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participants of the XII theoretical and 
methodological seminar / IX competi-
tion of young scientists of the Ukrai- 
nian school of archetypes, united by 
a common theme: “Imaginary, arche-
types and public administration”!

On behalf of the organizers of joint 
Franco-Ukrainian symposium “Imagi-
nary and everyday life: theoretical ap-
proaches to the works of Gilbert Du-
rand” we are sincerely glad to welcome 
leading scientists and beginners, repre-
sentatives of science of public admin-
istration and related social and human 
sciences!

It is a great honor for us, representa-
tives of joint Franco-Ukrainian sci-
entific platform, to celebrate the fifth 
anniversary of our cooperation by hold-
ing a powerful Franco-Ukrainian sci-
entific forum organized by Center for 
the Study of Modernity and Everyday 
Life (Paris) and European Imaginary 
Notebooks journal founded by Gilbert  
Durand and Michel Maffesoli, Soci-
ology Laboratory LERSEM-IRSA of 
Paul-Valéry University of Montpellier 
3 and Ukrainian School of Archetypes 
of the National Academy for Public 
Administration under the President 
of Ukraine, All-Ukrainian Assembly 
of Doctors of Sciences in Public Ad-
ministration and Institute of Political 
and Social Psychology of the National 
Academy of Pedagogical Sciences of 
Ukraine, Ukrainian Technological 
Academy and Ukrainian Association 
for Promotion of Social Innovation, as 
well as the initiator of future (2022) 
annual events of the USA — Khortyt-

DeaR  FRienDS  anD  cOlleagueS –

sia National Training and Rehabilita-
tion Academy.

It is pleasant to see among the au-
thors of the current scientific collection 
our regular participants, whose works 
strengthen the foundation of national 
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Co-founder of Ukrainian School of Archetypes,  
Doctor of Social Sciences,  
professor of the National Academy  
for Public Administration under  
the President of Ukraine  Eduard Afonin

Co-founder of French School of Archetypes,  
Center for the Study of Modernity and Everyday Life,  
professor emeritus at Sorbonne   Michel Maffesoli

scientific school of archetypes and at 
the same time serve as a guide to the 
young change of proponents of fruitful 
and very popular ideas of the founder 
of analytical psychology Carl Jung and 
his European follower Gilbert Durand, 
who would celebrate his 100th anniver-
sary on May 1, 2021!

We hope that French forum that is 
based on the works of Gilbert Durand, 
in particular on his basic work The An-
thropological Structures of the Imagi-
nary (1960), will become an inextin-
guishable torch for future generations. 
After all, it is becoming increasingly 
clear that no one has more legitimacy 
to “speak according to the law” of any 
order (legal, social, moral or political) 
than to recognize human and state 
duty inherited from our ancestors. The 
duty that does not come from an idea 
guaranteed a priori by philosopher or 
politician. However, the duty as an 
expression of natural order, a kind of 
“spontaneous secretion of instinctive 

society”. This is what Gilbert Durand 
called the “dynamic dimension” of 
myth in its archetypal roots. His book 
reminds us that being together is, first 
of all, an agreement of will or, as we 
now say, an expression of a sense of 
belonging. In other words, this instinc-
tive duty arises from real life. There-
fore, the main lesson of The Anthropo-
logical Structures of the Imaginary is to 
remind us that the real is possible only 
through the unreal. This unreal is the 
sum of fantasies, dreams, myths and 
symbols that, on the one hand, are a 
product of social life and, on the other 
hand, structure and strengthen it as 
such. This is the invisible power of im-
agination, which was strengthened by 
the masterful work of Gilbert Durand.

So, we wish all of us, as Zygmunt 
Bauman would say, fluidity of thought, 
freedom of spirit and conscience, which 
are based on the principles of scientific 
honor, humanist and human-dimen-
sional progress of our aspirations!
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Congratulations with the release of 
№ 1 (26) – February 2021 of the col-
lection “Public management”! This is 
the fifth specialized issue of the collec-
tion, which includes articles by partici-
pants of the annual scientific events of 
the Ukraine School of Archetypes!

The high level of publications, a 
wide range of issues discussed, the 
balance of theoretical and practical 
approaches have made the publica-
tion authoritative and well known in 
the science of public administration 
both in Ukraine and abroad. Also, the 
collection is clearly distinguished by 
young perseverance and democracy 
combined with thoroughness and tra-
ditional scholarship.

In the issue you will get acquainted 
with: substantiation of methodological 
aspects of the relationship between in-
stitutionalism and archetypes in pub-
lic administration; identifying ways to 
strengthen the legal and institutional 
support of cultural policy in order to 
create a system of state protectionism 
for the development of culture and art; 
analysis of the stages of development of 
local self-government in Ukraine, tak-
ing into account the archetypal princi-
ples and identification of further pos-
sible measures to improve the process 

DeaR  cOlleagueS!

of decentralization reform in Ukraine; 
innovative essence of the postmodern 
era, which is the basis for the develop-
ment of a special “ontology of the im-
aginer” — an imaginary image, which is 
the “ideal”, the leader in public admin-
istration, and others.

I am pleased to note the fruitfulness 
of the relationship between the edito-
rial board of the publication and the 
authors, readers and hope for further 
scientific cooperation.

New scientific, public and creative 
achievements to the publication!

Regards,
Editor-in-Chief, Doctor of Science in Public Administration,
Professor, Honored Lawyer of Ukraine  Е. О. Romanenko 
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On behalf of all the staff of the 
Khortytsia National Educational and 
Rehabilitation Academy, I sincerely 
congratulate you on the opening of the 
XII Theoretical and Methodological 
Seminar “Imaginary, Archetypes and 
Public Administration”!

The topic of this theoretical and 
methodological seminar is undoubtedly 
relevant in the context of the prospects 
for innovative development of Ukrai- 
nian society, particularly through the 
optimization of modern methodology 
and practice of public administration. 
In this framework, one may observe 
the particular significance of interdis-
ciplinary dialogue aimed at theoretical 
and methodological reflection of deep-
archetypal determinants and regula-
tory factors of social practice, at updat-

DeaR  cOlleagueS!

ing the methodological tools of social 
sciences and the humanities, which 
explore the problems of public admin-
istration. Undoubtedly, the timing 
of this large-scale scientific event to 
commemorate the 100th anniversary of 
Gilbert Durand’s birth will help draw 
the attention of the professional com-
munity to the academic heritage of this 
prominent French researcher who pro-
posed and substantiated new theoreti-
cal and methodological guidelines for 
gaining knowledge in social sciences 
and the humanities.

It is no coincidence that authorita-
tive scientific institutions joined the 
preparation of this theoretical and 
methodological seminar, among which 
the special organizational role belongs 
to the Ukrainian School of Archetypes 
of the National Academy of Public 
Administration under the President 
of Ukraine and the All-Ukrainian As-
sembly of Doctors of Sciences in Public 
Administration. There is no doubt that 
with the active support of these and 
other institutions, fruitful cooperation 
between France and Ukraine will con-
tinue to be enriched, contributing to 
the further integration of Ukraine into 
the European scientific and innovative 
space!

Dear colleagues, we wish you to work 
successfully and find solutions to all the 
scientific and professional issues to be 
discussed at the International Theoreti-
cal and Methodological Seminar!

Sincerely,
Rector of the Khortytsia National  
Educational and Rehabilitation Academy,
Doctor of Pedagogical Sciences, Professor           V. V. Nechyporenko
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aRcHetYPical  PRinciPleS  OF  HiStORical 
DeVelOPment  OF  lOcal  SelF-gOVeRnment 

in  uKRaine

Abstract. This study deals with the historical development of local self-gov-
ernment on the territory of Ukraine and the possible use of such experience in car-
rying out the reform of decentralization of power, considering the main archetypes 
that have developed in society. The following eight main stages of development of 
local self-government are considered: Trypillian (laying the foundations of local 
self-government and the emergence of the main archetypes), the stage of existence 
of the ancient Slavs and Kievan Rus (changing the structure of local power and 
narrowing the rights of ordinary residents to manage the state, reducing the role 
of the archetype of ‘personal freedom’), Tatar-Mongol domination and fragmenta-
tion (decline of local self-government, dominance of the archetype of ‘poverty’), 
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Lithuanian-Polish period (departure from the traditional Veche self-government 
and introduction of Magdeburg law with the narrowing of the rights of residents, 
and therefore the archetype of ‘personal freedom’), self-government in the Russian 
and Austro-Hungarian Empires (actual incorporation of local self-government 
into the system of state power, complete levelling of the archetype of ‘personal 
freedom’), Soviet period (formal presence of local self-government, but in fact it 
was included in the system of state authorities), the development of local self-gov-
ernment in independent Ukraine, since 1991 (return to traditional archetypes, ex-
isting during the Trypillian civilization, but a departure from them in recent years 
with the renewal of the archetype of ‘poverty’). The author identifies the main 
problems that have arisen in the process of implementing the decentralization of 
power reform and suggests measures to solve them, considering the historical ex-
perience and archetypes that are typical for Ukrainian society. Also, the author 
identifies a range of scientific problems, the study of which requires additional 
scientific developments to better understand the processes that took place in the 
past and are repeated again in our time and to find possible ways to overcome such 
problems that faced Ukrainian society, in particular, the government.

Keywords: archetypes, local self-government, history of local self-government, 
archetypes of local self-government, stages of development of local self-govern-
ment, reform of decentralization of power.

АРХЕТИПНІ  ЗАСАДИ  ІСТОРИЧНОГО  РОЗВИТКУ   
МІСЦЕВОГО  САМОВРЯДУВАННЯ  НА  ТЕРЕНАХ  УКРАЇНИ

Анотація. Розглянуто питання історичного розвитку місцевого самовря-
дування на теренах України та можливому використанню такого досвіду при 
проведенні реформи децентралізації влади з урахуванням основних архети-
пів, що склалися в суспільстві. Розглянуто вісім основних етапів розвитку 
місцевого самоврядування: трипільський (закладення основ місцевого са-
моврядування та виникнення основних архетипів), етап існування давніх 
слов’ян та Київської Русі (зміна структури місцевої влади та звуження прав 
звичайних жителів щодо управління державою, зменшення ролі архетипу 
“особиста свобода”), татаро-монгольське панування та роздробленість (за-
непад місцевого самоврядування, домінування архетипу “бідності”), литов-
сько-польський період (відхід від традиційного вічового самоврядування та 
запровадження магдебурзького права зі звуженням прав мешканців, а отже 
й архетипу “особиста свобода”), самоврядування в Російській та Австро- 
Угорській імперіях (фактична інкорпорація місцевого самоврядування до 
системи державної влади, повне нівелювання архетипу “особиста свобода”), 
радянський період (формальна наявність місцевого самоврядування, проте 
фактично воно включалось до системи державних органів влади), розвиток 
місцевого самоврядування в незалежній Україні з 1991 р. (повернення до 
традиційних архетипів, що існували в часи трипільської цивілізації, проте 
відхід від них в останні роки із поновленням архетипу “бідності”). Визначе-
но основні проблеми, що виникли у процесі проведення реформи децентра-
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лізації влади, запропоновано заходи їх вирішення, враховуючи історичний 
досвід та архетипи, характерні для українського суспільства. Також виділено 
коло наукових проблем, для вивчення яких необхідні додаткові наукові роз-
робки з метою більш глибокого розуміння процесів, що відбувалися і знову 
повторюються, та пошуку можливих шляхів подолання таких проблем, що 
постали перед українським суспільством, зокрема, владою.

Ключові слова: архетипи, місцеве самоврядування, історія місцевого са-
моврядування, архетипи місцевого самоврядування, етапи розвитку місце-
вого самоврядування, реформа децентралізації влади.

АРХЕТИПНЫЕ  ОСНОВЫ  ИСТОРИЧЕСКОГО  РАЗВИТИЯ 
МЕСТНОГО  САМОУПРАВЛЕНИЯ  НА  ТЕРРИТОРИИ  УКРАИНЫ

Аннотация. Рассмотрены вопросы исторического развития местного са-
моуправления на территории Украины и возможного использования такого 
опыта при проведении реформы децентрализации власти с учетом основных 
архетипов, сложившихся в обществе. Рассмотрены восемь основных эта-
пов развития местного самоуправления: трипольский (закладывание основ 
местного самоуправления и возникновение основных архетипов), этап су-
ществования древних славян и Киевской Руси (изменение структуры мест-
ной власти и сужение прав обычных жителей по управлению государством, 
уменьшение роли архетипа “личная свобода”), татаро-монгольское господ-
ство и раздробленность (упадок местного самоуправления, доминирование 
архетипа “бедности”), литовско-польский период (отход от традиционного 
вечевого самоуправления и внедрение магдебургского права с сужением 
прав жителей, а значит и архетипа “личная свобода”), самоуправление в Рос-
сийской и Австро-Венгерской империях (фактическая инкорпорация мест-
ного самоуправления в систему государственной власти, полное нивелиро-
вание архетипа “личная свобода”), советский период (формальное наличие 
местного самоуправления, однако фактически оно включалось в систему 
государственных органов власти), развитие местного самоуправления в не-
зависимой Украине с 1991 года (возвращение к традиционным архетипам, 
которые существовали во времена трипольской цивилизации, однако отход 
от них в последние годы с возобновлением архетипа “бедности”). Определе-
ны основные проблемы, возникшие в процессе проведения реформы децент-
рализации власти, и предложены шаги для их решения, учитывая историче-
ский опыт и архетипы, характерные для украинского общества. Обозначен 
круг научных проблем, для изучения которых необходимы дополнительные 
научные разработки с целью более глубокого понимания процессов, кото-
рые происходили и вновь повторяются, и поиска возможных путей преодо-
ления таких проблем, стоящих перед украинским обществом, в частности, 
властью.

Ключевые слова: архетипы, местное самоуправление, история местного 
самоуправления, архетипы местного самоуправления, этапы развития мест-
ного самоуправления, реформа децентрализации власти.
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Problem statement. A modern dem-
ocratic, social, legal state and society 
cannot fully function without a deve- 
loped system of local self-government. 
Carrying out the reform of decentrali-
zation of power in Ukraine should en-
sure the construction of new forms and 
content of municipal relations, ensure 
the creation of a new balanced model 
of the organization of power, including 
local, in the country. One of the aspects 
of such changes is to consider the cus-
toms and traditions that have deve- 
loped in Ukraine over the years. How-
ever, so far, few people pay attention to 
this. In particular, the archetypal prin-
ciples of the development of Ukrainian 
society and local self-government on 
the territory of our country remain in-
sufficiently researched and considered. 
Therefore, the processes taking place in 
Ukraine necessitate research and crea-
tion of new scientific foundations for 
the development of an effective system 
of local self-government, in particular, 
in the application of archetypal prin-
ciples that have historically developed 
in our country for many centuries of 
Ukrainian society.

Analysis of recent publications on 
the issues and identification of previ-
ously unsettled parts of the general 
problem. In scientific literature, the 
following scientists: R. T. Hromiaka,  
Yu. I. Kovaleva, V. I. Teremka, I. Dro- 
bot, M. Smarovailo, V. Zabolotskyi,  
A. Hubryk, N. V. Kaminska, A. Yu. Amo- 
sov, V. Vilizhinskyi, V. B. Antonovych, 
Ya. Chernysh, I. Butko, H. Shvyd- 
ko, V. Romanov, Ye. Bruschenko and  
others turned to cover the develop-
ment of local self-government. 

O. V. Kohut, O. S. Strazhnyi,  
M. F. Yurii, I. V. Koziura and others 

studied the traditions of the Ukrainian 
people, archetypes that have histori-
cally developed. 

However, it should be noted that 
currently there is a very small number 
of works devoted to the study of the 
archetypal principles of local govern-
ment development in Ukraine. There-
fore, it is very important to ensure the 
creation of a sufficient scientific basis 
for the archetypal foundations of local 
self-government in Ukraine to apply 
these scientific developments in the re-
form of decentralization of power.

The purpose of the article. Analy-
sis of the stages of development of local 
self-government in Ukraine, consider-
ing the archetypal principles and iden-
tification of further possible measures 
to improve the process of decentraliza-
tion reform in Ukraine.

Presentation of the main research 
material. The emergence of the con-
cepts of symbol and archetype is as-
sociated with the teaching of Plato, 
although the philosopher never di-
rectly used these concepts in his work. 
His ideas are imprints of the process 
of recollection, which are sometimes 
correlated with mythological reality. 
Some scholars believe that his teaching 
is the starting point of the doctrine of 
archetypes. In particular, according to 
the Literary Dictionary-Reference, the 
name of the ancient Greek philosopher 
is mentioned when interpreting the 
concept of ‘archetype’ [1, р. 64]. How-
ever, it should be noted that in those 
days the doctrine of archetypes was not 
developed and revealed at the scientif-
ic level.

The development of the doctrine of 
archetypes at the scientific level begins 
in the early twentieth century, when  
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C. G. Jung in his research, uses the con-
cept of ‘archetype’ to denote the pri-
mary models contained in the collec-
tive unconscious. Archetype (from the 
Greek – ‘prototype’) is the original im-
age, which determines the further de-
velopment of the phenomenon. That is, 
it is a certain unconscious basis, which 
determines the possible directions of 
development. According to Jung, there 
is a group of obligatory elements in 
the unconscious, which are the main 
source of basic motives and memories 
inherent in all people. O. Kohut notes: 
‘The uniqueness of the archetype is 
that it appears not only in the con-
text of the wise past, but also helps to 
build the landmarks of the present’ [2, 
р. 23]. The main features of a nation 
and its mentality are reflected in the 
archetypes. They manifest themselves 
everywhere in history, cultural trans-
formations, folklore, artistic creati- 
vity. At different times of the existence 
of the people, those archetypes that 
meet the needs of society and the un-
derstanding of people dominate. From 
the standpoint of archetypal analysis, 
we can consider the basic principles of 
local self-government in Ukraine from 
ancient times to the present.

As a rule, in the process of develop-
ing the systems of state and local gov-
ernment, local self-government and 
state power have always opposed each 
other, which inevitably led to conflicts. 
This was mainly because the highest 
levels of government belonged to for-
eigners (Rurikoviches, Mongol-Tatars, 
Poles, Lithuanians, Austro-Hungar-
ians, Russians, etc.), and local power 
consisted mainly of local residents. On-
ly since 1991, all managerial positions 
have been occupied by Ukrainians, al-

though in recent years this statement 
is controversial due to the significant 
number of people invited from other 
countries. 

V. Vilizhinskyi in his dissertation 
research [3] substantiates the existence 
of the following six complex archetypes 
of local government development:  
value-ideological, legal, institutional-
organizational, functional, personnel 
and resource. However, in my opinion, 
it is difficult to agree with such a posi-
tion due to the lack of integrated direc-
tions of local self-government develop-
ment on the territory of our state in the 
past, when the territory of Ukraine was 
divided into many parts between other 
states. We can only talk about these 
archetypes, since 1991, when our state 
officially became independent and the 
main possible directions for the devel-
opment of local self-government were 
singled out. Based on the above, it 
seems necessary to consider the histor-
ical development of local self-govern-
ment precisely in terms of individual 
common established archetypes (‘land’, 
‘mother’, ‘personal freedom’, etc.).

It should be noted that among sci-
entists there is no unity on the final 
definition of the stages of development 
of local self-government in Ukraine [3; 
4]. Let's consider what are the main 
stages of development of local govern-
ment and identify the main archetypes 
that are characteristic of a particular 
period. In my opinion, it is expedient 
to identify eight main stages of local 
government development in Ukraine. 
V. Zabolotskyi also identifies eight 
stages of development of local self-gov-
ernment (Kievan Rus, fragmentation 
and Tatar-Mongol invasion, Cossacks, 
Magdeburg Law, the Russian Empire, 
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the Central Rada, the USSR, modern 
Ukraine). However, his classification 
does not cover all the historical stages 
of the development of Ukrainian soci-
ety and does not reveal individual fea-
tures of a particular time, which will be 
considered in this study [4].

The first stage is the local self-gov-
ernment of the Trypillia civilization. 
I. Drobot and M. Smarovailo, based 
on the work of archaeologist Videiko 
‘The Trypillya Civilization’ claim that 
democracy was well known to Trypil-
lians. They made the most important 
decisions at the general meeting, and 
the elders organized their internal life 
[5, р. 248–249]. For this time, the fol-
lowing archetypes were inherent: ‘per-
sonal freedom’ (the ability to freely 
make decisions at general meetings and 
elect elders), ‘Earth’ (a high level of 
trust in the ‘good mother of the Earth’, 
respect for the Earth), and ‘mother’ 
(respect for women, the desire to pre-
serve the motherland) [6; 7]. Each sub-
sequent stage of development of local 
self-government in Ukraine is charac-
terized by all these archetypes, except 
for the archetype of ‘personal freedom’, 
the weight of which is constantly de-
creasing, but over time gained im-
portance and new archetypes, which 
disappeared and reappeared again. It 
should be noted that after the disap-
pearance of the Trypillia civilization 
and until the times of Kievan Rus, local 
self-government did not exist. In the 
days of the Scythians, Sarmatians and 
other tribes that roamed the territory 
of modern Ukraine, the monarchical 
form of government prevailed, which 
provided for the existence of only cen-
tral power in the person of the monarch 
and his assistants.

The second stage of development 
of local self-government is the times of 
Slavic tribes and the existence of Ki-
evan Rus. According to N. Kaminska, 
in the ancient Kyiv state the subjects 
of self-government were, urban com-
munities that enjoyed administrative, 
economic and judicial autonomy, on 
the one hand, and rural (neighbouring) 
communities-verva on the other one 
[8]. At this time, the archetype of ‘ritu-
alism’ becomes important. All major is-
sues of community life were decided by 
a chamber that had unlimited powers 
(in particular, princes were elected for 
1 year [9]), as opposed to similar popu-
lar assemblies in Europe, which had 
the right to decide only on the election 
of government (e.g., prince-manager) 
[10]. However, over time, among the 
Slavs, princely power began to be in-
herited, which partially weakened the 
meaning of the archetype of ‘personal 
freedom’: ‘Now we have something else, 
the princes of polyudye take and trans-
fer power to their sons, from the father 
to the son, up to the great-grandson’’ 
[11, р. 149].

The next stage of development was 
local self-government at the time of 
the decline of Kievan Rus during the 
Tatar-Mongol invasion with the com-
plete loss of the archetype of ‘personal 
freedom’ and the special recognition of 
the archetype of ‘poverty’ (the defen-
sive response against robberies is to 
show that a person is poor, although 
perhaps this is not the case), which will 
be of leading importance among all the 
archetypes listed above until the years 
of independence. Peasant meetings 
still procedurally resembled a Veche, 
but they did not have such a breadth 
of powers as in the past [12, р. 30–31].
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The fourth stage is the Lithuanian-
Polish period, in which Magdeburg law 
was actively developing. This period 
marked the departure from traditional 
meetings of residents to address key is-
sues and the transition to the existence 
of elected authorities run by the centre. 
Magdeburg Law meant the abolition of 
customary norms, and hence the reduc-
tion of the archetype of ‘ritualism’, the 
removal of the city from the jurisdic-
tion of local administration and the 
introduction of municipal self-govern-
ment as part of state power [13, р. 578].

The emergence of military democ-
racy during the Cossacks marked the 
transition to the fifth stage of devel-
opment of local self-government. This 
was a period of the revival of Ukrainian 
governing traditions. All archetypes in 
people’s lives were revived. A. Hubryk 
distinguishes at this time the following 
three types of self-governing communi-
ties: ‘regimental’ or Cossack communi-
ties, which were governed by atamans 
and colonels, peasant communities led 
by bailiffs and Cossack-peasant com-
munities of mixed type [14, р. 54]. The 
main governing body of the time was 
the council. At the same time, V. An-
tonovych, interpreting the essence of 
the Cossack council, emphasized that: 
‘The council was a response of the old 
Veche system’ [15, р. 167]. At this time 
there is a revival of the archetype of 
‘personal freedom’ which was so sought 
to destroy at the previous stage of for-
mation of local self-government.

The sixth stage is the decline of lo-
cal self-government during the Rus-
sian and Austro-Hungarian Empires. 
Local governments were formal. Al-
though there were attempts to intro-
duce local self-government, they were 

not perceived by local residents. As  
J. Chernysh notes, local self-govern-
ment ‘cannot be formed from above, 
due to decentralization. In this case, 
a purely formal system of institutions 
will be created, which will not fulfil 
their real purpose, as it is impossible 
to artificially create any component 
of civil society’ [16]. This statement, 
unfortunately, is still relevant today, 
when the central government, not 
knowing the situation on the ground, 
tries to divide the area into separate 
administrative-territorial units, guided 
exclusively by formal, often even finan-
cial, criteria.

After the decline of local self-gov-
ernment during the Russian and Aus-
tro-Hungarian Empires, in the early 
twentieth century, there was an at-
tempt to restore local self-government. 
Although the short period of existence 
of Ukrainian statehood in the 20s of 
the twentieth century did not make 
it possible to apply in practice the de-
velopments of the Ukrainian People’s 
Republic, hereinafter referred to as 
the ‘UPR’ and the Central Rada in the 
field of local self-government, its de-
velopment was significantly influenced 
by the draft law ‘On Local Power and 
Local Self-Government’ developed by 
the Central Rada and the Constitution 
of the UPR, which fixed the state sys-
tem on the principles of decentraliza-
tion (Article 5 of the Constitution of 
the UPR granted lands, volosts and 
communities the rights of broad self-
government) [17].

The seventh stage was the final de-
cline (we can say the abolition) of the 
system of local self-government dur-
ing the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re-
public, hereinafter referred to as the 
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‘USSR’. Formally, this system had all 
the hallmarks of local self-government, 
but councils and executive committees 
became part of the management verti-
cal and were the lowest echelon of state 
power. According to the Constitution 
of the USSR in 1937, councils acted 
as representative and administrative 
bodies of state power at all levels [18], 
and in the norms of the Constitution of 
1978, were enshrined as part of a single 
system of representative bodies of state 
power of Ukraine [19].

The last stage of development is the 
construction of a system of local self-
government in independent Ukraine. 
At the beginning of independence, all 
the archetypes that were present in the 
local self-government of the Trypillia 
and Cossack eras were revived. How-
ever, according to the latest tenden-
cies, due to instability and permanent 
crisis in our country, the archetype of 
‘poverty’ is gaining special importance 
again. Criticism also deserves the ap-
proach to the reform of the decentrali-
zation of power, which is purely formal, 
disconnected from the real state of af-
fairs on the ground. The current situa-
tion is reminiscent of the Times of the 
Russian and Austro-Hungarian em-
pires, which tried to impose a certain 
structure of local self-government from 
above, which was not perceived locally. 
In particular, the modern reform of the 
administrative-territorial structure 
provides for the change of administra-
tive-territorial units following finan-
cial criteria (whether the community 
is financially capable), while all social 
institutions (hospitals, courts, police, 
prosecutor’s office, etc.) will be difficult 
to access for ordinary citizens living in 
settlements remote from the centre. 

Besides, this division eliminates the ar-
chetypes of ‘land’ (people perceive land 
not as wealth, but as formal territory), 
‘personal freedom’ (residents do not 
decide anything), and ‘mother’ (due 
to the state of Public Administration, 
many citizens no longer seek to pre-
serve their homeland and go to work, 
a permanent place of residence, or try 
to use as many resources as possible to 
earn more money).

Conclusions and prospects for fur-
ther researches. Based on the above, it 
should be noted that our state urgently 
needs to start forming a professional ap-
paratus of Public Administration, ad-
here to the established main archetypes 
(‘earth’, ‘mother’, ‘personal freedom’, 
etc.) when carrying out reforms, and es-
pecially the reform of the decentraliza-
tion of power. Besides, it is important to 
bring in line with the archetypal princi-
ples of the historical development of lo-
cal self-government in modern Ukraine 
the changes that have already taken 
place, otherwise we risk losing state-
hood. The historical experience of lo-
cal self-government development con-
sidered in this study allows us to state 
unequivocally that as soon as the arche-
type of ‘poverty’ began to gain weight, 
and other archetypes lost their posi-
tions, Ukrainians lost even the crumbs 
of local self-government and statehood. 
This is evidenced, in particular, by the 
periods of the Tatar-Mongol invasion, 
the Lithuanian-Polish period, and the 
periods of Russian and Austro-Hun-
garian rule. I believe that an in-depth 
study of the causal relationship of the 
archetype of ‘poverty’ and other arche-
types with tendencies in the develop-
ment of local self-government requires 
additional scientific study. 
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