
ȾȺȸ 6 ȹȺȸȱȼ 3 2014 

ȐȽȺȷȪȵ ȲȱȮȪȯȼȻɉ ȹȺȲ ȹȸȮȮȯȺȰȴȯ 

ȖȯȰȮȽȷȪȺȸȮȷȸȳ ȪȻȻȸɀȲȪɀȲȲ ȲȷȻȼȲȼȽɀȲȸȷȪȵɆȷɅȿ ȲȻȻȵȯȮȸȬȪȷȲȳ 



ȐȽȺȷȪȵ ȱȪȺȯȭȲȻȼȺȲȺȸȬȪȷ ȞȯȮȯȺȪȵɆȷȸȳ ȻȵȽȰȫȸȳ ȹȸ ȷȪȮȱȸȺȽ Ȭ ȻȾȯȺȯ ȻȬɉȱȲ  
Ȳ ȶȪȻȻȸȬɅȿ ȴȸȶȶȽȷȲȴȪɀȲȳ 20 ȶȪɉ 2009 ȭ. țȬȲȮȯȼȯȵɆȻȼȬȸ ȸ ȺȯȭȲȻȼȺȪɀȲȲ ȻȺȯȮȻȼȬ 

ȶȪȻȻȸȬȸȳ ȲȷȾȸȺȶȪɀȲȲ șȒ ɯ Ȟț77-36310  

 
ȐȽȺȷȪȵ ȲȱȮȪȯȼȻɉ Ȼ 2009 ȭ., ȬɅȿȸȮȲȼ 4 ȺȪȱȪ Ȭ ȭȸȮ. 

șȸȮȹȲȻȷȸȳ ȲȷȮȯȴȻ Ȭ ȘȫɄȯȮȲȷȯȷȷȸȶ ȴȪȼȪȵȸȭȯ «șȺȯȻȻȪ ȚȸȻȻȲȲ» 82295 . 
 

ȝɁȺȯȮȲȼȯȵɆ: 

ȘȘȘ «ȍȽȶȪȷȲȼȪȺȷɅȯ ȹȯȺȻȹȯȴȼȲȬɅ» 
 

 

ȼɑɐɌɖɢɔɚəəɌɫ ɖɚɗɗɑɏɔɫ: 

ȯɗɌɎəɧɕ ɜɑɐɌɖɞɚɜ 

ȹɟɜɑɑɎ ȼ. ȸ. (ɀɔəɌəɝɚɎɧɕ ɟəɔɎɑɜɝɔɞɑɞ ɛɜɔ ȻɜɌɎɔɞɑɗɨɝɞɎɑ ȼɀ; ȹȴȿ ȮɄɉ) 
 

ȳɌɘɑɝɞɔɞɑɗɔ: ȰɑɘɑəɞɨɑɎ Ȯ. Ȯ. (ȰɚəȹȾȿ), Ȯɚɗɨɣɔɖ Ȯ. Ȯ. (Ɋɀȿ) 
 

Ƀɗɑəɧ ɜɑɐɌɖɢɔɚəəɚɕ ɖɚɗɗɑɏɔɔ: 

ȬɟɓɌə Ȭ. Ȭ. (ȸȯȿ), ȭɑɗɚɖɜɧɗɚɎɌ Ⱥ. Ƚ. (Ɋɀȿ), 

ȶɔɜɐɔəɌ Ƚ. ȯ. (ȴɉ ȼȬȹ), ȶɗɑɕəɑɜ ȯ. ȭ. (ɂɉȸȴ ȼȬȹ, ȯȿȿ), 

ȷɌɞɚɎ Ɋ. Ȯ. (ȬɖɌɐɑɘɔɫ ɟɛɜɌɎɗɑəɔɫ ȸȮȰ ȼɀ), ȷɑɎɔə Ƚ. ȹ. (ȶɑɘȯȿ), 

ȷɔɞɎɔəɢɑɎɌ ȯ. Ȼ. (ȹȯȾȿ), ȸɌɗɖɔəɌ ȸ. Ɋ. (ȹɔɒɑɏɚɜɚɐɝɖɔɕ ȯȿ), 

ȷɑɘɑɥɑəɖɚ Ȼ. Ƚ. (ȭȯȿ) 

ȸɌɟ Ȯ. Ȭ. (ȬɖɌɐɑɘɔɫ əɌɜɚɐəɚɏɚ ɡɚɓɫɕɝɞɎɌ ɛɜɔ ȻɜɌɎɔɞɑɗɨɝɞɎɑ ȼɀ), 

Ȼɚɗɔɥɟɖ ȷ. ȴ. (ȹȴȿ ȮɄɉ), ȽɔɐɚɜɔəɌ Ⱦ. Ɋ. (ȹȴȿ ȮɄɉ), 

ȼɚɓɘɌɔəɝɖɔɕ ȴ. Ȯ. (ȽȻɍ. ɠɔɗɔɌɗ ȹȴȿ ȮɄɉ), 

ɄɌɝɞɔɞɖɚ Ȭ. ȱ. (ȸȯȿ). 
 

Ȭɝɝɔɝɞɑəɞ ɜɑɐɌɖɞɚɜɌ ȺɏɌəɑɝɫə Ȭ. Ȭ. 
 

ȸɑɒɐɟəɌɜɚɐəɧɕ ɜɑɐɌɖɢɔɚəəɧɕ ɝɚɎɑɞ: 

Ȭəɐɜɑɠɠ Ȯ. (University of Paris 1, France),  

ȯɜɔɢɑəɖɚ Ȭ. Ȭ. (ȴəɝɞɔɞɟɞ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɔ ɔ ɛɜɚɏəɚɓɔɜɚɎɌəɔɫ ȹȬȹ, ȿɖɜɌɔəɌ), 

ȶɚɡɑə Ƚ. (Erasmus School of Economics, Holland),  

ȷɑɚəɌɜɐ ȶ. (University of Oxford, UK) , 

ȸɌɑɎɝɖɔɕ Ȯ. ȴ. (ȴɉ ȼȬȹ), ȸɔɓɚɍɌɞɌ Ƚ. (Kyoto University, Japan),  

ɂɎɌɕəɑɜɞ ȵ. (Hamburg Institute of International Economics (HWWI), Germany).  
 

ȼɟɖɚɛɔɝɔ ɝɞɌɞɑɕ Ɏ ɚɍɫɓɌɞɑɗɨəɚɘ ɛɚɜɫɐɖɑ ɚɠɚɜɘɗɫɪɞɝɫ Ɏ ɝɚɚɞɎɑɞɝɞɎɔɔ ɝ ɞɜɑɍɚɎɌəɔɫɘɔ ɐɗɫ ɌɎɞɚɜɚɎ, 

ɟɝɞɌəɚɎɗɑəəɧɘɔ ɜɑɐɌɖɢɔɑɕ. ȽɞɌɞɨɔ, ɚɠɚɜɘɗɑəəɧɑ əɑ ɛɚ ɛɜɌɎɔɗɌɘ, ɜɑɐɌɖɢɔɑɕ əɑ ɜɌɝɝɘɌɞɜɔɎɌɪɞɝɫ. 

ȼɑɐɌɖɢɔɫ əɑ ɎɝɞɟɛɌɑɞ Ɏ ɛɑɜɑɛɔɝɖɟ ɝ ɌɎɞɚɜɌɘɔ ɝɞɌɞɑɕ, ɛɚɗɟɣɔɎɤɔɡ ɘɚɞɔɎɔɜɚɎɌəəɧɕ ɚɞɖɌɓ Ɏ ɚɛɟɍɗɔɖɚɎɌəɔɔ. 

ȼɟɖɚɛɔɝɔ ɌɝɛɔɜɌəɞɚɎ ɛɟɍɗɔɖɟɪɞɝɫ ɍɑɝɛɗɌɞəɚ. 

 

Ȭɐɜɑɝ ɜɑɐɌɖɢɔɔ: 

344082, ɏ. ȼɚɝɞɚɎ-əɌ-Ȱɚəɟ, 
ɟɗ. ȻɟɤɖɔəɝɖɌɫ, ɐ. 43, ɚɠ. 10. 
ȹɌɤ ɝɌɕɞ: www.hjournal.ru  
Ⱦɑɗ. +7 (863) 269-88-13 
e-mail: hp@donpac.ru;  

info@hjournal.ru  



Registered by the Federal Service for Supervision in the Sphere of Telecom, Information Technologies and Mass 
Communications (ROSKOMNADZOR). Date of registration: 20th May, 2009. 

Registration certificate PI ɯ FS 77-36310.  

 
Founded: 2009. Quarterly Journal. 

Subscription Index in «Russian Press» catalogue: 82295 . 
 

Founder:  

Ltd. «Humanities Perspectives» 
 

 

Editor in Chief  

Nureev R. M. (Financial University under the Government of the Russian Federation, HSE)  
 

Deputy Editors: Dementyev V. V. (Donetsk National Technical University),  

Volchik V. V. (Southern Federal University)  
 

Editorial Staff:  

Auzan A. A. (Moscow State University), Belokrylova O. S. (Southern Federal University),  

Kirdina S. G. (IE of Russian Academy of Sciences),  

Kleiner G. B. (Central Economic Mathematical Institute of Russian Academy of Sciences),  

Latov Yu. V. (Academy of Management of the Interior Ministry of Russia),  

Levine S. N.  (Kemerovo State University), Litvintseva G. P. (Novosibirsk State Technical University) ,  

Malkina M. Yu. (Lobachevsky State University of Nizhni Novgorod ð National Research University),  

Lemeschenko P. S. (Belarusian State University),  

Mau V. A. (Russian Presidential Academy of National Economy and Public Administration), 

Polischuk L. I. (HSE), Sidorina T. Yu. (HSE), Rozmainsky I. V. (HSE in Saint Petersburg),  

Shastitko A. E. (Moscow State University).  
 

International Editorial Board:  

Andreff V. (University of Paris 1, France),  

Gritsenko A. A. (Institute for Economics and Forecasting of the National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine),  

Cohen S. (Erasmus School of Economics, Holland), Leonard C. (University of Oxford, UK),  

Majewski V. I. (IE of Russian Academy of Sciences), Mizobata S. (Kyoto University, Japan),  

Tsvaynert J. (Hamburg Institute of International Economics (HWWI), Germany).  
 

 

The papers assigned for publication are to be prepared in accordance with the requirements which are 

available at http://hjournal.ru. Papers which do not follow the rules are rejected by the Editorial Staff. The 

editors do not enter into correspondence with the authors of papers fairly rejected. Post -graduatesõ papers to be 

published are free of charge.  

 

Editorial office:  

Pushkinskaya St., 43, office 10,  
Rostov-on-Don, Russia, 344082.  

http://hjournal.ru  
Phone: +7 (863) 269-88-13 

e-mail: hp@donpac.ru;  
info@hjournal.ru  



4  
J
O

U
R

N
A

L
 O

F
 I

N
S

T
IT

U
T

IO
N

A
L

 S
T

U
D

IE
S

 
(
Ȑ
Ƚ
Ⱥ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
 
Ȳ
ȷ
Ȼ
ȼ
Ȳ
ȼ
Ƚ
ɀ
Ȳ
ȸ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
Ɇ
ȷ
Ʌ
ȿ
 
Ȳ
Ȼ
Ȼ
ȵ
ȯ
Ȯ
ȸ
Ȭ
Ȫ
ȷ
Ȳ
ȳ
)
 
 
 
 
 

Ȝ
ȸ
ȶ
 
6
,
 
ɯ
 
3
.
 
2
0
1
4

 
țȘȎȏȚȐȊȗȒȏ 

 

ȽȷȺȮȺ ȼȱȰȬȶȾȺȼȬ 

Ȯɚɗɨɣɔɖ Ȯ. Ȯ. ȴəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɑ ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɑ ɔ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɑ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɑ ................... 6 

 

ȹȺȮɇȱ ȶȹȴȯȴ: ȺȾ ȬȮȾȺȼȬ 

ȶɔɜɐɔəɌ Ƚ. ȯ. Ⱦɑɚɜɔɫ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ ɘɌɞɜɔɢ, ɔɗɔ Ɂ-Y-ɞɑɚɜɔɫ:  

     ɚɝəɚɎəɧɑ ɞɑɓɔɝɧ ɔ  ɛɜɔɗɚɒɑəɔɫ éééééééééééééééééé.é..é 14 

 

ȴȽȾȺȼȴɋ ȴȹȽȾȴȾȿɂȴȺȹȬȷɈȹȺȵ ɉȶȺȹȺȸȴɃȱȽȶȺȵ ȸɇȽȷȴ 

ȽɌɕɠɑɜ Ȱ. ȸ. ȴəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚ-ɝɞɜɟɖɞɟɜəɧɑ ɛɜɑɛɫɞɝɞɎɔɫ  

     ɐɗɫ əɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ ɔəəɚɎɌɢɔɚəəɧɡ ɝɔɝɞɑɘ Ɏ ȷɌɞɔəɝɖɚɕ Ȭɘɑɜɔɖɑ:  

     ɛɚɐɡɚɐ ȮɑɍɗɑəɌ ééééééééééééééééééééééééééé..é 34 

 

ȽȺȮȼȱȸȱȹȹȬɋ ȴȹȽȾȴȾȿɂȴȺȹȬȷɈȹȬɋ ȾȱȺȼȴɋ 

ȸɌɗɌɡɚɎ Ƚ. Ȯ. ȸɑɞɌɘɚɜɠɚɓɧ ɟɐɚɎɗɑɞɎɚɜɔɞɑɗɨəɚɏɚ ɚɛɞɔɘɌɗɨəɚɏɚ  

     ɛɚɞɜɑɍɔɞɑɗɨɝɖɚɏɚ ɎɧɍɚɜɌ əɌ əɑɝɚɎɑɜɤɑəəɧɡ ɜɧəɖɌɡ: ɚɞəɚɤɑəɔɑ  

     ɖ əɑɜɌɎɑəɝɞɎɟ, ɔɓɍɑɏɌəɔɑ ɜɔɝɖɌ ɔ ɝɑɘɑɕəɧɕ Ɍɗɨɞɜɟɔɓɘ éééééé......éé 54 

ɄɌɠɔɜɚɎ ȷ. Ȭ. ȶɜɑɐɔɞ ɟɝɞɚɕɣɔɎɚɏɚ ɜɌɓɎɔɞɔɫ: ɘɑɝɞəɧɑ ɝɚɚɍɥɑɝɞɎɌ,  

     ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɝɞɨ ɔ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɌɫ ɛɚɗɔɞɔɖɌ ééééééééééé...ééé. 67 

 

ȴȹȽȾȴȾȿɂȴȺȹȬȷɈȹȬɋ ɉȶȺȹȺȸȴɃȱȽȶȬɋ ȾȱȺȼȴɋ 

ȬɎɑɜɖɔɑɎɌ ȱ. Ƚ. ȸɚɐɑɜəɔɓɌɢɔɫ ɔ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɑ ɜɌɓɎɔɞɔɑ:  

     ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɑ ɠɌɖɞɚɜɧ ɜɚɝɞɌ ɚɍɥɑɝɞɎɑəəɚɏɚ ɍɗɌɏɚɝɚɝɞɚɫəɔɫ éééé 83 

ȰɑɘɑəɞɨɑɎ Ȯ. Ȯ. ȻɚɗɔɞɔɣɑɝɖɌɫ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɫ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɚɎ: ɛɜɚɍɗɑɘɌ ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɑəɔɫ  

     ɛɜɑɐɘɑɞɌ ɔɝɝɗɑɐɚɎɌəɔɫ éééééééééééééééééééé..é.ééé 96 

 

ȴȹȽȾȴȾȿɂȴȺȹȬȷɈȹɇȵ ȬȹȬȷȴȳ ȯȺȽȿȰȬȼȽȾȮȬ 

ȶɌɎɔɢɖɌɫ ȴ. ȷ. ȬəɌɗɔɓ əɑɚɐəɚɜɚɐəɚɝɞɔ ɘɚəɑɞɌɜəɚɕ ɛɚɗɔɞɔɖɔ ɝɘɫɏɣɑəɔɫ ... 122 

ȶɌɛɚɏɟɓɚɎ ȱ. Ȭ., ȭɧɖɚɎɌ ȶ. ȯ. ȯɚɝɟɐɌɜɝɞɎɑəəɚ-ɣɌɝɞəɚɑ ɛɌɜɞəɑɜɝɞɎɚ  

     ɖɌɖ ɚɍɦɑɖɞ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɏɚ ɌəɌɗɔɓɌ: ɖ Ɏɚɛɜɚɝɟ ɚ ɝɔɝɞɑɘɌɞɔɓɌɢɔɔ  

     ɠɚɜɘɌɗɨəɧɡ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɚɎ ééééééééééééééééééééééé... 132 

Ƚɗɚɍɚɐɑəɪɖ ȱ. Ȱ. ȴəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɑ ɠɌɖɞɚɜɧ ɠɚɜɘɔɜɚɎɌəɔɫ ɓɌɝɞɚɕəɚɕ  

     ɍɑɐəɚɝɞɔ Ɏ ɝɚɎɜɑɘɑəəɚɕ ȼɚɝɝɔɔ ééééééééééééééééé.é.éé 146 



5  

 

J
O

U
R

N
A

L
 O

F
 I

N
S

T
IT

U
T

IO
N

A
L

 S
T

U
D

IE
S

 
(
Ȑ
Ƚ
Ⱥ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
 
Ȳ
ȷ
Ȼ
ȼ
Ȳ
ȼ
Ƚ
ɀ
Ȳ
ȸ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
Ɇ
ȷ
Ʌ
ȿ
 
Ȳ
Ȼ
Ȼ
ȵ
ȯ
Ȯ
ȸ
Ȭ
Ȫ
ȷ
Ȳ
ȳ
)
 
 
 
 
 

Ȝ
ȸ
ȶ
 
6
,
 
ɯ
 
3
.
 
2
0
1
4

 

 

EDITORIAL  

Volchik V. V. Inductive reasoning and economic behavior éééééééééé.... 6 

 

NEW BOOKS: PREFACE BY THE AUTHOR  

Kirdina S. G. Institutional matrices theory, or X&Y theory: the main provisions  

     and applications éééééééééééééééééééééé.ééééé.... 14 

 

HISTORY OF INSTITUTIONAL ECONOMIC THOUGHT  

Cypher J. M. Institutional -Structural Impediments to National Innovation  

     Systems in Latin America: A Veblenian Perspective éééééééééééé 34 

 

MODERN INSTITUTIONAL THEORY  

Malakhov S. V. Metamorphoses of satisficing optimal consumption -leisure  

     choice: inequality aversion, risk aversion, and family altruism éééééé.é 54 

Shafirov L. A. Sustainable consumer lending: local communities, rationality,  

     and economic policy ééééééééééééééééééé.éé..ééééé 67 

 

INSTITUTIONAL ECONOMIC THEORY  

Averkieva E. S. Modernization and economic development: institutional factors  

     of the social welfare growth ééééééééééééééééééééééé. 83 

Dementyev V. V. The political economy of institutions: the problem of defining  

     the subject of research éééééééééééééééééééééééé..é 96 

 

INSTITUTIONAL ANALYSIS OF THE STATE  

Kavitskaya I. L. Analysis of the heterogeneity unconventional monetary  

     policy easing ééééééééééééééééééééééééé.éééé. 122 

Kapoguzov E. A., Bykova K. G. Public -private partnership as a subject  

     of institutional analysis: to the problem of formal institutions  

     systematization ééééééééééééééééééé.éééééé.éé.. 132 

Slobodenyuk E. D. Institutional factors of chronic poverty formation  

     in modern Russia éééééééééééééééééééééééééé.é 146 

CONTENTS 



J
O

U
R

N
A

L
 O

F
 I

N
S

T
IT

U
T

IO
N

A
L

 S
T

U
D

IE
S

 
(
Ȑ
Ƚ
Ⱥ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
 
Ȳ
ȷ
Ȼ
ȼ
Ȳ
ȼ
Ƚ
ɀ
Ȳ
ȸ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
Ɇ
ȷ
Ʌ
ȿ
 
Ȳ
Ȼ
Ȼ
ȵ
ȯ
Ȯ
ȸ
Ȭ
Ȫ
ȷ
Ȳ
ȳ
)
 
 
 
 
 

Ȝ
ȸ
ȶ
 
6
,
 
ɯ
 
3
.
 
2
0
1
4

 
www.hjournal.ru 

6  țȕȘȌȘ ȚȏȎȊȔȜȘȚȊ 

© ɺʦʣʴʯʠʢ ɺ. ɺ., 2014 

ȒȗȎȝȔȜȒȌȗȘȏ ȖȥȢȕȏȗȒȏ Ȓ ȧȔȘȗȘȖȒȡȏțȔȘȏ 

șȘȌȏȎȏȗȒȏ 

ȮȺȷɈɃȴȶ ȮɋɃȱȽȷȬȮ ȮȴȾȬȷɈȱȮȴɃ, 

ɐɚɖɞɚɜ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɔɡ əɌɟɖ, ɛɜɚɠɑɝɝɚɜ, 

Ɋɒəɧɕ ɠɑɐɑɜɌɗɨəɧɕ ɟəɔɎɑɜɝɔɞɑɞ, ɏ. ȼɚɝɞɚɎ-əɌ-Ȱɚəɟ, 

e-mail: volchik@sfedu.ru  

 

Ȼɜɚɤɗɚ ɐɎɌɐɢɌɞɨ ɗɑɞ ɝ ɘɚɘɑəɞɌ ɚɛɟɍɗɔɖɚɎɌəɔɫ ɝɞɌɞɨɔ ȭ. ȬɜɞɟɜɌ 

«ȴəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɑ ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɑ ɔ ɚɏɜɌəɔɣɑəəɌɫ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɝɞɨ». ȺɐəɌɖɚ ɛɜɚɍɗɑɘɧ, 

ɛɚɐəɫɞɧɑ ȭ. Ȭɜɞɟɜɚɘ, əɑ ɛɚɞɑɜɫɗɔ ɝɎɚɑɕ ɌɖɞɟɌɗɨəɚɝɞɔ ɔ ɓəɌɣɔɘɚɝɞɔ. Ȯ ɐɌəəɚɕ 

ɝɞɌɞɨɑ ɓɌɞɜɌɏɔɎɌɪɞɝɫ ɜɌɓɗɔɣəɧɑ ɛɚɐɡɚɐɧ ɖ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɘɟ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɪ Ɏ 

ɝɚɎɜɑɘɑəəɚɕ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ ɞɑɚɜɔɔ Ɏ ɖɚəɞɑɖɝɞɑ ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɚɎɌəɔɫ ɝɚɎɑɜɤɑəəɚɕ 

ɐɑɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɕ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɝɞɔ ɔ ɔəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɏɚ ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɫ. Ȱɗɫ ɔɗɗɪɝɞɜɌɢɔɔ 

ɎɌɒəɚɝɞɔ ɔəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɏɚ ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɫ Ɏ ɐɚɛɚɗəɑəɔɑ ɖ ɛɜɚɍɗɑɘɑ ɛɚɝɑɥɑəɔɫ ɍɌɜɌ 

ɜɌɝɝɘɌɞɜɔɎɌɑɞɝɫ ɩɠɠɑɖɞ ɐɚɜɚɒəɧɡ ɛɜɚɍɚɖ. ȻɚɐɣɑɜɖɔɎɌɑɞɝɫ, ɣɞɚ ɔɝɝɗɑɐɚɎɌəɔɫ 

ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɫ Ɏ ɌɐɌɛɞɔɎəɚ-ɝɗɚɒəɧɡ ɝɔɝɞɑɘɌɡ ɐɚɗɒəɧ ɟɣɔɞɧɎɌɞɨ 

ɞɚɞ ɠɌɖɞ, ɣɞɚ ɜɑɏɟɗɫɜəɚɝɞɨ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɡ ɎɓɌɔɘɚɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɕ əɑɔɓɍɑɒəɚ ɛɚɜɚɒɐɌɑɞ 

ɟ ɚɝəɚɎəɧɡ ɌɖɞɚɜɚɎ ɚɛɧɞ, ɚɞɜɌɒɑəəɧɕ Ɏ ɔɡ ɛɚəɔɘɌəɔɔ ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɌ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɡ 

ɎɓɌɔɘɚɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɕ. ɉɞɚɞ ɚɛɧɞ ɠɚɜɘɔɜɟɑɞ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɣɑɝɖɔɑ ɛɌɞɞɑɜəɧ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ ɚəɔ 

ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɟɪɞ ɐɗɫ ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɑəəɚɏɚ ɝɞɜɟɖɞɟɜɔɜɚɎɌəɔɫ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɚɕ ɜɑɌɗɨəɚɝɞɔ. Ȱɗɫ 

ɚɍɑɝɛɑɣɑəɔɫ ɜɑɏɟɗɫɜəɚɝɞɔ ɝɞɜɟɖɞɟɜɔɜɚɎɌəəɧɡ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɡ ɎɓɌɔɘɚɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɕ 

əɑɚɍɡɚɐɔɘɚ ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɚɎɌəɔɑ Ɏɝɞɜɚɑəəɧɡ ɩɎɚɗɪɢɔɚəəɧɡ ɘɑɡɌəɔɓɘɚɎ, «ɜɑɏɟɗɔɜɟɪɥɔɡ» 

ɣɌɝɞɚɞɟ ɎɚɓəɔɖəɚɎɑəɔɫ ɜɑɗɑɎɌəɞəɧɡ ɔ əɑɜɑɗɑɎɌəɞəɧɡ ɘɚɐɑɗɑɕ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɫ ɔ, 

ɝɗɑɐɚɎɌɞɑɗɨəɚ, ɗɚɖɌɗɨəɧɡ ɛɜɌɎɔɗ, ɩɞɔɣɑɝɖɔɡ (əɜɌɎɝɞɎɑəəɧɡ) əɚɜɘ ɔ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɚɎ. 

ȶɗɪɣɑɎɧɑ ɝɗɚɎɌ: ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɔɕ ɣɑɗɚɎɑɖ; ɔəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɑ ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɑ; 

ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɌɫ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɌ; ɝɚɎɑɜɤɑəəɌɫ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɝɞɨ; ɩɞɔɣɑɝɖɔɑ əɚɜɘɧ; 

ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɧ.  

 

INDUCTIVE REASONING AND ECONOMIC BEHAVIOR 

VOLCHIK VYACHESLAV, V.,  

Doctor of Economic Sciences (PhD), Professor, 

Southern Federal University, Rostov -on-Don, 

e-mail: volchik@sfedu.ru  

 

20 years have passed since Brian Arthurõs "Inductive Reasoning and Bounded 

Rationality" was published. However, the issues raised by B. Arthur have not lost their 

relevance and importance. In the present paper various approaches to economic behavior 

in modern economic theory are outlined, in the context of perfect ð deductive ð rationality 

and inductive reasoning. To illustrate the importance of inductive reasoning, in addition 

to a bar problem the effect of traffic jams is considered. It is emphasized that the studies 

of economic behavior in complex adaptive systems should take into account the fact that 

regularity of social interactions inevitably generates experience that is to be reflected in 

actorsõ understanding the essence of social interactions. This experience forms the 

behavioral patterns that are used by the actors to structure the social reality. To ensure 

the regularity of structured social interactions, embedded evolutionary mechanisms must 

exist, to òregulateó the incidence of relevant and irrelevant behavior models and, 

consequently, of local rules, ethical (moral) norms and institutions.  

Keywords:  economic man; inductive reasoning; institutional economics; perfect 

rationality; ethical norms; institutions.  

 

mailto:volchik@sfedu.ru
mailto:volchik@sfedu.ru


7  

 

J
O

U
R

N
A

L
 O

F
 I

N
S

T
IT

U
T

IO
N

A
L

 S
T

U
D

IE
S

 
(
Ȑ
Ƚ
Ⱥ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
 
Ȳ
ȷ
Ȼ
ȼ
Ȳ
ȼ
Ƚ
ɀ
Ȳ
ȸ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
Ɇ
ȷ
Ʌ
ȿ
 
Ȳ
Ȼ
Ȼ
ȵ
ȯ
Ȯ
ȸ
Ȭ
Ȫ
ȷ
Ȳ
ȳ
)
 
 
 
 
 

Ȝ
ȸ
ȶ
 
6
,
 
ɯ
 
3
.
 
2
0
1
4

 

JEL:  D01, D03, B52.  

 
ȻɌɓɗɧ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɫ 

ȻɚɎɑɐɑəɣɑɝɖɔɑ ɘɚɐɑɗɔ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɟɪɞ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɝɞɧ, ɐɌɎəɚ Ɏɧɤɗɔ ɓɌ 
ɛɜɑɐɘɑɞəɧɑ ɏɜɌəɔɢɧ ɝɚɍɝɞɎɑəəɚ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ ɞɑɚɜɔɔ. ɉɖɚəɚɘɔɝɞɧ ɝ ɟɝɛɑɡɚɘ 
ɚɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɗɫɪɞ ɩɖɝɛɚɜɞ ɔɐɑɕ Ɏ ɜɌɘɖɌɡ «ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɔɘɛɑɜɔɌɗɔɓɘɌ», əɚ ɚɝɞɌɪɞɝɫ 
Ɏɚɛɜɚɝɧ, ɣɞɚ ɩɞɚ ɐɌɑɞ ɚɍɥɑɝɞɎɑəəɧɘ əɌɟɖɌɘ ɔ Ɏɧɡɚɐɫɞ ɗɔ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɣɑɝɖɔɑ ɘɚɐɑɗɔ 
ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɝɞɚɎ ɓɌ ɛɜɑɐɑɗɧ ɐɑɐɟɖɞɔɎəɧɡ ɖɚəɝɞɜɟɖɢɔɕ, ɚ ɖɚɞɚɜɧɡ ɛɔɝɌɗ ȭ. Ȭɜɞɟɜ? ȶɌɖ 
ɚə ɝɛɜɌɎɑɐɗɔɎɚ ɚɞɘɑɣɌɗ, ɚɍɗɌɝɞɨ ɛɜɔɘɑəɑəɔɫ ɐɑɐɟɖɞɔɎəɧɡ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɣɑɝɖɔɡ ɘɚɐɑɗɑɕ ɝ 
ɝɚɎɑɜɤɑəəɚɕ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɝɞɨɪ ɚɣɑəɨ əɑɓəɌɣɔɞɑɗɨəɌ ɛɚ ɝɜɌɎəɑəɔɪ ɝ ɛɜɚɝɞɜɌəɝɞɎɚɘ 
ɌɐɌɛɞɔɎəɚ ɝɗɚɒəɧɡ ɝɔɝɞɑɘ, Ɏ ɖɚɞɚɜɧɡ ɘɧ Ɏɧəɟɒɐɑəɧ ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɚɎɌɞɨ ɔəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɑ 
ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɑ (Ȭɜɞɟɜ, 2003). 

 ɉɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɔɕ ɣɑɗɚɎɑɖ, ɓɌɏəɌəəɧɕ Ɏ ɛɜɚɖɜɟɝɞɚɎɚ ɗɚɒɑ ɠɟəɖɢɔɔ 
ɛɚɗɑɓəɚɝɞɔ, ɛɜɑɐɝɞɌɎɗɫɑɞ ɚɛɌɝəɚɝɞɨ əɑ ɞɚɗɨɖɚ ɐɗɫ ɔəɞɑɗɗɑɖɞɟɌɗɨəɚɏɚ ɓɐɚɜɚɎɨɫ 
ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɝɞɚɎ. Ƀɞɚ ɍɚɗɑɑ ɚɛɌɝəɚ: ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɚɎɌəɔɑ «ɞɑɡəɚɖɜɌɞɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ» 
ɘɌɖɝɔɘɔɓɌɞɚɜɝɖɚɕ ɘɚɐɑɗɔ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɣɑɗɚɎɑɖɌ ɝɚɓɐɌɑɞ ɔɝɖɌɒɑəɔɫ Ɏ 
ɛɚəɔɘɌəɔɔ ɎɌɒəɧɡ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɡ ɛɜɚɢɑɝɝɚɎ Ɏ ɖɚəɞɑɖɝɞɑ ɎɓɌɔɘɚɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɫ ɝ 
ɛɜɑɐɝɞɌɎɔɞɑɗɫɘɔ ɐɜɟɏɔɡ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɡ əɌɟɖ. ȻɚɖɌɓɌɞɑɗɨəɚ ɎɧɝɖɌɓɧɎɌəɔɑ 
əɚɍɑɗɑɎɝɖɚɏɚ ɗɌɟɜɑɌɞɌ Ȱ. ȶɌəɑɘɌəɌ ɚɞəɚɝɔɞɑɗɨəɚ ɜɌɓɗɔɣɔɕ Ɏ ɛɚəɔɘɌəɔɔ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɫ 
ɟ ɛɝɔɡɚɗɚɏɚɎ ɔ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɝɞɚɎ: «ȸɚɔ ɖɚɗɗɑɏɔ-ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɝɞɧ ɜɌɍɚɞɌɗɔ Ɏ ɝɚɝɑɐəɑɘ ɓɐɌəɔɔ, 
əɚ ɫ əɑ ɛɜɑɐɛɚɗɌɏɌɗ, əɌɝɖɚɗɨɖɚ ɜɌɓəɫɞɝɫ əɌɤɔ ɔəɞɑɗɗɑɖɞɟɌɗɨəɧɑ ɘɔɜɧ. Ȱɗɫ 
ɛɝɔɡɚɗɚɏɌ ɝɌɘɚɚɣɑɎɔɐəɚ, ɣɞɚ ɣɑɗɚɎɑɖ əɔ ɛɚɗəɚɝɞɨɪ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɑə, əɔ ɛɚɗəɚɝɞɨɪ 
ɩɏɚɔɝɞɔɣɑə ɔ ɣɞɚ ɑɏɚ Ɏɖɟɝɧ əɔɖɚɔɘ ɚɍɜɌɓɚɘ əɑ ɝɞɌɍɔɗɨəɧ. ȶɌɓɌɗɚɝɨ, ɣɞɚ əɌɤɔ əɌɟɖɔ 
ɔɓɟɣɌɪɞ ɛɜɑɐɝɞɌɎɔɞɑɗɑɕ ɐɎɟɡ ɜɌɓəɧɡ ɎɔɐɚɎ. ɉɞɔ Ɏɔɐɧ ɛɜɑɐɝɞɌɎɔɞɑɗɨ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɣɑɝɖɚɕ 
ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɔ ȼɔɣɌɜɐ ȾɌɗɑɜ əɌɓɎɌɗ ɎɛɚɝɗɑɐɝɞɎɔɔ "ɉɖɚəɧ" ɔ "ȯɟɘɌəɧ"» (Kahneman, 
2011. P. 269). 

ȻɜɚɍɗɑɘɌɞɔɖɌ, ɝɎɫɓɌəəɌɫ ɝ ɔɝɝɗɑɐɚɎɌəɔɑɘ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɫ, 
ɎɧɞɑɖɌɑɞ ɔɓ ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɑəɔɫ ɛɜɑɐɘɑɞɌ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ əɌɟɖɔ. ȴɝɞɚɜɔɣɑɝɖɔ ɝɗɚɒɔɗɚɝɨ, 
ɣɞɚ ɛɜɑɐɘɑɞ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ ɞɑɚɜɔɔ (ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɝ) Ɏ ɑɑ əɑɚɖɗɌɝɝɔɣɑɝɖɚɘ ɎɌɜɔɌəɞɑ 
ɝɎɫɓɌə ɝ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɑɘ ɔ Ɏɧɍɚɜɚɘ: «ɉɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɌɫ əɌɟɖɌ ð ɩɞɚ əɌɟɖɌ, ɔɓɟɣɌɪɥɌɫ 
ɣɑɗɚɎɑɣɑɝɖɚɑ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɑ ɝ ɞɚɣɖɔ ɓɜɑəɔɫ ɝɚɚɞəɚɤɑəɔɫ ɘɑɒɐɟ ɢɑɗɫɘɔ ɔ 
ɚɏɜɌəɔɣɑəəɧɘɔ ɝɜɑɐɝɞɎɌɘɔ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ ɘɚɏɟɞ ɔɘɑɞɨ ɜɌɓɗɔɣəɚɑ 
ɟɛɚɞɜɑɍɗɑəɔɑ» (ȼɚɍɍɔəɝ, 1993. Ƚ. 18). Ȯ ɝɚɎɜɑɘɑəəɧɡ ɟɣɑɍəɔɖɌɡ ɛɚ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ 
ɞɑɚɜɔɔ ɔəɐɔɎɔɐɟɌɗɨəɧɕ Ɏɧɍɚɜ ɔ ɎɚɎɝɑ ɫɎɗɫɑɞɝɫ ɛɜɔɓəɌɖɚɘ ɐɑɘɌɜɖɌɢɔɔ ɘɑɒɐɟ 
ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɔɘɔ ɔ əɑɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɔɘɔ ɛɜɚɍɗɑɘɌɘɔ: «ȶɌɒɐɌɫ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɌɫ 
ɛɜɚɍɗɑɘɌ əɌ ɠɟəɐɌɘɑəɞɌɗɨəɚɘ ɟɜɚɎəɑ ɎɖɗɪɣɌɑɞ Ɏɚɛɜɚɝ ɔəɐɔɎɔɐɟɌɗɨəɚɏɚ ɎɧɍɚɜɌ ð 
Ɏɚɛɜɚɝ ɚ ɜɑɤɑəɔɫɡ ɣɑɗɚɎɑɖɌ ɚɞəɚɝɔɞɑɗɨəɚ ɞɚɏɚ, ɣɞɚ ɑɘɟ ɐɑɗɌɞɨ ɔ ɣɞɚ əɑ ɐɑɗɌɞɨ. 
ɀɌɖɞɔɣɑɝɖɔ ɘɚɒəɚ ɝɖɌɓɌɞɨ, ɣɞɚ ɑɝɗɔ ɜɑɣɨ əɑ ɔɐɑɞ ɚɍ ɔəɐɔɎɔɐɟɌɗɨəɚɘ Ɏɧɍɚɜɑ, ɞɚ 
ɜɌɓɏɚɎɚɜ əɑ ɖɌɝɌɑɞɝɫ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɝ» (ȶɜɟɏɘɌə, Ȯɑɗɗɝ ɔ Ⱥɗəɔ, 2011. Ƚ. 35).  

Ȯ əɑɚɜɞɚɐɚɖɝɌɗɨəɧɡ əɌɛɜɌɎɗɑəɔɫɡ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ ɞɑɚɜɔɔ, əɌɛɜɔɘɑɜ, Ɏ 
ɌɎɝɞɜɔɕɝɖɚɕ ɤɖɚɗɑ, ɞɌɖɒɑ ɖɗɪɣɑɎɧɘ ɩɗɑɘɑəɞɚɘ ɔɝɝɗɑɐɚɎɌəɔɕ ɫɎɗɫɑɞɝɫ ɛɜɚɍɗɑɘɌ 
ɎɧɍɚɜɌ. Ȯ ɢɑəɞɜɑ ɎəɔɘɌəɔɫ ɛɜɌɖɝɔɚɗɚɏɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɛɚɐɡɚɐɌ ɚɖɌɓɧɎɌɑɞɝɫ ɗɪɍɌɫ 
ɣɑɗɚɎɑɣɑɝɖɌɫ ɐɑɫɞɑɗɨəɚɝɞɨ, ɛɜɑɐɝɞɌɎɗɫɪɥɌɫ ɝɚɍɚɕ ɝɚɓəɌɞɑɗɨəɚɑ, ɢɑɗɑɟɝɞɜɑɘɗɑəəɚɑ 
ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɑ, ɜɑɓɖɚ ɖɚəɞɜɌɝɞɔɜɟɪɥɑɑ ɝ ɍɑɝɝɚɓəɌɞɑɗɨəɧɘɔ ɜɑɠɗɑɖɝɌɘɔ, ɒɔɎɚɞəɚɕ 
ɜɑɌɖɢɔɑɕ ɔ ɔəɝɞɔəɖɞɌɘɔ. ȹɑɚɍɡɚɐɔɘɧɘ ɩɗɑɘɑəɞɚɘ ɣɑɗɚɎɑɣɑɝɖɚɕ ɐɑɫɞɑɗɨəɚɝɞɔ 
ɫɎɗɫɑɞɝɫ Ɏɧɍɚɜ, ɖɚɏɐɌ ɔɓ əɑɝɖɚɗɨɖɔɡ ɌɗɨɞɑɜəɌɞɔɎ ɔəɐɔɎɔɐ ɎɧɍɔɜɌɑɞ ɚɐəɟ ɔ 
ɚɞɖɌɓɧɎɌɑɞɝɫ ɚɞ ɚɝɞɌɗɨəɧɡ. ȽɗɑɐɚɎɌɞɑɗɨəɚ, «ɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɑ ɛɚɐɜɌɓɟɘɑɎɌɑɞ ɔ ɛɜɔəɫɞɔɑ, ɔ 
ɚɞɖɌɓ» (ȸɔɓɑɝ, 2000. Ƚ. 15).  

Ȯ ɟɝɗɚɎɔɫɡ ɜɑɌɗɨəɧɡ ɡɚɓɫɕɝɞɎɑəəɧɡ ɛɚɜɫɐɖɚɎ ɛɜɚɍɗɑɘɌ ɎɧɍɚɜɌ ɔ 
ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɫ əɑ ɘɚɒɑɞ ɜɌɝɝɘɌɞɜɔɎɌɞɨɝɫ Ɏəɑ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɏɚ 
ɖɚəɞɑɖɝɞɌ. Ȯ ɝɎɚɪ ɚɣɑɜɑɐɨ, ɜɌɓəɚɚɍɜɌɓɔɑ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ ɝɞɜɟɖɞɟɜ, ɝɗɚɒəɚɝɞɨ ɔ 
ɌɐɌɛɞɔɎəɚɝɞɨ ɣɌɝɞɚ əɑ ɛɚɓɎɚɗɫɪɞ əɌɘ ɛɚɗɨɓɚɎɌɞɨɝɫ ɐɑɐɟɖɞɔɎəɧɘɔ ɘɚɐɑɗɫɘɔ 
ɝɚɎɑɜɤɑəəɚɕ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɝɞɔ.  

Ȱɒ. Ɂɚɐɒɝɚə ɚɞɘɑɣɌɑɞ, ɣɞɚ ɚɍɧɣəɚ ɐɑɐɟɖɞɔɎəɧɕ ɛɚɐɡɚɐ Ɍɝɝɚɢɔɔɜɟɑɞɝɫ ɝ 
ɤɔɜɚɖɔɘ ɛɜɔɘɑəɑəɔɑɘ ɘɌɞɑɘɌɞɔɣɑɝɖɔɡ ɘɑɞɚɐɚɎ, Ɍ ɔəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɧɕ, əɌɛɜɚɞɔɎ, 
ɍɌɓɔɜɟɑɞɝɫ əɌ ɚɍɤɔɜəɧɡ ɩɘɛɔɜɔɣɑɝɖɔɡ ɔ ɐɔɝɖɟɜɝɔɎəɧɡ ɔɝɝɗɑɐɚɎɌəɔɫɡ. ȺɐəɌɖɚ 
ɝɜɑɐɔ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɝɞɚɎ ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɟɑɞ ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɑəəɌɫ ɛɟɞɌəɔɢɌ Ɏ ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɚɎɌəɔɔ ɛɚəɫɞɔɕ 
«ɔəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɧɕ» ɔ «ɐɑɐɟɖɞɔɎəɧɕ» (Hodgson, 2013a). ȹɌɛɜɔɘɑɜ, Ⱦ. ȷɚɟɝɚə Ɍɝɝɚɢɔɔɜɟɑɞ 

ȒȷȮȽȴȼȲȬȷȸȯ ȶɅɂȵȯȷȲȯ Ȳ ɇȴȸȷȸȶȲɁȯȻȴȸȯ ȹȸȬȯȮȯȷȲȯ  
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ɐɑɐɟɖɞɔɎəɧɕ ɛɚɐɡɚɐ ɝ ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɑəəɚɕ ɜɑɏɟɗɫɜəɚɝɞɨɪ ɝɚɍɧɞɔɕ ɖɌɒɐɧɕ ɜɌɓ, ɖɚɏɐɌ 
ɛɜɚɔɝɡɚɐɔɞ ɝɚɍɧɞɔɑ X, ɞɚ ɛɜɚɔɝɡɚɐɔɞ ɝɚɍɧɞɔɑ Y (Lawson,  1997. P. 16-17).  

ȹɌɔɍɚɗɑɑ ɎɌɒəɧɘ Ɍɝɛɑɖɞɚɘ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɔɡ ɎɓɌɔɘɚɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɕ (ɝ ɚɏɚɎɚɜɖɚɕ, ɣɞɚ 
ɞɌɖɔɑ ɎɓɌɔɘɚɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɫ ɚɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɗɫɪɞɝɫ ɐɚɍɜɚɎɚɗɨəɚ ɔ ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɟɪɞ ɌɗɨɞɑɜəɌɞɔɎɧ) 
ɫɎɗɫɑɞɝɫ əɑ ɛɚɗɟɣɑəɔɑ ɘɌɖɝɔɘɌɗɨəɚɕ Ɏɧɏɚɐɧ, Ɍ ɜɑɏɟɗɫɜəɚɝɞɨ, ɖɚɞɚɜɌɫ 
ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɫɑɞɝɫ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɌɘɔ, ɛɜɔɎɧɣɖɌɘɔ ɔ, Ɏ ɖɚəɢɑ ɖɚəɢɚɎ, ɘɚɜɌɗɨəɧɘɔ ɔɗɔ 
əɜɌɎɝɞɎɑəəɧɘɔ ɛɜɔəɢɔɛɌɘɔ ɔ ɢɑəəɚɝɞɫɘɔ, ɏɚɝɛɚɐɝɞɎɟɪɥɔɘɔ Ɏ ɚɍɥɑɝɞɎɑ. 
ȹɑɝɗɟɣɌɕəɚ ɐɌɒɑ ɛɜɑɐɝɞɌɎɔɞɑɗɨ əɑɚɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɔɓɘɌ Ȭ. ȯɜɑɕɠ ɜɌɝɝɘɌɞɜɔɎɌɑɞ 
ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɧ ɖɌɖ ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɫɪɥɔɑ ɜɑɏɟɗɫɜəɚɝɞɨ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɫ Ɏ ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɑəəɚɕ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɚɕ 
ɝɔɞɟɌɢɔɔ, ɖɚɞɚɜɌɫ, Ɏ ɝɎɚɪ ɚɣɑɜɑɐɨ, ɛɜɑɐɛɚɗɌɏɌɑɞ ɞɜɌəɝɌɖɢɔɪ (ȯɜɑɕɠ, 2013. Ƚ. 56). 
ȼɑɏɟɗɫɜəɚɝɞɨ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɡ ɎɓɌɔɘɚɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɕ, ɞɌɖɔɘ ɚɍɜɌɓɚɘ, əɑɔɓɍɑɒəɚ ɛɚɜɚɒɐɌɑɞ ɟ 
ɚɝəɚɎəɧɡ ɌɖɞɚɜɚɎ ɚɛɧɞ, ɚɞɜɌɒɑəəɧɕ Ɏ ɔɡ ɛɚəɔɘɌəɔɔ ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɌ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɡ 
ɎɓɌɔɘɚɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɕ. ɉɞɚɞ ɚɛɧɞ ɠɚɜɘɔɜɟɑɞ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɣɑɝɖɔɑ ɛɌɞɞɑɜəɧ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ ɚəɔ 
ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɟɪɞ ɐɗɫ ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɑəəɚɏɚ ɝɞɜɟɖɞɟɜɔɜɚɎɌəɔɫ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɚɕ ɜɑɌɗɨəɚɝɞɔ. 
ȻɜɔɎɧɣəɧɑ ɠɚɜɘɧ ɎɓɌɔɘɚɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɕ ɝɚ Ɏɜɑɘɑəɑɘ ɓɌɖɜɑɛɗɫɪɞɝɫ Ɏ ɫɎəɧɡ ɔ əɑɫɎəɧɡ 
ɛɜɌɎɔɗɌɡ ɔ ɠɚɜɘɔɜɟɪɞ ɫɐɜɚ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɕ ɝɜɑɐɧ. 

Ȱɗɫ ɝɞɌɍɔɗɨəɚ ɜɌɓɎɔɎɌɪɥɔɡɝɫ ɝɞɜɟɖɞɟɜɔɜɚɎɌəəɧɡ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɡ 
ɎɓɌɔɘɚɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɕ əɑɚɍɡɚɐɔɘɚ ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɚɎɌəɔɑ Ɏɝɞɜɚɑəəɧɡ ɩɎɚɗɪɢɔɚəəɧɡ ɘɑɡɌəɔɓɘɚɎ, 
«ɜɑɏɟɗɔɜɟɪɥɔɡ» ɣɌɝɞɚɞɟ ɎɚɓəɔɖəɚɎɑəɔɫ ɜɑɗɑɎɌəɞəɧɡ ɔ əɑɜɑɗɑɎɌəɞəɧɡ ɘɚɐɑɗɑɕ 
ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɫ ɔ, ɝɗɑɐɚɎɌɞɑɗɨəɚ, ɗɚɖɌɗɨəɧɡ ɛɜɌɎɔɗ ɔ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɚɎ. ȾɌɖɟɪ ɝɔɞɟɌɢɔɪ 
ɘɚɒəɚ ɝɜɌɎəɔɞɨ ɝ Ɏɝɞɜɚɑəəɧɘɔ ɘɑɡɌəɔɓɘɌɘɔ ɜɌɓɜɟɤɑəɔɫ ɝɗɔɤɖɚɘ ɝɞɌɍɔɗɨəɧɡ 
ɏɜɟɛɛ ɝɛɑɢɔɌɗɨəɧɡ ɔəɞɑɜɑɝɚɎ Ɏ ɡɚɓɫɕɝɞɎɑəəɧɡ ɛɚɜɫɐɖɌɡ, ɣɞɚ ɛɜɑɐɚɞɎɜɌɥɌɑɞ 
ɎɚɓəɔɖəɚɎɑəɔɑ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɚɏɚ ɝɖɗɑɜɚɓɌ (Ⱥɗɝɚə, 1995; 1998).  

Ȱɗɫ ɌəɌɗɔɓɌ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɫ ɎɌɒəɚ ɟɣɔɞɧɎɌɞɨ ɏɚɜɔɓɚəɞ ɛɗɌəɔɜɚɎɌəɔɫ, ɝ ɖɚɞɚɜɧɘ 
ɎɝɗɑɐɝɞɎɔɑ ɜɌɓəɧɡ ɠɌɖɞɚɜɚɎ ɝɞɌɗɖɔɎɌɪɞɝɫ ɔ ɚɛɑɜɔɜɟɪɞ Ɍɖɞɚɜɧ. ȽɞɌɞɔɝɞɔɣɑɝɖɚɑ 
ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɑ ɔ ɚɍɦɑɘɧ ɛɑɜɑɜɌɍɌɞɧɎɌɑɘɚɕ ɔəɠɚɜɘɌɢɔɔ Ɏɗɔɫɪɞ əɌ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɑ ɣɑɜɑɓ 
ɘɑɡɌəɔɓɘɧ ɛɝɔɡɚɗɚɏɔɣɑɝɖɔɡ ɗɚɎɟɤɑɖ (ɚɞɖɗɚəɑəɔɕ ɚɞ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɏɚ ɔɐɑɌɗɌ) ɔ 
ɓɌɖɚəɚɘɑɜəɚɝɞɑɕ (Tversky and Kahneman, 1974 ). 

ȴɏɜɚɎɚɕ ɛɚɐɡɚɐ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɕ ɣɌɝɞɚ ɛɜɔɘɑəɫɑɞɝɫ ɛɜɔ ɌəɌɗɔɓɑ ɖɌɖ ɐɑɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɏɚ, 
ɞɌɖ ɔ ɔəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɏɚ ɛɜɔəɫɞɔɫ ɜɑɤɑəɔɫ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɎɧɍɚɜɌ, ɚɝəɚɎɌə əɌ 
ɝɡɚɐɔɘɚɝɞɔ ɖ əɑɖɚɞɚɜɧɘ ɜɌɎəɚɎɑɝəɧɘ ɎɌɜɔɌəɞɌɘ. ȴ ɡɚɞɫ ɝɜɌɎəɔɞɑɗɨəɚɑ 
ɔɝɝɗɑɐɚɎɌəɔɑ ɐɑɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɏɚ ɔ ɔəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɏɚ ɎɌɜɔɌəɞɚɎ ɎɧɍɚɜɌ ɛɚɖɌɓɌɗɚ, ɣɞɚ 
ɛɜɚɏəɚɝɞɔɣɑɝɖɌɫ ɝɔɗɌ ɔəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɏɚ ɎɧɍɚɜɌ ɗɟɣɤɑ, ɣɑɘ ɐɑɐɟɖɞɔɎəɧɡ ɛɜɔəɢɔɛɚɎ 
(Haruvy and Stahl, 2004 ), ɚɐəɌɖɚ ɝɌɘɚ ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɚɎɌəɔɑ ɜɌɎəɚɎɑɝəɧɡ ɎɌɜɔɌəɞɚɎ 
ɛɜɚɞɔɎɚɜɑɣɔɞ ɖɚəɢɑɛɢɔɔ ɩɎɚɗɪɢɔɔ ɌɐɌɛɞɔɎəɚ ɝɗɚɒəɧɡ ɝɔɝɞɑɘ Ɏɚ Ɏɜɑɘɑəɔ. ȷɪɍɧɑ ɔ 
ɐɌɒɑ ɗɚɖɌɗɨəɚ ɜɌɎəɚɎɑɝəɧɑ ɜɑɓɟɗɨɞɌɞɧ ɎɚɓəɔɖɌɪɞ ɖɌɖ ɝɗɑɐɝɞɎɔɑ ɌɐɌɛɞɌɢɔɔ 
ɌɖɞɚɜɚɎ ɖ əɑɔɓɍɑɒəɚ ɘɑəɫɪɥɔɘɝɫ ɟɝɗɚɎɔɫɘ, ɣɞɚ əɑ ɛɚɓɎɚɗɫɑɞ ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɚɎɌɞɨ 
ɜɌɎəɚɎɑɝəɧɑ ɞɚɣɖɔ ɖɌɖ ɛɜɔɘɑɜɧ ɔɗɔ ɚɜɔɑəɞɔɜɧ ɐɗɫ ɛɜɔəɫɞɔɫ ɜɑɤɑəɔɕ Ɏ 
ɝɗɑɐɟɪɥɑɘ ɛɑɜɔɚɐɑ. 

 
ȴəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɑ ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɑ ɔ ɛɜɚɍɗɑɘɌ ɛɚɝɑɥɑəɔɫ ɍɌɜɌ 

Ƚ ɘɚɘɑəɞɌ ɎɧɡɚɐɌ əɚɎɌɞɚɜɝɖɚɕ ɝɞɌɞɨɔ ȭ. ȬɜɞɟɜɌ ɛɜɚɤɗɚ ɐɎɌɐɢɌɞɨ ɗɑɞ. ȳɌ ɩɞɚ 
Ɏɜɑɘɫ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɌɫ ɞɑɚɜɔɫ ɓəɌɣɔɞɑɗɨəɚ ɚɍɚɏɌɞɔɗɌɝɨ ɘəɚɏɚɣɔɝɗɑəəɧɘɔ ɘɚɐɑɗɫɘɔ 
ɣɑɗɚɎɑɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɫ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ ɍɌɓɔɜɟɪɞɝɫ əɌ ɜɌɓɗɔɣəɧɡ ɘɚɐɔɠɔɖɌɢɔɫɡ 
ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɝɞɔ. ȴ, ɖ ɝɚɒɌɗɑəɔɪ, ɔəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɘɟ ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɪ Ɏ ɖɚəɞɑɖɝɞɑ 
ɚɏɜɌəɔɣɑəəɚɕ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɝɞɔ Ɏ ɘəɚɏɚɣɔɝɗɑəəɧɡ ɛɟɍɗɔɖɌɢɔɫɡ ɛɚɣɞɔ əɑɞ ɘɑɝɞɌ.  

ȴəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɑ ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɑ ɚɞɖɜɧɎɌɑɞ ɘɔɜ ɜɌɓəɚɚɍɜɌɓəɧɡ ɔ ɚɣɑəɨ 
ɘəɚɏɚɣɔɝɗɑəəɧɡ ɛɜɌɎɔɗ, ɛɜɔɎɧɣɑɖ, ɜɟɞɔə, ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɣɑɝɖɔɡ ɛɌɞɞɑɜəɚɎ ɔ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɚɎ, 
ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɟɪɞɝɫ ɌɖɞɚɜɌɘɔ Ɏ ɓɌɎɔɝɔɘɚɝɞɔ ɚɞ ɔɡ ɖɚəɖɜɑɞəɚɏɚ ɛɚəɔɘɌəɔɫ 
ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɔɡ ɛɜɚɢɑɝɝɚɎ.  

ȺɖɜɟɒɌɪɥɔɕ əɌɝ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɔɕ ɘɔɜ, ɝɚɏɗɌɝəɚ ȭ. Ȭɜɞɟɜɟ, Ɏ ɍɚɗɨɤɔəɝɞɎɑ 
ɝɎɚɑɘ ɛɜɑɐɝɞɌɎɗɫɑɞ ɌɐɌɛɞɔɎəɚ-ɝɗɚɒəɧɑ ɔɗɔ ɝɌɘɚɛɜɔɝɛɚɝɌɍɗɔɎɌɪɥɔɑɝɫ ɝɔɝɞɑɘɧ, ɞɚ 
ɑɝɞɨ ɏɐɑ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɑ ɩɗɑɘɑəɞɚɎ ɘɑəɫɑɞɝɫ Ɏ ɜɑɓɟɗɨɞɌɞɑ ɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɕ ɐɜɟɏɔɡ ɩɗɑɘɑəɞɚɎ 
(Ȭɜɞɟɜ, 2003). ȿɝɗɚɒəɑəɔɑ ɜɌɝɝɘɌɞɜɔɎɌɑɘɧɡ ɛɜɚɍɗɑɘ ɛɜɔɎɚɐɔɞ ɖ ɞɚɘɟ, ɣɞɚ ɘɧ ɖɌɖ 
ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɑ ɘɌɖɝɔɘɔɓɌɞɚɜɧ ɟɒɑ əɑ ɘɚɒɑɘ ɛɚɗɟɣɔɞɨ ɔ ɚɍɜɌɍɚɞɌɞɨ ɔɘɑɪɥɟɪɝɫ 
ɔəɠɚɜɘɌɢɔɪ, ɔ ɏɗɌɎəɚɑ, ɘɧ ɐɌɒɑ əɑ ɘɚɒɑɘ ɐɑɕɝɞɎɚɎɌɞɨ ɛɚ ɌəɌɗɚɏɔɔ: «ȽɟɥɑɝɞɎɟɪɞ 
ɐɎɑ ɛɜɔɣɔəɧ, Ɏ ɝɔɗɟ ɖɚɞɚɜɧɡ ɌɛɛɌɜɌɞ ɝɚɎɑɜɤɑəəɚɕ (ɔɗɔ ð ɐɑɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɕ) 
ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɝɞɔ ɜɌɓɜɟɤɌɑɞɝɫ ɛɜɔ ɟɝɗɚɒəɑəɔɔ ɜɌɝɝɘɌɞɜɔɎɌɑɘɧɡ ɛɜɚɍɗɑɘ. ȺɐəɌ, 

ȌȸȵɆɁȲȴ Ȍ. Ȍ. 
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ɚɣɑɎɔɐəɌɫ, ɛɜɔɣɔəɌ, ɝɚɝɞɚɔɞ Ɏ ɞɚɘ, ɣɞɚ ɓɌ ɛɜɑɐɑɗɌɘɔ ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɑəəɚɕ ɝɞɑɛɑəɔ 
ɟɝɗɚɒəɑəɔɫ əɌɤ ɗɚɏɔɣɑɝɖɔɕ ɌɛɛɌɜɌɞ ɛɑɜɑɝɞɌɑɞ «ɝɛɜɌɎɗɫɞɨɝɫ ɝ ɚɍɫɓɌəəɚɝɞɫɘɔ», ð 
əɌɤɌ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɝɞɨ ɚɏɜɌəɔɣɑəɌ. ȰɜɟɏɌɫ ɛɜɔɣɔəɌ ɓɌɖɗɪɣɌɑɞɝɫ Ɏ ɞɚɘ, ɣɞɚ Ɏ 
ɔəɞɑɜɌɖɞɔɎəɧɡ, ɝɗɚɒəɧɡ ɝɔɞɟɌɢɔɫɡ Ɍɏɑəɞɧ əɑ ɘɚɏɟɞ ɛɚɗɌɏɌɞɨɝɫ əɌ ɛɜɔɘɑɜ 
ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɫ ɐɜɟɏɔɡ ɌɏɑəɞɚɎ, - ɞɚ ɑɝɞɨ ɛɚɝɞɟɛɌɞɨ ɛɚɐɚɍəɚ ɞɚɘɟ, ɖɌɖ ɚəɔ ɐɑɕɝɞɎɟɪɞ ɛɜɔ 
ɝɚɎɑɜɤɑəəɚɕ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɝɞɔ. Ȯ ɞɌɖɚɕ ɝɔɞɟɌɢɔɔ ɚəɔ Ɏɧəɟɒɐɑəɧ ɚɞɏɌɐɧɎɌɞɨ ɩɞɚ 
ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɑ. ȰɌəəɚɑ ɚɍɝɞɚɫɞɑɗɨɝɞɎɚ ɛɚɘɑɥɌɑɞ ɔɡ Ɏ ɘɔɜ ɝɟɍɦɑɖɞɔɎəɧɡ ɘəɑəɔɕ, Ɍ 
ɞɌɖɒɑ ɝɟɍɦɑɖɞɔɎəɧɡ ɘəɑəɔɕ ɛɚ ɛɚɎɚɐɟ ɝɟɍɦɑɖɞɔɎəɧɡ ɘəɑəɔɕ» (Ȭɜɞɟɜ, 2003. Ƚ. 54). 

ȹɌ ɛɜɚɝɞɚɘ ɛɜɔɘɑɜɑ ɛɚɝɑɥɑəɔɫ ɍɌɜɌ (ɛɜɑɐɛɚɗɌɏɌɑɞɝɫ, ɣɞɚ ɛɚɝɑɞɔɞɑɗɔ ɍɌɜɌ 
ɛɜɔ Ɏɧɍɚɜɑ ɔɐɞɔ ɔɗɔ əɑ ɔɐɞɔ Ɏ ɍɌɜ ɛɜɚɏəɚɓɔɜɟɪɞ, əɌ ɝɖɚɗɨɖɚ ɛɜɚɢɑəɞɚɎ ɚə ɍɟɐɑɞ 
ɓɌɛɚɗəɑə, ɔ, ɑɝɗɔ ɚə ɓɌɛɚɗəɑə ɍɚɗɨɤɑ ɣɑɘ əɌ 60 ɛɜɚɢɑəɞɚɎ, ɜɑɤɌɪɞ ɎɚɓɐɑɜɒɌɞɨɝɫ ɚɞ 
ɛɚɝɑɥɑəɔɫ) ȭ. Ȭɜɞɟɜ Ɍɖɢɑəɞɔɜɟɑɞ ɎəɔɘɌəɔɑ əɌ ɐɎɟɡ ɎɌɒəɧɡ ɞɑɓɔɝɌɡ. Ȯɚ-ɛɑɜɎɧɡ, 
ɑɝɗɔ ɍɧ ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɚɎɌɗɌ ɣɑɞɖɌɫ ɘɚɐɑɗɨ, ɖɚɞɚɜɟɪ Ɏɝɑ Ɍɏɑəɞɧ ɘɚɏɗɔ ɍɧ ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɚɎɌɞɨ 
ɐɗɫ ɛɜɚɏəɚɓɔɜɚɎɌəɔɫ ɛɚɝɑɥɌɑɘɚɝɞɔ ɔ ɐɗɫ ɚɍɚɝəɚɎɌəɔɫ ɝɎɚɔɡ ɜɑɤɑəɔɕ, ɞɚ ɘɚɒəɚ 
ɍɧɗɚ ɍɧ ɛɜɑɐɗɚɒɔɞɨ ɐɑɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɑ ɜɑɤɑəɔɑ. ȹɚ Ɏ ɓɌɐɌɣɑ əɌ ɛɚɝɑɥɑəɔɫ ɍɌɜɌ əɑ 
ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɟɑɞ ɐɑɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚ-ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɏɚ ɜɑɤɑəɔɫ ð əɑɞ «ɛɜɌɎɔɗɨəɚɕ» ɘɚɐɑɗɔ 
ɚɒɔɐɌəɔɕ. Ƚ ɞɚɣɖɔ ɓɜɑəɔɫ ɌɏɑəɞɚɎ, ɓɌɐɌɣɌ ɛɗɚɡɚ ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɑəɌ, ɔ ɚəɔ ɛɚɛɌɐɌɪɞ Ɏ ɘɔɜ 
ɔəɐɟɖɢɔɔ. Ȯɚ-Ɏɞɚɜɧɡ, ɗɪɍɌɫ ɚɍɥəɚɝɞɨ ɚɒɔɐɌəɔɕ ɔɘɑɑɞ ɞɑəɐɑəɢɔɪ ɜɌɓɜɟɤɌɞɨɝɫ. 
ȱɝɗɔ Ɏɝɑ ɛɚɗɌɏɌɪɞ, ɣɞɚ ɗɔɤɨ əɑɝɖɚɗɨɖɚ ɣɑɗɚɎɑɖ ɛɚɕɐɑɞ Ɏ ɍɌɜ, ɞɚ Ɏɝɑ ɞɟɐɌ ɛɚɕɐɟɞ. ȹɚ 
ɐɌəəɚɑ ɚɍɝɞɚɫɞɑɗɨɝɞɎɚ ɐɑɗɌɑɞ əɑɝɚɝɞɚɫɞɑɗɨəɧɘ ɞɌɖɚɑ ɛɜɑɐɛɚɗɚɒɑəɔɑ. ȾɌɖɔɘ 
ɚɍɜɌɓɚɘ, ɜɌɓɗɔɣɔɫ Ɏ ɚɒɔɐɌəɔɫɡ ɍɟɐɟɞ ɠɚɜɝɔɜɚɎɌɞɨɝɫ (Ȭɜɞɟɜ, 2003. Ƚ. 57-58). 

ȽɚɎɜɑɘɑəəɌɫ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɌ ɐɌɑɞ əɌɘ ɘəɚɒɑɝɞɎɚ ɛɜɔɘɑɜɚɎ ɝɗɚɒəɧɡ ɌɐɌɛɞɔɎəɧɡ 
ɝɔɝɞɑɘ, əɌɛɜɔɘɑɜ, ɠɔəɌəɝɚɎɧɑ ɜɧəɖɔ. ȶɌɖ ɟɒɑ ɚɞɘɑɣɌɗɚɝɨ, ɐɗɫ ɌəɌɗɔɓɌ 
ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɫ Ɏ ɌɐɌɛɞɔɎəɚ-ɝɗɚɒəɧɡ ɝɔɝɞɑɘɌɡ ɘɚɐɑɗɨ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɏɚ 
ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɣɑɗɚɎɑɖɌ Ɏɜɫɐ ɗɔ ɛɚɐɡɚɐɔɞ. Ȼɚɩɞɚɘɟ ɓɌɝɗɟɒɔɎɌɑɞ ɚɞɐɑɗɨəɚɏɚ 
ɎəɔɘɌəɔɫ ɎɧɎɚɐ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɕ ɐɑɗɌɑɞ ȭ. Ȭɜɞɟɜ: «ɉɖɚəɚɘɔɝɞɚɎ ɐɌɎəɚ ɍɑɝɛɚɖɚɔɞ 
ɛɜɑɐɛɚɝɧɗɖɌ ɝɚɎɑɜɤɑəəɚɕ, ɐɑɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɕ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɝɞɔ Ɏ ɞɌɖɔɡ ɖɚəɞɑɖɝɞɌɡ 
ɛɜɔəɫɞɔɫ ɜɑɤɑəɔɕ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ ɫɎɗɫɪɞɝɫ ɟɝɗɚɒəɑəəɧɘɔ ɔ ɛɚɞɑəɢɔɌɗɨəɚ ɛɗɚɡɚ 
ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɑəəɧɘɔ. ȺɍɗɌɝɞɨ ɛɜɔɘɑəɑəɔɫ ɗɪɐɨɘɔ ɝɚɎɑɜɤɑəəɚɕ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɝɞɔ əɌ 
ɟɐɔɎɗɑəɔɑ ɝɖɟɐəɌé ȭɟɐɟɣɔ ɗɪɐɨɘɔ, ɘɧ ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɟɑɘ Ɏ ɩɞɔɡ ɖɚəɞɑɖɝɞɌɡ ɔəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɑ 
ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɑ. ȸɧ ɜɌɓɜɌɍɌɞɧɎɌɑɘ ɘəɚɒɑɝɞɎɚ ɜɌɍɚɣɔɡ ɏɔɛɚɞɑɓ, ɐɑɕɝɞɎɟɑɘ əɌ ɚɝəɚɎɌəɔɔ 
ɞɑɡ ɔɓ əɔɡ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɘ ɍɚɗɨɤɑ Ɏɝɑɡ ɐɚɎɑɜɫɑɘ ɔ, ɑɝɗɔ ɚəɔ ɛɑɜɑɝɞɌɪɞ ɜɌɍɚɞɌɞɨ, ɓɌɘɑəɫɑɘ 
ɩɞɔ ɏɔɛɚɞɑɓɧ əɚɎɧɘɔ. ȾɌɖɚɑ ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɑ ɘɚɒəɚ ɘɚɐɑɗɔɜɚɎɌɞɨ ɜɌɓəɚɚɍɜɌɓəɧɘɔ 
ɝɛɚɝɚɍɌɘɔ. Ⱥɍɧɣəɚ ɩɞɚ ɛɜɔɎɚɐɔɞ ɖ ɍɚɏɌɞɚɘɟ ɛɝɔɡɚɗɚɏɔɣɑɝɖɚɘɟ ɘɔɜɟ, Ɏ ɖɚɞɚɜɚɘ ɔɐɑɔ 
ɔɗɔ ɘɑəɞɌɗɨəɧɑ ɘɚɐɑɗɔ ɚɐəɔɡ ɌɏɑəɞɚɎ ɖɚəɖɟɜɔɜɟɪɞ ɓɌ ɎɧɒɔɎɌəɔɑ ɝ ɔɐɑɫɘɔ ɔɗɔ 
ɘɑəɞɌɗɨəɧɘɔ ɘɚɐɑɗɫɘɔ ɐɜɟɏɔɡ ɌɏɑəɞɚɎ» (Ȭɜɞɟɜ, 2003. Ƚ. 61). 

ȴəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɑ ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɑ ɌɖɞɚɜɚɎ əɑ ɞɚɗɨɖɚ ɌɐɌɛɞɔɜɟɑɞɝɫ ɖ ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɟɪɥɑɕ 
ɝɜɑɐɑ, əɚ ɔ ɝɚɎɘɑɝɞəɧɘɔ ɎɓɌɔɘɚɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɫɘɔ ɝɚɓɐɌɑɞ ɩɞɟ ɝɜɑɐɟ. Ƀɞɚɍɧ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɑ ɔ 
ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɔɑ ɎɓɌɔɘɚɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɫ ɝɞɌɗɔ ɛɚɎɞɚɜɫɪɥɔɘɔɝɫ ɔ ɝɞɜɟɖɞɟɜɔɜɚɎɌəəɧɘɔ, 
əɑɚɍɡɚɐɔɘɚ, ɣɞɚɍɧ ɎɚɓəɔɖɗɌ ɔ ɩɎɚɗɪɢɔɚəɔɜɚɎɌɗɌ ɝɛɑɢɔɠɔɣɑɝɖɌɫ 
ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɌɫ ɝɜɑɐɌ. ȴəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɌɫ ɝɜɑɐɌ ɎɚɓəɔɖɌɑɞ əɑ Ɏ ɎɌɖɟɟɘɑ, ɚəɌ 
ɠɚɜɘɔɜɟɑɞɝɫ ɛɚɐ Ɏɗɔɫəɔɑɘ ɟɒɑ ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɟɪɥɔɡ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɡ ɢɑəəɚɝɞɑɕ ɔ ɩɞɔɣɑɝɖɔɡ 
(əɜɌɎɝɞɎɑəəɧɡ, ɘɚɜɌɗɨəɧɡ) əɚɜɘ ɔ ɛɜɌɎɔɗ.  

 
ɉɠɠɑɖɞ ɐɚɜɚɒəɧɡ ɛɜɚɍɚɖ ɔ ɩɞɔɖɌ 

ȸɚɐɑɗɔɜɚɎɌəɔɑ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɫ Ɏ ɌɐɌɛɞɔɎəɚ-ɝɗɚɒəɧɡ ɝɔɝɞɑɘɌɡ əɑ ɘɚɒɑɞ ɍɧɞɨ 
ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɑəəɚ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɔɓɔɜɚɎɌəɚ ɝ ɛɜɔɘɑəɑəɔɑɘ ɝɚɎɜɑɘɑəəɧɡ ɔəɠɚɜɘɌɢɔɚəəɧɡ 
ɞɑɡəɚɗɚɏɔɕ ɔ ɤɔɜɚɖɚ ɜɌɓɎɔɎɌɪɥɔɡɝɫ ɔəɞɑɜɌɖɞɔɎəɧɡ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɡ ɝɑɞɑɕ. Ȼɜɔɘɑɜɚɘ 
ɓɐɑɝɨ ɘɚɏɟɞ ɝɗɟɒɔɞɨ ɐɚɜɚɒəɧɑ ɛɜɚɍɖɔ. Ȯ ɝɚɎɜɑɘɑəəɧɡ ɏɚɜɚɐɌɡ ɝɔɝɞɑɘɧ ɟɛɜɌɎɗɑəɔɫ 
ɐɚɜɚɒəɧɘ ɐɎɔɒɑəɔɑɘ Ɏ ɝɎɚɑɕ ɩɎɚɗɪɢɔɔ ɛɜɚɤɗɔ ɞɜɔ ɝɞɌɐɔɔ: əɌ ɛɑɜɎɚɕ ð ɞɌɖɔɑ 
ɝɔɝɞɑɘɧ ɍɧɗɔ ɚɝəɚɎɌəɧ əɌ ɔɝɞɚɜɔɣɑɝɖɔɡ ɐɌəəɧɡ ɚ ɝɚɝɞɚɫəɔɔ əɌ ɐɚɜɚɏɌɡ; əɌ Ɏɞɚɜɚɕ 
ð ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɚɎɌɗɔɝɨ ɐɑɞɑɖɞɚɜɧ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ ɛɚɓɎɚɗɫɗɔ ɚɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɗɫɞɨ ɝɍɚɜ ɐɌəəɧɡ Ɏ 
ɜɑɒɔɘɑ ɜɑɌɗɨəɚɏɚ Ɏɜɑɘɑəɔ ɐɗɫ ɞɚɏɚ, ɣɞɚɍɧ əɌɝɞɜɚɔɞɨ ɔ ɎɧɍɜɌɞɨ ɛɚɐɡɚɐɫɥɔɑ 
ɛɜɚɏɜɌɘɘɧ ɜɑɏɟɗɔɜɚɎɌəɔɫ ɐɚɜɚɒəɚɏɚ ɐɎɔɒɑəɔɫ; əɌ ɞɜɑɞɑɕ ð ɝɔɝɞɑɘɧ ɐɌɪɞ 
Ɏɚɓɘɚɒəɚɝɞɨ ɛɜɚɏəɚɓɔɜɚɎɌɞɨ ɟɝɗɚɎɔɫ ɐɎɔɒɑəɔɫ, ɝ ɞɑɘ ɣɞɚɍɧ ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɚɎɌɞɨ 
ɛɜɚɏɜɌɘɘɧ ɔ ɝɞɜɌɞɑɏɔɔ, ɛɜɑɐɎɌɜɔɞɑɗɨəɚ ɝɚɓɐɌəəɧɑ ɐɗɫ ɛɜɔɘɑəɑəɔɫ Ɏ əɌɔɍɚɗɑɑ 
ɛɚɐɡɚɐɫɥɑɑ Ɏɜɑɘɫ ɐɗɫ ɚɛɞɔɘɌɗɨəɚɏɚ ɟɛɜɌɎɗɑəɔɫ ɞɑɖɟɥɔɘɔ ɟɝɗɚɎɔɫɘɔ ɐɎɔɒɑəɔɫ 
(Mitsakis, Salanova and Giannopoulos, 2011 ). Ȯɝɑ ɩɞɔ ɝɔɝɞɑɘɧ ɚɝəɚɎɌəɧ əɌ 
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ɞɑɡəɔɣɑɝɖɚɘ ɜɑɤɑəɔɔ ɛɜɚɍɗɑɘɧ ɚɜɏɌəɔɓɌɢɔɔ ɐɚɜɚɒəɚɏɚ ɐɎɔɒɑəɔɫ, ɣɞɚɍɧ ɔɓɍɑɒɌɞɨ 
ɛɚɞɑɜɨ, ɝɎɫɓɌəəɧɡ ɝ ɐɚɜɚɒəɧɘɔ ɛɜɚɍɖɌɘɔ. ȺɐəɌɖɚ ɘɚɒəɚ ɜɌɝɝɘɚɞɜɑɞɨ ɔ ɐɜɟɏɚɕ 
ɛɜɔɘɑɜ, ɚɝəɚɎɌəəɧɕ əɌ ɜɑɌɗɨəɚɕ ɝɔɞɟɌɢɔɔ Ɏ ɜɚɝɝɔɕɝɖɚɘ ɏɚɜɚɐɑ ɘɔɗɗɔɚəəɔɖɑ. 
Ȼɜɑɐɛɚɗɚɒɔɘ, ɣɞɚ ɔɓ ɢɑəɞɜɌ ɏɚɜɚɐɌ Ɏ ɚɐɔə ɔɓ «ɝɛɌɗɨəɧɡ» ɜɌɕɚəɚɎ Ɏɑɐɟɞ ɐɎɑ 
ɚɝəɚɎəɧɑ ɘɌɏɔɝɞɜɌɗɔ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ əɑɎɚɓɘɚɒəɚ ɛɚɗəɚɝɞɨɪ ɚɍɦɑɡɌɞɨ ɛɚ Ɏɞɚɜɚɝɞɑɛɑəəɧɘ 
ɐɚɜɚɏɌɘ (ɚɍɦɑɓɐ ɛɚ Ɏɞɚɜɚɝɞɑɛɑəəɧɘ ɐɚɜɚɏɌɘ Ɏɚɓɘɚɒɑə ɔɗɔ ɞɚɗɨɖɚ əɌ ɣɌɝɞɔ ɛɟɞɔ ɔ 
ɛɚɞɚɘ Ɏɝɑ ɜɌɎəɚ ɟɛɔɜɌɑɞɝɫ Ɏ ɚɐəɟ ɔɓ ɐɎɟɡ ɘɌɏɔɝɞɜɌɗɑɕ). Ȯɝɑ ɚɝɞɌɗɨəɧɑ ɎɌɜɔɌəɞɧ 
ɘɌɜɤɜɟɞɚɎ ɐɎɔɒɑəɔɫ ɔɓ ɢɑəɞɜɌ Ɏ ɩɞɚɞ «ɝɛɌɗɨəɧɕ» ɜɌɕɚə ɏɚɜɚɐɌ ɝɚɛɜɫɒɑəɧ ɝ ɚɣɑəɨ 
ɍɚɗɨɤɔɘ ɟɎɑɗɔɣɑəɔɑɘ ɛɜɚɞɫɒɑəəɚɝɞɔ ɘɌɜɤɜɟɞɌ ɐɎɔɒɑəɔɫ. ȾɌɖɒɑ ɍɟɐɑɘ 
ɟɣɔɞɧɎɌɞɨ, ɣɞɚ ɍɚɗɨɤɔəɝɞɎɚ Ɏɚɐɔɞɑɗɑɕ ɘɚɏɟɞ ɛɚɗɨɓɚɎɌɞɨɝɫ ɝɔɝɞɑɘɌɘɔ əɌɎɔɏɌɢɔɔ ɝ 
ɠɟəɖɢɔɑɕ ɔəɐɔɖɌɢɔɔ ɐɚɜɚɒəɧɡ ɛɜɚɍɚɖ.  

Ȼɜɑɐɛɚɗɚɒɔɘ, ɣɞɚ əɌ ɚɐəɚɕ ɔɓ ɌɎɞɚɘɌɏɔɝɞɜɌɗɑɕ ɛɜɚɔɓɚɤɗɚ ɐɚɜɚɒəɚ-
ɞɜɌəɝɛɚɜɞəɚɑ ɛɜɚɔɝɤɑɝɞɎɔɑ, ɣɞɚ ɛɜɔɎɑɗɚ ɖ ɚɏɜɌəɔɣɑəɔɪ ɛɜɚɛɟɝɖəɚɕ ɝɛɚɝɚɍəɚɝɞɔ ɔ, 
ɝɗɑɐɚɎɌɞɑɗɨəɚ, ɖ ɐɚɜɚɒəɚɕ ɛɜɚɍɖɑ. ȰɌəəɌɫ ɐɚɜɚɒəɌɫ ɝɔɞɟɌɢɔɫ ɚɞɜɌɒɌɑɞɝɫ əɌ 
əɌɎɔɏɌɞɚɜɌɡ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɟɪɞ Ɏɚɐɔɞɑɗɔ, ɎɧɍɔɜɌɪɥɔɑ ɘɌɜɤɜɟɞ ɐɎɔɒɑəɔɫ ɔɗɔ 
ɐɎɔɒɟɥɔɑɝɫ ɛɚ ɐɚɜɚɏɌɘ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ ɛɜɑɐɛɚɗɌɏɌɪɞ Ɏɧɍɚɜ ɝɦɑɓɐɌ əɌ ɚɐəɟ ɔɗɔ ɐɜɟɏɟɪ 
ɘɌɏɔɝɞɜɌɗɨ. ȹɑɞ əɔɣɑɏɚ ɟɐɔɎɔɞɑɗɨəɚɏɚ Ɏ ɞɚɘ, ɣɞɚ ɣɑɜɑɓ ɖɌɖɚɑ-ɞɚ Ɏɜɑɘɫ ɣɌɝɞɨ 
ɐɚɜɚɒəɚɏɚ ɛɚɞɚɖɌ ɛɑɜɑɘɑɝɞɔɞɝɫ Ɏ ɝɞɚɜɚəɟ ɘɌɏɔɝɞɜɌɗɔ, ɏɐɑ əɑɞ ɌɎɌɜɔɔ. Ȯ ɜɑɓɟɗɨɞɌɞɑ 
ɐɎɔɒɑəɔɑ ɛɚ ɚɍɑɔɘ ɘɌɏɔɝɞɜɌɗɫɘ ɓəɌɣɔɞɑɗɨəɚ ɓɌɘɑɐɗɔɞɝɫ. ȱɝɗɔ ɛɜɑɐɛɚɗɚɒɔɞɨ, ɣɞɚ 
ɞɌɖɔɡ ɘɌɏɔɝɞɜɌɗɑɕ əɑ ɐɎɑ, Ɍ ɍɚɗɨɤɑ, ɓɌɞɜɟɐəɑəɔɫ əɌ ɚɐəɚɕ ɔɓ ɚɝəɚɎəɧɡ 
ɘɌɏɔɝɞɜɌɗɑɕ ɛɚɝɞɑɛɑəəɚ ɛɑɜɑɖɔəɟɞɝɫ əɌ ɝɘɑɒəɧɑ.  

Ȯ ɞɌɖɔɡ ɟɝɗɚɎɔɫɡ ɛɚɖɌɓɌəɔɫ əɌɎɔɏɌɞɚɜɌ ɝ ɔəɐɔɖɌɞɚɜɚɘ ɛɜɚɍɚɖ əɑ ɝɔɗɨəɚ 
ɛɚɘɚɏɌɪɞ Ɏɚɐɔɞɑɗɪ Ɏ Ɏɧɍɚɜɑ ɘɌɜɤɜɟɞɌ ɝ ɍɚɗɑɑ ɍɧɝɞɜɧɘ ɐɎɔɒɑəɔɑɘ. ȴ ɓɐɑɝɨ ɘɧ 
ɞɚɒɑ ɝɞɌɗɖɔɎɌɑɘɝɫ ɝ ɝɔɞɟɌɢɔɑɕ, ɖɚɏɐɌ əɑɚɍɡɚɐɔɘɚ ɔəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɑ ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɑ Ɏ 
ɞɑɜɘɔəɌɡ ȭ. ȬɜɞɟɜɌ. Ȯɚɐɔɞɑɗɔ, ɘəɚɒɑɝɞɎɚ ɜɌɓ ɝɞɌɗɖɔɎɌɫɝɨ ɝ ɝɔɞɟɌɢɔɫɘɔ ɐɚɜɚɒəɧɡ 
ɛɜɚɍɚɖ, ɎɧɜɌɍɌɞɧɎɌɪɞ ɔəɐɔɎɔɐɟɌɗɨəɧɑ ɘəɑəɔɫ, ɘɚɐɑɗɔ ɔɗɔ ɏɔɛɚɞɑɓɧ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ 
ɌɐɌɛɞɔɜɟɪɞ ɖ ɖɚəɖɜɑɞəɧɘ ɝɛɚəɞɌəəɚ ɝɗɚɒɔɎɤɔɘɝɫ ɝɔɞɟɌɢɔɫɘ ɐɚɜɚɒəɚɏɚ 
ɐɎɔɒɑəɔɫ. ȾɌɖɒɑ ɟ Ɏɚɐɔɞɑɗɑɕ ɎɧɜɌɍɌɞɧɎɌɪɞɝɫ ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɑəəɧɑ ɗɚɖɌɗɨəɧɑ ɛɜɌɎɔɗɌ ɔ 
ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɣɑɝɖɔɑ ɛɌɞɞɑɜəɧ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ ɩɎɚɗɪɢɔɚəəɚ ɛɜɚɡɚɐɫɞ ɛɜɚɢɑɝɝ ɌɐɌɛɞɌɢɔɔ ɔ 
ɚɞɍɚɜɌ. ȴəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɑ ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɑ ɝɞɌɎɔɞ əɌ ɛɑɜɎɧɕ ɛɗɌə əɑ ɝɚɓɐɌəɔɑ ɟəɔɎɑɜɝɌɗɨəɧɡ 
ɘɚɐɑɗɑɕ, Ɍ ɛɜɔɚɍɜɑɞɑəɔɑ ɔ ɗɔɣəɚɝɞəɚɑ ɟɝɎɚɑəɔɑ ɫɎəɧɡ ɔ əɑɫɎəɧɡ ɓəɌəɔɕ, 
ɛɜɔɚɍɜɑɞɌɑɘɧɡ ɣɑɜɑɓ ɚɛɧɞ. 

ȰɗɔɞɑɗɨəɌɫ ɌɐɌɛɞɌɢɔɫ ɖ ɘɑəɫɪɥɑɕɝɫ ɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɞɑɗɨəɚɝɞɔ ɔ ɚɛɧɞ ɛɚɓɎɚɗɫɪɞ 
ɌɖɞɚɜɌɘ ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɚɎɌɞɨ ɞɚ əɑɫɎəɚɑ ɓəɌəɔɑ, ɠɚɜɘɔɜɟɪɥɑɑɝɫ Ɏ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɡ 
ɎɓɌɔɘɚɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɫɡ, ɖɚɞɚɜɚɑ əɑɎɚɓɘɚɒəɚ ɝɚɓɐɌɞɨ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɘ ɛɗɌəɔɜɚɎɌəɔɑɘ ɔ 
ɝɚɓəɌɞɑɗɨəɧɘ ɖɚəɝɞɜɟɔɜɚɎɌəɔɑɘ Ɏɚɓɘɚɒəɚɕ ɜɑɌɗɨəɚɝɞɔ (Ȯɚɗɨɣɔɖ, 2011). ȾɌɖɒɑ 
ɍɚɗɨɤɚɑ ɓəɌɣɑəɔɑ ɛɜɔɚɍɜɑɞɌɪɞ ɩɞɔɣɑɝɖɔɑ (əɜɌɎɝɞɎɑəəɧɑ) əɚɜɘɧ, ɫɎɗɫɪɥɔɑɝɫ 
ɩɗɑɘɑəɞɚɘ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɕ ɝɜɑɐɧ. ȹɌɛɜɔɘɑɜ, ɎɑɒɗɔɎɚɝɞɨ ɔ ɝɚɍɗɪɐɑəɔɑ 
ɩɗɑɘɑəɞɌɜəɧɡ ɛɜɌɎɔɗ ɎɓɌɔɘəɚɝɞɔ əɌ ɐɚɜɚɏɌɡ Ɏɑɐɑɞ ɖ ɝɚɖɜɌɥɑəɔɪ ɌɎɌɜɔɕəɚɝɞɔ ɔ 
ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɔ Ɏɜɑɘɑəɔ, ɛɜɚɎɑɐɑəəɚɏɚ ɔɓ-ɓɌ ɝɗɚɒəɧɡ ɐɚɜɚɒəɧɡ ɝɔɞɟɌɢɔɕ.  

ɃɑɗɚɎɑɖ, ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɟɪɥɔɕ Ɏ ɝɜɑɐɑ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɡ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɚɎ, ɫɎɗɫɑɞɝɫ ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɚɘ 
ɛɚɐɎɑɜɒɑəəɧɘ ɘɚɜɌɗɔ ɔɗɔ əɜɌɎɝɞɎɑəəɚɝɞɔ, ɞɚ ɑɝɞɨ əɜɌɎɝɞɎɑəəɧɘ ɣɑɗɚɎɑɖɚɘ. 
ɃɑɗɚɎɑɖ ð ɩɞɚ əɜɌɎɝɞɎɑəəɚɑ ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɚ, ɛɚɝɖɚɗɨɖɟ ɚə ɘɚɒɑɞ ɝɜɌɎəɔɎɌɞɨ ɝɎɚɔ ɛɜɚɤɗɧɑ 
ɔ ɍɟɐɟɥɔɑ ɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɫ ɔ ɘɚɞɔɎɧ ɔ ɝɚɚɞɎɑɞɝɞɎɑəəɚ ɚɐɚɍɜɫɞɨ ɔɗɔ əɑ ɚɐɚɍɜɫɞɨ ɔɡ. ȺɐəɌɖɚ 
əɌ ɛɜɚɞɫɒɑəɔɔ XX ɎɑɖɌ ɖ ɛɜɚɍɗɑɘɑ əɜɌɎɝɞɎɑəəɧɡ ɘɚɞɔɎɚɎ, Ɏɗɔɫɪɥɔɡ əɌ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɑ, 
ɝɚɡɜɌəɫɗɚɝɨ ɛɜɑəɑɍɜɑɒɔɞɑɗɨəɚɑ ɚɞəɚɤɑəɔɑ Ɏ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɑ ɔ ɐɜɟɏɔɡ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɡ 
əɌɟɖɌɡ (ɝɚɢɔɚɗɚɏɔɔ, Ɍəɞɜɚɛɚɗɚɏɔɔ) (Hodgson, 2013b. P. 513).   

ɉɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɔɕ ɣɑɗɚɎɑɖ əɑ ɘɚɒɑɞ ɔɏəɚɜɔɜɚɎɌɞɨ ɝɎɚɪ əɜɌɎɝɞɎɑəəɟɪ 
ɝɚɝɞɌɎɗɫɪɥɟɪ (ȱɠɔɘɚɎ, 2013) ɎɝɗɑɐɝɞɎɔɑ ɞɚɏɚ, ɣɞɚ ɚəɌ Ɏɚ ɘəɚɏɚɘ ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɫɑɞ Ɏɧɍɚɜ Ɏ 
ɜɑɌɗɨəɚɘ ɘɔɜɑ, Ɍ əɑ «ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɑ ɖɗɌɝɝəɚɕ ɐɚɝɖɔ». Ȱɗɫ ɞɚɏɚ ɣɞɚɍɧ ɠɟəɖɢɔɚəɔɜɚɎɌɗɌ 
«ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɌ ɖɗɌɝɝəɚɕ ɐɚɝɖɔ», Ɏ əɑɕ ɐɚɗɒɑə ɛɜɔɝɟɞɝɞɎɚɎɌɞɨ ɟɣɔɞɑɗɨ, ɣɞɚ, ɛɚ ɝɗɚɎɌɘ ȼ. 
ȶɚɟɓɌ, ɛɜɑɐɛɚɗɌɏɌɑɞ ɝɗɑɐɟɪɥɑɑ ɛɚɗɚɒɑəɔɑ ɐɑɗ: «ȼɌɝɝɘɌɞɜɔɎɌɑɘɌɫ ɛɚɗɔɞɔɖɌ 
ɚɞəɚɝɔɞɝɫ ɖ ɜɌɓɜɫɐɟ ɞɑɡ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ ɚɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɔɘɧ əɌ ɖɗɌɝɝəɚɕ ɐɚɝɖɑ. Ȯɝɫ əɑɚɍɡɚɐɔɘɌɫ 
ɔəɠɚɜɘɌɢɔɫ ɛɜɑɐɛɚɗɌɏɌɑɞɝɫ ɐɚɝɞɟɛəɚɕ, Ɍ ɟɣɔɞɑɗɨ ɔɏɜɌɑɞ ɓɌ Ɏɝɑɡ ɟɣɌɝɞəɔɖɚɎ ɝɜɌɓɟ. 
Ⱥə ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɫɑɞ ɢɑəɧ, ɟɝɞɌəɌɎɗɔɎɌɑɞ əɌɗɚɏɔ ɔ ɜɌɝɛɜɑɐɑɗɫɑɞ ɝɟɍɝɔɐɔɔ (əɌ ɏɜɔɠɑɗɨəɚɕ 
ɐɚɝɖɑ) ɐɗɫ ɛɚɎɧɤɑəɔɫ ɚɍɥɑɏɚ ɍɗɌɏɚɝɚɝɞɚɫəɔɫ. ȹɚ Ɏ ɜɑɌɗɨəɚɕ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ ɝɔɝɞɑɘɑ 
əɑɞ əɔɖɌɖɚɏɚ ɟɣɔɞɑɗɫ. ȹɑɞ əɔɖɚɏɚ, ɖɚɘɟ ɍɧɗɔ ɍɧ ɐɚɎɑɜɑəɧ ɓɌɐɌɣɔ, ɜɑɤɌɑɘɧɑ əɌ 
ɖɗɌɝɝəɚɕ ɐɚɝɖɑ» (ȶɚɟɓ, 2007. Ƚ. 24). 

ȌȸȵɆɁȲȴ Ȍ. Ȍ. 
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ȴɝɝɗɑɐɚɎɌəɔɑ ɔəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɏɚ ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɫ Ɏ ɌɐɌɛɞɔɎəɚ ɝɗɚɒəɧɡ ɝɔɝɞɑɘɌɡ əɑ 
ɐɌɑɞ ɏɌɜɌəɞɔɔ əɌɡɚɒɐɑəɔɫ ɑɐɔəɝɞɎɑəəɚ Ɏɑɜəɧɡ ɜɌɎəɚɎɑɝəɧɡ ɝɞɜɌɞɑɏɔɕ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɫ, 
əɚ ɛɚɓɎɚɗɫɑɞ ɔɐɑəɞɔɠɔɢɔɜɚɎɌɞɨ ɜɑɌɗɨəɚ ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɟɑɘɧɑ ɌɖɞɚɜɌɘɔ ɜɌɓəɚɚɍɜɌɓəɧɑ 
ɘɚɐɑɗɔ ɔ ɛɜɌɎɔɗɌ ɛɚɎɑɐɑəɔɫ. Ȼɚɩɞɚɘɟ əɑɚɍɡɚɐɔɘɚ ɚɝɚɍɚɑ ɎəɔɘɌəɔɑ ɖ ɖɚəɞɑɖɝɞɌɘ ɔ 
ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɚɕ ɝɜɑɐɑ, Ɏ ɖɚɞɚɜɚɕ ɛɜɔəɔɘɌɪɞɝɫ ɜɑɤɑəɔɫ ɔ ɐɑɕɝɞɎɟɪɞ Ɍɖɞɚɜɧ. ȾɌɖɒɑ 
əɑɚɍɡɚɐɔɘɚ ɟɣɔɞɧɎɌɞɨ Ɏɗɔɫəɔɑ əɔɝɡɚɐɫɥɑɕ ɛɜɑɚɍɜɌɓɟɪɥɑɕ ɛɜɔɣɔəəɚɕ ɝɎɫɓɔ, 
ɖɚɞɚɜɌɫ «ɚɡɎɌɞɧɎɌɑɞ ɔ ɔəɐɔɎɔɐɚɎ, ɔ əɌɝɑɗɑəɔɑ, əɑ ɞɚɗɨɖɚ ɚɏɜɌəɔɣɑəəɧɡ 
ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɬəəɧɘɔ ɠɌɖɞɚɜɌɘɔ, əɚ ɞɌɖɒɑ ɔɓɘɑəɔɎɤɔɡɝɫ Ɏ ɜɑɓɟɗɨɞɌɞɑ ɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɫ ɝɔɗ 
ɛɜɔɣɔəəɧɡ ɝɎɫɓɑɕ, ɔɘɑɪɥɔɡ ɚɞəɚɤɑəɔɑ ɖ Ɏɧɝɤɔɘ ɟɜɚɎəɫɘ» (Ɂɚɐɒɝɚə, 2003. Ƚ. 19). 
ȴɐɑəɞɔɠɔɖɌɢɔɫ ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɟɪɥɔɡ ɛɜɌɎɔɗ ɔ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɚɎ ɝɎɫɓɌəɌ ɝ ɛɜɔɘɑəɑəɔɑɘ 
ɖɌɣɑɝɞɎɑəəɧɡ ɐɔɝɖɟɜɝɔɎəɧɡ ɘɑɞɚɐɚɎ ɌəɌɗɔɓɌ (ȱɠɔɘɚɎ, 2011a; 2011ɍ), ɣɞɚ ɚɣɑəɨ 
ɎɌɒəɚ ɐɗɫ ɜɌɓɎɔɞɔɫ ɝɚɎɜɑɘɑəəɚɕ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ əɌɟɖɔ, əɑ ɚɏɜɌəɔɣɑəəɚɕ ɒɑɝɞɖɔɘɔ 
ɘɑɞɚɐɚɗɚɏɔɣɑɝɖɔɘɔ ɔ ɛɜɑɐɘɑɞəɧɘɔ ɜɌɘɖɌɘɔ əɑɚɖɗɌɝɝɔɖɔ. 

 

ȽȻȴȽȺȶ ȷȴȾȱȼȬȾȿȼɇ 

Ȭɜɞɟɜ ȭ. (2003). ȴəɐɟɖɞɔɎəɚɑ ɘɧɤɗɑəɔɑ ɔ ɚɏɜɌəɔɣɑəəɌɫ ɜɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɝɞɨ // 

ɉɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɔɕ Ɏɑɝɞəɔɖ ȼɚɝɞɚɎɝɖɚɏɚ ɏɚɝɟɐɌɜɝɞɎɑəəɚɏɚ ɟəɔɎɑɜɝɔɞɑɞɌ, Ⱦ. 1, ʈ 1, ɝ. 

53-61. 

Ȯɚɗɨɣɔɖ Ȯ. Ȯ. (2011). ȴəɝɞɔɞɟɞɧ, ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɌɫ ɖɚɚɜɐɔəɌɢɔɫ ɔ əɑɫɎəɚɑ 

ɓəɌəɔɑ // Terra Economicus , Ⱦ. 9, ʈ 2, ɝ. 17-22. 

ȯɜɑɕɠ Ȭ. (2013). ȴəɝɞɔɞɟɞɧ ɔ ɛɟɞɨ ɖ ɝɚɎɜɑɘɑəəɚɕ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɑ. ȿɜɚɖɔ 

ɝɜɑɐəɑɎɑɖɚɎɚɕ ɞɚɜɏɚɎɗɔ. ȸ.: ȮɧɝɤɌɫ ɄɖɚɗɌ ɉɖɚəɚɘɔɖɔ. 

ȱɠɔɘɚɎ Ȯ. ȸ. (2011a). ȰɔɝɖɟɜɝɔɎəɧɕ ɌəɌɗɔɓ Ɏ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɑ: ɛɑɜɑɝɘɚɞɜ 

ɘɑɞɚɐɚɗɚɏɔɔ ɔ ɔɝɞɚɜɔɔ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ əɌɟɖɔ (ɣɌɝɞɨ 1) // ɉɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɌɫ ɝɚɢɔɚɗɚɏɔɫ, 

Ⱦ. 12, ʈ 3, ɝ. 15-53. 

ȱɠɔɘɚɎ Ȯ. ȸ. (2011ɍ). ȰɔɝɖɟɜɝɔɎəɧɕ ɌəɌɗɔɓ Ɏ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɑ: ɛɑɜɑɝɘɚɞɜ 

ɘɑɞɚɐɚɗɚɏɔɔ ɔ ɔɝɞɚɜɔɔ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ əɌɟɖɔ (ɣɌɝɞɨ 2) // Journal of Economic 

Regulation ( Ȯɚɛɜɚɝɧ ɜɑɏɟɗɔɜɚɎɌəɔɫ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɔ), Ⱦ. 2, ʈ 3, ɝ. 5-79. 

ȱɠɔɘɚɎ Ȯ. ȸ. (2013). Ⱥɞ ɘɌɤɔə ɟɐɚɎɚɗɨɝɞɎɔɫ ɖ ɘɚɜɌɗɨəɧɘ ɝɚɚɍɥɑɝɞɎɌɘ // 

ȲɟɜəɌɗ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ ɔɝɝɗɑɐɚɎɌəɔɕ (Journal of Institutional Studies) , Ⱦ. 5, ʈ 

2, ɝ. 7-47. 

ȶɚɟɓ ȼ. (2007). ɀɔɜɘɌ, ɜɧəɚɖ ɔ ɛɜɌɎɚ // ɀɔɜɘɌ, ɜɧəɚɖ ɔ ɛɜɌɎɚ. ȸ.: ȹɚɎɚɑ 

ɔɓɐɌɞɑɗɨɝɞɎɚ.  

ȶɜɟɏɘɌə Ȼ., Ȯɑɗɗɝ ȼ. ɔ Ⱥɗəɔ ȸ. (2011). ȺɝəɚɎɧ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɝ. ȽȻɍ.: Ȼɔɞɑɜ. 

ȸɔɓɑɝ ȷ. (2000). ɃɑɗɚɎɑɣɑɝɖɌɫ ɐɑɫɞɑɗɨəɚɝɞɨ. ȸ. 

Ⱥɗɝɚə ȸ. (1995). ȼɌɝɝɜɑɐɚɞɚɣɑəɔɑ ɎɗɌɝɞɔ ɔ ɚɍɥɑɝɞɎɚ Ɏ ɛɑɜɑɡɚɐəɧɕ ɛɑɜɔɚɐ. 

ȷɑɖɌɜɝɞɎɌ ɚɞ ɖɚɜɜɟɛɢɔɔ, ɜɌɝɛɌɐɌ ɔ ɓɌɘɑɐɗɑəɔɫ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɜɚɝɞɌ // ɉɖɚəɚɘɔɖɌ 

ɔ ɘɌɞɑɘɌɞɔɣɑɝɖɔɑ ɘɑɞɚɐɧ, Ⱦ. 31, Ȯɧɛ. 4, ɝ. 53-81. 

Ⱥɗɝɚə ȸ. (1998). ȮɚɓɎɧɤɑəɔɑ ɔ ɟɛɌɐɚɖ əɌɜɚɐɚɎ. ɉɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɔɕ ɜɚɝɞ, 

ɝɞɌɏɠɗɫɢɔɫ ɔ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɕ ɝɖɗɑɜɚɓ. ȹɚɎɚɝɔɍɔɜɝɖ. 

ȼɚɍɍɔəɝ ȷ. (1993). Ȼɜɑɐɘɑɞ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ əɌɟɖɔ // THESIS , Ȯɧɛ. 1, ɝ. 10-23. 

Ɂɚɐɒɝɚə Ȱɒ. (2003). Ƚɖɜɧɞɧɑ ɘɑɡɌəɔɓɘɧ ɟɍɑɒɐɑəɔɫ: ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɧ ɔ 

ɔəɐɔɎɔɐɧ Ɏ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ ɞɑɚɜɔɔ // ɉɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɔɕ Ɏɑɝɞəɔɖ ȼɚɝɞɚɎɝɖɚɏɚ 

ɏɚɝɟɐɌɜɝɞɎɑəəɚɏɚ ɟəɔɎɑɜɝɔɞɑɞɌ, Ⱦ. 1, ʈ 4, ɝ. 11-30. 

Haruvy E.  and Stahl D. O.  (2004) Deductive versus inductive equilibrium 

selection: experimental results // Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization , vol. 53, 

Issue 3, March, pp. 319 -331. 

Hodgson G. M.  (2013a). On the complexity of economic reality and the History of 

the use of Mathematics in Economics // Filosofía de la Economía , 1(1), Invierno, pp. 125 -

148. 

Hodgson G. M.  (2013b). The enduring relevance of Darwin's theory of morality // 

BioScience, Jul., vol. 63, Issue 7, pp. 513 -514. 

Kahneman D.  (2011). Thinking, fast and slow. Penguin Books Ltd.  

Lawson T.  (1997). Economics and reality. Londres y Nueva York: Routledge.  

Mitsakis E., Salanova J. M.  and Giannopoulos G.  (2011). Combined dynamic 

traffic assignment and urban traffic control models // Procedia - Social and Behavioral 

ȒȷȮȽȴȼȲȬȷȸȯ ȶɅɂȵȯȷȲȯ Ȳ ɇȴȸȷȸȶȲɁȯȻȴȸȯ ȹȸȬȯȮȯȷȲȯ  



12  
J
O

U
R

N
A

L
 O

F
 I

N
S

T
IT

U
T

IO
N

A
L

 S
T

U
D

IE
S

 
(
Ȑ
Ƚ
Ⱥ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
 
Ȳ
ȷ
Ȼ
ȼ
Ȳ
ȼ
Ƚ
ɀ
Ȳ
ȸ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
Ɇ
ȷ
Ʌ
ȿ
 
Ȳ
Ȼ
Ȼ
ȵ
ȯ
Ȯ
ȸ
Ȭ
Ȫ
ȷ
Ȳ
ȳ
)
 
 
 
 
 

Ȝ
ȸ
ȶ
 
6
,
 
ɯ
 
3
.
 
2
0
1
4

 

Sciences, vol. 20, pp. 427-436. 

Tversky A. and Kahneman D.  (1974). Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics 

and Biases // Science, 27 September, vol. 185, no. 4157,  pp. 1124-1131. 

 

REFERENCES  

Arthur W. B. (1994). Inductive reasoning and bounded rationality (the El Farol 

Problem). American Economic Review , vol. 84, no. 2, pp. 406-411. [In Russian: Arthur B. 

(2003). Inductive reasoning and bounded rationality. Economic Herald of Rostov State 

University, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 53 -61].  

Volchik V. V.  (2011). Institutions, economic coordination and tacit knowledge. 

Terra Economicus , vol. 9, no. 2, pp. 17-22. (In Russian).  

Greif A.  (2006). Institutions and the path to the modern economy: Lessons from 

Medieval Trade. Cambridge. [In Russian: Greif A.  (2013). Institutions and the path to 

the modern economy. Lessons from Medieval trade. Moscow, Publ. House of Higher 

School of Economics]. 

Yefimov V. M.  (2011a). Towards discursive economics: Methodology and history 

of economics revised (part 1). Economic Sociology, vol. 12, no. 3, pp. 15-53. (In Russian).  

Yefimov V. M.  (2011b). Discursive economics: methodology and history of 

economics reconsidered (part 2). Journal of Economic Regulation , vol. 2, no. 3, pp. 5 -79. 

(In Russian).  

Yefimov V. M.  (2013). From pleasure machines to moral communities (reflections 

on a new book by Geoffrey Hodgson). Journal of Institutional Studies , vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 7 -

47. (In Russian).  

Coase R. (2007). The firm, the market and the right. Moscow, New Publishing.  

Krugman P., Wells P.  and Olney M.  (2011). Fundamentals economics. St. 

Petersburg, Peter Publ. (In Russian).  

Mises L. von  (2000). Human action. Moscow. (In Russian).  

Olson M.  (1995). Dispersal of power and society in transition. Medicines from 

corruption, decay, and economic slowdown. Economics and Mathematical Methods , vol. 

31, no. 4, pp. 53-81. (In Russian).  

Olson M.  (1998). The rise and fall of the peoples. Economic growth, stagflation 

and social sclerosis. Novosibirsk. (In Russian).  

Robbins L.  (1935). The subject -matter of economics. In: L. Robbins . An Essay on 

the Nature and Significance of Economic Science. 2nd ed. London: Macmillan, ch. 1, pp. 

1ð23. [In Russian: Robbins L.  (1993). The subject of economics. THESIS , vol. 1, pp. 10-

23]. 

Hodgson G. M.  (2003). The hidden persuaders: institutions and individuals in 

economic theory. Cambridge Journal of Economics , pp. 159-175. [In Russian: Hodgson 

G. M.  (2003). The hidden persuaders: institutions and individuals in economic theory. 

Economic Herald of Rostov State University , vol. 1, no. 4, pp. 11-30]. 

Haruvy E.  and Stahl D. O.  (2004) Deductive versus inductive equilibrium 

selection: experimental results. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization , vol. 53, 

Issue 3, March, pp. 319 -331. 

Hodgson G. M.  (2013a). On the complexity of economic reality and the History of 

the use of Mathematics in Economics. Filosofía de la Economía , 1(1), Invierno, pp. 125 -

148. 

Hodgson G. M.  (2013b). The enduring relevance of Darwin's theory of morality. 

BioScience, Jul., vol. 63, Issue 7, pp. 513 -514. 

Kahneman D.  (2011). Thinking, fast and slow. Penguin Books Ltd.  

Lawson T.  (1997). Economics and reality. Londres y Nueva York, Routledge.  

Mitsakis E., Salanova J. M.  and Giannopoulos G.  (2011). Combined dynamic 

traffic assignment and urban traffic control models. Procedia - Social and Behavioral 

Sciences, vol. 20, pp. 427-436. 

Tversky A. and Kahneman D.  (1974). Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics 

and Biases // Science, 27 September, vol. 185, no. 4157,  pp. 1124-1131. 

ȌȸȵɆɁȲȴ Ȍ. Ȍ. 



13   

 

J
O

U
R

N
A

L
 O

F
 I

N
S

T
IT

U
T

IO
N

A
L

 S
T

U
D

IE
S

 
(
Ȑ
Ƚ
Ⱥ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
 
Ȳ
ȷ
Ȼ
ȼ
Ȳ
ȼ
Ƚ
ɀ
Ȳ
ȸ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
Ɇ
ȷ
Ʌ
ȿ
 
Ȳ
Ȼ
Ȼ
ȵ
ȯ
Ȯ
ȸ
Ȭ
Ȫ
ȷ
Ȳ
ȳ
)
 
 
 
 
 

Ȝ
ȸ
ȶ
 
6
,
 
ɯ
 
3
.
 
2
0
1
4

 

ȌȌȏȎȏȗȒȏ ȗȘȌȘȓ ȚȝȋȚȒȔȒ: ȘȜ ȚȏȎȊȔȠȒȘȗȗȘȓ ȔȘȕȕȏȍȒȒ ȐȝȚȗȊȕȊ 

 

Ȯ ɚɍɥɑɝɞɎɚɎɑɐɑəɔɔ, ɛɚ ɝɜɌɎəɑəɔɪ ɝ ɞɚɣəɧɘɔ ɔɗɔ ɑɝɞɑɝɞɎɑəəɧɘɔ əɌɟɖɌɘɔ, 

ɘɚəɚɏɜɌɠɔɔ ɛɜɚɐɚɗɒɌɪɞ ɚɝɞɌɎɌɞɨɝɫ əɌɔɍɚɗɑɑ «ɟɎɌɒɌɑɘɧɘ» ɔɝɞɚɣəɔɖɚɘ Ɏ 

ɘɑɒɐɟəɌɜɚɐəɚɘ əɌɟɣəɚɘ ɢɔɞɔɜɚɎɌəɔɔ. Ȼɚ ɐɌəəɧɘ ɝɛɑɢɔɌɗɔɓɔɜɚɎɌəəɧɡ 

ɔɝɝɗɑɐɚɎɌəɔɕ, ɖɚɗɔɣɑɝɞɎɚ ɘɚəɚɏɜɌɠɔɕ ɝɚɝɞɌɎɗɫɑɞ ɐɚ 52% ɚɞ ɢɔɞɔɜɟɑɘɧɡ ɜɌɍɚɞ Ɏ 

ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɡ əɌɟɖɌɡ, Ɏ ɚɞɗɔɣɔɑ ɚɞ 7%, əɌɛɜɔɘɑɜ, Ɏ ɘɑɐɔɢɔəɑ (Wilson and Tenopir, 

2008. P. 1398)1. ȴɘɑəəɚ ɖəɔɏɔ ɛɚɓɎɚɗɫɪɞ ɟɣɑəɧɘ-ɚɍɥɑɝɞɎɚɎɑɐɌɘ ɜɌɓɎɑɜəɟɞɚ ɔ 

ɌɜɏɟɘɑəɞɔɜɚɎɌəəɚ ɔɓɗɚɒɔɞɨ ɝɎɚɔ ɛɚɓɔɢɔɔ ɔ ɛɜɑɐɝɞɌɎɔɞɨ ɜɑɓɟɗɨɞɌɞɧ ɘəɚɏɚɗɑɞəɔɡ 

ɔɝɝɗɑɐɚɎɌəɔɕ ɝ əɑɚɍɡɚɐɔɘɚɕ ɛɚɗəɚɞɚɕ.  

ȺɐəɌɖɚ ɛɚɓəɌɎɌɞɑɗɨəɧɑ ɜɑɝɟɜɝɧ ɔ Ɏɜɑɘɫ ɣɔɞɌɞɑɗɑɕ əɑ ɍɑɝɖɚəɑɣəɧ. Ȼɜɔ 

ɛɜɌɖɞɔɣɑɝɖɔ əɑɚɏɜɌəɔɣɑəəɚɘ ɐɚɝɞɟɛɑ ɖ ɜɌɓəɚɚɍɜɌɓəɚɕ ɔəɠɚɜɘɌɢɔɔ əɌɤɔ 

Ɏɚɓɘɚɒəɚɝɞɔ ɛɜɚɣɔɞɌɞɨ ɞɚ, ɣɞɚ ɔɘɑɑɞ ɚɞəɚɤɑəɔɑ ɖ ɚɍɗɌɝɞɔ ɝɚɍɝɞɎɑəəɧɡ 

ɔɝɝɗɑɐɚɎɌəɔɕ, ɚɏɜɌəɔɣɔɎɌɪɞɝɫ Ɏ ɍɚɗɨɤɑɕ ɝɞɑɛɑəɔ ɎəɔɘɌəɔɑɘ, ɖɚɞɚɜɚɑ ɘɧ 

əɌɛɜɌɎɗɫɑɘ əɌ ɞɑ ɔɗɔ ɔəɧɑ ɜɌɍɚɞɧ. ȶɌɖ ɚɞɘɑɣɌɗ ɝɛɑɢɔɌɗɔɝɞ Ɏ ɚɍɗɌɝɞɔ 

ɖɚɏəɔɞɔɎɔɝɞɔɖɔ ȯɑɜɍɑɜɞ ȽɌɕɘɚə, «ɎəɔɘɌəɔɑ ɝɞɌəɚɎɔɞɝɫ ɍɚɗɑɑ ɐɑɠɔɢɔɞəɧɘ 

ɜɑɝɟɜɝɚɘ, ɣɑɘ ɔəɠɚɜɘɌɢɔɫ»2. Ȯ ɩɞɚɕ ɝɎɫɓɔ ɖɜɌɞɖɚɝɞɨ ɔ ɝɞɜɟɖɞɟɜɔɜɚɎɌəəɚɝɞɨ ɞɑɖɝɞɌ 

ɛɜɔɚɍɜɑɞɌɪɞ ɚɝɚɍɚɑ ɓəɌɣɑəɔɑ, ɔ əɌɘ ɛɜɚɥɑ ɛɜɚɣɑɝɞɨ ɝɞɌɞɨɔ, ɣɑɘ ɚɍɤɔɜəɟɪ 

ɘɚəɚɏɜɌɠɔɣɑɝɖɟɪ ɜɌɍɚɞɟ.  

ȻɜɔəɔɘɌɫ Ɏɝɑ ɩɞɚ Ɏɚ ɎəɔɘɌəɔɑ, ɜɑɐɌɖɢɔɚəəɌɫ ɖɚɗɗɑɏɔɫ ɒɟɜəɌɗɌ ɛɜɑɐɗɌɏɌɑɞ 

ɎɎɑɝɞɔ ɝɛɑɢɔɌɗɨəɟɪ ɜɟɍɜɔɖɟ «ȹȺȮɇȱ ȶȹȴȯȴ: ȺȾ ȬȮȾȺȼȬ». ȸɧ ɛɜɔɏɗɌɤɌɑɘ 

ɌɎɞɚɜɚɎ ɖəɔɏ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ, əɌ əɌɤ Ɏɓɏɗɫɐ, ɔɘɑɪɞ ɎɌɒəɚɑ ɓəɌɣɑəɔɑ ɐɗɫ əɌɟɣəɚɏɚ 

ɝɚɚɍɥɑɝɞɎɌ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɔɝɞɚɎ, ɛɜɑɐɝɞɌɎɔɞɨ ɝɚɐɑɜɒɌəɔɑ ɝɎɚɔɡ ɖəɔɏ Ɏ ɠɚɜɘɌɞɑ, 

ɍɗɔɓɖɚɘ ɖ ɠɚɜɘɌɞɟ ɝɞɌɞɨɔ. ȾɚɏɐɌ  ɣɔɞɌɞɑɗɔ ɒɟɜəɌɗɌ ɝɘɚɏɟɞ, ɣɞɚ əɌɓɧɎɌɑɞɝɫ,  «ɔɓ 

ɛɑɜɎɧɡ ɜɟɖ» ɛɚɗɟɣɔɞɨ ɛɜɑɐɝɞɌɎɗɑəɔɑ ɚ əɌɔɍɚɗɑɑ ɓəɌɣɔɘɧɡ, ɝ ɞɚɣɖɔ ɓɜɑəɔɫ ɌɎɞɚɜɌ, 

ɔɐɑɫɡ ɑɏɚ ɖəɔɏɔ ɔ ɚɍɜɌɞɔɞɨɝɫ ɖ əɑɕ, ɑɝɗɔ ɩɞɔ ɔɐɑɔ ɔɡ ɓɌɔəɞɑɜɑɝɟɪɞ. 

Ȯ əɧəɑɤəɑɘ əɚɘɑɜɑ ɒɟɜəɌɗɌ ɘɧ ɛɜɑɐɝɞɌɎɗɫɑɘ əɚɎɟɪ ɖəɔɏɟ Ƚ. ȯ. ȶɔɜɐɔəɚɕ 

«ȴəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɑ ɘɌɞɜɔɢɧ ɔ ɜɌɓɎɔɞɔɑ ȼɚɝɝɔɔ. ȮɎɑɐɑəɔɑ Ɏ Ɂ-Y-ɞɑɚɜɔɪ» (ȹɑɝɞɚɜ-

ȴɝɞɚɜɔɫ,  2014). Ɂɚɞɫ ɖəɔɏɌ ɓɌɫɎɗɑəɌ ɖɌɖ 3-ɑ ɔɓɐɌəɔɑ ɟɒɑ ɔɓɎɑɝɞəɚɕ əɌɤɔɘ 

ɣɔɞɌɞɑɗɫɘ ɜɌɍɚɞɧ, ɛɚ ɝɟɞɔ ɩɞɚ ɍɚɗɑɑ ɣɑɘ əɌ 40% ɚɍəɚɎɗɑəəɚɑ ɔɝɝɗɑɐɚɎɌəɔɑ. ȻɑɜɎɧɑ 

ɔɓɐɌəɔɫ ɖəɔɏɔ Ɏɧɤɗɔ ɑɥɑ Ɏ 2000 ɔ 2001 ɏɏ. Ƚ ɞɑɡ ɛɚɜ ɔ ɐɚ əɌɝɞɚɫɥɑɏɚ Ɏɜɑɘɑəɔ 

ɔɓɐɌəɔɑ 2001 ɏ. ɛɜɚɐɚɗɒɌɑɞ ɚɝɞɌɎɌɞɨɝɫ ɚɐəɔɘ ɔɓ ɝɌɘɧɡ ɎɚɝɞɜɑɍɚɎɌəəɧɡ ɐɗɫ 

ɜɚɝɝɔɕɝɖɔɡ ɚɍɥɑɝɞɎɚɎɑɐɚɎ. Ȼɚ ɐɌəəɧɘ əɌɟɣəɚɕ ɩɗɑɖɞɜɚəəɚɕ ɍɔɍɗɔɚɞɑɖɔ 

ELIBRARY.RU , Ɏ 2013 ɏ. ɩɞɌ ɖəɔɏɌ ɓɌəɔɘɌɗɌ 1-ɑ ɘɑɝɞɚ ɝɜɑɐɔ ɚɞɑɣɑɝɞɎɑəəɧɡ ɖəɔɏ ɛɚ 

ɣɔɝɗɟ ɢɔɞɔɜɚɎɌəɔɕ ɝɜɑɐɔ ɝɚɢɔɚɗɚɏɚɎ ɔ 3-ɑ ɘɑɝɞɚ ð ɝɜɑɐɔ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɝɞɚɎ. Ȯɚ ɘəɚɏɔɡ  

ɟəɔɎɑɜɝɔɞɑɞɌɡ ȼɚɝɝɔɔ ɔ əɑɖɚɞɚɜɧɡ ɝɞɜɌə Ƚȹȯ ɞɑɚɜɔɫ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ ɘɌɞɜɔɢ 

ɎɖɗɪɣɑəɌ Ɏ ɛɜɚɏɜɌɘɘɧ ɛɚ ɝɚɢɔɚɗɚɏɔɔ, ɛɚɗɔɞɚɗɚɏɔɔ ɔ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɕ 

ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɑ. ȹɧəɑɤəɑɑ ɔɓɐɌəɔɑ, Ɏ ɖɚɞɚɜɚɘ ɟɞɚɣəɑəɧ ɎɌɒəɑɕɤɔɑ ɞɑɚɜɑɞɔɣɑɝɖɔɑ 

ɛɚɗɚɒɑəɔɫ, ɛɜɑɐɝɞɌɎɗɑə əɚɎɧɕ ɩɘɛɔɜɔɣɑɝɖɔɕ ɘɌɞɑɜɔɌɗ ɔ ɛɜɚɌəɌɗɔɓɔɜɚɎɌəɧ 

ɝɐɑɗɌəəɧɑ ɌɎɞɚɜɚɘ ɛɜɚɏəɚɓɧ, ɛɚɐɞɎɑɜɐɔɎɤɔɑɝɫ əɌ ɛɜɌɖɞɔɖɑ, ɫɎɗɫɑɞɝɫ əɌɔɍɚɗɑɑ 

ɛɚɗəɧɘ ɔɓɗɚɒɑəɔɑɘ ɞɑɚɜɔɔ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ ɘɌɞɜɔɢ, ɔɗɔ Ɂ-Y-ɞɑɚɜɔɔ Ƚ. ȯ. 

ȶɔɜɐɔəɚɕ. 

 

1 Wilson C. and Tenopir C. (2008). Local Citation Analysis, Publishing and Reading Patterns: Using Multiple Methods to 
Evaluate Faculty Use of an Academic Libraryôs Research Collection, Journal of the American Society for Information Science 

and Technology, vol. 59, no. 9, pp. 1393-1408. 
2 Simon H. (1978). Rationality as Process and as Product of Thought. American Economic Review, 68 (2), p. 13. 
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Ȯ ɝɞɌɞɨɑ ɛɜɑɐɝɞɌɎɗɑəɚ ɜɌɓɎɑɜəɟɞɚɑ ɝɚɐɑɜɒɌəɔɑ 3-ɏɚ ɔɓɐɌəɔɫ ɖəɔɏɔ 

«ȴəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɑ ɘɌɞɜɔɢɧ ɔ ɜɌɓɎɔɞɔɑ ȼɚɝɝɔɔ. ȮɎɑɐɑəɔɑ Ɏ Ɂ-Y-ɞɑɚɜɔɪ», 

Ɏɧɤɑɐɤɑɕ Ɏ ɔɓɐɌɞɑɗɨɝɞɎɑ «ȹɑɝɞɚɜ-ȴɝɞɚɜɔɫ» Ɏ 2014 ɏ. Ȯ ȻɑɜɎɚɕ ɣɌɝɞɔ ɎɎɚɐɫɞɝɫ  

ɚɝəɚɎəɧɑ ɛɚəɫɞɔɫ ɔ ɐɌɪɞɝɫ ɔɝɞɚɜɔɣɑɝɖɔɑ ɔɗɗɪɝɞɜɌɢɔɔ, ɚɞəɚɝɫɥɔɑɝɫ Ɏ ɛɑɜɔɚɐɟ 

ɝɟɥɑɝɞɎɚɎɌəɔɫ ɐɜɑɎəɑɕɤɔɡ ɏɚɝɟɐɌɜɝɞɎ ð ȱɏɔɛɞɌ ɔ ȸɑɝɚɛɚɞɌɘɔɔ. Ⱦɑɘ ɝɌɘɧɘ 

ɚɍɑɝɛɑɣɔɎɌɑɞɝɫ ɑɐɔəɝɞɎɚ ɗɚɏɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɔ ɔɝɞɚɜɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɛɚɐɡɚɐɚɎ ɛɜɔ ɔɓɗɚɒɑəɔɔ 

ɚɝəɚɎ ɞɑɚɜɔɔ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ ɘɌɞɜɔɢ. ȺɍɝɟɒɐɌɪɞɝɫ ɔɝɡɚɐəɧɑ ɛɚɝɞɟɗɌɞɧ 

ɞɑɚɜɔɔ, ɎɖɗɪɣɌɫ əɌɟɣəɧɕ ɖɚəɞɑɖɝɞ ɝɚɓɐɌəɔɫ, ɘɌɞɑɜɔɌɗɔɝɞɔɣɑɝɖɔɕ ɛɚɐɡɚɐ, əɌ 

ɖɚɞɚɜɚɘ ɍɌɓɔɜɟɑɞɝɫ ɌɎɞɚɜ, ɎɎɚɐɔɞɝɫ ɚɞɏɜɌəɔɣɑəɔɑ ɚɝəɚɎəɚɏɚ ɛɚəɫɞɔɫ ð 

ôɍɌɓɚɎɚɏɚ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɌõ ð ɚɞ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɚɎ Ɏɚɚɍɥɑ ɔ ɚɞ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ ɠɚɜɘ. 

ȰɌɑɞɝɫ ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɑəɔɑ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɕ ɘɌɞɜɔɢɧ ɖɌɖ ɝɔɝɞɑɘɧ ɍɌɓɚɎɧɡ 

ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɚɎ, ɜɑɏɟɗɔɜɟɪɥɑɕ ɚɝəɚɎəɧɑ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɧɑ ɝɠɑɜɧ ɚɍɥɑɝɞɎɌ ð ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɟ, 

ɛɚɗɔɞɔɖɟ ɔ ɔɐɑɚɗɚɏɔɪ. ȼɌɝɝɘɌɞɜɔɎɌɪɞɝɫ ɚɝɚɍɑəəɚɝɞɔ ɘɌɞɑɜɔɌɗɨəɚ-

ɞɑɡəɚɗɚɏɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ ɝɜɑɐɧ (ɖɚɘɘɟəɌɗɨəɚɕ ɔɗɔ əɑɖɚɘɘɟəɌɗɨəɚɕ), ɚɛɜɑɐɑɗɫɪɥɔɑ ɞɔɛ 

ɐɚɘɔəɔɜɟɪɥɑɕ Ɏ ɚɍɥɑɝɞɎɑ ɘɌɞɜɔɢɧ ð Ɂ- ɔɗɔ Y- ɝɚɚɞɎɑɞɝɞɎɑəəɚ. Ȯɚ Ȯɞɚɜɚɕ 

ɣɌɝɞɔ ɌəɌɗɔɓɔɜɟɪɞɝɫ ɖɚɘɛɗɑɖɝɧ ɍɌɓɚɎɧɡ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɚɎ, ɠɚɜɘɔɜɟɪɥɔɡ ɜɌɓəɧɑ 

ɞɔɛɧ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖ, ɛɚɗɔɞɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɟɝɞɜɚɕɝɞɎɌ ɔ ɏɚɝɛɚɐɝɞɎɟɪɥɑɕ ɔɐɑɚɗɚɏɔɔ. 

Ȼɚɐɜɚɍəɚ ɚɛɔɝɌəɧ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞɧ ɜɑɐɔɝɞɜɔɍɟɞɔɎəɚɕ ɔ ɜɧəɚɣəɚɕ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖ, 

ɟəɔɞɌɜəɚɕ ɔ ɠɑɐɑɜɌɞɔɎəɚɕ ɛɚɗɔɞɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ ɝɔɝɞɑɘ, ɖɚɘɘɟəɔɞɌɜəɚɕ ɔ 

ɔəɐɔɎɔɐɟɌɗɔɝɞɖɚɕ ɔɐɑɚɗɚɏɔɕ. Ⱥɝɚɍɚɑ ɎəɔɘɌəɔɑ ɟɐɑɗɑəɚ ɔɡ ɖɚɘɛɗɔɘɑəɞɌɜəɚɝɞɔ 

ɔ ɝɚɐɑɕɝɞɎɔɪ Ɏ  ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ  ɝɞɜɟɖɞɟɜɌɡ ɖɚəɖɜɑɞəɧɡ ɚɍɥɑɝɞɎ. Ⱦɜɑɞɨɫ 

ɣɌɝɞɨ ɛɚɝɎɫɥɑəɌ ɌəɌɗɔɓɟ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ ɔɓɘɑəɑəɔɕ. ȻɚɖɌɓɌəɌ ɔɡ ɗɚɏɔɖɌ, 

ɚɍɟɝɗɚɎɗɑəəɌɫ ɔɝɞɚɜɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ  ɟɝɞɚɕɣɔɎɚɝɞɨɪ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ ɘɌɞɜɔɢ. Ȯ 

ɣɌɝɞəɚɝɞɔ, ɛɜɚɐɑɘɚəɝɞɜɔɜɚɎɌəɌ ɝɛɑɢɔɠɔɖɌ ɜɑɎɚɗɪɢɔɕ ɖɌɖ ɓɌɖɚəɚɘɑɜəɧɡ 

ɩɞɌɛɚɎ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɚɕ ɩɎɚɗɪɢɔɔ. Ȼɚɗɚɒɑəɔɫ ɞɑɚɜɔɔ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ  ɘɌɞɜɔɢ, 

ɔɗɔ Ɂ-Y-ɞɑɚɜɔɔ ɔɝɛɚɗɨɓɚɎɌəɧ ɐɗɫ ɜɑɖɚəɝɞɜɟɖɢɔɔ ɔɝɞɚɜɔɔ ɔ ɛɜɚɏəɚɓɔɜɚɎɌəɔɫ 

ɍɟɐɟɥɑɏɚ ȼɚɝɝɔɔ. Ⱥɝɚɍɚɑ ɎəɔɘɌəɔɑ ɟɐɑɗɑəɚ ɌəɌɗɔɓɟ ɝɍɧɎɤɔɡɝɫ ɛɜɚɏəɚɓɚɎ, ɖɚɞɚɜɧɑ 

ɍɧɗɔ ɝɐɑɗɌəɧ Ɏ ɛɜɑɐɧɐɟɥɑɘ ɔɓɐɌəɔɔ ɖəɔɏɔ ɍɚɗɑɑ 10 ɗɑɞ əɌɓɌɐ. ȺɛɔɝɌəɧ 

ɏɗɚɍɌɗɨəɧɑ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɑ ɢɔɖɗɧ ɔ ɛɚɖɌɓɌəɌ ɟɝɞɚɕɣɔɎɚɝɞɨ ɍɔɛɚɗɫɜəɚɝɞɔ 

ɘɔɜɌ. Ȼɚɐɣɑɜɖəɟɞɚ ɓəɌɣɑəɔɑ «ɛɜɌɎɔɗɨəɚɏɚ» ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɏɚ ɍɌɗɌəɝɌ ɐɗɫ 

ɩɠɠɑɖɞɔɎəɚɕ ɝɚɢɔɌɗɨəɚ-ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ ɛɚɗɔɞɔɖɔ, ɛɜɑɒɐɑ Ɏɝɑɏɚ, ɐɗɫ ȼɚɝɝɔɔ. Ȯ 

ɓɌɖɗɪɣɑəɔɔ ɛɜɑɐɝɞɌɎɗɑəɌ ɛɚɗɑɘɔɖɌ ɛɚ ɛɚɎɚɐɟ ɞɑɚɜɔɔ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ 

ɘɌɞɜɔɢ, ɚɞɎɑɞɧ əɌ ɣɌɝɞɚ ɓɌɐɌɎɌɑɘɧɑ Ɏɚɛɜɚɝɧ, Ɍ ɞɌɖɒɑ ɛɜɚɌəɌɗɔɓɔɜɚɎɌəɧ 

ɛɜɔɣɔəɧ, ɓɌɞɜɟɐəɫɪɥɔɑ ɛɜɔɘɑəɑəɔɑ ɞɑɚɜɔɔ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ ɘɌɞɜɔɢ, ɔɗɔ 

Ɂ-Y-ɞɑɚɜɔɔ Ɏ ɛɜɔɖɗɌɐəɧɡ ɔɝɝɗɑɐɚɎɌəɔɫɡ. ȻɚɖɌɓɌəɧ ɛɟɞɔ ɔ ɛɜɔɘɑɜɧ ɔɡ 

ɛɜɑɚɐɚɗɑəɔɫ. 

ȶɗɪɣɑɎɧɑ ɝɗɚɎɌ: ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɑ ɘɌɞɜɔɢɧ; ɝɜɌɎəɔɞɑɗɨəɧɕ 

ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɕ ɌəɌɗɔɓ; ɏɑɞɑɜɚɐɚɖɝəɌɫ ɩɖɚəɚɘɔɖɌ; ȼɚɝɝɔɫ.  
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Institutional matrices theory, or X&Y theory: the main provisions ... 

INSTITUTIONAL MATRICES THEORY, OR X&Y THEORY:   

THE MAIN PROVISIONS AND APPLICATIONS 

KIRDINA SVETLANA, G.,  

Doctor of Sociology, 

Institute of Economics, Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow,  

e-mail: kirdina777@gmail.com  

 

The main provisions of the institutional matrices theory (or X&Y theory) and its 

applications, which are discussed on the pages of the book òInstitutional Matrices and 

Development in Russia. An Introduction to the X&Y Theoryó (third edition), are presented 

in the paper 2. Earlier editions of the book first appeared in 2000 and 2001. And, the 2001 

edition still benefits from brisk demand by Russian social scientists and their university 

students.  According to data from the Scientific Electronic Library ELIBRARY.RU, the 

2001 edition registers as the book most frequently cited by Russian sociologists, and as the 

third book most frequently cited by economists. At a host of universities throughout 

Russia, institutional matrices theory is currently included in the curricula in sociology, 

political science, and institutional economics. This new edition offers some improvements; 

by clarifying key theoretical points, offering new empirical data, and juxtaposing the 

authorõs forecasts to empirical evidence. This reviewing edition is more comprehensive 

and better designed in order that the reader might readily access and quickly comprehend 

the X&Y -theory advanced by an author.  

Keywords:  institutional matrices; comparative institutional analysis; heterodox 

economics; Russia. 
 

JEL : B21, B40, G21, P50.  
 

The book òInstitutional Matrices and Development in Russia: An Introduction to 

Ɂ&Y theoryó3 is now published as a 3 rd  edition (previous editions of the book titled 

òInstitutional matrices and development of Russiaó were published in 2000, Moscow and 

in 2001, Novosibirsk). The fundamental principles and structure of the book have been 

preserved, but the text was considerably revised and extended due to the inclusion of 

new facts and further development of the theoryõs main principles regarding 

institutional matrices. The present edition exceeds the previous ones by almost one and 

a half times their volume.  

The Introduction substantiates the main task of the book. It is to provide an 

efficient theoretical hypothesis to correctly explain the peculiarities of socio -economic 

development in Russia and other non -Western countries, for which the concepts of 

òmarketó by dominant intellectuals from the òBig Fouró4 have been found to òwork 

poorlyó. At the same time, the task of developing a general sociological theory was 

solved, so that language would permit us to consider the peculiarities of both Western 

and non -Western countries as òspecial casesó and thus to realize their common patterns 

of socio-economic development. The task was additionally set to empirically verify a 

proposed scientific system that could successfully correlate Russian development with 

social processes in other countries.  

The book pays careful attention to analysing the breadth and depth of basic 

institutions that define the historical trends of socio -economic development in modern 

nation -states. In this respect, the proposed theory contains a òcritique of 

methodsó (Skinner, 1950 ) of other theories that do not pay adequate attention to the 

value of òinstitutional matricesó that are rooted in national social structures. 

2 These ideas were partly presented in Kirdina, 2012, 2014 etc. 
3 Svetlana Kirdina. Institutional Matrices and Development in Russia: An Introduction to ʍ&Y theory. 3rd edition. MoscowïSt. 

Petersburg: Nestor-Istorija. 2014. 468 p. (In Russian. Contents and Summary in English).  
4 The ñBig Fourò includes the USA, Great Britain, Germany and France. This term was proposed by Gregory Sandstrom in his 
dissertation at the Sociological Institute of the Russian Academy of Sciences (2010).  
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The Introduction likewise confirms the need to construct theories in the natural 

and social sciences that can be followed when developing institutional matrices theory 

(IMT). The rich tradition of Russian social science and the specific character of our 

experiences during the great òperiod of changesó in post-Soviet Russia are depicted as 

ultimately favourable factors for developing the macro -socio-economic theory elaborated 

in this text.  

THE FIRST PART of the book introduces the main ideas and provides 

preliminary historical illustrations as background to the proposed theory.  

Chapter 1  designates the initial postulates of IMT. It begins by showing 

characteristics of the scientific context for its creation, as well as the authors that have 

most influenced the formation of the theory. The main predecessors make a Top 12 list  

for IMT including the French philosopher and social theorist August Comte (1798 ð1857); 

German philosopher, sociologist, and economist Karl Marx (1818 ð1883); French 

sociologist Emile Durkheim (1858 ð1917); Hungarian intellectual, forced to flee to 

Austria, USA and Canada Karl Polanyi (1886 ð1964); the group of scientists of the òstate 

school of Russian historiographyó of the second half of the XIX century (A. D. 

Gradovskiy, I. I. Dityatin, P. N. Milyukov, V. I. Sergeevich, et al.); Russian -American 

sociologist Pitirim Sorokin (1889 ð1968); American sociologist Talcott Parsons (1902 ð

1979); American economist Douglass North (born 1920); Ukrainian -born American 

economist Harvey Leibenstein (1922 ð1994); Russian culturologist Alexander Akhiezer 

(1929ð2007); Russian sociologist Tatiana Zaslavskaya (1927 ð2013); and Russian 

sociologist Olga Bessonova (born 1958).  

IMT belongs in the sphere of comparative institutional analysis. This identifies 

not only a common theme, but also shares a similar methodology. This methodology: 1) 

proposes a holistic approach, 2) considers institutional structures of society as the 

primary focus of investigation, 3) applies a comparative typological method of analysis, 

and 4) develops a universal ôneutral languageõ to describe the investigated social systems 

(Ananyin, 2002. P. 9-12).  

The historical -material approach creates a background within which IMT is 

being developed. The notion of òbasic institutionsó constitutes the main feature of the 

theory. Basic institutions are understood as profound, historically stable and 

permanently reproducing social structures of relations that provide integrity for different 

societies. They represent historical invariants for particular societies that preserve their 

integrity and development inside their unique material -technological environments. 

Such an interpretation places emphasis on the properties of institutions as the most 

important factors of selection in the special system of human relations, as it was pointed 

out by Thorstein B. Veblen ( Veblen, 1899). 

The basic institutions that express the constantly preserved properties of the 

institutional environment of a certain society are distinct from the particular 

òinstitutional formsó that are represented òon the surfaceó of social life. Such 

institutional forms are mobile and changeable; they born and die, bearing the impress of 

the civilizing context and reflecting the efforts of social groups in forming the rules of 

social community life with respect to the time and place.  

The first chapter closes by representing the model of society as a social system, with 

three main subsystems used in IMT, namely, economic, political and ideological (see Figure 1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Model of society used in IMT  

Economy 

Polity  Ideology 
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Economy, polity and ideology represent the main spheres of public life, each of 

which performs a definite function in the support of a societyõs integral unity. The 

economic sphere involves the cost and receipt of resources for life activities restricted to 

the external environment of a societyõs members. The political sphere creates the 

conditions for the collective organization to realise societyõs goals. Finally, the ideological 

sphere facilitates the ònormingó of individual and collective activity defined by the 

system of values that make a basis for the communication and relations between 

members of society.   

Chapter 2  explores the central notion of an ôinstitutional matrixõ for IMT. An 

institutional matrix is a stable, historically arranged system of basic institutions that 

govern the interrelated functioning of the main social spheres, namely, economy, polity 

and ideology. The traditions of Marxian and structural thought, which tends òto explain 

the nature of any of these institutional procedures and, especially, its dynamics starting 

with the principles of ôdeepõ or concealed structureó (Eisenstadt, 1978. P. 64 ), are thus 

continued in developing the notion of  the institutional matrix. In my investigating the 

institutional matrix, I follow not only Douglass North, who described this term in his 

works (1990), but also Karl Polanyi approach (1957, 1977) who stressed the 

embeddedness of institutions ( Gemici, 2008 ). 

The relevant historical, philosophic, economic,  sociological, and culturological 

literature as well as empirical studies permit us to show that various institutional 

complexes of ancient and modern nation -states may be represented as a combination of 

two institutional matrices on a macro -level. They possess a common structure, but differ 

in the content of their economic, political and ideological basic institutions (see Figure 2). 

These matrices are named Ɂ- and Y-matrices, and the institutional matrices theory, 

therefore, carries a second name - Ɂ&Y theory.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 2. X & Y institutional matrices  

 

The X-matrix is characterized by the following basic institutions:  

In the economic sphere ð institutions  of a òredistributive economyó (a term 

introduced by Karl Polanyi): Redistributive economies are characterized by a 

situation where the center (on the top) regulates the movement of goods and 

services, as well as the formal and informal  rights of their production and use;  

In the political sphere ð institutions of a unitary (unitary -centralized) political 

order ; 
In the ideological sphere ð institutions of communitarian ideology: Their essence is 

expressed by the idea of preference towards collective, shared, public values and 

relations over individual, sovereign, private ones, the priority of òWeó over òI.ó 
We contend that X -matrix institutions predominate in Russia, China, India, and 

in most Asian and Latin American countries.  

The following basic institutions characterize the Y -matrix:  

In the economic sphere -  institutions of a market economy;  

In the political sphere - institutions of a federative (federative -subsidiary) political 

order ; 

Institutional matrices theory, or X&Y theory: the main provisions ... 
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In the ideological sphere - institutions of individualistic ideology.  It proclaims the 

preference towards individual values and relations over collective ones, the 

priority of òIó over òWeó. 

Y-matrix institutions prevail in most European and North America countries, as 

well as in Australia and New Zealand.  

In all societies and nation -states X- and Y-matrices interact, with one of them 

permanently prevailing. Nevertheless, the matrices do not entirely exclude one another, 

given that both types of matrices co -exist concurrently in every given case. In other 

words, the social structure of any society can be singled out as a dynamic binary -

conjugate structure of these two interacting, yet alternative institutional complexes. The 

domination of one of the matrices over the other is usually constant in the course of 

history. The institutions of the prevailing matrix, therefore, serve as a performance 

framework for additional institutions to the other matrix.  

The institutions of the main matrix in a society are named òpredominantó and 

the institutions of the other subordinate matrix are named òcomplimentary.ó The 

predominant institutions define the type of social identity of specific societies, while 

complementary institutions are also òa must,ó but they have a character of 

complementary rather than of governing voice society  and play a required, but auxiliary 

role, providing for stability of the institutional environment in each definite social 

sphere. Just as the dominant gene in genetics òsuppressesó the recessive one and sets 

the revealing features of a living organism, so it is also that predominant institutions 

define the character of the institutional environment occurring in a society, setting the 

frames and restrictions for the activities of complementary auxiliary institutions.  

Schematically these ratios are shown on Figure 3.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 3. Combinations of predominant and complementary institutional matrices  

 

The main feature of the predominant and complementary institutional matrices 

means is that one deals with a dialectical model. Dialectical conflict resolution occurs at 

each stage in the interaction of the two types of matrices, and each time the òopposition 

of the contradictions on a new qualitative level is the driver of the 

developmentó (Baranov, 1992. P. 134 ). 

Chapter 3 is dedicated to an analysis of material conditions as the main factor 

influencing the definitive matrix of an institutional structure. The background  and a 

review of investigations on the role of the material -technological environment is shown 

in the establishment of institutions. The material -technological environment is 

represented by the nature conditioned productive and social infrastructureõs branches 

with their inherent technological and management systems, which provide the life 

conditions for human populations.  

The social features of a material -technological environment are revealed by their 

uses for mutual social activity, starting with engaging elements of the natural 

environment in economic circulation . Despite multiple environmental characteristics 

and the ongoing technological progress, the material -technological environment 

maintains the social features of  communality  or non -communality . These latter 

notions were first defined in 1996 ( Bessonova, Kirdina and O'Sullivan, 1996. P. 17 ð18). 

Kirdina S. G. 
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Communality  denotes that the material -technological environment can exist as a 

whole, integrated, and indivisible system, whose parts cannot be removed without 

threatening its integrity. A communal environment can function only in the form of 

public goods and cannot be divided into parts bought and sold by the unit. Accordingly, 

joint and coordinated efforts by a considerable percentage of the population, as well as a 

unified and centralized government are needed. The institutional content of a nation -

state,  developing within a communal environment, is eventually determined by the 

tasks of coordinating the joint efforts towards a more effective public use. Examples of 

such communal environments  are the ancient trade road òfrom the Varangians to the 

Greeksó, including a system of rivers, dikes and channels of Ancient Rusõ, technologies of 

flooded rice growing in ancient and modern China, irrigative watering in Egypt, and 

centralized heating supply to Russian cities, etc.  

Non-communality  signifies the breaking of the material -technological 

environment into parts, wherein the latter function independently and are used private 

usage. A non-communal environment is reducible into separate, disconnected elements. 

Moreover, it is able to disperse and can exist as an aggregate of dissociated, independent 

technological objects. In this case, individuals, families or groups of people can involve 

parts of the non -communal environment in their economy, maintain their effectiveness, 

and use the results obtained on their own, without practically cooperating with other 

members of the society. When this is the case, the main function of institutions is to 

assure that  interaction can take place between atomized economic and social agents. 

Examples of such non -communal environments are individual farming technologies in 

agriculture, autonomous diffuse heating supply in cities, etc. 

IMT shows that all countries have elements of both communal and non -

communal material -technological environments, but that their correlations are different. 

If the nation -state is being developed in the conditions of a principally   communal 

environment, then X -matrix institutions prevail in the institutional structure. If the 

environment is mainly non -communal, then Y -matrices are more adequate.  

Chapter 4  compares the institutional structures of two of the most famous 

ancient states in history ñ Ancient Egypt and Mesopotamia. The environmental 

conditions and the applied technologies of agrarian production and structures of the 

economic and political institutions as well as guided values and ideologies are compared. 

The evidence shows that starting at the very beginning of the nation -state period of 

human history states with two alternative prevailing institutional matrices have been 

represented. So, X-matrix institutions were predominant in Ancient Egypt ñ a 

redistributive economy, unitary political order and communitarian ideology. 

Mesopotamia (Babylonia), on the other hand, reveals an example of a òstate of  statesó, 

wherein Y -matrix institutions play the leading  role ñ a market (exchange) economy, 

federative political order and individualistic ideology.  

Though most historians consider both states as rather similar and refer them as 

one group of countries in the Ancient Near East, instead IMT permits us to detect 

profound institutional differences in their arrangement. This serves to explain the 

considerably different trajectories of their further social and economic development in 

several aspects. 

THE SECOND PART of the book explains in detail the basic institutions forming 

Ɂ- and Y-matrices.  

Chapter 5  is dedicated to the study of economic institutions. Firstly, the 

common characteristics of two types of economic subsystems are provided, named those 

found in Ɂ- and Y-economies. This reveals that the rich and various conceptual and 

methodological tools have been formed over the past 200 years when studying market -

based Y-economies. At the same time, investigations into redistributive -oriented Ɂ-

economies have been conducted inconsistently and using rather un -integrated 

theoretical approaches. Such underdevelopment of theoretical reflection about X -

economies is considered as one of the main reasons for their less effective elaboration 

compared to theories about Y -economies in recent decades. This situation continues to 

Institutional matrices theory, or X&Y theory: the main provisions ... 
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impede proportional development of economic theories in the current epoch of 

òknowledge economyó. 

The most important institutions that define the difference between Ɂ- and Y-

economies are those that involve t ransfer of goods rules between economic agents, that is, 

redistribution and exchange, respectively. Their peculiarities are shown in Figure 4.  

Figure 4. Interactions between economic agents in the exchange and redistribution models  

 

The relations occurring between two economic entities both in market and 

redistributive economies are identical: in both cases we observe the transfer of resources 

or produce from a conventional subject A to a subject B on the surface of events. 

Likewise, the reverse is a receipt of monetary or material compensation for the values 

transferred or services rendered. But the institutional mechanisms of this common 

procedure are different, as it is reflected in the diagram.  

The procedure of horizontal interactions in the market Y -economy in the form of 

òpurchase and saleó is the principal process, which is marked by the bold arrows 

connecting A and B subjects in an exchange model. The dashed arrows define indirect 

connections of the subjects with other market participants. These connections show that 

the terms and conditions of transactions between definite subjects are defined by the 

state of the market, i.e. by the level of prices and costs, the presence of similar and 

alternative goods, functioning rules, etc.  

In contrast, the interaction between A and B subjects in redistributive X -

economies are a consequence of processes of accumulation, coordination and distribution 

performed with the participation of an economic  center . Therefore, the named processes 

are marked by bold arrows identifying the main content of redistributive relations, in 

addition to contacts between economic subjects that in this context are marked by 

dashed arrows.  

What are conditions the formation of the economic  center in X -economies? The 

coordination of economic transactions in a communal material -technological 

environment is required not only between two subjects, but also with other participants 

in economic life, as they function in a communal technological complex. Economic agents 

strive to minimize the transaction costs detected by Ronald Coase ( Coase, 1937), which 

means that the most important required coordination is centred in one body. This 

results in an accumulation of required information, defines the priorities and other rules 

of interactions in the communal sphere as well as the concentration of resources, which 

are required to support the coordinating role of the  center  in X -economies. The 

redistribution model is therefore distinct from the exchange model of economic 

processes, which is expressed by the relevant pair of interpenetrating buying -selling  

phases. The redistribution model includes not two, but three sides: a pair (at least) of 

economic subjects and the center that mediates their interactions. The three phases of 

accumulation -coordination -distribution  (Polanyi, 1977 . P. 40-41) are respectively 

distinguished, which pertains not only to resources (welfare, services and products), but 

Kirdina S. G. 
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also to the legislative norms (accounting, control and the like) associated with them.  

The full set of basic institutions of redistributive Ɂ-economies and market Y -

economies analyzed by IMT is represented in Table 1. It shows that these institutions 

differ by their content, though they perform similar functions.  
Table 1 

Institutions of X - and Y -matrices in the economy and their functions.  

 

Primary attention is paid to Ɂ-efficiency (cost limitation) and Y - efficiency (profit 

maximization) institutions  that perform the functions of providing feedback signals in Ɂ- 

and Y-economic models. This highlights a new pair of institutions that was not 

considered in previous editions of the book. They are included in the analysis after 

acquaintance with the works of Harvey Leibenstein, who distinguished the differences 

between Ɂ- and Y-effectiveness (he introduced these notions into scientific use in 1966). 

The inclusion of Leibensteinõs understanding of institutions permitted me to complete 

the models of Ɂ- and Y-economies in this book.  

Usually one model of either X - or Y-economies dominates in economic practice, 

while the institutions of the alternative model perform a required as well as auxiliary 

role in ensuring that the national institutional economic environment is stable. The 

chapter thus finishes by describing examples of interactions between predominant and 

complementary economic institutions in different national economies in the pursuit of 

proper proportionality.  

Chapter 6  describes models of unitary and federative political subsystems, 

which are typical for Ɂ- and Y-matrices. The unitary political order or an Ɂ-polity is 

characterized by centralization and mono -centricity of governance as well as 

engagement in the formation of òsubordinateó areas in the total nation-state territorial 

structure. In its turn, the federative political order or a Y -polity supports the 

òcomponentó character of nation-states and the functioning of (relatively) independent 

governance centers in the territories.  

The available scientific literature, especially legal works, applies the notions of a 

federative and unitary character quite often, but as only relative forms of nation -state 

arrangement. This book depicts that these terms occur with deeper content and reflect 

the internal essence of political systems and communities as a whole, which are 

constructed under unitary or federative principles. It was also pointed out that 

specifying a federative character in the name of a nation -state does not always mean 

which basic institutions dominate it. Thus, a unitary political order preserves many 

countries naming themselves òfederationsó e.g., Russia, Brazil, etc. 

Two types of institutions govern different types of political orders (see Table 3) 

that are considered in detail. Performing the same public functions (in the left column of 

the table), the basic institutions of federative and unitary political subsystems have 

different content (in the right two columns).  

 

Functions of economic 

institutions  

Basic institutions of  

X-economy  

Basic institutions of  

Y-economy  

Transfer of goods  Redistribution (accumulation ð

coordination -distribution)  

Exchange 

(buying -selling)  

Regulating access to goods 

(property rights system)  

Supreme conditional ownership  Private ownership  

Interaction between  

economic agents 

Cooperation  Competition  

Labour system  Employed (unlimited term) 

labour  

Contract (short  and 

medium term) labour  

Feedback loops 

(effectiveness indexes) 

Cost limitation  

(Ɂ-efficiency) 

Profit maximization  

(Y-efficiency) 

Institutional matrices theory, or X&Y theory: the main provisions ... 
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Table 2 

Institutions of X - and Y -matrices in polity and their functions  

 

I have shown a variety of definitive political systems that are ultimately 

characterized by the predominance of either Ɂ- or Y-matrices of political institutions. 

This actual discrepancy over communality and non-communality has been realized in 

varied institutional structures, as the Chapter shows.  

The chapter finishes by analysing the interactions of unitary and federative 

institutions via the political systems of various countries, which is seen when some of 

them dominate while the others are complementary.  
Both systems of political institutions may be perceived by the population of a 

nation -state as being necessary and functioning based on various measures, which are 

implemented inside and outside and are shared by citizens based on òpublic agreementó. 

The conditions and background for such an agreement are a scientific and practical 

understanding of political models realized in a given society, including their 

development and social articulation (as adequate legal norms) and their recognition by 

citizens and all social groups as normative and effective in conforming to the common 

interests of the people.  

Chapter 7  investigates the complexes of institutions of communitarian and 

individualistic ideology as shaped in Ɂ- and Y-matrices.  

At first the specific analysis of ideology is depicted from the position of the 

investigationõs institutional approach. In this framework ideology is understood not only 

as òimaginary relations of individuals with real conditions for their existenceó, or as 

òconceptual visions of the worldó, but also as having practical existence, which is 

reflected by various types of mass behaviour. Ideology as a practice supposes social 

relations that form the coordinates of human activity. The task lies in separating latent 

public norms that exist independently of specific individuals and groups, which are met 

by each generation as they occur and continue to govern mass social behaviours. Careful 

attention is given to detecting basic public ideas, which reveal themselves as major 

tendencies, including common reasoning of changing viewpoints, opinions, concepts and 

ways of thinking about perfecting norms and rules of social behaviour and those that 

serve to reproduce the nationally ideal social system.  

Louis Althusser  paid attention to the peculiarity of realising ideology in social 

systems, saying that ideology is manifested in different social institutions, ceremonials 

and practices, including ideological state apparatus ( Althusser, 1971 ). He also shared the 

thesis that it is peculiar for ideology to possess a definite structure and functioning, 

which turn it into non -historical reality, i.e. an all -historical one , to the effect that these 

structures and functions are in their certain form indispensable and actual in the notion 

we name an integral history. In other words, ideology in such an understanding is 

represented by the ever -present, trans -historical, and unchangeable in its shape across 

centuries (Ibid.), which conforms to the notion of a basic institution that I introduce  

Functions of political 

institutions  

Basic institutions  

of X -polity  

Basic institutions  

of Y -polity  

Territorial organization 

of the state 

Administrative -territorial division  

(unitarity)  

Federative -territorial  structure  

(federation)  

Governance system 

(decision making flows)  

Vertical hierarchical authority 

with center on the  top  

Self-governance and 

subsidiarity  

Access to governing  

positions  

Appointment  Election  

Type of interaction  in 

the order of decision 

making  

General assembly with the rule of 

unanimity  

Multi -party system  

with the rule of a democratic 

majority  

Feedback loops Appeals to higher levels of 

hierarchical authority  

Legal suits  

Kirdina S. G. 
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with IMT . 

Ideology as an institution supports the requirements for social development and 

economic growth, specifically òsupport of consensus (unity of opinions) under the basic 

principles and reference marks between the main groups and social layers, especially 

within the political, economic and intellectual elites of the countryó (Mau, 2002. P. 15 ). It 

also makes possible the common platforms of interaction in the political sphere of a 

society. In this sense, ideology should not be perceived as merely a negative distortion of 

political reality, but rather as a framework for understanding how ideas shape the polity 

in any nation -state via its institutions.  

Thus understood, ideology is represented as a peculiar kind of institutional 

cultural framework, which permits people òto embodyó it in the structure of the social 

system and to point out its specific functions, which differ from the functions of the 

economic and political subsystems. Ideology òengagesó social processes (Abercrombie et 

al., 1997. P. 109 ) that play a decisive role in constructing the positional structure of a 

society and how individuals self -identify in this collective structure. In this sense 

ideology could be analyzed from the viewpoint of spiritual imperative  concept developed 

by Valentina Ksenzova and Sergey Ksenzov (2014).  

Among the multiple functions of ideology as an interactive sub -system of society, 

five functions are selected as the most important:  

first, supporting the determinants of social development, i.e. of the stable rules 

that define the character of interrelations between societyõs members; 

second, maintaining guideline opinions regarding social structure and identity, 

which are historically expressed in a nation -stateõs social consciousness as 

characteristic, true and expected;  

third, transmitting dominating social values, i.e. the representations of the 

character of public arrangements that define typical social expectations, mass 

behaviours and initiate a definitive value system;  

fourth, reproducing crucial labour motivations and outlining considerable national 

incentives of labour activity;  

fifth, establishing a set of stereotypes for thinking about common (shared) 

property, which is most adequate for the economic and political arrangement of 

the society based on a definite institutional matrix (X - or Y-). 

The basic institutions of X -matrix communitarian ideology and Y -matrix 

individualistic ideology that serve to enable these important social functions are 

represented in Table 3.  
Table 3 

Institutions of X - and Y -matrices in ideology and their functions  

 

The basic ideological institutions reveal themselves in various forms: norms, 

behavioural formulas, stereotypes of action and thinking, definite concepts and 

doctrines, and sets of values reflected in national consciousness. Despite the fact that 

peoples around the world possess an approximately similar set of human values, 

Functions of institutions  Basic institutions of   

X-ideology  

Basic institutions of    

Y-ideology  

Core principle of social actions  Collectivism  Individualism  

Normative understanding of social 

structure  

Egalitarianism  Stratification  

Prevailing social values  Order  Freedom 

Labour attitudes  Well -being-oriented  Pecuniary -oriented  

 Principles of common thinking  Integralism - holism -

continuality  

Specialization -  

reductionism -discrecity  

Institutional matrices theory, or X&Y theory: the main provisions ... 
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nevertheless they range differently, giving priority to certain values instead of others 

(Kasyanova, 1994). Such a range serves as a particular validation for one type of social -

cultural activity and also as an obstacle for the others. Public choices made in favour of 

communitarian or individualistic ideological institutions manifest themselves in history 

(they preserve alternatives, in a smaller or larger proportional range) and condition the 

significance of various institutions that preserve and develop an identifiable nation -

state.  

The chapter ends with examples of interaction between predominant and 

complementary ideological institutions in a number of countries over several historical 

periods. 

THE THIRD PART of the book is dedicated to a comparative analysis of the 

stability of institutional matrices and institutional changes. A reflexive note about the 

bookõs theory here seems necessary. During the period of time that passed since the 

publication of the first and second editions, one of the main trends of IMT criticism    

was its alleged static character and insufficient attention to analysing dynamic aspects 

of polity, ideology and economy. Therefore the third part supplements the previous 

editions with two new chapters dedicated to the occurrence of institutional statics and 

dynamics.  

Chapter 8 places the main emphasis on investigating the historical stability of 

institutional matrices. Douglass North, one of the first to investigate of this 

phenomenon, combined the stability of institutional matrices with the increasing 

returns peculiar to them, and the ability of institutional matrices to be self -supported 

(North, 1990 ). The strong stability of institutional matrices explains path dependence 

(the dependence from the way of the preceding development) potentially giving rise to 

ôlock-inõ. The history of ancient and modern states shows that the main paths of 

economic and political evolution cannot be turned the clock back (or reversed) as a result 

of the inconsiderable events or errors. Historical attempts to radically change the 

predominant position of an institutional matrix have resulted in the weakening or 

destruction of states, as depicted in this chapter.  

This also again points out the role of external conditions of the material -

technological environment in relation to society. These conditions define the robustness 

of the predominant institutional matrices. The formation of institutions follows the laws 

of self-organization of the complicated systems in the external environment. This self -

organization is expressed in the creation of definite institutional structures from the 

chaos, which are none other than òprocesses organized in an environment in a definite 

wayó (Kurdyumov, 1990. P. 4 ). Institutional matrices are represented by a sort of 

structure, localized in definite parts of the external material -technological         

environment.  

Theoretical statements on the stability of institutional matrices, arising out of 

the analysis of their properties and supported by data of historical investigations,     

permit the realization that the changes occurring in societies are evolutional as            

well as revolutionary. The analysis of vast materials regarding social revolutions in 

France, Russia, and some countries of Southeast Asian countries, performed on the    

basis of X&Y theory, provides a new insight into the nature and reasons for these 

revolutions.  

The thesis that a revolution is a moment in the process of evolution is protected.  

It is represented by the spontaneous return of social structures to the predominant 

institutional matrix, which was had been deformed as a result of the unconscious actions 

of the social subjects inside a nation ðstate, or impacted by the external influences. The 

continuous character of historical processes as a progressive advance along the spiral of 

development is restored by revolutions (see Figure 5).  

 

Kirdina S. G. 
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Figure 5. Revolutions as moments of social evolution  

 

Such a judgment seems paradoxical, but it returns us to the initial meaning of 

òrevolutionó. From Latin, the word revolvo means òthe return, the rolling back, the 

circulationó. The term òrevolutionó was relied upon in natural sciences during the 

fourteenth century, and meant òrotation movement, moving in a circleó. For example, 

Nicolas Copernicus named his famous work òOn the Revolutions of the Heavenly 

Spheresó (De revolutionibus orbium coelestium, 1543 ). The current understanding of 

revolutions as the cardinal changes in the economic and political organization of a 

society is based upon the works of Karl Marx and his evaluations and interpretation of 

the events that occurred during and as e result of the French Revolution (1789 -1799).  

At the same time, a number of researchers pay attention to the restoration of 

institutions, which have been historically established in a country, during  revolutions. 

Thus, one of the most famous òrevolutionsó having been realized in the  Asian countries 

is the Japanese Revolution of 1868 (also Meiji Reform, or Renewal). According to 

experts, its main content and vision of the world is òa utopia inverted in the pastó (Webb, 

1968, cited in Eisenstadt, 1992. P. 391 ). On one hand, in the course of major 

administrative reforms, Japan again became a unitary state. New vertical executive 

power was created in accordance to the Japanese tradition of the eight century, and 

Confucian values were again hailed as the official state ideology. On the other hand, 

however, the Meiji Revolution was responsible for the emergence of Japan as a 

modernized nation by the early twentieth century. In fact, the renewed forms of basic 

institutions of the dominant X -matrix helped Japanese society better respond to the 

challenges of modernization.  

A similar conclusion regarding the preservation of deep institutional structure 

was made by Alexis de Tocqueville in relation to the French Revolution. Almost 150 

years ago, he wrote that òthe revolution should not have changed the character of our 

civilization as considered by the others é It should not change the essence of the 

fundamental laws being the basis of the human societies here in the Westó (Tocqueville, 

1997/1856. P. 23 ). Tocqueville explained that the causes of the revolution were the 

super-centralization of governance at federal and local levels. From the IMT standpoint 

that policy threatened to replace the political order typical for the European countries 

with unitary -centralized political institutions. Similar attempts were made in the 

economy. The central government by administrative order set prices and confiscated 

food supplies, introduced a rationing system, and required of all villagers to participate 

in the harvest work ( Eucken, 1939. P. 82-83). Finally, the French Revolution restored 

the dominant position of the Y -matrix in the institutional environment of French 

society, and contributed to the development of a market economy and federative political 

order.  

Institutional matrices theory, or X&Y theory: the main provisions ... 
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At the turn of twentieth century, there was an effort in Russia to replace the 

historically dominant institutions with complementary once. But in Russiaõs case, it was 

an attempt to change the dominant position of X -matrix into Y -matrix institutions, not 

the other way around (e.g., ôbuilding capitalismó and a multi-party political system).  The 

Bolshevik Revolution reconstructed the dominant institutions into X -matrix institutions. 

That is, a redistributive economy, a unitary political order, and communitarian ideology 

came into being in the Soviet Union.  

IMT competes with theories of market transition and societal transformation in 

explaining their causes and results for Eastern European (EE) countries. From the IMT 

point of view, the s o-called modern òrevolutionsó that took place in most of the Eastern 

European states should be considered òrestitutionaló in character. After World War II, 

and as a result of powerful USSRõs influences, the EE-states were forced to develop 

institutions for a Soviet, X -matrix -social-system style as an alternative to Western 

capitalism, which contradicted the original institutional Y -matrix in most of these 

countries. When the Soviet influence weakened following the collapse of the USSR, the 

EE-countries were able to restitute their historic institutional order, and rather quickly.  

The robustness of the dominant institutional matrices helps us understand their 

resistance to òcontra-institutional reformsó in many nation-states. The relevant 

discourse has brought forth some new arguments that explain the ògrassroots 

resistanceó to deep marketization in many societies, and answers the question òWhy 

capitalism triumphs in the West and fails everywhere else?ó (de Soto, 2000).  

In his book, The Mystery of Capital,  Hernando de Soto -  a well -known Peruvian 

economist ð tackles the question of why some countries succeed in capitalism while 

others fail. According to de Soto (2000), the main problem lies in the legal structure of 

property and property rights. He argued that every developed nation in the world at one 

time went through the transformation from predominantly informal, extralegal 

ownership to a formal, unified legal property system, meaning a private property 

system. Private property allows people to create capital and facilitates other market 

institutions. In the book, de Soto shares facts from the history of Latin America about 

attempts in many countries to implement private property land rights in countryside 

and private property housing rights in urban areas. De Soto analyzes a wide range of 

special programs, supported by the World Bank and other international organizations, 

as well as inside reforms to develop private property systems in Latin American 

countries. He concludes that all of these efforts have failed.  

In my research, I have also analyzed in detail the dynamics of land property in 

Russia during the last centuries ( Kirdina, 2003 ). My analysis of the data collected by a 

number of Russian and foreign researchers reveal that the institutional basis of land 

relations in Russia remains stable: The economic institutions of X -matrix dominate 

when the Y -matrix economic institution has a complementary character. At the same 

time, the balance between Ɂ- and Y-institutions is not static, but changes cyclically. The 

same is true regarding the newest period in Russiaõs history. This was confirmed by a 

study of Russian land legislation in the period 1994 ð2012 (Sokolov, 2013). 

Both in Russia and Latin American countries, the resistance to a widespread 

private ownership of land is due to the predominance of X -matrix institutions in mainly 

communal environment. So, these nation -states need an adequate system of property 

rights that should be different from that of many Western countries, and they have been 

trying to do it by trial and error for a long time.  

Chapter 9  reveals the peculiarities of considering institutional change using 

IMT. It points out that the fundamental stability of institutional matrices does not imply 

a òfrozen stateó, and invariability of public life. The correlation of institutional matrices - 

defining a set of possible social, economic, and political transformations, with the logical 

development of social forms - does not cancel the constant improving of the institutional 

environment and the active role of social subjects in this dynamic process.  

Pursuant to the delimitation of basic institutions and institutional forms, 

institutional change are understood as a process of perfecting the institutional forms. 

Kirdina S. G. 
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Such approach differs from the concepts of institutional change, where the nature of the 

predominant institutional matrix of society and its role in the choice of a social 

development trajectories is disregarded. At the same time, such an understanding is 

close to the branch of research in the framework of path dependency, in which the value 

of institutional matrices is recognized as a definite òfilteró of success or failure of the 

permanently adopted social innovations.  

Supplementing the well -known slogan that òhistory mattersó (North, 1990 ), Ɂ&Y 

theory, first and foremost, specifies where and which institutions form the historical 

process. Additionally, it provides a new analytical view that permits people/scholars to 

study history divided into 30 interrelated basic institutions in the spheres of economy, 

polity and ideology, described in detail in chapters 5 ð7. This way it deals not only with a 

new descriptive language, but also often faces concealed and previously not very well 

investigated social structures, which are important for the functioning of a society as an 

integrated unity.  

IMT analyses both internal and external sources of institutional change. Special 

attention is given to the òinstitutional exchangesó between nation-states, and their roles 

in the development of the institutional environment. Institutional exchanges are 

accompanied by the phenomenon of institutional isomorphism, according to  Paul 

DiMaggio and Walter Powell (1983). The notion of isomorphism reflects a process of 

homogenization, or formative procedure, that forces one unit in population to resemble 

other units existing in the same environmental conditions ( Hawley, 1968 ), thus 

requiring certain compatibility between them. Isomorphism is a consequence of rejecting 

the non -optimal forms of a population if they are unable to adapt to it ( Hannan and 

Freeman, 1977). Institutional isomorphism supposes a compulsory adaptation of 

institutional forms, implemented into another institutional environment, thus paying 

attention to the need for adaptation to the actual conditions.  

The criterion for successful and complete conditions for institutional exchange is 

the establishment of stable connections between adopted institutional forms and the 

institutional environment of a particular society. In practice, this means the need for 

considerable modification of some implemented elements when the introduced name of 

an adopted institutional form may be preserved, but its essence changed. This 

determines the national requirements of the predominant institutional matrix in a 

nation -state.  

I could present the institutional form of òtrustsó as an example of a borrowed 

economic form from the Y -matrix economic model imported into Soviet Russia during 

the New Economic Policy (NEP) period (1921 ð1928). At that time, trusts in the US 

economy denoted private ownership and monopolistic unions that were the major 

market players (the first trust, òStandard Oiló, was established by John  Rockefeller  in 

1879). In Soviet Russia, where even during the NEP period the X -economy model 

dominated, ótrustsó (tresti ) were considered state institutions that  controlled market 

processes, fixed by relevant political instructions. At first, the trusts functioned by 

themselves, based on government approved articles of association, but then they turned 

into intermediary administrative chains in a hierarchical model of industry control by 

the 1930s. Thereafter, they were completely absorbed by the vertical system of economic 

power in USSR, and become its integral element.  

The Chapter also points out the important task of searching for a dynamic 

institutional balance,  i.e. of relevance to the historical period, the capacities of the 

country and external challenges. The goal should be to find and support the optimal 

combination (cf. proportional balance) of predominant and complementary  institutions. 

When the òcorrectó institutional balance is achieved the alternative basic institutions 

support each other, the possible negative influences of societal excesses from the 

predominant matrix are smoothed, and the relationship of complementary institutions is 

steadied by the required limits. Institutional balance  approach could complement the 

typology of approaches to identifying the effectiveness of institutions presented by Igor 

Shiriaev (2014) I suppose.  

Institutional matrices theory, or X&Y theory: the main provisions ... 
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The bookõs thesis contends that Western countries, in which Y-matrices have 

historically dominated, were more successful in recent decades conducting a directed 

institutional change. Here the interaction between governance structures and social 

scientists (who provide the economic and political ideas for other social groups) has a 

rather specific character. The intellectual communities of Y -matrix countries have 

accomplished major work over the last two centuries with regard to scientific reflection 

about the characteristics of Western societies. Thus, they have largely succeeded in 

persuading their respective peoples and governments in the overall fairness and 

inviolability of the historically established fundamental institutional system. Similar 

intellectually self -validating activities should be accomplished in countries with 

predominantly X -matrices in order to achieve a more equitable and culturally justified 

status quo.  

Chapter 10  depicts the application of IMT to analysing the past, present and 

future development of Russia.  

At the basis of Russiaõs current institutional order is the peculiar material-

technological environment, which is predominantly communal. Historical developments 

of the communal material -technological environment in Russia are deep and widespread. 

Communal features of life in Russia grew and became typical not only for resource 

branches, but also for the most important technological systems and aspects of social 

infrastructure. I make a detailed analysis that connects the rise of communality in 

Russia with similar circumstances that are often disregarded by Y -matrix nation based 

historians, but which contribute as a considerable factor involving institutional changes.  

The presented analysis reveals how IMT can be used to reconstruct other periods 

of our native history in contrast with the historical Y -matrix mainstream. Thus, òcalling 

for the Varangiansó (X century) to initiate Russian statehood is reinterpreted as 

fulfilling the need to support both communal infrastructure in the country (which was 

then only a system of river paths enabling trade with the Byzantine Empire and other 

states) and the integrity of forming the ancient Russian state.  

Taken in this light, Ɂ&Y theory pays attention to the significance of institutional 

transfers, which were actively performed in the Russian state during the so -called Tatar -

Mongol Yoke (XIII ðXV centuries). In this period, the idea of viewing the sovereign as a 

supreme owner was articulated, as well as assigning peasants and tradespersons with 

the idea of compulsory service of òservice class menó. Elements of the Mongolian 

hierarchical system were duplicated when establishing the Moscow governance 

(Leontovich, 1879). Also, a system of mail paths called òyamsó was implemented during 

the period of òyokeó, which was typical for the Golden Horde (borrowed from China). 

Additionally, a hierarchical system designed to collect monetary tributes was 

implemented. These decisions promoted the development of the Moscow kingdom and 

further exalted the Russian state.  

Through the lens of IMT, reforms of Peter I are also appraised differently. His 

well -known reforms in Russia were actually borrowed institutional forms from Western 

Europe, which often conflicted with the nature of historically Russian institutions. Thus, 

even Peter òThe Greató could not change the character of the dominant institutional 

matrix in Russia. Having preserved their names of origin, many innovations were only 

measured by the solutions that they could provide for real problems in the Russian 

homeland. Thus, the essence of foreign forms has been modified in accordance with the 

dominant alternative institutional environment of the nation -state.  

The Chapterõs concluding paragraph is dedicated to analysing the content and 

perspectives of reforms in post -Soviet Russia. The Ɂ&Y methodology let us mark two 

stages of institutional transformations: before and after 2000. These stages differ by the 

direction of the institutional design and the policies to create new institutions.  

In the early 1990s, when the USSR broke up, the content of the transformations 

was to disassemble the predominant Ɂ-matrix institutions, with its seemingly obsolete 

institutions, and to replace them with Y -matrix institutions. Political experts often call 

this first period of reforms the òYeltsin era,ó named after the Russiaõs first post-Soviet 

Kirdina S. G. 
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president, Boris Yeltsin. The attempt to totally replace the planned institutional system, 

based on state ownership of property, with an alternative system of economic 

institutions, based on private ownership, occurred in the economy, known as 

òprivatizationó in its broadest sense. In the political sphere, the task was to replace the 

USSRõs previous unitary state with a federation of regions aimed at developing 

democratic institutions similar to those of Y -matrix nations. These included elections, 

developing self -management, modernization of the legal judicial system, and such like. 

Rejection of communist values occurred in the ideological sphere and a search for new 

ideas began. Thus, the initial point was òdeclaring human rightsó as the highest public 

value in Russia.  

The second stage of Russian reforms started in the 2000s and continues into the 

present. It coincides with the presidency of Vladimir Putin (first elected into office in 

2000, and again in 2012). The essential feature of this second period has been the 

reorienting of social and economic policy away from the  total implementation of the Y -

matrix institutions and toward modernization and upgrading of the historically 

normative Ɂ-matrix Russian institutions. The cardinal task of òWesternizationó is no 

longer on the political, economic, or ideological agenda, but the search for appropriate 

development of complementary Y -matrix institutions is ongoing.  

10 years having passed since the previous editions of this book now permit us to 

check the degree that earlier forecasts were realised relative to the institutional changes 

and development of Russian society. These forecasts had a qualitative character which 

required analysis of laws and resolutions adopted by the government at the federal level 

to test my predictions.  

Forecasts regarding institutional dynamics in the economic and political sphere 

were confirmed totally. Thus, the contractual management model has grown to replace 

the previous òadministrative and commandó management model. The search for an 

optimal ratio between the state and private structures has continued as well as searches 

for the new forms of their interaction (e.g. legislation on a public -private partnership). 

Modernizing the operative vertical hierarchy has continued in the political sphere with a 

redistribution of power, rights and liability between governance levels: from federal to 

municipal. The mechanisms of new staffing policies have started to be created, which 

combine both election and appointment. Finally, the Russian government has fortified 

the system of gathering and processing appeals, which is the main signalling strategy 

for governance in the political sphere for the X -matrix countries.  

One can concludes that IMT has shown to be able to provide scientific means for 

recognising and forecasting changes that occur in various institutional environments. 

The next task, which solves beyond this book, is to develop quantitative methods of 

institutional analysis based on the proposed theory. Several papers have already been 

published to this effect over the past 10 years and our team continues to conduct 

research and gather data both in Russia and internationally with other colleagues who 

are applying the IMT framework.  

Chapter 11, which appears in the new edition of the book, is dedicated to 

analysing contemporary world dynamics in the mirror of IMT. It reveals the presence of 

global institutional cycles  and encourages the stabilising character of the bipolarity 

between the X - and Y-matrix countries . In the latter case, bipolarity means the 

permanent representation of two groups of countries and states on the world scale 

according to X - and Y-matrix institutional structures. Thus, it deals not primarily with 

political opposition, òantagonism of fundamental interestsó or an ideological fight 

between two groups of countries, but rather with their complementary and dynamic 

interactive co -existence. The book outlines a scale of ratios among the X - and Y-matrix 

countries over different historical periods. This is done by analysing the long -term 

dynamics found in a database that generalises the main economic index (GDP) across 

the X - and Y-matrix countries for almost 200 years. The Maddison Project Database 

(2010) provides the data source, which was used to compare levels of GDP in millions of 

dollars (USD, 1990 base year). The data used for 2009 ð2013 came from the World Bank 

Institutional matrices theory, or X&Y theory: the main provisions ... 
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(World Bank Database, 2014 ). The Chapter presents reasoning for selecting this period 

for calculation and criteria for a sample of the specific countries included in each group, 

where X - or Y-matrices dominate. The results are shown below in Figure 6.  
 

Figure 6. Countries with predominant Ɂ- or Y-institutional matrices combined as a ratio of world 

GDP %, 1820ð2013 

 

The selected countries produced at least 75 % of world GDP. Countries with 

predominant X -matrix institutions include China, India, Brazil, Japan and countries of 

the former USSR, or the Russian Empire. Countries with predominant Y -matrix 

institutions include European countries ñ Austria, Belgium, Great Britain, Germany, 

Denmark, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Finland, France, Sweden, Switzerland ñ as well 

as Australia, New Zealand, Canada and the USA.  

The two curves (total share of GDP of selected Ɂ-matrix and Y -matrix countries) 

indicate a wave (cyclical) process. A 140 -year wave is observed from the available data, 

with changing world leadership. In 1820 (and before, see Frank, 1998. P.126 ), X-matrix 

countries led the worldõs GDP. Since 1870s Y-matrix countries start to dominate, 

producing more than half the worldõs GDP. The largest gap between these groups of 

countries was observed in 1950 ð1960, and then in the 1970õs it started to reduce. Since 

2008, X-matrix countries once again statistically returned to hold the leading positions, 

exceeding Y-matrix countries in GDP production. And according to the recent World 

Bank data for 2009 -2013, this gap is gradually increasing.  

Thus, we can roughly perceive the changing global configuration of the main 

countries in the world economy. The predominance of X -matrix countries in world GDP 

is also accompanied by the growing significance of Ɂ-matrix institutions in Y -matrix 

countries. One example of this, following the financial crisis of 2008 ð2009, the 

strengthening of state control and centralized management following an ideology of 

òcommon survivaló become more and more popular even in Y-matrix countries.  

The fluctuating waves of institutional dynamics are observed not only on the 

global, but also on the national levels. The search for balance in predominant and 

complementary institutions occurs under the influence of both external and internal 

reasons, which become strategically important for each country. This fact is becoming 

more comprehensively understood by politicians and scholars. Thus, in speaking of 

economic policy in the third millennium, David Colander writes that the «modern 

approach to policy built under the principle of the «correct institutions » replaced the 

policy of the «correct prices »» (Colander, 2006/2000. P. 390 ). 

The dynamics of institutional balances is demonstrated by N -P cycles, or cycles 

of nationalization (N) ð privatization (P) in the countries of Latin America ( Polterovich, 

2012. P. 30), by industrial policy in Japan, reforms in modern China, the well -known 

Kirdina S. G. 
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ònew courseó of Theodore Roosevelt in the USA, on-going discussions of òSlavophiles and 

Westernersó in Russian policy, as well as other examples analyzed in the book. 

The final Chapter 12 (also added after previous editions) attempts to organise 

and summarise the corresponding discussion with readers of the book. First of all, it 

provides answers to frequently asked questions (FAQ) or to questions that were repeated 

in different auditoria during the years that passed since publications of the editions in 

2000 and 2001. 

Secondly, the problems and challenges of applying IMT, or Ɂ&Y theory are 

discussed and its limits and restrictions of use are defined.  

A first restriction is connected with the fact that the category of institutional 

matrices is appropriate, first of all, for historically stable communities  and peoples that 

have their own territory and permanent history. These are nations, which have 

preserved the contours of territorial and political integrity historically. At the same 

time, IMT does not apply to pre -state forms of social organization (tribes, clans, etc.), 

which, have generally disappeared. Secondly, Ɂ&Y theory is only loosely applied to the 

study of small countries, especially those which border on states or groups of states with 

a different predominant institutional type (e.g., Baltic countries).  

A second restriction is connected with the structural approach to society as an 

investigative focus. Attention is placed on structural characteristics, which means that 

the initial point of investigation is static. The dynamics in this case appears as 

institutional structures are built and develop. Such an approach is sufficiently 

widespread in social sciences. August Comte, for example,  introduced the formula 

òprogress is the development of orderó. So static social structures are detected by IMT, 

which means social dynamics may be considered as the preservation or change of social 

structural solidarity in space and time. The main focus for Ɂ&Y theory is therefore to 

identify the continuity of social relations and their influence on subsequent social 

development through structural relations. This structural static -dynamic axiom restricts 

the application of Ɂ&Y theory from analysing other driving forces of social -economic 

processes connected with the activities of individuals and groups of people in historical 

processes, for which other research approaches are more productive. Even though IMT 

permits us to discover the òcorridorsó of developing definite nation-states and 

institutions, it does not provide sufficient tools for explaining specific ways to organize 

(or if organization is possible) movement along these corridors.  

A third restriction is laid on the time periods of structural change processes for 

which it is expedient to use IMT. It had tended to work ineffectively for òsituational 

analysesó of sudden or short-term (in historical terms) social phenomena. At the same 

time, Ɂ&Y theory possesses rather good heuristic possibilities for explaining the 

dynamics of gradual or long -term processes retrospectively as well as prospectively. It 

also permits finding out about multiple appearing institutional forms, which possess the 

greatest probability to fix existing social and economic as well as political structures and 

for which it is possible to expect wide public support. The criterion for this is usually 

conformance to the historical -national institutional matrix and its composition in 

forming proportional institutional balance. Stated differently, IMT successfully explains 

human institutional environment as a selection factor for definite practical solutions, 

but it is not as effective explaining the features of human choices.  

The general methodological difficulties in applying IMT are also pointed out. 

They connect with situations in which IMT opposes the predominant economic and 

social scientific discourse, which is based on the principle of methodological 

individualism . Instead, a much less widespread principle in economics and sociology of 

methodological institutionalism (Keizer, 2007; Kirdina, 2013 ) is the conceptual 

prerequisite of Ɂ&Y theory. Methodological institutionalism is understood as an 

approach investigating any social, including economic, systems from the point of view of 

the formal and informal rules (institutions) supporting its integrity, development and 

explanation of public notions in the terms of functioning and change of the institutional 

structure.  

Institutional matrices theory, or X&Y theory: the main provisions ... 
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The fact that methodological institutionalism is an intended pre -requisite is not 

a typical principle in economic and social sciences restrains the possibilities of applying 

IMT, especially outside of X -matrix nation -states. Nevertheless, the theory has an open 

future for global scholarship, a part of which, we believe, is here already.  

The Conclusion considers the significance of IMT or X&Y theory for 

understanding and forecasting the social and economic development of Russia and offers 

a brief comparative analysis with world trends.  

The book references include more than 800 sources in Russian and English for 

the period from 1868 till 2014. As well, a òTerms Treeó of IMT or X&Y theory and a 

Glossary are added in the book.  

Translated by Gregory Sandstrom.  
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ȽɞɌɞɨɫ ɛɚɝɎɫɥɑəɌ ɔɝɝɗɑɐɚɎɌəɔɪ ɩɎɚɗɪɢɔɚəəɚɏɚ ɛɟɞɔ ɩəɐɚɏɑəəɚɏɚ 

ɔəəɚɎɌɢɔɚəəɚɏɚ ɛɚɞɑəɢɔɌɗɌ Ɏ ɝɚɎɜɑɘɑəəɟɪ ɩɛɚɡɟ ɝ ɞɚɣɖɔ ɓɜɑəɔɫ 

ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɏɚ ɌəɌɗɔɓɌ Ɏ ɎɑɍɗɑəɔɌəɝɖɚɕ ɞɜɌɐɔɢɔɔ. Ȯ ɢɑəɞɜɑ ɎəɔɘɌəɔɫ 

ɌɎɞɚɜɌ ð ȷɌɞɔəɝɖɌɫ ȬɘɑɜɔɖɌ, Ɏ ɣɌɝɞəɚɝɞɔ, ð ȭɜɌɓɔɗɔɫ ɛɚɝɗɑɐəɔɡ 

ɐɑɝɫɞɔɗɑɞɔɕ. Ȼɜɔ ɩɞɚɘ ɔɝɡɚɐəɧɘ ɛɟəɖɞɚɘ ɌəɌɗɔɓɌ ɫɎɗɫɑɞɝɫ Ɏ Ɏɧɝɤɑɕ ɝɞɑɛɑəɔ 

ɚɜɔɏɔəɌɗɨəɌɫ ɞɜɌɖɞɚɎɖɌ Ȯɑɍɗɑəɚɘ ɜɚɗɔ ɞɑɡəɔɖɔ ɔ ɞɑɡəɚɗɚɏɔɔ. ȽɚɎɜɑɘɑəəɧɕ 

ɎɖɗɌɐ Ɏ ɑɏɚ ɞɑɚɜɔɪ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ ɔɓɘɑəɑəɔɕ ɫɎɗɫɑɞɝɫ ɚɝəɚɎɚɕ ɌəɌɗɔɓɌ 

ȷɌɞɔəɝɖɚɕ Ȭɘɑɜɔɖɔ. Ⱦɑɡəɚɗɚɏɔɫ ɌəɌɗɔɓɔɜɟɑɞɝɫ ɖɌɖ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɞ, Ɍ ɞɌɖɒɑ ɖɌɖ 

ɠɌɖɞɚɜ ɛɜɚɔɓɎɚɐɝɞɎɌ. Ⱦɑɡəɚɗɚɏɔɣɑɝɖɔɕ ɐɑɞɑɜɘɔəɔɓɘ əɑ ɝɎɚɕɝɞɎɑəɑə ɛɚɐɡɚɐɟ 

ȮɑɍɗɑəɌ. ȹɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɑ ɔəəɚɎɌɢɔɚəəɧɑ ɝɔɝɞɑɘɧ ɛɜɑɐɝɞɌɎɗɫɪɞ ɝɚɍɚɕ ɝɗɚɒəɧɑ 

ɛɑɜɑɛɗɑɞɑəɔɫ ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ ɝɞɜɟɖɞɟɜ, ɎɛɑɜɎɧɑ ɓɌɜɚɐɔɎɤɔɡɝɫ Ɏ ȯɑɜɘɌəɔɔ 

ɔ ȽɄȬ. Ȯɑɍɗɑə ɛɜɚɎɚɐɔɞ ɛɑɜɎɔɣəɧɕ ɌəɌɗɔɓ ɩɞɔɡ ɝɔɝɞɑɘ. ȹɑɚ-ɤɟɘɛɑɞɑɜɔɌəɢɧ 

ɛɜɚɐɚɗɒɔɗɔ ɩɞɚɞ ɌəɌɗɔɓ, əɚ ɟɒɑ Ɏ ɜɌɘɖɌɡ ɍɚɗɑɑ ɚɏɜɌəɔɣɑəəɚɏɚ ɞɑɚɜɑɞɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ 

ɛɚɐɡɚɐɌ. ȴɝɛɚɗɨɓɚɎɌəɔɑ ɩɞɔɡ ɞɑɚɜɑɞɔɣɑɝɖɔɡ ɝɞɜɟɖɞɟɜ ɐɗɫ ɗɟɣɤɑɏɚ ɛɚəɔɘɌəɔɫ 

ɛɚɗɔɞɩɖɚəɚɘɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɟɝɞɜɚɕɝɞɎɌ ȷɌɞɔəɝɖɚɕ Ȭɘɑɜɔɖɔ əɑ ɝɞɌɗɚ 

ɛɜɔɚɜɔɞɑɞəɧɘ ɛɜɔ ɔɝɝɗɑɐɚɎɌəɔɫɡ ɑɎɜɚɢɑəɞɜɔɝɞɝɖɔɡ əɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɡ 

ɔəəɚɎɌɢɔɚəəɧɡ ɝɔɝɞɑɘ. Ȯ ɛɑɜɔɚɐ Ȯɞɚɜɚɕ əɌɟɣəɚ-ɞɑɡəɔɣɑɝɖɚɕ ɜɑɎɚɗɪɢɔɔ (1870ð

1913 ɏɏ.) Ɏ ȷɌɞɔəɝɖɚɕ Ȭɘɑɜɔɖɑ, Ɏ ɝɎɫɓɔ ɝ ɑɑ ɐɚɔəɐɟɝɞɜɔɌɗɨəɧɘ ɟɝɞɜɚɕɝɞɎɚɘ, əɑ 

ɛɜɚɔɓɚɤɗɚ ɤɔɜɚɖɚɘɌɝɤɞɌɍəɧɡ ɓɌɔɘɝɞɎɚɎɌəɔɕ ɖɌɖɔɡ-ɗɔɍɚ ɓəɌɣɔɘɧɡ 

ɞɑɡəɚɗɚɏɔɕ, ɜɌɓɎɔɞɧɡ Ɏ ȯɑɜɘɌəɔɔ ɔ ȽɄȬ. Ƚ əɌɝɞɟɛɗɑəɔɑɘ ɛɑɜɔɚɐɌ ɛɑɜɎɔɣəɚɕ 

ɔəɐɟɝɞɜɔɌɗɔɓɌɢɔɔ, ɔ ɛɚɓɒɑ ð ɩɛɚɡɔ ɔɘɛɚɜɞɚɓɌɘɑɥɌɪɥɑɕ ɔəɐɟɝɞɜɔɌɗɔɓɌɢɔɔ 

(1930ð1980 ɏɏ.), ȷɌɞɔəɝɖɌɫ ȬɘɑɜɔɖɌ ɎɝɞɟɛɔɗɌ Ɏɚ Ɏɞɚɜɚɕ ɔɓ ɞɜɬɡ ɛɑɜɔɚɐɚɎ 

ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚ-ɝɞɜɟɖɞɟɜəɚɕ ɞɜɌəɝɠɚɜɘɌɢɔɔ. ȹɌ ɛɜɚɞɫɒɑəɔɔ ɐɌəəɚɏɚ 

ɛɑɜɔɚɐɌ ɛɚɎɑɜɡəɚɝɞəɚɕ ɔəɐɟɝɞɜɔɌɗɔɓɌɢɔɔ ɜɑɐɖɚ ɛɜɑɝɗɑɐɚɎɌɗɌɝɨ ɢɑɗɨ 

ɛɜɚɐɎɔɒɑəɔɫ ɌɎɞɚəɚɘəɧɡ ɔəəɚɎɌɢɔɕ. Ⱦɜɑɞɨɫ ɝɞɜɟɖɞɟɜəɌɫ ɞɜɌəɝɠɚɜɘɌɢɔɫ, 

ɩɛɚɡɌ əɑɚɗɔɍɑɜɌɗɔɓɘɌ, Ɏɚ ɘəɚɏɔɡ ɚɞəɚɤɑəɔɫɡ ɚɞɖɜɧɗɌ ɎɚɜɚɞɌ ɐɗɫ 

əɑɍɗɌɏɚɛɜɔɫɞəɧɡ ɛɜɚɢɑɝɝɚɎ, ɚɍɟɝɗɚɎɗɔɎɌɑɘɧɡ ɓɌɎɔɝɔɘɚɝɞɨɪ ɚɞ 

ɛɜɑɐɤɑɝɞɎɟɪɥɑɕ ɞɜɌɑɖɞɚɜɔɔ ɜɌɓɎɔɞɔɫ, Ɏ ɣɌɝɞəɚɝɞɔ, Ɏ ɞɚɘ, ɣɞɚ ɖɌɝɌɑɞɝɫ 

ɩəɐɚɏɑəəɚɏɚ ɞɑɡəɚɗɚɏɔɣɑɝɖɚɏɚ ɛɚɞɑəɢɔɌɗɌ. ȷɌɞɔəɝɖɌɫ ȬɘɑɜɔɖɌ ɑɥɬ ɍɚɗɑɑ 

ɚɞɐɌɗɔɗɌɝɨ ɚɞ ɏɜɌəɔɢ əɌɟɖɔ ɔ ɔəəɚɎɌɢɔɕ. ȯɚɐɚɎɚɕ ɜɚɝɞ ɚɍɥɑɕ 

ɛɜɚɔɓɎɚɐɔɞɑɗɨəɚɝɞɔ ɠɌɖɞɚɜɚɎ ɛɜɚɔɓɎɚɐɝɞɎɌ ɍɗɔɓɚɖ ɖ əɟɗɪ, ɛɜɔɍɗɔɒɌɫɝɨ ɖ 

ɝɌɘɚɘɟ əɔɓɖɚɘɟ Ɏ ɘɔɜɚɎɚɘ ɘɌɝɤɞɌɍɑ ɓəɌɣɑəɔɪ, ɡɌɜɌɖɞɑɜɔɓɟɪɥɑɘɟ Ȭɠɜɔɖɟ 

ɪɒəɑɑ ȽɌɡɌɜɧ. ȷɔɤɨ ȭɜɌɓɔɗɔɫ Ɏɝɑɜɨɑɓ ɛɜɑɝɗɑɐɚɎɌɗɌ ɢɑɗɨ ɝɚɓɐɌəɔɫ əɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɚɕ 

ɔəəɚɎɌɢɔɚəəɚɕ ɝɔɝɞɑɘɧ. 

ȶɗɪɣɑɎɧɑ ɝɗɚɎɌ: Ȯɑɍɗɑə; ɔəɝɞɔɞɟɢɔɚəɌɗɔɓɘ; ɞɑɡəɔɖɌ ɔ ɞɑɡəɚɗɚɏɔɫ 

(çTechnikè); əɌɢɔɚəɌɗɨəɧɑ ɔəəɚɎɌɢɔɚəəɧɑ ɝɔɝɞɑɘɧ; ȷɌɞɔəɝɖɌɫ ȬɘɑɜɔɖɌ; 

ȭɜɌɓɔɗɔɫ. 
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INSTITUTIONAL-STRUCTURAL IMPEDIMENTS TO NATIONAL 

INNOVATION SYSTEMS IN LATIN AMERICA: A VEBLENIAN 

PERSPECTIVE*  
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Universidad Autónoma de Zacactecas, México,  
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This paper presents a Veblenian -Institutionalist analysis of the evolutionary path of 

endogenous innovation capacities, emphasizing the current era. While the primary focus 

is on Latin America, particularly Brazil in recent decades, Veblenõs highly original 

understanding of òTechnikó provides a point of departure. Contemporary contributions to 

his theory of institutional change inform the analysis of Latin America. Technology is 

analyzed in as an institution as well as a factor of production. Technological 

determinism is alien to the Veblenian perspective. National Innovation Systems are 

complex weavings of institutional strands first emerging in Germany and the U.S. Veblen 

presented an important proto -analysis of these systems. Neo-Schumpeterians have 

carried -forward this analysis, but only within a more restricted theoretical framework. 

Using these theoretical strands to advance the understanding of the political economy of 

Latin America has not been a focus of the Eurocentric National Innovation Systems 

research agenda. In Latin America during the Second Technological Revolution (1870 -

1913), due to its pre -industrial structure, no significant transfers of the massive new 

technological capacities developed in Germany and the U.S. occurred. With proto -

industrialization and later the onset of the era of Import Substitution Industrialization 

(1930-1980), Latin America entered its second of three periods of institutional -structural 

transformation. During this period of shallow industrialization promotion of 

autonomous innovation capacities was rarely pursued. The third structural 

transformation, Neoliberalism, has, in many respects, opened the way for adverse path 

dependent processes, particularly with regard to endogenous technological capabilities. 

Latin American has shifted further away from the frontiers of science and innovation. 

Annual Total Factor Productivity growth is near zero, tied with that of Sub -Saharan 

Africa at the worldõs lowest rate. Only Brazil has seriously pursued the construction of a 

National Innovation System.  

Keywords:  Veblen; institutionalism; technik; national innovation systems; Latin 

America; Brazil.  

 

JEL:  B15, B25, O14, O25, O33, O43, O54.  

 
Introduction  

This article is divided into four main sections, the first of which grounds the 

analysis in Institutionalist analysis as developed by Veblen and Brady. The second 

section constitutes an attempt to encapsulate the essence of the national system of 

innovation approach. The third section presents a summary analysis of the relationship 

between economic development and the national innovation systems approach. The last 

section presents a historically contextualized application of the foregoing analyses as 

they can be applied to Brazil.  

 
* This is an edited version of a Conference Paper Prepared for the X International Symposium on Evolutionary Economics 
ñEvolution of Economics: Economic Reproduction, Technologies, Institutionsò Pushchino Symposium, Institute of Economics, 

Russian Academy of Sciences: Pushchino, Moscow Oblast, Russia, 12-13 September 2013.  

Institutional-structural impediments to national innovation systems ... 
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I. Institutionalism as a Point of Departure  

In the early 21 st Century in many areas of applied and theoretical economics the 

words institutions, institutionalism and institutionalist, have become ubiquitous and, as 

a consequence, nearly meaningless. Although this article focuses on the linkages 

between science, technology and innovation, the assertion that the subject will be 

broached from the standpoint of institutionalist analysis evokes scarce scientific 

precision.  

Among historians of economic thought there seems to be a consensus that the 

word ôinstitutionsõ entered into common usage as a result of attempts to understand, 

communicate and encapsulate central concepts expressed by the US economist, 

Thorstein Veblen (1857 -1929). Veblen, however, was not concerned with establishing a 

comprehensive term that would encapsulate his own (very) original analysis. Veblen 

was fundamentally concerned with both the past and the present and how that past had 

evolved into the present structural and organizational form. Evolution, not equilibrium, 

was a core concept. Thus the social structure exhibited no teleology ðonly past -limiting 

forms of institutional change ( Bush, 1994 ).  

Veblen was concerned with why and how the advanced industrial nations had 

evolved, how and why structures had been altered and abandoned and the underlying 

causes of ongoing social transformations. In his masterful studies of Germany and the 

US, as exhibited in Imperial Germany, the Theory of Business Enterprise and Absentee 

Ownership, Veblen was concerned with social power. ( Veblen 1904; 1915; 1923). This 

social power was either used to maintain an institutional structure (strongly constructed 

with ceremonialism elements) or to alter it, for better (instrumentalism) or worse 

(adverse path dependence). It was not Veblen, but Hamilton in 1919 who described 

Veblenñwith his unique form of analysis ñas part of an emerging school of 

ôinstitutionalistõ (Hamilton, 1919; Rutherford, 1997. P. 183 ). 

There have been seemingly endless disputes as to how the original formulators 

of the so-called Institutionalist school of thought might define ôinstitutionsõ and what the 

role of institutions might be in understanding the causal forces behind evolutionary 

trajectories of socio -economic systems, or social formations.  

According to Hodgson, a tireless interpreter of Institutionalism, institutions are 

elusive and complex:  

Veblen (1909, 628ð30) argued in édepth, [that] behavioral habit and 

institutional structure are mutually entwined and mutually reinforcing: both aspects 

are relevant to the full picture. A dual stress on both agency and institutional structure 

is required, in which it is understood that institutions themselves are the outcomes of 

human interactions and aspirations, without being consciously designed in every detail 

by any individual or group, while historically given institutions precede any one 

individual ( Hodgson, 2006. P. 8).  

Another noted interpreter, Walter Neale, argued that òinstitutions are real 

enoughó, but they are not òthings out thereó; they are rather, òthe internalized 

injunctions that people followó and òthe regularities of peopleõs actionsó (Neale, 1994. P. 

404).  

But, then, Neale maintained that there are òspecific institutionsó such as a 

factory or the Federal Reserve System of the US. This dualism in Nealeõs presentation is 

more commonly reduced to the imprecise idea that institutions are habits of thought or 

patterns of thought and action (or inaction). This formulation begs the question that 

Veblen frequently raised (either explicitly or implicitly) and generally answered: who or 

what is it that forms these ôregularitiesõ and ôinternalized injunctionsõ and how and to 

what structural purpose are ôspecific institutionsõ formed. These questions lead back to 

socio-economic power: the power to formulate the social questions of the moment, and 

mold the ôspecific institutionsõ that are formed by the predatory elite (but which are 

sometimes challenged in by the ôunderlying populationõ).  

Thus, as Hodgson argued, there is an underlying evolutionary process that tends 

to transform the morphology of society as human agency and structure  coevolve. But, 

Cypher J. M.  
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why and how do they?  

Since this article is focused on the theme of technological innovation and 

economic development in Latin America it is clarifying to note that Veblen, in his last 

major book, Absentee Ownership, argued that in advanced capitalism ñas exemplified by 

the USñthere were three determinate  institutions: First, the captains of industry  (who 

once were the masters of the industrial system), second ôthe captains of solvencyõ, the 

financial sector interests that had now displaced the industrialist and third, the 

technicians  (Veblen, 1923. P. 255-256). Technicians had, in the early 20 th  Century, 

ògrown to be one of the major institutions in modern lifeó (Veblen, 1923. P. 255). 

Technicians were òthe paramount factor in technologyó (Veblen, 1923. P. 256). 

Technology had become òa new factor of productionó as established by contemporary 

physics and chemistry. This transformation had been achieved through the talents of 

òthe technicians, engineers, experts, [and] men grounded in the material sciences and 

instructed in the specialized application of themó (Veblen, 1923. P. 259). Veblen then, 

and only then, linked these observations to the distinct òhabits of thoughtó of the 

technicians. It was only after discussing the recent transformation of the industrial 

systemñbased on the emergence of physics and chemistry ñfor 30 pagesñthat Veblen 

mentioned ôhabits of thoughtõ (Veblen, 1923. P. 280). Breaking new ground regarding the 

place of scientific capacities within the industrial system, Veblen was clearly not 

concerned with placing in the foreground of his analysis the elusive òhabits of thoughtó 

discourse so commonly utilized by his followers (and critics).  

In recent decades much of the interest in ôinstitutionsõ has arisen from Neo 

Classical economists who have attempted to transcend some of the analytical confines of 

their own making by attempting to fold -in ôinstitutionsõñfrequently understood as 

behavioral rules or norms ñas primary explanatory variables that, purportedly, permit 

these mainstream economists to attain meaningful closure regarding daunting economic 

issues. For example, why are some countries poor and others affluent? Practitioners of 

what has frequently been term the ôNew Institutional Economicsõ or (NIE1), have 

commonly (but not universally) suggested that nations that follow the rule of law and 

have strongly defined property rights are those that achieve affluence. William Duggerõs 

analysis demonstrates that NIE 1 is neither new nor institutional (Dugger, 1990; Dugger, 

1995; Przeworski, 2004 ).  

In analyzing the vague propositions of NIE 1 it becomes clear that the romantic 

reductionisms presented by this group disappear into Neoliberal  Economic analysis. 

That is, only those institutional structures, tendencies or changes that enhance the 

autonomous power of market forces  can be considered meaningful and causal in 

interpreting issues relating to economic development. It is a striking characteristic of 

this particular brand of Neoliberal analysis that it offers no convincing historical 

evidence to support what is, upon examination, a mere set of tautologies; it is in fact 

ahistorical , and best exhibits the degenerative tendencies that have overtaken many 

practitioners of contemporary economic thought ( Ankarloo, 2002; Mirowski, 2013 ).  

For Veblen, and those who write in the Veblenian mode, Institutionalism 

constitutes a critique of Neo Classical (and Classical) economics and simultaneously  a 

concerted attempt to analyze socioeconomic phenomena in a specific historical context 

where an underlying transformative co -evolutionary process tends to exemplify the 

dynamics of the social formation. To the degree that dynamics are to be identified, they 

arise both from social tensions and from endogenous technological change. Bush 

examined the mechanisms through which technological change was contained and 

conditioned by the remaining institutional matrix. Using J. Fagg Fosterõs threefold 

division between (1) the causal force of the ôtechnological dynamicõ, (2) the cumulative 

interactive external social interdependencies that spread the force of technological 

change (in unpredictable ways) through societyõs institutional matrix, and (3) the 

combined resistant ôbackwashõ effects that permit only ôminimal dislocationõ of the 

institutional matrix as a result of technological change, Bush presented a coherent 

theory of institutional change ( Bush, 1994. P. 294 ). To the above concepts of Foster, 

Institutional-structural impediments to national innovation systems ... 



38  
J
O

U
R

N
A

L
 O

F
 I

N
S

T
IT

U
T

IO
N

A
L

 S
T

U
D

IE
S

 
(
Ȑ
Ƚ
Ⱥ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
 
Ȳ
ȷ
Ȼ
ȼ
Ȳ
ȼ
Ƚ
ɀ
Ȳ
ȸ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
Ɇ
ȷ
Ʌ
ȿ
 
Ȳ
Ȼ
Ȼ
ȵ
ȯ
Ȯ
ȸ
Ȭ
Ȫ
ȷ
Ȳ
ȳ
)
 
 
 
 
 

Ȝ
ȸ
ȶ
 
6
,
 
ɯ
 
3
.
 
2
0
1
4

 

Bush added a fourth structural element to the theory: the interacting result of the above 

three elements results in a ôdriftõ toward ôceremonial encapsulationõ where the 

instrumental causal force of technological change is eventually constrained by and 

delimited by the ôceremonialõ status quo hierarchy of social power. Veblen made the 

same point regarding the structurally confined role of the newly emerged ôtechnological 

systemõ (Veblen, 1923. P. 280-283).  

The process of institutional change has been set in motion by technological 

change, which, in turn, is linked to a fundamental tendency of human behavior 

(sometimes termed ôidle curiosityõ or the ôthirst for knowledgeõ) within a particular social 

formation under given historical conditions. However, even under the most favorable of 

circumstances, the potential advances that can be derived from ôidle curiosityõ may be 

counter -posed to the predatory inclinations of the dominant social strata. This 

constitutes the very negation of ôcuriosityõ in favor of (ceremonial) conformance to 

established social norms that hegemonize the idea of ôleisureõ or ôidlenessõ as the 

ultimate imprimatur of social well -being and status.  

The European Renaissance and then the British Industrial Revolution nurtured 

the instrumental values embodied in Veblenõs concept of ôidle curiosityõ as the major 

factor behind innovation. In fact, as momentum continued toward a self -expansionary 

dynamic process of capital accumulation nurtured by technological change, ôcuriosityõ 

became less and less an ôidleõ or unstructured pursuit and more and more a matter of 

ôorganized curiosityõ. Thus, Schumpeter found the motor force for his dynamic system of 

analysis to be that of innovation as harnessed by ôentrepreneursõ. Later, Schumpeter 

acknowledged that these individualistic entrepreneurs were fading out in the regions 

that built upon the achievements crystalized in the First Industrial Revolution. As 

Gerschenkron most powerfully demonstrated, States, and large business organizations, 

could equally ñif not more so ñplay the catalytic role once fulfilled by the entrepreneur , 

and earlier by the ômereõ mechanic (Gerschenkron, 1965). Veblen offered not only the 

case of Imperial Germany  where advances in science and technology in the late 19 th  

Century were propelled by conscious state -guided efforts in order to engage in a catching

-up process, but also that of the US where fundamental evolutionary change had given 

rise to the modern, multi -division, corporation ( Veblen, 1904; 1915 [1954]; 1923 ). In a 

process of coevolution, U.S. state agencies and policies were crucial in deepening the 

structural catalytic role of organized science and technology in resource -intensive 

production and building endogenous innovation capabilities under conditions of 

increasing returns ( David  and Wright, 1997 ).  

The question of technological dynamism ñor the lack of it ñis fundamental in the 

context of (1) those societies that were forged through, or derived from, the dynamic that 

unfolded from the break -up of feudalism, the Renaissance and the First Industrial 

Revolution, (2) those that were left -behind  because of the upsurge of òsecond feudalismó 

in Eastern Europe and (3) those that were locked -in -place by neo-feudal forces of 

ôunderdevelopmentõ, primarily in the colonial regions of the Global South (Brenner, 1976; 

1977; Furtado, 1971 ).  

The focus of this article is on part of this third group; specifically Latin America. 

It is a hypothesis of this research that Latin America was essentially overrun by 

imperial forces that were not precisely antithetical to technological change, but 

essentially so. That is, as was the case throughout Europe in the feudal era, 

technological change was intermittent, exogenous and, systemically, non -recurrent. The 

conquest of Latin America in the 1500s was a function of technological superiority, 

including the application of the technology of organization. However, there existed 

nothing of a compelling or systemic nature, no set of institutional forces, which could ñ

on more than a highly -irregular basis ñdislodge the pervasive stasis of the ceremonially -

saturated colonial/post -colonial structure. The hybrid institutions constructed from the 

conquest period onward , until the onset of the ôrationalizationõ efforts of the 1920-1940 

period, were infused with compressed layers of ceremonial encrustations ( Gauss, 2010. 

P. 95-128). One of these major stratum produced the structural polarity that fused the 
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contempt for physical labor (and for those who could find no other alternative to it), to 

the adoration of leisure and conspicuous consumption ( Carmangnani, 1976; Dealy, 1992. 

P. 114; Harrison, 1997. P. 24; Keene and Hayes, 2009. P. 4; Rangel, 1997. P. 193; Wiarda, 

2001. P. 206). These enduring conditions constitute compelling evidence ñif such is 

neededñthat Veblenõs emphasis on the instrumental functions of idle curiosity were 

either (1) absent or (2) circumscribed and truncated as a result of historically given 

structural conditions.  

 

II . Technological Determinism or Technology as a Mega -Institution  

Economic development is primarily dependent on the adoption and creation of 

technological innovation. The nuts and bolts of innovation systems are institutions, and 

more specifically those institutions that are related to the production, diffusion and 

transfer of science, technology and innovation. The proper functioning of these 

institutions is thus essential for economic development. However, the right science, 

technology and innovation institutions are not always in place, particularly in 

developing countries ( Niosi, 2010. P. 250 ). 

Niosiõs statementñnot informed by Veblenian Institutionalism ñclearly evokes 

the charge of ôtechnological determinismõ. It is, unfortunately, far from unusual to find 

statements asserting that the role of technological dynamism is the prime determinate 

of evolutionary economic growth and development. Institutionalists have long endured, 

and defended against, the charge of being ôtechnological determinismõ. However, a 

careful reading of Veblen, and, generally, those who work in the Veblenian tradition will 

reveal a systematic attempt to attain distance from such reductionist formulations.  

As Leo Marx has noted, technology became a òkeyword of public discourseó only 

in the 1930s. The emergence of such ôkeywordsõ generally reflect òfundamental changes 

in society and cultureó (Marx, 2010. P. 562 -563). Marx, following Schatz, maintained 

that it was Veblen who initiated the emerge of the keyword technology, due to his careful 

scrutiny of Germanyõs rapid economic rise in the late 19th  Century ñas reflected in 

Imperial Germany and the Industrial Revolution (Schatz, 2006). Veblen found that the 

earlier understanding of technology ñasó framed in such terms as useful arts, 

manufacturing, industry, invention, applied science, and the machineóñhad lost its 

descriptive power as German society had evolved and new meanings emerged ( Schatz, 

2006. P. 486). òé[T]hese new meanings derived primarily from the writings of American 

social scientists who imported elements of the German discourse of Technik  into the 

English term technology, thus shifting the latter from its original definition as the 

science or study of the useful arts to a new one that embraced the industrial arts as a 

whole, including the material means of productionó (Schatz, 2006. P. 487).  

In nineteenth -century English, technology was a somewhat specialized term 

sharing a common set of meanings with its cognates in French and German. These 

meanings centered on technology as a field of study concerned with the practical arts; 

except in anomalous usage, they did not refer to industrial processes or artifacts. In 

German -speaking regions, a new discourse emerged around die Technik in the second 

half of the nineteenth century, which referred to the practical arts as a whole, especially 

those associated with engineers and modern industry. When Thorstein Veblen 

encountered the concept of Technik in German social theory, he incorporated its 

meanings into the English word technology, thereby transforming it into a sophisticated 

concept that was in many ways ahead of its time. Most scholars who drew on Veblenõs 

concept missed its subtletiesé (Schatz, 2006. P. 487). 

It was principally Charles Beard ñerroneously intending to follow Veblenõs 

leadñwho failed to unravel the complexities of Veblenõs discourse. He took his 

misunderstanding of this discourse to be sufficient license for his influential expounding 

of a technologically deterministic interpretation of the economic evolution of highly 

industrialized nations: òéorators, editorialists, and intellectuals embraced the 

technological marvels of their day as visible manifestations of progress. As an American 

historian, Beard knew this rhetoric intimately. Beardõs novelty lay in explicitly linking 

Institutional-structural impediments to national innovation systems ... 
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the term technology to the idea of progress in a way that made technology itself the 

motive force of historyó (Schatz, 2006. P. 509). 

What Beard, and many others (but not Veblen) missed was the evolutionary 

differentiation of two key concepts that emerged during Germanyõs rapid 

industrialization process:  

òLike the United States, Germany was rapidly industrializing during the second 

half of the nineteenth century. In this context, a new discourse arose around the concept 

of Technik, while the older discourse of Technologie declinedé.Technik and Technologie 

were the focus of independent discourses and almost never compared. Given that these 

two German terms are today translated into a single word in English, this lack of 

connection is remarkableó (Schatz, 2006. P. 494). 

òTechnik encompassed all the arts of material production, conceived as a 

coherent whole. The meanings of Technik thus consisted of two related strands: a 

narrower one referring to the material aspects of industry, and a broader one 

encompassing the rules, procedures, and skills for achieving a specific goaló (Schatz, 

2006. P. 495). 

Schatz presents a concise summary of Veblenõs careful and still very 

contemporary reconstruction of the idea of technology ð now institutionalized as Technik  

ð which, essentially, is the application of human knowledge to the act of production:  

For Veblen, technology included knowledge as well as practices, while remaining 

firmly independent of science. As used by Veblen, the term encompassed productive 

pursuits in all human epochs, not just the era of modern industry, while also covering a 

broad sweep of human activities, from domestication of animals to large scale industrial 

systems. He emphasized technology in use, refusing to reduce it to invention. Insofar as 

Veblen had a theory of technological change, he emphasized gradual accretions of skill 

and knowledge rather than major breakthroughs. His understanding of technology was, 

in principle, neither deterministic nor progressive. ôTechnological proficiencyõ was itself 

neutral, neither ôintrinsically serviceable [nor] disserviceable to mankind.õ Veblen saw 

nothing that was automatically beneficial in the progress of technological knowledge, 

particularly when used for military purposes or socially pernicious commerce. In 

addition, his understanding of technology emphasized human agency, not the 

determining effects of material forces. He argued that the historical role of capital goods, 

and by implication technology, ôis a question of how the human agent deals with the 

means of life, not of how the forces of the environment deal with manõ (Schatz, 2006. P. 

504-505). 

Robert Brady, a careful student of Veblenõs workñas well as of Germanyõs rapid 

industrialization ñdemonstrated that Technik went far beyond artifacts and the ability 

to produce them, and that the rationalization movement initiated by Germany, and then 

widely emulated, was as important as any other element that combined to build the new 

keyword Technick (Brady, 1933 ). As Brady emphasized, Veblen had grasped the nature 

of a second stage in the production system in all its dimensions; this was the stage of 

mass production based on heavy industry, a  òrevolution of mass production which made 

possible for the first time the permeation of industrial methods and machine products 

throughout all phases of economic activityébeginning with the Bessemer process and 

ending with high -speed steel.ó (Brady, 1943. P. 113 ). And, it was also Veblen who best 

understood that this second stage ñthe stage later depicted as Monopoly Capitalism  

(1880-1929)ñwas pivotal. This was so not only because of the evolutionary 

transformation of ôtechnologyõ from its earlier conceptualization as the dominance of the 

ômechanial artsõ to that of the comprehensive concept of Technik , but also because this 

transformation arose and was sustained by the emergence of the new multi -division 

corporation that had ushered -in the oligopoly stage of advance industrial capitalism. 

Veblen diagnosed the interrelated issues of oligopoly power, technical change and 

industrial transformation arising from the Second Industrial Revolution ñexactly in that 

historical epoch which produced the highest rate of increase in productivity and the most 

sweeping wave of innovations ever attained in the US economy ( Gordon, 2012 ). Veblen 
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grasped the essence of the historical moment of his time ñmodern science had been 

welded to production via the rise of the horizontally and vertically integrated industrial 

firms. Their outsized profits were sufficient to meet ever -rising standards for 

conspicuous consumption required by the industrial -financial oligarchs of Veblenõs era, 

and  to underwrite those creations and applications of scientific advancement in 

chemistry and physics that could be profitably joined to the production process ( Noble, 

1977. P. 3-19). 

 

III. The National Innovation System Approach  

The existence of a National Innovation System (NIS) dates, at least, from 

Germany in the late 19 th  Century ñas Freeman has demonstrated ( Freeman, 1995). The 

literature expounding on the concept began in the 1980s, and has continued to the 

present moment. This approach encompasses a ônarrowõ and ôbroadõ understanding of 

what constitutes an NIS. Freeman, and those who have worked closely with him, 

particularly the ôAalborg Groupõ have been pioneering advocates of the ôbroaderõ 

understanding ( Andersen, et. al. 2009; Drechsler, et. al. 2009; Lundvall, et. al. 2009 ). The 

ôbroaderõ understanding incorporates a vast array of concepts, yet tends to offer, at best, 

only a modest focus on state theory, as discussed below.  

National Innovation Systems are conventionally understood to comprise three 

interactive constituent elements: first, private sector firms which are engaged in, or 

would be engaged in activities that broadly associate with innovation ñsuch as research 

and development (R&D) ñsecond, university research laboratories and other science and 

technology research programs undertaken at universities, third, state agencies and/or 

ministries devoted to or specializing in the promotion of science, technology and 

innovation. This is the basic triangular relationship which are analyzed in the ônarrowõ 

approach: but, these component parts must operate with a high degree of fluidity, 

complementarity and òtrustó within a broad, interdependent institutional matrix: 

Innovation does not rely on the performance of individual firms, but on how they 

interact with each other. Indeed, the number of firms and other organizations is far less 

important than their habits and practices with respect to learning and investment. As 

innovation is partially tacit, it is in peopleõs minds or embedded in routines and 

relationships, thus learning -by-doing matters as well as searching for outside 

technology. The national level matters, as a countryõs development trajectory shapes its 

system of innovation, and firms are embedded within a confluence of economic, social 

and political factors ( Cassiolato, Matos and Lastres, 2014. P. 3). 

While the point is not often clearly articulated, the State, by default, functions 

within the NIS by fulfilling the ôpromoterõ role. This is reminiscent of Gerschenkronõs 

understanding of the State as a developmental financier and promoter ( Gerschenkron, 

1965. P. 20-21, 127). Within the triangle, firms, particularly small and medium firms, 

will not provide a socially -efficient level of investment in R&D due to risk, uncertainty 

and an inadequate time -horizon. This is the ômarket failureõ approach to NIS; heavy 

reliance on this issues fits within the context of the ônarrowõ definition of the NIS. 

Likewise, universities, particularly public universities, even when willing and able to 

ôpartnerõ or cooperate with private sector firms, will have scarce financial resources that 

would permit large outlays for ôbreakthroughõ innovations. Thus, as noted, it is the State 

which, by default, must be the financier of the NIS.  

The sizeable literature relating to the NIS approach first arose in Europe. 

Extensions have been made to the successful East Asian nations, beginning with the 

case of Japan. Most recently Chinaõs efforts to build their NIS have received attention 

(Liu, 2009; Ning, 2009 ). However, inadequate research has been conducted regarding 

the degree of transferability of the NIS to developing nations, in general.  

 

IV. Neo -Schumpeterian perspectives and National Innovation Systems  

Much of the European -based analysis of National Innovation Systems has 

emerged along-side-of, and as a result of, the recent resurgence of Schumpeterõs 

Institutional-structural impediments to national innovation systems ... 
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perspective. The Neo -Schumpeterians are a heterogeneous assemblage who reject, as of 

course did Veblen, conventional Neo Classical static equilibrium analysis in favor of an 

evolutionary understanding of economic dynamics driven by intermittently unstable 

forces. As such, the return of Schumpeter has also permitted a partial return of 

Kondratievõs framework of long-wave analysis wherein the clustering of major 

technologies, in the context of an emergent, viable Social Structure of Accumulation, 

engenders a constructive climate for the exploitation of a linked chain of innovations.  

Nelson, a preeminent analyst within the insurgent Neo -Schumpeterian 

entourage, finds that Schumpeterõs understanding of the inter-weavings of science, 

innovation, corporate organization, risk -heavy investments, processes of ôcreative 

destructionõ and ensuing macroeconomic dynamics is too lean regarding the institutional 

matrix that surrounds and interpenetrates these Schumpeterian components:  

The innovation systems strand of research is designed to enrich this overly spare 

institutional picture. It does so in two somewhat distinct, but overlapping ways. One is 

to recognize the complexity of many market relationships, their embedding in broader 

social and institutional structures, and the elements of cooperation and trust that often 

are essential if markets are to work well. The other is to highlight the role of non -market 

institutions, like university and public research systems, scientific and technical 

societies, government programs, in the innovation process in many sectors. While there 

has been a tendency in the innovation systems literature to focus on institutions 

involved in the early stages of the innovation process, particularly R&D, some 

treatments also include in the innovation system the labor market, the education 

system, financial institutions, regulatory structures, and other institutions that shape 

economic dynamics more broadly ( Nelson, 2011. P. 41)  

What is revealed in this statement, and many others by Nelson and other Neo -

Schumpeterians ñor those who write within the confines of the ôevolutionary economicsõ 

classification ñis the self -limiting hesitancy of analytics that are confined and 

constrained by the intellectual hegemony of Neo Classical analysis. From that 

perspective, Nelsonõs observations signal depth and discernment; but from a Veblenian 

institutionalist perspective the above comments reflect well -traversed terrain, scarcely 

warranting nodding acknowledgement.  

After many efforts that would amount to the acknowledgement of commonplace 

elements of contemporary economic structure Nelson does strike into a potentially rich 

vein of analysis that puzzled Amsden, and fits well into Bushõs formulation of ôregressive 

institutional changeõ and ôadverse path dependenceõ: Amsden noted, in a perceptive but 

apparently largely unnoticed study, that in developing nations national firms should  

have (in a non -normative sense) an advantage over transnational firms that would 

permit them to compensate for their relatively low -level of technological capacity. This 

should be the case even in relatively high -technology forms of production, Amsden 

argued, because national firms (other factors remaining equal) have a lower opportunity 

cost of staying -the-course in the developing nation and therefore they could make -do 

with more modest rates of profit. Second, they know the domestic market much better 

than transnational firms which should allow them to adapt a given stock of capital to 

the requirements of the local market. Third, these local firms have accumulated 

experience at producing products with low and intermediate levels of technology which 

should allow them to transition to higher levels of technology ( Amsden, 2004. P. 261). 

Amsden then demonstrated that these hypotheses could be sustained by the evidence in 

rapidly industrializing nations of Asia, such as Korea, Taiwan, China and Singapore, 

but not in Latin America ( Amsden, 2004. P. 260-267). But, Amsdenõs attempted 

explanation as to why national firms did  flourish in Asia ñeven in manufacturing 

activities requiring relatively high technological levels of proficiency ñwhile national 

Latin American firms did not (as a rule), is cumbersome.  

Nelson, while not specifically attempting to compare one developing region 

against another, emphasized two crucial points that too often has remained untouched 

in the NIS literature. First, national firms frequently lag behind because technological 

Cypher J. M.  



43   

 

J
O

U
R

N
A

L
 O

F
 I

N
S

T
IT

U
T

IO
N

A
L

 S
T

U
D

IE
S

 
(
Ȑ
Ƚ
Ⱥ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
 
Ȳ
ȷ
Ȼ
ȼ
Ȳ
ȼ
Ƚ
ɀ
Ȳ
ȸ
ȷ
Ȫ
ȵ
Ɇ
ȷ
Ʌ
ȿ
 
Ȳ
Ȼ
Ȼ
ȵ
ȯ
Ȯ
ȸ
Ȭ
Ȫ
ȷ
Ȳ
ȳ
)
 
 
 
 
 

Ȝ
ȸ
ȶ
 
6
,
 
ɯ
 
3
.
 
2
0
1
4

 

capacity relates first to the tacit ôknow-howõ (learning and reverse engineering capacity) 

and later ôknow-whyõ (autonomous technological creative capacity). Second, a viable NIS 

depends building state -of-the-art technologies of organization. All this requires a cadre 

of professional technicians. These professionals can act both (a) in -the-moment 

(improvise) and (b) anticipate and complete, in a timely fashion, the future steps that 

must be taken to realize ongoing incremental (as well as occasional structural changes) 

in the production process. These capacities must be applied to all related activities, 

including budgeting, and then following -through on initiatives and opportunities that 

arise from R&D activities:  

Achieving the needed reforms in economic structure may well be a more difficult 

task than gaining the scientific and engineering knowledge needed to operate the new 

technologies. There are several reasons.  

One is the political power of old firms and industries, and the difficulties they 

may have in transforming themselves. For comfortable, politically well connected, old 

firms, creative destruction is not a welcome thing. Politically and socially, creative 

destruction is not easy to handle. Another reason is that the modes of organization and 

management in successful companies in advanced countries generally are more difficult 

to imitate, or to transfer, than the technologies that they are using. Unlike the situation 

regarding technologies where é an increasing share of the relevant knowledge has 

become codified, successful large organizations remain very difficult to understand, 

much less to imitate. Various pieces of the modern management literature suggest 

strongly that managers of successful companies may have hazy, or even wrongheaded, 

notions as to why their own companies are doing well. And various studies have 

indicated strongly that effective organizational structures and management styles come 

into existence as least as much through internal evolutionary processes, as through 

conscious planning. ( Nelson, 2011. P. 46). 

Freeman, like Nelson, was an original and formidable exponent of the Neo -

Schumpeterian NIS approach: he consistently maintained ñas would be anticipated ñ

that the key to development was innovative capacity : òthe presence or absence of social 

capability for institutional changeó was the prime determinate of economic growth, and 

this he calibrated in terms of innovative capacity ( Freeman, 2011. P. 20). But, innovative 

capacity in this context went far beyond know -how (assimilating exogenous technology), 

demanding at least equally an ongoing transformation of the educational system and 

constant retraining.  

Following -through on some of the major tendencies found in Nelsonõs and 

Freemanõs analysis, another of the NIS pioneers, Lundvall, has demonstratedñat least 

in the case of a European nation ñthat the conventional understanding of technological 

and innovative capacity as primarily arising from improvements in a nationõs ability to 

support and nurture firms (public and private) heavily vested in science and R&D can be 

supported by the evidence in terms of the frequency, or probability, of achieving 

innovations ( Lundvall, 2011. P. 27 -28). However, firms/organizations that are relatively 

stronger in what Lundvall terms ôDoing, Using and Interactingõ (DUI)ñthat is firms/

organizations that manifest high levels of organizational technology  follow close behind 

those heavily vested in science capacity in terms of their ability to initiate innovative 

change. The conclusion is that an adequate technology policy must focus on the dual 

components of technological capacity ñthe enhancing the conventional elements of the 

NIS and the building the institutional capacity to achieve high levels of DUI.  

 

V. Economic Development and the National Innovation Systems Approach  

Given that the NIS approach has been heavily Eurocentric in fact, if not 

necessarily in spirit, an initial question regarding National Innovation Systems in the 

field of development must necessarily pertain to the transferability of this knowledge. 

For Veblenian institutionalist, however, even such a question is difficult to pose, in spite 

of the existence of the so -called Veblen -Gerschenkron hypothesis of ôcatching-upõ: both 

authors, largely analyzing different social formations, held some broadly similar views 

Institutional-structural impediments to national innovation systems ... 
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concerning the possibilities of leapfrogging older technologies and thereby reaping social 

windfalls through the avoidance of the sunk costs of developing now antiquated 

technologies. The ômerits-of-borrowing, penalty -of-taking -the-leadõ hypothesis of Veblenõs 

analysis was later counter -posed by Gershenkronõs cautionary observation regarding the 

òaccumulation of the disadvantages of backwardnessó (Gershenkron, 1965. P. 362-364). 

That is, by accumulating ômissed opportunitiesõ or the accumulation of moments of policy 

ineptness, it less likely that a nation would ever enjoy a ògreat spurtó due to its ability to 

tap into decades/centuries of exogenous accumulated technological learning.  

For Veblen, always concerned to analyze the factors that give rise to path -

dependent stasis as well as those that promote institutional change, there was no 

determinacy in any of his studies. How events evolved in one specific historical context 

allow, possibly, for meaningful conclusions. But, there was no attempt to build toward 

the ôuniversalistõ objectives that had haunted economic analysis at least from the onset 

of the Classical period.  

The question of whether the late -comers advantage (to engage in leapfrogging) is 

overshadowed by the disadvantages of backwardness is also difficult to resolve a priori 

for reasons early and well -presented by Furtado ñunderdevelopment was not a ôstageõ 

that preceded European -style industrialization, it was a structural outcome of forces and 

factors generally initiated and sustained by the European powers in order to seize the 

advantages of colonization, and maintain those advantages in any post -colonial order 

(Furtado, 1971 ). 

Even setting -aside these important institutionalist and structuralist insights, 

there are many reasons to question the transferability of the significant insights 

achieved from recent decades of research into National Innovation Systems. Amsden has 

shown that such transference can be and has been achieved ñbut not universally 

(Amsden, 2005). Amsden has shown in great detail that ôdevelopmental statesõñthe 

opposite in many respects of Veblenõs ôDynastic Stateõñcan and have used the ôprinciple 

of reciprocityõ to fulfill Industrial Policy objectives in East Asia. While the Neo-

Schumpeterian advocates of the NIS approach have little specific to offer in terms of how 

the NIS triangle can be build or sustained in the nations of the ôperipheryõ, Amsden 

demonstrated that innovation in policy design was eventually applied to the issue of 

building endogenous technological capacity. Her numerous case studies were frequently 

framed and/or informed by the insights of the ôpioneers of developmentõ. The case of 

Taiwan in the 1990s is revealing because it concretely responds to the question of 

transferability:  

The principle of reciprocity slowly pervaded éwith respect to science and 

technology. Firm -level targeting in high -technology industries was typically transacted 

through public research institutes or science parks. Even when admission into such 

parks depended on a competitive process, picking winners was inherent in this process. 

Otherwise, given the benefits of locating in such parks, all firms would have wanted to 

operate in such a setting. To qualify for the benefits of a science park, a firm had to meet 

pre-screening criteria. In Taiwané admission into Hsinchu Science Park depended on 

the evaluation of a committee that consisted of representatives from government, 

industry, and academia. The major criterion for admission was the nature of the 

technology a firm was developing. Tainan Science Industrial Park [TSIP]éwas designed 

to attract firms in the microelectronics, precision machinery, semi -conductor, 

agricultural, and biotechnology industries. Benefits for TSIP companies included grants 

of up to 50 per cent of necessary funds from government programs, tax exemptions, low 

interest loans, as well as special educational facilities. In exchange, companies seeking 

admission into TSIP had to meet criteria related to operating objectives, product 

technology, marketing strategy, pollution prevention, and management ( Amsden, 2005. 

P. 228).  

In short, with an inventive Industrial Policy in place, a viable endogenous NIS 

was instituted. Interestingly, neither Amsden nor, more recently, Ohno, framed their 

discussion of science and innovation in terms of the National Innovation Systems 

Cypher J. M.  
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approach (Ohno, 2013). These recognized specialists, with deep knowledge of the 

national industrial base of many nations in Asia, have instead focused on the multiple 

roles of the neodevelopmental state and on Industrial Policy. To the degree that the NIS 

ôtriangleõ existsñas it clearly did in Amsdenõs example cited aboveñit is not understood 

as a prime causal driver of the development process. It operates at a lower, (inter)

dependent level. Ohnoõs research reveals that the three interdependent components 

presented in the NIS approach ñuniversity research capacity, private sector research 

capacity and public sector research capacity ñlacks specificity in terms of the 

functionality of the three sides of the triangle. Specifically, Ohno emphasized the social 

dysfunctionality arising from the ôlazy private sectorõ which can only be overcome by ôa 

strong stateõ which operates with a deep knowledge of industry (Ohno, 2013. X. P. 37-38, 

40-43). Science and technology are not enough according to Ohno ñtheir existence and 

participation must be combined with the òresolve and passion of political leaders and 

public servantsó to overcome the limits posed by the private sectorõs immaturity (Ohno, 

2013. XI). Veblen frequently observed that the ôpredatory animusõ was too often the sole 

motivator of business acumen. Ohnoõs skepticism regarding the ôlacklusterõ private 

sector, while refusing to adopt a technocratic perspective, highlights crucial weaknesses 

in the NIS approach. Here it is possible to discern that the issue of technological 

capacity, or Technik, must be understood in a broader, more analytically critical, 

institutional context.  

Moving from the exemplary instances of transferability of technological capacity 

in several Asian nations ñincluding now China ñto Latin America, a substantively 

different problematic emerges: The National Innovation System approach assumes, in 

the first instance the existence of the ônationalõ. In Latin America the first issue to 

investigate is the degree to which one can validate its existence in more than a 

geographic sense. Centralizing forces were, historically, conditioned by and even 

subordinated to supra -national forces, generally in the form of a dominant colonial 

power and, subsequently, a post -colonial power ñsuch as England, in the case of Chile or 

the US which claimed suzerainty over the Caribbean, Mexico and Central America in 

the late 19 th  Century ( LaFeber, 1963). Strong national coherence has not, necessarily, 

been achieved throughout Latin America. In Mexico, for example, even in the 21 st 

Century, federal power is countered, to some degree, by the fragmentation maintained 

at the state level. Such fragmentation is less de jure  and more de factoñparticularly at 

the ideological level where identity commonly is defined ðto a significant degree ñwithin 

the local region, or federal state.  

Brazil, however, exhibits a greater degree of cultural and ideological coherence, 

where national homogenizing forces ñincluding the military ñhave been influential 

since the Vargas period beginning in the 1930s. It would seem not to be accidental that 

Brazil has a national project of accumulation , while Mexicoõs pattern of accumulation is 

determined at the supra -national level (as a subordinated and asymmetrical part of the 

USõs national project of accumulation). 

If the above is correct in general, and in particular with regard to Brazil and 

Mexicoñthe two largest economies of the region ñit would seem that it is not accidental 

that Brazil has proceeded to build an array of the basic blocks necessary to construct a 

NIS, while Mexico has not. Before a summary analysis of Brazilõs efforts to establish a 

national innovation system is presented in the following section, a general perception of 

Latin Americaõs growing distance from the frontiers of science and technology, as well as 

innovative capacity, can be quickly gained from Table 1, below. The table presents a 

relative index of the developing nationsõ level of, and growth of Total Factor Productivity 

(TFP) from 1990 through 2005. TFP measures the degree to which productivity growth 

can be attributed not to extensive growth but to intensive growth: Extensive growth is a 

function of increasing inputs of labor and capital, while intensive growth is measured in 

terms of the quality of the inputs of labor and capital. High TFP growth, as in the case of 

East Asia as shown in Table 1, is generally attributed to improvements in factor 

productivity arising from an enhanced technological structure ñoutput grows, but inputs 

Institutional-structural impediments to national innovation systems ... 
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grow at a much lower rate. Thus inputs perform at a higher rate of productivity either 

due to improvements in STI (science, technology and innovation) or to organizational 

technologies, or some combination of the two basic technological factors. By assumption, 

nations that have higher relative rates of growth of TFP have more cohesive policies, 

particularly Industrial Policies that induce high performance from the NIS. Low 

performance suggests either an extremely weak or an essentially non -existent NIS. The 

time period may be considered sub -optimal, but it is representative, at least to a degree. 

Since attention here is placed on Latin America, it should be noted that the decade of 

the 1990s was termed the ôlost half-decadeõ partly due to the overhang of the debt crisis 

of the 1990s. While allowance needs to be made for the ongoing entropic effect arising 

from continual debt crisis effects, making matters worse, Latin American nations largely 

embraced neoliberalism partly due to external pressures but also, and primarily in our 

view, due to the preferences of a predatory national elite.  
Table 1 

Total Factor Productivity: Latin America vs. Other Developing Regions: 1990 -2005 

 
Source: World Bank, 2008. Global Economic Prospects, 2008: Technology Diffusion in the 

Developing World. Washington D.C.: World Bank.  

 

The data presented in Table 1 essentially demonstrate that, relative to the US 

level in 2005, Latin America hasd achieved a much higher relative level of TFP that any 

other developing region, including East Asia. Yet, measured against both the US level 

and that of the high -income OECD nations as a group, Latin Americaõs TFP level is not 

significant. Because the TFP level remained all but constant from 1990 -2005 (column 3), 

the relatively higher level of TFP in relation to other developing regions is a legacy of 

the much -criticized Import -Substitution era (1930 -1980). It was during this period that 

state -led national Developmentalist projects were focused on rapid industrialization. 

Widely adopted Industrial Policies were part of a broader national program that 

accelerated public investment in education, training, science, technology and R&D. All 

these factors are associated with increases in TFP. Industrialization itself, in accordance 

with Verdoornõs Law, is associated with activities that may generate increasing returns 

and therefore raise the rate of TFP growth. The hypothesis, then, is that increased social 

investments in education, training, science and technology, etc., when paralleled by 

increased investments in industry/manufacturing can yield results that raise levels of 

TFP growth.  

However, when Latin America in the 1980s, largely abandoned the ISI approach 

in favor of a rapid restructuring of their economies in conformation with the neoliberal 

precepts of the Washington Consensus, TFP growth collapsed. This occurred as a result 

of the loss of interest in building an articulated endogenous national industrial base (in 

preference for an undefined ôexport-ledõ model) and also due to dramatic reductions in 

public sector outlays that impacted all the variables listed above (such as education, 

science, etc.) that had been associated with improved TFP growth. In addition to the 

structural shift into the neoliberal paradigm, Latin Americaõs poor firm performance in 

DUI activities (a measure of firm strength in organizational learning) has continued to 

undermine efforts to promote National Innovation Systems, even in the best of times 

Regions & Nations  2005 TFP relative to the US  

(US level = 100)  

Annual Percentage Growth 

in TFP: 1990 -2005 

Latin America & Caribbean  19.3% 0.2 

East Asia  8.4% 5.1 

Middle East & No. Africa  13.3% 0.5 

South Asia  5.8% 2.3 

Sub-Saharan Africa  5.6% 0.2 

Low-Income Countries  5.2% 1.7 

Developed Nations      

OECD High -Income Nations  77.1% 1.3 

Cypher J. M.  
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(Arocena and Sutz, 2000. P. 59).  

What is striking regarding the degree of this collapse is that contemporary Latin 

American TFP growth is on a direct par with that of Sub -Saharan Africa.  As stated 

above, particularly in reference to the work of Amsden in Asia, several important 

nationsñmost recently China ñhave built National Innovation Systems while pursuing 

viable Industrial Policies. The results of these effort, diametrically opposed to the 

general drift of social forces in Latin America, are notable ñannual TFP growth of 5.1 

percent from 1990 -2005 (column 3). In South Asia, as well, TFP has risen strongly, but 

to a much lesser degree than in East Asia due to a more recent and modest acceptance of 

Developmentalist policies in that region and also due to the fact that the social returns 

from the promotion of Industrial Policies (that incubate and nurture a NIS) tend to be 

cumulative and may engender increasing returns in some areas. Time, then, is another 

crucial variable ñwith it cumulative interactive, reinforcing feedback effects, arising 

from positive externalities, spill -over and spin -off affects and from forward/backward 

linkage affects that can arise and proliferate.  

Latin Americaõs turn to neoliberal policy in the early 1980s (if not before) meant 

that the home market would be largely dominated by importing companies and newly -

arriving, or now expanding, TNCs. Early research on NSI stressed the use of the home 

market as a test -bed for innovative activities ( Lundvall, 2011. P. 29 ) But, if the home 

market can only be defined in terms of a heterogeneous structure, where the strongest 

markets are found to be tied to the globally integrated production system, then the home 

market basically is reduced to the production of goods that are largely non -tradeables. 

These goods are exchanged in the subsistence economy, and/or are exchanged as ôwage 

goodsõ where the national market is limited to the low, (and either declining, constant or 

slowly growing) buying power of working -class households. In the context of the NIS 

approach, this deterioration and constriction of the national production system will 

establish a lower degree of learning -by-doing and learning -by- using as the general level 

of the learning system declines in lock -step with the atrophy of the national production 

base. Tacit knowledge gained from ôdoing, using and interactingõ (DUI activities) is 

forfeited as a result of neoliberal policies.  

The NIS approach as developed in Europe did not emphasize the daunting 

problem of heterogeneity which raises the demands placed upon policy makers who seek 

to promote an innovative production base in developing nations:  

[In] many developing countries éaggregate or average levels of social 

development, output, [and] income performance in specific sectors or technological fields 

hide huge imbalances. The historical trajectory of many developing countries led to a 

great heterogeneity of the productive and social structures. In large countries, like 

Brazil, India and Mexico, one can find both advanced and very archaic production and 

innovation systems within the same sector or technology field. Local areas that are less 

dynamic in economic terms often present considerable challenges related to social 

development. More generally, every productive activity has to be understood within the 

specific social, cultural, institutional and natural context, which is specific for each place 

(Cassiolato, Matos  and Lastres, 2014. P. 11). 

There are, then, a new set of complex issues that must be analyzed in any 

attempt to introduce the NIS approach into the analytical field of development, in 

general; and from that point to a specific, historically determined social formation. Least 

transferable of all is the Neo -Schumpeterian concept of the conquering ôentrepreneurõ. 

Schumpeterian -style entrepreneurs certainly did exist in the period that Veblen most 

extensively examined. However, with the arrival of the Depression in 1929, if not before, 

the autonomy that had been accorded to individual owners had given -way to a new 

business model where the firm itself might, or might not be, considered innovative. 

Schumpeter recognized this transition.  

In developing nations, especially in Latin America, it has long been difficult to 

identify individual entrepreneurial owners or innovative corporations. Instead, the 

predatory animus has always loomed large. Even when Industrial Policies generally 

Institutional-structural impediments to national innovation systems ... 
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achieved high results from 1930 -1980, ôwell-behavedõ business owners were scarce. As 

Amsden stressed at every turn, reciprocity  was the most important single factor 

promoting ôwell-behavedõ responses from business owners in East Asia. 

Developmentalist states in Asia have exhibited the capacity to impose conditions of 

reciprocity , but Latin American States have not managed such an achievement, and 

have rarely come close. Thus, if a greater focus on science and technology was deemed to 

be important in achieving technological upgrading and/or a more innovative production 

system, Developmentalists States proceeded to make changes within state -owned firms 

and also provided both incentives and performance requirements for private sector 

producers in order to shift the focus of the national developmental project. In Latin 

America, with rare exception, political and ideological conditions as well as the 

omnipresent concentrated ownership structure of firms has presented a series of 

institutional barriers. Political fragility, historical legacy and organized business 

opposition prevented Argentina under the Frondizi government in Argentina (1958 -

1962) from implementing a coherent Developmentalist strategy, in spite of the high 

professional capacity of his government and the existence of a governmental 

institutional framework that included a development bank. At roughly the same moment 

in neighboring Brazil, the Kubitschek government (1956 -61) was able to prevail and 

implement a viable development strategy that created a path -dependent 

Developmentalist process that has, largely, been maintained ( Sikkink, 1991 ). Kubitschek 

was able to embed his national Developmentalist project within the influential business 

federations, by locating a common discourse, and forging a common project of 

accumulation. In brief, Latin American States, when they have the professional capacity, 

the required vision and the extant institutional structure, must still achieve sufficient 

consensus from rival factions and/or social strata in order to overcome forces perpetuated 

by processes of downward cumulative causation that embed adverse path dependent 

ideological and ownership practices and structures.  

 

VI. Brazil, National Innovation and Development  

Brazilõs efforts to develop science and engineering capacity are relatively recent 

and can be traced to the 1930s with the creation of a university in Sao Paulo that offered 

near state -of-the-art training. This model was later emulated at the federal level 

allowing Brazil to establish a large chain of national universities with a high -quality 

curriculum spread throughout the nation. In the 1950s the National Council for Science 

and Technological Development, CNPq, was established ñas was the national 

development bank BNDES. BNDES has been a highly -professional institution which, 

since its inception, has played a pivotal role both in designing and funding a very broad 

range of major developmental projects. Furthermore it has ensured that such projects 

fulfill their role as part of a larger strategic vision. By the 1960s the development of an 

endogenous scientific and technological capacity had become part of the strategic vision 

and therefore of Industrial Policy. As a result:  

The industrial structure which evolved within a wide -ranging and constant 

strategy of protection, promotion and regulation had [achieved] , by 1980, a high degree 

of intersectoral integration and product diversification. According to the 1980 Brazilian 

industrial census, chemical and mechanical engineering industries (including capital 

goods, consumer durables and the auto industry) which represented 47.5 per cent of total 

industrial production in 1970, were in 1980 responsible for 58.8 per cent of industrial 

output ( Koeller  and Cassiolato, 2009. P. 38 ). 

Brazilõs promotion of a NIS was engendered, in part, by the creation several 

major institutional entities linked to S&T:  

BNDES created FUNTEC in 1964 ñthe National Technical and Scientific Fund, to 

provide funding for the enhancement of the infrastructure devoted to S&T, 

including joint public university -research institute programs to support graduate 

and research programs.  

In 1969 FINEP (the Agency for Financing Studies and Projects) was set -up as a 

Cypher J. M.  
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separate agency in the Ministry of Planning ñit functioned as a specialized 

development bank for S&T ñFINEPõs function was expanded in 1971 through the 

creation of FNDCT ñthe National Fund for S&T Development, which allowed for 

Federal Budget funds to promote S&T capacities.  

CNPq was, in 1973, transformed into the coordinating institution for all federal -

supported S&T undertakings, and it further developed two science plans in the 

course of the 1970s. 

Creation of the generally highly -acclaimed EMBRAPA (the Brazilian Agricultural 

Research Center) in 1973, currently operating with more than 2,300 technicians ñ

the majority of which have Ph.D. degrees.  

The creation of a viable S&T infrastructure through a chain of well -funded 

Federal universities with strong graduate training spread across nearly all areas 

of the ôhardõ sciences. 

The guiding principle behind the various institutional entities created was to 

promote the transfer of technology from abroad through enhanced know -how, with the 

aim of greater national autonomy, to promote the indigenous Brazilian industrial sector 

and, particularly, the agribusiness sector.  

Excluding the impressive achievements of Embrapa, results of these efforts were 

generally minimal. Research revealed that a major problem was the lack of strong 

linkages between national industry and the construction of the emerging S&T 

infrastructure ( Koeller  and Cassiolato, 2009. P. 40 ). National firms were found to invest 

little in R&D; the more ambitious were content to achieve incremental technological 

change. Industrial firms were extremely heterogeneous in their production structure, 

thereby short -circuiting broader S&T efforts intended for wide applications ( Koeller  and 

Cassiolato, 2009. P. 40 ). 

There was also an absence of coordination between the agencies devoted to 

industrial promotion and those devoted to S&T. The main promoter of industrialization 

was the Ministry of Trade and Industryõs Industrial Development Council. But the 

Council did not promote technological dynamism. Its program of subsidies and tax 

exemptions did not require ôreciprocityõ, especially not in terms of R&D expenditures or 

other mediums (such as national content legislation, and/or export promotion) that 

would have promoted upgrading and process technologies.  

Likewise, the giant BNDES, the fount of much of the long -term investment 

funds available to national industries and agribusiness, did not demand R&D outlays, or 

other measures of technological commitment, as a condition for subsidized funding. This 

left FINEP as the only national source for R&D funding. Thus there was a lack of ôpolicy

-coherenceõ and ôpolicy-coordinationõ. As the debt crisis problems of the 1980s accelerated 

FINEP faced budgetary problems and could not meet the growing needs for national 

technology promotion.  

Thus, innovation policy faced the fragility and the heterogeneity of the economic 

structure at the same time that policy incoherence created another large, 

insurmountable, undertow ( Koeller  and Cassiolato 2009. P. 41 ). 

Nonetheless, during from the 1950s through the 1970s the core of Brazilõs NIS 

was formed as State -Owned Enterprises (SOEs) such as Petrobras and the giant 

Usiminas iron and steel complex created their own research centers specifically oriented 

to address their production problems. This was a learning -by-doing process that was 

rapidly diversified across a swath of SOEs that began to fund in -house technological 

dynamism ( Koeller  and Cassiolato, 2009. P. 41 ). 

 

VII. 21 st  Century Advances in Brazilõs NIS 

From the late 1970s onward, particularly during the dark years of the debt crisis 

in the 1980 (which included the last years of the military dictatorship and then the 

transition to civilian rule), continuing through much of the 1990s a half -hearted effort to 

restructure the economy in light of the principles propounded by the Washington 

Consensus commenced. During this interlude Brazil was unable to make large advances 

Institutional-structural impediments to national innovation systems ... 
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that would extend and deepen its now -established legacy system in science and 

technology. At the same time, however, the established structure endured.  

In 1999, or shortly before, the government determined that the effort to 

restructure the national industrial base through both a broad opening to foreign capital 

and through forced renovation to meet the threat of increasing imports had not yielded 

the positive results predicted by Neo Classical economic theory. National firms, rather 

than raising their capital requirements and/or initiating new shop -floor training 

programs to boost productivity were tending to simply sell their assets to foreign capital 

and then to adapt to a rentier existence, speculating in the lucrative financial sector. 

The policy response was to bring -back to prominence the FINEP program; many 

economy-wide policy changes quickly followed:  

FINEP was rejuvenated in 1999 primarily through the Sectorial Funds for 

Science and Technology. Then the Pro-Innovation  program commenced in 2002. 

Subsidized credits to innovation -prone national firms under the Program of Zero 

Interest  began in 2004. However, from inception through 2005 an average of only 

18.3 percent of eligible firms ñthe majority being large firms ñreceived some form 

of government support through these programs.  

PITCE: Program for Industrial Technology and Foreign Trade (2004 -

2008)  

This program was launched in early 2004 with the aim of increasing the levels of 

domestic value -added and innovation throughout the national industrial base. The 

objective of the PITCE was broad and fundamental ñconstituting a turning -point 

toward ônew developmentalismõ. The PITCE, in official language, sought to 

recuperate the Stateõs capacity as a formulator and coordinator of development 

policy . The PITCE concentrated on the promotion of five strategic sectors ñcapital 

goods, software, semiconductors, pharmaceuticals and medicines ñand three 

sectors of the future ñbiotechnology, nanotechnology and renewable energy.   

PDP: Plan For Productive Development (2008 -2010)  

PDP became Brazilõs most ambitious development program during 2008-2010. The 

PDP programed outlays of approximately $142 B. USD, the bulk of which was to 

come from BNDES. Exhibiting the influence of numerous high -level Neo-

Schumpeterian policy makers, The PDP sought to coordinate and underwrite the 

basis for a long wave of accumulation. BNDES served as the coordinator of 7 

programs that in either strategic, priority or leading areas, including Petroleum 

and Petrochemicals, while MDIC (the Economic Ministry) undertook the 

coordinator function in 12 strategic, priority or leading areas, including Autos/ 

Auto -Parts, the Agro -industrial sector and the Capital Goods industry.  

PACTI: Action Plan for Science, Technology and Innovation (2007 -2010)  

Overall expenditures of roughly $23 B. USD were devoted to research grants and 

scientific infrastructure. PACTI sought to increase the number of researchers 

employed in the private sector ñas a % of all science and technology 

professionalsñto 33% from the 2005 level of 25%. It also sought to use government 

purchases/contracts as a means to increase the number of contracting companies 

with innovation capacity from 18.8% in 2005 to 24% in 2010. The largest outlays 

were for science infrastructure (14% of total expenditures) and science and 

technology research grants (8% of the total). The overall combined objective was to 

increase the GDP percentage of expenditures on R&D in the private sector to 

0.65% and to articulate Science, Technology and Innovation to Brazilõs Industrial 

Policy.  

PMB: The Greater Brazil Plan (2011 -2014)  

A dynamic, broad -scale, innovation -centered program designed to contest the 

recent loss of industrial export capacity and the adverse consequences of 

deindustrialization. As well, it is a project to restructure the industrial base, 

intended to provide endogenous high -productivity industrial capacity.  

The key objectives of the program are:  

Cypher J. M.  
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to 45.3% (2014) 
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PACTI -II: The National Strategy for Science Technology and Innovation 

(2011 -2014) 

Increases of up to 50 percent in crucial areas (no total outlay figure yet available)  

The Plan for Innovative Firms (2013 -2014)  

Planned outlays of $14.5 B. USD to increase productivity through technical 

change 

 

VIII. Concluding Comments: Evaluating and Contextualizing Brazil õs NIS 

Strategy  

Since Brazil has actively pursued and Industrial Policy heavily oriented toward 

the development of a NIS only over the past 14 years, it is premature to attempt to 

evaluate these efforts. Thus far, critical assessments have been mixed. One of the most 

coherent was offered by Koeller and Cassiolato (2009). They found that from 1990 

through 2006: òéthe Brazilian government implemented a series of policy mechanisms 

aimed at stimulating business to enhance their R&D expenditures and expand the 

innovation rates of the country with no significant impact on the innovativeness of the 

economyó (Koeller  and Cassiolato, 2009. P. 61). 

This occurred because the government worked at cross purpose: Industrial Policy 

lead in one direction and repressive monetary policy and deindustrializing tariff and 

trade policies worked in the opposite direction. Record high real rates of interest, a 

restrictive financial structure oriented toward short -term gains, and an overvalued 

currency undermined Industrial Policies. Likewise, preference was generally given to 

ôhorizontalõ policies instead of providing for strategic sectors. Further, technology policy 

was delinked from other policy areas such as trade, the financial sector, etc. ( Koeller  and 

Cassiolato, 2009. P. 61-62). Brazilõs approach to technology policy in this period was 

distinct from that followed by the advanced industrial nations which have sought policy 

coherence while integrating their technology project with monetary, trade and fiscal 

policies. More recently, other observers, particularly those from the business sector have 

noted that the innovation policy has not been matched by improvements in the training 

level of the working class.  

Operating within strict confines imposed by the dynamics of the world economy 

and constantly confronted with the difficulties imposed by pervasive political fragility, 

Brazil has consistently pursued a NIS for only a relatively short period of time. The 

crucial questions that remain are twofold: First, can Brazil effectively learn from its own 

(frequently inevitable) policy errors? It is presently not possible to answer this question.  

Second, and more crucially, can Brazil face and overcome the ôreluctant investorõ 

syndrome that dominates the institutionalized mores and practices of Brazilõs business 

elite? Brazilõs thrust has been to promote the ôhardõ aspects of science and innovation 

policy, not to nurture the DUI ð doing, using and interacting ð aspects of innovation 

policy. Organizational technologies have not been adequately promoted, probably due to 

the fact that they constitute an open challenge to the many traditionally family -

dominated business firms. Amsden would have viewed this more as an opportunity 

rather than a challenge, and parallel solutions based on performance criteria and 

reciprocity would have been her recourse. This might well be the only way out of the 

current policy cul -de- sac. Veblenian institutionalist, however, would undoubtedly make 

a case for the likely endurance of well -established inertial forces. Overcoming such path -

dependent situations, they have argued, can occur, but only through ôminimal 

displacementõ of the ceremonial institutional structure. Whatever the eventual outcome, 

the ôneo-developmentalistõ policy makers of Brazil have taken innovation policy 

programs to new and impressive heights. In Latin America this will surely be recorded 

Institutional-structural impediments to national innovation systems ... 


