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Features of the study of anthropology of art through the lens
of interdisciplinary interaction between culturology and art history

Abstract. The relevance of the study is substantiated by the need to synthesise cultural and art-historical approaches
in order to form a holistic paradigm of the anthropology of art and is driven by the crisis of classical formal-stylistic
analysis, which may overlook the artist’s subjectivity and the socio-political significance of the creative process. The aim
of the study was to distinguish the anthropology of art from the general range of humanities disciplines and to analyse
it within the context of interdisciplinary interaction between such important fields of science as cultural studies and art
history. The methodological framework of the research consisted of a combination of the cultural-historical method,
the systems approach, the comparative method, and the methods of analysis and synthesis. The findings indicated that
the anthropology of art, within the interdisciplinary field of cultural studies and art history, functions not as an auxiliary
discipline but as an independent analytical approach focused on the study of the human being as a subject of cultural
meaning-making. It was determined that its theoretical and methodological potential ensures a shift in research focus
from the formal-stylistic analysis of artistic forms to the interpretation of human experience embodied in symbols,
images, and cultural archetypes. It was substantiated that the integration of cultural and art-historical approaches
makes it possible to consider art as a form of socio-cultural communication and self-construction of both the individual
and society. It was revealed that the anthropology of art serves as a theoretical foundation for understanding artistic
practices in the context of the formation of value orientations, identity, and cultural space. It was also established that
the interdisciplinary approach expands the possibilities for analysing art as a complex system of interaction between
symbolic, social, and cultural factors. The results of the study can be used to develop new strategies for teaching the
anthropology of art, where priority is given to an interdisciplinary approach, which will facilitate the further development
of art studies beyond traditional frameworks towards meta-anthropology and meta-culturology

Keywords: inter-studio relations; meta-culturology; meta-anthropology; cultural archetypes; sociocultural space;
life-creation

INTRODUCTION
The study of the anthropology of art is essential due to  approaches often overlook the role of the human being
its interdisciplinary nature, integrating insights from as a creator of meanings and symbolic systems. In this
cultural anthropology, aesthetics, philosophy, cultural context, the anthropology of art shifts the focus from
studies, and art history to provide a more comprehen-  analysing artworks as isolated objects to examining
sive understanding of art. Traditional formal-stylistic — art as a form of human communication and a means of
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interpreting the world. As an academic discipline, it plays
a key role not only in the analysis of artistic practices but
also in understanding the mechanisms through which in-
dividuals and societies construct cultural meanings and
shape their sociocultural environment.

As S. Plattner (2003) noted, the anthropology of art
can make a unique contribution to the study of the glo-
balisation of art. It also provides an opportunity to deep-
en understanding of the general processes underlying the
cultural interaction of different peoples and countries.
Moreover, as I. Nechitailo et al. (2022) wrote, universities
also measure the cultural capital accumulated during the
educational process. Thus, informational cultural capital,
in fact, tends to transform into academic success. In this
context, the study of the anthropology of art also emerg-
es as an important part of forming the individual cultur-
al capital of every well-educated, successful professional.
Having analysed the development of museum anthropol-
ogy in the 21** century, Ph. Schorch (2023) concluded that
its purpose is of paramount importance. Museum anthro-
pology is identified as a specific set of knowledge practices
imbued with significant methodological, epistemological,
and ontological potential; this potential should be strate-
gically harnessed for cross-disciplinary fertilisation across
the academy and beyond the museum itself.

V. Karpov el al. (2020) underscored the importance
of the interconnection between anthropology and con-
temporary art, as well as the significance of studying the
role of art in anthropology and its impact on art history
theory and artistic practice. Thus, the anthropology of art
emerges as a theoretical foundation for artistic practices,
viewing the artist as a socially significant phenomenon.
.M. Lymar (2023), investigating the specificities of the
anthropology of art, noted that the anthropological di-
mension of art determines the study of the process of aes-
thetic reflection of human activity based on the canon of
beauty as the essence of a human being and the embodi-
ment of this inner need through artistic expression. At the
core of the anthropological approach is the human being
with their perceptions of the beauty of the world, society,
and its relations with the individual, as well as the free-
dom of creativity and the expression of inner reflection
and mental states. At the same time, as S. Rudenko (2025)
noted, in many countries worldwide, the science of cul-
ture has acquired a euphemistic multifacetedness. Issues
of culture have been directly examined by sociologists,
cultural and social anthropologists, cultural historians,
and researchers of collective memory, as well as within
the frameworks of cultural and arts studies. Consequent-
ly, culture and art are shifting from the scientific sphere to
the sector of social activism, remaining outside the theo-
retical-hypothetical field.

The significance of the humanities: philosophy, cul-
turology, art history, and anthropology as well as their
constituents (cultural anthropology, the philosophy of
creativity, the anthropology of art, etc.) in the develop-
ment of contemporary digital society and cutting-edge

technologies should not be underestimated. They pos-
sess significant potential and remain a vital condition for
the successful advancement of science as a whole. Inves-
tigating the “axiological heterogeneity of culture”, V. Siv-
ers (2025) noted that this process involves the creation of
a collective picture of reality by developing mechanisms to
align an individual’s personal worldview with the commu-
nal one. Indeed, creativity serves as a form of transmitting
value-based energy. As P. Just & J. Monaghan (2000) have
observed, social and cultural anthropology examines more
than merely “ancient customs”; rather, it investigates how
people across diverse regions of the world continue, well
into the 21* century, to endow their lives with meaning.
Furthermore, these cultural rules, meanings, and social
structures exert a direct influence on the behavior and ex-
istence of both the individual and society as a whole.

Analysing the various stages of the formation and de-
velopment of the anthropology of art, M. Durand (2025)
noted, that this field currently possesses broad interdis-
ciplinary perspectives; if considered collectively, they are
capable of re-evaluating fundamental questions and ex-
isting theories, thereby reaching new levels of scientific
advancement. As E. Cassirer (2021) noted, a human being
lives not merely in a physical universe, but in a symbolic
universe. Language, myth, and art constitute the integral
components of this social universe. Consequently, the
study of not only art itself but specifically the anthropol-
ogy of art emerges as a vital element in the advancement
of the humanities.

All of the above determines the relevance of this re-
search and the need for further detailed analysis of the
interconnection and interpenetration of culturology (cul-
tural studies), art history, and anthropology, along with
the coordination of their scientific approaches to form a
holistic paradigm for understanding the further develop-
ment of the humanities. The purpose of this article was to
distinguish the anthropology of art from the general list of
humanities disciplines and to analyse its uniqueness, es-
pecially within the context of the interdisciplinary interac-
tion between such vital scientific fields as culturology and
art history. Thus, in accordance with the research objec-
tive, the main tasks of this study were: to analyse existing
theoretical approaches to the interpretation of the anthro-
pology of art; to determine the role of the anthropology of
art in forming interdisciplinary links between culturology
and art history; and to reveal the role of the anthropology
of art in creating a new, modern, and competitive Ukrain-
ian educational and sociocultural space.

The scientific novelty of the study lies in the analysis of
the anthropology of art through the prism of the develop-
ment and interaction of culturology and art history, com-
paring their scientific approaches to the analysis of the
development of culture, art, and the sociocultural space as
a whole. Furthermore, the study analyses the importance
of rethinking the interdisciplinary interactions within
the humanities, emphasising the blurring of distinctions
between them and the increasing transition of research
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objects across these disciplines, which facilitates the for-
mation of a unified humanistic educational and scientific
space of knowledge.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The research methodology employed a combination of
interdisciplinary methods tailored to the study of the
anthropology of art. The systemic approach was used to
examine the interconnectedness of various artistic prac-
tices and their place within broader cultural systems. This
method helped explore how avant-garde art interacted
with social, political, and cultural processes, and how these
elements formed a unified structure within the artistic
process. The comparative method allowed for the exam-
ination of Ukrainian avant-garde art in relation to similar
movements in Western Europe and Russia, revealing both
universal trends and specific regional characteristics. By
comparing these artistic phenomena, the study identified
the key intersections and contrasts that shaped the devel-
opment of Ukrainian avant-garde art in the first quarter of
the 20™ century.

Additionally, the semiotic method enabled the iden-
tification and interpretation of the visual codes and sym-
bols embedded within the Ukrainian avant-garde works,
providing insights into how these symbols functioned
within the socio-cultural context of the time. The cultur-
al-historical method facilitated an analysis of how artistic
practices reflected the underlying values and ideologies of
the periods in question, with particular focus on how these
artworks served as cultural and social commentaries. By
applying this method, the study was able to contextualise
the evolution of avant-garde art in Ukraine and its interac-
tion with global artistic trends.

The methods of analysis and synthesis were crucial in
deconstructing the complex relationships between artis-
tic forms and their social contexts. This process involved
breaking down the artworks into their aesthetic, social,
and psychological components, and then reintegrating
these aspects to provide a holistic understanding of the
art’s significance. The analysis not only highlighted the
formal qualities of the art but also examined the psycho-
logical and social dimensions that influenced the creative
process. Finally, the generalisation method was employed
to consolidate the findings from the various methods, syn-
thesising them into a cohesive understanding of the devel-
opment of Ukrainian avant-garde art and its place in the
broader discourse of cultural and artistic.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Before proceeding to a direct analysis of the specificities
of studying the anthropology of art through the lens of
interdisciplinary interaction between culturology and art
history, it is necessary to briefly outline the nature of this
field and its connection to other humanities. The generally
accepted definition posits that the anthropology of art is
a branch of anthropology that examines how and why hu-
mans create art, the role art occupies within a culture, and

how art shapes the identity of both the individual and so-
ciety. Consequently, the subject of research encompasses
a broad spectrum of components, including the intercon-
nectedness of the human being, culture, art, artistic works,
cultural heritage, rituals, and traditions.

N. Khamitov (2024) defined cultural anthropolo-
gy as a direction within anthropology and philosophical
anthropology, the subject of which is the historical and
structural characteristics of culture. In cultural anthro-
pology, culture is understood as the most significant at-
tribute of a human being - a universal result of activity
in which the human essence is revealed. Thus, within
cultural anthropology, the study of culture becomes the
fundamental basis for investigating human existence. An
essential component of anthropology is ethnic anthro-
pology, which the Yu.l. Rymarenko (1996), defined as a
scientific discipline situated at the intersection of various
sciences. It studies the human being as a representative
of an ethnic community (or ethnosocial group) and as a
biosocial being from the perspective of morphophysio-
logical characteristics and specific developmental traits
of populations, their formation, and distribution. Con-
sequently, ethnic anthropology emerges as a discipline
capable of elucidating many aspects of the historiological
life of peoples, providing an impetus for the development
of new sciences and research fields. The analysis of the
model of visual-anthropological research deserves sep-
arate attention. This model is still in its formative stage
and may become the subject of further systematic and
thorough research (Pecheranskyi et al., 2023). Simultane-
ously, O. Pavlova (2022) pointed out that it is particularly
important to understand the stages of the formation of
visual anthropology and its basic elements in the context
of the contemporary national transformation of various
types of culturology. Researcher V. Limonchenko (2025)
viewed art as an expansion of the empirical basis of phi-
losophy. In this case, for him, art emerges as a practice
of producing human meaning, fundamentally making a
human being Human.

Furthermore, as noted by D. Androsova & O. Mark-
ova (2022), anthropology and culturology demonstrate a
striking commonality in their scientific, methodological,
and worldview-oriented frameworks. While anthropol-
ogy typically relies on biological anthropology (the study
of races and the physical-physiological indicators of the
human being) and ethnology specifically “cultural” an-
thropology as semiotics, symbology, and philosophy (pri-
marily the philosophy of culture) and related sciences the
foundation of culturology is predominantly philosophy
(mainly ethical and religious), art history, ethnology, folk-
lore studies, and psychology, among others. Furthermore,
according to I. Sumchenko (2025), interpretation in cul-
tural anthropology is a multifaceted process, as every re-
searcher brings unique experience, cultural background,
and theoretical convictions to their work, which inevita-
bly influences their understanding. Therefore, a constant
critical reflection on one’s own interpretations, the search
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for alternative explanations, and the consideration of the
polysemantic nature of various cultural phenomena are
necessary. Moreover, as S. Lytvyn (2025) wrote, the appli-
cation of interdisciplinary approaches - specifically an-
thropology, ethnology, and structuralism - has enabled the
analysis of numerous examples of spiritual and material
culture as a mechanism for constructing collective iden-
tity. This, in turn, has a significant impact on the develop-
ment of the entire sociocultural space of any country.

Thus, the anthropology of art emerges as an inter-
disciplinary field that integrates knowledge from cultural
anthropology, other anthropological subfields, aesthetics,
philosophy, art history, ethnography, sociology, and other
humanities and social sciences. The anthropology of art
examines the human being as a creator, bearer, and con-
sumer of art — and consequently, as a subject who con-
structs symbolic images to comprehend the surrounding
world. Therefore, it is essential to recognise that the an-
thropology of art investigates not only artistic works but
also the creator (the human being) as well as the meanings,
messages, and ideas that individuals embed within these
works. Analysing current issues in visual anthropology
research, O. Pushonkova (2009) emphasised that it is im-
portant not only to understand the reasons for changes in
sociocultural narratives and the methods of their visualis-
ation but also to identify the conditions for the truthfulness
of the human life experience, its integrity, and fullness, as
well as the correct understanding of the polyphonic world
and a person’s place within it. Exploring the anthropology
of collecting, T. Rozova & V. Kubko (2023) wrote that at the
beginning of the 21* century, collecting creates commu-
nication channels through exhibitions, virtualisation, and
digitalisation. This rendered it a unique, active source of
timeless information that reflected cultural meanings and
symbols of both cultural heritage and the contemporary
human life-world.

Exploring the components of culture, V. Sivers (2025)
noted the culture possesses a holistic nature and, as such,
must adhere to general natural laws, though these laws
themselves may be further refined. Concurrently, the pri-
mary field of discourse should be grounded in the princi-
ples currently recognised by science as relevant within the
humanities, particularly in culturology and art history. At
the same time, cultural phenomena exert either a direct
influence on contemporary events and the future devel-
opment of humanity — where influence is formed through
immediate interaction - or they operate through layers,
which serve as imprints of the perception of the event it-
self. M. Kryshtopa (2023) wrote that the anthropology of art
is a branch of cultural (social) anthropology that focuses
on the study of art within its socio-cultural context. It is
designed to explain the formation of various art forms un-
der specific conditions-namely, how and by what exactly
these processes are determined. In general, humanitari-
an strategies in culture are influential factors that shape
the conceptual vision of a state’s cultural policy directions.
Therefore, cultural and artistic development, along with

the mechanisms and tools for its implementation aimed
at unlocking human creativity and forming human capital,
represents an essential area that requires particular atten-
tion from scholars.

Accordingly, scientific research should focus not only
on the artworks themselves, cultural heritage objects,
and other material or spiritual monuments but also on
the human being, their mode of thinking, and their per-
ception of the world, particularly of culture and art. As
0. Polishchuk (2026) states, aesthetic feelings, aesthetic
activities, and aesthetic values, along with their roles in
the life of the individual and society at large, merit rig-
orous scientific attention. Therefore, when formulat-
ing development plans or reforming higher education,
disciplines such as culturology, art history, ethics, and
others must be protected from attempts to reduce or re-
move them from academic curricula. Today, a situation
is observed where even in the training of professionals
in the fields of art and culture, students are effectively
deprived of knowledge in the philosophy of art and re-
main unfamiliar with the achievements of philosophical
and cultural anthropology. This raises the question of the
importance of transcending the boundaries of any single
subject or scientific field to reach an interdisciplinary lev-
el. Consequently, contemporary scholars are increasing-
ly focusing on concepts such as meta-culturology studies
and meta-anthropology. N. Khamitov (2024) defined me-
ta-anthropology as the study of the boundaries of human
existence, its existential dimensions, the conditions for
communication within these dimensions, and the arche-
typal foundations of culture. Meta-anthropology becomes
significant as a methodological strategy in modern philo-
sophical anthropology, the philosophy of culture, ethics,
aesthetics, and culturology. Furthermore, N. Khamitov
defined cultural archetypes as: 1) worldview-existential
foundations upon which the culturally significant cre-
ativity of any representative of a local culture is based,
as well as its perception; 2) the worldview-existential
foundations of culture as a global phenomenon. Cultur-
al archetypes act as the deep-seated result of creativity
and the spiritual communication of individuals within a
given culture. Thus, culture is largely a process of iden-
tifying and modernising archetypes — not in an abstract
or impersonal manner, but existentially and personally,
through the creativity of specific individuals, groups, so-
cieties, and nations.

For his part, S. Rudenko (2025) defined meta-cultur-
ology studies as an interdisciplinary field within which
an innovative habitus is formed. This habitus is necessary
for synthesising theory, practice, and education on the
path toward discovering tools for cultural transforma-
tion, particularly through logo-heuristics (the search for
meanings). For clarity, the author proposes representing
the meta-culturology habitus in the following form (Ta-
ble 1), where the art history component of meta-cultur-
ology studies is highlighted as a vital direction for fur-
ther research. It maintains genetic links with museology
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and culturology (cultural studies). In the context of cul-
turology, visual culture (fine arts) serves as a significant

embodiment of meanings and, therefore, a specific subject
of scientific inquiry.

Table 1. The habitual structure of meta-culturology studies

Meta-culturology

The science of culture ‘

Museology ‘

Art history

Curation, cultural and artistic expertise

Source: developed by the author based on S. Rudenko (2025)

Thus, when considering the anthropology of art as a
field of knowledge taught at the university level, it should
be categorised within the block of philosophical and cul-
tural disciplines. Its primary goal is to cultivate in under-
eraduate and postgraduate students the ability to perceive
art as a phenomenon of human existence. Art should be
viewed not merely as craftsmanship or aesthetic activity
but as a cultural-anthropological form of communication
between the author and other people, society, and the
world. This approach studies the human being as a crea-
tor of artistic meanings: Homo Creator, Homo Aestheticus.
As Ch. Giordano (2005) wrote, Homo Creator is capable of
independently constructing their own identity, as humans
possess the capacity for self-creation, adapting to new
political and environmental circumstances. Meanwhile,
Homo Aestheticus perceives the world through aesthetics
(form, color, rhythm, harmony, etc.), which helps commu-
nities establish shared visual codes and emotional unity.
Consequently, the human being is capable of creating so-
cial structures, politics, and new identities; thus, the hu-
man is a subject who changes the “rules of the game”. At
the same time, the human is a being that requires harmo-
ny and visual meaning. Therefore, imbuing the world with
beauty, rhythm, and emotional significance is one of the
vital components of human activity. Ultimately, anthropol-
ogy is a discipline that seeks to reveal the significance - of-
ten unsuspected or underestimated - of what the human
being, as a social entity, creates every day.

Art, as a sociocultural phenomenon, shapes commu-
nication and preserves traditional, national, cultural, and
civilisational memory. Simultaneously, the cultural con-
text of art involves the interaction between symbols, ritu-
als, and archetypes. Through the anthropology of art, one
can form a comprehensive understanding of diverse eras
and peoples, as well as interpret artistic representations
of emotions, convictions, spiritual and religious beliefs,
myths, legends, and archetypes. The scope of research
in the anthropology of art encompasses a wide range of
pivotal questions. These include: the origins of art; the
reasons why art serves as a universal characteristic of hu-
manity; the role of archetypes, symbols, and the language
of imagery in the life of the individual and society; and the
mechanisms through which material cultural heritage and
artistic works influence human emotional, psychological,
and intellectual development. Furthermore, it examines
how objects created by humans emerge to express cultural
and substantive meaning, and how artistic works impact
the life-creation and viability of individuals and entire

societies. Consequently, the anthropology of art helps to
reveal that art is not merely the result of creative activity
but a fundamental mode of human existence within cul-
ture and the world. From a comprehensive perspective on
contemporary academic art history, O. Klekovkin (2017)
identified the following sub-disciplines: theoretical art
history, which includes the general theory of art (the theory
of artistic types, forms, and genres); historical art history,
encompassing the history of art, the history of genres and
forms, and the historiography of art, among others; and
systemic art history. The latter includes the anthropology
of art, the sociology of art, the psychology of art (including
art therapy), artistic systems and organisations (incorpo-
rating law, management, etc.), as well as the analysis and
criticism of artworks, documentation, and archiving.

Scholars D. Androsova & O. Markova (2022) noted that
while culturology rely on art historical generalisations that
balance rationalistic and extra-rational semantic frame-
works, the anthropological perspective does not offer a
direct path to artistic generalisations. Instead, it appeals
primarily to a sociological lens, prioritising rationalistic
and classical scientific dimensions of cognition. Accord-
ingly, the field of the anthropology of art can be subdivided
into more specialised components, such as the “anthro-
pology of painting” or the “anthropology of music”. For her
part, H.M. Lymar (2023) observes that while the anthropol-
ogy of art traditionally leans toward the interpretation of
prehistoric artefacts, it often fails to address how such art
influences contemporary methods of creation and pres-
entation. Thus, art and anthropology represent vital direc-
tions for seeking representative practices that open new
dialogues between these two phenomena. Consequently,
the anthropology of art emerges as a theoretical founda-
tion for artistic practices, generating a complex reflection
on socially significant processes. As V. Karpov el al. (2020)
noted, the anthropology of art tends toward the interpre-
tation of prehistoric artefacts. Thus, the anthropology of
art can be regarded as a field that investigates the inter-
cultural, universal human experience of creating and per-
ceiving art. Furthermore, it functions as a discipline that
explores the overarching life-creation of humanity.

When comparing the subject areas of anthropology,
art history, and culturology, an analysis reveals distinct
yet overlapping focuses. Anthropology examines the hu-
man being in their entirety: biological, social, cultural, and
spiritual. Within the specific context of the anthropology
of art, it analyses artistic practices as a mode of commu-
nication between the individual and the world, as well as
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between the individual and the community. Art history in-
vestigates forms, styles, and means of artistic expression
within historical and cultural dynamics. Its primary tasks
include the description, analysis, and interpretation of
artworks, as well as attribution and the determination of
artistic value and stylistic specificities. Culturology exam-
ine culture as a whole - a system of meanings and symbols

created by humanity. The culturology approach emphasis-
es that art is an integral part of culture’s communication
system, serving as a means of preserving and transmitting
material cultural heritage and spiritual experience to future
generations. Accordingly, the intersections and common-
alities between anthropology, art history, and culturology
(cultural studies) can be summarised as follows (Table 2).

Table 2. Intersections and commonalities between anthropology, art history, and culturology (cultural studies)

Field / Discipline Intersections Commonalities
Anthronology Investigates art as a manifestation of human nature, Understanding art as an integral part
POI0gY experience, traditions, and rituals of human life activity
Art history Analyses specific artworks, styles, movements, Interpreting the artistic experience of the human

and artistic schools

being as both creator and consumer of art

Culturology
(Cultural studies)

and a symbolic system

Explains art as a form of cultural communication

Identifying meanings, symbols, values,
and archetypes within artistic expression

Source: developed by the author based on Ch. Giordano (2005), O. Klekovkin (2017), D. Androsova & O. Markova (2022)

In conclusion, it can be asserted that these three disci-
plines interact within the “Human - Culture - Creativity”
triad. Anthropology elucidates the origins of art, culturol-
ogy address its semantic content, and art history focuses
on its specific forms and manifestations. Consequently,
the anthropology of art emerges as a cross-disciplinary
dialogue centred on the human quest to understand both
the self and the world. For the viewer, art acts as a vehicle
for spiritual cognition and empathy, as seen in immersive
digital installations where the audience becomes an active
participant in the symbolic space, blurring the line be-
tween the observer and the observed. Furthermore, con-
temporary anthropology of art poses a fundamental onto-
logical question: what does it mean to be a human being
who creates symbols and meanings. In this context, art is
examined in its broadest sense. It encompasses not only
“high art” but also decorative arts, as well as modern ur-
ban phenomena like street art and digital performances.
These practices, ranging from traditional folk rituals to
globalised mass culture, reflect the diverse ways in which
social structures and cultural rules directly influence indi-
vidual and collective behaviour in the 21% century.

For instance, as G. Bakke & M. Peterson (2017) have
observed, anthropologists may present their findings not
only through textual media but also via sound installations
or performances. Art itself constitutes a form of anthro-
pological inquiry; when an artist engages with a specific
community or theme, they perform a “thick description”
Concurrently, N. Bonvillain (2010) conceptualised culture
not as a collection of random traditions, but as an inte-
grated system. She analysed how economics, politics, reli-
gion, and art interact to shape a holistic human experience
within a particular society. As U. Klein (2019) observed,
the interdisciplinary interaction between anthropology
and art facilitates a shift in focus from finalised cultural
products to lived creative processes, thereby transforming
the research method into an experimental space. Conse-
quently, as T. Vlasevich (2022) noted, the knowledge of a
person’s spiritual life differs fundamentally from the study
of nature, as the human world in general - and identity

in particular - cannot be described solely through exter-
nal manifestations; rather, the spiritual realm is revealed
through internal intuition and sensory perception.

Consequently, the anthropology of art must attend to
internal intuition and sensory perception, particularly in
cases where human identity and the spiritual world can-
not be exhaustively described through external manifes-
tations alone. Thus, examining the anthropology of art at
the intersection of culturology and art history facilitates a
transition from a purely descriptive strategy to one of phe-
nomenological immersion. This approach ensures a com-
prehensive understanding of the human being as a creator
of symbolic meanings, where the artistic process serves
not only as an object of study but also as a unique method
for cognising social and spiritual reality. The anthropol-
ogy of art does not supersede art history or culturology;
rather, it expands their horizons. Such a perspective on
the anthropology of art invites scholars to further discuss
the role of this subject both within university curricula and
across the humanities at large. Indeed, it adds a critical-
ly important dimension of human agency, social context,
and cultural function to the study of form (art history) and
systems (culturology). This approach allows for an under-
standing of art as an indispensable part of the process of
creating and sustaining human societies.

CONCLUSIONS
The study examines the specificities of the anthropology
of art within the framework of interdisciplinary inter-
action between culturology and art history. The results
of the research demonstrate that the anthropology of
art emerges as a pivotal field that transcends tradition-
al disciplinary boundaries, integrating knowledge from
aesthetics, philosophy, sociology, and ethnography. It is
established that this discipline shifts the focus from the
purely formal analysis of artistic artefacts to the study
of the human being as the primary agent of the creative
process: Homo Creator and Homo Aestheticus. The anthro-
pology of art, therefore, investigates not only the morpho-
logical features of art but also the existential and symbolic
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meanings that individuals embed in the cultural space to
comprehend the surrounding world.

It is substantiated that the interdisciplinary synthesis
of culturology (cultural studies) and art history within the
anthropological lens allows for a deeper understanding of
“cultural archetypes™ and the “value profile” of the artist.
The research highlights that in the context of contempo-
rary digital society, the humanities — specifically the an-
thropology of art - serve as a fundamental condition for
the development of human capital and the preservation of
national identity. The study proves that the formation of an
“innovative habitus” and a meta-culturology approach in
higher education is essential for protecting humanitarian
disciplines from marginalisation. By treating art as a cul-
tural-anthropological form of communication, the educa-
tional process can ensure a comprehensive development of
creative potential, where thehumanbeingisviewed as asub-

and their application in the digital sociocultural space.
Furthermore, the role of national cultural memory and
the semiotics of artistic creativity in the context of modern
global challenges merit rigorous scientific attention. Con-
tinuing research in this direction will facilitate the forma-
tion of a unified humanistic space of knowledge, where the
anthropology of art acts as a bridge between theoretical
philosophy and the practical reconstruction of the artis-
tic process. In future research, it is essential to continue
applying a comprehensive interdisciplinary approach so
that subsequent studies may extend into the realms of
meta-culturology and meta-anthropological discourse.
Moreover, prospective scholarly inquiries may demon-
strate that art exerts a profound influence on all constit-
uents of human vital activity and the existential self-crea-
tion of both the individual and society as a whole.

ject capable of constructing new identities and transform- ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
ing social structures through visual and symbolic codes. None.
. Priospects for further research' lie in the .detalled'anal— FUNDING
ysis of the “meta-culturology habitus” and its role in the  Nope.
systematic transformation of contemporary art education.
Atthe same time, a significant area for future inquiry could CONFLICT OF INTEREST
be the study of visual-anthropological research models  None.
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ITaBno bepect

JlokTOp (bistocodil 3 KyIbTYPOJIOTil, JOIIEHT

HaByaibHO-HAYKOBUI iIHCTUTYT IIPAKTUYHOI KYIBTYPOJIOril Ta apTMEHEKMEHTY
HarnioHatbHOT akajieMil KepiBHUX KaJIpiB KYJILTYPHU i MUCTEITB

01015, BYIL JlaBpcbKa, 9, M.KuiB, YKpaina

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5218-4812

Oco0MBOCTI CTYIiI0BAHHS AHTPOIO/I0TII MICTEITBA
Y CBITVII MIZKIHCIIUILTIHAPHOI B3a€MO/Iil KYJIbTYPO.IOT1I
Ta MICTEITBO3HABCTBA

AHOTAIlifl. AKTYQIbHICTD JOCHZKCHHA OOIDYHTOBYETHCS HCOOXIIHICTIO CHHTE3y KYIBTYPOJOTIYHOTO Ta
MICTEITBO3HABYOTO ITAXOMIB /11 (DOPMYBAHHS ILTICHOI IapaJurMy aHTPOMOIOTII MICTEIITBA Ta 3yMOB/IEHA KPU30I0
KJIACUYIHOIO (DOPMATbHO-CTILICTUYHOIO AHATIZY, SKUH MOKE IirHOpYBAaTH CY0'€KTHICTH MUTISI Ta CYCILIBHO-
MOJITUYHE 3HAYEHHS TBOPYOrO Tporecy. MeToio poOoTu OyI10 BUALIATU 3 3araJbHOTO MEPEeTiKy T'yMaHiTapHHX
JUCHMILIIH aHTPOIIOIOT 0 MUCTELTBA, IIPOAHAIIBYBATU 1 B KOHTEKCTI MizKINCIUILTIHAPHOT B3a€MOJIIT TAKNX BayKINBIX
rajxy3eil HayK sIK KyJIbTYPOJIOLisl Ta MUCTEITBO3HABCTBO. MeTOoM0I0TUHy 0a3y JOCHIIKEHHSI CTAHOBILIN TIO€IHAHHS
KYJIBTYPHO-ICTOPUYHOTO METOY, CUCTEMHOIO IIIXOMY, MOPIBHAJILHOTO METOXY, METOMIB aHaxizy Ta cuHresy. Y
pe3yIbTaTi JOCAIFKEHHS BCTAaHOBJIEHO, 1[0 aHTPOIIOIOLST MUCTEITBA Y MIZKIUCIMILTIHADHOMY TIOJI KyJABTYPOJIOril Ta
MHCTEITBO3HABCTBA (PYHKI[IOHYE HE SK JOMOMIzKHA rajaysb, a SK CaMOCTIHHUI aHaTITUYHUNA TIXiT, opieHTOBaHMIT
HAa JIOC/TZKCHHSA JIIOMUHI K Cy0'€KTa TBOPCHHSA KYJIBTYPHUX CMUC/IIB. BUSHaYCHO, 10 i TCOPCTUKO-METOI0TOTITHITI
MOTEHITIAT 3a0e3Meuye 3MIlIeHH JTOCTITHUILKOTO (POKyCy 3 (DOPMaTIbHO-CTILIICTUYHOTO aHATIZY XYIOKHIX (opMm
Ha iHTepIIpeTariio JIoJCchKOro J0CBiAy, BTLIEHOr0 Yy CUMBOJIAX, 00pasax Ta KYJILTYPHUX apxeTurnax. OOIPyHTOBaHO,
10 iHTerpamis KyJIbTYPOJOTiYHOI0 Ta MHCTEITBO3HABYOIO IIIXOMIB J03BOJISAE PO3LISAATH MHUCTEITBO SIK (GopMy
COIIIOKYILTYPHOI KOMYHIKAIIil Ta CAMOKOHCTPYIOBAHHS IHINBiIA i CYCILIbLCTBA. BUABIEHO, 10 AaHTPOIIOIOTiSA MICTEIITBA
BUCTYIAE€ TEOPETUYHOI0 OCHOBOIO JIJIT OCMHCJIECHHS MUCTEIHKUX MPAKTUK Y KOHTEKCTi (DOPMYBAHHA IIHHICHIX
OpieHTAIil, iIEHTHYHOCTI Ta KYIFTYPHOTO IPOCTOPY. TaK0/K BCTAHOB/IEHO, 1[0 MizKIUCIUILTIHADHUI ITiJIXi]] PO3IIIPIOE
MOKIUBOCTI aHATI3Y MUCTEITBA K CKIATHOI CUCTEMH B3a€MOJIl CUMBOMIYHUX, COIHATLHUX i KYILTYPHUX YMHHUKIB.
PesyapTaTi pOOOTH MOKYTH OYTH BUKOPUCTAHI J/ISI PO3POOKI HOBUX CTPATErill PO3SBUTKY BUK/IAIAHHS aHTPOIOIOTIT
MHCTEIITBA, JI¢ IPIOPUTETOM CTA€ MiyKINCIIUILTIHAPHII IiXiJT, 1110 T03BOJUTD PO3BUBATH MOJAIBII CTY/III MICTEIITBA,
SK TaKi, [0 BUXOJATD 32 MEKi TPaTUIIIITHIX iIX0MIB B chepy MeTaaHTPOIIOI0TIT Ta MEeTaKy/JILTYPOIOril

KiouoBi €10Ba: MiAKIMCHMILIIHADHI 3B’A3KU; METAKYILTYPOJAOTS; METAaHTPOIIOIOrid; KYILTYPHI apXeTHIIN;
COIOKYIBTYPHUI TTPOCTIP; sJKUTTETBOPYICTD
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