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Abstract. In the proposed publication the processes of restoring the historical consciousness of the nation in the context of social 
and cultural changes of the 1990s-2000s study are researched, as well as the reception of Ukrainian historical memory in contem-
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Problem statement. Since 1991 an active process of re-
thinking the issues of local history during the Soviet times 
has launched in Ukraine. One of the initiators of an objec-
tive study of the events of the time was Ukrainian Institute 
of National Remembrance, founded in 2005 as a “special-
ly authorized body for the restoration and preservation 
of the national memory of the Ukrainian people”. The institu-
tion does not only raise and solve complex issues of Ukrainian 
history but also professionally responds to the events taking 
place in the country. Historical memory is one of the mea-
surements of individual and social memory; it is memory 
of the historical past, or, more precisely, its symbolic repre-
sentation. Collective memory record of the events in the form 
of various cultural stereotypes, symbols, myths act like the in-
terpretive models allows a person to find the way out in spe-
cific situations [14, p. 23–24]. However, the thinking of one 
person is a priori concrete and personal and such percep-
tion of events may not always be objective. This context is 
formed not only by state propaganda (absent in Ukraine 
during the last twenty-five years) but also through artistic vi-
sions, embodied, among others, in monumental sculptures.

The definition of a “monument” (from the word 
“memory”) refers to the works of monumental sculpture 
with prevailing memorial function. The memory reflected 
in the monuments is bound to be connected with the histo-
ry of the country, reflecting its social, cultural and political 
realities. The creation of the monuments is usually funded 
by the state, thus, in a certain way imposing themes and plots, 

“necessary” in specific social and cultural conditions. 
In Ukraine, historical memory of the nation began to emerge 
since the early 1990s. During the Soviet times the official—
distorted—interpretation of the memory of the Ukrainians 
was formed, legitimizing the “slavic unity” instead of true his-
tory of Ukrainian lands.

Analysis of recent research works and publications. 
Understanding the reception of Ukrainian historical memory 
in the monumental forms of the 1990s and 2000s is a typical 
example of the general tendencies that, according to a num-
ber of the researchers, generally determine the national art 
discourse. Analysis of the development of sculptural creativ-
ity, except of a few studies, remains fragmentary and not too 
systematic. Most researchers are interested in studying exper-
iments of a certain artist or, at best, the problems of the re-
gional schools’ and directions’ development. The theoret-
ical basis of work was the extensive research and publica-
tions by well-known scholars, who studied Ukrainian his-
tory and history of culture: P. Nora [10], J. Rüzen [15], 
Yu. Shevelev [19], N. Yakovenko [22], G. Pivtorak [12], 
V. Boiko [2], Y. Hrytsak [4], P. Shtepa [20], etc.

Objectives of this publication are to understand 
the processes of restoring the historical consciousness 
of the nation in the context of social and cultural changes 
of the 1990s and 2000s and to study the reception of Ukrai
nian historical memory in contemporary monumental forms.

Presentation of the main research material. 
The development of sovereign Ukraine has inspired re-
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thinking of the events of national history through the na-
tion-building. Awareness of historical identity has become 
an urgent requirement of the time for society. To solve this 
problem, the national historical science needed new land-
marks, sought out in “linguistic forms of historical narra-
tion”, “‘designing’ of meaningful and significant stories from 
the relics of the past as a kind of cultural propulsion” [15, 
p. 10]. At the same time, the Soviet interpretation of the his-
tory of Ukraine should be understood as an inalienable fact 
of history itself. According to the German historian and cul-
tural theorist J. Rüzen, “if we take both sides into account 
and clearly identify their internal interrelations, all the com-
plexity of history, its aesthetic and cognitive nature will be 
revealed” [15, p. 12].

In 1991, the Canadian historian of Ukrainian or-
igin O. Subtelnyi described the situational aspiration 
of the Ukrainians for the knowledge of “true” history with 
the following passage, “The people acutely felt the conse-
quences of Stalinism carried out by the three generations 
of deformed historical consciousness and wanted to put 
up with it no more” [17, p. 5]. This was proved by the awak-
ening of the national pride in 1990s, which the linguist 
Y. Shevelev defined in the middle of the 20th century 
as “the root and foundation of everything.” In his opin-
ion, “disbelief in their forces means a lack of national pride. 
Disbelief in the ability of the Ukrainian state is a lack of na-
tional pride. The idea that Shevchenko is, of course, a great 
poet, but Pushkin or Mitskevich are greater, is a lack of na-
tional pride” [19, p. 63]. At the end of the 20th century, it was 
the national pride that prompted Ukrainian nation to build 
not only its own state, but also to desoctruct the impover-
ished “imperial thinking” of history. Thus, one of the renewed 
tasks of modern monumental art is the visualization of na-
tional pride that inspired the formation of historical memory.

However, if history finally started giving appropriate 
assessments to individual pages of Ukrainian history, mon-
umental art could not immediately respond to changes 
of historical paradigm. Contemporary monumental sculp-
ture should represent Ukrainian history of scientific contem-
porary paradigms, modern chronological and cultural bound-
aries. However, an artwork cannot be a “document”, since it 
is designed not only to cause emotion, but also to become 
a factor of political process.

Since the 1990s, new tasks have been assigned 
to the monumental sculpture of Ukraine, the main one being 
rejection of the figurative-thematic canvasses, structural-com-
positional schemes, communicative levels of the Soviet 
period, since “the upbringing of a population capable 
of contemplating the past only in the concepts of nostal-
gia and patriotism helps to preserve political humility” [1, 
p. 245]. According to the British cultural historian P. Berk, 
“a new history is a story written in conscious confronta-
tion with the traditional (in our understanding—the Soviet 
one—Our emphasis—A.G.) ‘paradigm’ … we could also call 
this [new] paradigm as the view of ‘common sense’ on histo-
ry, not speaking of its high appreciation, and in order to em-
phasize that it was often—too often—considered as the on-

ly way to construct history and not as one of many possible 
approaches to the past” [1, p. 15].

The formation of a new paradigm of Ukrainian history 
is associated with the names of M. Hrushevsky, N. Polonska-
Vasylenko, D. Yavornytsky and those who named the Kyiv 
State as “the first state in Ukraine” [8, p. 9]. The geograph-
ical boundaries and the interpretation of historical names 
(due to the constant interference of various political forces) 
on the turn of the 19th century were not yet identical; how-
ever, their research was a groundbreaking amount of theo-
retical knowledge, on which the modern knowledge about 
the Kyiv princely state grew. They devoted a significant place 
to the chronicle of memory (“as a system of history that 
is so complete that no other nation can boast such a trea-
sure!” [10]), for which, according to the French historian, 
the author of the concept of “places of memory” P. Nora—
the best story is the return to ancient chroniclers which “na-
ive evidence” to a certain extent. According to his colleague 
and compatriot, O. Thierry, names such chronicles of mem-
ory “a direct reflection of the past that made us, our habits, 
customs and civilization” [23; 10, p. 134]. Of course, the tes-
timony of the chroniclers is not a complete source of informa-
tion, and therefore it does not always reflect the general pic-
ture of reality. Nevertheless, chronicles are capable of turning 
memory into deliberately forgotten and rejected.

In the Russian Empire, Ukrainian history was interpret-
ed as a part of the history of Greater Russia. For persuasive-
ness, Russian historians of the 19th century invented the term 
“Kievan Rus”, which sought to refute the Ukrainian historians 
of the early twentieth century. In particular, M. Hrushevsky, 
a leading figure in the national, cultural, and state reviv-
al of Ukraine at the turn of the 19th century, at the begin-
ning of the 20th century pointed out that “The land (one 
way over the Black Sea, the other—up to the Caucasus, 
above the Kuban, in the third over the Pripyat and Bug riv-
ers and the Carpathian Mountains, beyond the Russian bor-
der) now we call Ukraine, and the people are the Ukrainians. 
In ancient times it was called ‘Rus’, and the people—
the Rusyns; and still our name is mostly our people in Galicia 
and in Hungary—Rusyns, Rusnaks. Rus also covered those 
territories that are around Moscow, those people who are 
called by us ‘Moscals’, or ‘katsapy’, and ‘Bela Rus’, or Litvyny, 
as we have their name. Further, for identification, our ter-
ritories started to be called ‘Little Rus’, or ‘Little Russia’, 
and the Moscow lands were ‘Great Russia’, and we were 
‘Little Russians’, but our people did not accept that name. 
The Moscals called our people ‘khakhly’ because our peo-
ple wore bangs on their heads, while the Moscals called that 
‘khakhol’, but this was only the nickname, not the name, 
as other people called Moscovites ‘katsapy’. But now 
the same name for the whole our country and our entire na-
tion has come to pass—Ukraine, Ukrainians: that is how 
our people are called in Kyiv, in Kharkiv, Poltava, Odessa 
or Galicia” [5, p. 3–4]. As Hrushevsky’s “broad thinking” tes-
tifies the unity of the Ukrainian lands (the territory of mod-
ern Ukraine): from the West, East and South, he also names 
the state of princely age with a center in Kyiv as Ukraine–Rus 
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for no reason. A similar opinion is expressed by N. Polonska-
Vasylenko, who in her works convincingly uses the term 
“Kyiv Empire” relevant to that time [13, p. 5].

Contemporary Ukrainian historians (N. Yakovenko, 
H. Pivtorak, V. Boiko and others) argue that the isotopic pat-
tern of the unification of political unions—states (and na-
tional, which borders generally coincide with the boundaries 
of the respective ethnic territories and empires with different 
peoples) consists in the fact that “one of them initiates a par-
ticular ethnic group, belonging to this state, despite the pos-
sibility of expanding its territories in future at the expense 
of the lands of other ethnic groups” [12, p. 50–51]. The sci-
entists point out that it was Kyiv principality that became 
the basis of the Slavic state with its center in Kyiv. According 
to the Ukrainian historian P. Shtepa, “In the 11th centu-
ry, according to the foreigners, Kyiv was more cultural 
and rich than Paris and London. In past Ukraine had live-
ly trade and cultural ties with the entire cultural world—
Greece, the Middle Asia, India, a thousand years before 
Christ… in the 10th century the Ukrainian Prince Svyatoslav 
the Great conquered the Austro-Hungarians and made 
their lands (the current lands of Moscow) suburbs (colony) 
of the Ukrainian state” [20, p. 10–11].

According to N. Yakovenko, “in the Ukrainian his-
toriography ‘princely era’ is the traditional name 
for the period of Ukrainian history, covering events from 
the end of the 10th century till the beginning of the 14th centu-
ry—the times of formation, prosperity and decline of the Kyiv 
State” [22, p. 32]. A modern researcher V. Krysachenko, 
in particular, notes that “Galician and Volyn principality 
have a special place in the history of Ukrainian state, as well 
as the Galician-Volyn principality after their merge <…> 
There is reason to believe that the history of the Grand Duchy 
of Lithuania is a Ukrainian history itself, because it devel-
oped on the fundamental principles laid down by Volodymyr 
the Great, Yaroslav the Wise and other leaders of Ukraine-
Russia of the princely era” [9, p. 120].

Today, the terms “princely era”, “princely state” are am-
biguous (although more convincing than “Kyiv Rus”), how-
ever, they well reflect the fact, decisive for the era, that then 
statehood was personified in the princes: loyalty to the prince 
was a testimony to loyalty to the state, changes in the state 
system and law were made by the princes or on their be-
half. The loss of a sovereign prince was perceived as a loss 
of state status of the territory he owned. “One way or an-
other, the controversy over the legacy of the Kyiv State once 
again testifies to how the political, ideological and scientific 
issues are closely intertwined in the historiography of prince-
ly era” [17, p. 81].

After the decline of the Principality of Galicia-Volyn 
in the 14th and 15th centuries, “because of the absence 
of their own state, local university and academic centers, 
permanent losses due to numerous military conflicts, fires 
and the extraction of primary sources from the archives, li-
braries and museums, other spiritual and cultural values 
the process of comprehension by the Ukrainians of their 
historical past and present day lost the necessary dynam-

ics in comparison with a number of European nations” [16, 
p. 119].

The next stage of the Ukrainian state-building is 
the period of the Cossack State, which in the national con-
sciousness became the key period of the heroic history 
of Ukraine. In 1907 or so, M. Hrushevsky points out that 
when “for the first time, for many years, since the Ukrainian 
state had fallen (Kyiv principality—our remark—A. G.), 
the Ukrainian people became inspired. They felt their 
strength, that they could achieve something and defend 
themselves. Understanding that strength united different 
Ukrainian communities. And Cossacks were like a shield 
and a sword, the defense force for the Ukrainian peo-
ple” [5, p. 53]. I. Krypiakevych, a prominent research-
er of the Cossack state, also emphasized the heroic role 
of the Cossack era, “All Ukrainian people thought that they 
have already thrown off a foreign yoke and that they would 
finally be the masters in their land. Everyone wanted their in-
dependent state” [8, p. 62]. D. Yavornytsky was the first histo-
rian, who at the end of the 19th century studied the Cossacks. 
In his research works he notes that “the documentary evi-
dence of the existence of the Ukrainian Cossacks was first 
found in the charter of 1499 by Aleksander, tGrand Duke 
of Lithuania” [21]. In the imperial science, when the very 
mention of the Cossacks was a sign of “Mazepynstvo”, to is-
sue scientific works and, moreover, to defend a dissertation 
on the history of the Ukrainian Cossacks, was a bold step.

At the turn of the 16th century, the social and spiritu-
al life of the lands on the territory of modern Ukraine was 
undergoing political, domestic and cultural changes. There 
was a new attitude, relevant to the time. The mentality 
of the Ukrainians has changed: Ukraine has begun the resto-
ration of its state, language, and education. “Gradually mov-
ing into a leading place in the Ukrainian society, the Cossacks 
began to take an increasingly active part in solving key is-
sues of Ukrainian life, providing the Ukrainian society with 
the leadership that it lost in the aftermath of the polonization 
of the Ukrainian nobility for several centuries” [17, p. 136]. 
Citing The Chronicle of Samovydets, N. Yakovenko points 
out, “everything that [was] alive rose to the Cossacks” [22, 
p. 220]. The researchers of the Cossacks are similar in their 
thoughts on the state-building function of the Cossack State. 
The statement of O. Boyko is also reasonable, “During the 15th 
and 16th centuries, a new social stratum—the Cossacks—
emerged as an opposition, as a challenge to the existing 
system, as a new elite, which undoubtedly claimed to be 
a political leader and power. The ground for the formation 
of the Cossacks has become the existence of a large areas 
of free land, accumulated in the previous period of their de-
velopment, the natural desire of people to self-preservation, 
self-affirmation and self-realization” [2, p. 132].

Since the end of the 18th century the spiritual cul-
ture of Ukrainian people developed under oppression 
from two empires. The liquidation of the Hetmanate 
(1764), the destruction of the Zaporizhzhia Sich (1775), 
the division of land into provinces, the registration of serfdom 
at the Left Bank and Slobozhanshchyna (1783), the abolition 
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of the Magdeburg Right (1831) at the Right Bank (1831), 
and the Lithuanian Statute (1840) abolished the autonomy 
of Ukraine, which almost turned into imperial colony.

For the Empress Catherine II, the destruction 
of the Cossacks was not just a suppression of the Cossack 
state, but the destruction of its very spirit, so that, according 
to her words, even the Hetman’s title disappeared, and not 
only a person. The Little Russian Collegium was intended 
to destroy the remnants of Ukrainian autonomy, to carry 
out careful monitoring of the development of the economy, 
and so on. For the successful implementation of these direc-
tives, a newly appointed governor-general advised to act ex-
tremely cautiously in order not to cause hate to the Russians, 
to turn from “uncomfortable” situations, “having wolf ’s teeth, 
and foxtails”. The Ukrainian lands in Austria were also col-
onized [3].

Under such circumstances, at the turn of the 18th centu-
ry a national and cultural revival begins, aimed at the forma-
tion of the national idea and consolidation of the Ukrainian 
nation. The leading role in these processes was played 
by the scientific study of the past, including the arts and res-
toration of various spheres (national, spiritual, cultural, lin-
guistic, etc.). The revival is associated with a significant atten-
tion paid to the problems, phenomena and processes that are 
nationally significant, but in previous times were deliberate-
ly or unknowingly slowed or stopped. Activity of the nation-
al elite, conscious social forces, which revitalized its activity 
in all spheres of life, has intensified. [2]

It is evident that the main goal of Ukrainian people 
during national and cultural revival was the process of na-
tion-building. It is important to emphasize that at the turn 
of the 18th century, when the Hetmanate was finally liqui-
dated, the formation of the Ukrainian national idea unfold-
ed among the Ukrainian nobility (a former Cossack senior 
officers). There was a gradual formation of the Ukrainian 
elite, whose leading representatives created movements 
and organizations amid the awakening of national conscious-
ness and emergence of the political opposition. According 
to the contemporaries, the representatives of the Ukrainian 
elite, “…did what they could. First of all, they began 
to take more care of their language and writing” [8, p. 80]. 
For the first time in Ukrainian society, more precisely among 
the elite, the question arose about ethnicity, “people have al-
ways felt great attachment to their homeland, language, cus-
toms and traditions. Nevertheless, until recently (at the be-
ginning of the 19th century, for example, our remark—A. G.), 
ethnicity was not considered as the main criterion for deter-
mining the group identity. <…> In Ukraine, as in the other 
countries, the emergence and gradual extension of the idea 
of national consciousness, based on ethnic identity, becomes 
one of the main themes of a new and up-to-date history” [17, 
p. 280].

At the end of the 19th century grows “the politici-
zation of the national movement at the East of Ukraine 
as well. There are a number of political circles and the first 
Ukrainian parties. <…> in 1900 in Lviv M. Mikhnovsky 
published a brochure-proclamation titled Independent 

Ukraine. This book, for the first time at the Ukrainian 
East, proclaimed the ideal of ‘a single, indivisible, free, 
independent Ukraine from the Carpathian Mountains 
up to the Caucasus’” [4]. The result of the Ukrainian nation-
al and cultural revival was the Ukrainian People’s Republic, 
which appeared on the European map in 1917. It was a brief 
period of Ukrainian statehood, recognized by the thirty 
states of the world. R. V. Koval clearly and precisely out-
lines the significance of the First World War for the fate 
of the Ukrainian people, “The First World War, refresh-
ing the feelings of the outbreak of fires, trained millions 
of the Ukrainians militarily, who became excellent staff of-
ficers, prepared for the national revolution, and formed 
the Ukrainian military elite” [6, p. 4]. “The best orga-
nized part of the Ukrainian Army during the liberation war 
of 1918–1920” was formed [18, p. 105]—Ukrainian Sich 
Riflemen. For instance, later the Student Batallion of the Sich 
Riflemen marked in history by a heroic battle at Kruty.

Reception of historical memory in modern monu-
mental forms. The turn of the 20th century became a turning 
point for the Ukrainian society: the crisis of the 1990s, the mil-
lennium expectation, the first Maidan, frustration and new 
economic, political, and social challenges of the 2000s 
pushed the Ukrainians to rethink the historical past. “New 
period of total collision of personal and national sovereign-
ty in feelings, thinking, active will and even civilization doc-
trines with the ideology of globalism has put on the verge 
of rethinking and re-assessment even the essence and con-
cept of a high destiny of a human and humanity in future. 
The idea of personal and national multifacetedness and di-
versity of self-expression as a phenomenon of self-creation, 
the mighty power of the Spirit, the unity of feelings, think-
ing and action, all-powerful in space and time, were covered 
by the shadow of unification and leveling up. Civilization, cul-
ture, art of giants, Prometheus opposes the idea of lumpeni-
zation, total mass character, abolition of spiritual aristocracy, 
and hence real humanism” [7, p. 6–11]. The country need-
ed rethinking and updating, and thus inventing (finding) its 
own historical memory.

The concept of “historical memory” is used in a broad 
but precisely defined sense. At the beginning of the 20th cen-
tury, when the problem of studying the mechanisms of so-
cial memory arose, the French sociologist M. Albvax was 
the first who described it in his work Social Framework 
of Memory (1925). The scientist argued that the categories 
“space”, “time” and “collective memory” are interrelated. He 
called his concept “social structures of collective memory”. 
Collective memory is rooted in a concrete social experience 
and, therefore, is closely connected with temporal and spa-
tial representations. One of the first researchers who social-
ly structured the notion of “memory” was Pierre Nora [11, 
p. 19]. He argued that “the great upheavals and vicissitudes 
of the last century inspire us to do historical research, to ex-
plain what we have seen, to experience what we or our be-
loved directly participated in. These shocks in some countries 
are associated with totalitarianism, in others, with the acqui-
sition of independence by colonized countries, and all over 
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the world, with the accelerated transformation of the living 
conditions of each of us.” According to the compelling gen-
eralization by L. Repina, it is interpreted as “collective mem-
ory (to the extent that it fits into the historical conscious-
ness of the group) or as a social memory (to the extent that 
it fits into the historical consciousness of society), or in gen-
eral—as a collection of pre-scientific, scientific, quasi-scien-
tific and non-scientific knowledge and mass representations 
of society about the past” [14, p. 23–24]. Thus, for the forma-
tion of historical memory, the Ukrainians first had to trans-
fer collective memory to the state of social memory, apply-
ing the whole spectrum of scientific teaching, experience, 
memories and retellings for this, that in the future formed 
the backbone of self-identification for every citizen, social 
group and society as a whole.

Conclusions. Since the 1990s a difficult period of de-
velopment in Ukrainian art commenced with the gener-
al intensification of the cultural and political life of soci-
ety, with the rethinking and rehabilitation of “problematic” 
events and facts of the history of Ukraine, etc. In the cities 
and towns of Ukraine, most of which were under the pres-
sure of monumental propaganda for more than 70 years, 
the process of renewal launched very fast. The monumen-
tal sculpture gradually became a free communicative system 
with the aim to visualize the national history, as well as to in-
fluence public in emotional, aesthetic and didactic way.

The monumental sculpture not only perpetuates 
the historical memory of the society, but also influences 
its development. Instability of historical memory (it ex-
ists exclusively within the framework of argumentation 
and persuasion) causes the “variety” of the general pic-
ture of the monumental sculpture of the 1990s and 2000s. 
Since historical memory is formed and modified along 
with the evolution of plastic art, the monumental sculp-
ture becomes an active participant in the mythologization 
of the historical past.

The standard themes of the national past merged with 
the themes of socialist past. Instead of giving up the Soviet 
“ideal” (heroic one), an appeal to the historical past (“roots”) 
of the Ukrainian nation and its presentation in monumental 
sculpture are now under way. According to P. Nora, “…the re-
turn of the past, outlined by the colonial oppression (in case 
of Ukraine, the USSR was such ‘colonist’)—this is the first 
step in the formation of a national identity,” so, “since recent-
ly and, perhaps, for a long time we have a rich memory, free 
historiography, a history of a prosperous society…” [10]. 
Therefore, there is a request for “national historical memo-
ry” in Ukrainian society.

Today in Ukraine, while creating monuments 
and memorials that relate to the cultural and historical past 
of the state, the collective memory dominates, which, accord-
ing to P. Nora, “is a memorandum or a collection of conscious 
or unconscious memories of experience, experienced and/
or transformed into a myth by a living community, to whose 
identity the latter sense belongs” [10]. Historical memory is 
mobilized and actualized in difficult periods of life of society 
or any social group when new complex tasks arise or there is 
a real threat to their existence [14].

Thus, in accordance with the tendencies of the installa-
tion of monuments devoted to historical events, in Ukraine 
the following lines are formed:

1) written or oral tradition (chronicles mention 
of the Prince of the Dove of Kyiv Rus, tales and legends 
of the Zaporizhzhia Cossacks, etc.),

2) memories of the events faced (such as the memories 
of the witnesses of the Second World War, local wars, liqui-
dators of the Chernobyl accident, etc.),

3) active memory, which is supported by the institu-
tions, rituals, historiography (sacred images, images of polit-
ical, cultural figures, etc.),

4) latent memory (for example, Holodomor in 1932–
1933, Nazi genocide, Stalin’s terror, return of the default 
names and the establishment of historical justice) [10, p. 188].

An overview of a large array of monuments allows us 
to assert that plastic language can transform the traumatic his-
torical experience into heroic one. In other words, the very 
sculpture is the “environment of comprehension” with the le-
gitimate right to public sentences, convictions, accents, ap-
peals, etc. It compensates infernal phenomena suppressed 
from historical memory, turning them back to the strate-
gy of “national memory” in homeopathic doses. In mod-
ern historiography, the trend of deheroization of war is one 
of the most interesting tools for clearing historical memory 
from ideological dirt and debris. The more correct is the his-
tory of everyday life and autobiographies, the less of un-
healthy pathos arises.

The social and cultural changes of the early 1990s ac-
tualized the process of rethinking of national history, creat-
ing the need for the formation of a new paradigm. An ur-
gent problem was the discovery of the historical memory 
of the nation (as a symbolic representation of its past). Since 
the mid-1990s, monumental sculpture has gradually under-
gone conceptual and functional changes, becoming a com-
municative system that simultaneously reflects the present 
state of historical memory and influences the historical con-
sciousness of the nation.
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Гончаренко А. О.
Рецепція української історичної пам’яті в монументальних проявах 1990–2000-х
Анотація. У публікації осмислено процеси відновлення історичної свідомості нації у контексті соціокультурних змін 1990– 
2000-х років, досліджено рецепцію української історичної пам’яті у сучасних монументальних проявах. Наголошено, що процеси 
трансформації історичної пам’яті та її візуалізації не є паралельними і синхронними. І, оскільки історична пам’ять формується 
і видозмінюється паралельно з еволюцією пластичних мистецтв, монументальна скульптура стає активним учасником міфоло-
гізації історичного минулого.
Відповідно до концепції «місць пам’яті» П. Нора, яка стала теоретичною базою дослідження, виявлено, що відповідно до тен-
денції встановлення пам’ятників, присвячених історичним подіям, в Україні поширені лінії, сформовані: письмовою або усною 
традицією (літописні згадки про князівські часи Київської Русі, байки та легенди запорізьких козаків тощо); згадками про без-
посередньо пережиті події (спогади очевидців Другої Світової, локальних воєн, ліквідаторів аварії на ЧАЕС і т. д.); активною 
пам’яттю, яку підтримують інститути, ритуали, історіографія (сакральні образи, образи політичних, культурних діячів та ін.) 
та латентною пам’яттю (наприклад, Голодомор 1932–1933 років, нацистський геноцид, сталінський терор, повернення замовчу-
ваних імен і встановлення історичної справедливості). Огляд великого масиву пам’ятників дозволяє стверджувати, що сучасному 
монументальному мистецтву притаманна трансформація травматичного історичного досвіду в героїку.
Вказано, що соціокультурні зміни на початку 1990-х років актуалізували процес переосмислення вітчизняної історії, зумовили 
необхідність формування нової її парадигми. Актуальною потребою стало виявлення історичної пам’яті нації (як символічної 
репрезентації її минулого). Із середини 1990-х монументальна скульптура поступово зазнає концептуальних та функціональ-
них змін, стає комунікативною системою, яка одночасно відображає сучасний стан історичної пам’яті та впливає на історичну 
свідомість нації.
Ключові слова: монументальна скульптура, пам’ятник, термінологія, історична пам’ять, українська держава, національно-куль-
турне відродження, сучасність.

Гончаренко А. А.
Рецепция украинской исторической памяти в монументальных проявлениях 1990–2000-х
Аннотация. В предлагаемой публикации осмыслены процессы восстановления исторического сознания нации в контексте 
социокультурных изменений 1990–2000-х годов и исследованы рецепции украинской исторической памяти в современных 
монументальных проявлениях. Подчеркнуто, что процессы трансформации исторической памяти и ее визуализации не являются 
параллельными и синхронными и, поскольку историческая память формируется и видоизменяется параллельно с эволюцией 
пластических искусств, монументальная скульптура становится активным участником мифологизации исторического прошлого.
Согласно концепции «мест памяти» П. Нора, которая послужила теоретической базой исследования, определено, что в со-
ответствии с тенденцией установки памятников, посвященных историческим событиям, в Украине распространены линии, 
сформированные: письменной или устной традицией (летописные упоминания о Княжеском времени Киевской Руси, байки 
и легенды запорожских казаков и т. д.); воспоминаниями о непосредственно пережитых событиях (воспоминания очевидцев 
Второй Мировой, локальных войн, ликвидаторов аварии на ЧАЭС и т. д.); активной памятью, которую поддерживают инсти-
туты, ритуалы, историография (сакральные образы, образы политических, культурных деятелей и др.) и латентной памятью 
(например голодомор 1932–33, нацистский геноцид, сталинский террор, возвращение замалчиваемых имен и установление 
исторической справедливости). Обзор большого массива памятников позволил утверждать, что современному монументаль-
ному искусству свойственно трансформировать травматический исторический опыт в героику.
Указано, что социокультурные изменения начале 1990-х годов актуализировали процесс переосмысления отечественной исто-
рии, обусловили потребность формирования её новой парадигмы. Насущной проблемой стало обнаружение исторической 
памяти нации (как символической репрезентации ее прошлого). С середины 1990-х монументальная скульптура постепенно 
претерпевает концептуальные и функциональные изменения, становится коммуникативной системой, которая одновременно 
отражает современное состояние исторической памяти и влияет на историческое сознание нации.
Ключевые слова: монументальная скульптура, памятник, терминология, историческая память, украинское государство, нацио-
нально-культурное возрождение, современность.
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