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SOCIAL SPACE OF IDENTITY

Paccmampusatomes  snemenmvl  KOHCMUMYUPOBAHUSL  COYUATBHO2O — NPOCMPAHCMEA
udenmuunocmu. Iloxazana c6A3b6  NOHAMUU ~ CMPYKMYPbl  COYUANLHO2O  NPOCMPAHCMEA,
uHghopmayuu, NO3HAHUS, OEeAMENbHOCU U KOMMYHUKAyuu. Ymeepocoaemcs HeoOX00uMocmo
cOANAHCUPOBAHHO20 Nepexo0a Om ICCEHYUANUCCKOU K KOHCMPYKMUBUCICKOU napaouzme
COYUATILHOU Kame2opu3ayuu.

Knwoueswie cnosa:. coyuanvhoe npocmpancmeo, UOeHmu4HOCmb.

Posenanymo enemenmu KoHcmpyosanusa coyianvho2o npocmopy ioenmuunocmi. Iloxazanui
36' 130K NOHAMb CMPYKMYPU COYIANbHO20 NPOCMOpy, iHgopmayii, ni3HawHs, OiATbHOCMI mda
KomyHixayii. CmeepoiceHo HeoOXiOHicmb 30A1aHCO8AHO20 Nepexody 6i0 eceHyianlicmcbkoi 00
KOHCMPYKMUBICMCbKOI napaouemu coyiaibHoi kame2opuzayii.

Knrouoei cnosa: coyianvruti npocmip, i0eHMu4Hicme.

Constituting elements of social space of identiy @nsidered. The connection between the
concepts of the structure of social space, inforomatknowledge, activities and communication are
shown. The need for a balanced transition from mgsest to constructivist paradigm of social
categorization.

The keywords: social space, identity.

Problem formulation. «ldentity» was not a problem as long as the phghgo
expressed a doubt that what is called «the unityhef self». However, in the socio-
analytical sphere this term was used much lated vhen we meet in the philosophy and
culture of the twentieth century a metaphor «dedtthe subject», then we must remember
that we are talking about the subject of classibalking as self-sufficient in terms of
continuity and integrity of its «cogito, ergo sunBut at the same time we are talking about
the formation of a historically new subjectivity all its various manifestations. There is
quite we can see the main reason for addressingrtitdem of identity and its diversity.
Researchers have tried to explicate the ways ofidbon of identities in social interaction
and conceptualize the options of self-determinatodnthe subject in different social
contexts. Since then, the ideas of individualitg @&tentity no longer rely on the premise of
the original existence of some kind of «essencesxgens» of the subject. In the
foreground there is the concept of socially cortdéd identity. That is why the question of
how the identity discourse conceptually forms,as$ purely scientific and is associated with
a broad socio-cultural context.

The extent of the problem. Philosophical and methodological principles of
constructivism and essentialism are faced in tloblpm field of the theory of identity.
Essentialism comes out the thesis that identityhes product of objective social and
biological structures. Constructivism assumes tthentity is the result of ideological
interaction between individuals and groups. Esaésitn is stable in everyday discourse in
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all cultures. Considering the essentialism is fieagtsocial theorists develop conditions of
emancipation from his clutches.

The main group of works on issues of identity isrkgoof modern scholars [1]
operating in various theoretical and methodologidakctions, and made a significant
contribution to the development of problems of idhentity of social subject. The base, on
which the first identity theories were built, wa®tmational and affective sphere that most
fully expressed in the psychoanalytic direction Freud,

E. Erickson, J. Marcia, H. Grotevant, H. Marcuse, . AGams, A. Waterman,
P. Weinreich, M. Foucault, J. Deleuze, F. Guatt&ti, Mollon). The theory of social
representations (S. Moscovichi, W. Doyce) compleisi¢he main idea of psychoanalysis
with  the idea of social communication and social eniity theory
(G. Tayfel) — with the idea of cognitive processbiew basic ideas (without absolute
motivational and affective sphere) were found ie theory of symbolic interactionism
(J. Mead, J. Habermas, R. Jenkins) and the thebrgelb-categorization (J. Turner, P.
Oaks). Thus, the symbolic interactionism is basedhe idea of interactions, the theory of
self-categorization absolutes cognitive sphere. frycompare different approaches to
integration made possible in discourse analysisvdmn.Dijk, F.Nelson, C. Hardy,
L. Phillips, M. Jorgensen, E. Laclau, C. Mouffe).

The space-time concepts have a particular impagtaimc understanding of the
reproduction of human identity. «Space» and «tinage® the fundamental ontological
categories, which are developed by different acgdghnowledge. The social space-time is
the object of study of the humanities. Social scigjgnherent understanding of social space,
firstly, in unity with the category of time, as th@hronotope (formal and substantive
category of narrative genres, semantic linking aogilbjects), and secondly, as reality, that
encloses and structures human and society. The niashehange is an absolute defining
moment in relation to the rest moment in the eristeof social phenomena. Apparently, the
«structuring» is more important for the charactgron of social space than the «length».
Social from these (structuralist) positions diselbsprimarily through the structure.
Structure and space in a certain sense there isnems. Time is represented by change of
spatial structures, therefore, there is a reasaonsider the social from position of «space».

The development of the category «social space»gang&. Simmel («Sociology of
space», 1903), P. Sorokin («Social mobility», 192F) Weber («The city. — Economy and
society», 1922), M. Heidegger («Art and space», 9196
E. Giddens («The constitution of society: outlinetioe theory of structuration», 1984),
P. Bourdieu («Sociology of social space», 2005)Bdétger and T. Lukman («The social
construction of reality: a treatise in the sociglaj knowledge», 1966). To these scientists,
the concept of social space is the most effectweédf categorical synthesis of social theory
primarily in structuralist (constructivist) integgations. And we are convinced that
constructivism, seems more in keeping with the mogathos of «change» in the world.

Theaim of the article is to comprehend the constituting elements osthwal space of
the identity of social subject.

The main theses of the article. For our study, it is important that the statemeint o
identity (individuality, integrity) is the statemety which the complex of ideological
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(ilusory, imaginary) quality becomes «individuale. proclaims itself the reality (verity,
truth).

Identity (shape of our sociality) is experiencedthg human individual primarily as a
sense of identity. But sensory knowledge (cognjtioom the very beginning has social and
historical character. The unity of sense (senssafigrerceptions, ideas, emotions) and
rational (concepts, judgments, reasoning, methoathodology, theory, etc.) knowledge
are found here. Most of the sensory experienceided images learned from descriptions,
narratives (stories), and the like, made by oth&rserefore, the universally significant
discourse about identity is possible.

Identity, speaking from our sensibility, is a caiggof aesthetic expression of the
social world. Aesthetic (aesthetic activity) saésfthe most important human need — need
for «spacing»— to see, perceive, experience the world (andedf)ess a «specific living
whole» where the whole (completeness) is the stafbint of perception and imagination.
Here, identity is defined by the «mimesis» and kaais» as direct identification with «its»
community and as a «joy of recognition». «Mimegisl @atharsis» in our opinion, is an
elementary form of social communication, which akoto recognize themselves in a
certain «history», identify with it, to experientige joy of its recognition (primarily the
recognition of survival unit: family, tribe, statbumanity). Mimesis is the «imitation»,
which precedes and even contrary to a «realisépsesentation.

Indeed, identity is a representation of yoursedfwee think about ourselves and who
we want to be, what kind we like ourselves (testemone likes to imagine himself ugly,
poor and sick). After all, significance of identig/determined by three basic human needs:
affiliation to the community, positive self-este@nd safety. Everyone tries to find "their"
group, where the sense of belonging is attack afdnde, benefit and harm, sadness and
joy. It is correct to believe that any decor takissgrounds in magical (praxeological)
amulets of ancient man. Our distant ancestor readsand pleased view of these amulets,
and from here, from this joy a sense of beauty lvzas.

Praxiologic (economic) distinction of course doné@saas a base. So, in economic era
images of «l-identity» and «We-identity» recognizedkright» («beautiful»), depend on the
interest ideologues. The potential economic valtiedentity always impacts on «their»
assessment, i.e. «their» «beauty» is converted«iteir» «benefit». The narratives of the
«correct» beauty told by such «art experts» crédaeconditions of cultivation of new
«totalizing fictions» of identity (really, our sexiuinstinct, which has long been freed from
heterosexual genital and, therefore, is a natutabate in finding yourself, your identity,
your subjectivity and your place and role in sogietrtificate our lives without efforts of
«art experts», causing us to be «king of the hidkich an envious glances on yourself).
«The trick» of successful social categorizatiothest the artistic narrative is closer to man
than purely political or purely academic narratives

Human need for spacing or artification of Socialcfal activity) leads to deception
and self-deception: «it is not difficult to deceivee, | am deceived by myself with
pleasure»; «fool me, but fool me beautiful». Evdaying kids demonstrate the model of
«ratification» — creation of sociality, social spdzy human.

Physical characteristics of the space can not ishterthe specifics of the social space,

57



I'VMAHITAPHU YACOIIUC 2015,Ne 2

but great importance for social phenomena are nmétive, cognitive, activity,
communicative processes. Obviously, the analysithisfaspect of social phenomena will
reveal certain aspects (elements) of the essencgo@él space. Moreover, the space,
relation, information, cognition, activities, commecation interact with each other very
closely.

The difference, diversity are necessary conditiohgnformation. Understanding the
information as a measure of diversity is closelgracted with ideas about the motion as a
change. In turn, the change is a kind of differenSecial arises where they able to
distinguish and differentiate primarily statusesl aoles. But here it is appropriate to talk
about the knowledge (cognition): all knowledge riformation, but not all information is
knowledge.

The key concept, providing justification of socialxistence as a distinction
(knowledge), is the concept of activity. Alreadyclassical German philosophy this concept
has acquired the status of a fundamental prin@pldhe explanation of human existence.
Principle of activity was further, besides crucidgveloped in philosophy of modern
materialism (Marxism) and in its socioeconomic ftiyeolf in German idealism an
explanatory load of concept of activity was direicte the fact that to reveal active nature of
the spirit, then in Marxism activity itself becomibe true substance of culture, of the whole
human world. The activity becomes an explanatomggmple, an essential methodological
condition for building a theoretical picture of thw@rld in general and social and historical
nature of man in particular, therefore, the agfiniiust be assumed also heuristic principle.

Actions deliberately oriented on their semanticcpgtion, called communicative.
Communication (lat. communicatio — message, trassion) is the sense and ideal-
substantial aspect of social interaction [2, p.]32Be main function of communication is to
achieve a social community, while preserving tlvilduality of each of its elements. If the
language used to rely only means of communicatmn, now communication itself is
immersed in the structure of the language, it bexora space where deploy certain
linguistic forms. Such «communicative» turn hasrgukthe horizons for artificially and
technical relation with the organization of comnuation. Due to the mass construction of
the linguistic and semantic-semiotic resources,maamication became artificated, acquiring
various organized forms.

Relationship of structure concepts of social spadermation, cognition, activity and
communication activities, considered by us, is ssagy for further disclosure of the
concept of social subject, which places itself as abject in its social, symbolic
environment.

As you can see, the universal signs of space (amalc dimension, objectivity) is
certainly applicable to the social space, but appeee in a special way. The concretization
of the general features of social space shouldabiéed out taking into account the specifics
of the social form of the motion. Manifestationstbfs movement are the social distance
and social mobility. The social distance is a distabetween classes, social groups and
individuals in the social structure of society. Bbenobility is the agility of social groups
and individuals in the social structure.

Thus, under the social space we will be understbd,of all, a space that is formed
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by social processes and interactions, in whichetlpgecesses and interactions are realized.
Further, the social space can be understood asradioexistence of social life. Therefore it
is necessary to talk about the concept of sociateps a socio-philosophical category,
reflecting the form of the existence of higher stasal level of the organization of being,
l.e. society. Here we are dealing with a dialetticgraction of content and form.

Another note. The social space is not limited ® physical space of the society and is
determined by human subjectivity. Being of sociabject has a spatial structure. First, the
man is preset to feel the ordering effect of theiadospace by the fact he was born in a
society, namely the person's position in the s@palce determines, to a certain extent, the
being of man. Secondly, the man creates new spediations caused variation and
creativity of his subjectivity, i.e. structures sdife in a new way. Therefore, as the social
space creates man as the ensemble of social rdaie man tend to create social space he
desired. The social and philosophical thought igetting these two directions and its
synthesis in the justification of the phenomenosaifial subject.

Thus, in the framework of the social theories alsp#ce as structuring and defining
beginning the concept of the social space gained the implementation of
E. Giddens, who claimed [3, p. 42] that the strraitworganization is an indispensable
condition for the stability of the processes ofiabimteraction. Society is created as a result
of space-time structuration of these interactions.

The category of the social space gained the mastctgralist» elaboration in the work
of P. Bourdieu, who believed [4, pp. 56-57], thatial world can be represented in the form
of multidimensional space, built on the principtédifferentiation and distribution, formed
by set of operating properties in this universe, properties that can give their owner the
power and authority in the universe. So individsabjects and groups are defined by its
relative position in this space.

Even so subjective everyday reality becomes tha a@mtent of sociospatial relations.
Indeed, regarding the legality of the structurad abjectivist judgment in the interpretation
of the social space, we can conclude that the wémdeety gets the spatial dimension as the
formation of the human person. Moreover, the laivdevelopment of physical space only
to a certain extent determine the process of coctatig of social spaces. The world of man
in the early stages of social anthropogenesis wasréd of objects, whose integrity was
more «given» by mutual position and relationshifsobjects, not «preassigned», not
conceived. However, this reality, objectivity isnciitional as to the extent to which an
object at all can be given to the subject-observenis given, conceived, designed.
Therefore, social space is given condition of daniaraction of social subjects.

Once created, the social space begins to livesogwin laws and to make a person with
very specific characteristics of social and spatiapredestination. So
N.L. Vinogradova believes [5, p. 41] that spacéhef church, produced by human, creates a
well-defined social reaction in this person wherapglies to it or he is fitted in it: no noise,
remove the cap, downcast eyes. This is an exanigl@amsformation of physical space in
social, but the feature of the social space isithtan not have a physical location.

However, the social subject can not be simply «@denin space, «fitted» in the social
field: the subject is a valid factor, which problkeimes the social space by its creative
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energy. Then, social space integrates subject smatagrated by it. This is a continuous
process of dialogic interaction of  subjects. Here,according to
V.E. Kemerov [6, p. 100] chronotope sociality o tspace and time can be truly understood
on the level of the human individual.

A man from the very beginning of his personal depaient becomes involved in the
metaphysical developing of reality. Entering theghy physical, it would seem contacts
with the things he has to learn human ways of aumg with them (substantiation of
production as a one process of objectification dmbbjectification sets the scientific
understanding of the creation of subject-objectligioh). Thus, even L. Feuerbach
reinterprets the concept of «object» in the thewrgdeveloping of the world. According to
Feuerbach, the concept of the object is formedimalty in the experience of human
communication, and therefore the first object tergvbecoming human is the other human
(«subject», «You»). This «Other» is recognizedderaal, objective reality, and thus the
existence of the external things at all, the olpjecivorld is recognized.

The problem of the formation by human the sociacspof interaction is decided by
researchers, in general, similar «mediator» apbro8ocial space occurs in the interaction
of subjects on «common area» (B. Vandenfels). Matiber simulates the situation thus:
«The area, established by the existence of mamemabut is not determined terminology,
| call the area "Between". It is the original caiggs of human reality, even if it is
implemented in very different degrees. Hence ituddh@ome the true third..."Between" is
located on the other side of the subjective, onother side of the objective, on the narrow
ridge where I meet
You» [7, pp. 92-94]. The concept of «third» as radkof «knowing» area is introduced by
M. M. Bakhtin: «Every dialogue is as if in the bgotund of response understanding of the
invisibly present third, standing above all thetggrants in the dialogue (partners)» [8, p.
323].

The social space is determined by dialogical retetiof «near and far contexts»,
namely, universally valid systems of symbols-megsihe ability of the symbolic (social)
creates society. Conscious behavior of the indalids formed during developing of the
social space, alleged manipulation of the symbbi tepresent the subject itself and
various aspects of its environment. However, magiill the social space, do function of
mediator of sociality, only if they can be inter@e by subjects. The sign bearing the
meaning becomes useless if the one to whom ittended, is not able to understand it.
There is simply not the general social space.

A typical example of the problems associated witlhifeerent vision of the nature of
the structuring of social space is the two mairnmtetations of the concept of identity,
namely, objectivist and subjectivist methodolog¥bjectivism» in the explanation of
social processes based on the premise of the msésiaf objective specifics of the group
causes the identification of the individual witkeithown kind. «Subjectivism» does not call
into question the very fact of existence of objpeetdifferences, however, wonders why
some factors (e.g., nationality, language) deteencwllective actions, while others (such as
color preferences, growth) do not. This view letmlshe nomination of the thesis that the
unity of a group of people is itheir opinion about the existence of the group and their
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belonging to it no less (if not more) importantritthe objective specifics of the group. This
in turn highlights the issue of the regularity bktformation and support of the identity,
which can not be inferred from the objective grofigpecifics.

Social space exists, being expressed in certamgoone of which is a text or word.
The social space is seen in the word as a medetwreen subjects. Word is the supreme
sign of sociality. Social appears in senses coethim the words; senses, the nature of
which is in the requirement of understanding, intetation.

Speaking of language as a mediator in the formaifasocial space, we emphasize its
importance for the reproduction of the practiceepening problems of the social space as a
space of understanding, V. Frankl marked: «l wadg that the dialogue without logos, a
dialogue in which there is no focus on intentioredfain is actually a mutual monologue,
only mutual expression... To be human is to beelation to something and to be aimed at
something other than himself» [9, pp. 322-323]. &xding to Frankl, the social space is the
set of meanings, or «logos» as a kind of «intealiogfrain».

But we know the huge role the non-rational aspecfs social interaction
(L. Wittgenstein: «language does not express thetfat it expresses»). The limitations of
the logic («logos») consist in non-uniqueness @& ldnNguage as a mediator in a broad
semiotic sense, like any sign system. Social spdcmeanings is filled not only with
rational components, but also with experiences.

We guess the meaning of words, we guess the meaniagtivity. Most theories of
understanding do not account the expressive cleraétworld developing by man. E.
Cassirer has fully developed the idea of mind am$sgality connection in his conception of
«symbolic concept» called to strengthen the thebsis any realizable perception is always
the product of collaboration of sensual percep#od spiritual apperception. Giving to any
sensual perception of meaning is a fundamentatybfl man as homo symbolicus.

Cassirer's thesis on the necessary connection betireason and sensibility developed
Bakhtin in his reasoning about the dialogue. Acoaydo Bakhtin, to be a man means to be
in a dialogic relationship with others. As Bakhsaid, «the world unity of the aesthetic
vision is not a notional systematic, but concreatigectonic unity, it is situated around a
specific value center, which is thought of and saed liked by. This center is the man,
everything in this world get the meaning, sense\atde only by reference to the human, as
a humanly» [10, p. 509].

K. Marx has already said about the dialogue asthaodeof adapting of social man and
mediator in the formation of the social space smdonception of reproduction of the social.
This reproduction is the universal form of the hamamateur». Namely, Marx was the
first who to consider work as the reproduction oitan relations, as the creation of the man
by himself.

Thus, we believe the social space is created balssgbjects, by the interaction of
their internal worlds. The social space is not atra background against which social
interactions take place, not a repository of intBoa of the subjects, but the co-existence of
these subjects. Social interactions are not jusigban a certain fixed social space as a
passive medium as in the substrate, vise versal soteractions define the topology of the
space, i.e. cosmology, the structure of social gpelin the ability to interact in the social
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space the subject increasingly manifests itselisageator, and it affects himself.

Conclusion. The reduction of the subject to the function (afjz») of the social
system prevents the understanding of the processesodern transforming societies as
reifies thinking about social categorizations had anly theoretical, but also political
aftermaths. The main thing in modern social phiidsois considered the formation of
dereification of thinking about social differencéiserefore, the «return of the subject» in
social theory. A change of bases of social thesmygeded on the positions of the subject-
oriented approach, namely, a balanced transitiom fessentialist to the constructivist
paradigm. Arguments, in which social reality preassignedas contextually-labile
discursive space, become relevant. Overcoming sérgmlist paradigm is possible in the
way of formation of the subject, self-determininghancompetence in symbolic constructs
of the social space.
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PenensenrTu:

Hokrop ¢inocoderkux Hayk, mpodecop, 3aBigyBau KadenpH COLiaJbHO-TyMaHITApHUX AWCLUILIIH
XapKiBCbKOI'0 1HCTUTYTY (iHAaHCIB YKpalHCHKOrO IEPKABHOI'O YHIBEPCUTETY (iHAHCIB Ta MIKHAPOIHOI
toprisii [Tanginos O.1O.

Hokrop ¢inocoperkux Hayk, mpodecop, npodecop xadenpu dinocodii HanionanbHOro 10puAHNIHOTO
yHiBepcuTeTy iMeHi SIpocinaBa Mynporo Kammrosepkuit FO.1O.
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