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Abstract

This article analyzes the theoretical-conceptual foundations of the collectivism—individualism
cultural dimension and its mechanisms of influence on economic development within the framework
of contemporary social sciences. The study demonstrates that collectivism and individualism should
be understood not merely as opposing value orientations, but also as multidimensional and dynamic
cultural systems shaping psychological self-construals, behavioral patterns, social interactions, and
mechanisms of institutional coordination. By systematizing classical and contemporary theoretical
approaches, the article argues that collectivism—individualism should be interpreted not as a static
binary model, but as an adaptive cultural structure transformed in response to changing socio-
economic conditions. It is further shown that the influence of this cultural dimension on economic
development is realized indirectly through institutional quality, innovation, entrepreneurship, risk
behavior, family structures, social capital, and trust relations, thereby shaping different models of
economic coordination and long-term development trajectories. The scientific novelty of the article
lies in conceptualizing collectivism—individualism as a multilevel and transformable cultural
mechanism linking micro-level individual behavior with macro-level institutional and economic
processes, as well as in presenting a dynamic analytical approach integrating psychological,
institutional, and socio-economic mechanisms within a unified theoretical framework.
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Introduction

In contemporary social sciences, it has explaining how individuals establish social
become increasingly evident that explaining relations, which behavioral patterns they
economic development solely through material prioritize in economic decision-making, and
resources, technology, and institutional factors upon which principles economic coordination
is insufficient. Theoretical and empirical is organized. From this perspective,
studies conducted over recent decades have collectivism—individualism should be
demonstrated that cultural values and social considered not merely as a theoretical
norms play a significant role in shaping construct characterizing cultural differences,
economic activity. In this context, the cultural but also as a multilevel mechanism shaping the
dimension of collectivism—individualism has functioning of institutions, entrepreneurial
attracted particular attention: it is regarded as tendencies, the structure of social capital, and
one of the principal analytical approaches long-term development trajectories.
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The main objective of this article is to re-
examine the  collectivism—individualism
cultural dimension within the framework of
both classical and contemporary approaches,
to analyze the limitations of traditional
measurement methods, to conceptualize the
theoretical foundations for measuring this
cultural dimension in a more reliable, dynamic,
and multilevel manner, and to systematically
investigate the principal mechanisms through
which it relates to economic development.

Theoretical-conceptual foundations of
the collectivism—individualism cultural
dimension. Various analytical dimensions and
approaches have been developed in the social
sciences to explain the role of cultural values
in shaping economic and social processes.
Most of these approaches have been limited to

describing specific behavioral patterns,
normative  preferences, or institutional
characteristics. =~ What  distinguishes  the

collectivism—individualism cultural dimension
from these approaches 1is its focus on
explaining how the relationship between the
individual and society is organized. Rather
than centering on the question of “what people
believe,” this dimension places at its core the
question of “how individuals position
themselves within the social world,” thereby
functioning as a fundamental analytical
category that explains the mechanism
balancing individual interests and collective
expectations.

The emergence of this concept within
scientific discourse was not the product of a
single author or theoretical school. On the
contrary, collectivism—individualism arose
from the need to integrate culturally
differentiated phenomena, which had long
existed in social sciences but had been
explained only fragmentarily, into a unified
analytical framework. Analyzing the early
stages of cross-cultural research, Hofstede
demonstrates that differences between
societies during that period were largely
descriptive in nature and did not allow for
systematic empirical comparison [12, p.13]. It
was precisely this methodological gap that
created the need for more generalized yet
empirically measurable cultural dimensions.
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According to Hofstede, the collectivism—
individualism dimension makes it possible to
capture deep differences between societies
through the extent to which individuals
perceive themselves primarily as independent
actors or as inseparable parts of specific social
groups [12, p.14-15]. Behind this approach
lies a more fundamental thesis: culture is not
merely an external factor influencing behavior
as an outcome, but an internal coordination
mechanism that shapes how individuals
perceive the world and which behaviors are
considered ““appropriate.” Therefore, the
analytical strength of this dimension derives
from its ability to explain behavior not simply
as an outcome, but as an expression of the
socio-psychological structures that make
behavior possible.

The psychological foundations of the
concept become more evident in the self-
construal models proposed by Markus and
Kitayama. The authors argue that the self is not
a universal and unchanging psychological
construct; rather, 1its structure differs
depending on the cultural context [15, p.225—
227]. The independent self-construal model,
widespread in Western societies, is based on
individuals understanding themselves through
internal attributes, personal goals, and
individual choices; motives such as agency,
self-expression, and personal achievement are
emphasized. In collectivist environments, the
interdependent self-construal model defines
the individual through social relationships,
positions, and roles within the group, while
behavior is primarily regulated by social
expectations and the need for harmony [15, p.
229-232]. These differences are not merely
variations in value preferences — they are
psychological systems shaping cognition,
emotional experience, and motivational
mechanisms [15, p. 226-246].

Nevertheless, subsequent research has
shown that these two cultural orientations do
not necessarily exist in rigid opposition, but
may coexist in more flexible and
interconnected ways. In this regard,
Kagitcibasi emphasized the limitations of the
classical binary model, arguing that autonomy
and relatedness are not mutually exclusive and
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can develop simultaneously under certain
socio-economic conditions [13, p.405]. Her
model of the ‘“autonomous-related self”
demonstrated that, with urbanization, rising
educational levels, and increasing economic
prosperity, many non-Western societies have
managed to preserve emotional connectedness
while simultaneously strengthening individual
agency and self-regulation capacities [13, p.
406—408]. This approach moves collectivism—
individualism beyond a static dichotomy and
presents it instead as a cultural system capable
of being reconfigured in response to changing
conditions.

The question of how the concept should
be studied methodologically occupies a special
place in cross-cultural psychology. The main
framework here is based on the emic (culture-

specific, internal perspective) and etic
(comparative, external perspective)
approaches. The etic approach treats

collectivism and individualism as universal
constructs existing in the same structural form
across all societies and prioritizes the use of
standardized measures for cross-cultural
comparison; the works of Hofstede and
Triandis are considered classical examples of
this approach [12, 24]. The main advantage of
this perspective is that it enables systematic

comparisons between different societies.
However, subsequent research has
demonstrated  that collectivism and

individualism do not manifest themselves in
the same way across different cultural
contexts. Therefore, the emic approach
emphasizes the importance of taking into
account each society’s unique social norms,
systems of meaning, and behavioral logic.
Triandis stresses that these two approaches are
not mutually exclusive but complementary;
according to him, relying solely on the etic
approach reduces cultural differences to
reductionism, whereas relying only on the
emic approach makes comparison impossible
[23, p.41-51].

An important theoretical contribution to
this methodological framework was provided
by Schwartz’s theory of values. The empirical
studies of Schwartz and Bilsky demonstrated
that values possess a universal psychological
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structure [20, p.550-552], while subsequent
cross-cultural research confirmed that this
structure is organized around similar
motivational relations across  different
societies [17, p.12-17]. By systematizing
values within a circular motivational model
based on relations of compatibility and
conflict, Schwartz showed that although
universal psychological foundations exist, the
way these foundations are expressed in
behavior and social norms is determined by
cultural context [19, p.8—10]. This approach
made it possible to interpret collectivism—
individualism within a broader motivational
system and strengthened the theoretical basis
for integrating the emic and etic perspectives.

Subsequent studies in cross-cultural
psychology demonstrated the necessity of
viewing collectivism—individualism as a more
complex structure than the classical binary
model suggests. The cultural syndrome
approach proposed by Triandis and Gelfand —
that is, the approach explaining collectivism—
individualism as a complex system of
interrelated cultural elements — is considered
a major turning point in this regard [25, p.498—
502]. The authors explain collectivism and
individualism not merely as separate values or
behavioral forms, but as complex cultural
systems consistently manifested in attention,
cognition, emotions, motivation, self-
definitions, and social behavior [25, p.506—
508]. This perspective presents collectivism—
individualism not only as an answer to the
question of “what is preferred,” but also as a
complex cultural system answering the
question of “how people think and act in the
social world.”

This conceptual expansion also laid the
foundation for a more nuanced analysis of the
internal structure of the dimension. The
horizontal and vertical distinction proposed by
Triandis demonstrates that the relationship
between the individual and the group is
determined not only by the degree of
autonomy or connectedness, but also by
whether this relationship is structured around
principles of equality or hierarchy [22, p.1-5].
As a result of this approach, individualism and
collectivism are divided into four distinct



A.R. ASHIRLI

‘@l

Theoretical-conceptual foundations of the
collectivism—individualism cultural
dimension and its mechanisms of influence
on economic development

cultural orientations. Horizontal individualism
refers to contexts in which individual
autonomy coexists with social equality,
whereas vertical individualism characterizes
environments where competition, status
differences, and personal achievements are
normalized [22, p.8]. The same distinction
applies to collectivist orientations: horizontal
collectivism emphasizes intra-group equality
and harmony, while vertical collectivism
reflects relationships in which social hierarchy
and role differences are accepted. This
multidimensional approach demonstrates that
collectivism and individualism in real social
environments are not  homogeneous
phenomena, but rather combinations of diverse
structural components [24, p.5-7].

The limitations of the classical binary
model have also become evident in the field of
empirical measurement. Schwartz notes that
the simultaneous use of collectivism and
individualism at different analytical levels —
such as national culture, individual values,
behavioral patterns, and self-construal models
— creates conceptual ambiguity [16, p.139—
142]. This conceptual confusion makes it
difficult to explain the actual structures of
culture and renders it impossible to account for
societies in which high autonomy and strong
group attachment coexist simultaneously [16,
p.150-152]. These criticisms have led
contemporary research to analyze
collectivism—individualism not as a single
index, but as a multidimensional cultural
system composed of various sub-components.
Demonstrating the limitations of Hofstede’s
classical index, Komisarof and Akaliyski
emphasize that separate analysis of sub-factors
such as conformity (the tendency to prioritize
group norms and expectations over individual
judgment), social dominance (the tendency to
gain influence and superiority within the
group), and outgroup exclusion (the tendency
to favor one’s own group while actively
excluding external groups from social
relations) increases the precision of empirical
analysis [14, p.7-12].

Granato, Inglehart, and Leblang also
emphasize that cultural values are usually
formed not as isolated characteristics, but as
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interconnected and mutually reinforcing
features. Therefore, the strong presence of a
particular cultural orientation within a society
generally indicates the existence of other
related values as well. For example, societies
that place importance on individual initiative,
personal achievement, and independence also
tend to display greater openness to innovation,
stronger work motivation, and higher levels of
self-expression. Conversely, societies that
prioritize collective conformity and the
preservation of traditions often simultaneously
exhibit obedience, social harmony, and
cautious attitudes toward change. According to
the authors, these characteristics are, in fact,
different manifestations of the same
underlying cultural mindset [6, p.610-614].
For this reason, it is neither necessary to list all
cultural values separately and extensively nor
to present them as entirely distinct factors,
since many of them originate from the same
fundamental value system and indirectly
reflect one another.

Recent studies in  cross-cultural
psychology have also paved the way for
characterizing collectivism—individualism as
an adaptive system that changes over time and
generates new configurations. Hamamura,
Bettache, and Xu explain collectivism and
individualism as dynamic systems shaped by
the interaction of socio-ecological, historical,
and psychological factors [10]. Their research
particularly demonstrates that individualistic
tendencies have increased significantly in
certain Asian societies, including China.
However, this transformation has not been
accompanied by the complete weakening of
collectivist values — family attachment,
obligations of reciprocal relationships, and
group-oriented norms have largely been
preserved while coexisting with greater
individual agency and personal goals [10, p.
371-375]. These findings reveal that cultural
change is not linear, but rather selective and
multidimensional.

Hampton and Varnum’s studies are
particularly important for explaining the
mechanisms underlying cultural dynamics.
The authors demonstrate that collectivism—
individualism can change both at the level of
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short-term situational activation and long-term
structural  transformation  [11, p.5-6].
Experimental studies show that cultural
symbols and influences from the social
environment can temporarily  activate
individualistic or collectivist behaviors in
individuals; however, these short-term effects
are insufficient for explaining the deep
structures of culture. Long-term
transformation, by contrast, occurs through
urbanization, economic development,
technological change, and demographic
processes, leading to the structural recon-
figuration of cultural orientations [11, p.5].

These  approaches  indicate  that
collectivism—individualism is not a fixed
cultural characteristic — rather, it is an

adaptive cultural system that is reconfigured in
response to changing conditions. This
dimension represents the culturally stabilized,
yet transformable, expression of how societies
respond to problems of social coordination.
Cultural orientations are shaped through the
interaction of historical legacies, institutional
environments, and socio-economic
transformations; this process creates “path
dependency,” whereby existing cultural
structures both constrain the direction of future
change and enable adaptation to new
conditions.

At the same time, the collectivism—
individualism dimension functions as a
mediating mechanism between individual
values and social structure. The extent to
which individuals perceive themselves as
independent or interdependent influences
behavioral choices, the distribution of
responsibility, and attitudes toward social
expectations; these behaviors, in turn, become
stabilized at the meso level through the
organization of social interactions, forms of
cooperation, and the coordination of collective
action. Over time, these coordination
mechanisms become institutionalized as
informal norms, social rules, and logics of
institutional behavior. From this perspective,
collectivism—individualism serves as an
analytical bridge that explains how culture
affects not only the individual psychological

204

level, but also broader forms of social
organization and institutional environments.

Thus, the collectivism—individualism
cultural dimension has evolved in the social
sciences beyond a simple category explaining
differences in individual behavior into a
multilevel theoretical-conceptual framework
that explains how individuals perceive and
coordinate within the social world. This
framework has been developed through
psychological self-construal models,
methodological approaches, and mechanisms
of structuration and transformation, and has
become one of the principal analytical
directions in contemporary cross-cultural
research.

Theoretical mechanisms linking the
collectivism—individualism cultural
dimension to economic development. For a
long time, the role of culture in explaining
economic development was regarded as
secondary or ambiguous. In neoclassical
economic approaches, economic outcomes
were mainly explained through technology,
capital accumulation, and formal institutions,
while cultural values were often excluded from
the analytical framework. However, research
conducted in recent decades has demonstrated
that culture — particularly values, beliefs, and
behavioral norms  transmitted  across
generations systematically  affects
economic outcomes by shaping the logic of
individuals’ economic decision-making [9].
According to these approaches, culture
functions neither as a simple social
background nor as an independent variable
directly determining economic outcomes;
rather, it acts as an intermediate mechanism
that conditions how economic incentives are
perceived and translated into behavior.

Since collectivist and individualist
values shape the ways individuals evaluate
their interests, social relationships, and risks
differently, the influence of this cultural
dimension on economic outcomes is realized
not directly, but through behavioral and
institutional mechanisms. The key issue here is
not whether collectivism or individualism is
“economically superior,” but rather which
types of economic behavior and coordination
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each orientation encourages. For this reason,
collectivism—individualism should be
understood not as a factor directly determining
economic development, but as a cultural
context structuring development trajectories.

The empirical analysis conducted by
Gorodnichenko and Roland demonstrates that
individualism, compared to other cultural
variables, has the strongest and most persistent
relationship with economic development and
productivity [5, p.402—410]. Although some
other indicators — such as emotional and
intellectual autonomy, trust, and tolerance —
produce significant results in certain cases,
many of them are highly correlated with the
individualism indicator and essentially reflect
similar content. Therefore, the authors
evaluate individualism as the principal cultural
foundation of innovation and long-term
economic growth [4].

Contemporary literature on culture and
economics explains the influence of cultural
values on economic development through a
multilevel conceptual model. According to this
model, cultural values first shape individuals’
beliefs and preferences; these beliefs are then
translated into economic decisions and
behaviors, while behaviors ultimately affect
institutional quality and economic
performance in the long run [2]. From this
perspective, collectivism—individualism
should be understood neither solely as an
individual psychological characteristic at the
micro level nor merely as a stable cultural label
at the macro level; rather, it functions as a
mediating mechanism linking micro and
macro levels.

One of the principal approaches
explaining how this mechanism operates
within the institutional framework is the
institutional hierarchy model. According to
this model, culture and informal norms
constitute the deepest and slowest-changing
layer of institutions; it is this foundational
layer that determines how formal rules
function in practice. Formal institutions —
such as legal systems, contractual
mechanisms, and state structures — generate
effective economic outcomes when they are
aligned with cultural expectations; when such
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alignment is absent, the same institutions may
produce different and often weaker outcomes
across societies. Williamson’s institutional
hierarchy model also demonstrates that the
actual functioning logic of formal rules is
determined precisely through social norms and
cultural expectations [26]. This approach
provides an important analytical foundation
for explaining why collectivism—individualism
differences alter the economic effects of
institutions.

Schwartz explains the relationship
between institutions and societal values as a
process of mutual interaction. In his view,
dominant cultural values influence the
formation of the economic system, educational
models, and legal and political institutions,
while the functioning of these institutions
simultaneously strengthens or weakens those
values. The author emphasizes that institutions
are not merely technical governance
mechanisms, but also cultural structures that
legitimize specific behaviors and orientations.
For example, systems based on competition
promote values of achievement and mastery,
whereas cooperation-based models reinforce
orientations toward mutual responsibility and
equality. Similarly, authoritarian institutions
strengthen ~ obedience  and  collective
conformity, while autonomy-based institutions
foster individual initiative and creative
thinking. According to Schwartz’s approach,
when institutions are successful, the cultural
values supporting them also become more
legitimate and sustainable; otherwise, space
emerges for  alternative  orientations.
Therefore, the author evaluates culture and
institutions as mutually reinforcing systems
that continuously shape one another [18,
p-137-150].

Greif’s historical comparative studies
further strengthen this argument. The author
explains cultural beliefs as collective mental
models that shape individuals’ expectations
regarding reciprocal behavior and transform
institutions into “self-enforcing” mechanisms.
Historical comparison demonstrates that
collectivist cultural beliefs created forms of
coordination based on reputation, group
monitoring, and informal sanctions; although
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these mechanisms strengthened internal
cooperation, they also limited the development
of formal legal institutions and broader market
relations. Individualist cultural beliefs, by

contrast, facilitated the emergence of
institutions based on individual responsibility,
written  contracts, and formal legal

enforcement, thereby encouraging more open
and scalable models of economic coordination
[7].

These differences were generalized
within a broader historical perspective in the
joint studies of Greif and Tabellini. The
authors show that in collectivist environments
economic cooperation is organized primarily
through clan and kinship networks, whereas in
individualist environments corporate and
formal institutions dominate [8]. Although
clan-based coordination may be effective at the
local level due to strong internal trust and
control mechanisms, it creates limited
opportunities for broad market integration and
institutional innovation. In contrast, the
corporate-based and formal coordination
model promotes the rule of law, the expansion
of market institutions, and the scalability of
economic relations. These differences are
transmitted across generations, creating
institutional path dependency and stabilizing
long-term development trajectories.

Tabellini’s  empirical  analysis  of
European regions confirms this mechanism at
the level of contemporary indicators as well
[21]. Individualist values such as trust, respect
for others, and a sense of personal control are
positively associated with institutional quality
and economic  performance, whereas
obedience and closed social structures are
associated with weaker economic dynamism.
Economic differences observed between
regions operating under the same formal legal
framework cannot be explained without taking
culture into account — demonstrating that
culture constitutes a deeper and more enduring
layer than institutions themselves. The broader
literature on the complementarity between
institutions and culture is also consistent with
this perspective: empirical studies show that
the impact of governance and legal institutions
on economic growth varies depending on
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cultural context and is realized more strongly
in individualist cultural environments [5]. This
fact further confirms that culture is not an
alternative to institutions, but rather a filter
conditioning their economic effects.

The influence of the cultural dimension
on economic development is not limited solely
to institutional mechanisms; it is also realized
through  shaping individuals’ everyday
economic behavior, entrepreneurial
tendencies, and social interactions. In this
regard, the second principal channel of
economic influence operates through micro-
level economic behaviors, entrepreneurial
orientations, and trust-based social relations.

Cultural values systematically shape
individuals’ attitudes toward risk and their
decision-making strategies under conditions of
uncertainty. In  individualist  cultural
environments, the normative encouragement
of personal responsibility and self-realization
strengthens the tendency to take risks and
transforms the testing of new economic
opportunities into a legitimate form of
behavior. These characteristics create a
favorable environment for innovation,
entrepreneurship, and technological
adaptation. In collectivist environments,
however, the stronger presence of social
sanctions and reputational risks encourages
more cautious decision-making; consequently,
the scale of risky economic initiatives may
become limited. Thus, collectivism and
individualism shape economic behavior not as
“good” or “bad” models, but as cultural
frameworks generating different profiles of
risk and initiative.

These differences become especially
evident in the dynamics of entrepreneurship
and innovation. Empirical studies demonstrate
that societies dominated by individualist
values exhibit higher levels of individual
initiative, creative activity, and market-based
innovation [4]. In collectivist environments,
economic activity is more often organized
around optimization within existing structures
and intra-group coordination. Although this
characteristic strengthens internal stability, it
may also play a limiting role with regard to
radical innovation and market expansion.
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Behavioral mechanisms are connected to
the broader social environment through family
structures. In collectivist societies, family and
close kinship ties function as mechanisms of
social and economic security, leading
economic activity to be concentrated primarily
within the family or narrow social networks. In
individualist environments, by contrast, the
earlier establishment of relationships beyond
the family and the encouragement of personal
independence increase both geographic and
occupational mobility within the labor market.
As demonstrated by Alesina and Giuliano,
although strong family ties create advantages
in terms of short-term social security, they
may, in the long run, limit labor market
flexibility and the development of institutional
trust [1]. Thus, family structures function as an
important mediating mechanism between
culture and economic behavior.

This relationship can be explained more
systematically through the concept of social
capital. The economic impact of social capital
is determined not only by its existence, but also
by the form in which it is organized. In
collectivist environments, social capital is
primarily based on limited trust and generates
high levels of cooperation within families,
clans, and close social groups; although this
model strengthens internal coordination, it
restricts the development of broad and
anonymous market relations. In individualist
environments, however, generalized trust
enables the establishment of wider social
interactions and facilitates the development of
formal economic relationships. The research of
Algan and Cahuc demonstrates that
generalized trust has a significantly stronger
relationship with long-term economic growth
and institutional quality [3].

From this perspective, social capital is
not an alternative to the collectivism—
individualism cultural dimension, but rather
one of its principal mechanisms manifested at
the behavioral level. Family structures, forms
of trust, entrepreneurial tendencies, and risk
behavior are formed in interaction with one
another, creating a unified behavioral
environment that explains how cultural values
are translated into economic outcomes. By

207

structuring individuals’ economic decisions,
this environment exerts an indirect yet
persistent influence on macro-level economic
indicators.

Thus, the influence of the collectivism—
individualism cultural dimension on economic
development  operates  through  both
institutional and historical mechanisms, as
well as through behavioral and social-capital
channels. In collectivist environments,
economic coordination is based more heavily
on reputation, group monitoring, and informal
relationships, ~whereas in  individualist
environments law, contracts, and formal
institutions play the decisive role. At the same
time, risk behavior, entrepreneurship, family
structures, and forms of trust shape the micro-
foundations of economic activity and thereby
influence long-term development trajectories.
This approach makes it possible to evaluate the
cultural dimension not as a direct cause of
economic development, but as a multilevel
mechanism structuring economic behavior and
forms of coordination.

Conclusion

The analysis conducted demonstrates
that the collectivism—individualism cultural
dimension in contemporary social sciences is
not merely an analytical category describing
cultural differences, but rather a multilevel
theoretical-conceptual framework explaining
how individuals perceive the social world,
organize economic relations, and determine
forms of coordination. Contemporary
theoretical approaches show that collectivism
and individualism are not simply differences in
values, but also complex cultural systems
connected with psychological, behavioral, and
institutional mechanisms. Therefore, this
dimension should be understood not as a static
and binary model, but as a dynamic,
multidimensional, and transformable cultural
structure.

The theoretical generalizations presented
in this article demonstrate that the influence of
the  collectivism—individualism  cultural
dimension on economic development is
primarily realized through mechanisms of
institutional coordination, risk behavior,
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entrepreneurship, family structures, and social
capital. This influence is formed indirectly at
the micro level through individual behaviors
— such as risk-taking tendencies, personal
initiative, and economic decision-making
strategies; at the meso level through social
capital and trust relations; and at the macro
level through institutional quality and
economic coordination. Collectivist and
individualist environments create different
coordination  models and  behavioral
frameworks for economic activity, and these
differences are reflected in long-term
development trajectories.

It should be emphasized that evaluating
the economic role of the collectivism—
individualism cultural dimension as either a
“good” or “bad” model would Dbe
methodologically incorrect. Collectivist and
individualist values generate different forms of
economic coordination and institutional
advantages, while the economic outcomes of
these advantages vary depending on the
context. Thus, culture should be understood
not as an alternative explanation for economic
development, but as a structuring context that
determines how economic institutions and
behaviors function.
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Aysel Rasim qiz1 ASIRLI
Azarbaycan Respublikasi Elm vo Tohsil Nazirliyinin Igtisadiyyat Institutu
Iqgtisadi siyasatin nozori asaslari1 sobasinin kigik elmi is¢isi, doktorant, Baki, Azorbaycan

KOLLEKTIVIZM-INDiVIDUALIZM MODONI OLCUSUNUN NOZORI-KONSEPTUAL
OSASLARI VO IQTISADI INKISAFA TOSIiRi MEXANIZMLORI

Xiilaso

Mogqalads kollektivizm—individualizm madani 6l¢iisiiniin nazari-konseptual asaslart vo onun
iqtisadi inkisafa tosir mexanizmlori miiasir sosial elmlor ¢ar¢ivasinds tahlil olunur. Todqiqat gostorir
ki, kollektivizm va individualizm yalmz qarsiliqh oks dayar orientasiyalar1 deyil, ham da psixoloji
ozliik modellarini, davranig formalarini, sosial qarsiliqli miinasibatlori va institusional koordinasiya
mexanizmlorini formalagdiran ¢oxol¢iilii vo dinamik modoni sistemlordir. Moagalods klassik vo
miiasir nozori yanasmalar sistemlosdirilorok kollektivizm—individualizmin statik ikili model deyil,
doyison sosial-igtisadi soraito uygun transformasiya olunan adaptiv modoni struktur oldugu
osaslandirilir. Eyni zamanda gostorilir ki, bu modoni 6lgiiniin iqtisadi inkisafa tosiri institusional
keyfiyyot, innovasiya, tosobbiiskarliq, risk davranisi, ailo strukturlari, sosial kapital vo etimad
miinasibotlori vasitosilo dolayr sokildo reallagir vo miixtolif iqtisadi koordinasiya modellori
formalasdiraraq uzunmiiddotli inkisaf trayektoriyalarina tosir gostorir. Mogalonin elmi yeniliyi
kollektivizm—individualizmin mikro soviyyali fordi davranislarla makro soviyyali institusional vo
iqtisadi proseslor arasinda olago yaradan coxsoviyyali vo transformasiya oluna bilon modoni
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mexanizm kimi konseptuallasdirilmasinda va psixoloji, institusional va sosial-iqtisadi mexanizmlori
vahid nazari ¢or¢ivado birlosdiron dinamik analitik yanagmanin toqdim edilmasindadir.
Acar sozlar: modoni doyorlor, sosial kapital, togobbiiskarliq, institutlar, iqtisadi inkisaf.

Aiiceas Pacum ALLIUPJIN
HNHcTuTyT 35K0HOMUKKM MUHHCTEPCTBA HAyKH U 00pazoBaHus AzepOaiipkaHckoil PecryOnuku
Hayunslii coTpyanuk otaena « TeopeTtnueckrue OCHOBbI 3KOHOMHUYECKON TOJIUTUKH,
Hoxropant, baky, A3epbaiimkan

TEOPETUKO-KOHIEIITYAJIBHBIE OCHOBBI KYJIBTYPHOI'O U3MEPEHUSA
KOJUVIEKTUBU3MA-UHAUBUAYAJIU3ZMA U MEXAHU3MBI ET'O BJIUSHUSA HA
9KOHOMMYECKOE PA3SBUTHUE

Pe3ome

B crarbe aHamM3MpYyOTCS TEOPETHKO-KOHIICTITYadbHBIE OCHOBBI KYJIbTYPHOTO H3MEpEHUs
KOJIJIeKTI/IBI/I3Ma—I/IH[[I/IBI/II[yaJII/I3Ma U MCXAHU3MBbI €TI0 BJIIMAHHA HAa 3KOHOMHYCCKOC pa3BI/ITI/I€ B
KOHTEKCTE COBPEMEHHBIX COLIMANBHBIX HayK. VcciemoBaHue MOKa3bIBa€T, UYTO KOJUIEKTUBHU3M U
I/IH[[I/IBI/II[yaJII/ISM CJIGI[yeT paCCManI/IBaTI) HEC TOJIBKO KakK HpOTI/IBOHOJIO)KHLIC IICHHOCTHBIC
OpUEHTAIlMM, HO U KaK MHOTOMEpHbIE M IMHAMHYHBIE KYyJIbTYpHBIE CHCTEMBI, (hOPMUPYIOLIUE
TICUXOJIOTHYECKUE MOJIETIM CaMOCTH, TOBeAeHYEeCKHEe (OpPMBI, COLHUAIBHBIE B3aUMOJICHCTBUS U
MEXaHU3Mbl UHCTUTYLIUOHAIBHOU KoopauHauuu. CUCTEMaTU3UPYsl KIACCUUECKHE U COBPEMEHHBIE
TCOpeTI/ILIeCKI/Ie IoaAxXodbl, CTaTbs 06OCHOBI>IBaeT, qTo KOJ'IJ'IeKTI/IBI/ISM—I/IHI[I/IBI/II[yaJ'H/I3M cnenyeT
MHTEPIPETUPOBATh HE KaK CTAaTUYHYIO OWHApHYIO MOJENbh, a Kak aJanTHUBHYIO KYyJIbTYpHYIO
CTPYKTYPY, TPaHC(POPMHUPYIOITYIOCS B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT U3MEHSIOIIMXCS COLIMATEHO-DKOHOMHUYECKUX
ycinoBuil. Takxke mokazaHo, YTO BJIMSIHUE JAHHOTO KYJbTYPHOTO M3MEPEHUsS Ha 3KOHOMHYECKOE
pa3BI/ITI/I€ peaJ'II/I3yeTC$[ KOCBCHHO LICpG?; Ka4deCTBO I/IHCTI/ITYTOB, HWHHOBAIIUN, HpCI[HpI/IHI/IMaTCJ'IBCTBO,
PUCK-TIOBEJIEHUE, CEMEHHBIE CTPYKTYPhI, COIIMATbHBIN KalUTal U OTHOIIEHUS T0BEpHsl, HOpMUPYS
pa3J'II/I‘-IHBI€ MOoAcCIn 3KOHOMI/I‘~IGCKOI>1 KOOpI[I/IHaIII/II/I 158 I[OJ'IFOCpOLIHI)Ie TpaeKTOpI/II/I pa3BI/ITI/I$I.
Hayunas HOBH3HA CTaThU 3aKI0YAETCS B KOHLIENTYATU3alMH KOJUIEKTUBU3MAa—MHANBU Iy AJI3Ma KaK
MHOTOYPOBHEBOTO U TPaHCPOPMHUPYEMOTO  KYyJbTYpHOTO  MEXaHU3Ma,  CBS3BIBAIOIIETO
WHJMBUIyalbHOE TOBEJECHUE HAa MHUKPOYPOBHE C HMHCTUTYLIMOHAIBHBIMH M SKOHOMUYECKUMHU
MpoIieccaMy Ha MaKpOypPOBHE, a TAKXKE B MIPEICTABIICHUH JMHAMHUYECKOTO aHATUTHIECKOTO MOX0/1a,
OOBEMHSIONIETO  MCUXOJOTHYECKHe, WHCTUTYIMOHANBHBIE W  COLUAIbHO-dKOHOMHYECKHE
MEXAHU3MBI B €IMHYIO0 TEOPETUUYECKYIO PAMKY.

KuroueBblie cjioBa: KyJIbTypHbIE LIEHHOCTH, COLMAIbHBIN KamuTal, IpeanpuHUMATEIbCTBO,
I/IHCTI/ITYTBI, OKOHOMHYECCKOEC paSBI/ITI/Ie.
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