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CRITICAL JUNCTIONS BEYOND COMPARISON:
NOTES ON VISION AND METHODOLOGY

The author introduces the concept of critical junctions. The concept is placed in the
context of discussions concerning modernity; then, its methodological underpinnings
and alternative approaches to comparison are explicated. In the final part, the author
demonstrates how to apply critical junctions method while analyzing “annus mirabilis”
of 2011.
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The intention of the talk is to introduce the concept of critical junctions. I use
junction rather than junctures, which is used by political scientists and political
historians and refers to temporal dimensions whereas, as you will see, the notion of
critical junction is more complex and multidimensional than that. This is not
meant to be just a nominalistic squabble. I will start to talk about modernity; what
I am going to say is a crystallization of discussions we have been having over the
last two years while this program at the ISPS in Ekaterinburg' has been formed.
Then, I will talk about methodology and in particular about comparison, and then
I will talk about the “annus mirabilis” of 2011. Altogether the intention is to bring
out the methodology, the idea and the structure of argumentation and research
around critical junctions.

The concept of modernity has been an object of intense discussion over the last
20-30 years. 20—30 years ago, we actually did not speak a lot about modernity; we
spoke about modernization. Modernization theory reflected very self-consciously
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the rise of Europe, the rise of a particular sort of European civilization — urban;
capitalist; the rise of specialisms, the rise of experts, the rise of specialization and
profession; the rise of the university, the rise of science; and then all encapsulated
in an urban industrial capitalism that was specifically European in the 19" and 20t
century mode. The modernization paradigm was exported all over the world. It was
a part of ‘development’; it was a part of what was going on in the UN. The idea of
modernization was a packaged set of processes that encompassed urbanization,
industrialization, mass education, specialized bureaucracies, Weberian forms of
state formation — all that came together in creating modern civilization. As a matter
of fact, over the last 20—30 years that paradigm was first critiqued by world-system
theory, by Marxism, arguing that it projected a universalism that was in fact
a particularism emanating from the core of the system and used to dominate the
peripheries. Later it was criticized by post-modernism for its subscribing to a grand
narrative. Then gradually in the course of these disputations modernization theory
fell apart and lost its coherence and persuasion.

As a response, in the 1980s and the early 1990s, and accelerating after the
collapse of the Soviet Union, the concept of modernity gained prominence.
Modernity, first of all, does not signify a process. Modernization was a verb, but
modernity is a substantive. Something interesting about timing and timings, about
chronotopes, that is, temporal visions and expectations, had changed in the meantime.
Modernity was a condition rather than a temporal process. Connected to that ‘de-
temporalization’ of the concept was a spatial transformation. Anthropologists started
to talk about African modernities. Under the hegemony of modernization it was
Africa, par excellence, that was the recipient of advice, because it seemed to represent
the very last platoon in the army of the modernizers. But in the 1990s Africa
became the object of a lot of writing about modernity. Africa was now seen as
having its own African modernities. That was a curse in the church of modernization
theory, but it was an emblem in the discourse of modernity. The work of Jean and
John Comaroff and Peter Geschiere exemplified this trend. The idea of ‘multiple
modernities’, first coming from Shmuel Eisenstadt, was spreading. Africa was the
most radical break in the modernization paradigm. The idea that there were multiple
modernities added to that, multiple modernities that were based within the structures
and the discourses of all existing ‘great traditions’ and civilizations, another rising
concept, like Confucian, Hindu, Jewish, Christian and Arab-Islamic. The
modernization paradigm was fracturing.

On the top of that, came postcolonial writing in India and in Latin America.
The postcolonialists, for example Chakrabarty and a whole series of Latin-American
authors (many of them partly located in the US) began arguing that in Latin
America and in India you had a specific sort of postcolonial modernity, which had
always already been in resistance to the colonial imposition of modernization thinking.
In sum, you saw a whole set of new streams of research and thinking emerging that
served to fragment the modernization concept, displace it temporally and spatially,
and leave it empty in front of us.

Perhaps the most structural re-thinking of modernization theory may have
sprung from the work of Jack Goody on Eurasia, though Goody stands for a large
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body of historical work that began to highlight how modernity was in fact not so
modern after all while modernization was not so recent after all. He started to place
European modernities and European modernizations in a much longer timeframe,
which basically spanned the whole Eurasian continent and set the early Mesopotamian
civilizations, Chinese civilizations, Indian civilizations, the rise of the antique world
and the rise of the Arab empires, and then from there through Florence and the
Renaissance and the resurgence of Europe in the 16™—17% centuries, into one big
temporal conversation. He basically argued that modernity cannot be seen in terms
of a nation-state or in terms of a particular epoch or particular place where it seems
focused. Modernity is an ongoing process with a very long sweep, or a sequence of
sequences, of cultural, political, economic, scientific and artistic inventions,
subjectivities in a broad sense of the term, associated with urban civilization as
such, and continuously re-articulated through new urbanizations that dominate
particular times and spaces. This planetary sequence of situated urban sequences
accumulated over time to the US-focused global capitalist modernity that we have
seen emerging over the last 100 years. Instead of Weber’s modernization as rationalist
specialization, or the artistic avant-garde of the 1920—-30s, you get a very long term
vision of an array of hybrid urban cultural formations connecting east and west,
north and south, that are consistently created and recreated, and giving their
particular inputs to modern forms.

Altogether this amounts to a complete decentering of modernity and
modernization. We should, of course, suspect that such intellectual decentering is
not likely to be an intellectual accident. This complete overhaul of the modernization
paradigm happens exactly at the moment that Europe and the US are losing their
dominant geo-economic and political place in the world. Basically what we see is
that these new ideas of modernity that already stirred in Braudel, Wallerstein and
Friedman, reflect the decline of European inflected modernization as the dominant
paradigm for acting, being and becoming in the contemporary world. Of course, it
happens at the exact moment at which the center of the global system is shifting
away from the West and moving to the East.

In this sense, our conference here and the conference in the next room? where
they are talking about the place of Europe in the world, these two topics, are very
closely connected. In the end, this is about geopolitics, and, as Wallerstein would
have it, about geoculture. The recognition that there are multiple modernities, is
also a recognition that there is a whole set of, if you like, competing civilizational
centers, emergent political and economic (sub-)hegemons that are not western,
that do not articulate their own self-consciousness in terms of simply copying
western paradigms and, in fact, having first copied a lot from Western capitalist
urbanization and industrialization, they self-consciously articulate an alternative
vision. How do we call these competing visions? Should we accept that they are
‘Confucian’, or, in the case of Russia, Putinian, or Islamic and Hindu, etc.? I would
strongly suggest that we contain our urge for labeling, certainly for labeling in the

2 Conference “Modernity Junctures: Post-Socialist Institutions, Subjectivities and Discourses in
Comparative Perspective” and conference “Europe in the Changing World”.
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expected ways. These are dynamic processes without predestination. The actual
outcomes anywhere will be outcomes of social and cultural contestation, not of
traditional blueprints realizing themselves. And it is per definitionem very unlikely
that such outcomes would reflect classic civilizational templates, if only because the
rise of non-western regions is so much predicated on internalizing so many elements
of Western modernity, from industry and technology to university systems,
bureaucracies and legal process, also when these get internalized in differentiating
ways. But apart from the actual outcomes, the important thing is that you
indisputably have this shift away from the West. And with the shift from the West
the whole concept of modernization and of the western-based templates of modernity
is falling apart.

There is a hard core to modernity theory, however: urbanization, specialization
and class formation remain essential for the concept of modernity. Emergent
contemporary (sub-)hegemons — however non-western or post-western — have to
master the generation of specialist knowledge, both in the sciences and in public or
private bureaucracies. Without class formation no urbanization and no dynamic
modern cultural economy are possible. However poststructuralist we may have become
in the last decades, these remain straightforward structuralist truisms. So, the issue
of urbanization, specialization and class formation remains, I think, the universal hard
core of modernity theory. It is only those centers of emergent power that master
ongoing specialization and class formation and build them together into a dynamic
urbanism, which will actually be able to compete with the older hegemons.

Clearly, there is also an issue of scale here. In the course of time, it has become
increasingly unimaginable that, for example, a city-state such as Florence or the
United Provinces of the Netherlands would have enough spatial scale to form an
independent force for modernity, and compete with the contemporary imperial
cores of the west; you need scale for this. It is clear that China is a rapidly rising
actor in the imperial competition, as is the loose grouping of the BRICS — minimally
as a geopolitical fantasy and perhaps, though not very likely, as a concerted actor.
All of these units are large spatial containers for urbanization, class formation and
specialization. So, four structural things continue to count in the production of
modernity: urbanism, specialization, class formation, and spatial scale.

Now, what about methodology against the background of this shift in thinking
about modernity? This shift in thinking about modernity, where modernity becomes
hinged on civilizational hegemons within global systems rather than separate nation-
states, which were just the apparent container of modernity and modernization
under the European paradigm, basically means that comparison becomes problematic.
Comparison was always based on the nation-state. The nation-state unit has lost
much of its coherence. Globalization is, of course, a key word here. It is ever clearer
that a nation is not a discrete unit, that some nations are more so than other
nations and do influence them; that nations have taken a nap in the swirl of global
history and global process and they are not discrete actors within it. In other
words, the nation loses its coherence, and comparison based on the nation state
loses its attraction. Currently national units, whether they like it or not, are
fragmenting. Their constituent parts relate in very different ways to the global
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centers and to the hegemons, which already indicates that rather than synchronically
comparing national units, we should be much more interested in theorizing the
relations of particular places to the spatial and temporal processes as such, their
relations to the hegemons.

All these different places — and this remains essential, I think — are inserted in
different slots in global systems. That has again a lot of theoretical implications
because it means that we can actually theorize the particular slot that a particular
place ‘inhabits’. Do not imagine this as a static exercise: the slot is not the slot
forever. The slot itself is a moment in the global ordering, and the moment in the
global ordering has a particular speed, a particular direction of change itself. So, in
this sort of Braudelian-Wallersteinian vision, you have particular slots in the global
system, but the slots are dynamic just as the global system is dynamic. And what
you ultimately need to try to capture is not the comparison between the slots, but
the exact linkage between global histories and local histories, and vice versa, local
histories and global histories. Now, if you look at particular units, at particular
places in this global swirl, then you can actually identify particular properties of
the relationships between local histories and global histories, and then you can give
these properties a name. And if you give a name, you do a major discovery, because
it basically means that you capture the structuring dynamics of what is going on
in a particular place, that you propose a hypothesis.

Now, what this particular place itself thinks about itself may be very different
from what you discover about that place, because they live within their own local
histories and within the vocabularies that are generated within their local histories.
Of course, they innovate, learn and modify their vocabularies over time. These
vocabularies can be seen as meaningful traditions that are always rephrased,
reappropriated and retuned into the idiom of new times. Nevertheless, languages,
legal and institutional systems have a weight of their own and are never ‘reducible’
to these local-global structurations. If you want to do innovative research at this
point in time, which is not just a comparison between national units (what economists
are so likely to do), it should be about trying to capture this local-global dynamic
and propose a specific local/global understanding of the dynamics of local processes.

I call these local/global relations ‘critical junctions’. Critical junctions are
multilevel, multi-scalar mechanisms that simultaneously integrate and differentiate
places within global processes of modernity. And when I say places, I understand
these places not merely as territorial spots, but as particular social histories within
a more universal history. I will repeat that, so, critical junctions are multiscalar
mechanisms of simultaneous integration and differentiation of places and particular
social histories within global processes. You will understand why it is important to
emphasize the dialectics between integration and differentiation. It is the particular
ways in which places and particular social histories are integrated into global
process over time that helps to differentiate them from each other. So, I propose
the study of such critical junctions as an alternative to the more methodologically
nationalist or territorially fetishist idea of comparison.

Now, when you look at comparative methodologies, there are two concepts that
have been relevant in trying to capture precisely this sort of thing. And that is
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Charles Tilly’s concept of encompassing comparison, and Philip McMichael’s
incorporated comparison [1]. I think these three notions — critical junctions,
encompassing comparison and incorporated comparison — are in a close conversation
with each other. Tilly’s concept still reflects the hegemony of the comparative
method more. Incorporated comparison basically starts from the world-system,
starts from the global system and then looks at how particular units are incorporated
within it. It is more structuralist, more world-systemic than either encompassing
comparison or critical junction. I find this way of looking slightly rigid sometimes,
too determined. I talk about critical junctions in order to capture the relational
dynamism of local/global dialectics. Thus, I put more emphasis than the notion of
incorporated comparison does on the emergent properties of any individual case. It
also makes more space for the idea that the global system itself does not always
have predictable structure and dynamics because surprising new local emergences,
for example, the turn toward capitalism in formerly communist Eurasia, may shift
the ‘structural’ properties of the global system as such.

Now, a useful exercise to think about this simultaneous integration and
differentiation is, for example, the whole debate about the Axial Age. If you look at
the big book on debt by David Graeber [2], David has this reconceptualization of
the philosophical concept of the Axial Age, which is quite essential for his whole
argument. The notion of the Axial Age was used by K. Jaspers to denote the period
around 600 BC, where you had emerging all these different civilizational centers in
the world, focused on one or another cosmic philosophy: Chinese, Indian, Greek,
shortly there would be the beginning of the Roman center, Mesopotamia was still
dynamic too. Now Graeber takes that concept out of its idealist connotations — for
Jaspers, it is only about philosophies that were emerging in these different centers —
but Graeber basically shows that these philosophies were local answers to general
problems of urbanization and class formation. So, you have this whole rhythm,
where all over the world, both in the west, in the center and in the east — and in
fact the east is the center of that — all over the world you saw a formation of
civilizational centers, political, economic, cultural hegemons emerging, to which
political organizing and religious thought reacts. And you see the integration of
these different civilizational centers into one world system, already in those days,
and at the same time differentiation within world system through different emerging
philosophies and religions that then gradually crystallize into very different sorts
of feudalism from about 600 AD. So, the Axial Age discussion is a good illustration
on how in global systems and global modernity you have integrative moments, the
emergence of a whole set of similar imperial social systems and at the same time
differentiating moments, with different cultural answers to the universal problems
that arise in these centers.

Now, I will apply this to the annus mirabilis of 2011. The 2011 is an annus
mirabilis because it is a confluence of protest movements that we have not seen
since 1968 in the global system. 1968 in many ways, as I. Wallerstein has been
emphasizing, can be seen as a signal moment in the US-European cycle of hegemony,
cycle of modernity, a signal moment in which capitalism as such, as a structuring
force of the European era began to lose its legitimacy. Habermas wrote about
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the Legitimationskrise, too. The collectivity of protest movements starting off around
that date — including in the soviet world, including in the (post)colonial south,
including in the west, worldwide — signaled a fracturing of hegemony, of capitalist
hegemony and therefore of US hegemony among the world population. 2011 became
the installment in that process, and it comes at a very particular moment, a moment
at which actual hegemony over the system is clearly moving east. It is actually
being discussed as nothing less than the decline of the west.

What did we see in 2011? Starting around 2000 there was already an
accumulating wave of protest in Latin America, India, and China. By 2010 the
statistics in China shows that you have about 70 thousand local rebellions per year,
registered rebellions, rebellions against the terms of Chinese urbanization and
industrialization. Many of these protests are industrial protests; many are peasant
protests against the appropriation of land for industrial development reasons. The
Chinese communist party by the end of 2011 started to recognize that it had to
alleviate social inequalities, increase minimum wages, allow migrants into the regimes
of urban citizenship (Hukou) and in general that it had to come up with all sorts
of policies to deal with protest and with protest claims. Latin America too, of
course, had a long run mobilization of its own that started in late 1990s but was
accelerating in the course of the early 2000s. It contributed to the global wave of
protest in 2011 with the Chilean student rebellion among others. India, too, was
confronted by an intensifying rebellion in the ‘forests’ by the Naxalite Maoist
movements. So, India, Latin America and China were ongoing protest landscapes in
the first decade of the 21% century.

What was added in 2011 to this picture was, first of all, the Arab spring, the
mass mobilizations in the European South, Occupy Wall Street in the US (not
only in NYC), a satellite Indignados movement in Israel, youth riots in London, a
big wave of miners’ protests in South Africa, etc. Late in the year Russia witnessed
massive demonstrations against the purportedly fraudulent parliamentary elections
and announcement of V. Putin’s run for another presidency term. It then had a tail
in mass mobilizations in Bucharest in January—February 2012. And while all of this
continued to simmer and crystallize politically, 2013 brought new waves of protest
to Bulgaria and later Sofia in particular, to Brazilian cities and to Istanbul and
Ankara. T see all of these as a part of the annus mirabilis of 2011.

I would argue that while all these different protest waves have world-systemic
properties, they are, in fact, critical junctions within the global shift in hegemony
and the contradictions that that global shift expresses. Each single one of them is
different though. With a classic comparativist methodology you would look at
them as so many discrete cases and you would find a lot of difference, contrasting
properties even. The Arab spring against dictatorship is, of course, very different
from the anti-austerity European mobilizations of 2011 and Occupy Wall Street,
let alone the Maoists in India or the localized uprisings in China. There was a whole
contingent of ‘professional mobilizers’ from the Otpor movement in Belgrade
participating in the first blossoming of OWS, but back in Belgrade they said that
“nothing that we did in New York was of relevance to Serbia”. That sort of observation
was a right comment, I think, though only in a superficial way. So again, if you do
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a classical comparative method, the coherence of 2011 falls entirely apart because
you will have to deal with very different properties.

My argument would be that all these diverse properties are, in fact, reflective
of the particular critical junctions of these particular rebellions with the global
process of capitalist transformation and contestation. So, if we theorize the critical
junctions of Latin America, or of Africa, of the East and Southern Europe, New
York, Moscow, Bucharest, Sofia, Indian and Chinese rebellions, then we can
actually, — if we theorize the critical junctions, — we can actually recompose a
global picture and see that the structuring principles of the system as such, working
out differently in different places, are the drivers behind all these varied rebellions,
as was the case in 1968 and after. I realize that I do not have time to illustrate this
grand claim now. But it will in any case be clear in what ways a critical junctions
approach differs from a regular comparison of discrete cases. It assumes that the
cases are in fact not discrete and not only located in local time. They are produced
together in global time, respond to each other, and to their particular global/local
predicaments within a global cycle of accumulation, contestation and change. There
is synchronization and integration in ways that produce differentiation. We are
still looking at the global/local unfolding of these stories of crisis, change and
contestation. There is ongoing contingency, new elements are added regularly, but
not in entirely unstructured ways. Thinking about critical junctions is a way to get
at that structured contingency.

1. Incorporating Comparison within a World-Historical Perspective: An Alternative
Comparative Method by Philip McMichael. In American Sociological Rev. Vol. 55, Ne 3 (Jun.
1990). P. 385—397. Article Stable [Electronic resource]. URL: http://www jstor.org/stable/2095763

2. The First 5,000 Years by David Graeber Melville House, 2011.
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1. Kano
KPUTHUYECKME CTBIKN U CPABHUTEJ/JIbHAS METOJ0JIOTI'UA

ABTOp BBOAMT M 0OOCHOBBIBAET MCIOJb30BAHUE TOHATUS «KPUTUYECKUE CTBIKH». IJTO
MOHSATHUE PACCMATPUBAETCSI B CBETE JUCKYCCUN O MOJEPHOCTHU, 3aTE€M H3JIAraiOTCsl €ro
METO/IOJIOTUYECKIE OCHOBAHUS M aHATU3UPYIOTCS albTePHATUBHbIE CDABHUTEIbHBIE Me-
TOOJIOTUU. B 3aKTI0YNTETbHO YaCTU aBTOD JAeT IIPUMEpP aHATN3a «KPUTUYECKUX CTHI-
KOB» MIPUMEHUTENHHO K MHTEPTIPETAIIY COOBITUH «yauBUTETbHOTO> 2011 T

KioueBble c/10Ba: KpUTHYECKUE CTHIKY, MOJEPHOCTD, CPABHUTENbHAS METO/0JI0T S, TJI0-
Ganu3alms.

[TonsTre «MOIEPHOCTh> HAXOAWTCS B IleHTpe AucKyccuit mociaexanue 20—30 ser.
Opnako 20—30 seT Ha3ax TOBOPUJIN CKOpee He O «MOJEPHOCTU», a O «<MOJIePHU3a-
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1uny». Teopus MoziepHU3AIINY BIIOJHE OCO3HAHHO MCXO/NJIA U3 BOCXOK/IEHUS K TJI0-
6aJbHOMY JOMUHUPOBAHUIO EBpOIBI, 0c000N €BPOIMEHCKON MUBUIN3AINHT, IS
KOTOPOU ObIJIM XapaKTEePHbI BbICOKast ypOaHU3AIMs, WH/YCTPUAIbHbII KalluTaIu3M,
npodeccnonanusanyst u parronanusarys. [lapaaurra Teopu MoiepHU3auu Oblia
3aTeM pacliupeHa [ aHaJIn3a MPoIecCOB BO BCEM MUPE, HO BCKOPE IMOABEPTIACH
KPUTHUKE CO CTOPOHBI MUPOCUCTEMHOTO MOAX0/Ia M MapKCHU3Ma 32 HABSI3bIBAEMBIN
YHUBEPCAJIN3M, OBIBIIUN MPOLYKTOM BIIOJIHE KOHKPETHOTO, CTPEMUBIIETOCS TOC-
MOJICTBOBATH HAJ TIepudepueil PernoHa, v Mo3iHee CO CTOPOHBI TOCTMO/IEPHU3MA —
3a NPUBEPKEHHOCTh K «OoJbinuM HappatuBam». B 80—90-e rr. Ha nepsblil IUIaH
BBIXO/IUT TIOHSITHE <MOJIEPHOCTB», CYIIECTBUTEIBHOE, YKa3bIBaIoOIee Ha COCTOSTHUE,
B OTJIMYME OT MOJYEPKUBAIOIIETO TIPOIECC MOHATHUS «MOJIEPHU3AINUAY, YTO CBUE-
TEJBCTBYET O BA)KHOM MU3MEHEHUU BPEMEHHBIX U MPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIX pamMok. Crasio
BO3MOJKHBIM TOBOPHUTH 00 ahpUKaHCKOI MOJEPHOCTH, O MHOKECTBEHHBIX MOJIEPHO-
CTAX, 0 TIOCTKOJOHUATBHOI MoiepHOcTH. Oco60 caeayet yrmoMsinyTh pabotst [Ik. I'y-
1M, KOTOPBIH, TOMECTUB eBPOIeiickoe pa3BuThe B 6oJsiee MMPOKUIA TPOCTPAHCTBEH-
HbII KOHTeKCT EBpasuu u pa3iBUHYB BpeMeHHbIE TPAHUIIBI aHAIN3A, TTOKA3aJ, YTO
MOJIEPHOCTD — 3TO UCTOPUYECKUI KOMILIEKC 9KOHOMUUYECKUX, TOTUTUIECKUX, KYJIIb-
TYPHBIX ¥ HAayYHBIX HOBAIlMH, BOZHUKAIONMX B yPOAHU3UPYIOMIMXCS OOIIECTBAX.
B niesom nertenTparus cofiepskaHus MOHATUN «MOJIEPHOCTh> U «MOJIEPHU3AIUS>
COBEPIIEHHO HEe CJAYYalHO MPOUCXOMIA B MOMEHT yTPAThl 3amajioM rio0aJbHOTO
JNOMUHUPOBAaHUs, OJHAKO ypOaHW3aIlUs, ClelUagnsalus, Kiaccoobpa3oBaHue oc-
TAIOTCSI YHUBEPCAJbHBIM SI/[POM MOJePHOCTU. VIMEHHO 3TH IMPOIECCHl MOMKHO BU-
JIeTh B HBIHE PACTYIIUX rereMoHax. Borpoc maciitaba, 04eBHUIHO, UTPAET CErOHS
Ba)KHYIO POJIb: TOPOJCKHME PECHyOJUKU WU Majble TOCYyAapCTBa YK€ HE MOTYT
BBICTYIIaTh HE3aBUCUMBIMM CHUJaMU B MoziepHOCTH. [loToMy asisi mpomsBojcTBa
MOJIEPHOCTH Y€THIPE 3JIEMEHTA 33/1aI0T AHATUTUYECKYIO PaMKY: ypOAHU3AIHsI, CIie-
[UaJIN3aIKs, Ki1accoobpasoBaHue, MPOCTPAHCTBEHHbBIN MaciiTal.

Metozmonorusi Takxke TpeTepriesia u3aMeHeHUs. Ecau g Teopuuw MozjepHU3a-
11K, OOpaIlleHHOM K aHaJM3y eBPOIEHCKUX MPOIECCOB, OYEBHUIHBIM UX <«BMECTH-
JuieM» ObLTA HAIIMOHAIBHbBIE TOCYIAPCTBA, TO B YCIOBUAX II00AIN3AIH HEOOXO0-
JIMIMO CMEHUTHh ONTHKY: BCe Pa3HOOOpa3Hble JIOKATBHOCTH OOPETAIOT CBOE MECTO
(slot) B ruobanbHOIl cucreMe, UMEIOT OCOOEHHOE OTHOIIEHHE K rereMoHaM. JTH
MecTa JIMIh TOYKU B rI00QJbHOM YIIOPSOYeHH, KO0 OHW M3MEHYMBBI, U CaMa
rio6abHas CHCTEMA MOABIMIKHA. [I0TOMY BaKHO He CTOJBKO CPaBHEHUE MEKIY
STHMU TOYKAMMU, HO BBISIBJIEHUE CBSI3M MEKIY IJI00ATbHBIMU U JIOKAJIbHBIMU HCTO-
PUSAMHU. DT JIOKAJbHO-TJI00JbHbIE B3aMMOAEHCTBHS U Ha3BaHbI «KPUTHYECKUMU
CTBIKAMU», T. €. MHOTOYPOBHEBBIMU ¥ Pa3HOMACHITAOHBIMM MEXaHU3MaMU MHTETPa-
un 1 auddepenimanum JOKaIbHOCTel B TI00aIbHON MOepHOCTH. B oTimdme ot
cpaBHHUTeNbHBIX 1M0AX040B Y. Tummm n @. MakMaiikia «KpUTHUYECKHE CTBIKU»
ITO3BOJISIIOT BBISSBUTH AMEPKEHTHbBIE CBONCTBA UHIUBUAYAJIBHBIX CJIYYAEB U YUECTh
U3MEHYMBOCTb caMOi r100aJbHON cucTeMbl. B kayecTBe mpumepa MOKHO NPUBEC-
TH TUCKyccuio 06 oceBoM BpeMeru. OTKA3aBIINCh OT UACATUCTUIECKON TPAKTOB-
ku Scuepca, [I. T'peiibep mOKa3bIBaeT, 4TO KyJIbTYPbl OCEBBIX IUBUIU3AIUN ObLIN
OTBETaMU Ha MPOIECChl ypOaHU3anu U KaaccooOpasoBanusi. B kadecTBe apyroro
mpuMepa MOKHO paccMoTperh cobbitrss 2011-r0 — <«yAUBHUTEIBHOTO TroOfia». ITO
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YAWUBUTEJNBHBIN TOJ TOTOMY, uTo ¢ 1968 T. He TPONCX0NII0 CTeUeHNs CTOJIb MHOTO-
YUCJEHHBIX U CTOJIb PACIPOCTPAHEHHBIX 10 BCEMY MUPY MPOTECTHBIX JABUMKEHUIA,
kak B 2011 r. Tox 1968-ii GblI 3HAKOBBIM B €BPOIEICKOM IUKJIE€ T€reMOHMH, I10-
CKOJIBKY KallUTAJIM3M KaK CTPYKTYyPHUPYIOIIasi CUJia MOJIEPHOCTH YTPaTUJ Jieru-
TUMHOCTb. MHOTOUMCTIEHHbIE TPOTECTHI, BuAeHuble Hamu B 2011 r. (B JlatmHcKo#
Awmepure, Muaun, Kurae, CIITA, Espore, apabckux crpanax, Bocrounoit Esporne u
naxe Poccun), nMeroT He TOJIBKO MUPOCUCTEMHBIE XapaKTEPUCTUKU, HO U SIBJISIOT-
Cs1 KPUTUYECKMMHU CTBIKAMU B TJI00QJIbHON MEPECTPOiKe TereMOHUH, HeCMOTPST Ha
TO, YTO KasK/I0€ U3 MPOTECTHBIX JABUKEHUI HOCHUT JIOKAJIbHO 0OYCJIOBIEHHBIN XapaK-
tep. JIpyrue cpaBHHUTEIbHBIE METONOJOTMU PacCMaTPUBAIU Obl 9TH ITIPOTECTHBIE
JIBIDKEHWST KaK Pa3jinyHble, HECBSA3aHHbIE Caydad. B Hamniem 1moaxojie Mbl MOXKEM
PACKPBITD CBSI3b 9TUX JIOKAIBHBIX IIPOTECTOB € TJI0OAJBHBIM TIPOIIECCOM MPeodpaso-
BaHUSA KalUTAJIN3Ma, CMEHBI CTPYKTYPUPYIOIIUX MPUHITUIOB CUCTEMBI, KOTOpas
BJIeYeT 3a coOO0il pasIMyuHbIe MOCJAEACTBUSI B PA3HBIX JIOKAJTBHOCTSIX, HO B IJ100AJIb-
HOM BpeMeHu. CMHXPOHM3AIMS W WHTErPAIMs OCYIIECTBISIIOTCS TaKUM 00Pa3oMm,
yTo mpousBoanuTcs auddepentnanua. V3ydasa KpuTHdeckue CTBHIKH, MBI CMOKET
PACKPBITh CYTh 3TUX CTPYKTYPHBIX IMEpPEMEH.

YK 316.422:17 + 316.346.2-055.2 + 316.6 M. H. JlunoBeuxwuii

PUSSY RIOT:
TPUKCTEP U COBPEMEHHBII TEHJIEPHBII PEXXKUM

B crarbe paccMaTpuBaOTCS KYJbTYPOJOTHUECKHE aCTIEKTHI TTAHK-MOJIeOHa TpyTIbl Pussy
Riot. Oco6oe BHUMaHME YIESETCS CBSI3U 3TON aKIUU C KyJIbTYPOil COBETCKOTO TPUKCTE-
pa, a TakKe PEAKITNSAM POCCUHCKON MHTEJUINTEHIINN Ha TIAaHK-MOJIeOeH 1 TIpece[0BaHIe
YYACTHUI] TPYTIIIHL.

Kmiouessie coBa: Pussy Riot, TpukcTep, reraep, HeOTpaIUIINOHATN3M.

[TocTanoBKa BOMpOCa O «CTBIKAX MOJEPHOCTW» BBIABUTAET Ha TEPBBIN TLIAH
NpejicTaBJIeHUe O BHYyTPEHHEN MTPOTUBOPEYNBOCTU U HEOJHOPOHOCTH MOJIEPHOCTH.
Ha moii B3rJIsii, Takoi 1MOAX0/ Kyza OoJiee TIpaBOMepPeH M MPOAYKTUBEH, YeM JIfo-
Oble TOIBITKY BBIABUTh HEKUI IMOCTOSAHHBIA (MAM aJbTepPHATHBHBINA) Habop Ka-
Y4eCTB, ONPENENAINNX JaHHOe cocTostHre obmectBa. OTKa3 OT KaTaJoru3aluu
HEOOXOIMMBIX U JIOCTATOYHBIX CBOMCTB MOAEPHOCTH TIPE/IIOJIaraeT TOHUMAHUE TT0C-
JefHell Kak KOH(PIUKTHOTO TTOJSA, HA KOTOPOM CTAJIKMUBAIOTCS PA3MYHbBIE THUCKYP-
CUBHBIE M UHCTUTYIIMOHHBIE (pOpMaINy, KaxKJast U3 KOTOPBIX TeHeaJIOTUYeCKH BOC-
XOUT K Pa3HBIM 9TallaM B UCTOPUU MOJIEPHOCTH, a TaKKe K JOMOJEPHBIM W TOCT-
MOJIEPHBIM KOHTeKcTaM. (Xouy, KCTaTH, TOAYEePKHYTh, YTO JIJIT MEHSI IIOCTMOJIEPH
He TIPOTUBOIOJIOXEH MOJEPHOCTH, SABJSASACH JUIIH OHOHN, CKOpee BCEero He MOCJIe]I-
Hell, U3 ee Mo3aHUX (as.)
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