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archetyPe  of  the  Place  in  architectonic
of  the  environment  of  Public  Policy

Abstract. The review of the concept of public policy environment in the mo- 
dern public-management scientific discourse is actualized due to the lack of  
systematic and comprehensive studies on this problem.

The results of consideration of the state policy environment as a place through 
the application of the archetypal paradigm are presented.

The connection between archetypal ideas about the place and the modern 
course of state policy is also outlined and highlighted. The evaluation of the envi-
ronment as a “place” is historically connected with the statement of the existence 
of a thing or phenomenon and lies in the plane of spatial terminology. The place, 
within the framework of the approach, is considered as a part of the space occupied 
by a person or an object, while the place is given the value of the minimum limit, 
and the space is given a maximum limit. Within the framework of the research, 
other approaches are highlighted that disclose the category of place in discipli-
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nary and interdisciplinary contexts: sociological-behavioral, phenomenological, 
systemic, etc. 

Іt is noted that the spatial revolution in the structure of cognition determined 
the analysis of state policy in spatial categories, which substantiated modern in-
terdisciplinary measurements of the environment of state policy. Аnd — the ap-
pearance in the thesaurus public policy topological and metric features reality: 
location periphery, a center, location and interaction “places”, theme composition 
state policy, etc.

Therefore, the category “place” confers on the environment of state policy a so-
cial and cognitive entity, which, in particular, is defined in the concept of identity 
and leads to the emergence of new approaches to the analysis of identity: regional, 
local identities, identification with a place, environment or residence.

Keywords: public policy, environment, archetype, place, space, identity.

АРХЕТИП  МІСЦЯ  В  АРХІТЕКТОНІЦІ  СЕРЕДОВИЩА 
ДЕРЖАВНОЇ  ПОЛІТИКИ

Анотація. Актуалізований розгляд поняття середовища державної полі-
тики в сучасному публічно-управлінському науковому дискурсі, зумовлений 
браком системних та комплексних досліджень із цієї проблематики. 

Подано результати розгляду середовища державної політики як місця че-
рез застосування парадигми архетипного дослідження. Також окреслено та 
висвітлено зв’язок архетипних уявлень про місце із сучасним перебігом дер-
жавної політики. Оцінювання середовища як “місця” історично пов’язане з 
констатацією існування речі або явища та лежить у площині просторової тер-
мінології. Місце, в межах підходу, трактується як частина простору, зайнята 
людиною чи річчю, при цьому місцю надається сенс мінімальної межі, а про-
стору, відповідно, — максимальної межі.

У межах дослідження виокремлено інші підходи, які розкривають кате-
горію місця у дисциплінарних та міждисциплінарних контекстах: соціоло-
гічно-поведінковий, феноменологічний, системний тощо. Наголошено, що 
просторовий переворот у структурі пізнання зумовив аналіз державної по-
літики у просторових категоріях, обґрунтування модерних міждисциплінар-
них вимірів середовища державної політики, які зумовили появу у тезаурусі 
державної політики топологічних і метричних характеристик реальності:  
локація, периферія, центр, диспозиція та взаємодія “місць” суб’єкт-об’єктно-
го складу державної політики тощо. Разом із тим сучасний постнекласичний 
етап посилив суб’єктивний аспект у розгляді категорії місця, тому катего-
рія “місце” наділяє середовище державної політики соціально-когнітивною  
сутністю, яка, зокрема, дефінується у понятті ідентичності та зумовлює  
появу нових підходів до аналізу ідентичності: регіональних, локальних  
ідентичностей, ідентифікації з місцем, середовищем чи з місцеперебуван-
ням.

Ключові слова: державна політика, середовище, архетип, місце, простір, 
ідентичність.
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АРХЕТИП  МЕСТА  В  АРХИТЕКТОНИКЕ  СРЕДЫ 
ГОСУДАРСТВЕННОЙ  ПОЛИТИКИ

Аннотация. Актуализировано рассмотрение понятия среды государствен-
ной политики в современном публично-управленческом научном дискурсе, 
обусловленное нехваткой системных и комплексных исследований по этой 
проблематике.

Представлены результаты рассмотрения среды государственной полити-
ки как места путем применения парадигмы архетипного исследования. Так-
же определены и отражены связь архетипических представлений о месте с 
современным ходом государственной политики. Оценка среды как “места” 
исторически связана с констатацией существования вещи или явления и ле-
жит в плоскости пространственной терминологии. Место, в рамках подхода, 
трактуется как часть пространства, занятая человеком или вещью, при этом 
месту придается смысл минимального предела, а пространству — максималь-
ного предела.

В рамках исследования выделены другие подходы, которые раскрывают 
категорию места в дисциплинарных и междисциплинарных контекстах: со-
циологически-поведенческий, феноменологический, системный и др. От-
мечено, что пространственный переворот в структуре познания обусловил 
анализ государственной политики в пространственных категориях, которые 
обосновали современные междисциплинарные измерения среды государ-
ственной политики. Также обусловил появление в тезаурусе государствен-
ной политики топологических и метрических характеристик реальности: 
локация, периферия, центр, диспозиция и взаимодействие “мест”, субъект- 
объектного состава государственной политики и т. д. 

Вместе с тем современный постнеклассический этап усилил субъектив-
ный аспект в рассмотрении категории места, таким образом категория “ме-
сто” наделяет среду государственной политики социально-когнитивной 
сущностью, которая, в частности, дефинируется в понятии идентичности и 
приводит к появлению новых подходов к анализу идентичности: региональ-
ных, локальных идентичностей, идентификации с местом, средой или с ме-
стопребыванием.

Ключевые слова: государственная политика, среда, архетип, место, про-
странство, идентичность.

Target setting. Public policy as any 
social process and phenomenon can not 
be conditioned by its environment, by 
what it forms, surrounds and influenc-
es. Continuous explanation of the sub-
ject content of public policy, the need 
for a comprehensive understanding of 

the context of its preparation and plan-
ning, implementation, determine the 
positioning of the environment for the 
formation of public policy as an object 
of scientific knowledge. At the same 
time, the concept of “public policy of 
the environment” in the conceptual-
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categorical apparatus of the science of 
public administration occupies a special 
place, since it is characterized by a wide 
range of scientific interpretation of its 
content and fragmented consideration 
in domestic scientific literature. In ad-
dition, the content of the definition is 
reproduced only within the framework 
of a large-scale understanding of the 
state-political process. Understanding 
of the public policy environment in the 
context of the ontological measurement 
of state policy as a key basis for its for-
mation is found in the works of a small 
group of foreign and domestic resear- 
chers.

Analysis of basic research and 
publication. The theoretical basis of 
the publication was the philosophical 
theories of ancient thinkers — Heracli-
tus, Plato and Aristotle [1]. A separate 
group composed of cultural and philo-
sophical studies, dedicated to the ob-
jectification of the definition of “envi-
ronment” in the framework of classical, 
neoclassical and postclassical scientific 
rationality — J. Deleuze and F. Guattari 
[2], N. Barsukova [3], M. Heidegger 
[4] and B. Lepsky [5]. The works of  
E. Orlov [6], H. Steinbach and V. Elen-
sky [7] and A. Rappoport [8] helped 
the results of the study. The scientific-
methodological basis for the research 
search was the publication of domestic 
researchers — V. Tertichka, V. Kupriy 
[9–11] and A. Antonova [12; 13].

At the same time, a preliminary ex-
amination of the state of the problem 
in the scientific literature makes it pos-
sible to affirm, without detracting from 
the importance of the available theore- 
tical achievements, that there is a lack 
of systematic and comprehensive re-
search environment of public policy as 

a place by applying the methodological 
tools of archetypal paradigm.

The purpose of the article. This 
actualizes the need for a detailed theo-
retical and methodological analysis of 
the concept of “environment of public 
policy” through the definition of its se-
mantic construct and the identification 
of methodological approaches to under-
standing this definition. In this study, 
we will draw on a broad historical con-
text in which there were close concepts, 
archetypal worldviews and representa-
tions that can be combined on the basis 
of theoretical assumptions of modern 
theory of the environment.

The statement of basic materials. 
The methodology of scientific search 
causes the decomposition of the con-
cept “environment” with the purpose of 
describing its essential characteristics. 
The assessment of the environment as 
a “place” is historically associated with 
a statement of the existence of a thing 
or phenomenon and lies in the plane of 
spatial terminology.

Space is the defining category of the 
mythological model of the world. “Mas-
tering space is the first gesture of peo-
ple and animals, plants and clouds, the 
fundamental manifestation of balance 
and stability” [14, p. 63]. Archaic con-
sciousness interprets space in a broad 
sense as a phenomenon that differs from 
a geometric space and a physical model. 
Mythopoietic multidimensionality of 
space is realized through fragmenta-
tion of spatial representations, repre-
sentation of the image of the world as 
a separate place of action or place of 
whose stay (battlefield, residence, etc.). 
The places indicated in the mythologi-
cal texts are not tied to the world as a 
whole or to parts of it.
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The mythopoetic model of the 
world as a space-time continuum is a 
space filled with things, human and sa-
cral beings, everything that structures 
and organizes space. The basis for con-
structing an image of the world is the 
opposition “space-non-space”, “world”, 
“space” as the territory of residence and 
another world — chaos, alien, unknown, 
antagonistic. Such opposition inter-
prets the process of relations between 
man and the world — the world around 
is hostile, full of danger. The process of 
transforming Chaos into space through 
symbols and ritual actions is the pro-
cess of organizing, shaping the habitat 
[15, p. 27]. 

Aristotle’s expression: “Things that 
exist, there is somewhere, and non- 
existent — nowhere”, outlined the prob-
lems of place for system analysis [16]. 
In this thinker’s view, a place can exist 
without binding to the body; it con-
tinues to exist when things tied to the 
place disappear. But the thing changes 
changing its place. The established cor-
respondence between thing and place is 
a manifestation of the nature of the ob-
ject, is amenable to analysis. So, the ba-
sis of the first approach is the hierarchi-
cal mapping of place and space as part 
and whole. The place is treated as a part 
of space occupied by a person or thing, 
while the place is given the meaning of 
the minimum limit, and space, respec-
tively, — the maximum limit. 

The second approach was the tota- 
lity of the theoretical constructs of so-
ciological science related to the solu-
tion of the problem of the relationship 
between place and social phenomenon. 
The place is endowed with a social cha- 
racter, formulated as a focus of certainty, 
location (P. Bourdieu), in which social 

ties are concentrated (G. Simmel), any 
events (T. Makogon) are constructed, 
what we manage (E. Strecker) [17; 18]. 
Sociological theories in the studies of 
“places” strengthened the problem of 
the space-time aspect of analysis, which 
was objectified in terms of “locale” and 
“place of places”. The idea of a locale 
is simultaneously an opposition to the 
geographical concept of “location” and 
the concept of “disposition” and in-
volves the use of space in order to form 
the environment of the course of social 
interaction, in which space and time 
are coordinated. The concept of “place 
of places” (location of the place) is the 
product of the identification of the 
place by another subject of social action 
and the point of intersection of space 
and time, since it presupposes the idea 
of movement of bodies, and therefore 
the use of a time horizon for the separa-
tion of events into “before”, “now” and 
“after” [19, p. 78].

Behavioral approach, based on the 
concept of R. Barker, considers “place” 
as an exclusively behavioral concept, 
where a physical environment is or-
ganized is a determinant of human be-
havior. In this context, the place is in-
terpreted as a unit of behavior that is 
limited in time and space, within the 
framework of which cyclically repeated 
actions are performed. 

The next approach is characterized 
by the idea of specificity, systematic 
and structured “place”, a category pre-
diction in a specific coordinate system. 
The approach is based on an under-
standing of the geographical space as a 
territorial unit (taxon — E. Alaev), any 
portion of the geotropic characterized 
geographical position and opposed the 
entire surface of the Earth [20, p. 65]. In 
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cerns determines things in their place, 
directs things, and arranges a place [23, 
p. 19–23]. The place is determined by 
the links of the field, by the gathering 
of events, by the position in the organi-
zational mechanism [24]. The subjecti- 
vism of the place gives rise to mean-
ings that fill human being. Compre-
hension of meaning is possible only on 
the condition of awareness of the place. 
Change of place means the appearance 
of new meanings. The interaction of 
space and place as designated and what 
it means, allows us to combine their 
axis generation of meanings, that is, to 
define a common function — the func-
tion of generating meanings [24, p. 29]. 
The increase in the role of social space, 
the so-called “spatial revolution” in the 
processes of cognition, conditioned the 
substantiation of modern interdiscipli-
nary dimensions of the public policy en-
vironment.  The increase in the role of 
social space exists among other things 
in the thesaurus of state policy of to- 
pological and metric characteristics of 
reality: location, periphery, center, dis-
position and interaction “places” sub-
ject-object composition of public policy 
and the like. 

Thus, the popularization of disposi-
tions of various “places” on which the 
tourism policy of any state is based cre-
ates large-scale motivations that mo-
tivate people to change their behavior 
or way of life by demonstrating the at-
tractiveness of staying in this place. At 
the same time, globalization and elec-
tronic technologies, except intensify-
ing tourism, promoted the formation 
of fundamentally new mental forms of 
spatial behavior of people — the emer-
gence of groups of “neo-nomad” from 
top managers to “trailer” travelers. The 

V. Glazychev’s place is a “molecule” of 
the environment and is determined by 
the interaction of people in the object-
spatial environment. The place of the 
environment, according to J. Gibson, 
is an extended arrangement that occu-
pies a certain position in the surround-
ing world [21, p. 46]. G. Schedrovitsky 
calls the “place” position of a person in a 
certain system, and its functioning fully 
corresponds to the requirements of the 
system. That is, the “person-place” in 
the system is determined by the links 
of the structure imposed on it and the 
processes that occur inside [22]. Phe-
nomenological interpretation of the 
environment as a “place” is due to the 
ideas of addressing the meaning and 
plurality of subjective perception of 
the social world, which is its part. The 
representatives of the approach insist 
on the exhaustive understanding of the 
place as an objective reality, which is 
measured. The problems of infinity and 
the polyvariation of the perception of 
reality, objectified in postmodern stu- 
dies, directed the locus of awareness of 
the subject-spatial reality towards con-
centration on the subjective states of 
the “place”. 

Subjective parameters category 
“place” was derived from the category 
of “sense of place”, “place of behavior”, 
understanding the relativity of the 
place, its identification through aware-
ness and through the process of cogni-
tion, “events” that reinforce the basic 
idea — the creation of place. The place 
is that which matters to a person’s life, 
affects him. The idea of place is con-
nected with the living, the residence. 

All things of the world, according 
to M. Heidegger, are located around a 
place defined as “being here”. A con-



120

paramount importance of the semantic 
and content orientations of the mo- 
dern spatial dimension of state policy 
predetermines the appearance in the 
state-political process of the problems 
of “place”, its perception, clarification 
of dispositions of cultural and histori-
cal values around which social consoli-
dation occurs. In particular, one of the 
formal consequences of these processes 
is the construction of the phenomenon 
of regionalization in the sense of the 
emergence of new approaches to the 
analysis of identity: regional, local iden-
tities, identification with a place, envi-
ronment or residence.

Combinations of such horizontal 
identities (life spheres) form the basis 
of social identity in its collective and 
individual forms, which is reflected 
socially and cognitively in public po- 
licy through the recognition of rights as 
claims: territorial (ecological, land, re- 
lative to the territory as a place of resi-
dence), natural anthropological (resi-
dential, demographic), spiritual and 
cultural (beliefs, symbols, culture, lan-
guage), subject-professional (owner- 
ship and production). Social identity 
encourages actions to protect their 
rights and interests through participa-
tion at the initial stage in public asso-
ciations and civil actions. This, in turn, 
ensures the creation of an intermediate 
social link between people’s spheres of 
life and state policy. So, the conceptua- 
lization of the identity policy within the 
state-political process is conditioned 
by the attempt of the state to take into 
account and use the identification of 
citizens as a non-institutional political 
resource [26].

Conclusions. Consideration of the 
category “place” is due to the definition 

of its context. Understanding the place 
as a metaphysical phenomenon allows 
us to divide essence and essential: es-
sence is determined by a set of natural 
characteristics, and the essential is the 
comprehension of what is. The essential 
is assigned to the place. “The environ-
ment, on the one hand, is physical facts, 
on the other — the system of human ex-
perience” [27]. 

Analysis of the category “place” next 
to the analytical procedures of cog-
nition of the environment as a place 
of social interaction, a set of pheno- 
mena, facts and things determines the 
semantic component of the process of 
this awareness. The environment ac-
quires signs of subjective integrity and 
is formed as a complex system of mean-
ings, fills the empirical-rational reality. 
In this context, the category “place” 
gives the environment of state policy 
a socio-cognitive essence, which, in 
particular, is defined in the concept of 
identity.
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