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ARCHETYPE AS A SOURCE OF INNOVATION
PROCESS

Annotation. The article is devoted to the evolution of the social institute of
science, its interrelation with social needs, the influence of the archetypes of in-
dividual and collective on the innovative activity of a scientist. It is proved that
the basis of the development of modern as postmodern rational society is the
phenomenon of innovation, which is produced by the social institute of science.
In particular, we are talking about the fact that science can be considered in dif-
ferent contexts: as a specific system of special knowledge, as a system of social
institutes that are oriented towards innovation, and as a search for truth. The so-
cio-psychological nature of scientific knowledge is revealed, which is related not
only to the individual achievements of the researcher, but also to the manifesta-
tion of the collective unconscious, in particular archetype-logos as an intangible
cultural-historical result of the development of the social institute of science. An
application of the national model of 'Universal Landmark Cycle' for the research
institute of science, which allows considering the social institute of the natural
logic of its cultural-historical formation and development. Based on the idea of the
Frenchman Gilbert Durand on the existence of two classes of archetypes (logos
and myths), the focus is on the two psychosocial varieties of the scientist (rational
and irrational) and the results of their participation in the innovation process.
The first ones are inclined to articulate innovative ideas, the source of which 'the
inspiration’ is archetype-logos, while others are naturally inclined to produce
new myths, the source of which is the archetype-mythos. In conclusion, the arti-
cle aims at conducting a special study of the evolutionary logic of the innovation
process from antiquity to the present with the allocation of 'subject specificity' in
this process of each of the socio-historical epochs. The task is also to determine
the mechanisms of the interrelation of the individual innovative conscious and
archetypal collective unconscious.

Keywords: archetype, individual, innovation, collective, logos, mythos,
science, psychosocial type, social institute, universal epochal cycle.

APXETHII K JI;KEPEJIO IHHOBAIIIMTHOTO ITPOIIECY

Amnotanis. CtarTs NpucBsveHa eBoJIoIlii COIiaTbHOTO iIHCTUTYTY HAYKH, HOTO
B3aEMO3B’SI3KY 3 CYCIIJIbBHUMU TOTpebaMu, BILIMBY apXETUIIB iHANBIIyaJIbHOTO
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Ta KOJEKTUBHOTO HA IHHOBAIIWHY /IisIJIbHICTh BU€HOTO. /l0BOIUTHCS, 110 B OCHOBI
PO3BUTKY CYy4aCHOTO — TIOCTMO/IEPHOTO PAIliOHATIBHOTO CYCITIbCTBA JIEKUTH (pe-
HOMEH 1HHOBAIlI1, IKUI TPOYKYETHCS COTIaTbHUM IHCTUTYTOM HayKH. 30KPEMA,
MOBa ¥i/1e TIPO Te, 110 HAYKy MO’KHA PO3TJIS/IaTH B PI3HUX KOHTEKCTAX: SIK CTIeIH-
(biuny cucTemy crieniaTbHUX 3HAHB; SIK CUCTEMY COIIATbHUX iIHCTUTYTIB, OPIEHTO-
BaHWX Ha IHHOBAIIII; 9K JiSIJIbHICTh, HAIlIJIEHY HA TOMTYK icTUHU. Po3kpuBaeThes
COIIAJIbHO-TICXOJIOTiYHA TTPUPOJIa HAYKOBOTO 3HAHHS, SIKa MOB’sI3aHa He TiIbKU
3 IHAWBIyaIbHUMH JOCSATHEHHSIMU JOCiTHUKA, a i BUSIBOM KOJIEKTMBHOTO He-
CBIZIOMOTO, 30KpeMa apXeTHITy-JIOTOCY SIK HeMaTepiabHOTO KyJIbTYPHO-iCTOPUY-
HOTO pe3yJIbTaTy PO3BUTKY COIAJbHOTO iHCTUTYTY Hayku. OOrpyHTOBYETHCS
3aCTOCYBaHHS BITUYM3HAHOI MOJesi “YHIBEPCAIBHOTO eMOXaJIbHOTO UKy JIJIs
JIOCJIIJIPKEHHST THCTUTYTY HAyKH, KA Ia€ MOKJIUBICTh PO3TJISTHYTH 11€1 COTlialb-
HUU THCTUTYT y NPUPOJHIN JIOTIiII HOTO KyJBTYPHO-ICTOPUYHOTO CTAHOBJIEHHS
i possuTky. Crimparounch Ha izei ¢paniysa Kisbbepa /[iopata 1mpo icHyBaHHSs
JIBOX KJIaciB apxeTutiB (Jioroc i Michoc), akIeHTYEThCS yBara Ha JIBOX TICUXOCOITi-
QJIBHUX Pi3HOBU/IaX yueHoro (“paitionana” it “ippaitionana”) i pe3yabTaTiB X y4a-
CTi B iHHOBaIlitHOMY 11porieci. [lepiiti BUSBISAIOTH CXUITBHICTD /10 ApTUKYJISATIIT iH-
HOBAIIMHUX iJIeH, PKepesoM-“HATXHEHHUKOM~ SKUX BUCTYIIAE apPXETUII-JIOTOC Y
TOU 4ac, SIK iHIII TPUPOIHO HAJIANITOBAHI HA TTPO/IyKyBaHHSI HOBUX MihiB, JzKepe-
JIOM SIKUX BUCTYTIA€ apXeTUtl-mMichoc. Y BUCHOBKY CTaTTsI CKEPOBYE Ha TIPOBE/IEH-
H4 CIIEIaJbHOTO JIOCJTI/IKEHHST €BOJIOIIHOI JIOTIKK IHHOBAIITHOTO TPOIIECY Bijl
AHTUYHOCTI /IO CYyYaCHOCTI 3 BUOKPEMJIEHHSIM “TIPeIMETHOI Crielniku” B IbOMY
mporieci KO3KHOI i3 CyCHiJIbHO-iCTOPUYHUX enoX. CTaBUThCS TAKOXK 3aB/IaHHST BU-
3HAUEHHS MEXaHi3MiB B3a€MO3B’43KY 1H/IMBIIyaJIbHOTO IHHOBAIITHOTO CBiZIOMO-
0 i apXETUITHOTO KOJIEKTUBHOTO HECBIZIOMOTO.

KmouoBi ciioBa: apxeTurt, iH/IUBiIyaibHe, iHHOBAIIisl, KOJIEKTHUBHE, JIOTOC, Mi-
(hoc, HayKka, rncuxocoriaTbHUM THTI, COMIATbHUM IHCTUTYT, YHIBEPCAIBHUI €110-
XaJbHUM UKL

APXETHUII KAK NCTOYHUK NHHOBAIIMOHHOI'O ITPOLTECCA

AnnoTtanua. Cratbs 1ocBslleHa 9BOJIOIUN COIUATbHOTO UHCTUTYTA HAYKH,
€ro B3aUMOCBSI3H C OOIIECTBEHHBIMU TTOTPEOHOCTSIMU, BJIUSTHIIO aPXETHUIIOB WH-
JUBUYAJbHOTO U KOJUJIEKTMBHOTO Ha WHHOBAIIMOHHYIO /IESIT€JIbHOCTh YY€HOTO.
[lokasbIBaeTcsl, YTO B OCHOBE Pa3BUTHSI COBPEMEHHOTO — IOCTMOJIEPHUCTCKOTO
paIoOHATIBHOTO 00IIeCTBA JIEKUT (heHOMEeH MHHOBAIIUHU, KOTOPBIN TIPOLYIUPYET-
sl COLMAJIBHBIM MHCTUTYTOM HayKH. B yacTHOCTH, peyb UJeT O TOM, YTO HAYKY
MO’KHO pacCcMaTpyBaTh B PA3JIMYHBIX KOHTEKCTaX: Kak crelnduyeckyio CucTeMy
cHelMa/IbHbIX 3HAHUI; KaK CUCTEMY COIIUAJIbHBIX MHCTUTYTOB, OPUEHTHPOBAHHBIX
Ha MHHOBAIIMM; KaK /IeITeJIbHOCTD, HalleJIeHHYIO Ha IOUCK UCTUHBL. PackpbiBaeT-
csl COIMAJIbHO-TICUXOJIOTMYecKas MPUPO/ia HAyYHOrO 3HAHUS, KOTOpas CBs3aHa
He TOJIBKO C WHJMBU/yaJIbHBIMU JOCTHXKEHUSIMU HCCIeioBaTesis, HO U IIPosIBJie-
HIEM KOJUIEKTUBHOTO OeCCO3HATEIHHOTO, B YACTHOCTH apXeTHIA-JIOroca Kak He-
MaTepuaJbHOTO KYJIBTYPHO-UCTOPUYECKOTO pe3yJ/ibraTa Pa3BUTHS COLUAIBbHOTO
uHCTUTYTa HayKu. OGOCHOBBIBAETCST IPUMEHEHIE OTEYeCTBEHHON Mojiesn “YHu-
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BEPCAIBHOTO ATIOXAJIBHOTO TMKJIA” JIJIST KCCJIeIOBAaHUS MHCTUTYTA HAYKU, KOTOPast
JIaeT BO3MOKHOCTb PACCMOTPETHh ITOT COIMAIBbHBIN WHCTUTYT B €CTECTBEHHOM
JIOTUKE €T0 KYJIbTYPHO-UCTOPUYECKOTO CTaHOBJIeHUs W pa3BuTust. Onupasich Ha
uzen dpaniysa Kunsbepa /[opata o cyniecTBOBaHUM JBYX KJIACCOB apXETUIIOB
(sroroc 1 Mudoc), akIeHTUPyeTCcsl BHUMaHUe Ha JIBYX TICUXOCOIMATbHBIX THTIAX
yuenbIx (“parmonana” u “mppanuoHana’) U pe3yJbratax uxX y4acTus B UHHOBa-
IIMOHHOM T1poitecce. [lepBbie TPOSBIAIOT CKIIOHHOCTD K apTUKYJISIIUA MHHOBAITH-
OHHBIX UJIEN, UCTOUHUKOM-“B/IOXHOBUTEJIEM” KOTOPBIX BBICTYIIAET aPXETUII-JIOTOC
B TO BPeMsI, KaK JIPyrue eCTECTBEHHO HACTPOEHBI Ha MPO/LYIIMPOBAHNE HOBbIX MH-
(hoB, UICTOUHMKOM KOTOPBIX BHICTyIaeT apxeTun-mudoc. B 3akimouenun craThbs
HaIpaBJIsieT Ha TIPOBE/IEHNE CIEIMATbHOTO MCCIeI0BAHNS 9BOJIOIMOHHON JIOTH-
KW WTHHOBAIIMOHHOTO TIPOTIeCcca OT aHTUYHOCTH /0 COBPEMEHHOCTH C BbI/IEJIEHIEM
“IpeaMeTHON creruduKn” B 9TOM MPOoIecce Kak0i U3 00IeCTBEHHO-UCTOPH-
yeckux a1ox. CTaBUTCS TakyKe 3a/1aua OTPeiesIeHNsT MEXaHN3MOB B3aMMOCBSI3H
WHIUBU/IyAJIbHOTO MHHOBAIIMOHHOTO CO3HATEJIbHOTO W apPXETUITHOTO KOJIJIEKTUB-

HOTO 6eCCO3HATENBLHOTO.

KmoueBsle cioBa: ApXEeTUIl, MHANBU/YaJIbHOE, THHOBAIV 1, KOJVIEKTUBHOE, JIO-
Iroc, MI/I(bOC, HayKa, HCI/IXOCOL[I/IaJIbHHﬁ THII, COL[I/IaJIbeIIk/'I UHCTUTYT, YHUBEPCAJIb-

HBIU ITIOXAJIbHBIN [TUKJL.

Problem statement. Postmodern
rational society, the key mechanism of
development of which is innovation
and the innovation process, actualize
the problems related to the functioning
and development of the social institute
of science. The latter can be considered
in various epistemological contexts, in
particular: as a special system of know-
ledge; asaspecific system of publicinsti-
tutions designed to produce, store and
disseminate knowledge; and as a speci-
fic kind of activity aimed at obtaining
certain cognitive results. At the same
time, the deepening of the social and
psychological nature of the develop-
ment of scientific knowledge requires
an adequate reflection on both the
historical aspects of the development
of science and the latest tendencies in
scientific and theoretical synthesis and
applied research. First of all, this re-

flection concerns the psychosocial as-
pects of the formation of a postmodern
knowledge society, in which the acqui-
sition, dissemination, assimilation and
production of new knowledge is not
only a result of the cognitive activity of
a separate investigator-individual, but
also the manifestation of a specific class
of archetypes-logos as a cultural and
historical result of the development of
a social institute of science [1].

The purpose of the article is an at-
tempt to apply the national model of
the Universal Epochal Cycle for the
study of the social institute of science
and the sources of its development in
the modern postmodern society.

Analysis of recent researches and
publications. An overview of scientific
literature on the issue of research sug-
gests that the social institute of science
(as well as other social institutions)

31




has its own development logic. At the
individual level, it lies in the various
phases of the work of the scientist,
when in stages the birth of new ideas,
their testing and processing of research
results, the search for new, often intui-
tive solutions occurs. At the social and
civilizational levels, science is today
influenced by the socio-cultural envi-
ronment and, in particular, under the
influence of the diversity of other so-
cial institutions of society. Max Weber
in 1921 study, devoted to world reli-
gions, concluded that in the process
of division of labour science excels in
an industry under the influence of 'a
certain configuration of social values'
[2, p. 30]. Another German sociologist
K. Mannheim considered the socio-
logy of knowledge not only as a result
of thinking, but also as a consequence
of the ordering of the stock of know-
ledge available in social reality. In his
opinion, knowledge must correct the
historical and cultural process on the
basis of adequate understanding and
explanation of its social essence [3,
p. 46]. Robert Merton in the book Sci-
ence, Technology & Society in England
of the Seventeenth Century, published
in 1938, noted that the basic values
of Puritan morality, that is, utilitaria-
nism, rationalism, individualism, had a
decisive influence on the institutional
features of contemporary European
science. Among these values, R. Mer-
ton highlighted: universalism, that is,
attempts to assess all knowledge in
terms of their compliance with univer-
sal criteria of science, their universality
or the availability of scientific research
results to the entire scientific commu-
nity, because the results of research
are estimated by the whole scientific
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community. In the end, these values
are the ethos of science and acade-
mics as a professional social community.
In general, the concept of sociology of
science, proposed by R. Merton in the
literature, was called the normative ap-
proach. Instead, the cognitive concept
of the sociology as science, proposed by
M. Malkey, puts the cognitive function
of science in direct dependence on its
social function.

The key hypothesis advanced in this
article relates to the attempt to consi-
der within the framework of the cycli-
cal conception of socio-historical de-
velopment and the various stages of the
evolution of the social institute of sci-
ence: from pre-classical, classical, non-
classical and post-classical science. At
each of these stages of institutionali-
zation of science, which correspond to
the individual stages of the deployment
of the universal epochal cycle (revolu-
tion, involution, co-evolution and evo-
lution) [4, p. 139-210], specific tasks
are solved.

Thus, science becomes an instru-
ment for solving specific socio-histo-
rical tasks that arise on the way of the
formation and development of society.
In accordance with the concept pro-
posed by O. Conte, these tasks become
evident in the context of two invariant
types of cognitive activity as follows:
(1) myth-making as a form of actualiza-
tion of ancient traditional knowledge;
and (2) experiment, rationalization and
social practice: not only as a criterion
of truth, but also as an element of com-
munication with specific social needs.
Moreover, each new stage in the deve-
lopment of science, as if on the model
of a doll, imparts the achievements of
predecessors and creates the precondi-




tions for the subsequent cultural-his-
torical periods of innovation.

Presentation of the main material.
First of all, it isimportant to note that in
the modern innovation process, as well
as in its early cultural-historical forms
of the Roman Antiquity and the En-
lightenment, the leading role is played
by scholars who, like representatives of
Greek-Roman Alchemy, combine intui-
tive (mystical) and rational methods of
cognition, which update and relevant
psychological mechanisms for ensuring
the needs for the functioning and de-
velopment of science. So, we are talking
about people of a certain psychological
composition (psychosocial type [5])
and their psychological mechanisms as
follows: (1) intuition and intuitive think-
ing, as a sensory-perceptual set that
provides the connection of man with
the treasury of innumerable riches of
archetype-logos (one of the varieties of
the collective unconscious), and (2) ra-
tionality, which, at least since the insti-
tutional self-determination of classical
European science has become and until
recently remained the dominant. Both
of these start-up research activities are
the two ends of the Ariadne thread,
which lead scientists to find truth laby-
rinths.

The Epoch of Postmodernism, as
the summit of civilizational modernity,
sets out a new rational vector of deve-
lopment of science; nevertheless, the
mythological as a regulator of intuitive
thinking, which in general changes the
social conditions of the conditioned
knowledge [6, p. 10]. The content of
the knowledge gained today is deter-
mined not only by the nature of the
object of cognition altered by nature
(when the focus of attention is trans-

lated from the external forms of objects
and things into internal ones, includ-
ing psychological ones), but also by
group, professional, caste, ideological
and other attitudes and interests. The
experiment and the logic of scientific
argumentation are of particular impor-
tance in these conditions. Accordingly,
the rational psychosocial type of scien-
tist becomes the dominant one.

We recall that at the end of the 19th
century F. Engels in the labour 'Dia-
lectics of Nature' (1872), referring to
the social needs in the scientific under-
standing of the world, suggested that
the classification of the sciences in the
basis of which put the form of move-
ment of matter as follows: Mathema-
tics, Mechanics (including Astrono-
my), Physics, Chemistry, Biology, the
Science of Thinking and the Science of
Society |7, p. 564—571]. In this form,
this classification reflects tendencies
in the development of fundamental
and applied sciences in the West. But
in the beginning of the 21 century, it
becomes clear that the natural sciences
substantially outstripped the humani-
ties in shaping the scientific picture of
the world. In particular, this applies to
the applied component of management
not only material, but also social world.

In view of this, under the new
conditions, the British philosopher
G. Ryle proposed (1949) the typology
of knowledge by type of knowledge
'how' and knowledge 'what' [8, p. 318—
319]. From a purely rational, even uti-
litarian point of view, knowledge means
to be able to do something. At the same
time, theoretical, fundamental under-
standing of applied synthesis lags be-
hind today in the West from purely ap-
plied research, which creates a modern
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specific crisis of the Western paradigm
of science. Instead, for the Eastern sci-
entific tradition, fundamental research
was peculiar, which is now reoriented
on applied interdisciplinary scientific
research.

However, another cycle earlier, dur-
ing the Enlightenment, I. Kant pro-
posed to find a general and correct cri-
terion of truth for any knowledge [9,
p. 159]. However, looking for a speci-
fied universal criterion outside the
historical method, that is, the interpre-
tation of the relationship between the
development of science and the inte-
rests of various social groups, ideolo-
gies, specific historical events, is im-
possible. In particular, I. Kant tried to
find an answer to the question of how
Logic based Mathematics can be ap-
plied to the nature sciences, which are
based on observation and experiment.
This outstanding citizen of Konigsberg
believed that time and space exist in our
minds regardless of any experience. The
time-spatial continuum is a transcen-
dental a priori prerequisite for experi-
ence. Therefore, according to Kant,
Arithmetic and Algebra, which arose
on the basis of the idea of time, and
Geometry that is related to space can
be used in empirical knowledge. The
above knowledge is systematized using
twelve main categories that describe
certain things in terms of quantity and
quality, finality and infinity, random-
ness and necessity, and so on. In es-
sence, this is knowledge of the outer
side of things. The inner side of the
'thing in itself' is inaccessible to know-
ledge by the mind.

G. Geogel made a significant con-
tribution to the Sociology of Know-
ledge, who noted that any knowledge
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is the result of development. It arises,
changes under the influence of inter-
nal contradictions and turns into their
opposite. True, he considered nature
after the act of creation as an unchang-
ing data, and according to the laws of
development gave the right to exist to
knowledge and society only.

Instead, K. Marx determined the so-
cial practice by the criterion of objec-
tive truth. In his view, the technologi-
cal revolution is an impetus for social
change. At the same time, the victories
of technology seem to be bought at
the cost of moral degradation of man
and society. All our discoveries, all our
progress lead to the fact that material
forces are endowed with intellectual
life, and human life, devoid of its intel-
lectual component, goes down to the
level of simple material power.

Consequently, understanding the
nature of knowledge should cover the
process of the emergence, develop-
ment, verification and change of sci-
entific paradigms, as well as the social
organization and ethos of science and
scholars. And the Sociology of Know-
ledge should include the study of so-
cially determined history of scientific
thought. In this unanimous opinion,
the Polish researcher B. Skaragh intro-
duces the concept of 'intellectual for-
mation', which is important for the So-
ciology of Knowledge, as an aggregate
of forms and essential content of think-
ing in a certain historical period [10,
p. 13]. Directly the development of the
Sociology of Knowledge, the definition
of its subject field and the range of re-
search is associated with German so-
ciologists, first of all, Max Weber, who
made a significant contribution to un-
derstanding the ethos of the scientist,




considering science as a vocation and
profession, and Carl Mannheim, who
also considered the phenomenon of the
development of the European science
through the prism of the Sociology of
Knowledge [2, p. 127].

Beginning from the 60s of the 20
century, considerable attention in the
publications devoted to the coverage of
the historical and social aspects of the
development of science, was devoted
to the problems of the social conse-
quences of the scientific and techno-
logical revolution. Within the frame-
work of the classical Marxist paradigm,
the key role of science’s progress was
recognized as a prerequisite for the
social liberation of human. After all
F. Engels noted that production is mov-
ing science forward faster than a dozen
universities. Especially characteristic
of this phenomenon was for the dawn
of the Industrial Era in the history of
mankind [3, p. 42].

The social dynamics of gaining new
knowledge in the conditions of growing
tendencies in the development of the
scientific and technological revolution
has led to an in-depth development of
the socio-philosophical interpretation
of the genesis of scientific knowledge.

So, in 1962, Thomas Kuhn pub-
lished the work The Structure of Scien-
tific Revolutions, in which he proposed
a two-stage model of the mechanism
for the development of science as a so-
cial institution. That is, at a normative
stage a certain paradigm is established.
Scientists who adhere to it form a spe-
cific community that exists and func-
tions in accordance with its standards
and scientific criteria. At this stage,
there is a clarification of the facts, ap-
probation of theories that agree with

the empirical. In the process of re-
search, artefacts can be found that do
not fit into the old scientific paradigm
and require new hypotheses and theo-
ries for the purpose of their interpreta-
tion. Finally, the emergence of a new
paradigm T. Kuhn calls the scientific
revolution [11, p. 25].

However, in today’s conditions of
development of post-classical science
more adequate, in our opinion, is a cy-
clic model of the development of sci-
ence. Each of its cycles consists of four
periods (revolution, involution, co-
evolution and evolution) and the total
number of such cycles is today three.
In our opinion, this model more clearly
communicates the historical aspects of
the development of scientific know-
ledge.

1. In particular, the revolutionary
stage of the First Cycle of Science De-
velopment, associated with its emer-
gence as a kind of intellectual activity
in the Ancient East and in the Ancient
World. Science arises as a result of the
distribution of words and words of man
and the surrounding world, subject and
object, knowledge and ethics.

At the same time, according to the
Platonic idea expressed in the involu-
tionary period of human history, reality
was divided into the world of ideas and
the world of human existence. A spe-
cialist in the History of Ancient Phi-
losophy A. Losiev noted that the ideas
of Plato can be interpreted and purely
from materialistic positions as an un-
derstanding of the essence, that is, the
totality of the main characteristics of
certain things and processes. That’s
how Aristotle interpreted his teacher.
But Plato understood knowledge as
the reflection by human organs of the
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senses of the higher world of ideas as
‘a kind of movement from ideal to ma-
terial', in which philosophers, through
the help of intuition, is better able to
know the world. In these intermediate
precision results of knowledge, accord-
ing to the supporters of the Platonic
School, gives Mathematics. Physics,
which is mainly based on observation,
gives the most imperfect knowledge.

At the same time, Aristotle, unlike
Plato, emphasized that the ideas, on
the contrary, are generalizing the es-
sence of things and only the latter re-
ally exist. Therefore, the main source
of knowledge is not the abstract know-
ledge of ideas, but the study of real con-
crete things, phenomena and processes.
According to Aristotle, the most valu-
able knowledge is given by research,
which is based on observation and
logic, that is, Physics and Mathemat-
ics. It was Aristotle, who first built the
formal-logical structures of knowledge,
and began to characterize scientific
knowledge as a network of statements
related to each other according to the
laws of Logic.

In general, the science of the Greek
Era (involutional) and Roman (evo-
lutionary) Antiquity was intellectual
elite of free people only, who were
not engaged in physical labour. World
view of the Greeks who adored nature,
ruled out the possibility for active ex-
perimentation. Apparently, a certain
dichotomy between Platonic and Aris-
totelian approaches to the Theory
of Knowledge eventually provoked
differences between traditional and
purely scientific knowledge, between
intuition and reason. Moreover, these
contradictions continue to this day.
Elements of the Greek ancient scien-

tific tradition were adapted by Arabian
medieval scholars primarily in encyc-
lopaedic form. Instead, the Europe-
ans, thanks to the Crusades, the sub-
sequent trade and cultural exchange,
once again received access to the he-
ritage of ancient thought. Along with
the revelation as the supreme source of
knowledge, intelligence was allocated
as a source of knowledge about the sec-
rets of the world, the logic of the abi-
lity to consistently think, as well as sen-
sory knowledge as the source of many
mistakes. However, it was on sensory
knowledge that was based on various
experimental studies that eventually
stimulated the development of modern
science.

2. The Religious Reformation Era
changed the perception of the place of
man in the world, stimulated new para-
digms in the development of scientific
knowledge, both fundamental and ap-
plied. A peculiar symbol of empirical
knowledge the Second Cycle of Deve-
lopment of Science as the involutionary
Renaissance (14"—16" centuries) and
the evolutionary Enlightenment (17—
18" centuries) became the aphorism of
English politician and thinker Francis
Bacon 'Knowledge is the power' that he
formulated in the methodological work
New Organon (1620). From this time,
exact sciences become directly related
to experiment and Mathematics. The
leading role of the experiment signifi-
cantly influenced humanitarian know-
ledge in the context of attempts to
build mechanistic models of society.

In the 16" and 18 centuries, inten-
sive development of factories, which
require the solution of a number of
technical problems. In these socio-
historical conditions, R. Descartes
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solves the problems of Mechanics, and
F. Bacon puts forward the key thesis of
a new science, sets it the goal of domi-
nation over nature in order to improve
the welfare of society and improve
production. Thus, the modern ethos of
science was formulated [12, p. 54].

A special place in the history of sci-
ence is the Period of the Enlighten-
ment, which is identified with the be-
ginning of the evolutionary stage of the
development of scientific knowledge
of the Second Epochal Cycle. Finally
in the 17% century greatly influenced
the development of science rationa-
lism (R. Descartes, B. Spinoza and
G.-B. Leibniz) and empiricism (F. Ba-
con, J. J. Locke).

Rationalists emphasized the excep-
tional importance of evidence-based
logical knowledge. Instead, empiri-
cism sought to answer the question
of a source of knowledge about a real,
changeable sensory world, which is
not identical to purely mathematical
schemes. In particular, D. Hume noted
that if the only source of knowledge is
a feeling, then it is impossible to know
if there is anything outside of them, we
can know nothing but feelings.

3. Complex and controversial
turned out to be the Third Cycle of
Science  Development, associated
with the Social Modernity Era (18" —
early 20 century) and the Postmo-
dern (mid-20t% — early 21% century). In
particular, the philosophical thought
of the Modernism Era, which it began
the Great French Revolution (1789—
1794), mainly gives this social-histor-
ical epoch a rationality as a term in the
broadest sense that signifies wisdom,
consciousness, and the opposite of ir-
rationality [13]. Instead, society as a

whole and the social qualities of an in-
dividual in this Era are exclusively be-
havioural categories of irrational.

In fact, the rational features of soci-
ety, science and culture are acquired in
postmodern society, which originates
from the events of the Great Depres-
sion (1929-1933) in the United States,
spread after the World War II in Wes-
tern Europe and Japan, and gaining
new strength in the late 20" — early
21% century in the rest of the world, in-
cluding in the Post-Soviet Space.

Paradoxically, but at the current
evolutionary stage of the development
of science and electronic information
communications, when sensory know-
ledge on the screen of a personal com-
puter again becomes a leading form of
intellectual activity, the human mind is
again in a virtual reality that is subject
to the rationalism of mathematical pro-
gramming logic only.

Finally, the socio-cultural condi-
tionality of modern society and its
scientific innovations, which have
substantially advanced the European
society, is illustrated by the historical
example of the use of gunpowder. In
particular, it is known that its proper-
ties were first discovered by Chinese
alchemists, but its military use was
gunpowder in Europe. The Chinese
used it predominantly for holiday fire-
works, and Europeans, mainly used
to inflict the maximum damage to the
enemy. However, the greatest conse-
quences of this invention have caused
in Europe not much medieval castles
and chivalry, as feudal social culture as
awhole, stimulating the first sprouts of
centralized national states.

In the 19 and early 20t centuries,
the nature of the relationship between
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science and society gradually changes.
By accumulation of a rich heritage of
empirical knowledge, science summa-
rizes the achievements of practice and
goes on to more effectively solve the
problems that practice put it before
it. Moreover, engineering thought and
scientific creativity develop in parallel.
Karl Popper, in particular, noted that
knowledge is evolving, not faster than
the feedback is formed through the at-
tempt of their verification and valida-
tion. Therefore, in his opinion, changes
in society will also take place no sooner
than there will be a request for verifica-
tion of the acquired social knowledge
in society.

A fundamentally new stage in the
development of scientific knowledge
came from the beginning of scientific
and technological progress, which sig-
nificantly influenced social relations. It
should be noted that the technological
factor has always played a significant
role not only in economic and social
processes, but also influenced the for-
mation of the political system of the
modern world. Americans Elvin Tof-
fler, in describing the agricultural, in-
dustrial and post-industrial epochs,
and Francis Fukuyama, who rightly
pointed out that the industrial age
with its factories, railways and a new
social structure enabled the emergence
and functioning of the Weberian cen-
tralized state [14, p. 94].

Strengthening the institutional
influence of science during the scien-
tific and technological revolution is
associated with a change in the social
status of a scientist. In the context
of this trend, the French sociologist
P. Bourdieu considers professional or
academic rank as a certain legal rule of
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social perception, being perceived as a
guaranteed right. It is an institutiona-
lized and legitimate symbolic capital,
which is inseparable from the academic
rank [15, p. 75]. The development of
scientific and technical research stimu-
lates a wave of new social practices, the
patenting of scientific discoveries, and
SO on.

Access to information and the speed
of its receipt changes our imagination
in terms of global and regional boun-
daries. And our intellect essentially
changes traditional social practices and
material production. The determinants
of this are innovation, education and
qualifications. Characteristic features
of classical European scientific know-
ledge are attempts to achieve the grea-
test possible efficiency. The motivation
of cognition, being one of the defining
features of human nature, tries to reach
the thought of the most mysterious and
most dangerous depths of truth as to
the secrets of the nuclear structure and
the origins of the human genome.

The new communicative environ-
ment transforms the very nature of
information and the information net-
work of sociality. Thanks to the com-
municative revolution, mankind was
given the opportunity to spread his
knowledge quickly. High technologies
and biotechnology change the human
world. For a long time, opportunities
for cloning a person are putting pres-
sure on established religious beliefs and
values. Total computerization changes
the perception of the material and vir-
tual worlds, when in the first of them is
the physical body of human, and in the
second — his spirit.

Consequently, the more effective the
science becomes, the less capable it is to




find the answer to the question of the
meaning of human existence. In view
of this, new mechanisms of interaction
between scientific and social processes
are needed. The thought of the ancient
Greeks remains relevant only: the one,
who progresses in the Sciences, but
lags behind in morality, rather regresses
than progresses. That is, the advantage
of purely cognitive rationalist scientific
procedures, oriented mainly on utilita-
rian daily needs, pushes the normative
functions of science to the foreground.
Russian scientist S. Kara-Murza right-
ly emphasizes that science replaced the
church as the highest authority that le-
gitimizes the political system and social
order [16, p. 6].

In general, for the first time, the
acute sense of the crisis of the scientific
vision of the modern world picture was
observed at the turn of the 19" and 20
centuries, when the discovery of an
electron buried hopes for the atom as
the foundation of the Universe. At the
beginning of the 21% century, the Rus-
sian philosopher Alexander Panarin
rightly emphasized the change in the
ideological atmosphere in the scientific
environment. The idea of progress that
has matured in the depths of science
has become one of the main reasons for
the ideology of industrialism; it seems
to be experiencing a crisis with it. The
main postulates of the idea of progress
are put into question (doubt). Firstly,
it was doubtful that the artificial, cre-
ated by the recipes of advanced scien-
tific knowledge is better than natural
or inherited from ancestors. Secondly,
denied belief in the infinity of progress,
finally, thirdly, the idea of socio-cul-
tural uniqueness of progress is rejected
[17,p.91].

In the current transitional state,
Ukrainian society and most countries of
the world are 'experiencing' institutio-
nal changes, eroding social structures,
weakening social ties, and breaking
the hierarchy of factors that constitute
mechanisms for the reproduction of so-
cial structures. In particular, the causal
relationship underlying the rational sci-
entific method is eroded [17, p. 308].

As a result, the temporary failure of
certain technical solutions, as a pro-
duct of a scientific model of the vision
of the world, is as insolvent as the mo-
del itself. So, any technical problems
are fundamentally impossible to solve
in one model, are solved in another.
In the end, we cannot tell today what
exactly historically driven knowledge
set yesterday, tomorrow will be disa-
vowed. Recognizing the probable na-
ture of knowledge, we must agree with
the thesis that predictions of the past
are as complex as predicting the future
[18, p. 212].

Thus, we can state that at the cur-
rent transitional stage of social deve-
lopment, as the applied knowledge is
systematized, the social need for fun-
damental theoretical understanding of
such achievements increases. First of
all, it concerns the scientific tradition
that has taken shape in the transatlan-
tic civilization. Instead, the current
scientific crisis in the countries of the
East and the South can be regarded as
transforming their former fundamental
science towards highly specialized ap-
plied research, and hence the need for
interdisciplinary communication and
comparativism is needed to maintain a
holistic scientific vision.

The current evolutionary stage in
the development of science, which we
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are unilaterally linked to today with the
influence of the processes of globaliza-
tion (universalization), is in fact under
the influence of a situation in which,
as Scottish sociologist Roland Robert-
son notes, 'global and local tendencies
complement and interpenetrate each
other, although in specific situations can
come into collision' [19]. In this context,
the President of the International So-
ciological Association, A. Martinelli,
points out, that international academic
associations, are trying to strengthen
the prestige and influence of a particu-
lar professional community. Therefore,
international scientific associations in
the field of social sciences are called to
promote global governance by enrich-
ing public discourse at the world level,
through an honest analysis of various
dimensions of globalization [20, p. 25].
This also applies to research tasks in
the field of Sociology of Knowledge
and its historical aspects, consisting
of interdisciplinary and comparative
studies designed to promote the search
for a new paradigm of post-classical
science.

Today, however, the attention of
scientists from most countries of the
world who work in various fields of
knowledge focuses on the needs of ap-
plied research, and therefore there is an
accumulation of substantial amounts
of applied knowledge, which will re-
quire and theoretical reflection. This
task becomes relevant for the Western
transatlantic civilizational area, which
is now torn up by a new post of post-
modern perspective on the develop-
ment of the Institute of Knowledge.

It is the multidimensional property
of the tasks of the institute of science
today, in our opinion, defines a new
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paradigm of post-classical science for
the Western and Eastern civilizational
habitats.

Conclusions and prospects for fur-
ther researches. The passage of the
cultural-historical analysis of the de-
velopment of the Institute of Science
in the article proves the existence of a
tight relationship between the psycho-
social properties of the scientist and the
results of its innovation activity. In this
regard, it seems expedient to expand
with the use of the domestic metho-
dological model of 'Universal Epochal
Cycle'. Tt is a special complete (from
antiquity to modernity) analysis of the
study of the logic of the formation and
development of the innovation process,
while highlighting the followings:

* 'Subject specificity' in the innova-
tion process of each of the socio-histo-
rical epochs;

» Sources of development of the
space of archetypes of the collective un-
conscious, based on the theory of the
phased formation of the intellectual
action of Petr Galperin, in particular,
its components, such as: genesis (ma-
terial, materialistic, perceptual, exter-
nal real and intrapersonal forms), and
structure (Indicative basis: Knowledge
and Operational Bases) of intellectual
action;

* Socio-historical stages of 'develop-
ment' and 'production’ of archetypes of
the collective unconscious in their rela-
tionship with the innovation process;

* Subjects- ‘translators’ of archetypes
of the collective unconscious in the inno-
vation process in their relationship with
psychosocial properties and varieties of
archetypes of logos and myths;

* Features of the relationship of the
collective unconscious with the scientific




and educational cognitive process; pos-
sible consequences for the effectiveness
of the latter in the context of sustain-
able development of society.
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