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In the flow of sociems

The article reveals the creative spirit of modern sociality, transforming it into a flow of sociems as the contin-
uous formation of social singularities. Modernist worldview guidelines with faith in holistic, metaphysical
ideals are being persistently replaced by fundamentally new cognitive attitudes that represent the latest civili-
zational challenges. The current course of social development has changed the usual rational social schemes,
opposing, destroying, and deconstructing them. In social processes, increasing factors of pan-mythologization
of all areas of social activity, the relativity of spiritual values, subjectivism, irrationalism, randomness, unpre-
dictability, and uncertainty have been revealed. The image of contemporary society is one of flows of inde-
pendent processes and human manifestations of will, fracturing, splitting, multifarious, varied, ludicrous, and
individualistic. Modern cognitive thinking and a radically new epistemology are needed since the social envi-
ronment has changed. Post-classical socio-philosophical discourse is a result of the metaphysical project's cri-
ses of conventional systematicity, reductionist scientific explanation of reality, and classical spiritual pre-
cepts. Instead of contemplating the clash between social paradigms, we must consider their coexistence poly-
paradigmality, and how they mutually complement each other in examining different facets of social reality
and addressing specific problematics across different scales.

Keywords: heterology, modern sociality, paradigm, post-non-classical, classical, sociema, singularity, uncer-
tainty, co-existence, discursivity.

Introduction

Modern social reality is composed and represented by sociems, denoting the continuous formation of
social singularities. Furthermore, this is not a tribute to the postmodern tradition of baselessness, narrative,
discursiveness, and uncertainty. This is something that is urgently emphasized and eloquently evident.

Classic images of integrity and wholeness, stability, and certainty have long and inexorably faded and
have outlived their usefulness in all spheres of social reality, proclaiming its creative spirit and nature in the
sense of unpredictability in self-organizing constructs.

Modern society has moved far away from the classical prose standards, turning to poetry of social
events. However, this is not a romantic message but causes constant anxiety and social tension.

What is driving this modern social shift? The ascent of liberalism, separatism, individualism, and the
inclination toward breaking traditional bonds and connections, along with the diminishing need for an all-
encompassing view of the social landscape, was facilitated by civilizational prerequisites. These prerequi-
sites include significant advancements in the realms of science and technology, notably within the infor-
mation domain. The problem is that this happens less at the local and state levels. After all, the state (contra-
ry to metaphysical intentions) is formed by humans, actors, and societies and does not play the same consoli-
dating, organizing, patriarchal role as the classical sages saw it.

Modern thinkers emphasize the enormous range of social variability. Zh.-L. Nansi, in his work [1-10],
depicts diversity in contemporary society as ensnared in the perceived meaninglessness of human existence.
He characterizes it as a complex and futile arrangement, portraying civilization as an artificial construct de-
void of vitality, estranged from individual lives. Emphasizing a shared coexistence among all humans, Nansi
suggests that the fundamental essence of human life lies in the interconnected essence shared by each indi-
vidual — a co-essence that defines their existence [1; 55]. Every entity is designed to be with other beings;
there is no such thing as a generic being. J.R. Searle believes that social education is a structurally organized
whole, existing and reproduced as such in the minds of individuals [2]. According to B. Latur, society is
made up of a variety of elements that are all interconnected in a network and lack a distinct identity. Latur
uses behavior and cognition to try to comprehend individuals in society. He wishes to accompany them so he
might see life from their viewpoint [3]. Manuel De Landa, when contemplating society, mentions the con-
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cepts of “assembly”, “multiplicity”, and “complexity”. He delves into the genuine interactions among indi-
viduals in the real world, interactions that prove challenging to capture through theories due to their tendency
to revolve around idealized notions and connections.

The functioning of society is carried out in the actions of multiple parts in an “assembly”. Several self-
organizing systems arise through a process called “assembly”, which changes rival modes of existence to
create new forms. When an item is assembled, its form changes to match its surroundings [4; 83]. The result
is that the thing takes on a new form.

Contemporary socio-philosophical discussions highlight individualism and humanism, evident in the
increased focus on examining daily human existence. Daily life unfolds visibly, yet it's also influenced by
events preceding one's awareness. In essence, while traditional views positioned everyday human experience
as a backdrop for individual growth, post-non-classical socio-philosophical perspectives elevate daily living
to the forefront of social life.

Philosophers across various schools such as Marxism, Phenomenological Sociology, Phenomenology,
Existentialism, and Analytical Philosophy, including L. Wittgenstein, J. Austin, A. Lefebvre, K. Kosik,
A. Heller, and M. Foucault, have directed their focus towards the examination of everyday processes. The
hypothesis proposed by Michel de Certeau, a French philosopher, is particularly significant and merits spe-
cial consideration in this regard.

Contemporary social theory aims to humanize society by recognizing its construction through the eve-
ryday actions of its constituents. Understanding ordinary human existence becomes vital in grasping how
these behaviors impact social interactions, sometimes causing perplexity in social dialogues. Conversely,
ancient philosophy leaned heavily on theoretical constructs, shaping the behaviors of particular individuals.

M. de Certeau's book, “The Practice of Everyday Life”, encapsulates his anticipation of a significant
shift in the relationship between social theory and practice through the analysis of daily existence. This per-
spective didn't immediately resonate with the philosopher; it emerged from socio-philosophical movements
in the latter 20th century. These movements questioned whether individuals actively construct social struc-
tures or if these structures are molded by human agency.

As such, a closer understanding of practical problems is necessary for modern social ontology as well as
a new analysis of socio-philosophical obstacles.

This is also relevant for the conditions of modern Kazakh society, which is facing new global severe
challenges of our time, as stated in the program documents of the Republic of Kazakhstan. President
Kassym-Jomart Tokayev spoke about the need to search for a new paradigm of social action in his Address
to the People of Kazakhstan (September 1, 2020).

Such a social paradigm can be heterological, turned into a living social process (contrary to metaphys-
ics) to get closer to modern human understanding. The first reason such awareness is important to prevent
oneself from reverting to totalitarian ideologies, which are present in “utopian social engineering” initiatives
that aim to change society in accordance with a predetermined blueprint. As per Zh.M. Abdildin, J.S. Mill's
concept maintains relevance in the current context. Abdildin posits that governments or entities aiming to
devalue individuals, even under seemingly noble intentions, will realize the limitations of ordinary individu-
als in achieving exceptional accomplishments. Additionally, a flawless system that sacrifices everything
lacks the essential vitality, stifled to expedite the system's operations, rendering it unsuitable for any pur-
pose [5; 96-97].

Research methods

Many approaches, including social heterology, fractal analysis, theoretical and philosophical generaliza-
tion, heuristic synthesis, and social synergy, have been used to examine modern social dynamics.

Results and discussion

The knowledge of a living individual living in the creative processuality of a particular human life is
addressed by the heterological paradigm of cognition and comprehension of modern social processes, includ-
ing those taking place in Kazakh society. It is founded on:

— extensive social distribution;

— heightened nonlinearity in social progress;

—amplifying decentralization within social life;

— escalating mediation through social media platforms;

— rising liberalization of society's spiritual underpinnings;
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— strengthening the factor of panmythologization of consciousness;

— increasing the degree of virtualization of social space and many others.

A vision of society “from below”, the heterological social paradigm rejects any attempts to idealize so-
cial education or to bind it to a single, absolute, system-forming foundation that is mostly subjectively gener-
ated or wishful thinking. Given the enormous rise in the importance of seemingly trivial, meaningless occur-
rences, this is an inexcusable error in the strain of modern society, which is brought on by turbulence and
uncertainty.

In this heterological-methodological perspective of thought, the cognitive gambit represents the over-
socialization of social life, which has nothing to do with metaphysics, consisting of the social virtualization
of real life and an exaggerated dissolution of social illusions in the game. This comes precisely from “from
below”, from “living” self-organizing social processes. The primary tool of “over-socialization” is infor-
mation. In the period of “developed postmodernity”, the information environment dominates social reality,
dictating to society as a whole and its constituent parts of methods, forms, and images of social behavior,
according to E.V. Piliugina. J. Baudrillard characterizes the images representing the equivalence between
information and the social environment during the shift from modernity to postmodernity as simulacra [6].

Our reality is filled with specters, simulacra, artificial constructs, and manufactured values driven by
trends and a quest for status. We are mired and stuck in the space of social shows (English “show” — dis-
play, performance), which illusorily socializes us in isolation from reality. This is precisely what Slavoj
Zizek means when he writes that today's social reality is torn apart due to its transformation into a virtual
one. But the problem is not with virtuality. On the other hand, the problem lies in the virtual itself: “Virtuali-
ty is very concrete”. However, when everything is taken into account, it is insignificant. This could be re-
garded as a specific effect of the actual, if one so chooses. Moreover, this is the real origin of the problem [7;
173]. To put it another way, social space is “the most acute, problematic aspect of virtuality”, or genuine vir-
tuality. This is the location of rupture's ontology. The chasm between the thing and the real is what mat-
ters [7; 117]. This is a statement of the times that no one has ever thought about. This happened in a string of
social events. Alternatively, humanity has always dreamed of needing information to help a person master
the world, especially since the Enlightenment era. Nevertheless, the fact that we would find ourselves capti-
vated by it, having lost the demarcation line between the real and the virtual, the classical paradigms of cog-
nition could not conceptually foresee. Via social heterology, the essence undergoes transformation into an
event during the process of becoming, achieved by shifting one's perspective on thought and transcending
prior cognitive paradigms. The process of being is, therefore, where the essence of being happens. Any event
has this level of eventfulness.

Nietzsche was incensed by this, observing how common morality disconnects force from its manifesta-
tions. It's akin to separating lightning from its flash and mistaking the latter as an action attributed to a spe-
cific entity named lightning [8; 137]. Living together is a part of a heterological matrix.

Because of its heteronomous nature, the event is linguistic. An event occurs when a being presents itself
in the external world. Being, not being a recognized entity, cannot be identified as a noun. Action constitutes
a part of being. Hegel construed the activity of what exists before as the process of becoming, where the ful-
fillment of preconceived intentions culminates in an outcome. In contrast, the genuine process of evolving
through diversity and difference is termed heterogeneous becoming. This is precisely what F. Nietzsche had
in mind when he challenged the philosophical attitude toward the subject and its predicate [9; 302].
Heidegger's ontological revolution holds that the mystery of mankind is not objective, but rather exists in the
“background” that makes it possible to see this essence of being [10; 408]. “Man is in the lumen of being”.

Existence and Being share an inseparable and ambiguous link. They do not exist independently, yet
they are not mutually exclusive. Existence and being are essentially distinct from one another. A being
“takes place something, and not nothing, to bring existence into existence” [8; 138]. Existence is an activity,
a process of unfolding, a becoming of existence. It is also the detachment from being that makes being pos-
sible. The misconception originates from the long-held belief that existence is a word that can be an object,
substance, idea, or essence. Because of this, there is an onto-hetero-genetic relationship between the virtual
and the actual: through internal difference, the virtual generates the actual. Furthermore, in the process of
actualization — which involves drawing new distinctions — multiplicity is actualized because ontogeny
equals heterogeny [8; 150]. The precise question of how and when the virtual becomes actual is at the heart
of the current socio-philosophical conversation. “Difference is behind everything, but behind difference,
there is nothing”, observes R. Rorti [11].
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The traditional, ontological framework halted rational thought and demanded blind acceptance of the
definitively established. It left out alternative explanations for the many life paths people take. The priority
should be given to “another possibility” instead of adhering to this form of onto-theological thinking [8;
208]. A “possibility-reality” represents an alternative potentiality different from the currently acknowledged
one. Another contributing factor is the temporal variability: the past could have unfolded differently, there
might be various non-linear developmental models in the present, and the future may introduce unknowns.
Coherent virtuality is an additional alternative. In virtual content, distinct contents blend into one another
until they are indistinguishable and the object and subject planes are not clearly separated in comprehen-
sion [12, 216].

In “Difference and Repetition”, Delez clarifies the difference between the virtual and the possible:

1) “The potential” is more important than “the existing”: How can the nonexistent be separated from
what already exists if it is already a potentiality included in the idea before any characteristics make it con-
ceivable? Though it is a notion, existence is apart from conceptions. Though it exists in both time and space,
it does so as an impartial environment; it is not intrinsically formed inside either [12; 217];

2) There could be a virtual identity relationship that resembles a difference. The possibility and the vir-
tual are distinct from one another since the latter refer to the idea's pure multiplicity, which drastically rejects
identification as a prerequisite [12; 217], and the former deals with the concept's essential shape;

3) The relationship between the virtual and the actual eliminates any similarity. Social phenomena are
unique.

As a result, there are two models, two perspectives on being, and two kinds of contrasts between con-
ventional and new ontologies:

— ldentification holds dominance over difference in the realm of onto-theology, much like existence
bows to being as the foundation of identity. Identity serves as the genesis of difference, its progression, cul-
minating in stark opposition and resolution. Differentiations are suppressed, combined, and reconciled within
Hegel's framework into a fundamental unity that is devoid of differences and is firmly based on logic.

— According to the theory, heterological difference goes beyond just defining pre-existing components.
Rather, it is the basis of existence, enabling being to produce its own essence. After constant development,
this substance takes the shape of an occurrence and becomes a phenomena in phenomenology. There is no
previous, complete identity of being that serves as a foundation; identification is not what causes difference.
It turns out that being itself is what makes creatures different from one another, not the differences between
identical beings.

J. Delez explores the symbolic depiction of these dual differences in his book “Nietzsche and Philoso-
phy”, employing F. Nietzsche's insights as an illustration. Nietzsche postulates the existence of two conflict-
ing forces within every individual: the active and the reactive. An active force is flexible; it asserts its indi-
viduality, subdues, pushes the limits of its power, and turns it into a source of satisfaction and approval [13,
130]. Without a doubt, the active force is the creative force. Unlike active parties, reactive forces take action.
Put differently, reactive forces impede the emergence of creativity by opposing it and linking it to previous
events. Nietzsche is notable for taking this position against conventional religions, viewing them as reactive
structures that view variety as a threat to a person's identity.

Adopting Nietzschean ideas is necessary to go from the evaluative stance of the well-known German
cultural rebel to the ontology of today's social environment. This world has become dynamic, unpredictable,
uncertain, and heterogeneous, emerging from the confines of a homogeneous group united by shared values.
A challenge to civilization is what makes things different from one another. It has to do with different from
different.

This implies that the only things left to do are to disassemble, try new things, and produce. Embracing
diversity entails having an open mind. Delez suggests the following method: dive into the layer, investigate
its potentials, identify a suitable position, consider potential shifts away from established territories, explore
possible paths, occasionally establish links between streams, gradually evaluate the degree of intensity while
maintaining a modest region of innovation [8; 214].

As a result, we declare that procedural principles form the basis of reality. Actualization entails creating
new distinctions, thus giving rise to multiplicity, with heterogeneity symbolizing the origin of existence [8;
150]. Being is discursive and different. Being is verbal; it does not belong to the subject but generates it. Be-
ing an event is continuously self-established.

Turning from the philosophical and methodological intentions of the heterological social paradigm to
actual social practice, we note the explicit contradictory complication of post-modern social life, including in
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Kazakh society. These, for instance, are the fundamental paradoxes of every contemporary state, including
Kazakhstan. “First, the relationship between the people and the government is unclear. Next, there's an in-
creasing disconnect between the state and society, leading to the rising prominence of “micro-power” within
governance institutions compared to political power. Additionally, the “network form” of global authority
severs the connection between accountability and decision-making. This results in politically irresponsible
managerial choices at the global level, leading to the erosion of one of democracy's fundamental principles—
the notion of the “common good” [14].

Social heterology suggests starting from living processes, following them, and legitimizing uncertainty
as an inevitable attribute. A profound socio-philosophical concept is required to reflect the picture of modern
society more accurately.

Conclusion

Hence, the post-modern society exhibits explicit heterogeneity, evident through its primary characteris-
tics:

- Sociems, representing the ongoing formation of social singularities.

- Complex differentiation.

- Escalating complexity in proliferation.

- The explicit multi-directional nature of events and processes.

- Polycentration of social space;

- Hidden connections of social processes due to the increasing degree of their mediation;

- Pluralism of worldviews and others.

The traditional tenets of social philosophy are no longer applicable in this context. The social processes
of today are becoming more unpredictable. This social shift can be attributed to the high achievements of
science and technology, especially the information process, which made it possible for liberalism, separa-
tism, individualism, and dynamism toward the breaking of traditional ties and relationships to flourish. It
also resulted in the loss of the need for a comprehensive view of the social landscape.

Prominent modern thinkers emphatically identify a vast range of social variability in society, which in-
dicates the birth of a new social ontology, a new formulation of socio-philosophical problems relating to the
practical life of a person, including everyday modern life.

This is also relevant for the conditions of modern Kazakh society, which is facing new global severe
challenges of our time. The heterological paradigm allows us to get closer to the objective process of social
life, to an understanding of the fundamental interests of a person, which the classical social cognitive para-
digm did not consider, looking at a person “from above”, smoothing out the social picture towards a single
basis. In this context, we're not addressing conflicting social paradigms; rather, we're exploring how they
synergize to address specific problems and investigate diverse facets of social reality. Therefore, if determin-
ing the general, global pattern of social evolution is the aim, then applying the classical paradigm makes
sense. To comprehend the distinct aspects of human existence in today's fast-changing, highly dynamic
world marked by societal upheavals, we need cognitive tools that encompass the human dimension within
social processes — the vital fabric crucial for understanding.

In the tension of modern sociality caused by turbulence and uncertainty, it would be an unforgivable
mistake to ignore seemingly small, insignificant events, which, as practice demonstrates, play a monumental
role in social processes, leading to tragic consequences.

Modern society, including Kazakhstan’s, is in the complex, contradictory dynamics of social processes
uncharacteristic of classical cultures. These are the contradictions of the information society, the problems
and contradictions of modern states, and many others that can only be solved from the position of the hetero-
logical paradigm.

The heterological approach rejects the search for a single internal or external basis in post-classical so-
cial viewpoints, characterizing social action as pluralistic and rejecting a complete ontology. This viewpoint
examines society's inner workings in great detail, emphasizing its variety, individuality, plurality, heteroge-
neity, and cohabitation. It follows their tendencies with a self-developmental framework. Within this hetero-
logical framework, techniques such as fractality, synergetics, and rhizomorphism function. Rather than fo-
cusing just on institutionalized aspects of social history, we believe that this heterological approach is the
most helpful for accurately recognizing and defining the complex modern social processes and making them
simpler to grasp [15; 283].
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In order to fully comprehend contemporary social processes — which are shaped by unique characteris-
tics and traits — post-classical social perspectives need to go deeper. This knowledge is essential for devel-
oping humane and caring plans and strategies that will be further the advancement of mankind in the future.

The article was prepared as part of a scientific project under the grant AP13268777 “Heterological
paradigm of social research under the conditions of uncertainties in the development of modern Kazakhstani
society” (2022-2024) (Committee of Science of the Ministry of Science and Higher Education of the Repub-
lic of Kazakhstan).
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b.K. XKycynosa, T.X. Kepumon

Couunym arbIHbIHIA

Makanaja aJIeyMeTTiK epeKIIeiKTepAiH Y3aiKCi3 KalblNTacybl PETiHAe OHbI KOFaM aFbIMbIHA allHaJIBIPAThIH
Kas3ipri aleyMeTTINIKTIH IIBIFapMaIIbUIBIK PYXbl allbUIFaH. bipTyTac, Metadu3ukaibK Haeanapra CeHETiH
MOJICpHHCTIK TYHHETAaHBIMHBIH HYCKAyJIapbl €H COHFBI OPKCHHUETTIK CHIH-KaTepliepi OuUimiperiH TyOereimi
JKaHa KOTHUTHBTIK KO3KapacTapMeH TYpPaKThl Typ/e aybICTHIPbUTY/a. KOFaMABIK JaMyIblH Ka3ipri OarbIThl
KOIIMIi YTBIMJIBI QNIEYMETTIK CXeMajapibl ©3repTill, OJlapFa KapChl TYpPABI JKOHE JKOMIBI, ONapibl JEKOH-
CTPYKIMSUIAIBI. OJNEYMETTIK IpoIecTep/ie ANIeyMETTIK KbI3METTiH OapIIbIK cananapblH HaHMHTOIOTH3AIHSIIAY
(axTopyapbIHbIH KYLICKOl, PYXaHW KYHIBUIBIKTAPJBIH CAJIBICTHIPMANIBUIBIFBI, CYOBEKTHBHU3M, HpPPAI[HOHA-
JI3M, KE3IEHCOKTHIK, O0IKaMCHI3/IBIK KoHEe OCNrici3mik aHbIKTaNAbl. Ka3ipri KOFaMHBIH KOPiHiCl MIaIIbIpaH-
Kbl, TAJIAHFaH, ayaH XY3i, op Typ:i, a0CypaTbl, aBTOHOM/IbI IPOLIECTEP/IiH aFbIHBI )KOHE aJlaMHBIH epik Oif-
IipyiMeH epeKIIeseHreH. ONeYyMETTIK JIeM JKaHa TaHBIMIBIK OHJIay/ibl, TYOereii kaHa THOCEOIOT UsIHbI Ka-
JKeT eTeTiH Oackamra 0omabl. [I0CTKIacCCHKANBIK eMec dlIeyMETTIK-(QMIOCOPHSIIBIK TUCKYPC ACTYPIl *Kykie-
JTIK JTaFIapbiChIHAH, KIACCHKAIBIK PyXaHHM HYCKayjapjaH, MeTadH3HKajblK >K00anarbl IIBIHABIKTBI pe-
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IYKIMOHUCTIK FBUIBIMK UTIMHEH TybIHAAiObl. Ajaiiia, Oyl QleyMeTTIK MapajurMaiapiblH Kapama-
KaWIIBUIBIKTApBbI TyPaJIbl €MeC, SSFHH HOIMIAapaJUrMaIIbIK Typaslbl, OJapAbIH QJICYMETTIK HIBIHABIKTHIH OPTYP-
7 GemimMaepiH 3epTreyneri, Oenriai Oip TUOTEri Mocenenaep MEH MacuITadTapasl MICITYAETi e3apa TOIBIKTHI-
pyJaphl Typasl aiiThUIFaH.

Kinm coe30ep: rerepororus, Kasipri oJIeyMeTTIIIK, ITapajnurMa, MOCTKIACCHKAIBIK eMeC, KIACCHKANIBIK, CO-
IIUYM, CHHTYJIIPIIBIK, OeNrici3ik, 6ipre eMip cypy, IUCKYpPCHBTLIIK.

b.K. XKycynoga, T.X. Kepumon

B nmotoke conuem

B craTbe BBIABICH TBOPUECKHUH TyX COBPEMEHHOH COLMAIBHOCTH, KOTOPBII TpaHCHOPMUPYET €€ B IOTOK CO-
I[IeM KaK HEeTIPEePhIBHOTO CTAHOBJICHUS COLMANIBHBIX CHHTYIsIpHOCTEH. Ha cMeHy MOJEpHUCTCKMM MHPOBO3-
3pEHYECKUM OPUEHTHPAM C BEpOi B XOIUCTHUECKUE, MeTaQU3NUECKHe neanbl HACTOWYNBO MPUXOAST MPHH-
IUITHATBHO HOBbIE KOTHUTUBHbBIE YCTAHOBKM, KOTOPBIE PENPE3CHTUPYIOT HOBEHIINE HUBUIN3AIUOHHbIE BBI-
30BBl. CerofHsNmIHNI XO0x OOIIECTBEHHOTO Pa3BHTHS W3MEHMJ NPHUBBIYHBIM PalMOHATIGHBIM COLUATBHBIM
cxemaMm, IPOTHBOCTOS, pa3pyIiasi ¥ JeKOHCTPYHPYs MX. B colmanbHBIX Iporeccax 0OHapYKWINCh yCHITIBa-
fomuecs: (pakTopbl MaHMU(OJIOTH3AIMU BCeX 00NacTed COIHMAaNbHOM NesITENbHOCTH, PEIITHBHOCTH JTyXOB-
HBIX [IEHHOCTEH, CyObeKTHBU3Ma, HPPALIMOHANIN3MA, CIYIaifHOCTH, HETIPEACKa3yeMOCTH M HEeOIpeIeTIeHHO-
ctu. KapTunHa coBpeMeHHOT0 conmyma pa3po3HeHa, pa3opBaHa, MHOTOJIMKA, pa3HOooOpasHa, abcypIHa, HHAN-
BUIyIN3UPOBAaHA MOTOKAMH aBTOHOMHBIX IIPOLIECCOB M UENIOBEUECKUX BOJEU3bABICHHUN. COIMaNbHBIA MHp
CTall IPyTUM, TPEOYIOIIM HOBEHIIEro KOTHUTHBHOTO MBIIUICHUS, TIPHHIUIHAILHO HOBOH 3MUCTEMOJIOTUHL.
ITocTHekmaccnueckuii conuaabHO-(GUIOCOPCKIA TUCKYPC BBI3BAH KPH3HCOM TPAJHULIHMOHHONH CHCTEMHOCTH,
KJIACCHYECKHX JTYXOBHBIX OPHEHTHPOB, PEIYKINOHHCTCKOTO OHAyYMBaHHs ACHCTBUTEIHHOCTH B MeTadu3u-
yeckoM Ipoekre. OHAaKO pedb UAET He O MPOTUBONOCTABICHUN COLMANIBHBIX IIapaJurM, a O MOJUIapaIur-
MaJIbHOCTH, UX B3aUMHOM JOIOJIHEHUH B MCCIICOBAHUY PA3JINUHBIX CPE30B COLMANBbHON pealbHOCTH, B pe-
IICHUH OTIPEIENICHHBIX TUIIOB 33/1a4, MacIITaboB.

Kniouesvie cnosa: reTeposorns, COBpeMEHHas: COLUANbHOCTh, MapaJurMa, MOCTHEKIACCHYECKUH, KIaccude-
CKHH, COI[eMa, CHHTYJIIPHOCTh, HEOTIPEAEIEHHOCTD, CO-ObITHE, JUCKYPCHBHOCTb.
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