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The scientific debates focused on culture are connected with the current crisis of identity and
nation. The decentering of culture, which is going on now, is a political act that contributes
significartly to the decentering of power and wealth. In the mid — 1860s M. Arnold and J.S. Mill
responded to the political crisis in Britain turning the discussion into the sphere of cultural
representation. For Armold, the «men of culture» were true «apostles of equality». In the XXth
century J. Ortega y Gasset claimed that the mission of the university was of paramount
significance mainly due to culture and education: the purpose of the university is to educate
ordinary students to be cultured ctizens. Concerning multiculturalism which emerged as a
discourse during the 1970s, it was often opposed on the grounds of its «culturalism. At present
liberal multiculturalism is a label given to the diversity model of cultural differences known in
the EU as «harmonization». Nowadays ideas, symbols and images as well as their meanings, are,
as a rule, personalised and can be accessible for the scientific analysis only in the process of the
dialogue of cultures.
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Tersa BinacoBa

Tpancdopmanii KyJbTypu y MyJIbTHKY/IBTYPHUX JUCKYPCAX IIOCTMOICPHY

Haykosi jie0ary, siki c(okycoBaHi Ha TpoOyieMax KyJIBTypH, 3HAYHOKO MIPOKO TIOB's3aHI 3i
Cy4aCHOFO KPH30£0 I/ICHTMMHOCT] Ta Harli. JlerieHTparizatist KyIsTypu, 110 BiIOyBAETECS 3apas,

€ TIOMITUYHIM aKTOM, SIKHiA POOUTD 3HAYHUA BHECOK B JICIICHTPAII3ALIIO RIA/IM | MATEPIaIbHAX
miHHOcTer. Y cepemmnl XIX cr. M. Apronbn 1 Jhx.C. Miuib BiNOBUTM HA TIOTITUYHY KpU3y Y
Bpuranii 38epHEHHM [10 Cepr KyTETYPHUX PETpe3eHTaLiii; 1yist ADHOMBIA «IHOIMU KyIIBTYPi
Oy «crpakHiMA - anoctoriaviyy  pisHocti. Y XX cr. X Oprera-i-I'accer  mporosocus
TPOMAJICEKY 3HAYILICTb MICii YHIBEPCHTCTY, [10B's13aHY B IICPILY YepPry 3 KyJIBTYPOIO 1 OCBITOIO!

YHIBEPCHUTET JIa€ OCBITY 3BUYANHMM CTYJICHTAM JUisl TOIO, 100 BOHM CTATM MPEJICTABHAKAMA
KynsTypH. OCKLUIBKH MyJIBTHKYJIBTYPAi3M BIUHHK SIK JUCKYPC y 70-X POKaX MHHYJIOTO CTOTITTSL,
HOro OriosuLll 3 OaraTboX MpHHHH Oyt ChoKyCOBaHA Ha 3aIlCPeUCHHI «KyNbTypaitizmy». Himi
JOepabHAN MYJIETUKYJISTYPAIi3M — 1€ SPIMK MOJIEN KyJITYPHUX BiJIMIHHOCTEH, BIZIOMOL B
€C sx «rapMoHizalsy. Inei, cuvBoM 1 00pasu MyJBTVKYJIBTYPQT3MY, SK TIPABHIO,

TiepcoHi(hKOBaHI 1 MOYKYTbh OyTH JIOCTYITHUAMH JiIsl HAYKOBOTO aHAI3Y TUIBKH B IPOLIEC TayIory
KYJIBTYD.

KmouoBi cioBa:  Ky/BIypa, —pelpescHTallis, — IJIHTHYHICTb, — Hallis,  YHIBEPCHICT,
MYJIBTIKYIIBTYpasti3M, BIAMIHHOCTL, TIaJIOr.

Tarbsina BiiacoBa
Tpancgopmamym KyJIbTypbl B MYJIETMKYJISTYPHBIX JMCKYPCAX IIOCTMOIEPHA

Hayunble nebatbl, koTopbe CQOKYCHpOBAHBI HA TPOOTeMax KyJBTYpbL B 3HAYMTETHHOM
CTEIICHN CBSI3aHbl C COBPEMEHHBM KpPHM3UCOM WICHTUYHOCT M Haipm. /JleneHrpamzaims
KYJIETYPbL 4YTO IIPOMCXOIAT CEMYac, SIRIACTCS IOJMTUYECKHMM aKTOM, KOTOPbIA BHOCHT
3HAUUTENIBHBI BRI B JACLCHTPAIM3ALIMIO BIACTH M MATEpUATBHBIX LICHHOCTEN. B cepemvne
XIX B. M. Apnonen u Jhx. C. Mwuis OTBETWIM HA MOJMTHYECKU Kpy3uc B Bpuranmm

oOpatreHrieM K cdepe KyJIbTYpHBIX Perpe3eHTalie; yisi APHOIBIA <CTHOMM KYJIBTYPbDy ObUTH



«actosmpmy - anocroiamy  paBeHetRa. B XX B, X Oprera-u-Iaccer  mpoBo3miaciin
OOLIECTBEHHYIO 3HAUMMOCTh MUCCHMM YHHBEPCUTETA, CRSBAHHYIO B TIEPBYIO OYEpelb C
KYJITYpOi 1 OOpa30BaHHEM: YHUBEPCUTET JIAET OOPa30BAHKE OObMHBIM CTY/IHTaM ISl TOTO,
YTOOBI OHU CTATA TPEJICTABATEISIMA KYJTBTYPBL | I0CKOIBKY MYIIBTHKYIIBTYpaii3M BO3HUK Kak
TCKypc B 70-X TOaX MPOMTIONO BEKa, €ro OMMO3MIMS 10 MHOTMM TPUYMHAM ObUia
c(hoKyCHpOBaHA HA OTPHUILIAHKH «KYJBTypamiMy». Celiuac mOepatbHbIA MyJTSTHKYIIBTYPATZM
- 3TO SPIBK MOJENM KYJIBTYpHbIX paziuni, m3BecTHOM B EC kak «rapmonmzaimis. Hnen,
CHUMBOJIBI M 00pa3bl MyJIBTUKYJIBTYPATBMA, KaK TMPAaBIIIO, TIEPCOHU(MLIMPOBAHHBE U MOTYT
OBITh JIOCTYIHBI JIs1 HAYYHOTO aHATH3a TOMTEKO B IMPOLIECCE ATIOra KyJIBTYP.

Kimrouesble  CrioBa:  KyJlbTypa, — PENPE3eHTAlis, WICHTUYHOCTb, HAWs, —YHHMBECHIET,
MYJTBTUAKYJIBTYpai3M, PasiAuLsl, TUAIOT.

All attempts of analyzing both the conceptual nation and social phenomenon of multiculturalism
turn out to be complicated and give cortradictory results due to various reasons among whichthe
main ones can be put under the titles of postmodernism and globalization, as postmodernism is
considered nat being merely a new intellectual perspective but rather a response to the dramatic
changes in the character of social life and human experience in the end of the 20th century. At
present radical changes are assumed to signal a more revolutionary time than any the \Aestern
world has ever known. WWe must admit that of great significance are the changes in behaviour
and their meanings, first of all, altered and altering dimensions of subjectivity. In the postmodern
situation individuals have to adapt to prevailing social conditions. In this \ery sense most
difficult aspects of discussions are connected with social conditions and qualities of subjective
experience that are essential to understanding of postmodernity and i)ostmodernlsm Among
them the main ore is claimed to be a pluralism of meanings: «.. a pluralism of meaning derived
from pluralism of voices, perspectives, and of greatest importance — a pluralization and
heightened individuation of human experience» [7, p.4]. Opponents of multiculturalism claim
that the issues of the nature of human identity, of the possibility of the separate (private and
public) spheres of human life, of the respect of the cultural differences, etc., have taken the place
of the traditional issues of power, democracy, freedom, and justice. Ve may agree or disagree
but the fact is that the very nature of power has changed in postmodernity, that is why the
philosophic problems mentioned above are still topical though they are indeed changing and
being transformed: new social economic and political messages attach new sounding to the
questions, which now may seem outdated and not always politically correct.

It is important to underline: those political debates and scientific discussions which take
place now and concern the nations of culture and cultural differences are connected with the
crisis of identity — both cultural and ethnic identity of postmodern people. «Extended notion of
culture assumes — explicitly and implicitly, —that the culture is nat an equwalent of the acquired
«high cultural standards» of classical literature and philosophic canons. «Culture is usy, writes
B. Agger [2, p.6]. Decentralizing and decanonizing of the dominant culture provides a place for
«low culture» in its different «pop-versions». The defence of popular culture is mounted mainly
by «people» of Madison Avenue who use the media to sell products [1, p.25]. The opponents of
pop-culture are supposed to include senior memibers of professional groups who believe that
culture is a vehicle for rehahilitating «the taste of the masses» by imparting moral lessors.
Proponents of culture in its classical meaning keep on insisting that a «locality» of culture
production have been a university for centuries and they still remain as they have been before.
The proponents of «Culture» view universities mainly as academic contributions within an
expanded repertoire of literary-critical scholarly activities. On the other hand, theoreticians claim
that where cultural studies take account of nontraditional modes of cultural expressions from
film, TV to fiction, it implicitly stresses the importance of their expressions denying the claims



of traditional culture on moral legitimacy [8]. The decentering of culture is a political act that
contributes significantly to the decentering of power and wealth. It is a fundamental challenge to
the dominant order, — writes B. Agger [1, p.11]. Here we can’t but mention the reproaches
concerning the fact that culture «aestetisizes» politics which is supposed to be an erroneaus
estimate of the role of culture in the production of the «politically representable citizensy. This
kind of crisis of cultural and political representation is not new. \When in the second half of the
19th century the crisis of representation produced by proletariat’s demand shook British political
and cultural institutions, J.S. Mill wrote «Considerations on Representative Government» and M.
Arnold, responding to the Hyde Park riots of 1866, wrote «Culture and Anarchy». Though both
theoreticians led the discussion into the sphere of cultural representation, it was M. Arnold for
whom the men of culture, pursuing «sweetness and light», unlike the representatives of classes
(the Hyde Park riats) are the «true apostoles» of equality. Men of culture scape away economic
and class identity and leave behind only «the best knowledge and thought of the time» and, as a
result, they leave behind only the disinterested and thus «best selves» [4, p.69]. On this premise
Armold argues that the state should represent the «best» of its citizens, and since the «men of
culture» are the representatives of this self the state should represent culture. M. Arnold’s
programme Was so influential that the Newbold Report (1921), the first of a series of government
reports on the teaching of English in Britain, included into a list of its recommendations an idea
that the English literature should be predominant over everymatto which is written in English in
Peking’s underground: «Patriotism, inclusiveness, virtue». From the point of view of translation,
it is worth while paying attention to the word «inclusiveness» — not «inclusion». Some kind of
ambivalence of the concept of «inclusiveness» seems to be explainable. Inthis context we should
recollect those criteria of a good government which J. Mill put in his work «Considerations on
Representative Government». They include, primarily, virtue and good education of citizens;
more precisely, the ability of the political institutions to form wirtue through education. The
choice of the word «virtue» Seems to be conceptual too. It reminds of the «Vertt»» and the
«Humanitasy formed in the Italian Renaissance and their main «good featuresy»: sense, courage,
moderation, justice. If we return to the Chinese government’s motto of the last decade, which
wes meant to appeal to the nation for obtaining higher education, we are sure to see, as an
example of this vast country with its indisputable patrictism, that education and political
representation are closely connected. According to Mill, the educated «elite» of the country are
Its best representatives because of their intelligence which gives them a possibility to be above
class separation; they are those peaple who can be relied upon in forming institutions which in
Its turn can forma state. The other form of knowdedge for English children. The report appointed
the teacher of English as the mediator between the state and its ditizens, claiming that his/ner role
waes to teach studerts through self-example to do the right things, to be his or her «best self>» and,
as such, the «best citizen» [4, p.69-70].

Evidently, these problems are at the basis of the motto which is written in English in Peking’s
underground: «Patriotism, inclusiveness, virtue». From the point of view of translation, it is
worth while paying attention to the word «nclusiveness» — not «inclusion». Some kind of
ambivalence of the concept of «inclusiveness» seems to be explainable. Inthis context we should
recollect those criteria of a good government which J. Mill put in his work «Considerations on
Representative Government». They include, primarily, virtue and good education of citizens;
more precisely, the ability of the political institutions to form wirtue through education. The
choice of the word «virtue» seems to be conceptual too. It reminds of the «Vertt» and the
«Humanitasy formed in the Italian Renaissance and their main «good featuresy»: sense, courage,
moderation, justice. If we return to the Chinese government’s motto of the last decade, which
wes meant to appeal to the nation for obtaining higher education, we are sure to see, as an
example of this vast country with its indisputable patrictism, that education and palitical
representation are closely connected. According to Mill, the educated «elite» of the country are
its best representatives because of their intelligence which gives them a possibility to be

class separation; they are those people who can be relied upon in forming institutions which in



its turn can form a state. The last will shape institutions which will define values. Thus, it is
culture itself that defines nation. It is worth while recallecting that J. Ortega y Gasset considers
characteristics of aristocracy as aristocratism of the spirit whatever a social class or a group. In
1930 J. Ortega y Gasset set forth a programme for reforming the modern Spanish university.
Awnare that the missions of the university are many and often competing, — moreover, «the
mission» is more confused and complicated today than it was when Ortega wrote it, ~we would
like to stress that Ortega argues that the primary purpose of the university is to educate ordinary
students to be cultured people and to prepare them for the real world of professional life. Culture,
according to Ortega, consists of those vital elements that make up life: the practice of medicine,
law, business, governmert, art. Science, on the ather hand, consists of non-vital elements of life:
discovering truths about medicine, law; etc. What Ortega claimed in 1930 is that the university
tries to produce scientists, however life is not made up of science, but of those who practice the
«arts of culture» [1].

As scientists maintain in the 1970s, multicultu-ralism in its various forms signalled a
crisis in the definition of «nation». Since that time the approaches to multiculturalism have
changed reflecting many differences of position apart from those of national peculiarities but the
ambivalence expressed in many saentific essays toward any usage of «multiculturalisns is still
important depending on whether it means tha the term is regarded as alien or integrated to
discourses of national identity, or whether it is interpreted as naming minorities, oppositional
strategies for reinventing the nation [2, ¢.3-4]. Presumably, the dominant «radical readen» in the
Anglo-American world reactively hamogenizes the Third World and sees it only in the context
of nationalism and ethnicity. \When it cames to the Third World perception, the historiars,
anthropole?ists, sociologists, and, of course, politicians cannat admit that their «natural» can be
constructed as well, that intheir case subject position canalso be assigred.

Ortega y Gasset expressed a contradictory character of his time’s situation, which is quite
topical at present, in the image of the «revolt of massesy, masses Which intrude in everything,
everywhere and their intrusion takes place always by mears of violence [6]. The concentrated
meaning of the changes involved appears evident in the crisis of the moral principles, first of all,
in the universal «golden rule» of the Christianity, which nowadays, in fact, is not an imperative
but a «good wish» («However you want people to treat you, so treat thenm).

The famous postmodern theoretician Thab Hassan mertions the fact that after World Wear
I1 nationalism began to wane in industrial societies, except in defeated countries like Germany
and in some «catching up» states like Russia and Japan. Nationalism of a particularly fiery
temper, however, began to appear everywhere, — wrote Hassan, — in developing countries, in
former colonies, in suppressed ethnic or religious communities of various sorts. The reasons are
serious and real; they Include persistent deprivation, social injustice, the syndrome of the victim,
shifting values, desperate human migrations. The sdentist asks significant questions: «s
nationalism always rightist or can it also be leftist, centrist, or, indeed, apolitical ?», «What are its
gradations, internal conflicts, hidden tergiversation®, «What obligations does a
Harvardeducated Iranian worman, wearing the chador, feelforemost: toward her occidental ideals,
her family, her gender, her religion, or her country?» [3, p. 284-285].

It would not be out of place to touch upon the semantic peculiarities of the English word
«nationalismy, because the concept of this word differs from the concept of the Russian word
«rarmonamy. In Oxford Advanced Learner’s Encyclopedic Dictionary «nationalisn is
defined as devotion to one’s own nation, patriatic feelings, principles ar efforts; movement
favouring political independence in a country that is controlled by another or is a part of another.
«The Modern Philosophic Dictionary», edited by V. Kerimov, gives the following definition of
nationalism: «The hypertrophic form of ethnocentrism; psychalogy, ideology, palitics and social
practices of exclusiveness of one’s own, ethnic community and state, hostile feelings towards



other nations and statesy. As it seens, the differences in the concepts are important and should
be taken into consideration.

Apparently, translation plays a dominant role in a lot of philosophic and, in general,
humanltarlan essays: there are many intricate connotations that tems like «identity pol1t1cs» and
«multiculturalism carry in essays Written in English for a Ukrainian reader to understand texts

properly.

Since multiculturalism emerged as a discourse of government in the countries of British
Commonwealth during the 1970s, opposition to it has often been expressed as a rejection of its
«culturalism»y and a commitment to more fundamental categories of social analysis — class, race,
gender. «Culturalismy», however, has not been without its progressive moments. As D. Bennett
puts it, the interpretation of racial differences as «cultural», for example, was one of the
strategies by which nineteenth-century humenist scientists attempted to combat «racial sciencey.
By pluralising the concept of culture humanist anthropologists sought to resist imperialist world-
view and colonial practices, viewing culture as relatively autonomous and incomparable. On of
the legacies of this kind of culturalism is what scientists call «neo-racisnm, or «racism without
races»|2, p.6]. On the other hand, anti-racismwith its stigma of being «abstracty for its failure to
be realistic about universal human weaknesses and needs, is accused of testing tolerance
thresholds to the limit, denying «natural» expression of pride in culture differences. At presert,
liberal multiculturalism is the label commonly given to the diversity-management model of
cultural differences known in the EU as «harmonization».

We understand that the «politically important common» is a unified complex of ideas,
symbols and images, and we are able to turn our apparently conflict interests into a certain single
whole only in case if we are Pa triots in the primary meaning of this word. Meanings are
personalised and can be accessible only in the process of dialogue of cultures. Failure to be heard
IS a tragedy of the peoples in different epochs, as M. Bahtin said; and nowadays this tragedy is
often performed on the poalitical stage against the background of culture. The story of «Man of
culturey and «Culture» seems to be a kind of Utopian narrative marked by a number of failures,
but using U. Eco’s words, nobody has said that the narrative of failures is a failure. Evenifitis a
narrative of the inflexible will in pursuing vain dreans it is worth while investigating this dream
and the reasons sustaining its existence during thousands of years.
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