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Toward Multi-Perspective Analysis of Social Identity

The paper presents of the multi-perspective concept of a social identity which is based on the theories which
constitute the roots of the contemporary sociological reception of an identity as well as some recent anthropological
theories of it. There are distinguished three such theoretical contexts: identity as an objective aspect of personality; the
structure of social identities of an individual; and the process of maintaining and changing the group boundaries and
individual identities. Those contexts differ widely and establish different research directions. But such conceptual
network lets understand the identity problems better and provides to formulation new research problems which appear
on the border of those theoretical contexts.
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Statement of the Research Problem. Identity is a term that in modern social sciences has reached the
status of being a basic category. There are various concepts of identity, there are debates on how to
understand identity, which can be submitted as a proof that sociologists’ interest in identity is not just a
fashion, but signifies a growing importance of phenomena and processes noted by this category [4]. Modern
‘autonomy’ of an individual does not only speed up mechanisms of individual and group search for specific
identities but also shapes identity — described by T. Luckmann as self-expression and self-realization —
became one of the most important elements of a modern world-view, new ‘sacred cosmos’ [14, 147-149].
That is why identity in itself becomes an object of individual and social reflection.

Modern social sciences are, according to A. Giddens [11, 4], ‘elements of institutional reflective
modernity’. This involvement of sociology in a social process must have consequences for theories of
identity built within its frames. The way of writing about identity in sociology characterizes ‘excessive focus
on identity’. This feature does not concern excessive interest in the phenomenon, but a specific method of
constructing the theories. In these constructions, the term ‘identity’ is often not only a key term (that is
understandable) but also a base term for other terms and definitions that are derived from it [4; 6; 11]". It
creates a strong impression that modern researchers completely ignore theoretical traditions of sociology,
sometimes even expressing it openly by writing about ‘new sociology’. It does not mean, however, that the
works of their ancestors do not influence today’s’ theoretical researches. Looking at sociology as a live
tissue of the social world, we should assume that building new theories and introducing new terms is always
influenced by earlier ways of thinking.

Starting with this assumption, the aim of this work is to follow this influence of earlier sociological
experiences on modern understanding of identity. It relies on comparisons of modern works concerning
identity with concepts by such authors as F. Znaniecki, G. H. Mead, C. Geertz, F. Barth. This review aims to
show theoretical contexts for identity, which will put it in the network of other sociological terms. With
respect to that, we will have a multi—aspect view of what is covered by the term ‘identity’. Moreover,
putting together chosen theoretical approaches from almost all 20th century poses the question what was the
direction of changes in sociological thinking concerning the phenomena that we describe today as identity.

© Wojakowski D., 2013
" A radical example of that way of thinking is the concept of identity groups [1, 2], which unfortunately does not
point at which groups are «non-identity» ones.
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Analysis of Research. The term ‘identity’ became known in social sciences in works by E. Erickson in
late the 1950s [13, 115] and, early after that, it appeared in the works of some sociologists, like A. Strauss or
M. Gordon. In modern sociological theories of identities two typologically different currents of thinking
about this category seem to be present, which are most probably rooted in earlier concepts of approach to
relations between an individual and the society. The first of them tries to present a general theory of identity
and broadly refers to psychology and philosophy while looking for an ontological base of the phenomenon.
It creates, especially in A. Giddens’ works, associations with earlier theories of personality. The second
current does not present such broad theoretical and ontological interests and it perceives identity in a much
more ‘concrete’ context. Very often interest in these researches the primary focus is in identification, some
in attitudes, relations between identity and society, and social group. This way of describing identity is especially
common in ethnic studies and can be associated with the earlier concepts of social role [7, 5-6].

Summary of the Basic Material. Identity and Personality. Anthony Giddens stated that modernity
destroys the roots of the personality [11, 48]. Moving, however from the field of social phenomena into the
field of sociological theories, we may notice that identity becomes the destroyer of our imagination of
personality. The above statement of Giddens justifies this. Combining Giddens’ Modernity and Self-Identity
with Mind, Self, and Society by George H. Mead shows a process of a transition from thinking in categories
of personality characterization toward the use of the term ‘identity’ that had only been popularized in
sociology since the 1960s. Although, Giddens distances from this relation [11, 74], in many instances, this
relation is quite clear. This is important because that case points a common base for Mead’s theory of the
self and some of today’s concepts of identity and allows for the search of broader conceptual contexts for
the latter.

Personality (or the self) is a very general term that attempts to grasp all phenomena of consciousness. It
suggests that personality is something complex, a set or a structure of many elements. In this aspect, Mead’s
[16, 217] concept is quite simple, because he writes about the self as organized social attitudes. The term
‘social attitudes’ turns all theory towards a crucial relation individual-society in which, according to Mead,
a personality is created. A personality is the effect of an individual’s participation in various social processes
and it is engaged constantly in these processes. Defining personality through social attitudes is very
important, because it allows posing a question to which degree identity can be treated as a set of attitudes.
Following G. H. Mead’s [16, 196—-198] thinking, they would be attitudes that an individual takes toward
him/herself. It is more than one attitude, because an individual can perceive him/herself differently in
various situations [16, 199].

In the range of phenomena that it grasps, identity is, therefore something between attitude, of which it
is composed, and personality, that it is an element of. Even in these approaches there is a pull to prescribe
the widest meaning to the term of identity, a personality or self are more than identity [11, 74]. This problem
finds good theoretical explanation in the concept of ‘I’ and ‘me’ by G. H. Mead. It allows clear distinction
and simultaneous theoretical relation between personality and identity. ‘I’ is an element that is active,
subjective and conscious in personalities, while ‘me’ is created, subjective and made aware. Modern
concepts of identity take this picture of oneself for the object of their interest' while taking the issue of
design of identity [11, 98], its construction or identification as a process. All dilemmas that refer to identity
— whether it is a certain state or a process, whether it describes a similarity or a difference [6, 33-37], to a
degree it is internally diversified [20, 51-54] — refer to Mead’s idea of ‘me’. Identity is therefore an
objective aspect of personality, a set of attitudes which an individual refers to him/herself. It is separated
from the subjective aspect of an individual, ‘I’, which is both a direct source of modifications of attitudes
that compose it and a reason of conviction about continuity of identity that is a result of constant relations
subject—object.

Such dualistic concept of personality with a clearly designer place for identity solves many hidden
problems which are faced by modern theories. For example, identity is analyzed by some researchers in the
context of a subject [6, 35-36]. But some features of identity — its complexity and changeability — do not fit
to our cultural perception of the subject. It seems that the dilemma that illustrates this problem in the best
way is complexity vs. unanimity of identity. There is why those researchers openly avoid the concept of
many identities of an individual [6, 39—43; 12, 107-108]. Such assumption has a very reductionist character,

' An exemption is concept of modern identities by Z. Bauman [2].
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because it skips over the problem of an individual’s unique, ergo, his/her subjectivity. True enough, if we
treat identity as a set of attitudes, out of which some sub—sets of i.e. religious, ethnic, sexual identity are
separated and at the same time skip over the theoretical context from which it comes it will create very
simplified picture of an individual. Remembering, however that it is only an element of personality that has
its own characteristics and remains in relation to the rest of it, it is easier to avoid hesitations in constructing
theories of identity that can lead to important inaccuracies. An individual has only one personality, that can
be composed of many identities, as it was described in the quoted above fragment of Mead’ s work,
although he did not use the term «identity».

Using such terminological network changeability and continuity of identity are much easier to interpret.
The subject of social attitudes (‘I") gives a warranty to continuity of identity by accepting an identity as the
object according to which it sustains or modifies specific attitudes. This explanation can be taken for an
elementary base for ontological continuity of identity. Empirically, continuity and changeability of an
identity can be analyzed as accepting or dropping a certain attitude (or attitudes) and modification of attitude
(or attitudes) through change of its (their) elements (knowledge, emotions, ability to act). Thanks to this,
differentiations a process of changeability of identity (identification) can be described as gradual.

Another very important feature of identity that can be fixed by the comparison of modern theories with
theory by G. H. Mead is the relation between identity and speech, its narration. As A. Giddens writes: «An
identity of an individual does not lie neither in his/her behavior nor in the way he/she is perceived by others
(although it has a great meaning). Identity of an individual depends on his/her ability to sustain a continuity
of certain narration, so the individual can keep up everyday relations with others and his/her biography
cannot be completely fictitious [11, 77]».

This points a fundamental content of identity. Identity is expressed and can be seen in some symbolic
structures or, name it directly, in language (parole). On the other hand, already the Cartesian Cogito ergo
sum connects consciousness of being by thinking. G. H. Mead [16, 198] points it very clearly: ‘an individual
speaks to himself in such a way as he was speaking to another person. (...) The process of thinking is only a
natural internal conversation (...)” The language is only a carrier thanks to which the identity of an
individual is given to a researcher and a form in which identity exists. Language as a form of expression of
identity reveals its social character and involvement in social processes.

The similarities and relations among concepts of personality (self) drawn here explain is some way why
identity so easily replaces personality today. Some modern ways of thinking about identity — especially
when they show aspirations to present general theory of this phenomenon — follow the traditional
sociological reflection and are less or more conscious heirs of theory of personality. A tendency to
extrapolate the term ‘identity’ to almost all consciousness phenomena comes from this. That conceptual
background of identity puts light on few important theoretical problems, although it is still on quite high
level of abstraction. If this deliberation, as much as works by Mead and Giddens were juxtaposed with the
huge number of studies on identity — especially those which appeared in frames of sociology and
anthropology of ethnic relations — it would be difficult to find important points of common reference to
these concepts. In concepts of ethnic identity this phenomenon is treated as a kind of declaration of
belonging (identification). Although such a viewpoint on this issue can be described in categories of
theoretical background drawn here (ethnic identification is than one of social attitudes that are a part of
individual identity) its roots are placed in completely different theoretical references.

Identity and Social Roles. In the 20th century, one of the key sociological terms considering the
relation between an individual and society and describing its attitudes towards norms and cultural values
was a social role — a term introduced to our discipline already on the beginning of last century [22, 312]. The
first method of defining the social role, strongly influenced by psychology, was related to personality, a
person. This last term (person) was defined by Robert E. Park as a bundle of social roles [18, 474]. In all
concepts of social role, the rule of pluralism of the roles fulfilled by an individual has a basic character [18, 474;
22, 310-311]. As long as personality is being shaped in a process of an individual’s socialization with a
quite generally and abstractly understood society, a social role thus ties an individual to a specific social
group. This thought was expressed precisely F. Znaniecki: «a memeber of a group is not a specific
individual in all his/her biographical existence. According to Park and Burgess, being a member of a group
means being a specific kind of a person, filling specific kind of a social role, each individual fills many
social roles during his/her life» [21, 300].

43



Couionoziuni cmyoii

A social role used to be originally a next step of analytical division of social personality. The way of
thinking about certain consciousness’ phenomena drawn this way we find in the already mentioned concepts
of ethnic identification. Identity often appears in them discussed as a social role'. What is important, the
issue of multiplicity of identifications is accepted rather implicte and without further development of this
issue (until the 1990s) [13, 115-116]. More fundamental for these concepts is the problem of relation
between role/identity and the social group. As it was stated in Znaniecki’s quote, each group that can be
distinguished relates to a potential social identity. This allows the introduction of such categories as ethnic,
national, religious etc. identity [15, 16; 19, 113—117]. As an effect of this thinking, some identities become
‘expected’, and appear in questionnaires, and can be developed in a process of a research.

I am not trying to suggest here a statement that social identities, or certain identifications, remain
without a relation with social groups (independently of how the last term is defined). The problem is that
this relation is so complex, especially when it comes to creation of groups and social identities. It can be
clearly noticed that in the case of comparing these two categories: social role and identity, the last one
appears in somehow different perspective than in the previous discussion. It is an identity that is describes as
an adjective, a social identity. This connection with a specific social group makes this category more
precise, narrower. Identity can be defined as parallel to Mead’s ‘me’, and social identity rather cannot be
treated as such, because we are sure that our biography includes some elements that, although socially
conditioned and having an influence on our participation in social life, are a part of our individuality. Social
identity is the element of personality that reflects our feelings of belonging to social groups. That is why it is
much easier to imagine an individual with many social identities than an individual that has many identities
in a general sense (this would be associated rather with a form of psychological illness).

Social role has also clearly a dualistic character. On one side is a set of individual actions (filling a role
by an individual), on the other side, it assumes an existence of a cultural pattern, some ideal role model [18,
472-473; 21, 301]. This dualism calls for attention to the fact that independently from many common
elements in many people’s actions, sets of those actions (played roles) are individualized. On the other hand,
the construction of cultural pattern of a social role allows for the searching of a common denominator for
social practices of individuals. It can be concluded that the conception of a social role externalizes some
phenomena which in conceptions of social identity are treated as belonging to the consciousness of
individuals.

It is worth to notice that among these two aspects of social role the external cultural pattern seemed not
only more important for sociologists but also easier to grasp in research [21, 305]. Because of this, the social
identity can be understood not only in the relation with specific social groups but also with its culture.
Nowadays, this way of thinking we can find in concepts of collective identity as a phenomenon that reaches
beyond normal aggregation of individual identities of the group members, a common substitute of a specific
social identity, most often ethnic [6, 63—72; 12, 100-102].

There is no doubt that at least in the sphere of studies of ethnic phenomena the idea of social role was
replaced by ethnic identity. This fact is connected with the differences between those two terms pointed out
by Manuel Castells: «Roles (...) are defined by norms structured by the institutions and organizations of
society. (...) Identities are sources of meaning for the actors themselves, and by themselves, constructed
through the process of individuation» [7, 6—7]. Despite of that — or, maybe, because of that — in many
concepts of identity we find problems that are rooted in thinking of categories of social role, which refer to
relation between an individual and certain social groups, identification with them, accepting specific cultural
patterns.

Identity and Social Borders — Anthropological Theories of Ethnic Identity. It seems that nowadays
the most popular conceptions of identity are anthropologically directed; generally it refers to F. Barth and
C. Geertz or their followers. It is difficult to recognize those theories as an output of continuation of
Znaniecki or Mead, yet striking similarities may be often found in them. If we look at this theory in the
perspective of terms the common feature of Barth and Geertz works and people who refer to them [8; 9] is
instrumentality of the term identity. This feature is revealed in two ways. First, in the spectrum of
researchers’ attention besides identity other phenomena remain (first of all culture and social organization);

" Such «translation» of social role on the identity concept is evident in Berger and Luckmann «The Social
Construction of Reality» [5], but authors who are cited here never mention that work.

44



PO31J1 I11. MeTonosiorisi comioioriaHux aocaiakens. 2 (3), 2013

secondly, the interest of those anthropologists starts being oriented toward relations rather than toward
phenomena. That second fact, very characteristic for a modern way of thinking, does not negate the value of
terms that describes certain phenomena. Moreover, precise description of culture and social relations is
necessary for understanding the relations taking place among them.

Culture is a key term for anthropology although it was seriously deconstructed thanks to the works of
quoted authors. Both C. Geertz and F. Barth resigned from totality of the term culture giving it only a certain
sphere of symbols and meanings separate from their artifacts and social and psychological phenomena [10,
128]. Culture is used selectively by individuals [2, 14] and for different purposes. Culture is a social
resource of contents and meanings that can be used by an individual to build his/her own identity. Thus an
identity is expressed in symbolic cultural forms. What is especially important, such identity organizes the
social reality: To the extent that actors use ethnic identities to categorize themselves and others for purposes
of interaction, they form ethnic groups in this organizational sense. It is important to recognize that
although ethnic categories take cultural differences into account, we can assume no single one—to—one
relationship between ethnic units and cultural similarities and differences. The features that are taken into
account are not the sum of «objectivey differences, but only those which actors themselves regard as
significant [2, 13—14].

The boundaries of ethnic groups (today we could say more generally social groups) are in their content
something very similar to identity. They are built of cultural symbols with the exception that they design
social not individual differences. Group boundaries and individual identities are also dependent upon each
other. Social organization is made out of common meanings that last thanks to maintaining the symbolic
boundaries. The boundaries of communities are simple and complex at the same time: The boundary
represents the mask presented by the community to the outside world; it is the community’s public face. But
the conceptualization and symbolization of the boundary from within is much more complex. To put this in
another way, the boundary as the community’s public face is symbolically simple; but, as the object of
internal discourse it is symbolically complex. [8, 75].

As in the concepts of social identity, identity and community are strongly related to each other. There
is however a different approach to social group and the character of this relation is described differently
(maybe more precisely). Individual identity and social organization maybe treated from this perspective as
elements of a larger process that being of a multidirectional float of symbols and meanings, therein
developing and reshaping. An individual his/her own identity relates to some communities — not necessarily
to one as in the cases described by Cohen [8, 77-87]. He/she accepts certain groups boundaries as important
and expresses in his/her identity narration. Revealing his/her identity narrations (during a friends meeting,
public speech, protest or rarer today a literary form) he/she takes place in creating these boundaries. It
happens both when he/she perceives him/herself as a member of a given community (creates a private face),
and when he/she stays outside (he/she can create a public face of a foreign group through stereotypes). The
process of interpretation of cultural symbols is multidimensional which means that the active participation
of an individual in the creation of group boundaries cannot remain without influence for its identity. Going
back to G. H. Mead, we could say that this action on symbols and meanings become elements of
individual’s experience of him/herself, element of ‘me’.

Conceptual Contexts of Social Identity — the Conclusions. Summarizing the presented theories that
relate to phenomena associated today with identity, I tried to find the relation between this term and other
sociological terms. In this way I wanted to oppose the tendency of reducing all phenomena related to
consciousness to only one conceptual category. My goal was not an interpretation of old concepts according
to new categories, but opposite — looking among them for some broader conceptual contexts for identity.
The result of my reflection is that modern sociological theories of identity are under the influence of at least
three methods of describing the social reality. Each of these methods creates its specific conceptual contexts
which, although they have common elements, cannot be fully comparable within one theoretical platform.
These are their short characteristics:

1. Identity is an objective aspect of personality, with complex character, because it is made up of
various social attitudes (attitudes towards oneself). Identity understood in such a way is inconstant as
inconstant are social attitudes (this characteristic can be gradual). The identity of an individual can also vary
because its of internal complexity (resulting from a number of attitudes that is consists). Such identity does
not exist outside of symbolic acts of language (parole). Language (parole) is not only a form of expressing
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identity, but also a form of its existence. Identity is a clearly socially bounded element of personality,
created in relation between ‘I’ and society.

2. Social identity can be also described as a set of attitudes that are strongly related to the participation
by an individual in a specific social group. Identity is a conscious effect of this participation. An individual
may have many social identities, sometimes very different, if he/she participates in many social groups.
Besides imagining him/herself as a member of a group, an individual can imagine also a group and/or an
ideal member of the group that is a base to describe a collective identity.

3. Identity is a set of symbols and meanings obtained as an effect of participation in social interactions.
It has a significant influence on social organization of communities in which an individual participates. It is
related to imagined boundaries of social groups, which, like identities, are constructed from cultural
contents. Both identity and the boundaries of social groups are subjects of steady interpretations and
reinterpretations in a process of transmitting, maintaining and changing for cultural symbols that compose
the images of oneself, community and the others.

In each of these approaches, identity is an element of a larger sphere of consciousness’ and social
phenomena. Moreover, a range of common assumptions of a more general, although basic character can be
extracted out of these three approaches. They can be described as an umnanimous ontological
conceptualization of identity:

1. Identity is an element of individual’s consciousness.

2. Identity is an effect of individual participation in social interactions.

3. Identity is expressed in verbal symbolic structures.

The existence of such a universal set of assertions considering the phenomena known today as identity
show that in spite of the perceivable change in sociological approach to this issue, it is not a change of
ontological axioms describing this reality. On the other hand, mentioned above conceptual sketch is so
general, that is does not limit the direction of further analysis nor specific research requirements. In some
sense this set of terms and relations among them describes first of all some cognitive frames, and borders
that can contain numerous (but rather not unlimited) specific issues. The differences among them do not
consider ontological issues but — using the term by Satya P. Mohanty [17, 392] — the epistemic ones. This
means, they appeal to the question: how could identity be perceived or described? And the answer depends
on what aspects of social reality will be judged as cognitively important (individual vs. common;
phenomenological vs. relational; processual vs. structural) or from which perspective the identity has to be
approached (the scheme shows at least three such perspectives).

The most important postulate that can be derived from the reflections above is flexibility of theoretical
approach. This feature should be understood as using different research perspectives to describe a given
social phenomenon — a specific kind of multi—perspective analysis. Three theoretical platforms setting the
research directions can be described as follows:

I. Research direction: Identity as an objective aspect of personality

social environment, .

interactions ¢ | personality
me — the identity, a set of social I
attitudes expressed as a 4-/
narration

Figure 1. Identity as an objective aspect of personality

Research problems: 1. Relations between the identity and the environment and [; 2. Identity’s features:
grade of changeability and complexity of the identity.
II. Research direction: The structure of social identities of an individual
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Community

collective
identity

Identity
(a set of social identities)

Identifi-
cation

attitudes
towards own
community

social identity social identity social
identity
5 5 5
I I
Conceptions Identifi- Conceptions of
cation oneself and a
member of a
given group
Identifi- Conceptions
cation

Figure 2. The structure of social identities of an individual

Research problems: 1. Relations among various social identities; 2. relation between a specific social
identity of an individual and his/her attitudes towards the group; 3. a character of a collective identity and its
relation to the attitudes towards the group.

II. Research direction: Process of maintaining and changing the group boundaries and individual

identities.

individuals in social relations

individual identities

of the group’s members

of the others

cultural systems

group’s boundaries

community’s
private face

community’s
public face

groups

public faces of other

Figure 3. Process of maintaining and changing the group boundaries and individual identities
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Problems: 1. Relations among identities of the group’s members and a private face of the group
(community); 2. relation between private and public face; 3. the maintaining of symbols and their common
meaning which constitute group boundaries.

These diagrams show only a partial set of optional research problems, which can be considered in
relation to the presented above assumptions of the multi-perspective analysis of identity. What is
specifically valuable in that approach is the possibility of formulating research problems which appear on
the border of those three theoretical platforms. I think that further research will have to be a combination of
the conception of many social identities with the theory of group boundaries. From that conceptual
combination the following research problems appear: the question of existence of the rules organizing all
those symbolic boundaries; the question of hierarchy or structure of such boundaries; the roots of possible
differences between group boundaries, and so on. In all those problems the main function of that multi-
contextual network appears: it is a tool for understanding and interpreting the social world.
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BosikoBckuii Japuym. MHoronepcneKTUBHbIH aHAIU3 COUUAIBHON WAEHTHYHOCTH. VIIEHTUYHOCTH — 3TO
KOHIIETIT, CTaBIIMK MPeoOIagaronM B COBPEMEHHOW NUCKYCCHM OTHOLICHWH MEXIy HHAWBHUAOM M COLHAIHHBIM
MupoM. HeraTuBHBIM €ro aceKToM SIBISETCS TO, YTO MIAEHTHYHOCTh HAUMHAET IOMUHUPOBATh B 9THX OTHOLICHUAX. B
paboTe caenaHa MOMBITKA PEIIUTH ATY MPOOIEMy MyTEM TNPEACTaBICHNS HECKOJIBKHX NEPCHEKTHBHBIX KOHIEIIIUH
COIMAJIbHONW HIIEHTUYHOCTH, KOTOPHIE OCHOBAaHBI HAa TEOPHSX, COCTABIIAIOIINX KOPHH COBPEMEHHOT'O COLMOJIOTH-
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YCCKOro NnOHMMAaHHsA HMACHTUYHOCTHU, a4 TAKIKC HCKOTOPBIC HCIABHHC AHTPOIIOJOTMYCCKHUE TCOPUMH. BI)I,I[GJ'ICHI)I TpH
TCOPECTUUCCKUC KOHTCKCThI: HWACHTUYHOCTb KaK O00BEKTHBHBIN aACIIEKT JIMYHOCTH,; CTPYKTYpa COIII/IaJ'II)HOI\/’I NACHTHYHOCTHU
WHAUBUA, 4 TAKKC IMPOLCCC MOAACPIKAHUA U U3MCHCHUA TI'paHUI] I'PpYyHIlbl U OTACIIbHBIX Cy6’I)GKTOB. ITH KOHTEKCTBI
OTJIIMYAKOTCA APYr OT JApyra M yCTaHABJIMBAKOT PA3JIMYHLIC HAITPABJICHUA HCCHGHOBaHHﬁ. Ho Takas KOHIICIITYaJIbHas
CCTKa TIIO3BOJIACT JIy4UHIC [IOHATH l'IpO6J'IeMI>I UACHTUYHOCTU W HOPCAOCTABJIACT (bOpMyJ'H/IpOBaHI/Ie HOBBIX
HCCIICAOBATCIILCKUX 3a/1a4, MOABIAOMINXCA Ha I'PAHULC 9TUX TCOPCTUICCKUX KOHTCKCTOB.

KiroueBble ciioBa: conuajibHasA UACHTUYHOCTD, IMYHOCTD, COLIMAJIbHAS POJIb, I'PAHUIIbI I'PYIIII, MHOFOHepCHCKTHBHLIﬁ
aHaJIu3.

BosikoBeskuii Japiym. BaraTtonepcnekTuBHuii aHami3 couniajabHoi ineHTHyHocTi. KoHIenTt ineHTHYHOCTI
CTaB TEpPEBAKAIOYNM Yy CyYacHiH TUCKYCii MO0 BiMHOCHMH MiX iHAWBIIOM Ta COIiaJIbHUM CBiTOM. J[oMiHyBaHHS
IIEHTUYHOCTI y IMX CTOCYHKax € (pakToM HeraTWBHMM. Y Iiif poOOTI 3ampONOHOBAHO aBTOPCHKHMH MiAXiX 10
PO3B’SI3aHHS I[bOTO MHUTAHHS Yepe3 MPEACTaBICHHS AEKITbKOX MEepCIIEKTHBHMUX KOHIEMIIN COMiadbHOI 1JeHTHIHOCTI,
Ha SIKHX IPYHTYETHCS CyYacHE COLIOJIOTIYHE PO3YMIHHS iEHTHYHOCTI, & TAKOX JESKHX AHTPOIOJOTIYHHX TEOpiH.
BunineHo Tpu TeopeTW4HI KOHTEKCTH: iJEHTHYHICTh SIK 00’ €KTMBHHM acCHEeKT OCOOMCTOCTI, CTPYKTypa COIUaJbHOI
IIEHTUYHOCT] 1HAWMBiNA, a TaKOX IPOLEC MIATPUMAHHA M 3MIHM MEX Tpymu i okpemux iHauBimiB. L{i KoHTEekcTH
3HAYHO DI3HATHCS Ta BCTAHOBIIOIOTH OKPEMi HAINpSMHU JOCTIDKEHb. Ta BCE X Taka KOHIIENITyalbHA CITKa /A€
MOXJIMBICTh Kpalie 3po3yMiTH MPOOJIEeMH iMEHTHYHOCTI i TpencraBise (OpMYITIOBaHHS HOBHX IOCIITHUIBKHX
3aBJIaHb, AKi epe0yBarOTh Ha MEPETHHI IIUX TEOPETUIHNX KOHTEKCTIB.

KarouoBi ciioBa: comianbHa 1I€HTHIHICTb, OCOOMCTICTD, COIiajibHA PO, MEXI I'PYI, OaraTornepcrneKTUBHUN
aHai3.
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Status Consistency / Inconsistency of the Status Position of Social Classes

In this article author explains the class inequality in west and east European societies. Also we compare class
differences of EU and NEE countries. Summarized evaluation of aggregate social status in the context of the study of
social stratification requires a certain type of cumulative assessment of the status and remuneration of a particular
individual. But not always score (reward) adequate of social position. Inconsistency social position and evaluation
(reward) is described the concept of «status inconsistency».

In this paper we describe the social inequality and characteristic of social inequality. The main dimensions of
social inequality are economic status, education, professional status and political status. Based on the data comparison
we implemented generalizations that describe the differences in the nature of social inequality Western European and
Eastern European societies.

Key word: social inequality, social class, social status, class scheme, status inconsistency.

Formulation of Research Problem and Significance of it. Social inequality is the basis of
stratification of society and is perceived as its main feature. The theory of social stratification reveals the
essence of social inequality in such factors as social status, social role and prestige of functionally
describing the social structure. Social stratification is considered as a system of social inequality, social
differentiation, based on differences in the occupied position and functions performed.

Social inequalities in life chances or opportunities arising from differences in socio-conditioned
resources and practices, including: knowledge resources, education, skills, values, language, manners, tastes,
information technology etc. and are expressed in the style of life, language, nature of consumption, forms of
leisure time and the formation of subject environment.

Status inconsistency is defined as the possibility of mismatching positions of individual in a given
fragments of social space (the economic situation, clearly defined professional belonging, administrative and
managerial positions).

Analysis of Recent Research on this Issue. According to the theory of M. Weber, stratification situation
of any group in accordance with the classical triad is determined by three key positions — class, status and

party.
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