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For many years economists working in various
theoretical schoolspay great regard to ingtitutional changes
in economy. Most researches of institutional changes are
carried out within the neoinstitutional or the new
ingtitutional economics frameworks. However the use
of heuristic potential of original (old) institutional
economics can enrich modern theories of institutional
changes.

Ingtitutionalism as animportant scientific school has
considerably strengthened its positionsfor the last twenty
years. It is caused by:

1) the development of the neoinstitutional or the
new institutional economic theory which became the
major direction of evolution of the modern neoclassical
economic theory;

2) the necessity of interpretation of radical
institutional transformationsin economic traditions of the
post socialist countries, and also considerable acceleration
of the rate of institutional changes in the majority of
national economies,

3) the increased value of non-orthodox economic
theories which increasingly determine the development
of perspective scientific schoolsin the modern economic
theory. Old or original institutional economicsalongwith
post Keynesianism and the Austrian school which are
non-orthodox schools generate the theories which give a
relevant explanation of modern institutional
transformations and globalization processes in a
postindustrial society.

Within the new institutional economic theory
framework the role of institutes as the restrictions at
realization of different economic actions is emphasized.
New institutional economics is also concentrated on

definingtheingtitutes asrestrictionswhile the main feature
of old institutional economics consists in modeling the
institutes as defining factors of agents’ informative ability®.
Hodgson also proves that the defining line of new
institutional economics is that, generally, institutes
influence upon behaviour of given individuals as
restrictions?. Besides, according to prevailing opinion of
neoinstitutionalists, institutes are the results of the
individuals' choicesand, thus, cannot cause an individual
choice®.

First of al, institutes have the information nature.
Thanks to them individuals not only receive the
information on the permitted and forbidden actions, but
also formtheir behavioral and informative models, which
define human actions.

Theoretical heritage of original institutional
economics can provide very useful instruments for
investigations of modern institutional changes. Within the
limits of thisarticle from avariety of concepts of original
institutional economics are used the research tools of the
theory of collective actions of J. Commons (el ements of
which have received reflection in M. Olson’s works?)
and Veblen’sdichotomy for an explanation of institutional
changes.

I

Formation of effective modern economy requests
updating of old institutes and creation of new ones. The
evolution of institutes is closely associated with
mechanisms of regulation which can include measures
of state economic policy, and also actions of organizations
and groups of special interests. Therefore the Veblen's
concept of dichotomy and institutional inertia can help
with the analysis of modern institutional changes.

Ingtitutes aretraditionally interpreted by economists

tKhalil, E. Organizations versus Institutions // Journa of Institutional and Theoretical Economics. — 1995. — Vol. 151. — No 3. —

P. 445 — 66.

2For more details, see: Hodgson G. M. Theory of economics and institutes: Manifesto modern institutional theory of economics. —
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as rules and mechanisms providing their performance,
and norms of behavior which structure repeating
interactions between people®. Further we will adhere to
this interpretation of institutes. Along with institutes
considerableinfluence on economic development ismade
by regulation mechanisms. Regulation mechanisms
represent a class of power connections and relations
resulting in the organi zation of economic processeswithin
the limits of state and corporate structures and other
organizations.

There is a phenomenon described by T. Veblen in
last century which istypical for postindustrial economy.
Subsequently the phenomenon hasbeen called “ Veblen's
dichotomy” (sometimes the term “dichotomy of Veblen-
Ayres’ is used by authors, stressing the contribution of
Clarence Ayres in the research of the given problem).
Usually Veblen's dichotomy is connected with the
contradictions arising during social changes between
progressive technologies and the institutes, which hinder
development. Traditionally the agenda of Veblen's
dichotomy is at the core of the theoretical agenda of old
institutional economics®.

Veblen noticed repeatedly in his works’, that
institutes which are regarded as modern in given period
are the results and also the reflection of previous
development and functioning of economic processes and
the activity of individuals and organizations. Veblen's
dichotomy allows us to concentrate on one important
feature of economic development of a society. This
feature can be characterized as asynchrony of the
evolutions of mechanisms of the organization, production
management and state regulation tools, on one hand, and
rules, ingtitutes and institutional agreements, on the other.

Contradictions between organizational forms and
stable rules and mechanisms of enforcement, i.e.
institutes, consist in asynchrony of their alteration rates.

During the epoch of industrial revolution the given
phenomenon was analyzed by T. Veblen as a dichotomy
between theindustry and business®. In Veblen's dichotomy
business institutes focused on profit, represent the
regressive force. On the contrary, the industry advanced
by engineers according to technical progress and their
skills, is the progressive force. We will not analyze in
details the fact, whether T. Veblen who developed the
theory in the end of X1X — beginning of the XX century
was right or not. Important is the fact that Veblen
specified the contradiction between inert, slowly
developing institutes and more dynamical technological
changes and requirements of technol ogical and economic
policy.

Usually the introduction of new technologies is
considered as an evolutionary process, and the decrease
in entropy of system, as well as the increase in quantity
of energy and information are regarded as selection
criteria®. We can designate three central concepts of
economic evolution: variety sources, a choice of
environment and the transfer mechanism?®. The given
abstract sight at dynamical development of atechnological
choice doesn’t pay enough attention to such factors, as
social norms, the market power and a state policy™.
However, influence of market forces and ingtitutes on
dynamicsof technological changesisessential. Moreover,
many researchers connect the possibility of working out
and introduction of new technologies with the formation
of ingtitutional conditions'2.

Ingtitutes, ordering or forbidding certain actions and
(or) interactions of economic actors, form preconditions
for long-term and repeating relations and transactions.
Institutes create a set of possible variants of social action
that makes actions of individuals predictable and, hence,
reduces probability of deformation or destruction of the
social system. Social changes are an important factor of
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social progress. Here we again face the fundamental
dichotomy between institutes with their inertia and a
constancy and necessity of formation of new structures
of management and technologies. In our opinion, ingtitutes
and management mechanisms (as well as technologies),
should be considered irrespective of their progressive or
regressive role which they play during given
developmental stage. In Veblen's dichotomy the
progressive role of techno structure and regressive role
of capitalist institutes reduces the explanatory force of
thistheory in relation to evolutionary institutional changes.

Asynchrony of technological development and
regulation mechanisms is the reason of the significant
dichotomy, which defines laws of development of
different economic orders. At first sight existing institutes
represent an inert force, which restrains step-by-step and
progressive development of technologies, of global
markets and the realization of modernization projects.
However, it is not so. The degree of asynchrony between
technologies and regulation mechanisms on the one hand,
and institutes — on the other, influences the stability of
an economic order. High degree of asynchrony can lead
to destruction of economy and crisis corresponding to
the moment of radical institutional transformation in the
model of a bottleneck in evolution of institutes'. Thus,
Veblen's dichotomy can be considered as a special case
of asynchronous evol ution of institutes and technologies.
And it seems to be correct not to do any estimated
judgments concerning progressiveness of technologies
and techno structure on the one hand, and ingtitutes, on
the other.

Since the concept of Veblen's dichotomy puts
investigation of power in the centre of the agenda of the
economic theory, the anaysisof special interests groups
actions can become a key to understanding the influence

of asynchrony of development on evolution of the
institutional structure of an economic order®™. Incompetent
statesmen who devel op inefficient measures of regulation
will cause a smaller loss to economy if the institutional
structure contains strong market and democratic
institutes'e.

The history shows us an example of continuous
interaction of two forces. dynamic force of technologies
which promotes changes and static force of official
statuses and traditions which hinder the changes?’.
Individuals and groups introducing new technologies,
face resistance of economic agents who are interested
in preservation of old technologies. Such resistance can
reach considerable scales, as in the case with Luddites
movement. It is interesting, that the importance and
force of Luddites movement differed depending on
institutes and economic culture in various regions of
England®®. Thus, degree of discrepancy of new
organizational formsto economic culture and institutes
defines the degree of reaction of the basic actors.
Moreover, the asynchrony between introduction of
technol ogies, organizational mechanisms and institutes
in the modern world, leads to phenomenon of neo-
Luddites®. And though the results of activity of neo-
Luddites hardly will stop technical progress, but they
can create considerable difficulties in case of slow or
inadequateinstitutional changes. Moreover, mechanisms
of regulation formed after introduction of new
technol ogies demand additional researches of aproblem
of monopoly in hi-tech fields®.

If we consider the times of industrial revolution of
the end of XVI1I—XIX centuries, itispossibleto observe
an exampl e of asynchronous devel opment of technologies
and methods of the organization of production and
economic ingtitutes. Many contemporaries had anegative

1 Volchik V. V. Neutral markets, not neutral institutes and economic evolution // Post-Soviet Institutionalism / ed. by R. M. Nureev,
V. V. Dementieva. — Donetsk : Kashtan, 2005. — P. 185 — 204. (Bosiburik B. B. HeliTpanbHble pbIHKH, HEHEHTPAIbHBIC HHCTUTYTHI U
sKkoHOMHUUecKas sBosonus // TlocrcoBerckuii uuctutyronanmusm / mox pea. P. M. Hypeesa, B. B. Jlementbesa. — Jonenx : Kanrras,
2005. — C. 185— 204).

14 Atkinson G. Views on Economic Order and Evolution // Journal of Economic Issues. — 1995. — Vol. 29. — No 4. — 1231 — 1240.
(Dec9b5).

Volchik V. V., Berezhnoy I. V. Groups of interestsand quality of economic institutes// Economic bulletin of Rostov State University.
— 2007.—T. 5. — Ne2 (Bonburk B. B., Bepexxuoit . B. T pyIIiisl HHTEPECOB U KAYECTBO SKOHOMHIECKHX HHCTUTYTOB // DKOHOMUYECKU it
BecTHHUK PocToBckoro rocyaapcrBennoro yuusepcurera. — 2007. — T. 5. — Ne 2).

16 In a common, this statement is coordinated with the model offered by G. V. Egorov and K. I. Sonin. See: Its-ditch B, Sonin K. I.
Dictators and viziers: the economic theory of loyalty and competence // Social studies and the present. — 2008. — Ne 2. — P. 36 — 51.
(DT0 yTBEpIKAEHHUE B LIEJIOM COITIACYETCS ¢ MOAEIbIo npemioxkenHoii I. B. EropossiM u K. . ConunbiM. Cum.: Eropos I. B., Conun K. 1.
I[I/IKTaTOpLI u BI/I3I/IpI/I: OKOHOMUYECKasA TCOPHUs JIOAIbHOCTH U KOMIIETECHTHOCTHU // O6LH€CTB€HHI>I€ HayKU U COBPEMEHHOCTb. — 2008. —
Ne 2. — C. 36 — 51).

17 Ayres, Clarence E. The Theory of Economic Progress. 3d ed. Kalamazoo, Mich. : New Issues Press, 1978. — P. 176.

8 Randali A. Before the Luddites: Custom, Community and Machinery in the English Woollen Industry, 1776 — 1809. New York :
Cambridge University Press, 1991.

19 Frobish, Todd S. Neo-Luddites and Their Rhetorical Paradox // Peace Review. — Jun 2002. — Vol. 14 Issue 2. — P. 207 — 215.

2 Ellison, Glenn; Fudenberg, Drew. The neo-Luddite’s la-ment: excessive upgrades in the software industry // RAND Journal of
Economics. — Summer 2000. — Vol. 31 Issue 2. — P. 253 — 272.
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attitude to “industrial revolution” and the term itself for
the majority of people had a negative connotation?.

Technological changes will run faster, the newer
and less controlled is the branch of their introduction.
For example, in days of industrial revolution in England
cotton manufacture was a new branch; it was less
regulated by legislation, by shop rules and traditional
practice which interfered with technological changes,
unlike woolen and linen manufacture where devel opment
of these branches was restrained by tradition and
regulation?.

In the context of the model of asynchronous
evolution of mechanisms of regulation and institutesitis
possible to give an explanation to Anthony Giddens's
“paradox of democracy”. Accordingto hisconcept, “ The
paradox of democracy isthat whileit extendsworldwide,
in mature democratic states which other world should
apparently imitate, grows the disappointment in
democratic processes’?. Disappointment in politicians
isfirst of al the reflection of discontent and aversion of
those mechanisms of realization of a state policy
(including economic) which are not coordinated with
existinginstitutes. But in the same work Giddens notices,
that according to sociological surveys, which were held
in the USA and other western large countries, more than
90 % of the population have declared the approving
attitudeto the democratic form of governing. Also surveys
show, that the population of developed countries does
not lose interest to a policy and with trust concerns the
basic democratic institutes?.

Depending on degree of asynchrony of changes we
can make conclusions only about stability and rates of
changes of different economic orders. The situation when
development of institutes overtakes the rates of new
techno structure formation is possible. In that case the
processof ingtitutional changeswill be animportant factor

of adoption or intensification of scientific researchesand
inventions for industrial and trading needs.

Asynchrony of institutional changes, on the one
hand, and of technologies, management and regulation
mechanisms, on the other, also illustrate a phenomenon
of ingtitutional inertia. As O. Williamson noticed®, inertia
is inherent to the uppermost level of institutional
hierarchies— “the social involvement” to which herelates
customs, morals, traditions, religion the greatest. This
top level of hierarchy defines long-term tendencies of
socia order evolution. It is necessary to consider, that
the longer develops the reformed institutional system,
the more inert it will become. And one of the most
important rolesisplayed here by groups of special interests
which in the majority of longtime stable societies are
considered to be the reason of social sclerosis®.

Application of the evolutionary approach to the
analysis of economic transformations allows us to make
a conclusion that behavioral models of the basic
economical subjects cannot be changed for a short time
interval because of the effect of ingtitutional inertia. At
the analysis of institutional changes in economy it is
necessary to consider the influence of institutional
“genotype” of the previous economic order. Institutional
genotypeisreflected, first of al, inthe existence of steady
informal rules, customs and traditions which, first of all,
form the stereotypes of economic behavior and economic
culture asawhole. Such influence correspondsto cultural
national tradition. Theinvolvement of groupswith narrow
and comprehensive interests in the sphere of this or that
ruleand ingtitute?” creates conditionsfor functioningwithin
the limits of a socia order of such rules and institutes.

The formation of markets is first of all connected
with the process of evolution of rulesand instituteswhich
set action frameworks for cooperating economical
players®. However the above mentioned process can be

2 Cameron R. Short economic history of the world. From a paleolith to our time. — M. : ROSSPEN, 2001. — P. 206. (Kamepow P.
Kparkast sxoHOMIdeckast uctopusi Mupa. Ot maneonura a0 Hamux auaeir. — M. : POCCIIOH, 2001. — C. 206).

2 Cameron R. The specified composition. — P. 218 — 221. (Kamepos P. Vka3. cou. c. 218 — 221).

% Giddens E. The escaping world: as globalization changes our life. — M. : Publishing house “Ves mir”, 2004. — P. 85 — 86.
(Tummenc D. Yekonp3aronuil MUpP: Kak T100ann3anus MeHsieT Hamry xu3Hb. — M. : Becs mup, 2004. — C. 85 — 86).

2 Giddens E. The specified composition. — P. 87 — 88. (Tuaznenc J. Ykas. cou. — C. 87 — 88).

% Williamson O. E. The New Institutional Economics: Tak-ing Stock, Looking Ahead // Journal of Economic Literature. — Sep. —

2000. — V. 38. — Ne 3. — P. 595 — 613.

% QOlson M. Dispersal of the power and society in atransition period. Means from corruption, disintegration and delay of economic
growth // Economy and mathematical methods. — 1995. — Pub. 4. (Oncon M. Paccpenorodenue BiacTy U 0OIIECTBO B IIEPEXOIHBIN
meprof. JlekapcTBa OT KOPPYIIIUH, pacaia i 3aMeIeHHs] SKOHOMHUIECKOro pocTta // DKOHOMHUKA U MaTeMaTu4ecKue MeToabl. — 1995, —

Bpir. 4).

27 Olson M. Jr. The Devolution of the Nordic and Teutonic Economies // American Economic Review. — May. — 1995. — V. 85. —
Ne 2. Papers and Proceedings of the Hundredth and Seventh Annual Meeting of the American Economic Association Washington, DC,

January 6 — 8, 1995.

% Hodgson Geoffrey M. Evolutionary and Institutional Economics as the New Mainstream? // Evolutionary and Institutional

Economics Review. — 2007. — Vol. 4.— No. 1. — P. 7— 25.
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very long or difficult connected with the creation of
institutional structure of the markets with a specific
exchanging property rights. For example, modern
financial markets can be considered as such markets.

Institutional inertia is also considered to be a
protective reaction of the system to the destroying it
ingtitutional and technological innovations®. If it was
possibleto implement all innovations, the system simply
wouldn’'t be able to function normally in the case of
contradictions between the implemented institutes and
technologies.

It is necessary to consider, that institutes not only
set preferences, but also set structure of stimulus which,
in turn, can influence the choice of economic agents®.
Therefore considering various economic ordersand types
of economic development, it is, first of all, necessary to
consider availableingtitutesand al so historical regularities
of their evolution.

Some social institutes show different economic
efficiency depending on what historical and time
frameworks they are considered. Historic facts about
the role of the institute of family in various cultures can
be considered as an important illustration. For example,
broad debate concerning the role of the Chinese family
as an agent of original and productive family capitalism
in China®. In White's review on the given problem there
are two opposite opinions about the economic role of
Chinesefamily®. Therole of the Chinese family institute
evolved from unequivocally regressive, standing on the
way of economic progress, to progressive institute on
which the modern family business enterprises are based
in Taiwan and Hong Kong™®.

The recognition of inertia of changes of institutes
and behavioural samples demands attachment to any
reforms a genetic character that means transferring the
accent fromadesirableend result to really existing heritage
of the past®. Hence, the system can be closed on its
previous inefficient ingtitutional luggage. And if changes
in market and administrative mechanisms of regulation

are accelerated, the probability of negative consequences
of ingtitutional inertiaincreases.
1

According to the concept of one of the most well-
known representatives of original institutional economics
John Commons, the nature of institutes is first of all
connected with social actions. Commons noticed that as
the benefits are economically limited; their acquisitionis
regulated by social action. Social action createstherights
and duties concerning the property and freedom without
which anarchy would reign in a society. Institutional
economy gives to social action its own place in the
arrangement of conflicts and order preservation in the
world of limited resources, private property and
inconsistency®. The central placein institutional economy
of J. Commons is given to power structures and groups
of influence whose actions form the institutional
environment.

According to Commons, except maintenance of
order and arrangement of conflicts power structures
should use working rulesfor cooperation encouragement
in manufacture and exchange, and also in the solution of
serious problems which have arisen owing to a pursuit
of own benefit asaresult of economicinteractions. These
functions do not arise automatically according to Smith’'s
“system of natural liberties’, but should be generated by
corresponding stimulus created by “avisible hand of the
state”, and should be put into practice by means of various
sanctions, including threat of physical violence®.

Such social action creates state structures which
formtheworking rules, which direct theindividual action.
While the basic power in the society is concentrated in
state hands, the set of other groups and organizations
(for example, such ascommercia and industrial chambers
and associations of businessmen) also own a share of
independence and, hence, create and put into practice
their own working rules and rules of behaviour.

Commons speaks about hierarchy of governance
structure, such as the business enterprises, trade unions,

% Hodgson Geoffrey M. Evolutionary and Institutional Economics as the New Mainstream? // Evolutionary and Institutional

Economics Review. — 2007. — Vol. 4.— No. 1. — P. 7— 25.

% Schmid Allan A. Conflict and Cooperation: Institutional and Behavioral Economics. Maden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2004. — P, 2.

% Lal D. Inadvertent consequences. Influence of security by factors of production, culture and a policy on long-term economic
results. — M. : IRISEN, 2007. — P. 166. (JTax 1. HempenHamepeHnHbie nocnencTeus. Biusiane obecrnedeHHOCTH (haKTOpaMu IPOU3BO-
CTBa, KYJIBTYPHI U MOJUTHKA HA OITOCPOYHBIe SKOHOMU4ecKHe pe3yibrarst / JI. Jlan. — M. : UPUC3H, 2007. — C. 166).

% White M. K. The Chinese Family and Economic Development: Obstacle or Engine? // Economic Development and Cultural

Change. — 1996. — Vol. 45. — No. 1. — P. 1 — 30.
%La D. The specified composition. (JIan [T. Yka3. cod.).

% Oleynik A. N. Institutional traps of the postprivatization period in Russia/ A. N. Oleynik // Questions of economy. — 2004, —
Ne 6. — P. 81. (Oneiinuk A. H. MHCTUTYHOHATBHBIE JIOBYIIKH MOCTIPH-BaTH3alMOHHOT0 nepuona B Poccuu / A. H. Omneiinuk //

Bompocs! axonomuku. — 2004, — Ne 6. — C. 81).

% CommonsJ. Institutiona economicsitsplacein political economy. News Brunswick (NJ) USA: Transaction Publish-ers, 1990. — P. 7.
% Commons J. Institutional economicsits placein political economy. News Brunswick (NJ) USA : Transaction Publishers, 1990.
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church and the family. These formal organizations, and also
collectively defined set of working rules as socia norms,
ethical principles and customs represent ingtitutes — the
concept which Commons defines as “a socia action for
restriction, liberation and expansion of individual action”*".

Elimination of conflicts and maintenance of an order
demands, that the transfer and use of the property rights
were regulated by rules and conventions in which
concepts of exchange, methods of payment and duties
of the partiesin the course of an exchange are registered.
Since institutes represent a network of working rules
defining therights, duties, liberties and the sphere of their
action, they influence contracts.

Two aspects of contracting are the most important.
Thefirst consists in necessity of a steadfast attention to the
fundamental role of independence and conflictin economic
activities. Commons attaches special importance to the
bounded rationality, to the imperfection of information and
uncertainty of the future. As a result, contracts inevitably
become defective, and people resort to strategic agreements
and opportunistic behavior. All the above mentioned
information contains his “psychology of negotiations’; the
last fallsunder astandard term of egotism defined as* gaining
as more benefits as possible and as | ess damage as possible
without paying any attention to interests of other people if
there is no restriction which is impossible to overcome’®,
Thus, conflicts are inevitable, and for their solution lawful
courts and neutral third parties are required.

The second key aspect of the contract is nature of
legal relations which he creates between the parties. It
was mentioned above, that Commons definesthe property
rights, and not the exchange of physical welfares, as the
basisof institutional economy. It leads him to the concept
of transaction which he describes as a fundamental unit
of measure in institutional theory.

According to Commons individual actions are
integrated into social ones, and transactionswere theinitial
unit of theanalysis. Internaization of cusomsthrough habits
isthecentrd eementin socid actionswhileindividua actions
need to be supervised. According to Commons institutes
are being built from unorganized traditions to organized

“generd unit’. Commons defines the term “ general unit”
as “ajoint expectation” of benefits from three types of
transaction which are carried out for the account of
“working rules’ and by means of the control of varying
strategic or restrictive factors which in their turn should
supervise others. Society supervises the individuals with
the help of working rules. These rules vary with change of
indtitutes. Each ingtitute hasitsrules, and rules differ anong
indtitutes. Rulesarisefrom decisionsof conflict termination®.

The change of institutes within the range of
Commons' concept isfirst of all the result of adaptation
through a choice of the best institutional alternativesasa
result of socia actions. The principle of a purposeful
choice stresses the decision-making role of those, who
can choose and define relevant rules. Hence, individuals
through socia actions can choose and define rules for
economic interactions. It is connected with the problem
of rules formation and their coordination with available
institutional structure, elimination of conflictsand creation
of new possibilities for realization of transaction.

The further development of Commons' ideas is
reflectedin worksof M. Olson who has applied theformal
device of neoclassic to the analysis of process of optimal
manufacture of social welfare which can be institutes.

The evolution of institutesin amodern society also
cannot be considered apart from interests of individuals
and organizationsinvolved in their actions. Interests can
either coincide with stimulus, rules and restrictions set
by institutional structure, or contradict them. However
the change of status quo demands organized actions on
creation and introduction of an alternative ingtitutional
innovation. It is impossible to deny the possibilities of
spontaneousevolution of ingtitutes, i.e. without purposeful
action of groups of special interests. However such
variant in the short-term and medium-term periods seems
less probable. Moreover, if to consider evolution of
institutes not in Robinson Crusoe’'s and Friday’s
hypothetical society, but in realities of modern economic
orders, the actions on introduction of institutional
innovations will be somehow connected with actions of
narrow or comprehensive groups of special interests®.

87 Commons John R. Institutional Economics// American Economic Review. — Vol. 21 (1931). — No. 4. — P. 651.

% Kaufman B.E. The organization of economic activity: in-sights from the ingtitutional theory of John R. Commons // Journal of
Economic Behavior & Organization. (2003). — Vol. 52. — No. 1. — P. 75.

% Forest J., Mehier C. John R. Commons and Herbert A. Simon on the concept of rationality // Journal of Economic Issues. — Vol. 35.
— No.3. — Sep 2001.

40 About actions of groupswith narrow and comprehensiveinterests see morein detail: Olson M. Eminence and decline of the people.
Economic growth, stagflation and asocia sclerosis. Novosibirsk, 1998., Olson M. Logic of collective actions. The public blessings and the
theory of groups. M, 1995 (O meiicTBus rpyIIl ¢ y3KUMH U BCEOXBATHIBAIOLIMME HHTEpEcamu cM. oapoduee: Oncon M. BosBsienue u
YIIaZoK HapoIOB. DKOHOMHYECKHN POCT, CTAar¢uISAIIs U cOnUaNbHbIH ckiiepo3. HoBocubupcek, 1998., Oncon M. Jloruka KoJUIeKTHBHBIX
neticteuii. O6mecTBenHbie Onara u Teopust rpymm. M., 1995), Olson M. Jr. The Devolution of the Nordic and Teutonic Economies //
American Economic Review. May. — 1995. — V. 85. — Ne 2. Papers and Proceedings of the Hundredth and Seventh Annual Meeting of
the American Economic Association Washington, DC, January 6 — 8, 1995.
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Such groupscan exist either in obvious, or inimplicit
kind. For example, different trade unions represent
particular groups of special interests which often play a
role of institutional innovators. However the introduced
institutional innovation can exist in the form of formal
ingtitute for along time even in the case when the trade
union, which initiated its acceptance, stops its existence.
But hereweface acase, when theformal group isreplaced
with an informal group with comprehensive (or on
occasion special) interests, included in the action of the
given rule and enforcement mechanisms, which congtitute
the institute.

M. Olson’s model of collective actions of special
interests groups is the general theory (formal and
metatheoretical)* which can give us only conceptual
frameworks (frames) or patterns for decision-making
or research problems in the conditions of limited
rationality.

If the society lacks groups interested in execution
of rules, which containstheinstitute (even having formal
character) such institute ceases to function de facto, but
existsasintegral norm dejure. Therefore we can connect
the process of evolution of institutes with the process of
formation and transformation of interest groups.

Organizational structures and regulation
mechanisms can also be formed under influence of both
individual and socia action. However their formation is
connected with purposeful search of optimum (probably
in some cases satisfactory) mechanisms of authoritative
coordination. Here we can face a problem when purposes
and methods and regulation mechanisms contradict
existing institutes which have developed evolutionarily.
It can be described within the limits of an offered
theoretical asynchrony of institutes developments and
mechanisms of regulation and technologies.

Any state represents a difficult organization where a
certain balance of interests of basic influential groups is
reached. However the concept of a state as a settled
gangster” is also redligtic. But the nature of such a settled
gangster isrepresented not individua, but socia. That means
groups can (and should) come to a consensus concerning
collecting incomes (rent, taxes) from the under control
populaioninvolvedinthegiven socid order. Thesocid order

is characterized by a stable set of institutes which form
space of possibilitiesin dl spheres of apublic life.

At the evolutionary analysis of action of groups of
specid interestsit is necessary to define what is selected
in development of an economic order. Within the limits
of our concept are selected, i.e. arise, stop their existence,
increase or reduce the quantity of participants groups of
interests either with narrow, or comprehensive interests.
However the most important point isthe fact, that groups
of interests are considered as innovators, which initiate
the creation of institutes, and also support the structure
of social connectionsand stimuluswhich define the order
of their functioning.

As the group is considered through a prism of an
involvement of action of different institutes, change of
persona membership in the group does not render strong
influence on rules, routines and institutes which are
supported by the group. As an example from the Russian
history can be considered the economic and enterprise
activity of Old Believers who followed certain informal
institutes, for example, specific economic ethics®.

It is necessary to consider the problem of long
functioning of stable groups. In transition economy the
influence of groups of special interests on the process of
institute creation is shown most obviously in ashort time
interval. However ex anteis very difficult to define, how
the introduction of this or that institute will be reflected
in economic efficiency. Institutes introduced by narrow
groups of special interests, for the purposes of
redistribution and extraction of the rent are more probable
to be less effective, than the institutes introduced by
groups with comprehensive interests.

Thefundamental reason of aninefficiency of groups
of interestsasingtitutional innovatorsistheir long stability
and irremovability within the limits of political system.
After M. Olson’s works became standard the thesis that
big groupsprovide their memberswith collective benefits
worse, than small groups. Also big groups are less stable.
Therefore, if the problem of stability of interest groups
or “a socia sclerosis’ can be solved at the expense of
flexibility of political institutes that gives an opportunity
for a society with an abundance of groups of special
interest groups to form and function economic and

“ See: Budon R. Disorder place. Criticismof theoriesof society changing/ R. Budon. — M. : Aspect Press, 1998. — P. 245 — 248, (Cwm.:
Bynon P. Mecro 6ecrniopsinka. Kpurnka teopwuii corpansoro uamerenus / P. Bymon. — M. : Acnekr Ipecc, 1998. — C. 245 — 248).

42 Olson M. Dispersal of the power and society in atransition period. Means from corruption, disintegration and delay of economic
growth / M. Olson // Economy and mathematical methods. — 1995. — Pub. 4. (Oncon M. Paccpenorodenue BIacTu U 0OMIECTBO B
TIepexOoHbIi nepuos. JlekapcTBa OT KOPPYIILMH, pactiaia M 3aMeUIeHHs SKoHOMUYeckoro pocta/ M. OncoH // DxoHOMEKa 1 MaTeMaTnyec-

kue Metobsl. — 1995, — Beim. 4).

“Benam A. The Property rights in transitive economy: comments about knowledges of economists / A. Benam, L. Benam // The
economical science of modern Russia. — 1999. — Ne 3. (benam A. [TpaBa cOGCTBEHHOCTH B IEPEXOAHON IKOHOMHKE: KOMMEHTAPUH TI0
MOBOJLY TOTO, YTO 3HAIOT SKOHOMUCTHI / A. Benam, JI. Benam // DxoHOMU4ecKast Hayka coBpeMenHoit Poccun. — 1999. — Ne 3).
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political institutes effectively*. But in traditional and
underdeveloped societies where the majority of social
communities is represented by primary groups and
religious communities, the principle of “a social
sclerosis’, destruction and removability of groups should
be considered taking into account the peculiarity of such
societies and their economic systems.

Following the logic of M. Olson, the main causes
of regress of institutional structures of rich, developed
economy are actions of groups of special interestsin an
affected by “a social sclerosis society” and, as
consequence, a choice of inadequate economic policy
which, eventually, leads to relative and absolute delay of
economic growth®,

Groups of special interests gradually form
ingtitutional environment with higher characteristics of
inertness and, hence, steadier against external shocks of
institutional import. However such groupsinevitably form
preconditions for formation of a social sclerosis which,
in turn, inevitably leads to stagnation. There arises a
question: what built in mechanisms can the society
generate for opposition to the tendency of an inevitable
social sclerosisas consequences of long periods of stable
development of a society with amplifying groups of
narrow special interests? It is possible to offer the
following explaining hypothesis. effective economic
development in the long-term period is possible if
mechanisms periodically destroying or updating the
structure of groups of special interests, evolutionarily
developed in a society are formed. The updating process
of groups of interests should reduce the degree of
asynchrony changes. On the other hand, actions of stable
and long existing groups (mainly with narrow interests)
will promote increase of asynchrony which can lead to
system crisis and destruction of institutes.

The evolution of groups of special interests has in
many respects defined directions and quality of updating
processes. The West phenomenon is in many respects
defined by formation of independent and competing
groups of interests. Globalization forms not only new
mechanisms and channels of communications, but also

“ For example: economic of Scandinavian countries.

changes the quality of institutes which, in turn, set rules
and restrictions for the basic economic actors.

Modern trends of development of economy and
society are neither absolutely new, nor irreversible. Often
irreversibility of globalization and economic progressis
proved by facts of development of technologies®.
However the given thesis is not obvious taking into
account a large quantity of historical examples when
technological and institutional innovations underwent
process of regress.

Discussion of therole of groups of special interests
in the evolution of institutes cannot be conducted apart
from the question of allocation and identification of
specific groups and definition of the degree of their
influence. There is a requirement both in the historical
description of formation and functioning process of such
groups, and measurement and statistical representation
of parameters of various groups of interests. Sociologists
and political scientists have saved up alot of datawhich
can be used by economists. However it is till difficult to
find the data, which allows defining or illustrating
significant dependences between actions of groups and
formation of institutes. Here we face difficulties of
acquisition of relevant data. Probably, here exist not only
technical, but more methodological obstacles. The
classification of groups of interests depends on the
existing in the society tradition of lobbying and its
institutional economics. In case of transition economies
the problem of accurate classification of groups of
interests becomes complicated because of the mobility
of ingtitutional restrictions.

According to the concept of a bottle neck in the
evolution of ingtitutes of a group of special interests is
that unit which passes selection”. If groups of interests
collapse or transform, so that there is nobody in this or
that society to support the fulfillment of this or that rule
or to carry out sanctions for its nonfulfilment. However
groups of interests as already mentioned above, are
difficult to define accurately, especialy in relation to
specificinstitutes. Thereforeat doing aparticular research
we should compare benefits and costs from actions on

% Olson M. Jr. The Devol ution of the Nordic and Teutonic Economies; Olson M. Eminence and decline of the people...; Olson M. Jr.
Distinguished Lecture on Economicsin Government: Big Bills Left on the Sidewak: Why Some Nations are Rich, and Others Poor //
Journal of Economic Perspectives. Spring. — 1996. — V. 10. — Ne 2. — P. 3— 24.

(Olson M. Jr. The Devolution of the Nordic and Teutonic Economies; Oncon M. Bo3Beiienue u ymamok Hapoaos...; Olson M. Jr.
Distinguished Lecture on Economicsin Government: Big Bills Left on the Sidewak: Why Some Nations are Rich, and Others Poor //
Journal of Economic Perspectives. Spring, 1996. — V. 10. — Ne 2. — P. 3— 24).

% Grinin L. E. The national sovereignty and globalization processes // Political researches 2008. — Nel. — P. 125. (Tpunus JI. E.
HaumnonaneHsIi cyBepeHuTeT U mporiecchl mobanusaiu // Tlonurinyaeckue uccnenoBanust. — 2008. — Ne 1.— C. 125).

“"Volchik V. V. Neutral markets, not neutral institutes and economic evolution / V. V. Volchik // Economic bulletin of Rostov State
University. 2004. — T. 2. — Ne 2. (Bomsauk B. B. HeliTpanbHbie peIHKH, HEHEUTPAIbHBIE HHCTUTYTHI X SKOHOMUYECKAsT IBOTIOLUS /
B. B. Bonpuuk // DxoHoMu4ecKuii BeCTHUK PocToBckoro rocynapcrsernoro yausepeurera. — 2004. — T. 2. — Ne 2).
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identification of specific groups, gathering and estimation
of quantitative data.

If we investigate the evolution of institute which
has a certain rank in the system of economic
communications, it is necessary for usto define agroup
whichisinterested in or benefitsfrom an existing state
of affairs. Eventually groups will change their
structure. But the personal structure will not have a
crucial significance if the institute is supported by the
group in its new structure. In other words, the
evolution of institutes and groups of interests is
considered as interconnected and interdependent
processes. However the development of new rules,
agreements and institutes demands considerably
stronger unity of groups, and also can be connected
with higher costs of social actions, than the
maintenance of functioning of institutes.

Between the buildings of original and new
institutional economics there should not be any
impenetrable walls. It is aso important to understand,
that researches of evolution of institutes should promote
decrease in monopolization of the market of scientific
ideas. Thereforethe given articleisan attempt of research
of institutional changes from convergence positions of
institutional approaches in the economic theory. The
phenomenon of asynchrony of changes focuses its
attention on that “the growth” of effective institutes
should correlate with the formation of corresponding
mechanisms of regulation and social actions of groups
of interests.

Vol’chik V. V. Globalization and Facilities of
Original Institutional Economics at Research of
Institutional Changes in Economy

For many years economists working in various
theoretical schoolspay great regard toinstitutional changes

in economy. Most researches of institutional changes are
carried out within the neoinstitutional or the new
institutional economics frameworks. However the use
of heuristic potential of original (old) institutional
economics can enrich modern theories of institutional
changes.

Keywords: research, institutional changes,
economics, facilities.

Boabuuk B. B. I'to6ani3amnis i 3acodu incrury-
niifHOi eKOHOMIKH B JOCTiTzKeHH] iHCTUTYNIHHUX 3MiH
B eKOHOMIIIi

ExonomicTy, ki 6araro pokiB NpamTh B PI3HUX
TEOPETUIHHUX IIKOJIAX PUILISAIOTh HAJISKHY yBary iHCTH-
TYHIHHUM 3MiHaM B €KOHOMIIi. BijbImicTh MOCIiIKeHb
IHCTUTYLIWHUX 3MiH 3/1IHICHEHO B MEXaX HEOIHCTUTYIi -
HUX CTPYKTYp €KOHOMikH. [IpoTe BHKOpHUCTaHHS €BpH-
CTHUYHOTO IIOTEHIIiaTy OPHTiHAIBHOI (CTapol) IHCTUTYIiH-
HOT eKOHOMIKH MOXe€ 30araTuTé Cy4acHi Teopii IHCTUTY-
IAHUX 3MiH.

Kniouoei croea: nocmipkeHHs, IHCTHTYIIHHI 3MiHH,
€KOHOMIKa, 3aco0u.

Boapuuk B. B. Ilo6aausanus u cpeacrBa MH-
CTUTYHHOHAJIbHOI 3KOHOMHKHU B HCC/IeJ0OBAHUU HH-
CTUTYHHOHAJILHBIX U3MEHEHHIl B IKOHOMHKe

OKOHOMHCTHI, MHOTO JIET PabOTaroNIie B pa3iand-
HBIX TEOPETUUECKUX LIKOJIAX, YACSIOT JOKHOE BHUMA-
HUE UHCTUTYLHMOHAJIBHBIM U3MEHEHUSIM B SKOHOMHUKE.
BonpmmHCcTBO HCCeI0BaHi HHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHBIX H3Me-
HEHUM OCYILECTBISIETCS B IIPe/ieNlaX HEOMHCTUTYIUOHAb-
HBIX CTPYKTYp SKOHOMUKHU. OJTHAKO HCIIOIb30BaHUE IB-
PHCTHYECKOTO MIOTEHI[MAIa OPUTHHAIBHOU (CTapoii) uH-
CTUTYLIHOHAJIbHOI SKOHOMUKHU MOXET 000raTUTh COBpE-
MEHHbIE TEOPUH HHCTUTYLIUOHAIBbHBIX H3MEHEHHUH.

Kniouesuie cnosa: uccnenopanye, MHCTUTYLUOHAIIb-
HbI€ U3MEHEHUS, SKOHOMHUKA, CPEJICTBA.
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