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The article is devoted to the analysis of the ethics of documenting cultural losses as a local man-
ifestation of a memory dispositif in the context of the Russian-Ukrainian war. Based on contemporary
approaches in the philosophy of memory and the theory of dispositif, the study offers a conceptual
framing of the notion "memory dispositif* and argues for the need to highlight the ethics of documen-
tation as an important component of this configuration. The article argues that documentation in the
context of war goes beyond technical or procedural action and functions as a complex networked
practice within which meanings, regimes of truth, and the documentarian’s agency are formed. This
perspective allows us to interpret the documentation of cultural losses as an element of the cultural
heritage protection system, which in modern conditions acquires a new security dimension and is
integrated into state policy to counter genocide, memory erasure, and information manipulation.

The inquiry is grounded in viewing memory as a dynamic dispositif, where documentation func-
tions not as passive recording, but as a process of forming meanings, responsibility, and agency. In
this logic, the ethics of documentation is defined as a concept that encompasses the normative,
epistemic, and ontological dimensions of the documentarian's activity. The ethics of documentation
is set apart from the ethics of archiving and the ethics of testimony, highlighting that it addresses the
pre-archival phase of document creation and the documentarian’s mediation between trauma, fact,
and social interpretations. Particular attention is paid to the analysis of contemporary Ukrainian prac-
tices of documenting cultural losses (in particular, the activities of HeMo and the Crimean Institute
for Strategic Studies), which form an interconnected network of knowledge production, legal legiti-
mation, and ethical interaction with communities. The Crimean material (the demolition of the Kosh-
Kuyu | settlement and the Kirk-Azizler necropolis) is considered as a test case that most clearly
demonstrates how a memory dispositif works: here, the documentarian finds himself at the intersec-
tion of colonial practices of displacement, legal invisibility, and ethical responsibility for giving voice
back to cultural objects.

The article also analyzes the "Roadmap" for interagency cooperation as the materialization of a
memory dispositive — a network infrastructure within which power structures, knowledge regimes,
and ethical practices circulate The findings reveal that documentation, in this configuration, is not a
merely technical act but an ethical and discursive practice within which regimes of truth, norms of
loss legitimization, and the documentarian’s subjectification take shape.

The authors conclude that the ethics of documentation operates as a localized manifestation of a
memory dispositive — one in which cultural loss is transformed into a socially significant fact, and the
documentarian assumes the role of an ethical subject responsible for shaping collective regimes of
memory under wartime conditions.
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The issue of preserving cultural heritage in conditions
of armed conflict in global and Ukrainian humanities is
traditionally ~ viewed  through  several = dominant
perspectives. First and foremost, the protection of cultural
property is examined through legal and institutional
mechanisms grounded in international humanitarian law,
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the implementation of the 1954 Hague Convention,
UNESCO initiatives, and specialized instruments
dedicated to safeguarding cultural heritage. Parallel to this,
a growing body of research investigates how museums,
archives, and other memory institutions operate during
wartime, with particular attention to managerial, cultural-
political, and museological dimensions. Within the broader
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field of trauma and cultural memory studies, significant
focus is placed on the symbolic implications of destruction,
the impact of war on collective identity, and transformations
of memory regimes.

Despite the breadth of these domains, a number of key
thematic areas remain underdeveloped. First and
foremost, these include the philosophical and cultural
understanding of documenting cultural losses as an
ethical, epistemic, and socio-institutional practice, as well
as the conceptualization of memory as a dispositif — a
dynamic network of power, knowledge, and ethical
relations within which regimes of memory are formed.
These areas are virtually absent from contemporary
Ukrainian memory studies and constitute “blank spots” in
both theoretical and applied terms.

The concept of dispositif is one of the fundamental
categories of poststructuralism. Its first systematic
application can be traced back to the works of Jean-Louis
Baudry (7970), who described cinema as an integral
configuration of technical, architectural, and perceptual
elements that shape the viewer's regime of visibility and
subjectivity. In the works of Michel Foucault, dispositif
acquires the status of an analytical category denoting a
network of relations of power, knowledge, and normativity
that structures the field of action and possibilities of the
subject. Further interpretations by J. Deleuze and
G. Agamben deepen the understanding of dispositif as an
unstable, mobile, and decentralized configuration within
which the production of truth and the formation of agency
occur. In Ukrainian humanities discourse, the concept of
dispositif is developed by Olha Briukhovetska, who applies
it to the analysis of media practices, the political optics of
visual culture, and the mechanisms of meaning production
(Briukhovetska, 2009).

At the same time, the potential of the concept of
dispositif remains largely untapped in the field of cultural
memory research, humanitarian security, and the
documentation of cultural losses. This is especially true in
the Ukrainian context after 2014 and 2022, when
documentation became not only a technical operation but
also an instrument of public testimony, humanitarian
security, legal legitimization of losses, narrative formation,
and decolonial reinterpretation of the past. Despite the
scale of these processes, there is still a lack of systematic
philosophical and cultural analysis of the ethics of
documentation and its dispositif nature.

Under current conditions, the documentation of cultural
losses in Ukraine is emerging at the intersection of
technical, legal, humanitarian, and ethical practices.
However, there is no conceptual model that would allow
considering documentation as a networked dispositif
configuration within which the production of knowledge,
meanings, regimes of truth, and the documentarian’s
agency take place. The following topics remain
understudied: the ethical aspects of documentation as a
pre-archival practice, the influence of power regimes on
what becomes fact and memory, the role of the
documentarian as a subject mediating between trauma,
evidence, and public interpretation; the mechanisms of
memory formation as a dispositif in conditions of war and
colonial pressure; and the Crimean context as a space
where documentation takes place in conditions of legal
invisibility and political displacement.

The purpose of the research is to conceptualize the
documentation of cultural losses as a local configuration of
the memory dispositif in the context of the Russian-
Ukrainian war and to identify the ethical, epistemic, and
power dimensions of this practice.

Research objectives are as follows:

» To analyze the concept of dispositif and assess its
applicability in the field of memory studies;

* To conceptualize the notion of ethics of docu-
mentation, distinguishing it from the ethics of archiving, the
ethics of testimony, and other related concepts;

» To analyze contemporary Ukrainian documentation
practices as part of a memory dispositif and trace the
mechanisms of the documentarian's subjectification;

» To examine Crimean cases as a space for the action
of colonial memory regimes and ethical dilemmas of
documentation;

* To evaluate the “Roadmap” for Interagency
Cooperation as a tangible manifestation of a memory
dispositif and to determine its role in the formation of
regimes of truth, legitimization of losses, and networked
ethical interaction.

Research methods

Methodologically, the study draws on an interdiscipli-
nary approach that combines hermeneutic analysis, the
Foucauldian dispositif method, and memory studies tools.
Dispositif analysis allowed us to consider documentation
as a network configuration of interaction between power,
epistemic, and ethical elements, within which regimes of
truth regarding cultural losses are formed. Ethical analysis
was used to develop the concept of "documentation ethics"
and distinguish it from related ethical models. Through
case studies of Ukrainian documentation practices (HeMo,
CISS) and Crimean cases (Kosh-Kuyu |, Kirk-Azizler), it
became possible to delineate the mechanisms of the doc-
umentarian's subjectification. A structural-functional ap-
proach was used to analyze the "Roadmap" as a material
manifestation of a memory dispositif in the cultural heritage
protection system.

Results and Discussion

Since 2014, Russia’s war against Ukraine has had not
only a military but also a humanitarian dimension, in which
the struggle concerns the very foundations of national
identity such as culture, language, memory, and heritage.
Mass displacement, losses, the occupation of territories,
and the destruction of settlements have been
accompanied by targeted attacks on cultural objects. After
2022, such assaults became systematic: monuments of
architecture, sacred buildings, museums, libraries, and
archives have been destroyed, while works of art and
artifacts have been looted. These actions result not only in
material devastation but also in the symbolic erasure of
Ukraine’s historical memory and cultural presence within
its own space. According to the Ministry of Culture and
Information Policy of Ukraine, as of October 25, 2025, the
total number of cultural heritage objects affected is 1,612,
of which 149 are monuments of national importance, 1,311
are of local significance, and 152 are newly discovered
objects (Ministry of Culture of Ukraine, 2025).

At the same time, Ukraine is undergoing a profound
reconsideration of the humanitarian and security
dimensions of cultural heritage in the context of armed
conflict. Amendments made in 2025 to the Law of Ukraine
"On National Security" stipulate that the protection of
cultural heritage and national memory is an integral part of
ensuring state sovereignty and identity. According to the
updated provisions, the preservation of cultural heritage is
aimed at preventing crimes of genocide, the theft of cultural
property, the levelling of unique traditions, the substitution
of historical concepts, and attempts by the aggressor state
to erase national memory. Thus, culture is increasingly
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recognized not as a secondary sphere but as a strategic
resource for state security. In this context, the protection of
cultural heritage is seen not only as a set of protective
procedures but as an integrated configuration of policies,
institutions, and practices of memory that determine the
conditions for the existence of culture and become critically
important in situations of armed conflict. This lays the
foundation for a new, security-oriented positioning of
cultural heritage, where memory and culture emerge as
one of the key, "fourth" fundamental interests of the state,
alongside territorial integrity, political independence, and
economic stability.

The protection of culture in wartime takes place not
only at the level of physical preservation of objects but also
through documentation practices that transform the
recording of losses into a way of remembering and
preserving the meaning of what has been lost and a tool
for rethinking loss as part of cultural existence. All of the
foregoing creates conditions under which the
documentation of cultural losses becomes not only a
technical procedure but also one of the mechanisms of a
broader system of working with the past — something this
article defines as memory dispositif.

In this respect, recording the destruction of cultural
property begins to play a dual role. On the one hand, it is
part of the institutional security system that serves to
collect evidence of crimes against culture and restore
justice; at the same time, it is a humanitarian practice that
deals with trauma, memory, and community identity. As a
humanitarian practice, documentation becomes a way of
remembering that ensures the continuity of historical
experience even in situations of destruction, i.e., an act of
meaning-making — a process that combines cognition,
ethical reflection, and rethinking loss as part of cultural
experience, thereby counteracting oblivion. In this sense,
documenting cultural losses becomes a form of protecting
memory itself as the basis of national resilience, thereby
acquiring an ethical dimension.

At the level of the general systemic configuration of
cultural heritage protection during armed conflict, three
interrelated planes can be distinguished, to wit:
authoritative (regulatory decisions and institutional
protection mechanisms), epistemic (production and
systematization of knowledge about losses), and ethical
(ways of experiencing, comprehending, and transmitting
trauma).

The alignment of these three dimensions forms an
analytical field in which a specific mode of working with the
past becomes visible. In this study, this mode is
conceptualized through the concept of documentation
ethics. The latter does not have an established disciplinary
status, but its peculiarity lies in its multi-level nature,
combining three interrelated dimensions, namely:

* normative, as an ethical framework for action that
defines the moral principles of recording cultural losses:
what to consider a loss, what facts and how they should be

recorded, how to act in situations of trauma and uncertainty.

» analytical, as a humanitarian perspective that
describes the modalities and forms of expert knowledge;

* philosophical, as an ontology of responsibility, in
which the act of documentation becomes a means of moral
presence; the documentarian becomes the subject through
the experience of testimony, responsibility, and moral
participation in the preservation of memory.

In our view, this tripartite structure does not indicate
methodological vagueness; rather, it reveals the
interdisciplinary nature of the concept, which
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simultaneously describes,
action.

The research hypothesis is that the ethics of
documenting cultural losses functions as a local
manifestation of a memory dispositif — a dynamic
configuration of power, epistemic, and ethical relations
through which society forms regimes of remembrance in
conditions of armed conflict. In this context, the ethics of
documentation must be clearly distinguished from related
ethical traditions. In particular, the latter include the ethics
of archiving, which primarily concerns the regimes of
preservation, classification, and access to already created
documents; its subject-matter is stabilized forms of
knowledge. In contrast, the ethics of documentation covers
the pre-archival phase in which the document is initially
created, i.e., determining what exactly will be recorded,
how, and what forms of violence, destruction, or cultural
loss will acquire the status of fact (Maklad, 2024).

Similarly, the ethics of testimony focuses on the moral
status of the voice of the victim or withess who conveys
their own experience of trauma, while the ethics of
documentation describes the ethical dimension of the
activity of those who record, interpret, and represent the
event (English Department at Manchester Metropolitan
University, 2025). These are different modes of agency: the
witness is a first-person narrator, while the documentarian
is the one who creates the conditions for testimony to
emerge as a socially significant and epistemically valid act.

Accordingly, the documentarian emerges as a new type
of subject, who is neither an archivist, nor a historian, nor
a journalist, nor a witness. Their role is to mediate between
trauma and evidence, between an event and its future
interpretations, between an act of destruction and the
possibility of understanding it in legal, cultural, or
humanitarian terms. It is this mediating function -
transitional, intermediate but at the same time decisive —
that creates the need to form a separate ethical framework,
since none of the existing models describes the complex
moral challenges inherent in the work of a documentarian
in the context of war and mass cultural losses.

Thus, the ethics of documentation can be seen as a
way of constituting the subject of memory: It is through this
that it is determined how destruction becomes fact, and
fact becomes collective memory.

However, the documentarian does not operate in a
neutral environment; rather, they work in a field of different
modes of interpreting the past such as public narratives,
civic initiatives, academic institutions, media
representations, and occupation ideologies aimed at
displacing and replacing local memory. It is at this stage
that various regimes of truth are formed, determining what
will be recognized as a documented cultural loss and what
will remain invisible.

In this situation, the ethics of documentation goes
beyond the purely procedural dimension of collecting facts:
it involves an awareness of the modes of power within
which cultural heritage objects have historically functioned
and through which they have become carriers of political
or ideological interpretations. At the same time, the ethics
of documentation encompasses an understanding of how
the very act of recording influences the formation of
collective memory and determines possible forms of
remembrance in the future.

Its subject matter is not only the reliability or accuracy
of data but also the ethical reflexivity of the documentation
process — how it unfolds the relationship between
knowledge and responsibility, between technical recording

comprehends, and guides
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and testimony, between the reconstruction of losses and
the preservation of cultural identity. In this regard,
documentation emerges as a practice in which regimes of
power and knowledge intersect and the responsible
position of the documentarian in the space of memory is
formed.

That is why the ethics of documentation cannot be
reduced to procedural correctness; by questioning the way
in which the documentarian relates to the of truth, trauma,
and the Other, it takes on the features of a moral
philosophy of responsibility. Here, elements of Foucauldian
ethics of self-care — understood as the formation of the
subject through work on one's own practices of truth — are
combined with the Lévinasian understanding of
responsibility as a primary ethical obligation to the Other
(Gapon, 2019; Morozov, 2014; Hrynchyshyn, 2020: 14).

From this perspective, documenting cultural losses not
only records events but also shapes an ethical regime of
interaction between modes of power and forms of expert
knowledge and responsibility in conditions of cultural
destruction.

Thus, the three levels of documentation ethics form a
sequential process of structural subjectification: regulation
— reflection — formation of a subject capable of acting
responsibly. It is in this movement that the ethics of
documentation acquires the features of a dispositif — a
dynamic network of meanings, norms, and practices that
determine possible forms of action in a situation of cultural
loss.

It opens up an ethical perspective on documentation —
a special perspective where evidence of destruction is
transformed into a form of empathy, and observation into
an act of moral participation in the preservation of cultural
memory. However, this participation is not limited to
empathy: it involves rethinking the narrative of loss through
transforming the experience of destruction into a new form
of meaning that preserves the features of the object before
destruction and at the same time articulates its new
existence after it. Thus, the act of documentation becomes
a process of empathy, reflection, and reconstruction of
memory in which trauma loses its status of finality and
acquires the potential for cultural renewal.

In this context, the role of the documentarian takes on
particular importance. They appear not only as a technical
executor, a neutral recorder of facts but as a subject
included in a complex network of power-knowledge-ethics,
responsible for the way of seeing, interpreting,
reinterpreting, and transmitting trauma.

The documentarian does not simply record the fact of
destruction — he determines the framework of its
appearance in the space of public memory: what is
considered a loss, what is the status of the damaged object,
how trauma becomes knowledge. This is where his
involvement in the power dimension of a dispositif lies,
where the very act of recording shapes possible regimes
of truth.

It is the documentarian who determines the boundary
between recording the fact and the ethics of testimony,
between distance, empathy, and philosophical reflection
on the event as an experience. This transition from
technical execution to moral self-reflection is a process of
individual subjectification — the formation of the subject
through the ethical mastery of one's own role in the
formation of memory.

On an analytical level, the documentarian functions as
a node of knowledge circulation: they combine field data,
expert assessments, legal standards, local voices, and

international verification mechanisms. Their agency is
formed at the intersection of these flows, where knowledge
becomes a responsible interpretation of the experience of
loss, involving a rethinking of the narrative of loss — the
transformation of the experience of destruction into a new
form of meaning in which the features of the object before
destruction are preserved and, at the same time, its new
existence after destruction is articulated.

It is here that the ontological level of the ethics of
documentation manifests itself most strongly: the
documentarian acquires agency not because he or she
possesses the technique, but because he or she takes
ethical responsibility for how the trauma of war will be
described, transmitted, and incorporated into the future
memory of the community.

Thus, the act of documentation becomes a process of
empathy, reflection, and reconstruction of memory in which
trauma loses its status of finality and acquires the potential
for cultural renewal.

In this movement — from recording to interpretation,
from interpretation to responsibility — the subjectification of
the documentarian as a moral subject unfolds. They not
only become a bearer of knowledge but also acquire the
ability to act ethically in the field of power configurations
that shape the contemporary regime of memory.

It is this perspective that allows us to see
documentation as a living form of dialogue between the
past and the present — a space where the act of recording
not only preserves but also recreates the meaning of
cultural existence. Through empathy and reflection,
documentation forms a new framework of cultural
presence in which memory appears not as an archive of
the past but as a process of ethical creation of the future.

In this sense, the documentarian emerges as a subject
of a memory dispositif, acting at the intersection of power
expectations, epistemic criteria, and moral guidelines, and
it is precisely because of this that they become the bearer
of new practices of truth and new forms of ethical
responsibility.

In this respect, we can also consider contemporary
documentation practices in Ukraine, which combine
technical accuracy, legal legitimacy, and humanitarian
sensitivity. The common intention of these initiatives is not
only to record the fact of destruction but also to rethink it
as part of a shared experience — to transform loss into a
resource for restoring and strengthening cultural memory.
Together, they form a network of memory dispositifs — a set
of practices through which the recording of losses
becomes public, legal, and symbolic knowledge. In this
network, institutions are not just performers of individual
functions but nodes of a dispositif — points of intersection
between power decisions, epistemic practices, and ethical
regimes of testimony.

One systemic example is HeMo: Ukrainian Heritage
Monitoring Lab, created to promptly record damage and
destruction of cultural objects in de-occupied and
Ukrainian-controlled territories. Its activities combine digital
technologies, data archiving, and fieldwork with volunteers
and specialists in the field of cultural heritage. In the
interpretation proposed by the authors of the article, HeMo
acts as a technical-epistemic node in a dispositif on three
levels:

o technical level (drones, satellite data, databases);

o epistemic level (verification, classification, loss maps);

o ethical level (public testimony and trust building).
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Concurrently, non-governmental research institutions
focusing on specific regions play an important role. In
particular, the Crimean Institute for Strategic Studies
(CISS), where the author of this article is employed,
monitors the state of protection of cultural heritage in the
temporarily occupied territories of Ukraine - the
Autonomous Republic of Crimea, Kherson, Zaporizhzhia,
Donetsk, and Luhansk regions — and analyzes the main
trends in developments in this area and records violations
of international humanitarian law regarding cultural
property by the occupying authorities. According to the
research hypothesis, CISS functions as a line "knowledge
+ ethics," where knowledge is analytics, research, and
decolonial interpretations, and ethics is recording traumatic
events, representing the voices of communities, and
advocacy.

It is the practice of the Crimean Institute for Strategic
Studies that gives documentation a dimension of "historical
justice" and includes it in the decolonial discourse, which
is key to the logic of the struggle for memory.

These initiatives not only record the facts of destruction
but also form a comprehensive information infrastructure
that serves as a basis for further processes of restoration
and accountability for crimes against culture. At the same
time, the collected materials have humanitarian as well as
practical value: they open up a philosophical and cultural
space for understanding loss as an experience that shapes
memory and poses moral challenges to society. Civic
initiatives form the third line of dispositif — an ethical line of
action, where documentation becomes a practice of
solidarity, participation, and representation of local voices.
Through them, documentation ceases to be merely a
vertical state function and takes the form of networked,
distributed subjectification.

In this configuration of dispositif, the context of the
memory processing of the object — how and why it comes
into the focus of documentation — changes. Such objects
often include not only indisputable losses (destroyed
monuments, museums, or artifacts) but also cultural
objects that are the subject of ongoing public debate about
their place in the contemporary narrative.

Itis this ambiguity that highlights the work of a dispositif
in which the subject of documentation is formed:

e normative expectations determine modes of action
(power level);

e institutional knowledge structures perspective and
method (epistemic level);

e the framework of
positioning (ethical level).

In this field, the documentarian not only performs
procedures but also inevitably participates in the formation
of meanings: they decide what to record, how to interpret
an event, and how the loss will be inscribed in the collective
memory. This logic is particularly evident in cases involving
monuments and archival complexes from the period when
Ukraine was part of the Russian Empire, whose
significance cannot be reduced to either simple
condemnation or unconditional preservation.

In such cases, the documentarian acts not only as a
witness to destruction but also as a mediator in the process
of ethical rethinking of the past because it is through the
recording, analysis, and public reflection on these objects
that society forms new criteria of memory, responsibility,
and cultural presence.

The ethical dilemmas of documentation in occupied
Crimea are one of the most acute dimensions of the
practice of recording cultural losses, as it is here that the

responsibility sets ethical
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clash between power, knowledge, and memory manifests
itself with maximum intensity. In this context,
documentation appears not only as a technical process but
as a space where decolonial interpretation, moral choice,
and responsibility to the community overlap. It is the
Crimean material that allows us to see documentation as a
manifestation of dispositif — a field in which power
structures, recording technologies, and ethical practices
form a special regime of meaning-making.

The documentarian of the Crimean case faces a double
ethical dilemma. On the one hand, they must record the
facts of destruction, even when the objects do not formally
fall under the legal category of "cultural heritage," that is,
they exist in the legal field as "invisible." On the other hand,
they must interpret these events in the broader context of
colonial policies of displacement aimed at erasing the
cultural presence of the Crimean Tatars. In such a situation,
documentation becomes not only an act of data collection,
but also a form of ethical positioning in which the
documentarian takes on the responsibility of speaking out
where official institutions have deprived memory of its right
to a voice.

The Crimean material particularly clearly demonstrates
the functioning of a memory dispositif within which
documentation becomes a means of resisting practices of
erasure, colonial redefinition, and symbolic exclusion.

A telling example is the illegal archaeological pre-
demolition excavations of historical settlements, in
particular Kosh-Kuyu I, which ceased to exist after the
deportation of the Crimean Tatar people in 1944 (CISS,
2023). Such work is carried out by the Russian occupation
authorities under the pretext of implementing large-scale
infrastructure projects such as the construction of the
Tavrida highway connecting the cities of Kerch and
Sevastopol (Autonomous Republic of Crimea, Ukraine),
which are temporarily occupied by the aggressor country.
Although the settlement is not included in any state register
of Ukraine, its archaeological layers cover periods from the
Mesolithic to modern times, reflecting the continuity of the
peninsula's cultural history and the autochthonous nature
of the Crimean Tatar community. The destruction of such
objects turns them into "invisible figures of memory" —
elements of the past that are deprived of legal status but
retain critical cultural value. In this case, the
documentarian finds him/herself at the intersection of
power decisions, factual knowledge, and ethical
responsibility. Their task, therefore, is not only to record the
loss but to restore the object's visibility and significance
through the act of testimony.

A similar situation occurred with the destruction of the
Muslim necropolis Kirk-Azizler ("Forty Saints"), one of the
oldest cemeteries in Crimea (Ukraine) (CISS, 2023). The
12th-15th century tombstones with Crimean Tatar
epitaphs in Arabic script are material evidence of the
continuity of the community and its self-designation as
“Qinmli.” The destruction of the tombstones and the
cemetery itself in 2015-2020 under the pretext of
"improvements" is not only an act of vandalism but also an
attempt to erase the historical agency of the Crimean
Tatars from the peninsula. In this situation, the
documentarian is dealing not just with a violation but with
the destruction of a symbolic structure of memory;
therefore, their work is at once an act of resistance,
representation, and preservation of the voice of those who
cannot speak for themselves.

Such cases demonstrate that documentation in Crimea
cannot be understood outside the logic of dispositif. Three
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levels collide here: authoritarian, epistemic, and ethical.
The documentarian finds themselves at the intersection of
these forces, and their action becomes a form of
subjectification — the process in which they take on the role
of bearer of truth, interpreter, and defender of cultural
memory.

In this dimension, documentation becomes a practice
of truth — a way in which knowledge about loss enters the
realm of ethical understanding and responsibility. Here, the
act of recording takes on the character of an ethical gesture
that recognizes the right of culture to exist even in a state
of destruction. It is through such practices that the
community not only restores data about the past but also
rethinks its own history, forming a new framework for
collective memory. Thus, the Crimean material
demonstrates that documentation is not only a reaction to
loss but also a profound philosophical and ethical practice
in which memory is preserved through testimony,
interpretation, and meaning-making.

However, it is necessary to distinguish the processes
of documenting cultural losses from other models of
understanding memory developed in contemporary
cultural studies.

Contemporary memory studies widely use the concept
of memory regime introduced by Jan Assmann (7995;
2011). It outlines an orderly system of institutions, symbols,
and practices through which communities determine what
to remember and what to forget. Within this approach,
memory is interpreted as a structured system of heritage
that encompasses museums, archives, monuments, rituals,
and official narratives designed to preserve the past in
recognizable forms. This model is characterized by
institutional stability but also by a certain inertia, for
memory is fixed within established forms of representation.

Jan Assmann distinguishes between two basic levels
of memory functioning: communicative and cultural
(Karkowska, 2013). The first conveys the experience of
direct intergenerational communication, while the second
ensures its long-term preservation through material
carriers of culture and symbolic practices. Thus, within this
concept, memory appears primarily as a legacy — an
institutionally organized narrative that interprets the past
through the lens of the present.

However, against the backdrop of armed conflicts,
particularly as regards the destruction of cultural heritage,
memory ceases to be a neutral sphere of “heritage” and
increasingly emerges as a field of struggle for meaning. Its
formation is no longer limited to traditional institutions — the
state, museums, or academic structures. New institutional
and technological actors are actively involved in the
process of memory creation, namely volunteer initiatives,
journalists who document stories of destruction, OSINT
groups that record attacks on cultural objects, digital
archives such as Google Heritage or online repositories of
war testimonies, and civic platforms that enable
communities themselves to create their own narratives of
memory.

As a result of these changes, memory is becoming
polyphonic and decentralized. It is no longer just
something that is preserved but also something that is
acted upon — politically, ethically, and legally. When
activists document a destroyed temple, it is not just an act
of preserving the past but a political gesture against the
erasure of culture; when journalists publish evidence of
war crimes, it is a tool to influence future justice; when
digital archives are created, it is an attempt to recreate an
alternative space of memory.

From this perspective, memory ceases to be a static
system of representations and moves into the realm of
dynamic meaning-making, which directly intervenes in
political, legal, and moral contexts.

It is at this intersection — between ‘"institutional"
memory carriers and power-knowledge relations — that the
concept of memory dispositif emerges, which allows us to
describe documentation not as fixation but as an ethical
and political action in the field of memory (Haux, Dominicé,
Raspotnig, 2020).

It is in this dimension that the possibility of reading
memory as a dispositif arises: not as a legacy but as a
network of actions in which authorities, knowledge,
recording technologies, and ethical practices of testimony
circulate. In this configuration, the documentation of
cultural losses acquires a special status. It is not only
included in the institutional regime of memory but also
modifies it, transforming the field of memory into a space
of ethical interaction, where the past is not only preserved
but constantly reproduced through acts of testimony,
interpretation, and public articulation of trauma.

Applying this framework to the analysis of
documentation shows that the practical process of
recording losses functions as a local configuration of the
same dispositif: it is an area where power, technical, and
moral relations are most intensely manifested. This refers
not only to the institutions responsible for documentation
but also to a broad network of interactions between state
and civic initiatives, international structures, technological
platforms, and value orientations.

Theoretical framework: Foucault's concept of
dispositif and its application to the ethics of documentation.
In Michel Foucault's philosophy, the concept of dispositif is
one of the key tools for analyzing the interaction of power,
knowledge, and practices of meaning-making. Foucault
defines dispositif as a "heterogeneous" ensemble — a
system of relations between "discourses, institutions, laws,
technologies, architectural forms, moral propositions, and
forms of knowledge" through which power becomes
"visible" and effective. It is not a static structure but a
dynamic field of forces in which flows of power, knowledge,
decisions, and control strategies circulate. Foucault does
not equate dispositif with a mechanism or instrument in the
literal sense; rather, it is a mode of organizing experience
through which "the invisible becomes visible" (Bilko, 2011).

The authoritative nature of the dispositif lies in the fact
that it does not simply reflect social order — it creates,
determining who has the right to speak, in what way and
about what, and creates conditions for the formation of
knowledge. As an "authoritative instance-producer of
discursive practice," the dispositif does not exist outside of
language — on the contrary, it sets the mode of speech and
vision within which discourse itself is formed. Thus,
discourse is a manifestation of the dispositif, while the
dispositif itself encompasses a broader system of relations
between power, knowledge, and morality.

Thus, the dispositif emerges not as a separate structure
but as a methodological framework that allows us to see the
places where discursive practices are formed, i.e., the points
where knowledge, norms, or cultural values are born. It can
be viewed as a reflexive tool that allows us to describe how
knowledge and power interact to shape reality.

Gilles Deleuze later developed this idea by introducing
the concept of "lines of subjectification" — trajectories along
which an individual becomes a subject within the dispositif.
These lines are not fixed; they define a space of
possibilities in which the subject can develop a position, a
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course of action, and responsibility. In this study, this
aspect is interpreted as a space of ethical subjectification
— a field in which the individual learns to act, take
responsibility, and become a bearer of meaning.

Contemporary cultural interpretations of the theory of
dispositif (in particular, by Briukhovetska) emphasize that
the dispositif describes the positioning of the subject in the
system of relations, i.e., the way in which he sees and acts;
the dispositif itself in such a configuration is a process. In
this sense, a dispositif is an analytical shift from things to
relations, from mechanisms to practices, which opens up
the possibility of analyzing humanitarian and cultural
processes not as the result of external influences but as an
internal configuration of relations within which truth is born.

This perspective allows us to see the ethics of
documentation as a local configuration of a dispositif,
where power relations, recording technologies,
mechanisms of legitimation, and processes of
subjectification of the documentarian overlap. In this space,
documentation becomes not a technical operation of
collecting facts but an ethical-discursive practice in which
the act of testimony becomes a way of producing
knowledge, forming a public understanding of the loss and
restoration of cultural memory.

That is why in this study, Foucault's understanding of
dispositif is specified as a memory dispositif — a
reconstructed analytical configuration of institutions, norms,
technologies, practices, and discourses through which
society produces forms of remembering and forgetting that
take on particular importance in wartime.

The Concept of a Roadmap for Interagency
Cooperation between Central Executive Bodies,
Investigative and Prosecutorial Authorities, Local Self-
Government Bodies, Intergovernmental and International
Organizations,  Scientific  Institutions, and  Civic
Associations, which was prepared with the participation of
the author of this article as part of a group of experts
(E.N. Ablialimova-Chyihoz, D.V. Yashnyi, K.l.Busol,
D.O. Koval) within the framework of the project "Violations
of international humanitarian law in armed conflict:
Protection of Cultural Heritage," supported by the
International Renaissance Foundation in 2023 (Yashnyi et
al., 2023).

The roadmap demonstrates the circulation of power,
knowledge, and ethical responsibility through which
cultural loss acquires social status.

It forms a systemic vision of cultural heritage
preservation not only as a collection of objects from the
past but as an element of state policy, security, and identity.
In this logic, the document appears not as a normative-
managerial structure but as a concrete manifestation of a
dispositif — a space where power relations, knowledge
regimes, mechanisms of legitimation, and practices of
subjectification of the participants in the process are
intertwined. As in Foucault's dispositif, it combines
heterogeneous elements — from legal procedures and
interdepartmental protocols to technical instructions,
recording standards, and communication strategies —
which together form a regime of action within which cultural
loss acquires the status of a socially significant fact.

The document records a key shift in the understanding
of heritage — from the category of “what to preserve” to the
question of “how it works, what it gives and can give,” that
is, to the awareness of heritage as a factor of social
transformation and a moral resource of the nation. The
roadmap is seen here as the materialization of a memory
dispositif — a network of power-knowledge-responsibility
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that specifies the idea of preserving and protecting cultural
heritage through the interaction of various institutional
actors, in particular:

the Ministry of Culture of Ukraine in terms of "forming
and implementing state policy in the areas of restoration
and preservation of national memory, arts, cultural heritage
protection, museum affairs, export, import, and return of
cultural property";

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Ukraine in terms of
advocating the idea of protecting the cultural heritage and
national memory of the Ukrainian people as one of the
security dimensions of foreign policy;

investigative and prosecutorial authorities of Ukraine in
terms of legal actions in the investigation of crimes against
cultural property;

media as a channel of communication with internal and
external audiences;

professional scientific institutions, civic associations,
etc., whose activities in the field of study become the basis
for publications in the media and the basis for the
representation of heritage, the transformation of its
perception, and the formation of self-identification ( Yashnyi
etal.,, 2023: 11).

The stages of interaction are:

1. documenting violations/monitoring/recording,
carried out by state bodies, scientific institutions, civil
society organizations, and international expert groups;

2. informing Ukraine and the world (implemented by
state bodies, civil society organizations, and media);

3. prosecuting violators (implemented by investigative
bodies and prosecutors);

4. setting up processes of restitution/substitution/com-
pensatory restitution/reparation of cultural property
(implemented by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA), the
Ministry of Culture and Information Policy (MCIP), civil
society organizations, UNESCO Intergovernmental
Committee for Promoting the Return of Cultural Property to
its Countries of Origin or its Restitution in Case of lllicit
Appropriation (ICPRCP));

5. countering narratives/producing new narratives
(implemented by the National Academy of Sciences of
Ukraine, the MCIP, the Ministry of Science and Education
of Ukraine, media);

6. consolidating partners (implemented by MFA, civil
society organizations, professional scientific institutions,
cultural institutions, including museums, media ( Yashnyi et
al., 2023: 12).

The logic of its construction corresponds to what
Deleuze describes as "lines of subjectification": each stage
sets a specific position of the subject in the power-
knowledge system. At the same time, power in this
dispositif is not centralized — it circulates between nodes of
connection, manifesting itself in various practices of
determining truth. The documentarian, prosecutor, journa-
list, diplomat, scientist, or community representative
become participants in a single process, but their roles are
determined by different regimes of responsibility and
influence on memory.

Each stage of the roadmap forms a holistic circulation
between institutional nodes. It is this circulation — from
documentation to restitution — that forms a space in which
knowledge, power, and ethics interact in motion rather than
in a fixed hierarchy:

e government institutions form normative and
communicative frameworks that give documentation
official status and integrate it into the sphere of state
memory policy;
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¢ law enforcement agencies and the prosecutor's office
transform this framework into a mechanism of
accountability for crimes against cultural heritage,
implementing the principle of justice of memory and giving
documentation the legal force of testimony;

e scientific institutions and the media act as
intermediaries in the production of knowledge and
meanings through which society interprets losses and
gains experience in the ethical understanding of
destruction;

e civil society organizations perform field and analytical
work on documentation, whilst also mediating between
government structures, international institutions, and local
communities to ensure the exchange of data, trust, and
solidarity in the system of humanitarian interaction.

Together, they form a disposition of mutual
responsibility in which knowledge, power, and ethics are
combined in a single movement—from trauma to action,
from action to memory. Thus, the Roadmap reveals itself
as the materialization of the disposition of memory: it sets
the infrastructure within which cultural loss acquires
meaning, fact acquires status, and the documentarian
acquires ethical agency.

Conclusion

Summarizing the analysis, it is fair to argue that docu-
menting cultural losses is a local manifestation of a
memory dispositive — a system of power, epistemic, ethi-
cal, and subjectification processes through which society
produces forms of remembrance during armed conflict.
Documentation goes beyond technical action: it becomes
a practice of moral responsibility that influences the preser-
vation of the dignity of affected communities, the establish-
ment of truth, and the counteraction of memory distortion.
The ethics of documentation are defined as a normative-
epistemic framework that regulates the awareness of the
limits of power and the documentarian's own position; re-
sponsibility for the way of seeing and interpreting, adher-
ence to the principles of memory justice, respect for the
dignity of the communities whose trauma is being rec-
orded. At this level, the documentarian is not a neutral ob-
server but an active participant in the process of meaning-
making.

The processes of subjectification give the documentar-
ian the status of an ethical subject. Subjectification encom-
passes the formation of a professional perspective, the ex-
perience and reflection of trauma as a cultural experience,
the acquisition of the ability to bear witness and represent
loss, and participation in the collective production of
memory. This role is most evident in Crimean cases, as the
documentarian here opposes colonial practices of memory
erasure and legal invisibility of objects.

Deleuze's understanding of subjectification allows us to
conceive of the documentarian as a subject of truth pro-
duction within a memory dispositive — the bearer of respon-
sibility for the visibility of loss, its interpretation, and its
meaningful representation in the public sphere. That is why
further attention to the ethics of documentation opens up
prospects for the development of Ukrainian memory stud-
ies and a deeper philosophical analysis of cultural losses.

Thus, documentation in the context of the Russian-
Ukrainian war should be understood as an ethical-discur-
sive activity in which cultural loss acquires the status of a
socially significant fact, and memory emerges as a process
of resistance to oblivion and colonial reappropriation of the
past.

REFERENCES

Assmann, J. (1995). Collective Memory and Cultural Iden-
tity. New German Critique, (64), 125-133. Retrieved
from http://www.jstor.org/stable/488538

Assmann, J. (2011). Cultural Memory and Early Civiliza-
tion. Writing, Remembrance, and Political Imagination.
Cambridge University: Cambridge University Press.

English Department At Manchester Metropolitan Univer-
sity. (2025, October 3). Studies in Testimony. An inter-
disciplinary approach to works of testimony
[Https://studiesintestimony.co.uk/]. Retrieved Novem-
ber 7, 2025, from https://studiesintestimony.co.uk/

Haux, D. H., Dominicé, A. M., & Raspotnig, J. A. (2020). A
Cultural Memory of the Digital Age? International Jour-
nal for the Semiotics of Law, (34), 769—-782. Retrieved
from https://doi.org/10.1007/s11196-020-09778-7

Karkowska, M. (2013). On the Usefulness of Aleida and
Jan Assmann’s Concept of Cultural Memory for Study-
ing Local Communities in Contemporary Poland—the
Case of Olsztyn. Polish Sociological Review, (2), 269—
288.

Maklad, A. (2024). International codes of archival ethics:
an analytical comparative study. Cybrarians Journal,
(74), 207-268. Retrieved from
https://doi.org/10.70000/cj.2024.74.593

Briukhovetska, O. (2009). Apparatus and dispositif. Intro-
duction to film theory. Cinema. Theater, (3), 15-25.

Bilko, D. (2011). Social and philosophical aspects of con-
ceptualizing the dispositif of visual media. Science. Re-
ligion. Society, (4), 142-150. Retrieved from
https://nasplib.isofts.kiev.ua/handle/123456789/86752

Gapon, N. (2019 ). The Concept of "Subjectivation" In M.
Foucault's Work "The Care of the Self". Visnyk of Lviv
University. Philosophy series, (24), 45-51. Retrieved
from https://doi.org/10.30970/2078-6999.2019.24-6

Hrynchyshyn, N. I. (2020). Moral responsibility of the indi-
vidual in the ethical concept of Emmanuel Levinas
(Diss. abstr. ... Cand. of Philos. Sciences: 09.00.07,
Taras Shevchenko National University of Kyiv). Re-
trieved from http://elib.nakkkim.edu.ua/han-
dle/123456789/2424

Crimean Institute for Strategic Studies. (n.d.). Kirk-Azizler
[Cultural Heritage. Crimean Institute for Strategic Stud-
ies]. Retrieved on November 5, 2025, from
https://ciss.org.ua/ual/sk_page.html?0b-
ject code=bdfafcf3702c65ae5fde2f2b084e91ed

Crimean Institute for Strategic Studies. (n.d.). Kosh-Kuyu |
Settlement [Cultural Heritage. Crimean Institute for
Strategic Studies]. Retrieved on November 5, 2025,
from https://ciss.org.ua/ual/sk_page.html?0b-
ject code=826bd5e7c8363f0c818b34d7184d4e4l

Crimean Institute for Strategic Studies. (n.d.). Registry
[Cultural Heritage. Crimean Institute for Strategic Stud-
ies]. Retrieved November 10, 2025, from
https://ciss.org.ua/ua/home.html

HeMo: Ukrainian Heritage Monitoring Lab. (n.d.). Re-
trieved November 4, 2025, from
https://www.hemo.in.ua

SKHID Vol. 7 (4) 2025

Strategic Challenges of Societal Humanitarian Security: Political, Religious, and Cultural Dimensions


http://www.jstor.org/stable/488538
https://studiesintestimony.co.uk/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11196-020-09778-7
https://doi.org/10.70000/cj.2024.74.593
https://nasplib.isofts.kiev.ua/handle/123456789/86752
https://doi.org/10.30970/2078-6999.2019.24-6
http://elib.nakkkim.edu.ua/handle/123456789/2424
http://elib.nakkkim.edu.ua/handle/123456789/2424
https://ciss.org.ua/ua/sk_page.html?object_code=bdfafcf3702c65ae5fde2f2b084e91ed
https://ciss.org.ua/ua/sk_page.html?object_code=bdfafcf3702c65ae5fde2f2b084e91ed
https://ciss.org.ua/ua/sk_page.html?object_code=826bd5e7c8363f0c818b34d7184d4e41
https://ciss.org.ua/ua/sk_page.html?object_code=826bd5e7c8363f0c818b34d7184d4e41
https://ciss.org.ua/ua/home.html
https://www.hemo.in.ua/

100

Morozov, A. (2014). “Inshyi” yak tsentralna problema etyky
Emanuelia Levinasa ["The other" as the central prob-
lem of Emmanuel Levinas' ethics]. Skhid (East), (2),
158-161. https://doi.org/10.21847/1728-9343.2014.2-
(128).24680

Ministry of Culture of Ukraine. (2025, November 7). 1,612
cultural heritage sites and 2,427 cultural infrastructure
objects damaged in Ukraine due to Russian aggression
[Https://mcsc.gov.ua/]. Retrieved on November 1,
2025, from https://mcsc.gov.ua/news/1612-pamyatok-
kulturnoyi-spadshhyny-ta-2427-ob/

On the National Security of Ukraine. (2018). Pub. L. No.
2469-VIII.

L. Tarasiuk, Ablialimova-Chyihoz (J1. Tapactok, E. Abnsinimoa-4uiiros)

Foucault, M. (1996). Volya k istine: po tu storonu znaniya,
vlasti i seksualnosti. Raboty raznykh let [The Will to
Truth: Beyond Knowledge, Power, and Sexuality.
Works of Different Years]. Transl. from French. Mos-
cow: Kastal.

Foucault, M. (2007). Psikhiatricheskaya vlast: kurs lekrsiy,
prochitannykh v Kollezh de Frans v 1973-1974
uchebnom godu [Psychiatric Power: Lectures at the
College de France, 1973-1974]. Transl. from French.
St. Petersburg: Nauka.

Yashnyi, D., Ablialimova-Chyihoz, E., Koval, D., & Busol, K.
(2023). Russian aggression against Ukraine: from moni-
toring to the concept of cultural heritage protection

(roadmap). Kyiv: Crimean Institute for Strategic Studies.

ETMKa AOKYMEHTYBaHHA KY/IbTYPHUX BTpaT
AK NPOAB AUCNO3UTMUBY Nam’ATi B ymoBaX 36poiMHOro KOHP KTy

Jlapuca Tapacrox (ORCID 0000-0002-3863-7707)
KuiBcekuit cromuunmii yHisepcutet iMeni bopuca I'pindenka (Ykpaina)

Eabmipa A6asuimosa-Yuiiros (ORCID 0009-0005-6687-4311)
KuiBchbkuii croimyHuit yHiBepeuteT iMeHi bopuca I'pinuenka (Ykpaina)

CT1aTTa npucBsiYeHa aHanisy eTUKU JOKYMEHTYBaHHS KyNbTYpPHUX BTPAT SIK JTOKANbHOro NposiBy AUCMO3UTUBY Nam’ ATi
B YMOBaXx POCINCbKO-YKpaiHCbKOi BiiHW. Cnvpatounch Ha cyyacHi nigxoaun y dinocodii nam’aTi Ta Teopii AMCno3nTusy,
[OCNIOKEHHSI MPOMOHYE KOHLENTyarnisawilo NOHATTS «4MCMO3UTUB Nam’aTi» Ta A0BOAUTb HEOOXiOHICTb BUOKPEMITEHHS
€TVKN OOKYMEHTYBaHHS SIK BaXNMBOIO CKMNafHWMKa L€l KoHdirypauii. ABTOpkM OBIpyHTOBYIOTb, O AOKYMEHTYBaHHS B
SIKOT (POPMYHOTBECSH CMUCTIW, PEXMMM iCTMHM Ta Cy6’EKTHICTb JOKYMeHTaTopa. Taka nepcnekTiea 403BOSE iHTEpNpeTyBaTh
[OKYMEHTYBaHHS KyNbTypPHUX BTPAT SK €NIEMEHT CUCTEMW 3aXUCTY KyNbTYPHOI CNaALmMHK, WO B Cy4acHMX yMoBax Haby-
Ba€ HOBOro 6€3neKkoBOro BUMIpY Ta iHTErpyeTbCsa y AepKaBHy MOMITUKY NpOTUAil reHouuay, CTUpPaHHIo nam’aTi Ta iHdop-
MaLiiHUM MaHinynauism.

BuxigHoto nosuuieto € po3yMiHHA nam’siTi IK AMHaAMIYHOro AMCNO3UTUBY, A€ AOKYMEHTYBaHHSA (OYHKLIOHYE He siK nacu-
BHa dhikcauis, a gk npouec hopMyBaHHS CMUCIIB, BiAMOBIAANbHOCTI Ta Cy0’eKTHOCTI. Y Ui Noriyi eTnka JOKYMEHTYBaHHS
BM3HAYaETLCA 5K KOHLENT, LLLO OXOMNSE HOPMAaTUBHI, eniCTeMIYHI Ta OHTOMNOriYHI BUMIpY AiSNbHOCTI AOKyMeHTaTopa. Po-
3MEXOBaHO eTUKY AOKYMEHTYBaHHS 3 eTUKOI0 apXiBy Ta €TMKOK CBIAYEHHS, NigKkpecniowoyn, Wo ii npeameToM € came
nepegapxiBHa cTaisi CTBOPEHHS AOKyMEHTa Ta MeAiauinHa fisnbHICTb AOKyMEeHTaTopa Mixk TpaBmoto, hakTom i cycninb-
HUMM iHTEpnpeTauisMun.

OkpeMy yBary npuaineHo aHaniay cy4acHUx yKpaiHCbKUX NPaKTUK LOKYMEHTYBaHHSA KynbTypHUX BTpaT (30kpemMa ais-
nbHocTi HeMo Ta KpumcbKoro iHCTUTYTy cTpaTeriyHux JOChiXKeHb), SKi yTBOPIOIOTb B3aEMOMNOB’A3aHy Mepexy BUPOOHM-
UTBa 3HaHHA, NPaBoOBOI NeriTMMmadii Ta eTM4HOI B3aemMogii 3i cninbHoTamu. KpyMmcbkuin Matepian (3HeCeHHs noceneHHs
Kow-Kyto | Ta Hekponons Kipk-Asianep) po3rnsiHyTo sik 30HAYBarnbHUIA KENC, WO HaBUpasHille AEMOHCTPYE Ailo ANCMOo-
3UTUBY NaM'siTi: TYT AOKYMEHTATOP OMUHSAETBLCS Y TOYLi NEPETUHY KOMOHIanbHUX MPaKTUK BUTICHEHHS, NMPaBOBOi HEBMAW-
MOCTi Ta eTMYHOI BigNoBiganesHOCTI 3@ NOBEPHEHHS rONOCY KyNbTYpHUM 06’ ekTam.

Y cTaTTi Takox npoaHanizoBaHo «[JOpOoXHIO kKapTy» MiXBiAOMYOI B3aEMOAii K MaTepianizaLio ANCNo3nTnBy nam’ati
— MepexXeBoi iHPPaCTPYKTYpU, y Mexax SIKOT LMPKYMOTb BriagHi HACTaHOBU, PEXVMUW 3HAHHSA 1 eTWUYHI npakTuky. [ose-
OeHo, WO AOKYMEHTYBaHHSA B Ui KOHirypaLii € He TexHi4HO npoueaypoto, a eTUKO-OUCKYPCUBHOK NPaKTUKO, Y SIKIN
hopMyOTLCS PEXUMM iICTUHW, CTaHAAPTW NeriTumaldii BTpaTt Ta npouecu cyb’ekTmBauii JokyMeHTaTopa.

3pobneHo BUCHOBOK, WO eTuka AOKYMEHTYBaHHSA (DYHKLIOHYE SiK MOKanbHUI NPOSB AUCMO3NTUBY NaM'dTi, ¥ MexXax
SIKOTO KynbTypHa BTpaTa NepexoauTb y CTaTyc CycCrifibHO 3HadyLoro dakTy, a AoKyMmeHTaTop HabyBae poni eTUYHOro
cy6’exTa, BignosiganeHOro 3a opmMyBaHHS! KONEKTUBHUX PEXMMIB MaM’ATaHHS B yMOBaX BiliHW.

Knio4yoBi cnoBa: AMcno3utve nam’aTi, eTMka AOKYMEHTYBaHHS!, KyNnbTypHi BTpaTu, cyb’ekTMBaLLisi, KONEKTUBHA nam'-
SiTb, 30PONHMIA KOHMNIKT, rymaHiTapHa 6e3neka, 4eKONOHIanbHa ONTUKa, JOKYMEHTATOP, PEXUMU iCTUHM, MiXKBIAOMYa B3a-
€mMofis, KynbTypHa CnagluHa.
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