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Abstract. Even with the most “naked” eye it is difficult not to notice the growing
prevalence of tattoos in the Russian society (beyond any generational, gender, professional
or social boundaries), which makes tattooing an important object of sociological analysis and
requires identifying its subject field, since tattooing is such an ancient social phenomenon
that it has long been the focus of interdisciplinary research (historical, anthropological,
philosophical, art-historical, cultural studies, etc.). The article outlines this subject field
as consisting of several thematic blocks. First, these are reasons for the popularization
of tattooing in the social history of recent centuries: the results of the colonial era; interest
in other cultures; “labeling” of subcultures; expansion of the listed “niche” reasons beyond
certain social/professional groups and subcultures (mass distribution of tattoos in the
contemporary consumer culture). Second, the conceptual foundations of the sociological study
of the functional-symbolic features of tattooing: the “critical theory”; theories of subcultures;
identity theories; gender approach within identity research; sociological theories of the body.
Undoubtedly, the specificity of the sociological analysis of tattooing is the focus on its
functions in a given social context, which today is set by the mass consumer culture of the
information society and, in part, by various subcultural and “elite”-reference groups. Third,
the possibility of empirical study of tattooing outside the social-anthropological (historical-
visual or semiotic-symbolic) field — in the perspective of highlighting existing/sustainable
social representations about tattooing. Sociologists have two main methodological tools:
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mass representative surveys and semi-formalized (expert in the broad sense of the word)
interviews. The article presents the results of the all-Russian survey conducted by WCIOM
in 2019 and of the small online survey supplemented by semi-structured interviews, which
showed a clearly expressed trend of social ‘normalization’ of tattooing in the Russian
society as mainly a widespread and a generally neutrally perceived method of (aesthetic and
decorative) self-expression.

Key words: tattoo; sociological analysis; mass culture; subculture; tattoo functions; self-ex-
pression; social-cultural context; survey; interview; social normalization; social representations

In recent years, tattooing has become increasingly popular in the Russian
society [see, e.g.: 1; 56], while remaining outside the scope of sociological
analysis [see, e.g.: 12; 24]. Judging by the number of people with tattoos
around us, one can say that both a very young person and an adult with
a certain social status would make a tattoo, which clearly indicates functional
expansion of tattooing mainly in the artistic rather than in the utilitarian
perspective. Certainly, there are ongoing human body transformation
“experiments” throughout social history [see, e.g.: 35] in the interests of our
varied participation in social life. In the course of socialization, our appearance
inevitably changes, adapting to the norms of social-cultural reality, following
the standards imposed by our social circle/environment and reference groups.
Moreover, in recent decades, industries of body modification [see, e.g.: 22]
and body practices [see, e.g.: 14] have rapidly developed: the consumer society
provides increasingly more technological opportunities for transforming the
body, including with tattooing.

There are different reasons for the popularization of tattooing in social
history: results of the colonial era (for example, sailors brought “savages” with
tattoos to show to the enlightened public for entertainment) [17. P. 53-58];
interest in other cultures (popularization of the Japanese-style tattoos among the
Russian aristocracy [17. P. 58—65]); “labeling” of subcultures (especially among
popular musicians and bikers [17. P. 77]); and since the 1980s, an expansion of the
above-mentioned “niche” reasons beyond specific social/professional groups
and subcultures. The mass spread of tattooing in the contemporary consumer
society does not allow to reduce its functions to social “labeling”, tribal affiliation

or magical ritual. Today we consider various psychological, historical, cultural
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and sociological aspects of tattooing as more or less free from its previous
unambiguous interpretations in specific communities/societies and cultures
(positive or negative). Having undergone many transformations, tattoos are
assessed differently and often contradictory in each society — from works of art
to a way of self-expression and even a marker of immorality, i.e., the current
perception of tattooing combines its numerous meanings (a marker of age,
an indicator of status, a talisman, a decoration, etc.).

Therefore, we need to outline the contextual framework for the sociological
analysis of tattooing in theoretical and empirical research. As a rule, theoretical
studies of functional and symbolic features of tattooing are based on one of the
following approaches:

» “critical theory” of the Frankfurt School [see, e.g.. 69], primarily its ideas
of subcultural escapism and protest behavior as defining the main contradiction
of the contemporary society (between individual autonomy and social dictate
in the world that has passed through the millstones of the cultural industry [see,
e.g.. 52]), i.e., tattoos allow to realize one’s need for autonomy and controlled
construction of personal identity as opposed to socially approved models;

« theories of subcultures [see, e.g.: 2; 4; 26; 57; 61] as emphasizing not deviant but
social-constructivist potential of tattoos (attributes of subcultures), albeit often
of a protest nature [70]; today such a protest “has turned from a group ideology
into a personal philosophy” [7. P. 156];

« theories of identity [see, e.g.: 64] as a combination of social and personal modes
of self-construction — tattooing contributes to the formation of identity through
body marks of belonging to a certain group or one’s uniqueness);

» gender approach in the identity research [see, e.g.: 67; 72] — tattooing as a means
of visual acceptance or denial of gender stereotypes of masculinity and femininity
imposed by the mass culture and advertising industry;

» sociological theories of the body [see, e.g.: 13; 32] focusing on tattoos in the
context of social-cultural determination of body practices [see, e.g.: 11; 12; 15;
19; 41] — corporality is an element of social communication and tattoos as one
of its “languages” together with other verbal and non-verbal “languages”, the
knowledge of which contributes to successful socialization, increases possibilities

of social adaptation and reduces social tension [1; 16; 21; 43].
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Thereby, body “is the first and most natural human instrument, or, to put
it more precisely and not mention an instrument... the first and most natural
technical object and at the same time a technical means” [16. P. 311], and
tattooing is a type of social action: “through our attitude to the body we can
express our identity, represent ourselves in the social world” [20. P. 561]. “In
our consumption set, there is an object more beautiful, more precious, more
vibrant than all others, more loaded with connotations than a car, an object that
seems to sum up all other connotations — the body” [5. P. 89] as an element
of social communication and a way to achieve different goals. “Today society
makes us believe that appearance close to the standards of beauty in a specific
culture is considered by representative of the other sex as sexually attractive,
which increases chances of success in love relationships and in choosing
the most attractive partner, thus, ensuring one’s competitiveness in starting
a family” [20. P. 561]. As a result, on the one hand, we witness popularization
of tattooing practices for changing one’s body (to stand out from the crowd
or, on the contrary, to follow its standards); on the other hand, tattooing
as a method of communication and a social-cultural phenomenon undergoes
changes under the influence of new social demands and requirements which
can be coercive [48], especially in such closed institutions as prisons, hospitals
or the army. M. Foucault introduced the term “biopolitics” [49] for a set
of political governance (control and manipulation) mechanisms for managing
all life practices, including the body ones [50].

Thus, sociological analysis of tattooing focuses on its functions in a specific
social context. For instance, according to F. Tonnies’ division of community/
societies into traditional (Gemainshaft) and modern (Gesellshaft) [44],
tattooing shows the transformation of body practices from predominantly
religious-cultural (symbolic “texts”) and even socially obligatory (“signs”
of status hierarchies) in traditional communities to distinctly personal
(individual preferences of aesthetic or other types) and by definition not
so functional [71] in modern societies, However, tattoos always perform
functions of self-decoration and social self-presentation: today not on such
a scale as in traditional societies but tattoo still “label” growing up and a new

social status.
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In contemporary realities, the broader context of tattooing is the mass culture
of the information society, while the more “localized” context is a specific
subculture. One cannot help but notice the popularity of tattooing (compared
to previous decades and centuries) due to changes in lifestyle, development
of new forms of communication and information technologies (In particular,
social networks that popularize tattoos) [6; 8; 34; 40]. However, such a mass
character is ambiguously assessed in everyday and scientific discourses:
it 1s criticized for standardization and unification (homogenization of tastes,
elimination of diversity in cultural “production” and passive perception
of its products, commercialization and the triumph of stereotypes) [39; 53]
but praised for numerous opportunities for self-expression outside a limited
elite circle [18] or taken for granted as the social-cultural dominant of our
time [30]. It is the mass character that is responsible for the flourishing of tattoo
culture [62]. Therefore, in recent decades, tattooing has been perceived
as an integral part of the contemporary culture, a social “language with the
centuries-old history [21], reflecting features of the contemporary world, not
being a prerogative of younger generations, and capable of performing not only
decorative but also symbolic functions.

In the subcultural context, tattoo is a means of visual identification of in-
group members but in an extended (compared to previous decades) sense [25; 51].
Initially the concept of subculture (and its radial protest version of counterculture)
was associated with youth movements characterized by informality, anti-
authoritarianism, disagreement with traditional values and lifestyles (primarily
of older generations). Today this term describes a relatively stable group with
interests, values, norms, behavior patterns and symbolism different from similar
characteristics of the dominant culture and, thereby, contributing to both
individual self-expression and group self-identification. In the youth subculture,
“the visual aspect (tattoo, piercing, scarification, etc.) is the main “identifying
element” for members, with which they identify themselves with the group and
find others like them in the main culture” [29. P. 6—7]. Tattoos’ symbolism serves
as an indicator of the special social-cultural and value-normative environment
of subculture; therefore, analysis of this symbolism explains the subculture’s

worldview and values, social position and well-being [23; 37; 38]. This
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subcultural symbolism is not an exclusively youth phenomenon: for instance,
bikers are a multi-generational masculine-oriented subculture with clear visual/
body “labeling” [9; 26; 31].

In addition to the conceptual analysis of tattooing, sociologists aim
at providing its operational definitions for empirical research. As in the
theoretical study, in the empirical one we rely on interdisciplinary experience,
primarily social-anthropological studies of tattooing in different (traditional)
(sub) cultures (radically different from post-industrial societies in lifestyles),
which are conducted by the method of participant observation (with some
elements of visual sociology). For instance, tattoos play an important
role in the prison subculture — as a means of communication for in-
groups and a “mark”™ of belonging to this subculture. For members of the
criminal subculture, tattoos reflect past and present criminal connections
and acts, while for researchers they constitute a special “language” of the
specific community (markers of positions in the criminal hierarchy, social-
professional status in the criminal community, committed crime, term and
place of serving the sentence, etc.).

Certainly, prison tattoos may contain images with other symbolic
meanings — associated with mystical beliefs or personal interests. Moreover,
the criminal subculture is not static, it changes over time, penetrates into broader
social strata and, in turn, is influenced by mass trends, which is why some
tattoos that previously symbolized certain criminal connections or membership
in a criminal group either changed their meanings or acquired new (contextually
dependent) interpretations. There are following types of criminal tattoos
according to their content at the intersection of the prison subculture and
everyday life [42. P. 76]: information-hierarchical (indicate positions in the
criminal hierarchy and allow to monitor behavior of the criminal subculture’s
members); personal-attitudinal (mark biographical events and personal attitudes
to various social groups); symbolic-identifying (means of communication within
the criminal environment and of identification of in-group members); prison
(indicators of prison experience); memorable (to keep in memory important
events of the past); sexual-erotic (reflect dreams about future sexual contacts

and/or represent sexual identity).
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Since sociological analysis of tattoos in the mass culture focuses on them
as markers of social-cultural changes (In relation to the body, gender, identity,
etc.), it is necessary to reveal the dominant social representations of tattooing
with mass sociological surveys. One of the most illustrative surveys was
conducted by the WCIOM in 2019 and showed [33] that: every tenth Russian
had a tattoo (or several ones), more often men than women (18 % vs 5 %),
and no one found it difficult to answer the corresponding question (i.e.,
it 1s not sensitive); the main reasons for getting a tattoo were “stupidity and
youth” (30 %) and “military service” (29 %), every fifth “just wanted to get
a tattoo” (19 %); people over 60 years old (59 %) more often explained their
tattoo by stupidity and youth, and every third in this group got a tattoo in the
army, while among the 45-59-year-olds — every second, among 35-44-year-
olds — 38 %, and then this share decreases to zero in the youngest group, i.e.
the “tradition” of getting tattoos in memory of military service seems to fade
away. The opposite trend is observed for two other reasons to get a tattoo:
18—24-year-olds explain such an impulse by the desire to have a tattoo, 28 % —
by considering it beautiful; among 25-34-year-olds this ratio changes to 40 %
and 8 % respectively, i.e., personal choice has become the main reason for getting
a tattoo. As a rule, Russians interpret tattoos as indicators of the desire to stand
out (43 %) or tributes to fashion (41 %), less often (27 %) as markers of having
been in prison (among those who have tattoos only 2 % mentioned this reason),
every fifth — as body decorations, every tenth — as symbols of belonging
to a certain group. Russians tend to be indifferent to people with tattoos (58 %)
rather than perceive them negatively (not understanding — 15 % or judging —
12 %) or positively (understanding — 13 % or supporting — 2 %), but certainly
without any difficulty in expressing one’s position.

We did not find more recent all-Russian surveys on tattooing,
so we conducted a small online survey that does not allow for generalizations
but helps to identify some trends in perceiving tattoos and general ideas about
motives and reasons for getting a tattoo. 200 respondents, mostly the youth,
took part in the online survey, and, to clarify its results, three semi-structured
interviews were conducted — with a woman and a man with tattoos, and with

an “expert” — a tattoo artist. According to the online survey results, every third
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(32 %) has a tattoo, more often women (42 % vs 15 %). Among those who do not
have tattoos, every tenth has most of his friends tattooed, while the majority
(80 %) has only a few such friends, i.e., tattoos have become such a widespread
phenomenon in the Russian society that almost every (to be precise: young)
person without tattoos knows several people with tattoos. 41 % in the group
without tattoos would like to get one (men more often — 45 % vs 38 %), and
the main motive for tattooing (98 %) is aesthetic (decorating the body), then
comes the decision to get a tattoo in memory of an important event (64 %),
to emphasize one’s uniqueness (37 %), not to “decorate” oneself but to hide
some body “flaws” such as a scar (17 %), i.e., personal motives dominate. Those
who do not have and do not want to get tattoos also explain their decision
by aesthetic-decorative considerations: one may get tired of one’s tattoo and
regret having it done (84 %), less often respondents mentioned disinterest in this
method of modifying one’d body and reluctance to get a tattoo at the moment,
not excluding such a possibility in the future (53 % each), i.e., personal reasons
also predominate in refusing a tattoo.

The dominant personal perception of tattoos is confirmed by the most
widespread associations with them: more than a third (37 %) consider tattoos
as symbolic, meaningful drawings, 15 % associate them with aesthetics, beauty
and art, 11 % define them as a means of self-expression and a manifestation
of individuality (including within subcultures — 12 %) or, on the contrary,
associates them with harm, damage to appearance and dirt (10 %). In general,
respondents have a neutral attitude towards people with tattoos (64 % say that
it does not matter for them whether a person has a tattoo or not) or a positive
one (31 %; women more often — 37 % vs 24 %). The motives for the positive
perception of the tattooed are simple — attractiveness (90 % in this group)
or unusualness and courage (74 %), but it should be mentioned that all those
who answered this question had positive experience of communicating with
people who had tattoos, i.e., such an experience seems to eliminate any negative
stereotypes regarding tattoos (if one had such stereotypes before).

As a rule, respondents get their first tattoo at the age of 18-22 years
(70 %), every fifth — at the age of 14—17, apparently trying to express their

individuality and adulthood in the society in which tattooing has become
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extremely accessible (obviously, teens need parental permission and financial
support for tattooing, and many parents agree with their child’s decision).
Tattooing is unambiguously perceived as a professional industry — two
thirds of the tattooed got their first tattoo in a tattoo parlor, and only one
in four got it at home (it is not uncommon to get one’s first (and not only first)
tattoo “through one’s connections”). Most (82 %) respondents with tattoos
want to get more tattoos in the future, considering them mainly as a means
of decorating the body, every second — as a way to remember a significant
event in their life (body “memory”), every fifth — as an opportunity to show
one’s uniqueness, to express oneself; following fashion and demonstrating
membership in a subculture are the rarest reasons for tattooing (7 % and 3 %,
respectively), i.e., motives for tattooing are more emotional than rational. Most
respondents with tattoos consider their tattooing experience successful; every
seventh encounters some misunderstanding/negativity from time to time, but
“in general everything is fine”; none of those who got a tattoo regret it or want
to get rid of it. Such a distribution of answers can be explained by the reaction
of others: 43 % believe that most people do not care at all whether a person has
a tattoo or not, 40 % have repeatedly received compliments about their tattoos,
and only 13 % have ever encountered a negative reaction.

Thus, even a small online survey shows a clear trend toward social
“normalization” of tattooing in the Russian society as a way of self-expression
through body decoration. Semi-structured interviews confirmed both this trend
and the “massification” of tattooing, since there is no relationship between
having a tattoo and profession, hobby or marital status, age or gender, and the
main reason for getting a tattoo is “/ just liked/wanted it”, regardless of the
presence or absence of people with tattoos in one’s social circle/environment —
some do not have such friends “at all”, others have “many friends and many
tattoos”. As for the desire to assert oneself with tattooing, there are different
opinions: for some, tattoo did not affect their self-perception as “it did not
depend on tattoos, they probably did not affect my self-esteem in any way”;
“nothing has changed much, but I know people whom tattoos helped to assert
themselves”; “I cannot say anything about self-respect or self-esteem...

I haven’t thought about it at all”. The fact that no one regrets getting any
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tattoos proves thoughtfulness rather than spontaneity of such a decision: “/
have never regretted a single tattoo”; “I didn’t do it in vain and, of course,
I didn’t want to redo anything, I did what I wanted”. Respondents’ observations
of others in terms of attitudes to tattoos are no less diverse: “I know people
who get tattoos because it’s fashionable... they follow today’s fashion trends”;
“there are professions not allowing tattoos”, “mostly women get tattoos...
and today’s youth”; but “if your tattoo is somehow offensive... for instance,
swastika in our society violates moral standards... then tattoos won’t work” —
they will cause a negative reaction. However, respondents deny that tattoos are
some kind of social deviation: “social order can be disrupted by ill-mannered
people but not by tattoos”; therefore, “God save us from introducing sanctions
against tattoos!”.

Thus, there is an obvious trend of routinization of tattooing in the
contemporary Russian society in full accordance with the stages of constructing
a social phenomenon in the social-phenomenological perspective: habitualization
of tattoos as a means of the body aesthetic-symbolic decoration; typification —
evolution of the functional determinants of tattooing in social contexts
differing in scope; institutionalization — codification of the tattoo “language”
within specific subcultures, development of a commercially successful and
technologically advanced tattoo industry; legitimation of tattoos as a social
“norm”. Today the main motive for tattooing is self-expression: “young people
are driven not so much by aesthetic preferences as by motives that reflect their
personality and character, by desire to capture the results of their life search
as an integral part of themselves and their lives” [55. P. 107]. Certainly, the
mass culture influences tattooing by determining and changing ideals of beauty,
fashion and lifestyle, which are further reflected in the choice, technology
and popularity of tattoos. However, tattoos also influence the mass culture
as a widespread and accessible means of self-expression and individualization
for popular personalities (In sociological terms, they are significant others
or reference groups): their tattoos are copied by their followers (fans) and turn
into markers of (sub) cultural identity or group “labeling”, which can also
happen in a protest form of the denial of norms and stereotypes of the mass

culture through “iconic elements of appearance”.

486 SOCIOLOGICAL LECTURES



Tpoyyx U.B., Boponuna B.A. Bectnuk PYJIH. Cepust: Cononorust. 2024. T. 24. Ne 2. C. 477-492

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

References

. Antonova N.L., Merenkov A.V. Telo kak proekt: praktiki konstruirovaniya [Body

as a project: Design practices]. Vestnik PNIPU. Sotsialno-Ekonomicheskie Nauki. 2019;
2. (In Russ.).

. Appalonova T.S. Praktiki telesnogo konstruirovaniya v subkulturah kak sposob

prezentatsii modeli identichnosti [Practices of body construction in subcultures
as a way of presenting an identity model]. Sovremenny Ucheny. 2017; 8. (In Russ.).

. Afanasieva Yu.O. Yazyk tatuirovok [The language of tattoos]. Yazyk i Sotsialnaya

Dinamika. 2012; 12-2. (In Russ.).

. Baldaev D.S. Tatuirovki zaklyuchennyh [Prisoners’ Tattoos]. Saint Petersburg; 2006.

(In Russ.).

. Baudrillard J. Obshchestvo potrebleniya. Ego mify i struktury [The Consumer Society:

Myths and Structures]. Moscow; 2006. (In Russ.).

. Volokhova E.P. Fenomen massovogo soznaniya [The phenomenon of mass

consciousness]. Vestnik Sankt-Peterburgskogo Universiteta. Sotsiologiya. 2008; 2.
(In Russ.).

. Vorobieva E.S. Tatuirovanie kak ob'ekt sotsiologicheskogo issledovaniya [Tattooing

asanobjectof sociological research]. Zhurnal Sotsiologiii Sotsialnoy Antropologii.2016;
3. (In Russ.).

. Voronov Yu.M., Erova T.\V., Rozhkova A.S. Mudrost tolpy: diskursivnye strategii

i narrativy [Crowd’s wisdom: Discursive strategies and narratives]. Intelligentsiya
i Mir. 2018; 4. (In Russ.).

. Gauk A.V. Fenomen sotsialnogo simvolizma v baykerskoy subkulture [The phenomenon

of social symbolism in the biker subculture]. Vestnik VyatGU. 2009; 4. (In Russ.).

Golman E.A. Telesny realizm kak popytka preodoleniya problemy struktura/deystvie
v sotsiologii tela [Body realism as an attempt to overcome the structure/action problem
in sociology of the body]. Lichnost. Kultura. Obshchestvo. 2014; 16 (3—4). (In Russ.).

Golman E.A. Zhenskaya telesnost: teoreticheskie podkhody 1 perspektivy
sotsiologicheskogo issledovaniya [Female corporeality: Theoretical approaches and
prospects for sociological research]. Avtoref. diss. k.s.n. Moscow; 2015. (In Russ.).

Golman E.T. Telesnye praktiki zhenshchin v zerkale feministskoy diskussii [Women’s
body practices in the mirror of feminist discussion]. Logos. 2018; 4. (In Russ.).

Dolgov A.Yu. Sotsiologiya tela v postgenomnuyu epokhu [Sociology of the body in the
post-genomic era]. Sotsialnye i Gumanitarnye Nauki. Otechestvennaya i Zarubezhnaya
Literatura. Seriya 11: Sotsiologiya. 2022; 3. (In Russ.).

Dubinina I.S. Radikalnye praktiki modifikatsii tela v kontekste sovremennoy kultury
[Radical practices of body modification in the context of contemporary culture].
Rossiya i Zapad: Dialog Kultur. 2018; 18. (In Russ.).

Evseeva YalV. Sotsiologiya tela — aktualnoe napravlenie sotsiologicheskih
issledovaniy: vvedenie k tematicheskomu razdelu [Sociology of the body as a current
direction of sociological research: Introduction to the thematic section]. Sotsialnye
I Gumanitarnye Nauki. Oteche-stvennaya i Zarubezhnaya Literatura. Seriya 11:
Sotsiologiya. 2022; 3. (In Russ.).

COLIUOJIOTUYECKHUH JTEKTOPUI 487



Trotsuk I.V., Voronina V.A. RUDN Journal of Sociology, 2024, 24 (2), 477-492

16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

488

Evseeva Ya.V. Sotsiologiya tela: novye issledovaniya [Sociology of the body: New
research]. Sotsialnye i Gumanitarnye Nauki. Otechestvennaya i Zarubezhnaya Literatura.
Seriya 11: Sotsiologiya. 2022; 3. (In Russ.).

Elski A. Tatuirovka [Tattoo]. Minsk; 1997. (In Russ.).

II'yin A.N. Massovaya kultura i subkultura: obshchee i osobennoe [Mass culture and
subculture: general and special]. Sotsiologicheskie Issledovaniya. 2010; 2. (In Russ.).

Kon L.S. Muzhskoe telo v istorii kultury [Male Body in Cultural History]. Moscow; 2003.
(In Russ.).

Konovalova A.A. Tatuirovka kak sposob samoidentifikatsii: sotsiologichesky analiz
[Tattoo as a way of self-identification: Sociological analysis]. Chelovek v mire. Mir
v cheloveke: aktualnye problemy filosofii, sotsiologii, politologii i psikhologii. Perm;
2016. (In Russ.).

Korableva O.V. K voprosu ob otnoshenii obshchestvennosti k tatuirovke [On the public
attitude towards tattoos]. Karelsky Nauchny Zhurnal. 2020; 3. (In Russ.).

Koroleva E.O. Telesnye praktiki kak identichnost sovremennyh zhenshchin [Body
practices as the identity of today’s women)]. Aktualnye problemy sotsialno-politicheskoy
i filosofskoy mysli. Orel; 2022. (In Russ.).

Krapotina T.G. Osnovnye funktsii, printsipy i tsennosti molodezhnyh subkultur
v sovremennom obshchestve [Basic functions, principles and values of youth subcultures
in the contemporary society]. Biznes. Obshchestvo. Viast. 2015; 22. (In Russ.).

Kubantseva D.I., Rostovskaya S.R. Smyslovoe soderzhanie tatuirovok dlya yunoshey
i devushek v vozraste ot 14 do 20 let [The semantic content of tattoos for boys and girls
aged 14 to 20]. Obshchestvo: Sotsiologiya, Psikhologiya, Pedagogika. 2021; 8. (In Russ.).

Kuzovenkova Yu.A. Paradigmalny podkhod v analize rossiyskih i1 evropeyskih
molodezhnyh subkultur [A paradigmatic approach to the analysis of Russian and
European youth subcultures]. Vestnik Slavyanskih Kultur. 2021; 60. (In Russ.).

Latysheva T.V. Fenomen molodezhnoy subkultury: sushchnost, tipy [The phenomenon
of youth subculture: Essence, types]. Sotsiologicheskie Issledovaniya. 2010; 6. (In Russ.).

Makarova E.A., Tishchenko I.A. Tatuirovka kak odna iz modifikatsiy tela i motivatsionnye
ustanovki dlya ee naneseniya [Tattoo as a body modification and motives for getting it].
Vestnik TIUIE. 2021; 2. (In Russ.).

Maksimenko A.V. Molodezhnaya massovaya kultura kak faktor vybora tatuirovki:
sotsiologichesky aspekt voprosa [The youth mass culture as a factor in choosing a tattoo:
The sociological aspect]. Perspektivy razvitiya sfery nauki, tekhniki i tekhnologiy v 21
veke. Belgorod; 2022. (In Russ.).

Melnikova L.A. Simvolika natelnyh znakov (tatu, pirsing, skarifikatsiya) v kontekste
molodezhnyh subkultur [Symbolism of body marks (tattoos, piercings, scarification)
in youth subcultures]. Interekspo Geo-Sibir. 2012; 6. (In Russ.).

Minakov [.P., Khanova R.V. Fenomen massovoy kultury [The phenomenon of mass
culture]. Sotsialno-Gumanitarnye Znaniya. 2019; 10. (In Russ.).

Moreva E.V. Razvitie bayk-kultury v sovremennoy Rossiyskoy Federatsii [Development
of bike culture in contemporary Russia]. Novaya Nauka: Ot Idei k Rezultatu. 2017; 1-3.
(In Russ.).

SOCIOLOGICAL LECTURES



Tpoyyx U.B., Boponuna B.A. Bectnuk PYJIH. Cepust: Cononorust. 2024. T. 24. Ne 2. C. 477-492

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.
40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

Mauss M. Obshchestva. Obmen. Lichnost. Trudy po sotsialnoy antropologii [Society.
Exchange. Personality. Works on Social Anthropology]. Moscow; 2011. (In Russ.).

Na etu i na tu, zachem my byem tatu? [On this one and on that one, why do we get tattoos?]
2019. URL:  https://wciom.ru/analytical-reviews/analiticheskii-obzor/na-etu-i-na-tu-
zachem-my-bem-tatu. (In Russ.).

Naydorf M. Tolpa, massa i massovaya kultura [Crowd, mass and mass culture]. Voprosy
Kulturologii. 2007; 4. (In Russ.).

Nemtseva A.V. Problema chelovecheskoy telesnosti i ee simvoliko-smyslovoe soderzhanie
[The problem of human corporeality and its symbolic-semantic content]. Privolzhsky
Nauchny Vestnik. 2014; 4. (In Russ.).

Ovsyannikova O.A. Tatuirovka kak sotsiokulturnoe yavlenie [Tattoo as a sociocultural
phenomenon]. Nauka. Obshchestvo. Gosudarstvo. 2017; 1. (In Russ.).

Omelchenko E.L. Ot subkultur k solidarnostyam i nazad k subkulturam? Spory
o terminah i etnografiya molodezhnoy sotsialnosti [From subcultures to solidarities
and back to subcultures? Disputes about terms and ethnography of the youth sociality].
Etnograficheskoe Obozrenie. 2014; 1. (In Russ.).

Omelchenko E.L. Unikalen li rossiysky sluchay transformatsii molodezhnyh kul-turnyh
praktik? [Is the Russian case of transformation of youth cultural practices unique?].
Monitoring Obshchestvennogo Mneniya: Ekonomicheskie i Sotsialnye Peremeny. 2019; 1.
(In Russ.).

Ortegay Gasset J. Psikhologiya mass [Psychology of the Masses]. Samara; 1998. (In Russ.).
Rogovets O.V. Telesnost v mass-media obrazah [Corporeality in the mass media images].
Zhurnal Nauchnyh Publikatsiy Aspirantov i Doktorantov. 2018; 3. (In Russ.).

Romanov PV., Yarskaya-Smirnova E.R. Sotsiologiya tela i sotsialnoy politiki [Sociology
of the body and social policy]. Zhurnal Sotsiologii i Sotsialnoy Antropologii. 2004; 7 (2).
(In Russ.).

Rudenko I.N. Tatuirovki v prestupnom mire i sovremennoy mode [Tattoos in the criminal
world and today’s fashion]. Vestnik Magistratury. 2018; 1-2. (In Russ.).

Rusanova A.A., Lukiyanova N.A. Obrazy netipichnoy telesnosti v vizualnoy kulture
[Images of atypical corporeality in visual culture]. Diskurs. 2017; 4. (In Russ.).

Tonnies F. Obshchnost i obshchestvo [Community and Society]. Saint Petersburg; 2002.
(In Russ.).

Turner B. Sovremennye napravleniya razvitiya teorii tela [Contemporary directions in the
theory of the body]. Thesis. 1994; 6. (In Russ.).

Thompson B.Yu. Akademiya tatu: moda v srede universitetskih prepodavateley i ee pro-
tivorechiya [Tattoo academy: Fashion among university teachers and its contradictions].
Teoriya Mody: Odezhda, Telo, Kultura. 2020; 3. (In Russ.).

Filatova S.V. Entsiklopediya tatuirovok [Tattoo Encyclopedia]. Moscow; 2013. (In Russ.).

Foucault M. Nadzirat i nakazyvat. Rozhdenie tyurmy [Discipline and Punish. The Birth
of the Prison]. Moscow; 1999. (In Russ.).

FoucaultM. Rozhdenie biopolitiki. Kurs lektsiy, prochitannyh v Kollezh de Frans v 1978—1979
uchebnom godu [The Birth of Biopolitics. Lectures at the College de France, 1978—1979].
Saint Petersburg; 2010. (In Russ.).

COLIUOJIOTUYECKHUH JTEKTOPUI 489


https://wciom.ru/analytical-reviews/analiticheskii-obzor/na-etu-i-na-tu-zachem-my-bem-tatu
https://wciom.ru/analytical-reviews/analiticheskii-obzor/na-etu-i-na-tu-zachem-my-bem-tatu

Trotsuk I.V., Voronina V.A. RUDN Journal of Sociology, 2024, 24 (2), 477-492

50.
S1.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.
60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

490

Foucault M. Tekhnologii sebya [Technologies of the Self]. Logos. 2008; 2. (In Russ.).
Khamukova L.A. Obzor sovremennyh molodezhnyh subkultur v Rossii [A review
of contemporary youth subcultures in Russial. Globalnye sotsialnye protsessy 4.0:

sotsiokulturnye transformatsii v sisteme sovremennyh obshchestv. Saint Petersburg; 2023.
(In Russ.).

Horkheimer M., Adorno T. Dialektika Prosveshcheniya [Dialectic of Enlightenment]. Saint
Petersburg; 1997. (In Russ.).

Khoroshkevich N.G. Neodnoznachnost massovoy kultury [Ambiguity of mass culture].
Sotsiologicheskie Issledovaniya. 2011; 11. (In Russ.).

Charkina V.B., Zubova M.V. Marginalizatsiya kultury na primere rasprostraneniya

tatuirovki [Marginalization of culture on the example of the spread of tattoos]. Abyss. 2019;
1. (In Russ.).

Chernysheva E.V.,, Raymanova E.R. Motivatsiya naneseniya tatuirovok u molodezhi
[Youth’s motives for tattooing]. Aktualnye problemy ekstremalnoy i krizisnoy psikhologii.
Ekaterinburg; 2022. (In Russ.).

Shulyar E.Yu. Moda na tatuirovku u sovremennoy molodezhi [Tattoo fashion among the
contemporary youth]. Universum: Filologiya i Iskusstvovedenie. 2022; 12. (In Russ.).

Shchepanskaya T.B. Sistema. teksty i traditsii subkultury [System: Texts and Traditions
of Subculture]. Moscow; 2004. (In Russ.).

Atkinson M. Pretty in ink: Conformity, resistance, and negotiation in women’s tattooing.
Sex Roles. 2022; 47.

Atkinson M. Tattooed: The Sociogenesis of a Body Art. London; 2003.

Broussard K.A., Harton H.C. Tattoo or taboo? Tattoo stigma and negative attitudes toward
tattooed individuals. Journal of Social Psychology. 2017; 158 (5).

Caplan J. Written on the Body: The Tattoo in European and American History. London;
2000.

DeMello M. Bodies of Inscription: A Cultural History of the Modern Tattoo Community.
Durham; 2000.

Dey A., Das K. Why we tattoo? Exploring the motivation and meaning. Anthropology. 2017,
5().

Follett J.A. The consumption of tattoos and tattooing: The body as permanent text. 2012.
URL: https:/www.researchgate.net/publication/40754269 The consumption of tattoos
and tattooing the body as permanent text.

Kjeldgaard D., Bengtsson A. Consuming the fashion tattoo. Advances in Consumer
Research. 2005; 32.

Kosut M. An ironic fad: The commodification and consumption of tattoos. Journal
of Popular Culture. 2006; 39.

Mifflin M. Bodies of Subversion: A Secret History of Women and Tattoo. New York; 2001.

Naude L., Jordaan J., Bergh L. “My body is my journal, and my tattoos are my story”: South
African psychology students’ reflections on tattoo practices. Current Psychology. 2019;
38 ().

Sanders C. Customizing the Body: The Art and Culture of Tattooing. Philadelphia; 1989.

SOCIOLOGICAL LECTURES



Tpoyyx U.B., Boponuna B.A. Bectnuk PYJIH. Cepust: Cononorust. 2024. T. 24. Ne 2. C. 477-492

70. Sanders C.R. Marks of mischief: Becoming and being tattooed. Journal of Contemporary
Ethnography. 1988; 16 (4).

71. Turner B. The possibility of primitiveness: Towards a sociology of body marks in cool
societies. Body & Society. 1999; 5 (2-3).

72. Wroblewski C. Tattooed Women. London; 1992.

DOI: 10.22363/2313-2272-2024-24-2-477-492
EDN: RUDNIPK

TaTynpoBka Kak npeamMeT COLMOJIOrMY4eCcKoro uHTepeca:
HEeCKOJIbKO (PYHKLMOHAJIbHbIX 0COOEHHOCTEM
B COBPpEeMeHHOM o0uwiecTBe*

N.B. Tpouyk'?, B.A. Bopouunna'

"Poccuiickuii yHUBEPCUTET IPYKObI HAPO/IOB,
yi. Muxnyxo-Maxknas, 6, Mockea, 117198, Poccus

’HaroHaNbHbIH MCCICI0BATEIECKIN YHUBEPCUTET «BBICIIas mkoma 3KOHOMUK»,
yi. Macnuyxas, 20, Mocksa, 101000, Poccus

(e-mail: irina.trotsuk@yandex.ru; lera.rezanova.98@mail.ru)

AHHoTanusi. J[axke caMbIM «HEBOOPY)KEHHBIMY IJ1a30M CIIOKHO HE 3aMETHUTh BCe OOJIbIice
pacripocTpaHeHUE TaTyHPOBOK B POCCHIICKOM OOIIECTBE (BHE KAKHX-THOO MOKOJICHUSCKUX, TCHIIEP-
HBIX, MPOPECCHOHANIBHBIX M COIMAIBHBIX TPAHMUIL), YTO JIEJIAeT TATYMPOBAHNE BAXKHBIM OOBEKTOM
COIMOJIOTMYECKOTO aHAIN3a U TpeOyeT MpoYepUrBaHUs €ro MPEAMETHOTO TIOJIs, IIOCKOIbKY TaTyH-
POBKa — JPCBHUIA COIMATBHBIN ()CHOMCH U JIaBHO TOMNasia B (POKYC MESKIAUCIUILTHHAPHOTO UHTE-
peca (MCTOPHUKOB, aHTPOIIOIOTOB, GUIOCOPOB, HCKYCCTBOBEIOB, KYJIBTYPOJIOTOB U 1p.). B cTarbe
TE3UCHO 0003HAYCHO JAAHHOE MPEAMETHOE MOJIE, KOTOPOE BKIIFOUAET B CeOS HECKOJIBKO TeMaThye-
CKUX OJIOKOB. BO-TIepBBIX, 3TO MPUYUHBI MOMYISIPU3AIMKA TaTYUPOBAHUS B COLUATBHON HCTOPHH
MOCJICIHUX CTOJICTHI: PE3yJIbTaThl KOJIOHUAIBLHOM 3MIOXH; HHTEPEC K JPYTUM KYIBTYPaM; «MapKu-
POBKa» CYOKYJIBTYD; PACIIUPEHUE TIEPEUNCIICHHBIX «HUIIEBBIXY» TPUUUH MOMYJIIPHOCTH TaTyHPOB-
KH 32 MPEJIEeIIbl ONMPEICIICHHBIX COUATBHBIX/TPO(ECCHOHATBHBIX TPYIIT U CYOKYIBTYp (MaccoBOe
pacnpocTpaHeHUe TaTy B COBPEMEHHOM IMOTPEOUTENLCKON KyNbType). Bo-BTOPBIX, KOHIIENTYallb-
HBIE OCHOBAHUSI COIHOJIOTHYECKOTO U3Y4YEeHUsS! (DYHKIMOHATBHO-CHMBOJIMYECKUX OCOOCHHOCTEH
TaTYHPOBAHUS: «KPUTHUYCCKAST TCOPHS; KOHLCIINH CYOKYIBTYP; MOACITH UICHTHYHOCTH; TCHICP-
HBIN MO/IXOJ] B PyCJI€ HCCIIEOBaHMI MICHTHYHOCTH; COLMONIOTHYecKe Teopun Tena. Crenuduky
COIIMOJIOTMYECKOTO aHajM3a TaTy OmpeieNsieT (OKyc Ha ee (YHKIUSIX B 3aJIaHHOM COLHABLHOM
KOHTEKCTE, KOTOPBII 3a/JacT MacCoBasi MOTPCOUTEIbCKAsT KYJIbTypa HHPOPMAIMOHHOTO OO0IIecTBa
U OTYACTH CYOKYJIBTYPHBIC U <«AIMTAPHO»-pePEPEHTHBIC TPYIIIbl. B-TpeThiX, BO3MOKHOCTH M-
MMUPUYECKOTO HM3YyUCHHs] TATyHPOBAHUS BHE COLHAIBHO-aHTPOIOIOTHUECKOTO (MCTOPHKO-BU3Y-
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aJIbHOI'O WJIN CeMl/IOTl/IKO-CI/IMBOHI/I‘ieCKOFO) TOJIA — € TOYKHU 3PCHUA CIOKHMBIIUXCA COUATIbHBIX
MIpe/ACTaBIeHU. B pacmopsikeHnn COIMoora ecTh JBa OCHOBHBIX METOJMUYECKHX MHCTPYMEHTA:
MacCOBbIC PENPE3CHTAaTUBHBIC OIPOCHI M MOTY(HhOPMAIN30BAHHEIE (IKCIIEPTHBIE B ITMPOKOM CMBbICTIC
CJIOBA) MHTEPBBIO. B cTaThe mpencTaBiieHbl Pe3ybTaThl 00IIEPOCCUIICKOTO OMPOoca, IPOBEICHHOIO
BIIMOM B 2019 romy, n pa3BeapIBaTeIbHOTO OHIAWH-aHKETHPOBAHNUS, TOTIOTHEHHOTO TOTy(popMa-
JM30BaHHBIMH HHTEPBBIO U ITOKA3ABIIETO BHIPAXKECHHYIO TCHACHIMIO COIIMAIBHON «HOPMATH3ALIII
TaTyHpOBaHUsI B POCCUIICKOM OOIIECTBE — KaK IIMPOKO PaclpOCTPAHEHHOTO M HEWTpPaIbHO BOC-
MIPUHUMAEMOTO CII0c00a (ICTETUKO-IEKOPATHBHOTO) CAMOBBIPAKESHUSI.

KuiroueBble cjioBa: TaTyHpOBKa; COLMOIOTMYECKUI aHAIN3; MAacCcOBast KyJIbTypa; CyOKYJIbTY-
pa; GYHKLUHK TaTy; CAMOBBIPAXKEHUE; COLIMOKYIIBTYPHBIH KOHTEKCT; ONPOC; HHTEPBBIO; COL[HATbHAs
HOPMaJIM3aIKs; COIHANbHbIC TTPEACTABICHUS



