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metHODOlOgical  aSPectS  
OF  inteRcOnnectiOn  betWeen 

inStitutiOnaliSm  anD  aRcHetYPeS  
in  Public  aDminiStRatiOn

Annotation. The current trends in society as a whole and in public admin-
istration under the influence of institutional factors and archetypes are identi-
fied. The course of modernization and postmodernization processes is clarified, 
and the evolution of scientific approaches is analyzed. It is proposed to consider 
postmodernization as a process ensuring evolutionary transformation from tra-
ditional to postmodern society, which is due to existing archetypes and fits into 
the context of institutionalism that determines the need for qualitative trans-
formations in modern society. The influence of institutionalism on social pro-
cesses in relation to social archetypes is studied: institutions are united by the 
fact that they arose as a result of society development and embody traditions and 
customs, standards of behavior and prevailing ways of people’s thoughts, that is, 
archetypal elements. The institutions are determined in their multidimensional 
nature, and therefore the archetypes by their varieties are presented. It is argued 
that institutionalism is the scientific basis of public administration. The features 
of state governance and public administration are clarified and a conclusion is 
made on the need for social transformations to support public administration. 
It is determined that there are several models of interaction and social segments 
that create grounds for solidary and civil society, consortia, convictions and legal 
social state. It is noted that public administration model is based on the human 
model, and it is found that human behavior is based on habits and principles of 
behavior that have an archetypal nature and are defined as institutions. The in-
terconnection between institutionalism and archetypes in public administration 
creates grounds for its effectiveness and allows considering it as a tool for society 
development that is able to ensure a dialogue between government, business and 
citizens.

Keywords: institutionalism, archetypes, modernization, public administ- 
ration.
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МЕТОДОЛОГІЧНІ  АСПЕКТИ  ВЗАЄМОЗВ’ЯЗКУ 
ІНСТИТУЦІОНАЛІЗМУ  ТА  АРХЕТИПІКИ   

В  ПУБЛІЧНОМУ  УПРАВЛІННІ 

Анотація. Визначено сучасні тенденції, що відбуваються в суспільстві 
в цілому та в публічному управлінні під впливом інституційних чинників 
та архетипів. Окреслено хід процесів модернізації та постмодернізації, 
проаналізовано еволюцію наукових підходів. Запропоновано постмодер-
нізацію розглядати як процес, що забезпечує еволюційну трансформацію 
від традиційного до постмодернового суспільства, яка зумовлена існую-
чими архетипами та укладається в контекст інституціоналізму, що ви-
значає неообхідність якісних перетворень в сучасному суспільстві. До-
сліджено вплив інституціоналізму на суспільні процеси у взаємозв’язку 
з суспільними архетипами: інститути об’єднує те, що вони виникли в ре-
зультаті розвитку суспільства і втілюють традиції та звичаї, норми пове-
дінки і переважні напрями думок людей, тобто архетипні елементи. Ви-
значено інститути в їх багатоаспектності, представлено, у зв’язку з цим, 
архетипи за їх різновидами. Аргументовано, що інституціоналізм є науко-
вою основою публічного управління. З’ясовано особливості державного 
управління та публічного адміністрування, визначено необхідність щодо 
суспільних трансформацій у напрямі підтримки публічного управління. 
Визначено моделі взаємодії та соціальних сегменів, які створюють під-
стави для солідаристичного та громадянського суспільства, консорцій, 
конвіксій та правової соціальної держави. Зазначено, що модель публіч-
ного управління базується на моделі людини, та з’ясовано, що в основі 
поведінки людини формуються звички, принципи поведінки, які мають 
архетипну природу та закріплюються у вигляді інститутів. Взаємозв’я-
зок інституціоналізму та архетипіки в публічному управлінні створюють 
підстави для його дієвості та дають змогу його розглядати як інструмент 
розвитку суспільства, здатний забезпечити діалог між владою, бізнесом 
та громадянином. 

Ключові слова: інституціоналізм, архетипи, модернізація, публічне 
управління.

МЕТОДОЛОГИЧЕСКИЕ  АСПЕКТЫ  ВЗАИМОСВЯЗИ 
ИНСТИТУЦИОНАЛИЗМА  И  АРХЕТИПИКИ  

В  ПУБЛИЧНОМ  УПРАВЛЕНИИ

Аннотация. Определены современные тенденции, происходящие в обще-
стве в целом и в публичном управлении под воздействием институциональ-
ных факторов и архетипов. Очерчен ход процессов модернизации и постмо-
дернизации, проанализирована эволюция научных подходов. Предложено 
постмодернизацию рассматривать как процесс, обеспечивающий эволюци-
онную трансформацию от традиционного к постмодернистскому обществу, 
которая обусловленна существующими архетипами и заключается в кон-
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текст институционализма, что определяет неообхидимость качественных 
преобразований в современном обществе. Исследовано влияние институ- 
ционализма на общественные процессы во взаимосвязи с общественными 
архетипами: институты объединяет то, что они возникли в результате раз-
вития общества и воплощают традиции и обычаи, нормы поведения и пре-
имущественные направления мыслей людей, то есть архетипные элементы. 
Определены институты в их многоаспектности, представлено, в связи с 
этим, архетипы по их разновидностями. Аргументировано, что институцио-
нализм является научной основой публичного управления. Выяснены осо-
бенности государственного управления и публичного администрирования, 
определена необходимость общественных трансформаций в направлении 
поддержки публичного управления. Определены модели взаимодействия и 
социальных сегментов, которые создают основания для солидаристичного 
и гражданского общества, консорций, конвиксий и правового социального 
государства. Обозначено, что модель публичного управления базируется на 
модели человека, и выяснилось, что в основе поведения человека формиру-
ются привычки, принципы поведения, которые имеют архетипную приро-
ду и закрепляются в виде институтов. Взаимосвязь институционализма и  
архетипики в публичном управлении создают основания для его действен-
ности и позволяют его рассматривать как инструмент развития общества, 
который способен обеспечить диалог между властью, бизнесом и гражда-
нином.

Ключевые слова: институционализм, архетипы, модернизация, публич-
ное управление.

Problem statement. In modern 
conditions, reform processes are taking 
place in Ukraine. They place a special 
emphasis on transforming state gov-
ernance into public administration, 
introducing democratic governance 
and decentralization reform. Strategic 
approaches to public administration 
reform with hierarchical vertical of 
executive power and centralized deci-
sion-making procedures are burdened 
with inability to resolve contradictions 
between democratic governance, trans-
parency of information society and in-
ertia, and corruption that is cemented 
in distorted archetypes and limited 
cognitive capabilities of bureaucracy. 

Thus, it is necessary to ensure transfor-
mation of state governance into public 
administration that will help to resolve 
contradictions and pay attention to the 
institutional basis of society and arche-
types, which determines the relevance 
and timeliness of this topic during rap-
id and dynamic transformations, that 
is, today.

The essence of the issue is also that, 
being formed and ingrained in the sub-
conscious, archetypes can be either 
favorable or harmful to social deve- 
lopment. The archetype can represent 
excessive selfishness bordering on eco-
nomic egocentrism that is directed in 
the opposite direction from preserva-
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tion of common living space, justice, 
working capacity, etc. All this is most 
harmful to economic development and 
its institutional support. It is mani-
fested in destruction of real public ad-
ministration aimed at modernization, 
namely, continuous modernization of 
society.

Analysis of recent research and 
publications. The scientists continue 
studying the issues of public admin-
istration and archetypes, determine 
the influence of archetypes on social 
processes and offer study of connec-
tions between institutionalism that is 
associated with modernization, and 
archetypes. Thus, among the scientists 
we can note E. Afonin, T. Plakhtii,  
A. Kolodii, T. Belska, A. Martynova 
and others. The issue of social transfor-
mations was studied by institutional 
scientists, among whom the most fa-
mous are D. Bromley, J. Commons,  
E. Ostrom, D. Rodrik, and others. 
Classic works describing moderniza-
tion belong to A. Comte, H. Spencer, 
M. Weber, D. Durkheim, F. Tönnies 
and others. In most classic concepts of 
modernization, the emphasis is made 
on the formation of industrial society, 
and modernization is considered as a 
process parallel to industrialization, 
that is, transformation of traditional 
agrarian society into industrial one is 
viewed through the lens of transfor-
mation of the economic system, tech-
nical weapons and labor organization. 
Modern modernization provides for 
transition to neo-industrial and neo-
knowledge, information and intellec-
tual society.

Increasingly, scientists [1–4], using 
categories of modernization and post-
modernization, draw attention away 

from its content load and do not pay 
attention to the prevailing archetypes. 
The researchers often agree that there 
is no single approach to the perception 
of postmodernization, but it is directly 
viewed through the prism of various 
scenarios for the future of society and 
is associated with emergence of politi-
cally stable, legal democratic state with 
high-tech economy and developed so-
cial sphere, with archetypes associated 
with traditional values [5]. Therefore, 
we believe that postmodernization 
should be considered as having a signif-
icant influence on Ukraine’s position in 
the global environment of the future.

Purpose of the article. The purpose 
is to substantiate the methodological 
aspects of interconnection between in-
stitutionalism and archetypes in public 
administration.

Presentation of main material. 
Social sciences consider postmod-
ernization as a process, which ensures 
evolutionary transformation from tra-
ditional to postmodern society, that 
is, ensures substantiation for postmo- 
dernization by applying theories of 
evolution of society.

Austrian economist J. Schumpeter 
has formulated the theory of economic 
development already at the beginning 
of the XX century [6]. The scientist 
focused on the differences between 
economic growth and development, in 
fact focusing on the difference between 
archetypes. First of all, it involves the 
priority of extensive or intensive build-
up of production forces, endogenous 
or exogenous factors of progress. He 
attaches the leading importance in en-
suring development to the archetype of 
entrepreneurial initiative and competi-
tion. The issue of theoretical substan-
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tiation of economic development be-
comes particularly relevant in the 50s 
of the XX century due to independence 
of a significant number of countries in 
Asia and Africa.

The theory of the big push repre-
sents the inevitability and necessity 
of external economic support for eco-
nomic growth in developing countries. 
It finds a theoretical continuation in 
the growth model with two deficits. 
According to it, the lack of domestic 
resources makes it impossible to invest 
significantly in the economic develop-
ment. The flows of domestic investment 
resources and foreign trade deficits are 
identified as deficits. As a result, there 
is dependence on external investors. 
The development means overcoming 
dependence on external sources of fi-
nancing and replacing imported goods 
with domestic ones [7]. There is a need 
for an entrepreneurial archetype.

In the theory of dualistic econom-
ics, the emphasis is made not on ex-
ternal, but on domestic resources of 
development, that is, on the archetype 
of resource saving (economic con-
sumption). The natural incentive for 
economic development is different ef-
ficiency of traditional and modern sec-
tors of the economy, which contributes 
to the attractiveness for investment of 
the latter [8–9]. As the profitability of 
resources allocated to the new indus-
trial sector of the economy is higher 
than in the traditional, agricultural 
sector of the economy (based on the 
conservative archetype), business en-
tities have incentives for appropriate 
redistribution of these resources [10]. 
The theory places special emphasis 
on the need to form the values of new 
archetype inherent in post-industrial 

society. At the same time, the role of 
public administration is growing.

In the 60s of the XX century, 
French scientists R. Aron and A. El-
lual proposed the concept of a single 
industrial society, which claims that 
technical progress modifies not only 
the use of economic laws, but also their 
essence. Gradually, the leading role of 
the archetype of economic ownership 
is being overcome, power in society is 
being transferred to large corporations 
and the state is designed to help over-
come the significant differentiation of 
household income [11].

The economic features of the soci-
ety created after completion of indus-
trialization are analyzed by D. Bell and  
L. Toffler. In particular, D. Bell identi-
fies five features of post-industrial so-
ciety: the most important decisions are 
made by new “Intellectual elite”, domi-
nance among employed specialists and 
technicians, transition of the economy 
from production of goods to produc-
tion of services, leading role of theo-
retical knowledge, focus of technical 
and economic environment on control 
over technology [10]. The technocratic 
archetype enters the arena.

Thus, researchers [11] determine 
four stages of development of moderni-
zation school: 1) the second half of the 
1950s — the first half of the 1960s — 
period of emergence and rapid growth 
of modernization studies of classic ver-
sion; 2) the end of the 1960–1970s — 
critical period during which the mod-
ernization perspective developed under 
the influence of critical perception of 
modernization by the founders of theo-
ries of lag (dependent development), 
microsystem analysis (I. Wallerstein), 
neo-Marxism; 3) since 1980s, there has 
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been a post-critical period of revival of 
modernization studies, during which 
“new modernization studies” appeared 
(according to E. Sow) — trends of con-
vergence of modernization schools, 
dependence and microsystem analysis;  
4) the end of the 1980–1990s — forma-
tion of neo-modernization and post-
modernization analysis largely under 
the influence of great transformations 
in the countries of Central-Eastern 
Europe and Eurasia. We believe that 
nowadays, the development of mod-
ernization school takes place within 
the 5th stage, which is characterized by 
a rapid change in the stages of growth 
at macro level, that is, neoindustriali-
zation (systemic crisis is preceded by 
social and economic stability in most 
economically developed countries, and 
overcoming the crisis is accompanied 
by aggravation of contradictions in 
society, increase in social transforma-
tions and change in configuration of 
social matrices), which corresponds 
to postmodernization analysis in the 
post-crisis period. This period is asso-
ciated with development of national 
states and is accompanied by change in 
the concepts of public administration, 
which manifested in the emergence of 
the following theories:

• “proper” governance;
• “democratic governance”;
• decentralization;
• “new public management”;
• “reasonable regulation”;
• “network management”, etc.
It should be noted that the issues 

of changes in the public administra-
tion system remained out of focus 
in the process of modernization and 
postmodernization. Moreover, public 
administration from time to time has 

come to deep contradictions with the 
needs of the country’s development. 
The main issues cover the concentra-
tion of wealth in the hands of oligarchs; 
slowdown of innovations in human se-
curity; formation of “pseudo-elite” and 
“fictitious elite”.

The threats to the development of 
public administration due to the in-
fluence of various factors include: re-
duction of mass demand; restriction of 
mobility; threat of new waves of pan-
demic; collapse of monetary market; 
lack of a single national archetype.

The changes in the paradigm of 
public administration in modern times 
are due to the fact that liberal models 
have proved unacceptable. Moreover, 
the crisis proved that the refusal of 
states to perform their functions led to 
a deep social crisis. The majority of the 
population turned to public authorities 
for help. However, they were not fully 
prepared for this important mission. 
In this regard, defining the strategy of 
public administration reform, revising 
its mission and combining goals with 
public archetypes became one of the 
top priorities of the state.

In Ukraine, in order to transform 
state governance into public adminis-
tration, several conditions must be met. 
First of all, it concerns the formation of 
institutional support for governance 
and reliance on traditional archetypes 
of a society in which there are actually 
several models of interaction and social 
segments at the same time. They in-
clude solidary society and civil society, 
consortia, convictions and legal social 
state. Such a symbiosis corresponds 
to such management of public affairs, 
which would eliminate the insolvency 
of each of the components. This re-
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quires a symbiosis of social institutions 
and archetypes based on traditional, 
conservative narratives.

The private property and free enter-
prise protected by law should be con-
sidered a necessary condition for eco-
nomic and social progress. However, 
at the center of liberal concept was the 
“economic man”, and the most impor-
tant methodological position was indi-
vidualism — analysis of actions of the 
isolated subject that acts rationally. 
However, it discredited itself with ex-
plosion of corruption.

Thus, to give complete and accurate 
pictures of economic development, sci-
entists are obliged to study the most di-
verse aspects of human activity, in fact, 
everything that affects the life of soci-
ety. Among the huge number of factors, 
it is especially necessary to highlight 
non-economic ones: system of law and 
legislation, political and social struc-
ture of society and social psychology 
fully reflecting the deep archetypes. 
This leads to informal interpretation 
of social processes, which is the most 
important feature of institutional-
ism. This approach of institutionalists 
significantly expanded the subject of 
social science. Since its inception, in-
stitutionalism has developed as an op-
positional critical trend in science re-
quiring reform of official science. The 
institutions should be considered a ge-
netic extension of archetypes.

The proponents of the concept of 
institutionalism from the very be-
ginning strongly criticized various 
schools. This criticism went in several 
directions. First of all, critical review of 
“economic man” model traditional for 
economic science, according to which a 
person was considered as an egoist who 

acts rationally and seeks to achieve his 
material interest. The institutionalists 
considered this explanation of human 
behavior very narrow and widely used 
in their concepts the analysis of non-
economic factors affecting a person. In 
addition, the institutionalists opposed 
traditional methodological individu-
alism, when behavioral patterns were 
derived from the analysis of behavior 
of individual, sometimes even isolated, 
business entity. They emphasized that 
a person lives in society and is includ-
ed in various collective organizations 
and institutions (trade unions, cor-
porations, public associations, politi-
cal parties, etc.). The institutionalists 
therefore sought to consider human 
activity in a social context, highlight-
ing the collective actions of people that 
are often united at the subconscious 
level, which is important for arche-
types. “...To destroy the old theory, it 
is not enough to destructively criti-
cize its prerequisites or to collect new  
facts — a new theory must be proposed” 
[12] — as Mark Blaug wrote. American 
economist Walton Hamilton, one of 
the proponents of the concept of in-
stitutionalism, defined it as follows: 
“Institution is a verbal symbol which 
for want of a better describes a cluster 
of social usages. It connotes a way of 
thought or action of some prevalence 
and permanence, which is embedded in 
the habits of a group or the customs of 
a people... Institutions fix the confines 
of and impose form upon the activities 
of human beings. The world of use and 
wont, to which imperfectly we accom-
modate our lives, is a tangled and un-
broken web of institutions”. Indeed, 
Hamilton (1916: 863 n.) originally 
coined the very term “institutional 
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economics”. He announced its exist-
ence and defined its essential outlook 
at the annual meeting of the American 
Economic Association in December 
1918 (Hamilton, 1919). Here, in fact, 
he appeals to traditional archetypes.

It follows from this definition that 
institutions are a wide range of phe-
nomena of social life, which can be 
both formal and informal in nature and 
relate to both economic and non-eco-
nomic aspects of human life. The con-
cept of “institution” can include: state 
and legal system, private property and 
money, family and church, industrial 
corporations, trade unions and so on. 
All these institutions are united by 
the fact that they arose as a result of 
society development and embody tra-
ditions and customs, standards of be-
havior and prevailing ways of people’s 
thoughts. The institutions organize 
people’s lives and impose restrictions 
on them, and person is included in the 
system of institutions and obeys it. 
Here we find the basis of public admin-
istration, which combines two compo-
nents. First, public administration is 
based on public power, which is mainly 
the result of interaction of informal in-
stitutions. Second, public administra-
tion involves formalizing interaction 
through democratic decision-making 
procedures and enshrining them in 
regulations.

Returning to institutionalism, we 
note that first, institutionalism is char-
acterized by the so-called interdisci-
plinary approach, desire to integrate 
social sciences — sociology, social psy-
chology, law, history. In other words, 
institutionalism is not a pure economic 
theory, but studies conducted at the 
intersection of different sciences. Sec-

ond, representatives of institutionalism 
were mostly skeptical about abstract 
theoretical models and use of mathe-
matical methods in economic analysis. 
They advocated the widespread use of 
empirical data, factual and statistical 
material. Third, institutionalism intro-
duces into scientific theory the idea of 
variability of social life and its deve- 
lopment, the idea of gradual evolution 
of social and economic institutions. 
Public administration in this context 
creates a triangle with institutions and 
state.

It is necessary to highlight the 
main methodological principles of in-
stitutionalism that are common to all 
proponents of this direction. The first 
principle is the principle of holism or 
interdisciplinary approach related to 
the object of study by institutions, 
structural and functional aspects of 
economic system as part of social mech-
anism. This issue involves expanding 
the boundaries of economic analysis 
by introducing elements of other social 
disciplines — sociology, political sci-
ence, psychology, law, ethics, etc.

The second methodological prin-
ciple proclaimed by institutionalists 
is the principle of historicism that is 
expressed in the desire to identify the 
driving forces and factors of develop-
ment, main trends of social evolution, 
as well as to substantiate the purpose-
ful influence on the prospects of social 
development.

Considering the ways of formation 
and evolution of various social institu-
tions, T. Veblen, first of all, formulates 
a kind of human model, which is fun-
damentally different from “economic 
man” model, which prevailed in eco-
nomics at the time [13]. The human 
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behavior is based on some innate in-
stincts, as well as natural archetypes. 
There are several main archetypes: 
parental, that is, the instinct of family 
preservation and self-preservation, the 
instinct of skill, which is “a tendency 
or inclination to effective actions”, the 
instinct of empty curiosity, the instinct 
of envious comparison and the instinct 
of competition.

Thus, the central point of the insti-
tutional concept is the dichotomy of 
public administration and archetypes.

The institutional and historical 
method is manifested in the applica-
tion in public administration of evolu-
tionary approach based on the study of 
origin and development of public insti-
tutions. The evolution of governance of 
society is a process of natural selection 
of institutions that change under the 
influence, first of all, of social and psy-
chological factors. Public interests and 
power are at the top.

Public power is the ability of per-
son, social group, institution or organi-
zation to exercise their will through 
certain means. The nature of public 
power is often determined through the 
concept of will, that is, through the ac-
tion of subjects, bearers of political will 
who seek to master reality, subjugate 
objective existence and actively form 
the life of society.

An important role is played by the 
public leader — an authoritative mem-
ber of society, whose special influence 
allows him to play a significant role 
in social processes. Public leader is a 
person who is able to influence others 
to integrate joint activities aimed at 
meeting the interests of the commu-
nity and who focuses on the prevailing 
archetypes.

This or that social institution sepa-
rately performs a certain function, but 
due to the synergistic effect, it acquires 
new properties, such as integrity, bal-
ance, distribution of spheres and meth-
ods of activity, unity of approaches to 
solving issues of a certain level, forma-
tion and application of rules, standards 
and new values. The governance of so-
ciety still creates an archetic founda-
tion. Thus, through a system of social 
relations — tangle of roles and social 
statuses — people’s behavior is real-
ized and maintained in certain social 
norms, that is, people reproduce typi-
cal patterns, embodying them in public 
administration.

In democratic societies, social insti-
tutions operate on the principles of sta-
ble system of social values, have their 
roots in archetypes often enshrined in 
constitutions, which define the pow-
ers of the main institutions of political 
system of society, institutions of social 
control and management.

There are still discussions among 
scientists about definition of the con-
cept of “social institution” [14]. Un-
doubtedly, in the institute of public 
administration, such concepts as law, 
contract and expediency are value cat-
egories, but in the modern era they are 
not a sufficiently strong support for 
stability and welfare of society. That is 
due to the appeal of political technolo-
gists to archetypes.

The dictionary of public admin-
istration defines political values as 
“guidelines and regulators of political 
consciousness, political relations and 
political practice. In general, political 
values have a double existential foun-
dation: on the one hand, they are de-
veloped in the historical experience of 
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people, and on the other — they are 
embodied and manifested both in non-
subject states of political reality (polit-
ical phenomena, structures, processes) 
and in its subject forms (political ori-
entations, identification, practices). In 
a broad sense, political values can be 
substantive (power, security, democ-
racy, justice, etc.)” [14].

Thus, the contradictions between 
public administration and state gov-
ernance are strategically related to 
their different roles in public processes. 
Due to interconnection between in-
stitutionalism and archetypes, public 
administration becomes effective, is 
considered as a tool ensuring society 
development, and the formation of 
public institutions that appeal to ar-
chetypes can resolve various contra-
dictions and ensure a dialogue between 
government, business and citizens who 
have the right to exercise public power.

Conclusions and prospects for fur-
ther research. At the beginning of the 
XX century, a direction of scientific 
research called “institutionalism” was 
formed, the proponents of which criti-
cized the methodological foundations 
of neoclassical theory. The proponents 
of institutionalism considered various 
institutions to be the main object of 
their analysis, by which they under-
stood a wide range of phenomena of 
social life, which embodied traditions 
and customs, standards of behavior and 
prevailing ways of people’s thoughts. 
The institutionalism has become the 
scientific basis of public administra-
tion. The institutionalism with exist-
ing archetypes becomes the basis for 
development of public administration 
in the context of modernization and 
postmodernization.

The proponents of this research 
are united by common research ap-
proaches: interdisciplinary approach, 
negative attitude to abstract methods 
of analysis, idea of gradual evolution of 
social institutions, recognition of the 
need for public administration as a tool 
for development within the dialogue 
between government, business and so-
ciety, and emphasis on the archetypal 
basis of public power. These institu-
tions are an invariant of the strategic 
development of public administration 
by means of a symbiosis of institution-
alism and archetypes.

The prospects for further research 
are to study the strategic directions 
of public administration reform in 
Ukraine, namely, reform of the insti-
tute of public service and local self-
government, taking into account the 
influence of public archetypes.
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