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A CONSTRUCTIONIST PERSPECTIVE ON INSTITUTIONAL DIFFUSION MODEL
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Prevailing institutional approaches and models of diffusion tend to neglect social constructionist arguments
of institutional construction of economic interests and the very notion of rationality. Distinguishing between
economic and social motives for adoption, most institutionalists still offer somewhat undersocialized accounts of
organizational processes and agency. This essay makes an attempt to clarify and reintegrate phenomenological
arguments into institutional diffusion model, revisiting, in particular, an embeddedness of early adopters'

economic behavior and interests.
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«It's alright, we told you what to dream»
(Pink Floyd, 1975)

Introduction. Institutional perspective on
adoption and diffusion of management and
administrative practices is one of the most com-
prehensive and well documented research pro-
grams under the banner of institutional theory as
well as across a broader literature on innovations
diffusion and organizational studies. Much of the
research in this space tends to distinguish and
contrast early adoptions against later ones. This is
made by identifying motives and drivers of imple-
mentation, disentangling economic rationales and
legitimacy concerns. The central argument of this
essay is that what at the first glance is claimed
and observed as an economic- and interest-driven
behavior, appears to be socially constructed un-
derstandings and shared meanings, even though
the very adopters would claim their motives to be
strictly economically rational and efficiency-seek-
ing. It is unreasonable to distinguish economic and
social forces since first is a definition construct-
ed and manifested by wider socio-cultural con-
text (Jepperson, 2002; Friedland and Alford, 1991,
Scott, 1987; Suddaby and Greenwood, 2009) [2]
[3] [4] [5]. This means that those individuals' un-
derstandings and definitions of economic and ef-
ficiency gains are constructed by an institutional
environment in which they operate. As a result,
individuals perceive socially constructed informa-
tion and image of certain management concepts
and economic tasks organizations should reach via
these concepts (Zucker, 1977) [6]. Shared under-
standings and assessments of the same economic
and management elements are elaborated on the
basis of circulating stories instead of hard facts.
Modern management techniques, concepts and
models achieve widespread dissemination on the
basis of «rational myths» or success stories, which
in the lack or absence of clear economic outcomes
and financial returns from these innovations push
organizations to adopt innovations they can't di-
rectly assess against empirical information and cal-
culation (Abrahamson and Rosenkopf, 1993) [7]. In
doing so, they ground their decisions not so much
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on the information on innovation's efficiency and
returns but on the others decisions.

Recent developments in institutional literature
on diffusion. The present section briefly reviews
central statements of organizational institutionalism
and its application in diffusion studies, starting from
classical pieces by Selznick, Meyer, Rowan, Scott,
DiMaggio, Powell and Zucker and further elabora-
tions by Zbaracki, Zilber, Kennedy, Fiss, Lounsbury,
Modell and others. Next sections highlight and dis-
cuss more recent contributions and reassessments of
institutional arguments, arguing for social construc-
tionist approach to institutional diffusion model in-
stead of rational-institutional dichotomy.

As an alternative perspective to traditional eco-
nomic theories of rational choice, new institution-
al sociology aimed to explain various anomalies in
organizational behavior and decision-making that
couldn't be explained by traditional organization-
al theories. Initial questions formulated in pioneer
studies asked why organizations tend to imitate
prevailing practices and structures even thought
these adoptions can make little or no economic
value (Granlund and Lukka, 1998; Staw and Ep-
stein, 2000) [8] [9]. According to institutional ex-
planations, instead of being concerned solely with
economic benefits and efficiency improvement, or-
ganizations also operate in socially constructed en-
vironments where taken-for-granted rules, norms,
beliefs and values define which actions and beha-
viors are appropriate, rational and modern (Meyer
and Rowan, 1977; Scott, 2008) [10] [11]. These ra-
tional myths arise from subjective meanings and
acquire objective status of social fact. When per-
ceiving the myth, organizations don't rely on ra-
tional analysis based on updated information and
don't evaluate or question the truthfulness and
reliability of institutionalized elements (Jepperson,
2002) [2]. That is, «the effects of myths inhere, not
in the fact that individuals believe them, but in
the fact that they «know» everyone else does, and
thus that «for all practical purposes» the myths are
true» [12:75]. Meyer and Rowan (1977) argued that
by conforming to these institutional scripts, organ-
izations depict themselves as legitimate, increas-
ing their survival chances and access to scarce re-
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sources [10]. A dissemination of myths is especially
likely under conditions of uncertainty (March and
Olsen, 1976) [13], when managers find themselves
with the limited information and unclear perfor-
mance goals and ways these goals to be achieved
(Abrahamson, 1991; Wijen, 2014) [14] [15]. In an
information vacuum, where no individual asses-
ments of innovations' returns can be made, they
are more prone to look what other do and to model
themselves after other organizations they perceive
as more successful, legitimate and prestigious (Ga-
laskiewicz and Wasserman, 1989; Abrahamson and
Rosenkopf, 1993) [16] [7]. They either believe that
the course of actions undertaken by other organ-
izations are rational and optimal one and, there-
fore want to achieve the same economic benefits
or/and the same social status or don't believe but
imitate them in order to at least achieve legiti-
macy. Latest is the most prevailing line of inquiry
in institutional literature. Despite a centrality of a
social construction of economic interests and insti-
tutional definitions of rationality, the most com-
mon impression derived from institutional stud-
ies is that organizations are aware of institutional
norms, values and prescriptions, they intentional-
ly conform to those practices that promise them
to bring legitimacy and access to resources, while
strategically decoupling these institutionalized ele-
ments from actual activities. Above described two-
stage model and most research built upon these
dichotomy of economic and social interest by defi-
nition imply that at least early adopters are free
from «iron cage» and rationally chose best and op-
timal practices and structures from their environ-
ment. Similarly, later adopters evaluate different
strategies and decide to copy prevailing practices
as they may assess social benefits as more valuable
than those of economic quality. It is not evident
from these studies whether authors acknowledge
the institutional nature of these economic interests
as it is not specified. Probably, when referring to
early adopters' motives to solve specific organiza-
tional problems and improve performance and to
later adopters' interests in social position improve-
ment though conformity and imitation, it is meant
that both types of interest are institutionally in-
spired. Or maybe not. In the light of the rising
at that times concerns regarding the necessity of
«injecting an appropriate amount of agency into
accounts of organizational behavior» [17:562] this
strategic perspective, popularized mostly by Oli-
ver and Suchman in 1990s and a range of scholars
in 2000s when a research program on institutional
entrepreneurship reached the top of its popularity
moved institutional research somewhat away from
social constructionist arguments of early institu-
tional literature.

Two-stage model of diffusion. One of the central
claims of institutional theory is that organizations
can make more or less rational and efficiency-driv-
en choices in the early stage of field development,
while later adopters incorporate already legitimated
practices for social considerations, aiming to improve
or maintain social position. Those who seek for eco-
nomic problem solving are expected to be the first
to adopt. When a threshold is reached, this early
minority «fuel institutional isomorphic processes by
prompting legitimacy concerns among remaining non
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adopters» [18:371], pushing an entire field towards
greater conformity and, thus, homogeneity and sta-
bility. This two-stage model has been widely utilized
by institutionalists, who used to explain early adop-
tion by desire of economic gains and late adoption as
reflections of mature institutionalized organizational
fields when norms of rationality and appropriate-
ness are already defined by institutions (Tolbert and
Zucker, 1983; Westphal et al, 1997) [18] [19]. This
model was however reconsidered and refined later
on, when researchers began to question the validity
of arguments behind this conceptualization (Kenne-
dy and Fiss, 2009; Ax and Greve, 2016) [20] [21].

Recently this dichotomy of economic wversus
institutional motivation has been questioned and
fundamentally revisited by researchers who were
not convinced by quantitative macro-level obser-
vations and structure counts (Suddaby and Green-
wood, 2009). Haunshild and Chandler (2008) argued
that what is seen as mimetic adoption and imitation
behavior may be in fact explained as learning from
experience of others, minimizing trial-error costs.
Greenwood et al., (2008) distinguished between in-
stitutional effects and vicarious learning, suggest-
ing that former can be reported only in case when
organization copy others in search for legitimacy
and field position improvement. But when they
imitate peers because believe that adoption leads
to economic benefits and performance improve-
ment, then their choices can be interpreted as acts
of rational decision making. Similarly, researchers
frequently fail to provide more or less direct evi-
dences of institutional effects, demonstrating rath-
er the absence of economic explanations or claim-
ing for coercive, normative or mimetic processes
in situations where adoptions could have been ex-
plained as easily by rational considerations (Staw
and Epstein, 2000; Scott, 2008).

Interplay between efficiency and legitimacy.
Institutional theory is widely used to be under-
stand as a theory of legitimacy-seeking accounts,
when organizations benefit when intentionally
demonstrating their move towards conformity and
heterogeneity and that is what has been empirical-
ly demonstrated by several studies, although not
without doubt (Davis, 2010) [24]. It is, however, one
of the most challenging tasks in institutional re-
search which refers to finding blurred boundaries
between mimetic behavior and strategic search for
new knowledge and learning efforts. Once organi-
zations copy other firms, it doesn't necessary mean
that it was for legitimacy gains. It may be so, that
organization wants to improve its social position,
be perceived as a competitive and modern in the
eyes of customers and other stakeholders, but un-
less it's proved that no or too limited amount of ra-
tional considerations, calculations and information
regarding innovation's returns, financial and or-
ganizational risks and opportunities were proceed-
ed, a case of vicarious learning can't be discarded.
It is not, therefore, precluded that organization
seeking legitimacy can't benefit from adoption in
economic and technical terms, when, for example,
«innovation that makes an organization appear in-
novative or ethical, for instance, may help it ei-
ther to raise capital from other organizations or to
attract customers» [14:608]. A symbolic value can
directly lead to increase in material returns and
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performance improvement, for instance, if that's
what Meyer and Rowan (1977) meant by «access
to resources». The main difference between these
two social processes is the way adopters perceive
a practice. It makes sense talking about mimetic
and normative processes when organizations per-
ceive particular practices as social fact and the
way things are done, thus, observing others and
concluding those practices to be legitimate, most
obvious, rational and appropriate way of conduc-
ting (Jepperson, 2002). By incorporating institu-
tionalized elements from their organizational field,
adopters consider «proper, adequate, rational, and
necessary, organizations must incorporate them to
avoid illegitimacy» (Meyer and Rowan, 1977:345)
[10], and to maintain or increase legitimacy ben-
efits when assembling institutional practices from
other environments. In later cases they also should
accompany such adoption by theorizing their ac-
tions and behavior. Additional explanation for im-
itative behavior is also comes from fashion theory,
which assumes that individuals and organizations
follow fashions in order to simultaneously differen-
tiate themselves from low-status organizations and
to become similar to more prestigious peers. Due
to the major efforts of business media, consultants,
gurus and other players in fashion-setting arena,
who use various «rhetoric strategies of legitima-
cy» and disseminate success stories, practices like
Balanced Scorecard now enjoy their status of tak-
en-for-granted and rational way of managing an
organization. An institutionalization of these per-
formance measurement systems therefore creates
pressures on managers who are expected to man-
age rationally, which also implies adopting popular
concepts and techniques (Kieser, 1997; Staw and
Epstein, 2000) [25].

After all, legitimacy gains should be considered
as a by-effect of conforming behavior, when ac-
tors adopt certain elements not because they clear-
ly access the benefits and rewards for conformity
and sanctioned in case of deviation, but because
they perceive this institutional myth as a natural
and rational way of conduct (e.g. Greenwood et al,
2008). Instead, for example, in accounting research
New Institutional Sociology is used in a rather con-
strained manner. Usually, scholars adopt either Oli-
ver's strategic responses framework or institutional
entrepreneurship line of argumentation, theorizing
how actors strategically manipulate institution-
al pressures and alter existing institutions. Among
isomorphic forces, coercive pressures are the most
utilized. Furthermore, actors strategically and prag-
matically decouple institutional elements from day-
to-day practices, as if they were aware of institu-
tional demands and field-level pressures. These and
other limitations (such as above mentioned struc-
ture-counting as an evidence of isomorphic and
normative processes) distort core institutional argu-
ments, based on phenomenological statements.

Social construction of economic arguments.
Strong social constructivist versions of institu-
tional theory go further than traditional institu-
tional studies of diffusion and adoption of prac-
tices (e.g. Zucker, 1977; Meyer and Rowan, 1977,
Scott, 1987; Friedland and Alford, 1991; Jepper-
son, 2002). Instead of separating in time econom-
ic and social motives and distinguishing between
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«technical» and «institutional» environments, these
arguments suggest that «organizations may be in-
terest driven, although interests tend to be socially
or institutionally defined» (Oliver, 1991:149) [26],
thus being shaped by prevailing institutional logic
which define a particular course of actions as the
only rational, obvious and appropriate (Friedland
and Alford, 1991). There are no clear assumptions
about economic and industrial efficiency; corpo-
rate strategies and macro-economic policies vary
from nation to nation (Dobbin, 1994). These dra-
matic changes reflect not so much shifts in eco-
nomic development but reflect changes in cultural
expectations, norms, values and meanings allowing
policy-making to be shaped by national traditions
and ideologies. As Suddaby (2015) states, «organ-
izations exist in social contexts in which the rules
of appropriate behavior are defined, not by eco-
nomic rationality, but rather by prevailing myths
of appropriate conduct that become so cognitively
embedded that they influence managerial assump-
tions of efficiency and rationality» (2015:1) [28].
In this case, individuals and organizations are not
able anymore to recognize their own interests and
calculate their optimal decisions and outcomes of
their choices. Jepperson, citing Dobbin (1994) re-
minds that «[tJhe economic environment, far from
being generic or natural, is partly constituted and
re-constituted by public policies and ideologies»
and subsequently «public policies alter the ground
rules of economic life» (2002:236) [2]. For certain
practice to be adopted by a large number of or-
ganizations, it is not a matter of efficiency or or-
ganizations personal evaluations and attitudes of
its efficiency but whether organizations see and
encounter other adoptions and get inspired by ra-
tional myths related to these practices. « Myths. are
stories that infuse meaning and value into objective
acts, in everyday life and organizational contexts»
(Schultz, Suddaby and Cornelissen, 2014:15) [29].
Being repetitively told in numerous sources, over
time they become widely accepted and acquire a
status of social fact and objective reality, usually
without rational analysis and data processing, in-
volving «believing rather than knowing» (Melle-
mvik, Monsen, Olson, 1988:112; Jonsson and Lun-
din, 1976; Bergevirn and Olson, 1987) [30] [31] [32].
Adopters look around and consider not so much
the quality of the practice but the quality or the
number of adopters. Such a behavior fits band-
wagon and status-driven categories of imitation
modes, when vicarious learning refers to more
careful and skeptic attitude towards myths, which
is rarely the case. Again, as the central argument
of early institutional theory states that «the rules
of appropriate behavior are defined, not by eco-
nomic rationality, but rather by prevailing myths
of appropriate conduct that become so cognitively
embedded that they influence managerial assump-
tions of efficiency and rationality» it appears that
«our definition of technical efficiency is really a
product of culture» (Suddaby and Greenwood,
2009:181) [5]. The problem with a mythical ap-
proach to management practices is that «the crite-
ria for knowledge are rooted in faith that is flexible
and detached from the phenomena and, as a re-
sult, progress becomes very problematic» (Nerreklit
et al., 2012) [33].
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The closest to social constructionist perspective
on agency and decision-making is the concept of
institutional logics — a notion that best captures
phenomenological nature of institutional processes
and clearly sees actions, behavior and beliefs as
shaped by wider socio-cultural scripts and shared
means. Being largely neglected during 1990s, this
theoretical program has been revisited by Thorn-
ton and Ocasio in 1999 and since then has occupied
a central place in institutional analysis (see Green-
wood, Raynard, Kodeih, Micelotta and Lounsbury,
2011 for a review). Institutional logics are «socially
shared, deeply held assumptions and values that
form a framework for reasoning, provide criteria
for legitimacy, and help organize time and space»
(Dunn and Jones, 2010:114) [34] [35], therefore,
«provide meaning to their [actors] social reality»
(Thornton and Ocasio, 2008:804) [36]. It is a kind of
social scripts that identify what constitutes ration-
al and appropriate goals and expectation and what
is interest-based behavior in a given institutional
environment (McPherson and Sauder, 2013; York,
Hargrave & Pacheco, 2015; Svenningsen, Boxen-
baum and Ravasi, 2016) [37] [38] [39]. Developing
this line of reasoning, Lok (2010) draws on Fried-
land and Alford's (1991) statements about symbo-
lic and material aspects of institutional logics and
subsequently argues that «institutional logics pro-
vide social actors with vocabularies of motives and
senses of self» and therefore, «not only direct what
social actors want (interests) and how they are to
proceed (guidelines for action), but also who or
what they are (identity)» (Lok, 2010:1308) [40]. The
notion and conceptualization of institutional logic
itself is, probably, the best capturing of phenome-
nological roots of institutional explanations and so-
cial constructed nature of institutions, apart from
sanctions, reward-system and strategic action and
awareness of actors. This is important emphasis
especially in terms of motivations for adoption.
Unless research doesn't move towards conceptu-
alizing conscious interest, strategic manipulation,
recombination and choice among divergent logics,
this perspective suits well with a cognitive pat-
terns of institutions and how actors perceive and
experience institutionalized environments.

Consider for example an average adopter of a
novel management concept. Like in most empiri-
cal studies which examine adoption and implemen-
tation of Balanced Scorecards, ABC or any other
performance management systems, adopters are
depicted as either rational actors who adopt inno-
vations solely for rational purpose, or rational actors
under coercive pressures. In this thought experi-
ment it is assumed that some organization decides
to adopt novel practice which has been absent
in its home institutional environment before. Re-
search stream that follows traditional institutional
diffusion arguments will consider this decision as
a rational solution, although illegitimate in terms
of prevailing values and norms which implies some
kind of costs for non-conformity. This one and fur-
ther pioneer adoptions mark rational choice and
pragmatic behavior which creates legitimacy for a
novel practice (Tolbert and Zucker, 1983) and later
adopters will adopt because of the fear of losing
this legitimacy or desire to maintain or achieve it,
thus demonstrating an act of strategic isomorphism.
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In recent versions of institutional diffusion model,
early adopters will be interested also in social bene-
fits (for example, becoming a market leader), while
later adopters would also like joining economic ben-
efits as well (Kennedy and Fiss, 2009).

Modern management techniques provide or-
ganizations with «useful information for economic
decision making to maximise the achievement of
organisational goals» (Hoque and Adams, 2011:311)
[41]. Managers may be interested in better per-
formance measurement, strategy implementation,
appropriate control systems, more accurate cost
management, or customer satisfaction. It is not ex-
pected that they can blindly follow recent trends
and fashions or adopt practices symbolically. When
asking about the reasons for adoption, it is expect-
ed that all adopters will respond identically, be-
cause, obviously, all decisions are made to improve
economic positions. But in the absence of detailed
empirical support, these modern techniques are
rather considered as myths (Modell, 2004) [42],
when reason for adoption reflects socially con-
structed understandings and shared beliefs about
these concepts and decisions are made on the basis
of other adoption instead of information on inno-
vations' real return and efficiency (Abrahamson
and Rosenkopf, 1993). Rather than relying on any
quantifiable and measurable empirical data on in-
novation's returns and features, managers tend to
rely on their belief systems (Westphal, Gulati and
Shortell, 1997; Zbaracki, 1998; Staw and Epstein,
2000; Jirvinen, 2006) [43] [44] when matching in-
formation and, therefore, become more sensible
to rational myths, consuming those tools that re-
duce uncertainty and solve organizational prob-
lems (Aksom, 2016). Consequently, it is crucial to
understand how managers came into contact with
innovation, where do they draw information on it
and how do they interpret available information.

Institutional research rarely examines what hap-
pens to practices after adoption, stopping at the in-
terorganizational level of analysis (Zeitz, Mittal and
McAulay, 1999; Revik, 2016) [46] [47]. In those cas-
es where the outcomes of adoption are mentioned,
analysis is limited to binary options: «adoption» or
«non-adoption» (Zbaracki, 1998; Suddaby and Green-
wood, 2009). From the very notion of rationalized
myths it doesn't follow that it might be decoupled
from action, once organization adopt it (Tolbert and
Zucker, 1996; Modell, 2004). Myths may be separated
from actual activities only in cases when organization
fails to adopt new practice despite its best efforts.
In other ways, it means that organizations are not
embedded in a network of shared beliefs about dif-
ferent practices but strategically chose from differ-
ent legitimate options they definitely know not to be
efficient. If organizations intentionally adopt certain
practice ceremonially, then they don't adopt rational
myth, pretending that they share these shred mean-
ings about efficiency (Aksom, 2016). Myths are not
means of strategic manipulation of legitimacy but an
acceptance of certain institutional logic, a belief that
a certain technique constitutes a solution to some
kind of problems, irrespective to whether it does or
not in reality. In any other cases, we talk solely about
coercive pressures.

Conclusions. Strategic perspectives on practic-
es adoption made it difficult to distinguish be-
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tween institutional explanations and other pro-
cesses that may explain diffusion and adoption
equally successfully. Minimizing the phenomeno-
logical underpinnings of institutions in favor of
more critical realist assumptions, leads research-
ers to less realistic pictures, similar to economic
theories. Previously separated motives for adop-
tion and assumption about adopters' rationality
and strategic and manipulative capacity towards
institutional pressures takes us away from shared
understandings, beliefs and meanings, and makes
it difficult to capture real motives and meanings
actors perceive while being embedded in the en-
vironment where these meanings are already
constructed, provided and acted upon.

This paper offered a more constructivist un-
derstanding of diffusion and adoption. Not only
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institutionalized ones but also those practices
that share little success still spread via rational-
ized myths about them and both early and later
adopters are sensible to success stories and shared
understandings, especially when empirical data on
innovation's returns are not available or ambig-
uous, organizations tend to rely on these myths,
mimicking those that «it thinks are particularly
successful» and will try what «others have done
and have found to work» (Galaskiewicz and Was-
serman, 1989:473-476) [16]. This fundamental and
inevitable shift towards socially shared accounts
appears more powerful than a trust in hard facts
and numbers; rationalized myths over time replace
technical reality of practices and «infuse them with
value beyond the technical requirements of the task
at hand» (Selznick, 1957: 17) [48].
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Axcvom I'L
KuiBcbknii Harionasnpumit yHiBepcuret imeni Tapaca IlleBuenka

THCTUTYIIVIHA MOJEJb M@ Y31l OPTAHI3AIIIINTHNX IPAKTUE
3 TOYKV 30PY COIIAJIBHOT'O KOHCTPYKTVBI3MY I ®EHOMEHOJIOTII

Amnorarisa

Tpamuuiriai Momesi i migxoay no mosicHeHHA mporiecy audysii, 6a30BaHi HA OHTOJIONI KPUTUYHOTO peasismy, He
OepyThb [10 yBaru apryMeHTalIlif0 KOHCTPYKTUBICTIB I1[0/10 KOHIENITYyaJIi3allii eKOHOMIYHIX MOTMBIB i paIrfioHaJIbHOCTI
AK IPOAYKTY COLIaJIbHOI KOHCTPYKII. Po3pisHAYM eMIipryHO COIiaJibHI Ta €KOHOMIYHI MOTMBM BIIPOBAJIYKEHHS
MIPaKTYK, OpraHisaIfiiiii iHCTUTYIIOHAJIICTY IIPOIIOHYIOTH JEIN0 CIIPOIeHi ITOACHEHHA OPraHi3alliliHMX ITPOIIECiB.
B naHint craTTi aprymenT (heHOMEHOJIOrI Ta KOHCTPYKTUBIZMY PeIHTerpoBaHO B IHCTUTYLIHY Mojesb Audyaii,
MIePerJIAHYBIIN, TAKMM YMHOM, COLIaJIbHY IPUPOLY €KOHOMIYHIX MOTMBIB PaHHIX iMILJIEMEHTaTOPIB.

KoarouoBi ciioBa: iHCTUTYIIIIHA TeOpisd opraHilzalii, qudysisa, BIpoBa KeHHA, (PeHOMEHOJOTifA, KOHCTPYKTBI3M.

Axcém I'J1.

Kuescknit HanyoHa bHBIN yHUBepcuTeT nMeHn Tapaca IlleBueHKO

MHCTUTYIMNOHAJBHAA MOJEJIb INdY3IN OPTAHN3SAIIVIOHHBIX ITPARTUR
C TOYRN 3PEHIA COIMAJBHOIO KOHCTPYRTUBU3MA I ®EHOMEHOJOTI'IN

An"oTanus

TpaauimMoHHbIE MOAEJN U IOIXOABI K 00bACHEHNIO ITpoliecca nudppy3my, OCHOBAaHHbIE Ha OHTOJIOTUM KPUTUIECKO-
TO peasm3Ma, He YUMTHIBAIOT apryMeHTallI0 KOHCTPYKTUBJICTOB KAacaTeJIbHO KOHIEIITYaIM3aIy eKOHOMIUECKIX
MOTMBOB ¥ PaIlVIOHAJIbHOCTM KaK IIPOJYKTa COLMAJbHOM KOHCTPYKIMM. EmMImpudeckn pasnesss colajibHble U
SKOHOMMYECKIE MOTUBBI BHEJIPEHUA MIPAKTUK, OPraHM3allIOHHbIE MHCTUTYIMOHAJMCTDI IIPeJJIaraloT HECKOJIbKO
VIIPOIIEHHBIE OOBACHEHNA OPTraHM3aIMOHHBIX IIPOIECCOB. B MaHHOI CTaThe apryMeHThI U IIEeHTPaJIbHbIE YTBEPIK-
JleHrsA (PEHOMEHOJIOTMN U KOHCTPYKTVBIM3Ma PEMHTErPYPOBAHbI B MHCTUTYIMOHAJIBHYIO MOJIesIb AN y3un, epe-
cMaTpuUBasd, TAKUMM 00pa30M, COIMAJIbHYIO IPUPOY SKOHOMUYECKNX MOTHBOB PAHHUX VIMILIEMEHTATOPOB.
KaroueBrle coBa: MHCTUTYLVOHAJIBHAA TeOopUA opraumsanuii, nudysnusd, BHegpeHne, (peHOMEeHOJIOT A, KOH-
CTPYKTVBU3M.

COLIOAOI'THHI HAYKU



