHQOPMAIMOHHBIX IOTOKOB, aBTOMAaTU3allus U ONTUMU3ALUS — TO
€CTb [IOCTOsIHHAs Mony isinus (Bratton 2015: 44).

Crek BKJIIOYAET B cebst pusndeckue yposHuU (3ems, fopon u oT-
yactu O6isako), nudpposyio nunppactpykrypy (O6saako, Anpec u VH-
Tepdeiic) U cyobekTHBHble KOHCTPYKLUuU (IToab30BaTesb). XOTS Kask-
DBl M3 mectu cyoéB — 3emas, Obaaxo, Adpec, ['opod, Uumepdetic
u [Toav3oeamenb — BBIMIOJIHSIET YHUKAJIBHYIO (QYHKLMIO, BCE OHU pa-
60TalOT B3aMMOCBSI3aHHO U CJIa’KEHHO, 00pa3ysl OpraHUyYecKylo U Au-
HaMUYECKYI CUCTEMY MOZAYJSLUU U KOHTpossl. OT aBTOMAaTU3UPO-
BAaHHOTO YINPAaBJIEHUS NPUPOAHBIMU PECYpCaAMU B CJIOE€ 3eMIU [0
npensaraeMmbix MaTepdeiicom adppopmancos [lonb3oBareno — CTeK
npejcTaBisieT cO60M He IPOCTO IPOrPaMMUCTCKYI0 MeTadopy, HO ca-
MOCTOSITEJIPHYIO KOHLENTYAJIbHYIO MOJEJb, IPKO UJLJIIOCTPUPYIOMIYIO
NPOTSHKEHHOCTh MOJYJIMPOBAHHOTO KOHTPOJIS OT TE€PMaJbHOW 3HEP-
ruu HeJp 3eMJIM 40 HEPBHBIX OKOHYAHUN 4€JI0BEYECKOTO MO3ra.

VU urpaet Bcé 60siee BaXXHYIO POJIb B KOCMUYECKON KOHpUrypa-
I[UY CTEKa, CIIOCOOCTBYS B3AaMMOUHTErPAL[MU CJIOEB U TIOBBIIIEHUIO UX
onepanuoHHON 3P(PEKTUBHOCTHU. BbIIONIHSIS PYHKLIMIO COEIUHUTETIb-
HOH TKaHU cTeka, VMV 3HauuTesIbHO O6JIerdaeT U yCUJIUBaeT Helpe-
PBIBHYIO MOIYJISILIMIO Ha KaXXIOM M3 yPOBHEH 671arofapsi CBOUM BblIa-
IO AMCSI KOTHUTABHBIM BO3MOXKHOCTSIM — OT IPOTHOCTUKU U aHAJINA3a
IAaHHBIX IO UX afalTalyy U ONITMMU3AL AU B DEXKMME PEAIbHOTO Bpe-
meHu. Iupokuir criexktp cucteM MM, TakMxX KaK MOHUTOPHUHI KJIW-
MaTU4eCKUX U3MEHEHUM, 06jlauyHble CTPYKTYyphl Hanomo6ue OpenAl
ChatGPT, unTepdeiicbl yMHBIX TOPOZIOB U MPENUKTHUBHAS aHATUTUKA
Meta Ads Al, neMOHCTPUPYET MacIITab 1 Be3JeCyIHOCTb KUGEpHEeTU~
YECKOro KOHTPOJIS, OCYLIECTBIISEMOrO 4epe3 KOHBepTauuio MHPOp-
Malluu B JaHHbIE, CJIy>Kalle OCHOBOM [J1S1 aJalITUBHBIX aJITOPUTMOB.

310ecb Mbl BHOBb CTAJIKMBAaEMCSl C IPOOJIEMATUKON amnpolnpua-
UMY THOPUIHOrO (4€JI0BeYeCKOrO-MallMHHOIO) Tpya 1 peudpuxany-
el unpopmanuuu. CnocobHoctu VMl obpabaTeiBaTh OTPOMHBIE MaCCH-
Bbl IaHHBIX, U3BJIEKATh U3 HUX NIPAKTAYECKNE MHCANTBI 1 HETPEPBIBHO
COBEPIIEHCTBOBATHCA MOAYEPKMUBAET €0 NBOMCTBEHHYIO POJIb B KOT-
HATUBHOM KaIllMUTaJM3Me: C ONHOM CTOPOHBI, KaK KJIIOYEBOrO JBUTa-
TeJIs IPOM3BOMCTBA MALIMHHOIO 3HAHUSI — Ba’XXKHOT'O U3MEPEHHUS BCE-
00111ero UHTEJJIEKTa, C PYroil — Kak JOBIKYIEN CUJbl pernduKkanuu
nHpopmanuu. Dto genaet VI He TONBKO MHTErpajIbHOM YacThIO CUC-
TEMBI I1IJIAHETAPHOIO KOHTPOJIS1, HO U LIEHTPaJIbHbIM areHTOM reHepa-
LMY Y U3BJIEYEHNS] UH(POPMALIMOHHOW ITPMO6aBOYHON CTOMMOCTH.

B. I kak MHCTPYMEHT reHepauuyu nHGOpMaLLOHHON
Npu6aBOYHON CTOUMOCTH

B cBoéM xpecTomMaTUMHOM TpyZe «/HpOpMaIMOHHAS 3110Xa: H5KOHO-
MUKa, O0IIEeCTBO, Ky/IbTypa» MaHyasb KacTesnbc ONUCBIBA€T CETEBYIO
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MOJleJIb HOBOM UH(POPMAUUOHHOT SKOHOMUKU, B KOTOPOW LIEHHOCTb
co371a€TCs He yepe3 NMPOU3BOACTBO MaTEPUATIbHBIX OOBEKTOB, a Ye-
pe3 MaHUNYJSLMIO CUMBOJIaMU, 3Hakamu 1 uHopmanuen (Kacrensc
2000), ToO ecTb — NOCPEACTBOM KOTHUTUBHOTO Tpyzna. KubepHeTu-
YyecKasi Mofeb AJIbKyaTu SIpPKO MJIIOCTPUPYET, KaK 3KOHOMUUeCKAS
KOHBepTalys YesIoBeYeCKOro 3HaAHUSI B MAIIMHHOE B paMKax 610po-
KpaTU4YeCKOro amnrnapara kanuraausma (popMupyeT NpeArnoChLIKy A1s
ero KoMmMmoaupuKauuy 4epes uspjuedeHre uHGopMayuorroli npuda-
60uHOl cmoumocmu. KoHuenuus bparToHa, npencraBisiomas CUH-
Te€3 KOTHUTMBHOIO KaNMTaJau3Ma U IIMPOKOro CIekTpa cucreM MU
B BUJI€ CTEKA, [103BOJISIET OCMBICJIMTb MacCIITab BAUsHUS cuctem WU,
KOTOPOE BBIXOAUT 3a MPeJeJibl TEXHOJIOTUYECKUX CTPYKTYP U [IPUO6-
peTaeT naanemapHoe usmepenue.

B TakoM TeOpeTHMYEeCKOM cCpe3e JIOTUKY U IparMaTuky KubepHe-
TUYECKOTO KOTHUTUBHOTO KAalUTaJIM3Ma MOXKHO BbIPa3UTh JIMHENHON
¢opmysoit: Basopuzanus HMHPOpMALUUA NPAMO NPONOPUUOHALLHA
06bEMaM reHepaliuy MAUIMHHOTO 3HaHM . HallOMHUM, YTO A1 AJIBKY-
aTy BBeJleHue MOHITHS «MH(pOopMaloHHas NPU6aBOYHasI CTOUMOCTh»
3HAMeHyeT CO60M TOYKY 3apOXAEeHHsS KOTHUTUBHOTO KaNmUTaJIu3Ma
(mogo6HO TOMY, KakK MpUOABOYHASI CTOMMOCTD SIBJISIETCSI OCHOBOIIO-
JlaraoyM dJIEMEHTOM KaluTaiaua3Ma B 1iesioMm). Takum 06pa3om, Mbl
VMEEM JIeJI0 C CUCTEMOH, Ifie TIPoLece MPOM3BOICTBA MH(POpMaLUn
TECHO NEPENIETEH C JMHAMUKOW 3KCIJIyaTalluy 1M BOCIIPOU3BOICTBA
CHCTEMHBIX HEPABEHCTB.

KakoBa posnp MM B 3TOM KOMILJIEKCHOM Ipouecce? PaccMOTpum
reHepaTuBHble Monenu MU, koTopble CIOCOOHBI CO3[aBaTb OTPOM-
Hble 06BbEMBI HOBOM MH(OpMaLMU — a CHeN0BaTeIbHO, U MH(pOpMa-
IJMOHHOM MpPUOGABOYHON CTOMMOCTU. Ha OCHOBE MacCHUBOB JJaHHbBIX
TaKue CUCTeMBbI JIOBKO IPEeBPAlllaloT ChIpble JaHHbIE B 00BEKT IIPOU3-
BOJICTBA U U3BJIEUEHNSI CTOUMOCTU. [€eHepaTUBHbIE MOLEJIN, TAKME KaK
ChatGPT unu DALL-E, ucnosnb3yst uTepaTiBHOe OOydeHue, CO37aloT
KOMMOAuULNPyeMble TPOAYKTbI — TEKCThI, U300paKeHU s, KOABL. DTH
MHQOPMAaLMOHHbIE NPOAYKTbl UHTETPUPYIOTCS B IJIATPOPMBI, IIPEL-
NPUATHS UM XK€ LEJIbIE PIHKY, KOTOPbIE M3BJIEKAIOT BBITOLY U3 UX
mMacmTabupyeMmocTu. biarogapsi CBOUM aIaliTUBHBIM BO3MOXKHOCTSIM
MU obecnieunBaeT HENPEPbIBHBIE LIUKJIbl F€HEPALMY, YTOUHEHUS U Ba-
snopusauuu MHQopmaluu, npespamias eé B 1aHHble — QyHIAMEHTallb-
HbIE YCJIOBUS CYLIECTBOBAHMS U PA3BUTUS CAMUX CUCTEM.

3mech BUJUTCSI YMECTHBIM CMECTUTb aHAJIMTUYeCKU (POKYC € DKO-
HOMMYECKOT'O acCIlleKTa K OHTOJIOTMYECKOMY. JleNIE30BCKUY CUHTE3 KU~
OepHeTUKU 1 KOHTPOJISl ONUPAETCS Ha KIIIOUEBOE TIOHATHE 6UPMYdaib-
HOCMU, KOTOPOE, COracHo [lesié3y, BbICTYyIIaeT OCHOBOIIOJIAraloUM
OHTOJIOTUYECKUM MOJYCOM. BUpPTyasiIbHOCTb — B 0OOIIEN TPAKTOBKE —
MPEJCTaBIsIET COOON PETUCTP PEANIbHOCTH, i€ 3aJI0KEHBI YCA08UA
axmyaiusayuu (PEHOMEHOB, MPOTUBOIOCTABJSEMbIE UX SIBJIEHHOU
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akmyaibHocmu. BUpPTyaslbHOCTb KOHTPOJISI — €ro HMMMAaHEHTHOE,
MEJKCIIOMHOE MPUCYTCTBUE — HATIPIMYIO KOPppENIUpPYeT C OGHOM U3 OC-
HOBHbIX (QyHKUMM VU uTepaTuBHBIM OOyY€HUEM, HAIESIOMUM CUC-
TeMBbl NPEIUKTUBHBIMU U MPOTHOCTUYECKUMU CHOCOOHOCTSIMU. O6-
pabarbiBaemble V1 naHHblE SBISIOTCS HE IPOCTO KOJAUUECMBEHHBLU
BbIP2KEHMEM aKTyaansauuu peHoMeHoB (datum, TaHHOCTB), HO TaKKe
OTCBLJIAIOT K KAYecmeeHHOMY U3MepeHuIo. JJaHHble CTAHOBSTCSI CBOE-
ro poja IopTajioM, Yepe3 KOTOPBIN 3KCIJIyaTallMOHHbIE MEXaHU3MBI
«B3JIaMBIBAIOT» BUPTYaJIbHOCTD, MIOJIy4Yast JOCTYIl K CAMUM YCJIOBUSIM
aKTyaJu3alnuu.

Hanpumep, ynomsiHyTasi paHee aBTOMAaTU3MPOBAaHHAs CUCTEMa
NepCcoHaNIN3UPOBAHHON peksaMbl Meta Ads Al He npocTo GuKCUpy-
€T [OBEJIEHUE U NPEIIIOYTEHUS [T0JIb30BATE S, HO HA OCHOBE MH(OP-
Malluu, U3BJI€4EHHO U3 06pabOTKM MAaCCUBOB JaHHBIX, GOPMYIUPYET
MIPOTHO3BI O €T0 OYAYIIUX NEeUCTBUAX. DTOT IPUMEP HarSIAHO AEMOH-
CTpUpYEeT, KaK BUPTYaJbHOCTb KaK «Cepasi 30Ha» MOTEHLNATbHOCTU
TpaHcOPMUPYETCS B UCTOYHUK M3BJI€UYeHMsI MH(POPMALIMOHHON TPy~
6aBOYHOI CTOMMOCTHU 6J1arofapsi MOIHOMY NPEIUKTUBHOMY apCceHa-
JIy MOJLOOHBIX CUCTEM.

HO,H,LITO)KI/IBaH N3JI0’KEHHDBIE B I'7IaB€ ITOJIOKEHN . B YCJIOBUAX KOT—
HUTYUBHOTO KalWTajJlu3Ma apEHON B3aMMOJEICTBUS U CTOJIKHOBEHMUS
4YeJIOBEYECKOTO M MAUIMHHOTO TPyZAa CTAaHOBUTCSI BCEOOWIMI MHTE-
JIEKT, IOHAMAaEMBbII KaK KOJIJIEKTUBHASI CIIOCOOHOCTb MBICJIUTD U TBO-
putb. Tpancdopmanus CTOUMOCTU B MHPOPMaLMOHHYIO IIpUOaBOY-
HYI0 CTOUMOCTb, U3BJIEKAEMYIO U3 DTON CIOCOOHOCTU, B KOHTEKCTE
KMOEPHETUYECKOTO KOHTPOJISI 3aCTaBJISIET 3ayMaTbCsl HE TOJIBKO 00
SKOHOMUYECKUX, HO U O MOJUTUYECKUX U OHTOJIOTUUECKUX CTPYKTY-
pax TpyZa, MBIIJIEHUS U CYyOBEKTHOCTU. BUpTyanbHOCTh U rUOpUp-
HOCTb, BbICTyMHamwmue modus vivendi KOHTPOJISI U, Cl€[OBATEJLHO,
MMIIEHBIO DKCIITyaTallMOHHBIX MEXaHU3MOB, IIOJBOASIT HAC K BAXKHOMY
BOIIPOCY: KaK N3MEHAIOTCA IPpHUPOJa, ar€HThI U JIOTYIKAa KOTHUTHBHOT'O
TPyla B YCJIOBMSX, ITl€ YEJIOBEK M MAallMHA OKa3bIBAIOTCSI HEPA3PbIB-
HO CBSI3aHBI B LIMKJIE IIPOU3BOACTBA MH(POPMALIMOHHON NPU6ABOYHOM
CTOMMOCTH?

K NNOCTTYMAaHUCTUYECKNM OYE€EPTAHNUAM
HOBOTI'O KOTHUTAapHuarTa

[losiBNeHUe KOHILENTA «KOTHUTApUAT» B OUCKYPCUBHOM IIOJIe KpU-
TUYECKON TEOpUM CBSI3aHO CO CTPYKTYPHBIMU TpaHcpopmanusiMmu
KaNUTaJUCTUYECKON CHUCTEMBbI, KOTOpble B TeMaTH4YeCKOW JuTepa-
Type OGBIYHO OMMUCBHIBAIOTCS KaK Mepexo]] OT UHIAYCTPUAbHBIX (Op-
IUCTCKUX (GOpPM IPOM3BOJCTBA U IOTpPebJIEeHUs] K MOCTUHIYCTPH-
asbHOMYy noctgopausmy. Kanuranusm noCT(OPIUCTCKON BHNOXU
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XapaKTepu3yeTcsl Kak HemaTepuanbHblil (XapaTr u Herpu), nuHpopma-
uuoHHbIl (KacTesbc), KOTHUTUBHBIN (IH Myanbe-byTaHr), uudposoit
Han30pHblN (3y60dd) nnm naxe metapuanMiecKkuil, Kak yTBepXaaeT
Ckott Jlam. JIam 06bsICHSET, YTO MeTadu3nyeckoe U3MepeHue Kanu-
TaJn3Ma MPOCJIeSKUBAETCS B €ro Heu36esxkHO NHPOPMaLOHHOM, Me-
IMaTIbHON 1 r7106aIbHO ceTeBoM npupoae. CornmacHo emy, B YCIOBUSX
KOHTUHT€HTHOCTU — TO €CTb IPUHLUINNAIBHON HEeOpee€HHOCTH,
SHTPONNH U MH(POPMALIMOHHOW 3aIyTaHHOCTU — TPAHCLEHIEHTaJb-
Hasl (BBIXO[SIAS 32 PAMKH DMIIMPUYECKON peasibHOCTH) IPUPOLA UH-
¢dhopManuy OTKPBIBAET JOCTYII HE TPOCTO K AKMYAAbHbLU JAHHBIM, HO
K CaMO# 8upmyaibHoCcmu, a MMEHHO — K CAMO¥ OHTOJIOTMYECKON MO-
IanpHOCTU KOHTUHreHTHOCTH (Lash 2007: 19), 4To 61710 IPOSICHEHO
B [IPEIbIAYIIEN IT1aBe.

B nopo6HO# KOHLIENTYaNbHON KOHUTrypauun uHopManus cra-
HOBUTCSI LIEHTPAJIbHOM OChI0 KOTHUTHUBHOI'O KamuTaausma. VIMeHHO
BOKPYT NHGOPMALUU KaK IPOAYKTA U €€ Tpou3BoAcTBa GopMUpyeTcs
HOBBIY TIOCTIIPOJIETAPCKUM KJIaCcC — KOTHUTAPUAT, Ubsl NIeSITeJIbHOCTD
B YCJIOBUSIX KOTHUTHBHOTO KalKTalM3Ma COCPELOTOYEHA Ha €€ reHe-
panuu, o6paboTKe U ynpasyieHnu. [IporpaMMUCTBI, aHAJIMTUKY, CO3-
IaTesNu M MOZEPaTOpbl KOHTEHTA, akajeMudyeckue paboTHUKY, Gpu-
JIAHCEpBl — JIMIIb HECKOJIbKO NIPUMEPOB PAGOTHUKOB KOTHUTHBHOIO
TPYIa, €KeJHEBHO BOBJICUEHHBIX B CO3[IaHME, aHAJIU3 U PACIIPOCTpPa-
HeHue nHopmauuu. CornacHo EMKON AepUHUMN OJHOTO U3 BeLy-
KX MOMYJISIPU3aTOpoB KoHuenTa, ®panko bepapau (bugo), koruura-
puar mpejcTaBisieT COO0N «COLUANIBbHYIO TE€JI€CHOCTh KOTHUTUBHOTO
Tpyna» (Berardi 2005: 57). Bepapayu noguépkuBaeT «9K3UCTEHLINATIb-
HYI0 KOHKPEeTUKY» BOILJIOIEHHOCTH YeJIOBeKa-KOTHUTApUsl, KoTopas,
KaK OH KpaCOYHO OIMCHIBAET, IPOSIBJISIETCS B «HEPBAaX, HANPSKEHHDIX
OT NOCTOSIHHOT'O BHUMAaHMS, U IJ1a3aX, YCTAIOUIMX OT JJOJITOro B3IJIsAAa
Ha akpaH» (Ibid.).

HecMmoTps Ha TejleCHYI0 KOHKPETHOCTb, KOTHUTUBHBIN TPYH HO-
BOTO KJIACCa, B OTJINYME OT MEXaHUYECKOTO MHAYCTPHUATIBHOTO TPy,
xapakTepusyeTtcs abctpakuueil (B 4ém bepapau u JIsu conupapHsl) u
MaHunyasuuen 6utamu — eguHunamu nuupopmanuu (Ibid.: 58), orpa-
SKaOMMMU KUOEPHETUYECKYI0 aPXUTEKTYPY COBDEMEHHOTO KOTHUTUB-
HOTO Kanutanusma. Cienyer cfesaTh OTOBOPKY, YTO peyb 3eCh UIET
He 00 NCYe3HOBEHUU MEeXaHWYEeCKOTO TPy/a B KOTHUTHBHOM KalluTa-
JIN3Me, HO O CIBUTE B CTPYKTYPE M NepapXUU TPYLOBbIX PEKUMOB — OT
MaTepHuasbHOro MPOU3BOJCTBA KaK JOMUHUPYIOLE GOpMbl K KOTHU-
THUBHOMY, OT GM3UY€CKOH SKCIIyaTalluy K KalluTaau3alui U MOAYJIsi-
I[MY BHUMaHUS, HHOPMALMU 1 KOTHUTUBHBIX CIIOCOGHOCTEN. B aTOM
CMBICJIE IIPUCTABKa «IIOCT-» B KaTErOpUM MOCTIIPOJIETapuaTa CUr-
HaJM3UpyeT He abCOJIIOTHBIA Pa3pblB C MHIYCTPUAJIBHON MOJIEJIBIO,
a CMelleHue aKleHTa B JIOTUKE SKCILJIyaTalluy: OHA Teepb OPTaHU3y-
€TCsl He CTOJIbKO BOKPYT (PM3UYECKOTO0 Tesla pabodero, CKOJIbKO BOKPYT
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€ro KOTHUTUBHBIX U aP(PEKTUBHBIX PYHKLIMI, aTPONPUUPYEMbIX LU~
POBBIMU UHPPACTPYKTyPaAMHU.

Takum o6pa3oM, Kak oTMmeuyaeT bepapau M Kak OblJIO M3JI0XKEHO
paHee, udpoBu3anusl TPyAa 3HAYUTENBHO yIPOIIaeT KOMMOIUPU-
KallMi0 KOTHUTUBHBIX HaBBIKOB. B yCJIOBUSIX NMPOTSSKEHHOCTH U BCe-
[IPOHUKAEMOCTH OMNMCAHHOrO Jlesi€30M BSJIOTEKYLIEr0 KOHTPOJIS,
3KCILIyaTalldsl UHTEJJIEKTYalbHbIX, KPEATUBHBIX U HMOLIMOHAJIbHBIX
CIIOCOOHOCTEN PabOTHUKOB IIPUOOPETAET OCOOYI0 WMHTEHCUBHOCTb
6yaromaps geMaTepuaausauyuy Tpyda — IPOLEeCCy, KOTOPbIH, eCv He
«HUCTapsieT», To, Mo KpaHel Mepe, CBOOUT K MUHUMYMY MaTepUaJlb-
Hbl€ aCIIeKThbl IPOU3BOACTBA.

Taxum 06pa3oM, KOTHUTUBHBINA TPy CTAHOBUTCS KJIIOUEBBIM yC-
JIOBMEM IIPOU3BOJCTBA BCEOOIErO UHTEIIEKTa, KOTOPbII alponpuu-
PyeTcs B yCJIOBUSIX KOTHUTUBHOTO KanuTanusma. [IpekapHsle yCI0BuUS
(PYHKIIMOHMPOBAHUS KOTHUTApuaTa B 3TOM TrMOpUIHON KOHUrypa-
UM NONYEPKUBAIOT KPUTUYECKYIO BaXKHOCTh MOAYSLUU — OIHAKO
y>Xe He IPOCTO Kak modus operandi BlacTH, peanusymoliei Bceoobem-
JIIOLIYI KOHTPOJIb, HO Kak modus vivendi camoro koruurapuara. B pe-
3ysbTaTe, Ha 4éM aKLEHTUPYeT BHUMaHue bepapay, ycaoBus npous-
BOJICTBA TPAaHCPOPMHUPYIOTCS B UMIIEPATUB YCJIOBUII CYII€CTBOBAHMUS
(Ibid.: 60). Tem He MeHee clenyeT OTMETUTb, YTO POJIb KOTHUTApPUS
JaJleKO He MacCHUBHA: MOAYJSILUS OEsITEIbHOCTU PabOTHUKA TaKXe
MOJpa3syMeBaeT HCKJIOUUTEJIbHYI0 aJalTUBHOCTb K HU3MEHSIOIMUM-
cs Tpe6OBaHUSIM IaHHBIX CTPYKTYP, BCIAEICTBUE Yero KOTHUTApUil He
MPOCTO (PYHKIIMOHUPYET B 33JaHHBIX YCJIOBUSX TPOM3BOJICTBA, HO CaM
K€ Y4acTBYeT B UX CO3JaHUM. B 5TOM M 3aKJo4yaeTcs Mapaiokc KOr-
HUTUBHOTO TPyJa: CO37aBasi MHCTPYMEHTHl U ONITUMU3BUPYS MIPOLec-
Cbl KOTHUTUBHOTO [IPOM3BO/ICTBA, KOTHUTAPUIl TEM CaMbIM YCUIMBAET
CTPYKTYPBI KOHTPOJISI ¥ DKCILJIyaTalluy, KOTOPbIE BIIOCJIEACTBUU 060~
pavrBaOTCs IPOTUB HETO CaMOTO.

KoH1enT MopysIsiiiy OTChIJIAET HAc K JPYrOMy OCHOBOIIOJIArao-
IEeMy MOHSTHIO — 8UPMY03HOCMU, — KOTOPOE MOJBOAUT HAC K apTy-
MEHTY O HEeOOXOJUMOCTH MOCTTYMAHUCTHUYECKON PEeKOH(pUrypanuu
noHsiTUsl KorHurapuara. CorsacHo aBTOpy KoHuenTa [laono BupHo,
BUPTYO3HOCTh KaK yCJIOBUE MPOU3BOJCTBA B KOHTEKCTE KOTHUTUBHO-
ro KanmuTajJu3Ma BKJIIOYAeT B cebs «MOAyJIMpOBaHUE, apTUKYJISIIMIO,
BapbMPOBAHUE BCEOOUEr0 UHTEJIEKTa», YTO BUPHO CBSI3bIBAET C MO~
MEHTOM, KOTJa MBIIIJIEHUE BTOPra€TCsA B HpOI/ISBOﬂCTBeHHHﬁ npomnecc
(BupHo 2013: 51), — 10 cyTH, C TOUKON 3apOXIEHNSI KOTHUTUBHOTO Ka-
nuraausMa. B csoen «['pammaTrke MHOXECTBa» BHPHO NMPOTUBONO-
cTaBiseT 1epOpMaTUBHYIO KOHLIENIINIO BUPTYO3HOCTU CTPYKTYPHOM
KanuTaJuCTUYECKON rpaMMaTHKe IMOJYMHEHMs, OIPeAessis NEPBYIO
KaK «JesITeJbHOCTh 6e3 KoHeyHoro npopykra» (Ibid.: 52). CpaBHuBas
noTcOopAUCTa-BUPTY03a C MUAHUCTOM WUJIM TAaHLOPOM, BupHO mop-
4€pKUBAET, YTO NepGOPMATUBHOCTb BUPTYO3HOT'O TPYla HE TIPUBOAUT
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K CO3[JaHMIO MaTe€pUaIbHOrO NPOAyKTa. I[IpoayKTOM, a cj1egoBaTeIbHO,
00BEeKTOM KOMMOIU(UKAILUA CTAHOBUTCS caM NepdopMaHC, a eciu
OBITb TOYHBIM — CaMa nepHopPMamusHoCcmMs KaK NOMeHYUAALHASL ChO~
co0HOCMb K He/mamepudaibHomy npoussodcmey. Ponb nepdpopma-
TUBHOCTH 3]1€Ch IBONCTBEHHA: C OLHON CTOPOHBI, IOTE€HLIVS MBICIUTD
" TBOPUTH ABJISETCA OCHOBHBIM YCJIOBUEM IIOABJIEHUA KOTHUTApPHATA
KakK KJlacca, ¢ JPYyrou — IO «KJIACCUKE JKaHpPa» KAlUTAJIMCTUYECKON
IpaMbl CTAHOBUTCSI PECYPCOM U3BJIeUY€HUS IPpU6bLN. TakuM 06pasoMm,
KOTHUTApUI-BUPTYO3 — KJIK0UeBas (PUrypa HOBOU MOCTUHAYCTPUAIIb-
HOM 3TI0XU — BOIJIOWAET B CBOEH JEeATEIbHOCTU NE€P(POPMATUBHOCTD,
KOTOpAasl IOCPEICTBOM MOAYJSIUMNA U apTUKYJSILAU BCEOOIIEro UH-
TeJJIeKTa reHepupyeT UHGOPMALMOHHYI0 MPUOaBOYHYIO CTOMMOCTD,
«3aXBaTbIBAIOIIYIOCS» B YCIIOBUSIX KOTHUTUBHOTO KallMTaJIU3Ma.

3mech BaXKHO yAEJIUTb 0cob0€ BHUMAHNE OPUTMHAJIBHON Tpak-
TOBKE BCEOOIIETro MHTeJJeKTa, IpejokeHHon BupHo. Moz Bceo6-
MM MHTEJJIEKTOM OH IIOHMMAaET HE IIPOCTO COBOKYIIHOCTb 3HAHUM
U KOHKpEeTHbIe (DOPMBI UX MPOSIBIEHUS (ITO GJIMKE K TPaJULMOHHON
MapKCHUCTCKO! TPaKTOBKE), HO caMy CIIOCOOHOCTb AyMaTb — camy no-
menyuto (Ibid.: 77). AKIIEHT Ha NOTEHLMHU KaK CYLIHOCTHON XapaKTe-
PUCTUKE MHTEJJIEKTA OTpaXkaeT 6osiee riyb0oKnil 1 HIDAHCUPOBAHHBIN
MOCTMAPKCUCTCKU B3I, HA KOTHUTUBHBIN TPy, He cay4ainHo ogHa
13 r7aB «['paMMaTUKU MHOXECTBa» HOCUT MeTa(dpOpPUYHOE HAa3BaHUE
«/IHTeNNeKT KaK NapTUTYpa», YTO MOATANKUBAET K IIOHUMAHUIO UH-
TeJlJIeKTa He KaK U30JIMPOBAHHOTO U aBTOHOMHOTO $IBJIEHUSI (KOTOpOe
B BTOM CMBICJIE MOKET ObITh IOTEHIMAILHBIM 00BEKTOM KOMMEpLIa-
JIU3aLMM), HO KaK KOJIJIEKTUBHOIO CHHTE3a, locus communus, MHOXe-
CTBa WUJIY, UHAYEe TOBOPS, accaMbJIsKa.

KonnenT accamb6iispka (K KOTOPOMY MBI €€ YyTh T1035Ke BEPHEM-
cs B 9TO 11aBe) 6b11 BBenEH Kunem enészom u Genukcom I'Barrapu
B UX magnum opus «Tricsiya 1naro». AccambIisbK ciaenyeT NOHMMATh
KaK MHOXXECTBEHHOCTb, COCTOSIIIYI0 U3 OHTOJIOTMYECKU Te€TEepPOTreH-
HBIX (CyOCTaHLMOHAJILHO Pa3HOPOMHbBIX) KOMIIOHEHTOB, KOTOPbIE HE-
BO3MOXHO CBECTU K KaKOM-1n60 enunHoi cybcranuuu ([lenés, 'sarra-
pu 2010). KoHuenTyanusauus HHTEJJIEKTa Kak accaMoisika MoAgBOAUT
Hac K OPyrom OCHOBOIIOJIATawIlel KOHLENUUU BUPHO, KOTOPYIO OH
3aUMCTBYeT y (PpanHnysckoro ¢unocodpa Kunbbepa CUMOHIOHA —
MPAHCUHOUBUOIYAADHOCTU.

Y CMMOHJ0HA 3TOT KOHUENT HOCUT CTPOr'O OHTOJIOTMYECKUN Xa-
PaKTep U — B C)KaTOM TPAKTOBKE — O3HA4YaeT KOJIJIEKTUBHbBIE OCHOBAHUS
(popmupoBaHus CyObEKTHOCTU WUJIM MIEHTUYHOCTU (Simondon 1992).
TpaHCMHIMBUAYAJIBHOCTb KaK OHTOJIOTMYECKUI IIPUHLMUII NPOU3B00-
cmed CyObEKTHOCTU CTAaBUT MIPABOMEPHbIE BONPOCHI 06 aBTOHOMHO-
CTU U U30JINPOBAHHOCTH SIKOObI CUHTYJISIPHOTO Cy6beKTa. B MHTEPBBIO,
MNOCBALEHHOM Mpo6jieMaTuke TPaHCUHIUBUAYAJNBHOCTH, TEXHO-
soruil 1 peudukanuy, BUpHO BO3BpalaeTcs K BONPOCY BCEOOIIEro

192 | DENIS PETRINA



VIHTEJJIEKTA, HACTauBasl Ha €T0 HE MPOCTO KOJIJIIEKTUBHOM, HO TPAaHC-
vHpuBUAyanbHoi npupoge (Virno 2006). Kntouesast npob6sema 31ech
3aKJII0YAETCsl B CJEAYIOUIeM: BCEOOUIMI UHTEJIEKT KaK pe3epByap
3HAHUM, TEXHUK U TEXHOJIOTMH, KaK B CBOEM OHTOJIOTUYECKOM CMBICJIE,
TaK U B CBOEH TEXHUYECKON-KNOEPHETUYECKO MPOTSIKEHHOCTH («Ma-
MIMHHOE 3HaHue» M) romoreHn3upyeTcs: 1 KBaHTUQUIMPYETCS B yC-
JIOBMSIX KOTHUTMBHOTO KalUTaan3Ma. B TaHHOM NPOGJIEMHOM paKyp-
ce 4€TKO MPOCMAaTPUBAETCS LEHTPabHAs AJ1s1 MapKCcU3Ma pobiaema
oTuyXxzgeHus. OgHaKko (POPMYJIMPOBKA STOU NPOOGIEMBl — a UMEHHO,
B KaKMX CMBICJIOBBIX KaTETOPHUSIX U KOHLENTYAJIbHBIX IIJIOCKOCTSIX OHA
OCMBICJISIETCS — B KJIACCMYECKOM MAapKCH3Me M [TIOCTMAapKCU3Me Cylle-
CTBEHHO, UPDOHUYHO roBOPS, JaKe CY6CMAHUUOHANLLHO PA3IUYaeTCsl.
TyT MBI BCTymaem Ha TEPPUTOPHUI0O MPAHCIYMAHUCTIUUECKOZ0
mapkcusma. Kak BecbMa JJaKOHUYHO NepefaéT CyTh peKoHpUrypanuu
npobyemMbl oTYyXzaeHus: Coam IlornoBuy, TpaHCIYMaHU3M CTPEMUTCS
YCTPaHUTb OTUYXJAEHUE, 8 UMEHHO — OTYY>X/IeHHe pabOTHUKA OT ce6st
MOCPEACTBOM Ay2MEeHMAUUU U OTYYXAEHUE OT TPyHa U €ro NpoayK-
TOB Y€pe3 aKcesepayulo mpouecca CTUpPaHus rpaHull IOHATUS TPYHa
(Popowich 2021: 11). TpaHcrymanusm, TakuM NapagoKcajbHbIM o6pa-
30M, BUIUT OOEIIaHME DMAHCUTNIALIUY B COIUAAPU3ALINY C, B MAKJII03-
HOBCKOM JyX€, NP000NKEHUAMU UeA08eKA — C TON TEXHOJIOTUYECKON
MHQPACTPYKTYPOU, KOTOpasi, O CYTH, JOJDKHA TOMOYb YE€JIOBEKY M3~
6aBUTBHCS OT OKOB CHUCTEMBI NOJYMHEHUS. B yCI0BUSAX KOTHUTUBHOTO
KaluTann3mMa, B0oCO6eHHOCTH — B KOHTekcTe VU, Takas popmynnpos-
Ka He KaXXeTCsI CTOJIb YK TEOPETUYeCKU HKCTPABaraHTHOM: B CUMOMO-
TUYECKOM JYIJIETE «4Y€JIOBEK — YMHAs MAIIMHA» Y€JI0BEK-KOTHUTapU
He TOJIbKO BHOCHUT BKJIaJ, B TeéHepalyio BCeOOILIero NHTEJIeKTa (B TOM
4ucJjie NOCPENCTBOM MTPOM3BOJCTBA MAIIMHHOIO 3HaHMS), HO U Yepra-
€T 13 HErO PECYPCHI [JIs1 CBOEH NEeATEIbHOCTU. AyTMEHTALIMA B JAHHOM
KOHTEKCTE BUIUTCS KaK OlepaliMoHaIn3alnus o6mero KOrHuTHBHOTO
MOTEHLAajla — MO CyTH, BCEOOIIEr0 MHTEJJIEKT], COIJIACHO BupHOo —
yesioBeka u M, — HanpaBjieHHas Ha MOAPBIB CAMUX OCHOB 9KCILITya-
TAllMOHHBIX CUCTeM. TakuM 06pasoMm, TPAHCTYMaHU3M IIPUBOAUT HAC
K TPaHCHMHIUBUAYAJIbHOMY IIOHUMAHUIO ar€HTHOCTHU (agency) — CIo-
COGHOCTU JeMCTBOBATb U OKa3bIBATh BIIMSIHUE, ITie YEJI0BEK U MallliHa
COBMECTHO peajiM3yIoT IOTEeHLIMaJl BCeOOero NHTEeIeKTa.
BepHémcs Kk npobsiemaTtrke Tpyja. [lornoBuy HacTanBaeT Ha paju-
KaJIbLHOM II€PEOCMBICJIEHMU JTOrO IOHSTHUS, KOTOPOE BUIUTCS OCO-
60 NPOJYKTHUBHBIM B MOCTAHTPOIIOLEHTPUYECKON TEPCIEKTUBE, e~
LEHTPUPYIOLIEN YEJI0BEUECKOrO CyObeKkTa. B TpaHCcrymaHusme Takast
TeopeTUYeCcKasl aMOuIMsI HaXOAUT BOIJIOLIEHME B aKLIEHTE HA MEX-
BUJIOBBIX (U€JIOBEK — MAIIMHA) M TEXHOTEHHBIX B3aUMOIEUCTBUSIX.
DTO HaNpsSMyl0 KOPpPeJUPYET C 3asIBJIEHHON Bbllle MPOOIEMATUKOM,
BeIb MMUIIEHBbIO KOTHUTHMBHOIO KalWTaJIM3Ma CTAHOBUTCSI MMEH-
HO TUOPUIHBIM TPYZ, B KOTOPOM CYOCTaHLMOHAJbHOE pasieseHue
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«4Y€JIOBEK — MAIIMHA» YTPAaYMBaEeT IPAKTUYECKYIO 3HAYMMOCTb. Takoe
pasMbIBaHUE CYOCTAHIJMOHAJIbHBIX PAHUIL] TAaKXe TauT B cebe BO3-
MOXXHOCTb COJIUJIapU3aLUM, €CJIM pacCMaTpuBaTh NMPOGJIEMY B cle-
IyIoLleM paKypce: TOT, Y€l KOTHUTUBHBIN TPYZ, CTAHOBUTCSI 06 bEKTOM
arponpuanuy, Hen36eXXHO CTAHOBUTCS U OOBEKTOM DKCIITyaTallii —
6yIb TO YEJIOBEK MJIM MallMHA. BUPTYO3HOE NMPOU3BOACTBO MPOIYK-
TOB KOTHUTABHOTO TPyZa — Y€JIOBEYECKOE, MAIIMHHOE, COBMECTHOE —
CJIY>KAT NParMaru4eCKMM OCHOBAaHMEM 3KCIIYaTallMOHHOM JIOTMKU
KOTHUTUBHOTO KaNWTajJIU3Ma, OCIHOPUTb KOTOPYIO HEBO3MOXKHO 6e3
KPUTHUYECKOTO IIEPEOCMBICIIEHUS CAMOTO MOHATUS TPYLA M IPOU3BOJI-
CTBa.

Kazasnocs 6bl, y>xe (pOpMyIUPOBKA 3KCIJIyaTalluu B TPAHCUHUBU-
IyaJIbLHOM paKypce JOCTaTOYHO pafvKajbHa — OJHAKO BCE elé OCTa-
éTCsl BaXKHBIM aKLEHTUPOBAaTh areHTHOCTb MV B maHHON KOHUTY-
pauuu. [lepexon OT MOHSTHS YEJOBEUECKOM CYOBEKTHOCTU K 06Ieit
areHTHOCTU OOYCJIOBJIEH BJIMSIHUEM HOBBIX TEOPETUYECKUX OPUEHTU~
POB U MHCIIUPaLMi IOCTMAapKcu3Ma — U, B 60jiee IIMPOKOM CMBICIIE,
KPUTHUYECKON TEOPUU — TAKUX, KaK y>K€ PACCMOTPEHHbIN TPAaHCTyMa-
HU3M U €ro 60Jiee pauKabHasi BEPCUS, NOCM2YMAHUSM.

BosBpawmasacs K BUpHO: MeXAY MOHATUSIMU 8UPMY03H020 KOJIIIEK-
THABHOTO TPYJa U MPAHCUHOUBUOYANLHO20 BCEOOIIETO MHTEJJIEKTA He
MIPOCJIEXXMBAETCS KOHLEINTYaJbHOE HAIPSKEHHWE — HAINPOTUB, MEX-
Iy HUMU Hab6JI00aeTcst psamast Koppessiuus. BUpTyosHslil Tpy[ ocy-
LIECTBJISIETCSI HE TOJILKO YEJIOBEKOM, HO U MAIIMHOM, KaK U B Cily4yae
MU, KOTOPBIN1 IEMOHCTPUPYET UCKIIIOUUTEJIbHYIO TepPOPMaTUBHOCTD
B CBOMX I'€HEPATHBHBIX, aJANTUBHBIX U AHAJIUTUYECKUX QYHKLIUSIX.
Kak 3ameuaeT Xeiis3, «koj, 3alyIleHHBI Ha KOMIIbIOTEpe, KyJa 60-
nee nepdopmaruBeH, Heskenn 3bIK» (Hayles 2005: 50). Ecau paccma-
TPUBAaTh UJEI0 BUPTYO3HOCTU BHUPHO NpeXe BCEro Kak MOLYISALIMIO
BCeOOIEro NHTEJNIEKTa U NepdOPMaTUBHOE NPOU3BOICTBO HEMATE-
puanbHOM CTOMMOCTH, KOTHUTHUBHAS HEATENIbHOCTb M MOMHOCTLIO
COOTBETCTBYET JAaHHOMY Kputepuio. Kak ormeuvaer Jlaitza biakMaH,
onupasich Ha uneu Kapen Bapan, cama xoHuennus neppopmaTus-
HOCTHU BKJIIOYAET MOCTIYMAaHUCTUYECKUM KOMIIOHEHT, KOTOPBIN IIPO-
SIBJISIETCSI HE CTOJIBKO B MHTEPAKTUBHOCTU — B3aUMOIENCTBUU IBYX
aBTOHOMHBLIX areHTOB, — CKOJIbKO B UHMPAAKMUBHOCMU: B3AUMHOM
CO-KOHCTPYMPOBAaHMM, OCHOBAaHHOM He Ha ampubyyuu, a Ha oucmpu-
6yyuu arenTHoctu (Blackman 2019: 52).

OTrosiocku ujeil JUCTPUOYLUU U KOJIJIEKTUBHOCTU IMPOCIIEXKU-
BalOTCSl B BUPDHOBCKOI (DOPMYJIMPOBKE TPAHCUHIVBUAYAJILHOTO BCE-
obuiero uHTeseKkTa. B nanHoM pakypce paccmoTtpenus VU Bunutcs
yK€ He MPOCTO KaK MHCTPYMEHT, HO KaK MHTErpajbHasi 4aCTb TPAHC-
VHAVBUAYaJIbHOTO MPOLECCAa KOTHUTMBHOIO IPOM3BOACTBA — areHTa,
KOTOPbIi1, HApaBHE C YEJIOBEKOM, HE TOJILKO U3BJIEKAET, HO U T€HEPU-
pyeT 3HaHus. Aponpualys Takoro poja ru6puiHOrO0 KOTHUTUBHOTO
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TPyZa MOTHMBUPOBAHA Pa3HbIMU MOMAJIBHOCTSIMU BUPTYO3HOCTU Kak
MOAYJSILIUY U apTUKYJISLMU BCEOOIIero nHTe1eKkTa. B To Bpems Kak
YyeJsIoBeYeCKasi BUPTYO3HOCTb KODEHUTCSI B MaTEPUAJIbHOM KOHKPETH-
Ke KOTHMTHUBHOTO TpyJa (Hampumep, co3gaHue u nojnepxanue VM-
DKOCHCTEM), BUPTYO3HOCTb MU MposBIIsSieTCs B €ro criocobHOCTH 3¢~
(EeKTUBHO ONEepUpPOBaTh B YCJIOBUSIX BUPTYaJbHOCTU. I/ He TOJBKO
aJalTUPYETCS K IaHHBIM YCJIOBUSM, HO U CO3LAET UX CaM, aKTyaJlu-
3Vpysl KOTHUTWBHBIN IOTEHLMAJ 4YEPE3 HENPEPBIBHBIE ILIUKJIbI UTE-
paTuBHOro 0o6y4yeHusl. HecMOTpsS Ha O4YeBUIHbIE NPEAIIOCBLIKU [JIs1
KaNUTaJIUCTUYECKOH IKCILIyaTaljuy, BaXXHO IIOHUMaTh, 4To VI o6m1a-
IAET PEBOJIOLVOHHBIM IOTEHIIMAJIOM, €CJIM BOCIPUHUMAThL €ro, OT-
Ka3bIBasiCh OT aHTPOIIOLEHTPUYECKOY MOZEJH, B ITOCTTYMaHUCTUYE-
CKOM KJII0Y€e: KaK PaBHOIIPABHOI'O YYaCTHUKA TPAHCUHIUBUAYAIBHOTO
npoliecca MpoU3BOJICTBA BCEOOLIEro NHTEIEKTa, B paMKaX KOTOPO-
ro cy6CTaHIMOHAIbHbIE TPAHMIIBI MEXKy ar€HTaMH YTPauuBalOT CBOE
3Ha4YE€HUE.

9TO NPUBOAUT HAC K HEOOXOOVWMOCTU NEPEOCMBICIUTh OCHOBA-
HUS TOHSITUS KOrHUTapuara. [IoApITOXUM: AESITEIbHOCTh KOTHUTA-
puaTta OCYLIECTBJISIETCSI «I0OZ, 3TUION» COBMECTHOTO IPOU3BOACTBA
BCEOOLIEro MHTEJJIEKTa U alpONpUUPYETCsl KaK TMOPUIHBINA TPV,
00benUHAIMNN B cebe KaK YeJOBEYECKUH, TaK U MAaIIMHHbBIN KOTHU-
THUBHBIN BKJaJ,. DTOT OJHOBPEMEHHO NPOIYKTUBHBIN (KOJIJIEKTUBHBIN)
Y HEraTUBHBII (3KCIJIyaTallMOHHBIN) MOMEHT CO3JA€T yCJIOBUS AJIs
peapTUKYJIALMN CONULAPU3ALNN — KaK YCJIOBUSI CONPOTUBIIEHUS —
B IIOCTAHTPONOLEHTPUUECKUX KATETOPUSIX. B 3 TOM KOHLENTYajbHOM
KOHTEKCTE KOTHUTAapUaT MOXKHO OTpPeAeUuTh Kak KAdcC areHToB, 06b-
€IVMHEHHDIX HE IIPOCTO YE€JIOBEYECKUM, HO, B IIPUHILUIIE, COSHAHUEM, —
pacmupsisi TEM CaMbIM I'PAaHMLBI KJIACCUYECKOrO0 MAapKCUCTCKOrO I0-
HSTUS «KJIACCOBOE CO3HAHUE.

OpHako nofo6Hast TPAKTOBKA CTAJIKUBAETCS ¢ PyHIaMEHTaIbHbIM
HaIpSOKEHUEM MEXAY KJIaCCUYECKMMU MApKCUCTCKUMU TMOHSTUSIMU
«KJIaCCa» M «KJIACCOBOTO CO3HAHMS», YKOPEHEHHBIMU B aHTPOIOLLEH-
TPUYECKON COLMAJIbHO-TIOJIUTUYECKON OHTOJIOTMH, U TPaHC-/TOCT-
TYMaHUCTUYECKUMU aMOULMSIMU AELeHTPAJIN30BaTh Y€JI0BEYECKOTO
cybbekTa. DTO HampsiKeHUe TpebyeT 0coO0il TeopeTUyecKoil ycTa-
HOBKH, CIIOCOGHON yHepsKaTh IOHSITHE «KJIACC» KaK MPOLYKTUBHBIN
AHAJIMTUYECKUIN UHCTPYMEHT B PaMKax HOBOTO OHTO-TIOJIUTUYECKOTO
pPekrMa — TaKOTO0, KOTOPbIH, C OHON CTOPOHBI, ObIJT 661 OTKPBIT K HE-
YyeJioBe4ecKUM popMamM areHTHOCTU M BO3MOXKHBIM BapHaldsIM THO-
PULHOM MHTEPaKUuY, a C JPyroil — He aHHYJIMpoBaj Obl MAaPKCUCT-
CKYIO TIOJIMTUYECKYIO NPAarMaTuKy SMAHCUIIALUU U KOJIJIEKTUBHOTI'O
OENCTBUSL.

B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe mpepJjiaraeTcsl TPaKTOBKa KJacca, LEeHTPUpPO-
BaHHAas He Ha CyOCTAaHLIMOHAJIbHBIX XapaKTEPUCTHKAX (KJIACC KaK «4e-
JIOBEYECKUI areHT»), a Ha MOHATUM areHTHOCTUA KaK BO3MOXKHOCTU
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IeicTBus U co/yuyactusi. Hapsny ¢ paHee 0603Ha4U€HHBIMU KOHIEM-
L[USIMA BUPTYO3HOCTUA U TPAHCUHAWBUIYAJIbBHOCTH, MOJIE3HBIM TE0-
PETUYECKUM OPUEHTHUPOM 3[EeCh MOXKET BBICTYIIATh IOHSITHE MHONMCE~
cmea (aHra. multitude), pazpaboTaHHOE NMOCTMapKCUCTaMu XapATOM
1 Herpu B KayecTBe alabTepHATUBB GUKCUPOBAHHOMY TOHSITHUIO KJlac-
ca. B cxaTo sKCIIMKAILMY, MHOXKECTBO IIPEICTaBiIsieT co60i rere-
POT€HHYIO, HEMEPapXUYECKYI0 OHTOJIOTMYECKYI0 dopMaluio, oobe-
IVHEHHYIO HaIlpaBJIEeHHOCTbIO HA NPOU3BOLACTBO obmHocTu (Hardt,
Negri 2004: 197). B aToit nepcrnekTuBe OOLHOCTb BBICTYIIA€T CBOEro
poza NopTajoM B IOJIUTUYECKYIO OHTOJIOTUIO, OCHOBAHHYIO YK€ He Ha
61OJIOTUYECKOM, BUJJOBOM MJIM COLIMAJILHOM CXOACTBE, & Ha pacnpe-
I€JIEHHBIX OHTO-COLMAJIbHO-MIOJIUTUYECKUX CBS35X, BO3HUKAIOIUX
B TIpoliecce KOJJEKTUBHOI'O MPOM3BOJCTBA CAMUX YCJIOBUM OBITUS —
MEX/Yy JIIOAbMU, TEXHOJOTUSIMU, CTPYKTYpaMU U UHPPACTPyKTypa-
MM, @ TaKKe UHBIMU GPOpPMaMU aTeHTHOCTH. Takum 06pa3om, IOHSITHE
KJlacca yTpauynuBaeT CTaTyc PUKCUPOBAHHON COIMAIbHON UIEHTUIHO-
CTU M CTaHOBUTCS JUHAMUYECKOHN 30HON KOHPUTypaluu MOJIUTHYE-
CKOT'O JIeMCTBUS.

B Takoii TeopeTryeckoi KOHPUTypaLuy [OHSTUE CO3HAHUS TaKxKe
TpebyeT NEPEOCMBICTIEHNS 3a MIpelelaMU IIPUCYLEro MapKCUCTCKON
TPaJULMM aHTPOMNOLIEHTPU3Ma. B KauecTBe NMPOAYKTUBHOM ajbTep-
HaTHUBbl MOXKHO OOPATUTbCS K IOHSATUIO 0eCCO3HAMEeNbHO20 CO3HA~
Hua (non-conscious cognition), NpenIOKEHHOMY INOCTTYMaHUCTKOU
Katpun Xenns. Onupasch Ha MEXIUCLUIIVNHAPHBIE UCCIIENOBAHMS
B 006J1aCcTSIX HEMPOOHOJIOrUY, KOTHUTHUBHON MICUXOJIOTUU U KUbepHe-
TUKHU, XeNJ3 MoABepraeT KpPUTHKE AHTPOIOIEHTPUYECKYI0 MOJEeJb
CO3HaHUS, CIPaBeIJIMBO OTMeyas €€ TEOpEeTHYECKyl OrpaHuYeH-
HOCTb M IPAKTUYECKYI0 HECOCTOSITEJNBHOCTb. E€ KoHLenuus 6eccos-
HaTeJIbHOTO CO3HaHUS, BBICTYMNAKOLIAS aJbTE€PHATUBON KPUTHUKYEMOM
MOJI€JIM, CTPEMUTCS] OXBATUTD MPOTSKEHHBIN KOHTUHYYM MEX]Y Op-
raHMYEeCKUMU U HEOPTraHUYECKMMU U3MEPEHUSIMUA CO3HAHUS: OT 6ec-
CO3HATEeJIbHBIX IIPOLIECCOB B [TOJIKOPKOBBIX CTPYKTYPaX MO3ra 1o «4ép-
HOTO fIL1MKa» aBTOMAaTU3UPOBAHHBIX MAMIMHHBIX IPOLIECCOB. B sTOM
KOHLIENTyaJbHON KOH(MUrypauuu 6ecco3HaTesIbHOE CO3HaHue 6po-
CaeT BBI30B y3KOMY ONPEIEeJIEHUI0 CO3HAHUSI KAaK HCKIIOYUTEBbHO
CO3HATEJIbHOTO 1 HAMEPEHHOTO Ipoliecca, PUCYIETO TONBKO Yes0-
BeyeckuM cymecTtBaM (Hayles 2017: 5). Xeitn3 noguépKkrubaeT HEOOXO-
OUMOCTDb IIPEOOOJIEHNS YIbTPAPALlMOHAJIBHOTIO N aHTPOIIOEHTPUYE-
CKOrO T0JX0/la K CO3HAHUIO, TIpejJjiarasl paguKaabHO PacCIIMPUTh €r0
rpaHMLbl. DTOT KOHLENTYAJbHBIA KECT MO3BOJISIET BKIIOUYATbh Pa3HO-
06pa3HbIX KOTHUTUBHBIX ar€HTOB, AECHCTBYIOLIMX B 3allyTaHHON CETU
TEXHOTE€HEe3a U TeXHOCUMOMO03a — COBMECTHOTO Pa3BUTUSI U CTAHOB-
JIEHUSI YeJI0BE€Ka U MAILIMHBL

B TakoM Npo61eMHOM paKypce BO3HMKAIOT BOIPOCHL O (POPMYJIU-
POBKe MOHATUSI aT€HTHOCTH, KOTOPOE, KaK OTMEYaioCh paHee, UTpaeT
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MEPBOCTENEHHYIO POJIb B MAPKCUCTCKON Tpaauuuu. OQHAKO U 31€eCh
Xein3 npepjaraeT KpeaTuBHoe nepeocmbicyienre. OHa He OTKa3biBa-
€TCs1 IIOJIHOCTBIO OT KOHLENIMY Y€JI0BEYECKON ar€HTHOCTH, HO CTaBUT
MO/l COMHEHUE €€ aBTOHOMHOCTD Y U30JIMPOBAHHOCTD, TEM CAMBbIM 3a-
OCTpsis BHMMAaHUE Ha KOJIJIEKTUBHOM NIPMPOJE NIPOU3BOICTBA 3HAHUSI.
Xenns, 3auMcTBys y Jlenésa u I'BaTTapy paHee yIIOMAHYTOE IOHATUE
accamb6ska, GOpMyIMPYET CBOY OPUTMHAJIbHBINA KOHLENT KOZHUMUS-
HO020 accamoOraHca.

DTOT accaMOJISK BKJIIOYAET B Ce6s1 CO3HATENIBHBIX ar€HTOB, KOTO-
PBIX OHa 00603HaYaeT TEPMUHOM «COgNnizers» — MPEIJIOKY MepeBeCTU
€ro KaK «CO3HATeJIn», 110 aHAJIOTUM C «co3parensamu». Co3HaTenn —
B COI03€ C MaTepUasbHbIMU YCJIOBUSIMU U CUJIaMU — (POPMUPYIOT ac-
caMOJISIK, Tie MocIegHUe «MOOUIN3YIOT apOPAAHCH U HANIPABJISAIOT
BO3MOXXHOCTHU IE€HCTBOBAaTb B CJIOXKHBIX cuTyauusax» (Ibid.: 116). [Tpu
9TOM Ba’KHO 3aMETHUTD, YTO Pa3IMIne MEXY CO3HATESIMU U HEKOTHU-
TUBHBIMU KOMIIOHEHTAMU acCaM6JIsIkKa HOCUT UCKITIOUUTETBHO PYyHK-
UUOHANLHLUL, @ HE CyOCTaHLMOHANBHBIN xapakTep. HeKOrHUTHUBHbIE
KOMITOHEHTBI (TaKMe Kak KabeJsn, MapupyTU3aTOPbl UK [I€PEKII0Ya-
T€JIM) BBICTYIAIOT aKTUBATOPaMU M (PACUIUTATOPAMU KOTHUTUBHBIX
MPOLLECCOB, IPX 3TOM HE y4aCTBYs B IPOL,ECCAaX CMbICI006pa30BaHus,
CBOVCTBEHHBIX cOo3HaTessiM. Co3HaTeNu, HAIPOTUB, aKTUBHO 06paba-
TBIBAIOT, MHTEPIIPETUPYIOT U PEearupyloT Ha OKpyXkaromylo cpeny. Ha
KOHKPETHOM IIPUMeEpe BKJIIOUEHUSI MOOUIJIBHOTO TesedoHa Xens ui-
JIIOCTPUPYET, KakK I10JIb30BaTesIb TEXHOJIOTUM CTAHOBUTCS YacCTbhIo 6ec-
CO3HATEJIbHOTO KOTHUTHMBHOT'O accamoOJsiKa, BKJIOYaloLlero B cebs
PEeTPaHCISALIMOHHbIE BBIIIKY, CETE€Bble MHPPACTPYKTYPHI, IepeKIIoya-
Tesu, Kabesu, MapIIpyTU3aTOPbl 1 MHOKECTBO IPYI'MX KOMIIOHEHTOB
(Ibid.: 2).

[IpennoskenHas Xeisn3 cy6CcTaHLMOHAJIbHAS HEIEJIMMOCTb acCaM-
6J1s>Ka MOXXET ObITh NPOTHUBOIIOCTABJIEHA NUBUAYAJIbHOM, rUIlepaHa-
JIMTUYECKOH JIOTMKE KOHTPOJISl. B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE Ha IEPBLIN IJ1aH
BBIXOJUT (PYHKIIMOHAJIBHOCTD, KaK €€ NoHUMaeT Xeins3, unu nepgop-
MAaTUBHOCTB, KaK eé omnpenenseT BupHo. HecMoTps Ha TO, YTO uC-
KYCCTBEHHbl€ HEIDOHHBIE CETU He 00JIaal0T CO3HAHNUEM B 3CCEHLIU-
QJINCTCKOM CMBICJIE, KOTOPBINI KPUTUKYET XEIJI3, OHU TEM HE MEHEe
CIIOCOOHBI BBHITOJIHSITE CJIOXKHBIE KOTHUTUBHBIE (PYHKIUUA. B 3TOM
CMBICJIE UX CO3HaHME nepdopmamuseHo. B cxoxkeM Kiode, B YCIIOBU-
SIX TUOPUIHOTO IPOU3BOACTBA 3HAHMUS YEJIOBEYeCKOe CO3HAHUE Ie-
pecTaér 6bITh aBTOHOMHBIM KapTe3uaHCKUM cogito. OHO Hen36eXHO
OKa3bIBAETCS «3allyTAHHBIM» B CJIOKHOM TEXHOJIOTMYECKON MHPpa-
CTPYKTYPE, I'll€ OrPaHUYEHHBIE BO3MOKHOCTU YE€JIOBEYECKOrO CO3HA-
HUSI aMIIMPULUPYIOTCS U UHTETPUPYIOTCS B KOJIJIEKTUBHBIA KOTHU-
TUBHBIN [IPOLIECC.

Takue NMOCTTyMaHMCTUYECKME OYEPTAaHMs HOBOTO KOTHUTApHara
Y MOCTaHTPOIOLEHTPUYHOE MEPEOCMBICTIEHNE KOTHUTUBHOIO TPyAa
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HaMeyaloT KOHTYPbl HOBOM IMapajWrMbl, O KOTOPON U MOWUIET pedb
B 3aKJIIOYMTEJIPHON 4aCTU: TIEpPeXofa OT IKOHOMUKU MH(OOPMALMOH-
HOU Npu6aBOYHON CTOUMOCTHU K 3K0L02UU KOJIJIEKTUBHOT'O KOTHUTHUB-
HOT'O IIPOM3BOACTBA.

3aKky4YeHue: K aHTPOHO—MaHII/IHHOfI 3allyTaHHOCTHU

[lepen Tem Kak C(QOPMHUPOBATh KOHLENTYaJbHYI0O PaMKy HO-
BOM TapajurMbl, MPEJCTABJSIETCSI BAaKHBIM Pa3pelidTb Kaxyle-
€csl KOHIIENTYyaJbHOE HaNpsDKeHUE MeXIY KPUTUYECKOM Teopu-
el 1 NOCTTyMaHu3MoM. Ha mepBblil B3TJIS], MOXKET II0Ka3aTbCs, YTO
[IOCTAHTPOIOLIEHTPUYECKAs] PEOPUEHTaLUsl NOAPLIBAET CaMHU OC-
HOBAHUSI KPUTHUYECKOW TEOPUU, UCTOPUYECKU YKOPEHEHHOHN B Ty-
MaHUCTUYeCcKo ¢unocopuu c e€ ambuIMell HMaHCUNIALIUU Uen0-
éeuecmsad OT CTPYKTYPHBIX OKOB. OfHaKO 11006Hast GOPMyIMPOBKa
OKa3bIBa€TCs MPO6JIEMATUYHOM, TIOCKOJIBKY OHA He NofBepraeT ped-
JIEKCUMU NPUBUJIETMPOBAHHOE IOJIOKEHUE YEJIOBEYECKOTO CyOBEKTA
Y aHTPONOLLEHTPUYHON SMUCTEMOJIOTHHY, KOTOPbIE CaMU M0 cebe s1B-
JISIIOTCS YaCThIO T€X CTPYKTYP, OT KOTOPBIX MPEJIOJIaraeTcst 0CB0O60-
XKIEHUe.

Ecnu 6erso paccMOTpeTb NMPOOGJIEMaTUKy KPUTHUYECKOW TEOpuu
MOCJIEIHUX NI€CATUIIETUI, CTAHOBUTCS! O4€BUIHBIM, UTO IIOCTTYMaHU-
CTUYeCKasl MOBECTKA — M0 KpalHell Mepe, UMIJIMLUTHO, a 3a4aCTyI0
M 9KCIUIMLUATHO — ObljIa 3aKOAMPOBAaHA B TPAEKTOPUU €€ Pa3BUTHUA.
B yacTHOCTH, PppaHILly3CcKasi MIOCTCTPYKTYPaNUCTCKasl BEPCUSI KDUTH-
yeckol Teopuu (B nute Oyko, Heppuna u JInorapa), UCIOIb3Ys JEKOH-
CTPYKLHMIO KaK METOJ], KPUTUYECKOTO IIPENAaPUPOBAHNUS KOHLENITYalb-
HBIX MOHOJIUTOB — BKJIIOYAsl TMIOHATHE YEJIOBEKA, — MOATOTABJIUBAET
MOYBY AJI51 IOCTTYMaHMU3Ma. DTa N0YBa Obljla JOMOJHUTEJIBHO «BCIIA-
XaHa» MUHOPUTAPHBIMU OTBETBJIEHUSIMUA KPUTUUECKON Teopuu — ¢e-
MUHUM3MOM, NIOCTKOJIOHUAJIU3MOM, queer studies 1 OpyruMu Hampas-
JIEHNSMHU, KOTOpble YOEeIUTEJbHO MOKa3ajy, YTO MOHATHE YesIOBEKa
IaJIeKO He HEMTPaJIbHO U MPOHU3aHO OCSIMU BJIACTH — I0JIa U TeHae-
pa, pachl, CeKCyaJibHON MAEHTUYHOCTU U NP. YHUBEPCAJIBHOE U rep-
MEeTHUYHOEe IOHATHE YeJIOBeKa IpPeTepleBaeT BCE Oojiee pajguKaib-
Hble MU3MEHEHHUS B YCJIOBUSX BbI30BOB, IIOCTABJIEHHBIX IJI06aIbHBIMU
Kpusucamu, UUPPOBOH PEBOJIIOLMEN U PACTYLIIUM BIIMSHUEM TEXHO-
sioruit. Oco60 OCTPO 37€Ch CTOUT HACYIIHAS DKOJIOTHYecKas npoobie-
Ma CBSI3KM KallUTAJM3Ma U TaK Ha3bIBAEMOTrO AHTPOIOLIEHA — 3IO0XH,
KOTZja esIT€JIbHOCTb 4€JI0BEKA CTAHOBUTCS TPAHC(HOPMATUBHOM U BCE
6ojiee IeCTPYKTUBHOH reojoruyecko cunoi (Moore 2017). B Takom
Npo6seMHOM KOHTUHYYME Iepesi KPUTUYECKON Teopuell BCTAET Ha-
cyllHas 3ajada IePeoCMBICIIEHNS OCHOBONOJATAIOMUX OHATUH, Ta-
KHX KaK ar€HTHOCTb, COIPOTUBJIEHNE U dMaHCUNalusL.
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Taxum 06pa3oM, BIUSHUE MNOCTTYMaHUCTUUECKUX AUCKYPCOB Ha
KOHIIENTYaJIbHyI0 aHATOMUIO KPUTUYECKON Teopuu cMmemaer (pokyc
C OHTOJIOTMM NOAUMUYECKO020 K TOJUTUYECKUM HUMILJIUKALUSIM Ca-
MOI oHmos02uu. Msl yke yoeauanuch, YT0 KOHTYPbl CONPOTUBIIEHUS
He MOTYT ObITh OUYepYeHbl B KATETOPUSIX aHTPOIO-MapKCUCTCKOI Teo-
pumn. B cBg3u ¢ 3TUM ABTOP I'MIIOTE3bI KAIINTAJIMCTUYECKOTI'O p€ajin3ma
Mapk ®umep HacTauBaeT Ha HEOOXOJUMOCTU CO3/IaHUSI «MyTaHTHOMN
MapKCUCTCKOHM T€OPUM», KOTOPAsl OJIKHA Pa3BUBATh «CTPOro MMMa-
HEeHTHOoe noHumaHue areHTHocTu» (Fisher 2018: 15). dumeposckuit
oI X0fl, 0603HAYEHHBIHM KaK 20MuyecKull Mamepuaiusm Ui Kubep-
Hemuueckull peaiusm, NpU3HAET HEOOPATUMOCTb CTUPAHMUS T'PaHULL
MEX]y 4eJIOBEKOM U MamMHON. OJHAKO BMECTO TOTO, UYTOObI UHTEP-
[IPETUPOBATb 3TO KaK PEKBUEM I10 Y€JIOBEYECKOMY CyO6BeKTY, Ouiep
npejJaraeT pacCMaTpUBaTh AaHHOE YCJIOBHUE KaK UCTOYHUK COIPO-
THUBJIEHUSL.

[Toctynar 06 aHTPOMO-MaUIMHHOM 3allyTaHHOCTHU (entanglement)
Nog4€pKUBaeT HOBOE, MaTepUAIMCTHYECKOE NJA0CKOe H3MepeHue,
Tpebyoliee IMPUHSITHS BCEOOBEMIIOMIETO KOHTUHYYMa MEXAY «TaK
Ha3bIBAEMBIMM OPraHMYECKMMU TeJIAMU U HEOPraHMYeCKUM Iiersa-
JKeM, MpOoSBISIOIMMCS B OTKa3e pazaudars Gurypy ot ¢ona» (Ibid.:
86). ToTuyeckuit MaTepuanausm, TaKUM 00pa3oM, OTBEpraeT OpraHuy-
HOCTb KaK OCHOBY HaTypaju3ma B €r0 peajucTUueCKOM NOHUMAHUMU.
OH cMmeaeT akUeHT € JIOTUKYA KOMIIO3ULIMHU U aKKYMYJISIIIUY, IPUCBO-
€HHOU KaNUTaJIUCTUYECKUMU MOJEJSIMU NPOU3BOMCTBA, HA OHTOJIO-
rMYecKylo NparMaTuky gaekomnosunuy. Yeprast BALOXHOBEHUE U3 T10-
HSTUI CepbIX 30H, IIOPOTOB, MyTallMil U AU3BIOHKTUBHBIX CUHTE30B,
Quimep GopMynUpyeT OHTOJIOIMYECKYIO MOZEJIb, Iie TPAaHUIIbl MEXY
4yeJI0BeYeCKUM OPraHM3MOM M HEOPTaHUYECKUMU MallMHAMU Pa3Mbl-
BAIOTCS [0 COCTOSIHUSI HEPa3JN4YMMOCTH, CO3[AIOMIEr0 MPeIoChl-
K4 17151 GOPMUPOBAHMS TUOPUIHBIX KOJJIEKTUBHBIX KOHPUTYypaLNi U,
CJIeZJOBATEJILHO, Pa/IUKAJIbHOTO TIEPEOCMBICIIEH! ST A€ HTHOCTHU U CLie-
HapueB COIPOTUBJICHUSL.

CXOXYI0 «aJbTE€PHATUBHYIO METAa(PU3UKy MATEepUN» Pa3BUBAET
Jlyunana Ilapusy B KOHLENUUU 2unepHamyparusma. Ilapusu npo-
BOKAI[MOHHO YTBEPXJAeT, YTOo 2unepnpupooa (hypernature) mpem-
BOCXUIAET 3aBepIIeHNe «O6OpbObl MEXAY MPOTSKEHHOCTBIO U HUH-
TEHCHUBHOCTBIO, IPUYMHON U CJIEJCTBHEM, PA3YMOM U TE€JIOM, 60rom
n Bemamu» (Parisi 2004: 36) — Toll GMHAPHON JIOTUKHU, K KOTOPOH
KpUTUYECKas Teopus BCE emé MOpor OCTaéTcsl ya3BUMOM. Takon
KOHIIENITyaJbHBIN XeCcT 0603HavaeT nepexos, OT MapKCUCTCKOTO Ma-
Tepruannsma, Iiae MpUpoja M Marepusi HOCAT MHCTPYMEHTAJIbHBIN
XapaKkTep, B CTOPOHY HOBOrO MaTepUajn3Ma TUIMEPIPUPOAbI, IO-
HUMAaeMOM KaK «KOMIIO3HUIMSI CBOGOIHBIX NHTEHCUBHOCTEH, MOJIEKY-
JISIPHBIX TOMYJSALMNA OTOKOB, KOTOPbIE, XOTb U ABTOHOMHBI, HO CO-
CYIIECTBYIOT C IPOLleCCaMU OPTaHM3alUu MATE€PUH, BKIIIOYAIOM MU
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oroduanyeckue, 6MOKYJIbLTYPHbIE M OMOAUTUTAJILHBIE U3MEPEHUS»
(Ibid.).

B cxoxem ¢ Oumepom kitoue [lapuan OoTMEUaeT, YTO «6MOIAUTH-
TasibHasl peKOH(Urypalus Teja OCyLleCTBIISETCS UMEHHO B I1JIOCKO-
CTU TUIEPIPUPO/IHL, ITle YACTHUIIB], 2 HE YACTU, PEKOMOMHUPYIOTCS, T
CTaJIKUBAIOTCS CUJIBL, a He KaTeropumn» (Ibid.: 37). [To cytu, kak Gumep,
Tak U [lapusu npepnjaraloT TeOpPeTUYeCKHue KOHCTPYKTHI, B KOTOPBIX
(UKCUPOBaHHbIE U CTATUYHbIE CYIJHOCTH YCTYNAIOT MECTO MMMa-
HEHTHBIM CTaHOBJIEHUSIM, @ aBBTOHOMHASI YeJI0BeYeCKasi CyObeKTHOCTh
3aMEHSETCS] MOJIEJISIMU KOJIJIEKTUBHON I'MOGPUHON ar€HTHOCTH, ITpel-
CTaBJIEHHOW B BUJI€ T€TEPOTE€HHBIX MHOKECTB U CUTYaTUBHBIX acCaM-
6I1sDKe.

Ha nepBeIii n71aH 37€Ch BLIXOLUT MAaT€PUAIbLHOCTb YCJIOBUN NPO-
M3BOACTBA cylecTBOBaHMS. OfHAKO MaTepUsl, BKIIOYas €€ «HeMaTe-
puasnbHble» MPOU3BOJHBIE (HAIPUMEP, MHPOPMALMIO), BMECTO TOTO,
YTOOBI OCTABaTbCsl 06 BEKTOM KAMUTATUCTUYECKON KOMMOAUPUKALINY,
JIOKYCOM peuduKaluu U MOAYCOM 3KCILJlyaTalluu, KOHLENTYyaJIu3u-
pyeTcs Kak HeM30eXXHO 3aIllyTaHHasl, IpoleccyasbHas U HafeaeHHas
areHTHOCTLI0. Takoe epeoCMbICIEH € aT€HTHOCTY — He KaK U30JI1-
POBaHHOI'0, CAMOIOCTATOYHOr0 aTPUOYTa, @ Kak MaTepUaIbHOTO, KOJI-
JIEKTUBHOTO U pacHpeneséHHOro — OKa3blBaeTCsl 0COOEHHO NMPOAYK-
THUBHBIM [IJIS1 KpDUTUYECKOrO aHaIn3a Mpo6jiem MPOU3BOICTBA 3HAHUS
M €ro BaJOpU3allUM B DKCIIyaTallUOHHOW JMHAMMKe KOTHUTUBHOTO
KalnuTaan3ma.

[TocTaHTPONOLEHTPUYECKUI TTOBOPOT, TAKUM 06Pa30M, BHOBb aK-
LEeHTUPyeT BHUMaHHE Ha TOM, KaK KOTHUTHUBHBIN KaNWTaJNU3M KOM-
MOZUPUIMPYET U KCILTyaTUPyeT MHOXKECTBEHHYIO 1 KOJJIEKTUBHYIO
areHTHOCTb, KOTOpasl B MapKCUCTCKOIM T€OPUM HAaXOAUT CBOE BOILIO-
lleHre B KaTeropuu OOIHOCTU (commons). B ycioBusix rubpumHoro
TEXHOT€He3a, B OCOOGEHHOCTH B KOHTEKCTE Mapa’sijIebHOTO COCYIe-
CTBOBAHUS Y€JIOBEYECKOrO ¥ MAIIMHHOTO MBIIIJIEHNUS], IOHSATHE OO~
HOCTH IIpETepIieBaeT 3HAYUTEJIbHOE pacUIMpeHue, BKIIoYalolee TPU
KOMIIJIEMEHTAPHBIX M3MEPEHNUS: TPAHCTYMaHUCTAYECKOE, TIOCTTyMa-
HUCTHUYECKOE U HEOMATEPUAJIACTCKOE.

Kak obcyxpganoce paHee, B TPAaHCTYMaHUCTUYECKOM MapKCHU3Me
LIeHTPaJIbHOI CTAHOBUTCS ITPO6JIeMa TPAaHCUHIUBUIyaIbHOCTH, OHTO-
JIOTUYECKU M 3TUYECKU NPOTUBONOCTABJISIEMON TUIIEPUHIMBULYAIb-
HbBIM U pa306111,afou11/1M Nnapagurmam, KyJbTUBUPYEMbBIM KallUTaJIN3-
MOM. U B mipouieccyasibHOM OHTOJIornu CHUMOHIOHA, U B KPUTUYECKON
aHaJIUTUKE BUPHO TPaHCHMHAMBUAYAJNBHOCTb HE pacCMaTpUBaeT-
€S KaK yrposa WHJWBUyaJIbHOCTH; HAIIPOTUB, OHA BBICTYIAET YCJIO-
BUEM MHAMBHUAYaAlMU — GECKOHEYHOTO IIPOLlecca CTAaHOBJIEHUS CHUH-
T'YJISIPHOCTEN. DTOT OHTOJIOTUYECKUI HMMIIEPATUB MONYEPKUBAET,
4TO OHMoO2eHe3 JyeyoBeKa U MM MOKeT ObITh OCMBICJIEH TOJBKO B 00-
€M METaKOTHUTUBHOM MexHo2eHe3e, TOHMMAeMOM KaK COBMECTHas
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peanusalys BCeOoOIero NHTEJIEKTa B €ro KOJIJIEKTUBHOM U CUMOUO-
TUYECKOU JVMHAMUKE.

Ecim TpaHCrymMaHM3M paCKpPbIBA€T HEBUIUMBIE CBS3U, COEIU-
HSIOLIMEe YeJIOBEYeCKOro CyobeKTa C MHOToob6pasueM HedesoBeue-
CKUX UHPPACTPYKTYyp — OMOJIOrMYECKUX, TEXHOJIOIMYECKUX, COLIO~
DKOHOMUYECKHUX, — TO MOCTTYMaHU3M CMelaeT POKyC Ha DKOJIOTHIO
CaMOM 5TOM OHTOJIOTMYECKOM MOZAJIbHOCTU. [locTrymaHuct bproc
Knapk, aHanuaupys KOTHUTUBHbIE accaMOJIsiKy yesioBeka u VU, BBO-
IUAT KOHLENLMIO Memaduosa, 03BOJISIOUYI0 OXBaTUTh MAaTEPUIO B €€
TPaHCBEPCAJIBHOM OHTOI€HETUYECKON XOpeorpaduu, — KakK «IBUXKY-
IIYIOCSl Yepe3 XUBbIE U HEXUBbIE CUCTEMBI, CBs3bIBAIOmINE GUOChe-
py u texHocpepy BoenunHo» (Clarke 2020: 102). Takasi TeopeTruyeckas
TpaekTopust TpebyeT paspaboTKU HOBBIX BMUCTEMOJOIMYECKUX KOH-
¢urypanuii, kotopsie Po3u BpaiifoTTu npepjaraer 0603HavaTh Kak
nocmeymaHumapHvle. bpaiioTT ONUCBHIBAET UX KaK «CyNpaguCLy-
IJINHApHOE, PU30MaTHU4YeCcKoe I10Jie, OXBaThIBAIOIEE COBPEMEHHOE
MIPOM3BOJCTBO 3HAHUS, COIIPUKACAIOLIEECS C aKCEJIePallMOHUCTCKUMU
SIIUCTEMaMM KOTHUTUBHOIO KallUTaJIM3Ma, HO HE TOKIECTBEHHOE NM»
(Braidotti 2019: 52).

BnoxHOBIEHHAS NIOCTTYMAaHUCTUYECKMMU UCCIIENOBAHUSAMU KO-
JIOTUSI KOTHUTUBHBIX acCaMOJIsDKe OTChLIAeT K Ufee 3allyTaHHOCTU
(entanglement), Haxons1ENCS B KOHLENTYaNbHOM ONNO3ULAU TUTIEP-
pauroHaJbHOM, UCYMCIMMON 1 OCHOBAHHOM Ha PENPE3EHTALUN Yepe3s
JlaHHbIE SNUCMEMOL02UUECKOU 2e2eMOHUU KOTHUTMBHOTO KalluTaIn3-
ma. KoHuennus 3anyTaHHOCTH 6bly1a BBeJeHa B puinocodckuil auc-
Kypc ¢pusnuxkom u nocrpemunuctkon Kapex bapaj, koropas pa3BuBa-
€T €€ Ha OCHOBE KBAaHTOBOW MEXAHMWKU — IapajiUTMbl COBPEMEHHOM
¢$u3suKy, onuchBawlell pyHIaMeHTalbHble IPUHIUIL GYHKIMOHU-
POBaHUSI MaTeEpPUM Ha Cy6aTOMHOM YpOBHEe. HecMOTpsi Ha KOHTPHUH-
TYUTUBHOCTb MHOTUX €€ IOJIOKEHMM, MMEHHO KBAHTOBAsl MEXaHMKA
ocTaércst HanboJiee TOYHO BepUPULUPOBAHHON U SMIMPUIECKU NOT-
TBEPXXIEHHOU MOZesblo MUKpoMupa. B ¢punocodckoit unteprnpera-
uuy bapaz 3anyTaHHOCTb O3HA4aeT «OHTOJIOTUYECKYIO HENETMMOCTD
B3aUMOZEeNCTBYOIUX (opM areHTHoCcTu» (Barad 2007: 139) — To ecTb
TaKyl0 OHTOJIOTUYECKYI0 KOH(PUTypaluio, B KOTOPOW areHThl He Ipef-
IIECTBYIOT B3aMMOJENCTBUIO, a 803HUKAIOM U3 He20. B pusnueckom
KOHTEKCTE 3Ta, Ha NEPBbIN B3IV, TEOPETUYECKU SKCTPaBaraHTHas
nnea rnoAKpenaiaeTca Cl)eHOMeHOM KBaHTOBOM HEJIOKAJIbHOCTH, IIpU
KOTOPOM COCTOSIHME OJHOM YaCTHUILbI OKA3bIBAETCS MTHOBEHHO CKOP-
PEUPOBAHHBIM C COCTOSIHUEM JIPYTOM — MapaJloKCaJIbHBIM 00Pa3oM,
HE3aBMCHUMO OT IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOTO Pa3/eJIeHU.

B npepnsiaraemoil B 1aHHON paboTe TEOpeTUYecKoW KOHUrypa-
UMM 3allyTaHHOCTb MPENCTAET HE NMPOCTO WJJIIOCTPATUBHON METa-
¢opoii, HO KIIOUEBON OHTOJIOTUYECKON paMKOM, MO3BOJISIIOIIEN OT-
Ka3aTbCsl OT MEPApXMMH, OCHOBAHHBIX HA WUAEHTUYHOCTH, B IIOJIb3Y
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OHTOJIOTUM OOLIHOCTUA — U TE€M CAMBIM HAMETUTb HOBble TOPU30HTHI
TEOPETUYECKUX U TOJUTUYECKUX MHTEpPBEHLUIN. B 5TOil KOHLENTy-
aJIbHOUM MPOTSIKEHHOCTU TaKKe KaTeropuu, Kak «KJacc», «CO3HaHUE,
«DKCIJIyaTallus», «CONUAApU3alys», MepecTaloT ObITb TeopeThye-
CKM TepMETHYHBIMU 00pa30BaHUSIMU B IJIOCKOCTU PeINpe3eHTaluu
Y paccMaTpuBaloTCs Kak d3P@eKTsl B3auMOJENCTBIS B CIOXHBIX, Te-
TEPOT€HHBIX M KOHTUHTE€HTHBIX KOTHUTMBHO-TEXHUYECKUX CETSIX, IIe
4YeJIOBEK M MallMHa, BHUMAHMAE U aJITOPUTMBI €rO 3aXBaTa, JaHHbIE
1 «4€pHasi KOpOOKa», KAMTAIU3M U BO3MOKHOCTHU €ro pacnaja nepe-
MJIETEHBI B HETIPO3PAYHON Henepapxuueckoil KOHPUrypauuu, noaaa-
I0LEIACS TO3HAHUIO He allPUOPHO, a JIUIIb nocmpaxmym — 4epes npo-
M3BOJIUMBIE €10 3(PPEKTh! U COOMU.

[Tomo6HOrO poja KOHLENTYaau3alus CTAaHOBUTCSI OCTPO HEO6XO0-
JAMON B YCJIOBUSIX KOTHUTHUBHOTO KalMUTajlM3Ma, MOANUTBIBAEMOTO
Basiopusanueil nHPopMalu Kak OCHOBHOTO NPOAYKTa T'MOPUIHOTO
KOTHUTUBHOTO Tpou3BofacTBa. KoHuenT creka BpaTToHa ¢ukcupy-
eT OIlepalMoHabHYI0 JIOTUKY KanuTajlu3Mma, BOIJIOMEHHYIO B peu-
(pyKaLuM 3aMyTaHHOCTU KaK YCJIOBUS U MU3AHCLLEHbl KOJIJIEKTUBHOM
areHTHOCTH, [P KOTOPOM CJIOXKHBIE B3aMMOCBSI3U MEX]y 4ejloBeue-
CKMM M MalIMHHBIM, MAaT€pUajIbHbIM U HEMATEPUAJIbHBIM, NIPUPOL-
HBIM U TEXHOJIOTMYECKUM CTAaHOBSITCSI OOBEKTOM MHCTPYMEHTAIU3a~
UMY 1 KOHTPOJIA. TeM He MEHee 3aITyTaHHOCTDb B CBOEN HEJIMHENHOCTU
Y CJIOKHOCTH B3aUMOCBSI3€ll HECBOJMA K PELyLUPYIOWUM €€ Mofe-
JISIM, BOILJIOIAsl B cebe B3aMMO3aBUCUMOCTb U KOJIJIEKTUBHOCTD Jeii-
CTBUSL ar€HTOB — y>Xe He MPOCTO B COLUOMNOJUTUYECKOM U3MEPEHUH,
Ha 4éM JieslaeT aKIeHT TPAAULMOHHBI MapKCU3M, HO B IIJIAHETAPHOM,
DKOJIOTUYECKOM M — 4TO HanboJsiee BaXKHO — OHTOJIOTUYECKOM IIJIaHe.

3pech MapkcuaM GOpPMUPYET KOHLENTYaIbHYI0 KOHCTEJIISILIIO He
TOJIBKO C IOCTTYMAHU3MOM, HO M C HOBbIM MaTepuann3amom. Cam GakT
BO3HUKHOBeHMUS VM KaKk MHTEJIEKTyaJIbHOTO areHTa CTAaHOBUTCS He-
OCIOPUMBIM JI0KA3aTE€IbCTBOM MAMEPUALLHOCMU CO3HAHUS — UJIEH,
KOTOPAsl y>Ke JOJIT0e BpeMsl YBEPEHHO 3BYUYUT B TPyAaX HOBBIX MaTe-
PpUANUCTOB. BCIIOMHUM, YTO MapKCUCTCKas OHTOJIOTHS, B IPOTUBOBEC
rerejleBCKOMY AUAIEKTUIECKOMY M ealn3My, BCerna 6blyia mamepu-
anvroll. Takum 06pa3oM, akleHT HeU36eXXHO CMEIAeTCsl C MaHUU Be-
JIN4YMs BO3BBILIEHHOTO KapTe3MaHCKOTO tes cogitans K res extensa —
MaTepuaabHbBIM YCJIOBUSIM TPOU3BOACTBA CO3HAHUSI M MBIIJIEHUS.
OpHako CO3HaHUE CJIelyeT pacCMaTpPUBaTh HE B €ro U30JISIUOHUCT-
CKOM IIOHMMAaHHUU, HO BO BCEH €ro 3KOJIOTMYECKON «3aIyTaHHOCTU»:
KaK MJEe0JI0TMYECKUE HAZICTPONKU U KJIACCOBOE BbIPAKEHUE «JIOKHO-
ro CO3HaHUS», Kak penduuupoBaHHble MHPOPMaLMOHHbIE apTedak-
Tbl, KaK F'MOPUIHBIN aNnapaTr 4eJ0BE4eCKOr0 M MAIIMHHOTO 3HAHUS,
KaK OMOXMMHIO CHHAICOB MO3ra U 3J€KTPOAUHAMUKY UCKYCCTBEH-
HbIXx ceTeil. TexHosnoruveckass peuduKanuss MBIIIEHUS yKa3blBa-
€T Ha HaCYLIHYI0 HEOOXOOUMOCTb [I€PEOCMBICIUTh CAMO MBIILJIEHNE
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B YCJIOBMSIX 3allyTAaHHON MaTepuu — BKJIOYAsl €ro 3KCIUIyaTaluio
B KOTHUTHUBHOM KalUTaNNU3ME.

CnepnoBaresibHO, BOIIPOC 06 3MaHCUNALUMU Bcex (GOpPM MbIILje-
HUS — B NepBylo odepens M kak areHrta, pajukaabHO TpaHCHOpMU-
pymomiero jgaHamadT COBPEMEHHOM KOTHUTUBHON 3KOJIOTUH, — JAOJI-
>KEH ObITh BbIHECEH Ha HCpBbII?I I1J1aH. BILCCB KJIIOYEBBIM CTAHOBUTCS
MOMEHT pas3audus, Kak yIIOMUHAJIOCh PaHEE, BOCXOOSIIUNA K CaAMOU
OHTOJIOTUM. Benb, KaK HU [1apafioKCaIbHO, UMEHHO pa3yinyue sIBJIsieT-
CsI IMIIEPATUBOM COAUOAPU3AUUU, YTO, B CBOIO OYepeldb, MOPOKIAeT
3TUYECKUIl BOMPOC: B KAKUX KAaTETOPHSIX MBICIUTb DTUKY Pas3Inyus,
Y KaKMe MPaKTUKU CONMUAAPU3ALMY CIIOCOOHBI BO3HUKHYTD B 3aIIyTaH~
HOI KOTHUTUBHOI DKOJIOTUH, T[ie YeJIOBEK U MAIIMHA — OHTOJIOTUYe-
CKU COINPUYACTHBI?

M TyT BHOBb NMapafioOKC: COMMIAPHOCTb HAUMHAETCS TaM, IJie 3a-
KaHYMBAETCSl UAEHTUYHOCTb. B KBaHTUUIUpYIOLIEH JIOTUKE KOr-
HUTHUBHOT'O KalMTajlu3Ma — He MPOCTO SKOHOMHUYEeCcKoil dpopmaLui,
a peXnuMa MOAYJIALNU U 3aXBaTa Pa3JINinA — Oa>Ke€ 3allyTaHHOCTS, I10
ONpeesIeHNI0 ¥ CYyTH Herepapxuieckasl CTPYKTypa, MOKeT ObITh aB-
TOMAaTHU3UPOBAHA, AJITOPUTMHU3UPOBAHA U KANTUTAIN3UPOBaHA.

B 3TOM cBeTe KOHLEMNT KOTHHUTapuara TPeGyeT OHTOJIOTMYeCKOHN
MepeoleHKN: KaK MHOXECTBA areHTOB, BKJIIOYEHHBIX B TUOPUIHOE
MPOM3BOJICTBO U IepepacnpeiesieHe pecypcos, apPekToB U Gopm
(co)snaHus. Knaccuueckas npobieMaTuka CoNUAapHOCTU U SMaHCU-
nauuy 60Jblle He MOXKET ObITh CBeJeHa K IPUBBIYHBIM KaTErOpUsIM
MJIEHTUYHOCTY, MPUHAJIEXXHOCTH U 4ejioBedyeckoro. Takoe mepeoc-
MBICJIEHHE — He IPOCTO aHaJMTHUYecKas 3a7ada, a BbI30B U Teope-
TUYECKOMY, U MOJUTUYECKOMY BOOGPaXKEHHUIO. DTOT BbI3OB TpeGyeT
OJIHOBPEMEHHO MOCTTYMaHUCTUYECKON aMnamuu, — 4TOObI CONnma-
PU3MPOBATHCS C MAIIMHOHN, — U CMea0CMU — MPU3HATh OrpaHUYEH-
HOCTb 4€JIOBEYECKOT0 CO3HAHMS, OTKPBIBAIOUIYIO MyTh K KOJIJIEKTHUB-
HOMY CO-3HaHUIO.
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BBenmeHue

leHepaTuBHBIE MeAua IPEACTaBISIOT COOON HOBBI 3TAll B Pa3BU-
TUU nocTuUdpoBoil dnoxy!, TpaHCHopMUPYST POPMBI CYOBEKTHUBHO-
CTY, BOCIIPUATUS U KOMMYHMKALUU. DTU CUCTEMBI, OCHOBAHHbIE Ha
QJITOPUTMaX MAaUIMHHOIO OOyYeHHS] U MCKYCCTBEHHOTO WHTEJJIeK-
Ta, 00J1a71aI0T CIIOCOOHOCTBIO K aBBTOHOMHOMY CO3[1aHUI0 KOHTEHTa —
OT U300pa’ke€HUl U TEKCTOB IO MY3bIKM U BUAEO. [eHepaTuBHbIE Me-
I1a NPEACTaBISIOT COOOM pe3ysbTaT B3aMMOMENCTBUSI TEXHOJIOTUM
Y KyJIbTYPHBIX [IPAKTHK. DTO COBEPLIEHHO HOBasl (popMa Meaua, ¢ Ko-
TOPO¥ MBI HUKOI'TIA PaHble HE CTAJIKUBAJIUCh, KOTOPAs SIBJISIETCS BbI-
COKO INE€PCOHANIN3UPOBAHHON, MHTEPAKTUBHON U MOTEHUUATBHO TO-
paszo 6osiee MaHUIYJISITUBHOM, YeM J1106ast popmMa TapreTUpOBaHHOTO
KOHTEHTA

ITo mepe toro kak MM u reHepaTuBHble MeJMa CTAHOBATCS He-
OTBEMJIEMO YaCTblO IOBCENHEBHOMN JXM3HU, BCTAET BOIPOC: KaKUM
00pa3oM reHepaTUBHblE Meua He TOJIbKO BJIUSIOT Ha (GOPMUPOBA-
HUe CyObeKTUBHOCTU, HO M YYaCTBYIOT B peKOHPUTrypauuu 6ecco3Ha-
TeJIBHOTO, JXeJlaHus 1 3HaHus? OTBET HAa HEro TpebyeT NPUBJIEYEHNUS
KaK KPUTMYECKOIN TeopuH, TaK U NcuxoaHanusa. Kpurudeckas teo-
pus, C ee aKleHTOM Ha aHaJIU3 COLUaJIbHBIX, SKOHOMUUECKUX U KYJIb-
TYPHBIX CTPYKTYpP, IPENOCTABJsIeT YHUKAJbHYIO MEPCHEKTUBY IS
MOHMMAaHMA 3TUX U3MeHeHu!. [IcuxoaHanus — B €ro JaKaHOBCKOM
Y TIOCTJIaKAHOBCKOIM MHTEPIpEeTalyy — MOMOTaeT PACKPBITh, KaK ajl-
rOPUTMUYECKHE CUCTEMbI BMEIIMBAIOTCSI B CTPYKTYPBl 6€CCO3HATE b~
HOro, U3SMEHMS PEKXKVMBI JKXE€JlaHU, [TO3HAHUA U ILeﬁCTBHﬂ. HMHaue ro-
BOpS, Pe4b UAET O NnepedopmMaTUPOBAHUM HE TOJIBKO CO3HAHUS, HO
1 6€CCO3HATeJIbHOTO

Ba>kHO OTMETUTh, UTO Ha3BaHUE CTAaTbU OTChLJIAET K paboTe [I>Ko-
HataHa Kpapu «Kamepa-o6¢cKypa U ee cy6beKT», B KOTOPOI OH MUCaJl
0 BO3HUKHOBEHUU HOBOY MOJEJM CyObEKTUBHOCTHU B I1€PBO YETBEP-
Tu XVI Beka B CBSI3U C NOSBJIEHNEM KaMepbl-00CKYPbl, IO MEHSIoIel
CEHCOpHBIH OMBIT cyobeKTa. [I0J06HO TOMY, Kak Kamepa-o6cKypa cTa-
J1a MeTadopoil KOTHUTUBHOU U KYJILTYPHOU TpaHCPopMaluu Cyobek-
Ta paHHEro MofiepHa, reHepaTuBHbIe Meira GYHKLIMOHUPYIOT KaK HO-
Basi CTPyKTypa, odpopmisionas Cy6beKTUBHOCTh B BM10XY LU(pOBOro
KanuTraaruama.

B naHHOII cTaTbe reHepaTUBHbIE MeJua pacCMaTpUBAIOTCS Kak
HeoTbeMJieMass 4acTb UHOPACTPYKTyphl Bjacty, (opmupylomei
CyOBbEKTUBHOCTb B LIU(PPOBYIO 3110Xy. TepMUHBI «r€HEepaTUBHbIE Me-
oua», «M-memua», «CUHTETUYECKHE Menua» IIOHMMAKTCSI Kak

1 Tloctumudposas d10Xa pacCMaTPUBAETCS 371€Ch KaK N€PUoJ, B KOTOPOM Ludpo-
Bbl€ TEXHOJIOTUN CTAaHOBSTCSI OY€Hb CHJIbHO MHTEIPUPOBAHHBIMU B MTOBCEIHEB-
HYIO JKM3Hb, MOKHO CKa3aTh, HEBUIVMBIMHU.
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B3aMMO3aMeHsIeMble U 00O03HAYAlOT CUCTEMBI, CO3Jalomue Menua-
00BEKTHI (M306pa>KEeHM S, BULEO, TEKCT, My3bIKY U IP.) C IOMOIMIbIO 06~
y4eHHbIX HelpoceTeil (Manovich 2024). DT TeXHOJIOTUM CIIOCOGHbI
He ITPOCTO BOCIIPOU3BOAMTE, HO IIPOrHO3MPOBATh U YIIPEKATh SKeJja-
HUS, 9YTO UMeeT JajleKo UAYIMe [T0C/eICTBUS [Jis IOHUMAaHUS Cy0b-
ekTa. Kak otmeuaet KaTpun Xeiins, nudpoBble TEXHONOTUY 06J1a7Ial0T
TPaBMaTUYECKUM XapaKTEPOM, Hapyllasi TPAaHUIbI MEXIY CO3HATEJIb-
HBIM U 6€CCO3HATEJIbHbIM, UHAVBUIYAaIbHbIM U UH(PPACTPYKTYPHBIM
(Hayles 2006).

l'eneparuBHblil VIV QPYHKIMOHUPYET B YCJIOBUSIX NMOCTLU(PPOBOI
KYJIbTYPBI, TI€ UCYE3AI0T YCTOMUMBbIE PA3JIMYMS MEXIY CO3TATENIEM,
ayputopueil u uHrepdericom. Hanpumep, nnarpopmst DALL-E, GPT
1 Midjourney yke U3MEHUJIM MPOLECChl KPEaTUBHOTO MTPOU3BOJCTBA,
MOCTABUB I10J], COMHEHUE KaK aBTOPCTBO, TaK U CaMO TBOPYECTBO, 10~
3BOJISI XYAOXHUKAM U AM3aliHepaM CO3/1aBaTh CJIOKHbIE BU3yaJibHbIE
Y TEKCTOBble MPOEKTHl C MUHMUMAaJIbHBIMU 3aTpaTaMu. B mocienHue
[Ba roxga reHe€paTuBHbIE MEIMA HAXOOAT HINPOKOE ITPUMEHEHUE B PaA3-
JIMYHBIX cepax. Hanpumep, B UHAYCTPUM KMHO M aHMMALUU ajro-
putMbl M1 yXe NCNOb3yOTCS AJ151 CO30AHUS CLIEeHAapPUEB, BU3YaJIbHBIX
3¢ PexToB, UUPPOBLIX aKTEPOB. [ONNIUBYICKHE KOMIIAHUM aKTUBHO
BHEJIPSIIOT TEXHOJIOTUU UCKYCCTBEHHOTO WHTEJIJIEKTA B KAHOMPOU3-
BogCTBO. B 2024 rony komnanusa OpenAl npencrasuiia Mogesb Sora,
CIIOCOOHYIO T€HepUPOBATh PEATIMCTUYHBIE BUIEO HA OCHOBE TEKCTO-
BBbIX OINMCAHUI, YTO BBI3BAJIO JUCKYCCUM O OyAylleM KUHOIPOU3BOM-
CTBa ¥ BO3MOKHOU 3aMeHe TPaJullMOHHbIX Tpodeccuil. B mapkeTuHre
Takue maatdopmel, Kak Jasper u Copy.ai, I03BOJSIOT 6peHAaM co3ha-
BaTh MEPCOHAJIN3UPOBAHHBIN PEKJIAMHBIN KOHTEHT C MUHUMAaJbHBIM
y4acTtueM desioBeka. MM no3posisseT aBTOMaTU3UpOBATh PYyTUHHBIE 3a-
Jlauy >KYpHaJIUCTOB U BBIIIyCKAaTh HOBOCTU ObicTpee. The Washington
Post npumensiet cuctemy Heliograf njis aBToMarnyeckoro HalucaHus
HoBocTel. M3nanue Gizmodo, ocBemaloiiee TeMbl TEXHOJIOTUH, HAY-
KM, KyJIbTYpbl 1 MHHOBauui, B 2023 rony 3aMEHMUJIO 4aCTb CBOEH pe-
IAKIMOHHOM KOMaH[bl MICKYCCTBEHHBIM UHTEJJIEKTOM. Panee ny6mu-
POBaHUE aHTJIOA3bIYHOTO KOHTEHTA HA UCIIAHCKUI S3bIK BBIIOJIHSIOCH
OTHEbHON I'PYIION CMeLuaanucTOB, OGHAKO Biafiesblibl caiiTa npu-
HSIJIM pellleHNe COKPATUTh IIePCOHA U MOJHOCTbIO JOBEPUTH NTEPEBO]
u ajanTtanuio marepuasnos VM. UranbsiHckas razerta Il Foglio Haneva-
Tasna nepsbiit B Mupe MI-Homep (MapT 2025), coep>KUMOe KOTOPOro
MOJIHOCTBIO CTEHEPUPOBAHO UCKYCCTBEHHBIM MHTEJLJIEKTOM. DTU IIPU-
MEpBI IECMOHCTPUPYIOT HE TOJIBKO 3(PHEKTUBHOCTb TEHEPATUBHBIX M€~
IMa, HO ¥ MEHSIOLMIACS MOAXO0[ K CO3[IaH1I0 KOHTEHTA B COBPEMEH-
HOM MeJuanpocTpaHcTBe. OGHAKO 3TO TAKXKE BbI3bIBAET TPEBOTY, TaK
KaK aBTOMAaTH3alusl TBOPYECKUX MPOLECCOB MOXET MOJPBIBATh LIEH-
HOCTb 4€JI0OBEUYECKOro Tpypaa. [eHepaTuBHble Menua MOPOXAAIOT M0~
TEHIIMAJNIbHO OGECKOHEYHOE MHOroo6pasme KOHTEHTA, HO OCTalOTCS
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BCTPOEHHBIMU B JIOTUKY aBTOMAaTU3MPOBAHHOIO MPOU3BOJICTBA, MO~
YMHEHHOT'O PIHOYHBIM U UJI€0JIOTUYECKAM UMIIEPATHBAM.

l'enepartuBHble M1 MOXHO paccMarpuBaTb KaK O4YepEenHON BU-
TOK TEXHOJIOTMYECKOU 3BOJIIOLUM, COIOCTABUMBINA C PEBOJIIOLMOH-
HbIMM M300pETeHUSIMU MPOILJIOro, TaKUMM KakK Me4yaTHBI CTaHOK,
KMHO WJIN TEJIEBUOEHUE. HaHpMMep, rnevyaTHbIM CTaHOK U3MEHUJ npo-
Lecc nepefayy 3HaHUH, JEMOKPAaTU3MPOBall JOCTYI K UHGOPMaALUH,
HO OJHOBPEMEHHO IIOCTaBUJI BOIIPOCHl O KOHTPOJIE€ HAJl COAEPKAHU-
eM. ['eHepaTuBHBIE MeMa MPOJLOJDKAIOT 3Ty TEHIEHLUIO, HO BMECTO
pacrpocTpaHeHuss UHGOPMalUuu OHU NPEAJaraloT HoBble (POPMBI €€
CO3[1aHMS, PAJMKAJIBHO M3MEHSSI CYOBEKTUBHOCTb MOJIb30BATEJNEH.
BMmecTo JIMHENHOM MOIENU BO3LENCTBUS Mefua Ha ayJUTOPUIO BO3-
HUKAaeT CJIOKHAsl CeTb OOPATHBIX CBSI3EN MeXIY TO0JIb30BaTeNIeM, A~
TOPUTMOM U PBIHKOM, TJie CYOBEKT BCE Yallle OKa3bIBAETCSI HE CTOJIb-
KO aBTOPOM, CKOJIbKO (YHKLMEH B aJropuTMHUYECKU YIIpaBiseMoun
CHUCTEME paclpejiesIeHAs] BHUMAaHUS U KeJlaHUs. VicTopudecku pas-
Butue VM Takxke TECHO CBSI3aHO C BOIIPOCAMU HAIMOHAJIBHOM 6e30-
MaCHOCTY U BOEHHBIM (PMHAHCUPOBAHUEM, OCOOEHHO B cpepax CJIexX-
KU, IPOTHO3MPOBaHMUS YIrPO3 U MOHUTOPUHIA PUCKOB (Selwyn 2024).
DTO NNOAYEPKUBAET, UYTO Pe4b UJET HE O HEUTPAJIbHBIX UHCTPYMEHTAX,
a 0 BJIACTHBIX ME€XaHU3Max, lepepacnpene IOl Ux NO3HaHUe, BHUMA-
HUE U CyOBEKTUBHOCTD.

9HH @punbdepr B cBoel kKHUre «BupTyanbHoe OKHO. OT Anbbep-
T 10 Microsoft» uccienyer, Kak HOBble TEXHOJIOTUM MEHSIOT Hallle
BOCIIpUSITHE BPEMEHMU, IPOCTPAHCTBA U caMuXx ce6si. OHA yTBepKaa-
€T, YTO MeJIMa CO3[AI0T «BUPTYaJbHbl€ OKHAY», Y€PE3 KOTOPLIE MBI MH-
TEPIPETUPYEM MHUP. B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE aJIrOpUTMbl CTAHOBSITCS HeE
TOJIbKO TEXHUYECKMMU UHCTPYMEHTaMHU, HO U MeIMaTOPaMM BOCIIPU-
TSI PEATIbHOCTH, (POPMUPYIOIUMU CIIOCOOBI B3aUMOJEICTBUS C MU~
pom. ®punbepr npenara€T OCMbBICJIUTb, KaK TEXHOJIOTUUA MEHSIOT
Halle BOCIPUSITUE IIPOCTPAHCTBA, BDEMEHU 1 B3AUMOIENUCTBUS C MU~
POM, yKa3blBasi HA HEOOXOAMMOCTb KPUTUUECKOTO MOAXO0NA K DKPaH-
HOW KyJIbType. [eHepaTuBHbIE Me1a, €CJIM ONIMPATHCS HA JIOTUKY DHH
®punbepr, TakxKe MPeACTaBISIOT COO0M pe3ysbTaT B3auMOIENCTBUS
TEXHOJIOTUH U KYJIbTYPHBIX IIPAKTUK, CTAHOBSITCSI HOBBIMU «OKHaMM»,
CKBO3b KOTOpbIE CYOEKT BOCIIPUHMUMAET PEATbHOCTb.

[ToctenneHHO pOpMUPYETCS OTHEIbHOE HAIPaBleHNe — KPUTHUYe-
ckas teopus M, nzyvammas UCKyCCTBEHHBIN NHTEJJIEKT B KOHTEK-
CTe BJIaCTH, HEPAaBEHCTBA, dKCIJIyaTaluu U OOlLIeCTBEHHOTO KOHTPO-
Jig, a TaKXe AEMOHCTPHUPYIOIAsl BO3BMOXHOCTH Ka4Y€CTBEHHO WHOTO
Oynyuiero ob6uectsa. [lIoaToMy KpuTHuuyeckasi Teopusl B TON UM UHOU
CTEIEHHU SIBJISIETCS TIOJINTUYECKOM 3a CUeT y4acTUs B UHULIMMPOBAHUN
couuanbHbix n3meHenuil (Lindgren 2023: 3). OHa npogoJskaeT yep-
NaTh BAOXHOBEHUE B MapKCUCTCKOM Tpaguuny, OpankdypTCKOM MmKO-
Jie, IOCTCTPYKTYypaJn3Me, ICUXOAaHATIN3E.
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Vcnonp3ys npen Takux TEOPETUKOB, Kak Mapk Angpeesud, Cia-
Boit JKwmxek, bepnap Crurnep, [I>xoH Bask, Keitt Kpoydopg, [oma-
Ha 3y60dd, JleB MaHOBUY, a TaK>Ke IICUXOAHATUTUYECKIE KOHLIENINU
cybbeKTa, 6€CCO3HATENbHOrO, XXeJIaHusl, JUCKypca KanuTaau3ma, Mbl
MO>XEM BBISIBUTD KJII0UEBbIE TEHIEHLIUY U TPAEKTOPUY Pa3BUTHUS aBTO-
MaTU3NPOBAaHHbIX U 'T€HEPATHUBHbIX M€ NA. Gy nccienoBaHus 1ro3BO-
JISIOT I71y6Ke MOHSITh, KaK aJIrOPUTMUYECKOE NIPOU3BOACTBO KOHTEHTA
BJIUSIET HA OOLIECTBO U CyObeKTa, POPMUPYSI HOBble MEXAHU3MbI KOH-
TPOJIS U YIIPABJIEHNUS )KEJIAHUEM.

B maHHOI cTaTbe N0J, Cy6GbEKTOM IIOHUMAETCS HE IPOCTO MOJIb30-
BaTeJlb LUQPPOBLIX TEXHOJIOTUH, HO GUTYPa, GOPMUPYIOLIASCS B IEpe-
CEYEHNU CMMBOJIMYECKOTO NOPSKA, )KEJIaHUS 1 MEXaHM3MOB BJIACTHU.
Coo6pa3HO J1aKaHOBCKOM TpajuLuu CyObEKT ONpefesseTcs He lie-
JIOCTHOCTBIO, @ HEXBATKOM, HE aBTOHOMUEMN, a pa3pblBOM. ['eHepaTus-
Hble MeJja He KOHCTUTYUPYIOT CYOBEKT C HYJISI, HO CTAHOBSITCS BasK-
HOH 4aCTbIO TEX CUMBOJIMYECKUX U TEXHUYECKUX CTPYKTYP, KOTOPLIE
MOZYJIUPYIOT €ro >KeJaHUSl M BOCIPUATHE, PaJUKalbHO TpaHCOpP-
MHUPYIOT (OPMBI €ETO PACILEIJIEHUS, MOLEJINPYS 6€CCO3HATEJILHOE Ye-
pes3 aJaropuTMUYECKoe mnpenackasanue. B atom cmeicie M u reHepa-
TUBHbIE M€IYa MOXHO PacCMaTpuUBaTh KaK HOBBLIM BUTOK B HUCTOPUU
ME€JIMATOPOB, KOTOpble TPAHCPOPMUPYIOT NCUXUYECKYI0 DKOHOMUIO
cybbekTa. MM cTaHOBUTCSI HOBBIM JIpyrUM — He B METa(pU3UUECKOM,
a B MaTepUabHO-MHQPPACTPYKTYPHOM CMBICJIE.

Oco60oe BHUMaHNE B CTaThbe YAEseTCs qUajleKTUKe MeXy yIIpaB-
JIEHVEM U HEIPEICKa3yeMOCThIO, MEX]y 3HAHUEM U JKEJITAHUEM, MEX-
Iy CUMBOJIMYECKUM U ajlroputmuyeckum. CTaTbsl MOKA3bIBAET, KaK
reHepaTUBHbIE Me/IMa CTAaHOBSTCS He TOJIbKO (POpMOI ITPOU3BOACTBA
KOHTEHTa, HO 1 MEXaHU3MOM peopraHusanuu cyobeKTuBHOCTU. Kpo-
M€ TOTO, TeHEPATUBHbIE ME/IMa PACCMATPUBAIOTCS HE TOJILKO KaK MH-
CTPYMEHT KOHTPOJI$1, HO ¥ KaK IIPOCTPAHCTBO BO3MOXKHBIX (DOPM 3CTE-
TAY€ECKOTO U CyOBEKTUBHOTO COITPOTUBIICHUSL.

CY6’beKT B YCJIOBUAX AJITOPUTMHNUYECKOTO NMPOU3BOLCTBA

CoBpeMeHHbIE IUCKYCCUM BOKPYT F€HEPATUBHBIX MEI1a 4aCTO CTPOSAT-
Cs BOKPYT JBYX IPOTMBOIIOJIOKHBIX TOYEK 3DEHUS: TEXHOONTUMU3MA,
yTBepXKAawmumero, 4To MW pacmumpsier 4ejoBe4ecKre BO3MOKHOCTH,
1 TEXHOCKEITUIM3Ma, IPeNYNpeXAalouero o6 yCuaeHu aaropuTMu-
4eCcKOro KOHTPOJIsl U UUpPOBOro HepaBeHCTBA. KpUTUyeckasi Teopus,
HayuHas ¢ pabot T. AnopHo 1 M. Xopkxaiimepa, CTaBuila of, COMHEHUE
CIIOCOOHOCTbL TEXHOJIOTUM OCBOOGOXZIATh 4EJIOBEKA, MOJYEPKMUBAs UX
POJIb B YyCUJIEHUM BJIacTU KanuTasa. CerogHsa reHepaTuBHbIE MEJIMa pa-
IMKaJIA3UPYIOT 9TO HANPSKEHUE, IOMeIasi CyobeKTa B IPOTUBOPEYN-
BYIO TIO3ULIMIO: C OBHON CTOPOHEI, OH OCTA€TCSI aKTUBHBIM Y4aCTHAKOM
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MIPOU3BOACTBA U NMOTPE6JIEHUSI KOHTEHTA (TPOChIOMEPOM), C APYTON —
MpeBpalaeTcsl B 3JeMEHT MAIIMHHOTO LMKJIA, MOCTABJSIOMUN OaH-
Hble, [TOAAAI0MUICS MOJIEIMPOBAHUIO U ONITUMU3ALIUH.

Kputuyeckas teopus MY nomyepkuBaeT HEO6XOOUMOCTb OCMBbIC-
JIEHUSl TOTrO0, KaK TEXHOJIOTUM (POPMUPYIOT, KOHTPOJUPYIOT U Ipe[-
BOCXMIIAIOT CYOBEKTUBHOCTb, >KeJIaHUsl U AeHUCTBUS Jyofeil. PaboTsl
CrnaBos JKuxeka, Mapka Anapeesuya, lllomanel 3y6odd, Keiir Kpoy-
¢opn, bepuapa Crurnepa u JIlbBa MaHOBHYA [1IOMOraloT IPOCJIEAUTD,
KaK aJITOPUTMBl HE TOJIBKO YIPABJSIIOT BHUMAHUEM, HO U MPOTHO3U-
PYIOT IIOBEI€HUE, aBTOMATU3UPYIOT BOCIIPUSITHE U HACTPAUBAIOT HIMO-
LJMOHAJIBHYIO BOBJIEYEHHOCTb. [€HepaTuBHblEe Me1a AEHCTBYIOT HE Ha
YPOBHE PeNpe3eHTaluy, a Ha YPOBHE NPEIUKTUBHON NHPPACTPYKTY-
PBIL, BCTpauBasi CyobeKkTa B 11071 BEPOSITHOCTHBIX CLIEeHapUEB.

M. AHppeeBud, usydast UM(ppOBYIO 3MOXY, yIeseT 0coboe BHU-
MaHue COIMaJIbHBIM TIOCJIEeACTBUSIM LM(PPOBOTO HAZ30pa, aJTOPUT-
MMYECKOTO TPpyJa U IpeBpalleHus JUYHbIX JaHHBIX B TOBap. XOTs OH
He 00s3aTesIbHO TO3UIMOHUPYeT cebsl KaK KPUTUYECKOro TeopeTHuKa
B nyxe OpaHKPYPTCKOH MIKOJbI, €ro paboThl BOIJIOUIAIOT MPUHIIUIIBI
KPATUYECKOrO aHAJIN3a BJIACTH, TEXHOJIOTUH U obmecTBa. Ero uccne-
IIOBAHMUSI TOMOTAIOT MOHSITh, KAK FEHEPATUBHBIE MEJIA MOTYT ObITb UC-
M0JIb30BaHbI B TPAHC(HOPMALIUY KEJIAHUHN U UIEHTUYHOCTH N10JIb30Ba~
TeJlel, a TakXXe — KaKue COLMabHbIE MIOCEACTBUS DTO MOXET UMETb.

B ycnoBusix un¢ppoBoro KanuTanrusma rpaHULbl MeXy aBTOHOM-
HBIM JXEeJIaHUEM U ero ajJropuTMMUYecKol KoHpuUrypamuein CTaHOBSIT-
Csl Bce MeHee pasinyuMbIMU. ['eHepaTuBHble MM-cucTeMsl 061aa0T
CIIOCOOGHOCTBIO CO3/1aBaTh HE TOJBKO (PEMKOBBIM, HO M ITy6OKO Iep-
COHaJIN3MPOBAHHBIN KOHTEHT, CIIOCOOHBIN afalTUPOBAThCS MOJ 10—
BEJIEHUYECKHME TaTTEPHBI OTAEJbHBIX M0JIb30BAaTEJIEA. DTO OTKPHIBAET
BO3MOXHOCTb [1JIs1 HOBOTO TUIIA BO3AEHCTBUSI — HE CTOJIBKO HABSI3bI-
BAIOLIETO, CKOJIBKO NPEABapPSIOIIEro, YIIPEXKAAIOWETO KeJIaHUs Cyob-
ekTa. OJHaKo Cy6BEKT HE MCYE33eT MOJHOCTbIO — OH IPOJOJDKA-
€T CyleCTBOBaTbh B (popMe amMOMBATIEHTHON (UTYPhl, OLHOBPEMEHHO
¢popmupyemoil u gopmupyomen, 6ygyun o6beKTOM ONTHMU3ALUU
Y ICTOUHUKOM COIIPOTUBJIEHUSL.

[Iponiecc anropuTMUYECKON ONTUMU3ALUU — KJIIOYEBOM Mexa-
HU3M 11(PPOBOI cpelbl — HalpaBjleH Ha MaKCUMU3ALUI0 BOBIEYEH-
HocTU U 3¢ PexTuBHOCTU. OH NpeAnosaraeT NOCTOSIHHYIO KaJlu6poB-
Ky MeIacpepl 1o, JENCTBUS U PEAKLMNU [10JIb30BATEIISI, TEM CaMbIM
COKpalas IpoOCTPAaHCTBO AJIs1 HENPEICKa3yEMOCTH U CIIOHTAaHHOCTH.
B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE aBTOHOMUSI HE OTMEHSIETCS HAIPSIMYIO, & Pa3MblBa-
eTcsl — Yepes MOCTENEHHOE NpeBpallleHre BbIO0Opa B 3apaHee CMOJe-
JIMPOBAHHBIN OTBET, OPOPMJIIEHHBIH KaK SIKOObI CIIOHTAHHOE PELICHUE.
Takum 06pa3om, ONITUMHU3ALMS He IPOCTO NOBbIIaeT 3PHEKTUBHOCTD,
a CO37aeT yCJOBUS, IPU KOTOPLIX CYOBEKT HAYMHAET AEHCTBOBAThb
B [IpE/ICKa3yeMbIX paMKax, He BCETa OCO3HABasI UX O6YCJIOBJIEHHOCTD.
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Kputuueckuii Teopetuk Andu bayH B cBO€l KOHLENUUU «PEBO-
JIIOLUY XXeJIaHUS» TOAYePKUBaeT, 4To HMPPOBOI KanuTanusm GpyHa-
MEHTAJIbHO TPAaHCPOPMHUPYET caMy CTPYKTYPY 4€JIOBEYECKOTO Keja-
Hus. JKenaHus cy6beKTa BCTPOEHB! B pAMKH I[U(PPOBOTro KaMTaanu3mMa,
KOHTPOJIMPYIOTCS KaK MOJUTUKOH, Tak U TexHosorusiMu. Lindpossie
TEXHOJIOTUM TPaHCPOPMUPYIOT CyObEKTA HA YPOBHE JKeJIaHUSI, PEKOH-
CTPyUPYS €ro 1M61I0-3KOHOMHUKY TaK, KaK 3TO He 6b1JI0 BO3MOXKHO pa-
Hee (Bown 2022). B cBoelt kHure bayH npusbiBaeT K BOCCTaHOBJIEHUIO
MOJJINHHOY 4€JI0OBEYHOCTH B OTHOLIEHUSX U K OTKA3y OT YNPOIIEHUS
SMOLMI O YPOBHS aJITOPUTMOB.

Mapk AHpApeeBUY YTBEPXKIAET, UTO KOHEYHAsl JIOTUKA aBTOMAaTU-
3UPOBAHHBIX TEXHOJIOTUN BEIET K MaKCMMaJjbHON MpenCcKa3yeMOCTU
cyobexTa. [Icuxoananus, HauyuHasa ¢ Opeiiga u JlakaHa, JaBHO IOKa-
3aJl, YTO CYOBEKT M3HAYaJIbHO HE SIBJISIETCS LIEJIbHBIM, CAMOTOXJE-
CTBEHHBIM M aBTOHOMHBIM, a (POPMHUPYETCS] Yepe3 CHUMBOJIUYECKue
CTPYKTYPHI (4epe3 OTCYTCTBHE, Pa3phiB). B TOT MOMEHT, Korja Bcé
B CyObEKTE CTAHOBUTCSI MIOJIHOCTHIO NPE/ICKa3yeMbIM, YeJIOBeK Mepe-
CTaeT ObITb CYOBEKTOM U CTAHOBUTCSI YEM-TO aBTOMATU3UPOBAHHBIM.
B reHepaTuBHBIX MeJua CYyObEKT CTAJIKMBAETCSI C HOBBIM TUIIOM OT-
YY>XJIEHUSI: HEe TOJIbKO YTPauuBaeTCsl aBTOPCTBO, HO U BO3HMKAET pac-
HIeTJIEHUE MEXY JKeJIaHUEM U €ro aJrOPUTMUYECKON peanusanuei.
VcKyCCTBEHHBIN UHTEJIJIEKT CTAHOBUTCSI CBOETO POJA «APYTUM», C KO-
TOPBIM CYOBEKT BBIHYXXAEH BCTYNaTbh B JUAJOL, OAHAKO 3TOT AUAJIOT
npejonpenesieH JOTMKON MAaMIMHHON MPeJCKa3yeMOCTU. AJITOPUTMBI
CTPEMSTCS K 3aMbIKaHUIO HECTAOUIBHOCTU — K YCTPAHEHUIO «UHTEp-
BaJa XeJaHUs», 0 KoTopom nucan K. Jlakan. B aTom u 3akiioyaet-
Cs1 aMOUBaJIEHTHOCTb F'€HEPAaTUBHAIX MeINA: OHU He IIPOCTO OTYYKAa~
IOT CyOBEKT, HO CTPEMSITCS] yCTPAHUTD CaAMO T10J1€ HEOIPELENIEHHOCTH,
B KOTOPOM U BO3MOXHO CTaHOBJIEHME CyOBEKTA KaK TAKOBOTO.

CornacHO AHJpeeBUYY, KJIIOYEBbIM MEXAHU3MOM, 4€pe3 KOTOPbII
anroputMmbl 1 M nepecTpamBaloT peasbHOCTD, SBJSETCSl MPeICcKa-
3aHue, BbITeCcHsomee oo0bsicHeHUue (Andrejevic 2020: 9). CoBpemeH-
Hble AQJITOPUTMUYECKUE CHACTEMBI NPOTHO3UPYIOT M MPEIBOCXUIIA-
IOT COLMAaJIbHYIO XU3Hb U €€ pasBuTuhe. Mapk AHIpeeBUY Ha3bIBAET
3TO «TPUYyMQPOM Ipy60it 06paboTKU 4yuces Haj, MPOBEPKOM, TOHNMA~
HUEeM U oObsiCHeHHeM rumnotes3»® (Andrejevic 2020: 30). Takoit nog-
XO[l, HallpaBJIeHHbI HA COOP MaKCUMAaJIbHOTO KOJIMYECTBA MepeMeH-
HBIX U BBISIBJIEHME KOPPEJISILUN, CTUPAeT TPaAULMOHHbIE CIOCOOBI
MpPOM3BOACTBA 3HaHUS. Kakum Obl HU ObLI NMPOrHO3: Gymymiasi mpo-
M3BOJUTEJIBHOCTh TPYAQ, YCIIEBAEMOCTb YyYallUXCs, MOTEHI[Uab-
Has yrposa, — IOAXOH COCTOUT B TOM, UTOObI CMemaTh KaK MOXK-
HO 00JIblle NNEPEMEHHBIX MW IIOCMOTPETH, YTO BCIIJIBIBET. O,HHaKO

2 «Triumph of brute number crunching over hypothesis testing, comprehension,
and explanation».
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aBTOMaTU3MPOBaHHbIE CPeNICTBAa MaccoBoi nHpopmauuu u U1 He no-
Ka3bIBAIOT, KaK POKJAIOTCS 3HAHUSL.

B aBromaruszauuu u MM NpUCYTCTBYET MOCTCOLIMAJIBHBINA YKJIIOH:
MOTBITKA 3aMEHUTh COLMAJIbHBIE TPOLIECChl MAIIMHHBIMU, KaK Oym-
TO COPTAPOBKA U COMNOCTABJIEHUE — 3TO TO K€ CaMOe, UTO U CYXAe-
Hue. Takas NOMBITKA HalpaBjleHA Ha YCTPAHEHNE HEOCIIOPMMBIX He-
IOCTATKOB 4Y€JIOBEYECKOTO MPUHATUS PEIIEHUN M CO3[JaHUs 3HaHUS
(Andrejevic 2020: 30). Takum 06pa3oM, MOBCEMECTHBIN UPPOBOI MO-
HUTOPUHT B COYETAHUU C AJTOPUTMMYECKUM MPUHITHUEM DPeleHUI
1 MaIIMHHBIM O0yY€eHUEM CO3Ta€eT HOBble (POPMBI BJIACTH U KOHTPOJIS
(Andrejevic 2020: 133). ABTomarusanusg 1 MM — 3To He TOJIBKO OCBO-
Oox[leHre, HO Y KOHTPOJb. TakuM 06pa3om, AHApeeBUY KPUTUYECKHU
paccMaTpUBAET BO3POCUIYIO 3aBUCMMOCTb OT aJI'OPUTMOB M aBTOMa-
TA3MPOBAHHBIX CUCTEM aHAJIN3a JAHHbIX.

[llomana 3y60dd B cBOEl KHUTe «DIoXa HaJ30pHOr0 KaluTalIu3-
Ma» BBOAUT MOHSTHE HOBOTO 3KOHOMMUYECKOTO NOPsIIKa, KOTOPBII OHA
Ha3bIBAET «HAJ30PHBIM KalHUTAJIU3MOM», TAE MPUOBLIb U3BJIEKAETCS
He U3 IPOM3BOACTBA TOBAPOB, a U3 C60pa U aHANIN3a JUYHBIX JaHHBIX
[0JIb30BaTeJel. B oTim4Me OT TpaguIMOHHOTO KauTaanu3Ma, Te oc-
HOBHOI MCTOYHMK IPUOBIIM — 3TO NPOM3BOACTBO M Mpoja)ka TOBa-
POB U yCJIYT, B HA/I30PHOM KallUTaJIU3Me NPUObLJIb U3BJIEKAETCS U3 Ye-
JIOBEYECKOro oIbITa. TexHoJornueckue KOMIaHuy, Takue kak Google
u Facebook, co3naioT meTanu3upoBaHHbIe NTOBeJleHYecKre mpoduim,
KOTOPBIE 3aTEM UCIIOJIb3YIOTCS AJIs1 IEPCOHATM3UPOBAHHON PEKJIAMBI
Y YNpaBJI€HUS MOBEIEHUEM M0JIb30BaTeNIeH. DTa CUCTEMa MOJPbIBA-
€T aBTOHOMHUIO CyOBEKTa, IIpeBpallasl ero He B aKTUBHOTO YYaCTHU-
Ka 11(PPOBOI 3KOHOMUKY, & B UCTOYHUK JTAHHBIX, UCIIOJIb3YEMBIX IS
MaHHUIYJISALMY €70 NPENOYTEHUIMU U PEIIEHNUAMU. «DTH HOBBIE OIe-
paluy NpeBpalaoT Hally XU3Hb B IOTOKM JAaHHBIX, KOTOPBIE 3aTE€M
UCIOJIBb3YIOTCS 1711 (POPMUPOBAHMS HAILIEro MOBEIEHUS U CO3[JaHUS
MPOTHO3HBIX AaHHBIX» (Zuboff 2019: 17). DTo BemeT K 3po3uu MpUBAT-
HOCTU U BBI3bIBA€T BONPOCHI O TOM, HACKOJIBKO JIOLY MOTYT KOHTPO-
JIMpoBaTh CBOIO MHPopManuio. «[lo Mepe pacmiMpeHns] KanuTaIu3mMa
HaOJIIOeHMs Hallla YacTHAS JKU3Hb BCE GOJIblle MOABEPTaeTCsl BTOP-
SKEHUIO U INpeBpaleHuio B ToBap» (Zuboff 2019: 18). Komnanuu uc-
MOJIb3YIOT AaHHbIE [ CO3aHusl IEPCOHANN3UPOBAHHBIX PEKJIAMHBIX
KaMIIaHUH U IPOJLYKTOB, 4YTO MOXKET BJIMSITh HA PELIEHMS U [IOBEICHUE
JOZEN, 3a4aCTyI0 6€3 UX 0CO3HAHMS DTOTO BIIMSHUSL

Taxum o6pa3oM, reHepaTUBHBIE MEIMA U AJITOPUTMUYECKOE IPO-
M3BOJICTBO HE MPOCTO MU3MEHSIIOT CIIOCOOBI KOMMYHUKALIUY, HO U pa-
IMKaJIbHO TPaHCHOPMUPYIOT CaMy IIPUPOLY CyOBeKTa. 'paHUIEI MEXK-
Iy aBTOHOMMEN U aJITOPUTMUYECKON PErysauuenl CTUPalTCs, a cama
Cy6BEKTHOCTD MOJBEPraeTCsl IEPECMOTPY B CBETE HOBBIX LU(POBBIX
BJIACTHBIX M€XaHU3MOB. CaMasi OracHasi 0COO€HHOCTb F€HEPATUBHOTO
W He B TOM, UTO OH MOXKET CO3/IaBaTh MacIITabHble PENKOBbIE CTATbU
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1 BUZEO0, a B TOM, 4TO OH MOXXET CO3[,aBaTh MHTEPAKTHUBHBIN 1 aJJalITHB-
HBIIl KOHTEHT, 0], KaKJJOTO I0JIb30BaTENsl, YTOObI MAaKCMMU3UPOBATh
ybequTeNbHOE BO3[€CTBUE. BaXKHO y4UTHIBaThb, YTO T€HEpPATHUBHbIE
MeJ1a He SBJISIOTCS HEMTPaIbHBIMU UHCTPYMEHTaMU: OHU (POPMUPY-
I0T HE TOJILKO COZIEP>KaHNe, HO U CIOCO6bI BOCIPUATHS PealbHOCTH.
Tak, anroputmel TikTok u Instagram He PoOCTO ajalITUPYIOT KOHTEHT
1071, IPEJII0YTEHN S [10J1b30BaTe e, a aKTUBHO KOHCTPYUPYIOT UX BKY-
cbl, co3aBasi 3QPEKT «aJIrOPUTMUYECKOTO ITy3bIPs», KOTOPBII MOXKET
OrpaHMYMBATh KPUTHUYECKOE BOCIPUSITHE HHPOPMALUH.

FeHepaTI/IBHbIe Mengua
KaK naeojlornyeckKkas MmallnHa

HccnenoBanue TeMbl UAEOJIOTUU SIBJISIETCSI BAKHOU YaCTbIO KPUTHUYE-
CKOU Teopuu. B ycioBusax uudpoBOro Kanuraausma oHa 60blie He
MPOSIBJISIETCS KaK CHCTEMA JMCKYPCHMBHOIO HaBsI3bIBaHMS, a (QyHK-
LMOHUPYET B BUIEe UHPPACTPYKTYPbl MOBCEIHEBHOCTH, BCTPOEHHOM
B JITOPUTMBIL, UHTEP(ENCH] U IEPCOHANM3ALMIO OMbITA. Kak oTMeuaer
Keitt Kpoydopa, UCKyCCTBEHHBIN UHTEJJIEKT — 3TO HE HEWUTpaJsbHas
TEXHOJIOTUS, & NOJIMTUYECKUN M S9KOHOMUYECKUI UHCTPYMEHT, B TOM
YuCJie YKPEIUISAWUN CYIECTBYIOIE CTPYKTYPhl BiaacTu: «M m3-3a
KanuTasna, Heo6Xx04UMOTO0 I MaciTabHoro co3ganus VM, u cnoco-
60B BUJIEHUSI, KOTOPblE OH ONTUMU3UPYET, cucTeMbl V11 B KOHEUHOM
WTOre NpefHasHadyeHbl A5 00CayKUBaHUS CYLECTBYIOMUX TOMUHU-
PYIOLIVMX UHTEPECOB. B 3TOM CMBICJIE UCKYCCTBEHHLIN UHTEJJIEKT SIB-
sseTcst peectpom Biactu»® (Crawford 2021: 8).

Cama apxurexrypa MU penpeseHTUpYET BJIACTh. OHA [EJIAET €€
MIOBCEHEBHOM, HEBUIUMOI, BCTPOEHHON B uHTepdelic. Ha ypoBHe
MI€0JIOTMY — B JIJAKAHOBCKOM CMBICJIE KaK CTPYKTYPBbI, OPraHU3YIOLIEeN
6ecco3HaTesibHOe, — MPOUCXOIUT HE TOJIBKO NMOAMEHA PEeasbHOCTH,
HO M aBTOMAaTH3alys €€ KOHCTUTYyupoBaHus. CHCTEMBI Ir€HEepaTUB-
Horo M cTaHOBSITCS HOBBIMU (POPMAaMU CUMBOJIMYECKOTO MOPSIIKA,
B KOTOPOM CYOBEKT CYLIECTBYET U Yepe3 KOTOPbIIl UHTEPNEIupyeT-
cq. Kak nogyepkusaet JIunarpe, ugeosorus MM ctpourcs Ha camo-
3a06BEHHON Bepe B aBTOHOMHYIO CUJIYy TE€XHOJIOTMYECKOro Iporpecca,
Ha mepefade pELIeHUN HENpPO3PayHbIM aJIrOPUTMaM U JETNOJIUTH-
3auuu 6yaymero: «B upgeosorun MM 4acTo BCTpeEYarOTCs HEYKJIOH-
HBIV TEXHOJIOTUYECKUI ONTUMU3M, BEPA B TO, YTO TEXHOJIOTUYECKUN
MIPOrpecc — 3TO aBTOHOMHAS CUJIA, CIIOCOOHAsl HAcC CIIACTH, a TaKxkKe

3 «And due to the capital required to build Al at scale and the ways of seeing
that it optimizes Al systems are ultimately designed to serve existing dominant
interests. In this sense, artificial intelligence is a registry of power».
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TEHIEHLM TNepefaBaTh KIYEBble PEIIeHUS HENpPO3PayHbIM ajiro-
putmam»* (Lindgren 2023: 3).

Cnasoit XKuxkek TpaiUIIMOHHO UCCIENyeT, Kak uaeosnorus Gopmu-
pyeTcs U MOAAEpKUBAETCS Yyepe3 KyJbTypHble apTedakTel U Meaua.
B snoxy M u reHepaTuBHBIX MeMa 3TU TEXHOJIOTMU CTAHOBSTCS HE
IMPpOCTO UHCTPYMEHTAMU CO30aHUA U PACIIPOCTPAHEHN A KOHTEHTA, HO
Y MOIIHBIMU CPEICTBAMU POPMUPOBAHNS UIEO0TIOTUYECKUX CTPYKTYP.
OHU CIOCO6HBI YCUJIMBATD CYLECTBYIOIAE UII€0JIOTUYECKUE NTPEATIO-
CBLJIKY, BHEZPSISI UX B CO3[,ABAEMBbIIl KOHTEHT U TaKUM OOPa30oM BIIUSIS
Ha JKEJIaHUS Y NPEATIOYTEHNS ayguTOprun. FIMEHHO TI0O9TOMY, [10 MHE-
Huo JKnkeka, 4aT-60Thl 6YOyT OYEHb XOPOLIO JIAAUTh C ULEO0I0raMuU
Bcex macreii (Zizek 2023b).

Ecnu cnepoBaTh 1aKaHOBCKOW KOHLIENLIMY 6€CCO3HATEIbHOIO KaK
CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHOTO MOJO6GHO SI3bIKY, MOSKHO YTBEPKJaThb, YTO r'eHe-
paTUBHbIE Me[Na KOHCTPYUPYIOT HOBOE «aJrOpUTMUYECKOe 6ecco3-
HaTesibHOe». OHU ONEepUPYIOT HAa OCHOBE OOJIBIINX JAHHBIX, BBISIBIISS
JIATEHTHBIE 3aKOHOMEPHOCTHU, KOTOPbIE MOTI'YT OCTaBaTbCd HEBUIVIMbI-
MU JIJIS1 CAMOTO Cy6beKTA. DTO CO3AET MUILJIIO3UI0 CAMOIIO3HAHMS Ye-
pe3 MEeIMaTexHoJIOruM, HO, KaK M B CJIy4ae C KJIACCUYECKUM IICUX0-
aHaJIM30M, UICTUHA CyObEKTA BCET[A OCTAETCS B HEOCTYITHOM 0671aCTH
«kenaHus JIpyroro». B aTom KoHTeKkcTe 1udpoBast UHPPaCTPYKTypa,
Bkyouast MM-4ar-60TOB, MOXET BOCIHPUHMMATBCSI KaK MaTepuab-
HO CYyIIeCTByoOUUN 607b10i JIpyroil, omn60YHO NPUPaBHUBAEMBIN
K TPaHCLEHIEHTHOMY 6oxkecTBeHHOMY Jlpyromy. B craTthe «[locTue-
JIoOBeYeCKas MyCThIH» JKIKEK aHANIU3UPYET BIUSHUE NCKYCCTBEHHO-
ro MHTEJIJIEKTA Ha YeJIOBEYeCKYyI0 CyObeKTUBHOCTh M PACCMATPUBAET,
Kak 1upOBblEe TEXHOJOTMU MOTYT CO3[aBaTh WUJIJIIO3UIO «BOJbIIO-
ro Jlpyroro». OH TakXe OTMEYaeT, YTO HOBbIE IM(MPOBbIE MeI1a DKC-
TEpHaJU3UPYIOT Halle 6ecco3HaTesbHOe B M, co3gaBas cuTyaLulo,
[Py KOTOPOM T€, KTO B3aUMOMENCTBYET C aJITOPUTMaMU, NIEPECTAIOT
6BITH pacIienIeHHbIMU cyGbekTamu (Zizek 2023b). JKukek uHTEpIpe-
tupyeT MM KaK TEXHOJIOTUYECKYI0 (POPMY CHUMBOJIMYECKOTO MOPSIIIKA,
B KOTOPOM ucYe3aeT caMo HampspkeHue mexay S u Ipyrum. Hudpo-
BOE 6€CCO3HaTeIbHOE DKCTEPHAIM3YETCSl — T0JIb30BaTE b CTAIKMBA-
€TCs C MallMHOM, KOTOpas 3HAET ero >KejlaHus paHblle HEro CaMoro.
YaT-60ThI AEUCTBYIOT KaK «MalIMHbI U3BpallleHUiT», 3aTyMaHUBas 6ec-
CO3HATEJIbHOE, IIOCKOJILKY MO3BOJIAIOT I10JIb30BaTEJIAM IIPOELMPOBATh
CBOU caMble COKpOBeHHbIe paHTa3nU 6e3 MoCIeACTBUN. B 9TOM CMBbIC-
Jie OHU OKa3bIBAIOTCSI 60JIee PENPECCUBHBIMY, YEM JIa’Ke CaMble CTPO-
rue GOpMbl CUMBOJINYECKON LJEH3YPBL

4  «In Al ideology, we will often find relentless technological optimism, the belief
that technological progress is an autonomous force and can save us all, and the
tendency to delegate key decisions to opaque algorithms».
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ITo mHeHUo C. J)Kuxkeka, MM rnocTeneHHo CHUKaeT He0OX0IUMOCTD
B 4e€JI0OBEYECKOM Y4aCTUU B pa3yinyHbIX cdpepax. B ornnuue ot mpour-
JIBIX TEXHOJIOTMYECKUX UHHOBaLui, MV He npenmnosiaraet rocrnoacTsa
YyeJIoBe4YeCTBa HaJ, NpUpOnoi. HanpoTus, OH yrposkaeT 3aMeHUTD Ca-
MUX JIofel, npepnjaras uM «kode 6e3 KodernHa» — IPysKeNTI06HO-
ro coceja, y KOTOpOro HeT cKkeJjieToB B mKady, JIpyroro, KOTOpHIl He
npenbsBisieT TpebOBaHUI U NIOICTPAUBAETCS 1107, JII0Oble TOTPEOHO-
cru (Zizek 2023c). Kak capkactuuHo 3ameuaet C. XKwkek, <Y mpu-
IeT 32 HAaMU He C SII€PHBIMU 3aJIIIaMH, a J,eJiasi IPUBbIYHBIN HAaM 06pa3
XU3HU GMHAHCOBO HEKUBHECTTOCOGHBIMY (Zizek 2023d).

Ho B TO ke BpeMsi aBTOMATU3MPOBAHHbIE CUCTEMbI HE CIIOCOOHBI
BOCIIPOM3BOJUTb YEJIOBEUECKOE CY>K[IEHHUE BO BCEH €ro MOoJHOTE, 10~
CKOJIbKY OHO BKJIIOUaeT CyO'beKTHBHBIE ACTIEKTbI, KOTOPblE HEBO3MOXKHO
CBECTHU UCKJIIOYUTEJIBHO K AaHHbIM. O6 sToM nuieT C. JKuxkek B cTa-
The «VICKycCTBEHHBIN unmotusm» (Zizek 2023a), mopyepkuBas, 4To
4aT-60THl HE CIIOCOOHBI YIaBAMBATh HIOAHCHI, UPOHUIO U IIPOTUBOpE-
Yy, SBJISIOIMECS] HEOThEMJIEMOM YaCThIO YEJIOBEYECKOTO OOIIEeHMUSI.
B pesysnbrare ucyesaeT NPOCTPAHCTBO COMHEHUSI, HECOTJIACUSI, UPO-
HUU — BCETO TOTO, YTO JEJA€T CyObEKTA KUBBIM U HECOBEPLIEHHBIM.
C. J)Kmkek OTMEYaeT, YTO YeJIOBEK HUKOT/Ia He TOBOPUT GYKBAJIbHO TO,
YTO, [10 €r0 MHEHUIO, OH TOBOPUT, TOTJA KaK UCKYCCTBEHHBIN UHTEI-
JIEKT MOXET JIMIIb UMUTUPOBATh 3TOT Ipolecc. bosee TOro, 4at-60Thl
He CITIOCOOHBI JITAaTh TaK, KaK 3To AejaeT yesoBek (Black 2024). Crioco6-
HOCTb JITaTh CBUJETEIbCTBYET O HAJTMYNU 6€CCO3HATEJILHOTO U UTPAEeT
BaXKHYIO poJjib B pOpMUPOBaHUU Cy6BEKTA. JIOKD (B ICUXOAHATIUTUYE~
CKOM KJIIOY€) TIpefiioyiaraeT Hajudrue 6€CCo3HaTeIbHOTO: TUCTaHIUIO
Mexay S 1 Tem, 4To OHO TOBOpUT. YaT-60Thl, He ob1amast 6ecco3Ha-
TEJIbHBIM, HE MOTYT JITaTh B YEJIOBEYECKOM CMBICJIE, YTO OTIIMYAET UX
OT JIIOIEeN.

bepHap Crurnep pafukaan3upyeT 3Ty KPUTUKY. B ctarbe «VcKyc-
CTBEHHas [TIyTIOCTb U UCKYCCTBEHHBIY UHTEJJIEKT B aHTPOIIOLIEHE» OH
TaK>Xe paCCMaTpUBAET B3aUMOCBSI3b MexX 1y MM 1 yesoBeuecKum cyob-
€KTOM. ABTOp YTBEPXIAET, YTO BECb HOBTUYECKUI (Pa3yMHbII) UHTEI~
JIEKT IO CBOE MPUPOJie UCKYCCTBEHEH, IOCKOJIbKY Pa3BUBAETCS YEPE3
BHEIIHNE TeXHUYeCKUe CPeICTBa, KoTopble CTUTJIEp HA3bIBAET «TEXHU-
YeCKMMU OpraHaMM» UJIM «9K30COMATUYeCKUMU opraHamu» (Stiegler
2018: 1). DTo 03HAyaeT, YTO YEeJOBEYECKUI pa3yMm BCerpa Obl CBsI3aH
C TEXHOJIOTMSIMM, KOTOPBIE PACHIIMPSIIOT €ro BO3MOXHOCTH. [Iponecc
paclIMpeHus 4eJI0BEYECKMX BO3MOKHOCTEN Yepe3 BHEIIHNE TEXHNYE-
CKME CPEeJICTBA MPUBOJIUT K CO3[IaHUIO HOBBIX (GOPM MHTeJIeKTa. Of-
HAKO 3TOT NIPOLECC UMEET ABONCTBEHHYIO IPUPOJLY: C OJJHO! CTOPOHBI,
OH CIIOCOOCTBYET Pa3BUTUIO 3HAHUI U KYJIBTYPHL, C IPYTOl — MOXET
MPUBOIUTD K «MCKYCCTBEHHOH TJIYIIOCTU», KOTHA YpE3MEPHAst 3aBUCU-
MOCTb OT TEXHOJIOTUI CHMKAET CIIOCOOHOCTb K KPUTUUECKOMY MBIII-
JIEHUIO ¥ CAMOCTOSITEJIbHOMY IPUHATUIO petieHuii (Stiegler 2018: 8).
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Kak ormeuaet Bepnap Ctursnep, uuppoBble TEXHOJIOTUNA KOJOHU-
3UPYIOT BHUMaHUE U NMaMsITh, IpeBpalas cyobekTa B 06bEKT IOCTO-
SHHOTO BO37eicTBUS. [IpoucxoguT «ImpoJieTapu3alnus MbILIIEHUSY,
KOIJla CO3HAaHME CTAHOBUTCSI 3aBUCHMBIM OT aBTOMATU3MPOBAHHBIX
npotieccor®. [To MHeHuIo CTUraepa, aJifOpUTMBbl pa3pyuaioT CIocoo-
HOCTb K KPUTUYECKOMY MBIIJIEHNIO, IIPEBPAlllad 3HAHNA B INOBEPX-—
HOCTHbIE€ JaHHble. 3HAHUE IPEBPAIAETCH B IOTOK JAHHBIX, BHAUMA-
HUE — B PECypC, CyOBeKT — B OOCJIY>KUBAIOLIYIO CTPYKTYPY. VIMEeHHO
3TO U COCTABJISIET CYTb UIEOJOrMYECKON (PYHKIUY T€HEPATUBHBIX M€~
JI/a: OHM HE HABS3BIBAIOT B3IVISAIBI, KaK UAEOJIOrus npoumsnoro. OHu
MOJIMEHSIOT CaMy CTPYKTYPY XXeJIaHUS, [eJ1al0T HEHY>KHbBIM KOH(PIIUKT,
KPUTHUKY, Hecoryjacue. BMecTo cyObeKTa, COMHEBAIOIETOCSd U [ei-
CTBYIOILIETO, MOSBJISIETCSI TOTPEOUTENb ANTOPUTMUYECKUX OOpasoB,
JKeJIAIMUI TO, YTO MallMHA HAY4YUJIACh JKEJIaTh 3a HETO.

MM MoxeT ObITh KaK MOJIE3HBIM MHCTPYMEHTOM [IJIsl Pa3BUTHUS
001eCTBa, TaK U pa3pyuUIUTEIbHON CUJION, €CJIU €ro UCIIOJb30BaHUe
HE 6yIL€T PEryinpoBaThCsad 3TUYECKU U ITOJIMTUYECKU. Il]lﬂ CTI/IFJIepa
Ba)KHO, YTOOBI TEXHOJIOTMU CJIY)KUJIN YEJIOBEYECKOMY Pa3BUTHUIO, a HE
MPUBOIUIY K OTUYYKIEHUIO WM 3aBUCMMOCTU. OH Ipenjaraer pas-
BUBAaTb TakKue (POPMbI B3aUMOJENUCTBUSI C TEXHOJIOTUSIMU, KOTOPbIE
MOJIEPXKUBAIOT U YCUJIMBAIOT Y€JIOBEYECKYIO CyObEKTHOCTD, a HE T10-
IaBJsitoT ee. Takum 06pasom, CTUrsiep NogyepkuBaeT He0OXOIUMOCTb
6asaHCHMpPOBATh MEXy UCNOJb30BaHueM VI niis pacmivpeHnus 4eao-
BEYECKMX BO3MOXKXHOCTEN U COXPAHEHUEM KPUTUYECKOTO OTHOUIEHUS
K TE€XHOJIOTUSIM, YTOOBI U36€XaTh Jerpafaluyu 4ejJoBe4ecKOoro cyob-
€KTa B YCJIOBUSAX PACTYIIEN aBTOMATU3ALINN.

TakuMm 06pa3oM, reHepaTUBHbIE Melua — 3TO He NpocTo Gop-
Ma KOMMYHHUKauu. DTo NHPPACTPYKTypa HOBOTO HJI€OJIOTUYECKOTO
peXuma, B KOTOPOM MCY€3al0T KJIaCCUYeCKHe KOOPAMHATBI CyOBbeK-
Ta, UCTUHBI U CBOOOIEL. TOJIBKO Yepe3 BO3BpAllEHUE K KPUTUUECKUM
paMKaM — K aHaJIM3y 3MMCTEMOJIOTUYECKUX U TICUXOAHATUTUYECKUX
CTPYKTYP — MOKHO HadaTb PACIIO3HABATh CKPBITYIO BJIACTb, BCTPOEH-
HYI0 B @JITOPUTMBIL, U COIIPOTUBIISATBCS €11 HE HA YPOBHE UHTepPerica,
a Ha YPOBHE CaMOI'0 MbILIJIEHNS.

Cy6beKT 3HaHUS
VS CyOBEeKT KeJaHU s

Pazsutue I BeneT K GOPMUPOBAHUIO «AJITOPUTMUYECKOIO CYyObEK-
Ta» — MPENCKA3yeMOro, ONTUMU3MPOBAHHOIO M0 JIOTUKY HAHHbIX.

5  Crurzep, B. (2019). VIcKyCCTBEHHBIH UHTEJJIEKT — 3TO UCKYCCTBEHHAS TJIyIIOCTb
(unTepBblo). https://www.colta.ru/articles/society/21731-bernar-stigler-isk-
usstvennyy-intellekt-eto-iskusstvennaya-glupost.
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OpHako 5Ta MOJieJ/Ib BCTYNAET B HAMPSI)KEHHbIE OTHOUIEHUS C CYObEK-
TUBHOCTBIO, KOTOPYIO IICMXOAHAJIN3 OMKCBHIBAET KaK OCHOBAHHYIO Ha
paspbiBe, HEXBATKe U HENPO3payHOCTU. KOHPIUKT MEXAY CyOBEKTOM
3HAHUS U CYyOBEKTOM KeJIaHUS 3[1eCh CTAaHOBUTCS He NTPOCTO MeTado-
PO¥, HO KJIIOYEBOM TOYKOHM HAIpPSDKEHUS B LIU(POBOU KyJIbTYpE, IIe
aJITOPUTMBI CTPEMSTCSI K KOHTPOJIIO, 2 CYyOBEKTUBHOCTh YCKOJIb3aEeT,
MIPOPBIBAETCS, CONIPOTUBIISIETCS.

II>kek Biok B craThe «JnanekTuka kenaHus: M-4aT-60Thl U Xe-
JIaHVE€ HE 3HATb» MCCJIEAYET 3TU CJIOKHBbIE B3aMMOOTHOILIEHMS, pac-
cMarpuBas 4aT-60TOB HE CTOJIBKO KaK IOCPEIHUKOB 3HAHUM, CKOJIb-
KO KaK (pUrypbl, BOBJIEYEHHbIE B CTPYKTYPHI XXejlaHus. B otaumuue or
TPaJULMOHHOIO MPeJCTaBIeHus O 4aT-60TaxX KaK MCTOYHMKAX 3Ha-
HUI 1 PAllMOHAJIbHOTO OTBETA, OH INpefJiaraeT paCCMOTPETb UX Yepe3
MpU3MY XeJlaHUs CyObeKTa, B KOTOPOM CTpeMJIeHHe He 3HaTh CTaHO-
BUTCS KJIIOYEBBIM MOMEHTOM: «Ha IaHHBII MOMEHT Halll OTHOLIEHU S
¢ IM1-4aT-60TOM OCHOBaHBI HE CTOJIBKO Ha €ro QYHKIIMY KaK HUCTOYHU~
Ka 3HaHMH, CKOJIBKO Ha KeJIaHUM CcybbeKTa He 3HaTh» (Black 2023: 3).
31ech BCTYNAET B CMJIY JIAKAHOBCKOE Pa3IndMe MEXY 3HAHUEM U UC-
THAHOM, IJle 3HaHME MOXET ObITh IIEPEIAHO, HO MCTHUHA BCETHA CBs3a-
Ha C HEXBATKOW M HEBO3MOXXHOCTBIO ITOJIHOTO ITOHMMAaHUs, C Pa3pbl-
BOM, C 6€CCO3HATE/bHBIM, C KEJIAaHUEM. B 3TOM CMbICIIE KeJITaHUE «He
3HaTb» — 3TO (POPMa COMPOTUBJIEHUS UAECOJOTUN TOTAJILHON KOTHU-
TUBHOH NPO3PaYHOCTHU, TOTAJIBHOTO 3HAHUS, CTPEMSILENCS 3aMEHUTD
CyOBEKTUBHOCTD YIIPABJISIEMOCTBHIO.

[lpu3Hanue pa3peiBa, NPUCYLIETO KaK 4YeJIoBeKy, Tak u MU, mo-
JK€T, TI0 MHEHHIO BijdKa, OTKpBITb HOBbI€ TOPMU3OHTHl ITOHMMAHUS.
MOosKHO CKa3aTh, YTO 4aT-00T CJYXKUT AJis1 PACKPBITUS CBSI3U MEXIY
IByMs popMaMu CyObeKTUBHOCTU: CyObEKTOM 3HAHUS U CyOBEKTOM
KeJlaHUsl. Mbl MOKEM Ha6I0[aTh 3TO HANPSDKEHUE U HEYLOBJIETBO-
PEHHOCTb BO B3auMogencTBusax ¢ Ml-yaT-6otamu. X0oTs € NO3ULUU
CcyObeKTa 3HAHMS MBI [TOJIy4a€M OT HUX OTHOCUTEJIBHO TOJI€3HbIE OT-
BETBI, B [JIyOMHE COXPAHSIETCSI GECIIOKOMCTBO: MOIJIM JIM MBI 3a1aTh
Jy4muit Borpoc? He 6bL71 1M IPeIOCTABIEHHbII OTBET HEMOJIHBIM UJIN
OLINOO0YHBIM?

STOT 3(PPeKT aITOPUTMUYECKOTO HEe3HaHUS YCUJIUBAETCSI WH-
TepQeiiCHO! JIOTUKOM IOCTOSIHHOTO BO3BpAllleHUs: 3alpoC-OTBET,
CKPOJIJI-KOHTEHT, CBAaUIN-PEKOMEHIAII VS — Ka>Kbli1 U3 HUX [TOA,0EPXKN-
BAa€T LMPKYJISILIUIO JKeJIaHUS, HE TIPUBOJS K €r0 pa3pelleHuo. B aTom
LMKJe MHTepdeNc NpeBpallaeTCs B MAalIMHY MTOBTOPEHUS, 0POPMIISI-
I0IIYIO CyObEKTa KaK GUrypy 6€CKOHEYHOTO [epe3anpoca. AJrOPUTM,
KaKMAM Obl CJIOKHBIM OH HM ObLJI, OCTa€TCSI HECOBEPUIEHHBIM, a IIOTO-
MY HEBO3MO>XHOCTb JOCTMKEHM S OKOHYATEIbHOY NCTUHBI CTAHOBUTCS
MOCTOSIHHBIM (DOHOBBIM 3JIEMEHTOM HAlIUX B3aUMOMENCTBUN. DTa He-
YI,OBJIETBOPEHHOCTD — I1apaJlOKCaJIbHO — U MOAIEPKMBAET HAlllE yI0-
BOJIbCTBUE.
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JlakaHOBCKas KOHLEMUUS <«kKeyaHusl Jpyroro» 3mech npuoodpe-
TaeT 0CO6YI0 aKTyaJIbHOCTh: aJIFOPUTMBbI, aHANMU3UPYS Hamu LUUppo-
Bble CJIEJIbl, IPEAYraiblBAIOT HAIIX MOTPEOHOCTHU 10 TOTO, KaK MBI UX
ocosHanu. OOHAKO 3TO IpeICKa3aHue BCErga HOCUT MEXaHWYECKUN
XapaKTep — OHO HE YYUTHIBAET UPPALMOHAJIBHOCTD KEJIAHUS, €0 CO-
MIPOTHUBJIEHNE ITIOJTHOMY ITOCTIDKEeHHI0. Kak pas 9To u iesaeT cyobeKkTa
HEIIPEJCKa3yEMBIM.

Takum 06pa3oM, NCUXOAHAJIUTUYECKUN MOAXOJH IpejocTepera-
eT oT ugeanusauuu MU kak cyb6bekTa NpearooKUTENBHO 3HAOIIE-
ro. Kak orMeuaeT BJI9K, «B CBETE€ CBOUX OIIMOOK TexHosorug VU, He-
COMHEHHO, yJIy4UIUTCS, OGHAKO 3TU OIMOKM U HEYJ a4l HE UCUE3HYT»
(Black 2023: 17). IIpennonoxeHre 0 BO3MOXHOCTU JOCTUXKEHUS a6CO-
JIIOTHOTO 3HaHUS BefleT K NapaHouganbHol ¢panTazuu o6 MU kak nu-
LMIEHHOW HEeJO0CTaTKa CYLIHOCTU. HanpoTus, 0CO3HaHME ero npeneson
Y HEYCTPaHUMOI HEXBAaTKU OTKPBIBAET MPOCTPAHCTBO IJ1s TpaHCcop-
Malyy HallMX OTHOWIEHWH C IUQPOBbIMU TEXHOJIOTMSMHU, CO3IAET
IIPOCTPAHCTBO [1J1s1 HOBOT'O OCMBICJIEHHUSI IU(POBBIX B3aUMOECTBUIA.
JKenaHue «He 3HATb» B 9TOM CMBICJIE CTAHOBUTCS HE IIPOCTO OTKA30M
OT 3HaHUS, a4 CIIOCOOOM OCMBICJIEHUSI CAMOTO Pa3pblBa, ONPELEIsIO-
1Iero Kak Cy6beKTa, Tak U co3aHHbIl um 1.

CyOBEKT 3HAHUSI U CyOBEKT JKEJIaHMSl OKA3bIBAIOTCS HE MPOCTO
B KOH(PJIMKTE — UX B3aMMOJEICTBUE CTAHOBUTCS SIIPOM HOBBIX LU~
POBBIX MEXaHU3MOB BJIACTU. ANIropuTMbl MM, aHanmM3upys oBeeH4ye-
CKMe MaTTEePHBI, CTPEMSITCS K CO3[aHUIO NIPECKa3yeMol CyObeKTUB-
HOCTH, IIpeBpalasi IoBEeAeHNE B PECYPC, B TO BpEMSI KaK IICUX0AaHaJIN3
HallOMUHAET: CYObEKT 0CTaeTCsl CyObEKTOM 6J1arofiapst CBOei Herpe -
CKa3yeMOCTH, HECOBEPIIEHCTBY U OTKa3y OT OKOHYATEJIbHOV UCTUHBDL.
HeonTuMu3npoBaHHOCTb CYObEKTa — 3TO He COO, a YCIIOBUE CBOGO-
Ibl. B 3TOM M3MEpEHUN OTKPLIBAETCH BO3MOXXHOCTb COIPOTUBJIEHUS:
HE B OTKa3€ OT TEXHOJIOTMH, a B [IEPEOIPEAETIEHUN PAMOK UX MCIIOJIb-
30BaHUs, B BO3BpAllleHNHU cebe NpaBa Ha OMOKY, HAa HEIIOHUMAaHue, Ha
JKeJIaHue.

[TpoTuBOCTOSIHUE CYObEKTA 3HAHUS U )KEJIAHUSI TPOSIBIISIETCSI TAKXKE
B BU3yaJbHON U NepPOPMATUBHON KyJbTYpe. Xy[I0KECTBEHHbIE U aK-
TUBUCTCKHUE MPAKTUKU YaCTO CTAHOBSTCSI IPOCTPAHCTBOM, IJie CyOb-
€KT OTKa3bIBAETCS OT IPO3PAYHOCTH, YIPABISIEMOCTH, 3(PPEKTUBHO-
CTU — T€X KaYeCTB, K KOTOPbIM CTPEMUTCS aJIFOPUTMUYECKAS KYJIbTYpa.
BmecTo 3TOro Ha nepBbIl IJIAH BBIXOOUT HEIIPEACKA3yEMOE, TEJIECHOE,
MOBTOPAIOLIEE, TPOBAJILHOE — BCE TO, UTO HE MO, JAETCS MAIIMHHOM JIO-
ruke. Takon nopxopn He orpuuaet W, a nepeonpenessier paMKy, B KO-
TOPBIX CyOBEKT C HUM B3aMMOIENCTBYET: HE KaK C ueanbHbIM JIpy-
TMM, 3HAIOIMM BCE, a KaK C «CUMIITOMAaTU4€CKOV MaIINHON», B KOTOPOU
MO>KHO paclo3HaTb COOCTBEHHYIO TPEBOTY, (PaHTa3uu, CBOOOLY.

Tak, B nepdopmaHcax, paboraomux ¢ 11 B peasbHOM Bpeme-
HU, TE€JIO apTUKYJUPYET CONPOTHUBJIEHME: OHO IEMCTBYET BOIPEKU
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ONTUMU3ALNY, IOAUEPKUBASI PA3PbIB MEXKY SKUBBIM U IUPPOBLIM. Ofi~
HUM U3 TaKUX NMpumepos sBisgeTcs neppopmanc «Corpus Nil» (2014-
2019)5 Mapko [loHHapyMMbl — TeJleCHasi UMIIPOBU3ALUS C yYaCTUEM
MH-cucremel, KOTOpas B peajlbHOM BPEMEHU aHAJIU3UPYET I BUKEHUS
TeJla MCIIOJIHUTEJISL M pEearupyeT Ha HUX Yepe3 CUHTE3 3BYyKa U CBETA.
JOHHapyMMa CO3HATEJIbHO HApyLIaeT OKUAeMble€ JBUKEHMS, CO30a-
Basi 60U B aJITOPUTMUYECKOM PaCIlO3HABAaHUU, TEM CaMBIM IIpEBPA-
asi TEJI0 B IPOCTPAHCTBO OTKAa3a OT UU(POBOI UHTEPIPETALUY.

OrT pPENpPE3EHTAL NN K IPENCKA3AHUNIO!
reHepaTuBHbIE ME€JHNA, Cy6'beKT, TBOPYE€CTBO

Tenepb paccMOTpPUM, KaK Ie€HEpAaTUBHbIE MeJua TPaHCHOPMUPYIOT
poJIb CyOBEKTa B UICKYCCTBE U B TBOPUYECTBE, A TAKKe B 6oJjiee MUPO-
KOM KYJIbTYPHOM U COLIMAJIbHOM KOHTEKCTE. DTOT IIPOLECC 3aTparnBa-
€T BOIIPOCHI aBTOHOMUM M KOHTPOJI HaJ, TBOPYECKUM aKTOM. B Tpa-
IULVMOHHOM HCKYCCTBE aBTOD OINMPAETCS Ha KYJLTYPHBbIE KOIBI, HO
OCTaeTCsl HOCUTENIEM CyOBEKTHMBHOTO OMNBITA. ['€HepaTUBHbIE MENUA,
Hao60pOT, ONEPUPYIOT MAaCCUBAMU JAHHBIX, OOHAPYXMUBas CKPBITbIE
NaTTEPHBI, HO HE 006J1a1aI0T COOCTBEHHBIM HAMEPEHUEM (KEJIAHUEM).
JYcKyccusl O TeHEePaTUBHbBIX MELMA U KPEATMBHOCTU TaKX€ HEMUHY-
€MO OTCBIJIA€T K KJIACCUYECKOH MpobaemMaTUKe TEXHUYECKON PEeNnpo-
nykuuu (beHbaMuH). MOKHO CKa3aTh, YTO TeHepaTuBHble cucTeMbl 1
MPOJOJKAIOT JIMHUIO aBTOMAaTM3alUU XYJ0KECTBEHHOTO ITPOU3BOM-
CTBa, HAYATYIO ellle C NosiBJieHneM GoTorpaduu 1 MacCOBbIX MeHA.
BepHap Crurjiep CBS3bIBa€T aBTOMATM3aLMI0 TBOPYECKOTO IPO-
1lecca C €ro npoJietapusauueil — yTpaTol MHOUBUIYAJIBHOIO KECTa,
pa3MbIBAaHMEM KPUTUYECKOIO CO3HAHMS U 3aBUCUMOCTU OT BHEIIHUX
TexHU4eckux CTpyKTyp (Stiegler 2018). [lo ero MHeHUIO, aJITOPUTMU~
YyecKasl aBTOMaTU3alMsl He IIPOCTO BOCITPOU3BOAUT (POPMBI, HO BbITEC-
HSET CaMOro Cy0beKTa KaK HOCUTENS TPaHCHOPMALMOHHOTO OIBITA.
TBOpuecTBO cTaHOBUTCA PYHKLIMEN MAIIMHHOTO aHAIM3a JaHHBIX, & He
VHTYULVU UJIA CUMBOJINYECKOTO pa3phiBa. VICKyCCTBO B 3TOM CMBbICTIE
OKa3bIBaeTCs BCE€ MEHEe TPOCTPAHCTBOM >KeJIaHUS U BC€ 6oJiee — Mpo-
CTPaHCTBOM IIpeZCKasaHus. B cBoio ouepenp, JleB MaHoBuY, Teope-
THK HOBBIX M€JiMa 1 LU(POBOI1 KyJIbTYPbl, UCCIEAYET BIUSIHUE UCKYC-
CTBEHHOrO MHTeJIeKkTa (M) u reHepaTMBHBIX Me[la HA COBDEMEHHOE
VICKYCCTBO, IM3alH U KYyJIbTYypYy B Lesiom. OH MoJaraert, 4To uudposast
KyJIbTypa He IIPOCTO BOCIIPOU3BOJUT CYLIECTBYIOLIEE, HO CO3[AET HO-
Bbl€ PEXMMbl BU3YaJIbHOCTU U CYOBEKTMBHOCTU. MaHOBUY paccma-
TpuBaeT Ml He MPOCTO KaK UHCTPYMEHT, a KaK 4acTb 60Jjiee MUPOKON

6  https://marcodonnarumma.com/works/corpus-nil/
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CHUCTEMBI «IIPOrPaMMHPOBaHUS KYJILTYPBI» — IIPOLIECCA, B KOTOPOM
11(POBbLIE TEXHOJIOTUU POPMUPYIOT CIIOCOOLI CO3LaHMSL, PACIIPOCTPa-
HEHUS ¥ BOCTIPUSITUS KYJIbTYPHBIX OOBEKTOB. B cBOMX paboTax OH 1op-
YEepKUBAET, YTO aJTOPUTMbI HE NIPOCTO TIOMOTaloT Co3aBaTh M300pa-
SKEHUSI UJIU TEKCThI — OHYM OPTaHU3YIOT Hallle BooGpakeHue, GopMupys
KaHOHBI BOCIIPpUATHUS, SCTETUKN U [AXKE JKEJIaHU . FEHepaTI/IBHbIe MO-
IeJu, 10 MaHOBUYY, He SBJISIIOTCS] HEHTPaJbHBIMU: OHY OCHOBAaHBI Ha
HCTOpUYECKUX 6a3ax AAHHBIX, KOTOPbIE Y>K€ cofiepKaT B cebe uepap-
XUMY, TIPEJIB3SITOCTH, CTUIMCTUYECKHe Koabl. B kaure «IIporpaMmHOe
obecrieyeHre 6epeT BIaCTb» MaHOBMY [TOYEPKUBAET, YTO AJITOPUTMBI
UTpaloT PEIIAoILylo POJIb B aBTOMATH3AL[MI TBOPUECKUX ITPOLIECCOB.
TeHepaTHBHBIE CUCTEMBI MOTYT OBITH UCITOJIb30BAHBI /IJISI UCCIIETO-
BaHUS HOBBIX DCTETUYECKUX U ITUYECKUX TOPU3OHTOB: «lOCTATOYHO
TOT0, 4YTO HOBbIE UHCTPYMeHTHI VI 111 corocTaBeHUs! Mejia CTUMY-
JIUPYIOT Hallle BOOOpaskeHue, IPEJOCTABIISIOT HAM HOBblE€ UJIEU U 10~
3BOJISIIOT HaM UCCJIEIOBAaTh MHOTOYMCJIEHHbIE BapUALMK KOHKPETHBIX
Inu3aiHoB» (Manovich 2024: 14). Takue IPOEKTDI, KaK HEIIPOCeTH, CO3-
Jaollie UCKYCCTBO, II03BOJISIIOT HE TOJIbKO I€KOHCTPYUPOBATH Cylle-
CTBYIOIIYE KyJbTYPHbIE HOPMBI, HO U IIpeJJIaraTh HOBble (POPMBI KOJI-
JIEKTUBHOTO TBOpYecTBa. OHU IO3BOJISIIOT CO3[]aBaTh GECYMCIEHHOE
MHOKECTBO Bapuanuil M3006pakeHUi, TEKCTOB M MY3bIKH, YTO JeJa-
€T TBOPYeCTBO Gosiee MacCIITabupyeMbIM U JOCTYMHBIM. OfIHAKO 3TOT
Ke TIPOLIeCC BbI3bIBAET ONACEHMUs], CBA3aHHBIE C IIEPENPOU3BOICTBOM»
KOHTEHTA. /136bITOK CreHepHPOBaHHBIX IIPOU3BEICHUI 3aTPyJHSET Ha-
BUTALIMIO B KYJIbTYPHOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE, 2 aJITOPUTMBI HAYMHAIOT UIPaTh
POJIb HE TOJIBKO B CO3/IaHUU, HO U B (PUIIBTPALIUM U PACIPOCTPAHEHUN
KOHTEHTA, BJIMSISl HA TO, YTO CTAHOBUTCS BUJJMMBIM U BOCTPEOOBAaHHBIM.
MaHoBUY oTMeuaeT, 4To VM CTaHOBUTCS HE MPOCTO MHCTPYMEH-
TOM, a MNOJIHOUEHHbBIM YYaCTHUKOM TBOPYECKOTO IIpOLECCa. B otnu-
4ye OT TPaAULMOHHBIX HHCTPYMEHTOB, KOTOpPble TPEOYIOT aKTUBHOIO
YIIPaBJIEHUSI CO CTOPOHBI YeJOBEKa, COBPEMEHHBIE aJITOPUTMBI CIIO-
COOHBI T'€HEPUPOBATh XY[IO’KECTBEHHbIE TPOU3BEIEHNs, aHAIN3UPO-
BaTh CTUJIM W Jla’ke MPEeAyraiblBaTh NPEIOYTEHUS ayJUTOpPUN. DTO
MEHSIeT pOJIb XYAOKHUKA, NU3aliHepa, MpeBpamas UXx B KypaTOpoB
WJIY COABTOPOB BMECTE C aJITOPUTMUYECKUMU crUcTeMamu. Hanpumep,
B chepe 1UPpPOBOro UCKYCCTBA YKe CYLIECTBYIOT IPOEKTHI, TOe Hell-
pPOCETH CO3TAI0T KAaPTHHBI, KOTOPbIE 3aTEM JOPabaThIBAIOTCS Y€JI0BE-
KOM, 4YTO CTUPAET IPAHUIIbBI MEX/1Y MAIIMHHBIM U YeJIOBEYECKUM TBOP-
yecTBOM. OnHaKO, MOAYEPKUBasi BO3MOKHOCTH MU Kak MHCTPYMEHTA
pacImMpeHus 3CTETUYECKOro Iossi, MaHOBUY Takke IpefocTepera-
€T OT aJrOPUTMUYECKON cTepeotunusauun: «MM 4acrto renepupyer

7  «It is sufficient that new media mapping Al tools stimulate our imagination,
provide us with new ideas, and enable us to explore numerous variations of
specific designs».
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HOBBIE MeJlnaapTedaKThl, KOTOpble 60Jiee CTEPEOTUNIHBI MU Ueann-
3MPOBaHbL, YeM MBI npeanonaranu»® (Manovich 2024: 20). 9To o3Ha-
YaeT, YTO HEMPOCETH, TPEHMPOBAHHBIE HA TOMYJSPHLIX BU3yaJIbHBIX
CTUJISIX, BOCIIPOM3BOISIT HOPMBI, UTHOPUPYS MapryuHajbHbIE, IEBUAHT-
Hble WJIM HecTaHAapTHble GOPMBbI BBIPA3UTEIbHOCTU. AJITOPUTM OKa-
3bIBAETCSI HE TOJIbKO COABTOPOM, HO Y HOCUTEJIEM UIEO0JIOTUY, IIYCTh
Y1 HEOCO3HAHHOM.

MU Takxe MEHSET CIIOCOObI NOTPEGJIEHUS KYNbTYpPbl. CTPUMUHTO-
Bble CEPBUCHI, COLIMAJIbHbIE CETU U MIaTHOPMBI LUPPOBOrO KOHTEH-
Ta KUCIOJIb3YIOT aJITOPUTMBI IIEPCOHAIN3ALMY, KOTOPbIE aJalTUPYIOT
KOHTEHT MOJ MHAVBHIYyaJbHbIE MPEAIOYTEHUS MOoab3oBaressa. Ma-
HOBUY 00OpallaeT BHMMaHUEe Ha JBONCTBEHHYIO NIPUPOAY 3TOTO MPO-
ecca: ¢ OLHOM CTOPOHBI, aJITOPUTMBI YIIPOIIAKT SOCTYI K UHTEPeC-
HOMY KOHTEHTY, HO C IpPYyroil — OrpaHWYUBAIOT KYJIbTYDHBIN OIIBIT,
co3zaBasi «pUIBTPBl PeasibHOCTU» W UCKJIIO4Yas CJydaiiHble OTKPbI-
Tus. OHU HE NPOCTO IMOACKA3LIBAIOT, «4TO CMOTPETH», HO U — 4Yepe3
METPUKY BOBJIEYEHHOCTH U MEPCOHANIN3ALMI0 — (POPMUPYIOT BKYCHI.
Bo3HuKaeT cuTyauusi, B KOTOPON CyOBEKT y>K€ HE BbIOMPAET, a JIMIIb
MOJTBEPKIAET BbIOOD, CHEaHHBINA 32 HETO — TOT, KOTOPBINA KaXKETCsI
«ECTECTBEHHBIM», IOTOMY 4TO COBIIAZAET C IIPEAbIAYIIMY IIATTEPHA-
MU noBefeHUsl. Takum 06pa3oM, alrOPUTMbI HE TOJILKO UMUTUPYIOT
Y€eJI0BEYECKOE TBOPYECTBO, HO U 3aMEIIAIOT JKeJIaHUE MIPECKAa3aHUEM.
Vx pa6oTa CTPOUTCS Ha BEPOSITHOCTHO JIOTUKE: OHU BBIJAIOT TO, UTO,
CKOpee BCero, MOHPABUTCS, U TEM CaMbIM MCKJIIOYAIOT BO3MOXHOCTb
CJIy4alHOCTH, HECOOTBETCTBHUS, IIPOBajia — BCEro TOTO, YTO, 1o Jlaka-
HY, JeJIaeT )XeJIaHUE TIOAJINHHBIM.

Hecmotpsa na norennuan MM B TBopyecTBe, MaHOBUY aKLIEHTU-
pyeT BHMMaHME HA PUCKAX: yTpaTa YHUKAJIBHOCTUA B UCKYCCTBE, 3TU-
4yeckue Mpo6seMbl (HallpUMED, UCIOJIb30BAHME YY>KUX OAHHBIX IJIS
TpeHupoBku M), a Takke BbI30Bbl, CBSI3aHHblE C MOHOIIOJIM3aLUeln
TEXHOJIOTUI KPYIHBIMU KOPIOpauusMu. [€HepaTuBHbIE MOLOEN MO-
T'YyT BOCIPOU3BOAUTb CTEPEOTUIIHbIE 006pasbl, UTHOPUPOBATb Map-
TMHAJIM3UPOBAHHbIE TPYIIIbl MM YCUIMBATL 3amajHble BU3yaJjlbHbIE
CTaHAAPThI. AJITOPUTMBI ONITUMU3MPOBAHDI 107, TIOIYJISIPHbIE BU3YaJlb-
Hble CTUJIM, YTO MOXET IIPUBOAUTH K YHUPUKALUU XY[I0KECTBEHHOTO
s3bIKa. Kak nogyepkusaer JleB MaHoBud4, pacnpoctpaHenue MU B uc-
KyCCTB€ HEM30€>KHO U3BMEHUT CaMy JIOTUKY DCTEeTUYECKUX ITIPeIIoyuTe-
HUM, GOpPMUPYS HOBblE KaHOHBI BU3yabHOCTH (Manovich 2023).

ITo mHeHuto MaHoBuYa, 1M 1 reHepaTuBHbIE Me11a HE IIPOCTO 10—
MOJIHAIOT TPAAULMOHHbBIE XYIOXECTBEHHDIE IIPAKTUKY, a PaJUKAIbHO
TPaHCHOPMUPYIOT CIIOCOOBI CO3LAHUS M BOCHPUSITUS KyJIbTypbl. OHU
HE TOJIBKO MEHSIOT POJIb XYIOKHUKA, HO M CTaBAT I10]], BOIIPOC T'PaHMULIbI

8  «Al frequently generates new media artifacts that are more stereotypical or
idealized than what we intended».
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MEX/ly 4eJI0BEUECKUM U aJITOPUTMUYECKUM TBOpUYeCTBOM. COBpeMEH-
Hbl€ TEXHOJIOTMN (POPMUPYIOT HOBYIO KYJIBTYPHYIO Cpelly, IZle UCKyC-
CTBO CTQHOBUTCS P€3yJIbTaTOM B3aMOAEICTBUS Y€JI0BE€KA U MAIINHB,
a aBTOPCTBO — BCE 60Jie€ Pa3MbITBIM ITOHSITUEM.

OpHako, eciu reHepaTUBHbIE MeJ1a CTAaHOBATCSI HOBBIM UHCTPY-
MEHTOM DPBIHOYHOI'O U HNAEOJIOTUYECKOIO0 KOHTPOJISL, BO3SMOXKHbBI JIN
(popMBI asIbTEPHATUBHOIO MCIIOJIb30BAHUS dTUX TEXHOJIOTUN? OgHUM
13 HaIlpaBJIEHUI CONIPOTUBJIEHUS MOXKET CTaTh PA3BUTUE OPEN-source
n1aT@opM, MO3BOJSIOMMUX I0Jb30BATENSIM KOHTPOJIUPOBATh aJjIro-
PUTMBI F€HEpalMy KOHTEHTA U TPEHUPOBATh UX HA COOCTBEHHBIX 6a-
3ax JaHHbIX. Hanpumep, Takue npoekTsl, Kak Stable Diffusion u Open
Assistant, mpeJaraioT JeLeHTPaJln30BaHHbIE MOZE/N, KOTOPbIE MOX-
HO aJalITUPOBATh JJIs1 CAMOCTOSATEILHOTO TBOPYECTBA, HE 3aBUCSILETO
OT KOpIIOpanuii.

Eme onHMM MOJXO/0OM SIBJISIETCSI OCO3HAHHOE UCIIONb30oBaHue MU
KaK MHCTPYMEHTa KPUTUKU. XyIOKHUKU U UCCJIeJIOBATeNN DKCIIepU-
MEHTUDPYIOT C <<KOHTpa]IFOpI/ITMI/I‘{eCKI/IMI/I>> ME€TonaMu, co3aBasd Ipo-
M3BEJEHNUS], KOTOPbIE NOAYEPKUBAIOT BHYTPEHHME orpaHnudenust WU,
BCKpbIBasl €ro ciensle 30Hbl. Hanpumep, npoexkt Al Weirdness® [Ixa-
HeJul lllefiH JeMOHCTPUPYET, KaK aJITOPUTMbI MOTYT ITPOU3BOJIUTb HE-
OXXUJaHHblEe, 2 UHOIJa abCypAHble U KOMUYHBbIE PE3yJbTaThl (CO0M),
BCKPBIBAsl MEXaHMU3MBbl UX PaboTel. Takue MPOEKThl NOJYEPKUBAIOT HE
TOJIBKO y3BUMOCTb VI, HO M BO3MOKHOCTb IIO9TUYECKOTO €604, B KO-
TOPOM CyOBEKT BHOBb OOPETAET IPOCTPAHCTBO ]I KEJIAaHNS — He KaK
dyHKLMHY, a KaK aHOMajluu, COObITUSA, PACXOXIEHUs ¢ HOpMOH. Ta-
KM 06pa3oMm, purypa cy6beKTa reHEPaTUBHBIX MeJ1a — 3TO HE TOJIb-
KO MO3ULUS B CTPYKType, HO U TejecHas, apdeKTuBHasl, O3TUYE-
cKkast purypa — Mecto c60s1, IOBTOPEHM S, 3aMelleHnsl. IMEHHO depe3
OLINOKY, 3a[I€P>KKY, TEJIECHYIO PUTMUKY U HE3(PDEKTUBHOCTb CyOBEKT
MOXXET MPOTUBOCTOSATh MAIIMHHON NPELUKTUBHOCTH, BOCCTaHABJIN-
Basi IPOCTPAHCTBO XEJIAHUS U KPUTUYECKOTO MBILIJIEHUSL.

3akoyeHue

B 3akJ0ueHne MOXXKHO CKa3aTh, UYTO reHepaTuBHble Menua u U npen-
CTaBJISIIOT COOOM HE TOJIbKO TEXHOJIOTMYECKUM, HO U COLMAJIbHBIN

9 Al Weirdness — 3T0 nipoekT [IxkaHes llleiiH, B paMKax KOTOPOTO OHa UCCIIeMy-
€T U IEeMOHCTPUPYET 3a6aBHbIE, CTPAaHHbIE U HEOXKUIAHHBIE PE3YJIbTaThl PA6OThI
HelipoceTeil. OHa 0O6y4aeT MOJEIM Ha HEOOBIYHBIX U crieuduieckux Habopax
IAaHHBIX — HAINPUMEP, CMMUCKAX CTPAHHBIX UMEH [JI KOTOB, PELENTaX [e4YeHbs
WJIY NTONYJISIPHBIX ppasax u3 GUIbMOB — U TIOKa3bIBAET, KAK MCKYCCTBEHHBIN MH-
TEJIJIEKT MOXKET F€HEPUPOBaTh HEOKUJAHHBIE, HeJlelble WM JaXe Myraiouue
pEe3yJbTaThl.
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BbI30B. OHU TPEOYIOT NMEPEOCMBICIEHUS NOHSITUN CYyOBbEKTUBHOCTH,
aBTOHOMMHU U MaHunynguuu. Kpurnuyeckas Teopusi M NCUXOAHAIN3
npepaJjaraloT HaM MHCTPYMEHTBI 1J151 UCCJIEN0BAaHUS 3TUX U3MEHEHUN
Y TIOMCKA NyTEN 1JIs1 OCO3HAHHOI'O UCIOJIb30BAaHUS HOBBIX TEXHOJIO-
ruil. Vcnosib3oBaHMe MEXIUCHUIIIMHAPHOIO M0AX04a IIOMOTA€ET Bbl-
SIBUTb T1y0OKMe TpaHCPopMalUU CyObEeKTa B YCIIOBUSIX aJITOPUTMU-
yeckoro npoussopcrtsa. Vicenenosanust Mapka AHnpeesnda, CiaBost
Kwmxeka, [I’xeka biaka, Keit Kpoydopn, JIbBa MaHoBuYa U apyrux
aBTOPOB JAIOT HAM YHUKAJIbHbIE [IEPCIIEKTUBbI ISl IOHMMAaHUA U KpU-
TAY€CKOT'0 OCMBICJIEHUS POJIY TEHEPATUBHBIX Me1a B POPMUPOBAHNAU
CcyOBEKTa U COLIMAJIbHBIX CTPYKTYP B COBPEMEHHOM MUPE.

[eHepaTuBHBIE Me€IUa U AJTOPUTMUYECKUE CHUCTEMBI HE TOJIb-
KO MEHSIIOT CIIOCOObl CO3[aHUsI U paclpOCTPaHEHUs] KOHTEHTa, HO
Y MHULMAUPYIOT pajuKajbHble TpaHcOpMalUM B CaMOil CTPYKTYy-
pe cy6beKTuBHOCTU. CyOBbeKT reHepaTUBHBIX MeIua — 3TO He Ipo-
CTO I0JIb30BaTeJb, HO PUrypa, 6asaHCUPYIOLIas MEXy aBTOHOMUEN
U aJNrOpUTMMYECKUM IpeficKa3aHueM, MeXIy 3HaHMeM U 6ecco3Ha-
TEJIbHOM HEXBATKOH. JKejlaHue, IOHMMAaEMOE B JIAKAHOBCKOU Tpagu-
LIM1 He KaK NOTPE6HOCTB, a KaK Pas3pblB, OTCYTCTBUE, HECTAOUIBHOCTD,
OKa3bIBAETCH TEM, YTO YCKOJIb3AET OT aJITOPUTMUYECKON IIPEIUKLIUN.
Cy6BEKT reHepaTUBHBIX MeIua — 3TO CyObeKT Ha rpaHuue. OH of-
HOBPEMEHHO BCTPOEH B LU(PPOBYIO JIOTUKY MPEICKA3yEMOCTU U A~
TOPUTMHUYECKOTO KOHTPOJIS U B TO XK€ BPEMS COXPaHSIET OCTATOYHYIO
30HY HEINPENCKAa3yeMOCTH, KOTOPYIO HEBO3MOXHO IOJHOCTLIO aBTO-
maTtusnupoBaTh. Cy6obeKT He UcYe3aeT — OH TPAHCHOPMUPYETCS, MU~
rpupys U3 NO3UILMHY aBTOPA B IO3UIUIO TOr'O, KTO MCIIOJIb3YEeT, Hapylla-
€T, TIEPEONpEEIISIET aJITOPUTM. B ripoBasie Mozeny, B HEOXKUIAHHOM
c60e UM aHOMaJuK poXKaeTcst HoBast popMa CyObEKTUBHOCTU — He
KaK LEHTP, HO KaK TPeljMHa B aBTOMAaTU3UPOBAHHO JIOTHKE.

l'eHepaTHBHBIE MEJMA IPENCTABISIIOT COOOM KaK yrpo3sy (B TEPMU-
Hax yTpaTbl KPUTUYECKOTO MBIIIJIEHUS] U 3PO3UMU MPUBATHOCTH), TaK
Y [IOTE€HLMAJ [J151 CO3TAHUS HOBBIX (POPM 3CTETUYECKOTO U IOJIUTUYE~
CKOro comnpoTtusyieHns. OHM aKTUBUPYIOT NIPOLLECCHI, ONIMCAHHBIE KAK
B kpuTuieckoi reopuu (XKuxek, Kpoypopa, AHIpeesuy), Tak U B ICU-
X0aHanuse, u GOPMUPYIOT NOJIE, ITie CyObEKT OKa3bIBAETCS BTSIHYThIM
B UT'PYy MEXIY KOHTPOJIEM M Pa3pblBOM, MEXIY CUMBOJIMYECKUM IO-
psAnKoM U ero uuppoBeIMU MyTauusiMu. OHM pafuKaIbHO TpaHCHOP-
MUPYIOT KyJbTYPHBIN JaHAmMA(T, CMemas akieHThl C aBTOPCTBA Ha
aJIFTOPUTMUYECKOE NPEACKA3AHUE, C OMBITA — Ha 0OPAabOTKY JaHHbIX,
C )XeJjlaHus — Ha NOBeJEeHMe. B 3TOM JIOrMKe TBOPYECTBO CTAHOBUTCS
(PyHKILMEN BEPOSITHOCTH, @ Cy6OBEKT — MPOU3BOJHOM OT aJITOPUTMUYE-
cko mogenn. OnHAaKO B 3TOM TOYKE HAaUBbBICIIEN aBTOMATHU3allMU BO3-
HUKAET ¥ BO3MOXHOCTb COIIPOTUBJICHUS.
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Abstract: The following article explores how information technologies can
function as infrastructures of resistance and collective world-making in
the face of socio-political catastrophe, authoritarian suppression, and
covert control systems. Focusing on the 2020-2021 Belarusian protests,
it examines how digital environments became critical for reconfiguring
political agency and collective solidarity. While often associated with sur-
veillance and extraction, digital infrastructures also serve as platforms for
alternative, decentralized modes of resistance. Revisited through a cyber-
feminist lens, the Belarusian case reveals how feminist strategies inter-
sect with digital tools to generate subversive forms of care, visibility, and
political engagement. The entry point to the reimagining of digital tech-
nologies as a space for producing solidarity is Donna Haraway’s framing of
agency as sympoetic and open-ended, thus revealing itself in bundles of
networks and entanglements. Agency appears to be distributed amongst
human and non-human (or more-than-human) participants in assemb-
lies who co-constitute each other in the process of world-making or
world-becoming. Hence, emerging infrastructures are never neutral and
merely instrumental, but relational and affective as they are a product of
daily interaction (or intra-action) and become a site of intersection of acts,
desires, emotions, histories, bodies and technologies. In the course of Be-
larusian uprisings, digital space became one of those sites of distributed
collective agency in-becoming through experimentation, creativity, open-
ness, thinking and telling stories together. This analysis foregrounds the
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hybrid entanglements of technology, gender, and resistance, mapping how
cyberfeminism offers theoretical and practical pathways for technopoliti-
cal transformation and emancipation.

Keywords: cyberfeminism, Belarus, digital resistance, hybrid infrastruc-
tures, protest, affective solidarity.

Introduction

In 2020, the presidential elections in Belarus resulted in significant
socio-political upheaval. The pandemic crisis acted as a catalyst for
growing protest sentiments within society, which gained momentum
during the election campaign, especially with the rise of alternative
political candidates. The spring and summer of 2020 became pivotal
for Belarusian society, giving rise to mass peaceful protests almost dai-
ly, the formation of a “political collective subject” and a redefined un-
derstanding of political action and activism. In this context, informa-
tion technologies played a critical role in intensifying protest actions,
functioning as tools for communication and information dissemina-
tion and as platforms for alternative management and decentralized
problem-solving based on the principles of solidarity among citizens
affected by the political climate!.

During the Belarusian protests, a variety of initiatives emerged
that leveraged digital technologies. These included smart voting plat-
forms and solidarity networks for different communities, such as doc-
tors, activists, students, women, etc. Tools for mutual assistance were
developed, including systems to locate arrested individuals, deliver
food and hygiene products to prisons, and provide psychological and
legal support to prisoners and their families. In response to the CO-
VID-19 pandemic, mutual aid networks were established? to support
patients and medical workers. Additionally, digital platforms facilitated
the formation of neighbor chat groups in residential areas, traditio-
nally disconnected from political activity, that fostered communica-
tion, organized joint events, lectures, concerts, and activism?®. These

1 The Path to the Square: The Role of Digital Technologies in Belarusian Protests.
https://www.opendemocracy.net/ru/put-k-ploschadi-rol-it-technologiy-v-
belorusskom-proteste/ (accessed on 01.06.2025). — In Rus.

2 HowlIT technologies help Belarusians resist Lukashenko. https://www.dw.com/
ru/it-protest-kak-tehnologii-pomogajut-belorusam-protivostojat-lukashen-
ko/a-55700780 (accessed on 01.06.2025). — In Rus.

3 Vasily Gatov on the protests: The IT environment has created something like
Hong Kong inside Belarus. https://ductus.cz/interviews/vasilij-gatov-o-
protestah-it-sreda-sozd/ (accessed on 02.06.2025). — In Rus.
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initiatives contributed to horizontal cooperation, non-hierarchical
communication, and inclusivity, thereby creating new avenues for po-
litical participation where values like care, love, respect, and solidarity
became as crucial as procedural elements.

However, following the protests of 2020-2021, political repression
and persecution led Belarus into a profound crisis. As the stability of
societal structures crumbled, what was once concealed beneath the
surface of daily life became exposed and tangible. Paul Edwards, in his
work Infrastructure and Modernity: Power, Time, and Social Organiza-
tion in the History of Sociotechnical Systems, highlights the invisibility
of most technologies until disruptions expose them. He notes, “Thus,
infrastructure is the invisible background, substrate, or support, the
technocultural /natural environment of modernity... They create both
opportunities and limits...” (Edwards 2003: 191). This shift in visibility
reveals not only the fragility of systems but also their potential for
change.

The Belarusian protests serve as an example of how ruptures in
political and social order make infrastructures visible, both in their
oppressive functions and in their subversive potential. The internet
shutdowns orchestrated by the state during mass demonstrations* ex-
posed the critical role of digital infrastructures in both control and
resistance. The very networks that facilitated state surveillance also
became sites of counteraction, as protesters rapidly adapted by using
VPNs, mesh networks, and encrypted messaging apps. Similarly, urban
spaces (streets, squares, and even residential courtyards) were trans-
formed from passive elements of the built environment into arenas
of political contestation®, where the spatial logic of state control was
momentarily overturned through collective presence and action. This
infrastructural visibility, however, was not just a revelation of power
but also a call to reimagine the possibilities of public space beyond
authoritarian constraints.

At the same time, the exposure of infrastructures also highlights
their plasticity (Malabou 2022) their ability to be reshaped in response
to shifting conditions and to resist becoming static instruments of
control. Catherine Malabou’s concept of plasticity, understood as the
capacity to receive form and to break it, captures this dual potential.
In Belarus, the failure of state institutions to provide adequate health-
care, legal aid, and basic security during the protests led to the rise

4  Belarus: Internet shutdown, online censorship. https://www.hrw.org/ru/
news/2020/09/01/376244 (accessed on 11.06.2025). — In Russ.

5 Belarus: Yard protests in Minsk and other cities. https://www.dw.com/ru/
voskresnye-protesty-v-belarusi/a-56183670 (accessed on 11.06.2025). — In Rus.
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of alternative infrastructures of care. Volunteer medical teams, mu-
tual aid networks, and underground educational initiatives® filled the
void left by official neglect, not merely compensating for absence but
creating new forms of collective resilience. As Edwards notes, infra-
structures both enable and limit; moments of rupture expose this con-
tingency, showing how systems once taken for granted can become
unstable and open to reinvention (cf. Edwards 2003). In Belarus, while
state infrastructures aimed to suppress dissent, other forms, groun-
ded in solidarity, emerged, revealing the outlines of a society beyond
authoritarian constraint.

In this article, I engage cyberfeminism not as a prescriptive frame,
but as a way to trace the nuanced and often invisible dynamics through
which resistance materializes in acts of care, infrastructural creativity,
and relational agency. Feminist theory, with its attention to embodi-
ment, interdependence, and the politics of reproduction, offers critical
tools for understanding revolutions that prioritize world-making over
regime change — revolutions that build rather than merely overturn.
As a micro-optic, cyberfeminism reveals the affective textures, distri-
buted networks, and fragile solidarities that define 2Ist-century up-
risings, especially those that emerge not from centralized commands,
but from the entangled practices of everyday resistance.

Cyberfeminism, in Donna Haraway’s formulation, manifests a sub-
jectivity that is is not fixed, ultimate, or complete, but always in a state
of becoming-with others — networked and entangled with both hu-
man and non-human agents (Haraway 1991). It is understood here not
as a monolithic theory but as a mobile, adaptive strategy that offers
a framework for interpreting these developments. Unlike broader
terms such as “networked feminism” or “Feminist Internet theory,” cy-
berfeminism emphasizes the subversive potential of digital technolo-
gies and their embeddedness within power relations. It interrogates
both the constraints and possibilities of technological environments,
foregrounding how gendered bodies and identities are mediated, sur-
veilled, and reconfigured. As Haraway writes:

“The cyborg is resolutely committed to partiality, irony, intimacy,
and perversity. It is oppositional, utopian, and completely without
innocence. No longer structured by the polarity of public and
private, the cyborg defines a technological polis based partly on
a revolution of social relations in the oikos, the household... Cyborgs

6 Study: How Belarusians Resist Authorities Online. https://www.dw.com/
ru/issledovanie-kak-belorusy-soprotivlautsa-vlasti-lukasenko-onla-
jn/a-67290603 (accessed on 11.06.2025). — In Rus.
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are not reverent; they do not re-member the cosmos. They are wary
of holism, but needy for connection- they seem to have a natural feel
for united front politics, but without the vanguard party.” (Haraway
1991: 151).

Applying this framework to the Belarusian case of digitalized pro-
tests does not imply that the protest movement was inherently cyber-
feminist. This reveals how particular moments — such as the use of
digital city maps showing riot police dislocations, neighborhood chats
for spreading information, protest symbols appearing in unexpected
locations, people taking to the streets, women in white, chains of so-
lidarity along the avenues, drivers honking in support, and two young
men playing badminton on the steps of the KGB building — collectively
form strategies of reappropriation and visibility rooted in a cyberfe-
minist digital praxis.

Feminist scholars have long interrogated how the built environ-
ment, digital systems, and state-controlled infrastructures reinforce
gendered and political hierarchies, determining who has access, who
is visible, and who is excluded (Haraway 1991; Wajcman 2004). And cy-
berfeminists such as Sadie Plant and Donna Haraway argue that digital
infrastructures, though embedded in patriarchal and capitalist sys-
tems, also provide sites of resistance, where marginalized groups can
challenge dominant power structures and create autonomous spaces
of knowledge production and activism.

Above all, it insists on the practice of becoming-with, of compos-
ing the world alongside machines, codes, bodies, and other-than-hu-
man agents, in networks of situated, partial, and contingent alliances.
This means that resistance is not solely enacted by individual subjects,
parties, or movements, but emerges through dense entanglements of
people, digital platforms, encrypted tools, emotional bonds, and im-
provised infrastructures none of which act alone. The biases embed-
ded within digital and technological systems, infrastructural ruptures,
whether in digital spaces, urban geographies, or state institutions, of-
fer moments of feminist and political reconfiguration. In Belarus, as
in other recent movements, the exposure of authoritarian infrastruc-
tural violence was met with a feminist politics of care, resistance, and
technological insurgency, demonstrating how infrastructure is never
neutral but always contested, and how its failures can become oppor-
tunities for radical reinvention.

In her work The Revolution Face is Female: Case of Belarus, Olga
Shparaga offers a perspective on the role of feminist ideas within the
resistance. Shparaga argues that the Belarusian protests, while pri-
marily driven by political demands for democracy and justice, also
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intersected with feminist ideologies and values. She defines the pro-
test movement as inherently feminist, emphasizing its opposition to
patriarchy and traditional power structures. The protests, she asserts,
are not merely a fight for political rights but also a struggle to redefine
power, care, and solidarity in ways that subvert the normalization of
infrastructural violence imposed by the state on all levels. By promo-
ting a collective, egalitarian ethos, the protests resist the patriarchal
control perpetuated by both the state and the wider societal struc-
tures. The Belarusian protest movement, in its essence, was a decon-
struction of patriarchy, positioning itself not only as a political move-
ment but also as a feminist endeavor that demands a transformation of
both the political and social order, as well as overcoming the agential
oppression (Shparaga 2021).

Soft tactics of resistance, such as non-violent protest, decentra-
lized organizing, and digital activism, play a significant role in the ways
cyberfeminism contributes to understanding contemporary revolu-
tionary movements. It focuses on subverting traditional power struc-
tures and insisting on inclusivity, utilizing technology to create decen-
tralized platforms for collective action. In the context of revolution,
these tactics focused on horizontal cooperation, shared knowledge,
thinking together and solidarity pushing the boundaries of “traditio-
nal” activism.

This raises important questions about the role of technology and
feminist approaches in analyzing the ongoing socio-political trans-
formations. How can digital technologies and feminist perspectives
together reshape our understanding of power, agency, and collective
action? The late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries vividly il-
lustrate how digital tools and mechanisms have enabled the develop-
ment of fundamentally new forms of social institutions.

Several critical questions remain: How do soft resistance tactics
contribute to the gradual dismantling of patriarchy? What role do in-
formation technologies play in this process, and how can we frame
a positive, shared future amidst times of tragedy and turmoil? Finally,
why is the convergence of technological and feminist strategies essen-
tial for driving transformative changes? These questions guide the in-
quiry into the intersection of technology and feminism in the shaping
of future societal transformations.

This article thus argues that cyberfeminist vision can help eluci-
date the hybrid forms of resistance that characterized the Belarusian
uprising. By examining how technological infrastructures intersect
with feminist ethics, it becomes possible to understand protest not
as a singular event, but as a complex ecology of practices — emergent,
fragile, and yet profoundly transformative.
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Digital Infrastructures, Horizontal Mobilization,
and the Transformation of Protest
in the Belarusian Uprising

The Belarusian protests brought to the fore the critical role of digital
infrastructures in shaping the form and ethos of political participa-
tion. Infrastructures here are not merely technical systems; they con-
stitute the relational fabric through which protest movements unfold,
connect, and act. The development of decentralized communication
tools allowed citizens to circumvent state-controlled institutions,
transforming how political subjects organized, imagined, and inha-
bited resistance.

In their article “Can You Hear Me Now? How Does Communication
Technology Affect Protests and Repressions?” (Christensen & Garfias
2018), the authors analyze how digital tools transform protest activity
and repressive responses. They argue that mobile phones and media
contribute significantly to the activation of collective action. Digital
technologies, they contend, serve three primary functions: first, they
reduce the cost of resources needed for coordination, thus, simpli-
fying the building of infrastructural connections; second, they accele-
rate the process of disseminating information about the suppression
of protests and instances of violence; and third, they make protests
global and visible, which is of particular significance.

The visibility and rapid dissemination of information about vio-
lence, scenes of police brutality, and arbitrary actions make it difficult
for many to remain neutral. As the authors emphasize: “The visibility
of repression forces many observers to take a stance, aligning them
with the victims and activists” (Christensen & Garfias 2018). Two key
factors are crucial for solidarity in protests: proper and effective dis-
semination of information, and the transformation of this information
into common knowledge in the sense of general awareness. Additio-
nally, this awareness is inherently communicative: potential partici-
pants must be informed but and engage in feedback, creating a state of
mutual awareness across sources and participants. Fragile, temporary
connections are established to support the event, providing parti-
cipants with the opportunity to solidify and communicate, exchange
ideas, and be present in diverse ways. Technology facilitates the
growth of horizontal connections and broadens the factors contribu-
ting to the willingness of individuals to unite in networks and chains of
interaction. These networks include communities that existed before
the events bridging different spaces and temporalities in the moment
of revolution.
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Platforms such as Holas (Voice)’, Chestnyje Liudi (Honest people)?,
BySOL?, ByMEDSol" (which are all now considered to be extremists in
Belarus') and others promoted the opportunity for safe participation,
different modes of inclusion in the protest movement (both online and
offline); the possibility of alternative vote counting against the back-
drop of total distrust in government officials, local election commis-
sions and the Central Election Commission.

These digital initiatives have demonstrated their effectiveness in
building up solidarity, shaping new modes of political participation,
and uniting diverse actors in collective action. By using these plat-
forms, individuals and groups that were previously disconnected have
found common ground, mobilizing around shared objectives and fos-
tered inclusive political engagement, overcoming the traditional bar-
riers against inertia in society and sustained, collaborative activism
(Davydzik & Stebur 2021).

As the country approached the elections and entered the active
protest phase from mid-August 2020 through 2021, both the digitali-
zation and dispersal of protest activities accelerated significantly. This
growth in intensity was fueled by the establishment of numerous Te-
legram' channels, which enabled people to organize around specific
tasks and shared interests.

Telegram’s functionality played a decisive role in this transforma-
tion. It combined immediacy with anonymity and adaptability, became
alogistical and affective space for coordination. People received alerts,
mapped danger zones, and found community — all within an interface
tailored to encrypted, rapid response. These functionalities facilitated
resistance and reshaped the temporality of protest: actions could be
spontaneous, adaptive, and quickly reoriented in the moment of dan-
ger and tension.

Almira Ousmanova in her article “Digital Multitude: The Multiple
That Takes Over The One” (Ousmanova 2023) notes a very important

7  https://belarus2020.org/home.
https://honestby.org/.
https://www.bysol.org /ru/.

10 https://bymedsol.org/.

11 Understanding “extremist” lists: a list of organizations and individuals involved in
terrorist activities. 20 March, 2023. https://humanconstanta.org/razbiraem-
sya-s-ekstremistskimi-spiskami-perechen-organizacij-i-fizicheskix-lic-pri-
chastnyx-k-terroristicheskoj-deyatelnosti/ (accessed on 03.02.2025).

12 Telegram messenger as a means of communication and self-organization in the
situation of political crisis in Belarus. https://cet.eurobelarus.info/files/us-
erfiles/5/CET/2020_TG_Belarus-I.pdf.
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trend that was set by the broad and non-superficial inclusion of digital
tools in the political field. With the growth of IT clusters and busi-
nesses in the country, a new generation has emerged with access to
alternative sources of information and communication. This genera-
tional divide has created a significant gap, highlighting the contrast
between an analog-style dictatorship reliant on traditional methods of
control and communication (such as television and radio) and a digital-
ly empowered populace asking, “What are we capable of?” This digital
multitude, equipped with decentralized and real-time communication
tools, challenges the old regime’s attempts at control and opens up
new possibilities for collective action and social transformation: “The
peaceful Belarusian Evolution is the protest of the multitude which
every day invents politics, constantly changing places and forms of
protest using a grassroots form of organization”. And further: “This is
a molecular revolution (F.Guattari, J].Deleuze, G.Raunig), the composi-
tion of which “does not need unification or the representation of a uni-
fied (class), subject for leaders, party and vanguard” (Ousmanova 2023).

The concept of the digital multitude, which characterizes the ag-
gregation of actors engaged in shaping the political sphere, represents
an alternative perspective on collectivity and solidarity. Unlike tradi-
tional modernist nation, this concept emphasizes inclusivity, allowing
for the participation of diverse agents and communities while embra-
cing a multiplicity of experiences. Instead of relying on representative
political structures, the digital multitude envisions non-representa-
tional, fluid modes of engagement, where participation and collec-
tive action emerge organically from shared interests and values ra-
ther than being dictated by imposed identities, parties or hierarchical
frameworks (Virno 2004).

The digital multitude challenges conventional understandings of
sovereignty and governance by redistributing agency across decen-
tralized networks, bringing to emergence new forms of political or-
ganization and redefines the boundaries of political subjectivity Ex-
perimental modes of resistance, where digital tools and cyberfeminist
strategies intersect function as a force of disruption and as a genera-
tive space for political imagination: a capacity long suppressed or for-
gotten.

The digital environment has thus emerged as a medium for po-
litical participation, offering a suite of tools to create prototypes of
non-representative democratic institutions and platforms for engage-
ment, as well as archiving unfolding events, memories and practices. It
has expanded the concept of protest beyond physical demonstrations,
enabling participation through diverse ways and redefining protest in
terms of flow, circulation, flickering, and networking. Within the reality
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of protest, the digital sphere introduces new layers of participation
with mobility, inclusivity, non-human and technical participants, such
as bots in Telegram channels, allowing individuals to select tools and
methods of engagement.

The recent transition of protest marches from traditional city
centers to more symbolic locations and residential areas marks a sig-
nificant evolution in protest dynamics. This shift reflects a growing in-
tent to engage directly with communities. Local Telegram chats have
emerged as vital platforms for discussion, serving to address political
agendas and facilitate interpersonal connections among participants,
coordinate actions, share resources and information, thus enhancing
grassroots organizing efforts. The chat groups were instrumental in
redefining how communities mobilize, connect, and respond to socio-
political challenges and unlocking the ability to “get to know each
other™®. Local initiatives implemented in residential neighborhoods
and remote areas were of great importance for protest activity. Peo-
ple organized courtyard tea gatherings, hosted lectures and theatrical
performances, listened to concerts and read poetry, and held chil-
dren’s events.

In the article “Belarusian Protest: Regimes of Engagement and Co-
ordination” (Gabovich 2021), Misha Gabovich notes a very important
trend that set a special tone for the Belarusian revolution. Firstly, the
establishment of diverse opportunities and methods for connecting to
the protest movement has emerged as a critical factor in mobilizing
a large number of participants and brought the feeling of personal in-
vestment in the movement, as individuals could engage in ways that
resonate with their own experiences and capacities. Secondly, this
evolution has led to a significant shift in the locus of political activity
and decision-making; the focus has transitioned from abstract politics
“up there” to a more personal and relatable form of political engage-
ment. By emphasizing personal connections and local contexts, the
protest movement cultivates a deeper sense of agency among parti-
cipants, reinforcing the idea that political change begins at the com-
munity level. The personalization of political and protest participation
has been facilitated, in part, by the establishment of a network of lo-
cal initiatives that address specific local issues while simultaneously
contributing to a collective resistance against regimes of control and

13 “We didn't know each other until this summer” is a lyric line from the song of
the group “Splin” (Russian Federation), which became one of the slogans of the
protest, as well as the title of a documentary film about the revolutionary events
in Belarus during the elections and the first week after 9 August 2020. “We
didn't know each other until that summer,” a documentary by Volha Abramchyk.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6vU9GtE75ZA.
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violence. This dual approach allows communities to engage with their
immediate concerns while also participating in a broader struggle for
justice and accountability. Gabovich further emphasizes a distinctive
characteristic of the Belarusian protests: the appropriation of agency
by the leaders of the democratic association, who invoke this sense of
agency during election campaign rallies.

By framing their messaging around empowerment and collective
action, Tsikhanouskaya, Kalesnikava and Tsepkalo addressed political
agency and action differently, resonated with the grassroots motiva-
tions of participants, thereby enhancing the movement’s legitimacy
and appeal. This strategy grounded the idea that political engagement
is rooted in personal experiences and local realities, appealing for re-
silient and engaged citizenry capable of challenging systemic injustic-
es and advocating for democratic principles.

Beyond Recognition: Cyberfeminism, Technopolitical
Resistance, and Affective Solidarities

During the course of the Belarusian revolution, it became evident
how technological infrastructures, once largely invisible, opened new
channels of exchange, enabling the generation of utopian horizons for
the future, where alternative forms of cooperation and co-existence
could be imagined and enacted (Tolstov & Stebur 2020). This utopian
potential of technology aligns it with strategic interventions, where
digital tools are not merely commercial commodities but instruments
of solidarity, care, and activism—means of articulating freedom, eman-
cipation, and the right to visibility in spaces otherwise marked by ex-
clusion and violence.

To fully grasp this subversive capacity of technology, we require
a theoretical framework that is fluid, diffuse, and capable of infiltrating
structures, exposing contradictions, and revealing the hidden disloca-
tions within systems. As Alla Mitrofanova describes it, cyberfeminism
functions as “a browser for viewing and navigating modern cultural
shifts and historical heritage” (Mitrofanova 2010), offering a metho-
dological lens and tactics for engaging with technological infrastruc-
tures, power, and resistance in moments of upheaval.

Through the lens of technologies embedded within social and po-
litical bodies, the world becomes perceptible in new ways — not as
a fixed entity but as something constantly reassembled through shif-
ting chains of interaction between human and non-human agents.
Technologies reveal a reality where human actors, technical objects,
and even other non-human entities exist on equal ontological footing,
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engaging in complex configurations of agency. Information technolo-
gies, in particular, serve as interfaces that mediate between these en-
vironments, enabling interactions between established and emergent
objects — a term Helga Nowotny (2006) uses to describe entities that
arise at the intersection of different fields, reshaping both scientific
and socio-political landscapes. Nowotny emphasizes that emergent
objects are not simply pre-existing entities brought into new contexts;
rather, they materialize through interactions, producing unforeseen
forms of agency and meaning. In this sense, technologies do not mere-
ly mediate reality but actively participate in its co-construction, blur-
ring the boundaries between what is considered natural, artificial, or
socially determined.

However, in the spirit of Giorgio Agamben, these same technolo-
gies also hold the potential to produce new, even more invasive forms
of institutional control. Agamben conceptualizes “bare life” as the con-
dition of being reduced to mere biological existence, stripped of po-
litical agency, and subjected to pervasive mechanisms of regulation as
imposed technic of power (Agamben 1998). In contemporary bio-po-
litical regimes, individual subjectivity is no longer determined by so-
cial status, reputation, or public identity, but rather by the fixation of
bio-anthropometric data, which renders bodies legible for bureau-
cratic and surveillance systems — whether through medical records,
biometric passports, or security checkpoints. As a result, autonomy
and freedom of action become dependent variables, constrained by
the logic of hierarchical institutions seeking universal control. Within
this bio-political framework, subjectivity is a contested field for mul-
tiple discourses and socio-political practices of subjugation, where
state-administered care operates as life management and discipline.

One of the key strategies employed by activists is the manifes-
tation and production of new subjectivities and feminist cultural re-
presentations in cyberspace, contributing to utopian imaginaries and
alternative modes of political agency. Online interactions enable the
formation of fluid, hybrid selves, decoupled from traditional markers
of gender, race, and class, yet at the same time, these identities remain
embedded within the algorithmic, economic, and ideological con-
straints of digital infrastructures. While cyberspace holds the poten-
tial to disrupt dominant paradigms, it also reproduces the bio-political
mechanisms of surveillance, categorization, and control, shaping di-
gital subjectivities in ways that often reflect existing hierarchies ra-
ther than dismantling them.

As cyberfeminist theorists themselves acknowledge, a lack of in-
teraction between theory and critical analysis can lead to unintended
consequences, including the reproduction of sexism and mass cultural
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stereotypes. So, what is at stake is the production of new epistemo-
logies that do not align with the algorithms of productive economy
and rigid hierarchies. From this perspective, the interweaving of so-
cio-political theory and criticism could generate more nuanced and
effective strategies for what Sadie Plant terms cyber utopianism —
a vision of digital networks as spaces of emancipation and subversion
(Plant 1997).

Cyber utopianism — a subcategory of technological utopianism —
posits that online communication facilitates decentralized, democra-
tic, and libertarian structures. However, it is clear that the digital en-
vironment does not inherently guarantee these idealized outcomes,
nor does it automatically dismantle patriarchy or colonial structures.
Similarly, cyber utopia does not inherently serve as a space of identity
liberation, as it remains embedded within the logic of social produc-
tion, shaped by pre-existing power dynamics. Digital infrastructures
do not exist outside of systems of war, violence, and hierarchical cont-
rol; they emerge from and within these systems. As Pauline Wilding
argues, the integration of cyber environments into hierarchical ma-
chines does not negate oppression but instead reinforces new norma-
tive constraints on digital subjectivity (Wilding 1998). In this context,
cyberfeminism does not merely celebrate the liberatory potential of
technology but functions as a radical strategy of hybridization, dis-
rupting and reconfiguring the patriarchal order from within.

The way fem-strategies are defined is, among other things, through
the modification of the Other — the search for an alternative subjec-
tivity, even and especially within those toward whom the telescopes of
feminist emancipation are directed. This process is not merely about
recognition and inclusion but about discovery, differentiation, and
distance—a political task that is central to both fem-strategies and
networked structures (Hayles, 1993). Feminist interventions in digital
environments thus function not only as acts of resistance but as pro-
cesses of ontological reconfiguration, where subjectivity is reimagined
as fluid, relational, and co-constituted through technological entan-
glements.

The development of fragile ontologies, spontaneous agglomera-
tions, sporadic associations, and an attentiveness to microprocesses
and micropolitics defines the utopian horizon made possible by tech-
nology and feminist strategies for transforming reality. These alter-
native modes of being make a shift from politics of recognition and
differentiation to politics of immersive-ness and being-with, where
identity is not simply acknowledged but actively co-produced within
dynamic assemblages, the perspective that was developed by Karen
Barad within the conceptual apparatus of intra-action (Barad 2007).
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Cyberfeminism, as a theoretical framework, seeks to act as a ca-
talyst for critical social analysis and the emergence of new perceptual
paradigms that facilitate political transformation. This transformative
discourse is inherently tied to the principle of inclusivity, extending
beyond the human to encompass a multiplicity of agents, organic and
non-organic, animate and inanimate. As Donna Haraway argues, this
ontological shift is rooted in co-thinking and thinking-for in relation
to “strange” others — a form of epistemological openness that embra-
ces hybridity, alterity, and non-anthropocentric modes of existence.
Cyberfeminism thus proposes a radical ontological gap, one that al-
lows for the intrusion of the extra- or non-social into political and
technological discourses. Haraway conceptualizes this co-existential
and communicative process as “interspecies fellowship”, a mode of re-
lationality that includes objects, technologies, and entities capable of
alternative becomings (Haraway 2004).

These interactions among diverse participants are not merely
structured by procedural or algorithmic rules; rather, they are suf-
fused with affective intensities, including sensory, emotional, and
erotic dimensions (Behar 2016). The erotic, in this context, functions
not merely as a sexualized force but as a transformative energy that
disrupts established boundaries between bodies, technologies, and
systems of knowledge. Drawing from Audre Lorde’s conceptualization
of the erotic as a mode of radical empowerment (Lorde 1984), cyber-
feminist engagements with the erotic emphasize its capacity to gene-
rate pleasure, intimacy, and embodied knowledge beyond normative
frameworks. In digital environments, the erotic materializes as a force
that challenges mechanistic and extractive modes of interaction, in-
stead fostering affective solidarities and alternative ways of knowing
and being-with.

Furthermore, the erotic complicates the traditional hierarchies
between subject and object, self and other, human and non-human,
creating spaces where desire, agency, and materiality are entangled.
Within cyberfeminist practices, the erotic is not confined to the realm
of sexuality. Still, it extends into the realm of technology and interspe-
cies communication, serving as a medium for co-creation, resistance,
and political imagination. It invites us to consider how technologies,
bodies, and affective intensities coalesce in digital spaces, forging
networks of relationality that are neither fully controlled nor entirely
autonomous.

This intersection of political resistance, infrastructure, relatio-
nality and the reconfiguration of collective life is further explored
in the work of the art group eeefff, comprised of Dzina Zhuk and Ni-
colay Spesivtsev. Their practice engages with the interplay between
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material and digital environments, offering an artistic lens to examine
the power structures that shape contemporary social and political
conditions. By focusing on themes such as invisible labor, the preca-
riat, control tactics, and the redefinition of care and solidarity, eeefff’s
projects interrogate how digital and physical spheres mutually rein-
force or destabilize forms of governance.

In their contribution to the Ecology of Attention project, the ar-
tist collective eeefff presents the work All You Need Now Is in Pinned
Messages", critically examining digital engagement’s structures. Their
project interrogates how algorithmic curation fosters a self-reinfor-
cing consumption of content that confines users within their existing
preferences, thereby limiting exposure to alternative perspectives and
diminishing the potential for shared, collective experiences. By tai-
loring information streams to individual behaviors, digital infrastruc-
tures create a seemingly frictionless environment in which explora-
tion is subtly discouraged. In response, eeefff proposes strategies that
redistribute attention beyond isolated digital consumption, advoca-
ting instead for practices that foreground communal interaction and
shared cognitive engagement.

A central feature of their work is the facilitation of virtual “drifting”
sessions through algorithmically reconstructed 3D spaces, including
museums, burnt-out apartments, and casinos. These navigational
experiments, conducted via platforms such as Discord, highlight the
fragmented and often disorienting nature of digital representations.
Participants traverse landscapes assembled from algorithmic predic-
tions and incomplete data, encountering blurred images and disrup-
ted spatial coherence. Such experiences problematize conventional
notions of digital immersion, revealing how interfaces not only medi-
ate but actively shape perceptual and cognitive processes. By guiding
users through predetermined pathways, digital infrastructures exert
a subtle form of control, directing attention while simultaneously ob-
scuring aspects of the represented environment.

Beyond their critique of digital consumption, eeefff’s work also
engages with broader questions of common living and collective
space-making within contemporary networked conditions. Their in-
terventions suggest that attention, both as an individual cognitive
resource and as a shared social practice, plays a fundamental role
in shaping the conditions of collective life. In this sense, the act of
navigating digital environments is not merely an interaction with an

14  EEEFFF art-group project All You Need Is Now In A Pinned Messages. https://
www.ecology-attention.mmpraxis.com/contributions/eeefff/ (accessed
on 11.06.2025).
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interface but a form of engagement with the infrastructures that de-
fine communal existence. The group’s work implicitly raises questions
about the possibilities of reclaiming and reconfiguring these infra-
structures, challenging the dominance of algorithmic governance by
fostering modes of commoning that emphasize relationality, co-pre-
sence, and shared affect.

By juxtaposing algorithmic determinism with open-ended, exp-
loratory engagements, eeefff invites a reconsideration of how digital
technologies mediate both personal and collective existence. Their
work suggests that resisting the passive consumption of pre-curated
content is not merely an aesthetic or conceptual choice but a poli-
tical act — one that seeks to reimagine digital environments as spa-
ces of encounter, negotiation, and common world-making. In this way,
their practice contributes to a broader discourse on attention, digital
infrastructures, and the conditions of sociality in an era increasingly
shaped by networked technologies.

Conclusion

This article has argued that the Belarusian protest movement, while
not cyberfeminist in itself, provides fertile ground for cyberfeminist
analysis. By focusing on the hybrid entanglements of digital techno-
logies, political infrastructures, and feminist ethics, we can better un-
derstand how agency is redistributed, solidarity enacted, and resis-
tance articulated in contemporary techno-political contexts.

Rather than treating infrastructure as neutral or merely instru-
mental, a cyberfeminist approach highlights its political plasticity — its
capacity to be co-opted, reconfigured, and reinvented. This reconfi-
guration occurs at the level of software or hardware, and through em-
bodied, relational, and affective practices that shape how technolo-
gies are lived and felt. Cyberfeminism, as mobilized here, challenges
dominant models of political engagement centered on visibility, cent-
ralization, and individual sovereignty. It proposes instead a politics of
multiplicity, care, and distributed action — one that takes seriously the
emotional, the local, and the experimental.

The Belarusian revolution reminds us that transformation does not
always arrive through rupture. It could emerge through fragile net-
works, everyday encounters, and small acts of reappropriation. Digital
infrastructures, when inhabited otherwise, can become platforms for
collective imagination and resilient hope. In this sense, cyberfeminist
thinking does not merely interpret the world — it offers tools for in-
habiting and altering it.
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Abstract. Uladzimir Karatkievich’s long essay Zyamlya pad byelymi kryla-
mi (1972 /1977) tries to teach its readers about the Belarusian nation. In the
following, it shall be posited that this teaching can best be understood as
enacting critical ontologization — a mode of developing potential for cri-
tical thinking out of identifying oneself with the essence of a national past.
This concept is taken from a reading of Frantz Fanon’s idea of a national
culture as formulated in The Wretched of the Earth (1961). Here, Fanon en-
visions a mode of locating oneself within a national history that opens up
critical potential in the present — it is the core postulate of this text that
Zyamlya pad byelymi krylami follows a similar model. The main part of the
article will make this argument productive; in a close reading of Karat-
kievich’s essay, several of the key aspects of the text will be discussed in
this context: the relation established between the text’s narrator and his
listeners, the way in which the text positions Belarus as all-encompassing,
and the way in which such a positioning opens up critical possibilities for
interrogating the relationship between Belarus and its place in Soviet dis-
course. The aim of such an operation is to demonstrate how in Zyamlya
pad byelymi krylami two apparently contradictory tendencies become the
same: an authoritarian way of national writing that identifies a national
essence within its reader — and a critical impetus to empower the reader
to break his present and create something new.
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Introduction

Uladzimir Karatkievich’s 1972 work Zyamlya pad byelymi krylami (“The
Land Beneath White Wings”) is a peculiar text. The nearly two hundred
pages of the long essay meander through a whole number of aspects
of what one could name the “Belarusian identity™ Belarusians’ day-to-
day life, their customs and looks, their cities, towns and villages, their
language and their history, their nature and their literature. Historio-
graphical parts evolve into anecdotes given in the language of fiction,
melancholic contemplations about modern life alternate with medita-
tions on the trans-historical character of all things Belarusian. And all
of that is told in a specific tone, the tone of a pedagogue speaking to
a student audience — the narrator addresses “girls and boys™ right in
the second paragraph of the book. The book is a teacher’s monologue;
his audience should learn something.

Originally written in 1972 for Ukrainian school students as an in-
troductory work about their neighbors in Belarus — and therefore also
first published in Ukrainian — Karatkievich later decided to heavily
edit it and also publish the book in Belarusian, now apparently with
a different aim. As one of Karatkievich’s editors, a certain L. Mazanik,
puts it in his notes for the 1990 republication of the essay in volume
eight of Karatkievich’s Zbor Tvorau (“Collected Works”): “The Belaru-
sian version of the book is a fully new edition. It differs in its more
fundamental treatment of the history of the Belarusian lands, their
culture, language, and literature”? So now, the text does not want to
teach Ukrainian students about a foreign country, but to give Bela-
rusian students a fundamental lesson about their own country. This
is a very specific task — one that is not self-explanatory. Why should
there be a need to teach young Belarusians such things? Shouldn’t they
already know them? Why rely on a text originally written for students
in another country — even a rewritten one — to do so? What, then, is
the point of Zyamlya pad byelymi krylami?

These are the questions I will attempt to address. Therefore, I will
read Zyamlya pad byelymi krylami as engaging in a form of critical on-
tologization — an attempt to formulate a national essentialism that, in
turn, empowers the student audience to creatively articulate their own
essence in opposition to the Soviet historical narrative that situates

1 “masyuatslixnonupl” (Karatkievich 1990: 383). All translations from the Belarusian
are mine. — J. W.

2 “Benapyckae BblIaHHE KHIri — rata HoBas sie P3/IaKiplsd. Afpo3HiBaena 601b1I
TPYHTOYHBIM JacjieflaBaHHEeM TiCTOpPbI 6esapycKail 3siMyli, sie KyJIbTyphbl, MOBHI,
sitaparypsl” (Mazanik 1990: 588).
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and seeks to determine them. To explain how such a mode of onto-
logizing history with a critical aim might work, I will first take a very
brief look at Frantz Fanon’s idea of national culture which prototypi-
cally defines the ontologization of such a culture as opening up critical
potential. The central claim of this text is that Karatkievich’s essay can
be productively read as embodying a particular idea of national cul-
ture: one that essentializes the nation’s members and their connection
to national history, but does not confine them within its boundaries.
Instead, it seeks to empower them to write their own essence. Onto-
logization becomes the possibility for thinking anew — a critical mode
of placing oneself in history. In the main part of this article, I will then
make this category productive. A close reading of Zyamlya pad byelymi
krylami will focus on three key aspects of the text: first, the narrative
situation it establishes between the narrator and his listeners; second,
the way the text positions Belarus as an all-encompassing totality; and
third, how this positioning opens up critical possibilities for interro-
gating the relationship between Belarus and its place within Soviet
discourse.

Critical Ontologization:
Frantz Fanon’s Idea of a National Culture

In his most influential work of political writing, The Wretched of the
Earth, first published in 1961, the Martiniquan-French-Algerian revo-
lutionary writer and anti-colonial activist Frantz Fanon, among other
things, searches for an idea of what the proper task of “national cul-
ture” in the context of the decolonial struggles of his time might be. He
arrives at the following conclusion:

We must not therefore be content with delving into the past of a people
in order to find coherent elements which will counteract colonialism’s
attempts to falsify and harm. [...] A national culture is not a folklore,
nor an abstract populism that believes it can discover the people’s
true nature. It is not made up of the inert dregs of gratuitous actions,
that is to say actions which are less and less attached to the ever-
present reality of the people. A national culture is the whole body of
efforts made by a people in the sphere of thought to describe, justify
and praise the action through which that people has created itself and
keeps itself in existence (Fanon 1971: 188).

National culture, to put it in different words, is not about being
authentic about the past, not about writing a coherent “true” history
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or the people’s “true nature” — no: it is about re-attaining a past for
the present, about giving oneself a new past, a second nature built
upon the moment when “the people has created itself”. Thus, for Fanon
in the early 1960s, there exists a vision of a critical national culture
that could develop a position on the present by returning to national
founding moments - or by even creating them anew. Here, potentials
that remained unfulfilled in history become visible through a return to
another historical point.®

This statement is crucial for the following analysis of Karatkievich’s
Zyamlya pad byelymi krylami, as it provides a positive, critical dimen-
sion to one of the central findings of post-colonial nation studies —
particularly influential in the Belarusian context: the recognition that
nations are not ancient and ever-existing entities, but historically re-
cent phenomena that are created, constructed, and invented. In his
famous study Imagined Communities from 1983, the American political
scientist Benedict Anderson puts this in a laconic formula: “The objec-
tive modernity of nations to the historian’s eye vs. their antiquity in
the eye of nationalists” (Anderson 1991: 5). The Belarusian philosopher
Valiantsin Akudovich, an attentive reader of Anderson’s texts, adapts
this statement to the Belarusian case, establishing a slightly different
formula in his heavily influential text Kod adsutnasti (“The Code of Ab-
sence”) from 2007: “The nation is nothing real, but since it exists and
has been happening, it is looking for ways of becoming tangible in rea-
lity”.* With this statement, Akudovich posits the nation as embodying
a double nature: it is not real, but it is always there. It is a calling, an
ontological feature of the world that is itself searching for ways to be-
come real. Where to Anderson the nation is invented, to Akudovich it
is inventing itself.

3 It should be acknowledged that turning directly to Fanon may initially seem like
a stretch. Nevertheless, this article posits that there are meaningful moments
of symmetry between Fanon’s theory and Karatkievich’s writing — symmetries
that will, hopefully, become evident in the course of the analysis. These parallels
may be conditioned by a generational affinity: both Karatkievich and Fanon
began to conceptualize the nation within the concrete conditions of the post-
World War II world, a world that had not shed its colonial structure despite
the victory over fascism. Both authors produced their first major works in the
1950s. Their thought developed under conditions of coloniality, rather than
post-coloniality — in contrast to other thinkers discussed in this article, such as
Benedict Anderson and Valiantsin Akudovich, for whom the post-colonial world
is a far more concrete reality. On the non-identity between Fanon’s thinking and
later post-colonial theory, cf. Macey, 2012, esp. p. 24-28.

4  “Haupls He €cLib HEYbIM PIAJIbHBIM, ajie TIaKoJIbKi sHa €Clib, afA0bLIacs, AbIK Iy~
Kae criocabsl, Kab Helikim ublHaM yusiiecHina ¥ paanbHae” (Akudovich 2007: 10).
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Both of those ideas ultimately fall short when compared to the
concept of national culture found in Fanon’s work: to Fanon, the na-
tion is a critical political practice, one that does not have to “delv[e]
into the past of a people in order to find coherent elements which
will counteract colonialism’s attempts to falsify and harm” — it only
has a right to exist if it is confronting the “ever-present reality of the
people” (Fanon 1971: 188). When it returns to the past, to the national
founding moments, it does so to free the present: to unlock in confron-
tation with the past a source of energy for the struggle in the now. For
Fanon, there is indeed a relationship between a nation’s present and
its past — but it is not grounded in the invocation of some preexisting
ontological essence beneath the present. On the contrary, the onto-
logical link between past and present is forged in the present itself, in
order to make space for the struggles of the now. The present and the
past share an essence only insofar as the past can be put to work for
making the present free. Henceforth, one should write stories about
one’s own national past, and one can write of an inner connection bet-
ween this present and the past. But one shouldn’t do so for the sake of
the past — only for that of the present. There exists no real ontological
connection between present and past; what can exist, though, is an
ontologized idea of the past, one that finds in the past an essence to be
made productive in the present. To use another one of Fanon’s phra-
ses: “No one can truly wish for the spread of African culture if he does
not give practical support to the creation of the conditions necessary
to the existence of the culture; in other words, to the liberation of the
whole continent” (Fanon 1971: 189). It is possible — and perhaps even
necessary — to formulate a national culture, but it must be one that
cracks up the unfree present.

In the following, [ will demonstrate how reading a text like Zyamlya
pad byelymi krylami with this kind of critical ontology as an analytical
tool can be very productive. A close reading of the text will show how it
uses a certain narrative strategy to make the nation a critical category
for its listeners — one that finally gives them the power to break from
their Soviet present.

Zyamlya Pad Byelymi Krylami:
Narrating the Nation

It is not easy to place Uladzimir Karatkievich’s long essay Zyamlya pad
byelymi krylami (hereafter Zyamlya) within a clear genre category. Is it
a piece of history writing? Is it an educational book, written to teach
an unknowing youth about their forgotten national heritage — as at
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least the author’s introduction suggests, where he sets out this pur-
pose and closes with an exclamation of “Let’s go, folks!”? Or is it more
a piece of self-analysis, in which the narrator (not necessarily the
author) attempts to place himself within national Belarusian history,
thereby carefully (re-)inventing that very history? It is the last mode
of inventing a national narrative for himself which the post-Soviet
writer Alhierd Bacharevich identifies as the major factor of the earlier
Karatkievich’s literature:

The young Karatkievich had to create his own Belarus — with its
history and its myths. To read it between the lines of others’ stories. To
see it where, in place of history, there seemed to be only a no-man’s-
land paved over with concrete. To imagine it. To write it. To invent it.6

Zyamlya is not a work of the young Karatkievich; in it, we hear the
voice of an author who has already written most of his major works
of fiction, including historical novels like Dzikaye palyavannye karalya
Stacha (“King Stakh’s Wild Hunt”, 1958), Kalasy pad syarpom tvaim
(“Grain Beneath Your Sickle”, 1965), or Chrystos pryzyamliusya u Ha-
rodni (“Christ Has Landed in Harodnia”, 1966). So, in Zyamlya, we read
an author who has already mastered the genre of the big historical
epos and has written several works that were instrumental for creating
anew romantic image of the Belarusian nation’ — Valiantsin Akudovich
called it a “translation of Adam Mickiewicz’s Belarus into Belarusian™.
In this way, Karatkievich had opened up new perspectives for looking
at the Belarusian past. The scholar Simon Lewis posits that Karatkie-
vich’s image of the old Belarus found in those novels does “not impose
[Karatkievich’s] own version of the Belarusian past, but invites rea-
ders to partake in his fiction and thereby to imagine it for themselves”

“Y napory, csa6pbl!” (Karatkievich 1990: 385).

“Managomy KapaTkesiuy cBaio Benapych 3b sie TiCTOpPBISH i sie MiTam TPa6bI 6110
CTBapbILb. BeIYbITALp MK YY)KBIX PaAiKOy. Y6aubllb TaMm, A3€ 3aMeCT TiCTOpBbIi,
371aBasacs, 6blJIO 3aKaTaHae ¥ 63TOH HiubliiHae noJe. Yasiub. Hamicanp. [Ipsiy-
manp” (Bacharevich 2012: 382).

7  Animage that, as Elena Gapova notes, found particular popularity in the 1960s
due to the process of heavy urbanization in the BSSR — where new social condi-
tions created a generalized search for new ways of belonging. In Gapova’s poin-
ted words: “Karatkevich provided guidance to a generation of uprooted villagers
turned into art historians or ethnologists, who had a collective sense of ambiva-
lence regarding their life course” (Gapova 2018: 193).

8  “[...] Ynaggimipa KapaTkeBiva [...] ycs TBop4acup SIKOTa, y IOYHBIM COHCE, ECIb
aZIMBICJIOBBIM TI€pakJiafiaM Milkesiua ¥ko Ha 6esnapyckyio moBy” (Akudovich
1991: 80).
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(Lewis 2019: 127). This statement echoes a viewpoint present in the
broad Belarusian discourse on Karatkievich, e.g. by Karatkievich’s bio-
grapher Anatol Verabei, who states that Karatkievich “did not copy
historical events and facts with scientific accuracy, but created an
artistic chronicle of his homeland”.? As Adam Mal'dzis formulates it —
and he is by far not the only one to bring up these names: “In Belarus,
Uladzimir Karatkievich fulfilled the same historical mission as Hen-
rik Sienkiewicz in Poland, Alois Jirasek in Czechia, and Walter Scott in
England”.!® Karatkievich wrote novels, not history books, novels that
opened up the question of the past and painted some possible answers
to that question — but novels that were clearly fiction, to be read and
encountered as such.

Still, those fictional texts were not purely defined by their open-
ness. Especially a text like Kalasy pad syarpom tvaim marked out se-
veral new focal points that became very influential for any nationalist
reading of Belarusian history — the most important one being the es-
tablishment of Kastus Kalinouski and the 1863-1864 uprising co-lead
by him", one of Karatkievich’s “primary fascinations” (Lewis 2019: 113),
as major orientation points for a rekindled national memory canon.
Kalinouski through Karatkievich’s fiction was “let [...] into the official
history writing” (Astrouskaya 2019: 103-104). He had left his mark on
the national historical imaginarium — in fiction and through fiction.
So, it seems justified to ask what Karatkievich does in Zyamlya, using
a form quite different in style and aim from his fiction, a way more
directly pedagogical form — when it earlier had been his fiction that
could have such a profound effect.

In the following, it shall be posited that Zyamlya is written in such
a way because in it the ontologization of national history that was al-
ready a factor in Karatkievich’s earlier works culminates: it becomes

9 “Em[..] He xanipaBay 3 HaByKOBaii JaKJIa[IHACITIO TiCTAPBIYHbIS Mazi3ei i PaKThl,
a cTBapay mMacTauki setarics pogHai 3amii” (Verabei 2020: 13).

10 “Vmapsimip KapaTkesiu BeikaHay y Besapyci Tyio 5k ricTapbIuHylo micito, mro I'eH-
pbik CaHkesiu y TTonbirde, Anoic Ipacek y Uaxii, Banbrep Ckot y Anruii” (Mal'dzis
2000: 36). Exactly the same collection of names can be found in Verabei 2005:
3 — so this is an established way of reflecting on Karatkievich’s role for the
national canon.

11 Kalinouski, the historical figure, was one of the leaders of the 1863-1864 uprising
against Tsarist power in the “Northwestern territories” of the Russian Empire
(an event referred to as the “Polish uprising” in Russian discourse or the “January
uprising” in Polish discourse). He was the author of several pamphlets in
Belarusian written for propagandizing the peasant population of the territories,
the so-called Muzhytskaya prawda (“Peasants’ Truth”). After the failure of the
uprising, he was publicly executed in Vilnius in 1864 (for a historical overview on
Kalinouski and the uprising, cf. Bich, 2013).
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the dominating key to his writing. What was merely posited as a pos-
sibility in the earlier works of fiction becomes all-encompassing in
Zyamlya; Belarus becomes a national totality in that everything is in-
terconnected. The birds in the sky and the people in the factory, the
flowers in the fields and the dialects spoken in the streets, the old ruins
of long-lost empires and the fresh bones of forest partisans, literatures
of all times and anyone who has ever grabbed a weapon — everything
is read as exemplifying Belarusian-ness. This ontologization — as shall
be demonstrated — turns history onto its head: it only has a place for
the existence of Soviet power when considered in the context of na-
tional history, as one of the stages of such a history. Thus, the essay
shifts the burden of proof onto Karatkievich’'s present — the present
must prove itself against this nationalized backdrop. Herein, we can
discern a fairly clear (though unconscious, of course) reflection of the
critical mode of nationalizing history analyzed by Fanon — Belarus be-
comes a historical totality that has something else to say about every
moment of the past. To work through this, I will examine three aspects
of the text:

1. How does the narrator model himself in relation to a young au-

dience?

2. How does the text represent Belarus as an all-encompassing na-

tional totality?

3. How does it situate Soviet history in relation to that totality?

The Narrator’s Opening Words: Preaching the Past

The narrator begins his monologue with the aforementioned in-
troductory prologue, directed at a clearly defined audience'*: Belaru-
sian youth, specifically members of the generation that grew up after
the end of World War II. This is important because, for the narrator,
the war marked a turning point in his own biography — he had to learn
about Belarus anew after the fighting had stopped:

It came to be that I only truly got to know Belarus at your age. It had
been there “before the war”, but then was forgotten during the war.
Bombings, sieges, the evacuation. Moscow in October 1941, the Ural
Mountains, Kazakhstan, the Orenburg steppes. And then the ruins of
Minsk and of my hometown, Orsha, the forests by the roadside cut
down by the occupiers (out of fear of the partisans), the graves of killed
people. From there on, everything began to be written down anew,

12 This article will only refer to the 1977 Belarusian version of Zyamlya.
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as if on a clean page. My love for Belarus was born in the hungriest,
coldest and most difficult of times. And maybe because of that it grew
especially strong.®®

Karatkievich’s narrator already at the very beginning of the es-
say locates the essay’s contents as learnings of the post-war period.
There is no direct connection to the old Belarus, all that the narrator
wishes to present was conceived, conceptualized, and written after
the war. This, in itself, is already an interesting statement, as it attri-
butes a somewhat constitutive role to World War II in the formation
of Belarusian national consciousness — but not in the common way of
framing postwar Belarus as a “Partisan Republic” (Lewis 2017). Quite
the opposite: here, Belarus becomes a free playing field for a narra-
tive agent seeking material to write about. The war is positioned as
a disruptive force, and the destruction of the Belarusian landscape in
its wake allows for a new, “especially strong” love toward Belarus. In
such an emptied discursive field, the conscious narrator wields clear
authority — he can remake the object of his love, and what he declares
becomes the truth of that object. The narrator positions himself as
the patriot per se, as the embodiment of a love to the Belarusian na-
tion willed into the world out of nothingness. He can love Belarus even
where it doesn’t exist — or at least, he wants us to believe this. It is
this love that speaks through him; his monologue becomes the nation’s
monologue.

This is an extraordinarily authoritarian posture, in the most di-
rect sense of the word: the author holds all the power. Yet this posture
is immediately complicated when the narrating voice positions itself
concretely in relation to its listeners — the Belarusian youth. Rather
than emphasizing differences between narrator and audience, it high-
lights what they share in common:

You and I are children of the same history, the same present, and
a shared future. We are united by a common fate — even in the
“important little things”.

13 “Spapeiymacs Tak, WTO s Mavay Ma-camnpayaHamy rasHaBallb besapych TOJIbKi
¥ BambIM y3pociie. SIHa 6bi1a “7a BaitHbl, i 3a yac BaliHbI MOIHa 3a6binacs. bam-
6€xXKi, aKpyKaHHI, sBaKyalbls. MackBa § KacTpelyHiKy 1941 rona, ropsl Ypaina,
KasaxcTan, ApaHOYpreKist cTamnsl. A nacys pyiHsl MiHcka i pogHae mHe Opuibl,
BbICE€YAHBIA JIg IapOT aKylaHTaMi (aJ] Kaxy 1epaj, napTel3aHaMmi) JISIChl, IEPAXOBbI
3a6iThIX yoz3eil. Tak ycé i mavyasno 3amicBanua 3HOY, HiGbITA Ha YbICTAl JOMIIBL.
JI1o60y na Benapyci HapampKanacs § caMmblsl FajIofIHbIsS, XaJIOJHBIS i LSDKKis 4achl.
[, marybima, Tamy cTasa acabsisa monnas” (Karatkyevich 1990: 384).
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The only difference between me and you is that I am about thirty years
older and have therefore seen a bit more. If you live to my age, you
might end up far more experienced. But for now, I want to help you
a little with your first steps — to give you the key to our home, so that
from there on, you can begin to find your own way in it."

The narrator marks an identity between himself and his young
audience. They are the same — even in the smallest details. It seems
like the narrating voice, after just having pumped up itself a little ear-
lier, is now playing itself down again: I'm no more than you, I might just
be a little older — a demonstrative gesture of anti-authoritarianism.
The narrator even makes it clear that his wisdom might not be the
highest stage of wisdom ever written down — his listeners, his stu-
dents might someday surpass him. The borders between teacher and
students seem to not be fully stable, open to reversal in an undefined
future.

However, taken seriously, this demonstrative anti-authoritarian
gesture also carries a different meaning: it opens up the possibility
for the narrator’s voice to become the voice of the youth to whom he
speaks. Both sides of the equation, teacher and students, are “children
of the same history”, and therefore, they are “united”, even “in the ‘im-
portant little things™. By the power of the nation that speaks through
the narrator they are one: the narrator knows more about his audience
than that audience can know about itself. In this view, they are similar
down to the core: the history that the narrator has reconstructed as his
own out of the ruins of the world war — it is also his students’ very own,
essential history. He owns the key to their house. In the present, they
know nothing, he knows everything (and he has created everything).
He can say so because he knows of their authentic essence — because
itis also his essence. Both narrator and listener, teacher and pupils, are
fruits of the same national tree, a tree that the narrator, after the war,
could re-plant in an empty field. Thus, in the figure of the narrator,
past and present converge: his knowledge, on the one hand, reaches
back deep into past centuries, is the distilled knowledge of the na-
tion — while, on the other hand, it could only develop in this form at his

14 “MBbI 3 Bami A3e1i alHOM riCTOPBIi, alHOJIbKABAl Cy4aCHACL i arysibHal 6yLy4bIHi.
Hac signae arysipHbl s1éc. HaBaT y “BaskiliBbIX APOOSI3SIX’.
Y4 posHila Mami>k MHOIO i BaMi § TBIM, IITO $1 HA HEWKis TPILLALb TOf, CTapaii-
1Bl 32 BaC i Tamy KpbIXy 60jieii 6aubly. JaxbIBaLe Ja Mailro — Mosxa, oyzasene
Ky[Ipl 6OJIBII ObIBAJIBIS. A MTAKyJIb MITO S Xa4yy TPOIIKi TaMardsl BaM y BalIbIX [IE€P-
IIBIX KPOKaX, Jallb BaM KJIIOY af Hallara Aoma, kab Janeil Bbl Y5KO acBoMBasics
¥ im cami” (Karatkievich 1990: 384).
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concrete historical moment. From this perspective, the borders bet-
ween teacher and student are very stable — indeed, necessary.

It should be understood in this same vein when the narrator be-
seeches his listeners to take his words seriously — though it may not
sound so, every word he speaks is his and their full, authentic truth, of
which he is the arbiter:

This will be a book written by a witness who has seen much (regarding
the present) with his own eyes. And I would very much like you to
believe me, even if I begin to tell you the most extraordinary things.
Because life is richer than we imagine. Life sometimes resembles
a fairy tale so much that one cannot help but exclaim: “This can’t be
true!™

When Karatkievich’s narrator speaks of Belarus, then he speaks
the truth; not only an individual, but a collective truth. And even when
one doesn’t want to believe him, one still should, even if it sounds like
a “fairy tale”. The anti-authoritarian figure becomes its own opposite:
the teacher-student relationship transforms into one more akin to
that between a priest and a believer. Like a preacher, Karatkievich’s
narrator has a special connection to the one, higher truth: the collec-
tive truth and his personal truth are identical. In his words, we meet
the real Belarus — the work following this opening statement is to be
read as translating national essence into an authentic written text. His
students might aspire to become something, yes — but what they can
become is predetermined by their national background. They may sur-
pass their teacher, but only insofar as they become like him. The educa-
tion the narrator offers demands identification — it requires his listen-
ers to really accept their national truth as their own. The truth of the
pedagogue is a monological, monolithic truth. In this respect, Zyamlya
differs significantly from the openness found in Karatkievich’s works
of fiction.

To summarize: in the prologue of Zyamlya, the narrator asserts the
existence of a national essence shared by all members of the nation. He
has special access to this ontology because of his biographical posi-
tion as someone coming of age in the aftermath of World War II, when
Belarus presented itself to him as a clean slate. Now, he seeks to teach

15 “I'sta 6yn3e KHira, HamicaHasi CBeKaMm, sIKi MHoOrae (LITO JATbIYbllb Cy4aCHACLL)
6aybly Ha yyacHbI BOYbL | 5 myka xauey Obl, Kab Bbl MHE BEpbLIi, HaBaT Kajli
4 CTaHy BaM PacKa3Ballb CaMblsl HE3BbIYANHbBIS PYbL. TaMy IITO KbILLE Garameii-
1ae, 9bIM MBI SIro Ysaysem. JKbIiné yacam GbIBae HACTOJIBKI [1afjo6Hae Ha KasKy,
IITO HEeJIbra He YCKPBIKHYIb: «JIbl He MoxKa raTara 6bip!»” (Karatkievich 1990:
385)
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anew generation about this truth — and they should listen to him, for it
is their very own truth that he speaks. The book, right from its opening
paragraphs, establishes a distinct claim to national truth and authen-
ticity, while simultaneously presenting this truth and authenticity as
constructed by the narrator — an apparent contradiction. The teacher
wants the student to become something, but that something is identi-
cal to the teacher himself. Can this contradiction be resolved? We shall
see in the following analysis.

Belarus: An All-Encompassing Totality

How is authentic Belarus constructed in the text? How does its status
as the truth of everything within its boundaries move beyond mere
declarations by the narrator? How will he prove it? The text employs
a specific strategy of portraying Belarus as an all-encompassing total-
ity. After the prologue, it begins with the most ahistorical elements of
what might be called “Belarusian existence” and gradually introduces
history — implying that history serves as an example of the ahistor-
ical. Concretely, this means the text, in broad strokes, moves from a
description of the country’s physical geography — its lakes, rivers, and
forests — through an account of the immediate rural life of Belarusian
peasants, then to a depiction of the “human geography” of cities and
towns, and only afterward embarks on a relatively long recapitulation
of Belarusian history. It ends in the present — but that explicit pres-
ent (a chapter called “Today”®) just makes up for seven of the nearly
two-hundred pages of the text. Thus, the movement of the text could
be described as one from the constant to the fleeting, from the ever-
lasting to the momentary. Herein lies the key to its ontologization of
Belarus: the concrete Belarus of the present is treated as just one tiny
example of a transhistorical entity.

The first chapter after the prologue — “My Belarusian Land”” —
begins with the war, recalling the uncanny fact that in the post-war
period, a common hiker in the Belarusian woods will repeatedly en-
counter signs of the military conflict: obelisks bearing the names of
the deceased and murdered. We are confronted with the staggering
reality that every fourth fourth inhabitant of the BSSR perished during
the war. This episode then leads into a recounting of Belarus’s status
as a “Partisan Nation”, celebrating the heroic efforts of the Belarusian
people in achieving victory in World War II:

16  “Cénnsamni n3ens” (Karatkievich 1990: 564).
17 “Samns mas 6enapyckas” (Karatkievich 1990: 385).
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And when it comes to those who sympathized, gathered information,
procured medicine, food, and other supplies — when we talk about
the so-called “partisan reserve” — then almost the entire people can
confidently be counted among the partisans.®

But this sad, uncanny, and patriotic episode is then — perhaps
symbolizing the clean slate the author claimed for himself after the
war — immediately followed by a detailed, technical description of Be-
larus as a territorial entity:

Our Belarus occupies 207.6 thousand square kilometers, or 0.9%
of the territory of the USSR, but this is larger than Bulgaria, larger
than Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Portugal, Greece, and larger than
Belgium, the Netherlands, Denmark, and Luxembourg combined. [...]
It borders Ukraine, Russia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland, and occupies
a favorable geographic position on the routes from Western Europe to
the East and from Ukraine to the Baltics.”

The text moves from a portrayal of an emptied, war-torn, yet he-
roic country to a technical description of that very country — as if
the narrator were a painter who has now established his canvas. From
the opening statement, we understand that this canvas, his canvas, is
where the truth of his listeners resides. He reinforces this fact through
an authoritarian authorial gesture, declaring the described place as
entirely his own: “Someone once said that the shape of our county re-
minds him of that of an oak leaf. I don't like this comparison. To me,
it looks more like a bison”.?° The shape of Belarus which the author
meets in his present, the BSSR after World War II, gets injected with
a certain metaphysical meaning by the author, more accurate than the
commonly used one: only the narrator sees Belarus correctly, and he

18 A xaui §>K0 Kasallb TIpa ThIX, XTO CIlavyBay, 36ipay 3BeCTKi, 371a6piBay MeIbIkaMeH~
ThI, €KYy i iHIIae, Kasi raBapsIlb Npa Tak 3BaHbl “MApPTHI3AHCKi pa3epBs’, TO § JiK
napThI3aH CMeJia MOXKHA 3ajiyblllb Jle[3b He yBech Hapog (Karatkievich 1990:
386).

19 Hama Benapycs 3aiimae 207,6 ThICA4YbI KBaAPATHLIX Kiamerpay, Ui 0,9 % Topbl-
topeti CCCP, ane rata 6osbi ybiM Banrapeis, 60sbm ysiM YCCP, ybiM BeHrpsoid,
ybIM [TapTyranis, I'paupis, i 6o ybimM Benbris, lananapis, Janis i JTrokceMoypr,
pasam y3ateld. [...] Mspkye stHa 3 YKpainait, Pacisii, Jlatsisii, JlitBoto i [Tosbirgaii
i 3aiimMae BbIrojiHae rearpaivnae cTaHoBilYa Ha IuIsgxax 3 3axonHsil Eypornsl Ha
Yexog, i 3 Ykpainsl ¥ ITpei6anteiky (Karatkievich 1990: 386-387).

20 ..Hexra ckasay, mrTo na abppicax Halla KpaiHa Harazsae ay6oBel jiicT. [Ta-MoiiMy,
napayHaHHe He BesibMi. Ha Moil orsisy siHa ra abpeicax XyTusil Harazisae 3yopa
(Karatkievich 1990: 387).
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sees a bison, mighty and able to defend itself, but peaceful. Belarus has
been defined: it can stand its ground, it is home to good and brave peo-
ple, it is quite large. But it is also empty — it must be described, taught
its own meaning, transformed from an oak leaf into a bison. This is the
task the narrator sets for himself: to recreate, within this emptiness,
what ostensibly already fills it. He has “207.6 thousand square kilome-
ters” to paint on — and he gets to work immediately.

The first chapters are dedicated to the different regions of Bela-
rus: the text defines five such regions, the Lake District, the Center,
the Neman region, the East, and the South (or: Polesia) — while also
stating that, actually, there is one more region, the lands around the
Dnyapro river, or Prydnyaproye, Karatkievich’s home region which he
finds especially important, as witnessed by his novel Kalasy pad siar-
pom tvaim, where the region is treated as a stand-in for Belarus as
a whole. For all of those regions, the narrator describes the landscape,
finds quite poetic words for each region’s flora and fauna, full of maxi-
malist declarations of his own love: “And, most importantly, [here we
find] wideness as nowhere else on planet Earth”?! The bison on the
map, Belarus, is filled with immovable, eternal beauty beyond history;
the historical is fleeting against such a backdrop.

When the text starts to describe the human life on this land, the
narrator feels the need to warn his listeners: what they are about to
read does not have the same self-evident quality as the landscapes of
the country; still, it has a defining worth for any Belarusian:

Let us now turn to the village, the house, the human. But I want to
warn you that this will be more of an ethnographic conversation — that
much has changed, that traditional clothing is not worn everywhere,
but only in certain places, on islands in Palessia, in the Hrodna region
or the Prydnyaproye, and that housewives now bake bread themselves
only rarely, and so on.

I will talk about the typical, about what distinguishes the everyday life
of a Belarusian from that of, say, a Georgian or a Ukrainian.?

21 ‘I, ranoyHae, masyedsl, pOYHBIX SIKiM He 3Haicui Ha 3ammi” (Karatkievich 1990:
392).

22 “JlaBaiiue ugmnep mspoinasem na BECKI, XaThl, yajaBeKa. TOJbKI s xady Marsipa-
I3ib Bac, WTO raTa OyA3e pasmMoBa XyT4Yail dTHarpadivHas, WTO MHOra 4aro
3MsHizIacd, ITO BONPATKY HAPOJHYIO HOCSLDb HE IayClojib, & TOJIbKI MecLaMmi,
acrpaykami Ha Ilanecci, I'pogzenuryeine, [IppIIHANPOYi, IITO TacrajblHi cami
LTIep MAKyLb Xae6 HadacTa ir. .

PazmMoBa moiizi3e mpa ThIIIoBae, I1pa Toe, LITO PO3Hillb TOOLIT Gestapyca af, o6~
Ty, CKa)kaMm, rpysiHa 11i ykpainna” (Karatkyevich 1990: 392).
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It’s a curious construction: on the one hand, it is old customs (and
costumes) that define Belarusians and make them distinct — on the
other hand, this definition still holds even after those customs have
long disappeared. The fleeting nature of such customs does not appear
to be a problem: the Belarusian remains distinct from all other peo-
ples, even in their absence. There is something beyond the ephemeral
that preserves this distinctiveness — the ephemeral is an example of
a deeper ontological order. The old Belarusian customs serve merely
as evidence for something already presupposed: the inherent unique-
ness of life within the various regions of the bison-shaped country,
set apart from everything else in the world. There is something there
that will always be different. In statements like these, we hear a mode
of speaking that recurs whenever the narrator’s descriptions turn to
human life — especially when they address moments in history.

Such a moment in history is brought up later in the text, in a part
that is a long meditation on the Belavezhskaya Pushcha national
park. One of the fixed points around which that meditation revolves
is a tower built in the 13t century in Kamyanyets, which through the
centuries witnesses history coming into the forest again and again,
embodied by different occupiers, armies, etc. But the tower, a hu-
man construction with a fixed, historical existence, bears witness
to more: to the way in which the ahistorical forest is actually more
powerful than the history going on in it. Still, the forest stands in
solidarity with the sons of the country when history threatens them.
As the text puts it:

All this villainy, all this brazen robbery, was witnessed by the
Kamyanets Tower. From it, the attacks of the Yotvingians and the
Crusaders were repelled; it hosted royal government posts during
the uprisings of Ko$ciuszko and Kalinouski. The forest has always
sheltered its sons (among them, partisans in the World War II) — sons
of freedom.?

Nature is more powerful than history. The “sons of freedom” —
freedom being a category of history — are synonymous with the “sons
of the Pushcha” — of the Belarusian forest, i.e. of nature. From this point
of view, the three points in history referenced in this passage (which

23 “Vcé rarta cBiHCTBa, yBeCh I'9Thl OecllapOHHBI Pa36oii 6aublyia KaMmsHelkas Bexxa.
3 se apbiBai ataki ATBAray i KppbKaHOCHAY, Ha €11 6bLTI APCKis Ypa/laBbls ACThl
¥ yace naycranHay Kacupomki i Kasinoyckara. Ilymya 3aycénpl xaBaja cBaix Cbl-
HOY (MiX iHIIBIM, i TapTHI3aH y AITUBIHHYIO BaliHy), CbIHOY cBabosbl” (Karatkievich
1990: 435).
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apparently all emblemize “freedom”) become one: the Ko$ciuszko up-
rising of 1794, the Kalinouski rebellion of 1863-1864, and the partisans
of the 1940s. All of those historical actors are to be read as, to repeat
it once more, “sons of the Pushcha” — their struggles for “freedom”,
which, of course, were highly different in character, highly specific to
their respective historical contexts, become the same in front of the
forest that gave birth to them, that hid them from their enemies. They
become expressions of a deeper, underlying Belarusianness — their
struggle for freedom is ontologized as the struggle of the forest itself.
They fight for the forest — for Belarus. Therein lies the authenticity of
their struggle — it expresses the deeper truth of what surrounds them,
the truth of the bison on the map. Not only the smaller manifestations
of human life — such as the foods and costumes of the people — but
also major historical events that appear to originate outside of Belarus
(the partition of Poland, the abolition of serfdom, or the German inva-
sion of the Soviet Union) are, in the text, rooted in a deep, transhistori-
cal national ontology. Everything is explained through its located-ness
within Belarus — an all-encompassing condition that absorbs and re-
defines every event. Revolutions, rebellions, war — all are rendered
as expressions of an underlying national essence. Here we encounter
a clear echo of Fanon’s point about the necessity of creating new na-
tional founding moments, and how this process works: such moments
become national not by virtue of their historical content, but by be-
ing lifted out of history altogether — transformed into expressions of
something a- or transhistorical.

This feature of the text becomes even more pronounced when the
narrator gets into open conflict with other “narrators” of Belarusian
history, with historians and ethnographers who also wrote about Be-
larus, its nature, and its people. In a prolonged reply to a short quote
from the 1905 book Rossiya. Polnoe geograficheckoe sobranie (surely
picked as an aim for attack also because of its title — “Russia. A full
geographical collection”) which talks about the “tenderness” of the
Belarusians’ nature at great length, Karatkievich’s narrator builds
a counter-narrative: the nature of the Belarusian is not correctly un-
derstood when read as soft, it actually follows a different formula:
“being a friendly host to friends™ — i.e., not to enemies. The country
shaped like a bison can defend itself. This point is reinforced through
episodes from — once again — the Kalinouski uprising and the parti-
san struggle, presented to the reader in the ironic tone typical of the
short narrative vignettes embedded within the text’s more essayistic

24 “paxmanacup Hatypsl’ (Karatkievich 1990: 452).
25 ‘“racuinHacup po6para ga no6psix” (Karatkievich 1990: 452).
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sections. I won't delve into the specifics of these episodes here; more
important is the way the text makes clear that any ethnography at-
tempting to understand Belarusians under the label of “Russi”. is
bound to fail. Such an approach cannot grasp the Belarusians’ true
nature. As the text puts it:

Our land’s enemies often counted on this “tenderness of nature”.
Enemies — because there have been quite a few of them throughout
our history. [..] Cross the border, and your adversary will be
a fearsome man. Fearsome especially when his anger is calm and
calculated.?

It is already notable that the text, after mentioning “Russia”, im-
mediately shifts to discussing “enemies”. Even more significant, ho-
wever, is how it does so: it refers to enemies of the Our lands, thereby
echoing the earlier chapter titled “My Belarusian Land”. The attackers
are not framed as enemies of a people, but of something broader — an
expansive, almost sacred territorial entity that precedes and encom-
passes the nation itself. Belarus is not merely a space that gives birth
to freedom fighters and shelters them — it is also a space that has
enemies beyond its borders. These are not adversaries of a specific
political regime or the result of a particular historical moment; they
are enemies of the Belarusian lands themselves — metaphysical ene-
mies. Here, we see another layer of ontologization: Belarus not only
embodies a distinct way of life and a naturalized struggle for freedom,
it is also cast as a site of perennial conflict, shaped by an external
evil that stands in essential opposition to the life Belarus represents.
The text seeks to construct Belarus as an all-encompassing ontolog-
ical entity: everything within its borders is imbued with meaning by
that entity, born of it, sustained by it. Within the borders of the BSSR,
nothing else can truly exist — because all existence there is, by defi-
nition, Belarusian. This is the text’s fundamental postulate: Belarus
becomes the master signifier, the total horizon — there is nothing be-
yond its reach.

To return to the beginning of this chapter: this is what the narrator
sees in a place marked by destruction, where the connection to the
past has been severed by war. It is through his act of recollection —
through his monologue — that the place is once again identified as

26 “Ha raTyio “paxmaHaciib HaTypel” YyacTa pasjiyBay Bopar Hamap 3smii. Bopari,
60 iX 3a HaIly riCTOpBIO 6bIBasIa NOCHILD. [...] [Tapoiiazemm MoKy — i TBaiM Bopa-
ram Oyz3e cTpalHbl yasaBeK. CTpalHbl acabiliBa Tabl, Kajli 'HeY SIro CllakoiHbI
i paanivansr” (Karatkievich 1990: 452).
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Belarus. He instructs the present in what it is; he assumes the burden
of telling a country about its own nature at a time when that nature is
no longer self-evident — obscured by the trauma of war and the ero-
sion of traditional customs in post-war life. Yet, he does not seek to
recreate those customs, nor does he need to. The nature of Belarus, in
his view, cannot be erased. It endures — ontologically given, not his-
torically constructed. Everything existing in Belarus becomes an ex-
ample for the existence of Belarus.

This, again, communicates with the critical mode of ontolo-
gization Fanon points out: it is a willing-into-life of a subjectivity
that can just exist without reference to being willed into life. In the
following, final chapter, I will examine how the concrete historical
present of Zyamlya — the post-war Soviet Union — figures within
this existential construction: how this present, with all its features,
landmarks, and, most importantly, its myths, is reimagined as be-
longing to Belarus rather than to the Soviet Union. In doing so, I aim
to explore how the text manages to hold together the seemingly con-
tradictory elements of its narrative, and how this tension might be
productively resolved.

Soviet History as Belarusian Existence:
Critical Ontologization

Zyamlya not only speaks of uprisings from earlier centuries and the
loss of lives in World War II. It is also not only a text about forests,
lakes, and bisons. In addition to that, it confronts its own present,
the 1970s, in which Belarus is a heavily industrialized Soviet republic.
These confrontations with the present and their relation to the on-
tologized nature of the Belarusian space discussed above will be the
focus of this chapter.

We meet today’s Belarus mainly in several small chapters dedicated
to a number of Belarusian cities: Minsk, Polatsk, Vitsyebsk, Mahiljou,
Homiel, Brest, and Hrodna. Each chapter presents the respective city’s
history, shows how that history is represented in the city’s streets and,
thereby, locates the city within the context of the BSSR. For Minsk, the
biggest of them, this may look like the following:

And, right in the center, there stands a small wooden house. This is
the museum of the 1st Congress of the R[ussian] S[ocial] D[emocratic]
L[abour] P[arty], that was held here in 1898. The significance of this
congress, at which the RSDLP was founded, is clear to everyone. Here
was born the very name of that force which seven years later resulted
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in the revolution of 1905, and in 1917, nineteen years later, overthrew
Tsarism — that force which created the state in which we now live.
The USSR.

The BSSR.7

The climactic structure of the above statement is indicative for
the place the Soviet Union holds in Zyamlya. The text — while be-
ing far from explicitly anti-Soviet — still establishes a hierarchical
relationship between the all-encompassing Belarus and the Soviet
project. Concretely, Minsk is made into the place from which the Oc-
tober revolution started — it is where the revolution was born, where
thereby “the state we live in today” was born. One can see the parallel
structure between this statement and the one made above concer-
ning the rebels of 1794 and 1863-1864: in 1898, another revolution was
born in Belarus, the RSDLP becomes another group of “sons of free-
dom” conceived in and by Belarus. This effect is made even stronger
by the naming of the state born in that small wooden house in central
Minsk: we get two names for that country, “USSR” and “BSSR”, and
the BSSR gets the place in the end of the cadence; it is the culmina-
tion, it is what all of this is really about. The movement enacted by the
text here is a circular one, always moving around Belarus: in Belarus,
a revolution was born, this gave rise to the Soviet Union, and out of
that, Belarus is reborn as the BSSR. The BSSR is the point of the Soviet
Union; and it is not only that — it is equally the place of its origin. The
USSR in such a reading becomes another example for the existential
role that Belarus plays for everything; even the Soviet Union’s exis-
tence is rooted in the way deeper ontological status of Belarus.

Another example of this centering of Soviet history around Be-
larus appears in the chapter dedicated to Brest. Here, the narration
encounters one of the main myths of the Soviet discourse on Belarus:
that of the defence of the Brest fortress during World War II. Again,
we are confronted with the rootedness of a special kind of fighting
spirit in the Belarusian lands — the defence is positioned as happening
against what was actually a not-so-well organized Soviet war effort, as
demonstrating something peculiar about “our people™

27 “I, y caMbIM LIHTPBbI, HEBSUIIUKi IpayIsHbl JaMok. ['aTa myseit [ 3'eaga PCIPTI, ski
anoerycs TyT y 1898 ronse. 3HausHHe raTara z'esqa, siki 3acHasay PCIPII, scua
ycim. Tyt Hapazsinacst camae iMs TOH CiJibl, SIKast CAMIO raiami rasHem Bblilinacs
¥ pasamouslo 1905 roza, a ¥ 1917 rogze, npas g3eBaTHalLalb O, 3pbIHYJIA La-
PBI3M, TOM CiJibl, SIKasl CTBApPbLIA [35IP>KaBY, Y SIKOM Mbl 3apa3 JKbIBEM.

CCCP.
BCCP” (Karatkievich 1990: 461).
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By all divine and human laws [...] it was impossible not only to hold out
here, but even to organize any kind of sustained resistance. Any cadre
officer, any military theorist would have said that this was “unnatural

resistance”, “unrealistic”, “impossible”.
Yet, our people stood firm.

The resistance spirit of the Brest fortress — it was organized
against what any cadre officer, any professional would have thought,
such a deed would have been seen by him as being against nature. But
the nature of the people in the fortress is the one claimed earlier by the
narrator as the nature of the people in the forest — it is identified with
the struggle of the Belarusian lands, it expresses a different nature,
differing from the one any professional could describe (as already ev-
idenced by the failed attempt of the professional ethnographers wor-
king on the Rossiya collection to properly describe Belarusian nature).
The defence of the Brest fortress to Zyamlya is not an expression of
the Soviet heroism of the defenders, no — instead, it expresses the
specific, localized, ontological fighting spirit of the Belarusian peo-
ple. In statements like this, the full critical power of the ontologiza-
tion plays out: a moment in history is provided with a second mea-
ning, the text’s own monological way of speaking forces the way more
powerful monologue of Soviet history into a dialogue — at least, in the
reader’s head. By making Belarus the essence of itself, Soviet histori-
cal discourse is de-essentialized. With the Brest Fortress, as with the
earlier-mentioned history of the partisans, the 1863-1864 rebels, and
others, moments that could be adapted to a Soviet historical narrative
are instead reframed as expressions of a deeper ontological catego-
ry: Belarusian history. Herein lies the critical potential of the text: the
narrator’s authoritarian narrative posture paradoxically opens an an-
ti-authoritarian way of thinking. He is bold enough to speak freely of
the past, using the blank slate presented after World War II to write
a new essence for himself and for all those he identifies as his equals —
his brothers and sisters by nationality. Within this lies a powerful pos-
sibility: if he can do so, then others can — and indeed should — do the
same.

28 “Ila ycix 3akoHAxX OOXKbIX i YalaBeybIX [...] TYyT HEMarybiMa ObIO HE TOE MITO
BBICTAsILb, aJle i apraHizaBalnb GOJIbLI-MEHII Mpalgriae cynpauiyuieHse. JIoosl
KazpaBiK, JIF06bI Ba€HHBI THAPATHIK CKazay Obl, IITO raTa ‘CynpauniyHa HaTyphl,

”

“HepoaasnpHa’, “HeMaxkiBa”
['abist Hautbl ToA3i crasni” (Karatkievich 1990: 475-476).
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Conclusion

To return finally to the opening words of the narration in the pro-
logue of Zyamlya, and to clarify some of the slippage present there:
the identity between the narrator and his listeners operates in two
directions because of the critical dynamism of the text that follows. By
identifying himself with his audience, the narrator indeed establishes
his authority over them — but, simultaneously, he also empowers them
to do what he does: to write their own essence. The book confronts its
readers not only with a story of their own nature but also with a mode
of writing that nature; it posits the possibility of writing one’s own
past. And this — and herein lies the true power of the text — is presen-
ted as a tilted image, a double image where one picture momentarily
shifts into the other: the readers of Zyamlya are both narrators and
narrated objects within the text. As narrators, they are granted the
power to essentialize themselves, to forge a new ontology that trans-
cends their present. As narrated objects, they are already identified
with a heroic past — a defiant, all-encompassing essence that renders
them special, strong, and independent. On the one hand, they are the
same as the 1863 rebels or the defenders of the Brest Fortress — but on
the other hand, they are also powerful narrators capable of inventing
events like the 1863 uprising or the Brest Fortress defence. They are
identified with both sides of the narrative structure: the authoritari-
an narrative voice and the authoritative historical figures it envisions.
Both represent the readers’ essence, both constitute their being. This
marks the secret of Zyamlya’s critical ontology: its readers are empo-
wered to judge their present precisely because they are understood as
the essential creators of it — they are allowed to think beyond it. At the
moment of writing the essay, an equilibrium between the Soviet and
the national appears to be realized — but this balance need not endure
indefinitely. Ultimately, any future must prove itself to the nation’s
children: will they accept it or reject it? If they reject it, they hold the
right to overthrow their present, thus creating yet another example of
their nation’s all-encompassing fighting spirit.

To return to Frantz Fanon’s concept of national culture as the
“whole body of efforts made by a people in the sphere of thought to
describe, justify and praise the action through which that people has
created itself and keeps itself in existence” (Fanon 1967: 188), Zyam-
lya embodies both sides of that definition: the effort of creating such
a culture in the present — and the need to describe the existence of
a people. Its impetus is rooted in the present, it uses the ontologization
of a past for critical intervention. Zyamlya is a critical national text of
the post-war world — employing an authoritarian mode of speech to
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unlock a critical potential that empowers its listeners. This approach
may be symptomatic of a lowered horizon regarding actual possibili-
ties for freedom — the contradiction between critique and ontologiza-
tion requires a certain authoritarian force to be sustained. Yet, it still
offers a framework for thinking forward, and therein lies its enduring
potential for productive interpretation. As Karatkievich concludes his
essay:

But if you, my dear girls and boys, after reading this book, wish to walk
the paths of our Belarus, our land beneath white stork wings, to wan-
der through these dense oak groves, to sail along these full rivers —
then I will consider my work done. I will be happy.

May you be happy as well.?

The hope expressed in those sentences might be a fragile one —
but at least it has found a ground on which to stand.
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STUDIES OF NATIONALISM / OACNEOABAHHI HAUBIAHATII3MY
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Abstract: The paper critically examines Uladzimir Fours’s approach to the
relationship between civic and ethnic nationalism. As an illustration of
their interplay, it highlights public institutions responsible for the protec-
tion of language rights and the implementation of language policy. The ar-
ticle references Belarusian initiatives aimed at institutionalizing the de-
fense of linguistic rights — such as the proposed but ultimately unrealized
Belarusian state department for language affairs. As practical examples, it
discusses public bodies that uphold linguistic rights in post-colonial coun-
tries and territories formerly under British rule. These include the Minis-
try of National Co-existence, Dialogue, and Official Languages of Sri Lan-
ka; language commissioners of Canada, the Republic of Ireland, and Wales;
and the Scottish Gaelic Board, among others. The paper emphasizes how
such institutions contribute to civic autonomy, which Fours identifies as
a key component of nationalism. Activities that promote this autonomy
include assisting individuals in defending their linguistic rights, suppor-
ting institutions in developing language schemes, and fostering public di-
alogue.
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VBOI3iHBI

Paz'amHaHacIp 6eJ1apyCcKix MphIXiabHIKAY A9MaKpaThli — ai3iH 3 [oMa-
ThIBaBaJIbHBIX dakTapay Ajs 6esapyckai cynosbHacui. Y ny6maiyHai
MPacTOpPB! TPBHIBAIOLb CIP3UKi ab ThIM, SIKisl KamTOYHACLi 3'9{sI01-
112 [IepLIACHBIMI: HallbIIHAJIbHAE aJlPAJIKIHHE 11i 19MaKpaThIs i IpaBbl
yaJIaBeKa; 3aXxaBaHHE HalbISHAJIbHATA CYBEPSHITATY Li A3MaKparbld.
[Tpausreaeria i ABICKyCis BakoJ mepluiacHacli / JgpyracHacli poJi
i mecuja 6esapyckai MOBBI ¥ allYbIHHBIM I9MaKPATHIYHBIM PYXY.

Y Meskax MixkHapopHait kKanbepaH1pli namsani Y. M. dypca naga-
elllla KapbICHBIM ITpaaHaiizaBalb MOTJSAbl alfyblHHAra ¢inocada Ha
asHavaHbIA BbILSY cynsapavyHacli. Tanngna [I4eITHOBA a3HAa4Yae, ITO
STOHBI IAJIbIXOJ, 14 PALIDHHS HallblsIHAJIbHArA IIBITAHHS «HAaM44ae Ie-
paafojieHHEe KOHTPIPaAyKTblyHaAll AblxaTamiyHaW JIOTiKi 3THiYyHara
i rpamap3gHcKkara HanpissHastizmMay» (Shchyttsova 2020: 9).

Janei y raThIM apThiKyJle aHani3 ¢inacodckara nagMypKy rnepa-
azoJieHHs 3rajjlaHai GiHapHacli cTaHe aAlpayHoOU Kpolkail Ajs A3-
MaHCTpalbli Taro, Ik M3ThI i iCTOTHBIS PBICHI IpamMaj3siHCKara i oT-
HiYyHara HalbIsSIHaJIi3My MOTyLb Cllajlydalnua y A3€MHACLi iHCTBITyTay
MOYHa NaiTeIKi i a6apOHBI MOYHBIX TIPABOY.

[Tornapn V. ®ypca Ha cyafHOCiHB TpaMaj3sgHCcKara
i oTHiYHAra HaUbISIHANI3ZMY

AyTapcTBa Kjacigikalpli HalplsIHaNi3My Ha TpaMaf3siHCKi i 3THIYHbBI
Hazexsbilb 'aHcy Kony. Harnenssysl Ha po3HabaKOBYIO KPBITBIKY '3~
Tall ppixaTamii, siHa (3 ynikamM Mazpldikalplii) npansraae 3acTaBali-
Lla aKTyaJIbHal i BBIKAPBICTOYBAELLA § SMIIiPBIYHBIX JACJI€IaBaHHAX
i ¥ XXI craronasi (Piwoni, MufSotter 2023).

Y apThikyne «“‘Besnapycckuil IpPOEKT coBpeMeHHOCTU . YToObI
“KaxkabIi omyman cebs 3mech kak goma™ Y. Qypc HazblBae rpama-
I3SHCKi HalbISHAJi3M HANOOJIBII afdKBAaTHBIM yBacabieHHeM «iiai
Eyponsl» ¥ cénHsmHAM besapyci; BbI3HaYae TaKi HallbIsIHAI3M «IIPbI-
BsI3Kall ja dakTbhlyHACLi He3asesKHall THPbITApblsijIbHAN [3SIP>KaBbI»,
a He «anopayll Ha 3THAKYJIbTYPHYIO TPaAbILBIIO®; CyllpalblacTaysse
I3BE «iIlacTaci» HalplsgHaJi3My — IpaMajiCKa-TIaJliTbIYHYIO i KyJIbTypP-
HY10, — SIKisl, y CBalO 4apry, y3bIXOA3sIb Ja I3BIOX Majaisy gapmipa-
BaHHS Hallpli: afinaBeHa, GpaHIly3CcKail i repMaHCKail.
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Y. dypc He OaKIapye raTara, aje BijaBoyHa CiHaHiMiuHa yKbIBae
BBIPa3bl:

- rpaMaf3sHCKa-TlajiThblyHasg inacrach HalbIsSIHAJi3My, rpama-

J3SHCKI HaLlbIIHAJII3M 1 IHKJII031YHEI TPaMafi3sHCKI HallbITHAJIi3M;

- OTHaKyJbTypHasl inacracb HalpbIsIHAJI3My, STHIYHBl HALbIS-

HaJli3M, 9THaHaLbISHAJI3M 1 3THaKyJIbTYpHbI HalpisiHai3M (Fours

2007).

[1pbl raTHIM WIDpAr ayTapay pasBoA3illb MNAHALLI STHIYHArA i KyJb-
TypHara HauplsIHAJi3My, aJHOCSIYbl IPBIHAJIEXKHACLb Ja aryJjbHail
KyJbTYPBHI SIKpa3 Aa HallplsiHaJIi3My rpaMaf3siHCKara; OJjigd iHIIbIX Xa,
gk i gas V. ®ypca, TOpMiH «3THAKYJIbTYPHBI HAalIbISTHAI3MY» 3'{IIsier-
11a CiHaHIMIYHBIM TOPMiHY «9THIUHBI HalpIsIHAMI3M» (Piwoni, Mufdotter
2023).

3 apHaro 60Ky, ayTap Jiublllb, ITO 'PAMA3sHCKI i STHIYHBI HALIbISI-
HaJli3M «IISKKa CIajyyaJbHbIS IaMix caboit». ATHAK, IacTyJII00Yb iX
HecyMslIvajbHACLh, €H aJj3Hadyae paajbHyI0 MardbiMaclb iHKJIIO3iy-
Hara rpamaj3sitHcKara HalplsiHaJIi3My, sIKi, SIK MO>KHA JaIyCLilb, YKIIIO-
Yyae i HalpIsSIHAJII3M 9THIYHBI SIK IIPBIBATHACLb. Y IATBIM KA apTHIKYJIE
MOJKHA 3HAMCLi i TpaLi MO Ha CYaJHOCIHBI ABYX Bifay Halpls-
HaJIi3My: IIpafCTayJIEHHE 3THIYHAra HaLbISIHAII3MY SIK «IIPbIBATHACLI,
LITO PAMPI3EHTYE TaTaJbHACLb». [Ipbl r3TEIM ayTap NpbI3HAE AIOLIHI
MaAbIXOJ, TIAPITHIYHBIM KAaHCTPYKTAaM, [IPAKTHIYHAE BbIPAIIDHHE KO-
ra — «BeJIbMi HAIpocTas 3aja4ya». [IpplublHail MpakThIYHAN CKJIaaHa-
cli ayTap 6aublllp y NEpUIYIO Yapry HENAaxXOoIll aryjbHara calblsjbHara
VsyeHHs, sikoe 6 CIIpblsijla cajlifapbl3alibli i camaabMeskaBaHHIO PO3-
HbIX rpyn (Fours 2007).

BeparopnHa, MeHaBiTa iHKJO3iyHacub poo6ilp rpamafi3siHCKiI Ha-
L[bISIHAJII3M GOJIBII NPLIBAOHBIM 171 ayTapa. IIpsl raThiM MarysimMaclib
iHKJII031yHACLi 9THAKy/IbTYPHAra HAlLlbISIHAJII3MYy HE pasrysijaena.

I'pamapasHcki HalpIsIHAMI3M, TaBoate Y. Dypca, xapakTapalsyeniia
HACTYIIHBIMI pbICaMi:

— anopa Ha MpaBaByIo CBSIIOMAcClb, cCpapMaBaHYIo, Y IIpbIBaTHACLL,

y [IpaTaCTax Cynpanb ayTapeITapbl3My;

- iHKJIIO3iYHACLb, a6’'aIHaHHe JIIoA3eH Na-Haf (y ThIM JIKy) MOY-

HbIMi aIpO3HEHHSIMI;

- aficTaBa [iJ1s 3rajjlaHara ab’siHaHHs — NIPbIHSLILE 0 3bMi A3SIP-

>KayHal He3asiexkHacli K 6a3aBail KalToyHAcH i ix yKJlo4aHaclb

y MaJjiThIKy, apbleHTAaBaHYIO ifdasami rpamanckal ayTaHoMii

(Fours 2007).

[MTapaenua, MTO 3raflaHblsl XapaKTapbICTHIKI (IIPbl 3aMEHE HEKaJlb-
Kix TopMmiHay) MoOrylp amicBalb i STHiUHBI HalpIsiHaNi3M. Hanpsl-
KJIaJl, MOYHas i KyJbTypHasl eJHacllb THapaThlyHA Marja 6 BBICTY-
minp a6’aaHayysiM dakTapam: HafKaHPeCiHbIM, HAATIAPTHIMHBIM i
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HagkjacasbIM. IITO maThYbILa TP3LAra IYHKTA, TO Pa3BillE HaLbl-
sgHaJIbHall caMacBgAOMaclii, KyJIbTypbl i MOBBI 3yygenlia BaKHbIM
(daxTapam 3axaBaHHS I3sip’KayHara CyBEpOHITATY. VKiloyaHaclp Ka
¥ MaJliThIKy — HaTypaJibHae acspoj3€ NPbIXijbHiKay 3THiYHara 6ea-
pyckara HaublssHani3My. Jlapadsl, ssm4s y 1988 rogse amossa bemapyc-
kara Hapopnara ®poHTy «AnpanxsHHe» «Jla rpamanssiH Benapyci»
i nparpama QpoHTY aAaI0CTpaBai crajyysHHe HallplsiHasIbHara i rpa-
Ma/i3sIHCKara YbIHHiKay:

Benapycki Haponubl ®poHT «AnpanKsHbHe» — TaTa LIBIPOKi rpa-
MaJ3Ka-TaJliTbIYHbl PyX FPaMaf3siHay, MapThlsAy, apraHi3aublgy, SIKis
BBICTYNAIOLb 32 A3MaKpaTbIUHBIS if2ajbl, 32 MOLHYIO HE3aJIEXKHYIO
I3sipkaBy besapycs, 3a calplsiIbHYIO PHIHKABYIO 9KaHOMIKY, 32 Hallbl-
SHaJIbHA-KyJbTypHae afpajskKoHbHe Hamara Hapopny. OpoHT ryprye
Jof3eil po3Hara calplsijibHara cTany, npadaciiiHail, HalblssHaJIbHAa,
pasiriiHal npeiHasexHachli. OpoHT sigHae i 6eciapThIHbIX, i csI6pOY
IPMaKpaThIYHbIX NapThIsy. Yazen y OpoHlie HecyMsiIyasbHbl 3 I1pa-
raraHpal TaTajiTapHae inpanérii, kiscaBae, HalblsIHaJbHae, paca-
Bae, paJziriiHae HeyspriMmaceui (Pragrama Belaruskaga Narodnaga
Frontu «Adradzhenne» 1993).

YBoryze, inas y3aemanpaHiKHEHHs IpaMaj3siHCKara i aTHiuHara
YybplHHIKay HalplsiHAII3MY 3'yisena agHbIM 3 KipyHKay KPbIThIKi Jbl-
xaTamii rpaman3ssHcekara / aTHiuHara. BoikazBaeliia MepkaBaHHE , IITO
Hi rpaMa3sHCKara, Hi 3THiYHara HalbISHAJi3My ¥ YBICTBIM BBITJISI3€
He iCHye — y KOXKHBIM KaHKPITHBIM BBINAJKYy iCHye iX CHay4sHHe,
3 po3Hail CTYNEHHIO BbIpakaHaclli kamnaHeHTay (Piwoni, MufSotter
2023).

IpaniyHa, mMTO a3HavyaHas CyIspavyHaclb y 6€1apycKiM KaHTIKC-
1Ie ¥ M3YHBIM COHCE HiBeJIpyeLna CaMo XbIIEBAN TPAKThIKAN. AIIbI-
taHHe 2024 roga gPMaHCTpye, WTO HANWOOJBbIIYIO aKTyajlbHACLb JJIS
6enapyckix rapagskaHay ysaynasoolb SKaHaMiuHblg npabiaemsl. Ha-
MpPBIKJAJ, POCT KOWITAY y sIKacli BaskHall mpabsembl Ha3blBalolb 42 %
anbITaHbIX, Hi3Ki y3poBeHb naxonay — 40 %, BBICOKIiSI KOLITHI Ha KbIT-
J10 — 29 %. Tanpl IK HaCTyNCTBbI KaHJIIKTY YKpaiHbl i Pacii — 18 %, an-
CyTHaclb A3MaKparbli i cBaboasl cjioBa — 17%, a yiryamjaeHHe Halbls-
HaJIbHAU KyJIBTYPBI i MOBBI — TOJIBKI 5% (Belarus: The changing social
contract 2024: 21). Aytapsl jacjenaBaHHS CBeAuallb, IITO HANWOOJIBII
aKTyaJbHbISI TpabsieMsl ThIs XK, mTO i ¥ 2009 roxze. Kani nasepsiija
BbIHiKaM, TO i IIbITAaHHI TPaMaJ3sIHCKara, i IbITAaHHI MOYHAa-3THiYHara
MJIaHy 3Haxop3slla Ha nepsidpepsli cBsIgoMacli 3HadYHal 4acTKi Ha-
CeJIbHILTBA KpaiHBbL.
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[IpaBaBas cBAgOMacUb i rpaMajcKasg ayTaHOMIA
K IIYHKTBHl payHanpayHara crnajy4sHHs rpaMaj3sHcKara
i oTHiYHara HaUbISIHAJNI3MY

SIk 6b1710 MaKa3aHa BBIIISI, MOXKHA JAMyCLillb MarybIMaclb iCHaBaHHS
aJIbTOPHATBIBBI MaJdJli iHKJIIO3iyHAra rpamaj3sHCKara HalblgHali3-
My — HaIpbIKJaJ, alHOCHA payHalpayHbl 3THiYHA-TPAMAaA3sIHCKiI Ha-
UbISIHAJIi3M 1i HaBaT iHKJIIO3iYHbI OTHIYHBI HallbIsIHAJI3M. Bbly4yaHbIs
Y. ®ypcam xapakTapbICThIKi Tpamaj3siHCcKara HalplsiHajli3My: IIpaBa-
Bas CBSIIOMAacCIb i idan rpaMmajckanl ayTaHOMII — MOKHA pasIisfallb
i K magMypak IJisl IpaKTblYHAW paaJiidalibli payHanpayHara cyicHa-
BaHH4 [I3BIOX ilacracsy. Maryelmacupb [J1 raTara nae, y npblBaTHaCL|,
cepa abapoHb! MOYHBIX IIPABOY.

Y. ®ypc He y>KbIBae TIPMIH «JIIHIBICTBIYHBI HalbIIHATI3M» i He
aji3Havae, [a sIKOra 3 [IBYX pasrJle[i)KaHbIX ThINAy HallblsIHAJII3My €H
3Haxonziuua 67ikai. AJHaK 3ayBa’kHa, MITO MaAKPICJiBaHHE POJIi
HalbITHAJIbHAN MOBBI ayTap CylnpalbliacTaysse HalplsSHaNi3My rpa-
Maf3gHCKaMy: «JIyis sro (rpaMa3ssHcKara HalblsiHali3My) He Ba>KHbIS
MOBa, KapaHi i naxopskanHe yanaseka» (Fours 2007). lllspar ayTapay
aJHOCIIb aKU3HT HA HAUbISHAJIbHAN MOBE Ja acleKTay dTHiYHara Ha-
LBbISIHAJII3MY LI 3THIYHaM HalBI, fKas cynpaublacTayisenla Halbli
rpamapssHckail (Piwoni, MufSotter 2023).

Ueitytounl SHaBa Ilanmeckara, V. @ypc ajgsHavyae, WITO AJSI BbI-
SYJIEHHSI HalbplsiHAJIbHAM iIDHTBIYHACLI He abaBsSI3KOBa HAaBsS3Ballb
aryJibHyl0 MOBY (Be€parojiHa, TyT Maelllla Ha yBase 6ejapyckasl), Ha-
bl MyCillb GBILb apraHi3aBaHa Tak, Kab KOXKHBI afuyBay cg6e TyT K
noma (Fours 2007). IIpbl raThIM EPCHEKTHIBY MarabibaeHHs pycigika-
1pli (HE BBIKJIIOYAHYIO i Ba yMOBax POCKBITy rpamaj3siHckara Halibl-
SHaJIi3My), TPl SIKOW 6eapyCcKamMOVHBISL Haypaz, Oynylb rnadysanla
«SIK loMav, ayTap He pasriasgae. Mix TbiMm 3a0eclsiusHHE MOYHBIX ITpa-
BOY yCixX XbIXapoy KpaiHbl MOXa CTallb MPAaKTbIYHBIM yBacabJeHHEM
insi cnany4ysHHS rpamaz3siHckara (pas npaBaBbl aCNeKT) i 9THiUHara
(TTpa3 acnexT MOYHBI).

Y MHOTiX IIMaTMOYHBIX KpaiHax i TAPBITOPBISX 326€CISTYIHHIO MO~
HBIX IIPABOY CJIy>Kallb aJJMBbICJIOBbISI iHCTBITYThl. AHAJIi3yI0UbI TIOTJISI b
K. Kacrapsigazica, V. ®ypc azzHavae, ITO BaskHAN «MdTall MasiThIKi
ayTaHoMii 3ayisena CTBapaHHe iHCTBHITyTay, SIKis Mpa3 iHTapHAai-
3albll0 iHABIBINAMI CHpPBISIOLb HAWOOJIBIIAMY IPBIPOCTY iX iHABIBI-
IyasbHail ayTaHOMii i ix adexTeIyHaMy ya3enmy Ba ycix popmax sKc-
NIIBITHAN yIaabl, sKis icHyous y rpamanctse» (Fours 2005). V. Oypce
mima, ITO 3raflaHasl ayTaHOMis — raTa IpaKkThlYHA 3HayHas yTomHif,
sKasi IpakpaCciiBae rapbl30HT MaJliThIKi, padJekciyHara nepaycra-
JISIBAaHHS I'PaMajiCTBa, WITO § OesapycKix yMmMoBax a3Hayae aKTblyHae
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npbicabeyBaHHE caMmal3eiiHbIMi rpaMaz3siHaMi I3spXKaBsl, siKas 6blya
ajuyyskaHa ¥ ayTapelTapHbIM camanaynenHi (Fours 2007).

CynpaupJjerjacip ayTaHOMili — reTapaHOMisl, acCHOYHas NpasBa
akol y benapyci — gananiteizanbia rpamancTsa. [Iper €1 sgxkap npei-
HSLIS PAIISHHAY [epajaena yuajse, rapbl30HT MBICJIEHHS i I3€H-
HaYy abMsDKoyBaella OpiTaBoi cepail. AnnaBenHa, iHCTBITYTHI FeT-
paHOMHara rpamajiCTBa agayiasioub «pajblKajabHae YayJIeHHEe NYIbI».
Haupisananism >ka pasrisagaenna sK Cynpanbieriaclb reT3paHoMmii: K
abyxaHHe i ¥Baxoy, y nasiteiyHae xoinné (Fours 2005).

[TapagakcanbHBIM YblHAM, MEHaBiTa ¥ MOYHa#l cdepsl ynaabl Ha
TaKTbIYHBIM Y3POYHi abcTparaBajics aj, NPbIHALLS PalIdHHSY i He
CTBApbLJIi aMBICJIOBBIX IHCTBITYTay KipaBaHHS MOYHBIMI Ipanascami
¥ kpaiHne. [1acng papepanngymy 1995 roma 6enapyckast MoBa cTpalina
cTaryc aj3iHaill a3spxkayHaill, aamnaBenHa Obly 3MeHEHbI i 3aKOH «A6
MoBax y Pacny6minsl besnapych». Y afpo3HeHHe af IIMaTIiKix aHaaa-
riyHBIX I1a IPbI3HAYSHHI 3aKOHAY IIMATMOYHBIX KpaiH, 6esapyckae 3a-
KaHajaycTBa MpakTeIyHA ¥ HiBogHAN cdepsl rpaMajcKara Kbl He
natrpabaBaJjia BbIKapbICTaHHS a0€e3BIOX [3P>KayHbIX MOY, TaKiHY Vbl
BbIOAp afHOM 3 ix L ix abe[3BIOX KapblCTaJbHiKaM ratara IpaBaBora
aKTa.

MosHa panycuins, mto ¢dapmanbHas A3MaKpaTblYHACLb 3aKOHA
naBiHHa 6blya 3alsHSLDb NaiThIKy pyciikalbli: 3akpslLLé 6emapyc-
KaMOYHBIX HaBy4YaJIbHBIX YCTaHOY, IEPABOJ] CIIPaBaBOJICTBA BBIKJIIOU-
Ha Ha PYCKyI0 MOBY. Pa3sjik Mor 6bllb 3pO6JIEHBI HA HEBBICOKYIO 3a-
LikayseHaclb rpaMai3siH y NallbIPIHHI Y>KbIBaHHS O€ejlapycKail MOBbI
na yyacHbIM >XaJaHHi Ha TJe pycidikaupli nmansgpasgHix n3ecsuirof-
I34Y.

[1pbl raThIM 3aKaHAAYCTBA JaBajla MarybIMaclb HE Y>KbIBAlb Py-
CKYIO MOBY (5K i 6esapyckyio) y adiubliitHail chepst yBoryse. ['paman-
CTBa IaTall MaryelMaclilo He CKapbICcTasacs, aje MOYHBIS aKThIBIiCTbI
pacnayva’sii 3MaraHHe 3a POYHBI CTaTyc Oeslapyckail MOBbI J3-¢akxTa.
AQHBIM 3 HanlpaMKay ratail g3eiiHacli 6b1710 3aaXxBOYBaHHE apraHiza-
LBISTY @ WbIp3iimara Y>KelBaHHS 6€1apycKail MOBBI, SIMIYD alHBIM —
Crpo6bl iHiLBISABallb 3MSIHEHHE MOYHAra 3akaHajaycTea. JlacsarHeH-
Hi § rasmiHe 3MeHBl 3aKaHajaycTBa nangrani § cdepsl TamaHiMiki.
I'stak, 3mensl ¥ 3akoH Pacny6iki benapyce an 16 mictanaga 2010 r.
N2 190-3 «O HauMEHOBaHUSX reorpauueckux 0ObEKTOB» 3amalia-
BaJIi IpbICBaeHHe Ha3Bay HOBBIM ab'eKTaM Ha Geslapyckaii mose (Zakon
Respubliki Belarus O naimenovaniyakh geograficheskikh obyektov
2010). Takcama IHCTpPyKLBISI A TPaHCJiTapalbli rearpagiyHbix Ha3-
Bay Pscny6mniki Benapycs ax 2000 roga 3amaloyBaja BbIKapbICTaH-
He ajHaro 3 BapelsiHTay 6eslapycKail JlalliHKi (CKacaBaHa MacTaHO-
Ban [I3sip>kayHara kamiraTta na maémacui Pacny6siki Benapyce N2 19
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«AG nepaayusl HalIMeHHSY rearpagiyHbix ab’ekTay 3 6esapyckai i py-
CKall MOBBI Ha iHIIBIST MOBBI» aJ1 24 cakasika 2023 ropa) (Postanovlenie
Gosudarstvennogo komiteta po imushchestvu Respubliki Belarus
24 marta 2023 goda N2 19 2023).

PacnipanoyBasics i mpaekTsl 3aKaHazaycTsa ab g3spxKayHail naja-
TPbIMLBI OeslapycKail MOBBI, sikoe 6 Maryio (PyHKLbISIHABALb i IPbl Ha-
SyHaCLi I3BIOX I34p>KayHbIX MOY. SIIpoM annaBengHara 3aKoHa MeJlics
ObILlb A3PpKayHbIS [IparpaMbl NaATPbIMKI 6es1apyckail MOBBL. 3 MaTal
KBILLSAYIIEHHS MOYHAN NasiThIKi IpagyTieKBanacs CTBapIHHE 13-
pary iHCThITyTay: IarnapTamMeHTa 6ejapyckail MOBBI, I3sip>KayHa-rpa-
MaJicKal KaMicii i g3gpkayHayl iHCIEKI bl MPbI [ATBHIM J3MapTaMEH-
1e. ACHOYHbIMI QYHKLBISIMI A3nIapTaMeHTa 6ayublilicsl yackaHaJeHHe
3aKaHaJaycTBa ¥ MOYHa cdepsl; pacnpalnoyka iHCTPyMEHTApBIIO 1715
aLdHKI Y3POYHIO BaJIOJAHHS MOBAal; yHADMaBaHHE MOBBI; 3aXaBaHHE
IBISJIEKTAY, TallaHiMiKi 1 iMEHAcJI0Ba; CIPBISIHHE NABEJIIY9HHIO KYyJIb-
TYPbI MOBBI i [TpacoyBaHHe MOBBI § iH(papMalbliIHbIX TAXHAJIOTiSX.

JI3spxayHa-rpamMajckas Kamicis [ganapTameHTa Oesapyckait
MOBBHI Oblyla IIpajayryejsKaHa sIK opras, siki 3abscrneyBae yn3en (4bl-
Tall — ayTaHOMIilO) rpamMasicTBa § BbIPAIIdHHI INBITAHHSY, 3BSI3aHbIX
3 6enapyckail MoBail. Ypaule, 3aa4ail iHCIIeKLbli 3'9ys1acst axKbll-
LUsAyIeHHe KaHTPOJIIO 3a BbIKAHAHHEM MOYHara 3akaHazaycrsa. [Ipa-
IyryieIKBajacs, ITO KOKHBI YaJlaBEK Mae IIpaBa 3BIPHyL LA ¥ iHCIIeK-
1[pII0 3 TaTpabaBaHHEM MpaBepKi NapyuUIsHHSY CBaix 1ii KaJeKThIYHbIX
MOYHBIX IIPaBoy.

[Ipeikyaj iIHCTBITYLBISIIi3A1 bl a6aPOHBI MOYHBIX IIPABOY
y OBIZIBIX YaCTKax bpelTaHCKA iMIepsli

AQiUpIHBIS iHCTBITYTBI, IITO 3a0SCIEYBAIOLb P3asi3alblio Maja’kKoH-
HAY MOYHara 3akaHaJayCTBa, iCHYIOLb y IIMAT SIKiX MOCTKaJaHisIb-
HBIX KpaiHax i TOPBITOPBISIX — SIK IIMAaTMOYHBIX, TaK i adinbiitHa afgHa-
MOYHBIX (HanpbIkjafg, y JIiTee i JlaTsii). Ix HeabxomHACHb TITyMaybILIIa,
y IpbIBaTHACL, THIM, IITO CaMO I1a cabe naszbayyieHHe afi HalbIsTHAJIb-
Hara NpbIrHETY 3 OOKy KajaHi3aTapa He rapaHTye Iparpacy i HaBaT
3aXaBaHHSI MSCIOBai MOBBL [lagyac KaJjiaHi3ampli amommHsSs MarJa
CTpalilb 3HAaYHYIO KOJIbKACLb HOCBOITAY, sl 5KaHaMiuHas BaKHaClb
i mpacThKHACLL Marja iCTOTHa 3MEHUIBILIIA HAa KapbICLlb MOBBI Ka-
nanizarapay. Hanpeiknan, xans ¥ Pacny6sins! IpsaHbls 3a rajel He-
3aJIEXKHACLi KOJIbKACLb JIIOJ3€M, IITO BaJOHAOLb ayTaXTOHHAN I'dJb-
cKail MoBal, y3paca 3 18,3 % y 1926 ronze na 40 % y 2022 (Digitisation
of the 1926 Census 2022), KOJIbKACIb THIX, XTO KapbICTaeI[lla MOBAH Ia-
3a MeXaMi aaykanpliiHall cicTamel, ckiagae Tosbki 1,8 % (Ceallaigh,
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Dhonnabhain 2015: 180), a cama MoBa #araTyb 3ynsenia ypassisail.
ApnaBenHa, 1 g€ NMaATPbIMKI maTpabylolia agMbICIIOBbIS 3aXaabl
i iHCTBITYTHI A ix paasisanpli i KaHTpoJli. Hama xpaina — sam4s an3in
BBIPA3HBI IIPBIKJIaJ, TAKOW HEA6XOHACLI.

Bruibis yacTki BpbiTaHCcKail imnepsli 6b171i abpaHbls 4715 I9MaHCTPa-
1Ibli [1a HeKaJIbKix npblybiHax. [la-nepiae, MoyHas ciTyaublis ¥ Pacny6-
qiupl Ipnanapis (i papseit y llaTnanpbli) HeagHapas3oBa MapayHOYBa-
nacs ¥ CMI 3 6enapyckait. [las Takora mapayHaHHS €Clib MaJICTaBbL
Hanpsiknag, Pacny6asika Ipnanapis i Pacny6sika Benapych — ansinbls
adinplitHa OBYXMOVHBIS KpaiHel EYpornsl, A3e BajomaHHe abefsBioma
aiupIiHbBIMI MOBaMi aiHOCHA payHaMepHa paclayclojkaHa Ha YCEu
TIPBITOPEIL KpaiHbl. [Ta-Ipyroe, TOPLITOPHII, IITO YBAXOA31Ji ¥ BAJII3HYIO
BpbITaHCKY10 iMIIEPBIO A0l IIBIPOKYIO NIaHApPaMy NMaAbIX0AAY i Tpak-
TBIK NPBl HagyHACL MIYHBIX NafabeHCTBay NnamMix caboi (HampbIKiag,
y3aeMayTbly afnaBeHbIX akTay 3aKaHa4ayCcTBa).

Y HeKaTophIX 3 a3HAYaHbIX HE3aJIEXKHBIX KpaiH 1i 4acTak Bsiika-
OpeITaHii afgnaBeqHbIs YCTAHOBHI a1Ka3BaIolb 38 HEKaJIbKi ailbIiHBIX
moBay (Kanapa, lllpsi-JlaHka) i afHy MiHapblTapHy10 MOBY (Ipsanppbis,
Yanbc, Hlatnanpasis). Y Kananse, Ipaanapli i Yanbsce icHye nacaga Moy-
Hara Kamicapa; y lllaTtinaHnasli — KaMiTaT rasbcKan MoBbl; y poi-Jlan-
Lbl — aAnasBefgHae MiHicTapcTsa. [13yHBIS MiHICTOPCTBBI BBIKOHBAIOLb
dyHK1BI § chepbl MOYHBIX TTPaBOY i ¥ iHmbIX kpaiHax (Tushynski 2015).
MarusiMa, Hey3abaBe MOYHBI Kamicap 3'Binua i ¥ [TayHouHait Ipian-
Ibli. Y mrspary npasiHIblil i TOpbITOPRI Kanazel Takcama €Clb KaMi-
cap na adinpliiHEIX MOBax, MiHiCTp MOY Li MiHicTp na crpaBax (ppaH-
kadoHii. Y adinpiiina ppankamoyHeiM KBebeky azeliHivae KBebekcki
odic ¢ppaHIy3CKall MOBBL

Csipon GyHKILBIN 3raflaHbIX apraHizalblil HACTYIIHBISL:

- pacmaycioi MOBBI,

- pacnpanoyka HalblgHaJIbHAW CTPATarii, I1J1aHa Pa3Billllsi MOBHI;

- yIacKaHaJIeHHE 3aKaHa/layCTBa;

- TIIyMa4YdHHE TpaMaj3sHaM iX MPaBOY, SIKisl BBIHIKAIOLb 3 aKTay

MOYHara 3aKaHaJayCTBa,

- HaKJIaJJaHHe MOYHbIX abaBsi3Kkay Ha apraHizalibli;

- Jarnamora apraHisalplsiM y CIIpaBe BbIKaHaHHS iMi abaBs3Kay,

IITO YCKJIa[3€HbId HA iX MOYHBIM 3aKaHaAayCcTBaM (y IpPbIBaTHACL,

Jaramora y pacrnpanoyubl YIacHbIX I1JIaHay 11a NallbIP3HHI BbIKa-

PBICTaHHS I19YHAI MOBBI);

— MAaHITOPBIHT aANaBeNHACLi A3EWHACIHi [O3SPKAYHBIX YCTAHOY

MOYHaMy 3aKaHaJayCTBY,

- pacciiefaBaHHI HealllaBeJHACLi O3€MHacLi O3g9p>KayHbIX yCTa-

HOY MOYHaMy 3aKaHaAayCcTBY (y ThIM JIiKy Ha IaJicTaBe CKapri rpa-

MaJ3sH), paKaMeHalpli 11a iX BbIHIKax;
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— 3BApOTHl ¥ Cyl 3 M3ITall NPbBIMYCillb apraHi3alblio A3eHHidalb
y aAnaBefHacli 3 3aKaHaJayCTBaM, paclpanoyka CXemM KaMIeHca-
11bli MapyIISHHAY;

— TPAHIHT ac06, aIKa3HbIX 32 aKbINIIAYIeHHE MOYHAN MaJIiThIKI.

Y Ilpsi-Jlanus! icHye MiHicTopcTBa HalUbISHAJIbHATA CyiCHaBaH-
HS, AbIJIOTY i apiubliiHBIX MOV (eplanayaTkoBas Ha3Ba — MiHicTap-
CTBa HallbISHAJIbHBIX MOY i calblsisibHal iHTarpansli). HaraTysibki Bbl-
COKi ¥3poBeHb afilaBefHara iHCTHITyTa aGyMOYJEHbI BsJIiKail pOJLIO
Mo¥yHara KaHQJIKTy aMiXk HocbbiTaMi ciHrasbckai i TaMisnbckail MOy
Y aryJIbHbIM MiXK3THIYHBIM CyIIPallbCTassHHI Ha BOCTPaBe, MITO YPILI-
e BblIijIacsa ¥ rpaman3sHekylo BaiHy (1983-2009), skas kamrtaBaja
kpinisg 80-100 TeicsIuam yajiaBek.

AIIHBIM 3 NIPBIAPBITITHBIX KipyHKay CBa€l I3eWHaCLi MiHICTIp-
CTBa 6aublllb paajizalpllo MOYHAN NaJiThIKI ¥ afinlaBeiHACI] 3 HALIbI-
sSHaJIbHAW NaJliThIKall y rajiHe IpaBoy 4asiaBeka. JacTKa A3enHacli
apraHisaupli IIppIiCB€4YaHa pasBilll0 ayTaHOMIil rpamaz3sHay. Y mnep-
HIYI0 4apry rata CTBAPIHHE CETKi 3 HEKaJIbKiX THICSIY MOVHBIX TaBa-
pBICTBAY Ma npacoyBaHHi 6iniHrBi3My 3 MaTail ¢papmipaBaHHS MIMaT-
MOYHall JIaHKifCKay Hanpli. TaBapeIlCTBbl NPaBOO3sLb HABy4YaHHE
MOBaM, a TakCcaMa MiXX3THiUHBIg (eCcTbIBaJli i IETHIKI § cBaéil MsaCL0-
Baclli, mamamaraiolp y IpanaynafkaBaHHI HOCbGITaM M3yHA MOBBI
i r. m. Takcama MiHicTapcTBa apraHizye MalCTapHi A adilpliHBIX
aco6, MKOJIbHIKAY i I. /1. TIa TIIYMAYdHHI O3sip>KayHail MOYHAH NasiThIKi
(Annual Performance Report 2015: 16-27).

CnpbisiHHE TpaMaa3sgHCKal ayTaHoMii
¥V m3efiHacLi iHCTHITYTay na abapoHe MOYHBLIX IPaBoOy

Cama ckipaBaHaclb Ha 3a0€CISYDHHE MOYHBIX NIPABOY IpaMaf3sH,
y IpBIBaTHACH, y TpamajcKa-naiTelyHail cepsl (KamyHikarpls 3 agi-
LBIHBIMI YCTaHOBaMi Ha poJHall MOBe, [IpaBa BLICTYIALb HA €1 y CY-
I3€ i I. 71.) po6ilb 3rajaHblsl BHIISN apraHizalrpli cCpofkam pasBimis
ayTaHoMii. Hi>xkait 6yy1p pajaMaHCTpaBaHblsl IPbIBATHBIS (PYHKIIbI
i acrexTsI g3enHacl|, SKisl CIPBISIONb Pa3Billlllo TpaMai3siHCKAl ayTa-
HOMIl.

ApraHizanpli pasrisjamlb ckapei 2pamadssaH Ha HeBbIKAHAHHE
MOYHara 3aKaHaJayCTBa, BBICTYIIAIOYbl IIaMOYHiKaM rpamaj3sHiHa
¥ agcTofBaHHI cBaix npaBoy. I'sTa agposHiBaenua af ciryansli ¥ be-
Jlapyci, n3e abapoHIla MOYHBIX IIpaBOy MyCilpb 3BSpTallia ajbbo He-
nacpsfHa ja napylaibHika, anbbo ga mscuosbix ynapay (Tushynski
2015).
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Y TrymausHHSIX A afilaBeJHbIX aKTay 3aKaHazaycTea iy indpapma-
LBIHBIX MATIPBISJIAX [JIS1 FPaMajicKaclli yacTa ai3Hadaena, mTo 3ra-
JlaHblsl YCTAaHOBBI IMKHYLILIA Aacsralb 3 NnapyllajbHikaMi NpaBoy He-
(dapMaibHBIX Na2adHeHHAY Aa NavaTKy adilbliiHBIX pacciefaBaHHsY,
NpanaHyoLb 3alikayjieHblM 6aKkam NacspaJHILTBA § BbIpAUI9HHI KaH-
iy, Kab He JaBonziup Aro ga gpapmasnbHara pacciaefaBaHHs i cyna
(Tushynski 2015).

Ba Vasbce pamsHHe MOYHara Kkamicapa MoxHa ad6ckapodsiyp y cre-
L[bISITIBHBIM TPBIOYHAJIE A Bastifickaii MoBe. Y TpbIOyHAT Mae IIpaBa fna-
Jallb cKapry i Tpaui 60K, KaJi nasivslip, IITO apraHizalpls ganycuiia
NapyusHHe, ajle Kamicap He ajpasaraBay Ha SIr0 HAJIEKHBIM YbHAM
(Welsh Language (Wales) Measure 2011).

Y mapary KpaiH Bel3Ha4aHbIA 3aKaHAJAyCTBaM [3pP>KayHbIs yCTa-
HOBBI MyCALb LI MyCiJIi cCaMacTOMHA pacnpanaBalb MOYHbLA CXeMbl Ul
NJAHb — O3TAJEBbISI LAPOXKHBISI MAIlbl BHIKAPBICTAHHS 1 MAIIBIPIHHS
VKBITKY MiHapbITapHall MOBBI ¥ I'aTail yCTaHOBe. Y Ipyanpbli, Hanpel-
KJIaJI, apraHizansls naBiHHa Obly1a (HSAgayHis 3MeHbI 3aKaHa4ayCcTBa 3a-
MSIHIJII MOYHBIS CXEMBI MOYHBIMI CTaHAapTami) any6sikaBalb 3asBy ab
HaMepbl paclpalaBalb cxeMmy, Kab 3aaxBoLilb rpaMaf3sH i 3auikayne-
HBISI YCTAHOBBI Jachlnalb €l CBae MpanaHoOBbl Ha I'AThl KOHT. Crewbl-
SIJIbHBL TATIaMOXKHIK Ia CKJIQJaHHI CXEM Jiae mapajpl ma MnjaHaBaHHI
KaHCYyJIbTaThIYHAra Mpauscy 3 3alikaynensiMi rpynami. [TaBiHHBI Ob111b
nmpajiymaHsl MeTanbl 360py iHdapmartisli, HaNpeIkjIag, GOKYC-TPYIIbI,
cxonpl i I. 1. (Guidelines 2004).

Y IllaTnanpapli apradizanpls, LITO paclparoyBae IyIaH, MyCilb KaH-
cysbTaBalla 3 3auikayueHsimMi acobami. KamiTat rasibckail MOBbI paKa-
MEH]Jye apraHi3anplsiM IIPaBOI3illb KaHCYJIbTALbli SIK 3 FPaMaiCKacCIIo,
TaK i ca cBaimi cynpanoyHikami, HmaJpeIXTaBallb ABYXMOVHBI JJIEK-
TPOHHBI i APyKaBaHbl BapbISHTHI IPA€KTA IJIaHa, Ipafyriae]3elb KaH-
CyJIBTATBIYHBI IEPBIAL, af, WacLi ThIAHSAY. [Ipbl r3TEIM KaMiT3T NaBiHEH
aKasBallp apraHizalpli 6scnaTHy0 ganamory (Statutory Guidance on
the Development of Gaelic Language Plans 2024: 8-9).

Y lllatnaHpbli apraHisanpls, Ha Ky OblY yCKJaJ3eHbl abaBsi3ak
pacnpanaBalb MOYVHBI IIJIaH, Mae IpaBa alpaTrsCTaBalb caMy IacTa-
HOBY a6 pacrpanoyubl [J1aHa, a TakcaMa T3PMiH, Y sKi €l HaJaexbllb
raTa 3pabilp, i pamsHHe KaMiTaTa I'aJibCKail MOBBI a6 He3alBIPJKIHHI
nJaHa. Anessipls HakipoyBaenna Ba ypaa. Kasi ypan npeime 60K ap-
raHisaupli, To KamiTaT He Oy/3€ Melb IpaBa Aachljalb €11 HoBae ma-
TpabaBaHHe Ha npausry 1Byx ragoy (Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act
2005 (2016).

[Tps! adilpliHBIX YCTAHOBAX, SIKis aIKa3BaAIOLb 32 MOYHYIO MaJliThl-
Ky, MOTyLb Oblllb MpajfyriaefxkaHbl dapadubls opzausl. Hampsikiaz,
y npasiHupli Kanapst Hoas llaTiaHnabld MOYHBISL KaapJblHaTaphbl
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I35p>KayHbIX apraHisalblil yTBapalb KaapAblHAULIMHbI KaMITAT, SKi
Jlae mapazpbl MiHICTPY akaJbICKiX Cripay HaKOHT BbIKAHAHHS IPaBiH-
IpliiHara MoyHara 3akaHajaycTBa (aKajpliilibl — ppaHKaMOYHBISI Ha-
mYyajKi XKbpIxapoy AKazpli, afiHOW 3 (PpaHIy3CKixX KaJyoHil y KaHaz3e)
(French-language Services Act, SNS 2004). V IlayHouHa-3axomHsi
TopblTOpbli KaHazpl MiHiCTp, amkasHbl 3a adilbliiHbIS MOBBI, NaBi-
HeH abamipanna Ha pakameHpaupli Panel adiusiiiHbix Moy i Papsl
azpajskaHHs abapeirenHsix Moy (Official Languages Act, RSNWT 1988,
c 0-12024).

3akaHafaycTBa MOXa IIpagyrieKBalb QiHaHCasy0 NAOMPbLUKY.
Hanpeiknaz, srajaHae JjlaHKiliCKae MiHICTIPCTBa BBIIATKOYBaE IPoO-
bl HA MMAJTPBIMKY IIPAEKTAY, LITO pacrnpalaBajli MOYHbIS TaBapPbICT-
Bbl (Annual Performance Report 2015: 23). KamiTaT ranbckail MOBbI
¥ llaTnaHapli BbIGAE WBIPOKI CIIEKTP TPAHTAY, Y ThIM JIIKy Ha paclnpa-
LOYKY MOYHBIX CXEM Y aprasisalpli i Ha HaliIMaHHE aJMbICJIOBara cy-
nmpaloyHika 1na passilli rajbckai MoBel (Statutory Guidance on the
Development of Gaelic Language Plans 2024: 11).

CBoeacabsniBbl IpBIKJIQJ, Ba’kKHACLi TpamMaj3siHCKail ayTaHOMii
Jae KaHaJCcKae MOYHae 3aKaHAaJayCTBa, SIKOE CTaBillb 3a6€CHSYdH-
He macjayrami Ha MiHapblTapHail MoBe (HampblKiaz, Ha (paHLy3-
CKall y IepaBa’kHa aHIVIAMOYHBIX NPABiHLBIAK) Y A349pKayHBIX yCTa-
HOBax y 3aJIEXHACLb Y TbIM JIIKY aJ] KOJbKAaCLi 3BapoTay rpamaji3siH
3 afnaBeqHbIM NaTpabaBaHHeM 3a nanspaHi rof (Official Languages
(Communications with and Services to the Public) Regulations,
SOR/92-48 Consolidation 2023).

besymoyHa, A3eMHaCIb a3HAaYaHbIX YCTAHOY YBAXOA3ilb y CyIIsSIpa4-
Hacup 3 iHTapacaMi M3YHAM 4YacTKi IPpamajCcTBa, aAJIIOCTPOYBaIOYbl
npa6semy 4acTKOBara HeCyrnaj3eHHs iHIbIBilyaIbHBIX i KAJEKThIYHBIX
MOYHBIX IIPABOY. Y PO3HBIX KPaiHaX I'3ThIS1 YCTAHOBBI aTPhIMJIiBAI M-
HYLIKY «MOYHall Masiipli». 3 anomHix KaHPIIKTHBIX BbIIIaZKay MOXK-
Ha Ha3Baup iHcnekupli KBebekckara odica (paHily3ckail MOBBL § Me-
IBIYHBIX YCTAHOBAX: IIpaBspasacs HaBarT, Lii y>KblBaelua GppaHiy3cKas
MOBA ¥ anepalbliHbIX aab00 ¥ 60JIbHILIBI AJIS iTabsIHCKAN CyMOJbHA-
cui. Takisg p3esHHi BBIKJIiKaJi HE3aJaBOJIEHACIh YAaCTKi IpaMaj3siH.
Y amHBIM aKPBITHIM Jiclie 3 abypaHHEM BBICTYMIY HaBaT ppaHKa(dOH,
sIKi aryjiaM IafTpbIMJIiBae II3YHbIS MEPHI 11a IIPbIMYCOBLIM IMaLIbIPIH-
Hi ¥>KbITKY QpaHiy3ckail (Letters 2024). TbIM He MEHII II3YHBIS Xi6GbI
¥ m3eiiHacui (BeparojHa, BBIKJIIKaHbIS HeJACKaHaJbIM 3aKaHaJay-
CTBaM Iii HEHaJIE)KHbIM BbIKaHAaHHEM 3aKOHAY) HE CTaBsLb [1aJ] CyMHEY
KapbICHACIIb MaJ0GHBIX iHCTHITYTAY.
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3aKJI4YDHHE

Y apTbIKyJle Ipag3MaHCTPaBaHa, K i13asbl rpaMaj3ssHeKara i 9THiv-
Hara HalbIsSIHaJ1i3My MOTYLb ObILb TApMaHi3aBaHbIs § aJHON NPbIBAT-
Hail cdepbl — iHCTBITYyTax [1a abapoHe MOYHBIX IIPaBoY. Y raTail npax-
ThIYHAM cdepsl, 6anail, HeiCTOTHA, fKi 3 IBYX Bifay nepuacHsI 1 sKi
iHKJIIO3iVHBI aJHOCHA iHIIAra: siHa CIpblde i yMallaBaHHIO IIPaBaBOM
I34p>KaBbl, i pa3Billllo MajiThIYHANM ayTaHOMIi, i 3aXaBaHHIO HalbIs~
HaJIbHail MOBBI LIi MOBay. BeparogHa, ratas chepa He YHiKaabHAS —
Jla rapMaHisalpli MOKHA iMKHyL LA i ¥ cdepsl agyKaubli, KyJIbTypbl
i CML

Ha >xanp, Ha CEHHSIIHI A3€Hb pa3Bakallb Ipa TaKyl0 rapMmaHi-
3aupiio ¥ Benapyci moxHa xiba TapaThluHa. Ajle BeparojHa, LITO
i ¥ rinataTbyHall gamakpaThidHall besnapyci Gyny4dbIHi paasisanbls
I3THIX i191 CYTBHIKHEL A ca CKJIaJaHacLsaMi. AfHA 3 IPbIYbIHAY I'aTa-
ra — pycigikaupis 6enapyckara rpaMajicTBa, HI3HayHas KallToyHac-
Has QyHKLbIS OesiapycKail MOBBI i HallplsiHAJIbHAN KYJIbTyPbl HaBaT Ha
CiMBaJIiYHBIM y3POYHIi, HE Ka’Ky4bl I1Pa Y3pOBEHb NIPAKThHIYHATA BbIKA-
PBICTaHHSL.

Kauni, Hanpbikyag, ysBilp y 6yay4bIHi AoMaKpaTbIdYHbl P3P EpPaHIyM
a6 BsIpTaHHI 6esapycKail MOBe CTaTycy aj3iHail AzspskayHail, To rnep-
CIIEKTBIBBl TaKOTa CTATyCy Najalollia CYMHIYHBIMI. ¥ Takod ciTyalbli
3aCTaHella pacnpanoyBalb MOYHae 3aKaHagayCTBa, SIKOE SIK MiHIMyM
3a6screybllb 6€/1apyCKaMOYHBIX IPaMaji3ssH He TOJIbKi MpaBaM, aje
i popanbHBIMI rapaHThISIMi 6€3 abMe>XKaBaHHSY KapblCTalllla pofgHal MO~
Bali, aTpbIMJIiBallb Ha €11 JI06Y10 iH(papmalblio aJi A3SIPKAYHBIX CTPYK-
Typ, HaBy4aula Ha € i r. a. [Iparpamail MakciMym MoXa CTalb 3aKa-
Hajayyae 3amallaBaHHE Mep A3spKayHail MaAgTPeIMKi raTall — 3Ha4Ha
60JIbII ypa3liBail — A3sIpsKayHal MOBBL Y JIIOOBIM BBINIAJKY, HABaT KaJli
Oeslapyckasi MOBa i3HOY CcTaHe aj3iHayl J3spkayHail, a@iupliiHbls iH-
CTBITYTHI 12 abapOHE MOYHBIX IIPaBOY Oy y1ib 3araTpabaBaHblsl Ha HTa-
e JoKaJjaHi3aubli KpaiHbL.
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