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MILESTONES OF CIVILIZATIONAL DEVELOPMENT:
GLOBALIZATION AND DE-GLOBALIZATION OF CULTURE

The current stage of human growth, which is marked by instability, contradictions, and the nonlin-
earity of global processes, is examined in this article. The universalist concept of globalization, including
its cultural component, is in crisis due to the development of information and communication tech-
nologies, the escalation of tensions between rich and developing nations, and the growth of social and
geopolitical conflicts. In light of this, the idea of cultural de-globalization has become more popular as a
way to oppose unilateral cultural dominance and restore cultural subjectivity. The study’s goal is to pin-
point the key elements of cultural de-globalization and how it contributes to the evolution of the world
order. In addition to discussing strategies for the resuscitation of regional identities, national languages,
and symbolic systems, the study examines the historical development of the link between culture and
civilization. The work’s scholarly innovation is its conception of de-globalization as a positive trend that
fosters cultural heterogeneity. The findings’ relevance to the creation of cultural policies founded on
communication, inclusion, and respect for the variety of civilizational models demonstrates the study’s
practical significance.
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OpKeHHeTTIK AAMYAbIH, HeaecTepi:
MAEHMeTTIH XXahaHAaHybI XXoHe Ae-TA06aAM3auMSCDI

Makara >xahaHABIK MPOLECTEPAIH TYPaAKCbI3AbIFBIMEH, COMKECCI3AINIMEH >KOHE  CbI3bIKTbI
eMeCTIiriMeH cumnaTTaAaTblH aAaM AaMyblHbIH Kasipri Ke3eHiH 3epTTeyre apHaAfaH. AKMapaTTbiK-
KOMMYHMKALMSAABIK, TEXHOAOTMSAAQPAbIH AAMYbl, AAMblIFaH >XKoHe AAaMYLLbl EAAEP apacbliHAAFbl Kapama-
KaMLIbIABIKTbIH LUIMEAEHICYi, SAEYMETTIK XXOHE re0Casici LUMEAEHICTEPAIH ecyi )kxahaHAaHy AbIH omMbeban
MOAEAIHIH, OHbIH, ilUIHAE OHbIH MBAEHU BALLEMIHIH AQFAQPbICbIH TYAbIPpAbL. OCbIHbIH, asCbIHAQ MBAEHM
Ae-kahaHaaHy (beHoMeHi MoAeHWM CYObEeKTMBTIAIKTI KaAMblHa KeATipyre >koHe G6ip>KakTbl MOAEHM
YCTEMAIKTEH 6ac TapTyFa YMTbIAYAbIH Oip TYpi peTiHAE ©3eKTiAeHeAl. 3epTTeyAiH MakcaTbl — MOAEHN
Ae->kahaHAaHYAbIH MaHbI3AbI CUMMATTaMaAapblH >KOHE OHbIH >XKahaHAbIK, TOpPTINTi e3repTyAeri peAiH
aHbIKTay. MakaAapa MOAEHMET NeH epKEHMETTIH ©3apa 9peKeTTeCyiHiH TapMXM 3BOAIOLMSACHI TAAAAHAADI,
JKEePriAIKTI epeKklleAikTepre, YATTbIK, TIAAEPre, CUMBOAADIK XXYMeAepre opaAy TeTiKTepi cunaTTaAaAbl.
PKYMbICTbIH FBIAbIMM >KaHAAbIFbl A€->kahaHAaHY Abl MOAEHM MAIOPAAM3MAIT KAAbINTACTbIPYAbIH CbIHAAPAbI
npoueci peTiHAe TYCiHyAe >KaTblp. 3epTTeyAiH NPaKTMKAAbIK, MaHbI3AbIAbIFbl OHbIH HSOTUXKEAepiH
AMAAOTKA, MHKAIO3MBTIAIKKE )XOHE OPKEHNETTIK YATIAEPAIH aAyaH TYPAIAITiH KypMmeTTeyre GarbITTaAFaH
MOAEHM CascaTThbl KAAbINTACTbIPYAQ KOAAQHY MYMKIHAIFIHAE XKaTbIp.

Tyiin ce3aep: MoAeHMeT, epkeHuneT, >xahaHaaHy, Ae-kahaHaaHy, caoy-kahaHaaHy, meAeHW-
Tapuxu TUNTEP.
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Bexu uMBUAM3ALLMOHHOIO pa3BUTUS:
rao6aAmMsaums u Ae-TAo06aAM3aums KyAbTypbl

CraTbsl MOCBSILLEHA MCCAEAOBAHUIO COBPEMEHHOIMO 3Tara pa3BUTUS YeAOBEUYECTBA, XapaKTepu3yto-
LErocst HeCTabMAbLHOCTbIO, MPOTUBOPEUMBOCTbBIO M HEAUHEMHOCTbBIO FAOGaAbHBIX NPOLECccoB. Pa3suTue
MH(OPMaLMOHHO-KOMMYHUKALIMOHHBIX TEXHOAOIMiA, 060CTPEeHME MPOTUBOCTOSIHUS MEXAY PA3BUTbI-
MW 1 Pa3BMBAIOLMMMCS CTPAHAMM, POCT COLMAABHOIO M FeONOAUTUYECKOrO HanpsixkeHusi 06yCAOBM-
AV KPU3WC YHUBEPCAAUCTCKOM MOAEAM FTA0HAAM3ALIUM, BKAIOUAS €& KYAbTYpHOe n3meperre. Ha atom
doHe aKkTyaAnsupyetcsi (peHOMeH KYAbTYPHOI Ae-TA0GaAM3aLmMM Kak (hOpMa CTPEMAEHMUSI K BOCCTa-
HOBAEHMIO KYAbTYPHOIM CYObEKTHOCTM M OTKa3y OT OAHOCTOPOHHEro KYAbTYPHOrO AOMWMHMPOBAHMSL.
LleAb MccaeAOBaHUS — BbISIBAEHME CYLLIHOCTHBIX XapaKTePUCTUK KYAbTYPHOM Ae-rAobaAmsaumm u eé
poAM B TpaHcdopMaLmm rAo6aabHOro nopsiaka. B cratbe NnpoBeAEH aHaAM3 MCTOPUYECKOM 3BOAIOLIMM
B3aMMOAENCTBUS KYAbTYPbl M LIMBUAM3ALIMM, OMMCAHbl MEXaHM3Mbl BO3BpaTa K AOKaAbHbIM MAEHTUY-
HOCTSIM, HALMOHAABHbIM S13blKaM, CUMBOAMYECKMM cUCTeMaM. HayuHasi HoBM3HA paboTbl 3aKAlOYaeTCsl
B OCMbICAEHMU Ae-TAOBAAM3ALMM KAK KOHCTPYKTUBHOIO npouecca (popMMPOBaAHNS KYAbTYPHOTO MAIO-
paausMa. lNpakTryeckas 3HAYMMOCTb MCCAEAOBAHUS 3aKAOUYAETCS B MPUMEHUMOCTH €ro BbIBOAOB MpU
(hOpMMPOBaHMM KYABTYPHOI MOAMTUKM, OPUEHTUPOBAHHOM HA AMAAOT, UHKAIO3MBHOCTb U YBaXKEHUE K

MHOFOO6pa3VIlO LMBMAM3ALMOHHBIX MOAEAEN.

KAroueBble caoBa: KYAbTYpPa, UMBUAM3aALNA, r/\o6a/\|/|3aum|, Ae—r/\o6a/\|43auml, C/\oy6a/\m3au|49|,

KYAbTYPHO-MCTOPNYECKNE TUIbI.

Introduction

The link between culture and civilization has
been significantly altered by current globalization
processes, which have also brought forth a whole
new paradigm for comprehending human behavior.
The process of increasing interdependence between
nations and peoples, strengthening transnational
ties, erasing national and cultural barriers, interna-
tionalizing awareness, and uniting value systems
is known as globalization. In addition to creat-
ing chances for integration, this process also gives
rise to worries about the strengthening of cultural
homogenization, the loss of cultural diversity, the
formalization of identity, and the rise of a unipolar
civilizational growth model.

According to the Russian philosopher G. Lit-
vintseva (2011, p. 43-54), globalization has not
lived up to the aspirations of a large portion of the
world community; rather, it has sparked new kinds
of crises, including existential, axiological, and so-
cio-cultural ones. In the context of this new reality,
culture is no longer viewed as merely a component
of the superstructure of civilizations but rather as a
global phenomena that has lost its local specificity.
In a similar vein, civilization itself is increasingly
seen as a universal human phenomenon, leveling the
playing field between civilizations.

However, maintaining cultural identity is still
a pressing concern. Experience demonstrates that

many local cultures lose their uniqueness as a result
of global interaction, blending into prevailing civi-
lizational currents. However, in many instances, as
shown in nations like China, Japan, India, and many
others, old cultural models are steadily preserved
alongside continuous civilizational growth. The
coexistence of modernizing and traditionalist paths
within a single cultural-civilizational framework is
illustrated by these examples.

At this point, the question concerning how cul-
ture and civilization relate to one another becomes
crucial because only by combining them can the
problems of global capitalism be resolved and a new
global order founded on the values of communica-
tion, diversity, and spiritual interdependence be es-
tablished. In this situation, culture transforms into
an ideological trajectory that establishes the paths of
global development rather than just a set of symbols
or a way to express one’s individuality. This calls
for fair interactions between civilizations, preserv-
ing the globe against ideological and cultural spread,
and attempting to achieve a balance between inno-
vation and tradition, technical progress and spiritual
regeneration.

The advancement of modern civilization un-
doubtedly enhanced people’s quality of life, from
economic expansion to technological advancements
in artificial intelligence, information systems, and
healthcare. A sustainable and just global future is
impossible without culture, which is where the
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riches of humanistic meaning are concentrated.
Therefore, it becomes strategically necessary for all
of humanity to preserve cultural diversity in the con-
text of globalization.

Throughout the history of philosophical inquiry,
the phenomenon of civilization has frequently been
the focus of both integrative and classificatory ex-
amination. In the writings of O. Spengler (1993), A.
Toynbee (1934), P. Sorokin (1937), N. Danilevsky
(1895), S. Huntington (1994), and other scholars, the
subject of the link between culture and civilization
continues to be a basic methodological issue that
sparks heated discussions. Given the current state
of the globe, scholars must conceptualize civiliza-
tion as a dynamic, non-linear system marked by the
ongoing interaction of cultural and socio-political
models, rather than the traditional notion of civiliza-
tion as a stage of material advancement.

The 21st century’s civilizational processes dem-
onstrate a conflicting trend: on the one hand, trans-
national linkages are growing stronger, but on the
other, there is a noticeable shift away from global-
ization, especially in the cultural realm. A reversal
trend known as «cultural de-globalizationy is char-
acterized by a return to localized forms of cultural
identity, traditional traditions, and -civilizational
self-sufficiency, as well as a weakening of univer-
salist and unifying conceptions of cultural interac-
tion.

Methodology

This study’s methodology, which combines
civilizational, cultural, phenomenological, and
systems perspectives, allows for a comprehensive
examination of the mechanisms and nature of cul-
tural de-globalization in the modern world. The
civilizational method, which views civilization as a
cultural-historical system with a stable worldview,
value-based institutions, and an inherent logic of
growth, is the primary analytical instrument. This
framework analyzes how local and global civili-
zations have changed as a result of globalization
processes, as well as how these civilizations have
responded by undergoing cultural de-globalization.
This method makes it possible to see culture as an
equally important force influencing the course and
substance of civilizational evolution rather than as
a supporting component. A fundamental method-
ological foundation of this research is the cultural
approach, which is centered on the investigation of
culture as a carrier of identity, tradition, and sym-
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bolic significance. Based on the theories of cultur-
al pluralism and dialogism of cultures (C. Geertz
(1973), M. Bakhtin (1981), Y. Lotman (1990)), the
study investigates how local cultures resist cultural
pressure from around the world and why traditional
and ethnospecific forms are resurfacing in the con-
text of de-globalization trends. A foundation for
examining various forms of civilizational evolution
and models of cultural dynamics (such as Western
European, East Asian, and Islamic civilizations)
is provided by the author’s comparative-historical
method. Additionally, it enables the recognition of
both similar and unique characteristics in their reac-
tions to processes of globalization.

According to Elias (2001), the term «civiliza-
tion» encompasses a wide range of facts, including
the status of technology, manners, scientific ad-
vancements, religious beliefs, and customs. It could
relate to the way that men and women live together,
to the way that people are punished by the law, or to
the way that food is prepared. It encapsulates all that
sets current, «more primitive» societies apart from
ancient societies or from Western society of the past
two or three centuries. It is used to describe a num-
ber of significant and proudly Western aspects of
civilization, including its worldview, scientific un-
derstanding, etiquette, and technological advance-
ments.

S. Huntington (1994) defines civilization as a
system of cultures ordered in a hierarchical fashion
based on the commonality principle. «We can de-
fine civilization as the broadest level of human cul-
tural identity, as a cultural community of the highest
rank», he says. There are various levels of self-iden-
tification; for example, a person living in Rome may
identify as Roman, Italian, Catholic, Christian, Eu-
ropean, or Western. The broadest degree of commu-
nity that he identifies with is civilization. A civiliza-
tion is a distinct entity. Although they are genuine,
the lines separating them are rarely obvious. «The
differences between civilizations are not just real.
They are the most important», Huntington cautions.

«Civilization can be defined as a combination of
large social institutions and symbolic structures that
have come together as components of an integrated
empirically given education as a result of a long
historical development», argues V. Kavolis (2001).
When it comes to significant, or symbolically orga-
nized, organizations that go beyond local society or
particular cultures and encompass a certain «super-
culture», they can be regarded as the largest under-
standable units of study.
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The theory of cultural and historical kinds was
created by N. Y. Danilevsky (1895). Five laws of
these types’ operation are formulated by this theory:

«Law 1: Any tribe or family of peoples that
has a distinct language or a group of languages that
are close enough to one another to be felt directly,
without extensive philological research, consti-
tutes an original cultural and historical type, pro-
vided that it has already emerged from infancy and
is capable of historical development in its spiritual
inclinationsy.

Law 2. The political independence of its peo-
ples is a prerequisite for the emergence and growth
of a civilization exclusive to a particular cultural and
historical type.

Law 3: Peoples of one cultural and historical
type do not inherit the origins of a civilization from
those of another kind. With varying degrees of influ-
ence from alien, ancient, or contemporary civiliza-
tions, each variety develops it for itself.

Law 4. Civilization, which is unique to each
type of culture and history, only achieves complete-
ness, diversity, and richness when the ethnographic
components that comprise it are diverse and inde-
pendently form a federation or political system of
states.

Law 5. The course of development of cultural
and historical types is most closely similar to those
perennial single-fruited plants, in which the growth
period is indefinitely long, but the period of flower-
ing and fruiting is relatively short and depletes the
vitality once [and] forever».

Danilevsky views civilization as a type of in-
ternal content of a cultural and historical nature, as
the above illustrates. Stated differently, he believes
that civilization belongs to the cultural and historical
kind. On the other hand, culture (or several cultures)
is a component of a civilization, according to figures
like S. Huntington and V. Kavolis. Accordingly, the
latter writes: «Civilization can be defined as a com-
bination of large social institutions and symbolic
structures that have joined together as components
of an integrated empirically given education as a re-
sult of a long historical development. When it comes
to significant, or symbolically organized, organiza-
tions that go beyond local society or particular cul-
tures and encompass a certain «super-culture», they
can be regarded as the largest understandable units
of study» (Danilevsky, 1895).

N. Y. Danilevsky’s notion of cultural kinds
served as the foundation for O. Spengler’s theory
of closed cultures. There is proof that the French
version of his work introduced him to Danilevsky’s

theories. Author emphasized the third law of cultur-
al and historical kinds, which was central to Spen-
gler’s notion. «The entire history demonstrates that
civilization is not passed down from one cultural
and historical type to another; however, this does
not imply that they do not have any influence on one
another; only this influence is not transmission, and
the ways in which civilization spreads must be un-
derstood more precisely», author reiterated (Spen-
gler, 1993).

The current periodization of history in Western
European science, which emphasizes the Ancient
World, the Middle Ages, and the Modern Times,
is criticized by Oswald Spengler. For all of human-
ity, history is portrayed by this science as a single
process. Furthermore, Spengler claims that because
she is Eurocentric, she is utterly misguided. As he
writes: «I refer to this scheme, which is familiar to
modern Western Europeans, in which developed
cultures revolve around us as the imaginary center
of all world achievement, as the Ptolemaic system of
history. I consider it a Copernican discovery in the
field of history that in this book the old scheme is re-
placed by a system in which antiquity and the West,
along with India, Babylon, China, Egypt, Arab, and
Mexican culture, are separate worlds of formation
that have the same importance in the overall pic-
ture of history and frequently surpass antiquity in
the grandiosity of the spiritual concept, the power
of take-off, — they occupy an appropriate and not at
all privileged position» (Spengler, 1993). Spengler
contends that there is no one universal history of hu-
manity. With our historical awareness, we Western
Europeans are the exception rather than the rule, he
adds. «World history» represents our perception of
the globe, not «humanity». Perhaps there won’t be
a culture or a human type for whom world history
would be an equally potent awareness when West-
ern civilization eventually disappears, as there was
no vision of the developing globe for the Hindus and
Greeks (Spengler, 1993).

Spengler (1993) describes the real world as «a
veritable spectacle of many powerful culturesy.
Each of them is unique, self-contained, and has its
own art, music, mathematics, and so on. «The phe-
nomenon of other cultures speaks a different lan-
guage», the statement reads. For others, there are
other realities. «As long as we are talking about gen-
uine philosophy and not some academic nonsense
about forms of judgment or categories of feelings,
there are no eternal truthsy», notes Spengler (1993).
«Every philosophy is an expression of its own time,
and only its own, and there are no two such epochs
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that would have the same philosophical intentions»
(Spengler, 1993: 176).

N. A. Berdyaev (1939) concurs with Spengler
that culture tends to deteriorate as civilization suc-
ceeds. However, he declares right away that culture
does not vanish when civilization begins; rather,
it simply fades into the background and into the
depths. Furthermore, N. A. Berdyaev (1939) con-
tends that culture not only endures when civiliza-
tion begins to dominate, but also continues to exist
during that time. This is a distinct perspective from
Spengler’s: Spengler views culture and civilization
as stages; the second does not only follow the first
in terms of dominance; rather, she displaces it rather
than merely pushing it aside. It is impossible for civ-
ilization to exist without culture, and culture cannot
exist without civilization. However, this is not the
only way that Berdyaev deviates from Spengler’s
approach. He’s going on. And he has the chance
to advance because of the aforementioned clause.
He acknowledges that culture may have a different
viewpoint than transforming it into a civilization.
He states that there are other ways to move from
culture, which is the tragic antithesis of «lifey, to
the actual transformation of «lifey. Civilization is
not the only one. There is also the route of attain-
ing genuine existence, which is the path of religious
transformation of life. Additionally, it adds that the
history of humanity can be divided into four epochs
and four states: religious change, culture, civiliza-
tion, and barbarism. Since they represent distinct
trajectories of the human soul, these four states can
coexist and cannot be taken solely in a chronologi-
cal order (Berdyaev, 1939). However, one of these
circumstances predominates in a particular epoch.
Furthermore, civilizations are not seen by N. A.
Berdyaev as closed structures with no historical
continuity.

Discussion and results

We believe that globalization and de-
globalization are just the next stages of the
civilizational development of culture, which
demonstrate only the results of human achievements
in different spheres of life at the same time
complementing such concepts as “civilization”,
“progress”, “modernity”, “era”, “modernization”
from the point of view of theoretical completeness
of definitions and relevance. Despite its misleading
ease of usage, the term «globalization» is frequently
used to describe quite diverse and frequently
disparate events, and its definition is becoming even
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more ambiguous. We believe that the migration of
globalization from the East to the West and from
the South to the North is what makes the twenty-
first century unique. In contrast to more traditional
nations and cultures like China, India, and Turkey,
where the state and government as a whole have a
strong influence, this blurring of the lines between
cultures, states, and technological forms is what
has led to the creation of a global government with
European-style governing authority.

A new state of humanity, where individual human
motivation is observed, his self-determination in the
new conditions, was brought about by the expansion
of cultural contacts between peoples, which, on
the one hand, led to the borrowing of many traits,
traditional values, and cultural characteristics by
peoples. The term «globalization of culture», which
first appeared in science in the late 1980s, defined
the integration of national cultures into the global
system. However, there is a chance that traditional
cultures will be assimilated into more advanced
ones as a result of globalization processes. To put
it another way, the process of globalization ensures
the development of a common, global culture
centered on Western values by making it impossible
to realize large ideas without regional integration
or internationalization. This leads to the cultural
diversity of peoples. As cultural and historical
entities with their own mentalities and the ability to
maintain their identity in the face of globalization,
M. Malinovsky (2013) views globalization as «a
condition for the interaction and interpenetration of
local culturesy». «Cultural globalization is associated
with several achievements, such as new global
infrastructures of unprecedented scale, providing
greater opportunities for cultural elements to
penetrate across bordersy, according to D. Goldblatt,
E. McGrew, and J. Perraton (2004, p. 402-403), who
view globalization as a factor of progress.

However, opposing viewpoints, such as those
put forth by American scientist G. Schiller (1975,
p. 11), who coined the term «global capitalist
monoculturey, imply that the American model of
culture (civilization) is spreading throughout the
world as a distinct set of values, and they also imply
that the future of human civilization is less hopeful.
In the United States, the ideological defense of the
«American century» has gained traction. Zbigniew
Brzezinski (1997, p. 5), who advanced the idea
of the United States’ «sovereign hegemony» in
international affairs within the framework of
globalization, was the one who most candidly
reflected it. He is the owner of the United States’
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«natural doctrine of global hegemony». The United
States is «an indispensable nation», according
to M. Albright’s (2014) declaration at the time.
The argument that the United States is unique is
being made more and more often. The notion that
the «American gene» encompasses geographic,
economic, and ideological growth was developed
by Barack Obama, the 44th President of the United
States, and it still holds true for many people today.

Global culture is first and foremost a global
capitalist culture, according to a later essay by British
sociologist J. Tomlinson (2004) that described the
world’s civilizational processes. The global wealth
and political and economic clout of multinational
businesses serve as ideological forces that shape
global cultural reality and propagate the ideals of
the capitalist lifestyle, ultimately shaping global
culture. Since culture deals with a person’s and
society’s consciousness and way of life, Tomlinson
(2004) argues that if culture is viewed as a «way
of life», then it should be taken into account in the
context of globalization.

«Umwelt is a [shifting] world of everyday
life, which the individual carries with him from
situation to situation, although this art depends on
other people involved in confirming this the world
or its reproduction», writes renowned British
sociologist E. Giddens (1994, p. 107-134) in his
article «Fate. Risk and Security», highlighting how
man is always changing the world and how the
individual’s environment and condition are affected
by globalization processes.

«The homogenizing influence of ‘global culture’
causes, as a response, an increase in opposite trends
— an increase in interest in local identities: national
cultures, ethnic and religious characteristics», argue
Russian cultural scientists Z. Zhukotskaya and L.
Kovaleva (2011, p. 110-112). Along with additional
traits that help communities and particular groups
maintain their uniqueness». In this tendency,
scientists observe that communities want to show
their cultural distinctiveness, self-identify, and more
specifically, integrate their own ethnic traditional
values rather than global culture.

The world that man has made is an artificial one,
a system that can exist in three various states: stable,
mobilizing, and critical. The social order should be
the unchanging component of this system. It is still
impossible to predict what the social order is and
should be in the context of globalization, according
to Russian sociologist O. Yanitsky (2016, p. 6),
who contrasts the idea of environmentalism with
the global concept of the SBT system as the latest

conceptual idea, «to understand the society — nature
system (in this case, artificial nature) as a form of
total interactions, with the main focus being not only
on the broadest (all — encompassing) interpretation
of this concept, but also on specific forms of mutual
influence of social and natural processes and
despite the risks and dangers they generate». Even
though it defies capitalism’s logic, the agreement
of the opposing parties is what clearly proves its
existence. According to O. Yanitskiy (2018, p. 45),
«globalists will never be able to subjugate many
small and medium-sized communities and agents of
socio-economic activity, so even if we assume that
globalism as ideology and geopolitics will prevail
over all other types of human communities, this will
not solve the problemy.

The initial idea behind globalization was to
increase interstate collaboration in many areas of
human endeavor, including culture, and to promote
interdependencies and dependencies—all while
maintaining or promoting respect for national
cultures and interests. Smaller cultures have revived
national values that were previously neglected as a
result of the distortion of this process and the general
subordination of the national to the transnational. The
process of cultural de-globalization, which is fueled
more by political and civilizational considerations
than by economic ones, coincides with the collapse
of globalization, which is currently the subject
of much discussion among academics in Europe
and America. These same elements have fueled
developing economies’ increasing engagement
in forming a new global order and sociocultural
environment. Following S. Huntington’s concept of
the clash of civilizations, we can state the fact that
today the result of the information-cultural war has
been the emergence and popularization of elements of
deglobalization, which set the tone for socio-cultural
interaction. It is precisely now that the strengthening
of cultural boundaries is taking place, when local
cultural systems demonstrate social community and
systematicity in overcoming socio-cultural crises. S.
Huntington was confident that it was local cultures
that would become the main sources of socio-
cultural change, despite the fact that in the political
sphere the key initiators of conflicts would remain
nations and groups of certain civilizations. “It is my
hypothesis that the fundamental source of conflict
in this new world will not be primarily ideological
or primarily economic. The great divisions among
humankind and the dominating source of conflict
will be cultural” mentioned author of the work
“Clash of Civilizations” (1993).
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According to the Russian sociologist A.
Yakovenko (2017, p. 7): «The Euro-Atlantic
community has experienced true global competition
from other parts of the world, with their cultures
and civilizations, for the first time in the last two to
three centuries». Similar patterns are also noted by
American academics. Political scientist lan Bremmer
(2012), for example, emphasizes the deterioration
of Western institutions and the increasing power of
regional actors in his «G-Zero World» idea, which
results in polycentrism and cultural fragmentation.
According to economist Richard Baldwin (2016, p.
14), earlier models of international engagement are
being undermined by the creation and dismantling of
global value chains in the age of digitization, which
happen faster than cultural integration can develop.
He observes that «the trend flipped from 1990; in
just two decades, the rise of a century’s worth of
rich nations has been reversed». In his critique
of the «myth of total globalization», researcher
Pankaj Ghemawat (2011) highlights that most
cultural and economic linkages are still localized,
and that the importance of national identities and
cultural diversity is increasing in the post-global
era. «People, nations, and markets are now more
interconnected than ever thanks to globalization.
When we examine the data closely, we see a world
that is only slightly more interconnected than we
previously believed. Any business that disputes this
is courting failure, as over 90% of all phone calls,
web traffic, and investments are local», according
to Ghemawat (2011). According to analyst Fareed
Zakaria (2011), we are now seeing a «rise of the
rest» — a strengthening of the cultural agency of
formerly disadvantaged nations, which can now
provide alternative development models, values,
and visions of a just global order.

It is important to remember that the phenomena
of de-globalization has happened before: between
World Wars I and 11, global trade volumes decreased.
According to renowned economist J. Keynes (1919),
«projects and policies of militarism and imperialism,
racial and cultural rivalry, monopolies, restrictions
and exceptions» were the cause of this drop. It is
possible to understand cultural de-globalization as
a type of cultural ressentiment, which originated
in Friedrich Nietzsche’s (1887) writings and was
later refined by André Malraux (2006), and which
arose in response to the incredibly unequal nature
of international cultural interchange. Over a long
historical period, the more dominant civilizational
actors, mostly of Western origin, have exported
universalist models of consumption, lifestyles,
languages, political and legal systems, and
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cognitive frameworks under conditions of unequal
communicationandanimbalance of symbolic capital.
Local, non-industrial, postcolonial, and traditional
forms of cultural identity were marginalized as a
result of these models’ presentation as normative,
indisputable, and universally applicable to all of
humanity. Alongside the displacement of local
cultural codes, «peripheral» cultures also gradually
internalized a sense of inferiority, which has acted as
a trigger for the buildup of latent tension and general
dissatisfaction. In this situation, cultural resentment
is transformed into a structural form of resistance
rather than just being an expression of grievance or
jealousy. The next step is the mobilization of cultural
identity, the restoration of national languages,
artistic forms, mythical and historical narratives,
and suppressed and lost traditions.

The desire to «reclaim» cultural space is
becoming more and more institutionalized;
examples include the establishment of alternative
informational and cultural clusters, the rejection of
prevailing global exchange platforms, the resurgence
of ethnocentric practices, the strengthening of local
cultural industries, and cultural protectionism in
state policy. Cultural de-globalization, then, is a
type of re-politicization of cultural identity in the
postcolonial and postmodern setting, where culture
reasserts itself as a subject of political agency
and ideological expression rather than just being
an object of global consumption. This change in
cultural policy reflects a larger movement away
from the old paradigm of global universalism and
toward model-based multiplicity and civilizational
pluralism, which creates an atmosphere where each
cultural actor has the freedom to express themselves
in their own way, grow according to their own
terms, and actively contribute to the creation of a
new global order.

Developing nations have benefited from hyper
globalization and convergence for two golden
decades. However, de-globalization is currently
proceeding without facing much intellectual
opposition. The emergence of cultures that are
not based in any one place, such as subcultures,
and the growing interconnectivity of various local
cultures are the two main ways that world culture is
produced (Hannerz, 1990). Sociologist U. Hannerz
(1990) examines the problems of deterritorialization
and states that it is a process of going back to the
original model of development in which all nations
worldwide participate.

One of the top economists in the world, Professor
Pinelope Goldberg of Yale University (2023), shares
a similar opinion, arguing that it is too soon to discuss



T. Seryozhkina

de-globalization and characterizing the current state
of the world with the term «slowbalization» (Slow
— «slow» and «globalization» — «globalization»),
which logically followed hyperglobalization, a
recent development in the modern world.

Conclusion

This study aimed to conceptualize cultural
de-globalization as a reaction to the asymmetric
nature of cultural exchange under the dominance
of universalist Western models, and to identify
the key features of this phenomenon within
the framework of the global world order’s
transformation. The analysis’s findings show that
the world system, which was formerly based on a
unipolar model, has entered a phase of systemic
crisis during the last ten to fifteen years. This crisis
has been reflected in a shift toward multipolarity
and the escalation of cultural re-autonomization
processes. The rejection of globalist models is
only one aspect of this continuous change; another
is a thorough reexamination of the fundamental
ideas underlying social and cultural order. We are
seeing a return to old self-identification practices,
as well as the strengthening of national languages,
local cultural narratives, symbolic systems, and
cultural protectionism mechanisms, within this new
cultural dynamic. Following a path of simplified
economic reductionism, modern Western theorists
of post-industrial society, according to Kazakhstani
philosopher A.A. Khamidov (2015), continue to rely
on the tenets of Jean-Baptiste Say’s so-called «theory
of production factorsy, failing to acknowledge the
methodological contradictions in their conception
of the nature of labor, capital, and land. He stresses
how concepts like interest, rent, and wages lose their
objectivity as structural components of the current
economic system yet become phenomena devoid of
conceptual justification when removed from their
social and historical context.

Any social system change requires the previous
structures to be partially or completely dismantled
and new foundations to be established. A new
form emerges inside the framework of the old one
and first lives on the periphery—as a marginal and
secondary element—as stressed in the philosophical
and historical tradition. But as the new form
becomes more powerful, it makes its presence
known, frequently by opposing the status quo. The
fundamental tenets of the prior system are being
undermined throughout this transitional phase,
which begins with this battle. Once the new form

is completely established and any return to the prior
condition is impossible, the transitional phase ends.
However, traces of the previous system might still
be present in the new system’s structure, although as
incidental and non-essential elements.

Transitional eras of different sizes can be
identified in the dynamics of society. Without
upsetting the core tenets of the social order, minor
changes have an impact on particular institutions or
functional aspects of society. Major transitional eras,
on the other hand, include a drastic reevaluation of
the fundamental principles and conventions that
guide social relations, as well as a change in the very
universal underpinnings of society organization.

In light of the postmodern crisis of universalist
projects, cultural de-globalization can be seen
as a manifestation of the demand for cultural re-
autonomization. A search for new cultural points
of reference has been fueled by the modernization
impulse’s fatigue, growing disenchantment with
the liberal paradigm, and the impact of cultural
oversaturation brought on by digital and data
flows. The emergence of phenomena like «new
traditionalism», cultural protectionism, local
identity strengthening, ethnocentric narratives, and
the resurgence of national languages, rituals, and
symbolic forms are all examples of these processes.
In order to promote a more inclusive and multipolar
cultural order, these trends collectively point to the
increasing necessity to reevaluate cultural policy
and broaden the scope of actors involved in global
processes. De-globalization presents the possibility
of confirming new cultural subjectivities with the
capacity for independent expression and growth
in the context of a world that is becoming more
polycentric. Future research on the phenomenon
of de-globalization through the civilizational
approach holds promise for a more thorough
examination of the processes that give rise to new
cultural subjectivities, the function of information
technologies in maintaining local identities, and
the creation of fresh approaches to cultural policy
based on inclusivity, dialogical engagement, and the
mutual recognition principle.

Therefore, it is not appropriate to view
cultural  de-globalization as a categorical
rejection of globalization. Rather, it is a complex,
multidimensional response to the inherent cultural
expansionism, structural asymmetry, and one-
sidedness of the globalist worldview. Rather
than being a step backward, it is a reallocation of
meanings and values toward cultural heterogeneity
and civilizational multiplicity.
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