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REINTERPRETATION OF VALUES OF MODERN CULTURE
Key words: European culture, values of culture, rationality, humanism, liberalism.

Reinterpretation of the classical values of rationalism, humanity, liberalism is presented in the
paper. After destroying classical rationality search of a new rationality predetermines the aim of rear-
ticulation of old scheme. Philosophers don’t say about total refuse from the classical form of rational-
ity, but about its broadening and being supplemented. One of broadenings of rationality of reduction-
ism, the aim of which is to change the simple object of analysis with multiplicity of various
constructions. As a result holographic picture of the world appears hence understanding of the mean-
ing of rationality pulls out on the new stage. Such approach argues the multiplicity of anti-
reductionictic interpretations, based on the presentation of universum as complex supersystem. Plural-
ism of different types of rationality calls classical rationality into question and this category is being
transformed into vague idealization with object area. Interpretations of rationality varies from inter-
pretation as notion, having pseudo-objective, pseudo-methodological, pseudo-social senses towards
attempts to define rationality through new opposition: rational-historical, reason-pluralism of reasons
and so on. The idea of pluralism of reasons in philosophical schools “Weak Thought” is based upon
the opposition: reason-pluralism of reasons, transmitted the opposition between metaphysical pres-
ence of truth and discovering the practical character of national products. From the point of view of
J. Vattimo, discovering F. Nictzsche and M. Heidegger distinction, have been forgotten of philosophy,
can be estimated as the weakness of metaphysical understanding of being, as understanding of being
not as a stable structure, but as a chain of events. Common for both of these philosophers ontology of
decline doesn’t go out of the bounds of pure conceptuality, but at the same time this ontology passes
into the treatment of the conditions of existence in the world of technological culture. Increasing ten-
dency towards pluralistic interpretation of rationality in the process of construction of ontology of
multiplicity of the world picks out in the recent philosophical debates. The following dilemma ap-
peared in the process of typology of multi-rationality: 1) establishment of existing of sovereign types
or rationality; 2) estimation of different types of rationality as contradictal unity.

Issues on new type of humanism are concerned with critics of the negative results of scientific
progress. New trends of humanism: ecological humanism, democratic humanism, academic human-
ism, etc. represent the tendency of refusal from anthropocentric world view. New type of humanism
does not exist as ready decision of problems of human being, but rather new type of humanity repre-
sents the goal of anthropological development.

    Contemporary liberalism is concerned with new ideas, ideals, values. Some liberal philoso-
phers complain for the weakness of the state which looses competency legitimacy and power, the
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main features of a leading agent for international affairs. The state is replaced by a complex post-
international universum with diversity and mixed policy. The problems of global power and global
responsibility characterize post –international universum. The tern super power sounds archaic in the
global era, so this term should be actualized in the context of the concept of soft power. Theorists
discuss the change in nature of contemporary power: power transforms itself into net, tends to rhi-
zome rather than to hierarchy, it is created and supported not by violence, military power, economy,
but by people working and consuming in the global economy (C. Brown, G. Baudrillard, G. Lacan,
F. Guattari).

The change of the main values of European culture (rationality, humanity, liberalism), rises the
question about the nature of contemporary culture.

References

1. Fedotova, V.G. (1990) Fedotova V.G. Sotsial'noe znaniya: mezhdu naukoy i kul'turoy [Social
knowledge: between science and culture]. In: Panov M.I. (ed.) Nauka i tekhnologiya: me-
todologicheskie aspekty vzaimodeystviya [Science and technology: methodological aspects of interac-
tion]. Moscow: IFRAN. pp. 65–66.

2. Etzioni, A. (1986) Masshtabnaya povestka dnya. Perestraivaya Ameriku do XXI veka [Big
agenda. Rebuilding America before the 21st century]. In: Gurevich P.S. (ed.) Novaya tekhnok-
raticheskaya volna na Zapade [New technocratic wave in the West]. Moscow: Progress. pp. 293–316.

3. Moiseev, N.N. (1993) Mir XXI veka i khristianskaya traditsiya [The world of the 21st century
and the Christian tradition]. Voprosy filosofii. 8. pp. 3–17.

4. Avtomonova, N.S. (1988) Rassudok, razum, ratsional'nost' [Intellect, reason, rationality].
Moscow: Nauka.

5. Rosso, S. (1978) Postmodern Italian Notes on “Crisis of Reason”, “Weak Thought”, “The
name  of  the  Rose”.  In:  Calinescu,  M.  &  Fokkema,  D.  (eds) Exploring Postmodernism. Amsterdam
(Philadelphia): John Benjamin Publishing. pp. 84–86.

6. Bauman, Z. (1993) Filosofiya i postmodernistskaya sotsiologiya [Philosophy and postmodern
sociology]. Voprosy filosofii. 3. pp. 46–62.

7. Bartes, R. (1994) Izbrannye raboty. Semiotika. Poetika [Selected Works. Semiotics. Poetics].
Tranlsated from French. Moscow: Progress. pp. 384–392.

8. Fukuyama, F. (1990) Konets istorii [The end of history]. Voprosy filosofii. 3. pp. 134–148.
9. Korobeynikova, L.A. (2016) Globalizatsiya i dukhovnost'. Kriticheskoe osmyslenie sovremen-

nogo protsessa globalizatsii [Globalization and Spirituality. Critical Comprehension of the Modern
Process of Globalization]. Tomsk: Tomsk State University.




