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INSTITUTIONAL CONDITIONS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF SOCIETIES

Many works are devoted to the issues of transformation of institutions and social systems. Basically, the authors
of these works rely on the concepts of economic or technological determinism and consider institutions and social
systems, their evolution through the prism of one of the decisive factors. Such factors do not explain the reasons why
they have had a positive impact on society in some cases, nor why they have not in most countries.

The authors of the article argue that reductionism in studying the transformations of institutions and social
systems is a limited approach. An alternative to it is a structural approach, according to which society is not
reduced to one beginning, but is viewed as a historically formed structure of institutions. This approach explains
the differences in the structure of societies through the ratio of institutions. The institutional structure determines
the type of social system, and the modernization of a traditional society is possible only if its institutional structure
is transformed. The required level of theoretical concretization and more accurate empirical confirmation of this
approach allows to achieve cognitivism.

In this article, the authors consider the development of social systems, explaining modernization by changes
in the institutional structure, which, in turn, determines the type of society. The reasons why in developing coun-
tries, despite the fact that they borrow modern institutions from developed countries, there is no organic devel-
opment are analyzed. The authors show that it is the synthesis of the ideas of institutionalism with cognitivism

that makes it possible to concretize the mechanisms of the work of institutions.
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Introduction. One of the fundamental problems
in science is the problem of development. It is relevant
both for individuals and for society as a whole. In the
modern era, there are significant gaps in the level
of development between different countries, which
leads scientists to ask questions: why do some coun-
tries prosper and lead, while others live in dire need.
They are also interested in questions that explain the
reasons why some of the countries are stuck in the
second tier for decades, and others even for centuries.

The development of societies occurs due to
changes in their structure. At the same time, struc-
tural changes in the social system are considered as
the ability of society to form certain institutions and
achieve their more complex configurations. History
shows that most of those countries of the world that
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have not been able to provide structural changes
and transform their socio-cultural systems, with all
the individual and even large-scale achievements,
have not solved the problem of development, since
they have not created an institutional structure
that ensures sustainable growth. This growth is
achieved due to the institutional structure, which
is distinguished by a high level of autonomy of'its
elements and a general complication of its char-
acteristic socio-cultural processes. Taken together,
these processes of differentiation and diversification
make it possible to change the traditional hierar-
chical order to a more complex polycentric type.

On this basis, the purpose of the scientific ar-
ticle is to analyze the institutional conditions for
the development of modern societies.
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Due to the multidimensionality of the research
topic, to ensure the relevance of the theoretical
analysis, used an integral approach, which allows
combining the following methods: induction and
deduction, analysis and synthesis, descriptive meth-
ods and the method of comparative analysis.

Literature review. /nstitutionalism has be-
come the main concept that makes it possible to
explain the structure of society and its transforma-
tion. Its foundation was laid by Herbert Spencer [1],
Emile Durkheim [2], Thorstein Veblen [3]. The
subsequent concretization of the institutional the-
ory took place under the influence of the ideas of
Talcott Parsons [4], whose institutional theory is
of great importance in our time. Institutionalism
acquired a new impetus thanks to the constructivist
concept of Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann [5].
In addition, among the literature on institutions,
it is necessary to highlight the works of Gilles
Deleuze [6], whose vision is distinguished by the
understanding of institutions as primary and pos-
itive social constructs.

Since the 80s of the twentieth century, a huge
amount of work on institutionalism has appeared,
as a result of which there has been a diversification
of ideas about social institutions. Paul DiMaggio
and Walt Powell note that at the moment it is easier
to say that it is not an institution than to say the
opposite [7]. Thus, it should be emphasized that
most of the contemporary works are a detailing of
the basic approaches to institutions and do not car-
ry any special theoretical novelty. For large-scale
explanations of sociocultural processes and social
transformations, a narrower range of concepts is
of significant importance. Among them, apart from
the followers of Parsons and constructivism, the
works of economic institutionalists are the most
widely represented. The most famous representa-
tives of this trend are Douglass North [8], Avner
Greif [9], Daron Acemoglu, James Robinson [10].
Economic institutionalists have played a large role
in popularizing the ideas of this direction, but they
are distinguished by a limited understanding of
institutions, since they reduce their analysis of
institutions only to their rules, costs and benefits.

Main part. Modern institutional theory has re-
ceived a new impetus from the work of Peter Berger
and Thomas Luckmann «The social construction
of reality» [5]. The authors have succeeded in syn-
thesizing the classical ideas of institutionalism with
the achievements of cognitivism. Such a synthesis

made it possible to create a new concept of institu-
tions, in which the understanding of the structuring
and coercive power of institutions inherent in clas-
sical institutionalism is combined with the ideas of
cognitivism, which made it possible to concretize
the mechanisms of institutions.

Berger P. and Luckmann T. consider institu-
tions and society as a whole, as social constructs
formed and reproduced on the basis of certain
knowledge arrays. What type of knowledge pools
dominate in a particular society determines what
scenarios will determine the solution to existing
problems and the motivation for institutional be-
havior. Institutionalization, in their opinion, takes
place wherever there is a mutual typification of
habitual actions by actors of various kinds. In other
words, all kinds of such typifications are institu-
tions [5, p. 92]. Institutions form such intercon-
nectedness when an action of type X is performed
by agents of type X. Revealing such interconnect-
edness has the most important theoretical value.

Institutions need legitimation, understood as a
way to explain and justify institutions [5, p. 103],
providing them with a protective veil of cogni-
tive-normative interpretations, thanks to which
they acquire the status of «legal», «correcty, «for
granted» within a certain socio-cultural system. In
addition, legitimate institutions effectively assert the
power of institutions over individuals by preserv-
ing and maintaining the priorities of institutional
definitions of situations, which become unquestion-
able and effectively coercive. Such a mechanism
of coercion, according to Berger and Luckmann,
leads to the formation of a person with the ability
to «spontaneous» behavior within the framework of
institutionally established modes of activity.

Institutions ensure the stability of societies.
They not only determine the basic ways in which
social actors interact, but also produce these actors
themselves. Based on such ideas, institutions are
historically formed ways of sustainable collective
interaction of people [11, p. 288]. At the same time,
they form the identity of their members, and iden-
tity in this case is understood as a relatively stable
result of processes associated with the achievement
of a certain level of identifications of social actors,
allowing them to more or less consistently define
themselves and their belonging to communities.

Institutions acquire their specific meaning as
elements of a certain institutional structure. It is the
institutional structure, not individual institutions,
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determines the type of society. Based on the role of
institutional structures, two macrotypes of society
can be distinguished on their basis: hierarchical and
polycentric [12, p. 218-219].

The first macrotype of social systems can be
defined as hierarchical; it has become the most
widespread in history. Due to the fact that such so-
cieties historically preceded modern ones and their
reproduction for a long time was determined by the
desire to maintain existing institutional structures.
With all the peculiarities of individual countries,
the first type of social system is characterized by
the dominance of two institutions: power and re-
ligion. In the modern period, in social systems of
this type, religion in some cases is replaced by
ideology. Relations between institutions in this
system are hierarchical, leading to the fact that all
other institutions occupy subordinate positions in
relation to the two dominant ones. Historically,
a later phenomenon is the social system of the
polycentric type. It arises as a consequence of mod-
ernization. It is characterized by a pluralistic nature
of relations between institutions and the absence
of a dominant center. This type of relationship be-
tween institutions distinguishes all societies of a
given macrotype, despite their inherent differences.

The theory of social macrotypes is concretized
in the concept of Eisenstadt, who recognizes the
multiplicity of variations in social systems, but at
the same time distinguishes two macrotypes: plu-
ralistic, or liberated, and monistic, or combining. In
his opinion, in monistic societies there is a steady
tendency to form numerous carefully designed
systems of rank hierarchies. In such societies, the
prerequisites for the formation of communities that
would have a consciousness of a national identity
do not arise or are weak. Instead, there are many
small territorial, professional and other local groups
striving for the reproduction of closed statuses. In
pluralistic societies there is autonomy of institu-
tions, there is a plurality of cultural patterns, elites
hold positions that are pluralistic and open. Also,
this type of society is distinguished by a focus on
the future, the concept of not cyclical, but irrevers-
ible time [13, p. 114-115].

Developing countries borrow modern insti-
tutions from developed countries. However, in
most cases, with the exception of a few countries
in Southeast Asia, this borrowing does not lead to
the formation of a modern institutional system. The
main reason is that institutions are borrowed and
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reproduced on the basis of their narrowly technical
interpretation, on the basis of understanding them
only as technologies that ensure economic devel-
opment. However, institutions are not a simple
set of technical operations, but complex cognitive
normative formations. Borrowed institutions are
only fragments in comparison with their original
models, devoid of similar volumes of necessary
sociocultural knowledge, as well as types of figures
formed over a long time. Often, borrowed institu-
tions in developing countries coincide with their
counterparts in modern societies only in name,
and the actual content of their activity, if they do,
coincides only in some aspects. Such a state of
borrowed institutions is an objective consequence
of a complex of reasons, among which the most
basic is the lack of a cognitive resource that is
basic for them.

Significantly inferior in their productivity and
members of borrowed institutions. An institutional
actor in rooted institutions is highly productive not
only because of his abilities, but also because his
efficiency is a consequence of socialization in a
certain context. While in the context of borrowed
institutions, actors are limited in the knowledge
necessary to carry out operational activity. At the
same time, there are no conditions for the formation
of this knowledge in the recipient countries. This
is especially true for complex and implicit aspects
of institutional knowledge.

In addition to the necessary amount of spe-
cial and general knowledge about institutional
norms and interactions, institutional actors must
also have «descriptive competence» in relation to
themselves [14, p. 13]. However, since the mem-
bers of borrowed institutions in most developing
countries cannot be provided with the necessary
amount of special and general knowledge, they
are characterized by a low level of competence in
understanding of institutional problems and diffi-
culties in developing descriptive competence re-
garding their role and institutional identity.

A more complex legitimation is needed for
the recognition and rooting of modern institutions.
Institutions need it, but it cannot be provided only
on the basis of determining the necessity for the
development of society. Proponents of modern-
ization in developing countries are content with
fragmentary theories of institutional activity, so
borrowed institutions cannot achieve the required
level of legitimacy, and due to the lack of legiti-
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macy of modern institutions, they are too open to
conflicting interpretations. As a result, behavioral
practices that deviate from institutional norms are
widespread among the members of these institu-
tions. These practices cannot be called deviant,
since they are rooted in the socio-cultural context
of developing countries, and due to their massive-
ness and regularity, they suppress the norms of
borrowed institutions. As a result, it is adherence
to the norms of borrowed institutions that can be-
come a deviation, while deviation from institutional
norms is perceived as the basic ways of typifying
the interactions of members of the institution.
Conclusions. Institutional practices that have
become a matter of course for modern societies
are difficult to achieve, and sometimes unattaina-
ble, for most developing countries. Most countries
with inorganic modernization are characterized by
chronic problems with the development of soci-
ocultural cognitions necessary for the formation
of modern institutions. They experience the same
difficulties due to the discrepancy between the

pace of development of the technical aspects of
modern institutions and the spheres of society,
which should become the socio-cultural basis for
new institutions.

Modern institutions in developing countries
do not have the necessary legitimacy, and are even
denied by most members of these societies. In
addition, in these societies there is a significant
discrepancy between the social roles implemented
in modern institutions and the absence of typical
actors to fulfill them. In order for an institution to
be able to typify actors effectively, a certain level of
its fixation in the social context is necessary, but this
is a long process. Developing countries are char-
acterized by difficulties associated with achieving
the consolidation of borrowed institutions, which
is why in these societies modern institutions do
not reach the required level of legitimation, so
traditional institutions remain the most influential
in them. All this together leads to the fact that
developed countries retain the traditional type of
society at their core.

The article was written as a part of a study funded by the Science Committee of the Ministry of
Education and Science of the Republic of Kazakhstan (Grant NeAP09259979).
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E.XK. Ecenrapaes, A.A. Tayb6aes, T.H. IIynbimesa
KOFAMJIAPIBIH JAMYBIHBIH MTHCTUTY LIASIJIBIK JKAFJAMDBI
Anpaarna

Kenreren eHOeKkTep MHCTUTYTTap MEH QJIEYMETTIK XyHenepliH TpaHc]opMalusichl MacelenepiHe ap-
nanrad. HerizineH Oyi1 eHOEKTepiH aBTOpIapbl SKOHOMHKAIIBIK HEMECE TEXHOJIOTHSIIBIK IETEPMUHN3M KOHIICTI-
LUsIapblHa CYHEHIN, MHCTUTYTTap MEH QJIEYMETTIK XKyHeep, oJapablH dBOJIOLMACHIH LIenrymi (hakropiap-
JIbIH, OipiHiH MpHU3Mackl apKbUIbI KapacTbipaasl. MyHaal dakropiap keibip skaraaiiapaa KoraMmFa HEJIIKTEH OH
acep eTKEHIH XoHe Here OyI1 eJAep/IiH KOIIIirinae GoinMaraHbIH TYCIHIpe ajaMaiibl.

Makaina aBTOpiIapbl HHCTHTYTTap MEH QJISYMETTIK JKYHesepaiH TpaHC(OpMaLUsIChIH 3epTTEyNeri peayK-
LIMOHM3M HIEKTEYNi Ko3Kapac OOobIN TaOblIa bl A€ TY)KbIpbIMIaiapl. OraH O6anama — KYpbUIBIMABIK Ke3Kapac,
OFaH colikec KoraMm Oip OacTayra KbICKapMai/bl, HHCTUTYTTapAbIH TAPUXH KAJIBINTACKAH KYPBUIBIMBI PETiH-
Jie KapacThIpbuIaabl. Byl ke3kapac KoramMaapiblH KYpBUIBIMBIHAAFBI albIPMAalIbUIBIKTApAbl HHCTHTYTTapIbIH
apakaTbIHAChl apKbUIbI TyCiHAIpeai. MTHCTUTYMOHAIABIK KYPBUIBIM 9JICyMETTIK XKYHEHIH TYpiH aHBIKTaHIbI, all
JIOCTYPIIl KOFaMHBIH MOJIEPHH3ALMSICHl OHBIH HHCTUTYLIMOHAIIBIK KYPBUIBIMBI TpaHC(OpMaLUsIaHFaH Kar/1ai-
Jla FaHA MYMKiH Oomnapl. TeopusIIbiK HAKTBUIAYIBIH KaXETT1 JCHIeHi dOHE OCBI TOCUIIL TONiPEK IMITUPHUKAIIBIK,
pacray KOTHUTHBU3MIE KETyre MyMKIHJIK Oepeti.
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byn makanaza aBropiiap 9J€yMETTIK JKYyHenepiiH AaMyblH KapacThipabl, MOACPHHU3ALMSIHbI HHCTUTY-
IUOHAJIBIK KYPBUIBIMHBIH ©3repyiMeH TYCIHmipemi, OyJ1 63 Ke3eriHae KOFaMHBIH TYPiH aHBIKTalbl. JlaMyTiIbl
enjiepie AaMbIFaH eNjepleH 3aMaHayd WHCTUTYTTapAbl alIFaHbIMEH, OPraHUKAJbIK AaMyIblH OONMaybIHbIH Ce-
Oentepi TangaHaabl. ABTOpIIAp HHCTUTYLMOHAIN3M UICSIAPbIHBIH KOTHUTHBU3MMEH CHHTE31 HHCTUTYTTAPIbIH
JKYMBIC MEXaHU3M/IEPiH HAKThUIayFa MYMKIHIIK OE€peTiHiH KOPCETTi.

E. XK. Ecenrapaes, A.A. Tay6aes, T.H. Ilynbimena
HHCTUTYIIUOHAJIBHBIE YCJIIOBUS PA3BBUTUSA OBILIECTB
AHHOTALUSA

Bomnpocam TpanchopMalri HHCTHTYTOB U 00IIECTBEHHBIX CHCTEM MOCBSIIEHO MHOXKECTBO paboT. B ocHOB-
HOM aBTOpBI IAHHBIX PabOT OMUPAIOTCS HAa KOHIEHIINU SKOHOMHYECKOTO MIIH TEXHOJIOTHYECKOTO IETePMUHHI3MA
Y paccMaTpUBAIOT UHCTUTYTHI U OOLIECTBEHHBIE CHCTEMbI, MX 3BOJIOLHUIO Yepe3 MPU3MY OJHOTO M3 PEIIAOLIHX
(axropoB. Takue GpakTopbl He OOBICHSIOT IPUYKH, 10 KOTOPHIM B HEKOTOPBIX CITy4asiX OHU OKa3aJM MO3UTHBHOE
BO3/JICHCTBHE HA OOLIECTBO, H TOTO, IOYEMY B OOJIBIIMHCTBE CTPAH 3TOTO HE ITPOH30IILIO.

ABTOpBI CTATbU YTBEPKAAIOT, YTO PEAYKIIMOHN3M B U3y4CHUH TpaHC(OpMaIHii HHCTUTYTOB M OOIIECTBEH-
HBIX CHCTEM SBIISICTCS OIPAHUYEHHBIM IOIXOAOM. AJIBTEPHATHBOW €My BBICTYIAET CTPYKTYpHBIH MOAXOM, CO-
[JIACHO KOTOPOMY OOIIECTBO HE CBOAMTCS K OJIHOMY Hayally, a PaCCMaTPHBAETCs KaK HCTOPUYECKU CHOPMHUPO-
BaHHAsI CTPYKTYpa UHCTUTYTOB. Takoil omxo 0ObsICHSIET pa3inyusi B yCTPOUCTBE OOLIECTB Yepe3 COOTHOIICHUE
MHCTUTYTOB. HCTUTYIIMOHAJIbHASL CTPYKTYpa OIPEIeIISeT TUIT O0IIECTBEHHON CUCTEMBI, @ MOACPHU3ALHS TPa-
JUIMOHHOTO OOIIEeCTBa BO3MOXKHA JIMIIb MPU YCJIOBUH TPAHC(HOPMALUU €€ WHCTUTYLHOHAIBHON CTPYKTYPHI.
Heo06x0a1Moro ypoBHS TEOPETHYECKOM KOHKPETH3aIMK 1 00Jiee TOYHOTO SMIUPUYESCKOTO MOATBEPKICHNUS TaH-
HOMY MOJXO/ly MO3BOJISIET OCTHYb KOTHUTHBH3M.

B naHHO# cTaThe aBTOPHI PACCMATPHBAIOT BOMIPOCH! Pa3BUTHUS OOIIECTBEHHBIX CUCTEM, OOBSCHSS MOJEP-
HHU3ALHUI0 U3MEHCHUSIMU WHCTUTYLIMOHAIBHON CTPYKTYpBI, YTO, B CBOIO O4Yepellb, OMPEelsieT THIT O0IIeCTBa.
[IpoaHann3upoBaHbl MPUYHHBI, 0 KOTOPHIM B Pa3BUBAIOIIUXCS CTPAHAX, HECMOTPSI Ha TO, YTO OHU 3aUMCTBYOT
COBPEMEHHbIC HHCTUTYTHI Y Pa3BUTBIX CTPAH, HE MPOUCXOMUT OPraHUYECKOIro pa3BUTHs. ABTOpaMH MOKa3aHo,
YTO MMEHHO CHUHTE3 MAEH MHCTUTYUHOHAJIM3Ma C KOTHUTHBH3MOM I03BOJISIET KOHKPETU3UPOBATh MEXaHU3MbI
paboOThl HHCTUTYTOB.

— NS —
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