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ARCHETYPES  OF  INDIVIDUAL  AND  COLLECTIVE 
IN THE  MODEL OF  THE  UNIVERSAL  SOCIAL  CYCLE

Abstract. The article deals with the peculiarities of the interaction of arche-
types of individual and collective in the context of the model of the universal so-
cial cycle and the history of the development of corresponding concepts. Modern 
sociological theories are the attempts to find answers to challenges of the ongoing 
modernization process. Controversial approaches in most sociological theories 
seem to be “methodological individualism” or “methodological holism”. Accord-
ingly, modern space is marked, so to speak, by the dominance of “instrumental 
reason”. With the onset of the early Modern era, societies have a rigid opposition 
to traditional social institutions and values (in the spirit of “revolutionary diso-
bedience of socio-class interests”). The contradictions between individual and 
collective become sharp, which ultimately, is resolved in favor of the latter. The 
developed Modern is already characterized by the ideals of stability and security 
that reconcile individual and collective. Instead, the late Modern (or Postmo- 
dern) reinforces the controversy in individual and collective relations, stimulates 
social disintegration, blurs individual and collective identities. The issue of the 
nonlinear, cyclic approach to the highlighting of the interaction of archetypes 
of individual and collective remains open. For every person living in the soci-
ety in one way or another is connected with the information-energy interaction 
between society and the individual, between “WE” and “I”. Postmodernity also 
actualizes the other side of social life of a human being, society and civilization, 
which is a cyclical psychosocial process. Each of the stages of this process reveals, 
as evidenced by the research of the Ukrainian school of archetypes, national pe-
culiarities of social systems, as well as typical for one or another historical epoch 
psychosocial characteristics, and socio-historical development appears as inter-
action of mental and social structures.

Keywords: archetype, individual, collective, universal social cycle.

АРХЕТИПИ  ІНДИВІДУАЛЬНОГО  І  КОЛЕКТИВНОГО   
В  МОДЕЛІ  УНІВЕРСАЛЬНОГО  СОЦІАЛЬНОГО  ЦИКЛУ 

Анотація. Розглянуто особливості взаємодії архетипів індивідуального 
та колективного у форматі моделі універсального соціального циклу та істо-
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рії розвитку відповідних уявлень. Сучасні соціологічні теорії є спробами по-
шуку відповідей на виклики процесу модернізації, що триває. Конкуруючи-
ми підходами у більшості соціологічних теорій, здається, є “методологічний 
індивідуалізм” чи “методологічний холізм”. Відповідно, сучасний простір 
позначається, так би мовити, домінуванням “інструментального розуму”. З 
настанням епохи суспільства раннього модерну має місце жорстка опозиція 
до традиційних соціальних інститутів та цінностей (в дусі “революційної 
непоборності соціально-класових інтересів”). Протиріччя між індивідуаль-
ним та колективним стають дедалі гострішими і, зрештою, вирішуються на 
користь останнього. Розвинений Модерн вже характеризується ідеалами 
стабільності та безпеки, які примирюють індивідуальне і колективне. Нато-
мість уже пізній Модерн (або Постмодерн) посилює контраверсію у відно-
синах індивідуального та колективного, стимулює соціальну дезінтеграцію, 
розмиває індивідуальні і колективні ідентичності. Відкритим залишається 
питання нелінійного, циклічного підходу до висвітлення взаємодії архети-
пів індивідуального та колективного. Для кожної людини проживання в 
соціумі так чи інакше пов’язано з інформаційно-енергетичною взаємодією 
суспільства та індивіда, між “МИ” та “Я”. Постмодерна сучасність актуалі-
зує також інший бік соціального життя людини, суспільства та цивілізації, 
яке є циклічним психосоціальним процесом. Кожен з етапів цього процесу 
виявляє (як свідчать дослідження Української школи архетипіки) як націо-
нальні особливості соціальних систем, так і властиві тій чи іншій історичній 
епосі психосоціальні характеристики, а соціально-історичний розвиток по-
стає взаємодією психічних і соціальних структур. 

Ключові слова: архетип, індивідуальне, колективне, універсальний соці-
альний цикл.

АРХЕТИПЫ  ИНДИВИДУАЛЬНОГО  И  КОЛЛЕКТИВНОГО  
В  МОДЕЛИ  УНИВЕРСАЛЬНОГО  СОЦИАЛЬНОГО  ЦИКЛА

Аннотация. Рассмотриваются особенности взаимодействия архетипов 
индивидуального и коллективного в формате авторской модели “универ-
сального социального цикла” и истории развития соответствующих пред-
ставлений. Современные социологические теории являются попытками 
поиска ответов на вызовы процесса модернизации, который продолжается. 
Конкурирующими подходами в большинстве социологических теорий, ка-
жется, является “методологический индивидуализм” или “методологический 
холизм”. Соответственно, современное пространство отмечается, так сказать, 
доминированием “инструментального разума”. С наступлением эпохи обще-
ства раннего Модерна имеет место жесткая оппозиция традиционных соци-
альных институтов и ценностей (в духе “революционной непреодолимости 
социально-классовых интересов”). Противоречия между индивидуальным и 
коллективным становятся все острее и, наконец, разрешаются в пользу по-
следнего. Развитой Модерн уже характеризуется идеалами стабильности и 
безопасности, которые примиряют индивидуальное и коллективное. Зато 
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уже поздний Модерн (или Постмодерн) усиливает контраверсию в отноше-
ниях индивидуального и коллективного, которая стимулирует социальную 
дезинтеграцию, размывает индивидуальные и коллективные идентичности. 
Открытым остается вопрос нелинейного, циклического подхода к освеще-
нию взаимодействия архетипов индивидуального и коллективного. Для каж-
дого человека проживание в социуме так или иначе связано с информаци-
онно-энергетическим взаимодействием общества и индивида, между “МЫ” 
и “Я”. Постмодернистская современность актуализирует также другую сто-
рону социальной жизни человека, общества и цивилизации, которая явля-
ется циклическим психосоциальным процессом. Каждый из этапов этого 
процесса обнаруживает (как показывают исследования Украинской школы 
архетипики) как национальные особенности социальных систем, так и при-
сущие той или иной исторической эпохе психосоциальные характеристики, а 
социально-историческое развитие предстает взаимодействием психических 
и социальных структур.

Ключевые слова: архетип, индивидуальное, коллективное, универсаль-
ный социальный цикл.

Formulation of the problem. Mo- 
dern sociological theories are the at-
tempts to find answers to challenges 
of the ongoing modernization process. 
Controversial approaches in most so-
ciological theories seem to be methodo-
logical individualism or methodological 
holism. Accordingly, the modern space 
is marked by the dominance of the “in-
strumental mind”. With the onset of 
the Early Modern, a rigid (revolutio- 
nary) opposition to traditional social 
institutions and values arises. For the 
developed Modern the ideals of stabi- 
lity and security of both the individual 
and the collective, are inherent. Instead, 
the late Modern (or Postmodern) rein-
forces the controversy in individual and 
collective relations, stimulates social 
disintegration, blurring of individual 
and collective identities.

Swiss psychologist K. G. Jung de-
fined the archetype as an irrational un-
conscious, which he denoted as an ab-

stract soul, common to all people, even 
if it manifests itself through individual 
consciousness. In fact, the archetype is 
a collective unconscious cultural stere-
otype that affects the behavior and his-
tory of mankind. Since the archetype 
is a phenomenon of the human uncon-
scious, which manifests itself in culture 
and religion, then it is characterized 
by a certain socio-historical dynamics, 
which has its own laws. The first at-
tempt to demonstrate the relationship 
between the development of world his-
tory and the idea of archetype on the 
example of the development of local 
civilizations was made by the German 
philosopher O. Spengler.

The experience of many generations, 
accumulated in the spiritual treasures 
of the memory of the cultures of many 
nations, generally forms the landscape 
of archetypes of local civilizations, each 
of which is a part of the world civili-
zational space and the embodiment of 



22

certain groups of peoples, ethnic groups 
and states that are self-identified by 
the community of spiritual, cultural, 
ethnic and religious values, historical 
destinies and geopolitical interests. The 
follower of C. G. Jung and the founder 
of archetypal psychology J. Hillman in 
the monograph “The Power of  charac-
ter” notes that “character is the driv-
ing force” [1, p. 178]. This character is 
formed in the interaction of archetypes 
of individual and collective.

Analysis of the main research prob-
lems. E. Durkheim, the founder of the 
French sociological school, proposed 
to consider society as a superindividual 
and subindividual reality that possesses 
individuals and does not depend upon 
on them. At the same time, the German 
philosopher and founder of phenome- 
nology, E. Husserl, emphasized that 
“Me” is before everything conceivable, 
and it is for the subject who expresses 
such a judgment, the primordial inten-
tional base of his world [2, p. 137–138]. 
Today, in the leading countries of the 
world, with the help of innovative com-
munication systems, the individual 
gradually acquires an greater degree 
of individual freedom. He creates its 
own virtual world that goes beyond 
the boundaries of a national state body, 
even becomes a leading producer of in-
tellectual information, which can claim 
to play a role independent on the state 
and social group in the world.

On the other hand, this leads to a 
certain conflict between the movable 
interests of the “autonomous persona- 
lity” and the social values consolidated 
within the nation. Gradually, this be-
comes an important contributor to the 
contradictions between the global sub-
ject “Me” and the permanent form of 

social organization, which ultimately 
“pushes” the human community into a 
new cycle of world-historical develop-
ment. In essence, there is a contradic-
tion actualized between an individual 
and the authorities, which was suc-
cessfully described by the ideologues 
of anarchism from P. Kropotkin and  
M. Bakunin, who protest against vari-
ous international forums and declare 
themselves to be “fighters with anti-
human ideas of globalization”.

The formation of an early Modern is 
in one way or another connected with 
the ideas of K. Marx and F. Engels re-
garding the development of “productive 
forces”, in which the individual is re-
garded as a source of physical strength, 
and the economy is limited by the re-
lationship “goods – money – goods” 
(a kind of production for the sake of 
consumption). Industrialization, be-
coming the leading idea of the modern 
epoch, exacerbates the social issue and 
the relationship between an individual 
and collective. In the context of indi-
vidual archetypes there are phenomena 
of “social fetishism” and “individual 
alienation” [3, p. 114]. The German so-
ciologist M. Weber attracts our atten-
tion to “methodological individualism”, 
he describes the problem of subjective 
perception of social relations. Ameri-
can sociologist T. Parsons, answering 
the question of how a social system can 
exist, states that it exists only through 
collective values [4, p. 155]. German so-
ciologist N. Elias spoke about the dual 
civilization process, characterized by 
uneven distribution of models of civi-
lized behavior among individuals and 
in society as a whole [4, p. 196].

One of the co-founders of the Frank-
furt Philosophical School T. Adorno in 
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the middle of the twentieth century 
wrote that we live in the age of “disin-
tegrating individuals, and societies that 
regress” [5, p. 361]. In the work “Dia-
lectics of Enlightenment” T. Adorno, 
along with M. Horkheimer noted that 
“people are radically alienated from 
each other and from nature” [6, p. 270].

German futurist H. Opaszowski 
writes about the danger of the middle 
class blurring and the emergence of the 
phenomenon of the procuracy, that is, 
the temporarily employed labor force. 
The progress of technology kills many 
jobs. A new phenomenon for the wes- 
tern civilization is the poverty of those 
who work. There is no more favorite 
work, which parents used to have. 
There is a constant shortage of qualifi-
cations. Flexible change in occupations 
leads to loss of employee loyalty and a 
shortage of social time. As a result, the 
democratic political system becomes 
unstable [7, p. 45]. There is a hybridiza-
tion of consumption in an aging society. 
Due to the increase in anthropological 
load, nature loses the usual mechanisms 
of self-regulation. In social life there 
is an irreversible process of losing the 
privacy of personal data. Life in me-
tropolises is de facto taking place under 
permanent video surveillance. Anomie 
gives a real picture of the destruction of 
collective morality. Instead of two gen-
ders, gender pluralism is already under 
discussion [8]. The process of globali-
zation makes hybrid national forms of 
social inequality. M. Hardt and A. Negri 
in the monograph “Empire” drew atten-
tion not only to the political tendency 
of transition from modernist imperia- 
lism to postmodern imperial order with-
out external borders and with limited 
national sovereignty, but also to the hy-

bridization of technology and nature, as 
well as technology and human beings 
[9]. In his latest monograph, “The Me- 
tamorphoses of the World”, the German 
sociologist W. Beck draws attention to 
the fact that climate change integrates 
nature and society [10, p. 65].

Overview of unresolved tasks. The 
open question remains the nonlinear, 
cyclic approach to the highlighting of 
the interaction of archetypes of indi-
vidual and collective.

The purpose of the paper is to dem-
onstrate the epistemological capabili-
ties of the author’s cycle model of the 
universal social cycle on the example 
of the interaction of archetypes of indi-
vidual and collective.

Presenting main material. For eve-
ry person living in the society in one 
way or another is connected with the 
information-energy interaction be-
tween society and the individual, be-
tween “WE” and “US”. Accordingly, 
the links between the societal psyche, 
which characterizes the current post-
modern society as an integrity, and the 
individual psyche of a certain person, 
which undergoes dynamic changes to-
day, are actualized. In the context of 
these changes, there is every reason to 
consider the subject only the part of the 
society that actively influences others 
beyond itself. For example, the subjects 
of politics are large social groups with 
their specific interests that define the 
meaning of political action. At a cer-
tain stage of their development, they 
create their own political structures, 
made to act effectively in the interests 
of their groups. The direct organizers of 
political actions are individuals, if they 
determine the direction, course and 
content of political processes, so an im-
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portant role is played by another sub-
ject — a political leader as a person who 
has a crucial influence on the members 
of a particular social group.

A leader is an subject that has an or-
ganizational and integrating influence. 
As evidenced by the rich historical ex-
perience, the activity of the leader pro-
motes the disclosure of the creative po-
tential of a small or large social group, 
and sometimes, on the contrary, pre-
vents it. It is appropriate to note that 
liberalism considers the symbolic “end 
of history” the  liberation of an indivi- 
dual from all forms of collective identi-
ty. And all this happens in the context of 
the implementation of a system-build-
ing for the postmodern age  psychologi-
cal factor.

Postmodernity also actualizes 
the other side of social life of man, 
society and civilization, which is a 
cyclical psychosocial process. Each 
of the stages of this process reveals, 
as evidenced by the research of the 
Ukrainian school of archetype,  natio- 
nal peculiarities of social systems, and 
typical for one or another historical ep-
och psychosocial characteristics, and  
socio-historical development appears 
interaction of mental and social struc-
tures.

Not the last value for social life and 
behavior of social systems is carried 
by biological cycles. The annual cy-
clicality of ancient agricultural socie-
ties established the tradition of cyclic 
understanding of being. In particular,  
O. Chyzhevskyi linked human (social) 
activity with the rhythms of space cy-
cles. The activity of the Sun displays 
a tense social system from the state 
of equilibrium, becoming a signal for 
its switching to another quality [11,  

p. 24]. All the life of a person of a tradi-
tional society, says Russian philosopher  
A. Ahiezer, is an endless system of cy-
cles, which he reproduces as rituals. 
Sacred rituals were a way of adaptation 
to natural, cosmic cycles [12, p. 122]. In 
addition, human mental development 
have cyclic nature. In particular, in the 
psychological structure of human ac-
tivity, the communicative (mastering of 
tasks, motives, norms of human activity 
and development of emotional sphere) 
and substantive (formation of opera-
tional possibilities) are interchangeably 
actualized [13, p. 96].

The general scientific principles of 
the author’s concept of the universal 
social cycle are logically associated 
with the notion that the “inanimate” 
nature is characterized by symmetry, 
whereas the “animated” nature, in-
cluding the social form of matter, which 
is hierarchically higher than all the  
others, is characterized by the asym-
metry caused by the gender dichotomy 
of society.

Twenty years ago, speaking to the 
National Library of Ukraine named 
after V. I. Vernadskyi, with the jubilee 
(to the author’s fiftieth anniversary) 
lecture “Social relativism or sociology 
of the transitional age of social deve- 
lopment” E. Afonin drew the attention 
of his colleagues to the law of Louis 
Pasteur (1822–1885) and Pierre Cu-
rie (1859–1906), who, in studies on 
crystals, showed and explained the dis-
symmetry of “living” nature. And a de- 
cade earlier, based on the original sys-
tem engineering model of the Russian  
A. Gribashev’s “Semisloika” and the 
intuitive sense of the asymmetry of 
“animated” nature, it was managed to 
construct an author’s projective psy-
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chodiagnostic technique of “Color 
Tendencies” (1987). Using as a stimu-
lant the seven colors of the “rainbow”, 
the technique allows to distinguish 49 
human psychotypes. Adapted to mass 
sociological surveys, the variant of the 
methodology allowed to measure the 
codes of Ukrainian (62:38), Russian 
(56:44) and Belarusian (37:63) cul-
tures in 1992 and to begin monitoring 
of system-wide changes in Ukraine 
(1992–2017).

The author’s idea of the possible 
distribution of codes of world cultures 
somewhat resembles the periodic sys-
tem of chemical elements of the table 
of Russian chemist D. Mendeleev — 
the classification of chemical elements, 
which establishes the dependence of 
various properties of elements on the 
charge of the atomic nucleus. The key 
hypothesis of the author’s concept is 
that the psychosocial characteristics 
of the Eastern and Southern national 
cultures are close to symmetry, while 
their Western and Northern cultural 
controversies — to asymmetry. Under 
such conditions it is logical that the 
socio-historical cycles, starting at the 
East and South, in the process of de-
ploying of a large epochal cycle, move 
the center of the historical civilization 
process to the West and the North. Now 
mankind is again at a crossroads.

The idea of a new cyclical paradigm 
of the historical process consists in un-
derstanding the fundamental difference 
of the very nature of the deployment of 
social cycles. Unlike cycles that occur 
in nature, and are, as we already know, 
symmetric, the repetition of historical 
cycles is also asymmetrical. Symmetric 
cycles (spiral) correspond to the model 
of the pendulum, whereas the rhythms 

of social cycles are asynchronous. The 
principle of asymmetry of cycles has 
practically not been taken into account 
in previous concepts of the cyclical 
development of social objects, and tra-
ditional notions of cycles still connect 
the final phase of development with the 
repetition of the first one, although the 
content of the social cycle is naturally 
regarded as a set of connected pheno- 
mena and processes, which reflect the 
completed development cycle for a cer-
tain period of time.

For understanding the cyclic model, 
the notion of the difference in the cy-
clic time paradigm from the linear one 
has a big importance . Social reality is 
historical in its essence. A historical 
phenomenon can not be adequately 
explained outside of its time. Instead, 
the term “social time” describes human 
activity and social relations during cer-
tain social processes. At the same time, 
every society or local civilization has 
its own configurations of social time. In 
ancient times, the concept of “histori-
cal time” was introduced into scientific 
circulation, it  is kairos (from the Greek 
language — “favorable moment”) as a 
period of time, favorable or unfavorable 
for a particular event. Instead,  chronos 
was defined as “physical time”. In the 
Orthodox tradition, kairos is a time 
that has a specific historical meaning. 
It is kairos that fills the social histori-
cal periods. Historical time is a local 
characteristic of the development of 
the organic part of the nonlinear en-
vironment. The internal (biological) 
time of existence of a particular system 
characterizes its functioning. Instead, 
the external (socio-historical) time is 
the time of its change. For example, in 
the opinion of the Polish sociologist 
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P. Stompka, internal time consists of 
short-term social changes, and external 
time is a real historical time, which en-
ters into eternity [14, p. 287].

Generally, social time is a value-
normative concept that determines the 
existence and functioning of society. 
Social time characterizes the sequence 
of different activities and is a non-ma-
terial form of wealth of society and each 
member. The rhythm of social life is al-
most always uneven, because it consists 
of many rhythms of components.

Accumulated in a certain physical 
time, information is not transmitted 
automatically to every person from 
birth. Instead, people who are in a 
particular historical situation are try-
ing to absorb it throughout their lives. 
Therefore, people who live in different 
historical epochs possess qualitatively 
different levels of knowledge. There 
are also ways to master knowledge, as 
well as the pace of their building-up. 
In particular, according to American  
A. Toffler, 70 % of the population of the 
Earth live in different past, 25 % — in 
the present, 3 % — in the future [15,  
p. 81]. History studies the past, socio- 
logy — present, futurology — the fu-
ture. Symbiosis of these sciences gives 
a real picture of being.

The most common models of social 
time are linear, cyclic, point and phase. 
In a linear model, time runs continu-
ously and irreversibly from the past to 
the present, and then to the future. In 
the classical cyclic model, the flow of 
time is constantly repeated and forms 
a closed circle within which the time 
consequently and continuously pro-
ceeds in one direction from the past to 
the future, and then again to the past. In 
addition, the traditional interpretation 

of the full cycle is reduced to a model 
in which the final phase is converted to 
the original one, and the cycle begins 
again, passing the same route.

In the “universal social cycle” de-
signed by the authors, the reverse pro-
cess does not coincide (in form) with a 
series of previous processes. It is embo- 
died in the general trajectory of a spiral, 
when successive states are mostly simi-
lar, but not identical. Reverse processes 
in a spiral signify a repetition of the 
process at a relatively high level or (for 
a downward model) at a relatively low 
level. The general duration of the cycle 
is not absolute (the same), but depends 
on the type of cyclic processes. So, the 
universal social cycle is non-rhythmic, 
and the intervals between the phases of 
this cycle are not equal. Actually, such a 
cycle, according to the authors, is only 
able to withstand chaos and anarchy.

Let’s say more, the concepts of “evo-
lution” — “revolution” that are existing 
from the time of the Modern notion of 
social development on the basis of di-
chotomy — are not adequate to the mo-
dernity and the present complexity of 
the historical process. Moreover, they 
contradict the laws of dialectics, in par-
ticular the denial of denial law, accord-
ing to which the natural cycle, which 
consists of two normative periods and 
two transitional states, should be re-
produced in social nature. The authors 
propose a model of the “Universal Social 
Cycle”, the parts of which are two nor-
mative periods: “involution” and “evolu-
tion” and two transitional states: “revo-
lution” and “co-evolution”.

Revolution. During the revolu-
tion there is a peculiar “war of eve-
ryone against everyone” (Latin Bel-
lum omnium contra omnes), by which 
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the English materialist philosopher  
T. Hobbes describes the natural state of 
society before the conclusion of the “so-
cial contract” and the formation of the 
state, since in the social system the pos-
sible number self-sufficient individuals 
reaches its maximum. The uneasy non-
linear process of terrifying revolutio- 
nary vicissitudes seems to have a logi-
cal temporal inversion. An example of 
such reverse processes in the USSR was 
the period of the NEP (New Economic 
Policy), which lasted from the end of 
the Civil War (1921) to the beginning 
of industrialization (1929). In the end, 
together with the formed collective en-
tity “Us” the revolutionaries of the So-
viet system led the masses to “gain the 
common fruits of historical creativity”. 
True, in the socio-historical terms, the 
revolution naturally opens the way to 
a social involution, the consequence of 
which is the collapse of the social space. 
Yet the general historical result of the 
involution is the assimilation by the 
future generations of new — modern — 
social meanings. Currently, psychoso-
cial mechanisms that enhance the role 
of myths and traditions, which are, in 
fact,  the main regulators of the “static 
social norm”, enhance their influence. 
The degree of freedom of an individual 
in such a society is limited to the influ-
ence of the collective and society as a 
whole.

Involution. The psychosocial basis 
of the involution determines the emotio- 
nally sensitive type and behavior of the 
person based on the material picture of 
the world, the orientation to socially 
significant values, intuitional thinking, 
evaluative-volitional decision-making, 
reliance on external social control, the 
functioning and maintenance of integ-

rity as a feature social and productive 
activities. The fundamental meanings 
that cultivate the science of the involu-
tionary era are the source of the deve- 
lopment of the collective unconscious. 
The mechanism of transforming these 
meanings into the collective uncon-
scious is the school as a social institu-
tion, which, due to the collective na-
ture of educational activity, produces 
invariants of these actions. In particu-
lar, according to the theory of “phased 
formation of mental actions” of the So-
viet Ukrainian psychologist P. Galperin 
[16, p. 236–277], any action, other than 
operations, consists of an IBA (indica-
tive basis of action) — a system of rep-
resentations of the nature of the envi-
ronment, conditions, purpose, plan and 
means of action. Transfer in the learn-
ing process of action-skills in habbit 
patterns — automatic actions, in fact, 
are the mechanism that transforms the 
knowledge component of the action 
(theoretical knowledge or their mean-
ings) into the collective unconscious.

Coevolution. The general configu-
ration of the changes in the co-evolu-
tionary transitional state is mirror to 
its controversy — the revolution. In its 
bowels a new — individual — value ap-
pears, and its carrier is affirmed — the 
subject “Me” (a self-sufficient indi-
vidual) who squeezes on the periphery 
of the social system of the former col-
league “Us”. It is this moment in the 
history of independent Ukraine that 
the first “maidan” — “Orange” (2004), 
which, in fact, gave birth to a citizen 
or self-sufficient Ukrainian. Thus, for  
33,7 % of adult citizens, 21,3 % were 
self-sufficient Ukrainians, and 12,4 % 
were collectivists [17, p. 101]. “Dig-
nity maidan” (2013–2014) took place 
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against the background of the essen-
tial growth of these indicators: 44,3 %,  
24,1 %, 20,2 %. At the end of 2017, these 
indicators increased, to 46,8 %, 25,5 % 
and 21,3 % respectively.

It is worth noting that unrealized 
overestimated expectations from the 
Orange Maidan regarding the adoption 
of new values as the basis for further 
development of the country generated 
(2006) authoritarian (controversial) 
trends in the social system — (such as 
“NEP inside out”) and pathosichologi-
cal state (such a cow that got on ice), 
which Ukraine (as well as other post-
Soviet countries) still has [17, p. 100]. 
Essentially, this state is legitimately 
tied to violations of inter-system rela-
tions, which a priori puts Ukraine in a 
situation of non-controllability. Prog-
nostically, it should be noted that both 
the entrance and the exit of the social 
system from an uncontrolled pathosy-
chological state occurred and will oc-
cur “unexpectedly”, although accord-
ing to the dialectical law the transfer 
of quantity into quality, as evidenced, 
in particular, by the growing number of 
social reforms: 1 (2005) — 28 (2010) — 
62 (2014) — 144 (2017).

According to the monitoring studies 
of “System-wide changes in Ukraine”, 
which are carried out during 1992–
2017, representatives of the Ukrai- 
nian School of Archetype predict a 
high probability for a Ukrainian society 
of coming out of the pathosychologi-
cal state and of the systemic crisis as a  
whole during the period 2019–2021. 
Actually, a new phenomenon of the 
country — “Ukrainian miracle” — will be 
associated with the period, not related 
to destructive activity, which in general 
was inherent in the country from 2013 

to 2014, but with the continuous social 
growth of Ukraine, which, in particular, 
in the economic aspect will significantly 
exceed the projected by World Bank’s 
2,5–3,0 % annual economic growth. In 
addition, this growth will already be on 
an updated psychosocial basis.

In the context of the key forecast 
of the Ukrainian School of Archetype 
on the prospects for social growth in 
Ukraine, we would like to recall the 
50-year-old historical novel by P. Za-
grebelnyi’s “Divo” (1968), which com-
bines the plot lines of the times of Kyiv 
Rus and then-present, the fate of Yaro-
slav the Wise and the talented architect 
with fates of Soviet contemporaries. 
But, if the described by P. Zagrebelny 
Ukrainian miracle grew up on myths 
and traditions as social regulators of 
the Soviet era, then the current, pre-
dicted by representatives of the U.S.A. 
Ukrainian miracle, will grow on a pure-
ly rational basis. And together, both 
these miracles, like the two sides of 
one medal, will be united through the 
Ukrainian psychosocial nature and its 
cultural code — the Golden Section — 
and will feed the main — the human re-
source of Ukraine’s growth.

Evolution. The psychosocial basis of 
evolution will be determined by the ra-
tional type and behavior of the person 
based on the subjective idealist picture 
of the world, the orientation towards 
utilitarian values (material benefits, 
economic efficiency, etc.), sensory-logi- 
cal thinking (according to the formula 
“if I don’t touch, I do not believe”), the 
peculiarity of decision-making as a con-
sequence of a reasonable calculation, 
reliance on internal self-control, domi-
nance in the social system of innovation 
development as an extension of the ex-
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isting state of affairs and communica-
tion with the outside world as a com-
municative activity and harmonization 
of public, state and industrial relations.

The increase of complexity and het-
erogeneity of the new social structure, 
its functioning and development as a 
subject occurs on the basis of develop-
ing an ever-widening variety of social 
meanings. At the same time, the prere- 
quisite for such a large-scale innovation 
activity in the evolutionary period is 
the emancipation of the individual and 
the strengthening of the subject-cog-
nitive component in the psychological 
structure of the individual, which was 
investigated by the Swiss, J. Piaget. It 
should also be noted that in the evo-
lutionary period of the deployment of 
the social cycle, there is a search for a 
social solution that promotes the adap-
tation of the subject to the constantly 
updated system of motivation. Due to 
this, in the new structure of social ac-
tivity, the subject-individual changes 
not only himself and his goals and 
improves the means of their achieve-
ment, but actively forms his new social  
environment. Existing social meanings 
in the context of innovation processes 
are extrapolated to new social pheno- 
mena.

The field of existence of the social, 
thus, focuses on the interaction and 
co-existence of the individual and the 
social. Individual and social can be con-
sidered as a two-sided characteristics 
of social, and in the foreground there is 
now a personality. Classical sociology 
considers it not in the prism of unique 
properties and qualities (in essence, it 
is the subject of psychology of perso- 
nality), but from the standpoint of its 
socially typical features as a subject of 

development of society. At the same 
time, each person is considered not 
only as a component of a small social 
group, but also as a typical representa-
tive of a certain large social group with 
the norms, traditions, values, attitudes 
typical of this group. The integration 
of the individual into society is carried 
out through socialization, that is, the 
process of formation of the individual, 
acquiring by him values, norms and pat-
terns of behavior inherent in the socie-
ty to which the individual belongs. The 
dialectics of the relationship between 
the individual, society and civilization 
poses the problem of social integration 
or the isolation of these subjects from 
the social environment.

On the other hand, the individual 
compared to the social, and even to ci- 
vilization, is more variable, because the 
social time of its development is limited 
to the duration of human life, which is 
measured by the century, while the du-
ration of social life — by centuries, and 
the duration of civilization life — by 
millenia. At the same time, the histori-
cal periods of the past, of the present 
and future of society are made up of the 
lives of different generations who lived 
and acted in a certain historical time. 
Unfortunately, the Soviet age psycho- 
logy did not cover not only the prena-
tal period, but also an adulthood, which 
became a serious disadvantage, as it  
violated the holistic consideration of 
the individual’s mental life.

Thanks to the complex of mili-
tary and social studies of Professor  
E. Afonin in 1992–1994 he was able to 
empirically state that the ontogenetic 
development of personality is described 
by four small cycles of socialization and 
one (final) large cycle of human self-
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realization [18, p. 14]. On the contrary, 
social cycles of society develop from a 
large cycle of prehistory to small cycles 
of self-actualization of society. Similar 
(in form) to the ontogenetic develop-
ment of personality is the ontogeny of 
the development of mankind (civiliza-
tion) [18, p. 128].

The personal social cycle unfolds 
faster than national-state and civili-
zation ones, it is realized through the 
change of generations. The Spanish 
philosopher H. Ortega-i-Gaset rightly 
emphasized that the rotation of genera-
tions is an important historical mecha-
nism. In the involutional state of the 
cycle for a person conscious social posi-
tion is objectively determined by a cer-
tain social interest. In a co-evolutional 
state, a demonstrative presentation of 
the position is initially followed by in-
terest. In the involutional phase of the 
cycle the problem of the impact of the 
whole social organization on the indi-
vidual is solved. Instead, in the evolu-
tional phase of the cycle, the individu-
al’s influence on social organization and 
culture is crucial.

At the same time, identification is 
not with individual people, but with 
small or large communities. The model 
of the action of this mechanism can be 
presented in the form of interaction 
“Me” — “Us” — “Others”. In this con-
text, one can distinguish between the 
directive and the chosen identities, and 
the social identity has the motivational 
properties of self-esteem. According to 
E. Erickson, in general, the identity has 
three features:

1) the sense of internal identity and 
integration in time of action with the 
past, and hopes for the future are ex-

perienced as being associated with the 
present reality;

2) a sense of internal identity and 
integration in space: a person perceives 
himself everywhere as an integrity, and 
all his actions and decisions are consi- 
dered not as accidental or imposed 
ones, but as internally conditioned;

3) identity is experienced among 
significant others: relationships and 
roles help to maintain and develop the 
sense of an integrated, prolonged iden-
tity.

It is the personal cycle that de-
ploys in the fastest way. It is regulated 
through the change of generations. Age 
cohorts of socio-cultural socialization 
can be analogues for understanding the 
hierarchically higher types of historical 
deployment of social cycles. In essence, 
the personal socio-cultural cycle is the 
foundation of the cyclical development 
of macrosocial subjects of the higher 
level of the hierarchy.

Conclusions.
1. New — postmodern — commu-

nicative environment transforms the 
very nature of information and infor-
mational network of sociality. Thanks 
to the communicative revolution, man-
kind has been given the opportunity 
to spread his knowledge quickly. High 
technology and biotechnology change 
the human environment. Human clon-
ing transforms existing traditional reli-
gious beliefs and values. Total compu- 
terization changes the perception of the 
material and virtual worlds, when the 
first of them involves the physical body 
of man, and the latter one involves his 
spirit.

2. The transition society (revolu-
tion and co-evolution) is undergoing 
institutional changes, during which 
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social structures and social norms are 
blurred, social ties become weaker and 
even ruptured during inversion, and 
the hierarchy of factors that make up 
the mechanisms for the reproduction 
of social structures is violated. The re-
searcher should realize that in a tran-
sitive state, not only social norms are 
blurred, but also causative-consecutive 
relationships that lie under the rational 
scientific method are violated.

3. From the political point of view, 
the social actors “Us” and “Me”, which 
are crucial for the normative periods of 
involution and evolution, differ radi-
cally in the following ways:

3.1) by the political consciousness of 
individuals, which significantly influ-
ences the nature and way of exercising 
power: in a totalitarian society domi-
nated by the “We”, it is a total state 
(external to the individual) control 
and violence, in the autocratic society 
there are certain zones of freedoms that 
are inaccessible to state control; Under 
the conditions of the “pre-democratic 
regime”, the authorities begin to engage 
in dialogue with independent groups 
that have matured in the time of auto- 
cracy in peculiar enclaves of social  
freedom, but they determines the re-
sults of this dialogue themselves; fi-
nally, the power is exercised on a re- 
presentative basis, in accordance with 
the laws, on the basis of a democratic 
regime;

3.2) by the attitude of people to the 
regime: totalitarian consensus is cha- 
racterized by a merger with state pow-
er; for authoritarian power — alienation 
from power; for a pre-democratic re-
gime, it is a limited influence on power; 
for democratic power, the choice of cer-
tain representatives of power;

3.3) by the status of horizontal so-
cial structures: the totalitarian regime 
destroys any horizontal structures, au-
thoritarian allows them to exist until 
they are of a political nature, the pre-
democratic regime allows any organi-
zation, other than those who claim to 
power, while the opposition has the 
same mentality as the authorities; in 
a democratic society the structure of 
public organizations becomes the foun-
dation of the political system.

3.4) by the hierarchy of social taboos: 
in a totalitarian society it is allowed if it 
is ordered by the authorities, the rest is 
prohibited; in an autocratic society the 
right to life is something that does not 
apply to politics; everything is allowed 
in a pre-democratic society, except for 
change of power; in a democratic soci-
ety — everything that is not prohibited 
by law is allowed;

3.5) by political ideals: a totalitarian 
society demands from the authorities 
omnipotence, and from people — en-
thusiasm and modesty; an authoritarian 
society requires competence from the 
authorities, and from people — profes-
sionalism and loyalty, a pre-democratic 
society require from power morality, 
from people — activity and certain ir-
responsibility, a democratic society re-
quires from the authorities and citizens 
only law-abidingness.
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