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Ivanova K., Balabay Ya. Cultural Transformations:
Philosophical Analysis. The article is devoted to the
ratio of internal and external mechanisms of cultural
transformations. The synergetic-qualitative model of
cultural changes that allows to consider the evolution
of internal and external interactions of culture as an
interconnected and a symmetrical process in which ac-
cidental aspects affecting the scope of cross-cultural
interactions are interpreted as a source of chaos, shift-
ing the balance of substrate and culture that leads to
its internal evolution are proposed at the article. The
consistency of the substrate is regarded as the neces-
sary foundation of accidental changes.
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lsanosa K. A., banaéaii A. B. Kynomypui mpancegop-
Mmayii: ghinocogpcvkuii ananiz. Poboma npucesuena
CNIBGIOHOWEHHIO BHYMPIWHIX | 306HIWHIX MeXAHIZMI8
KynomypHux mpaucgopmayiti. Ilpononyemucs cutrep-
2eMUYHO-KBAIUMAMUBICINCOKA  MOOENb  KVIbMYPHUX
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mu, Wo 3a4inaroms cgepy MidCKYIbIyPHUX 63aEMO0il,
iHmMepnpemyomscs AK 0X4cepeno Xaocy, wo 3smiuye
PIBHOBAZY KYIbNYPHO20 cyOcmpamy i wo npueoouns
00 tioeo enympiunboi egontoyii. A nocmiiinicms cy6-
cmpamy po32na0acmucsi SIK HeoOXiOHA 0CHO8A AKYU-
O0EeHMANbHUX 3MIH.
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Heanoea K. A., banaéan A. B. Kynomypusie mpanc-
dopmayuu: unocopckuit ananus. Paboma noces-
WeHa COOMHOWEHUIO GHYMPEHHUX U BHEUHUX Mexd-
HU3MO8 KyIbmypHblx mpancgopmayuil. IIpeonaeaemes
CUHEP2eMUYeCKU-KSATUMAMUGUCIICKASL MOOETb K)ilb-
MYPHBIX U3MEHeHUll, NO360NAIOWAs. PACCMAMPUBATN
GHYMPEHHION0 IBOTIOYUIO U GHEULHUE 83AUMO0EUCIBUSL
KYIbmypbl KaK 63AUMOCEA3AHHLIN U CUMMEMPUUHbIIL
npoyecc. AkyudenmanvbHvle ACNeKmbul, 3ampacueaio-
wue cgepy MedNCKYIbIMYPHBIX 83aUMOOCUCTGUT, UH-
mMepnpemupyIomcs Kak UCIOYHUK XA0Cd, CMelyaiouuti
pasrogecue KylbmypHo2o cyocmpama u npuoosyutl K
eco enympenneil sgomoyuu. Ilocmosncmeo cybcmpa-
Ma paccmampugeaemcsi Kaxk Heobxooumas 0CHO8a aKyu-
OEeHMANbHBIX USMEHEHUI.

Knrwouegvle cnoea: mesickyniomypHas KOMMYHUKAYUS,
GHYMPEHHSA I8ONIOYUSL, KYIbMYPHbIE USMEHEHUs, K6a-
AUMAMUGU3M, CUHEP2eTUKA.

Relevance of the research is determined by the
fact that the world in the 20" century has entered a
period of the most intensive changes in scientific,
technological, economic and socio-political branches.
In the late 20* and early 21* century, these changes were
particularly intense and predictable. These changes
have both internal and external nature. Internal changes
in Western culture were traditionally defined by the
positive terms (STR, social liberation, the expansion
of rights and freedoms). External changes were related
to the “Third World” within the process of getting of
European features. The situation has changed now
since changes within Western culture got a negative
reflection. At the same time there was a situation of
non-Western influences on Western culture and such
kind of effects increased.

The cross-cultural interaction transported to
inside-culture context (for example, the problem of
ethnical emigrant communities) and inside-culture
interactions increasingly transformed into a cross-
cultural kind (the typical example is the protection
of national culture from the so-called mass culture in
many European countries). There is a more general
theoretical problem of differentiation of internal and
external factors of cultural transformation.

A lot of literature is devoted to theoretical and
practical problems of intercultural communication.
Diffusionists (Ratzel, Frobenius, Schmidt, Wissler) and
cultural-historical school (Boas, Grebner) considered
cultural changes as a basis of spreading of cultural ele-
ments into limited cultural regions. Functionalism (Rad-
cliffe-Brown, Malinovski) actually described the results
of the contact situation. Smelser’s concept shows the ef-
fects of Western technology on traditional culture as an
evidence of diffusionism’s ideas in sociology.

The fact of cultural “resistance” and the features
of choice of other-culture elements are ignored in above
mentioned trends. The concepts of socialization, accul-
turation and cultural shock are considered in a connec-
tion with intercultural cooperation.

Evolutionists (Taylor, Morgan) mean that a person
is characterized by the inner tendency to progress which
hasn’t got a specific character. The internal mechanisms
of progress weren’t analyzed by the authors. Marx-
ism and the representatives of the modern concepts
(Markarian, Mezhuyev, Davidovich, Zhdanov, Kagan)
focus on the internal evolution as general progressive
changes. An exception is not even done for the world
revolution — its conditions had to be “mature”.

Kroeber was the first among the anthropologists
introduced the concept of cultural area and cultural
pattern, developing the concept of internal change of
culture and intercultural specific theory, considered
in some dynamics. Expansion of possibilities inside
the cultural patterns he considered as the foundation
of evolution and decline of cultures. Moreover these
patterns are interpreted as moving and unstable in their
frames. So he insisted on culture can be changed by
exchanging cultural elements and so culture can’t fatally
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change towards death according on Oswald Spengler
whom argued with an American anthropologist.

Soviet orientalism and African Studies (Frolov,
Levin, Primakov, Polonsky, Starostin) focuses on
relationship and interaction of internal (social class)
and external factors changes. However just narrow
sociological and political aspects of the problem,
focusing on the transformation of society in special
sense had been analyzed.

Culture Studies concept is also relied on
intercultural contact (Toynbee, Jaspers, Conrad) or
insisted on an isolated internal evolution of culture
(Danilevskiy, Spengler, Gumilev), completely ignoring
the external factor as an interaction of transformations.
Summing up this short review it can be argued that the
problem of internal evolution ratio and intercultural
communication in cultural transformation wasn’t
completely investigated.

The aim is to analyze the ratio of internal and
external mechanisms of cultural transformations based
on philosophical and culture study thoughts.

The investigation requires the following tasks:

 analysis of philosophical approaches to the
sources of changes;

» consideration of theoretical aspects and inter-
cultural internal culture evolution as a source
of cultural change;

» to study the potential value of cross-cultural
factors changes based on some “model” provi-
sions of synergetics and traditional philosophi-
cal analysis of the problem.

Cultural changes are the part of the problem of
changes studied in philosophy in the framework of the
fundamental philosophical categories of becoming. This
category expresses the inherent variability of things and
phenomena, its continuous transition, converting of one
to another one. Philosophy has always focused on the
underlying fundamentals of transformations since the
interaction in terms of philosophy is the option shares
the process of internal change. In fact the philosophical
tradition incorporated both approaches into the one.

Philosophical approaches to formation were based
on dialectics. Heraclitus as a founder of dialectics is
often called as the first author of a concept of formation
[6: 361].

Idealist tradition in opposite paid its attention to
the sources of change. For example Plato pointed to
Eros as an all fascinating space of “desire”. Moreover
this desire is grounded in fact dialectically — dissected
halves of androgens, sublime and vulgar Eros (the
internal contradictory nature of Eros) — created the
dialectical pattern of formation [9: 99-101, 111-113].

Aristotle created a coherent theory of change.
Changing criterion is the presence of the opposition —
that things which are opposed aren’t preserved.
Only the essence remains unchanged like a thing
without an opposition. The opposition has something
immutable — it is a substrate. In general contradictions
and contrast set the whole horizon of possible changes
that are focused [5: 230-231].
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These contradictions at Aristotle’s works are
related with the major kind of changes — the qualitative
one, which Plato refused at the end of his creative
evolution [5: 259-260]. The result is the formation
of one another, not the implementation of internal
trends, development and movement towards total self-
actualization. This “adventure” of things is its external
determination [3: 'V, 30, 1025 25-30 ].

A negative connotation of qualitative change
takes place when a thing becomes different of itself.
This event has an essentially spontaneous character.

An important problem is the recurrence of
qualitative changes that occurs simultaneously, unlike
evolutionists’ “high” kinetic movement. The presence
of contradictions in the subject leads to its development,
while the interaction leads to a qualitative change that
has a negative sense. The dominance of the kinetics and
the space over the time is typical for ancient philosophy
which also treats as is happening across the entire length
rather than spreading it over time. In fact, the ancient
thinker always deals with a mechanical movement that
is set externally, while a self-realization is not a real
change.

Time appears with the advent of Christianity, both
with the perception about tendentiousness of historical
process and its temporary deployment of a cause to an
effect. Time evolution is not only the foundation of the
Christian philosophy of history, but the whole Christian
world view centered on the realization of the divine plan
and combination of this plan with the freedom of people
responsible for sin. When investigating the external
causes of changes the ancient thinkers didn’t have the
concept of time as a main instrument of knowledge of
internal transformations. The concept of time became
available for Christians since Augustine [1: 169-176].
Turning the external research processes and changes to
the imagination (the nature of science during the period
of major role of Christianity) it successfully addresses
the problem of internal changes.

Changes are seen as a manifestation of
ontological reality, hidden in transient events. External
predetermination of events as a divine providence is
faced with the internal determination by a human will.
Arbitrary character of divine intervention to a personal-
ity being introduces an element of randomness to the
process of change.

Change is the set of coincidences, as being for
true Christians like for many ancient philosophers is
associated with the motionless and equal God.

During the period of New Time a view at change
as a result of intervention of a “higher” power became
dominant. It had been analyzed in such way because
an external power causing a movement considered as a
source of mechanical movement.

Moving as a form of change dominates at the
modern European philosophy till nowadays. A kinetic
approach to change which involves external nature
of its interpretation dominates now. This approach is
positively evaluated by the ancient Greek authors and
modern European philosophers. The ancient Greek au-
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thors gave a positive evaluation because a thing can
fully implement its potential. The modern European
philosophers highly prized the approach because it was
the only way to get a possible understanding of the ob-
jective existence of things in the world.

Turning to the theories of cultural transformations
it is of great importance to take up a point that kinetic
approaches to changes are correlated with trans-cultur-
al diffusion in a wide sense and even in some aspects
of the theory of evolution and functionalism. Changes
leading to acculturation can be interpreted negatively
by Aristotle because of losing its properties.

Moving is not limited as a relocation of cultural
patterns is also unlimited, but a qualitative change is lim-
ited because it determined by the cultural area. The re-
sult of this change is a transformation of “lower” culture
into a “higher” one with a “movement” as a main source.
“Clean” kinetics deployed in Culture studies, doesn’t ex-
plain the reasons of changes because of focusing on their
result as well as the movement accidents logics doesn’t
explain changes in ancient philosophy. There is no true
dynamics. Kinetics has a spatial and historical character.
Changes in a single cultural field with the unified pat-
terns are described as that who have already taken place
and existed as unique elements of culture.

Kinetic approach to changes doesn’t correlate
with metaphysics or dialectics. As it was described
above the old dialectic and modern European science
was “kinetic” in interpreting of the changes. At the
same time, the medieval metaphysics focused on a dif-
ferent approach to a problem of change, which can be
characterized as a qualitative (founded by Aristotle).

“Qualitativism” — a term, introduced by L. Robin
is used without regard to its analysis at the works of
Aristotle and implies qualitative changes which have
an inner nature, not just “lead to internal changes” (they
may be the result of external cooperation). Qualitative
changes are connected with the changes, neither with
the development, nor with the progress.

Qualitativism as a special approach to the
problem of change doesn’t correspond directly to the
traditional division of philosophy into the idealistic and
the materialistic one. The idealism of Hegel hasn’t less
anti-kinetic nature than the materialism of Marxism.
Hegelianism in all its branches gave rise to the idea of
continuity of self-motion. Contradictions as a stimulus
for changes are described in Hegelian dialectics as a
traditional history of philosophical thought. But the
internal contradictions exclude the importance of
external action and suggest changes in development.
It is insufficient of “ant kinetic” methods to assess
the approach as qualitative as there is always a need
for entry metaphysical force or goal like a source of
transformation. As ignoring of external factors of
changes questioned the change at all because the internal
and external are in complex dialectical relationship.

Turning to the theories of cultural change the
dialectical approach can directly compare in this sense
with evolutionary concepts. Evolutionism comes
from the dominance of the internal mechanisms of
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transformation and recognition of progressive character
of changes. Evolutionism has a historic character.
There are no jerks, but there is a gradual accumulation
of positive changes that are associated with human
tendency to improvements and progress. Mankind
is moved by its needs. There is a place for reverse
movements towards degradation. But “civilization
eyes are directed forward” [11: 40-43, 63]. Internal
evolution is dominated over the external one, but plays
a subordinate role and is seen in a negative context.

Evolutionism stretches change into many discrete
points. There is a “History” but the movement is present
only in sense of opening and closing the provisions of
“changes” in time as a change which hides the mechanism
of transformation. Chaotic character of evolution leaves
randomness (progressive opening) in a local point of
space. Accidental and local character of discoveries
generates a random exchange of the same nature.

However, this is only a coincidence grounding
chronological gradual change. Marxist’s “jumps”
doesn’t lead to fundamental changes.

Discrete evolution is complemented by discrete
“breaks in continuity”, realizing the latent tendency
[7: 34]. To paraphrase Taylor we can say that the “point
of view” of evolutionary isn’t concentrated at the
process of change but at its results.

With the trend of realization of internal potential
we returned to the kinetic approach in interpreting the
changes. Implementation of the potency is in fact the
realization of immutability that has the potential in a
thing, although there is a contradiction that “removed”.
According on a logical point of view only the lack
of trends means “real” change has its specific series
of transformations. The same time the change is not
possible unless the essence stored in the change that
can be characterized as a trend.

This controversial problem of balance of internal
and external aspects of the transformation process
allows solving by using of synthetic methodology
based on synergetics and Aristotelian metaphysics. This
approach implies an accidental nature of qualitative
changes affecting the essence of the thing itself and
its substrate. The presence of this substrate ensures the
emergence of order, while accidental changes all the
time pushing the thing to chaos.

On the other hand, the presence of this substrate
enables continuous changes and transformation of an
opposite quality to another one. Chaos is an uncertainty
in a sense of disorder, the loss of the initial state of
things. But this chaos is associated with the substrate of
the thing itself. To carry a change a substrate should “be”
and “be changing”. A substrate should “be” for changes.

A change can be “a change” when a substrate
can “change”. In other words, the substrate must be
considered as an open “system”. It is not something
independent, absolute and immutable — it is a product
of accidental chaos as it is due to them.

The key definition of chaos, according to
the synergetic paradigm is susceptible to small
perturbations. If a non-equilibrium system given by the
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openness of these systems, the systems are regarded as
sensitive to fluctuations of its own elements [10: 60—61].
Applying for a more traditional philosophical studies
language it can be argued that the factors responsible
for susceptibility are accidental.

Accidental factors can be considered as the
global evolution of the system to change or complete
transformation, which means destruction (or appearance)
of a new. It is about possible meanings which may
acquire as a result of the temporary nature of the changes
that have the character of fluctuations that go out both
qualitative way of identity and remain within it.

The criterion for this is the availability of
alternatives possible changes set structure quality
of life. And it is not about the fact that the subject of
fighting its quality and not the external contact (which
even Aristotle only leads to a “simple transformation”),
and that the substrate (contact with accidentals) can
evolve in different ways and to varying degrees.

Synergetic qualitativism suggests the possibility of
contact, leading to changes in the quality characteristics
of objects. This contact is possible only inside physical
reality and has a mutual character. This contact leads to
interaction. Such contact is possible if the participants
are of the same sort but aren’t of the same kind.

The variable changes are possible for the first
group and for the second one the characteristic feature is
unpredictability. This approach to internal and external
changes can be effectively applied to the analysis of
cultural transformation.

The proposed approach allows us to turn to the
internal context of changes to explain its character,
not dogmatic accidents in cross-cultural contacts
and internal quality characteristics units engaging
in intercultural interaction. There is a possibility of
cross-cultural interaction with a limited nature of this
interaction, or its inability (in cases when the only one
possibility is the destruction of one of the participants
of interaction).

This approach allows avoiding concealment
of functional approach of limited nature of possible
transformations of culture in situations of contact with
a foreign community. The changes aren’t possible even
under the most favorable conditions for contact and
the “best” intentions of members of contact if there
is no fundamental community involving the cultural
stereotypes.

The changes don’t occur because of the lack
of contact. Cultural transformations are considered
in terms of interaction between the substrate and
accidence.

Intercultural interaction involves only an
accidence sphere that can be described as manifestations
of culture in individual subjects and the behavior of its
representatives. The internal evolution of a substrate
is connected with it. Accidents seem to be active and
their fluctuations lead to a chaos and recombination of
a cultural substrate.

Cultural substrate which can be described as a
set of basic standards and values in the case of stress
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(caused by interaction with foreign standards and
values) comes to an unstable condition. It creates a chaos
and the fluctuations turned back to accidental culture
(for example, it expressed in the cultural syncretism
and individualism). This chaos is changing by the
appearance of stable, coherent and limited cultural
settings which lead to a “dissipative structures”.

Conclusions and recommendations for further
research: The ancient philosophical tradition was
characterized by kinetic approach to the formation.
The presence of contradictions in the subject leads to
its development, while the (external) interaction goes a
qualitative change that negatively understood. During
the period of New Time the changes was analyzed as a
result of external cooperation;

Within the frames of the proposed synergetic
and qualitative approach  accidental and substrate
changes are analyzed as an equally possible. It allows
to consider the accidental intercultural interaction and
internal evolution as a recombination substrate (the
most stable features of culture are seen as mutable);

Accidental interactions are in space of fluctuations
and a chaos. It changed by the appearance of stable,
coherent and limited cultural setting that lead to the
emergence of “dissipative structures”;

Using of the proposed methodology can contribute
to the development of the faithful interpretations of
“unexplained” cultural transformation and -cultural
transformation to create models that take into account
factors both internal evolution and cross-cultural
interaction, considered as a factor of imbalance of
cultural integrity.
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