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FPAHULbI UCKYCCTBA

B cmambe paccmMompeH eonpoc pa3z2paHuYeHusi UCKYccmea U HeUCKyccmea Kak akmyarsbHbili O5is1 coepemMeHHol Kysibmypbl. AHanu3 ocyujecme-
J1eH co ccbiikol Ha meopuro Teeppu de [rosa, komophbili 8bIOBUHYN UG UMEHU UCKyccmea Kak nepghopmamuea, KomophbIl ocyujecmernsiem pasme-
xeeaHue. CaM aKm uMeHO8aHusl pe2ysiupyemcsi 3CMemuYecKuUM Cy)x0eHueM, Komopoe coxpaHsiem ceou MpaduyUOHHbLIe XapaKmepucmuKu, HO usme-
Hsiem ceoli npedmem. Hawa 3adava — nposepumb 3mu meopemu4eckue donyweHusi. Ha ocHosaHuu aHanu3sa doka3bigaemcsi, Ymo nepgopmamueHasi
cuna umeHu uckyccmea obycrioesieHa He acmemu4eckoli Npupodoli CyOeHUsl, HO coyuanibHbIMU U KyJibMypPHbLIMU ¢hakmopamu, a cyx0eHue o npekpa-
CHOM U cy0eHue 06 ucKkyccmee si8/1silomcs pas3iudHbIMu no cymu. lMpudem cyxoeHue "amo — uckyccmeo” criedyem paccmampueams Kak nosumu4ec-
Koe, eedb OHO peaynupyem He MOJIbKO pa32paHUYeHUe UCKyccmea U HeUCKyccmea, HO U pa3MexxeeaHue coyuarnbHbIX No3uyuli u npasa cyoums.

Knroyeenie crioea: Toeppu ae [toB, rpaHuLibl UCKYCCTBA, UCKYCCTBO M HEWUCKYCCTBO, 3CTETMKA M MOMNMTUKA, SCTETUYECKOE CYXAEHUE.
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THE BORDERS OF ART

The paper examines delimitation art and non-art as a crucial issue in contemporary philosophy of art. This thesis is developed with a special
reference to Thierry de Duve’s nominalistic theory and is argued that this theory traces some opportunity for seeking answer the question indicated
in the title. The author agrees with the main idea that name of an art is a performative, which makes changes in our mind and transform a mere
thing into a work of art. This is an actual way to create the borders of art, which means to accept a unique point of view with a unique attitude to the
world. The article states that the provocative statement "all can be art, but not all is art" gives us necessary tension to overcome the traditional
essentialist mode of thinking. However, the author puts in question the ideas, which have implicit essentialist connotations.

Duve’s theory argues that aesthetic judgement is a main condition for establishing the borders of art. The theory explores a crucial change of judgement about art.
The judgment "this is art' is functioning like the judgment “this is beautiful” in the previous time and they two have equivalent attributes in the art and human life. |
refute these ideas as not convincing and prove the alternative theses: the name of art performative power is determined primarily with social and cultural factors (not
aesthetic judgment). The author offer the TV show episode The National Anthem (Black Mirror) as a model for testing the theory. It is evident that modern notion of art is
tied to existence of the autonomous social "artworld” (Arthur Danto), or cultural field (Pierre Bourdieu) or social system (Niclas Luhmann). Any judgment about art
cannot escape its destiny to divide people and social opinion. As a result, we have at least two subjects (instead of one) with different statuses and authority to say and
to be heard. The author concludes that judgment “this is art” is political as such but judgment “this is beautiful” is not.

Key words: Thierry de Duve, name of art, borders of art, art and non-art, system of art, art and policy, aesthetic judgment.
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGICAL CONCEPTS OF DESIGN CULTURE

The article is devoted to introducing new theoretical frameworks and methodological concepts from the field known as science and technology
studies (STS) and discussing their potential for design history. The concepts of design and culture are analyzed and compared within the article, provid-
ing the possibility of developing the complex concept of “design culture”. The study shows that design can be considered as a social and cultural phe-
nomenon, that design historians may find that the sociology and the history of technology can provide an appropriate theoretical framework and meth-
odological repertoire for studying design, not only as the part of art history. The article introduces main concepts from science and technology studies

that might be of particular value to design history and culture, focusing on actor-network theory, script analysis and domestication.
Key words: design, design culture, design history, art history, actor-network theory, script analysis, domestication.

Formulation of the problem. Trends in the study areas of
design spread beyond consideration about it as historiography
of "good designers" and "good design objects". In the twentieth
century, design is not just a set of phenomena, though it ap-
pears to researchers in manifold aspects of the interaction of
its elements: from the idea to the planning, production and
consumption. The interweaving of tangible and intangible ele-
ments of everyday life traditionally belongs to the complex of
discourse, actions, structures and relationships, derived by
modern historians and cultural studies researchers as a sepa-
rate academic field delineated as a "culture of design". The
study of the field reached the theoretical level, focusing on the
methodological and conceptual aspects of the discipline.

Design culture as a new field of academic research
provides new ways of social and cultural studies, reveal-
ing the material world, which reflects the system of body,
emotional, aesthetic and economic discourse.

Analysis of research and publications. The theo-
retical framework of the design culture conceptualization
is built within the concept Modern, modernity and mod-
ernism by Jean Baudrillard, episteme by Michel Foucault
and discourse by Mihail Bakhtin. Among the researchers
of the design history and design culture Judy Attfield,
Anna Calvera, David Carlson, Kjetil Fallan, Garry Julier,
Victor Margolin and John Walker are the most significant.

Purpose of the article. The purpose of the study is
built in a historical paradigm containing multi-conceptual
components, addressing its proposes defining new paths
not only within the history of art (which recently claimed
the definition of design in the narrow frame of applied
arts), but through implementation problems of design as
substantive field of cultural studies, sociology, history,
technology, aesthetics and social philosophy.

Exposition of the main material of the study. Design
today is considered not only as the aspect of everyday life,
but also as the complex theoretical field of cultural and so-
cial studies. It allows researchers to see the most prominent
paradoxes of modern society and culture. Nowadays it is the
discussion on the level of ideas and the meanings they me-
diate, which helps constitute a rich conceptual material for
cultural history. Coming this way, the first thing we need to
do is to provide a comparative analysis of the design and
culture terms, as D. Carlson does. “Design and culture have
always been closely interrelated, but in many instances de-
sign is flaunted as the true measure of culture, rather than
belonging to part of cultural context of the society. Design
has become the embodiment of a larger process of creative
‘culture-mongering’ that has become a means to capture
ideation, innovation and enterprise and made to stand for
cultural identity” [3].
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There are some conceptual issues within analyzing
the both terms together, in connection with each other.
That is why the researcher need to make a terminological
reduction: “Design has become synonymous with the
labelling of culture; 'designed culture’, now represents
not only the emblem of cultural prosperity, but is consid-
ered as a means to legitimatize whole areas of urban
regeneration, and for gaining international recognition as
well as mediating for social change” [3].

The term of design culture cannot be studied without
the framework of design history — the concept which also
need explication. Design history was traditionally consid-
ered as the history of designed objects of high (aesthetic)
quality and the designers, ideas, movements and institu-
tions that conceived those objects. But today we associ-
ate this term with practices and phenomena, as it be-
comes more and more difficult to maintain or establish
neat definitions and categorizations of what makes up
the subject matter for design history. As V. Margolin ex-
plains, “Design history as an academic subject received
its first major impetus in the early 1970s in Great Britain.
When design history first began to emerge in Great Brit-
ain, those involved felt it important to mark the subject
“design” with boundaries that would shape the develop-
ment of its historical accounts” [7, p.34-35]. Modern re-
searcher find two main locations for design history — one
in relation to the “discourse and particular concerns of its
own practitioners” and the other in “relation to the wider
field of design discourse”, where it can contribute to the
ongoing research about design and its future.

John Walker describes the term ‘design’ as one with
complex meaning and structure, with changing attributes
and connotations. Today we know this word having sev-
eral key meanings: “...like most other words, ‘design’
causes ambiguities because it has more than one com-
mon meaning: it can refer to a process (the act or prac-
tice of designing); or to the result of that process (a de-
sign, sketch, plan or model); or to the products manufac-
tured with the aid of a design (designed goods); or to the
look of overall pattern of a product (“I like the design of
that dress”)” [8, p.42].

That is why, there is a need to provide a wide study of
these concepts within three aspect of disciplinary reflex-
ivity — historiography, theory and methodology, and epis-
temology. In this article historiography, theory and meth-
odology are being analyzed, concerning the interdiscipli-
narity of the subject.

Historiographical survey presents a brief outline of
the development of the design field, theoretical and
methodological survey discusses a selection of recent
perspectives and concepts appropriated from other
fields of study and how it may enrich design history
research.

Talking about the general field of design history, K.
Fallan says that it is “...normally thought to encompass a
far wider subject matter, including pre-industrial and non-
industrial manufacture, and spanning graphic design,
fashion, textiles, interior design and craft” [4, p.4].

It is important to remember the sources that played
their big role in design history conceptual formation. For
example, it was the journal Block, which was established
in 1979 (and discontinued in 1989). Inspired in particular
by French social theorists such as Pierre Bourdieu, Jean
Baudrillard and Michel Foucault, this new journal provided
the articles where art history, cultural studies and design
history were exposed. Also, the authors of this journal did
not agree with rejection of academic approaches of art
history influencing the subject. They explained design his-
tory as ‘the undergrowth of visual culture’ [4, p.7].

Another important journal was the Journal of Design His-
tory has showed design history in variety of its representa-
tions, including articles about history of creative ideas and
matching them with studies of economic and political history
and post-colonial, feminist/social and cultural context, com-
bining with history of technology and business history. Other
sciences presented in the journal were ethnology and psy-
choanalysis. The Journal of Design History enlightened
such crucial subjects as “legal matters of designs (intellec-
tual property problems), consumption, propaganda films and
television, design journalism, aviation design, participative
design processes, eco-design, period furniture, toys, import
trading, bicycles, packaging, product photography, com-
puters, artificial limbs and do-it-yourself boat building have
been probed” [4, p.7]. The great number of topics and
methods represented in that journal makes it ever more
complicated to find the exact meaning of design, design
history and design culture. But with the help of such diversity
there is a big chance to discuss and understand as much
aspects of this theoretical field as we can.

Talking about the meaning of design history within the
theoretical discourse, Judy Attfield, a prominent design
historian, has taken a particular interest in material culture
studies and considered one of the prime virtues of material
culture studies approach to design history to be ‘that it
does not exclude any artefact or part of the mundane eve-
ryday object-word and meant venturing into territories that
were once considered beyond the pale’ [1, p.373].

The historiographical survey shows the importance of
exploring how design history has developed over the XXth
and XXlst centuries and has included some of the influen-
tial debates and concerns that have shaped the field.

The theoretical and methodological concepts should be
explored more thoroughly in design history. They can trans-
form the reception and vision of design history beyond than
just the discipline of art history or technology history. The
narrative of design history usually stuck to formal and aes-
thetic aspects, although it needs the contextualization that
can be different and more interesting one.

One of the most popular method of design history rese-
arch is actor-network theory: the networks is a large and in-
tricate field of connections and communication between ac-
tors (actants), and the roles of the various actors highly dissi-
milar. K. Fallan explains the principle of the theory in details:
“But who are these actors? Imagining the analysis of the de-
sign process, a general, tentative, and far from exhaustive list
could look something like this; company management and
board, product planners, product management, in-house de-
signers, consultant designers, engineers, technicians, produ-
ction workers, sales department, marketing department, ad-
vertising agency, trade unions, interest groups, media, distri-
bution systems, sales channels and a multitude of user
groups. The list can no doubt be expanded and modified, de-
pending on the character of the case study, but it can at least
indicate the contours of a network’s complexity” [4, p.69].

There is a challenging problem within this theory, con-
ceming the issues of interactions between human and non-
human actants inside the common network. Though it can
develop into promising perspective of analyzing design proc-
esses, products and their meanings in the writing of a cultural
history of design. Another problem is that researcher can be
seduced by the agency of the co-called “great human actors”,
losing sight of the other inhabitants — humans as well as non-
human — of the actor network, as K. Fallan also admits. “De-
signers thus refine actors with specific tastes, competences,
motives, aspirations, political prejudices, and the rest, and
they assume that morality, technology, science and economy
will evolve in particular ways. A large part of the work of inno-
vations is that of ‘inscribing’ that vision of (or prediction about)
the world in the technical content of the new object. | will call
the end product of this work a ‘script’ or ‘scenario” [4, p.79].
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This methodological possibility while analyzing the cul-
tural history of design is called “script analysis”. This theory
can be a very convenient tool if researcher wants to get
how a user of a product functions, aesthetic expressions,
social meanings and cultural identities are constructed.
Therefore, the script analysis verifies the highest possibili-
ties that design sphere in its historical perspective.

Both actor-network theory and script analysis aim at
moving back and forth between the sphere of production
and the sphere of consumption/use in order to under-
stand the co-production of meaning. Consumers/users
play active roles in forming their lives through creative
manipulation of objects, meaning and social systems
according to their needs, desires and abilities. As K. Fal-
lan says, “In their daily lives people use products by inte-
grating and consuming them. At the same time, people
are consumed by the products as they respond to them
and engage with their properties, functions and forms” [4,
p.90-91]. This specific relationship between human and
non-human actors (people and products) is what the Brit-
ish sociologists (e.g. R. Silverstone) name as the final
stage of a “process of domestication”, which is another
methodology used within design cultural history research.

The process of domestication means that consumers
transform the things they use so they suit their needs and
desires in the best possible way (utilitarian, emotional, and
symbolic). And this is a reciprocal process: consumers be-
havior, feelings, and attitudes are transformed by the artifacts
they own. When the products’ meaning has been negotiated,
constructed and stabilized, it can function as a personal ex-
pression for the user. K. Fallan provides a definition of do-
mestication concept: “Domestication is a multidimensional
process of negotiation that involves human and non-human
actants and is characterized by conflict collaboration. ... Do-
mestication is thus neither a harmonious nor a linear process
— it is normally conflict-ridden and dynamic. ... Needs and
desires might change, external symbolic codes might be
internalized or new users might be enrolled. Such situations
can lead to redomestication of the artifacts. ... Using the
concept of domestication as a prism can provide new insight
into what the consumption and use mean” [4, p.92].

This methodological theory in some cases can be the
best way for the researcher: some kind of intermediate
position arise, where parts of the script is subscribed to
and other parts rejected or misunderstood (de-inscribed),
and a process of negotiation commences where both
product and user are adapted and transformed until a
satisfactory degree of domestication is achieved.

There is an interesting example about old American
automobiles are not only changed and adapted by their
owners in Cuba, but also, though they are everywhere on
the Cuban streets and in whole Cuban culture and eve-
ryday life, the cars also change and adapt their users.
This process is what domestication is all about.

The concept of domestication is a methodological tool
used to analyze how consumers turn things in their artifi-
cial environment into useful things, memorable objects
and valuable symbols. “One of its most attractive quali-
ties is that it follows the artifacts way past the purchase
phase and thus facilitates studies not only of consump-
tion but also of use” [4, p.97]. Agreeing with K. Fallan, we
can say that the feature of domestication can reveal its
deep meaning in design cultural history.

More interesting is the concept of “domestication of
ideology” created by Anna Calvera. Her idea is that con-
tents, forms and meanings of ideas, theories and knowl-
edge are transformed by their consumers — just as with the
domestication of artefacts [2]. But researchers find some
problems in this theory: “What is lacking in Calvera’s de-

scription to make it domestication proper, however, is that
such a process entails not only the adaptation of the
ideas/aesthetics/technologies but also the adaptation to
the ideas/aesthetics/technologies. Domestication is rela-
tional, dialectic, reciprocal — it is co-production” [4, p.100].

Looking at all the possibilities of research, design his-
tory has a vast tradition in appropriating theoretical per-
spectives and methodological approaches from other con-
ceptual fields, from the material of art history, or cooperat-
ing with material culture studies today. The methodological
theories provided here are aimed to support the theoretical
possibilities of design history, to make it better analyzed to
meet the challenges of present and future.

Design in all its controversy, from conceptual contents to
historical paradigms, from production, through mediation
and to final use. lts subject matter has expanded far beyond
the narrow attention to “good design” and “great designers”
that once were the most significant within the discipline that
it might perhaps be beneficial to use term “design culture”.
G. Julier defines “Design Culture enquiry traces a cartogra-
phy that exposes and analyses the linkages of artifacts that
constitute information flows and the spaces between them.
Second, while one might dwell on individual artifacts, this
process requires these to be seen relationally to other arti-
facts, processes, and systems. Third, it may be mobilized
not merely as analysis, but as a generative mode that pro-
duces new sensibilities, attitudes, approaches, and intellec-
tual processes in design practice. In this way, it promises a
critical and knowing pathway toward the amelioration of this
runaway world” [5, p.76].

Conclusion. Today the most prominent researchers
admit that design history does not have a very well-
defined theoretical framework and methodological appa-
ratus, nor has this seemed to be a particularly prioritized
area of inquiry. But critical discussion of the discipline’s
own history is therefore essential to its present and future
practice. First of all, it lies out of the critique of the heri-
tage from art history. But now we know that the theoreti-
cal field of design history is better suited to deal with a
subject matter far beyond the applied arts. And then it
develops into the broader academic domain of cultural
studies and the humanities, still remaining in various rela-
tions to design practice and design research.

In such way, the aspect of design history got from
material culture studies before ending up arguing for a
cultural history of design with design culture as an object
of study. As Fallan states, “...that includes both the mate-
rial and the immaterial aspects of everyday life. On one
level it is articulated through images, words, forms and
spaces. But at another it engages discourses, actions,
beliefs, structures and relationships. This shift in the fo-
cus and practice of design history is grounded and re-
flected in changes in the theoretical and methodological
aspects of the discipline” [6, p.16].

We can’t expect that all humanities and social sciences
will be charged within design culture as their point of em-
pirical convergence. But if design history is thought of as
“the history of design culture” or as “the cultural history of
design”, then it will be relevant to the humanities and so-
cial sciences more and more and appropriately, and it will
also help integrate the field design history with cultural and
social disciplines and integrate their research of new prob-
lematic and methodological instruments.

D. Carlson says that “There is an opportunity ... to
employ an approach to combine the knowledge of in-
digenous people’s and ethical ecological design, to per-
mit an exemplary form of sustainable ‘cultural permacul-
ture’ to be evolved. Central to this new concept would be
to develop an approach to Culture that maintains an au-
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thenticity and meaningful use of identity, through a broad
based and holistic approach. This progression involves a
paradigm shift in the nature of cultural dependence —
from relying primarily on universal globally imported cul-
tural criteria, to more specific, locally based, and the ref-
erencing of native traditions, rituals and symbolism. It is
necessary to look further and include values such as
authenticity, aesthetics, affectivity and compatibility, and
to see the real value of culture as designing through the
lens of humanity, to create memorable experiences, and
emotionally rewarding objects [3].

Following these prominent ideas, there is assurance
in the vast perspectives of design cultural history re-
search. And after the discursive levels of historiography,
theory and methodology, there is a need to talk about
epistemological level of design culture perception.
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TEOPETUYHE TA METOLOJIOTNYHE OBI'PYHTYBAHHSA KYNIbTYPU AU3AUHY

Cmamms npucesiyeHa e8edeHHI0 HO8UX Meopemu4yHUX OCHoe i Memodosio2iYHUX KoHuenuili 3 2any3i, ei0oMoOi K HayKO80-mexHi4Hi
docnidxeHHsi, ma 062080peHHI0 ix momeHyiany Onsi po3pobku icmopii dusaliHy. ¥ cmammi 30ilicHroembCcs NopieHANbHUU aHasi3 NoHsMb
du3aliHy ma Kynbmypu, wo 3abe3sneqyye Moxnueicmb po3pobKku KOMMNIEeKCHOI KoHuenuyii "Kynbmypu du3alHy". [JocnidxeHHs1 noka3ye, wo ou-
3aliH MoXe po3ansidamucs siK coyianbHe i KynbmypHe sisuwje, icmopuku du3aliHy eeaxalomb, W,0 coyiosoz2isi ma icmopiss mexHosoz2ii MoXyms
3abe3neqyumu 8i0nogiOHy meopemu4Hy OcHogy U mMemodosio2iqyHulli iHcmpymeHmapiii Ons eusyYyeHHs1 Ou3aliHy He sluwe 8 sikocmi acriekmy
icmopii Mucmeymea. Y cmammi npedcmaesnieHi OCHO8Hi MOHAMMSs 3 2asny3i Haykoeo-mexHiYHUX 00C/idXeHb, sIKi Malomb 8aksiuee 3HaYeHHs
ons po3pobku icmopii ma Kynbmypu du3aliHy, yeaza 30cepedXyembcsi Ha aKmopHO-Mepexxeaili meopil, cyeHapHOMy aHani3i ma meopii odo-
MaWwHeHHs.

Knro4oei cnoea: ausaiiH, kynbTypa AnsanHy, icTopist An3aiiHy, icTopis MUCTeLTBa, akTOPHO-MepexeBa Teopisi, CLEeHapHUIA aHanis, Teopis Of4OMalUHEHHS.
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TEOPETUYECKOE U METOAONOMNMYECKOE OBOCHOBAHUE KYNbTYPbI AU3AWHA

Cmambsi nocesiwjeHa 88e0eHUI0 HOBbIX MEOPeMUYECKUX OCHO8 U MemodosI02UYecKUx KOHUenuyuii u3 obrnacmu, u3eecmHol KaK Hay4yHo-
mexHuYyeckue uccriedoeaHusi, u o6cyAeHuro ux nomeHyuana ons paspabomku ucmopuu dusaliHa. B cmambe ocyujecmensiemcsi cpagHuUmerbHbIl aHa-
nu3 noHsimul Ou3aliHa u Kysnbmypbl, obecneqyuearoujuii 803MOXHOCMb pa3pabomkKu KoMIeKcHol KoHuenuuu "Kynbmypbl du3saliHa". UccnedosaHue
nokasbieaem, ymo Au3aliH MOXem paccMampueambsCsi Kak coyuasnibHoe U KysibinmypHoe siefieHue, ucmopuku Ou3aliHa rosiazarom, Yymo coyuosio2usi u
ucmopusi mexHoso2uu Mo2ym obecrieyums coomeemcmeyouwyro MeopemuyYeckyro oCHog8y U Memodosio2uyeckuli UHCmMpyMeHmapul Onsi usydYeHusi
dus3aliHa He MOJILKO @ KaJecmee acriekma ucmopuu uckyccmea. B cmamee npedcmaesieHbl OCHOBHbIE MOHSIMUSI U3 061acmu Hay4YHO-MEeXHUYECKUX UC-
cnedosaHull, uMeroujue 8aXHoe 3HayeHue Oisi pa3pabomku ucmopuu u Kynbmypbi Ou3aliHa, HUMaHue cocpedomoy4usaemcsi Ha aKmopHo-cemesou
meopuu, cyeHapHOM aHaslu3e U meopuu 00OMalHUEaHUSI.

Kmroyeenie crioea: nusaiiH, kynbTypa AvsaiiHa, UCTOpYsS AusaiiHa, CTOpUSt UCKYCCTBa, akTOPHO-CETEBAs TEOPHS, CLIEHaPHbIN aHanm3, TeEopysi OfOMaLLHUBAHMS.
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KYNnbTYPOTBOPUYI BUMIPU XYAOXXHbLOIO OGPA3Y

HocnidxeHHss kynbmypomeop4ux eumipie xyO0oxHb020 o6pa3y € akmyasibHOH NpPo6sIeMO0 ecmemuYHOi HayKu 8Hacsli0OK mo20 3Ha4YeHHsl,
K020 Habyearomb Mucmeybki o6pa3u e cy4vacHill Kynbmypi, a makoX Hoeux Ky/nbmypomeopyux rnidxodie do cgepu mucmeymea, Kompi
3yMoersieHi HoeuMu peanisiMu y cgpepi KynbmypHo2o 6ymms ntoduHu y ceimi. Y eimyu3HsHill Hayyi € ycmaneHoro i 3a2anbHONpuUliHAMor mesa
npo me, W0 MUCMeEYMeo, nepesaxxHo y ceoili o6pa3Hili hopmi, cmae akmueHoO KyJibIMypomeopYoro cusior, wjo 6esnocepedHbo die Ha dyX08HO-
emMouyiliHuli ceim nroduHu. BodHoyac, Ha Hawy OyMKy, Kynbmypomeopya aKmueHicmb Mucmeymea MOXe eusiensimucsi i no3a 6e3nocepedHbLO
obpa3HuM emineHHsiM xyQoxHbOi idei. Teip mucmeymea y ceoemy 3micmi 30amHuli 8i0bumu HayKoeo-meopemu4Hi, MopasbHi, npaeosi U iHwi
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