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Mythical mentality and ethnical formation 

Any society can be based on its own history. If the people do not pay attention to 
the history or forget it, they are doomed to collapse. The main line of the history is the 
invariant factors that show itself in the initial periods of the humanity, in this sense, 
the factors that define the development boundaries of the social–public environment. 
They show themselves everywhere and all the time with “one drop” difference and 
express the formation philosophy of behavioral samples. These days each nation finds 
its today. Therefore behind the political, cultural, ideological features of the behavior 
that looks like local or individual visibly has a specific mythological world filling 
codes. These codes that has time axis of the world reading affect as pre–opening of 
the self, self–development and organization impression. We can imagine this 
historical way that begin from the myths as self–organization and self–development of 
the myths’. The constructivism of this approach stands on ensuring objective attitude 
to the tradition during intensive changes’ period. It is important and actual for 
assessing the modern era that full of contradictions due to the national interests. 

Keywords: myths, people, nation, mythical thinking, tradition, memory, history, 
plot. 
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Bodycentrism as a new phenomenon Postmodern 

The article explores the phenomenon of the body in the postmodern discourse. 
The urgency of this problem is undeniable, as the body of research has been popular, 
especially in the era of Antiquity. The purpose of this study – to carry out a holistic 
analysis of the study of the body in the postmodern discourse, analyze new and 
modern concepts of neoplasms that are not always associated with traditional notions 
of the body. In general, for the era of postmodernism is characterized by infiltration 
of the body is absolutely subject to all spheres of human life. Interest in the body, 
which arose in the second half of the twentieth century influenced the emergence of 
countless bodily oriented practices. The advantage of the visual form focuses on 
external factors. Updated gender component of the modern body (with this and for the 
appearance of feminist movements), aestheticized new types of sexual practices 
(cybersex), as well as new types of the body, such as the body of the cyborg, the 
virtual body, the body without organs and the like. 

Keywords: body, corporeality, postmodernism, cyber body, the body without 
organs. 
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