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ECONOMIC INDICATORS AS INSTRUMENTS
OF THE RHETORIC OF SCIENCE'

The paper discusses the meaning of economic indicators as of a system of quantitative
characteristics describing the functioning and development of an economy. The role and
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significance of economic indicators both in the system of economic sciences and in eco-
nomic, political and socio-cultural practices of a society are revealed. The dual nature of
economic indicators is exposed. It is shown that, on the one hand, they constitute the in-
formation base for making and implementing economic and political decisions by eco-
nomic actors, thus representing a factor that reduces uncertainty and minimizes risks of
their activities. On the other hand, economic indicators may give a distorted picture of the
reality and/or be used as means of external pressure on actors aimed at realizing not the
actors” interests but rather the interests of those who generated the information. Based on
that, it is suggested that the most productive methodological framework for examining and
interpreting economic indicators is a rhetorical approach to economics. Examples of ap-
plying the most common rhetorical techniques (devices) for using and interpreting eco-
nomic indicators are given and discussed.

Key words: economic indicators, economic data presentation, economic methodology,
rhetoric of economics, cross-disciplinary social science research.

JEL Classification: A12, B41, C81, C82, D83, D89, O11, O12.

Problem setting. The search for quantitative characteristics describing eco-
nomic performance and general regularities in the functioning and development of
economic systems has always been a central issue of economics.

At the same time, there have been numerous controversies and debates regard-
ing this problem throughout the history of economic science.

For example, representatives of different branches of economic science show
remarkable differences in their assessments of the famous Economic Table (Tableau
¢conomique) constructed by Frangois Quesnay in 1758—1759, which is considered
the first attempt in economics to provide a systematic description of the economy.
From the Marxist point of view, it represented a brilliant attempt to analyze the
social reproduction in terms of the achievement of definite proportions between
material and cost elements of the social product (Nikitin, 1975), whereas for neo-
classical economists it is “a drastic simplification of the economic system”, as Blaug
(1990) put it (p. 25). In his turn, a well-known representative of modern economic
methodology Méki (2013) describes Blaug’s radical remark as unrealistic for a
realistic economy.

Recent research and publication analysis. If we compare the unquestioned
achievements with unsolved issues and controversies in the field of methodology
of design and calculation of economic indicators using imaginary weighing scales,
the bowl with unsolved problems would apparently outweigh. The other bowl of
the scales — with the results recognized at least by the majority of researchers —
would be almost empty. What does it contain today? Perhaps only the recognition
that the measurement of the real-world economic indicators matters, and is by no
means secondary or inferior to economic theorizing. As Dougherty (2011) states,
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“There used to be a view that microeconomics and macroeconomics comprised the
core training of an economist and that econometrics was an optional extra to be
pursued by those with a flair for numbers and an inclination to get their hands dirty
with data... That view is long gone. Microeconomic and macroeconomic theories
are generally considered to be of little interest if they are not supported by econo-
metric analysis” (pp. 1-2).

As far as the unsolved methodological problems are concerned, they are plenti-
ful. Methodological problems connected with designing meaningful economic
indicators are rooted in the more fundamental issues of economic methodology — the
use of oversimplified economic models of the real world and the overreliance on
deductive reasoning instead of paying more attention to hard data and recognizing
the multidimensionality of human behavior and social phenomena.

Let us quote a few scholars who raised some principal issues concerning the
methodology of economic science.

Leontief (1982) points out the deficiencies in economic research stemming from
the detachment of economic theory from the reality and the resulting lack of dis-
cipline in data collection. In his opinion, if economic models are devoid of meaning,
then data collection based on those models will also fail to yield meaningful infor-
mation on an economic system’s functioning.

Criticism of the methodology also comes from representatives of other social
sciences, sociologists in particular. As Hamilton and Feenstra (2001) put it, “Most
theories of economic organization, regardless of discipline, involve sleight of hand”.
Referring to the unrealistic assumptions about the behavior of decision-making
individuals, they write: “Economic organization, when theorized in this fashion, is
pulled, like a rabbit from a hat, out of aggregated individual decisions” (p. 153).

Imperfect theoretical models of an economy pose problems for empirical re-
search, in particular for designing indicators measuring economic performance. A
benchmark event for the development of modern views on the substance and the
problems of computation of economic indicators was the creation of the Commis-
sion on the Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress (CMEP-
SP) established in February 2008 by Sarkozy, then the President of the French
Republic. Dissatisfied with the state of the statistical information about the econo-
my and the society, Sarkozy asked prominent economists Stiglitz, Sen and Fitous-
si (2018) to create the Commission with a view toward identifying “the limits of
GDP as an indicator of economic performance and social progress, including the
problems with its measurement; to consider what additional information might be
required for the production of more relevant indicators of social progress; to assess
the feasibility of alternative measurement tools, and to discuss how to present the
statistical information in an appropriate way”’ (p. 7). By that time, economists had
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been well aware of the gap between the image of economy provided by conven-
tional macroeconomic indicators and people’s perceptions of both their own well-
being and that of society as a whole (OECD, 2018).

The final report of the Commission contained principal remarks and recom-
mendations concerning radical changes in the existing system of economic indica-
tors which is used practically in all countries.

The Commission pointed out that the economic indicators we devise and mea-
sure have impact on our decisions: “What we measure affects what we do; and if
our measurements are flawed, decisions may be distorted”. In particular, if GDP is
treated as a comprehensive indicator of the society’s economic health, it is just
logical to design policies that would maximize it. However, the consequence of
such policies may be environmental degradation, which is not included in the mea-
surement of economic performance. Thus, environmentally conscious behavior
would negatively affect GDP, and the policy makers would have to make a choice
between promoting GDP and protecting the environment, which is, according to
the Commission, a false choice (Stiglitz, Sen & Fitoussi, 2018). The problem
arises because GDP fails to reflect all important aspects of economic performance.

Indeed, the question is whether GDP measures what it was intended to measure.
According to the Commission report, “GDP mainly measures market production,
though it has often been treated as if it were a measure of economic well-being.
Conflating the two can lead to misleading indications about how well-off people
are and entail the wrong policy decisions” (Stiglitz, Sen & Fitoussi, 2018, p. 21).

If GDP does not work well as a measure of economic performance, what can
be suggested instead? The Commission’s opinion is “Surveys should be designed
to assess the links between various quality-of-life domains for each person, and
this information should be used when designing policies in various fields... It is
critical to address questions about how developments in one domain of quality of
life affect other domains, and how developments in all the various fields are re-
lated to income” (Stiglitz, Sen & Fitoussi, 2018, pp. 15-16). Thus, it is necessary
to recognize the complexity and multidimensionality of socio-economic life, the
existence of multiple trade-offs and interactions between different quality-of-life
domains. The Commission advises: “When designing policies in specific fields,
impacts on indicators pertaining to different quality-of-life dimensions should be
considered jointly, to address the interactions between dimensions and the needs
of people who are disadvantaged in several domains™ (Stiglitz, Sen & Fitoussi,
2018, pp. 15-16). The implications are that both economic measurements and
policy making will become more complicated, but this is the only way to improve
society’s economic performance not in terms of misleading economic statistics but
in terms of people’s perceptions of their own well-being.
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Paper objective. The controversial character of methodological issues related
to devising and computing measures of economic performance combined with the
importance and relevance of economic indicators for making economic decisions
and developing economic policies have determined the choice of the topic of this
paper, its goals, and primary research tasks. In the paper, the role and the place of
economic indicators in both economic science and economic, political and socio-
cultural practices of a society will be identified. Methodological challenges and
problems related to the design of economic indicators and techniques of their cal-
culation will be analyzed. It will be shown how the specificity of scientific research
in social sciences and deficiencies of theoretical economic models contribute to the
problem of devising measures of economic performance.

Paper main body. Dissatisfaction with the existing system of economic indica-
tors described above has spawned numerous practical propositions on its improve-
ment and development. Without attempting to provide a detailed classification and
analysis of those propositions, we can discern two principally different research
approaches to which they can be related.

Representatives of the first approach believe that one should search for solutions
to the problem of improving economic indicators outside economics — in the realm
of natural sciences. Adherents of the second approach, on the contrary, insist that
solutions are to be found within the domain of economics.

The most radical and the most interesting methodological perspectives within
these two approaches are Econophysics and Rhetorical economics.

For representatives of Econophysics, economies and markets are complex sys-
tems governed by the same objective physical laws that govern other systems. For
econophysicists, an economic system is just another convenient object for applying
the tools and methods of statistical mechanics and theoretical physics. They do not
bring up the issue of a qualitative difference between research objects of physics
and economics and the corresponding implications for empirical studies of the
behavior of physical and economic system. They ignore the differences and focus
on similarities. Here is how Mantegna and Stanley (2000) describe financial mar-
kets: “Financial markets are remarkably well-defined complex systems which are
continuously monitored — down to time scales of seconds. Further, virtually every
economic transaction is recorded, and an increasing fraction of the total number of
recorded economic data is becoming accessible to interested researchers” (p. VIII).
As is seen from this paragraph, it is assumed that data obtained through such
monitoring are objective, reliable and lending themselves to building theories.

In contrast to econophysicists who do not question the objectivity of empirical
data, scholars who adopt a rhetorical perspective of economics believe that econo-
mists are “poets” and “novelists” (McCloskey, 1998, pp. 12, 13), and economics
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is rhetoric. From this point of view, economic indicators are similar to tropes (a
literary trope is the use of figurative language, via word, phrase or an image, for
artistic effect, e. g. allegory, metaphor, oxymoron, etc.), and are used as instruments
of polemic and convincing in debates, first of all with fellow economists.

The major contributor to the rhetoric of economics McCloskey (1998) states
that in a straightforward fashion: “Economics uses mathematical models and sta-
tistical tests and market arguments, which look alien to the literary eye. But looked
at closely they are not so alien. They may be seen as figures of speech-metaphors,
analogies, and appeals to authority” (p. 19).

Comparing the two approaches to research and interpretation of economic in-
dicators and assessing the prospects for refining metrics of economic performance
within these approaches, one should address some general epistemological issues
of scientific research in economics, which we have discussed in (Nashchekina,
Timoshenkov, 2011).

Economics as a social science studies the most complex and highly organized
form of matter — the social form. The objects of social sciences — people and their
behavior — are much more sophisticated and variable than those of natural sci-
ences, in particular physics. However, the difference between the objects of social
and natural sciences is not only quantitative but also qualitative. The behavior of
people is intentional, deliberate and meaningful; people possess will and act in their
own interests, which are versatile.

The behavior of objects of natural sciences obeys objective laws that have a
deterministic character, while social phenomena and processes result from purpose-
ful meaningful actions of people who decide themselves what to do. Although
certain objective regularities in social processes can be revealed, it is impossible
to make any exact and unambiguous predictions on their basis.

One should clearly understand the difference between methodologies of scien-
tific research in natural and social sciences that stems from the difference in their
objects. In natural sciences, we discover the objective laws that govern the behav-
ior of objects external to us and do not depend on us. Thus, we are outside the
studied system. In social sciences, we study the society in which we live, i. e. we
are inside the studied system, and we ourselves, to a certain extent, determine the
laws of this system’s functioning and development.

Social development is largely uncertain and probabilistic, which is connected
with a great number of factors impacting social systems. Some of those factors are
difficult to anticipate, let alone to take into account when measuring social perfor-
mances and making policy decisions.

Summarizing the legacy of Mill who made a significant contribution to the
understanding of the differences between natural and social sciences, Salmon (1984)
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writes: “Mill doubts that the science of human behavior will ever become as exact
as the physical science of astronomy, for example, because human actions are
subject to so many unknown, and possibly unknowable, circumstances. In addition,
even when the circumstances surrounding behavior are known, we are sometimes
unable to describe or measure them accurately” (p. 384).

The peculiarities of the scientific research described above lead to the following
conclusion. Although complex systems studied in physics and social sciences share
certain commonalities, the nature of those systems is principally different. Thus,
the approach of econophysics to the treatment of economic indicators is hardly
justified, or at best is applicable to a narrow range of economic phenomena.

It is also necessary to underscore the unavoidable subjectivity in social research
where the researcher is a part of the studied system. It means that even under the
conditions of a researcher’s impartiality, which is often just illusory, the results of
the research will always be moral- or ideology-laden to a greater or lesser extent.
They may be influenced by the social status of the researcher, his/her moral prin-
ciples, ideological predispositions, perceptions of justice, cultural values and so on.
In other words, actions and conclusions of the researcher as a member of the soci-
ety will reflect his/her judgments regarding how the society should develop because
it directly concerns the researcher. That is why the researcher will consciously or
subconsciously, explicitly or implicitly tries to persuade the audience of the cor-
rectness of his/her stance using the means of influencing the audience’s opinion
that are appropriate for the situation. In other words, the researcher will use rheto-
ric in the Aristotle’s interpretation, i. e. as the method and art of persuasion (Aris-
totle, 2009). The specificity of scientific research in social sciences inevitably
impacts economic indicators as the measures (metrics) of economic performances
which are used in economic debates for supporting certain points of view regarding
socio-economic policies. Although economic indicators are supposed to be part of
positive economics, they are often manipulated with a view to justifying normative
prescriptions.

The New Palgrave Dictionary of Economics edited by Arrow gives the follow-
ing description of economic indicators: “Economic indicators, as a general catego-
ry, are descriptive and anticipatory data used as tools for the analysis of business
conditions and forecasting. There are potentially as many subsets of indicators in
this sense as there are different targets at which they can be directed. For example,
some indicators may relate to employment, others to inflation” (Zarnowitz, 2018,
p. 6278).

Economic indicators are not abstract numbers, nor are they neutral information
that affects no one’s interests. Economic indicators constitute the informational
basis for the development and implementation of economic and political decisions
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of economic actors (individuals, firms, state), thus reducing uncertainty and mini-
mizing risks of their activities. At the same time, indicators are instruments for
affecting actors, a kind of informational stimuli pushing actors towards certain
decisions or discouraging them from other decisions. In this sense, economic indi-
cators play the role of rhetorical means of influencing different societal groups.
The impact of economic indicators on the target audience depends on the rhe-
torical tools used in the process of their presentation. The same information can be

presented and interpreted in very different ways. Let us illustrate this using the data
from Table 1.

Table 1
Data on education expenditures, enrolment rates and country ranks by
human development index

Pu!)llc Net secondary Human
expenditure on
h . enrolment Development
C tertiary education .
ountry ratio, Index, Rank
per student, USD,
2002-2003 among 177
2002-2003 . .
. academic year countries, 2003
academic year
| | Equatorial 27037 26 121
Guinea
2 | Denmark 24241 96 14
3 | Malawi 22917 29 165
4 | Cape Verde 20729 58 105
5 Hong Kong 20665 74 22
6 | Norway 19244 96 1
7 | Switzerland 18980 87 7
8 | Lesotho 18224 23 149
9 | Canada 17659 98 5
10 | Samoa 15490 62 74

Source: based on data from Global University Network for Innovation (GUNI),
2006, pp. 311-312; Global Education Digest, 2005, pp. 74-84; Human Development
Report, 2005, pp. 219-222.

For the sake of comparability, we provide the data for the years 2002—-2003
because of the absence of more recent data on some indicators for several countries
from the table. The data represent official information coming from reputable in-
ternational organizations such as the United Nations, UNESCO, and GUNI (Glob-
al University Network for Innovation), and their credibility can hardly be questioned.

At the same time, the data can be interpreted and presented to the target re-
cipients in principally different ways.
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1. If we use only the data from Column 3, we can assert that the highest atten-
tion to higher education is paid in Equatorial Guinea because it has the highest
public expenditure on tertiary education per student.

2. If we use the data from Columns 3 and 4, we can state that Equatorial Guin-
ea, Malawi and Lesotho exhibit most outrageous disproportions in their national
education systems. Being the world leaders in public expenditures on tertiary edu-
cation per student, these countries extend secondary education to less than one third
of children of corresponding age.

3. If we use the data from Columns 3, 4, and 5, we can argue that a high effi-
ciency of investments in human development can be attained only in societies with
well-developed systems of economic institutions (Denmark, Hong Kong, Norway,
Switzerland, Canada), while a most generous funding of education will not lead to
a high level of human development in societies where economic institutions are
underdeveloped (Equatorial Guinea, Malawi, Cape Verde, Lesotho, Samoa).

Very often economic indicators distort the reality. Sometimes it occurs uninten-
tionally, as a result of methodological deficiencies and computational mistakes. In
other cases economic indicators are purposefully designed to mislead the target
audience in the interests of the information producers who use the indicators as
instruments of manipulation. Such manipulation can take place not only at a na-
tional economy level but also at a company level. Sometimes misrepresentation of
economic (financial) indicators is associated with a straightforward fraud.

An illuminating example of deceiving the information recipients (stakeholders)
using misleading financial indicators is related to one the biggest accounting scan-
dals that involved the American energy giant Enron, a company that controlled
more than 20 percent of the U. S. energy-trading market in the late 1990s and was
labeled the “America’s Most Innovative Company” for six consecutive years. The
cause of the collapse was systematic fraudulent financial reporting covered and
assisted by Arthur Andersen LLP — the accounting firm that had been auditing
Enron’s books for years, one of the “Big Five” accounting firms (along with Price-
waterhouseCoopers, Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu, Ernst & Young, and KPMG). Soon
after the Enron’s downfall Arthur Andersen LLP also went bankrupt (Dembinski,
Lager, Cornford & Bonvin, 2006).

One of the reasons for the Enron’s collapse was the misuse of mark-to-market
accounting practice, which consists in recording the value of an asset according to
its current market price. Mark to market has been a generally accepted accounting
principle in the U. S. since 1990. It provides a realistic appraisal of a company’s
financial situation.

One of the examples of how Enron misused a mark-to-market accounting ap-
proach is the following practice. The company would claim the projected profit
from a new asset on its books. If the actual profit happened to be lower than the

50



Exonomiuna teopist

projected one, the company would not take the loss but rather transfer the asset to
an off-the-balance-sheet special purpose entity, where the loss would go unre-
ported. In this way Enron managed to hide the losses and to appear more profitable
than it really was, thus deceiving its shareholders and investors.

Not only intentional deception but also methodological flaws in designing eco-
nomic indicators can lead to dramatic outcomes. An example is the Russian Finan-
cial Crisis of 1998. Among the first collapsed financial institutions in Russia’s
banking system were those banks that were considered the most reliable and finan-
cially sound according to the Financial Stability Indicators. More than half of the
20 largest Russian banks either went bankrupt and ceased to exist or lost their
positions during the crisis (Navajas & Thegeya, 2013; The Russian Financial Crisis
of 1998, 1999).

Conclusion of the research. Economic indicators represent instruments of the
rhetoric of economic science.

Apparent similarity between indicators (metrics) used in natural and social sci-
ences serves as the justification for importing research approaches of natural sci-
ences to economics (Econophysics).

Such attempts seem to be unproductive because do not take into account the
qualitative differences between natural and social sciences.

In terms of the form, economic indicators are certain quantitative measures or
characteristics of economic phenomena or processes, representing numerical data.
However, in substance they are the means of persuading a certain target audience
(private persons, firms, state), i. e. they impact the audience as specific external
stimuli.

In some situations, economic indicators are used as positive stimuli, serving as
an informational base for making or supporting certain economic decisions such
as developing sound economic policies, investing in the stock market, and so on.
In other situations, economic indicators play the role of negative stimuli showing
the recipients undesirable outcomes and a low efficiency of their decisions.

By their nature, economic indicators are never neutral. They reflect the initial
normative principles (social, ideological, moral, and cultural) of those who devised
them, and either directly or indirectly serve their economic interests.
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JIOKTOpP 9KOHOMHYECKHX HayK, IOIEHT, mpodeccop Kadeapsl MeKIyHAPOITHOTO OH3-
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KaHAuIaT GU3NKO-MaTeMaTHYeCKUX HayK, JIOIICHT, IOEHT Kadeaphl MEHEKMECHTA
W HaJorooOnokeHus: HalmoHamsHOro TeXHUYECKOTO YHUBEPCHTETA «XaphbKOBCKHUH TO-
JINTEXHUYECKUI UHCTUTYT», YKpauHa, I. XapbKoB

H. B. IKOJAUHA

JIOKTOpP 3KOHOMHUECKHX HayK, JIOICHT, nmpodeccop kadeapbl MEKYHAPOIHOTO OM3-
Heca ¥ SKOHOMHUYECKOH TEOPHH XapbKOBCKOTO HAIIMOHAIBHOTO YHHUBEPCUTETA UMEHHU
B. H. Kapazuna, Ykpauna, . XapbkoB

3KOHOMMWYECKHUE UHIUKATOPBI KAK PUTOPUYECKHUI
WHCTPYMEHTAPUMN HAYKH

PackpbiTO copepxaHue YJKOHOMUUECKUX HHANKATOPOB KAK CUCTEMbI KOJTMYECTBEHHBIX
XapaKTEPUCTHK, ONTUCHIBAIONINX (PYHKIIMOHUPOBAHUE U PA3BUTHE YKOHOMHUYECKOH CHCTe-
Mbl. OnpeaeneHsl X pojib U 3HaUCHUE, KaK B CUCTEME SKOHOMUUYECKUX HayK, TaK U B XO-
3SUCTBEHHO-TIOIMTHYECKON U CONMAIBHO-KYJIBTYPHOH MpakTuKe obmiecTBa. Packpeita
WX JBOWCTBeHHas mpupoaa. OnpeseneHo, 4To, ¢ OJHONH CTOPOHBI, OHH (POPMHUPYIOT UH-
(hopManMOHHYIO OCHOBY BBIPAOOTKH W pPean3aIlii XO3IUCTBEHHBIX M IMOJUTHYCCKHUX
pereHni SJKOHOMIIECKIX aKTOPOB, TO €CTh BBICTYIAIOT B Ka4eCTBE (DaKTOPOB CHUKCHIS
HEOTPEICTICHHOCTH 1 MUHUMHU3AINH PUCKOB UX NEATEIHLHOCTH. B TO e BpeMsl, ¢ IpyTroi
CTOPOHBI, OHU MOTYT UCKa)KaTh PealIbHYIO JICHCTBUTEIIBHOCTD U/HUJIH CITY)KUTh CPEIICTBOM
BHEIIIHETO JaBJIEHUS Ha aKTOPOB B LENSAX PeaTn3alMi HE UX HTHTEPECOB, @ THTEPECOB MPO-
JyteHToB uHpopmaryu. Mcxos u3 31oro, 000CHOBaH OOIKEI BBIBOJ O TOM, YTO HanboJiee
MPOAYKTUBHON METOA0JOTUYECKOM OCHOBOM UCCIIEA0OBAHUSA U UHTEPHPETALUN SKOHOMHU-
YECKHUX UHIUKATOPOB SBJISICTCS] PUTOPUUESCKAS KOHIICTIIUS METO/Ia SKOHOMUYECKON HAYKH.
[Ipoananu3upoBaHkl ¥ MPOULTIOCTPUPOBAHKI Ha PUMEpaxX HanOoIee pacpoCTPaHCHHBIC
PUTOPUUYECCKUE TPUEMBI, CBSI3aHHBIC C UCIIOIB30BAHUEM U HHTEPIIPETALIUCH SIKOHOMUUECKUX
HUHJUKaTOPOB.

Kuarw4yeBble c10Ba: S5KOHOMHUYECKUE WHIMKATOPHI, MPE3CHTALUS YKOHOMUYECKUX
JAHHBIX, SKOHOMHUYECKasi METOIOJIOTHsI, 3KOHOMHUKA KaK PUTOPUKA, MEKIUCIUILIMHAPHBIE
HCCIIEOBAHUA B COMAIbHBIX HAyKaX.

I. B. TUMOLIEHKOB

JIOKTOp €KOHOMIYHHUX HayK, TOICHT, mpodecop Kadeapu Mi>KHAPOIHOTO Oi3HECY Ta
eKOHOMIUHO1 Teopii XapKiBCHbKOTO HaIllOHAIBFHOTO yHiBepcuTety iMeHi B. H. Kapasina,
VYkpaina, M. XapkiB
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O. M. HAINEKIHA

KaHAuaT Qi3uKo-MaTeMaTHUYHUX HayK, JOLEHT, JOLUEHT Kadeapu MEHEIKMEHTY Ta
ornoaaTKyBaHHs HallioHanbHOTO TEXHIYHOTO YHIBEpCUTETY « XapKiBCHKHUI MOTITEXHIYHUIH
THCTUTYT», YKpaina, M. XapKiB

I. B. IKOJAIHA

JOKTOp €KOHOMIYHMX HayK, JOLEHT, mpodecop kadeapu MiKHaApoAHOTO Oi3HECy Ta
eKoHOMi4HOI Teopii XapKiBChKOTro HalioHaJIbHOTO yHiBepcuTeTy iMeHi B. H. Kapasina,
VYkpaina, M. XapkiB

EKOHOMIYHI THIUKATOPH SIK PATOPUYHUMI
IHCTPYMEHTAPI HAYKHA

IMocranoBka npodJemMu. byy4un HeOAMiHHAM 1 000B’SI3KOBUM aTpHOYyTOM Oyab-SIKOTO
E€KOHOMIYHOTO JOCTiKEHHSI, CKOHOMIYHI IHTUKATOPH MTPHHHSATO BBAKATH TAKOIO CHCTEMOIO
KUTbKICHUX XapaKTepPHCTHK 00’ €KTa JOCIHIKEHHS, 10 HaJla€ PO HOT'O JOCTOBIpHE YsIB-
nenns. ToOTo iHaAUKATOpU MarlOTh cHOPMYBATH HAMINHY 1H(MOPMAIlIfHY OCHOBY MO0
BUPOOJIEHHS Ta peatizalii rocnoAapChbKUX Ta MOJITHYHHUX PillieHb EKOHOMIYHUX aKTOPIB,
1, TAKAM YMHOM, BHCTYTAIOTh (DaKTOpaMu 3HWKEHHS HEBU3HAYEHOCTI Ta MiHIMI3aIlil pu-
3MKIB AISUTBHOCTI aKTOPIiB. Y TOM ke 4ac, 3 iHIoro 00Ky, EKOHOMIUH1 iHANKATOPU MOXKYTh
BHUKDHUBIIOBATH pealibHy JIHCHICTH Ta/a00 BUKOPUCTOBYBATHUCS K 3aci0 30BHINIHBOTO
TUCKY Ha aKTOPIB 3 METOIO pealtizalii He IXHiX 0COOMCTUX IHTEpEeCiB, a BIACHUX IHTEPECiB
MPOYLIEHTIB iH(popMAIlii.

AHaJti3 ocTaHHIX qocHizKeHb i myQaikamiii. Y craTTi mpoaHaii30BaHO Cy4acHi Ha-
NPSIMH KPUTHKH ICHYFOYMX Hapasi MiIXO/iB 1 METOAUK 11010 EKOHOMIUHUX BUMIPIOBAHb
1 pO3paxyHKy iHIUKATOPiB:

— 3 TOYKH 30py MDKHApPOAHOI MPAKTHKHN MOPIBHSIBHUX JOCIIKEHb COIiaTbHO-EKO-
HOMIYHOTO PO3BHUTKY KpaiH (KpUTHKa METOIMKHU BU3HAUYEHHS Ta po3paxyHKy BBII, a Takox
rioro noxiaHux y Jomosinai Kowmicii, ctBopenoi Ha 3amoiieHHst Hikosst Capkosi (Nicolas
Sarkozy), 3 HOOemiBcbkUX naypeatiB [xo3eda Crirmima (Joseph E. Stiglitz), Amaptes
Cena (Amartya Sen) i XKana-ITons @itycci (Jean-Paul Fitoussi);

— 3 TOYKH 30py MaKpOEKOHOMIYHHUX OLIHOK 30a1aHCOBAHOCTI 1 MPONOPIIN PO3BUTKY
Kkpain (omiaky HOoOeIiBChKOTO Jaypeara Bacwis JleontbeBa (Wassily Leontief);

— 3 TOYKH 30py ekoHoMeTpHKH (ot Kpictodepa Jorepri (Christopher Dougherty);

— 3 TOYKH 30py HPAKTHKH MOHITOPHHTY Ta ayIuTy (iHaAHCOBO-TOCIONAPCHKOI AisTb-
HOCTI cy0’€KTIB rOCIIOIapIOBaHHS HA PI3HUX PIBHAX — BiJ OKpeMoi GipMu A0 IepiKaBH
B IIiJIOMY (BJIAaCHI BUCHOBKH aBTOPIB).

dopmyaoBanHs Hijied. BUXoasuu 3 1boro, po3KpUTTS ABOICTOT MPUPOIU SKOHOMIY-
HUX IHAWKATOPIB, aHAJI3 X POl 1 3HAYEHHS K y CUCTeMi eKOHOMIYHUX HayK, TaK 1y Toc-
MOJIAPCHKO-TIONITHYHIN Ta COMIaIbHO-KYIBTYPHIN MPAKTHUII CYCIIbCTBA, MOJKHA BiTHECTH
710 BJKJIMBHX 1 aKTyaJlbHUX MPOOJeM EKOHOMIYHOI HayKH, II0 1 BU3HAYMIO BUOIp mpo-
Onemaruky 1€l myomikarii.
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Buxiaa ocHOBHOTO MaTepiany. Y CcTaTTi OCIIIOBHO OOTPYHTOBYETHCS TTOJIOKEHHS
PO Te, M0 HAMOLIBI aIEKBATHOO METO0JIOTIYHO OCHOBOIO JIOCIIKEHHS 1 iHTEpIIpe-
TaIlii EKOHOMIYHHX 1HJIUKATOPIB € PUTOPUYHA KOHIIEIIIIiSI METOy eKOHOMIYHOT HayKH, 1110
Oyra 3armpoITtoHOBaHa aMEPUKAHCEKUM METOIOIOTOM eKOHOMIUHO1 Hayku Jleiinporo Maxk-
kiocki (Deirdre N. McCloskey).

[IpoananizoBaHi Ta MPOITIOCTPOBaHI Ha MPHUKIIAAaX HAWOUIBII MOIIMPEHI PUTOPUYIHI
MPUHOMM, SIK1 TIOB’sI3aHi 3 BAKOPUCTAHHSM Ta IHTEPIPETAII€I0 EKOHOMIUYHHX 1HJINKATOPIB.

Hapnano mopiBHANIBHI XapakTepuUCTHKH (hiHAHCYBAaHHS BHIIOi OCBITH B Pi3HUX KpaiHax
CBITY 1 AOBEIEHO, 1110, IHTEPIPETYIOUH PE3yIbTaTUBHICTD 1 €()eKTHUBHICTH (iHAHCYBAHHS
BHII[OT OCBITH, MOXKHA JITH MPOTUIICKHUX — aJIBTEPHATUBHUX BHUCHOBKIB ILIOJI0 TOTO,
e(heKTUBHO UM, HaBIMaK!, Hee(heKTUBHO 3MIHCHIOETHCS (hiHAHCYBAHHS OCBITH Y Tili UM 1HIIIIH
KpaiHi.

Ha npuknani «aynmuropeskoro ckangany XXI cTomitTs», B skoMy Oyliu 3aMilliaHi Haii-
OiTbITIa aMepuKaHChKa eHepreTuaHa koMrtadist « EHpom» (Enron Corporation) i omHa 3 1°TH
MPOBIAHUX aMEPHUKAHCHKUX KOHCAITHHIOBUX 1 ayAMTOPCHKUX (ipM «ApTyp AHIEpceH»
(Arthur Andersen & Co) po3mIsIHyTO, SIK BMiJIe MaHIITy/TFOBaHHS [TOKa3HUKAMH, TIPOLIEAY-
pam¥ i permaMeHTamMu (iHAHCOBOTO ayJUTy J03BOJIMIO MIPOTATOM JIEKIIBKOX POKiB abco-
JIIOTHO HEBIPHO NMPEICTABIATH Nepe] akuionepamu «EHpoHa» peanbHU cTaH KOMIaHii
3 METOIO0 0COOMCTOro 30araueHHs KepiBHULTBA « EHpoHa» 1 MpeAcTaBHUKIB KOMIaHii-ay-
JATOpA.

Ha ocHoBi anani3y ¢inancoBoi kpusu B Pocii (1998) mponemMoHCTpoBaHO, STK BHKOPHC-
TaHHS YCTaJlCHUX B YCbOMY CBiTi METOJHMK OLiHKH (DiHAHCOBOI CTIHKOCTI OaHKIB MOXE
MIPU3BOJIUTH JI0 OTPUMAHHSI a0CONIIOTHO HEOCTOBIPHHUX PE3YJBTaTIB, MO0 BUKPUBIIOIOTH
peanbHy nicHICTh. BH3HaYeHO, 110 METOANKH BBOIMIIHM TPOMAJICHKICTh B OMaHYy, OCKiJTb-
KM TepIINMH 30aHKPYTYBaJM Ti OaHKIBCbKi YCTaHOBH, SIKi 38 OLIIHOYHUMH 1HJHUKATOPaMHU
[IAX METOAWK OyJ10 BU3HAUCHO SIK HAHOUTBII HAIIHI Ta CTIHKI.

BucnoBku. Ha ocHOBI anHaiizy Teopii i MpakTUKA BUKOPUCTAHHS CKOHOMIYHUX 1HIH-
KaTopiB OOTPYHTOBAHO 3arajikHUI BHCHOBOK IIPO T€, 0 EKOHOMIYHI 1HIUKATOPH MOXKYTh
1 pO3paxoByBaTHCs, 1 IHTEPIPETYBATUCS TTO-PI3HOMY, @K 10 aJbTCPHATUBHUX BUCHOBKIB.
ToOTo Ha MpakTHILl IHAWKATOPH BUCTYNAIOTh K IHCTPYMEHTH PUTOPUKH — IIEPEKOHAHHS,
BIUIMBY Ha 0Ci0, 110 NpUIMaIOTh pillieHHs Y (JiHAHCOBO-TOCTIONAPCHKIN iSIIBHOCTI, Y 0a-
YKaHOMY JIJISl TIPOMYTICHTIB iH(opMarii (po3poOHUKIB IHAUKATOPIB) HAMIPSMY.

Koporka anorauis crarri

AHoTamist. PO3kpuTO 3MiCT eKOHOMIYHUX 1HAMKATOPIB K CUCTEMH KUTbKICHHX Xapak-
TEPUCTHK, 1110 OMUCYIOTh (PYHKIIOHYBaHHS 1 PO3BUTOK €KOHOMIYHOI crcTeMH. Bu3HaueHo
iX poIb 1 3HaUEHHSI, K Y CUCTEMi EKOHOMIYHUX HayK, TakK i y TOCIOAapCHKO-MOMITHYHIN
Ta COLIAFHO-KYIBTYPHIH MpakTuIli cycniibeTBa. Po3kpuro ix qBoicty mpupony. Busna-
YEeHO, 110, 3 OTHOTO OOKY, BOHH (POPMYIOTh iH()OPMAIIIIHY OCHOBY IITOJI0 BUPOOIICHHS Ta
peasizariii rocroflapChKUX Ta MOJMITHYHUX PillleHh EKOHOMIYHUX aKTOPiB, TOOTO BUCTYTIA-
10Th (haKTOpaMH 3HMKEHHS! HEBU3HAYEHOCTI Ta MiHIMi3alii pU3HKIB AiSIIBHOCTI aKTOPiB.
VY Toi e 4ac, 3 Apyroro OOKy, BOHU MOXKYTh CIIOTBOPIOBATH peajibHy IiHCHICTB Ta / 200
BHUKOPHCTOBYBATHCS SIK 3aCi0 30BHIIIHBOTO TUCKY Ha aKTOPIB 3 METOIO peastizalii He IXHixX
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0COOMCTHX IHTEPECiB, a y BIIACHUX iHTEpecax MpoayleHTiB iHopmartii. Buxomsyu 3 1ip0-
ro, OOIpyHTOBaHUH 3arajibHUH BUCHOBOK PO Te, 110 HAWOUIBII MPOJYKTUBHOIO METO/0-
JIOT1YHOI0 OCHOBOIO JIOCIIPKEHHS 1 iHTepIpeTalii eKOHOMIYHUX 1HIUKATOPIB € pUTOPUY-
Ha KOHIIEIIiS METOMy eKOHOMIUHOi Hayku. [Ipoanai3zoBaHi Ta IpOLTIOCTPOBAHI Ha TIPH-
KJIa/1ax HaiOIIbII MOMKPEHI PUTOPUYHI MIPUIOMH, SIKi OB’ sI3aH1 3 BUKOPUCTAHHSIM Ta
THTEpIpEeTaIli€l0 eKOHOMIYHUX 1HANKATOPIB.

Kuro4oBi ciioBa: eKOHOMIUHI IHIUKATOPH, TIPE3CHTAITiS CKOHOMITHUX JaHUX, €KOHO-
MiYHa METOIOJIOTisl, EKOHOMIKa SIK PUTOPUKA, MIKIUCIUIUTIHAPHI TOCITI/PKEHHS B COIIialb-
HUX HayKax.
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Crarts pexkoMeHioBaHa 10 onmyosikyBanas 15.02.2019 p.
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