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being and inner-perfection of the “social”. 
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Introduction 
 

In modern scientific discussions on the forma-
tion, transformation, and use of the conceptual 
apparatus of sociology, the disclosure of conse-
quences of the so-called “paradigmatic”, ambig-
uous, and willful application in regard to basic 
categories, concepts, and scientific terms push 
into the background the very purpose of scien-
tific study – the question of the true explication 
of the “social”. In the social-humanities sciences, 
the postmodern approach often leads to the sub-
stitution of scientific judgments by allocution 
(discourse) and consequently to the denial of 
both the results of research and the criteria of 
“scientific” character applied to the conceptual 
apparatus: authenticity and adequacy, reliability 

and validity, necessity and logical connection. 
In monographs, textbooks, and articles of so-

cial philosophy and sociology as a unique object 
of study of social science is distinguished as “so-
ciety as such”, or “social”, or “social relations”, 
or “social institutions”, or “social structure”, etc... 
(Giddens, 2006) “Social” is often used as a syn-
onym for the term “communal” and later – “so-
cietal”. In definitions, we often encounter identi-
fication when “social” is defined by “communi-
ty” (Collins, 2002).  

Discussing the definitions of the terms “so-
cial” and “society”, P. I. Smirnov concludes that 
society should be defined on the basis of the “ac-
tivity” approach. “Society unites people on the 
basis of partnership”, and “social” should be 
considered as an activity partnership of people 
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(Boronoev & Smirnov, 2003). According to an-

other interpretation, “social” is the relations of 
society, which are integrated into the course of 

joint activity (interaction) of physical persons or 

individuals in specific conditions of time and 

place. In such a case, there is a kind of logical 

tautology when “social” is defined by the notion 
of “societal” and the opposite (Luhmann, 1997). 

There were suggested for the “social” follow-

ing interpretations in professional discussions: 

1. The social is a borderline, general philosophi-

cal category, which is called to distinguish the 

human from the natural (from objects of na-

ture) (Comte, 1974). 

2. The social as the antithesis of the individual 

(Durkheim, 1982), 

3. The “social” as the content that a person in-

terprets as social (Tiryakian, 2009), 

4. The social as human interactions, relation-

ships, and communication (Parsons, 1951; 

Sorokin, 1937/2010).  

Nevertheless, the definition of “social” is of-

ten absent in social science literature, such as 

monographs, textbooks, and dictionaries, and is 

perceived as something that exists in itself and 

needs no definition or interpretation (Shmerlina, 

2009). In the social science literature, there is not 

a unifying and universal definition of the “so-

cial”, which is the subject of our contemplation.  
 

 

Definition and Interpretative Disclosure of 

the Concept “Social” 

 

The term “social” can be considered as a con-

crete concept indicating an entity of reality or can 

be considered as an abstract concept indicating 

the feature of any entity: human life, society, or 

culture (Reznik, 1999). “Social” on both sides, 
“as a concrete” and as an abstract concept, has 
been used in text culture with its direct and alle-

gorical meanings. In its allegorical meaning, “so-

cial” can refer to wildlife - quadrupeds, birds, 

and even insects, such as bees and ants. And, on 

the contrary, in the sense of expressing the true 

identity of the reality or property indicated by it, 

not in an allegorical sense, but in the very direct 

sense, it refers to “purely human realities” - just 

to human coexistence. 

In order to interpret the multifaceted function 

and the meaning of the unifying truth and council 

of the wisdom of the “social”, it is necessary and 

preferable to examine it in its inner side of the 

existence of the one and same society in its own 

state, as well as in the external side of the exis-

tence of a variety of societies in different states 
that enable the coexistence in favourable and 
supportive conditions and just in the universal 

way of life.  

In the past and present, the real life of nations, 

the “social”, has been realized differently due to 

the “true” and/or non-true existence of its essen-

tial structural elements, with their defects and 

faults. “Social” was implemented in the condi-

tions of the spiritual-civilized achievements and 
opportunities of the society at that time as a prin-

cipal goal, necessary and preferable for the im-
provement of the joint and united life of the peo-
ple. 

These conditions include the following: 

x existing state and public structures, 
x in all these structures, as a potential and an 

internal tendency, the present perspective op-
portunities, 

x initiatives that, through the education of gen-
erations, go beyond existing opportunities, 
create and increase new perspective opportu-
nities in the life of society, 

x purposeful multi-content “task-oriented” 
problem system that enables feasible, promot-

ing and providing voluntary inner-self-per-

fection of human identity, life, culture, life-

and culture-creating activities. 

Ⱥuthors in regard to their conception of “wis-
dom oriented social science” and concretely of 
“sociology of wisdom” (Jijyan, Kocharyan, & 
Qocharyan, 2022) – the main goal of social phi-

losophy – offer their own understanding, defini-

tion and interpretation of the “social”, aiming to 
explicate into inter-impaction of human beings 

the profound council of wisdom in the being of 

the “social”. The new definition reveals the pro-

found council of wisdom expressing the essential 

and principally preferable properties of nature, 

being and inner-perfection of the “social”. The 
problem of critical contemplation, compared 

with manifestations of the implemented in real-

life “social” – sometimes to a certain extent ade-

quate, sometimes with shortcomings, sometimes 

with flaws – requires to understand and interpret 

the meaning of the truth of the existence of the 
social as such and the contained in it a council of 
wisdom. The very realization of this goal can 

form a spiritually-civilizational society: free vol-
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untarily inner-perfecting ascension of the human 

identity, life and culture at spirituality, at wisdom 

and all virtue and good life order (Jijyan, Ko-

charyan, & Qocharyan, 2021). 

It is important to note also that the problems 

of revealing the necessary and preferable truth 
of the “social”, which are fundamental for the 

study of the “realities of human life”, actually 
contain the question of how the “common and 
united life of people” emerges and how this pro-
cess is possible, necessary and preferred. Due to 

answers to these questions, it can be possible, in 

principle, to promote and provide for all individ-

uals, groups and the whole society to live in a 

virtuous human identity – helped by the inner 

power of self-perfection – and accordingly, to 

provide the well-being of life and culture, divine-

ly created in the image and likeness of God. 

In this regard, it should be noted that not only 

for the whole of humanity, in which including 

nations and people, but specifically for the Ar-

menian life in the past and in the present, there-

fore in the whole social science, in the ancestral 

social theories and also in the modern disciplines 

has been and still is essential and indeed vital the 

question about the “social” and by which also 
about the “enabling”, “promoting” and “ensur-
ing” of the improvement of the social. 

Compared to family and a group of relatives, 

“social” means the unity of a greater number of 

people. The family is the closest grouping with 

blood, united by the childbearing of the spouses 

and by the regulation of the spiritual love rela-

tionship (Jijyan, Kocharyan, & Kocharyan, 

2017). The group of relatives is a family-like 

structure with the inner subdivision into separate 

unit families, reunited by the regulation of spir-

itual love relations, with closest blood ties. For 

the emergence of the “social” and for its very 
existence in principle, it is necessary to have the 

unity of people and coexistence based on human 

families with closest blood ties and family-like 

bigger groups of relatives united by the regula-

tion of spiritual love relations and still with the 

inner subdivision, again human grouping and life 

by uniting connections. 

Now, if not the principle origin of the “so-

cial”, then a good-order and well-structured so-
ciety is a sign of a steadily developing and func-

tioning and improving for the better existence, 

for which is essential the presence of a “state” 
structure that cares about it. And yet, it is not in 

all states and societies that the “social” has been 
established, functioned and improved in accord-

ance with the truth of its calling, that is, with its 

true existence, but, on the contrary, with its non-

true calling and untrue existence.  

In the life of nations, and specifically in Ar-

menian life, the “social” does not always have 

the opportunity to develop and improve and/or to 
be formed by truth and council of wisdom ade-
quate to its calling. The “social” was established 
and functioned sometimes with its truth, some-

times with its non-truth, mainly with its truth and 

non-truth though in principle incompatible, con-

tradictory and inseparable of its qualities, alas, in 

real life - jointly mixed. The imperfect and, 

moreover, erroneous and distorted conceptions 

of the “social” have caused deep social crises in 
the life of mankind and devastating consequenc-

es, and as a culmination, even genocide. 

For the emergence and establishment and for 

the functioning with self-improving development 

of the “social” in Armenian life, not always were 
provided internal and external conditions, which 

enable all that, or, more importantly, facilitate, or 

at most, even provide them. The Armenian Apos-
tolic Church played a significant role in the case 

of existence of the Armenian statehood, in the 

period of the establishment of the “social”, as 
well in the centuries of its absence, maintaining 

the operation of the “social” with relatively less 
power and order. 

Let us remember that the Haykyan, Yervand-

yan, Artashisyan, Arshakunyats, Bagratunyats, 

then in Cilicia, after the fall of the Rubinian, He-

tumyan, and Lusinian kingdoms, and in the time 

intervals of dynasty shifts, then for centuries the 

existence of the Armenian nation was essentially 

conditioned by the unfavourable policy of for-

eign states. The Armenian Apostolic Church and 
the Christian-spiritual Armenian literary-cultu-
ral heritage have realized in a figurative and sub-

stantial way the principle, fundamental and radi-

cal possibility, necessity and preference for the 

preservation of the national spiritual-civilizatio-

nal identity.  

Since the creation of printing, especially in 

the 19
th
-20

th
 centuries, despite the difficulties, in 

the conditions of the growth of modern commu-

nication opportunities, the Armenian secular cul-
ture has presented itself in Armenian life with its 

intensive functions and diversity. Along with the 

transformation, while preserving the predomi-
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nant spiritual function transferred from its ances-

tral tradition, the Armenian culture, which was 

already largely secular and branched out, pre-

sented itself in Armenian life by its fully inclu-

sive and significant role. 

By achieving its multifacetedness and lan-
guage-communicative accessibility, and in addi-
tion to its spiritual and vital significance to all, 
the Armenian secular culture, together with the 
preservation of the Armenian spiritual-civiliza-
tional identity, has incorporated and activated 
perspective opportunities for the development of 
identity and coexistence. In the conditions of the 

unfavourable policy of foreign states towards the 

Armenians from the end of the 19
th
 century and 

the beginning of the 20
th
 century until these days, 

the participation of the “social” was very slight 
and even negligible in the issue of the possibility 
of Armenian life and preservation and develop-
ment of identity. Even though there was influen-

tial participation of the Church and culture, that 

is, the effectiveness of activities for creating the 
opportunity, encouragement and provision of the 
present and future existence and development of 
the human and Armenian Christian spiritual-ci-
vilizational identity, way of life and culture thro-
ugh the coexistence in the state based on prin-
ciples of humanity the structured order was in-
significant. 

“Social” in its literal sense is inherent and ex-

ists only in the life of intelligent human beings. 

In the primary and very fundamental sense, “so-
cial” is the existence of human identities. And 

with the utmost precision, “social” is the coexis-
tence of human identities. With a slightly ex-

panded definition, “social” is the mutual exist-
ence and coexistence of human identities that are 
facilitates by voluntary choice, mutual opportu-
nities and mutual assistance and perfection of 
existence. 

By defining “social” in relation to human 
identities as such, we mean the coexistence of 

individuals, groups, communities, nations, socie-

ties, and the whole of humanity, and thus, the co-

existence that enables and contributes to the ex-

istence of all human identity, which is improved 

by the voluntary choice, mutually enables exist-

ence and the coexistence, with their multifaceted 

factors.  

But can the notion of “coexistence” define the 

so-called “social” human reality with precise and 
exhaustive adequacy? Is the “coexistence” as 

such inherent only to human beings? And is this 

concept the characteristic of human life only? It 

should be noted that coexistence is, in principle, 

characteristic of the inanimate, plant and espe-

cially animal world also. 

The application of the concept of “coexist-
ence” is universal for the entire world, to the 
whole of nature, to purely human and purely di-

vine realities. The notion of “coexistence” in it-
self and/or by itself denotes and reveals the all-

encompassing, very general order of mutual hu-

man existence. Why? This notion, in principle, 

signifies the coexistence of all entities, has the 
maximum universality and can be used to denote 

the coexistence of humans with all the beings. It 

presumes the mutual existence of mankind and 

the whole nature and the universe, the inanimate, 

flora and fauna, or “man and others”, thus, of all 
personal beings - people, groups, communities 

and all mankind, of course, Co-existence of God, 

angels and all-divine realities. In regard to dis-

closing the peculiarity of the “social”, “coexist-

ence” is the most general concept, so it is neces-

sary to define the “social” by mentioning proper-

ties of “coexistence” that eventually define it on-

ly as the existence of people with each other that 

is realized by using the phrase “coexistence of 
human identities”. 

In order to understand the “social” as closely 
as possible, it is necessary, together with the pos-
sibility of the existence of man and human life, to 

discover the peculiarity of human life, which al-

ready establishes unity and continuity. It is nec-

essary to find concepts in which the characteris-

tic properties just of the coexistence of human 

beings are directly understood and mentioned. 

In order to define the “social” precisely in its 
maximal correspondence with human nature, it is 

necessary to express it by such a concept that 

refers to the improvement of human spiritual-

biological vital life to necessary and preferable, 

beneficial and improving the specific features of 

the human soul and life. The concepts of “exis-
tentiality” and “existence”, “communal exist-
ence”, and “coexistence” are interesting and 
noteworthy with the specific content introduced 

by “human existence” as well as “truly human 
existence”. 

Indeed, the concept of “existence” is applied 

and, in principle, applicable only to humans and 

not to animals and/or plants and the inorganic 

world. We never do speak of the existence of 
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earth, air, water, fire, stars, plants, trees, or lions. 

It can be noticed that the notion of “existence” is 
in principle applicable not to separate individuals 

but to personalities, groups, community, nations, 

societies and humanity. 

It can be seen that both the literal and non-

allegorical meanings of the terms “existence” 
and “existentiality” express the special existence 
of human nature in this world, even though they 

express the necessity or possibility of applicabil-

ity that indicates the existence of a number of 

people. Nevertheless, these concepts do not ex-

press the feature that bridges people and estab-

lishes a connection and unity, a possibility for 

people to live together, which is obviously pre-

sent and evident in the concepts of “communal 
existence” and “coexistence”. 

It can be seen that the concept of “coexist-
ence” has a bigger content and narrower exten-

sion than the concepts of “existence” or/and 
“existentiality”. For example, when we describe 

or characterize the concept and reality of “astro-
nauts‟ existence” by emphasizing, firstly, the 

very life of astronauts, and secondly, the peculi-

arity of their life activity in space, we clearly dis-

tinguish it from the concept of “astronauts‟ co-

habitation” and from the reality mentioned by it.  
This way, we emphasize the peculiarity of the 

astronaut community‟s distinction from the “co-
existence of astronauts”, which emphasizes the 

vital activity in space of their alliance with the 

most effective cooperation. 

One can observe and affirm that the notion of 

“commonwealth” has a narrower meaning than 
the notion of “coexistence”. Why? “Common-

wealth” can describe the coexistence of nations 
and communities that are not related directly to 

each other, having as its ontic basis the natural 
character of human existence on the planet. 

These concepts could also serve as an onto-
logical basis, the spiritual-civilizational notions 
and concepts that represent the spiritual feelings 
of “humanity” and the resulting “justice”, the 
intentions and ideas of universal values, in 

which, of course, the established content of in-

ternational law on the right to existence and hu-

man existence. For example, an Armenian indi-

vidual or society in Armenia may have with the 

Eskimos, Icelanders, Finns, New Zealanders, and 

African nationalities both “existence” and “com-

munal existence” as “human and planetary” ex-

istence but may not have “here and now” and 

even for a while true “coexistence” in the ab-

sence of direct contact and communication in its 

existence, lifestyle, and participatory involve-

ment. 

Thus, the notion of “commonality” can be ap-

plied to all persons “within the same society, un-

der the same state,” and in other societies under 
the care of different states. And it can already be 

seen that the concept of “sociality”, being able to 
refer to the entire population of the planet, has a 

wider scope and volume than the concept of “so-

cial”. Why? The reason is that the concept of 
“social” is applicable to one community or socie-
ty and not applicable to all humanity. The con-

cept of “sociality” would be an adequate means 

for the definition of “social” when the entire po-

pulation of the planet would exist and function as 

a singularly united and whole society with the 
same property of the structure that unites in itself 

everyone with the “social” spiritual and just mu-
tually and life-supporting liberating feeling and 
idea. Meanwhile, the population of the planet has 

not yet united and does not function as a single 

and complete society that includes all of man-

kind, integrating and unifying everyone‟s exis-

tence and activities with “social” and just a sense 

of spiritual-civilizational feeling and ideas, and 

with the general property that asserts the exist-

ence and cooperation, interacting wholeness of 

“we”. 
The concept of “coexistence” is an adequate 

concept for the definition that reveals the nature 

of the “social” and identifies its essential fea-

tures. Because the concept of “coexistence” has a 
narrower application, it is, in principle, applica-

ble only to the same community or persons liv-

ing in a society. The same Armenian individual 

and society, who had only “communal coexist-
ence” with people living in other societies and 
just with other societies, here and now has “co-

existence” only in the Armenian society, under 
the care of the state he created. 

The concept of “general coexistence” and 
even the narrower concepts of “way of life” and 
“lifestyle”, in contrast to the most comprehensive 
“general existence” and “existence”, and also to 
“societal existence”, which indicates the close-

ness of people only, are actually realized through 

direct contact or culturally mediated communica-
tion with people. Specifically, “general coexist-
ence”, “way of life”, and “lifestyle” are realized 
through the presence in everyday life and cultur-
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al “biosphere” with each other in the spirit of 

civilization, moral and educational-cultural, so-

cial, economic-financial and political interaction 

and cooperation, in a variety of ways and sizes.  

The “social” as such is formed in the condi-

tion of the principle possibility of people “unit-
ing” with each other and realizing this possibil-

ity. The possibility and realization of “unity” are 
fundamental for the establishment of the “so-
cial” as such. “Social” exists and could exist on-

ly in the presence of an essential factor that cre-

ates and nurtures the possibility of such a rela-
tionship and connection between people that can 

provide the necessary and preferable for such 

existence unity and “continuity” for “social”, 
with the procedure of its perfection. 

What is that fundamental factor that creates 

and thus brings to the existence or perpetuates 

the “fundamentally necessary and preferably” 
improving “unity and continuity” for social ex-

istence? Spiritual love unites people while hatred 

divides. Animals mate and unite, but with purely 

instinctive specifics, such as the physical relation 

of the two sexes necessary for their continued 

existence, the need to find their livelihood in the 

wild, and to resist other species in the environ-

ment – flock, tribe, pack … forming factors. 
In human life, the “social” has as its starting 

point and intentional purpose in the “spiritual 
union of people”, so it is never limited to a mar-

ried couple and family. The “social” expands 
and is established by an involvement exceeding 

the connection of married couples and blood rel-

atives within society, community, group associa-

tion and the whole of humanity, having the po-

tential and the power - now also a noticeable ful-

filment - to include the whole of humanity. 

In contrast to the instinctive “physical connec-

tion” factor that enables, necessitates and ensures 
the continuity of existence of animals, the “so-

cial” as such is formed by a feature inherent in 
human life, that is, by “spiritual love”, “love of 
god”, and “humanity”. “Social” as such assumes 
mutually supporting moral feelings, a spiritual-

civilized idea and a fundamental factor that can 

ensure the perfecting unity and continuity of the 

“social”. 
Essential for the understanding of the “social” 

is the “human interaction” that weaves the unity 

of human life, which consists of interrelation 
and interaction. It should be fixed that the factor 

of the “social” as such, in the absence of spiritual 

love, is the reluctance towards others, the un-
friendliness that manifests itself in the interaction 

of people, in attitudes, relationships and interac-

tions.  

“Unkindness” in human life can be represent-

ed in various manifestations, such as “hatred” 
and “hostility”, and as such, as emotion and ac-

tion, it destroys, disrupts and annihilates the “so-

cial”. In this way, the very idea of the “social” is 
destroyed - the deliberate intention of the spiritu-

al-civilizational coexistence of all nations and 

humanity and/or perfection of mutual existence, 

according to human capacity, thus – forming its 

image and fulfilment. 

It should also be fixed that the willingness and 
realization of death to a person fundamentally 
nullifies the “social” as such. There can be no 

union between human identities when they see 

the possibility and meaning of their existence by 

the principle condition of the non-existence of 

each other, and therefore the intention of life ac-

tivity, planning and performance of causing 

death to one another. 

The deadly hatred and the intention, planning 
and execution of murder destroy the human and 
humanity, the inner and the truly spiritual, and 
as a result – just the spirit-corporeal identity, 
and then the outer and the truly “social” - the 
common and universal order of life, in short, 
spiritual-civilizational and moral identity, way of 
life and coexistence. 

Bringing the above together, one can fix the 

following formula of thought. The “social” as 
such is formed by the coexistence of human iden-
tities, which also by spirit-giving and life-giving 
(Kocharyan, 2019) interactivity – interrelation, 
interrelationship and interaction. 

According to that, the definition of “social” 
can be formulated as follows: 

“Social” as such is the coexistence of human 
identities, formed by kind humanness and benev-
olent spirit-giving and the life-giving mutual in-
fluence on human identity, life and culture.  

In order to understand “social as such”, it is 
not enough to mean only the existing social reali-

ties authentically realized. In order to understand 

the truth of the existence of the “social” as such, 
it is necessary to consider and study, understand 

and reveal interpretatively together with the ex-
isting “social” also the potential of the “social” 
and to perform the study in order of comparison 

of these two by disclosing the calling and poten-
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tial of the “social”. This study requires answers 
to questions what is the realization of the “so-

cial” in comparison to its calling and potential, 
does the realization of the “social” correspond to 
its potential, and in this case, how much do we 

deal with the truth-of-being of the “social” and 
how much – with the untruth-of-being? 

The reality defined by the notion of “social” 
must be understood and interpreted not only 

from the point of view of “ontological truth” but 
also from the point of view of “teleological 
truth”, that is, by the strong unity of these two 
complementary components. The social is the 
intention, the image and the fulfilment of the im-
provement of human existence, coexistence and 
interaction of human beings as such. 

 

 

The Former and Current Understanding of 

the “Social”: The Non-Truth of “Social” 

 

In the ancestral social teachings, even in modern 

sociological theories, the “society” in that the 
“social” and the “societal” in their constituents – 

the legal- and bio-status components of individu-

als, groups, and communities – have been firmly 

established and determined by some presumption 

in which sometimes generalized, that is, with 

some general psychological prejudice and ration-

al bias. In the life of humankind, which is essen-

tially and significantly maintained in lingual cul-

ture and history itself, how became established 

the constituencies of “social” and “societal” in 
the ordered living conditions of groups of indi-

viduals and communities legalized only by pre-

suppositions? 

Formerly, in social teachings and sociological 

theories, the concepts “society”, “societal”, and 

“social” in their broadest sense were defined by 
“ancestral” origin and/or by the status of the so-

cietal stratum, by the sameness of human spirit-

corporeal nature and by the similarity of the 

identity-forming peculiarities, the conceivable 

minimum commonness of a self-recognizing and 

self-determining, self-affirming and self-preser-

ving, and adapting everyone to himself human 

quality. 

In the case of slaves and free men, and land-

lords…, craftsmen, capitalists and hired workers, 
all social groups are divided by origin and status, 

and in the case of all equals have typified and 

functioned in different social status groups, the 

above-presented stereotype presumption of cog-

nition and self-preservation of their common hu-
man identity. According to this stereotype, eve-

ryone who has distinguished himself was seen as 

separating himself from the given class, social 

group, community and society, subject to a cau-

tious attitude, deserving rejection and even per-

verted, who could, in principle, be nominated 

only for adaptation and this way only the issue of 

reintegration into society and its social structure. 

In this way, natural phenomena and their con-

cepts of violence, formation of identical and sim-

ilar adaptation, which also forced coercion, en-

tered into the life of society with a supposed 

“justification” and had its constant, “inevitable” 
presence in social teachings and theories of soci-

ology. This stereotype and mechanism of force-

ful adaptation were in themselves principally 

non-identical and different in regard to human 

and cultural identities and caused ungrateful 

transfiguration, anonymity and non-identity of 

persons. 

People have different gifts, abilities, talents 

and love and strive to function in life with the 

perfection of those capacities. And yet, in a given 

class or stratum of society, forced by their origin 

or status to adhere nonetheless to the stereotype 

of adapting, people go and do what does not be-

long to their nature, which does not correspond 

to their calling and spiritual abilities. And this is 

fulfilled to the least extent of commonality (in all 
respects and problems, worldviews, understand-
ing, mentalities and performance), being forced 
to obey this stereotype of adapting.  

Therefore, by acting in a manner inconsistent 

with their identity and free choice, the human 

inner world and external functioning are inward-

ly emptying and fall down to vanity, and after-

wards becoming meaningless, the person lives a 

life not dear to his soul way and presents his own 

life to himself and to everyone with disfigure-

ment and impersonality. 

 Meanwhile, the achievements of the people 

through their daily life- and culture-creating ac-

tivities become maximally accessible and are 

introduced into their lives and social life follow-

ing their graces and gifts, acting with maximal 
condensation of the devotion of love that, unfor-

tunately, is nullified by persons‟ disfigurement 
and impersonality of their identity and life. 

Thus, in the theory and practice of life, human 

identity is realized as a mere forcibly coerced 
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adaptation and not a bon-adaptation process in 

regard to society, in which regarding the minimal 

commonality characterized by the sameness of 

human spirit-corporeal nature and by the similar-
ity of the individuality forming features, resulting 

in the loss of multi-content spiritual richness of 

human graces and inner world of personalities 

and their uniqueness. 

Thus, in theory and practice of life, human 

identity is realized in a society in which the min-

imum, determined by the identity of human na-

ture and the similarities of soul-like features, is 

simply a process of resulting in many graces and 

incompatibilities. 

It should be noted that the formula for the 

basic premise of “social” and “societal” has a 
broader scope, referring not only to these con-

cepts but also to the concepts “human identity”, 
“human society”, “humanity”, and “nation”. The 
nations, society, humanity and in all these uni-
versal and all-encompassing human identities, 
by misunderstanding himself and his function in 

light of the above-disclosed principle, get a sig-

nificant loss and just “poverty and hunger” being 
stripped of fruits of spiritual-civilizational and 

scientific-cultural achievements created through 

differentiated individuality of human graces and 
spiritual love. Thus, by such a misunderstanding 

of the “social”, they make it difficult and deprive 
everyone and just themselves of the possibility to 
increase and improve themselves with the maxi-
mum wealth of spirit-giving and life-giving for 
spiritual-corporeal existence of human identity, 
coexistence and culture that can be created and 
attained by human grace and devotion. People 

are also internally afraid and seeing a spiritual 

danger, they are driven away and pushed back 

from themselves, from the soul and the spiritual 

intimacy, while the society caring and looking 

after their identity – existence and functioning 

attained by spiritual-civilizational achievements 

through education and perfection of graces, state 

and social structures does not accept and sup-
port, facilitate and just ensure their creative ac-

tivity and life in the direction of their spiritual 

love and abilities. 

Why has the above-mentioned presumption 

been so universally established in social practice 

and theory? Human nature is universal, and, 

what is said about the complete uniqueness of a 

nation, a society‟s common identity, and/or a 
particular individual‟s wholly distinguishing 

identity, is said in addition to that universality. 

And when we say “universal” in this case, we 
mean, in general, the minimum commonality of 
the similarity of specific features that build the 
sameness of spiritual-corporeal nature and the 
identity as such of all people, which is inherent to 

everyone. 

Should such a minimum “commonality” be 
meant and understood when it is said “nation”, 
“society”, “humanity”, or is it possible, moreo-

ver, necessary and preferable that this same 

“commonality” and the above-mentioned phe-

nomena and their concepts in which also the 

basic “human identity”, “social” or “societal”, 
should be understood in some other and just a 

new way? 

 

 

The New Understanding of the “Social”:  
The Truth of the “Social” 

 

The understanding of the “social”, the legaliza-

tion and the very establishment of that under-

standing of the connection of human identities 

and groups as a life order of the society, which 

was called to ensure the coexistence of people 

under Abdul Hamid and Young Turks, not only 

allowed but even ensured the initiation, organiza-

tion and implementation of the Armenian geno-

cide. Genocide with any way of thinking, nature, 

form and component should be ruled out. The 

“social” uniting of different national identities, 

with its great weakness and distortion, was really 

the one that enabled, facilitated and secured the 

genocide, so it was not the case that the genocide 

could be ruled out by any way of thinking, na-

ture, type of form and component. The connec-

tion between all persons must be unifying, and 

consequently, the inner connection of the “so-

cial” must be such as to ensure only a dignified 
life – for all and each one, with equal rights for 

access and availability to all goods. 

And, of course, the connection between for-

eign national groups, communities and societies, 

excluding the weakness and distortion of the 

“social”, must be unified in such a way that gen-

ocide was excluded and impossible, but there 

were only the improvement and good order of 
life through mutually beneficial interaction. And 

all the good that is available to one or a certain 

group and/or to the public should be available to 

everyone and to all and should be just a dignified 
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life – for all and each one, with equal rights for 

access and availability to all goods. 

“Social” can be called well-established and 

well developed in regard to society when society, 

that is, the union and coexistence of human iden-

tities, is established by humanity and the result-

ing justice. The accessibility and availability of 

all goods to one and/ or to any group can create 

and just creates inequality and just injustice. 

Meanwhile, we must be guided by the princi-

ple of morality, humanity and human dignity, 

and in this way, just with the following principle 

of justice, that all good that is available and ac-
cessible to at least one must be available and 
accessible to everyone and to all. This is not only 

the most important principle of morality but also 

the principle of equality and legal justice itself, in 

the legal sphere of social life, in the universal 

human life order of individuals, society or the 

whole of humanity. 

What is available and accessible to one, ac-

cording to the Christian commandment and the 

principle of morality, love your neighbour as 

yourself, love everyone as yourself, when thro-

ugh social work, political processes … it be-

comes accessible and available to everyone, is 

not it the standard of spiritual-civilizational quali-

ty in the life of a society? And isn‟t it barbaric, 
ferocious, and just vandalism when mankind, by 

divine graces, acquires education, health, vitality, 

and some good for the advancement of human 

life, whether it be for the sake of some people 

endowed only with money or power, or with 

other things and status, monopoly or privilege of 

functions, or connections, while others and eve-

ryone else remain neglected? 

We would like to cite here Pope Francis‟ 
(2015) words: “Among our tasks as witnesses to 
the love of Christ is that of giving a voice to the 

cry of the poor, so that they are not abandoned to 

the laws of an economy that seems at times to 

treat people as mere consumers”. Indeed, human 
rights are not violated only by terrorism, repres-

sion or assassination, but also by unfair econom-

ic structures that create huge inequalities. Pope 

Francis is sure that so-called “unrestrained liber-

alism” only makes the strong stronger and the 

weak weaker and excludes the most excluded. 

Modern society needs great freedom and a lot of 

love. “We need rules of conduct and also, if nec-

essary, direct intervention from the state to cor-

rect the more intolerable inequalities”, - right-

eously concluded Pope Francis (Pope Francis, 

2015). It should be concluded that Christian so-

ciology is essentially involved in the socio-

economic aspects of modern society.  

The understanding of the concepts of “human 
identity”, “social”, and “societal” as well as of 
“nation”, “human society”, and “humanity” ex-

isting in modern social theories and practice 

needs to be corrected in principle and brought 

maximally closer to the specific of “human”. By 
what basic idea, what preferred mode should be 

understood in all above formulas the concepts 

“human identity”, “nation”, “human society”, 
“humanity”, and saying “human”, “national”, 
“social” or “societal”, what meaning is assumed 
in them, and is this understanding correct, or it is 

necessary to understand their content in the light 

and meaning of a new idea with the necessary 

and preferred utility? 

It is necessary and just preferable for the prac-

tice of social life, for social science and all social 

theories to understand and define “society”, “so-

cietal”, and “social” from the standpoint of the 
united concept of ontological and teleological 
truth. Thus, guided by the complementarity and 

completeness of truth in practice and theory, it 

provides an opportunity to understand the com-
munity and the fundamental to its phenomenon 
and concept of “social” with the inclusive gen-
erality that philanthropically and caring gathers 
in itself, preserves, and grows the spiritual 
wealth of human identities and the very diversity 
of graces. 

How is such an understanding possible and 
founded? Note that in the case of such an under-

standing, we get closer to the specific of “hu-

man”, which is present in all above discussed 
concepts. Righteous, as said above, human na-
ture is universal for all human beings and for all 
possible and/or forms of communal life that have 
already taken place. But “human identity”, and 
consequently, the concepts “life and culture of 
identity”, “humanity”, “nation”, “society”, in 
which “human”, “national”, “social”, or “socie-

tal” should be kept in mind, understood and in-

terpretively defined in a new light with necessary 

and preferred utility.  

Man‟s individuality and uniqueness (i.e., sin-

gularity or originality) should be understood as 
individuality and uniqueness that are present in 
his person and that complements him with the 
unity of grace bestowed on him in life and in all 
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creative activities. In fairness, human identity is 

not fully determined by one grace, but rather 

when defining his identity, life-creating and cul-

ture-creative activity, it is necessary to take into 

account the presence of other graces, and conse-

quently, a specific feature determined by the uni-

ty of all these graces of a person and his vital ac-

tivity. And do not graces, gifts, and acquired 

abilities interact, enhance and improve each other 

in human identity, life and all possible activities? 

In connection with this question, it is possible 

to notice that it is inherent in everyone to attain 

superior good and perfection in the personal way 

of life as well as in the creative activity by the 

grace of striving with love and by another grace 

of the effort of the will. It is the same for every-

one to be influenced by the possibilities of “in-
vestigative thinking” and to further improve the 

ability to think with “prudence” and “wisdom” 

by which to restrain the “rage” and “emotional-
sensuous” inner movement from its exaggerated 
and extreme radical manifestations, to manage 

and shape the “spiritual feeling” and “courage” 
and identically also to moderate and refine “sen-

sual desire” movement into the “common sense”. 
Bringing the above together, one can fix the for-

mula. The individuality and uniqueness of human 
identity are formed and should be understood 
precisely as the unity of gifts, represented and 
improved by their mutual impaction in the inner 
world and lifestyle of a person. 

By saying “human identity”, we mean not on-

ly a specific notion that refers to a human person 

but also a general notion that is applicable to a 

group, community, nation, society, humanity as a 

group, society, a “spiritual-civilizational “human 
identity” of a group, community. “Human identi-
ty” and, therefore, its inherent individuality and 
uniqueness, contained in them and formed by 

their interaction, becomes human unity as a mul-

titude of “communal identities” - “nation”, “soci-

ety”, “humanity”, in which are present and fun-

damental the “human”, “national”, “societal” or 
“social”. And it should be noted that in this way, 
together with various “communal identities” are 
becoming in the same way as “existence”, “com-

munal existence” or “coexistence” and as well 
the whole culture as “national and/or universal 
culture”.  

Now, the “human identity”, in which its indi-

viduality and uniqueness, contained in them-

selves and formed by their interaction, is becom-

ing, in the same way, the collective human iden-

tity, the whole human life and culture, which in 

principle and permanently, in the past and from 

now also in the present, should be necessarily 

understood and interpreted not as the minimum 
commonality between human beings, determined 

only by the identity of human nature or by the 

similarity of spirit-corporeal features, but as in-
clusiveness that is composed and preferably unit-

ed by the spiritual richness of the varied graces 
the identities, life, and cultures of all that is in-

cluded into the extension of those concepts. And, 

of course, saying the variety of graces, it is nec-

essary to distinguish them from mental illnesses 

and injuries, as well as from their results – from 

moral and behavioural deviations and distortions. 

Hence, all that can be said about “human identi-
ty”, “human life”, and “culture” is necessary to 
say in regard to the spiritual richness of the spirit-

giving and life-giving “identities” of the variety 
of graces of all persons, existence and cultures, 

exactly to a humane assembly intended to wis-

dom and education of entire goodness and virtue, 

the intention of perfection and preservation, by 

performing and implementing council, words 

and deeds. It is necessary to fix that the under-

standing of the “social” is fundamental for socie-

ty. The meaning of the truth as such (i.e., the uni-

ty of the truth and good of the existence of the 

society as such), which is also of the council of 

wisdom, is based on the understanding of the 

“social”. And the meaning of “social”, in the 
case of this understanding and realization, socie-

ty does not want to lose anyone, of anyone‟s in-

dividual grace, separate individual grace of any 

person, group, community, or union. According-

ly, this understanding requires specifying its en-

tire function, including the operation of state and 

public structures.  

All people have graces – born gifted and en-

dowed by nature, or baptized, or acquired thro-

ugh other graces that are multiplied during the 

fulfilment of their graces. Graces or the gift of 
graces are divine in human identity and life, in 
life-creating and culture-creating activities. Just 

the graces are, for sure, the various creative abili-

ties in different fields like philosophy, social sci-

ences, psychology, mathematics, natural scienc-

es, physics, chemistry, and in arts - in music, 

painting, sculpture, architecture, etc. Along with 

it, the true graces and perfected by education vir-

tues are godliness, humanity, wisdom, kindness, 
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mercy etc., which just make it possible in the 

mentioned above various fields the preferable 
fulfilment of creative graces in human life. 

Righteous, how is it possible in philosophy, 

humanities, social, cultural, historical, and sci-

ences to define the meaning of human identity, in 

which also of the council of wisdom, if the basis 

of these studies does not contain the spiritual 

feelings and ideas of “humanitarianism” and of 
the arising from it “justice”? How are social 
teachings, sociology and social work brought to 
life with the need and intent for the good order of 
human coexistence if the activities of the thought 
and soul of those studies and researchers are not 

based on the feelings and ideas of “humanitarian-

ism” and the arising from it “justice”? And if 
knowledge and science, in principle, do not con-

sider as the target and fulfilment of their inner 

perfection the disclosure of the true meaning and 

council of wisdom, how do they present them-

selves as scientific knowledge and science? Ac-

tually, only by discovering and describing the 

circumstances of realities, and not attaining their 

power and thus also their significance, the regu-

lation of the being of things and works, thus dis-

covering the regularity and also causes and ef-

fects, knowledge and science are presented as 

merely descriptive and just “proto-knowledge” 
and “proto-science” rather than knowledge and 

science of truth and wisdom.  

 

 

Conclusion 
 

With a new understanding and fulfilment of the 

“social”, society considers the diversity of hu-

man identities endowed with the gift, individu-

ality of graces and their culture creating activities 

as its content and wealth, asserting the mutual 

life-giving its close relations and connection with 

their identities by self-understanding, structuring 

and fulfilment of its existence and functioning. 
According to the new self-understanding of the 

“social”, the society instils in itself an openness 
of understanding and care, communication and 

perception, and establishes in the human being 

and within it the joint existence of the spiritual 

and civilizational for enabling and fulfilling the 

possibility of the internal and external perfection 

of its vital activity. The understanding of “hu-

man”, “national”, “social”, or “societal” in the 
above presented new light interprets them as a 

“universal inclusiveness” of the existence of 
identities (mutual existence and coexistence) and 
activities in the general sense of human beings 

defined by the specific of inner capacities of ful-

filled and not fulfilled graces. Accordingly, the 

socially significant activities of state and non-

governmental organizations just this way directly 

to the realization of those creative, mutually in-

spiring and life-giving graces and this way pro-

vide all people with the opportunity to live by 
spiritually-civilized identity, having supportive 

fostering and security. 
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