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ÖN SÖZ 

İletişim çalışmaları, tarihsel gelişimi boyunca toplumsal dönüşümleri 

anlamaya çalışan en dinamik disiplinlerden biri olmuştur. Matbaanın ortaya 

çıkışından kitle iletişim araçlarının yaygınlaşmasına, internetin küresel 

ölçekte gündelik yaşamın merkezine yerleşmesinden yapay zekâ sistemlerinin 

iletişim süreçlerine entegre olmasına kadar her teknolojik dönüşüm, iletişim 

alanında yeni araştırma sorularının, yeni kavramların ve yeni kuramsal 

yaklaşımların ortaya çıkmasına neden olmuştur. İçinde bulunduğumuz dijital 

çağ ise iletişim araştırmaları açısından yalnızca yeni bir teknolojik dönem 

değil, aynı zamanda yeni bir toplumsal gerçeklik biçimi olarak karşımıza 

çıkmaktadır.  

Bugün iletişim süreçleri yalnızca bireyler arasında gerçekleşen mesaj 

alışverişlerinden ibaret değildir. Algoritmaların görünürlüğü belirlediği, 

platformların kamusal tartışmaları yönlendirdiği, veri ekonomisinin gündelik 

yaşamı şekillendirdiği ve yapay zekâ sistemlerinin içerik üretim süreçlerine 

doğrudan katıldığı yeni bir iletişim düzeni içerisindeyiz. Bu nedenle iletişim 

araştırmaları da klasik medya merkezli yaklaşımların ötesine geçerek platform 

kapitalizmi, veri sömürgeciliği, algoritmik yönetişim, yapay zekâ kültürü, 

dijital emek, platform kamusallığı, sentetik medya ve algoritmik iktidar gibi 

yeni kavramsal alanlara yönelmektedir.  

Dijital Toplumda İletişim Çalışmaları: Yeni Kavramlar ve Yeni Kuramlar 

başlıklı bu eser, tam da bu dönüşümün yarattığı kuramsal ihtiyaca cevap 

verme amacıyla hazırlanmıştır. Kitap, dijital toplumun ortaya çıkardığı yeni 

iletişim biçimlerini, yeni toplumsal ilişkileri ve yeni iktidar mekanizmalarını 

farklı perspektiflerden ele alan akademik çalışmaları bir araya getirmektedir. 

Çalışmanın temel amacı, dijitalleşmenin iletişim alanında ortaya çıkardığı 

yeni kavramları sistematik biçimde tartışmak ve iletişim araştırmalarına 

kuramsal katkı sunmaktır. 

Kitabın ilk bölümünde Adalet Görgülü Aydoğdu, dijital çağda bilim 

iletişiminin dönüşümünü ele almaktadır. Çalışma, bilimsel bilginin üretimi, 

dolaşımı ve kamusal alandaki yeniden anlamlandırılma süreçlerini 

dijitalleşme bağlamında incelemekte; ağ toplumu, dijital kamusal alan, 

algoritmik iletişim ve bilim iletişiminin yeni aktörleri üzerinden günümüz 

bilim iletişimi pratiklerini değerlendirmektedir. 



İkinci bölümde Ayşe Gül Özbay, dijital kültürde benlik ve kimlik inşalarını 

ele almaktadır. Çalışma, sosyal medya platformları, dijital kültür pratikleri ve 

çevrimiçi etkileşimler aracılığıyla bireyin kendisini nasıl yeniden kurduğunu 

tartışmakta; dijital kimlik, dijital benlik, görünürlük ve özneleşme süreçlerini 

klasik benlik kuramlarıyla ilişkilendirerek değerlendirmektedir. 

Üçüncü bölümde Ayşe Nur Doğan, medya okuryazarlığı bağlamında 

sosyal medya okuryazarlığı ve sosyal medya bağımlılığı konularını 

incelemektedir. Dijital bilgi ortamında doğru bilgiye ulaşmanın önemi, 

eleştirel medya okuryazarlığı becerileri ve sosyal medya kullanımının bireyler 

üzerindeki etkileri ayrıntılı biçimde ele alınmaktadır. 

Dördüncü bölümde Bengü Kaymak ve Nimet Harmancı, Marshall 

McLuhan’ın ünlü “Araç Mesajdır” yaklaşımını yapay zekâ çağında yeniden 

yorumlamaktadır. Yazarlar, iletişim teknolojilerinin yalnızca mesajı taşıyan 

araçlar olmaktan çıktığını; algoritmaların ve yapay zekâ sistemlerinin mesajın 

üretimine doğrudan katıldığını savunarak “algoritma mesajdır” yaklaşımını 

tartışmaya açmaktadır. 

Beşinci bölümde Emine Ceng, dijital haber ekosisteminde kişiselleştirme 

olgusunu ele almaktadır. Algoritmaların kullanıcı tercihleri doğrultusunda 

oluşturduğu haber akışlarının haber üretim ve tüketim süreçlerini nasıl 

dönüştürdüğü incelenirken; filtre balonları, yankı odaları ve kamusal bilgi 

dolaşımı gibi önemli sorun alanları da değerlendirilmektedir. 

Altıncı bölümde Emre Koparan, post-postmodern toplum kuramlarını 

kapsamlı bir biçimde incelemektedir. Altermodernizm, metamodernizm, 

hipermodernizm, digimodernizm ve performatizm gibi yeni kuramsal 

yaklaşımlar üzerinden dijital çağın toplumsal yapısını anlamaya yönelik teorik 

çabalar analiz edilmektedir. 

Yedinci bölümde Erdi Çelebi, yapay zekâ çağında iletişim çalışmalarında 

ortaya çıkan yeni kavramların kapsamlı bir haritasını sunmaktadır. Sentetik 

medya, yapay zekâ destekli iletişim, yapay kamusallık, içerik köken bilgisi, 

yapay zekâ kirliliği ve üretken ajanlar gibi kavramlar üzerinden iletişim 

alanının dönüşümü değerlendirilmektedir. 

Sekizinci bölümde İbrahim Bakırtış, dijital toplumda siyasal iletişimin 

geçirdiği dönüşümü incelemektedir. Platform kamusallığı, algoritmik iktidar, 

dikkat ekonomisi, mikro hedefleme, dezenformasyon ve hakikat sonrası 



siyaset kavramları çerçevesinde dijital demokrasinin yeni dinamikleri 

tartışılmaktadır. 

Dokuzuncu bölümde Sermin Asıl, algoritmik öznelleşme sürecini ele 

almaktadır. Çalışma, dijital platformların yalnızca iletişim ortamları 

olmadığını; aynı zamanda bireyin davranışlarını, tercihlerini ve kimlik 

oluşumunu biçimlendiren yeni iktidar mekanizmaları olarak işlediğini ortaya 

koymaktadır. Foucault’nun öznelleşme kuramı ile platform iktidarı analizleri 

bir araya getirilmektedir. 

Onuncu bölümde Ufuk Bircan, Kierkegaard’ın dolaylı iletişim anlayışını 

dijital çağ bağlamında yeniden düşünmektedir. Varoluşsal hakikatin doğrudan 

aktarılamayacağı fikrinden hareketle geliştirilen çalışma, iletişim olgusunu 

yalnızca bilgi aktarımı olarak değil, bireyin kendisiyle yüzleşmesini sağlayan 

bir süreç olarak değerlendirmektedir. 

On birinci bölümde Yaren Kardelen Akten ve Cem Yücetürk, dijital çağda 

gözetim kapitalizmi ve çocuk mahremiyeti konusunu incelemektedir. Dijital 

platformların veri toplama pratikleri, gözetim mekanizmalarının dönüşümü ve 

çocukların mahremiyet hakları üzerine yürütülen tartışmalar günümüz iletişim 

çalışmalarının önemli etik meselelerinden biri olarak ele alınmaktadır. 

Kitabın son bölümünde Birol Demircan, Türkiye’nin 2000–2025 yılları 

arasındaki modernleşme sürecinde bürokratik, sermaye ve entelektüel elitlerin 

rolünü incelemektedir. Çalışma, modernleşme kuramları ve elit teorileri 

çerçevesinde Türkiye’de siyasal, ekonomik ve kültürel dönüşümlerin taşıyıcı 

aktörlerini analiz etmekte; elitlerin toplumsal değişim, kalkınma ve 

demokratikleşme süreçleri üzerindeki etkilerini değerlendirmektedir. 

Günümüzde iletişim araştırmaları, teknolojik değişimleri açıklamanın 

ötesinde, bu değişimlerin birey, toplum ve demokrasi üzerindeki etkilerini 

anlamakla da yükümlüdür. Yapay zekâ sistemlerinin yaygınlaşması, veri 

odaklı ekonomik modellerin güçlenmesi ve platformların kamusal yaşam 

üzerindeki etkilerinin artması, iletişim bilimlerini yeni teorik açılımlar 

geliştirmeye zorlamaktadır. Bu kitap, söz konusu dönüşümleri anlamaya 

yönelik akademik bir katkı sunmayı ve gelecekte yapılacak araştırmalar için 

sağlam bir kavramsal zemin oluşturmayı hedeflemektedir.  



Bu çalışmanın ortaya çıkmasına katkı sağlayan tüm bölüm yazarlarına, 

bilimsel değerlendirme süreçlerinde emeği geçen akademisyenlere ve yayın 

sürecini titizlikle yürüten yayınevine teşekkür ederim.  

Bu eserin, iletişim alanında çalışan araştırmacılara, lisansüstü öğrencilere 

ve dijital toplumun dönüşümünü anlamaya çalışan tüm okurlara yararlı 

olmasını diliyorum.  

Doç. Dr. Birol DEMİRCAN 

Editör 

Ankara Hacı Bayram Veli Üniversitesi 
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6. BÖLÜM 
UNDERSTANDING POST-POSTMODERN SOCIETIES: NEW 

THEORIES AND CONCEPTUAL APPROACHES 

Emre KOPARAN1 

Introduction  

From the final quarter of the twentieth century onward -and increasingly 

throughout the period extending into the 2010’s- the notion that 

postmodernism’s cultural, aesthetic, and social explanatory power had 

gradually weakened gained widespread traction with growing intensity. As the 

postmodern framework entered a theoretical crisis and digitalization became 

increasingly pervasive, a succession of new theoretical initiatives began to 

emerge around the turn of the millennium to understand, define, and explain 

the novel social processes being experienced. The postmodern paradigm, 

which approached the grand narratives of modernism with skepticism, 

rejected them, and conceptualized reality as fragmented, relative, language-

dependent, and constructed, gradually assumed a form that was no longer 

capable of maintaining its former inclusiveness as the millennium approached. 

The intensification of globalization brought with it heightened cultural 

mobility and hybridity, while the collapse of the Soviet Union generated an 

ideological vacuum. Confronted with profound transformations such as the 

existential crisis triggered by the September 11 attacks, the subject’s renewed 

search for meaning, the global 2008 financial crisis, global warming and 

climate-related emergencies, and the digital revolution initiated through Web 

2.0, the postmodern framework became increasingly diluted and largely lost 

its explanatory function. In response to this vacuum -and particularly to 

conceptualize the historical condition experienced after the millennium- a 

range of theoretical propositions marked by differing emphases and 

orientations began to emerge. Theorists seeking to construct a framework for 

the post-postmodern condition produced a series of studies aimed at 

 
1Res. Asst. Phd, İstanbul University, Faculty of Communication, Radio Television and Cinema 

Department, ORCID: 0000-0002-5292-6732.  
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establishing a shared conceptual vocabulary and an overarching theoretical 

paradigm.  

Linda Hutcheon’s diagnosis in 1989 emerges as a crucial turning point in 

efforts to define the post-postmodern condition. According to Hutcheon, once 

postmodernism ceased to function as an avant-garde discourse and 

transformed into a mainstream intellectual camp, many of its defining 

qualities -especially its critical and inclusive dimensions- became blunted and 

compromised. Although she did not explicitly proclaim the death of 

postmodernism, Hutcheon argued that once postmodernism became 

institutionalized and consolidated into a dominant intellectual formation, it 

had effectively ‘passed’ and come to an end. Much like modernism, which 

continues to appear in certain everyday practices and artistic frameworks 

despite having lost its dominant position, postmodernism likewise remains 

‘here’ (Hutcheon, 2009, p. 1); however, something considerably newer and 

stranger (Searle, 2009) has begun to take its place.  

Theoretical attempts to conceptualize the post-postmodern condition—and 

particularly the period following the turn of the millennium—approach 

contemporary transformations, innovations, and ruptures from a variety of 

cultural, aesthetic, social, and technological perspectives, each shaped by 

distinct emphases and concerns. Bourriaud, for instance, develops 

altermodernism through the lenses of globalization and cultural mobility; 

Samuels formulates automodernism by foregrounding the tension between 

autonomy and technological automation; Eshelman advances performatism 

through a focus on aesthetic belief and framing; Kirby proposes 

pseudomodernism/digimodernism on the premise that digital technology 

fundamentally transforms the structure of the text; Vermeulen and van den 

Akker articulate metamodernism through the dynamic of oscillation between 

modernism and postmodernism; Lipovetsky characterizes hypermodernism as 

an age defined by intensified consumption and acceleration that pushes 

modernity to its limits; and Childish and Thomson formulate remodernism as 

an effort to reclaim the spiritual dimension of art (Bourriaud, 2009; Samuels, 

2008; Eshelman, 2008; Kirby, 2009; Vermeulen & Akker, 2010; Childish & 

Thomson, 2000). This study approaches the contemporary digital era and the 

theoretical frameworks that have emerged in an effort to make sense of it as 

intellectual responses developed to understand and explain post-postmodern 

societies. Accordingly, each of these theoretical paradigms is examined in 
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detail with respect to its historical and intellectual origins, developmental 

trajectory, core conceptual vocabulary and analytical categories, as well as its 

priorities, potentials, and limitations. These theoretical propositions are 

further interpreted through their respective relationships to postmodernism 

and evaluated in terms of how they conceptualize society, subjectivity, and 

culture in the period following the turn of the millennium. 

The End or Dissolution of Postmodernism 

Postmodernism emerged through a range of tendencies that first appeared 

in art, architecture, and literary criticism during the mid-twentieth century and 

subsequently acquired a more systematic intellectual vocabulary -particularly 

throughout the 1960s- across diverse yet interconnected fields such as 

philosophy, social theory, and cultural studies. Rapidly attaining a dominant 

position within Western cultural theory, postmodernism evolved into a 

foundational conceptual framework extending from artistic practice and 

philosophy to everyday life and political thought. Jean-François Lyotard’s La 

Condition Postmoderne (1979) should be regarded as one of the defining 

manifestos of the postmodern condition. According to Lyotard, the 

postmodern attitude is characterized by skepticism toward the grand narratives 

of modernity, including the progressive discourse of the Enlightenment, 

Marxist philosophies of history, liberal projects of emancipation, and similar 

metanarratives, as well as by the collapse of their claims to legitimacy 

(Lyotard, 1984). Around the same period, Jacques Derrida’s deconstructive 

philosophy destabilized the processes through which signification and 

meaning are produced (Derrida, 1973; Derrida, 1987); Michel Foucault’s 

analyses of discourse and power argued that knowledge is not objective but 

historically constructed (Foucault, 2019; Foucault, 2000; Foucault, 2024); and 

Jean Baudrillard, through the concepts of simulacra and hyperreality, offered 

a radical critique of contemporary culture’s detachment from reality 

(Baudrillard, 1981; Baudrillard, 1983). 

Postmodernism, particularly during the 1990s, evolved beyond a merely 

philosophical position and became a living cultural logic that exerted 

influence across artistic production, architectural design, literary practice, 

cinematic language, and political thought. A decisive turning point was 

marked by Fredric Jameson’s Postmodernism, or the Cultural Logic of Late 

Capitalism (1991), which offered a comprehensive paradigm by defining this 
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transformation through the cultural logic of late capitalism. According to 

Jameson, postmodernism should be understood as a cultural dominant 

characterized by the disappearance of depth, the weakening of historicity, the 

ascendancy of pastiche and simulacra, and the consequent fragmentation of 

the subject (Jameson, 1991). At the same time, even during the period of its 

greatest influence, postmodernism functioned less as a coherent school of 

thought or a unified intellectual program than as an umbrella concept 

encompassing a particular cultural sensibility and critical disposition. 

Consequently, this framework could accommodate mutually contradictory 

ontological positions, divergent ideological orientations, and heterogeneous 

aesthetic practices. Yet the very plurality that served as a source of intellectual 

vitality also generated conditions of ambiguity and inconsistency, thereby 

contributing to the tensions that would later prompt renewed theoretical 

inquiry. 

As the new millennium approached, the explanatory power of 

postmodernism came under increasingly fundamental scrutiny. These critical 

debates, emerging from multiple and intersecting contexts, prepared the 

ground for and shaped the development of post-postmodern theoretical 

paradigms in different ways. First, a significant shift in cultural tone became 

visible throughout the late 1990s and early 2000s, particularly within Western 

societies. The intensification of postmodern irony and detached spectatorship 

fostered the belief that “ultimately everything is relative and every grand 

narrative is merely a form of power,” a disposition increasingly perceived as 

inhibiting the pursuit of meaning, commitment, hope, and community. David 

Foster Wallace articulated this transformation forcefully in E Unibus Pluram: 

Television and U.S. Fiction, arguing that postmodern irony had ceased to 

function as a critical instrument and had instead become a cage—one that had 

exhausted its critical potential and become a cliché (Wallace, 1993). A second 

source of crisis emerged in the aftermath of the September 11 attacks and the 

political climate that followed. Postmodern skepticism toward meaning and 

truth, once regarded as intellectually productive, suddenly appeared 

increasingly problematic. In the face of global and social fragmentation, as 

well as the individual’s deepening crisis of meaning, irony and critical 

distance seemed progressively incapable of generating an adequate ethical 

response. A third pressure stemmed from urgent collective challenges such as 

the 2008 global financial crisis, climate change, and broader ecological 
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emergencies. The resolution of such issues became increasingly difficult 

within an intellectual climate that tended to marginalize grand narratives and 

collective action. Finally, the rise of Web 2.0 and the widespread accessibility 

of digital technologies destabilized established modes of meaning production. 

The resulting transformations in the relationships between text, author, reader, 

and interpretation created the conditions for the emergence of new forms, 

practices, and media that postmodern theories of textuality had largely failed 

to anticipate. 

The Plurality of Theoretical Responses to Post-Postmodern Society 

Considering these developments, even leading theorists of postmodernism 

-most notably Linda Hutcheon- began to distance themselves from the 

paradigm, increasingly declaring that postmodernism had reached its end or, 

indeed, had died. The 2000s consequently emerged as a period in which 

scholars, disciplines, and intellectual traditions began posing the question 

“Has postmodernism come to an end?” simultaneously, albeit from distinct 

and often unrelated perspectives. Mapping the landscape of post-postmodern 

theories therefore requires recognizing that each of these frameworks draws 

upon different disciplinary traditions, methodological orientations, and 

geographical contexts. In broad terms, this entails acknowledging that 

altermodernism emerges from the manifesto-driven discourse of the French 

curatorial tradition directed primarily toward the art world; automodernism 

develops from the American tradition of media and educational studies 

concerned with the relationship between technology and culture; 

performatism is rooted in the philological depth of German and Russian 

literary scholarship; digimodernism derives from the media-critical 

perspective of British cultural studies; metamodernism grows out of the 

transdisciplinary tendencies of Dutch cultural theory; and hypermodernism 

emerges from the French sociological tradition, one that both inherits and 

departs from the intellectual legacies of Baudrillard and Lyotard. To identify 

and analyze these diverse intellectual trajectories is therefore essential to 

understanding the broader field of post-postmodern thought. 

Addressing this plurality within a single theoretical framework represents 

a task that is simultaneously enriching and methodologically demanding. 

Much like postmodernism itself, the field of post-postmodern theory is 

characterized by heterogeneity, conceptual diversity, and overlapping 
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intellectual influences. Consequently, any attempt to examine these 

approaches collectively involves navigating a complex terrain in which 

competing diagnoses of contemporary culture coexist, intersect, and 

occasionally challenge one another. 

Altermodernism 

Altermodernism is a post-postmodern cultural theory developed by the 

French curator, critic, and theorist Nicolas Bourriaud. Bourriaud had 

previously gained significant influence through the concept of relational 

aesthetics, which he formulated within the French art scene of the 1990s and 

which subsequently exerted considerable impact on the international art world 

throughout the following decade. Within the framework of relational 

aesthetics, Bourriaud characterized the art of the 1990s as a practice that 

employed social interaction, communication, and interpersonal encounters as 

its primary material. From this perspective, the artwork was understood not as 

an object presented to a spectator, but as a social environment capable of 

activating relationships and forms of exchange (Bourriaud, 1998). 

Altermodernism entered academic and artistic discourse a decade after this 

initial theoretical intervention, when Bourriaud served as curator of the fourth 

Triennial exhibition at Tate Britain in 2009. Bringing together twenty-eight 

artists, the exhibition functioned as an act of conceptual naming. Prior to the 

opening, Bourriaud laid the theoretical groundwork for altermodernism 

through a four-day “Prologue” event and published a manifesto on Tate’s 

website. This manifesto subsequently appeared in the exhibition catalogue 

published the same year, thereby acquiring a more formal academic context 

(Bourriaud, 2009a). The philosophical dimensions of the concept were further 

elaborated in The Radicant (2009b), where Bourriaud developed 

altermodernism into a broader theoretical framework for understanding 

contemporary culture in the aftermath of postmodernism. 

According to Bourriaud, postmodernism ultimately reduced culture to 

questions of fixed identities and cultural origins. Altermodernism, by contrast, 

is founded upon a critical engagement with postmodern discourses of roots, 

identity, and cultural relativism. Postmodern identity politics, by privileging 

the question “Where do we come from?”, produced a discourse that celebrated 

difference while simultaneously confining it within stable and rigid identity 

categories. Within this framework, respect for cultural origins and relativism 
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occupied a central position; yet, paradoxically, this orientation contributed to 

cultural fragmentation and fixity. In the age of globalization, however, the 

contemporary subject is increasingly multicentered, nomadic, and perpetually 

engaged in processes of translation. Such a subject possesses no singular 

“home” and interacts simultaneously with multiple cultural codes. For 

Bourriaud, the postmodern paradigm is incapable of adequately accounting 

for this new reality. Altermodernism therefore reconceptualizes both the artist 

and the individual as a mental nomad. The artist-nomad generates meaning by 

traversing diverse temporal and spatial coordinates, while cultural translation, 

hybridity, and border-crossing become the defining features of this practice. 

In this sense, altermodernism proposes replacing the notion of the root with 

that of the route and substituting movement for rootedness. Within 

Bourriaud’s framework, the contemporary artist and subject resemble Deleuze 

and Guattari’s rhizomatic model, producing meaning not from a single origin 

but through the intersection of multiple trajectories. Bourriaud conceptualizes 

this figure through the notion of the radicant. Borrowed from botanical 

terminology, the term refers to a plant that takes root while moving, 

establishing temporary points of attachment in each new environment without 

transforming them into permanent foundations of identity. The radicant thus 

represents the contemporary subject who inhabits a condition of mobility 

without being reducible to the status of a refugee, and who embraces cultural 

translation and hybridity as constitutive dimensions of existence (Bourriaud, 

2009b). Rejecting the universalist and Western-centered language of 

twentieth-century modernism, Bourriaud characterizes altermodernism as 

fundamentally multilingual. This plurality of languages is not generated from 

a single center but emerges through negotiations and dialogues originating 

from different points across the globe (Tate, 2009). From this perspective, 

altermodernism interprets globalization not as a process of cultural 

homogenization but as a platform in which difference and singularity are 

continuously negotiated, translated, and reconfigured. 

Four fundamental conceptual axes may be identified within 

altermodernism. The first is cultural translation. According to Bourriaud, 

contemporary culture is no longer monolingual but rather “subtitled”; 

movement between different cultural codes and the act of translation have 

become primary modes of both artistic practice and everyday life. The second 

axis is mental nomadism. In this framework, the artist no longer identifies 
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primarily with a homeland but with a broader cultural sphere, becoming a 

figure capable of speaking simultaneously from multiple positions and of 

regarding this plurality not as a problem but as a source of potential. The third 

axis concerns temporal plurality and transhistorical mobility. The altermodern 

artist approaches history in a non-linear manner, employing multiple historical 

and temporal layers simultaneously. Such engagement with the past is not 

driven by nostalgia but by a creative provisionality that rejects chronological 

determinism. The fourth axis is creolization, understood as a condition that 

moves beyond conventional multiculturalism. Here, the postmodern discourse 

of cultural relativism gives way to hybrid and plural forms of cultural 

production that draw from multiple origins without being reducible to any 

single one. Bourriaud characterizes this condition as an era of “universal 

subtitling” or “general dubbing” (Bourriaud, 2009a). Within this framework, 

Bourriaud examines several artists featured in the Tate Triennial exhibition as 

exemplary expressions of altermodernism. Among the most significant are 

Walead Beshty’s glass sculptures, which were shipped around the world and 

whose fractures function as seismographic records of global trade; Lindsay 

Seers’s autobiographical film project, in which she transforms herself into a 

living camera; and Franz Ackermann’s large-scale paintings generated from 

experiences of mobility and nomadism. These works are presented as 

paradigmatic examples of altermodern artistic practice (Tate, 2009). 

Although altermodernism generated considerable discussion within the art 

world, it has been subjected to substantial criticism on both theoretical and 

practical grounds. Analyses published in Third Text (Verhagen, 2009), for 

example, argue that Bourriaud’s celebration of the artist-as-nomad overlooks 

the economic and political conditions that structure mobility itself. Critics 

contend that the theory fails to account for the asymmetrical positions 

occupied by subjects such as tourists, business travelers, and refugees, all of 

whom may traverse similar geographical spaces while experiencing 

fundamentally different social realities. From this perspective, the 

altermodern ideal of mobility risks obscuring the unequal power relations that 

condition contemporary forms of movement. Further criticism has focused on 

the relationship between theory and artistic practice within Bourriaud’s 

framework. Commentators have suggested that the altermodern paradigm 

often operates as a pre-scripted narrative imposed upon artistic works, 

transforming them into illustrations of theoretical propositions rather than 
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allowing them to generate meaning on their own terms. Consequently, the 

theory has been questioned for its tendency to become excessively schematic, 

at times resembling a predetermined curatorial formula rather than an open 

analytical framework (Bishop, 2009). The conceptual foundations of 

altermodernism have likewise been scrutinized. Bourriaud has been criticized 

for insufficiently acknowledging earlier theoretical contributions, particularly 

Zygmunt Bauman’s notion of liquid modernity, Bruno Latour’s argument that 

“we have never been modern,” and broader discussions surrounding “tropical 

modernity.” Critics argue that these intellectual precedents anticipated several 

of the concerns that altermodernism later sought to address.  

Nevertheless, altermodernism continues to occupy a distinctive position 

within contemporary cultural theory. Its contribution to debates surrounding 

cultural identity, mobility, and globalization, as well as its effort to connect 

post-postmodern theoretical discussions with a concrete curatorial and 

exhibitionary practice, ensures its continued relevance within ongoing 

attempts to conceptualize contemporary culture beyond postmodernism. 

Automodernism 

Automodernism was developed by the American social theorist and 

educational scholar Robert Samuels. Drawing upon a distinctive theoretical 

position that brings together Lacanian and Žižekian psychoanalytic cultural 

theory with media and educational studies, Samuels seeks to account for the 

transformations of subjectivity and culture in the contemporary technological 

era. He first outlined the conceptual foundations and theoretical framework of 

automodernism in Auto-Modernity after Postmodernism: Autonomy and 

Automation in Culture, Technology, and Education (2008). In this work, he 

introduced automodernity as a response to the limitations of postmodern 

theory in explaining the emerging relationships between individuals, 

technology, and cultural production. Samuels subsequently expanded this 

framework in New Media, Cultural Studies, and Critical Theory after 

Postmodernism: Automodernity from Žižek to Laclau, where he further 

developed the implications of automodernism for media theory, cultural 

studies, and contemporary critical thought. As the title itself suggests, the 

work engages in a direct and often rigorous dialogue with major critical 

theorists such as Slavoj Žižek, Fredric Jameson, and Ernesto Laclau. Through 

these engagements, Samuels positions automodernism not merely as a 
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descriptive concept but as a theoretical intervention aimed at rethinking 

subjectivity, autonomy, and technological mediation in the post-postmodern 

era. 

The conceptual core of automodernism resides in the dual meaning 

embedded within the term itself auto signifies both automated and 

autonomous. Samuels identifies the tension between these two tendencies -

individual aspirations toward autonomy and the increasing prevalence of 

technological automation- as one of the defining dynamics of contemporary 

culture. In the late postmodern and early digital era, individuals have become 

increasingly dependent upon technological tools such as personal computers, 

the internet, and smartphones, often experiencing them as instruments of 

empowerment and self-determination. Yet this experience of freedom is made 

possible precisely through submission to automated systems. Individuals feel 

autonomous while operating within preconfigured algorithmic infrastructures, 

platform architectures, and institutional frameworks that shape and constrain 

their actions. This dual structure produces what Samuels describes as the 

illusion of automated autonomy (Samuels, 2008). His central metaphor is 

particularly illuminating driving an automobile provides the individual with a 

sense of freedom, mobility, and speed, yet this experience is entirely 

conditioned by traffic regulations, transportation infrastructures, fuel 

production networks, and broader systems of urban governance. The internet 

functions in a comparable manner. While it appears to offer limitless choice 

and individual freedom, it simultaneously situates users within environments 

structured by surveillance capitalism, algorithmic filtering, and platform 

monopolies. According to Samuels, this paradox -whereby automation 

enables individual autonomy while simultaneously constraining it through 

structural mechanisms- constitutes the fundamental dynamic of 

automodernism. 

Samuels does not present automodernism merely as a cultural diagnosis; 

he also employs it as a framework through which to interrogate the 

contemporary political efficacy of the left’s tradition of cultural theory. In this 

respect, automodernism seeks to reframe postmodern critiques of social 

constructionism, multiculturalism, and progressivism. According to Samuels, 

postmodernism played a valuable role in exposing the constructed nature of 

identities and cultural differences. However, it did so in a manner that often 

facilitated the aesthetic consumption of difference, encouraged forms of 
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postmodern pastiche, and contributed to a version of relativism that distanced 

itself from political activism. Difference became performatively consumed 

rather than mobilized toward structural transformation. From Samuels’s 

perspective, within a social environment increasingly shaped by 

automodernity, leftist thought has struggled to fully comprehend how 

technological automation depoliticizes individuals under the guise of personal 

freedom. Whether in the form of Jameson’s continuation of the Frankfurt 

School’s critique of the culture industry or Henry Jenkins’s optimism 

regarding participatory culture, existing theoretical approaches have, 

according to Samuels, insufficiently addressed the ways in which automated 

systems reshape political agency while presenting themselves as instruments 

of empowerment. To illustrate this dynamic, Samuels points to a range of 

political and cultural phenomena: affluent individuals portraying themselves 

as victims of taxation, conservative talk-show hosts claiming to be silenced 

despite their extensive media visibility, or certain hip-hop artists adopting 

positions that appear to contradict the historical aims of civil rights 

movements. For Samuels, such examples demonstrate how the illusion of 

autonomy generated through automation paradoxically structures 

contemporary political discourse. Individuals experience themselves as 

independent and self-determining, while their perceptions and forms of 

expression are increasingly shaped by broader technological, economic, and 

ideological systems that remain largely invisible (Samuels, 2010). 

One of the most distinctive dimensions of Samuels’s analysis is his focus 

on the concept of digital youth. This generation has grown up within an 

environment saturated by digital automation from birth, and its relationship 

with technological tools differs structurally from that of previous generations. 

Such a transformation has direct implications for educational practices as well. 

When students experience the production of meaning not as a collective 

activity but as an individualized process mediated by automation, both critical 

thinking and a sense of communal responsibility tend to weaken. According 

to Samuels, addressing this condition requires educational models that move 

beyond the mere transmission of content and instead treat technology itself as 

an object of critical inquiry. Although automodernism has attracted attention 

within media studies and cultural theory, its academic influence has remained 

relatively limited. Critics have argued that the theory approaches the 

relationship between technology and culture through an overly deterministic 



Dijital Toplumda İletişim Çalışmaları Yeni Kavramlar ve Yeni Kuramlar 

 

132 

framework that risks minimizing human agency, while also failing to 

adequately account for the plurality of digital culture and the diverse forms of 

resistance that emerge within it. At the same time, scholars such as A. V. 

Pavlov contend that Samuels’s theory continues to offer a productive 

framework for contemporary critiques of technology, while emphasizing that 

it does not sufficiently address the transformative social potential of digital 

networks and online communities (Pavlov, 2018). In this regard, Geert 

Lovink’s analyses of digital media have been regarded as providing a 

complementary perspective that helps address some of the limitations of 

automodernism, particularly with respect to questions of networked 

participation, digital agency, and the social dynamics of online environments 

(Mazorenko, 2019). 

Performatism 

Performatism is a post-postmodern cultural theory introduced by the 

comparative literary scholar Raoul Eshelman in 2000. Eshelman argues that 

performatism stands in direct opposition to postmodern culture and, indeed, 

constitutes the product of a structurally distinct historical and cultural 

condition. Within postmodernism, the subject is trapped in a system in which 

the search for meaning inevitably becomes entangled in endless chains of 

signification, every center is decentered, and every claim to sincerity is 

transformed into a self-undermining irony. The postmodern text continuously 

draws the reader or spectator into this condition, where meaning is endlessly 

deferred and dissipates within an infinite process of postponement. According 

to Eshelman, however, the noticeable shifts in cultural production that 

emerged during the mid-1990s signaled the first indications of an escape from 

this postmodern predicament. The essence of this transformation, which he 

interprets as evidence of the exhaustion of postmodern irony, lies in a renewed 

tendency toward integration that he characterizes as monist. Categories such 

as subjectivity, meaning, beauty, belief, love, and transcendence began to re-

emerge within cultural production. Yet their return did not occur through the 

naïve idealism associated with modernism; rather, these categories reappeared 

from within the very heart of postmodern ironic consciousness, having passed 

through and incorporated its critical awareness (Eshelman, 2008). For 

Eshelman, the defining characteristic of this new cultural condition is the 

replacement of postmodernism’s endless irony and skepticism with what he 

terms aesthetically imposed belief (Eshelman, 2010). Rather than encouraging 
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audiences to remain detached, suspicious, and perpetually self-reflexive, 

performatist works compel them to engage in acts of belief, commitment, and 

identification. In this sense, performatism marks a significant departure from 

postmodernism by reintroducing the possibility of meaning and affective 

investment without abandoning the critical consciousness inherited from the 

postmodern era. 

The central mechanism of performatism is what Eshelman terms framing. 

A performatist work is structured through two nested frames. The outer frame 

draws the reader or spectator into the world of the work, suspending their 

ordinary connection to external reality, while the inner frame positions the 

subject at the very center of the aesthetic experience once this suspension has 

been established. The tension generated by these two frames compels the 

audience to believe -yet only within the context of the artwork itself and only 

for the duration of the aesthetic encounter. This belief is neither religious nor 

metaphysical in nature. Rather, its characterization as aesthetically imposed 

belief indicates that it is made necessary by a specific artistic framework, 

while remaining open to questioning outside that framework (Eshelman, 

2010). The practical consequence of this distinction is significant. Whereas 

postmodern works often maintain a critical distance that inhibits stable 

meaning production or conclude without resolving their own interpretive 

structures, performatist works compel subjects to participate in experiences of 

meaning, beauty, love, or transcendence, however provisional or temporary 

these experiences may be. Eshelman describes this process as operating per 

formam through form itself (Eshelman, 2008). Eshelman illustrates this 

mechanism through a range of cultural examples. In Sam Mendes’s American 

Beauty (1999), despite its critique of familial disintegration, consumer culture, 

and existential despair, the viewer is ultimately compelled to surrender to a 

sense of transcendent beauty. In Yann Martel’s Life of Pi (2001), layers of 

fictionality and the unreliable narrator guide the reader away from purely 

rational interpretation and toward a mode of aesthetic belief. Similarly, 

Thomas Vinterberg’s The Celebration (1998) transforms a traumatic 

confrontation with family history into an experience that binds the viewer to 

the world of the work through an unexpected sense of redemption and justice 

rather than unresolved fear (Eshelman, 2023). Eshelman further identifies 

comparable framing strategies beyond literature and cinema. In architecture, 

the works of Norman Foster and Renzo Piano, and in visual art, the 
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productions of Andreas Gursky and Vanessa Beecroft, are presented as 

examples in which similar mechanisms of aesthetic framing operate, inviting 

audiences into temporary yet powerful acts of belief, commitment, and 

experiential immersion. 

Eshelman places particular emphasis on distinguishing performatism from 

other post-postmodern theories that have emerged in recent decades. He 

argues that frameworks such as metamodernism, altermodernism, and 

automodernism, despite their differences, tend to conceptualize cultural 

change as a form of ongoing oscillation, extension, or transition and therefore 

adopt what he characterizes as a fundamentally posthistorical perspective. 

Because these theories interpret contemporary developments primarily as 

continuations or modifications of preceding conditions, Eshelman contends 

that they leave insufficient room for questioning whether something genuinely 

new has emerged. Performatism, by contrast, is presented as a distinctly 

historical paradigm: a cultural formation that is ontologically separate from 

both modernism and postmodernism and whose origins, defining 

characteristics, and historical trajectory can be identified with relative 

precision. According to Eshelman, this new cultural phase began in the mid-

1990s and established its dominance during the 2000s (Eshelman, 2008). 

Eshelman’s later work, Transcending Postmodernism: Performatism 2.0 

(2023), expands the original theory in three principal directions. The first 

concerns temporality. Performatist works employ a specific temporal strategy 

that Eshelman describes as chunking, whereby time is experienced not as a 

continuous linear progression but through discrete and concentrated 

experiential blocks. The second development relates to the model of 

subjectivity. Here, the figures of the genius and the fool constitute two 

complementary poles of performatist subjectivity, each investing the subject 

with a distinctive yet equally significant form of symbolic or sacred 

significance. The third expansion involves the theory’s ethical dimension. 

Performatist ethics is conceived as an ethics of action grounded in the 

decisions made by centered and agentic subjects, thereby reasserting the 

importance of intentional commitment and responsibility (Eshelman, 2023). 

In this work, Eshelman also undertakes a systematic comparison of 

performatism with metamodernism, digimodernism, and other post-

postmodern frameworks, identifying both their points of convergence and the 

theoretical boundaries that separate them. Through these comparisons, he 
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seeks to reinforce performatism’s status as a distinct cultural paradigm rather 

than merely one variation within a broader family of post-postmodern 

theories. 

Pseudomodernism or Digimodernism 

Pseudomodernism/digimodernism is a post-postmodern theoretical 

framework developed by the British cultural theorist Alan Kirby. First 

introduced in his 2006 essay The Death of Postmodernism and Beyond, the 

concept was subsequently reformulated and renamed digimodernism in 

Digimodernism: How New Technologies Dismantle the Postmodern and 

Reconfigure Our Culture (2009), as Kirby came to regard the earlier label as 

insufficiently representative of the phenomenon he sought to describe. At the 

core of Kirby’s argument lies the claim that postmodernism, as a cultural 

dominant, has genuinely come to an end and has been replaced by a 

qualitatively distinct paradigm. Postmodernism, in his account, functioned 

through pastiche, collage, textual play, and self-referentiality, celebrating the 

instability of centers and subjects while positioning readers and viewers within 

a stance of ironic distance and interpretive detachment. Digimodernism, by 

contrast, emerged from the mid-1990s onward as the successor to this cultural 

regime, transforming many of postmodernism’s formal characteristics -such 

as anti-linearity, the questioning of authority, and plural perspectives- into the 

very content and operational logic of new digital technologies. Kirby 

identifies computerization as the principal engine of this transformation. 

Digital technologies have fundamentally reconfigured the nature of the text 

itself, altering the processes of textual production, distribution, and 

consumption. Consequently, the historically distinct roles of author and reader 

have become increasingly blurred, giving rise to a new and unprecedented 

textual ontology. Within the digimodern condition, texts are no longer fixed 

and completed objects created by identifiable authors; instead, they often 

emerge through ongoing processes of participation, modification, and 

interaction. For Kirby, this transformation constitutes the most significant 

change in textuality since the invention of writing itself (Kirby, 2009). 

Kirby systematically identifies four defining characteristics of the 

digimodern text. The first is onwardness, a condition in which the text appears 

open-ended and potentially infinite. Although it may possess a point of origin, 

its conclusion is either absent or indefinitely deferred. Wikipedia entries, long-
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running television series, and user-generated discussion forums exemplify this 

characteristic. The second feature is haphazardness, whereby the development 

of a text becomes dependent upon successive user contributions and may 

therefore evolve in unpredictable directions. As a result, narrative structures 

often assume a contingent, fragmented, or multilayered form. The third 

characteristic is evanescence. Digimodern texts are difficult -sometimes 

impossible- to archive or preserve in a stable form, as their content is 

continually revised, updated, or erased. The fourth feature is anonymous and 

social authorship. Within the digimodern environment, the author is no longer 

a singular and identifiable subject but rather a diffuse and collective presence. 

From Wikipedia to social media platforms, textual content emerges through 

the accumulated contributions of multiple users whose interventions 

continually reshape the work (Kirby, 2009). Based on these characteristics, 

Kirby identifies web platforms -particularly those associated with Web 2.0- as 

the purest manifestations of digimodernism. He further points to reality 

television programs such as Big Brother and Survivor, digital video games 

understood as contemporary forms of ergodic literature, and interactive 

cinema as representative examples of the paradigm in practice. The internet 

occupies a privileged position within this framework, but mobile phones, 

satellite navigation systems, and digital cinema are likewise regarded as 

central technologies of the digimodern condition (Kirby, 2009). When 

compared with classical postmodern texts, digimodern texts often appear 

more naïve, more realistic, and more sincere. For Kirby, however, this 

appearance is ultimately deceptive. Beneath this surface, the digimodern text 

has lost much of its depth, become increasingly subject to transience, and 

failed to resolve the question of authorial authority. Rather than producing a 

stable relationship between creator, text, and audience, it generates a condition 

of persistent indeterminacy in which authorship, meaning, and textual 

boundaries remain fundamentally unsettled (Kirby, 2006). 

Kirby argues that the cultural climate of digimodernism is characterized by 

several distinctive tendencies. Among these is textual infantilisation, whereby 

cultural content increasingly assumes forms designed for immediate, 

simplified, and short-term consumption. A second feature is the appearance 

of surface realism: texts and media products often present themselves as 

authentic and real, while in practice remaining deeply entangled with 

processes of mediation, construction, and performance. A third characteristic 
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is narrative infinity, reflected in the proliferation of ongoing, open-ended 

narrative structures that resist definitive closure and perpetually extend 

themselves through sequels, updates, and user participation. Kirby evaluates 

these developments largely from a critical perspective. In his view, 

digimodern culture generates an overwhelming flow of ephemeral content that 

weakens the capacity for critical reflection and displaces enduring cultural 

works without fulfilling the social and intellectual functions traditionally 

associated with them (Bonfiglioli, 2013). Although digimodernism and 

automodernism share a common concern with the transformative impact of 

technology, they diverge significantly in their analytical emphases. 

Automodernism focuses on the tension between autonomy and automation, 

examining the political and psychological position of the individual within 

technologically mediated environments. Digimodernism, by contrast, 

foregrounds the formal and ontological transformation of the text itself. In this 

respect, Kirby’s approach may be understood as operating along a more 

distinctly McLuhanesque trajectory: the medium is the message, and the 

internal logic of digital technologies fundamentally shapes the forms, 

meanings, and conditions of contemporary cultural production. 

Metamodernism 

Metamodernism has been most systematically developed by the Dutch 

cultural theorists Timotheus Vermeulen and Robin van den Akker. Their 

formulation of the concept emerged from an effort to interpret the cultural 

condition shaped by phenomena such as the 2008 global financial crisis, 

environmental and climate-related concerns, and the transformative effects of 

the digital revolution. In 2009, the two scholars launched the academic online 

research platform Notes on Metamodernism, which remained active until 

2016 and attracted a readership numbering in the hundreds of thousands. The 

foundational text of this initiative was the article “Notes on Metamodernism,” 

published in the Journal of Aesthetics & Culture in 2010. Over the following 

decade, the article became one of the most influential contributions to post-

postmodern studies, receiving more than 1,500 academic citations. Their 

edited volume, Metamodernism: Historicity, Affect and Depth after 

Postmodernism, has likewise come to occupy a central position within 

attempts to theorize and explain the cultural condition that has emerged in the 

aftermath of postmodernism. The intellectual genealogy of the term extends 

beyond Vermeulen and van den Akker’s work. Mas’ud Zavarzadeh employed 
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the term “metamodern” as early as 1975 to describe developments in 

American literature since the 1950s. Later, in 1999, Moyo Okediji used the 

same concept to characterize contemporary African American art as both an 

extension and a critique of modernism and postmodernism. Although these 

earlier usages differ significantly from the contemporary theoretical 

framework associated with metamodernism, they nevertheless demonstrate 

that the concept did not originate solely with Vermeulen and van den Akker. 

Rather, the term reflects a longer intellectual history in which recurring 

questions concerning cultural transformation, historical change, and aesthetic 

sensibility have been progressively refined and reformulated over time. In this 

sense, metamodernism may be understood not simply as a newly invented 

concept, but as the latest and most systematic articulation of a broader effort 

to theorize cultural conditions that exceed the explanatory capacities of both 

modernism and postmodernism. 

Vermeulen and van den Akker employ the rich semantic range of the Greek 

prefix meta as the conceptual foundation of their theory. In Greek, meta carries 

three interconnected meanings: “with,” “between,” and “beyond.” These 

meanings correspond directly to metamodernism’s epistemological, 

ontological, and historical positioning. Epistemologically, metamodernism 

exists with both modernism and postmodernism; ontologically, it operates 

between them; and historically, it situates itself beyond both traditions. At the 

same time, the prefix invokes Plato’s concept of metaxy, introduced in the 

Philebus, which designates an indeterminate intermediary state between 

opposing poles -a transitional space situated between the finite and the infinite. 

For Vermeulen and van den Akker, metamodernism occupies precisely such 

an in-between condition, positioned between modern enthusiasm and 

postmodern irony (Vermeulen & Akker, 2010). The conceptual core of 

metamodernism is the mechanism of oscillation. Vermeulen and van den 

Akker describe metamodern culture as a continuous and dynamic movement 

between modernism and postmodernism, comparable to the motion of a 

pendulum swinging between opposing extremes. Among the principal poles 

of this oscillation are enthusiasm and irony, hope and melancholy, naïveté and 

awareness, empathy and indifference, unity and plurality, wholeness and 

fragmentation, as well as clarity and ambiguity. Metamodernism does not 

remain fixed within any of these positions; rather, it moves continually 

between them, negotiating both sides simultaneously and dynamically (Akker 
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et al., 2017). Importantly, oscillation is deliberately distinguished from 

dialectics. Whereas dialectical thought seeks a synthesis capable of 

transcending the opposition between thesis and antithesis, metamodern 

oscillation does not compel opposing positions toward reconciliation or 

resolution. Contradictory elements are maintained in tension without being 

synthesized, and this tension itself becomes a constitutive feature of 

metamodern cultural experience. In this respect, metamodernism bears a 

closer affinity to Kierkegaard’s logic of “either/or” or Gregory Bateson’s 

notion of the double bind than to a Hegelian dialectical model (Vermeulen & 

Akker, 2010). 

To further conceptualize this condition, Vermeulen and van den Akker 

draw upon Raymond Williams’s notion of a structure of feeling. In Williams’s 

original formulation, a structure of feeling refers to the shared yet not fully 

articulated sensibility characteristic of a particular historical moment -a 

collective mode of feeling that manifests itself through cultural practices 

before becoming formally codified (Williams, 1961). From this perspective, 

metamodernism is neither merely an aesthetic category nor solely a 

sociological phenomenon. Rather, it emerges as a cultural condition in which 

lived experience and cultural production become inseparably intertwined, 

producing a distinctive sensibility through which contemporary subjects 

navigate the complexities, contradictions, and uncertainties of the post-

postmodern age (Vermeulen & Akker, 2010). 

Vermeulen and van den Akker explore the manifestations of 

metamodernism primarily through the interconnected domains of architecture, 

visual art, and cinema. In architecture, the works of Herzog & de Meuron 

exemplify tensions between materiality and appearance, solidity and fragility, 

opacity and transparency. Although the firm’s projects differ radically in 

aesthetic expression across periods, they consistently preserve a productive 

negotiation between opposing qualities. Within the visual arts, Bas Jan Ader’s 

I’m Too Sad to Tell You and his ill-fated attempt to cross the Atlantic in 1975, 

Ragnar Kjartansson’s repetitive yet emotionally sustained performances, and 

Olafur Eliasson’s installations that merge natural phenomena with aesthetic 

experience are frequently cited as emblematic expressions of metamodern 

sensibility. In cinema, the films of Wes Anderson occupy a particularly 

significant position. Combining postmodern self-awareness and pastiche with 

a genuine desire for emotional engagement, Anderson’s works embody what 
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Vermeulen and van den Akker describe as informed naivety or pragmatic 

idealism. Comparable dynamics have also been identified in Lena Dunham’s 

Girls, the films of Noah Baumbach, and the literary works of authors such as 

Dave Eggers and Ben Lerner. Taken together, these cultural productions 

resonate strongly with the principles articulated in Luke Turner’s 

Metamodernist Manifesto (2011), demonstrating both the growing 

institutionalization of metamodern discourse and the widening scope of its 

cultural influence (Turner, 2011). 

Beyond its cultural and aesthetic dimensions, metamodernism has also 

developed into a significant current within political philosophy and 

psychology. A central figure in this development is Hanzi Freinacht, the 

collective pseudonym adopted by Emil Ejner Friis and Daniel Görtz. In The 

Listening Society (2017) and Nordic Ideology (2019), Freinacht seeks to 

transform metamodernism from a cultural diagnosis into a concrete program 

of political and institutional transformation. Within this framework, 

metamodernism becomes intertwined with theories of individual and social 

development, drawing upon Abraham Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, Jane 

Loevinger’s model of ego development, and Clare Graves’s spiral-based 

theory of values. Metamodern politics is conceived as a post-ideological 

praxis concerned not only with external institutional reform but also with inner 

life, psychological depth, and the production of meaning. It seeks to synthesize 

the strengths of competing ideological traditions while fostering conditions 

for personal and collective development. Freinacht’s concept of the listening 

society accordingly describes a meta-ideological welfare model designed to 

respond to individuals’ psychological needs and developmental capacities 

(Freinacht, 2017). A further philosophical elaboration of metamodernism is 

provided by Jason Ananda Josephson Storm in Metamodernism: The Future 

of Theory (2021). Storm approaches metamodernism as a philosophical 

project rather than merely a cultural diagnosis, connecting it to contemporary 

debates surrounding realism, post-structuralism, phenomenology, and social 

ontology. His contribution presents metamodernism as a comprehensive 

epistemological and ontological reconstruction, positioning it as a third path 

distinct from both the scientific certainty traditionally associated with 

modernism and the skeptical relativism often attributed to postmodernism 

(Storm, 2021). 
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Despite its growing influence, metamodernism has attracted criticism from 

several directions. One recurring concern involves the concept of oscillation 

itself and the extent to which it genuinely differs from dialectical thought. 

Raoul Eshelman and Josh Toth have argued that metamodernism appears to 

be neither a dialectical synthesis nor a purely non-historical oscillation, 

leaving its status as a distinct historical paradigm somewhat ambiguous 

(Eshelman, 2008). Brendan Graham Dempsey, meanwhile, contends that the 

metaphor of oscillation remains overly dependent on binary oppositions. He 

proposes instead that metamodern culture is better understood through a 

practice he terms toggling, involving movement among multiple cultural 

logics rather than merely between two opposing poles (Dempsey, 2023). 

Finally, some critics have suggested that metamodernism risks universalizing 

the experiences of specific social and geographical contexts—particularly 

those associated with the Northern European middle classes—by presenting 

them as indicators of a broader and more general cultural transformation. 

Hypermodernism 

Hypermodernism -or hypermodernity- was conceptualized by the French 

sociologist and philosopher Gilles Lipovetsky. The earliest foundations of the 

concept can be traced to The Era of Emptiness (1983), in which Lipovetsky 

argued that while postmodernism correctly identified the dissolution of many 

structures that had constrained individual emancipation, it failed to recognize 

that the emerging social condition was characterized not only by greater 

freedom but also by intensified anxiety, loss of meaning, and existential 

emptiness. The concept of hypermodernity was more fully developed in Les 

Temps Hypermodernes (Hypermodern Times), co-authored with Sebastien 

Charles in 2004 and subsequently translated into English in 2005. At the 

center of Lipovetsky’s argument lies the claim that the contemporary era 

should be understood not as postmodern but as hypermodern. This distinction 

is both conceptual and historical. Postmodernism was generally interpreted as 

signifying a rupture with the grand narratives and institutional structures of 

modernity. For Lipovetsky, however, no such rupture has occurred. On the 

contrary, the fundamental dynamics of modernity -individualization, capitalist 

market rationality, technological progress, and secularization- have continued 

and intensified with unprecedented speed and magnitude. From this 

perspective, postmodernism did not mark the end of modernity but rather the 

beginning of its acceleration. It is for this reason that Lipovetsky rejects the 
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prefix post- in favor of hyper-. Contemporary society is not one that has 

transcended modernity; rather, it is a condition in which modernity has been 

amplified, intensified, and pushed to its extreme limits. Hypermodernity 

therefore designates an era in which the core logics of modern life persist in 

increasingly accelerated and expansive forms, producing both new 

opportunities and new forms of uncertainty, insecurity, and existential strain 

(Lipovetsky, 2005). 

Lipovetsky identifies several key dynamics that define the hypermodern 

condition. The first is hyperconsumption, in which consumption ceases to be 

merely the acquisition of goods and services and instead becomes a logic that 

permeates virtually every sphere of social life. Whereas postmodern 

consumption was largely oriented toward status and social distinction, 

hypermodern consumption is increasingly driven by individual pleasure, 

identity formation, and immediate gratification. Social prestige is no longer 

the primary motivating force; rather, individuals consume “for themselves” 

and for the sake of experience. A second defining feature is 

hyperindividualization. Individuals become progressively detached from 

traditional collective structures such as family, religion, class, and inherited 

forms of community, leading to the construction of highly personalized 

lifestyles. While this process expands personal freedom, it simultaneously 

leaves individuals responsible for meeting needs for meaning, support, and 

orientation that were previously addressed through collective institutions and 

practices. A third characteristic is temporal acceleration. Within hypermodern 

culture, time becomes increasingly compressed and immediate, while long-

term planning and stable institutions give way to flexibility, speed, and 

constant adaptation. The continuous cycle of innovation and obsolescence 

emerges as a central source of anxiety and uncertainty at both individual and 

institutional levels. Perhaps the most distinctive aspect of hypermodernity is 

its constellation of paradoxes. As freedom expands, anxiety intensifies, since 

individuals must increasingly bear responsibility for their own choices. 

Conditions of abundance generate new forms of scarcity, producing what 

Lipovetsky describes as a paradox of plenitude: a mode of existence in which 

everything appears accessible, yet little is experienced in a genuinely fulfilling 

manner. Similarly, security and risk increase simultaneously. While welfare 

systems and technological safeguards continue to expand, new global 

threats—including climate change, pandemics, and terrorism—proliferate 
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alongside them (Lipovetsky, 2005). Rather than resolving these 

contradictions, hypermodernity remains a condition in which they coexist in 

a state of persistent tension. 

An important theoretical perspective closely related to Lipovetsky’s 

conception of hypermodernity is the German sociologist Hartmut Rosa’s 

theory of social acceleration. In Social Acceleration: A New Theory of 

Modernity (2013), Rosa argues that contemporary society is structured 

through three interconnected forms of acceleration: technological 

acceleration, the acceleration of social change, and the intensification of the 

pace of everyday life. Together, these dynamics produce a pervasive sense of 

falling behind, as technological systems and social norms transform more 

rapidly than individuals can adapt to them (Rosa, 2013). Rosa’s work thus 

provides a powerful sociological and empirical complement to Lipovetsky’s 

theory, reinforcing the claim that contemporary society is characterized less 

by a break with modernity than by its unprecedented acceleration and 

intensification. 

Remodernism 

Remodernism was introduced through a manifesto published in 2000 by 

the British artists Billy Childish and Charles Thomson. Childish, known as a 

painter, poet, and musician, occupies a significant position within both the 

British punk scene and the tradition of figurative painting, while Thomson has 

been active within the British art world as both an artist and curator. Prior to 

formulating remodernism, the two founded the international art movement 

Stuckism in 1999. Conceived as a reaction against the dominance of 

conceptual art and postmodern art institutions, Stuckism advocated the 

restoration of figurative painting, artistic authenticity, and expressive 

sincerity. By 2017, the movement had expanded to 236 Stuckist groups across 

52 countries, adopting the remodernist manifesto as the theoretical foundation 

of its artistic and political program. Published under the title Towards a New 

Spirituality in Art, the manifesto was addressed directly to Sir Nicholas Serota, 

then Director of the Tate Gallery. Serota responded briefly and dismissively 

to the document, a reaction that subsequently acquired symbolic significance 

within Stuckist circles as an emblematic instance of the institutional art 

establishment’s rejection of remodernist principles. At its core, remodernism 

represents an explicit challenge to the perceived exhaustion of postmodern 
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culture. Childish and Thomson argue that contemporary art had become 

trapped within cycles of irony, conceptual abstraction, and institutional self-

reference, resulting in the marginalization of sincerity, emotional depth, and 

spiritual engagement. Against this tendency, remodernism advocates a return 

to artistic practices grounded in authenticity, subjective experience, and the 

pursuit of meaning. Importantly, this return is not conceived as a nostalgic 

restoration of premodern or modern values. Rather, remodernism seeks to 

recover dimensions of spirituality, emotional commitment, and artistic 

conviction while remaining fully aware of the critiques and insights generated 

by postmodern thought. In this respect, the movement positions itself as a 

constructive response to postmodernism, aiming to re-establish the possibility 

of depth, transcendence, and meaningful artistic expression within 

contemporary culture. 

The conceptual foundation of remodernism rests upon several interrelated 

arguments. Foremost among these is the claim that modernism represented an 

unfinished project. According to Childish and Thomson, modernism never 

fully realized its own potential. Rather than fulfilling its internal aspirations, 

it was diverted from its original trajectory and ultimately collapsed into what 

they describe as the nihilistic “pit of absurdity” associated with 

postmodernism. From this perspective, remodernism is not conceived as a 

nostalgic return to the past but as an attempt to complete and revitalize the 

unrealized promises of modernism. As the manifesto famously states: 

“Modernism failed to fulfil its own promise; it is absurd to be ‘post’ something 

that has never properly existed. Remodernism is the rebirth of spiritual art” 

(Childish & Thomson, 2000). A second pillar of remodernist thought is its 

critique of postmodern art. Childish and Thomson contend that postmodern 

artistic practices increasingly refuse to engage with fundamental questions 

concerning the human condition, existential struggle, and lived experience. In 

their view, the growing entanglement of art institutions with corporate 

interests has transformed postmodern art into a commercialized intellectual 

game characterized by irony, detachment, and nihilism. Consequently, 

remodernism adopts a critical stance toward the relationship between 

contemporary art, wealth, and institutional power, questioning the extent to 

which artistic production has become subordinated to market logic and 

cultural prestige systems (Lewis, 2008). A third and particularly significant 

component of the remodernist project is its emphasis on spirituality. The 
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manifesto employs this term in a secular rather than a religious sense. 

Spirituality does not refer to doctrinal belief or institutional religion; instead, 

it denotes a process of confronting reality in pursuit of a higher purpose or 

deeper understanding. Spiritual art is therefore understood as the visible and 

tangible expression of an individual’s effort to comprehend the self, others, 

and the broader conditions of existence. In this formulation, artistic practice 

becomes a vehicle for self-discovery, ethical engagement, and existential 

reflection, restoring dimensions of meaning and depth that remodernist 

thinkers believe were marginalized within postmodern culture. 

Within this framework, remodernism foregrounds courage, originality, 

comprehensiveness, communication, and humanity as its fundamental artistic 

values. Against the irony, detachment, and conceptual abstraction commonly 

associated with postmodern culture, remodernism advocates an art grounded 

in sincerity, meaningful expression, and direct engagement with human 

experience. Artistic practice is thus conceived not merely as an intellectual 

exercise but as a communicative and ethical endeavor capable of addressing 

existential and cultural concerns. Although remodernism has exerted only a 

limited influence within mainstream academic social science, it has achieved 

a more substantial presence within the fields of art criticism and contemporary 

artistic discourse. Its visibility within the European art world is evidenced, 

among other examples, by the fact that the Stedelijk Museum and the 

University of Amsterdam organized a public event dedicated to the movement 

in 2006. Such initiatives suggest that remodernism has functioned as a 

noteworthy intervention in debates surrounding the future of art after 

postmodernism. Furthermore, in Brendan Graham Dempsey’s extensive 

examination of post-postmodern thought, remodernism is interpreted as an 

important precursor to metamodernism. Dempsey situates the movement 

within a broader cultural shift associated with what he identifies, through 

David Foster Wallace, as the emergence of the anti-rebel figure—a sensibility 

characterized by a renewed willingness to engage with sincerity, vulnerability, 

and constructive meaning-making after the exhaustion of postmodern irony. 

From this perspective, remodernism can be understood as an early 

manifestation of impulses that would later become central to metamodern 

discourse, particularly the turn toward renewed sincerity and affective 

commitment. This interpretation highlights the conceptual affinity between 

remodernism, and the broader cultural movement often described as the new 
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sincerity, underscoring remodernism’s significance within the genealogy of 

post-postmodern cultural theory (Dempsey, 2020). 

New Sincerity 

New Sincerity refers to a broad cultural tendency that emerged in response 

to the dominance of postmodern irony, advocating the renewed embrace of 

emotional authenticity, meaning-making, and genuine human connection 

across literature, music, film, and cultural criticism. The term first appeared 

in the field of popular music between the mid-1980s and early 1990s, when 

several alternative rock musicians positioned themselves against the cynical 

and nihilistic sensibilities associated with punk and new wave culture by 

foregrounding emotional openness and sincerity. The concept, however, 

acquired its most significant theoretical articulation through the work of the 

American writer David Foster Wallace during the 1990s. Wallace’s seminal 

essay E Unibus Pluram: Television and U.S. Fiction (1993) offer one of the 

most influential critiques of postmodern culture and serves as a foundational 

text for the development of new sincerity. In this essay, Wallace analyzes the 

pervasive influence of postmodern irony on American television and 

contemporary fiction. While acknowledging that irony initially functioned as 

a legitimate and effective critical tool, he argues that it gradually evolved into 

a cultural reflex that undermined the possibility of genuine commitment, 

emotional investment, and meaningful engagement. Rather than exposing 

ideological assumptions or challenging dominant narratives, irony had 

become a self-perpetuating mode of detachment that rendered sincerity 

increasingly difficult to express. For Wallace, irony had effectively become a 

cultural cage. The challenge facing contemporary artists was therefore no 

longer to maintain critical distance, but to rediscover forms of communication 

capable of expressing vulnerability, conviction, and emotional truth without 

abandoning intellectual awareness. It is within this context that Wallace 

formulates the figure of the “anti-rebel.” Unlike the postmodern rebel, whose 

identity is grounded in skepticism and ironic distance, the anti-rebel 

demonstrates the courage to communicate human experience directly, defend 

meaningful values, and risk appearing naïve, unfashionable, or even 

ridiculous in doing so. As Wallace suggests, genuine courage lies not in ironic 

detachment but in the willingness to care openly and sincerely despite full 

awareness of irony’s temptations and limitations (Wallace, 1993). In this 

respect, new sincerity does not advocate a return to naïve idealism or 
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unreflective authenticity. Rather, it represents an attempt to recover emotional 

commitment and ethical engagement after postmodernism, seeking forms of 

sincerity that remain fully conscious of the critiques, ambiguities, and 

complexities inherited from the postmodern condition. 

The transformation of New Sincerity from a concept primarily associated 

with literary theory into a broader cultural discourse gained significant 

momentum with radio host Jesse Thorn’s influential 2006 text, A Manifesto 

for the New Sincerity. Declaring irony effectively “dead” in the aftermath of 

9/11, Thorn described New Sincerity as a radical cultural ethos. His most 

memorable formulation characterized it as the moment when irony and 

sincerity “combine like Voltron” to generate a new and powerful mode of 

expression. While this formulation popularized Wallace’s more nuanced 

theoretical position, it also demonstrated how quickly the language of 

sincerity could be absorbed into consumer culture and transformed into a 

marketable cultural attitude (Thorn, 2006). The tendency toward New 

Sincerity has manifested itself across a wide range of cultural fields. In 

literature, the works of David Foster Wallace -most notably Infinite Jest 

(1996) and The Pale King (2011)- are frequently regarded as the movement’s 

most sophisticated theoretical and aesthetic expressions. Writers such as 

Jonathan Franzen, Zadie Smith, Marilynne Robinson, Dave Eggers, and 

Michael Chabon are similarly associated with this tendency through their 

efforts to re-center individual and collective experience within contemporary 

fiction. Adam Kelly argues that these authors developed what he terms 

performative sincerity, a mode of writing that continues to acknowledge irony 

while simultaneously seeking the possibility of genuine human connection 

and emotional commitment (Kelly, 2010). 

Within cinema, Jim Collins’s essay Genericity in the 90s: Eclectic Irony 

and the New Sincerity (1993) identified New Sincerity as one of two 

competing tendencies within contemporary Hollywood culture, alongside 

eclectic irony. Films such as Field of Dreams (1989), Dances with Wolves 

(1990), and Titanic (1997) have often been discussed within this framework. 

The films of Wes Anderson have likewise become a common point of 

reference in discussions of both New Sincerity and metamodernism, as they 

combine aesthetic self-awareness and stylistic reflexivity with a sustained 

desire for emotional authenticity and affective engagement. In music, artists 

such as Arcade Fire, Sufjan Stevens, Conor Oberst, Cat Power, Joanna 



Dijital Toplumda İletişim Çalışmaları Yeni Kavramlar ve Yeni Kuramlar 

 

148 

Newsom, and Neutral Milk Hotel are frequently cited as representative figures 

of the New Sincerity movement. Their work often exhibits a willingness to 

embrace vulnerability, emotional intensity, and personal expression without 

abandoning artistic self-consciousness. The concept has also generated 

substantial academic debate. Lee Konstantinou has connected New Sincerity 

to broader discussions of post-irony and neo-realism, examining how 

Wallace’s legacy has been interpreted and transformed by subsequent 

generations of writers (Konstantinou, 2011; 2017). Adam Kelly, in Dialectic 

of Sincerity: Lionel Trilling and David Foster Wallace (2014), situates New 

Sincerity within the longer intellectual history of sincerity, tracing its 

evolution throughout the twentieth century and highlighting its complex 

relationship with modernist and postmodernist traditions (Kelly, 2014). From 

a critical perspective, however, New Sincerity has also been subject to 

significant scrutiny. Critics such as Michael McGee have emphasized the risk 

that sincerity may become entangled with political conservatism, populism, or 

neoliberal ideology. Appeals to authenticity, honesty, and the rhetoric of the 

“real person” can be strategically mobilized as instruments of political 

persuasion and manipulation. Consequently, the possibility that sincerity itself 

may be appropriated for ideological purposes remains one of the most 

persistent criticisms directed at New Sincerity, raising important questions 

about its conceptual coherence, political implications, and historical 

limitations. 

The Problem of Permanence: When Does a Paradigm Become 

Enduring? 

When evaluating which of the post-postmodern theoretical initiatives 

discussed above can be regarded as enduring paradigms, the question of 

durability must be assessed through a series of interconnected criteria. The 

first concerns academic impact and citation: does the theory continue to be 

referenced and developed by scholars beyond its original proponents and 

across different fields of inquiry? The second is interdisciplinarity: can the 

theory be meaningfully applied across multiple disciplines rather than 

remaining confined to a single academic domain? A third criterion is 

generativity: does the framework stimulate new research questions and 

analytical directions, or does it remain largely enclosed within its initial 

conceptual boundaries? The fourth concerns historical resilience: is the theory 

limited to the specific cultural conditions from which it emerged, or does it 
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retain explanatory value as historical circumstances evolve? Finally, capacity 

for diffusion must be considered: does the theory circulate beyond academic 

discourse and contribute to broader cultural, artistic, and political debates? 

When assessed according to these criteria, most post-postmodern theories 

appear to offer important yet relatively circumscribed contributions. 

Altermodernism has proven influential within discussions of globalization and 

contemporary art, but its impact remains largely concentrated within those 

domains. Automodernism and digimodernism provide valuable insights into 

the relationship between technology, media, and subjectivity, yet their 

explanatory frameworks remain comparatively specialized. Remodernism and 

New Sincerity have generated significant cultural influence, particularly 

within artistic and literary contexts, but have not developed into 

comprehensive paradigms with broad interdisciplinary reach. Performatism, 

meanwhile, offers a sophisticated aesthetic theory, though its influence has 

remained more limited than its proponents initially anticipated. 

Against this backdrop, metamodernism appears to possess the greatest 

degree of theoretical durability. Despite ongoing debates concerning its 

conceptual coherence, historical status, and explanatory limits, it has 

demonstrated an exceptional capacity to generate interdisciplinary 

scholarship, stimulate new lines of inquiry, adapt to changing cultural 

conditions, and circulate beyond academic contexts into artistic, political, and 

public discourse. For these reasons, metamodernism can be regarded as the 

post-postmodern framework that has thus far exhibited the strongest claim to 

long-term paradigmatic significance. 

Although altermodernism has introduced a valuable perspective into 

contemporary cultural theory, it possesses several structural limitations that 

have prevented it from developing into a durable paradigm. First and 

foremost, its interdisciplinary reach remains relatively narrow. 

Altermodernism was conceived primarily as a framework for art theory and 

curatorial practice, and it has struggled to establish a robust conceptual 

foundation capable of extending beyond these domains. Attempts to apply 

altermodernism to fields such as literature, cinema, political theory, or 

psychology have remained limited in both scope and influence. A second 

limitation concerns the originality of its conceptual apparatus. As Pavlov 

(2018) observes, altermodernism relies heavily on concepts inherited from 

postmodern and post-structuralist thought, including nomadism, the rhizome, 
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center–periphery relations, and cultural translation. While Bourriaud 

rearticulates these notions within a new theoretical vocabulary, he does not 

fundamentally transform or transcend them. Consequently, altermodernism 

often appears less as a genuinely post-postmodern framework than as a 

reformulation of intellectual resources already available within earlier 

theoretical traditions (Pavlov, 2018). In this respect, Bourriaud’s claim to 

move beyond postmodernism encounters significant conceptual challenges. A 

third, and perhaps more decisive, limitation lies in the theory’s historical 

fragility. Altermodernism emerged within a specific historical moment -

namely, the late 2000s, when optimism regarding globalization remained 

relatively intact and the neoliberal international order had not yet entered its 

most visible period of crisis. The subsequent rise of nationalism, protectionist 

policies, strengthened border regimes, and large-scale migration crises 

throughout the 2010s fundamentally destabilized the social and political 

conditions upon which the discourse of cultural nomadism had been built. As 

a result, altermodernism became increasingly tied to a historical conjuncture 

that rapidly lost its explanatory centrality (Verhagen, 2009). This historical 

vulnerability constitutes perhaps the greatest weakness of altermodernism’s 

paradigmatic ambitions. Ultimately, the theory struggled to move beyond its 

status as a manifesto for the contemporary art world. Its principal institutional 

foundation was the Tate Triennial itself, and as the exhibition receded from 

public attention, much of the theory’s visibility and momentum diminished as 

well. Although altermodernism continues to be discussed within academic 

circles, it has not generated a cumulative and expanding body of scholarship 

capable of producing sustained research programs or establishing a durable 

intellectual school. Consequently, while it remains an important contribution 

to debates surrounding globalization, mobility, and contemporary art, its 

capacity to function as a long-term cultural paradigm appears limited. 

Automodernism, despite offering a valuable critical framework for 

examining education, learning, and digitalization, has likewise encountered 

significant obstacles in establishing itself as a durable paradigm. First, the 

theory remains confined within a relatively narrow disciplinary space. 

Positioned at the intersection of American media studies, educational theory, 

and left-oriented political critique, automodernism has had only limited 

influence within fields such as aesthetics, art history, literary criticism, or 

broader international cultural studies. This restricted scope substantially 
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weakens its claim to function as a comprehensive cultural paradigm. A second 

limitation concerns its proximity to technological determinism. 

Automodernism often tends to privilege the structuring power of 

technological systems at the expense of individual agency and collective 

forms of resistance. Therefore, the theory struggles to account for 

developments that appear to challenge its central assumptions. Social 

movements organized through digital platforms -including the Arab Spring, 

the #MeToo movement, and various forms of climate activism- have 

demonstrated that digital technologies can facilitate political mobilization as 

well as depoliticization. Such cases have complicated and, in some respects, 

undermined the automodernist argument that technological mediation 

primarily functions to neutralize political engagement. A third weakness is 

that automodernism operates largely as a diagnostic framework rather than a 

constructive or normative one. Identifying a cultural problem may be an 

important intellectual task, but the long-term viability of a paradigm often 

depends upon its capacity to generate productive research agendas and offer 

conceptual pathways beyond diagnosis. In the context of a historical moment 

marked by the perceived exhaustion of postmodern irony, merely identifying 

contradictions within digital culture has proven insufficient. Durable theories 

generally open new horizons for inquiry, interpretation, and intervention; 

automodernism has struggled to do so in a systematic manner. Although 

Samuels’s work raises important questions concerning technology, autonomy, 

and contemporary subjectivity, the theory has not received the level of 

academic engagement that the significance of these questions might suggest. 

One reason for this limited reception is the absence of a fully developed 

philosophical foundation, combined with the lack of a sustained empirical 

research program capable of extending and testing its central claims. As a 

result, automodernism has remained largely confined to a small body of 

scholarship associated with researchers such as Pavlov, rather than generating 

a broader intellectual movement, methodological tradition, or sustained 

school of debate. Consequently, while it remains a useful interpretive lens for 

analyzing aspects of digital culture, its long-term prospects as a 

comprehensive cultural paradigm appear relatively limited. 

The principal structural limitation restricting the long-term durability of 

performatism lies in the theory’s highly focused and comparatively one-

dimensional approach to aesthetic resolution. Eshelman’s framework is so 
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strongly centered on the mechanism of framing within artistic texts that 

extending its explanatory reach beyond this domain becomes theoretically 

difficult. As a result, performatism offers only limited analytical utility in 

broader areas such as cultural politics, political theory, economics, 

psychology, or sociology. At its core, the theory remains fundamentally a 

framework for aesthetics and literary studies. A second limitation concerns 

performatism’s distinctive model of historical periodization. Eshelman’s 

effort to define postmodernism and performatism as discrete historical 

paradigms provides the theory with a degree of conceptual clarity that many 

competing post-postmodern frameworks lack. Yet this clarity simultaneously 

reduces its flexibility. If performatism is understood as a historically bounded 

cultural formation emerging in the mid-1990s, questions inevitably arise 

concerning the duration and conclusion of that period. The theory offers no 

fully satisfactory account of whether performatism itself represents a 

temporary phase or how it might respond to future cultural transformations. 

Consequently, the very precision that constitutes one of the framework’s 

strengths also introduces a degree of historical rigidity. A third challenge 

relates to the specialized nature of Eshelman’s terminology and conceptual 

vocabulary. Performatism relies heavily upon the technical language of 

literary and aesthetic theory, which limits its accessibility outside those 

disciplinary contexts. This specificity makes it difficult for scholars working 

in other fields to adapt the theory to their own research agendas, thereby 

restricting its interdisciplinary diffusion and broader intellectual influence. 

For these reasons, performatism continues to represent a legitimate and 

valuable contribution to aesthetics and literary criticism, yet the scope of that 

contribution remains relatively circumscribed. Its emphasis on a singular 

aesthetic solution, combined with the challenges associated with 

interdisciplinary translation, has structurally constrained its development into 

a more expansive cultural paradigm. Although Eshelman’s later work, 

Performatism 2.0 (Eshelman, 2023), introduces important revisions intended 

to address some of these limitations, the theory has not yet succeeded in 

evolving beyond its aesthetic-philological foundations into a cumulative and 

widely adopted interdisciplinary field of inquiry. 

The durability of digimodernism as a cultural paradigm is constrained by 

four fundamental limitations. First, the theory exhibits a strong tendency 

toward technological determinism and cultural pessimism. In Kirby’s account, 
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digital culture appears almost inevitably destined to produce superficiality, 

ephemerality, and what he terms textual infantilization. Little space is afforded 

to practices capable of resisting, transforming, or creatively appropriating 

these tendencies. This one-directional understanding of technological change 

limits the theory’s explanatory flexibility from the outset and reduces its 

ability to account for the diversity of contemporary digital experiences. 

Second, digimodernism faces a problem of technological acceleration. The 

framework was developed primarily to explain the cultural conditions of the 

Web 2.0 era. Subsequent developments -including AI-generated content, large 

language models, algorithmic content-curation systems, and immersive media 

environments- have introduced dynamics that extend beyond Kirby’s original 

conceptual architecture. Consequently, digimodernism has encountered the 

paradox of becoming historically dated more rapidly than the technological 

environment it sought to explain. Third, the theory suffers from a degree of 

normative indeterminacy. Although Kirby adopts an explicitly critical stance 

toward digital culture, his analysis offers little guidance regarding desirable 

alternatives or potential pathways for transformation. Diagnosis alone rarely 

sustains a productive research programme; enduring paradigms generally 

combine critical analysis with conceptual tools that enable further inquiry. In 

this respect, digimodernism often remains at the level of description, limiting 

its capacity to generate cumulative theoretical development. Fourth, 

digimodernism tends to universalize cultural dynamics that are largely rooted 

in Western technological infrastructures and media environments. Diverse 

digital experiences emerging from the Global South, alternative technological 

ecosystems, and regionally specific forms of media engagement receive 

comparatively little attention within the framework. As a result, the theory 

risks presenting a particular historical and geographical configuration of 

digital culture as a universal condition. For these reasons, digimodernism 

continues to occupy a relevant position within the literature on digital media 

and technology criticism, yet it has not developed into a cumulative research 

programme with substantial interdisciplinary influence. Nor have Kirby’s 

later works significantly expanded the framework into a broader theoretical 

paradigm. While the theory remains valuable as a diagnosis of early digital 

culture, its long-term viability as a comprehensive post-postmodern 

framework appears limited. 
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A similar set of limitations affects hypermodernism, albeit for different 

reasons. Most fundamentally, hypermodernism does not propose a decisive 

break with postmodernism; rather, it reframes the terms of the debate itself. 

Lipovetsky’s central argument is that contemporary society never truly moved 

beyond modernity. Instead of identifying a postmodern condition, he contends 

that modernity’s core dynamics -individualization, consumer capitalism, 

technological acceleration, and secularization- have intensified to 

unprecedented levels. Hypermodernism therefore functions less as a post-

postmodern paradigm than as a revision of postmodernism’s historical 

diagnosis. A second limitation stems from the theory’s close association with 

the French sociological tradition. While this intellectual lineage provides 

conceptual depth, it has also restricted the framework’s diffusion across 

broader interdisciplinary and international contexts. Within the English-

language academic literature, hypermodernism occupies a comparatively 

peripheral position when contrasted with paradigms such as metamodernism 

or performatism. Third, hypermodernism offers little in the way of a 

normative framework. Lipovetsky excels at diagnosing the paradoxes of 

contemporary life -accelerated consumption, intensified individualization, 

and expanding uncertainty- but provides few theoretical resources for 

addressing them. The theory describes the condition with considerable 

precision yet remains largely silent on questions of agency, transformation, or 

possible alternatives. This absence of a constructive dimension limits its 

capacity to function as an enduring research programme. Consequently, 

hypermodernism is perhaps best understood not as a competitor in the search 

for a dominant post-postmodern cultural paradigm, but as a powerful 

sociological interpretation of contemporary modernity. Its most lasting 

contribution lies in the empirical analysis of consumption, individualization, 

and accelerated social change rather than in the formulation of a 

comprehensive cultural framework capable of replacing postmodernism. This 

observation does not diminish the significance of the theory; rather, it clarifies 

the specific domain in which its explanatory power is most effective. 

Similarly, remodernism rests on a theoretically fragile foundation. First 

and foremost, the remodernist manifesto functions less as a comprehensive 

cultural theory than as a declaration of artistic intent. Its framework is 

constructed primarily through rhetoric, advocacy, and provocation rather than 

through systematic conceptual analysis or methodological rigor. While this 
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manifesto form provides the movement with rhetorical force, it 

simultaneously limits its capacity to operate as a durable theoretical paradigm. 

A second limitation concerns the concept of spirituality, which occupies a 

central position within remodernist discourse yet remains conceptually 

underdefined. Although Childish and Thomson explicitly distinguish 

spirituality from organized religion, the precise meaning and scope of the term 

remain ambiguous. As a result, highly diverse artistic practices and creative 

sensibilities are grouped together under the banner of spiritual art without a 

clearly articulated set of criteria capable of justifying their inclusion. The 

concept therefore functions more as an evocative ideal than as an analytically 

precise category. Third, remodernism implicitly privileges painting and 

figurative artistic practices over other media forms. Rather than emerging 

from a systematically developed theoretical argument, this preference often 

appears as an aesthetic presupposition. Such a position limits the framework’s 

relevance within a contemporary artistic environment characterized by 

multimedia production, digital technologies, and increasingly 

interdisciplinary forms of cultural expression. Consequently, remodernism 

struggles to engage adequately with the complexity of contemporary media 

ecologies. For these reasons, remodernism has not established a significant 

presence within academic cultural theory. References to the movement within 

scholarly literature generally treat it as one element within broader mappings 

of post-postmodern tendencies rather than as an independent theoretical 

framework. Its inability to generate conceptual tools applicable beyond art 

criticism and art history substantially weakens its claim to paradigmatic status. 

While remodernism remains historically significant as a reaction against 

postmodern irony and conceptualism, its theoretical influence has remained 

comparatively limited. 

New Sincerity faces a different set of challenges. Most fundamentally, it 

functions less as a coherent theory than as the articulation of a cultural 

intuition. Although Wallace’s notion of the anti-rebel has become highly 

influential, the concept lacks clear analytical criteria capable of determining 

precisely what constitutes sincerity in a post-ironic context. The boundary 

separating sincere expression from ironic performance remains inherently 

unstable. Consequently, identifying which cultural texts genuinely embody 

sincerity and which merely simulate it becomes a difficult and often subjective 

task. The theoretical apparatus required to resolve these ambiguities was never 
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fully developed within the discourse of New Sincerity itself. A second and 

more substantial limitation concerns the risk of political instrumentalization. 

The language of authenticity, sincerity, and the “real person” has proven 

highly adaptable to populist and conservative political rhetoric. Appeals to 

honesty, emotional immediacy, and anti-elitist authenticity can be mobilized 

for markedly different ideological purposes. As a result, the relationship 

between New Sincerity and political demagoguery remains a persistent source 

of tension. Calls for sincerity do not possess an inherently progressive political 

orientation; their meaning depends heavily on the social and political context 

in which they are deployed. Third, New Sincerity emerges primarily from an 

Anglo-American literary and cultural context. Wallace’s intellectual horizon 

is rooted in American fiction, television culture, and media criticism. While 

the concept has travelled beyond these origins, its claims to universality 

remain constrained by the specificity of the cultural environment from which 

it emerged. This contextual dependence limits its ability to function as a 

globally applicable explanatory framework.  

Finally, New Sincerity has proven most productive not as an autonomous 

theory but as a component within broader theoretical formations. Frameworks 

such as metamodernism and performatism have incorporated the cultural 

transformation identified by New Sincerity while providing more systematic 

conceptual structures and analytical tools. In doing so, these theories have 

effectively absorbed and expanded many of the insights initially associated 

with the discourse of sincerity. Consequently, New Sincerity has found its 

most influential role not as an independent paradigm but as a vital conceptual 

element within larger post-postmodern frameworks, particularly those seeking 

to explain the renewed importance of affect, authenticity, and emotional 

commitment in contemporary culture. 

How Metamodernism Became the Most Valid and Enduring Theory 

Each of the theories discussed above illuminates a genuine and significant 

dimension of the post-postmodern condition. However, each has ultimately 

remained confined to a single analytical concern, lacked interdisciplinary 

applicability, succumbed to historical fragility, or become entangled in 

normative ambiguity. Metamodernism, by contrast, has largely succeeded in 

avoiding -or at least minimizing- these limitations. This achievement is not 

the result of chance or contingent historical advantage but rather stems from 
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the structural design of the theory itself. Rather than selecting a specific 

domain or isolated problem through which to define the cultural production of 

the contemporary era, Vermeulen and van den Akker’s 2010 formulation 

places a structural mode of feeling—oscillation—at the conceptual center of 

the framework. This choice allows the theory to avoid becoming restricted to 

a single problematic. The concept of oscillation constitutes both the most 

distinctive and the most powerful feature of metamodernism. According to 

Vermeulen and van den Akker, metamodernism continuously and 

dynamically oscillates between modern enthusiasm and postmodern irony; 

between hope and melancholy; between naivety and awareness; between 

empathy and apathy; between unity and plurality; and between wholeness and 

fragmentation (Vermeulen & Akker, 2010). Through this oscillatory 

movement, metamodernism enables a position that simultaneously accepts 

and rejects both poles of these binaries. It makes it possible to move beyond 

both the naïve idealism of modernism and the exhausted irony of 

postmodernism, while rendering neither obsolete nor invalid. 

This structural characteristic enables the concept of oscillation to be 

applied across aesthetic, political, and psychological domains alike. From an 

aesthetic perspective, a broad spectrum of cultural production -from the films 

of Wes Anderson and the novels of Ben Lerner to the architecture of Herzog 

& de Meuron and the performances of Ragnar Kjartansson- can be analyzed 

through this conceptual lens. Politically, Hanzi Freinacht’s metamodern 

political theory derives the possibility of a post-ideological praxis beyond the 

conventional left–right divide from the logic of oscillation itself. 

Psychologically, the structural affinity between Jung’s transcendent function 

and metamodern oscillation has enabled the framework to extend into the 

fields of psychology and therapeutic practice. The most compelling evidence 

of metamodernism’s durability lies in the breadth of its interdisciplinary reach. 

Spanning cultural theory and aesthetics (Vermeulen, van den Akker, 

Gibbons), political philosophy (Freinacht), philosophy and social ontology 

(Storm), religious studies (Clasquin-Johnson), psychology and therapeutic 

practices (Verplanke), literary theory (Gibbons, Toth, MacDowell), film and 

television studies (Rustad, Timmer), music criticism (Dember), and 

architectural analysis, this diversity demonstrates that metamodernism is not 

confined to a single disciplinary tradition or analytical problem. 
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A second structural feature reinforcing the durability of metamodernism is 

its historical flexibility. Whereas altermodernism weakened alongside the 

decline of globalization optimism, and digimodernism became increasingly 

tied to the technological conditions it originally sought to describe, 

metamodernism’s oscillatory framework remains applicable across changing 

historical contexts. The rise of populism during the mid-2010s, for example, 

renewed attention to the political dimensions of metamodern thought. 

Likewise, the pandemic conditions and experiences of collective trauma that 

characterized the early 2020s provided a context that vividly embodied the 

metamodern oscillation between hope and melancholy. Furthermore, the 

cultural transformations generated by artificial intelligence and large language 

models during the second half of the 2020s have once again foregrounded the 

tension between the authentic and the artificial- an expression of the 

oscillation between modern notions of originality and postmodern 

constructivism. This adaptability demonstrates that metamodernism is not 

merely the product of a specific historical moment, but rather the conceptual 

articulation of a structural mode of feeling that is capable of continual renewal 

and reinterpretation under changing conditions. 

Jason Ananda Josephson Storm’s Metamodernism: The Future of Theory 

(2021) represents a significant attempt to extend the concept beyond a purely 

cultural or aesthetic diagnosis and toward a more comprehensive 

philosophical project. Within the framework of metamodernism, Storm 

systematically develops the search for a third epistemological path situated 

between the essentialism of modernism and the radical skepticism of 

postmodernism, advancing the notion of “humble, emancipatory knowledge” 

as a central theoretical principle. This contribution moves metamodernism 

beyond its role as a descriptive framework for aesthetic practices and 

repositions it as a broader theoretical programme (Storm, 2021). In this regard, 

metamodernism seeks to transcend postmodern skepticism by working 

through it, exposing the mechanisms through which concepts and social 

categories are produced and maintained. Simultaneously, it proposes a new 

model of knowledge that acknowledges limitations while preserving the 

possibility of subjectivity, agency, and collective progress. 

Similarly, Emil Ejner Friis and Daniel Görtz, writing under the pseudonym 

Hanzi Freinacht, have extended metamodernism directly into the domains of 

political practice and developmental psychology, demonstrating that the 
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concept reaches far beyond the boundaries of cultural theory. The model of 

the “listening society” proposed in The Listening Society (2017) and Nordic 

Ideology (2019) addresses the problem of normative ambiguity by 

transforming metamodernism into a concrete political and institutional 

programme. In doing so, it provides the constructive and normative dimension 

that is absent from many competing post-postmodern theories. At this point, 

however, an important qualification is necessary. The relative strength of 

metamodernism compared to other theoretical frameworks should not be 

interpreted as evidence that the theory is either flawless or uncontested. One 

of the principal risks facing metamodernism is its potential incorporation into 

popular and online self-help discourses. Certain interpretations of Freinacht’s 

work, for example, align closely with narratives of individual consciousness 

development and personal growth, thereby weakening the critical and 

structural dimensions of the theory. This tendency represents a dynamic that 

warrants scrutiny to preserve the academic integrity of metamodernism 

(Freinacht, 2017; 2019). 

Despite these limitations, metamodernism currently stands out as the most 

enduring theoretical intervention within post-postmodern debates because it 

captures not merely a specific problem, but a fundamental structural tension. 

The defining cultural dynamic of the post-postmodern condition -the inability 

to be fully modern or fully postmodern; the longing for sincerity within an 

ironic and self-conscious context; the simultaneous recognition of both the 

necessity and the problematic nature of grand narratives- is precisely what 

metamodernism conceptualizes through its notion of oscillation. This dynamic 

possesses a structural character capable of explaining not only the cultural 

condition of the 2010s, but also that of the 2020s and, potentially, the years to 

come. For this reason, metamodernism should be understood not simply as a 

theory of a particular historical period, but as a theory of transition itself, and 

it is precisely this quality that underpins its enduring relevance. 

Mapping the Limitations 

Several common dynamics underlie the inability of most of the theories 

examined above to satisfy the criteria of long-term durability. The first is the 

trap of disciplinary specificity. Altermodernism was developed primarily for 

the art world, performatism for literature and cinema, digimodernism for 

media and textual theory, and automodernism for education and media studies. 
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No matter how productive such frameworks may be within their respective 

domains, theories designed around a single field rarely attain the degree of 

interdisciplinarity required to be recognized as broad cultural paradigms. The 

second limitation is the fragility of historical specificity. Altermodernism 

remains closely tied to the optimism surrounding globalization in 2009, while 

digimodernism is deeply dependent upon the technological conditions of the 

Web 2.0 era. Theories that become strongly attached to historical 

circumstances inevitably risk losing explanatory power when those 

circumstances change. Their analytical relevance often diminishes alongside 

the transformation of the conditions they were originally formulated to 

explain.  

A third limitation is the presence of a normative vacuum. Frameworks such 

as hypermodernism and digimodernism offer powerful diagnoses of 

contemporary culture yet struggle to generate productive research 

programmes or normative perspectives from those diagnoses. A theory that 

merely explains “what is” without opening pathways for further inquiry, 

critique, or transformation provides limited conceptual resources for 

subsequent generations of scholars. Enduring paradigms typically combine 

diagnosis with the capacity to generate new questions, methods, and 

intellectual agendas. A fourth and equally significant limitation is dependence 

on the founding author. Many post-postmodern theories have struggled to 

develop beyond the intellectual horizons of the scholars who originally 

formulated them. Bourriaud’s altermodernism, Kirby’s digimodernism, and 

Samuels’s automodernism, for instance, became largely static as their 

respective authors shifted their attention toward other research concerns. 

Metamodernism, by contrast, established a collective and cumulative research 

platform from its inception. Beyond Vermeulen and van den Akker, scholars 

such as Gibbons, Toth, MacDowell, Ceriello, Seshagiri, Dember, Timmer, 

Stoev, Koparan, Severan, Ananda, Andersen, Storm, and Freinacht have 

continued to expand, refine, and diversify the framework. This ongoing 

process of collaborative theoretical development has enabled metamodernism 

to evolve beyond the contributions of its founders and emerge as a dynamic 

and cumulative field of inquiry rather than a theory dependent upon a single 

intellectual authority. 
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Conclusion and About New Horizons 

Post-postmodern theoretical interventions have generated a cumulative 

body of academic literature since the early 2000s, functioning both as cultural 

diagnoses and as aesthetic programmes. Each of these theories seeks to 

address the conceptual vacuum left by postmodernism through distinct 

emphases and interpretive frameworks. Global nomadism, the illusion of 

technological autonomy, aesthetically imposed belief, digital textuality, and 

oscillation between modernism and postmodernism each illuminate different 

yet complementary dimensions of contemporary culture. The theories 

examined here also periodize the emergence of the post-postmodern condition 

in markedly different ways. Eshelman locates the beginning of the transition 

in the mid-1990s; Kirby argues that it accelerated with the widespread 

diffusion of digital technologies in the late 1990s; Vermeulen and van den 

Akker conceptualize it as an unfinished process emerging during the early 

2000s; while Bourriaud contends that it matured through the experience of 

globalization during the same decade. These chronological divergences are 

closely related to the crisis of postmodernism each theory regards as most 

fundamental: technological transformation, the crisis of the aesthetic subject, 

global mobility, or the broader transformation of the cultural structure of 

feeling. 

The theories also diverge significantly in their epistemological 

orientations. Digimodernism and automodernism tend toward a form of 

structural determinism in which cultural transformation is understood 

primarily as the consequence of technological infrastructures. By contrast, 

metamodernism and altermodernism reserve a more substantial role for 

cultural and aesthetic agency. Performatism occupies a distinctive position by 

emphasizing the autonomous determining power of artistic form. 

Hypermodernism, reflecting Lipovetsky’s commitment to the tradition of 

empirical sociology, relates cultural dynamics more directly to market forces 

and institutional structures. All these theories are compelled to adopt a 

position regarding postmodern irony, yet they do so in markedly different 

ways. Remodernism and New Sincerity are founded upon an explicit critique 

of irony, seeking not merely to avoid postmodern irony but to move beyond it 

altogether. Performatism attempts to transcend irony indirectly through 

framing, compelling the viewer to suspend ironic distance and surrender to 

aesthetic belief. Metamodernism adopts the most complex position: it does not 
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reject irony but rather situates it within a continuous oscillation alongside 

enthusiasm, naivety, and hope. Altermodernism and digimodernism, on the 

other hand, do not treat irony as a central problematic, instead positioning their 

analyses around questions of cultural mobility and textual transformation. 

In terms of academic impact, metamodernism has achieved by far the 

broadest sphere of influence, generating more than 1,500 academic 

publications, inspiring conferences and research networks across numerous 

countries, and finding applications in multiple disciplines, including cultural 

studies, political science, psychology, and religious studies. Performatism has 

established a solid academic foundation, particularly within the fields of 

Slavic studies, comparative literature, and post-postmodern theory. 

Digimodernism has gained substantial recognition within media studies and 

digital culture research. Altermodernism continues to exert influence within 

art theory and curatorial practice. Hypermodernism and automodernism, 

meanwhile, maintain a limited yet consistent academic presence within their 

respective disciplinary contexts, namely French sociology and American 

media and educational studies. When the strengths and weaknesses of these 

theories are considered comparatively, a clearer picture emerges. 

Altermodernism provides a powerful framework for understanding global 

cultural mobility and contemporary artistic practices; however, its limited 

explanatory capacity regarding individual and social psychology, as well as 

its tendency to overlook the political economy of art institutions, constitute 

significant weaknesses. Automodernism offers a compelling diagnosis of 

digital capitalism and the illusion of technological autonomy, yet it fails to 

adequately address the resistant and emancipatory dimensions of digital 

culture. Performatism presents a rigorous approach to textual interpretation 

centered on artistic form and aesthetic experience, but its explanatory capacity 

remains limited in meta-aesthetic domains such as cultural politics, political 

economy, and technology. Digimodernism provides a sharp and concrete 

analysis of the transformation of digital textuality, while interpreting the 

potentially transformative and participatory dimensions of cultural practices 

through an excessively pessimistic lens. Metamodernism offers the most 

comprehensive framework in terms of interdisciplinarity and conceptual 

flexibility, although concerns regarding its historical ambiguity and potential 

geographical bias remain noteworthy. Hypermodernism describes the 

relationship between consumption, individualization, and existential anxiety 
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in a highly persuasive manner, yet offers a comparatively restricted 

perspective on cultural resistance and practices of collective transformation. 

The theoretical interventions examined throughout this study deserve to be 

understood as original and valuable intellectual efforts aimed at addressing the 

conceptual void left by postmodernism. None of them should be regarded as 

arbitrary or invalid; rather, each represents an attempt to formulate a 

meaningful response to a genuine problem of its historical moment. 

Durability, however, is achieved not merely through the provision of period-

specific explanations, but through the capacity to offer a framework that 

remains applicable under changing historical conditions, operates across 

disciplinary boundaries, permits cumulative development, and possesses 

normative potential. Evaluated according to these criteria, metamodernism 

emerges as the most prominent framework, even if not an uncontested one. 

The structural flexibility of the concept of oscillation, the cumulative 

contributions of multiple theorists, its practical application across numerous 

disciplines, and its capacity to be rearticulated in relation to different historical 

moments collectively position metamodernism as the most enduring 

framework within post-postmodern debates. 

It must be emphasized that none of these theories is any less contested than 

postmodernism itself. Any theoretical project seeking to grasp the complexity 

of cultural and social dynamics will inevitably possess both illuminating 

insights and significant blind spots. Consequently, it is academically more 

productive to approach these theories not as competing final explanations, but 

as incomplete yet valuable conceptual tools developed in response to difficult 

questions. At the same time, the limitations of metamodernism itself should 

not be overlooked. The risks of geographical and social bias, the possibility 

that the concept of oscillation may at times generate conceptual ambiguity, 

and the theory’s susceptibility to popularized and instrumental interpretations 

constitute genuine challenges that require ongoing critical scrutiny. One of the 

defining indicators of maturity within contemporary cultural theory is not the 

exclusion of such critiques, but rather the capacity to incorporate them into 

the conceptual framework and thereby strengthen the theory itself. The most 

significant intellectual task facing metamodernism is therefore precisely this: 

to become more inclusive in the face of global diversity, more responsive to 

the conditions created by artificial intelligence and platform capitalism, and 

more explicit and self-reflective regarding its own normative commitments. 



Dijital Toplumda İletişim Çalışmaları Yeni Kavramlar ve Yeni Kuramlar 

 

164 

Ultimately, the post-postmodern debate remains unresolved. Metamodernism 

continues to function as its most enduring framework; yet that framework 

must itself remain open to transformation under the pressures of future 

developments. It is precisely this openness and capacity for self-

transformation that continues to distinguish metamodernism from competing 

theoretical approaches. 
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