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Abstract. The article is devoted to the consideration of problems of developing the theory of 
institutional economics. The purpose of the article is to substantiate promising areas of post-
institutional research, making it possible to develop research approaches that are adequate to the 
realities based on rethinking the economic mainstream paradigm.To overcome the limitations of the 
methodology of individualism and holism of the institutional mainstream, it is proposed to use modern 
scientific methodology, which allows one to study economics as a multidimensional and nonlinearly 
developing complex system that corresponds to the intersubjective nature of economic reality. The 
article substantiates the need for a transition to the post-institutional stage of economic science 
development and also considers promising areas of post-institutional research that contribute to the 
development of research approaches that are adequate to the increasingly complex reality, taking into 
account the features of formation of inter-level links in the modern economy. Today, on the periphery of 
the attention of post-institutionalists, there are issues of changing the economic mainstream paradigm. 
The proposed research program can give a more meaningful interpretation of economic processes based 
on a systemic analysis of complex interrelationships of endogenous economic values and institutions 
that determine the civilizational features of development of national economies.
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Problem and purpose. The consequences of 
the coronavirus pandemic have put humanity 
in the face of difficult socio-economic problems 
that have coincided with the problems of a 
shift in the technical-economic paradigm and 
the unfolding fourth industrial revolution. 
In the context of the formation of a new 
economic reality, the established approaches 
are losing their former significance in the 
study of modern processes. In the last two 
decades, there has been the formation of a 
new wave of economic research related to the 
identification of ever-larger flaws in the neo-
institutional mainstream and the need to move 
to a post-institutional stage in the economic 
science development. At the same time, the 
key issues of constructing a new paradigm of 
considering economic reality based on a change 
in the economic mainstream methodology that 
emerged a century and a half ago are currently 
outside the proper attention of supporters of 

the post-institutional theory, focused on the 
development of various heterodox approaches 
to the institutional analysis of the economy. 
The purpose of the article is to substantiate 
promising areas of post-institutional research, 
touching upon a wide range of issues beyond the 
economic mainstream paradigm and allowing 
the development of research approaches that 
meet the new challenges of economic reality.

Methods. To go beyond the paradigmatically 
limited framework of research approaches 
of the institutional mainstream, based on the 
methodology of individualism and holism, it is 
proposed to move to the post-institutional stage 
of economic theory development, relying on the 
modern scientific methodology for studying the 
economy as a multidimensional and nonlinearly 
developing complex system corresponding to 
the intersubjective nature of changing economic 
reality. This makes it possible to overcome 
the fundamental shortcomings of the existing 



159

ISSN 1998-5320 (Print)
ISSN 12587-943Х (Online)

Раrt 3. Economic Science
The Science of Person: Humanitarian ResearchesVol. 14  No.3  2020

theories and develop a satisfactory program 
for studying the economy, taking into account 
its multidimensional and dynamic nature and 
based on adequate ideas about economic actors, 
their qualitative properties, the nature and 
types of relations between them. The proposed 
methodology is based on constructivist logic and 
allows one to go beyond dogma, axiomatics, and 
the established discourse of the institutional 
mainstream in general.

Results. In the context of the formation of 
a new economic reality associated with the 
consequences of the coronavirus pandemic, 
as well as with the problems of changing 
the technical-economic paradigm and the 
unfolding fourth industrial revolution, 
traditional research approaches are losing 
their significance. In the last two decades, 
more and more flaws of the neo-institutional 
mainstream have been revealed [1, 2, 3]. 
In this regard, there is a need to rethink the 
current cognitive situation and, based on this, 
develop the main areas of formation of the 
post-institutional stage in the economic theory 
development associated with the transition to 
a new paradigm. It seems that it is expedient 
to include the following among such directions.

1. Reliance on the principle of methodological 
dualism in the analysis of intersubjective 
economic reality. Today, critics point to the 
lack of attention of neo-institutionalism to the 
role of actors in the institutional change, to 
the interpretation of institutions as static and 
not related to the context of people’s economic 
activity, as well as to the use of universalist 
approaches to the study of various socio-
economic processes. In this regard, the number 
of studies focused on the development of a 
post-institutional vision of modern economic 
development in the framework of various 
approaches to the institutional analysis is 
increasing. At the same time, the dominance 
of neo-institutional discourse reinforced the 
“empirical turn” in economic research, which 
was so enthusiastically welcomed by the most 
authoritative specialists in the methodology 
of economic analysis. However, this turn 
coincided with the decay of the flow of major 
theoretical innovations at the turn of the 1980s 
and 1990s [4, p. 120].

At present, researchers often implicitly work 
in the field of post-institutionalism, developing 

certain concepts that go beyond the framework 
of neo-institutionalism. However, the cognitive 
situation is complicated by the fact that post-
institutionalists start from the importance of 
pluralism of theoretical positions in the context 
of ongoing competition in the sophistication 
of formal models [5, p. 138]. At the same time, 
the issues of constructing a post-institutional 
paradigm on the basis of changing the long-
outdated research program of the economic 
mainstream remain on the periphery of attention. 
The formation of a realistic understanding of the 
picture of economic reality, which is formed as a 
result of a complex connection of collective and 
individual actions, presupposes going beyond 
the boundaries of the cognitive potential of the 
structural and agency paradigms dominating in 
the economic mainstream, in accordance with 
which collective phenomena (cultural values, 
norms, institutions, etc.) act as exogenous factors 
outside the limits of human decisions and actions. 
At the same time, it is important to take into 
account that agents and structures are not two 
independent complexes of phenomena, but are 
a dual whole. The structural properties of social 
systems must be considered both as a means and 
as a result of practice [6, p. 25]. Consideration of 
the economy as a special class of a complex self-
developing system implies taking into account 
that its specific properties are determined by the 
interactive nature of relations.

Clarification of the relationship between 
economic structures and economic actions is 
facilitated by the emergence of a modern wave of 
research in the framework of the turn to culture 
[1]. In this regard, there are prerequisites for a 
change in the research paradigm based on the 
use of constructivist logic, which presupposes 
a break with the dominant positivism in the 
field of cognition throughout most of the 
20th century. In accordance with this logic, 
in contrast to the logic of the theories of 
methodological individualism and holism, 
value-rational subjects enter into interaction; 
in the course of communicative practices, they 
reach agreement on values and institutions [7]. 
Recognition of the intersubjective nature of 
economic reality presupposes the study of all 
processes of reproduction and changes in the 
increasingly complex economic reality based 
on the principle of methodological dualism 
due to the presence of system-wide and unique 
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elements in the culture of economic thinking 
and behavior of subjects, which gives rise to 
the duality of their values, goals, and behavior 
models.

2. Consideration of economic values and 
institutions as endogenous regulators of 
human economic activity. The paradigmatic 
limitations of neo-institutional theory, 
conditioned by individualistic methodology, 
gave rise to the central dogma of the neo-
institutional approach – the provision on the 
exogenous nature of collective phenomena 
of economic culture and reality – economic 
values, traditions, norms, institutions, etc. In 
this regard, the neo-institutional approach 
has caused a wide range of contradictory 
interpretations of culture (cultural values) and 
institutions, as well as their interrelationships, 
various dilemmas of the theory of institutions 
and institutional change.

Today there are big doubts about the 
explanatory power of the concept of 
“institution”, which is fundamental for 
neo-institutional theory. As a result of the 
exogenous interpretation of the nature of 
economic institutions, supporters of this theory 
have a need to choose some of its reductionist 
interpretations based on the specifics of the 
analyzed aspect of economic reality. The 
growth of interpretations of institutions 
leads to the fact that this concept increasingly 
loses its substantive definiteness; anything 
becomes an “institution”: from a handshake 
to a corporation, from a legal form to Western 
concepts of personality, from a family company 
to a reporting procedure [8, p. 124].

Due to the complexity of institutions, 
researchers usually reduce their content to 
separate types – rules, norms, patterns of behavior, 
orders, beliefs, values, social structures, etc. 
Institutions are often interpreted on the basis of 
one (institutions – “rules of the game”) or several 
their types (institutions – rules, beliefs, and 
organizations). Post-institutionalism is supposed 
to move towards depressurization of the concept 
of “institution”, towards expansive definitions 
that integrate reductionist approaches. The 
developed interpretations of institutions should, 
if possible, combine all the main approaches to 
their understanding – regulatory (institutions 
as rules, norms, conventions, customs, etc.), 
behavioral (institutions as behavioral regularities, 

formats, practices of actions, routines, etc.), 
status-functional (institutions as status functions 
with deontic logic that determine statuses, roles, 
identities, rights, obligations, etc.), cognitive 
(institutions as general beliefs, stereotypes, 
heuristics, typifications, narratives, ideologies, 
etc.), structuralist (institutions as models of 
organizational forms/structures/architectures) 
and technological ones (institutions as social/
transactional technologies). These approaches are 
considered as the main dimensions of the content 
of institutions as a multidimensional continuum 
of intangible social factors in the ordering of 
human activity [9, p. 114–115].

The persistent stereotypes that have developed 
within the framework of the neo-institutional 
approach associated with an exogenous 
interpretation of economic values and institutions 
inevitably give rise to significant shortcomings 
in views of their nature and co-evolution. In this 
regard, Sorokin noted that in all spheres of society 
(and, consequently, in the economic sphere), 
each significant process of human interaction 
included “meanings, values and norms, due 
to which individuals interact, realizing and 
exchanging them” [10, p. 429]. Recognition of 
the intersubjective nature of economic reality 
and reliance on the principle of methodological 
dualism orients towards rethinking the problem 
area of research based on its expanded vision and 
a more meaningful study of economic values and 
institutions as special endogenous regulators of 
people’s economic activity.

The change of the research paradigm 
within the framework of post-institutionalism 
provides for overcoming the value-neutral 
interpretations of economic structures inherent 
in the economic mainstream theories, and is 
intended to focus on the study of economic 
structures that regulate people’s behavior 
as formed on the basis of the creation of 
shared economic values by economic actors 
in the course of economic practices of value-
behavioral structures. These structures act as 
economic institutions that coordinate economic 
interactions and human behavior by means of 
informal and formal institutional regulators. 
Institutional forms of links are formed as a result 
of establishing norms when they are recognized 
as justified and are supported by incentive and 
compulsory motives. They express the achieved 
level of general agreement and are regulated by 
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means of moral values, since “only those norms 
that express the general will are accepted as 
effective” [11, p. 100]. Therefore, the processes 
of construction and transformation of economic 
institutions are associated with the legitimation 
processes, which provide for the assessment 
by the economic actors of the level of trust in 
institutions as fair and effective.

3. The study of features of economic processes 
implementation at different levels of economic 
reality. The reliance of neo-institutionalism 
on methodological individualism and 
traditional (old) institutionalism on the 
methodology of holism leads to a focus on 
considering superficial-empirical links and 
the use of reductionist ideas. To overcome the 
fundamental flaws of competing theories and 
develop a satisfactory research program, it is 
necessary to consider economic reality taking 
into account its multidimensional and dynamic 
nature and based on adequate ideas about the 
qualitative properties of economic entities 
and complex mechanisms for the formation of 
relationships between them.

For a realistic description of the systemic 
changes that are taking shape in modern 
conditions at different levels of economic 
reality, it is necessary to proceed from the 
fact that they are carried out as a result of 
contradictory and often conflicting interactions 
of individual and collective subjects, which 
differ in the economic and cultural perception 
of reality, as well as power, material and other 
types of influence resources. In this regard, in 
order to form a favorable and relatively stable 
development of economic processes, they are 
forced to develop and approve the preferred 
model as a generally accepted one on the basis 
of a compromise. For this purpose, in the 
national economy, it is important to distinguish 
three main structural levels at which system-
related processes evolve. Contrary to the 
theories developed in line with cultural and 
institutional determinism, the construction of 
economic practices at the superficial level of 
reality is determined by the processes occurring 
at the deep and intermediate levels of this 
reality – value-regulatory and institutional-
instrumental ones, which determine the 
emergence of the corresponding subject areas 
of research and interpretation of the world 
economic picture [12].

At the value-regulatory level, different 
interacting groups substantiate the priorities 
and the most important areas of the national 
economy development, taking into account 
the trends of the business environment, and 
are forced to rely on moral categories when 
they seek to approve the desired system of 
value-economic preferences as universally 
recognized. In this context, the discussion 
of economic ideas, projects, and programs 
inevitably turns into a clash of ideologies 
that characterize differences in the economic 
worldview and are an important component of 
economic life. These ideologies express some 
of its generalized images, in which cognitive, 
regulatory, and symbolic components are 
interwoven. Depending on the features of 
economic interactions in the national economy, 
a value-economic compromise is formed, 
corresponding mainly to the ideology of the 
dominant groups in the form of shared national 
“lenses” and the ones that are generally 
distorted to a certain extent. As a result, the 
dominant model of understanding economic 
reality and constructing general priorities for 
the national economic development and its 
areas, corresponding to realities to a certain 
extent, is established.

At the institutional-instrumental level, on 
the basis of the existing compromise, the state 
creates tools to influence people’s economic 
behavior through formal institutions, 
under the influence of which informal 
institutions are also formed. At the same time, 
economic values, ideas, and mythological 
representations of an established economic 
ideology act as key endogenous factors of 
constructing and legitimating regulators of 
changes in economic institutions and relations, 
economic-cultural orientations, and models 
of the economic behavior of economic actors. 
However, it should be taken into account that 
the legitimization and institutionalization of 
the introduced economic rules and regulations 
are carried out with a sufficient level of trust in 
them, and when trust is lost, their erosion and 
deinstitutionalization occur. This determines 
the features of formation of the processes 
occurring in various spheres of the national 
economy – value-regulatory, organizational-
managerial, production-technological, 
financial-economic, foreign economic, 
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and other spheres; their interconnection 
is not rigid, different types and forms of 
contradictions may arise in the real economy.

4. Development of a post-institutional 
vision of civilizational features of national 
economies development. The formation of the 
post-institutional economic theory requires a 
revision of the fundamental postulate of the 
neo-institutional approach about the statics 
and inertia of institutions [13]. The need to 
recognize the existence of a two-way causal 
relationship between economic values and 
institutions and its contradictory impact 
on economic development has not become 
generally accepted, since this recognition 
cannot be correctly incorporated into the 
narrow framework of the economic mainstream. 
Neo-institutional studies of the evolution of 
economic institutions are implicitly based 
on the neo-Darwinian paradigm; in the neo-
institutional models developed in this regard, 
the economic development is determined by 
the quality of institutions, and the influence 
of values is ignored or underestimated [12; 
14]. Attempts to change the cognitive situation 
based on the traditional paradigm have not led 
and cannot lead to positive results.

For a realistic description of the driving forces 
and mechanisms of long-term development of 
the national economy, it is important to take 
into account that at each of its stages, due to the 
specifics of implementation of ethical values on 
the basis of the compromise reached, a kind of 
value-economic matrix arises; this determines 
the variety of national forms of implementation 
of the general laws of civilizational changes. 
As a result of the reproduction of this matrix, 
national features of access to the resources 
of various interacting groups and models of 
the construction of economic institutions are 
formed. In models of national economies with 
a high level of imbalance of interests, limited 
opportunities and incentives for economic 
activity are created, the rent orientations of 
dominant groups are enhanced and the role of 
coercive methods in regulating the economy 
increases; this leads to the emergence of 
mechanisms for slowing down economic and 
technological development. Each national 
economy, depending on the features of its 
development, has its own scope of legitimate 
variation of imbalances of interests; at the 

same time, the decline in trust in the authorities 
and economic institutions to a critical level 
is accompanied by deinstitutionalization 
processes with unpredictable consequences. 
Therefore, it is important for the state to 
maintain at least a minimum of good and 
justice, otherwise, chaos will come [15, p. 172]. 
However, depending on the features of the 
interaction of social forces, changes in national 
economies can take place in various forms and 
be carried out either within the framework 
of the existing value-economic matrix and 
development model or through their change.

The development trajectories of national 
economies are determined by a complex 
relationship between different life cycles 
of cultural, institutional, and technological 
structures. The study of long waves of 
the technical-economic development by 
Kondratyev, Glazyev, and Peres and the study 
of world-system processes by Wallerstein, 
Braudel, Frank, Amin, Arrigi, and Modelski 
convincingly indicate the presence of specific 
patterns of the transformation of the global 
center-peripheral system, arising from the 
uneven technical-economic development. 
Besides, it should be taken into account that 
modern mechanisms for the world economy 
development are formed on the basis of 
contradictory interactions of global players, 
as a result of which dominating supranational 
value-economic orientations and global 
economic institutions are established, focused 
on maintaining peculiar models of national 
economies of dependent capitalism using 
incentive and coercive motives, and influential 
groups in peripheral countries. In this regard, a 
complex system of building the world economy 
is being formed, expressing the contradictory 
interconnection of subsystems at all its levels: 
global, national, local ones, etc. [12].

In the past three decades, the main trend 
in the world economy transformation has 
been determined by the implementation of a 
neoliberal project associated with the spread of 
illusions about building a world order of general 
well-being. However, the implementation of 
this project caused an increase in injustice, 
poverty, and inequality in the world, profound 
changes in public consciousness and massive 
protests in 2019–2020, triggering global 
processes of deinstitutionalization. Thus, 
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according to authoritative studies at the end of 
2019, more than half of the world’s population, 
including in many developed countries of 
Europe, as well as in Russia, assumed that 
capitalism in its current form did more harm 
than good [16]. Opponents of the neoliberal 
project argue that it allows for the systematic 
manipulation of rules in the interests of 
billionaires and key players in the financial 
markets. In peripheral societies, this project 
is often carried out in the form of neoliberal 
authoritarianism and tools for the formation of 
authoritarian consciousness [17]. Even before 
the pandemic, the crisis of the neoliberal project 
and its limited ability to solve the problems 
created by the changing global situation were 
clearly observed. The pandemic with its far-
reaching consequences is superimposed on 
the megatrends associated with a change in 
the technical-economic paradigm, acted as a 
detonator of the crisis [18].

In the context of the systemic crisis of the 
global economy, the formation of new trends 
will be determined by the changing balance 
of power due to the fact that the Third World 
countries are becoming more and more 
significant actors in the world economy. More 
than 85% of the world’s population lives in 
these countries today, and they produce more 
than 60% of the world’s production. When 
developing a model of a new world order and 
implementing it, the central countries will have 

to take into account the fact that today, largely 
under the influence of China’s breakthrough 
from the periphery to the dominant countries, 
a new global reality with new opportunities 
and new threats is being formed. In dozens 
of countries struggling with the pandemic, 
the temporarily imposed restrictions on civil 
liberties may persist even after it has been 
overcome [19]. This may be accompanied by the 
attempts to increase the role of information, 
digital and epidemiological technologies in 
strengthening control over people.

Conclusions. Supporters of post-institutional 
theory consider it important to develop a 
pluralistic program of research approaches, 
but they pay little attention to the issues of 
constructing a post-institutional paradigm of 
considering the modern economy, which makes 
it possible to overcome the systemic flaws of 
mainstream institutionalism. The proposed 
directions of the research program of post-
institutionalism imply a transition to a deeper 
level of study of the increasingly complex 
economic reality and contribute to obtaining 
its more meaningful interpretation based on 
the rejection of reductionist and monocausal 
approaches, the development of a conceptual 
framework and tools, taking into account the 
diversity and contradictory relationship of 
endogenous economic values and institutions 
determining the features of the civilizational 
development of national economies.
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Постинституционализм: особенности формирования 
 на основе смены исследовательской парадигмы

Аннотация. Статья посвящена рассмотрению проблем развития теории институциональ-
ной экономики. Целью статьи является обоснование перспективных направлений постин-
ституциональных исследований, позволяющих на основе переосмысления парадигмы эко-
номического мейнстрима разрабатывать адекватные реалиям исследовательские подходы. 
Для преодоления ограниченности методологии индивидуализма и холизма институциональ-
ного мейнстрима предлагается использовать современную научную методологию, которая 
позволяет изучать экономику как многомерную и нелинейно развивающуюся сложную си-
стему, соответствующую интерсубъективной природе экономической реальности. В статье 
обосновывается необходимость перехода к постинституциональному этапу развития эконо-
мической науки, а также рассмотрены перспективные направления постинституциональных 
исследований, которые способствуют разработке адекватных усложняющейся реальности 
исследовательских подходов, учитывающих особенности формирования в современной эко-
номике межуровневых связей. Предложенная исследовательская программа способна дать 
более содержательную интерпретацию экономических процессов на основе системного ана-
лиза сложных взаимосвязей эндогенных по своей природе экономических ценностей и ин-
ститутов, определяющих цивилизационные особенности развития национальных экономик. 
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