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The article presents the analysis of theoretical approaches in domestic and foreign literature on the
processes of social hybridization as a relevant factor in contemporary social and personal transformations.
According to the results of the analysis, it is determined that in scientific sources, the concept of hybrid-
ization is most widely represented in the natural-biological, socio-cultural and geopolitical aspects. Our
theoretical analysis of the problem of hybridization in the globalized world has allowed us to distinguish
the following directions: socio-psychological hybridization of spatial interaction between generations and
within one generation (intersection of ontogeny and phylogeny of psychology of social communities and
their individual representatives), where the role of markers of social values is played by; hybridization as
a process of social modernization, connected with updating the formation structure of society and civiliza-
tion modernization in general; hybridization as a reorganization of social space, at the heart of which is the
merging of various forms of its manifestation; cyberspace as a socio-cultural factor in a network society;
the problem of personality formation and existence in the cyber culture space; human cyber socialization
and virtual socialization as a modern aspect of the quasi-socialization of the individual. It is a question of
sociocultural and socio-psychological hybridization, which leads to socio-psychological transformation and
modernization of both social communities and individuals.

As a result of the theoretical analysis, it is substantiated that new forms of social hybridization (vir-
tual socialization, cyber socialization), which are important factors of systemic social and personal transfor-
mations, are being laid at the present stage of world development.

Key words: hybridization, hybrid socialization, social hybridization, cyber socialization, virtual
socialization, systemic social transformations, systemic personal transformations.

Relevance of research and formulation of scientific problem. In the scientific litera-
ture the concept of “hybridization” is used from the point of view of geopolitical, socio-cultural
and natural-scientific approaches. From the geopolitical point of view, hybridization is happening
due to the global process of interaction between states [1; 2; 3]. According to the sociologi-
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cal approach, hybridization is interpreted as the relationship between westernization and local
forms of culture [4]; the socio-psychological approach outlines the changes in the consciousness
and identity of the individual, the development of its tolerance under the influence of globalized
forms of mass media culture and the perception and “residence” of virtual reality in the cyber-
space of network systems, in particular the space of Internet [6; 7; 8; 9; 10; 11; 26]. However,
today research is devoted to the problems of social hybridization and its socio-psychological
contexts, which, despite its novelty and unconditional relevance for the development of the future
world order and the formation of a new personality of the 3 millennia, are minor in dissemination
and require further systematic study.

The aim of the article is theoretical analysis of basic scientific approaches to the defini-
tion of the main characteristics of social hybridization as a factor of systemic social and personal
transformations.

Research methods are theoretical analysis of domestic and foreign scientific sources on
the research problem.

Presentation of the main material of the research. Characteristics of the term
“hybridization”. An analysis of the concept of hybridization in the most basic context is pre-
sented in the natural-biological aspect, where “hybridization” is defined as the process of com-
bining the genetic material of different cells in one to obtain more viable organisms or to
increase their fertility. There can be intra-hybridization — inbreeding, and remote inter-species
hybridization — outbreeding. In the aforementioned context, hybridization is also considered
an important factor in the evolution of organisms, which is based on a combination of varia-
bility [12; 13; 14].

The process of hybridization consists in the fact that during fertilization there is a merger
of two different genotypes of germ cells with the formation of zygotes, from which develops
a new organism that inherits the signs of both parents. Natural hybridization occurs in nature,
artificial is carried out by a person in breeding or through genetic engineering [14; 15; 30].

There is also the concept of somatic hybridization — the merging of two or more somatic
cells (neutral) into one common cell. Somatic hybridization is widely used to study the genetic
basis of biological phenomena, in particular to identify the causes of various genetic mutations
in somatic cells of higher organisms. For example, the study of the nature of malignant tumors
and the suppression of their growth [12; 14; 16].

A special place in the processes of hybridization is occupied by genetic engineering —
the direction of science at the border of molecular biology, molecular genetics, biotechnology,
etc., the purpose of which is to create organisms with new combinations of hereditary features
(the new genetic program), including those that do not exist in nature [17].

The application of genetic engineering methods allows the creation of organisms that con-
tain “alien” genes in their genome, that is, genes are taken from other organisms. They are called
transgenic. Today, genetic engineering is an actual and dynamic scientific area, primarily as a bio-
engineering technology through which transgenic animals are created [17].

In Scotland in 1996 the mammal was first cloned. It was a sheep, Dolly, which lived
6.5 years, and then was put to sleep due to a progressive lungs disease and severe arthritis [18].

Today, the most effective research on the application of genetic engineering techniques,
including bioengineering technologies, is conducted by American [19] and Chinese [20] scholars.
They have already created genetically modified human embryos. At the end of 2018, Chinese
scientists officially announced the final stage of research on “growing” from embryos with genet-
ically modified child cells. The officially announced aim of such research was the fight against
human hereditary diseases.
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This technology is called “embryonic engineering”, since a genetically modified child will
then pass on changes made to the genotype to subsequent generations through its own sex cells
[18, p. 525-533].

Thus, today science and medicine actually have the technology of creating genetically
modified people.

Consequently, in a close and somewhat frightening perspective, CRISP, in combination
with other techniques, will open the way for full control over the human genetic code (in other
words, its hybridization). On the one hand, it will make possible to get rid of certain genetic
diseases by removing unnecessary areas, or to “incorporate” genes that will improve the quality
of human physiology — speed, endurance, etc. or cognitive sphere — memory, thinking, and soon.
However, it is likely that this will cause the emergence of complex ethical issues, the main thing —
in whose hands and for what purpose will such technologies be used.

Already today, a number of scientists are making an accent on this, noting that the over-
whelming majority of people do not even think about it. For example, last year at the World
Economic Forum in Davos the Israeli scientist Yuval Noah Harari presented the report on “How
will a person change in conditions of constant technological revolutions?”; he believes that after
a couple of centuries the earth will be inhabited by “beings” so different from modern people, as
modern people are from Neanderthals. Since geneticists will learn to modify the body and mind,
actually by necessity or “order”, it will become the main product of the economy of the XXI cen-
tury. This is the actual way to human hybridization, which is ensured by the development of com-
puter sciences (the creation of artificial intelligence) and the development of neurobiology.

Thus, the process of hybridization, respectively, has three basic branches. The first direc-
tion is bioengineering, in particular the cultivation of new bodies; the second, more radical —
a combination of organic and inorganic matter (bionic hand, computer interface in the brain, etc.);
the third, most radical, complex and distant — the creation of inorganic forms of life, endowed
with consciousness [21].

One way or another, all these forms and directions of hybridization relate, respectively, to
other forms of social development and the processes of socialization of a particular person.

The state of the scientific study of the problem and the main theoretical results
of the study. Let’s continue to analyze the concept of hybridization as a systemic social and psy-
chological phenomenon in relation to the current processes of social modernization and transfor-
mation, which are often the source of social conflicts [22].

The transformation involves changing social structure, turning it essential features [23].
Modernization is the process of updating a certain social order in accordance with the actual eco-
nomic, political, legal and social situation in general. An essential component of modernization
is social hybridization. Accordingly, hybridization is not only a biological but also a social pro-
cess and a certain social pattern, which people, social institutions and society obey. Thus, social
hybridization is the “interbreeding of communities (societies)” belonging to different formations,
and social heterotic promotes the acquisition of such properties that ensure the adaptation of new
generations to change the social conditions of existence [24].

In this sense, social hybridization can be seen as one of the most important instruments
of social transformation on the road to modernization, especially in a globalized world.

The crossing of plant, animal, human and public organisms has its own peculiarities. How-
ever, there are also general principles. In animal and human organisms, this is done using genetic
information, which is written in DNA helixes. In public organisms, this interbreeding begins
with ideological information, in which a new formational “code” of society is written, indicating
the dependence of the development of communities and their representatives and societies in
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general on their social hybridization. Thus, social hybridization is the process of borrowing ideas,
forms of government, social institutions from another society and transferring them to the ground
of the previous society or one that exists “in parallel” [24].

This transfer is either deliberately carried out by administrative structures and then it takes
place in a more balanced evolutionary way in the form of social convergence or it occurs spon-
taneously and includes, to a greater or lesser extent, the expressed elements of revolutionist or
extremism, leading to social conflicts.

The controversy of the consequences of social hybridization for various communities
and their representatives, as well as hybridized society, was shown by A. Toynbee in his works.
The scientist makes an important conclusion about the civilizational integrity, which should be
borne in mind in the conditions of globalization for all countries, including post-Soviet states.
It consists in the fact that not everything can be transferred from one civilization to another.
Each civilization always resists even the alien “civilizational wedge” that can be implanted. It
displaces it, and as a result arises inter-civilizational tension and conflict [25].

The ruling elites should calculate the positive and negative results of social hybridization
and refuse to borrow those institutions to which this society has not yet matured or even ignore
them under the threat of social conflict [5; 24; 26].

Today the idea of “collision of civilizations” proposed by S. Huntington is quite common
among scholars and politicians. The scholar believed that in a globalized world the main source
of conflicts would not be ideology or economics, but civilizational socio-cultural contradictions,
where the collision of civilizations would become the dominant factor in world politics [2].

He called them the lines of future fronts, which is now confirmed by the intensive conduct
of so-called hybrid wars, and in Ukraine, unfortunately, by real military actions.

S.V. Sokolov relates social hybridization with the process of social modernization, rep-
resented by two vectors. The first vector is associated with the renewal of the formation struc-
ture of society for its optimal functioning, which corresponds to the interests of the ruling elite.
The second vector corresponds to civilization modernization, involving the improvement of a par-
ticular civilization by resolving the contradictions between the old and new meaningful spiritual,
valuable and moral aspects of the functioning of society [22].

The very concept of “social hybridization” S.V. Sokolov defines as a process of inter-
breeding of “societies” of different formations, as a result of which they form new properties
allowing society to become more resistant to the adverse conditions of the new reality. According
to the scientist, cross-breeding has distinct features depending on the context of the process (bio-
logical, cultural, social). However, the process of crossing is universal and corresponds to general
laws. Social hybridization begins with the interbreeding of ideological information that contains
a new formational structure of society. Hybridization manifests itself in the borrowing, combin-
ing and universalization of various ideas, social institutions, systems of power, social structures,
etc. [22, p. 419].

J.N. Pieterse relates the process of hybridization with the recombination of old and new
forms of various types of social practices, which ensures the reorganization and transformation
of the social space in general. To the objective indicators of measuring the process of social
hybridization the scientist refers: the indicator of the place where hybridization can take place,
first of all, places of “dialogue” of state interests, transnational corporations, free trade zones;
and an indicator of time or rather a mixing of time (“mixed times”), which means the coexistence
of pre-modernity, modernity and postmodernity.

The variety of combinations, hybrid places, and time mixing involves many forms
of hybridity. In order to systematize it the scientist offers three types of hybridization. The first
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type is cross-categorical, where, based on culture, nation, execution, and other categories, new
types of hybridization are formed. The second type is related to trans-cultural convergence
(hybridization of European, Asian, African and other cultures), where local and translocated cul-
tures are allocated. The third type corresponds to the transition of culture from territorial to trans
local [3, p. 49-51].

Socio-cultural and socio-psychological hybridization leads to socio-psychological trans-
formation and modernization of both public communities and individual persons that are includ-
ed in them.

A. Toffler substantiated the thesis that society is moving to a new over industrial, intellec-
tual and technological revolution [1].

In the 21st century these predictions were confirmed and humanity now is part of the glob-
al post-industrial development of the information society, which determines new types of activi-
ties, subcultures and lifestyles, opportunities and problems of personality development, education
and upbringing [8; 28].

The use of informational technologies changes not only the cognitive principles of percep-
tion and knowledge, but also anthropological foundations of appreciation and experience. That is,
we are talking about a special form of human socialization in cyberspace — cyber socialization,
the design of personality by means of network society. Such design is one of the types of mass
constructing of personality, the formation of a “mass human” with a specific type of configuration
of personal qualities, or, in a certain way, the formation of a “hybridized human”.

The construction of such a “hybrid personality” in cyberspace is also based on the simu-
lation of the integrity of the social individual, not by means of the discourse and values of mass
production and consumerism, but by the special structures inherent in the very discursive prac-
tices and configurations of cyber culture, which create the type of cyber human as a special type
of mass human with personalist consciousness [9].

Internet resources are new cultural means that mediate the life of a modern person and can
affect the formation of not only personality, but also its higher mental functions [6, p. 78].

Consequently, thanks to the media technologies of mass culture, modern human appears,
first of all, as a mass human whose main characteristic is social unification and identification by
the social marker “to be like everyone else”. Such unification and identification of the largest
exemplification is now acquired in the virtual space of hypermedia, which is produced thanks to
the functioning of the global network Internet [27; 29].

Conclusions. As a result of the theoretical analysis, we identified those studies that are
of interest in the framework of the presented topic: socio-psychological hybridization of spa-
tial interaction between generations and within one generation (the intersection of ontogenesis
and phylogeny of the psychology of social communities and their individual representatives),
where the role of markers of social hybridization is played by cultural values of generations;
hybridization as a process of social modernization associated with the renewal of the formative
structure of society and civilization modernization in general; hybridization as a reorganization
of social space, which is based on the merger of various forms of its manifestation; cyber space as
a socio-cultural factor of a network society; the problem of the formation and existence of person-
ality in the space of cyber culture and the cyber socialization of human and virtual socialization
as a modern aspect of quasi-socialization of personality.

Thus, at the present stage of world development, new forms of social hybridization are
being created, which is one of the main factors of systemic social and personal transformations.
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TEOPETUYHHU OIS JOCJII)KEHb ITIPOBJIEMATUKH
COLIAJBHOI INBPUIU3BAIIL IK YAHHUKA CUCTEMHHUX
CYCHLIBHUX TA OCOBUCTICHUX TPAHC®OPMAIIINA

TersiHa AHAPYLIEHKO
Hayionanenuii nedacoziunuii ynisepcumem imeni M.I1. /[pacomanosa,
Gakyremem ncuxonoeii,
Kagheopa nonimuunoi neuxono2ii ma coyianbHO-nPasosux mexHono2it
eyn. Capamoscoka, 20, 03411, m. Kuis, Yxpaina

T'ennagiii CtaBuIbLKHIA
Kuiscokuii nayionanvnuii ynisepcumem imeni Tapaca Illeguenka,
gaxynomem ncuxonoeii, kagpedpa coyianrvroi ncuxonoeii
8yn. akaoemixa Inywxosea, 2A, 03187, m. Kuis, Ykpaina

Caitnana CraBulbKa
Hayionanvruii nedacoziunuil ynieepcumem imeni M.I1. /lpacomanosa,
¢axynvmem ncuxonoeii,
Kageopa 3aeanvHoi i coyianvHoi ncuxonozii ma ncuxomepanii
syn. Capamoscoka, 20, 03411, m. Kuis, Yxpaina

VY cTarTi ImpencTaBiICHO aHaNi3 TEOPETHYHMX MIIXOMIB Y BITUM3HSHIN Ta 3apyOixkHiH siTeparypi
IO TIPOIIECiB COIaNFHOIT TIOpUAN3aIii SK aKTyaJbHOTO YMHHHKA CyYacHUX CYCIUJIBHHX Ta OCOOMCTICHHX
TpaHchopMaliil. 3a pe3ynapTaTaMH MPOBEJCHOTO aHaJi3y BU3HAYEHO, IO y HAYKOBHUX JDKEPETax IMOHSTTS
«ribpuau3amis» HaHOIIBII MHPOKO MPEACTABICHO B NMPHPOAHUYO-010JIOTIYHOMY, COIIOKYJIBTYpHOMY Ta
TeOTONIITHYHOMY actiekTax. [IpoBeneHnid HaMH TEOPETHYHHI aHali3 mpobnemMu ridpuau3sanii y robarizo-
BaHOMY CBITi JJaB 3MOT'Y BUAUTUTH TakKi 11 HAIIPSIMHU, K COLIaTbHO-IICHXOJIOT1YHA T1I0pUAN3AIIisi POCTOPOBOL
B3a€MOIii MK TIOKOJIIHHSIMU Ta BCEPEAWHI OIHOTO MOKOJIHHSA (MIEPETHH OHTOTreHe3y Ta (iIoreHesy ICH-
XOJIOTi] COIiaTbHUX CIIJIBHOT Ta iX OKPEMHUX MPEACTABHHKIB), € POJIb MapKepiB cOmianbHOI riOpuau3amii
BiJIrparoTh KyJIBTYpHI LIHHOCTI MOKOJIiHB; TIOpUAN3AIIis SIK TPOLEC COLiaTbHOT MOIEpHI3allil, OB’ A3aHHA
3 OHOBJICHHSM (OPMAIHOI CTPYKTYpPH CYCHIIBCTBA Ta LMBLII3aLiHOT MoaepHi3amii 3aranom; ribpuau-
3alis K peopranizalis COLiaTbHOTO MPOCTOPY, B OCHOBI YOTO JISKUTH 3IUTTA Pi3HOMaHITHUX (HOpM HOTo
MPOsIBY; KiOEpIPOCTip SIK COLIOKYABTYPHUI YHHHHK MEPEXKEBOTO CYCIUIBLCTBA; MpodieMa popMyBaHHS Ta
iCHYBaHHS 0COOHMCTOCTI B IPOCTOPI KiOepKyIBTYpH; Kibepcoltianizallis JIOAWHH Ta BIpTyalbHa COIiai3alis
K CydYacHHMIT aCreKT KBasicomiamizamii ocobuctocti. Merhest mpo COiOKYIBTYpHY Ta COLiaTbHO-TICHXO-
JIOTiYHY TiOpUIM3aIlio, SIKa MPUBOAUTE IO COLIALHO-TICHXOJIOTIYHOI TpaHcdopMalii Ta MoxepHi3alii sk
COLIANbHUX CIUTBHOCTEH, TaK i OKpEeMUX 0COOUCTOCTEH, SIKi 1O HUX BXOAATH.

B pe3ynbrati mpoBeeHOT0 TEOPETUIHOTO aHaNi3y OOIPYHTOBAHO, IO HA CYYaCHOMY €Talli CBITOBO-
T'O PO3BHUTKY 3aKJIaAI0THCS HOBI OpPMH comianbHOI ribpuau3anii (BipTyaibHa coriamizaris, Kibepcoriai-
3alis), sIKi € BAKIMBUMH YHHHAKAMHU CHCTEMHHX CYCIUIBHUX Ta OCOOMCTICHUX TPaHC(HOPMAIIii.

Kniouoei cnosa: ribpuansanis, TiOpuaHa comianizanis, comiaibHa ridpuausanis, Kibepcomiamizamis,
BipTyasbHA coliani3alis, CHCTEMHI CyCHiIbHI TpaHCchOopMaIlii, CHCTEMHI 0COOMCTICHI TpaHCopMaIIii.



