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C. 1. llo3usk

Socializing discourse is a dynamic construct reflecting specific
configurations of representations about social and political world as well as general
cultural and national systems of orientation — shared meanings and definitions that
enable social cohesion and interaction. Modern socializing discourse bears such
general features of postmodernity as fragmentation, relativism and nihilism as well
as specific peculiarities of the political environment such as “hybridization” of the
traditional ideologies, “mediatization” of the political space, which, in their turn,
determine the coordinates within which youth constructs the semantics of social
interaction. Amorphous character of civic identification, fragmentation of the
representations of political and civic participation, contradictive attitudes to norms
and rules of social interaction characteristic of student representations prove the
need for transformation of socializing discourse practices towards a more systemic
approach and consistency in presenting objectives and strategies of social and
political development, role of citizens and civic organizations in their realization,
construction of rational expectations of society, government, politics, and political
decision making. Most effective agents of such transformations are educational
institutions and civic associations.

Key words: socializing discourse, social interaction, construction of meanings,
discourse practice, transformation.

CoulanizyBanbHUN JTUCKYPC € TMHAMIYHUM KOHCTPYKTOM, IIO BigoOpaxae sk
cnenudivuHi KOHDIrypamii yaBlIeHb PO COLIATBHO-TIOMITUYHHUM CBIT, TaK 1 3arajibHO

KyJbTYpHI Ta 3arajbHO HAIlOHAJIbHI CHCTEMH OpIEHTAIlll — Mopalb, IIHHOCTI,
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CUCTEMY BIpYBaHb, SIKI MOJUISIIOTHCS CYCIIJIBCTBOM Ta YMOXJIUBIIOIOTH COIIATbHY
B3a€EMOJIII0 1 B3a€EMOPO3YMIHHS. CyvacHuil  coliami3yBaJIbHUM  JTUCKYpC
XapaKTEPHU3YEThCS] TAKUMU 3araIbHUMH PUCaMU IIOCTMOJIEPHY, K (PparMeHTapHICTb,
pENIATUBI3M Ta HITLTI3M, a OCOOJIMBOCTAMU HOTO MOJITHUYHOI CKIIAJJOBOi € 30KpeMa
«ri0puau3aIisy TPagUuIIMHUX 1AC0JIOTIH, «MeaiaTh3allisy MOJITHYHOrO IPOCTOpPY,
0, B CBOIO Yepry, BHU3HAUYa€ KOOPAWHATH CMHUCIOKOHCTPYIOBAHHS MOJIOMIIO
coIliagbHO1 B3aeMO/I1i. AMOpP(HICTh TPOMAITHCHKOI 11eHTH(IKAaIT, (hparMEeHTapHICTh
penpe3eHTarii  AOCBiAY ydYacTi y TOJITHYHIA Ta TPOMAACHKIM isTBHOCTI,
CylepeujnBe CTaBJCHHA JO HOPM Ta TIPaBHJI COIMIATBHOI B3a€MOJIi, IO
JNETEPMIHYIOTh YSBJICHHS CTYJEHTCTBA, CBIIYaTh MPO HEOOXITHICTH TpaHchopmallii
COLIlANNI3yBAJIbBHUX JTMCKYPCUBHUX MPAKTUK Yy HANPSAMKY OUIBIIOT CHCTEMHOCTI Ta
MOCJIIJIOBHOCTI Yy TPEJACTaBIEHHI IUIEM Ta CcTpaTeriii CyCHijbHO-TOJITUYHOTO
PO3BUTKY, pOJII TpOMaJsiH Ta TPOMAJChKUX o00’€qHaHp Yy iXx peanizaiii,
KOHCTPYIOBAaHHS palliOHAIbHUX OYIKYBaHb II0J0 (PYHKI[IOHYBaHHS CYCIJIbCTBA,
JEep’KaBHOI  BJIaJIM, TIOJITMKKM Ta TpoOLeCy MPUUHATTS BIAAHUX  PIIICHb.
HaliepekTuBHIIIMMU areHTaMu TakuX TpaHcPopMaliid € OCBITHI 3aKjiaad Ta
IPOMAJISTHCHK1 00’ € THAHHS.

Knwuosi cnoea: comiamizyBalbHHN  JHCKYpC, COIllaJIbHA  B3a€EMOJIIf,
KOHCTPYIOBAaHHS CMHCJIIB, TUCKYPCUBHA MTPaKTHKa, TpaHChopmarlis.

Conmanu3upyrommuil  JUCKypC — O3TO JUHAMHUYECKUM KOHCTPYKT, KOTOPBIi
OoTpakaeT Kak creuuduyeckne KOHQUTYpalMH TMPEACTABICHU O COIMAaIbHO-
MOJINTUYECKOM MHpE, TaK U OOIICKYJbTYPHBIC W OOIICHAIIMOHAIBHBIC CHUCTEMBI
OpUEHTAlTH — MOpasib, IIEHHOCTH, CHCTEMY BEPOBAaHHI, KOTOpBIE pPa3JeisIIOTCA
OOIIIECTBOM M CIyXaT COIMAIbHOMY B3aMMOJICHCTBHIO M B3aMMOIIOHIMAHHUIO B HEM.
CoBpeMEHHBIN CONMATM3UPYIONUNA JTUCKYPC XapaKTepU3yeTCs TaKUMHU OOUIUMU
yepTaMu TOCTMOJIEpHA, Kak (parMeHTapHOCTh, PEISTUBU3M W HUTWIN3M, a
OCOOCHHOCTSIMM €0  TOJUTHYECKOW  COCTaBJISIONIEH €CTh B YacTHOCTH
«TUOpHUIM3AIUS» TPAAUIIMOHHBIX HWCOJOTHHA, «MEIUATHU3AIMUS» TMOJUTUYECKOTO

IIPOCTPAaHCTBA, KOTOPBLIC, B CBOIO oucpcanb, OMnpCACIIAIOT KOOPAWHATHI
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KOHCTPYUPOBAHUA MOJIOACKBIO CMBICIIOB COILIUAJIBHOTO B3ElI/IMOI[€ﬁCTBI/I$I.
AMop(dHOCTh TpakaaHCKOW wuAeHTU(DUKAINK, (PAarMEHTApPHOCTb PEMpe3eHTAIHMI
OIlbITa Y4aCTHUA B MMOJIMTUYECKON U Fpa)KI[aHCKOﬁ ACATCIIbHOCTHU, IPOTUBOPCUUBOC
OTHOICHHUC K HOpMaM MW IIpaBHJIaM COLUAJIBHOI'O B3aHMOHeﬁCTBHH, KOTOPLIC
ACTCPMUHHUPYIOT IMpCaACTAaBJICHUSA CTyACHYCCTBA, CBUIACTCIIbCTBYIOT (0]
HEOOXOMMOCTH TpaHCchopMalMK COIMUATU3UPYIOMUX JAUCKYPCUBHBIX MPAKTHK B
HallpaBJICHUHU OOJIBIlIEN CHUCTEMHOCTH H IMOCJICAOBATCIIBHOCTU B IIPCACTABICHHUHA
Hejaeil W cTpaTeruii OOIIECTBEHHO-TIOJUTHYECKOTO Ppa3BUTHUSA, POJU TpaxaaH H
ITPAKJAHCKUX OOBEIMHEHUN B HMX pealn3alud, KOHCTPYMPOBAHUS PallMOHAIBHBIX
O)KI/I,Z[aHI/Iﬁ OT (1)YHKI_[I/IOHI/IpOBaHI/ISI O6HIGCTBa, FOCYIIapCTBeHHOﬁ BJIaCTH, ITOJIUTUKH
U Tpouecca NPHUHATHS BIacTHBIX pemieHuid. HambOonee 3(eKTHBHBIMU areHTaMu
TaKuXx TpaHC(l)OpMaHI/Iﬁ ABJIAIOTCA O6pa30BaTeJILHI>I€ YUPCKACHUA N TPAXKIAHCKHUC
00BbEIUHECHMUS.

Knrouegoie cnoea. COLUAITN3UPYIOIIUN IHUCKYpC, COLIMAJIbHOE
BSaHMO,HCP'ICTBHG, KOHCTPYUPOBAHHC CMBICJIOB, AUCKYPCHUBHAsA IIpAaKTHKa,
TpaHchopmarus.

Theme. The process of structuring the political discourse of youth social
interaction takes place under the influence of multitype and multivector semantic
constructs produced by the subjects of political socialization including young people
themselves. Discourse, as argued by 1. Zhadan, not only represents images,
representations and meanings of the interaction participants but also determines the
boundaries of the reality. As a dynamic form of social practice, discourse constructs
society, people and identity. In the framework of the existing discourse in the process
of socialization, youth develops their own text. The main mechanisms of its
construction are selection, interpretation and conceptualization of meanings and
definitions [1].

The role of the socializing discourse as a factor of representation, image and
meaning construction has been emphasized by K. Sergeiev. Referring to M.

Foucault, the researcher states that any social ontology is a complex admissible
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discourse, and that one’s world outlook is all one can talk about. There is no external
repressive mechanism to restrict one’s discourse — it restricts itself. “It is not the
actual social practice, it is the ideas that construct discourse and frame the space for
words and muteness” [2, 42].

In other words, discourse is the representation of ethics, values and a system of
beliefs, which are dominant in the society [3]. As a product of social construction
discourse regulates social interaction, it is a factor of social order and social control.

The purpose of this article is to provide theoretical background of exploring
discourse as a factor of meaning construction, outline peculiarities of contemporary
political discourse and the socializing impact discourse practices and agents may
have on transformation of meanings of social interaction.

Historical character and intersubjectity of discourse provide for its
legitimization. Discourse does not appear instantaneously. Its construction is a long
process of typification and coordination of activities of the social actors, who create
and construct the social world in the process of communication. Intersubjectity of
discourse is emphasized by E. Husserl, who argues that the essence of discourse
reveals itself through individual’s subjectity shared by others, intersubjectity and the
“life world” of the subjects who are intentionally interconnected by communication
[4]. Communication takes place if there is a meaning, a shared definition around
which interaction emerge. If there is no such meaning, there is no interaction. There
cannot be valid communication without a shared life context for the participants,
which comprises shared definitions and meanings, which in their turn are constructed
and reconstructed in the process of communication.

One of the approaches to the conceptualization process and mechanisms of
discourse construction, its definitions and meanings is the theory of the social
construction of reality by P. L. Berger and T. Luckmann [5], according to which the
social world is not something natural and given — it is created by people and changed
by people in the process of communication. Discourse as a verbal means of existence

of social reality is constructed, deconstructed and reconstructed accordingly, and this
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process continues as long as the humankind exists. P. L. Berger and T. Luckmann
propose to consider three stages of that process: externalization, objectification and
internalization [5].

On the stage of externalization people create the social world in the process of
their existence. They turn their physical environment — nature — into the social
environment, into the material culture, and use it for their own purposes giving social
meanings to natural phenomena. People create the nonmaterial culture with its
institutional (marriage, money, etc.) and normative (values, beliefs, norms)
components. The latter is the most dependable of a human being, the most abstract
and the most meaningful one for human existence. Thus, it needs a higher level of
regulation. To support the constructed order people develop an entire meaning system
around that order. The continuum of meanings related to the skin color with the
coordinates of race and racism can be one of the example of such a system. Since
meanings are functionally dependent and abstract, they are contingent and precarious.
However, we do not perceive them as such — we perceive them as hard, objective
reality, which is due to the process of objectification.

Objectification is the process whereby people perceive their everyday life as
regulated and prearranged reality, which exists independently of people and their
activities. Precarious meanings are perceived as stable and as such that are not
questionable. This is achieved due to their

- institutionalization (embedding in routinized behavior);

- historicity (going through generations);
- verbalization (embedding in language);
- legitimation (giving meaning cognitive and moral basis).

The last phase of the construction of social reality is the process of
internalization whereby people learn and accept the legitimized institutional order,
which, as a result, turns in a factor of inner regulation [5].

Every person has his or her own ideas, creates his or her own images and

meanings. However, the nature of that process according to M. Crossley, depends on
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the “raw material” which is accessible for people in their own culture. The source of
such raw material is the discourse [3].

Cultural dependence and dynamics of structuring the meaning has been
emphasized by D. Leontiev. Every human being exists and develops in the conditions
of the previously created context of meanings, which is determined by the cultural
environment. “Meaning is determined by the context, but the context does not stand
still, the context is new each time...” [6, 110]. It is not possible to say anything old -
everything will be new each time because of the changing context. The researcher
defines three components of the context: the context of life, the contest of culture,
and the context of individual experience [6].

Following W. Dilthey, W. Windelband and H. Rickert, D. Leontiev interprets
construction of meaning as the process of “extracting” experience and its
interpretation, as reconstruction of meanings of social actions based on meanings and
definitions created by the society and the environment in which individual’s
conscience developed. Adherents of the other approach (M. Weber, P. Bourdieu, E.
Giddens, J. Habermas) consider meaning construction to be a process of social action
rationalization, semantic correlation of actions with objective rationality as the ideal.

In view of the above mentioned provisions of the theory of discourse as a factor
of meaning construction, as well as the empirically identified peculiarities of the
student political world outlook structure including representations of social
interaction (they have been discussed in detail in the previous articles), we shall
analyze the specifics of the current social and political discourse (the context of life
as put by D. Leontiev) within which student representations are constructed. Such
analysis will allow identification of general tracks and possibilities to facilitate the
reconstruction of social interaction meanings represented in the youth discourse.

General features of modern social and political discourse represent new type of
political culture of postmodernity, whose indications are fragmentation, relativism
and nihilism, deficit of democracy and lack of trust in the traditional political

institutions, lack of interest in participation in the political life, low level of
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involvement in civic society, and increasing transparency of the national identity
frame.

Analyzing the meaning construction process in the political environment, O.
Malinova names, inter alia, such features of the political discourse:
o “hybridization” of the traditional ideologies as a general feature of
modernization. It manifests itself in fragmentation of the ideological field, lack of
consistency and ideological continuity in formulation and presentation of the
objectives and the strategies of social and political development replaced with
presentation of certain single social and political problems or interests of certain
political groups;
o “mediatization” of the political space, i. e. purposeful construction of
representations of the activities of the political elite in the public space aiming at
manipulating people’s conscience, which results in increasing autonomy of activities
and wafting of meanings through staging visual effects instead of facilitating
rationalization of the political elite activities;
o representation of social and political realities in the discourse is not systemic,
but rather determined by the relevancy to the circumstances and the needs of certain
political actors;
o criticism of the status quo in the public space seems to be not less important
than its legitimization;
o denial of the aims of social and political development depending on the
historical and value perspective;
. legitimation of ideas by bringing them into correlation with certain concept of
social good.

Such specifics of the discourse practices within which youth constructs their
own representations of the political world, are characteristic of both single subjects of
political socialization — mass media, political parties and government institutions,
civic associations, education agents and the socializing environments as a whole. This
is proved by the findings of the empirical research and the identified tendencies of
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fragmentation, controversy and mythological character of the value models and
strategies of social interaction, simulacrum civic identification, schematic
representation of goals and means of social and political interaction, narrow radius of
trust both horizontal and vertical.

Despite certain objective precipitations of the semantic structure of the youth
representations of social interaction, we would like to discuss possible ways of
“adjusting” the semantics of social interaction to ensure a long-time individual and
social perspective. Therein we mean security and stability of citizens’ lives and
viability, sustainability and continuity of the society development, which, in the long
run, contribute to self-development and creativity of an individual.

Tracks of transformation of the socializing discourse constructs have been
drawn from the problem clusters of social interaction representations identified in the
course of the empirical research. Such clusters are the amorphous civic identification,
the narrow radius of interpersonal and institutional trust, the fragmented
representation of the involvement in sustainable networks, vagueness in
representation of civic activities, contradictive attitude to social norms and suctions.

Transformation of discourse practices of the political socialization subjects
should accordingly focus on:

- systemic approach and ideological consistency in presenting objectives and
strategies of social and political development, role of citizens and civic associations
in their realization (opportunities with regards to decision making and responsibility);

- awareness of the value of social interaction as an instrument of defending one’s
interests and interests of the community, and understanding the rules of such
interaction;

-search of constructive ways of resolving social controversies, e. g. usage of the
technologies of cosmopolitan communication [8], according to which coordination
between different groups or people is more important than reaching coherency of

their positions;



- construction of the rational expectations with regards to society, government and
politics, mechanisms and conditions of political decision making and their
realization;

- awareness of the essence of civic activities, ways and spheres of civic intervention
as well as acquisition of positive experience of citizens’ (or civic associations)
interaction with authorities;

- law obedience as a basic civic attitude, respect to the rule of law as well as
positive experience with regards to the effectiveness of law and activities of the law
enforcement bodies;

- understanding of the value of the established social norms and rules, advantages of
their observation even if this entails restrictions for individual freedom;

- awareness of citizens’ responsibility for the observation of the “rules of the game”
in the community and positive attitude to those who care.

All the agents (or subjects) of political socialization can contribute to the outlined
transformations of the socializing discourse. However, possibilities, level and
effectiveness of their influence are not the same. This depends on their social
functions and means of communication they possess.

The main role in the process of youth socialization is undoubtedly played by
the family. This is proved by the numerous studies of the effectiveness of the
influence of the main socialization agents. However, family is a private sphere, where
communication may be open for recommendations, but it is not the subject to
external regulations.

Prominent role in youth discourse structuring belongs to mass media, which
thanks to its large number, variety, accessibility and modern IT is an effective means
of communication and meaning construction. At the same time, there is a series of
restrictions that minimize our expectations of media potential regarding the
transformation trends outlined above. One of them is them deals with the so called
mediatization of the social and political environment as it has been argued by O.

Moskalenko. It implies that media purposefully constructs representations of certain
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political elites’ activities in order to manipulate citizens’ minds and support those
elites in achieving their political goals instead of presenting unbiased information,
systemic analysis of social and political processes and exposing citizens to different
trends and concepts of social and political development. An objective ground for such
a restriction is a specific format of the communication process with the media. Within
that communication there is no exchange of information as such — in the majority of
cases the other side acts exclusively as the recipient of the information.

Unlike media, education institutions and civic organizations have to and are
capable of supporting active communication due to their institutional functions. The
first do it in the community of educational actors, the latter — among members of
civic organizations and broader public. Such communication presupposes not only
information exchange, but also formulation of objectives, development of strategies
of their reaching in the process of involvement into common cognitive and civic
activities. This requires reaching consent on discourse practices and construction of
the shared discourse.

Numerous studies in the field of political socialization prove the role of
education and educational experience in development of youth social interaction
strategies [10; 11]. They state that young people, who obtain social knowledge and
skills in the process of education, have a possibility to participate in discussions and
debates, learn to take part in voluntary activities in the local community, more often
demonstrate social responsibility, solidarity, and readiness to be involved in different
forms of civic activities. Two types of educational activities of the educational
institutions deserve special attention. They are:

e creation of educational situations which involve youth interaction,
coordination, set-up of common objectives and development of mutually acceptable
strategies of problem solving and meeting real needs of the community;

e offering opportunities for youth participation in a wide range of civic

organization, clubs and associations.
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In the process of interaction its participants have to find ways to coordinate
different, sometimes opposite stand points and views. To do this one should, firstly,
define the coherence line in view of the fact that different participants have different
perceptions of the reasons, the consequences and the time frame of the actual
problem solution, as well as of the logic of their own actions and actions of the other
party; secondly, develop a communication technology where every party is perceived
and treated as “one of us”, as well as construct a “common language”; thirdly, be
prepared to accept and recognize the results of the common activities, which may
defer from those which were originally planned by the communicators [8].

Student involvement into meaningful, real but not a functional activity through
realization of social projects and voluntary activities makes it possible to link their
learning experience with the solution of the actual problems of the community.
Young people obtain skills to act and reach objectives, realize their own capability to
influence the environment, get positive experience of social interaction. Young
people take a stand when they realize that a social problem is relevant to them, and a
condition for its relevance is awareness of the responsibility for its solution.

Studies proves that even as an obligatory type of educational activities youth
involvement into voluntary work is an effective way of development of social
abilities, responsibility and consolidation of political and social identity [12].

Youth gets the experience of interaction in a group. Young people learn what it
means to be group or organization members, have rights, influence the group
decision-making process and take the responsibility for the mission of the group.
They gain such experience through participation in civic associations. Analyzing
mechanisms of the impact of the civic association membership on developing youth
motivation for social involvement, C. Flanagan states that despite the fact that social
remuneration is one of the major motives of membership for most young people, their
adherence to values and ideals of those organizations as well as solidarity and
identification with them grow with the time. If an individual feels solidarity with the

group, he or she can sacrifice their personal achievements for the community
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wellbeing [10]. At the same time young people experience collective effectiveness, i.
e. belief in the group capability to achieve something together, in cooperation with
other members, especially if that cooperation is successful. Since social and political
aims are as a rule achieved through a collective action, it is another important
mechanism of developing youth motivation for civic participation.

Special emphasis on the importance of membership in civic organizations was
placed by A. de Tocqueville, who argued that only through interaction in civic
associations can people learn critical lessons in cooperation and discipline, shape
their moral virtue, develop their intellect, public spiritedness, and willingness and
ability to participate in self-government [13, 14].

Conclusions. The main agents of socializing discourse practices that promote
youth awareness raising with regards to values of social interaction as an instrument
of protecting their own interests and interests of the community as well as exercising
rules of such interaction are educational institutions and civic associations.

Education and civic discourse are not isolated from the socializing discourse
and can hardly compete with such powerful socializing agent as, for example, mass
media. Thus, a condition for reconstruction of the semantics of social interaction in
the political world outlook of the university students is the coordination of discourse
practices of all the major socializing agents on the track of conceptualization (or
reconceptualization) of the basics of political socialization, specification of its goals
and strategies in view of the current social and political environment as well as

perspectives and priorities of the national development [15].
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