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RECONSTRUCTION OF TERMS’ DEFINITIONS: «INSTITUTIONS», «cRULES»,
«NORMES», AND «STRATEGIES» IN ELINOR OSTROM'S WORKS
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Reconstruction of terms’ definitions «institutions», «rules», «norms» and «strategies» developed by Elinor
Ostrom during 1980s — 2000s is proposed in the article. This reconstruction is the first part of attempt to
adopt Ostrom's Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) framework research method for studying
Post-Soviet institutional transformation. Ostrom used a broad definition of institutions as durable
regularities in actors’ interactions in situations structured by rules, norms and natural factors. Ostrom's
institutional approach in Post-Soviet transformations studies allows to take into consideration in the course
of research important, concerning the institutional structure of Soviet and Post-Soviet society, such
premises as phenomenon of informal sphere and necessity to analyze social reality on the mezo-level.
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Y cmammi 30iliCHEHO PEeKOHCMPYKUit0 BU3HaYeHb maKkux MmepMiHig, fK «iHcmumyuii», «rpagunay,
«HOpMU» | «cmpameeii», siki EniHop Ocmpom po3pobnsina y ceoix npaysix npomszom 1980-x — 2000-x.
s pekoHcmpykuisa € nepwoto YacmuHow pobomu 3 adanmauii docnidHuuybko2o memody Ocmpowm,
8idomoe0 sK iHcmumyuitiHut aHani3 i possumok (Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) framework)
0na docnidxeHHs1 nocmpadsiHCbKOI iHcmumyuitiHoi mpaHcgbopmauii. Ocmpom sukopucmosysarsna wupoke
8U3Ha4YeHHs1 IHcmumyuiti ik dogzompuearsnux rosmoptosaHocmeli y 83aemModisiX akmopie y cumyauisix,
CMPYyKmMypogaHux npasunamu, HopMamu | YuHHUKamu ceimy npupodu. BukopucmarHsi Ocmpom
iHecmumyuitiHo2o nidxody npu eus4eHHi nocmpadsHCbLKUX mpaHcgopmauitl Ao380s1si€ 8paxosysamu 8
npoekmi OOCIIOXeHHs HacmyrHi eaxrnusi, 3 02750y Ha IHemumyuitlHy cmpykmypy padsiHCbKo20 i
nocmpadsiHCbKO20 Ccycrinbecme ¢heHOMeHU HeghopmarbHOi cehepu ma nompeby aHanisy couiasibHOI
pearibHocmi Ha Me30pIgHI.

KnrouoBi cnoBa: iHCTUTYLiMHUIA aHani3, HOBWIM iHCTUTYUiOHANi3M, iHCTUTYUii, Hopmu, npasuna, |AD
framework, nocTpagsiHcbki TpaHcopmaLii

B cmambe ocywemcmeneHa pekoHCcmpykuyus OebuHuULyUl makux MEPMUHO8, KaK «UHCMUmyuyuuy,
«npasusia», «HOPMbI» U «cmpameauu», Komopbie EnuHop Ocmpom paspabambigana Ha MPOMsKeHUU
1980-x—2000-x 20008. Oma peKoHCMPyKuuUsi sersemcs nepeol 4Yacmbio pabomsl no adanmauuu
uccriedogameribckoeo mMemoda OcmpoM, U38eCMHO20 KaK UHCMUMYyUUOHasbHbIU aHanu3 u passumue
(Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) framework) Ons uccrnedosaHuss mocmcosemckou
UHCMuUmMyyuoHasnbHoU mpaHcghopmayuu. Ocmpom UCnonb308asa WuUpokoe onpedeneHue uHcmumyyud
Kak npodormKkumeribHbIX  nosmopsiemocmeli 60  83aumodelicmeusix  akmopoe 8  cumyayusix,
CMPYKMypupoBaHHbIX Mpasusiamu, Hopmamu U c¢hakmopamu mupa rnpupodsi. Ucnonb3osaHue Ocmpom
UHCMUMYyYUOHalbHo20 nodxoda npu U3y4eHUU [MOCMCO8EeMCKUX mpaHcgopmayull  noseornsem
uccnedosamerno  ydumbigamb 8 poekme pabombl axHble, Ofisi CMPYKMypbl COBEMCKO20 U
rocmcosemckoeo obwecmesa, npedrnochiiku, a UMEHHO: ¢heHOMeH HeghopmarnbHoU cgepbl U
nompebHocmb aHanu3a coyuarnbHoU peanibHOCMU Ha Me30-ypPOBHe.

KntoueBble cnoBa: MHCTUTYLMOHHbIA aHanu3, HOBbIN MHCTUTYLIMOHANWU3M, UHCTUTYLUW, HOPMbI, NpaBuna,
IAD framework, nocrtcoBetckue TpaHcgopmaumm

One may distinguish several approaches, which scholars of Post-Soviet transformation are using:
transitology, democracy studies, Post-Soviet ethnographies, and institutional approach'. Authors, who work in the
frames of transitology approach are studying processes of tramsition from previous, in case of East Central
Europe, Communist system, to the new one. Tacitly is assumed that new system should be Western democracy
with market or «mixed» economy [3-6]. Teleologism, neglecting the role of history in the course of Post-Soviet

©

Solchanyk B., 2014
' For distinguishing these approaches I am acknowledged generalizing collective book about polish transformation edited by
Mokrzycki E., Rychard A., Zybertowicz A. [1] and Rychard [2]
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transformation and ignoring mezo- and micro-level of society are the main weal sides of such approach [2, p. 30-
31]. Close to mentioned above are researches, which conditionally can be named as «democratic theory
approach». This is a theory of political system and studying what is occurred in the political arena. The main
themes of their research are elections, voter behavior, and analysis of decision-making process [7, p. 60; 8-11].
However, such approach does not allow to integrate into research scheme scrutinizing of the informal side of
political life in Post-Soviet politics missing one of the most important dimension of social life under Communist
rules [12, p. 1-2, 11-12]. In the frame of Post-Soviet ethnographies approach, scholars try to understand the
context and «real» situation in political and other spheres of each, not exactly Post-Soviet, distinct, new society
[13-17]. A lot of works about Post-Soviet transformation are written in the frame of institutional approach. Among
the main ones should be mentioned Campbell&Pedersen [18], North [19], Balcerowich [20], Kaminski [21],
Gaciarz [22], Rychard [2; 23-24] and in Ukraine Golovakha&Panina [25; 26], Makeev [27], Oskamytna [28].

Rychard very persuasively argues for using the institutional approach for studying Post-Soviet
transformations. The terminological apparatus of institutional approach allows and demands to take into
consideration the presence of formal/official and informal/unofficial spheres of each society's functioning at the
same time removing opposition between them. Concentrating on the mezo-level phenomenons and continuity of
changes in the frameworks of institutional approach allows to study of the concrete structures of social
interaction, to reconstruct the logic of interaction in the certain defined borders, to determine the centers and
actors, which take part in decision- and rule-making games [2, p. 30-3; 24, p. 6-7].

However, institutional approach is not unified body of thought. There are several meanings about what
institutional approach is, how it should be treated in different disciplines, and whether it is really an approach. The
minimal thing, which is accepted by almost all is, that Institutional approach has received second breath, when new
institutionalism has appeared in the middle of 1970th as a reaction on the domination of behaviorist orientation in social
sciences. On the beginning of the 2010th new institutionalism has became very elaborated in several disciplines, like
sociology, political science, economy, and history [29-31]. At least some sociologists and political scientists agreed, that
institutions always were in the center of sociology and political science. Nee and Nee&Brintion straightly named New
Institutionalism as «neoclassical turn in sociology» [32, p. XV; 33, p. 12], Crawford&Ostrom write that «the core of
traditional political science was the study of institutions and political philosophy...», and only behavioral revolution
«...swept both aside and focused political scientists on the study of political behavior» [34, p. 582]. I agree with such
position, though some other scholars are not so enthusiastic concerning to (new) institutionalism, treating it, as
Diermier&Krehbiel, as a method or methodology of research, but not a separate approach or research tradition [35, p. 4,
23-24], or only as «a narrow collection of challenges to contemporary theoretical thinking in political science, a small
set of relatively technical ideas...», as March&Olsen do [36, p. 738].

After Hall&Taylor article appeared in 1996 it is conventionally agreed to think about minimum three New
Institutionalisms: historical, sociological and New Institutionalism in the Rational Choice Theory, which is
commonly joined with new institutional economy [29, p. 936; 37, p. 369]. Though, some researchers distinguish
the new institutional economy and political sciences as separate domains of research [38, p 3-8; 33, p. 2-8; 36].

Now, each New Institutionalism has its own rich tradition and more or less developed conceptual base. As
Thelen strongly insist that among these different sorts of institutionalism there is more in common, than may be
seen at a first glance. In contemporary social sciences, process of border crossing takes place. This process is
accompanied with claims to develop more eclectic approach based on the explanations that rest on more micro-
foundations derived from rational choice theory approach, and on the understanding of institutions as a set of
shared knowledge, using tools of historical and sociological kinds of institutionalisms [29, p. 956; 37, p. 369-370].

That is why, having in view this border and concept crossing character of institutional approach, I want
to present the result of reconstruction of the definition of the several basic for institutional analysis terms from the
work of Elinor Ostrom: «institutions», «rulesy, «normsy, and «strategies», the latter is the youngest one. Ostrom
with collaborators have developed definitions of these terms during 1980s-2000s, that is why I use notion of
«reconstructiony, talking about those definition.

Such reconstruction is the result of the first part of work with adaptation Ostrom's Institutional Analysis
and Development framework (IAD framework) for analysis of Post-Soviet transformation in Ukraine. Ostrom
through all her life reckoned herself as a political scientist doing research about the problem of using by people
the common restrained resources in different place on Earth [31]. Doing this research Ostrom elaborates the
detailed methodology of doing institutional analysis, defines main concepts and parts of research program.

Institutions

As Ostrom pointed out, the term «institution» has several meanings. It may be viewed as «rules about
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behavior, especially about making decision». Social institutions may be defined «as standards of behavior rather
than rules of the games». In that context it is talked about regularities of behavior. Another way of thinking about
institutions is to define them as «political structure, refering to attributes of the current system such as size, degree
of completion, extent of overlap, and other attributes of current system». Her own definition, Ostrom makes on
the ground of rules, which are clearly separated from physical and behavioral laws [39, p. 3-5].

Ostrom scrutinizes three approaches, which «offer institutional explanation for observed regularities in
the patterns of human behavior». Institution-as-equilibrium approach «rests on an assumption that rational
individual interacting with other rational individuals, continue to change their planned responses to the actions of
other until no improvement can be obtained in their expected outcomes». Institution-as-norm approach rests on
assumption that many observed patterns of behavior are based on the shared perceptions among group of
individuals of proper and improper behavior in particular situations». Proponents of such approach argue to step
beyond means-ends rationality in order to understand shared beliefs of the groups. And, a third approach to study
institution — institution-as-rule one, «rests on assumption that (rules)... are based on a common understanding that
actions inconsistent with those that are prescribed or required are likely to be sanctioned or rendered ineffective if
actors with the authority to impose punishment are informed about them» in such frames examination of the
action and outcomes that ruler structured and mechanism of enforcements is needed [34, p. 582-583].

As Ostrom writes, there are no pivotal differences between presented above approaches of institutions
definition. If one presents institution-as-equilibria approach in a form of institution-as-shared strategies, all three
approaches will become mutually comparable. That is why, Ostrom tries to encompass three approaches to define
institution: as an equilibrium, as a norm and as a rule; referring to shared linguistic constraint or opportunity that
prescribe, allow or forbid actions or outcomes (both individual and collective), to spoken, written or tacitly
understood in a form of intelligible to actors in an empirical settings knowledge, or as to often habituated and
being part of tacit knowledge of a community. Thus, Ostrom proposes broad definition of institutions, to treat
them as «enduring regularities of human action in situations structured by norms, rules and shared strategies, as
well as by physical world. The rules, norms and shared strategies are constituted and reconstituted by human
interaction in frequently occurring or repetitive situations» [34, p. 582-583]. «... Where the boundaries of an
institution are drown dependent on the theoretical question or interest, the time scale posited, and the pragmatics
of a research project». The important feature of institutions is that they, in contrast to biophysical laws, consist
from «humanly constructed elements: rules, norms and shared strategies», and, accordingly, may be changed by
human, that is not possible for biophysical rules [34, p.582].

Rules

Such broad definition of institutions demands from us to pay more attention to consideration of each of
the elements of institutions. At first, I propose the formal definition of each element, further, examination of how
rules, norms and strategies structure people’s interaction, and, finally, I summarize the special features concerned
with the study of each element.

Term «rule» frequently is used to refer both to personal routines and/or strategies, or to a set of prescription
used by more than one person to order decision making. Ostrom itself is inclined to the latter definition of the rules,
separating strategies as a separate element of research scheme. She defines «rulesy as «referring to commonly known
and used by a set of participants, prescriptions to order repetitive, interdependent relationships». These prescriptions
define actions or states of the words as required, prohibited or permitted”. Rules are the results of actor's efforts to
achieve the order and predictability in definite situations by structuring each situations where action took place, and
separating four basic elements of each action situation: creating positions, stating how participants enter or leave
these positions, stating which actions of participants are required, permitted or forbidden to take, and stating which
outcome participants are required, permitted of forbidden to attend [39, p. 5].

Key characteristic of rules and at the same time the main point of difference between them and physical or
behavioral laws is that the former ones are artifacts of human activity and are changeable by human interventions
and the latter are not [39, p. 6]. «Rules» also should not be equated with formal laws because latter may become
rules only when actors understand a law and are accountable for its breaking. Here lies down core of analytical
distinction between «rules» and «laws». The former ones are characterized by prescriptive force they have i.e.
«knowledge and acceptance of the rule leads individuals to recognize that, if they break the rule, other individuals
may hold them accountable. And the last one, to become a rule, it must have the enforcement [39, p. 6]. That is to say
that, if there is not conscious obeying to a law, it remains only formal act and can not become a rule.

? These are so called deontic elements which are used in logic for distinction of the prescriptive from non prescriptive action [34, p. 584].
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Elaborating this distinction Ostrom points out the difficulty with studies of rules, or rules-in-use. Because
many rules are unwritten and many «laws» are not followed as rules, social scientists frequently do not know which
rules are accepted by individuals in their everyday interaction [40, p. 318]. That is why, together with distinction
between rules and laws, Ostrom proposes alternative variants of conceptualization where the distinction between
formal and informal spheres of people interaction is payed with special attention. Such conceptualization includes
written and unwritten, formal and informal rules [41, p. 17; 40, p. 322] and causes scholars to pay more attention to
micro- and mezo-level of people interactions, where rules-in-use are created, changed, and exist in written or
unwritten form, and together with laws structure everyday interactions [40, p. 322]. As a result of such analysis |
separate the «law» as an independent, side by side with «rules» element of research scheme.

One of the definitions of institution Ostrom elaborates using metaphor of «play» and «rules of the play»”.
Thus, «rules of the game include physical (and behavioral — B.S.) laws, which states what is physically possible,
impossible or necessary to do and institutional rules, which tell what players are expected to find obligatory,
permitted of obliged to do. Both these statements are subjects to different form of change. First is not subjected to
human intervention, the second exist primary within a human context. Also, both, biophysical laws and
institutional rules are constitutive part of the game by itself [43, p. 121-122].

For rule to exist, «any particular situation must be linked to a rule-making situation and some kind of
monitoring and sanctioning must exist. Rules may be crafted in a wide diversity of collective choices of
constitutional choice arenas in local, regional, national or international domainsy [41, p. 13; 40, p. 322].

Making definition of rules more precise Ostrom writes, that «rules are prescriptions that a set of participants
commonly knows and uses to order repetitive, interdependent relationships... Prescriptions refer to which actions (or
states of the world) are permitted, obligatory, or forbidden. Rules may result from self-conscious choice or may evolve
over times as people develop shared understandings of what actions or outcomes may, must, or must not be done in
particular situations» [43, p. 124]. The definition of rule includes: the acquaintance with rules by participants of
interaction, sanctions for rule braking, position of observer or monitor for rule obedience, and presence of rule-making
situation. As Ostrom writes, «rules are the result of implicit or explicit efforts to achieve order and predictability among
humans by creating classes of persons (positions) who are then required, permitted, or forbidden to take classes of action
in relation to required, permitted, or forbidden outcomes or face the likelihood of being monitored and sanctioned in a
predictable fashion» [40, p. 322]. The presence of sanction is the feature that distinguish rules from norms [34, p. 586].

Summing up the definition of rule, one can define them in following way. Rules are presented in a form
of linguistic statements commonly known prescriptions based on shared understandings about which actions or
outcomes are required, permitted, or forbidden in given context. Rules always cause the exercise punishment in
the situation when undesirable behavior was recorded by specially authorized monitors or competent members of
community. The presence of sanction is the feature which distinguish rules from norms. Rules arise in order to
achieve more order and predictability of future results in the course of repeating interactions. They exist only
when they are joined with particular rule-making situation. Thus, rules are inseparable from rule-making situation,
they arise and develop together with emergence of the repeating interaction. Rules, in contrast to biophysical laws,
are created by humans and that is why may be changed by humans. Rules origin is viewed in two ways: by the
conscious (rule-making) creation of them by people, or through evolution of the situations of interaction and rules
structuring it, in time. The creation of rule may occur on different level: international, national, regional or local,
consequently, in each concrete community may simultaneously coexist in different forms several levels of the
rules: written/unwritten or formal/informal. The laws can become the rules only if actors understand the law, and
they are conscious about possibility of sanction using in the course of disobeying of the law.

Norms

The definition of «norms» has a lot in common with definition of «rules», but there are two main
differences. If the rules are linguistic statements grounded on the knowledge of sanctions imposition in the course
of undesirable behavior, the norms are only actor's understanding that definite behavior can be (critically)
evaluated without using a sanction. The presence of sanction is a key feature, which distinguish norms from rules
[34, p. 586]. The second difference between rules and norms is presented in Ostrom statement, that «norms
represent preferences related to prescriptions about actions or outcomes that are not focused primarily on short-
term material payoffs to self». Actor is interested, first of all, in internal reward, he receive with norm-following
[41, p. 12; 40, p. 322]. The absence of sanction in the case of not following and internal reward as main cause of
following — those are the two differences which distinguish norms from rules [34, p. 586; 41, p. 13].

? This metaphor is frequently used by authors who works in the frame of new institutional approach and is “native” for Bourdieu [42].
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For norm to exist, as for rules too, there is important close community context and frequent contact between
actors, members of community. In case of absence of these contacts norms lose a lot from it regulative potential and
influence. According to Ostrom norms can emerge entirely internal to individual and «... most norms are required in
the context of the community in which the individual interacts frequently and change in this context. Thus, the
chance that others in relevant community may learn about a norm-breaking action strongly reinforces the internal
value assigned to the conformity action» [40, p. 322]. The necessity of inner actualization and context-related,
independent from separate person’s wants, origin of the norms makes them very difficult for empirical studying.

Ostrom’s propositions are grounded on rational choice theory model for norms studying. This can be done
by finding the positive or negative parameters players «attached to the their utility function that are involved
either by internal feelings of regret or internal satisfaction (personal norms) or by external observation of their

behavior (Community norms) that lead to shame or pride. ... In field research one learns about shared norms
when farmers tell you that «everyone here thinks it is shameful if...» [41, p. 13-14].
Strategies

Ostrom pays separate attention to actors strategies only in her latest texts. It is the least elaborated
element of its research scheme. According to her «strategies are plans of actions that individuals adopt primarily
for prudential reasons to achieve preferred outcomes on light of expectations of the likely strategies of others» and
their information about basic structures of the situation [41, p. 12; 40. p. 321]. It is not clear whether to locate
strategies under the umbrella of the notion «intuitionist», in such case one should agree that «strategy» and
«shared strategy» (mentioned above) are identical or at least mutually exchangeable. Or, one has to agree, that
these terms have different meanings, and does not treat «strategy» as a part of «institution», analytically locating it
in the sphere of individual or micro-level phenomenon.

Some conclusions

Now I can put together all elements of the definition of «institutions» and place them in the straight line
from left to right side according to possibility of the people to influence the changes of element”’. The line will
look in a such way:

Institution
physical laws — behavioral laws — norms — formal laws — rules — strategies
Scheme 1.

From the left side physical and behavioral laws are situated as practically independent from human influence.
These two elements form outer, objective sphere of human social life. The second sphere consists of norms, laws
and rules. Norms are the least subjected to individual or human control, formal laws can by regarded as part of
rules. But, former operates on much broader level (in space and quantitative relation) than the latter. That is why [
consider formal laws as less subjected to human change than rules. Strategies operate on the individual level, and,
thus, may be changed faster and easier.

In latter text, more concerned with empirical research, Ostrom pontificated the description of the elements I
position in the left side of the line. Ostrom ceased specially to distinguish behavioral and physical law, uniting
them into biophysical laws. But, she distinguished two more elements, material conditions in which interactions
are occurred and characteristics of community such as size, population, administrative structure, history etc [41, p.
51]. The line takes the form presented in Scheme 2.

Institution
biophysical laws — norms — formal laws — rules — strategies
material conditions —
community characteristics —

Scheme 2.

In Schemes I and 2 norms, laws and rules are led round — there is, in my mind, institution. Which situates
between outer, objective completely non subjected to human change sphere, and strategies, or the sphere of
individual preferences and choices which are formed under the institutional umbrellas. For doing institutional
analysis according to Ostrom, first, community characteristics or outer objective conditions should be described,

4 Though contemporary sociologists who study the new types of risk in postmodern times insists that in contemporary world people receive
more and more influence over development of the nature. And the latter gradually lose its influence on the people life [44. Ch. 19].
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and, secondly, scholar should start to work with institutions of his-own interest. Broad definition of institutions,
which include norms and different types of rules allows researchers of Post-Soviet transformations to take into
consideration, during planning and conducting research, formal and informal dimensions of social life, to pay
attention to real historical phenomena’ and to study them on the mezo-level, level of intersection of macro- and
micro-social spheres, where human interactions take place.
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Borman ConpuaHHK — CONIOJIOT, iCTOPHUK, TPOMAJACHKHH [Iis4, BHKIagad Kadeapud HOBOI Ta HOBITHBOI
icropii YkpaiHu YKpaiHCBKOTO KaTOJNHUI[BKOTO yHiBepcuTeTy (M. JIbBiB).

Hapomuscs 25 nmunas 1985 p. B M. Crapuit Cam0ip. 3 2002 p. HaBuaBcs y JIbBiBCbKOMY HaIliOHAJIBHOMY
yHiBepcuTeTi iMeHi [Bana ®panka. ¥ 2006 p. 3akiHUMB HAaBUaHHA Ha ICTOPUYHOMY (hakyiIbTeTi Ta 3100yB
quniaoMoM OakanaBpa. IIpomoBxuMB HaBYaHHS y MODKIUCHUIUIIHAPHOMY IIGHTpPI MAariCTEPCbKHUX IIporpaMm 3
comioyiorii Ta KyJabTYpOJIOTii JaHOTO YHIBEPCUTETY Ta 3TOJIOM OTPHMAaB CTYIiHb Maricrpa 3 cowionorii Ta
KyJIBTYpoJIOrii. 3aXMCTHB MaricTepchbKy poboTy Ha TeMy «XapaKTepHI PUCH MOBEIIHKU Ta CBIAOMOCTI «JIIOJHHU
(mocT)pansHChKOiN« (HayK. KepiBHHUK 1ipod). H.J. Ueprum).

BaratopazoBuii crunenmiar ¢ynmamnii «Academia Artes Liberales» (BapmaBa) Ta MinicTepcTBa
HarioHambHOI ocBiTH Pecmy6miku Ilonbina, yyacHUK HU3KH KOH(EpeHIiH, JITHIX HIKUT Ta HAaBYAJBHUX CECiil B
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Cegiﬂ "CoHionoequi 00CJ1iO)KEeHHS cy4acHozo czcninbcmea: Memodonoaiﬂi meoeiﬂi memoou"

VYkpaini, [Tonemi Ta JIuTBi, a Takox cmiBopranizaTtop JIaBpiBCBKOI JITHROI IIKOJMU IJISI CTYACHTIB NPOTpPaMu
MIKIHCTUTYIIIHHYX iHANBIAYaIBHUX T'YMaHITApPHUX CTYIiH.

Brponosx 2008-2012 pp. HaBYaBCs 3a JOKTOPAHTCHKOIO IpOrpaMor0 y Bumii mxomi coriaapHHX
nocnimkenb Ilonbepkoi Akamemii Hayk. I'oTyBaB 10 3aXHCTy JOKTOPCBKY Iucepraliifo Ha Temy: «Bubopui
MPAKTHKHN B MAJIOMY 3axiTHOYKpaiHChbkoMy MicTi 1965-2006 pokn» (Hayk. kepiBHHK npod. A. Puxapm), onHak He
BCTHT 3aKiHUHUTH ii.

Bpas yuacts y mpoekti «Bubopunii konTpons B CxinHiil €Bpomi» B paMmkax nporpamu «MiKHaLIOHANbHI
CTyAii: IHTepAUCIUILTIHAPHI TOCHIPKEHHS Ta HaBYaJIbHI IPOrpaMu», a TAKOXK Yy MPOeKTi «PerioH, HaIis Ta iHIIe:
IHTEepIUCIUILTIHAPHE Ta MDKKYJIBTYpHE NEPEOCMHCICHHS YKpaiHW», o OyB iHiLIHOBaHUI Ta KOOPAMHYETHCS
VYuiBepcuterom Cankr-I annena y llBelinapii.

3a IMMHU CTUCIMMH PSIIKAMU KPUETHCS TIOCTATh TY>KE YECHOI, TTOPSIHOI JIFOUHH, aKTUBHOTO TPOMAISHHHA,
3Mi0HOTO HAYKOBIIS, TOCTPUM PO3yM SKOro OyB CIIPSIMOBAaHHN HA BHUpILIEHHS aMOITHOI MeTH — MoOyIOBY CIpaBi
HE3AICKHOI YKpaiHU uepe3 JOJNaHHS BAKKOTO BAHTAXY «pasHCBbKOI cramumHu». borman CompuaHuk OyB HpoOTH
CTaTyCy HayKH SIK «BEXi 31 CJIOHOBOI KICTKM». BiH BBakaB, 110 TOCH{KEHHS HE IOBUHHI ITPOBOAUTHUCS JIUILIE 3apajy
CaMUX JOCIIHKCHB, a MalOTh OyTH KOPUCHUMH CYCIIJIbCTBY: BOHH ITOBHHHI 33JJ0BOJIGHSTH HOr0O 3allUT Ha BUPIILICHHS
THX KOHKPETHHUX COLATIBHUX IMPOoOJIeM, sIKi € aKTyaJIbHUMH UL CaMoro couiymy. IlpruoMy Hayka IOBHHHA POOUTH
MIPOTHO3M 1 IMPOMOHYBATH CXEMH [, a He MOSICHIOBATH, YOMY Ta UM iHIIa pedopma He Baaiaca. OyHIaMEeHTAIBHOIO
pobemMoro, 3 SIKO0 cTHKHYBCA boraan ConpuaHuk, Oya0 IUTAHHSA: SIKUM € CydacHe YKpaiHCBKe cycmm;cmo” Sxmo
rosoputu mpo Pamsrcpkuii Coro3, TO iCHyBaB 3HAYHHI JOPOOOK 1 BITUM3HAHMX, 1 3apyODKHHMX HAYKOBLIB, SKHH
JIO3BOJISAIB TIPHOJIM3ZHO TIOSICHUTH XapakTep (byHKuloHyBaHHs[ PajIAHCHKOro CycniibcTBa. AJie sKIIO YKpaiHa €
TIOCTPaIAHCHKOKO, TO BCI Ii IHTEPHPETATHBHI MOJENI Ta 3aKOHOMIPHOCTI BXE HE CHIPAIbOBYIOTh. Tol sIKi MOSCHEHHS
MaloTh 3aIpPONOHYBATH CyCl‘[lJ‘II)CTBOSHaBI_Il ULl yKpaiHceKoro cycriibera? Llei HaMlp OyB OCBOBMM y HayKOBIit
pobori bormana Conbuanuka. Horo MaFICTepCLKa po60ra 6yna MPHUCBSUCHA JOCTIIPKCHHIO (DEHOMEHY JIFOAMHU
PaJIAHCHKOI. [i MOYKHa BBaXkaTH CBOEPIIHUM aHAITI30M «MiCLIs», 3BIIKU BHIIILIO yKpaiHChKE CYCIILTBCTBO.

A BXe y Mexax MiaroToBku aucepraiii borman ConpyaHMK BUBYAB T€, «KyIW» YKpaiHCBKE CyCHIbCTBO
npuiinuio micast 1991 p. Sk mpuknaz, BiH oOpaB iHCTUTYT BHOOpiB. [lo mepeOynoBu 1ie OYB iHCTUTYT-IYCTHIIKA,
SIKMf He BUKOHYBAB >KOJHUX MOMITHYHUX (yHKuiH. [Ticas nepeOynoBu neil iHCTUTYT 3MIHHBCS, OTPUMAB PealbHUM
3MICT Ta HalOBHEHHS. BTiM, miomu samummmmcs Ti cami: 3 1991 p. HaceneHHs YKpaiHH HE 3MIHHJIOCS MaridHUM
yrHOoM. OT)Ke, BUBYAIOUM IIEPETBOPEHHS IHCTUTYTY BUOOpPIB, MOXKHA IIOOAUUTH, SIK YKpaiHChKE CYCHUILCTBO TOBOII
JI0JIa€ paisHChbKe MUHYJE. AOO X, HaBMAKH, SIK YaCTHUHA JIFOJICH MPHUCTOCOBYE HOTO 0 HOBUX peaiiil. Axumu Oymm
MIpaBWJIa TPHU B PAJSHCHKUX BUOOpaX, UM 3MIHWIIMCS BOHH B He3alIekHIH YKpaiHi — och KIFOUOBI MUTaHHS, HA sIKi
Borman ConpuaHuK IIyKaB BiAMIOBiAL y CBOIH IucepTarii, 3aXKCT K01 ITaHyBaBcs He3abapoM. Ta He cyamtocs..

Hawm, #ioro BunTensm i koyieram, HEBUMOBHO CYMHO, IO TAaKUH MOJIOJIUI TaJJaHOBUTUH HAYKOBEIb CbOTO/IHI
HE 3 HaMH, IO BiH HE 3MIl 3aBEpIIUTH CBOIX HAYKOBHX IIOLIYKiB, 3PEIITO0, HE MOOYIyBaB CiM 1, JIMIICHb BCTUT
CKepyBaTH CBOTO MOJIOJIIOTO Opara BUMTHCS Ha corionora. Aje ycim cBoiM xuTTsaM borman ConbuaHHK TOJaB
MPUKIA] YKpaiHCBKHM COLIOIOTaM 0COOMCTO! y4acTi y moOyJqoBi HOBOi JepikKaBH, B SIKiM MaHyBaTHME CIIPABXKHS
JIEMOKpATIs 1 B CEHC1 BUTBHUX BUOOPIB cepell TOCTOMHUX KaHAUAATIB, 1 B CEHC1 BTUIEHHS Y )KUTTS BUIIOTO ii IPOSIBY
— ydYacTi IIMPOKUX BEPCTB HACEJECHHS y BHUPOOJCHHI Ta MPUHHATTI BaXJIMBUX MOMITHYHUX pimeHb. Came me i
JIOTIOMOYKE 31107IaTH (DOPTEII0 «COBKOBOCTI», sIka 0araTbOM 37aBanacsi HemepeOOpHO0, BUYABUTH 3 cebe pada
IMITEpPCHKHX Ta PaASHCHKUX YaciB, a YKpaiHi - yBifiTH 10 ciM 1 BUTBHUX 1 3aMOXKHHX KpaiH CBITY.

Borpan Conpuanuk 3aruHyB 3a Hac i3 Bamu 20 mrotoro 2014 p. B M. Kuis. Bin OyB eauHuM cortionorom
Hebecnoi CotHi 3a paxoM, TOKIMKaHHAM Ta TPOMaISHCHKOIO MO3UIli€r0. Bi 3aBxnu Oy/e 3 HaMu.

Yeprum H. 1.,

JIOKTOP COIIOJIOTIYHHUX HayK, mpodecop,

3aBigyBay Kadeapu icropii Ta Teopii cortionorii

JIBBiBCBHKOTO HAIIOHAJIFHOTO yHIBEpcUTETY iMeHi IBana dpanka
Cynun /1. 1O.,

KaHIUJAT COLIONOrYHIX HAYK,

acHCTeHT Kadeapu icTopii Ta Teopii corrionorii

JIBBiBCBHKOTO HAIIOHAJIFHOTO yHIBEpcUTETY iMeHi IBana dpanka
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