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an  archetyPal  fOunDatiOn   
Of  the  culture  Of  making  managerial  

DeciSiOn

Abstract. Governing of different systems such as countries, regions, and or-
ganizations is a complex process that requires a comprehensive approach to de-
cision-making (DM). A dynamic environment complicates DM because of big 
data, delay in DM, human features, unpredictability of second and third order 
effects, and other reasons. To deal with the problem of governing in this environ-
ment requires applying of a special DM approach. 
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This approach has to help to visualize, analyze and understand the system, the 
environment, and their mutual influences. Different philosophies of thinking can 
create so called DM cultures that are distinguishable, effective, and fundamental. 
A nature of a DM culture can have an archetypal foundation because it has been 
formed for centuries and remain relatively stable in time. A DM culture provides 
comprehensive approach to problem-solving based on a certain unconscious vi-
sualization of the desired future and deep understanding of the problem in the 
given environment. 

For public governing it is possible to use DM cultures in order to understand 
different parts of the system and solve complex problems properly. A DM culture 
can take in account all elements of the system, the environment, their mutual in-
fluence and dynamic of change. Applying of a DM culture can improve sensitive-
ness and “Emotional Intelligence” of the system. Archetypal foundation of a DM 
culture provides universal, balanced approach to understand and solve problems 
and facilitates effective governing. Difficulties to analyze a big data in contem-
porary environment complicate the decision making process (DMP) and forces 
making mistakes. The DM culture, as an archetype, encompasses all possible ef-
fects in analysis because it is already rooted in the DM framework. This quality 
can provide effective governing in the changeable and dynamic environment and 
facilitate better understanding of the competitors. Also, it can facilitate deter-
mining a level of delegation of power between the state authority and the civil 
society for better DMP in given conditions.

Keywords: decision-making, culture, thinking, archetype, public governing, 
system, environment, equilibrium, effectiveness.

АРХЕТИПНЕ  ПІДҐРУНТЯ  КУЛЬТУРИ  ПРИЙНЯТТЯ 
УПРАВЛІНСЬКОГО  РІШЕННЯ 

Анотація. Управління різними системами, такими як країни, регіони та 
організації, є складним процесом, який вимагає комплексного підходу до 
прийняття рішень (ПР). Динамічне середовище ускладнює ПР через вели-
ку кількість даних, затримку в ПР, людські особливості, непередбачуваність 
ефектів другого і третього порядку та інші причини. Для вирішення про-
блеми управління в цьому середовищі необхідно застосовувати спеціальний 
підхід до ПР.

Цей підхід повинен допомогти візуалізувати, аналізувати і розуміти си-
стему, середовище та їх взаємні впливи. Різні філософії мислення можуть 
створити так звані культури ПР, які є помітними, ефективними і фундамен-
тальними. Природа культури ПР може мати архетипову основу, оскільки во-
на формується століттями і залишається відносно стабільною в часі.

Культура ПР забезпечує комплексний підхід щодо вирішення проблем на 
основі певної неусвідомленої візуалізації бажаного майбутнього і глибокого 
розуміння проблеми в цьому середовищі.

Для державного управління можна використовувати культури ПР, щоб 
зрозуміти різні частини системи і правильно вирішити складні проблеми. 
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Культура ПР може враховувати всі елементи системи, середовище, їх взаєм-
ний вплив і динаміку змін. Застосування культури ПР може поліпшити чут-
ливість і “емоційний інтелект” системи. Архетипне підґрунтя культури ПР 
забезпечує універсальний, збалансований підхід до розуміння і вирішення 
проблем та сприяє ефективному управлінню.

Труднощі аналізу великих даних в сучасній обстановці ускладнюють про-
цес прийняття рішення (ППР) і спонукає до помилок. Культура ПР, як архе-
тип, охоплює всі можливі наслідки в аналізі, оскільки це вже впроваджено 
в структуру ПР. Така якість може забезпечити ефективне управління в мін-
ливому і динамічному середовищі і сприяти кращому розумінню конкурен-
тів. Крім того, це може сприяти визначенню рівня делегування повноважень 
між державною владою та громадянським суспільством для кращого ППР в 
даних умовах.

Ключові слова: прийняття рішень, культура, мислення, архетип, держав-
не управління, система, середовище, рівновага, ефективність. 

АРХЕТИПИЧЕСКАЯ  ОСНОВА  КУЛЬТУРЫ  ПРИНЯТИЯ 
УПРАВЛЕНЧЕСКИХ  РЕШЕНИЙ

Аннотация. Управление различными системами, такими как страны, ре-
гионы и организации, является сложным процессом, который требует ком-
плексного подхода к принятию решений (ПР). Динамическая среда услож-
няет ПР из-за большого количества данных, задержки в ПР, человеческих 
особенностей, непредсказуемости эффектов второго и третьего порядка и 
других причин. Для решения проблемы управления в этой среде требуется 
применение особого подхода в ПР.

Этот подход должен помочь визуализировать, проанализировать и по-
нять систему, среду и их взаимное влияние. Различные философии мыш-
ления могут создавать так называемые культуры ПР, которые различимы, 
эффективны и фундаментальны. Природа культуры ПР может иметь архе-
типическую основу, потому что она формировалась веками и остается отно-
сительно стабильной во времени. 

Культура ПР обеспечивает комплексный подход к решению проблем, 
основанных на определенной неосознанной визуализации желаемого буду-
щего и глубоком понимании проблемы в данной среде.

Для государственного управления можно использовать культуры ПР, 
чтобы понять различные составные системы и правильно решать сложные 
проблемы. Культура ПР может учитывать все элементы системы, среду, их 
взаимное влияние и динамику изменений. Применение культуры ПР может 
улучшить чувствительность и “эмоциональный интеллект” системы. Архе-
типическая основа культуры ПР обеспечивает универсальный, сбалансиро-
ванный подход к пониманию и решению проблем и способствует эффектив-
ному управлению. 

Трудности анализа больших данных в современной среде усложняют 
процесс принятия решений (ПP) и призводят к совершению ошибок. Куль-
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тура ПР, как архетип, охватывает все возможные эффекты анализа, потому 
что это уже внедрено в структуру ПР. Это качество может обеспечить эф-
фективное управление в изменчивой и динамичной среде и способствовать 
лучшему пониманию конкурентов. Кроме того, это может способствовать 
определению уровня делегирования полномочий между государственной 
властью и гражданским обществом для улучшения ППР в данных условиях. 

Ключевые слова: принятие решений, культура, мышление, архетип, го-
сударственное управление, система, среда, равновесие, эффективность. 

Target setting. The process of pub-
lic governing goes through the DMP 
that includes analysis with gathering 
of data, developing information and 
knowledge, and establishing of under-
standing. All this activities requires 
proper thinking. There are different 
philosophies of thinking that seriously 
influence DM, direct us on how to see, 
analyze and solve the problem. These 
philosophies introduce the notion of 
a DM culture that can have an arche-
typal foundation. This notion can be 
critical for successful public governing. 
Proper applying of a DM culture can 
help to identify and solve a problem in 
the context of comprehensive under-
standing of the system and the complex 
and dynamic environment.

Analysis of the recent research and 
publications. DM is introduced as a 
logical process of problem solving. Dif-
ferent researchers highlight the impor-
tance of influence national culture, in-
dividual and collective characteristics 
on DM and judgment. The culture de-
fines perceptions of risk and provides a 
certain features “orienting disposition” 
[1] or a “collective programming of the 
mind” [2]. Cultural differences in judg-
ments and choice depend on people’s 
values [3]. Cross-cultural differences 
influence on the DM. There are diffe- 

rent DM strategies [4] with a distinc-
tion between analytic strategies and in-
tuitive or holistic strategies [5]. Thus, 
different authors describe influence of 
national culture on DM, but they do 
not introduce the notion of DM as a 
comprehensive approach for the DMP 
in a certain environment. 

Also other authors see a DM culture 
as a certain type of ethical behavior that 
is connected with a leadership style and 
organizational features. However, DM 
culture is an archetypal comprehensive 
approach to analyze the problem based 
on understanding of the system and the 
environment in their connections and 
mutual influence now and in the future. 

The purpose of the article is to in-
troduce the notion of DM culture based 
on archetypal foundation as a practical 
approach to govern the system in the 
complex and dynamic environment.

The statement of basic materials. 
The author proposes to use the notion 
of “DM Culture” as a philosophy of 
thinking in a certain environment. It 
is not national or organizational cul-
tures it is a culture to see us, the sys-
tem, the environment, and the problem 
as a whole and make decisions based on 
an analysis with taking in account fu-
ture possible effects from our decisions. 
The DM culture encompasses features 
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of decision-makers, the environment, 
a possible opposing side, and probable 
future second and third order effects. 
Selection of a suitable DM culture 
may facilitate making a right decision. 
Knowledge and application of different 
DM cultures can help to understand a 
situation better and establish a com-
mon language between competitive 
sides. 

There are different philosophical 
schools of thought that have existed for 
millenniums without serious changes. 
A system structure has physical and 
mental parts. The DM culture presents 
a mental part that is based on human 
believes, values, perceptions, and ex-
perience. Certain geopolitical environ-
ments create diverse DM philosophies 
or cultures. For instance, philosophers 
and strategists of China, India, Wes- 
tern Europe, and Japan such as Sun 
Tzu [6], Kautilya [7], Clausewitz [8], 
Miyamoto Musashi [9] wrote remark-
able DM strategies-philosophies. They 
introduced unique DM cultures as dif-
ferent approaches of problem-solving. 
For instance, Sun Tzu proposes adapta-
tion as a natural way to problem solving 
and waiting without a direct contact 
with adversary (focus on the future and 
possible effects), Kautilya — deception 
and play with options (flexibility, and 
change today, right now), Clausewitz — 
shaping of the environment (a direct 
approach), and Musashi — survivabili-
ty and speed of reaction (synergy effect: 
to be in right time in a right place). 

Description above can verify that 
DM cultures are different. It happens 
because beliefs, values, principles, a way 
of thinking, and emotions have been 
formed for centuries based on features 
of climate, geographical conditions, 

geopolitical location, cooperation with 
neighbor nations and religions. They 
are very stable in comparison with our 
habits. However, changes, such as new 
technologies, communication, and glo-
balization may force revising them as a 
part of system adaptation to the envi-
ronment. It is a complicated and psy-
chologically painful process. 

Explanation of the human psyche as 
a system of processing of external and 
internal information can prove arche-
typal foundation of the DM culture. 
The human psyche has individual and 
collective forms that are divided into 
conscious and unconscious. The col-
lective unconscious is divided into in-
stincts and archetypes [11]. It is pos-
sible to suppose that the DM culture 
is a collective unconscious archetype. 
It may be formed based on human inte-
rior and exterior involvements to ana-
lyze the system and the environment in 
their connection. 

There are two natural types of peo-
ple — extraverts and introverts [12]. It 
is possible to assume that the DM team 
may have both extraverts and intro-
verts in order to analyze the system and 
the environment deeply. On one hand, 
it is possible to understand the system 
under influence of the environment 
from the filter of the system. On the 
other hand, it is critical to see the envi-
ronment and the system from “the hill” 
(“to stay on the balcony”), evaluate and 
visualize the environment and the fu-
ture. Therefore, application of a set of 
different exterior and interior tools in 
thinking, feeling, intuitive and sensitive 
human domains can form a certain DM 
culture that is the most suitable in the 
given environment. Applying of diffe- 
rent DM cultures can be useful because 
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they can reflect a proper combination of 
extroversion and introversion.

Jung identified several types of per-
ception of information: logical and emo-
tional, sensory (emphasis on the organs 
of perception) and intuitive (emphasis 
on imagination) [12]. In other words, 
mental attitudes show how we interact 
with the world around us and where we 
direct energy. An archetype can present 
a certain balanced approach for human 
group development through a proposed 
set of unconscious thinking, feeling, in-
tuitive, and sensitive understanding of 
the interior and exterior world in order 
to survive.  

Also, the archetypal foundation of 
human consciousness can be explained 
by inseparability in the consciousness 
of emotional and cognitive processes 
that only in their unity reflect the real 
world in the mental world of the sub-
ject: “emotional processes ... cannot be 
opposed to cognitive processes as exter-
nal, excluding opposites of each other” 
[13, p. 386]. Also, a person “experiences 
what happens to him and accomplished 
by him; he relates in a certain way 
to what surrounds him” [13, p. 513].  
Collective emotions and shared col-
lective emotions could reflect the DM 
culture. 

In addition, cognitive psychology  
has developed quite complicated mo- 
dels to describe human decision ma- 
king based on selection of “the one 
alternative that has both a high sub-
jective  value and a high likelihood of 
success” [14, p. 3]. However, different 
decisions do not fit such simple models. 
Also, today decisions are made in con-
ditions of complexity, possible multiple 
goals, dynamics, opaqueness (the DM 
situation is not obvious) [14, p. 4]. 

In these conditions applying of an 
appropriate DM culture to the DMP 
can generate right decisions. An arche-
typal foundation of the DM culture 
may explain the reason to use a certain 
DM culture in a certain environment. 
However, applying of one DM culture 
can be not effective in certain condi-
tions and, also, analysis of the OPFOR 
requires understanding of their thin- 
king and a DM approach. Thus, it is 
about a process of understanding of 
both sides (own and the opposing side). 
Literally, knowledge of the problem and 
understanding of two sides can solve 
the problem easier, because the problem 
will be obvious and clear. It can facili-
tate developing a way to solve the prob-
lem through increased communication. 

Analysis is based on thinking and 
goes through the process of making of 
assumptions that have to be proved by 
facts, deduction and conclusions (see 
fig. 1). To apply an appropriate DM 
culture requires knowledge of potential 
opposing sides and their philosophy of 
thinking, understanding of approaches 
for own analysis. That is why decision-
makers have to apply critical, creative 
and system thinking in order to estab-
lish mutual understanding and avoid 
anchoring from different DM cultures.

Everyone can see a problem from 
different angles based on perception, 
understanding of the desired end state 
and criteria for success. The archety- 
pal foundation of the DM culture can 
help to visualize possible reaction of a 
certain side of the conflict and explain 
how to deal with this side from own po-
sition. 

A primary task of the DM is to main-
tain equilibrium between the system 
and the environment or create a new 
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one and achieve the goal as a realization 
of ambitions of the system as a result 
of human development and growth. 
There are two ways to do this: to shape 
the environment by the system or/and 
adapt the system to the environment. 
DM cultures are based on these two 
approaches to solve the problem. Adap- 
tation may be a primary approach in 
the DM based on an appropriate DM 
Culture. But also it depends on the  
situation and balance of ends, ways, and 
means in the framework of possible per-
missible risk.

Applying the DM culture can mini-
mize mistakes in the DMP and sa- 
tisfy two main conditions of success:  
1) ends, ways and means with risk have 
to in balance; 2) the system has to be 
in equilibrium with the environment. 
There are some reasons of mistakes in 
the DMP: 1) misunderstanding of the 
environment, the system, their inte- 
rests and possible mutual influence (se- 
cond and third order effects); 2) wrong 
analysis, judgment because of lack of 
critical, creative, and systems thinking; 
human biases, prejudices, and traps;  
3) not appropriate leadership that does 

not provide a proper organizational 
culture; openness of the system (not a 
learning organization); 4) misinterpre-
tation of the philosophy of adaptation 
and its intersections with the national 
culture, human perceptions and experi-
ence; 5) misunderstanding of the need 
to revise mental models, the nature of 
Risk (wrong risk evaluation) and fear 
of change; and 6) misunderstanding of 
the DM culture, a law ability to ana-
lyze, visualize reactions of own and op-
posing sides properly [10, p. 15].

Development of the system is a 
continuous process of problem-sol- 
ving with a certain system structure. 
Change of the environment can force 
changing the system structure (physi-
cal and mental parts). It is time when 
the DM culture can be updated. But 
the DM culture supports the environ-
ment and the system in their connec-
tion. Change can happen, but inside of 
this notional surface that has to be ba- 
lanced with other surfaces. It is a system 
in the system. It is a connected combi-
nation of events and elements based on 
a certain energetic potential that can 
be relatively constant. The archetype 

Fig. 1. the process of analysis
          Source: created by the author
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presents this potential and describes 
it. Even after reshaping the system re-
turns back on the previous position, but 
on a quality new level of development. 
It can happen until the system does not 
cross a bifurcation point. After system 
point the system changes structure and 
its functionality supported by another 
archetype.

In order to understand mental, so-
cial and physical location in a 3D vision 
format, a person has to build a model of 
his/her coexistence with others in or-
der to survive based on his/her natural 
abilities. Applying of archetypal foun-
dations of personality such as extro-
version, introversion, thinking, feeling, 
intuition, and sensitiveness he/she can 
identify an approach to conduct critical 
and creative thinking (fig. 2) in order to 
make a decision. 

Therefore, a DM culture is a certain 
individual (for any system – a person, 
a group, a region, a nation) approach 
to lean the environment, the system, 

the opposing side in the context of a 
Bloom’s Taxonomy of Learning (fig. 2). 
An individual approach means a DM 
culture can identify in which degree is 
better to apply a certain type of thin- 
king and how is better to see the prob-
lem and the way to solve it. The DM cul-
ture proposes this proportion based on 
experience as the best combination for 
a certain situation. It is more than just 
pure analysis it is a philosophy of thin- 
king that can provide understanding of 
future possible second and third order 
effects. 

DM cultures can help to secure a 
system from possible destruction based 
on the idea that system archetypes 
form the set of tools that describe pat-
terns of behavior in systems. They are 
Limits to Growth (or Limits to Suc-
cess); Shifting the Burden; Drifting or 
Eroding Goals; Escalation; Success to 
the Successful; Tragedy of the Com-
mons; Fixes that Fail; Growth and  
Underinvestment; Accidental Adver-

Fig. 2. a bloom’s taxonomy of learning
                 Source: taxomony of educational objectives [15, p. 18]
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saries; and Attractiveness Principle 
[16].

It is possible to assume that diffe- 
rent conditions force applying diffe- 
rent approaches in order to follow with 
relatively stable principles of system 
development. The DM culture can be 
different even for regions of one coun-
try. Therefore, it forms a certain set of 
approaches or philosophies how to act 
and respect principles above in order 
to make decisions that allow surviving 
of the system in the given conditions. 
Thus, it is important to understand the 
need to apply a required DM culture in 
certain conditions for better DM. 

The DM culture can be a set of ap-
proaches and tools based on longtime 
experience that can be the most suitable 
for the DMP in the given environment. 
Combination of different DM cultures 
can be also important to be goal-orien- 
ted and adaptable simultaneously in or-
der to achieve the end-state. In spite of 
different values and end-states it is pos-
sible to apply DM cultures properly and 
get a positive result in problem-solving 
by minimum means and the simplest 
ways. They have a purpose to provide 
maximum possible system effectiveness 
in existed conditions. 

Coincidence of fluctuations of the 
system and the environment can be 
seen as the highest level of reaction be-
tween each other. This process produ- 
ces so called resonance. It means mutual 
feeling and understanding between the 
system and the environment fully based 
on open and non-interrupted feedback 
and communication. It can happen with 
a person’s perception, when he isolates 
from the general mass of various infor-
mation that which he is tuned to, which 
he demands.

Applying of the DM culture can 
help to establish a required under-
standing between the system and the 
environment. The DM culture is ap-
propriate when generates a resonance 
in the DMP, for instance, between the 
state authority (SA) and the civil so-
ciety (CS) to produce a right decision 
in order to solve a problem. It can be a 
combination of involvement in analy- 
zing extroversive and introversive hu-
man features. It is a kind of the use of 
human nature in the given conditions 
in the best way — to use proper com-
bination of convergent (critical think-
ing) and divergent (creative thinking) 
processes in thinking, external visua- 
lization or sensitive interior feeling to 
analyze a situation. DM culture reflects 
relationships between the SA and the 
CS and proposes a proper way for prob-
lem-solving.

Resonance in thinking can be a key 
to apply a certain DM culture. For 
public governing it is critical because 
the DM culture may identify a level 
of democracy, delegation of authority 
between the SA and the CS and the 
wish of the CS to take this power. For 
instance, in a certain conditions (inte-
rior and exterior) public governing can 
have a certain model that is the most 
suitable to solve the problem based on 
archetypal principles of the DM cul-
ture that can be only improved, but not 
drastically changed during a period of 
time because of technological develop-
ment, innovations, and globalization. 

Resonance in public governing can 
be seen as the highest level of under-
standing, trust and confidence in each 
other between the SA and the CS. It 
can also facilitate achieving a synergy 
effect. To establish this condition means 
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to lead the system effectively and pro-
vide balance of the system through es-
tablishing equilibrium between the sys-
tem and the environment. This process 
has to be reflected in the cycle process 
of system development that includes 
DMP, implementation of decisions, and 
transition of the system to a new level 
of development. 

DM cultures can be connected with 
archetypes of social life such as “De-
mocracy” that define a proportion of 
delegation of state power between the 
SA and the CS. Applying of DM culture 
can provide proper leadership between 
the SA and the CS. It can be based on 
analysis of human behavior, constant 
feedback, and prediction of their ex-
pectations. The task of the SA is to lead 
the CS through observation of human 
behavior. Public governing has to de-
velop knowledge and understanding of 
this behavior and be able to change own 
goals in order to establish proper rela-
tionships between the SA and the CS 
and continue developing of the system.  

It is a game between the SA and the 
CS. The winner is who can control this 
move. The winner forever who goes to-
gether with others in order to satisfy 
their current and near future wish in 
order to get and maintain own inte- 
rests. It means to have a higher level of 
“emotional intelligence” than others. 
This approach can be a philosophy of 
public governing because it can allow 
achieving a goal by using a motivated 
human movement based on synergy ef-
fect. In leadership, it can provide unity 
and inspiration to go the SA and the CS 
together. The authority can use only at-
tractors to correct the flow of human 
move. It is a smart leadership when 
the SA just controls the flow of human 

mind and keeps going according to the 
environmental change and feedback 
from the CS. This participative leader-
ship style of the SA can be suitable to 
build a learning organization based on 
an appropriate DM culture.

Applying of different DM cultures 
can improve public governing because 
they create a comprehensive approach 
to solve a problem in the given condi-
tions. Practically DM cultures can 
help problem-solving in the best way in 
proper conditions. The leadership task 
is to identify when, where, and how to 
apply a certain DM culture. 

Also, an appropriate DM culture 
can establish mutual understanding 
between sides of the conflict. Even 
one system can have different parts 
because of geopolitical locations and 
cultural features. It gives an opportu-
nity to solve a problem by using of “soft  
power”. In the complex and dynamic 
conditions applying of different DM 
approaches can solve a problem for both 
sides of the system and secure national 
interests simultaneously. 

Conclusions. To summarize, the DM 
culture, as a philosophy of thinking, has 
an archetypal foundation. It can be ap-
plied for suitable conditions based on 
balance among ends, ways, and means 
in the framework of possible permissi-
ble risk. Applying of a certain DM cul-
ture can improve the DMP because it 
provides a comprehensive approach to 
a problem-solving. Knowledge of DM 
cultures can help to understand the op-
posing side better and propose a way of 
mutual adaptation. Thus, DM cultures 
have a practical value in the DMP. Also, 
archetypal nature of DM cultures al-
lows predicting possible reaction and 
a way of thinking of an opposing side 
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in order to conduct DM and planning 
properly to achieve a desired goal.

referenceS

 1. Dake K. (1991). Orienting dispositions 
in the perception of risk: An analysis of 
Contemporary worldviews and cul-
tural biases. Journal of Cross-Cultural 
Psychology, 22, p. 61–82.

 2. Hofstede G. (1984). Culture’s Con-
sequences. Newbury Park, CA: Sage 
Publications.

 3. Triandis C. Harry. (2006). Cultural In-
telligence in Organizations. “Group 
and Organizational Management,” Vol. 
31, p. 20–26. https://www.research-
gate.net/publication/247738378_
Cultural_Intelligence_in_Organiza-
tions

 4. Yates J. F. & Lee J. W. (1996). Chinese 
decision making. In M. H. Bond (Ed.), 
Handbook of Chinese Psychology, 
Hong Kong: Oxford University Press.

 5. Kahneman Daniel (2003). A Perspec-
tive on Judgment and Choice. Map-
ping Bounded Rationality. American 
Psychologist. Vol. 58. № 9, p. 697–720.

 6. Sun Tzu. The Art of War. Translated 
by Lionel Giles in 1910. Published in 
2000. Allandale Online Publishing: 
Leicester LE2 1WS, England.

 7. Kautilya. Arthashastra. Translated by 
R. Shamasastry in 1915. Bangalore: 
Government Press. https://www.
google.com.ua/search?ei=yOugXMq
RDqnorgTIspL4DQ&q=the+arthasha
stra+of+kautilya&oq=the+Arthas%D0
%B1stra+of+&gs_l=psy-ab.1.1.0i19l2.1
31455.131455..134851...0.0..0.111.111.0
j1......0....2j1..gws-wiz.evaHPA8JbRk

 8. Clausewitz Carl Von. On war, ed. 
Michael Howard and Peter Paret 
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 
Press, 1989).

 9. Musashi Miyamoto. A book of five 
rings. Trans. Victor Harris (New York: 
The Overlook Press, 1974).

 10. Naplyokov Yuriy (2017). NATO Ope- 
rational Planning process. Kyiv: NDU. 

 11. Jung Carl G. (1969) Aion: Researches 
into the phenomenology of the Self. 
Vol. 9.2 of the Collected works of  
C. Jung. Trans. R.F.C. Hull. Princeton: 
Princeton University Press.

 12. Jung Carl G. (1971). Psychological 
Types. Princeton, New Jersey: Prince-
ton University Press.

 13. Рубинштейн С. Л. (2002). Основы 
общей психологии (1940). Изд-во: 
Питер.

 14. Strohschneider S. (2002). Cultural 
Factors in Complex Decision Ma- 
king. Online Readings in Psycho- 
logy and Culture, 4 (1). hps://doi.
org/10.9707/2307-0919.1030 

 15. Bloom Benjamin S. (1956). Taxomony 
of educational objectives. Longmans: 
Edwards Bros. Michigan.

 16. Braun William (2002). “The system 
Archetypes.” Retrieved from:  https://
www.google.com.ua /#q=The+Syste
m+Archetypes+by+william+braun&*
&spf=1

СПиСок ВикоРиСтАНих 
ДжЕРЕЛ

 1. Dake K. (1991). Orienting dispositions 
in the perception of risk: An analysis of 
Contemporary worldviews and cul-
tural biases. Journal of Cross-Cultural 
Psychology, 22, p. 61–82.

 2. Hofstede G. (1984). Culture’s Con-
sequences. Newbury Park, CA: Sage 
Publications.

 3. Triandis C. Harry. (2006). Cultural In-
telligence in Organizations. “Group 
and Organizational Management,” Vol. 
31, p. 20–26. https://www.research-
gate.net/publication/247738378_
Cultural_Intelligence_in_Organiza-
tions

 4. Yates J. F. & Lee J. W. (1996). Chinese 
decision making. In M. H. Bond (Ed.), 



309

Handbook of Chinese Psychology, 
Hong Kong: Oxford University Press.

 5. Kahneman Daniel (2003). A Perspec-
tive on Judgment and Choice. Map-
ping Bounded Rationality. American 
Psychologist. Vol. 58. № 9, p. 697–720.

 6. Sun Tzu. The Art of War. Translated 
by Lionel Giles in 1910. Published in 
2000. Allandale Online Publishing: 
Leicester LE2 1WS, England.

 7. Kautilya. Arthashastra. Translated by 
R. Shamasastry in 1915. Bangalore: 
Government Press. https://www.
google.com.ua/search?ei=yOugXMq
RDqnorgTIspL4DQ&q=the+arthasha
stra+of+kautilya&oq=the+Arthas%D0
%B1stra+of+&gs_l=psy-ab.1.1.0i19l2.1
31455.131455..134851...0.0..0.111.111.0
j1......0....2j1..gws-wiz.evaHPA8JbRk

 8. Clausewitz Carl Von. On war, ed. 
Michael Howard and Peter Paret 
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 
Press, 1989).

 9. Musashi Miyamoto. A book of five 
rings. Trans. Victor Harris (New York: 
The Overlook Press, 1974).

 10. Naplyokov Yuriy (2017). NATO Ope- 
rational Planning process. Kyiv: NDU. 

 11. Jung Carl G. (1969) Aion: Researches 
into the phenomenology of the Self. 
Vol. 9.2 of the Collected works of  
C. Jung. Trans. R.F.C. Hull. Princeton: 
Princeton University Press.

 12. Jung Carl G. (1971). Psychological 
Types. Princeton, New Jersey: Prince-
ton University Press.

 13. Рубинштейн С. Л. (2002). Основы 
общей психологии (1940). Изд-во: 
Питер.

 14. Strohschneider S. (2002). Cultural 
Factors in Complex Decision Ma- 
king. Online Readings in Psycho- 
logy and Culture, 4 (1). hps://doi.
org/10.9707/2307-0919.1030 

 15. Bloom Benjamin S. (1956). Taxomony 
of educational objectives. Longmans: 
Edwards Bros. Michigan.

 16. Braun William (2002). “The system 
Archetypes.” Retrieved from:  https://
www.google.com.ua /#q=The+Syste
m+Archetypes+by+william+braun&*
&spf=1


