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Introduction

When it comes to memorialization, researchers usually consider sites of memory as objects.
We know a lot about them: how they function, what commemorative forms they use, and
even how they should influence visitors. The latter, however, is a very non-trivial issue. While
many Holocaust memory and heritage works focus on memorials and museums directly, the
visitor's perspective is rare for critical reflection. Recent papers on the visitor's experience
focus on the one hand on practices and affects and, on the other - on interpretations or nar-
ratives. Scholars can observe behaviour directly: observation methods dominate this field.
Experience descriptions are obtained mainly through interviews or surveys. Such studies are
usually unique in both cases: results are difficult to compare or generalize. Scholars either
focus on a single memorial or general impressions of visiting activity.

I will try to find an approach that, on the one hand, does not lose visitors™ perspective and, on
the other hand, can overcome the limitations of classical methods. The possible solution lies
in dark tourism, constructivism, and computational social science. The approach will focus on
digital user narratives and the possibilities to access them in a more “natural” setting than an
interview or survey suggests.

The article will begin with a brief critical review of the academic literature on Holocaust me-
morialization. Then it will reveal primary theoretical resources for exploring the experiences
of memorial visitors: dark tourism, constructivism, and media studies. Finally, | will conclude
with a draft outline of the data-driven approach to Holocaust memorialization.

Perspectives on Holocaust memorialization

In academic literature, Holocaust memorialization is predominantly described from an “au-
thorial” or “elitist” perspective, emphasizing memorial sites’ aesthetic, commemorative, so-
cial, and political aspects. This perspective gives us an understanding of how governments,
organizations, communities and authors\creators interact with each other, negotiate and
participate in Holocaust memorialization, and how meaning-making processes relate to the
politics of memory and collective identity. For example, Jeffrey Alexander (Alexander, 2002)
has described memorialization processes at the upper, elite level in his famous work on the
construction of Holocaust trauma. He presented it as a process of interaction between back-
ground cultural meanings, carrier groups, and the means of symbolic production that created
messages and transmitted these messages to the audience. However, he paid comparatively
little attention to how the audience perceived these messages.

Scholars of the “top-down"” perspective focus on memorialization or memory of politics’ cul-
tural and institutional aspects. From the “top-down” perspective, such concepts as the politics
of memory, memory cultures, and memory discourses are common. For example, Hannah
Wilson (Wilson, 2019) explored the history of Sobibor's memorialization through reference



to academic debates, survivor statements, and commemorative and museum practices
“from above.” Andrew Charlesworth, Alison Stenning, Robert Guzik, and Michal Paszkowski
(Charlesworth et al., 2006) addressed the public debate about Auschwitz. The authors also
focused mainly on media, claims of opinion leaders (activists, politicians, intellectuals) and
various carrier groups. Magdalena Waligérska examines the Memorial Complex in Trascianiec
in the context of national, Eastern European, and Western European discourses on the Holo-
caust. She addresses the politics of remembrance in post-Soviet and post-Soviet Belarus, the
grassroots activities of civil society and the Jewish community in memorializing the Holocaust,
and the actions of international and national stakeholders. She rightly notes that “the new
Belarusian lieux de memoire must be vernacular” and “provide space for a polyphony of voic-
es” (Waligdrska, 2018, p. 347). David R. Marples and Veranika Laputska (Marples & Laputska,
2022) also addressed the moralization of the Maly Trascianiec death camp primarily through
an analysis of public debates and narratives about the Holocaust in the Soviet and post-Soviet
periods. They paid particular attention to the political use of Holocaust memory in Belarus.
Andrej Kotljarchuk (Kotljarchuk, 2019) discussed memorialization in Belarus regarding mem-
ory policy. He referred to the history of the Holocaust, the Roma genocide, and the Polish
minority. In other cases, he examined memorialization at the top level, analyzing politicians’
speeches, official ceremonies, and initiatives of Belarus's Soviet and post-Soviet eras.

Even when it comes to the visitor experience, the elitist perspective can dominate. For ex-
ample, Chris Keil (Keil, 2005) discussed the practices and experiences of Auschwitz visitors
by combining researchers’ opinions, the author’'s impressions of visiting the Memorial, and
interviews with guides. Dorota Golanska (Golanska, 2015) claims that the visitor's perception
is a part of a whole network of factors: architectural forms, smells, and acoustics, which inter-
act with our sensuality and corporeality. However, her approach devotes too much attention
to the intellectualization of the stimulus. The researcher here has the privilege of interpreting
the visitor experience based on an academic understanding of memorialization forms.*

An alternative view provides a “from below”, grassroots understanding. Scholars focused
on emotions, body, embodiment, performance and vernacular experience. Traditionally, re-
searchers use on-site or online surveys to study visitor experiences. For example, Jeroen Naw-
ijn and Marie-Christin Fricke (Nawijn & Fricke, 2015) turned to the emotional experiences of
English- and German-speaking Neuengamme Concentration Camp Memorial visitors through
an on-site survey. The authors draw attention to visitors' more intense negative emotions:
shock, sadness, anger, and unpleasant surprise. Importantly, emotional reactions were pre-
dictors of anticipated repeat visits to Holocaust sites or other places of human suffering. At
the same time, the authors pointed out that different emotions influence visitors' behavioural
expectations differently.

In a further study, Jeroen Nawijn, Rami Khalil Isaac, Konstantin Gridnevskiy & Adriaan van
Liempt (Nawijn et al., 2018) used an online survey of visitors to Holocaust memorials in the
Netherlands. According to the researchers, visitors’ expectations were strongly connected
with emotions such as compassion, disgust, shock, sadness, and interest. Furthermore, the
intensity of expected emotional reactions was differentiated according to visitors’ closeness
to Holocaust history. The authors also pointed out the presence of two perspectives in user
expectations: perpetrators and victims. The second perspective is more related to positive
emotions and empathy. An essential outcome of the study was the conclusion that motivation

44 The problem with this view is that a philosophical, aesthetic, or historical education is a factor in the memo-
rialization perception. Moreover, it provides a vocabulary for describing experiences whose verbalization may not be
available to visitors who have not read Deleuze or seen Polanski's films.



to visit Holocaust memorial sites can be influenced by a much broader and more complex
spectrum of emotions, combining both positive and negative poles in different proportions.

Erik H. Cohen (Cohen, 2011) used survey data from the international educational seminar at
The Holocaust Museum in Jerusalem. Turning directly to the seminar participants, he showed
the main motivations, expectations, and experiences of visiting the museum and participating
in the seminar. The main result is that representatives from different countries describe their
experiences differently from rational and emotional involvement positions. Another critical
outcome concerns the educational background of the visitors: most of them had professional
knowledge of the Holocaust and were highly motivated.

Researchers also use ethnographic observation to access the visitor's experience. Irit Dekel
(Dekel, 2009) used observation to study visitor behaviour at the Memorial to the Murdered
Jews of Europe (Berlin). The author revealed the peculiarities of users’ construction of the
Memorial's public sphere of the Memorial through an appeal to their practices of observation,
photography, and play. In addition to direct observation, the author used media data, guest-
books, and interviews with the Memorial's staff. John E. Richardson (Richardson, 2021) used
observation to study affective commemorative practices - applause - that some participants
in the ceremony have enacted despite its discursive undesirability. The author showed that
commemoration consists not only of pragmatic or symbolic actions but also of non-reflexive,
difficult-to-control routines that were triggered by certain social stimuli.

However, Daniel Reynolds (Reynolds, 2016) suggests that tourists are not just consumers but
producers of Holocaust memory. He used observation to explore how tourists become wit-
nesses to the Holocaust and transmit knowledge about it through photographs and narra-
tives (reviews, comments). The author’s conclusion about the tourist agency in memory work
is critical. Indeed, tourists today are the key participants in Holocaust commemoration, and
scholars usually underestimate their role. Other researchers have also noted a lack of knowl-
edge about visitors’ participation. As Diana |. Popescu and Tania Schult wrote, “Given the large
number of memorial museums and public memorials around the world, alongside the rich
body of work on the aesthetic, political or national functions of memorialization, the small
number of visitor studies remains surprising.” (Popescu & Schult, 2020, p. 142)

Thus, we can observe a disproportion: publications focused mainly on the upper, elite levels.
At the same time, the visitor's perspective remains the prerogative of tourism researchers,
particularly in dark tourism. Such studies use classical survey and ethnographic methods,
which face some problems. First, survey methods do not provide data in “natural” situations,
affecting the percentage of socially acceptable responses on topics such as the Holocaust.
Second, methods such as observation, on the contrary, either leave too much space for ex-
ploratory interpretations of what is seen or allow us to speak only about visual and often
non-reflexive aspects of memorial practices. Third, observations and surveys are often tied
to single memorial cases and do not allow comparative research. Fourth, there is a binding of
methods to theoretical frameworks: traditional survey methods are more often used in the
dark tourism paradigm, while observations deal with constructivism.

Theoretical Frameworks
Dark Tourism

Dark tourism is an area centred on visiting places that are in one way or another associated
with violence and death. The first works in dark tourism were devoted to the two main issues:



’

identifying and classifying dark tourism places (Foley & Lennon, 1996) and identifying visitors
motives to such places (Seaton, 1996). In the beginning, the essentialist approach dominated
dark tourism (Light, 2017). This view presupposed a less unambiguous connection between
the place in which death is represented and visitors’ motivations, experiences, and interpreta-
tions. In other words, tourist destinations associated with death were dark in themselves, and
the “darkest” places in this classification were close to the situation of death geographically
and chronologically (Stone, 2006). However, the essentialist position left the question of vis-
itors’ experience, shifting the focus to the tourist offer. Further theoretical work has focused
on classifying dark tourism destinations and visitor motivations and the combination of tour-
ism offerings and motivations.

The essentialist view on dark tourism has several critical moments. First, it is problematic
to assume that a memory site (either chronologically close to a “dark event” or through the
aesthetic forms) can automatically evoke certain emotions in visitors. This position does not
explain the whole range of interaction practices with such places (Plaszéw in Krakow or Tro-
stenets in Minsk is used by locals for rest or dog walking, the Memorial to the Murdered Jews
of Europe in Berlin is a popular place for selfies). Second, empirical studies of tourist be-
haviour at Holocaust sites show a broader range of “unconventional” motivations, emotions,
and experiences.*

Further research tried to overcome the essentialist approach to dark tourism, including by
empirically examining the motivations and experiences of visitors to particular Holocaust me-
morial sites. Recent work has advanced considerably in this direction, empirically and the-
oretically. Annaclaudia Martini Dorina and Maria Buda (Martini & Buda, 2020) focus on the
problem of affect in the dark tourism debate. They propose an “atmosphere” concept and
argue that specific sites of memory engage in a politics of affect: they combine different ar-
chitectural, narrative, and exhibition techniques to induce specific affects in visitors. Jiaojiao
Sun and Xingyang Lv (Sun & Lv, 2021)propose an Embodiment category for studying visitors'
experiences to dark tourism destinations, claiming a deeper connection between perceived
stimuli, affects, and bodily functions states than previously stated. Finally, Dejan lliev (lliev,
2021) analyses the existing dark tourism theories and expresses the opinion that dark tourism
is a category that describes not the offer or the visitor's motivation but their experience.

The Constructivist Approach

Constructivist optics does not contradict dark tourism but is used as an autonomous theoret-
ical resource in studies of memorial practices. Dark tourism researchers also use a construc-
tivist frame to overcome the limitations of early essentialism. While dark tourism operates
with a wide range of categories relating to visitors’ motives, impressions, emotions, and inter-
pretations in conjunction with the offer and management analysis, constructivism focuses on
the routine and affective practices, often non-reflective, enacted by visitors in museums and

memorials. The practice-oriented approach to memorialization assumes that visitors cannot
always explain their feelings and actions and that their behaviour can be understood through
direct observation and description.

This approach refers to agents or actors (including tourists) contributing to Holocaust-related
knowledge (Oztig, 2022). Agents are a part of broader networks of interaction with ideas, or-

45 For example, a survey of the second generation of Holocaust victims’ descendants shows complex connec-
tions between motivations and experiences when visiting the Holocaust memory sites. Attitudes toward the country,
educational motives, feelings of mourning and grief for the victims, and even one’s health play a role in shaping the
visitors' perceptions.



ganizations, and objects. Memorials in this framework act as mediators between people and
a broadly understood memorial culture. The constructivist perspective actualizes people’s
agency in their interaction with the sites of memory. Studies of commemorative performative
practices that agents enact in memory sites are relevant to this framework. In this logic, me-
morialization is a tool for constructing knowledge, identity, embodied values, and achieving
political goals.

Nevertheless, the vernacular perspective remains blurred. Scholars give preference to com-
munities of memory, institutional actors, and media. In this context, Laurajane Smith (Smith,
2006, p. 4) distinguishes an ‘authorized heritage discourse’ that prioritizes the naturalization
of heritage as an object, narrative, and professional management practices.

However, scholars started to develop an approach in terms of affective practices that also in-
volved grassroots commemoration. Laurajane Smith, Margaret Wetherell and Gary Campbell
note that heritage draws heavily on affect/emotion to legitimate the meanings and narratives
produced and propagated. According to authors, “heritage linked as it is to expressions of
identity and place, is itself a form of affective practice” (Smith et al., 2018, p. 16). The prac-
tice approach challenges the dominant Western elitist view of heritage. Yujie Zhu (Zhu, 2015)
has shown that the instrumentalization of the Western concept of authenticity in heritage
management is not perceived passively by local communities in China but rather engages in
negotiation and resistance to the dominant narrative. Thus, even with the authorities’ efforts
to manage heritage, the latter can be understood more as a nexus of different practices, voic-
es, attitudes and identities. In her latest book, Laurajane Smith rightly notes: “Museums and
heritage sites do not have social impact without their audiences; there is an interrelationship
between the work that museums and heritage sites do in constructing and telling stories and
histories and how they are then understood and used by visitors.” (Smith, 2020, p. 3).

Thus, both dark tourism and constructivist perspectives recognize the importance of emo-
tions, behaviour, and perceptions in memory sites. However, the theorization and study of af-
fect are complex problems because of the simultaneous interplay of body, cognitions, mean-
ings, and events in affect production. Because of this, memorialization researchers encounter
not a fixed set of emotional responses at Holocaust memorial sites but a multitude of combi-
nations, including unconventional emotions such as amusement, irritation, frustration, or in-
difference. Such “discontinuities” are particularly evident in publications that suggest that the
visitor's comprehension of complex ideas such as “reconciliation,” “dialogue,” or “redemption”
is achieved by the architectural forms, the practices of representation, or the “atmosphere.”
Although all of the above play an essential role in shaping the visitor's experience, we cannot
establish an unambiguous causal relationship. Thus, the perspective of affect suggests turn-
ing to the visitors themselves to find out what affective practices they engage in, how they
interact with memory sites, and how they interpret their experiences.

Social media studies

Social media content has increasingly become the subject of Holocaust memorialization stud-
ies. In contrast to survey data, “digital traces” are more “natural” and not subject to the dis-
torting effects of the experimenter. However, such data is raw and unsystematic and can only
provide access to specific and precisely defined research questions. In addition to a new data
source, the digital traces framework offers new perspectives on analyzing and conceptualizing
commemoration as a digital practice.



Stefania Manca (Manca, 2021b, 2021a; Manca et al., 2022) argues that memorialization also
can be a practice of museum interaction with users on social media. In this case, certain nar-
ratives and interpretations involve the audience, not through exhibits or architectural forms
but through the digital environment. Another critical point is that social media museum pro-
files can be seen as complex memorial networks, jointly forming content and interacting with
users. Such research also provides indirect insights into audiences. For example, the online
behaviour shows an existing disproportion in their understanding of Auschwitz-Birkenau as
the central node of the memorial network, which potentially overshadows other themes and
sites of the Holocaust memory.

A. Craig Wight (Craig Wight, 2020) turns to user-generated content in analyzing the visitors to
Holocaust memorials. The analysis of the posts has provided detailed insights into the moral
codes, emotions, language, and obligations that people produce when describing their experi-
ences of visiting Holocaust memorial sites. The author draws attention to comments contain-
ing judgments about experiences of frustration and indifference as reactions to violations of
moral order (selfies, laughter, jokes, loud talking)*. Gemma Commane and Rebekah Potton
(Commane & Potton, 2019) argue that social media, such as Instagram, cannot be understood
only as representation and memory communication tools. It helps to include young people in
debates about the Holocaust.

In addition, the authors point to the unconventional practices of using images of Holocaust
memorial sites on social media. The existence of “strange” memorialization means that the
native forms of people’s engagement with Holocaust memorials are different from the ideal-
ized ones described in the “top-down” literature. Christoph Bareither (Bareither, 2021)demon-
strates the difficulty of comparing “elitist” and “vernacular” practices of commemoration using
the example of selfies at the Memorial to the Murdered Jews of Europe. The author disagrees
with the “elitist” critique of the selfies culture at the memory sites and shows that such prac-
tices can help people perceive the emotionally charged experience of encountering represen-
tations of the Holocaust.

A separate group of studies focuses on the digital memorialization of the Holocaust and
COVID. Liat Steir-Livnya (Steir-Livny, 2021)argues that user-generated content has become
an integral part of the vernacular Holocaust memory in the digital environment. COVID not
only pushed people to create more user-generated memorial content but also became a
new framework for understanding the Holocaust in Israel at the level of vernacular memory.
According to Tobias Ebbrecht-Hartmann (Ebbrecht-Hartmann, 2021), COVID-19 significantly
impacted Holocaust memorials worldwide. It was a decisive impetus for the digitalization of
commemorative practices, in which the Memorial and personal attachment no longer play a
decisive role.

Towards a Data-driven approach to Holocaust memorialization

The true-to-life environment for articulating memorial experiences today is social media. Vis-
itors use social media such as Twitter, Facebook, Instagram, or Tripadvisor and publicly ex-
press their experiences in the conventional to themselves and their audiences’ forms. For
example, visitors can use selfies, videos, or text messages. Textual forms are particularly in-
formative here: they allow users to describe and emphasize those aspects of the grassroots
knowledge that seem most meaningful both for visitors and others. The public, open and in-
teractive nature of digital commemoration allows researchers to access visitors’ experiences
and cultural toolbox in the meaning-making process.

46 Unfortunately, researchers overlook such experiences and focus on the more conventional emotions of

grief, sorrow, or redemption. ,/



Thus, | can suggest that user-generated content is a part of the digital commemoration. Visi-
tor comments should not be understood in isolation: the messages are intertexts, illustrating
a vernacular process of meaning-making, negotiation and construction of knowledge about
memory sites. Comments can serve as a semantic resource and frame for describing one’s
own experience: visitors can implicitly or explicitly debate, refute or affirm them. Platforms
such as TripAdvisor best illustrate the power of such content, which other travellers often
use to plan a trip. We get information about queues, poor management, ticket prices, and
preferred guides from visitor reviews. We learn explicitly or implicitly about what emotions
and experiences are pleasant to experience. Comments often contain a ritual element, affir-
mations and other cultural formulas, like “Never again”.

Danah Boyd and Kate Crawford wrote in their famous article: “Big Data has emerged a system
of knowledge that is already changing the objects of knowledge, while also having the power
to inform how we understand human networks and community.” (Boyd & Crawford, 2012,
p. 665). Whether user-generated memorial content is changing memorials themselves is an
open question, but the explosion of digital narratives about memorial experience could not
but affect at least research approaches.

Digital trace data (text, photo, video, behaviour data) is essential. First, the researcher gains
access to the configuration of practices and meanings specific to a particular social context.
Second, public data allow scholars to capture temporal, geographic, linguistic, gender, age,
and other differences in the perception of memorials, both from specific sites of memory
to the global public memorial infrastructure that thematically and culturally links Holocaust
memorials around the world. Third, the ability to remotely, quickly, and securely access user
public data becomes a significant advantage over traditional survey methods, especially in the
post-COVID-19 era, when interactions between researchers and memorial visitors are limited.
Fourth, the emergence and active development of new forms of digital commemoration, such
as virtual tours or vernacular memorial debates on social media, show that the traditional
linking of heritage to the physical space of the Memorial is rather conventional and situation-
al. The active development of the metaverse and NFT is forcing a new perspective on issues of
authenticity, embodiment, engagement, materiality and value.

A wide range of machine learning, data analysis, and computational social science techniques
successfully responds to the challenges of our time.

- Natural language processing for detecting hidden thematic structures (clustering, topic mod-
elling), sentiment analysis, semantic relationship and structure analysis, word frequency anal-
ysis, named entity recognition, and knowledge extraction.

- Computer vision for user-generated photos and videos: from the example of TripAdvisor
comments, we see that they are essentially a mix of photos and text. Again, existing image
processing methods can help us look at memory locations through “visitors' eyes”.

- Network Analysis for representation and modelling the digital interaction of visitors, content,
and memorial organizations and sites, in which each node of the network is a full-fledged ac-
tor. Networks represent the process of interpretation, creation of meaning and construction
of knowledge about the Holocaust.

Thus, the data-driven approach is based on several theoretical and methodological assump-
tions. This approach can only be fully performed if it overcomes the limitations of essentialism
or elitist constructivism on the level of theory. This step suggests shifting the focus to the hor-



izontal interactions of visitors, memorial objects, content, media, power and media groups in
the digital environment. At the level of methodology, scholars need to overcome the limitation
of classical methods tied to a specific memory site in time and space and see the benefits of
those that work with the more complex relationships between discourse, body, emotion and
materiality in different cultural and political contexts.

Conclusion

The formulations of the data-driven approach | have proposed are more of a rough draft. The
arguments | have considered in the Holocaust heritage, and memory debate are not exhaus-
tive. Moreover, the possibilities of comparing dark tourism and constructivist optics are very
tentative: the debate around dark tourism as a tool for conceptualizing memorialization is still
ongoing, while constructivism is not a formalized framework at all but rather a perspective
that borrows much from psychology, sociology, theory of practice, cognitive sciences, etc.
Despite these conceptual limitations, | have nevertheless been able to identify a critical prob-
lem in studies of memorialization. Researchers pay disproportionate attention to the object
(essentialism) or elitist practices and discourses (top-down constructivism). In both, the role
of grassroots agents of memorialization remains in the background.

The data-driven approach is not a substitute or an alternative here. Instead, it sheds light on
the memorialization experience where traditional methods are not so effective. Big data is
neither a panacea for memory/heritage studies. Nevertheless, ignoring digital memorial trac-
es now is consciously turning a blind eye to an entire region of social reality where old theories
and concepts fail. Systematizing, conceptualizing, and integrating this knowledge remains to
be done.
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3AMEP KAHC3HCYCY? NAAbIXOA AA
MEMAPbISNI3ALII FAIAKOCTY HA ACHOBE
AAA3EHbIX

Innsa Cynoxucolyki

YBOpA3iHbI

Y nblTaHHAX MeMapblisfizalbli Aaciefublki Y sKacLi ab’ekTay 3BblvaliHa pa3rnsAatoLb MACLiHbI
namsaui. Mpa ix HaMm BAAOMa LWMAT - AK YHKLUbISHYOLb, AKiA KaMemapaLlbliHbia GopMbl
BblKapbICTOYBatoLLLa | HABAT sikoe Y3A3esiHHe AHbI NaBiHHbI 6 aka3Ballb Ha HaBeAHiIKay. A4HaK
anoLHsae nblTaHHe 3yciM He Takoe afHa3HayHae. BenbMi 4acta y paboTax, npbiCBeYaHbIX
namsaLi i cnagybiHe ManakocTy, acHOYHas yBara yasanselua MeMapbisiam Apl My3esiM, a BOCb
AK SHbI yCnpbiMatoLLa HaBeAHIKaM - KpbITbluHa padaekTyeLua paaka. Ao HIM Yacam npaubl
ab focees3e HaBeHIKa KaHLUPHTPYOLLA, 3 agHora 60Ky, Ha MpakTbikax i navyLusx, a 3 iHwara
- Ha iHTapnpaTaublix abo HapaTbiBax. HaByKoyLbl MOryLb Becui HenacpagHae HasipaHHe
3a MaBoOA3iHaMi: y raTail raniHe nepaBaxalolb HasipanbHblS MeTajbl. AniCaHHI AocBeay
(ypaxkaHHAY) y acHOYHbIM HabblBatoLL@ Npas iHT3PB'H0 abo anblTaHHI. Y aboaByX BbiNagkax
Takig AacnefaBaHHi 3BblYaiiHa HOCHALb YHiKaNbHbl XapakTap, BblHiKi LgXKa cynactaynsub
abo abarynbHsaLb. HaBykoyLbl 3acapog)KBatoLLia anbbo Ha acobHbIM MeMapsbisfe, anbbo Ha
aryfbHbIX YpaXKaHHsX ab naBog3iHax HaBeHiKay.

Y raTai npaupl byase 3pobneHas cnpoba 3Halcui Nagpixos, ski, 3 agHora 60Ky, He byase
BbiMycKallb 3 Bigy rneasillya HaBejHika, a 3 iHWara - 3MOXa rnepaajosieub HeAaxorbl
KNaciyHbIX MeTafay. MarubIMblsi PaLlU3HHI MOXHa LUyKalb Y rajiHax 3MpoyHara Typbi3my,
KaHCTPYKThIBI3MY i BblliYanbHara rpaMaacTBasHaycTBa. ACHOYHas yBara § paMmkax nagbixomy
byase Ya3eneHast niubaBbIM HapaTbiBaM KapbICTanbHikay i MarybiMacusM Bbixagdy Ha ix y
60/1bLU “HaTypanbHbIM” PapMalle, YbiM NpanaHye iHT3pB'H0 abo anbITaHHe.

Ha nauaTky apTbikyna nagaeLa KapoTKi KpbITbIUHbI arasg akaZdMiuHali nitapatypbl Ha TIMy
MeMapsbisinizaubli FanakocTy. MoTeiM aZnoCcTpoyBatoLLa NepLIacHbIs T9ap3TbIUHbIS PICYPCbI
BbIBYY3HHS A0CBedy HaBeAHikay Memapblsifay: 3MpOYHbl TypbI3M, KaHCTPYKTbIBI3M, aHani3
Mezbisy. Y paLuLe p3LTay, HanpbikaHLbl AaeLla KapoTKi arns nagsixody Aa MeMapbisisalbli
FanakocTy, 3acHaBaHara Ha faA3eHblX.

HYHKTI:I rneg>KaHHA Ha MEMapblﬂﬂi3aLl,bIIO raﬂaKOCTy

Y akagaMiuyHal fiTapaTypbl MeMapbisnidaubls [anakocTy nepaBaxHa anicBaeuua 3
“ayTapckara”abo“anitapHara” rneasiwya. NagkpacniBaroLLa 3CTaThIUHbIA, KAMeMapaLbIiHbIS,
rPaMazCKis i ManiTeluHbIA acnekTbl. [3Tbl NYHKT rAe/XaHHS Aa3Banse 3pasyMellb, K OpraHsbl
ynagbl, apraHisaubli, CynosbHacui i aytapbl (CTBapanbHiki) y3aemagseriHivatoLb namixx cabol,
y3raZHstoLb nasiupli i ya3enbHivaoLb y Memapbisinisaubli FanakocTty, a TakcaMma sik npauachbl
C9HCAYTBAP3HHSA CyajHOCALULA 3 NaniTbikalk i KanekTblyHal iA3HTbIYHACLO. Hanpbiknag,
MeMapbIS/IbHbIA MPaL3Cbl Ha BbILUSMLLBIM, 3NITHLIM Y3POYHI anicaHbig ¥ 3HakamiTali npawbl
Ixadpbl AnskcaHaspa (Alexander, 2002) ab dpapmaBaHHi TpayMbl FanakocTy. [3Tbig npayschbl éH
npa3eHTaBay gk y3aemMaz3esHHe namidk oHaBbIMi KyNbTypHbIMi C3HCaMI, Fpynami ix HocbbiTay



i cpoakami ciMBaniyHal BbITBOpYacLj, AKkia cTBapani nacklibl i AaHOCiAI iX ga ayAblTopbli. Ane
aflHOCHa HeBANIKYo yBary H yA3aiy yCnpbIMaHHIO M3ThIX Nacbkliay ayAblITOPbISNA.

Jacnefubiki nepcrnekTbiBbl “3BepXy YHI3” BbiByyaloLb Memapbisinidaubito abo namsub
KyNbTYpHbIX ab0 iHCTbITYUbIMHBIX acnekTay naniTeiki. Y rnegsiwusl  “3Bepxy YHi3"
pacnaycrogxKaHblsl Takist NaHATKI SK NaniTbika Namsli, KynbTypbl NamsaLi, 4bICKYpPChbl NaMsLi.
Hanpbiknaa, FanHa Yincan (Wilson, 2019) BbiByuana rictopblto Memapbianisaubli Cabibopa
npa3 aAcbIKi Aa akagdMiuHbIX A36aTtay, 3asBbl BbDKbIYLUbIX, KaMeMapaLlbliHa-My3enHbIs
npakTbiki “3Bepxy”. IHAPY Yapnb3BapT, dnicaH CTaHiHr, PobepT Ty3ik i Mixan Mawukoycki
(Charlesworth et al., 2006) gacnegaBani rpaMackyto AblCKycCito ab AcBeHLimMe. ACHOYHYH
yBary ayTapbl Takcama 3BApHy/i Ha naBegamneHHi CMI, 3aaBbl nigapay gymak (akTbiBicTay,
nanitTbikay, iHTanekTyanay) Abl PO3HbIX rpyn HOCb6ITay. MarganeHari Banirypckali BeiBy4yaycs
MeMapbIssibHbl KOMAAEKC Y TpacusaHLbl ¥ KAHTIKCLe HalblSHanbHara, ycxoAHe-eypaneickara
i 3axo4He-eypanewckara gpickypcay Fanakocty. Ab’'ekTami se iHTapacy cTana nanitbika Namsi
y caBeLkain i nocTcaBeLkan benapyci, Hi3aBbIl iHILbISTBIBbI FrpaMaA3sHCKal cynonbHacui i
rabparickaii cynosikiy namiHaHHi FanakocTy, a Takcama A3esHHI MiXKHapOAHbIX i HALbISHANbHbIX
3auikayneHblx cyb'ektay. iHa cnpaBaaniBa 3a3Hadae, LWITO “HoBae benapyckae MecLa namsui
naBiHHa 6bILb HapoaHae” i “npajacTtaBiub npactopy Ana nanidaxii ranacoy” (Waligérska,
2018, p. 347). AaviBig P. Mapnnc i BepaHika Jlanyubka (Marples & Laputska, 2022) Takcama
BbIBYYasli Mapa/bHbIS Macbilbl narepa cMmepui ¥ ManbiM TpacuaHLbl MepaBaxHa Luasgxam
aHanily rpamMajckan Ablckycii i HapaTbiBay ab [anakocLe Y caBeLki Abl MacnsicaBeLKi nepbisabl.
AcabniByto yBary sHbl YA390i0i naniTbl4HaMy BblkapblCTaHHI NamsLi ab Fanakocue y benapyci.
Y npaubl AHapaa Katnepuyka (Kotljarchuk, 2019) abmsipkoyBaeuua Memapbisnisaupla Y
Benapyci 3 rneasiwya nanitelki namaui. EH 3sapTaeuua ga rictopeli [anakocTy, reHaubigy
LbIraHOY i MonbCKam MeHLwacL,i. Y iHLWbIX BbiMagkax ayTap gac/iefaBay MeMapbisizalbiio Ha
BepXHiM y3pOYyHi, aHanisytoubl NpaMoBbl NaniTbikay, adilblAHbIA LbIPbIMOHIi, iHILbISTbIBbI Y
Benapyci caBeLkait i mocTcaBeLKait 3Moxi.

SniTapHbl NOrNS MOXa NepaBaxalbe HaBaT Y BbIBYUSHHI JocBedy HaBefHikay. Hanpbiknag,
Kpeic Kann (Keil, 2005) pasrnagay npakTbiki i focBefbl HaBeAHikay AcBeHLiMa LUasxam
napayHaHHs MepKaBaHHAY AacieAublkay, ypaXaHHay aytapa aj HaBeABaHHA Memapbiafny i
iHT3pB't0 3 rigami. lapoTta lansiHcka (Golanska, 2015) cusapzxae, LUTo YCnpbiHALLE HaBeHIKa
- ra3Ta YacTka uanara KOMMAeKCy YblHHIKay: apXiTaKTypHbIX ¢opmay, naxay, akycTbiki, AKid
y343erHivaloLb Ha Halblg agdyBaHHI i LenbHacub. Ane ¥ e najbixoA3e HajTa LWMaT yBari
npbicBAYaeLLa iHT3/1ekTyanisaubli cTeiMyy. TyT y Jacsiefublka éCLib MpbIBinerisa TyMaysHHsS
HaBeJHiLKara focBey Ha NaAcTaBe akag3aMiyHara pasymMeHHs popmay memapbisnizaLbli’.

Y BbINazAKy NpbIMSHEHHS afbTapHaTbIyHara nornagy 3'aynseLa pasyMeHHe Harnpamky “3Hisy
yBepx”. HaByKoyLbl KAaHLIHTPYHOLLA Ha 3MOLbISX, Lienie, yuenayneHHi, BolkaHaHHI A3eAHHSAY
i AocBej3e 3BblYaiiHara Yanaseka. TpagblubliHa A9 BbIBYYSHHS HaBeAHiLkara Aocsegy
facneAubikaMi BblkapbICTOYBaloLLA anblTaHHi, fKia nagsauua Ha Mecubl abo y paxbiMe
aHnavH. Hanpblknag, Jeroen Nawijn i Marie-Christin Fricke (Nawijn & Fricke, 2015) 3BsipHynics
fa 3MaLbliHbIX NepaxbiBaHHAY aHresbcka- i HAMeLKaMOYHbIX HaBeAHikay Memapbisay
KaHufarepa HoeHrams 3 ganamorali aHnariHaBara anbiTaHHs. AyTapbl 3BSpHYAi yBary Ha
60/1bLUYIO IHTIHCIYHACLb aAMOYHbIX 3MOLibIA Y HaBeAHIKayY: LLOK, CyM, THeY, HernpbleMHae

47 Mpabnema ratkara nornagy nansrae y Tbim, WTO HasyHacub ¢inacodckaid, 3CTaTbivHal abo rictapblyHaii
afykaubli 3'Aynselua YblHHIKaM yCrpbIHALLA Memapbisiizaubli. Y AajaTtak, sHa Aae CNOYHIK Ast anicaHHA AocBeay,
Bepb6anizaublsi SKora Moxa 6bllp HejacAranbHas HaBeAHikam, LITO He 4biTani [pnésa abo He rasaseni ¢inbmbl

ManaHckara.



343iyneHHe. BaxHa Toe, WITO MNa 3MaLbIAHbIX p3akulbiaX MOXHa 6bl10 MparHasasaub
BepaeMHacLb NayToOpHbIX HaBeABaHHSAY ab'ekTay ManakocTy abo iHLWbIX MACLIH YanaBeYblX
nakyT. Y Tol Xa 4ac ayTapbl ykasani Ha Toe, LUTO PO3HbIS 3MOLibli Ma-po3HaMy YrnJibliBatoLib Ha
naBoA3iHaBbIA YakaHHI HaBeAHiKay.

Y nasHelwbIM fJacnefaBaHHi Jeroen Nawijn, Rami Khalil Isaac, KaHcTaHuUiH pbligHeycki
& Adriaan van Liempt (Nawijn et al., 2018) npaBsini aHnaliHaBae anblTaHHe HaBeaHikay
Memapbisnay Fanakocty ¥ HigspnaHgax. MNaBoane gacnegHikay, YakaHHi HaBegHikay Obini
MOLLHa 3BA3aHbIst 3 AMOLbIAMI, TakiMi Ak cnaraja, aria, Wok, cyMm, 3auikayneHaclb. AKpams
raTara, iHT3HCIyHacub YakaHbIX 3MaubIfiHbIX pP3akubli npagbldepaHubigBaHaa naBogne
HabnixaHacui HaBegHikay fa rictopbli [anakocTy. AyTapbl Takcama 3BsipHyni yBary Ha
HasyHacub ABYX NyHKTaY rnefXaHHs Y YakaHHAX KapblCTasbHIKay: 3naublHUAY | axBap. Jpyri
NYHKT refXaHHsA 60/bLU 3BA3aHbl Ca CTAHOYYbIMi 3MOLbIAMI | SMMATbISAN. [CTOTHLIM BbIHIKaM
facnefaBaHHA CTana BbICHOBA, LUTO Ha MaTbiBaLbll0 HaBejallb MeMapbisabl [anakocTy
MOXa YnabiBaLb HaLWIMAT LWbIP3ALWbI | 60/bL CKAaAaHbl CEeKTP IMOLbINA, Y SKiM Yy PO3HbIX
npanopLbIfix craayyaroLLa sk CTaHoYYbIs, Tak | a4MOYHbIS Nantochl.

pbik . KoyaH (Cohen, 2011) BbikapbicTOyBay faj3eHbls anblTaHHA, aTpbIMaHbIg y XoA3e
MiDXKHapoAHara HaBydanbHara cemiHapy Y Mysei lanakocty y Epycanime. 3BApTaroybics
HaynpocT AayA3enbHikay cemiHapy, éH nakasay acHOYHbIS MaTbIBaLbli, YakaHHi i nepaxbIBaHHI,
3BSi3aHblA 3 HaBeABaHHeEM My3es i yA3enam y ceMiHapbl. ACHOYHbIM BblHiKaM cTana Toe, LUTo
npajcTayHiki po3HbIX KpaiH Na-po3Hamy anicBaroLb CBOV A0CBe 3 Nasilblli paLbliiHanabHan i
3MaLbIHal yKaoYaHacLi. IHLWbI BaxKHbl BbIHIK ThiYblLLa adyKalbli HaBeAHikay: 60nbLuacLb 3
ix Banogani npadeciiHeIMi Begami npa fanakocT i afpo3HiBaica BbICOKa MaTblBaBaHacLo.

[ns aTpbiMaHHA 3BecTak ab HaBefHILKIM AocBej3e facnefHikami Takcama npbiMsHSALOLLA
3THarpadivHbia HasipaHHi. IpbiT [Jakenb (Dekel, 2009) ckapbicTanacd HasipaHHeMm and
BbIBYYIHHS HaBefHiUKiX naBoA3iHay y Memapbiane 3a6iTbix rabpasy Eyponbl (bepnin).
AyTapka packpblina acabniBacli KaHCTPysiBaHHS HaBejHiKami rpamagckari npacrtopbl
Memapbifny LASXam 3BapoTy Aa iX MPaKTbiK HasipaHHSA, dorarpadaBaHHs i ryabHi. Y fajaTak
fa npocTara HasipaHHA ayTapka BblKapbiCTOyBana Me/bifa-Aaj3eHbls, racusaBbla  KHiri,
iHTIpB'I0 3 cynpauoyHikami Memapsbisny. xkoH 3. PeivapacaH (Richardson, 2021) kapbicTaycs
HasipaHHeM A7 BbIBYYSHHS adeKkTblyHbIX MPAaKTbIK LIaHaBaHHA - annajblCMeHTay -
AKIA NPBIMAHANICA HekaTopbIMi YA3enbHiKaMi LbIpbIMOHIi HAMNeA3A4bl Ha AbICKYPCiYHYHO
HenaxajaHacupb. AyTap nakasay, LUTo KaMeMapaLibla cknajaelLa He TObKi 3 mparMaTbiUYHbIX
i ciMBaniyHbIX A3eAHHAY, ane i 3 HepadaeKCiYHbIX PYLiH, SKiS UsXKa NnajaaroLua KaHTPOHO |
npasakyoLLUa N3yHbIMi FpaMagckimi CTeiIMyiami.

TbiM yacam [aHianb PaliHanbAc (Reynolds, 2016) Bbikasay rinoTasy, WTO TypbICTbl — r3Ta He
TONBKI CNaxbIYUbl, ane i BbITBOPLLI NaMsLi Npa FanakocT. EH ckapbicTayca HasipaHHAMI A4S
BbIBYU3HHS Taro, K TypbICTbl CTaHOBALLA CBeAKaMi [anakocTy i mepaatoLb Bedbl ab im npas
daTasgbIMKi | HapaTbIBbl (BOAryKi, KaMeHTapbl). BeicHOBa ayTapa ab cyb'ekTHacLji TypbicTa
y BbITBOpYACLi MamsLi Mae BblK/JIOYHae 3HausHHe. Hacampauy MeHaBiTa TypbICTbl CEHHS
3aynsouLa KaYaBbIMi Ya3enbHiKaMi Ba yWaHaBaHHI namsaui ManakocTy, a HaByKoyLbl iX
poAto 3BblYalHa HeAaaL3HbBaLUb. |HWbIA Aacnefyblki TakcaMa af3Haudblii Hejaxon sesay
Ha TaMy HaBegHiukara yaseny. Ak nicani AsigHa |. Manacky i TaHa LLynbT, “3 ynikam Bsinikan
KoMbKacLi MeMapbIsaibHbIX My3esy i rpaMajckix Memapbisinay y cBeLe, Bblkaikae 343iy1eHHe,
yaMmy Ha ¢oHe barauus paboT ab 3CTITbIYHANM, NaniTbiYHAM i HaupliAHaNbHAM GYHKLBISAX
Memapblisnisaubli Ycé awus Tak Mana gacnefaBaHHay npbicBaYaeLla HaBeHikaM” (Popescu
& Schult, 2020, p. 142).



TakiM 4blHaM, Hasipaeuua ablcnpanopubia: nybnikaubli NepaBaxHa KaHU3HTpyloLLa Ha
BEPXHIM, 3MiTHbIM Y3pOYHi. AAHayacoBa rneAsillya HaBejHikay 3acTaella npaparatbiBai
fJacnefHikay Typbi3my, acabniBa “3mpoyHara”. Y Takix jacnefaBaHHSAX BblKapbICTOyBaroLLa
KNaciyHbIS anbIiTaHHI i 3THarpadivHbld MeTagpl, SKiA Maroub M3YHbIS npabnemsbl. [a-
nepLuae, MeTajbl anbiTaHHA He MNpaBoA3dauua Y “HaTypanbHbIX” YMOBax, Yy BbIHiKY 4aro
afHOCHa TakiX T@M sK [anakocT 3MsaHsAeula aAcoTak caupblsafbHa-NpbIManbHbIX agKasay.
Ma-gpyroe, Takig MeTafbl SK HasipaHHe, HaafBapoT, abo Makijaroub 3alimMaT MpacTopbl
ANS TAymMadanbHbIX iHTIpPMpP3Taubld Taro, LWITO Hasipaeuua, abo Aa3Bansioub raBapbilb
TONbKi ab Bi3yanbHbIX, YacLaKoM HepadaeKCiiHbIX acnekTax MeMapblsibHbIX MPakTbIK. Ma-
Tp3Ude, Ha3ipaHHIi i anblTaHHI YacTa NpbIBSA3BatoLLa Aa aCOOHbLIX MeMapbIANbHbIX Kecay i He
fa3BansoLb NpaBoA3ilb NapayHanbHbl aHani3. Ma-yauBépTae, écLib 3BA3Ka Namix metagami
i T9ap3aTbIYHbIMI MaZINaMI: MeTaAbl TPaAbILbIHbBIX anbITaHHAY Yacuell BblkapblCTOyBatoLLa y
napagbirMe 3MpoyHara Typbi3My, @ HasipaHHi 3BSi3aHblA 3 KAHCTPYKTbIBI3MaMm.

TaapaTbIYHbIA MagdNi
3MpOYHbI TYPbI3M

3MpPOYHbI TYypbI3M - 3Ta raniHa, AKas KaHU3HTpyeula Ha HaBeABaHHI MACLIH, Tak Ui
iHaKLW 3BA3aHbIX 3 rBasTaM i cMeputo. MNepLbls npaubl Ha T3SMY 3MpoOYHara TypbI3My Obii
NpbICBEYaHbIA A3BIOM aCHOYHbLIM T3MaMm: BbI3HausHHe i Knacidikaubia ab'ektay ratara
Bidy Typbi3my (Foley & Lennon, 1996) abl BbI3Ha43HHe MaTbiBay HaBeAalib TaKist MACLiHbI
(Seaton, 1996). Ha nauatky y BbIByY3HHI 3MpOYHara Typbi3mMy nepasaxay 3CoHLbIANICTbIYHbI
nagbixog (Light, 2017). 3Tkl pakypc rpyHTaBaycs Ha AanyLUY3HHI, LWTO CyBA3b MaMmix MecLam
p3np33eHTaLbli cMepLi i MaTbiBaubIAMi, NepaxblBaHHAMI Abl iHT3MP3TaubIsMi HaBeAHIKa
HOCiLb MeHL afjHa3HayHbl XapakTap. IHaKW Kaxyuybl, TYpbICTbIYHbIA HaNpPaMmKi, 3BA3aHbIS
ca cMeputo, cami na cabe OblIi 3MPOYHbIS, a “camblsl 3MPOYHbIS” § ratait Knacidikaubli
MSACLIiHbI 3HaX0A3iNica rearpadivHa i xpaHanarivyHa 61i3ka ga cityaubli cMepui (Stone, 2006).
Ane 3C3HUBISANICTBIYHASA Masilbls nakigana aAKpbITbIM MblTaHHe ab HaBejHILKIM AocBesse,
aCHOYHy0 yBary HakipoyBatoubl Ha TypbICTbIYHYKO MpanaHoBy. [MasHenwwas T3ap3TbluHas
npaua 6bina 3acapokaHasa Ha knacidikaupeli HanpaMkay 3MpoyHara Typbi3mMy i MaTblBaLbIl
HaBeAHiKay, a Takcama KambiHaLlbli TYPbICTbIYHbLIX MPanaHoy i MaTbiBaLbIl.

Y 3C3HUbISNICLKIM CTayNeHHI fa 3MpoYHara TypbIi3aMy €cLb HeKanbKi KPbITbIYHbIX MOMaHTay.
MNa-nepwae, NpabnemMHa fanyckalpb, LUTO MeMapbisibHbl ab'ekT (abo Mpa3 xpaHanariuHyo
HabnixaHacub Aa “3MpoyHai nagzei”, abo Npas 3CcTaTbIUHbIA POpPMbI) ayTaMaTbluHa BbIK/iva
Yy HaBejHikay M3yHbIA 3MoUpli. [3Tas nasiupld He BbITAyMayBae L3/bl CeKTp MpakTbiK
y3aeMazsesiHHsA 3 Takimi Mecuami (Mnaway y Kpakase abo TpacusHey, y MiHCKY TyTalLbIM
HaceNbHILUTBaM BbIKapbICTOYBaeLa A1 aanayvblHKy abo Bbiryay cabak, Memapbian
3ab6iTbix rabpaay Eyponsl § bepniHe - nanynsipHae Mecua candi). Ma-gpyroe, sMnipbIYHbIA
facnefaBaHHi TYypbICTbIYHBIX MaBOA3iHAY Ha ab'ekTax [anakocTy Makassalolb LUbIP3ALLbI
CNeKTp “HekaHBEeHLUbIAHbIX" MaTbIBaLblA, SMOLLbIA, NepaXbIBaHHAY.

Y nasHenlbIX gacnefaBaHHAX NpajnpbiManica cnpobbl nepaajonelb 3C3HLbIANICTbIYHbI
najbIxoZ Aa 3MpoYHara TypbI3My, Y TbIM AiKY LLISAXaM 3MAipblYHara BbIBYU3HHSA MaTbIBaLlbI
i focBesay HaBefHIKay KaHKP3THal MemapblisinbHali MACLiHbI, 3BA3aHal 3 [anakoctam.
ANOLLHIM YacaM fK 3 3MMipbIYHara, Tak i 3 TsapaTblvHara rnesiliyay raTeiM KipyHKy AacarHyTbl

48 Hanpeiknag, anelTaHHe Apyrora nakaneHHs Hallyazgkay axeap [anakocTy nakassae cknasaHbld y3aemacysssi
namipk MaTblBaLpliMi i MepaxbIBaHHAMI Mpbl HaBeABaHHI ab’kTay namsui ab Manakocue. Y dapmaBaHHi YCnpbIHALLS
HaBe/HiKa CBato pPosIto rpae cTaysieHHe Aa KpaiHbl, ayKaLblHbIS MaTbIBbl, Na4vyLLi Xanobbl i Tyri na axeapax Apl HaBaT
CTaH 3gapoys.



Hemanbl nparpac. AHaknayasis Mapuini [apbiHa i Mapbia byga (Martini & Buda, 2020)
3acapoasinics Ha npabneme adekty § abmepkaBaHHi 3MpoYHara Typbi3My. AHbl BblayYblni
naHaTak “atmacdepbl” i cUBAPAXKAOLb, LUTO KaHKP3THbIA ab'ekTbl namaui 3aiimarouua
naniTelkari apekTy: Tam cnanyyaroLLia PO3HbIA apXiTaKTYPHbIS, HapaTbIYHbIS | 3KCNa3iLbIiHbIS
NpbIEMbI 3 M3Tal akasaHHA NayHara y3A3esaHHs Ha HaBeAHiKa. Jiaojiao Sun i Xingyang Lv (Sun
& Lv, 2021) ana BbIBYYSHHSA AOCBefay HaBeAHIKay Y MecLax 3MpoYHara Typbi3My Bblay4atoLb
TIPMIH “yuenayneHHe” (Embodiment), 3agynsatoubl Npa HagyHacupb rablberillai cyBssi namix
yCBAZOMAEHbIMI CTbIMynaMi, adektami i cTaHam QyHKLbIA apraHismy, YbiM CLBSApAXanacs
paHeri. Y pawue pawTay, [3sH lniey (lliev, 2021) aHanisye icHbI T20pbli 3MpoOYHara Typbi3my
i BbIpaxae fyMKy, LUTO 3MPOYHbI TYPbI3M - [3Ta KaTaropbls, AKOW anicsaeLla He npanaHoBa
abo MaTblBaLblsi HaBeAHIKa, a ix gocses,.

KaHCcTpyKTbIBicLKi Nagbixos,

KaHcmpykmelgicykas onmeika He Cynfap3dslyb 3MPOYHAMY MYypsLI3MY, 0ne NPpbIMAHAeYYd AK
CamMocmoliHel M3aP3MbIYHLI PICYPC Yy OACNEOABAHHAX MEMApbIAAbHbIX NPAKMGIK. JacnedHiki
3MPOYHO2a MypPbI3MY MAKCAMA KapsICMaroyya KaHCmpykmelgicykali pamkali 0415 nepaadoneHHs
Xi6ay PaHHA2Q 3C3HYbIAMIBMY. 3MPOYHbI MYpPLI3M anepye WbsIPOKIM CNeKmpamM Kams2opsid,
AKIA Maoyb 0a4elHeHHe 0a Mamel8qay, YPAXCaHHSAY, amoyelll i iHM3pnpamayelli HageoHIKay y
Cy8A3i 3 QHANI3AM NPANAHO8LI | KIDABUHHSA, O KAHCMPYKMbIBI3M KAHU3IHMPYeyya Ha PyuyiHHbIX
i agekmelyHbIX NPAKMLIKAX, 4Yacma Hep3®AeKCiliHblX, AKiA aXbIYYAYAAYYa Ha8eoHikami y
My3esix | MemMapbisaax. [1adsixod 0a MeMapbisni3aybli, apeleHMasaHsl Ha nNpakmelky, 6ydyeyya
HQO danywY3HHI, WMo HaBeOHIKi He 3aycédbl MO2yyb 8bIMAYMaYbIYb c8ae NaYyyyi i 03esHHI, a ix
naeo0d3iHbl MOXHA 3pa3ymMeyb NPA3 npocmae Ha3ipaHHe i anicaHHe.

ma nadeixod adceinge 0da cyb'ekmay abo azeHmay (y meiM iKYy mypeicmay), AKisa
CNpsIvbIHAYYa 00 CMeap3HHA 8eday, 3853aHbIx 3 fanakocmam (Oztig, 2022). Cy6'ekTbl - raTa
YaCTKa LWbIP3MLLBIX CeTak y3aemMa3esaHHs 3 i439Mi, apraHizalbiami, ab’ekTami. Y rataii Mmagani
MeMapblsabl GYHKLbISHYIOLb Y AKacLi nacapsHika naMmixk foA3bMi i WbIPOKa 3pasymeTar
MeMapblssibHa KynbTypai. KaHCTPYKThIBiCLKae rieAsillya akTyanisye cyb'ekTHacCLb Nt0j3el
y iX y3aeMaz3esiHHi 3 ab’'ekTami namaui. Ana ratai Magani MaroLb akTyanbHacLb AacnejaBaHHi
nepdapMaTbIyHbIX MPaKTbIK LAHaBaHHS, AKif BbIKOHBatOLLA cyb'ekTami Ha ab’'ekTax namsiLi.
MaBoa/ie Takow Noriki, MeMapblsnisaLbls - Fr3Ta CPOAaK KaHCTPyABaHHSA BeAay, iA3HTbIUHACLY,
yLenaynéHbIx KalToyHacuay bl AAaCSrHEHHS NaniTbluHbIX M3TaY.

Ane HapogHae YycrnpbiMaHHe 3acTaelua TymaHHae. HaBykoyubl agjatoub nepasary
cynonibHacUaM namsiLi, iHCTbITYUbIMHBIM cy6'ekTam, CMI. Y raTbiM KaHTakcue JlopagkariH
CMiT (Smith, 2006, p. 4) Bbiyyae “AblCckypcC Aa3BONAEHal cnagubiHbl”, y SKiM NpbIApaTbisyeLa
HaTypanisaupla cnajybliHbl ik a6’'ekTa, HapaTbIBY, MpadecifiHbIX NPaKTbIK KipaBaHHS.

Afle HaByKOYLIaMi Takcama pacrnadaTtas npaua na sbinpauoyLbl NagbIxody, HakipaBaHara Ha
adeKTblyHbIA NPaKTbIKi, WTO Takcama ykntoyae Y cabe kamemapaublto “3Hisy”. JlopakariH
CwmiT, Maprapat ¥a13pan i Fapbl Kamn63an ag3HavaroLpb, LWUTO cnajybiHa MOLHA Nakiagaeuua
Ha adekT/amouplo ANS NeriTbiMi3aubli C3HCAY | HapaTbiBay, fKid €V Bbipabnawouua i
npanaraHayouua. Nasogne aytapay, “3 ynikam npbiBA3aHacLli cnaZuvbliHbl Aa BblIPaX3HHS
iA3HTBIYHACLI | MACLIHBI SHa cama 3'ayndelua popmali adpekTblyHalk npakTeiki” (Smith et al.,
2018, p. 16). MaabIxoA, 3acHaBaHbl Ha NPaKTbILbl, Kijae BbIKIK 3niTapHaMy YCrpbIMaHHIO
CcrnaaybiHbl, MaHOYHaMy Ha 3axagse. Ak nakasay Yujie Zhu (Zhu, 2015), y Kitai msacyosbis
cynofibHacLi He 3'aynsdouua naciyHbIMi aTpbIManbHIKaMi IHCTpyMeHTani3albli 3axofHsara
NaHATKY ayTaHTbIYHACcLU Y KipaBaHHI cnajuybiHal. Toe, WTO ajbbiBaella, XyTUsil MOXHa
Ha3BalUb Yy3rajHeHHeM nasiubllii i cynpauiBaM naHoyHaMy HapaTbiBy. TamMy HArneAsaqbl



Ha HamaraHHi ynagay pacnapazxauua cnajdbiHal, anoLLHIOK MOXHa 3pasymelb SK
nepanasLeHHe po3HbIX MPaKTbIK, Franacoy, yCTaHOBaK i ig3HTbIYHacLU[Y. Y HaHOYLWaM KHi3e
JopbiaxainH CMIT cnpaBsaniBa agsHadaeua: “Mysei i ab’ekTbl cnaguybiHbl HE MaloLb YMAbIBY
Ha rpaMazCTBa, Kani HAma ayabITopbli. Eclb y3aeMacyBsasb namix GyHKLbIAV KaHCTPYsABaHHS
i AAHACEHHS TiCTOPbIA Abl CHOXITaY, AKYH BbIKOHBaOLb My3ei i MACLiHbI CNaAYyblHbI, | ThIM, K
r3ThIA FICTOPbII | CHOX3ThI YCNpbIMatoLLa i BblkapblCTOyBatoLLa HaBegHikami” (Smith, 2020, p.
3).

TakiM YblHaM, BaXKHaCLb 3MOLbI, NaBOA3iIHAY i YCNpbIHALLAY Yy MACLIIHaX NamsLi npbi3HaeLLa
i Magan11t0 3MpoYHara TypbI3My, | KAHCTPYKTbIBI3MY. Ane iCHYHOLb KOMMAEKCHbISs Mpabnemsi,
3BSi3aHblA 3 T3ap3Thi3aublsii i BbIBy4YSHHeM adekTy, fkia abymoyniBae agHayacoBae
y3aemMagsesiHHe MNaMixXX uenam, npaudcaM Crna3HaBaHHSA, C3HCaMi i najseami § pamkax
fACATHeHHs adekTy. Y 3BA3KY 3 ITbIM Ha MEMapbI/IbHbIX ab’ekTax, NpbiCBeYaHbIX [anakocTy,
Jacnefublki Memapbisfizaubli Matoub CnpaBy He 3 ikcaBaHblM Habopam 3MaLbIAHbIX
paakublii, @ 3 MHOCTBaM CMany4sHHsAY, Akia ykarodaroub y cabe i HecTaHAAPTHbIS 3MOLbli,
TaKisg K BECANOCLb, pas3jpaxHeHHe, 36AHTIXaHacLb, abbigkaBacLb. AcabniBa sckpaBa Takig
“afxineHni” npasynaoouua ¥ nybnikaubisx, A3e Bblka3BaelLla MepkKaBaHHe, LUTO HaBeAHIK
YCBSIOMIiLLb TaKist CKnagaHbIs i3 Sk “NpbIMipaHHe”, “Abignor” abo “BbiKynaeHHe BiHbl” 3a KOLIT
apXIiTaKTYpHbIX dopMay, MpakTbiK panpa3eHTaupbli abo “atMacepsbl”. Xaus Ycé nepanivaHbisg
UbIHHIKI TparoLb BaxHy ponto Y dapmaBaHHI HaBejHiukara JocBedy, afHa3HaYHYH
NPbIYBbIHHYHO CyBA3b yCTanABaLb Hebra. TaMy Kai raBopka igse npa adekT, 7.6. amMaLiplliHae
y343esHHe, HaTypanbHa 3'aynseLua 3alikayneHacub 3BApHYyLLA Ja CaMix HaBeAHiKay, 3 TbiM
Kab BbICBETNILb, Y SKiS apeKTbIYHbIA NPaKTbIKi AHbI YKAtOUaoLLUa, 9K y3aeMaa3enHivatolb 3
ab'ekTami namsaLi i Ak cabe BbITYyMayBatoLb aTpbIMaHbl 40CBeS,

BbIBy‘-IBHHe CalbisA/iIbHbIX ceTakK

YbiM ganew, TbiM Yacuel ab'ekTaM gacnefaBaHHAY MeMapbiafisalbli [anakocTy CTaHOBILLA
3MecuiBa calbIafbHbIX ceTak. Y ajpO3HeHHe aj AaA3eHblX anblTaHHAY “niubaBbla cnsgbl”
na cBaén npblpof3e 60/bll “HaTypanbHbig” | He 3a3Haroub ckaxatodae Y3asesHHe
3KCnepbiMeHTaTapa. Ane rata 3BecTKi CbIpbld i HecicTaMaTbIYHbIA. FAHbI MOryub npaniub
CBATNO TONbKi Ha KAHKP3THbIA | AaknagHa chapMynsiBaHbld NblTaHHI gaciegaBaHHA. AKpams
HOBali KPbIHiLbl AaA3€HbIX, Maj3/b Mpaupbl 3 fiY6aBbIMi cnsgaMi npanaHye HOBbIS MYHKTbI
rnefyKaHHS Ha aHani3 i KaHLINTYani3blLbI0 LWaHaBaHHS NaMsaLi 9K AivbaBaii NPakTbIKi.

Ak cusapaxae CtadaHis MaHka (Manca, 2021b, 2021a; Manca et al., 2022), memapbisnizaublsii
MOXa NiubILLa Y3aemMajayvblHEHHE MaMidk My3eeMm i KapbiCTanbHiIKaMi Y caubIbHbIX CeTKaX.
Y raTbiM BbINaAKy HeKaTopbls HapaTbiBbl i iHTIPMp3TaLbli CTaHOBAULUA ab'ekTam iHTapacy
ayAbITOpbli He A3AKytoubl 3KCMaHaTaM abo apXxiTakTypHbIM dopmam, a npas niubasbl
acapoAak. IHWbI BaKHbI MOMAaHT - MPo®ini My3esy y caubIafbHbIX CeTKaxX MOXHa pa3rasgaLib
AK KOMMJIEKCHbIA MeMapbisibHblA ceTki, AKig dapmytoLlb 3MecUiBa i Y3aeMaaseHivatoLb 3
KapblCcTanbHikaMi. Takoe gacnefaBaHHe YCKOCHa JasBansge 3pabilb HekaTopbis BbICHOBbI
ab xapakTapbl ayabiTopbli. Hanpbiknag, naBoA3iHbl ¥ aHNaliHaBal nNpacTtopbl Naka3BakoLb
ynacuiByro iM AblCNpanopuplto y pasymeHHi AcBeHuimMa-bipkeHaBa siK LHTpasibHara By3/a
MeMapblssibHal CeTKi, WTO MaT3HUbIAHA 3aubMsBae iHLWbIA TOMbl i ab'ekTbl Namsui ab
[[anakocue.

Y xopA3e aHanisy HaeAHikay Membipbignay Fanakoct A. Kpanr Yaut (Craig Wight, 2020)
3BApTaeuLa Ja 3MecLiBa, LUTO reHepyeLla KapblCTanabHikami. AHani3 gonicay gae A3Tanéesae
yayneHHe ab MapanbHbIX apbleHLipax, 3MoLupbIsX, MOBe i abaBsi3aHHSX, AKiA reHepyroLLa
No43bMi Mpbl anicaHHi gjoceesy HaBeABaHHSA MeMapbisibHbIX ab'ektay anakocTy. Aytap



3BApTae yBary Ha kameHTapsbl, Y AKix gaeula ausHKa gocsegy pycTpaubli i abbisikaBacL Y
sIKacLi p3akLUbli Ha NapyLsHHe MapanbHara napagky (canéi, cMex, XapTbl, rydHas ryrapka).*
MaBoane lembl KomaH i Pabeki MoTtaH (Commane & Potton, 2019), caublsifibHbIS CETKI, Takis
AK “IHcTarpam”, Henbra Nivbibb TONbKI 38 CPOAAK PIMP33eHTaLbli | KaMyHikaLbli namsi. AHb
JanamararoLb Y bICKyCito ab ManakocLe YKAYbiLb MONaa3b.

Akpamsa raTara, ayTtapbl yKa3BatoLb Ha HeKaHBEHUbIVHbIA MPaKTbiKi BbIKaPbICTAaHHA Y
CaubINbHbIX CeTKax BblAY MeMapbIsiibHbIX MACUiH [anakocty. HasiyHacub “agsiyHain”
Memapblisnilalbli CBeAubllb, LITO apraHivHbid GopMbl paakubli N0A3e Ha MeMapbisbl
FanakocTy afpo3HiBatoLLa aj ig3anizaBaHblx, LUTO anicBatouua y nitapaTypbl Magani “3sepxy
YHi3". Kpbictad Bapalitap (Bareither, 2021) gamaHCcTpye UsxKacLb NapayHaHHs “3niTapHbIX”
i “HapoZHbIX" MPaKTblK KaMemapaupli, BblkapblCTOyBatoubl Npbiknag candi y Memapbisne
3a6iTbix rabpasy Eyponbl. AyTap He 3rogseH C “sniTapHai” KpbITbiKalk KynbTypbl C3ndi Ha
ab'ekTax namsLi i NakasBae, LUTO Takis MpaKTbIKi MOryLpb Janamardbl OA35M YCMpbIHSALb
3MaLbliHa 3apaAXaHbl JOCBeS CyTbIKHEHHS 3 panp3a3eHTaLbIaMi [anakocTy.

ACO6HBISA rpyna gaciefaBaHHAY KaHUIHTpyeLUa Ha niubaBai Memapebisinisaubli Fanakocty i
Kosigy. MaBsogne Liat Steir-Livny (Steir-Livny, 2021), kapbICTanbHiLKae 3MecuiBa y nivb6aBbim
acapoaAasi CTana Heaj'eMHal 4acTkal HapoAHan nmamsui ab lanakocue. Kosig He TosnbKi
NaALTYPXHYY NtoA3el 60nbLU akTblyHa CTBapallb KapbICTaNbHiLKi MeMapbIsS/ibHbl KaHTIHT,
ane i cTBapbly HOBYKO pamKy Ana pasyMeHHs lanakocTy Yy I3paini Ha Y3poyHi HapoAHal
namsui. Nasogne Tobisaca 6paxTa-fapTmaHa (Ebbrecht-Hartmann, 2021), Kosia-19 ictoTHa
naynnbiBay Ha Memapbis/ibl FanakocTy Ba yciM cgeue. EH cTay BbipallanbHbIM LUTYPLIKOM
Ja AbiriTanizaubli NpakTbiK LWaHaBaHHA, y Akix cam Memapbian i acabictas npbiBA3aHacub
nepacrai rpaLb BbipallajibHYyH POJItO.

Aa memapbianisaubli FanakocTy Npas BbiKapbiCTaHHE faA3€HbIX

AB'eKTbIYHbIM acApoAA3eM AN1A BblpaXXaHHS MeMapbls/ibHara ocBedy Ha CEHHS 3'aynstoLLa
CcauplaNbHbIA ceTki. HaBegHiki kapbicTarouua caublsibHbIMi ceTkami (Twitter, Facebook,
Instagram, Tripadvisor) i ny6aiuHa BblpaxatoLb CBOWN focBes y dopme, NpbiManbHan Ans ix
camix i ix ayablTopebli. Y npbiBaTHaCLi, HaBeAHIKaMi MOryLb BblkapbliCToyBaLLa candi, Bigsa i
TIKCTaBbIS MaBejaMaeHHI. Y raTbIM CIHCe HalibobLL iHpapMaTbIYHbIMI YayastoLLa TIKCTaBbls
dopmbl, 60 Aa3BansAroLb KapblCTanbHikaM anicalb i NaAKp3CAiLb This acnekTbl Hi3aBOV Beabl,
AKiA | camiM HaBeAHiKaM, i iHLWbIM 3jatouua HaMboNbL 3HaYHbIMI. Ty6AiUYHbI, agKpbITh i
iHT3paKTbIyHbI XapakTap namsui ¥ niubaBbiM dapmaue gasBanse gacnefyblkaM alaHilb
JOCBe/ HaBeAHIKay i KynbTypHbl apCceHan y npawsce CIHCayTBaP3HHS.

M3Ta BAA3e Aa AanyLU3HHS, WTO KapbICTaNbHiLKae 3MecuiBa 3'aynsenua vyactka niubasai
Kamemapalbli. Henbra pasrnafaub HaBeAHILKIS KameHTapbl afacobfieHa ajf KaHT3KCTY:
naeeAamaeHHi - r3Ta iIHT3PTIKCT, LUTO iNFCTPYe Xady HapoAHara CaHcayTBap3HHS, y3rajHeHHs
nasiupbiii papmaBaHHs Bebl ab ab’ekTax NamsLi. KameHTapbl MOryLb CTyXblLb CEMaHTbIYHbIM
p3cypcaM i paMKar AN anicaHHsA yiacHara JOoCBefy - HaBeAHiKi MOryub cnpadauua 3 imi,
ajkpbeiTa abo MmaacnyfHa, abeapralb abo nmausapgXkaub. Halizenw ciny makoza 3mecyiea
intocmpyroys makis nAsuoyKi, Ak TripAdvisor, SKimi iHLWbIS BaHAPOYHIKi YacTa KapblcTarouLa
npbl NAaHaBaHHI NagapoXokay. 3 BoOArykay iHWbIX HaBeAHikay sHbl AaBejBaroua npa
Y3pri, AP3HHYI apraHi3aLblto, KOLWTbl Ha KBiTKi, SKora rija Bblopaups. CBagoma abo He Mbl
36ipaeM iHbapmaLbIto ab TbiM, AKiS aMOLbIi | MepaxblBaHHI bya3e NpbleMHa 3a3Halb. YacTta
Y KameHTapax TpannsdwouLa 3N1eMeHTbl pbiTyany, CuBepiXaHHi abo iHLWbIA KynbTypHbIS
bopmynbl, Takis sk “Hikoni 6oneid”.

49 Ha >anb, Aacnesublki raTel JocBeA NpanyckatoLb i KAaHLIHTPYOLLA Ha 60/1bLU KaHBEHLbIAHBLIX IMOLbISX -
Xanobe, rapaBaHHi, NakasHHi.



Y ceaim sadomeim apmeikyne JaHa bolod i Kelim Kpogapd Hanicani: “Basnikis macigsl 0a03eHbix
dapacai 0a y3poyHro cicmamel 8eday, KAA YHO 3MAHAEe ab’ekmel 8eday, a makcama mae yaady
ynasieayb Ha Hawae pasymeHHe 4asnaeeysix y3aemacysasay i cynoasHacyi” (Boyd & Crawford,
2012, p. 665). Ui kapbicTanbHiLKae mMemapbiaibHae 3MecLiBa 3MAHSAe caMi MeMapbla/ibl -
nblTaHHE ajKpbITae, ane BbIOyX NiubaBbIX HapaTbiBay ab MeMapbIfIbHbIM JOCBEA3€e HEe MOXa
He YNbIiBaLib MPbIHAMCI Ha MajbIX0Ab!, LUTO MPbIMAHSOLLA Y Aaciefyari npaupl.

IcmomHae 3Ha4Y3HHe Maroyb 0ad3eHsis, nabydaeaHsid HA /i4b6aseiM cA503e (makcye, poma,
8i03a, dad3zeHeix a6 nasod3iHax). [Ma-nepwae, d3aKyro4bl iM dacnedqsik ampeimaieae docsz 0a
KaHpieypayeli Npakmesik i 3HAY3HHSAY, yAACYi8blX NIYHAMY 2pAMAOCKA-CAYbISAbHAMY KAHMIKCMY.
Ma-Opyz0e, nybnaiyHela 0ad3eHbis 0038aGAAIOYL HABYKOYYAM HAOMAUAUb QaOPO3HEHHI 8d
YCNpeIMaHHI MeMapelanay 3aaexHa ao yacy, 2eazpadii, Mossl, nosy, y3pocmy 0bl iHWLIX NPbIMem
CMacoyHa sk 0a KOHKPIMHbIX ab'ekmay namsayi, mak i 0a 21a6aa6Hal ny6aidyHal MemapeignsHal
IHPpacmpykmypel, KA HA M3IMAMbIYHBIM | Ky16MYypPHBIM Y3POYHI y4biyb MeMapelansl [anakocmy
8a ycim ceeye. [la-mpayse, mMazysiMacyb O0bICMaHYbIliHO20, Xymkaza i 6scnedyHaza docszy 0a
ny6iuHbIX KapslCMansbHiykix 0ad3eHslx cmaHosiyya icmomHal nepasazali Ha0 mpadeiybitiHeIMI
Memaoami, Wmo 6yoyroyya Ha anbIMaHHAX - acabniea 8a yMoeax abMexasaHACyi KAHMakmay
namixc dacnedysikami i HageoHikami y nocm-kogioHyto 3py. la-yayeépmae, 3'ayneHHe i wnapkae
passiyyé Hoselix popmay namayi y nivbassim papmaye, makoe K 8ipmyanbHbIS IKCKypCii abo
HOpPOOHaEe abMepKasaHHE MEMAPLIAAAY Y CAUbIAAbHLIX CemKax, Nakazeae, Wmo mpaodsiybiliHaA
npelies3ka cnadyeiHel 0a  @i3iyHAl nNpacmopsi Memapbisay 3ayaseyya  deiMcobyi Xymysd
KaHBEHYbIUHbIM | cimyaysllHeIiM. AkmelyHae pa3siyyé memacycgemy i NTF npeimywae na-
Hoeamy 3ipHyUYb HA N6IMAHHI QYM3HMbIYHACY, YyenayneHHs, y30emad3esHHA, Mam3pbiaabHacyi
i KawmoyHacyji.

Macnsxoebl A0KA3 HA 8bIKAIKI HAWA2a YaCy dae WblPOKi CNekmp MaWbIHHA2A HABYYAHHS, AHANIZY
0a03eHbIX i 8blNiYaANBHARA 2paMadcmeasHaycmea.

- HamypaneHas anpayoyka Mosbl HG npaoMem CXABAHbIX MIMAMbIYHLIX CMPYKMYypP
(knacmapeizayeld, Ma03/15880HHE), AHAAIZ  NAYyYYAY, CEMAHMbIYHbIA OAOHOCIHb6I i
CMPYKMYpPHbl GHAI3, AHOMI3 YOCMAMbI 8bIKAPLICMAHHS C1080Y, PACNA3HOHHE HAO38aHAU
Q03iHKi, 8blYsi2HEHHe 8edbl;

- Kamn’tomapHae 6a4aHHe KapbiCMaibHIYKiXx ¢pamaszosiMkay i eidaamMamipsisnay - Ha
npeiknadse kameHmapoy y TripAdvisor mel 6a4siM, WMO AH6I NA CymHacyi yayaaoye
3 ca6e kambiHaybio pomay i makcmy. 3HOY xca, iCHels Memadsl anpPayoyki 8izyansHaza
MamapsIAny Mo2yyb 0anamaz4ysl Naba4siyb MACYiH6I NAMAY “8a4bIMA HABEOHIKAY;

- Cemkasel aHOAi3 074 panpazeHmaysli | Ma03198aHHA Ni46a802a  y3aeMa03esaHHS
HaeedHIKay, 3mMecyisa i MeMapsifnbHbIX ap2aHi3ayell dbl ab’ekmay, y AKiM KOXCHbI 8y3en
cemki - nayHasapmacHsl cy6’ekm. Cemki adacmpoysaroyb Npaysc iHmM3pnpamayeli,
C3HCAYyMBap3HHSA | papmasaHHsA seday ab [anakocye.

TakiM YblHAM, 30CHOBAHbLI HA 0003eHbiX nadeixod 6ydyeyya HA HeKA/NbKiX M3ap3melYyHbIX |
mMemaoanazivyHeIX 0anywyYsHHAX. [3mbl NA0LIXO0 MOXCHA YAAKAM OXCbIYYABIYL HO Npakmelysl
monabki npsl yMose nepaadosieHHs HA Y3pOyHi ma3opeli Hedaxonay 3CIHYLIAAIZMY 060
31iMapHa20 KAHCMPYKMelgi3my. a0 23melM KpOKaMm Maeyya Ha yease NnepakaroY3HHe No3ipKy
HQO 20pbI3AHMANLHBISA 30eMa03essHHI HaBEOHIKAY, MeMapbisabHbelx ab’ekmay, 3mecyisa, CMI,
YNaOHbIX | MeObIlHbLIX Cmpykmyp y niybassiM acsapodo3si. Ha y3poyHi memadanozii Hagykoyyam
Heabxo0Ha nepaadosieyb abMeXa8aHHI KAACIYHbIX Memaday, y Yyace i npacmopsi NPbIBA3AHbIX
00 KaHKpamMHa2a ab'ekmy namayi, Osl nabadelys nepasaai iHWbIX Nadeixoday, HAKIPABAHbIX
HO 8bI8yYIHHE 60/abW CKAAOAHbIX OaYbIHEHHAY nNamixc OblcKypcam, yenam, 3moyblad i
MAM3PLIAALHACYH ¥ pa3HACMAlHbIX KyAbMYpPHbIX | NAAIMbIYHbIX KAHM3KCMAX.



BbICHOBBI

MpanaHaBaHbIs MHOW GapMynéyki najbixody, 3acHaBaHara Ha AaA3€HblX - r3Ta XyTusi
rpy6bl HapbIC. Pa3rnefxaHbi apryMeHTbl aHOCHa crnajudbliHbl [anakocty i AblCKyCili ab
namsaLi He BblYapnanbHbIf. AKpams ratara, MardoiMacLi NapayHaHHS 3MpoyYHara Typbi3my
i KaHCTPyKTbIBICLIKAN ONTbIKI BefbMi MPbIGAI3HBIA: AbICKYCiA Bako/a 3MpoyHara Typbi3my
Y Akacui cpoaky KaHuaMTyanisausli MeMapbisnilaubli YCé awds npaudrsaela, npbl raTeiM
KaHCTPYKTbIBI3M 3yCiM He 3'AynseLa 3aBepLuaHari MaA3/ito - XyTU3alA raTa NyHKT rnejkKaHHs,
LWITO WMAaT na3blvae 3 ncixanorii, caublgnorii, T20pbli ApakTbiKi, KarHiTbIYHbIX HaBYK i T.A.
Harneasaubl Ha raTbid KaHU3MTyalbHbIA abMmexaBaHHI, y gacieAaBaHHAX MeMapblsnizalbli
yAanocs BbI3HaubILb Npabnemy acabnisali BaxHacui. lacnefubikami HenpanapubliHas yBara
ya3ansaeLua ab'ekTy (3C3HLUbISAMIZM) ab0 31iTapHbIM NPaKTbIKaM i AbICKypCaM (KaHCTPYKTbIBI3M
KipyHKY «3Bepxy YHi3"). Y aboAByx BblNajkax poss Hi3aBbIx cyb'ekTay 3acTaella Ha 3afHim
njaHe.

) Magbixo,3acHaBaHblHa Ja3eHbIX, TyTHe pa3rasjaeluasklameHaaboanbTapHaThiBa.
EH npocTa npaniBae CBATNO Ha JOCBeJ MeMapbiaizalubli TaM, A3e TpadblUbliHbIS MeTajbl
He HacToNbKi 3deKkTblyHbISA. “BAnikia Aag3eHbia” He 3'aynarouua NnaHaudam y gacnesaBaHHSAX
namsui abo cnagubiHbl. YC€ X Taki irHapaBalub JliubaBbli MeMapblafbHbIA CS4bl — MITa
3HaublLb CBAAOMA 3aM10LLYBaLb BOYbl Ha LAy chepy caubisinbHam payaicHacy,, Skyr He
MOryUb BbITIyMaubllb CTapbld T30pbli i KaHU3MnUbli. CicTamaTbi3albld, KaHU3NTyanisaubis i
iHTarpaupIa raTal BeApl 3acTaeLLa 3ajadali Ha 6yayYblHIO.
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