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eSSence  anD  SPecificitY  Of  mODern  State 
cultural  POlicY

Annotation. The article deals with consideration the essence and specificity 
of modern state cultural policy. It is proved that cultural policy is an activity con-
nected with the formation and coordination of social mechanisms and conditions 
of cultural activity of the population as a whole, and of all its groups, oriented on 
the development of creative, cultural and recreational needs as mechanisms of 
formation and harmonization of the conditions of cultural activity are allocated 
legal, economic and organizational conditions. 

As a result of the generalization, it is determined that at present the function 
of the transmission of socio-cultural values is carried out by cultural institutions 
and mass media, with the latter doing it more effectively; institutions of culture 
and art have lost their monopoly in attracting people to the best cultural values; 
they have to share this role with private libraries, television, computer equipment 
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and the Internet; cultural-creative and other processes of active activity of the 
population to a large extent take place outside the institutions and organizations 
of the institutional system of culture.

The main bodies, implementing the cultural policy of the state, are cultural 
institutions. The latter are relatively clearly divided into state institutions, bud- 
get-bound for the fulfilment of the main tasks of the cultural policy of the state, 
formulated in the Constitution of Ukraine and other legal acts.

Non-state institutions dealing with the development of artistic activity are 
creative unions and associations, architectural, artistic and restoration work-
shops, film studios and film rental establishments. That is, the distinctive features 
of the subject of state governance of socio-cultural processes are as follows: the 
ability to influence state legal acts; financing of the tasks of cultural policy from 
the state budget; and solving the tasks of cultural policy through state legal and 
economic mechanisms only.

The function of state management of culture does not include the tasks of ge- 
neral socio-cultural regulation of people's lives, the formation of customs and tra-
ditions, direct artistic creativity, leadership activities of creative unions, etc. The 
management of culture at the state level should mainly model the mechanisms of 
the natural civilization process, act within framework of its social laws and only 
to stimulate the accelerated development of society in the direction in which it is 
itself objectively moving.

Keywords: culture, cultural policy, state, public administration, cultural in-
stitutions, social and cultural activities.

СУТНІСТЬ  І  СПЕЦИФІКА  СУЧАСНОЇ  
ДЕРЖАВНОЇ  КУЛЬТУРНОЇ  ПОЛІТИКИ 

Анотація. Розглянуто сутність і специфіку сучасної державної куль-
турної політики. Доведено, що культурна політика — це діяльність, пов’я-
зана з формуванням та узгодженням соціальних механізмів і умов куль-
турної активності як населення загалом, так і всіх його груп, орієнтованих 
на розвиток творчих, культурних і рекреаційних потреб. Механізмами 
формування і узгодження умов культурної діяльності виокремлюють пра-
вовий, економічний та організаційний. 

Визначено, що нині функцію соціокультурних цінностей виконують 
установи культури і засоби масової комунікації, причому другі це роблять 
ефективніше. Установи культури і мистецтва втратили свою монополію 
на залучення людини до кращих цінностей культури, цю роль їм дово-
диться ділити з особистими бібліотеками, телебаченням, комп’ютерною 
технікою та мережею Інтернет. Культуро-творчі та інші процеси активної 
діяльності населення значною мірою протікають поза установ і організа-
цій інституційної системи культури.

Основними органами, що реалізують культурну політику держави, є 
культурні інститути. Останні порівняно чітко поділяються на державні 
інститути, бюджетно прив’язані до виконання основних завдань куль-
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турної політики держави, сформульованих у Конституції України, інших 
правових актах.

Недержавними інститутами, що вирішують питання розвитку ху-
дожньої діяльності, є творчі спілки та об’єднання, архітектурні, художні 
та реставраційні майстерні, кіностудії та кінопрокатні установи. Тобто, 
відмітними особливостями суб’єкта державного управління соціокуль-
турними процесами є: можливість впливати через державні норматив-
но-правові акти; фінансування на вирішення завдань культурної політи-
ки з державного бюджету; вирішення завдань культурної політики тільки 
через державні правові та економічні механізми.

До функцій державного управління культурою не входять завдання за-
гальної соціокультурної регуляції життя людей, формування звичаїв і тра-
дицій, безпосередньої художньої творчості, керівництво діяльністю твор-
чих спілок та ін. Управління культурою на рівні держави має в основному 
моделювати механізми природного цивілізаційного процесу, діяти в межах 
його соціальних законів і лише стимулювати прискорений розвиток су-
спільства в тому напрямі, в якому воно саме по собі об’єктивно рухається. 

Ключові слова: культура, культурна політика, держава, державне управ-
ління, установи культури, соціально-культурна діяльність.

СУЩНОСТЬ  И  СПЕЦИФИКА  СОВРЕМЕННОЙ 
ГОСУДАРСТВЕННОЙ  КУЛЬТУРНОЙ  ПОЛИТИКИ

Аннотация. Рассмотрена сущность и специфика современной государ-
ственной культурной политики. Доказано, что культурная политика — это 
деятельность, связанная с формированием и согласованием социальных 
механизмов и условий культурной активности как населения в целом, так 
и всех его групп, ориентированных на развитие творческих, культурных и 
рекреационных потребностей. В качестве механизмов формирования и со-
гласования условий культурной деятельности выделяются правовые, эконо-
мические и организационные. 

Определено, что в настоящее время функцию социокультурных ценно-
стей выполняют учреждения культуры и средства массовой коммуникации, 
причем вторые это делают эффективнее. Учреждения культуры и искусства 
утратили свою монополию на приобщение человека к лучшим ценностям 
культуры, эту роль им приходится делить с личными библиотеками, телеви-
дением, компьютерной техникой и сетью Интернет. Культурно-творческие 
и другие процессы активной деятельности населения в значительной ме-
ре протекают вне учреждений и организаций институциональной системы 
культуры.

Основными органами, реализующими культурную политику государства, 
являются культурные институты. Последние сравнительно четко разделя-
ются на государственные институты, бюджетно привязаны к выполнению 
основных задач культурной политики государства, сформулированных в 
Конституции, других правовых актах.
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Негосударственными институтами, решающими вопросы развития худо-
жественной деятельности, являются творческие союзы и объединения, ар-
хитектурные, художественные и реставрационные мастерские, киностудии и 
кинопрокатные учреждения. То есть, отличительными особенностями субъ-
екта государственного управления социокультурными процессами являют-
ся: возможность влиять с помощью государственных нормативно-правовых 
актов; финансирование на решение задач культурной политики из государ-
ственного бюджета; решение задач культурной политики только через госу-
дарственные правовые и экономические механизмы.

В функции государственного управления культурой не входят задачи об-
щей социокультурной регуляции жизни людей, формирование обычаев и 
традиций, непосредственное художественное творчество, руководство дея-
тельностью творческих союзов и т. п. Управление культурой на уровне госу-
дарства должно в основном моделировать механизмы естественного цивили-
зационного процесса, действовать в рамках его социальных законов и лишь 
стимулировать ускоренное развитие общества в том направлении, в котором 
оно само по себе объективно движется.

Ключевые слова: культура, культурная политика, государство, государ-
ственное управление, учреждения культуры, социально-культурная дея-
тельность.

Problem statement. In the litera-
ture, domestic and foreign, the opinion 
is often expressed that the culture of 
less than other spheres of public life 
is subject to institutional ordering 
and public administration. More often 
than others, such opinion is expressed 
by the creators themselves of cultural 
values. Due to the special role of crea-
tivity in socio-cultural processes, cul-
ture, above all, is connected with the 
individual activity of artists and think-
ers, writers and artists, which does not 
fit into attempts to regulate it.

The other side insistently empha-
sizes that the state plays an important 
role in the functioning and develop-
ment of culture. Ensuring the general 
social functions of the state is the most 
important precondition of culture, 
without which society is manifested 

in the power of spontaneous develop-
ment, the actions of local forces and 
local interests. The state also acts as 
an important 'customer' and 'spon-
sor', supporting cultural activities fi-
nancially or through the provision of 
privileges.

Yet the state is a special sphere of 
life of society, acting on its own laws 
and lives its interests. Neither the es-
sence nor the dynamics of the state co-
incides directly with the dynamics of 
culture, between them the usual fric-
tions and conflicts in which the state 
temporarily can take the upper hand, 
but, having its own potencies, culture 
is in most cases more durable.

Analysis of recent researches and 
publications. Theoretical founda-
tions of state cultural policy are high-
lighted in the works of both foreign 
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and domestic scientists. The follow-
ing scientists, namely: O. Butnyk [1],  
L. Vostriakov [2], Yu. Vdovenko [2], 
O. Hrytsenko [3], I. Ihyatcheyko [10], 
and A. Dehtiar [8], O. Dehtiar [8], 
A. Zaitseva [5], O. Kravchenko [9], 
O. Kopiievska [7], V. Malimin [6],  
S. Ovcharenko [4] and others have 
made a significant contribution to the 
study of the peculiarities of the state’s 
influence on the sphere of culture. 
However, despite numerous studies, 
the specifics of managerial relations 
in the field of culture and ways of im-
proving the state cultural policy re-
main insufficiently highlighted. 

Formulating the goals of the ar-
ticle. The purpose of this article is to 
determine the essence and specificity 
of contemporary state cultural policy 
and to provide suggestions for its im-
provement.

Presentation of the main re-
search material. With the beginning 
of market and democratic reforms in 
Ukraine, the role of the state in the 
management of culture has dramati-
cally made weaker, decentralization 
has become an unconscious conse-
quence of the new cultural policy, and 
evidence of the economic and political 
weakness of the state and the faith of 
the reformers that the market itself 
will regulate everything. In the begin-
ning of the 21st century, the contours 
of a new cultural policy based on the 
understanding of the need for decen-
tralization of cultural management, 
the development of diversity and the 
open competition of different areas of 
cultural development, the transition 
from policy and administrative to in-
direct, democratic methods of govern-
ance began to emerge in Ukraine only. 

Each of these controversial points 
of view has the right to exist, but this 
right is justified only in a concrete 
historical context. Truth, as always, 
lies in the middle. When the state is 
economically weakened, the support 
of culture is rather limited, and there-
fore, selective. Cultural management 
begins to be limited to the distribution 
of scanty budget funds, often based on 
political lobbyism, or even the utility 
or incompetence of an official. 

That is, the effectiveness of public 
administration of culture is influenced 
not only by an objective factor, but also 
by a subjective one, so in management 
is the activity of the subject of manage-
ment to ensure the optimal function-
ing and development of the system, the 
activities of, first of all, those people, 
who are competent and empowered to 
make decisions [1, р. 91]. 

Another area of the problems that 
the modern science of public adminis-
tration began to develop relatively re-
cently is a topic of cultural policy. This 
is largely due to the methodological 
lack of elaboration of many important 
for a unified understanding of the es-
sence of this topic.

To date, the literature does not 
have a clear understanding of what is 
cultural policy. Despite the fact that 
the very concept of 'cultural policy' is 
firmly in use, its specific content is still 
uncertain. Meanwhile, without defin-
ing the concept of 'cultural policy', we 
will not be able to solve the problem 
of the mechanisms of its formation and 
implementation. An attempt to out-
line the boundaries of this concept was 
made by L. Vostriakov [2, р. 64], as-
suming the concept of 'politics' as the 
sphere of human activity in which the 
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struggle for power takes place. When 
it comes to the struggle for the power 
of regional elites, attempts to preserve 
economic and political power in con-
fronting the state elites in conditions 
of unification and centralization are 
rather complicated. The right is still 
subject to political expediency. The 
sphere of culture is perhaps the only 
area where political confrontation is 
not doomed to the mutual destruction 
of the parties.

In principle, politics is not all strug-
gle for power, but one that is subject to 
certain norms and rules of the politi-
cal game and adopted in this commu-
nity. Distinctive feature of the politi-
cal struggle is the desire to legitimize, 
that is, the provision of their claim to 
legitimate grounds and the acquisition 
of influence on state institutions of 
power [3, р. 15].

S. Ovcharenko considers cultural 
policy as a complex of measures for the 
artificial regulation of tendencies in 
the development of spiritual and val-
ue aspects of social life. Reflecting on 
the limits of state interference in the  
management of socio-cultural pro-
cesses, the author proposes to first  
differentiate the state cultural policy 
and the operational management of 
current cultural creative processes as 
two different levels of strategy and 
tactics of management activities [4,  
р. 64]. 

Cultural policy is a set of scientifi-
cally grounded views and measures on 
comprehensive socio-cultural moder- 
nization of society and structural re-
forms throughout the system of cultu- 
ral and creative institutions, as a sys-
tem of new proportional principles of 
state and social components of social 

and cultural life, as a set of measures 
for the timely establishment of sci-
entific and educational provision of 
these principles, purposeful training 
for skilled regulation of socio-cultural 
processes of tomorrow, and most im-
portantly as a meaningful adjustment 
of the overall content of national cul-
ture. Managing the current culture of 
creative processes is a set of operation-
al actions to address the urgent exist-
ing problems of cultural and creative 
institutions, designed to provide en-
hanced reproduction of actual cultural 
forms within the financial resources, 
staffing, tools and technologies avail-
able to the state to date.

A. Zaitseva defines cultural policy 
as a line of behaviour and actions of 
the subject who has the ability to in-
fluence something [5, р. 34]. One way 
or another, this is the subject's activity 
in relation to culture, aimed at regulat-
ing the processes of production, stor-
age, distribution and consumption of 
cultural property. 

In our opinion, cultural policy is an 
activity associated with the formation 
and coordination of social mechanisms 
and the conditions of cultural acti- 
vity, both for the population as a whole, 
and for all its groups, focused on the 
development of creative, cultural and 
recreational needs as mechanisms of 
formation and harmonization of the 
conditions of cultural activity are al-
located legal, economic and organiza-
tional conditions.

A large number of works have ap-
peared, fully or partially devoted to 
theoretical problems of cultural deve- 
lopment [6], problems of the develop-
ment of a new model for the regulation 
of cultural processes [7] summarizing 
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the research may highlight the follow-
ing three important points:

(1) Currently, the functions of 
transmission of socio-cultural values 
are carried out by cultural institutions 
and mass media, with the latter doing it 
more effectively;

(2) Cultural and art institutions 
have lost their monopoly on attracting 
people to the best cultural values; they 
have to share this role with private 
libraries, television, computer equip-
ment and the Internet network;

(3) Cultural-creative and other pro-
cesses of active activity of the popula-
tion to a large extent proceed outside 
institutions and organizations of the 
institutional system of culture.

Regarding the competences of state 
culture management, it is necessary to 
dwell on the peculiarities of object-sub-
jective interaction in this sphere. From 
the standpoint of Sociocybernetics, 
which has constructed a formal model 
of this process, management is a special 
form of interaction of specifically or-
ganized, complex and connected with 
each other formations: controlling and 
controlled, which separately are not 
such. Management consists in the fact 
that the subject of his directed effects 
controls the state of the controlled ob-
ject, induces him to change their pa-
rameters to achieve predetermined re-
sults of the subject. In turn, the object 
acts on the subject and contributes to 
the fulfilment of his role in the manage-
ment process [8, р. 94]. 

In totalitarian social and political 
systems, the state as a sole subject of 
social control fully set the parameters 
of the necessary changes, determined 
the goals and nature of the results, 
necessary from the point of view of the 

party-state elite. In a democratic soci-
ety, as a self-governing system, the ob-
ject of management does not passively 
perceive managerial influences, but ac-
tively influences itself on the subject of 
management, inducing, or even forcing, 
the adoption of the necessary object 
of the decision. The development and 
functioning of managerial relations in 
the field of culture has a special pecu-
liarity, the conscious beginning causes 
here not only the purposefulness of the 
actions of the subject of control, but al-
so the activity of the controlled object. 
The latter is not a passive 'perception' 
of the managerial influence of the sub-
ject, but acts as an active, full partici-
pant in managerial processes, inducing 
and forcing the managerial compo-
nents to make certain decisions [9,  
р. 103]. The more developed the social 
activity of creative workers, consumers 
of cultural values, the more insistent 
they are able to defend their interests 
and influence the adoption of manage-
rial decisions concerning the financing 
of the cultural sphere, the right to use 
cultural monuments and taxation, etc. 
The more reason it is possible to talk 
about transforming management ob-
jects into subjects of cultural manage-
ment. In the absence of such active ac-
tors in the field of culture, the process 
of implementing the program must be 
carried out with the direct participa-
tion and under the control of the state 
cultural management bodies [10].

In general, cultural management is 
the interaction of managers and ma- 
naged entities aimed at regulating 
the implementation of cultural policy.  
Actually this process is the subject of 
science of public administration [11,  
р. 51].
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The specificity of managerial rela-
tions in the sphere of culture deter-
mines the limits of state interference 
in socio-cultural processes. And, above 
all, the fact that in addition to state au-
thorities, the subjects of management 
of culture include non-state institu-
tions. It would be a mistake to limit un-
derstanding of the subject by only one 
state and its management bodies. An 
entity that implements cultural policy 
is primarily a society that is only cor-
rected by state authorities. Being si-
multaneously the object and subject of 
cultural policy, society acts as a socio-
cultural system, self-organizing and 
self-evolving, continuously adapting 
to the changing conditions of life (pri-
marily the change in their cultural and 
value orientation, in many ways stimu-
lating and changing utilitarian social 
needs, which are determined not least 
by considerations of social prestige, 
fashion and ideological values, etc.).

The main bodies implementing the 
cultural policy of the state are cultural 
institutions. The latter are relatively 
clearly divided into state institutions, 
budget-bound for the fulfilment of the 
main tasks of the cultural policy of the 
state, formulated in the Constitution of 
Ukraine, and other legal acts. For ex-
ample, institutions dealing with issues 
of collecting and preserving cultural 
heritage are libraries, archives, diverse 
museums, state historical and cultural 
reserves, etc. Non-state institutions 
that deal with the development of ar-
tistic activities are creative unions and 
associations, architectural, artistic and 
restoration workshops, film studios 
and film rental establishments. In ad-
dition to state-owned, there were pri-
vate theatres (dramatic and musical), 

concert structures, circuses, as well 
as books publishing and booksellers. 
There were non-state secondary and 
higher educational establishments of 
the artistic profile, etc. in the regions 
of Ukraine. Not all listed cultural in-
stitutions are administratively subor-
dinated to the Ministry of Culture of 
Ukraine and are centrally governed 
by it; in particular, architecture, cin-
ema, literature and book publishing 
set are non-state structures. However, 
the states retained the right to license 
and control the activities of all non-go- 
vernmental sector cultural institutions 
without exception.

The function of state management 
of culture does not include the tasks 
of general socio-cultural regulation of 
people’s lives, the formation of customs 
and traditions, direct artistic creativity 
and leadership activities of creative un-
ions, etc. The management of culture at 
the state level should mainly model the 
mechanisms of the natural civilization 
process, act within framework of its 
social laws and only to stimulate the 
accelerated development of society in 
the direction in which it is itself objec-
tively moving. The experience of his-
tory shows that attempts to artificially 
change this natural direction of devel-
opment, to impose a speculative model 
of its evolution on society, did not end 
with anything good for society. If ma- 
nagement is a purposeful activity, who 
will take on the function of setting the 
goal for society? This was an attempt 
in domestic history, but the current 
Constitution of Ukraine prohibits the 
existence of state ideology.

Of course, the overwhelming part 
of the various processes of cultural 
life of society proceeds spontaneously, 
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subject only to the deeper laws of so-
cial self-organization of people in their 
collective life. At the same time, some 
components of this set process are sub-
jected to reasonable and purposeful 
regulation, and stimulation of some 
tendencies and curtailment of others, 
etc., carried out from the standpoint of 
vision and understanding of the stra-
tegic ways in which this civilization 
moves. The set of these measures on 
the artificial regulation of tendencies 
in the development of spiritual and 
value aspects of social life and can be 
called 'cultural policy'.

That is, the distinctive features of 
the subject of state governance of so-
cio-cultural processes are: the ability 
to influence state legal acts; financing 
of the tasks of cultural policy from the 
state budget; solving the tasks of cul-
tural policy only through state legal 
and economic mechanisms.

Often in practice, state support for 
culture is perceived only as an existing 
mechanism for budget financing of the 
branch. This definition is clearly not 
enough. Public administration provides 
for financing from the state budget only. 
Support is not limited to direct financ-
ing: the state can use other economic 
and legal mechanisms: privileges, taxes 
and creation of priority conditions for 
development, etc. It should be noted 
that financing of culture can be carried 
out not from state sources: at the ex-
pense of municipal budgets, extrabud- 
getary funds, sponsorship and other 
sources. But here too there should be a 
supervisory and controlling role of the 
state, regulatory and legal mechanisms.

In the first place, state support is re-
quired to ensure the preservation of the 
historical, cultural and natural heritage 

of national and world significance, and 
the activities of those creative workers, 
who create new cultural models, study 
and preserve cultural traditions, and 
involve the next generations to high 
cultural values. This can be done on the 
basis of government orders.

Conclusions from this study and 
prospects for further exploration (re-
search). At all levels of cultural policy 
the main objective of public admi- 
nistration is to create conditions that 
stimulate socio-cultural activities of 
individuals, social groups, institutions, 
institutes of culture and leisure activi-
ties that contribute to the solution of 
social problems carriers that have dif-
ferent categories of the population. In 
this regard, the result of cultural policy 
is the intensity and quality of socio-
cultural activities, its contribution to 
solving the problems of specific social 
groups, and the development of infra-
structure serves as a means of improv-
ing cultural life.

Thus, state administration of cul-
ture in modern Ukraine is limited by 
the constitutional tasks of ensuring 
the freedom of citizens to participate 
in cultural life, preserving the diversity 
of the system of values accumulated 
by previous generations in a single 
Ukrainian culture, creating legal and 
economic conditions for the mainte-
nance of the functioning and develop-
ment of artistic life in the country.

The state does not substitute the 
activities of non-state actors for ma- 
naging socio-cultural processes in the 
country, but creates the necessary con-
ditions for their effective functioning 
in the interests of creating a modern, 
democratic, humane and prosperous 
society in Ukraine.
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