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THE INFLUENCE OF ARCHETYPES
ON SOCIAL TRANSFORMATIONS

Abstract. The vision of social transformations, which is a component of the
stage of modernization of society, is presented. It is proposed to consider the in-
fluence of archetypes on social transformations through the formation of an ar-
chetypical and institutional mechanism for regulating socio-economic relations,
which is proposed to be considered as an ordered set of institutional levers, incen-
tives and measures aimed at ensuring the effective use of archetypes on the basis of
a combination of factors of the micro- and macroeconomic environment by means
of public administration. The emphasis is placed on the strengthening of the role
of state and supra-national regulatory archetypical-institutional entities in the
design of social transformations. Based on the existing theoretical and concep-
tual provisions for determining the content of the process of institutionalization
of archetypes, it has been determined that the mechanism of regulation of institu-
tional transformations of the national market should be considered in three main
aspects, corresponding to the economic and social nature of the inter-subjective
interaction of market participants. It is noted that the system-reflexive paradigm
of regulation of the development and management of transformational changes
of complex open socio-economic systems is based on the definition of the active
nature of the influence of archetypes, subjects, as well as the reflexive procedures
of their interaction, both on the choice of directions and ways of implementation,
and on the dynamics of the flow of these processes. The composition of the main
provisions that determine the feasibility of using a system of reflexive paradigm in
the field of regulation of socio-economic relations, includes a set of assumptions.
The main provisions defining the expediency of using the system-reflexive para-
digm in the sphere of regulation of socio-economic relations are determined. It is
established that the main institutional conflicts are manifestations of inconsist-
ency between archetypes and elements of institutional environment.

Keywords: archetypes, archetype-institutional mechanism, social transfor-
mations, socio-economic relations.

BILJIUB APXETHUIIIB HA CYCILIbHI TPAHC®OPMAIIIL

Anoranis. [TpesenroBano OaueHHs CyCIIIbHUX TpaHchOpMalliii, IKi € cKJa-
JIOBOIO Cy9acCHOTO eTaIty MOZIEpPHi3allii CyCIHiJbCTBa. 3apPOITOHOBAHO PO3TJIsa-
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THU BILIMB apXETUIIIB Ha CyCIiIbHI TpaHcdopmailii sik 3acib popMyBaHHs apxe-
TUTTHO-THCTUTYIIOHAJIbHOTO MeXaHI3My PEeryJIIOBaHHS COIIaJbHO-eKOHOMIUHUX
Bi/IHOCWH, SIKWII TIPOMOHYETHCS PO3IJISA/ATU SK YIOPSIIKOBAaHY MHOKWHY iH-
CTUTYIIOHAIBHUX BaykeJIiB, CTUMYJIB 1 3aX0JIiB, CIIPSIMOBAHUX Ha 3abe3leveH-
Hs1 e(DEKTUBHOTO BUKOPUCTAHHSI apXETUIIiB Ha OCHOBI MO€MHAHHS il (paKTOPiB
MiKpO- Ta MAaKPOEKOHOMIYHOTO CEPEJOBHINA 3a [OTOMOTOI0 3aC00iB My6 HiuHOTO
aZMiHicTpyBaHHs. 3p06JIEHO HAr0JI0C Ha MOCUJIEHH]I POJIi JIepKaBHUX 1 HaIep-
JKaBHUX PETYJISATUBHUX apXeTHITHO-IHCTUTYIIOHAJbHUX YTBOPEHb Yy TMPOEKTY-
BaHHI CyCIiJIbHUX TpaHchopMalliil. ¥3araabHeHO HASBHI TEOPETUYHI Ta KOHIIETI-
TyaJIbHI TIOJIO’KEHHST CTOCOBHO BU3HAYEHHST 3MICTY ITPOIIeCY IHCTUTYIIOHAI3aIli1
ApXETUIIiB 1 BU3HAYEHO, 1110 MEXaHi3M PEryJIIOBaHHS IHCTUTYIIOHAJbHUX TPaH-
cchopmaltiii HalliOHAJBHOTO PUHKY Ma€ PO3TJISAATHCS B TPhOX OCHOBHUX acCIeK-
Tax, IO Bi/IMOBIIAf0Th EKOHOMIYHIN Ta COIliabHIi TPUPOI MixKCYO'EKTHOI B3a-
€EMOJII1 YUYACHUKIB PUHKY. 3a3HAUEHO, 1110 CUCTEMHO-pedIeKCUBHA MapajiurMa
peryJifoBaHHSI PO3BUTKY U yIpaBJiHHS TpaHC(OPMAIliiHUMKU 3MiHAMU CKJIA/I-
HUX BIiJIKPUTUX COIiaJIbHO-€EKOHOMIYHMX CUCTEM TPYHTYETHCS HAa BU3HAYEHHI
AKTUBHOTO XapaKTepy BIUIMBY apXeTHIIiB, cy0 €KTiB, a TaKOK pedIeKCHBHUX
IPOIIeAYP iX B3ae€MOJIil sIK Ha BUOIp HANPSIMIB i NMIIAXIB 3ilICHEHHS, TaK 1 Ha
AMHAMIKY Tiepebiry mux mpoitecis. /1o ckiiajy OCHOBHUX TTOJIOKEHb, 110 BU3HAYA-
I0Th JIOIIJIBHICTh BUKOPUCTAHHS CUCTEMHO-PedJIEKCUBHOT TTapaurMu y cdepi
PEryJIIoBaHHS COIIaJbHO-€eKOHOMIYHUX BiJIHOCHH, BiJJHECEHO CYKYITHICTb TIPU-
mytieHb. BUoKpemMeHo OCHOBHI MOJIOXKEHHS, 1110 BU3HAYAIOThH JOIIJIbHICTh BH-
KOPHUCTaHHS CUCTEeMHO-pedIeKCUBHOI IMapajurMu B 0cobauBiil cdepi — chepi
PEryJIIOBAaHHS COIIAbHO-€KOHOMIUYHUX BiZTHOCUH. 3’SICOBAHO, 1110 JI0 CKJIAJy 1H-
CTUTYIIOHATBHUX KOH(JIIKTIB HAJIesKaTh BUSIBU HEY3TOJ[PKEHOCTI MiXK apXeTuIia-
MU Il eJleMeHTaMU iIHCTUTYIIOHAJTLHOTO CEPEIOBUIIIA.

KmouoBi cioBa: apxeTuru, apXeTUITHO-IHCTUTYIIOHAJIBHUN MeXaHi3M, Cy-
CITLTBHI TpaHcopMalliii, coliaabHO-eKOHOMIUHI BiTHOCUHH.

BJINAHUE APXETHUIIOB HA OBIIECTBEHHDIE
TPAHCO®OPMAIINU

Annoramus. [IpencraBieHo BujieHre OOIIECTBEHHBIX TpaHC(hOPMAINi, KO-
TOpbIe SIBJIAIOTCS COCTaBJIsAIONIel aTarna MoziepHusanun cormyma. [Ipemnosxkeno
paccMarpuBaTh BJIMSIHUE aPXETUIIOB Ha OOIIECTBEHHbIE TpaHchOpPMAIUU I10-
cpeAcTBOM (HOPMHUPOBAHUS APXETUITHO-UHCTUTYIIMOHAJBHOTO MeXaHu3Ma pe-
TYJMPOBAHUS COIMAJIbHO-9KOHOMUYECKUX OTHOIIEHWH, KOTOPBIN IpejiaraeTcs
paciieHUBaTh KakK YIHOPSIOYEHHOEe MHOXKECTBO MHCTUTYI[MOHAJIbHBIX PbIUaros,
CTUMYJIOB M Me€p, HalpaBJEHHBIX Ha obecriederne 3(hH(HEKTUBHOTO HCIOJIB30-
BaHUS apXeTUIIOB HAa OCHOBE COYeTaHus JIeHCTBUS (HaKTOPOB MUKPO- U MaKpoO-
HKOHOMHYECKON CPEJIbl € MOMOIIBIO CPEACTB ITyOJIUYHOTO aIMUHICTPUPOBAHHSL.
Cnenan ynop Ha yCUJIEHUM POJIU TOCYTAPCTBEHHBIX M HAJITOCY/IaPCTBEHHBIX Pe-
TYJISITUBHBIX apXETHITHO-MHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHBIX 0OPa30BAHUIT B TIPOEKTUPOBAHUH
ob1iecTBeHHBIX TpaHchopmaruil. Ha ocHOBe MMEIOIIXCST TEOPETHUECKUX 1 KOH-
HEeNTyaJbHbIX IMOJIOKEHUH 110 OIpe/eIeHUI0 Ccofiep:KaHusl Ipoliecca UHCTUTY-
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[MUOHAJIN3AINY APXETUTIOB OIIPEIEIEHO, YTO MEXAaHNU3M PEryJUPOBAHUS UHCTUTY-
IMUOHAJIbHBIX TPaHCHOPMAIIU HAITMOHATBHOTO PBIHKA JIOJI?KEH PACCMATPUBATHCS
B TPeX OCHOBHBIX aCIEKTaX, COOTBETCTBYIOIINX IKOHOMUYECKOW W COIMATBHOM
PUPOJIE MEKCYOBEKTHOTO B3aUMO/IEHCTBIUST yYACTHUKOB phiHKa. OTMEUEHO, U4TO
CcUCTEMHO-pedJIeKCUBHAS TTapaJIuTMa PETYJIUPOBAHUS PA3BUTHSI U YIIPABIEHUS
TpaHC(hOPMAIIMOHHBIMUA U3MEHEHUSIMU CJIOKHBIX OTKPBITHIX COIMATBHO-IKOHO-
MHUYECKHUX CHCTeM Gasupyercsl Ha ONpe/esIeHNN aKTUBHOTO XapaKTepa BJIMsTHIS
apXETUIOB, CyOBEKTOB, a TakKe PedIeKCUBHBIX MPOIIEAYP MX B3aUMOJEHCTBUS
KaK Ha BbIOOP HAIlPaBJEHUN U MyTeil OCYIIECTBIEHNUS, TaK U Ha JUHAMUKY TIPO-
TeKaHud JIAaHHBIX TpoiteccoB. OripesiesieHbl OCHOBHbBIE TTOJIOKEHUS, OTIPEIEIISIO-
IHe 11eIecO00Pa3HOCTh UCIIOIb30BaHUS CUCTEMHO-Pe(IIEKCHBHON TTApaIUTMbl B
0co60ii chepe — chepe peryImpoBaHust COIMATBHO-9KOHOMUYECKUX OTHOIIEHHIA.
YcraHoBsieHO, UTO K OCHOBHBIM MHCTUTYIIMOHAJIBHBIM KOH(JIUKTAM OTHOCHUTCS
MPOSIBJIEHNST HECOTJIACOBAHHOCTH MEXK/LY apXeTUTIaMU U 9JIeMeHTaMu UHCTUTYIIH-

OHAJILHOM Cpelbl.

KmoueBbie cioBa: APXETHUIIbI, apXGTI/IHHO-I/IHCTI/ITyL[I/IOHaJIbHHﬁ MEXaHHn3M,
O6H.[€CTB€HHBI€ TpaHC(bOpMaL[I/II/I, COIIMAJIbHO-9KOHOMMYECKME OTHOIIIEHM .

Target setting. An integral part of
the modern stage is the modernization
and updating of both production and
technological base, promoting the com-
petitiveness of domestic business enti-
ties and increasing the welfare of popu-
lation, the implementation of a number
of large-scale changes based on the ar-
chetypes of social relations. As part of
this kind of change, the gradual forma-
tion of new and improved existing ele-
ments of social environment in accor-
dance with the latest conditions of social
existence is not only a significant com-
ponent of transformation of the system
of industrial relations, but also serves
as an extremely important requirement
for the successful implementation of
the rest of the reforms in all areas of life
without exception. However, the natu-
ral long-term and extremely complex
content of the processes of formation of
elements of the archetypal environment
of social relations, conditioned prima-

rily by the collective and consensual
and compromise nature of coordination
of interests of their participants, in the
context of large-scale and fleeting social
transformations characteristic of mo-
dern conditions of a transformational
society may lead to the emergence of
transitional and temporary institutions,
the functioning of which can lead to
even braking vital reforms for society. A
prerequisite for ensuring the stability of
the process of institutional transforma-
tion, preventing the emergence of this
process of contradictions and traps, as
well as aggravation of conflicts is the
formation of a holistic archetypical-
institutional mechanism for the regula-
tion of social development, the essence
of which is an ordered set of institution-
al levers, incentives and measures aimed
at ensuring effective development and
use of archetypes on the basis of a com-
bination of factors of micro- and mac-
roeconomic environment. In the case
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of institutional administration, the in-
stitutional mechanism should be consi-
dered as a complement to the mecha-
nism of the interaction of archetypes,
the specificity of structural construc-
tion and the nature of its action is asso-
ciated with the peculiarities of the insti-
tutional formations that are part of it, as
well as with the characteristic features
of a particular object of institutional
regulation (sphere, field of human ac-
tivity) based on archetypes.

Analysis of recent research and
publications. Despite the fact that the
problem of social transformations has
been studied by institutional scholars,
among which are Bromley D. Commons
J., Ostrom E., Rodrik D. and others [1—
18], the issue of institutional regulation
of social transformations, taking into
account the influence of archetypes, the
scientific basis of which was created by
the scholars led by Afonin E. in Ukrai-
nian science, is almost uninvestigated
by the national scientific community.

Formulation of the purpose of the
article. The substantiation of the sci-
entific and theoretical foundations of
institutional regulation of social trans-
formations taking into account the in-
fluence of archetypes.

Presenting main material. In stu-
dying the essence of the archetypical-
institutional mechanism of regulation
of socio-economic relations, two ap-
proaches can be distinguished:

e structural (the institutional me-
chanism is considered as a component
of the mechanism of reforms in general,
which is determined, however, by its
own structure and peculiarities of func-
tioning);

« institutional (the study of refle-
xive aspects of the interaction of arche-
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types on the basis of the application of
certain institutional formations).

It should be noted that it is the in-
stitutional interpretation of the nature
of this mechanism as the responsibi-
lity of structural and organizational
nature of the formation of institutional
mechanism of transformation, which
components are the state (carries out
macroeconomic regulation), trade uni-
ons (representing the interests of emp-
loyees), associations (advocate for the
protection of business interests of emp-
loyers); mass media (exercise public
oversight and control functions). How-
ever, in this case, the complex institu-
tional nature of this mechanism and the
reflexive basis of the interaction of dif-
ferent actors are ignored. In addition,
the public interest in such a system can
not be presented properly, since it is al-
most entirely reliant on the state, which
also does not correspond to the complex
and ambiguous institutional nature of
archetypes.

On the one hand it is possible to
consider the archetypical-institutional
mechanism of transformation of society
as a set of interconnections between the
elements of the institutional environ-
ment, carried out on the principles of
democracy, coordination of interests
and cooperation of participants in social
and labor relations (structural and sta-
tic aspects), and, on the other hand, as
a system of instrumental and methodo-
logical provision of formalized influence
on the subjects of society, an alternative
(counterbalance) to the processes of
self-organization (i. e. dynamically-situ-
ational spectra). With the necessity of
distinguishing the dynamic component
of this mechanism, the absence of built-
in mechanisms for balancing interests




(based on the concerted action of in-
stitutional restraints and counterba-
lances) is immanent for the system of
approval of formal norms, which pre-
vent the routinization of stimulating
impulses of positive changes and trans-
formations based on archetypes.

The specificity of functional content
of this mechanism is that it must effec-
tively perform the following functions:

* subject-oriented integration of
agents to maintain interaction on the
basis of common norms, statuses (in ac-
cordance with the archetypes);

* social differentiation of actors and
agents according to the institutional
criteria; regulation of interaction be-
tween institutional actors and econo-
mic agents;

* routinization of new norms and re-
production of institutional innovations;

* subordination and coordination of
interrelationships between different in-
stitutional actors; control of observance
of norms and rules.

Institutional transformations based
on archetypes become the core element
of institutional mechanism of social
transformations, reflecting the dynamic
aspect of its functioning, and change
not only of the structure and mode of
functioning of institutional environ-
ment, but also have a significant impact
on the system of social relations in ge-
neral. The generalization of termino-
logical descriptions and scientific views
on the definition of economic essence of
the concept of “institutional-archetypal
transformations” (changes) has allowed
to distinguish the following main ap-
proaches:

* public, in which archetypical-in-
stitutional transformations are identi-
fied with social transformations, that

is, internal changes in the institutional
environment and the corresponding
regulatory mechanism are not given re-
levant significance, and therefore these
phenomena are considered to be an or-
ganic component of an object that is in
a state of transformation;

« archetypal-institutional-transfor-
mational, according to which the arche-
typical-institutional changes are a kind
of super-structural transformation, ori-
ented towards creating such conditions
around the object of regulation (cor-
responding sphere of social relations)
that would ensure the transformation
of this object in a certain purposefully
selected direction on the basis of adjust-
ing the behavior of subjects, supporting
and disseminating relevant models and
strategic.

In this case, changes in the arche-
type-institutional environment are a
separate object of regulation and re-
form.

In addition, it should be noted that
the implementation of institutional
transformations on the basis of arche-
types clearly distinguishes between two
basic models of transformations of the
institutional environment: evolutionary
(organic changes, most often due to the
inertia of the previous trajectory of de-
velopment; and revolutionary (based
on the replacement and import of insti-
tutions that are not rooted in conserva-
tive social traditions and whose imple-
mentation is usually associated with the
significant transformations of the con-
stituent institutional environment).

Consequently, the two variants of
institutional transformation described,
to a certain extent, correspond to two
models of institutional genesis based on
archetypes, namely: the institutionaliza-
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tion of changes (more oriented towards
the evolutionary transformation of in-
stitutional environment); institutional
design (in the context of consciousness
and purposefulness of the actions of ac-
tors — the initiators and participants of
the reform processes — determined by
the focus on revolutionary changes).

One of the key elements of economic
mechanism, which is determined by the
greatest sensitivity to the influence of
institutional changes, is a labor market,
within the framework of which the in-
teraction of interests of the overwhelm-
ing majority of economic agents takes
place and the formation of the funda-
mental principles of ensuring the sus-
tainable growth of the national econo-
my is formed.

Consequently, the existing imper-
fection of structural construction and
the ineffectiveness of the functioning of
the constituent institutional environ-
ment should be considered as one of the
main causes of the spread of negative
phenomena, which, in particular, are
manifestations of the growth of unregu-
lated employment and the limitation of
opportunities for realizing the potential
of productive activity of population,
weakened social protection of employ-
ees and the deterioration of working
conditions, increasing unjustified dif-
ferentiation in the level of remunera-
tion by industry and region, reducing
real incomes and spreading poverty, etc.

The generalization of provisions of
theoretical approaches, which describes
the content and nature of the process of
institutionalization of socio-economic
transformations, has allowed to identify
several basic approaches, namely:

* interactive-dynamic (proceeds
from the sociological interpretation

68

of institutionalization as a process of
formation of a legal-rational system of
institutes as an individual level, which
includes a dynamic interaction of actors
of certain relationships during the crea-
tive generation of certain institutional
norms, rules and procedures for the
coordination of local interests, and on
a system-wide level, which defines the
structural parameters of the relevant in-
stitutional environment);

* structurally functional (based on
the almost complete exclusion of the
relevance of the impact of individual
acts of interaction on the formation of
institutions and emphasizes the interac-
tive nature of this process, in which the
integration of any local interests and
expectations of the participants serves
only as a prerequisite for the generali-
zation and unification of the complex of
social roles and features that are com-
mon and relevant);

* evolutionary-value (considers in-
stitutionalization as a coherent process
in which the archetypically-institutio-
nal space is originally formed, that is,
the individual elements that make it on
the macro-, mezo-, and macro levels are
subjected to a gradual transformation
under the influence of the transforma-
tion of notions of actors about the most
important for them values and inte-
rests);

* dynamic (formation of the insti-
tutional environment is considered as a
consequence and form of response of a
social system to an objective).

Summarizing the existing theoretical
and conceptual positions regarding the
definition of the content of the process
of institutionalization of archetypes, it
should be noted that the mechanism
for regulating institutional transforma-




tions of the national market should be
considered in three main aspects that
are in line with the economic and social
nature of the inter-subjective interac-
tion of market participants: structural
and substantive (ordering about objec-
tively existing, but amorphous, unstruc-
tured and chaotically used acts of inter-
action of participants of this market in a
certain system of relations); functional
(definition of roles and functions cor-
responding to a recognized socially
necessary and socially useful models
of behavior of actors whose individual
interests are not considered relevant at
the same time); adaptive-dynamic (pro-
viding a flexible response to changes in
employment conditions through updat-
ing the elements of institutional envi-
ronment of social and labor relations,
capable to both self-reproduction and
internal coherence, and to adapt to any
economic changes).

Institutional design is a specialized
modeling activity on the basis of arche-
typal entities for conscious and purpose-
ful implementation in the field of regu-
lation of social relations. Institutional
changes as a kind of planned archetype-
socio-cultural innovations, the success
of distribution in a crucial measure are
determined by the compliance with the
archetype-institutional and cultural
context. Achieving such compliance al-
lows institutional innovation to enter
into a kind of meta-competition (which
implies not only competition but also
synergistic support for various elements
of institutional environment) with ex-
isting institutional entities (“substitute
institutions”), a key factor in the suc-
cess of which is comparable economic
efficiency (first of all, in the sphere of
influence on transformation costs).

It should be noted that the impor-
tance of measures to counteract arche-
typal institutional inertia is naturally
increasing with the scale of reforms,
which ultimately can make it impossi-
ble to simply copy effective institutional
practices and import of institutions. It
will determine the inevitable need for a
social and genetic approach to improve
the existing components of institutional
environment.

It is necessary to insist on the regular
strengthening of the role of a state and
supra-state regulatory institutional for-
mations in the design of social changes.
The high role of the state in the insti-
tutional design should also be noted
because of its responsibility for main-
taining a stable state of the main social
preconditions for institutional changes
(supporting the action of existing in-
stitutional formations), which should
ensure a non-conflict in the implemen-
tation of the appropriate social transfor-
mations.

Effectiveness of institutional plan-
ning measures (first of all — in the con-
text of the introduction of formal rules
and regulations) directly depends on
the prevailing archetypes, as well as on
the effectiveness of mechanisms (in-
cluding — state regulation) of coopera-
tion of interests of groups of interests.

The diversity of agents’ roles in the
institutionalization process is primarily
due to the internal laws of the process of
formation and development of the con-
stituent archetypal environment, the
stages of which are the perinatal phase,
the phase of structuring, the institu-
tional exhaustion, the phase of institu-
tional transformations.

The main roles performed by actors
during institutional design should in-
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clude the following: initiator, adapter,
innovator, advocate, controller, distri-
butor, communicator, proselyte, recipi-
ent, statistician, antagonist. The role of
an initiator during the institutional de-
velopment are accumulation, awareness
and certain formalization of existing
expects (expectations) in the society,
the emergence of which is usually asso-
ciated with the accumulation of contra-
dictions between the mechanisms used
to ensure the effective interaction of
market participants.

In modern conditions, the most
notable contradictions of this kind
should include the following: between
the existing structure of employment
and the requirements for intensifying
economic growth; between the exist-
ing model of wage formation and the
need to ensure the growth of domestic
demand as the driving force of econom-
ic development; the existing system of
hiring of employees and the possibili-
ties of fulfilling social guarantees and
obligations of the state; between the
backward model of the formation of
human capital and the requirements
regarding the generation of compe-
tencies of workers, adequate to the
post-industrial mode of production,
etc. Actuating initiators (namely, state
bodies, trade unions and associations,
representatives of scientific and educa-
tional community), through the com-
prehension and streamlining of public
perceptions about the unsatisfactory
state of the institutional environment,
based on the activation of their own
initiative-ideological guides and crea-
tive abilities, the necessary properties
of the new elements of the institutional
environment, as well as the search for
options for combining these properties
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into a particular prototype of a new or
transformed institution.

The developed prototype, the expe-
diency of which, after reaching a certain
level of awareness of it among a wide
range of market participants becomes
the subject of attention and subject of
discussion. It is necessary to undergo
verification and (in case of recognition
of the realities of the advantages of such
a prototype) revision (adaptation). The
functions of actors-adapters (first of all,
the expert and consulting community,
representatives of the state) are also
subject to verification of adequacy by
the initiators of perception, reception
and interpretation of public representa-
tions associated with the recognition of
the need for institutional regulation.

The formed positive social attitude
to the new institutional formation natu-
rally attracts the attention of advanced
innovators (first of all — entrepreneurs
and mediators of a labor market, as
well as individual employees, whose
competence is unique), who, by mak-
ing attempts to implement the created
prototype in economic life, translate it
from conception in the form of a new
specific social practice. Such a practice
can not be considered as a new element
of institutional environment (in fact,
institutional innovation), since it has
not yet become widespread in a plura-
lity of certain socio-economic relations
in the market, but rather allows for a
comparative analysis of the potential
productivity of the use of an archetype.

The success of the implementation
of institutional innovation naturally
determines the growth of the acti-
vity of disseminating positive informa-
tion about the institution, in which the
propagandistic actors (state authori-




ties, media, intermediaries in the market
professional organizations and associa-
tions) demonstrate commitment to the
institution and to some extent lobby for
its dissemination, opposing the exist-
ing traditions and customs that hinder
(deny) the dissemination of a new in-
stitutional formation. A prerequisite for
checking information about the new in-
stitutional practice is monitoring of its
functioning and distribution, response
to violations of established norms, con-
flict resolution, prevention of manifes-
tations of selfish opportunist behavior
of economic agents, etc., carried out by
bodies and organizations authorized by
the state and society (professional state
institutions, scientific and educational
institutions, professional associations).

Another aspect of the dissemina-
tion of new institutional practices is the
creation of a distribution system sup-
porting its dissemination, to the tasks
of its actors (public authorities, labor
market intermediaries, professional as-
sociations, expert and consulting com-
munity) to provide assistance in the
form of a transfer to members of the na-
tional the labor market of knowledge or
specific assets necessary for adaptation
to the operation of the institution, clari-
fication of the particularities of the use
of this form of institutional education.
Thus, in the course of public adoption
of new institutional practices for the
realization of the interests of groups of
actors, they provide possible individual
differences between them in terms of
their participation in the implementa-
tion of reforms, in particular, their role
in the creation and dissemination of
new archetypes, as well as in providing
opportunities for adaptation of social
and economic agents.

The system-reflexive paradigm of
regulation of development and manage-
ment of the transformational changes of
complex open socio-economic systems
is based, first of all, on the observation
of the active nature of the influence
of the subjects, as well as the reflexive
procedures of their interaction, both
on the choice of directions and ways of
implementation, and on the dynamics
of these processes, the composition of
the main provisions that determine the
feasibility of using a system of reflective
paradigm in the field of regulation of so-
cio-economic relations, should include
such assumptions:

Firstly, the systemic-reflexive ap-
proach which is based on the recog-
nition of the essential difficulties (or
even the impossibility) of the formation
of completely and uniquely objective
(that is, those that do not carry sub-
jective evaluative judgments) precon-
ditions for making decisions aimed at
regulation development or change ma-
nagement.

Secondly, the basis of the reflexive
subject-subject interaction determines
system representations (“information
models”) of agents about their own
properties and relevant characteristics
of partners, environment conditions,
within which the indicated interaction
is deployed, etc.

Thirdly, the reflexive approach to
the regulation of development and
management of changes in socio-
economic relations, first of all, in the
establishment of forms of purposeful
inter-entity interaction, in which the
efforts of subjects should focus on the
formation of an information space (the
hierarchy of ideas, representations, im-
ages, correspond to the vector of the
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target orientation of the interests of
these entities), in the context of the
perception of which other agents will
be oriented towards the provision of
these interests.

Fourthly, the systemic-reflexive
paradigm is based on the existence of
an extremely complex mechanism for
maintaining the relations of agents with
the poly-subject environment of their
functioning and development, which
also represents a reflection of work-
ing conditions through a set of formed
information models that take into ac-
count not only the notion of the state
of certain phenomena and processes (in
the complex determine the parameters
of the object of management), but also
value-purpose guidelines of other ac-
tors, the actions of which can have a re-
levant impact on the transformation of
this will, that is, also able to find reflec-
tions on the success of the implementa-
tion of the formed agents models and
selected behavior strategies.

Fifthly, the ordering and systemati-
zation of information models (bringing
in a kind of holistic hierarchy of images
and representations reflecting the basic
value-purpose guides and correspond-
ing behavior patterns of most subjects),
which in a complex define the para-
meters of the poly-subject environment
activity, carried out on a collective-
reflexive basis, that is, has the institu-
tional nature of the procedures for the
adoption of group decisions.

Conclusions and perspectives of
further research. Thus, the main in-
stitutional conflicts in the national
labor market should include the fol-
lowing manifestations of inconsistency
between archetypes and elements of the
institutional environment that prevent
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the effective resolution of inter-entity
contradictions:

* between institutions that have
a unified form of existence (formal or
informal), as well as functional and ob-
jective orientations (for example, dif-
ferences between normative acts go-
verning relations or traditions existing
in a particular industry or professional
field);

* between institutions and institu-
tional norms that have a unified func-
tional and objective orientation, but
different form of existence or mani-
festation in time (e. g. contradictions
between business practice of employ-
ment and state social employment
standards);

* between institutions and institu-
tional norms of a different or homogene-
ous form of existence (an institutional
conflict arises through the institutional
design of new rules by import or substi-
tution).

In general, an integral part of ensur-
ing the successful implementation of
a wide range of tasks in the field of re-
form is the development of an institu-
tional environment and an appropriate
mechanism for institutional regulation
of relations based on the archetypes
focused on the formation and develop-
ment of human capital appropriate and
adequate to the requirements of modern
stage of social development, which is
determined by the complication of the
content and growth of creativity and
creative nature of work, the globaliza-
tion of scale and the internationaliza-
tion of migration flows, increase the
needs of production in highly skilled
personnel and diverse in the profes-
sional orientation of the competencies
of the staff.
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