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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-

114



nary and interdisciplinary contexts: sociological-behavioral, phenomenological,
systemic, etc.

It 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. And — 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.

APXETHII MICIIAA B APXITEKTOHIII CEPETOBHUIIIA
JAEPSKABHOI IIOJIITUKU

AHoranis. AKTyasi30BaHUN PO3TJISA/ MOHATTS CEPEOBUIIA JIeP5KABHOI TOJIi-
THKH B Cy9aCHOMY ITyOJIYHO-YITPABIiHCHKOMY HAYKOBOMY [IMCKYPCi, 3yMOBJICHUT
OGpPaKOM CHCTEMHUX Ta KOMIJIEKCHUX JIOCJII/IKEHb 13 11i€l TpoOIeMaTuKu.

[Tonano pesysbraTi po3IJs/ly cepeloBUlla Jep:KaBHOI MOJITUKH SIK MicIis ye-
pe3 3aCToCyBaHHS NapaJUIMU apXeTUITHOTO JI0CIi/KeHHs. Takosk okpecjieHO Ta
BHUCBITJIEHO 3B’SI30K apXETUITHUX YSIBJIEHD [IPO MICII€ i3 cydacHUM repebirom jiep-
skaBHOI TosniTrKK. OIIHIOBAaHHS CePEIOBUINA K “MICIgd” iICTOPUIHO TIOB'd3aHe 3
KOHCTATAIl€10 iCHYBaHHsT pedi abo sIBUIIA Ta JIEKUTh Y MJIOIINHI IIPOCTOPOBOI Tep-
MiHoJiorii. Miclie, B Mexkax MiIXO/Y, TPAKTYETHCS SIK YaCTUHA ITPOCTOPY, 3aifHATa
JIIOIMHOTO YU Pivyio, ITPU IIbOMY MICITIO HAZIAETHCS CEHC MiHIMAIbHOI MeXKi, a TIPO-
CTOPY, BIATIOBIZITHO, — MaKCUMAaJIbHOI MeXI.

Y Mexax nocipKeHHd BUOKPEMJIEHO 1HII TiIX0/IU, SIKI PO3KPUBAIOTH KaTe-
ropifo Miclgd y AUCHUIIIHAPHUX Ta MIKIUCITUTIIIIHADHUX KOHTEKCTaX: COIi0JIO-
TYHO-TIOBEIIHKOBU, (peHOMeHOoIoTiuHM, crucTteMHuii Toio. Harosoteno, 1o
MIPOCTOPOBUI 1TepeBOPOT Y CTPYKTYPI Mi3HAHHA 3YMOBUB aHaJi3 Jiep>KaBHOI T0-
JATUKU Y TPOCTOPOBUX KATETOPIsIX, 0OTPYHTYBAHHSI MOJIEPHUX MisKAUCIUILTIHAD-
HUX BUMIipPiB cepe/loBUIIIA JeP:KaBHOI MOJIITUKH, AKi 3yMOBUJIU TIOSIBY Y Te3aypyci
JIepKaBHOI MOJITUKU TOMOJOTIYHUX 1 METPUYHUX XapaKTEPUCTUK PeasbHOCTI:
JIOKallist, Tieprdepist, HeHTP, AUCIIO3UILisI Ta B3AEMOIist “Miciib” cy0’€KT-06’€KTHO-
rO CKJIQJLy JIePKaBHOI MOJIITUKHU TOITO. Pa30oM i3 TUM cydyacHUI MOCTHEKJIACUYHU I
eTar MocuauB Cy0’€KTUBHUI acIieKT Y PO3IJIsi/ KaTeropii Miciist, TOMy KaTero-
pidg “™miciie” HafisIe cepeloBUIIE AeP;KaBHOI MOITUKU COTIaJIbHO-KOTHITHBHOTO
CYTHICTIO, $IKa, 30KpeMa, AehiHYEThCS Yy TMOHATTI 1IEHTUYHOCTI Ta 3YMOBJIIOE
MOABY HOBHUX IMIJIXO/IB /10 aHaTi3y iIEHTUYHOCTI: pPerioHaJbHUX, JIOKAJIbHUX
izenTruHOCTEH, imeHTH(IKAIT 3 MicIleM, CepeloBUINEeM YH 3 MiciienepebyBaH-
HSIM.

KmouoBi cioBa: jiepskaBHa MOJIITUKA, CePeIOBUIIE, apXeTHIl, MicIle, TIPOCTip,
IZICHTUYHICTD.
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APXETHUII MECTA B APXUTEKTOHUKE CPE/IbI
roCYJIAPCTBEHHOMU ITOJIMTURKH

AHHOTausA. AKTYaJIn3upOBaHO PACCMOTPEHME TIOHSTHS CPE/Ibl TOCY/TaPCTBEH-
HOH TIOJIUTUKY B COBPEMEHHOM ITyOJIMYHO-YTIPABIE€HYECKOM HAYYHOM JIHCKYPCE,
00y CJIOBJIEHHOE HEXBATKON CHCTEMHBIX M KOMILJIEKCHBIX MCCJIEOBAHUN 0 9TOMN
pobJieMaTHKe.

[TpencraBieHsl pe3yasTaThl PACCMOTPEHUS CPE/IbI TOCYIAPCTBEHHON TTOJTUTH-
KM KaK MecTa IIyTeM TPUMeHEeHUs TTapauTMbl apXeTUITHOTO MccieloBanus. Tak-
JKe OIpejiesIeHbl M OTPaKEHbI CBsI3h apXETUIINYECKUX TIPEJCTABIEHUI O MeCTe C
COBPEMEHHBIM XOJIOM TOCyZapcTBeHHOU mosntuku. OteHKa cpesibl Kak “mecta”
MCTOPUYECKH CBSI3aHA C KOHCTATAIMEH CyIeCTBOBAHMS BEIIH UJIN SIBJIEHUS U Jie-
JKUT B IJIOCKOCTH IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOI TepMUHOJIOTHH. MecTo, B PaMKax TI0/X0/1a,
TPaKTyeTCs KaK 4yacTh MPOCTPAHCTBA, 3aHATAST YeJIOBEKOM MJIN BENIbIO, TIPH 9TOM
MECTY MTPUIAETCST CMbICJI MUHUMAJIBHOTO TIPEJIEIa, & TPOCTPAHCTBY — MaKCHUMAaJTh-
HOTO IIpejieia.

B pamkax mccieioBanus BbIIEJIEHBI IPYTHE TTOIXObI, KOTOPbIE PACKPHIBAIOT
KaTeropuio MecTa B AUCITUILIMHAPHBIX U MEKIUCIUILIMHAPHBIX KOHTEKCTaX: CO-
IIMOJIOTMIECKU-TIOBEZICHIECKHT, (PeHOMEHOJOTUYEeCKUH, cucTeMHbii u jp. OT-
MEYeHO, YTO MPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIN TTEPEBOPOT B CTPYKTYPE TTO3HAHUS 00YCIOBUI
aHaJIN3 rOCY/IaPCTBEHHON TIOJUTUKH B TIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIX KATETOPUSX, KOTOPbIE
000CHOBAJI COBPEMEHHbBIE MEKIMCIUTINHAPHBIE M3MEPEHUsT CPEIbl rocyaap-
CTBEHHOH MOJMUTUKK. Takske 00yCJIOBUJI MOSIBJIEHUE B Te3aypyce TOCyAapCTBEH-
HOHM IOJIUTUKU TOIOJOIMYECKUX U METPUUECKUX XapaKTePUCTHK PeaJbHOCTH:
JIOKaIust, ieprdepust, EHTP, AUCIO3UIINST U B3aUMOJIEHCTBIE “MecT”, CyOBEeKT-
00BEKTHOTO COCTaBa TOCYAaPCTBEHHOM TIOIUTUKH U T. [I.

BMmecTe ¢ TeM COBpeMEHHBIN MOCTHEKIACCUIECKUI TAll YCUIIAI CyObeKTUB-
HBII aCIEKT B PACCMOTPEHUM KaTErOPUK MECTa, TAKUM 0Opa3oM KaTeropus “Mme-
CTO” HajleJiieT Cpely TOCYIapCTBEHHOW TIOJUTUKHM COIUATHbHO-KOTHUTUBHON
CYITHOCTBIO, KOTOPasl, B YaCTHOCTH, IeODUHUPYETCS B MOHATUN MIAEHTUIHOCTH U
MPUBO/IUT K TIOSIBJIEHUIO HOBBIX TIO/IXO/IOB K aHAJIN3Y WIEHTUIHOCTH: PETHOHAITh-
HBIX, JIOKAJbHBIX UJAEHTUYHOCTEN, NAEHTU(MUKAIIMN C MECTOM, CPEJIOH UK C Me-
cTonpeObIBaHIEM.

KmoueBble ciioBa: rocy1apcTBeHHAs IMOJTMTUKA, CPEIa, apXETHTI, MECTO, TIPO-
CTPAHCTBO, MJI€HTUYHOCTb.

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
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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-




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
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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




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-

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
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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
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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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