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THE HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL MONUMENT:
A MODERN INTERPRETATION OF THE TERM

The preservation of historical and cultural monuments as a unit of cultural heritage and as an under-
standing of the corresponding cultural phenomenon is one of the most pressing global problems in the
modern world. To obtain accurate scientific data on the scale of historical and cultural monuments, a
modern interpretation of this term is required. This article analyzes the genesis of the phenomenon, the
etymology of the term “historical monument”, the specifics of the evolutionary process in the framework
of historical milestones in the context of museum research, which emphasizes the modern concept. The
new formulation of the model of a monument of history and culture, which is one of the popular defini-
tions of the terminology of museum research, requires careful analysis to fully understand the quintes-
sence of this phenomenon. Extensive research in this area confirms that the definition of “monument
of history and culture” developed in a special way in the process of evolution. In this regard, the main
objectives of the study are the history of the origin of the definition, its etymology, various shades of its
meaning and features of the formulation. The main arguments of the modern essence of this phenom-
enon, according to the authors, begin with a terminological explanation of the word “monument”, which
forms the core of this term and is the aim of studying this article.

Key words: monument, cultural heritage, cultural value, museology, study of monuments.

SrBa3oBa J.

neAarorvka fFblIAbIMAAPbIHbIH KAaHAMAAThI, aoueHT, ACYKA,
AsepbanaykaH, baky k., e-mail: eyvazova.yagane@mail.ru

Tapuxmu-maaeHM eckepTkilu:
TEPMMHHIH, Ka3ipri 3amaHfbl TyCiHAipmeci

Tapuxu xKeHe MBAEHU ecKepTKiUTEPAI MBAEHU MypaHbliH, BipAIri peTiHAe cakTay Kasipri aAnemaeri
eH ©3eKkTi MaceAeAepAiH 6ipi GOAbIN TabblAaAbl. Tapyxy >KOHE MOAEHWM ECKEPTKILITED LUKAAAChI
GOMbIHLLA ADA FbIAbIMM AEPEKTEPAI aAy OCbl TEPMUHHIH 3amMaHaym TYCiHIriH TaAan eTeai. bya Makarasa
KYObIABICTbIH T€He3MCi TaAAaHaAbl; TEPMMHHIH 3TUMOAOTMSICbI; 3BOAIOLMSIABIK, YAEPICTIH Tapuxu
Ke3eHAep LeHBepiHAEeri, MypaXkanAbIK, 3epTTeyAep KOHTEKCIHAEri epekiieAiri, 6yA Kasipri 3amaHFbl
TY>KbIPbIMAAMaHbIH, MaHbI3ABIAbIFbIH KepceTeai. Mypaxkaii 3epTTey TepMUHOAOTUSICbIHBIH, TaHbIMaA
aHbIKTamaAapbiHbiH, 6ipi GOAbIM TabblAATbIH TapMX MEH MOAEHMET eCKepTKIlLi YATiCiH Kasipri 3amaHra
can KaAbINTaCTbIPy OCbl KYObIAbICTbIH, KBUHT3CCEHLMSACHIH TOAbIK, TYCIHY YLLiH MYKMST TaAAQYAbl TaAan
eteai. Ocbl canaparbl ayKbIMAbl 3€pTTEYAED «TapUXM >KOHE MOAEHM eCKepPTKIlTiH» aHbIKTamachl
3BOAIOLIMS TMPOLECIHAE epeklle TYPAE AaMbIFaHbIH pacTanAbl. 3epTTeyAiH Herisri makcartapbl -
aHbIK TaMaHbIH narnAa 60AY Tapuxbl, OHbIH, 3TUMOAOTMSCbl, 8P TYPAI PEHKTEPI >KOHE OHbIH epeKLLIeAIKTep.
Ocbl KYObIABICTbIH, Kasipri 3amaHfbl MOH-MaFbIHACbIHbIH HEri3ri ASAEAAEPI OCbl TEPMMHHIH HerisiH
KYPaMTbIH «€CKePTKIill» CO3IHIH TEPMMHOAOTUSIABIK, TYCiHIKTEMECIHEH 6acTaAaAbl.

Ty#iH ce3aep: eckepTKill, MOAEHM Mypa, MOAEHW KYHABIAbIK, Mypaykal, ecKepTKiluTepAi 3epTTey.
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KaHAMAQT neaarormyeckux Hayk, aoueHT, ACYKA,
AzepbaiiakaH, r. baky, e-mail: eyvazova.yagane@mail.ru
MNcTOPUKO-KYABTYPHDII NaMATHHUK:
COBpeMeHHasi MHTeprnpeTauus TepMHUHa

CoxpaHeHre MaMSTHUMKOB MCTOPUM M KYABTYPbl KaK €AMHMLbI KYABTYPHOrO HACAeAMSt M Kak
MOHMMaHWe COOTBETCTBYIOLLEro KYAbTYPHOro (DeHOMeHa SBASEeTCS OAHOM M3 CaMblX aKTyaAbHbIX
rAO6AbHbBIX MPOBAEM B COBPEMEHHOM MMPe. AASI MOAYUEHUS TOUHbIX HayUYHbIX A@HHbIX O MacluTabax
NaMSITHUKOB UCTOPUM U KYABTYpPbl TpEOYeTCs COBpeMeHHasi MHTeprpeTaums 3Toro TepMuHa. B AaHHoi
CTaTbe aHAAM3MPYETCS TeHe3UC SBAEHWS, STUMOAOTMS TEPMMHA «MaMSTHWK MUCTOpUM», crieumdurka
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3BOAIOLIMOHHOIO TMpoLecca B pamKax MCTOPUYECKMX BeX B KOHTEKCTe My3eiHbIX MCCAeAOBaHWI,
UYTO MOAYEPKMBAET COBPEMEHHYI0 KoHLenumio. HoBas (hopMyArMpoBKa MOAEAM MAMSTHMKA MCTOPUU
M KYABTYPbl, KOTOpasl SIBASIETCS OAHWM M3 MOMYASPHbIX OMNPEAEAEHU TEPMMHOAOTMU My3eMHbIX
UCCAEAOBaAHWI, TPEOYET TLIATEABHOIO aHAAM3A AASI TOAHOMO MOHMMAHWS KBUHTICCEHLIMU STOTO IBAEHMSI.
OO6LMPHbIE UCCAEAOBaHMS B 3TOM 0BAACTM MOATBEPXKAQIOT, UTO OMPEAEAEHME «MAMATHUK UCTOPUM U
KYABTYpbl» Pa3BMBAAOCh 0COObIM 06PA30M B MPOLIECCE IBOAIOLMMN. B CBSA3M C 3TUM, OCHOBHbBIMM LIEASIMM
MCCAEAOBaHMS IBASIIOTCS MCTOPUS MPOUCXOXKAEHNS ONPEAEAEHNS, €r0 ITUMOAOT S, Pa3AMYUHbIE OTTEHKM
€ro 3HauyeHus 1 0co6eHHOCTH (hOPMYAUPOBKM. OCHOBHbIE apryMeHTbl COBPEMEHHOW CYLIIHOCTU 3TOrO
SIBAEHMSI, MO MHEHUIO aBTOPOB, HAUMHAIOTCS C TEPMUHOAOIMUYECKOTO OOBICHEHMSI CAOBA «MAMSITHMK»,
KOTOpOEe COCTaBASIET SAPO 3TOFO TEPMUHA U SBASIETCSI LLIEAbIO M3YUEHMS 3TOM CTaTbM.

KAtoueBble cAOBa: MaMSTHUK, KYABTYPHOE HaCAeAMe, KYAbTYpHasl LEHHOCTb, My3eeBeAeHMe,

n3yyeHne NnaMaTHMUKOB.

Introduction

The term ‘monument’ has long since become an
everyday word in Europe and has been adequately
reflected in legislation, academic literature and the
museum experience. There are around seventy legal
acts that regulate the protection and preservation of
historical and cultural monuments in the European
Union and Council of Europe.

The International Council on Monuments and
Sites (ICOMOS) signed a statute at its 5" General
Assembly. As written in section of Article 3 of the
Statute, Definitions:

The term ‘monument’ shall include all structures
(together with their settings and pertinent fixtures
and contents) which are of value from a historical,
artistic, architectural, scientific or ethnological
point of view. This definition shall include works
of monumental sculpture and painting, elements or
structures of an archaeological nature, inscriptions,
cave dwellings and all combinations of such
features. (International Council on Monuments and
Sites, 2014:20)

Analysis of the etymology of the terms for
‘monument’ in different languages proves that they
all derive from the same source — ‘memory’. The fact
that this term is expressed by the words pamyatnik
in Russian (the root of the word is pamyat, which
means ‘memory’, ‘remembrance’); monument in
European languages (from the Latin word moneo,
which means ‘I remind’, ‘I recall’) and finally anit
in Ottoman Turkish (which means ‘to remember’)
proves that this idea is directly connected to
memory. But it also allows us to believe that it has
evolved from its original essence to a term with new
meaning.

Researchers T.M. Mironova (Mironova,
2000:77) and G.V.Lebedova also highlight the
memory’s role in the creation of meaning during
the formation of the perception of ‘monument’.
The etymology of the Azerbaijani word abide
originates with the Arabic word abid, which means

‘one who prays’, ‘one who has faith’ (http://art-
con.ru/node/847). A question arises: what caused
the word abid to become abide, which was then
translated as pamyatnik and ‘monument’, which are
completely different in meaning? In other languages
the etymology of ‘monument’ relates to ‘memory’.
So why is it connected to religious belief in our
mother tongue? Meanwhile in modern Arabic what
we call abide (statue, monument) is referred to as
nusb, not abid. In checking abide in encyclopaedias,
we did not encounter references to religious belief
in describing the meaning of the word (with the
exception of memorial gravestones, tombs etc!).
In researching the bonds connecting abid with the
concept of ‘memory’, let us consider the substance
of the activity of the abid as one who prays. We can
state that for any believer the most important form
of practise of their faith is praying. And the most
important rule of prayer is remembrance of God.
Since the earliest of times, remembrance has been
one of the procedural acts of belief in the prayer of a
believer in all religions.

Discussion: According to the argument pro-
pounded by the theory of cultural perpetuation that
has become a part of the history of culture studies,
perpetuation has always been of essence in the crea-
tion of monuments (abide). Sigmund Freud, noting
the significance of this argument, wrote:

The memorials and monuments, with which
we adorn our great cities, are memory symbols
(Schmidt, 1976a:11).

As time passes people begin to appreciate me-
morials as sacred places and to create an affective
bond with them. The conception not only of abide
(memorial), but also of pamyatnik and ‘monument’
in a narrow context, as examples of sculpture and ar-
chitecture, is also very often linked to this argument.
This indicates that the primary status of abide was at
an everday mundane level. If in our everyday con-
versations we refer to any mid-level architectural
bulding or piece of sculpture as abide (monument),
then the concept is at a mundane level. However,
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a new-level conception of ‘monument’ was formed
within the concept of the passage of time, wherein
‘memory’ played was the main creator of meaning.
As historical memory became a source of informa-
tion represented by monuments, the monument took
anew direction, from the everyday to having official
status within society. From then on the monument
(as a created work) ceased to be regarded merely as
a work created by one person or group, or a natural
monument existing independently of human effort,
but as a paradigm of a social phenomenon that has
informational potential. By defining ‘monument’ as
a “data carrier of social significance” in the Diction-
ary of Museum Terminology, the modern status of
‘monument’ in society began to be defined by its of-
ficial status (http://www.museum.ru/rme/dictionary.
asp?117). “Monuments are phenomena that preserve
social memory”, “Monuments are the confidants of
history!” are two of the most widespread scientific
expressions of our times.

Research reveals the dynamics of the modern
perception of the term ‘monument’ in the differ-
ent expressions at different stages of history: in the
early 20™ century this phenomenon was called, the
‘revolutionary monument’ (the October Revolution
in Russia), after the 1930s ‘historical monument’,
from 1948-1960s the ‘cultural monument’. The term
‘historical and cultural monument’ was established
for the first time in the 1965 law on the establish-
ment of the All-Russian Society for the Preservation
of Historical and Cultural Monuments. It became
law in the the RSFSR in 1978 as the “On the Protec-
tion and Use of Monuments of History and Culture”.
This law defined ‘monument’ as follows:

Monuments of history and culture include build-
ings and objects of tangible and intangible creative
work of historical, scientific, artistic or other cul-
tural value connected to historical events in the life
of a nation, society or country.

The famous monumentalist A.M.Kulemzin de-
scribed the historical and cultural monument as fol-
lows in his research paper, “The Protection of Mon-
uments in Russia as a Historical-Cultural Event™:

Historical and cultural monuments are objects
that have appeared as a result of historical and cul-
tural events or those that concentrate traces of influ-
ence and true knowledge, being either historical or
aesthetic information (Klebanov, 2012).

The term monument of history and culture is a
highly advantageous expression in seeking to grasp
the depth of the essence of this phenomenon. How-
ever, it would be incorrect to assume that all coun-
tries use it as a rule in their legislations. For exam-
ple, in legislation in Russia, where the science of
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monument studies was established, the expression
used is objects of cultural heritage, in the USA and
France historical monuments, in ltaly cultural val-
ues, in Norway and Greece cultural heritage and it
is simply monument in Poland. The objects have the
same meaning. However, such variety of descrip-
tion means that there is an urgent need to describe
them by one universal term. The absence of a com-
mon denomination here is seen as lack of interest by
international organizations connected to UNESCO.
We should note that terms such as monument, cul-
tural heritage, and cultural value are more common
than the expression monuments of history and cul-
ture in UNESCO documentation. Priorities in the
protection of cultural and natural heritage, by now
a global problem, include an urgent once-and-for-all
resolution of this issue.

Apart from natural monuments (with the
exception of the anthropogenic factor!), the
transformation of objects of outstanding potential
value in any area of human creativity or social life
to the status of monuments of history and culture
may be considered an objective process. Thus in
law the status of monument of history and culture
is bestowed upon objects of historical-cultural and
even natural heritage that are of special value to
society. Both contexts of the term monument lie
within the scope of museum studies. However,
legal status is of greater importance. The legal
status of monuments of history and culture relates
to the means by which they are protected. We note
that researchers who study the legal aspects of
monument protection, such as M.M.Boguslavsky
(Boguslavsky, 2005), I.LE.Martinenko (Martinenko,
2005a), L.R.Klebanov (Key Terms of Museum
Studies, 2010), A.B.Shukhobodsky (Schmidt,
1976b), A.P.Sergeyeva (Sergeyeva, 1990), and
others, all insist on a thesis for a special protection
regime for objects categorised monuments of history
and culture. The researcher L.R.Klebanov wrote:
Monuments of history and culture, considering their
special cultural importance, are the cultural values
that are included in state registration (inclusion in a
special list or catalogued registry) based on expert
evaluation from government (Key Terms of Museum
Studies, 2010a:23). The same thesis is proposed by
[.LE.Martinenko: Monuments are cultural values that
are included in state protection by state registration
and under a special regime of protection and use
(Martinenko, 2005b: 13).

These theses represent the new context for the
definition of monuments. Previously, all those who
studied monuments of history and culture in the
context of philosophy, culture studies, art studies



Eyvazova Y.M.

and sociology, concentrated on the argument
concerning the historical and cultural information
they represented. Arising from this perception of
value and relevance to society, P.Boyarsky and
A.Dyachkov founded the discipline of monument
studies in Russia in the late 1980s. They went further
than just the perception of monuments at a social
level, approaching them as the tangible social wealth
that was in crucial need of discovery and protection.
The idea of monument studies emerged long
before the science. The elemental and spontaneous
perception of the social significance of monuments
and the need to protect them developed out of
practice. Researchers studying history with respect to
objects as information bearers proved scientifically
the mutual relation between historical processes and
monuments. That is precisely why those researchers
not only discovered monuments, but also raised
the question of their protection. P.V.Boyarsky, the
founder of monument studies, defines monuments of
history and culture thus: Monuments of history and
culture are the total collection of tangible objects
and monuments (remembrance sites) that make

up relative concatenation and reflect all aspects
of historical development of human society in the
biosphere system (Boyarsky, 1986:127).

A.N.Dyachkov revealed all the significant
features of monuments of history and culture.
Insisting that ‘monument’ is a source of historical-
cultural information, the author noted that this
relates to a society’s approach towards the historical-
cultural object: Would it not be correct to search for
a definition of the monument phenomenon in the
historical-cultural value of an object that makes it
a monument?

Only the historical-cultural objects that are
recognised by the society gain the status of a
monument and either the play the role of monuments
or fulfil the functions of monuments. Proceeding from
this assumption, Dyachkov gives his own definition
of a monument of history and culture: 4 monument
of history and culture is a function of the elements
of the objective world of culture selected for its
transfer of cultural and technological traditions of
public interest and significance from the past into
the future (Dyachkov, 1987:43).

Cultural Heritage

Tangible
Heritage
Immovable Movable tangible
tangible heritage

heritage X/

Objects representing
all types of culture
that are immovable
(architecture, urban

development,
archaeological zone,
monumental
sculpture, cultural
landscape, important
sites etc.)

Objects representing all
types of culture that are
movable (archaeological
artefacts, paintings,
objects of decorative-
applied arts, books,
archival documents,
military, household,
industrial, technical
appliances

Intangible
Heritage

Knowledge and skills representing
traditions, customs, holidays, knowledge
and traditional trades and arts, language,

folklore, music, games, mythology, dance,
expressive arts, acting, singing,

craftsmanship and trades, traditional forms

of communication, signs, symbols, cinema

Figure 1 — Dichotomic classification of cultural heritage

This definition highlights the feature of
monuments of history and culture that creates a
relationship between the past and the future and hints
at their informational, semiotic and communicative

aspects. These definitions, based purely on the
principles of monument studies, clarify the social
significance of monuments of history and culture.
Monument studies is a discipline dedicated to
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knowledge of monuments of history and culture.
This discipline studies those monuments as a special
kind of cultural-historical and natural heritage. The
main criterion for bestowing the status of monument
of history and culture is for the object to be of
special value. This implies the need to consider the
comparative correlation of cultural heritage and
monument of history and culture. The interpretation
and analysis of these phenomena are of objective
significance in the development of conceptions
of ‘monument’. Researcher I.E.Martinenko also
believes that it is vital to analyse ‘monument’ within
the correlation of cultural heritage and cultural
values (Martinenko, 2005¢:13). These phenomena
although they are from the same source and bear
relative features, nevertheless are not identical
in essence. It is absolutely crucial to research the
relation between these phenomena. In his research
in, The Status of Monuments of History and Culture
in Modern Russia, B. Shukhobodsky proposes that

heritage, cultural value and monument have acquired
their hierarchic status as a result of differential
transformation (Shukhobodsky, 2012:12). He
says that cultural heritage occupies the primary
level in this hierarchic system. We support this
thesis because cultural heritage is an aggregate
of wider scope than monument of history and
culture. It is important to keep in mind that cultural
heritage itself (or cultural-historical heritage)
derives from the general heritage. Heritage is
broader in meaning and is the vast total of the
culture acquired through inheritance and passed
down the generations. Heritage is defined in the
following manner in the Dictionary of Key Terms
of Museology: Heritage should be understood as
all tangible and intangible objects and groups of
objects that are known as historical memory and
proof according to its value and which can be
preserved and collected (Key Terms of Museum
Studies, 2010b).

eritage

Heritage

v

National
heritage

J

Natural
heritage

~

World heritage

\

Cultural
heritage

Figure 2 — The structure of heritage

The charts reflecting the structural classification
of cultural heritage allow us to imagine that cultural
heritage is a phenomenon of colourfully diverse
composition. This composition also indicates that
cultural heritage has dichotomic qualities: tangible,
movable and immovable and intangible. This, in
turn, questions the scientific-methodological, even
the practical essence, of the thesis of the majority
of monumentalists (P.Boyarsky, A.Dyachkov,
A.Kulemzin, A.Griffen) on the transformation of
only tangible and immovable values into the status
of monument of history and culture. If the basis for
bestowing the status of a monument of history and
culture is heritage (cultural-historical, natural), then
it would be objective to include not only tangible
and immovable values, but also intangible and
movable heritage. Thus there is no scientific falsity
in recognising any component of heritage (cultural,
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natural) with rich potential as having the status of
monument of history and culture. As monument
studies selects historical and cultural monuments
of all categories (tangible and intangible, movable
and immovable) as objects of research, it might
provide for its future development as a fundamental
scientific discipline. The object’s value potential
rather than any dichotomous feature should be the
main criteria for the status of historical and cultural
monument. This argument is held unanimously in
the theses of all researchers who study the status
context of a monument. All researchers study
the phenomenon in the context of historical and
cultural importance. No object can be transformed
into a monument of history and culture if its value
has not been decided. In museum studies, in which
thehistorical and cultural monument is the object of
research, museality is accepted as an equivalent of an
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object’s value potential. The museality of an object
is defined according to the object’s value potential.
Museality is a term that has recently entered modern
museum terminology. Czech museologist Zbynek
Stransky’s concept of the development of a museum
approach towards events has been greatly influential
in propelling this term into scientific circulation.
Stransky’s concept was expressed in his research
paper “The Nature of Museology”, published in
Brno in 1974. Criteria such as semantic, axiologiness
and informativeness are of great significance in the
origins of a museal approach to the environment. The
Czech museologist sees the properties of tangible and
intangible objects in an environment that can create
“museum interest” in people as the first phase of
the “museum approach”. Museum demand, museum
interest, museum value — all are primary elements of
the museum approach. This author defined for the
first time the morphology of museality, which now
circulates in theoretical museology, based on such
fundamental terms as museum demand and museum
value. Zbynek Stransky based his considerations
on an understanding of the value an object carries
in selecting and documenting museum-significant
events and processes (Stransky, 1981). Thus the
research included the term museum into museal
space context and prefers “a museum without walls”
to “museum institute”. This idea is the essence of
the concept ‘Imaginary Museum’ formed by Andre
Malraux, French Minister of Culture of France.
Malraux regards the imaginary museum as the
last phase of the metamorphosis created by the ‘real’
museum (Kalugina, 1987:159). He stressed that
technological capacity, for example photography,

is a great tool in creating this boundlessness. A
photographic reflection of a piece of art inside or
outside a museum, he said, or a film made by a great
actor, or the recorded voice of a singer, are also
examples of an “imaginary museum”. Thus Andre
Malraux too replaced the traditional (in our world
it may even be called a stereotype!) opinion to keep
museality within the borders of museums with a
new post-modernist metamorphosis.

Conclusion

This concept and its idea of a “museum without
walls” is of decisive significance in placing the
monument of history and culture, the object of the
present paper, as a museal phenomenon and in
taking a broad perception of its scope. It means that
any object (tangible or intangible) may logically
and imminently be transformed into a monument
of history and culture on condition that it possesses
the value potential deemed necessary for this status.
The fact that the value potential of the object is the
essence of an approach to the “history of history
and culture”, the main object of research in both
monument studies and museology, in evaluating
status is thus proved. “Value potential” is the fact
that an object simultaneously manifests several value
criteria. Thus the analysis proves that a monument
of history and culture is a specialised category.
The main factor that accords such specialisation
is the level of value potential possessed by the
cultural heritage object of that status. This is the
main argument of those who present a monument of
history and culture as a legal status.
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