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INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF THE DIGITAL ECONOMY: 
CONTRADICTIONS AND APPROACHES  

TO SETTLING THE DIFFERENCES1

Authors have considered peculiarities being inherent to institutionalization of the 
digital economy aimed at streamlining transformations. Authors have disclosed contradic-
tions between digital and socio-economic transformations: between development of digi-
tal technologies and digital capabilities of a human; between the influence of digital 

1	 © Hrytsenko A. A., Hrytsenko O. A., 2021. Article is published under the terms of the Creative Commons 
License – Attribution 4.0 International (CC BY 4.0).
Available at http://econtlaw.nlu.edu.ua.
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technologies on labour productivity and the orientation of business entities towards improv-
ing profitability; between the dynamicity of value stipulated by applying digital technolo-
gies and pricing being significantly dependent on general monetization of demand; between 
formal institutional conditions for the functioning of the digital economy and the informal 
influence on behaviour of economic entities under real conditions of activity, which en-
courages inadequacy and deviancy of behaviour, etc. Authors have suggested approaches 
to handling contradictions related to digitalization of the society. 

Key words: digitalization, digital economy, institutionalization, institutional abnormal-
ity, network society. 

JEL Classification: В41, Е02.

Problem setting. At the current stage, digitalization is the core of technical and 
technological changes, which is concerned with all the spheres of social develop-
ment and causes important transformations within the whole system of socio-
economic relations. The dynamicity of scientific and technological, as well as socio-
economic transformations, which emerge owing to digitalization, causes significant 
changes in the correlation between various components of social development. As 
a result, internal contradictions being inherent to this process manifest themselves 
externally in the form of disproportions, disturbances, incoherence, and conflicts. 
Nowadays, we may observe the gap of an objective real process of economic de-
velopment with reinforcing the economy with necessary institutions, which stream-
line human behaviour. Such difference is referred to as the institutional anomie of 
transformations. Usually, the duration of such anomie is 3–5 years. The sooner the 
society overcomes this anomie, the sooner the digitalization process will obtain a 
robust institutional environment for own acceleration and streamlining. 

Analysis of recent research and publications. The digital economy has be-
come the most relevant sphere of scientific research. Specialists in different areas 
of expertise are interested in the following questions: reasons and objective regu-
larities for the emergence of information technologies (Chebotaryov, 2018; Yu-
dina, 2016), intrinsic features of the functioning of the digital economy (Liashenko, 
& Vyshnevskyi, 2018; Hrytsenko, 2018), tendencies of digital development in 
Ukraine (Koliadenko, 2016), and the influence of digital technologies on the forma-
tion of the network economy (Kit, 2014). Obviously, digitalization – is a contradic-
tory process, which does not always lead to positive consequences, but, to a 
greater extant, provoke instability and inconsistency of the society (Sudakova, 
2015). Examinations of certain manifestations of instability encouraged by the 
digital revolution have spread throughout the world (Digital development: Oppor-
tunities and challenges, 2019); (O’Nil, 2020). Scientists attach inconsiderable at-
tention to revealing internal contradictions of digital development, their escalation, 
and mechanisms for settling differences. An idea of an interrelation between digi-
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tal and socio-economic development, which may become an effective tool for 
handling the existing contradictions, has not been duly used within this context. 
Therefore, the author assumes that the determination of scientific approaches to 
providing the interrelation between digital, economic, and social transformations 
as ways for handling intrinsic contradictions is a precondition for sustainable socio-
economic development.

An objective of the paper is disclosing contradictions between digital and 
socio-economic transformations, ascertaining ways for handling such contradictions 
and ensuring complementarity of development. It is expedient to orient the theo-
retical analysis towards revealing objective reasons for institutionalization of 
digital development, because consciously developed rules and norms will become 
tools for settling numerous differences of contemporary development. 

Main findings. Disclosure of the contradictions in the interaction between 
digital and socio-economic transformations may be achieved owing to analysis of 
the following specific aspects: 

–  technical and technological relations comprising attitude of humans to tech-
nics and technologies embodied in capabilities and skills of employees to carry out 
a particular technical and technological process (professional qualification); 

–  financial and economic relations consisting of value relations, monetary rela-
tions, management in the financial and economic spheres (which provides the co-
ordinated turnover of commodities and currency); 

–  socio-economic relations encompassing recruitment relations, reimbursement 
of labour costs (wages), and ensuring the coherence between the status and incomes 
of a person (retirement benefits, allowances, and rewards). 

The technical and technological, as well as socio-economic components of 
social development are in the complex interaction. Within the fundamental structure 
of social development, technical and technological processes cause socio-econom-
ic ones (for instance, primitive labour tools and technologies stipulate the primitive 
society, while the developed mass production – capitalistic relations). However, 
within the actual structure, this relation is reversal: at every moment of time, de-
velopment of technics and technologies depends on socio-economic relations (work 
organization, education, economic mechanisms, incentives, etc.). 

Digitalization as the core of the current stage of the technological progress re-
sults in pivotal changes in both the organization of production and daily life. 
Smartphones, the Internet, the augmented reality, digital production, cryptocur-
rency, blockchain, automatization, machine learning, and artificial intelligence 
become radical technologies of the daily life (Greenfield, 2017). The United Nations 
Conference on Trade and Development stats that – for the first time – in 2018, more 
than half of the world’s total population uses the Internet. It is generally accepted 
that “digitalization has created a new wave of innovations, which will lead to im-
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mense consequences for the humankind, including transformations of relationships 
between citizens, governments, and business organizations, as well as changes in 
the structure of the society and economy. Paces of economic growth, labour pro-
ductivity, and development of the human potential will be, to a higher degree, af-
fected by a level of integration into the digital economy” (Digital development: 
Opportunities and challenges, 2019).

Institutionalization of the digital economy – a process of drawing up, formaliza-
tion, and implementation of necessary rules and norms, which streamline interac-
tions between entities in the digital world, reconcile contradictions and conflicts 
between them, and enforce them to perform particular obligations, into the eco-
nomic life. Institutions take on functions of regulation, coordination, stimulation, 
and streamlining behaviour of economic entities. Institutions lead to the conscious 
transformation of social relations based on formed social values, historical tradi-
tions, stereotypes, and customs. The institutionalization enables to form a necessary 
institutional environment and institutional structure of the digital economy. Under 
conditions of the digital economy, a human makes deals and concludes transactions 
with other humans, organizations, and a government. 

The institutional environment of the digital economy is characterized by anom-
ic development, i.e. the absence of necessary norms or their inconsistency with 
existing real relations accompanied by institutional abnormalities, destructions, and 
deformations. 

Institutional destruction (disrupting the quality of institutions) leads to the dis-
turbance of a coordinating function due to the decrease of norms’ abilities to elimi-
nate uncertainty of the functioning of an economic system in general and its elements 
in particular. The drastic inconformity between a demand for regulating the digital 
implementations and a gradually increasing set of necessary institutions, which lead 
to the growth of a degree of disturbance and escalation of social interactions under 
contemporary technological, market, and value changes, stipulates the topicality of 
problems related to revealing the content and factors of institutional destruction of 
the digital economy. Nowadays, the society uses large opportunities of digital tech-
nologies with a low energy efficiency ratio. Such actions result in the emergence of 
phenomena such as social polarization, the increase of role of grey mechanisms in 
division of digital resources and outcomes, systematic infringement of a fundamen-
tal right to use the Internet, and intensification of offences. 

Firstly, specialists should consider institutional abnormalities not only as a 
deviation from existing standards but also as a regular process affected by trans-
formations of real economic phenomena. That is to say, tackling institutional ab-
normalities, which do not take into account their underlying roots, results in ob-
scured enormous social losses because such process may accidentally interfere in 
functional and institutional mechanisms of the digital economy. 
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Secondly, institutional abnormalities should be referred to as a method for social 
adaptation being very important for more dynamic representation of demands of 
new processes and changes of tools for governmental regulation of the economy. 

Thirdly, institutional abnormalities play the role of drivers for innovative 
changes. Taking into account this assumption offers possibilities for improving a 
part of a government’s innovative policy concerned with selecting more effective 
institutions for digitalization and choosing between positive and negative incentives. 

The underdeveloped institutional content of the digital economy stipulates the 
disproportionally significant role of economic power in the functioning and evolu-
tion of a country. This manifests itself in a high level of monopolization, insufficient 
elasticity of market supply, suppression of positive effects of market competition, 
discouraging the total demand for digital products. 

The increase of transaction costs, which lead to the decrease of social trust, 
foster institutional traps (formalization of ineffective norms) and expansion of cor-
ruptive practices, and deteriorate national opportunities of the economic growth, 
becomes a consequence of institutional destructions and abnormalities. According 
to such definition, the reduction of a zone of institutional destructions and abnor-
malities to safe scales is a primary goal of the society and government. 

Digitalization creates an opportunity for saving transformational, organiza-
tional, and transaction costs of enterprises at the expense of using electronic trade. 
This leads to enhancing the efficiency of production, creates new opportunities for 
small and medium-sized businesses, enabling them to overcome obstacles on the 
way to extending and establishing equitable collaboration in implementing the in-
novations, identifying alternative mechanisms for the financing such as crowdfund-
ing. It allows using cloud technologies, big data, machine learning, algorithmic 
decision-making, and artificial intelligence for solving technological, economic, 
and social problems. Digitalization is also directly connected with government 
support of innovations, the transformation of public administration, and building a 
digital government (Akatkin, & Yasinovskaya, 2019, p.14).

Simultaneously, not only does the implementation of digital technologies open 
additional opportunities for business organizations, governments, and humans, but 
also it causes considerable problems, challenges, and risks. Various opportunities 
of access to digital technologies may lead to unfair distribution of goods and rein-
force inequality. Especially, it may refer to urban citizens, poorly educated persons, 
and disabled persons (Information Economy Report 2017: Digitalization, Trade 
and Development, 2017; Technology and Innovation Report 2018: Harnessing 
Frontier Technologies for Sustainable Development, 2018). The wide use of digi-
tal technologies and automatization will result in the reduction of workplaces, the 
increase in inequality, concentration of wealth, and forming the deviant behaviour 
of economic entities (Digital development: Opportunities and challenges, 2019). 
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There are researches interpreting big data as a threat to democracy and a weapon 
of mass destruction (Technology and Innovation Report 2018: Harnessing Frontier 
Technologies for Sustainable Development, 2018). 

At the current stage, digitalization is a leading process in forming the network 
economy. Developing the network characteristics of social reality and correspond-
ing transformations lead to fragmentation of the society and human. A margin of 
this fragmentation is decomposition to fragments. Plunging into various networks 
(professional, family, leisure, club, etc.), a human behaves in conformity with rules 
and norms of behaviour within these networks. Moving from one network to an-
other, a human changes his or her behaviour, incentives for actions, etc. At the same 
time, there may be no logical connection between networks and corresponding 
norms of behaviour. The situation with public relation networks existing relatively 
separately in the same physical space is analogical. The intersection of networks 
with significantly different values may be conflicting (e.g., the intersection of 
criminal networks with networks combatting them).

Risks of fragmentation of the society and human related to forming the network 
society and digitalization are not properly realized. Nevertheless, they create con-
siderable contradictions and form a sufficiently serious and growing threat to the 
sustainable functioning of the society. It is worth mentioning destabilizing influ-
ences of synergetic effects of biological, technological, and social synthesis. Not 
only did a human create but also permanently improves the technical complex 
substituting numerous functions of a human, including logical transactions. Tech-
nics penetrates into a biological body of a human not only in the form of artificial 
organs but also as a bearer of information and a key to an information system. In 
turn, biological processes become components of technical and technological pro-
cesses of production. Artificial intelligence has already become subject not only to 
examination for scientists but also to government programs. A human is becoming 
a biological, technological, and social creature, which significantly changes param-
eters of vital activity, forming unprecedented opportunities for progress, creating 
and strengthening risks of instability. 

Within the combination of digital and socio-economic development, objective 
contradictions, which have been created by a process of transformation of the in-
dustrial market system into the network one, may find ways for handling and 
supplementing. That is why the combination of digital and socio-economic devel-
opment is one of key pillows for sustainable social dynamics. However, such goal 
is not accomplished automatically. There is a need for practical purposeful actions 
of the society relying on understanding of the essence and forms of this process. 

Taking into consideration the above-mentioned assumptions and drawing on 
the indicated structure of socio-economic relations, the author may generalize 
contradictions between digital and socio-economic development:
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–  between development of digital technologies and digital capabilities of a 
human;

–  between the influence of digital technologies on labour productivity alongside 
the decrease of value of meeting the existing needs and the orientation of business 
entities towards the increase of profitability; 

–  between dynamics of value stipulated by applying digital technologies and 
pricing being significantly dependent on general monetization of demand; 

–  between activities of entities at the micro-level aimed at qualitative transfor-
mations through implementing digital technologies as a term for the profitability 
growth and a macro-economic policy of the economic growth based on the change 
of quantitative characteristics; 

–  between spatial and time localization of types of activities and productions 
stipulated by digital technologies and conformity of workforce localization to 
it being embodied in the escalation of problems of employment and unemploy-
ment; 

–  between dynamics of employees’ wages being dependent on terms of employ-
ment, as well as production and dynamics of incomes being necessary for ensuring 
the decent life in the society; 

–  between formal institutional conditions of the functioning of the digital 
economy and the informal influence on behaviour of economic entities under real 
conditions of activity, which result in inadequacy and deviant behaviour. 

These contradictions are objectively stipulated and will exist anyway. Never-
theless, forms for movement and reconciliation of them may be different. There 
are two principally different ways of movement of contradictions. One leads to 
escalation of contradictions and assuming an antagonistic form, and ends with 
destruction of a phenomenon containing this contradiction. The other way for 
movement of contradictions consists in searching for forms of handling. In such 
case, a contradiction simultaneously appears and is reconciled. For instance, in 
the economics, a contradiction between the use-value and exchange-value of a 
commodity is reconciled owing to the emergence of a mediating link – money, 
which represents the exchange-value (in contrast to a commodity, which represents 
the use-value). However, each of them contains own opposite. Commodity turnover 
is a form of movement and reconciliation of contradictions between the use-value 
and exchange-value of a commodity. 

As a result, there are obvious contradictions between digital and socio-eco-
nomic transformations. It is necessary to find forms for reconciliation of contradic-
tions, which allow parties of contradictions to move and supplement each other. 
Searching for approaches to solving such problem, there is a need to rely on un-
derstanding of regularities being inherent to development of an integral socio-
economic system rather than its fragments. 
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Digitalization and corresponding socio-economic transformations are compo-
nents of a comprehensive process of the transition from the industrial market to 
network economic system. The industrial market system replaces the traditional 
one. Nevertheless, the transition from one system to the other should not be defined 
as a simple change. “The previous form of relations does not disappear; it ceases 
to be dominant and turns into an element for implementing a more complicated 
form. Hence, traditional relations between humans regarding the appropriation and 
use of products of labour in the process of forming the industrial market economy 
do not disappear because they are mediated by commodity-money relations. In the 
process of the next transition from the industrial market to the network economic 
system, commodity-money relations do not disappear because they move to a vir-
tual space” (Hrytsenko, A. A., 2018, p. 6–7).

Under Ukrainian conditions, it is also essential to take into account contradic-
tions deriving from peculiarities of historic milestones and the combination of an 
inverse type of market transformation with globalization processes. On the account 
of these processes, Ukraine has adjusted to various fragments of the external mar-
ket in the form of a raw-material appendage without creating own internal market. 
This has led to the deformation of structure of the whole economy and to intensi-
fication of cyclical critical dynamics. Searching for a way out cannot draw on 
classic market recommendations. 

Taking into consideration the above-mentioned assertions, the author suggests 
correcting requirements to a way of thinking in searching for replies to the ques-
tions raised. Obviously, it impossible to find an answer, drawing on only market 
thinking being mainly taught at contemporary economic higher education institu-
tions. The reality goes far beyond market relations and rises above them. Non-
market approaches should be applied together with market ones in accordance with 
procedure indicated by the new reality. 

It is impossible to find a form for reconciling one contradiction, setting aside 
another one. Otherwise, solving one problem creates other, maybe, even more 
devastating ones. Therefore, it is essential to highlight the main pivotal and the 
most considerable contradiction underlying others. Finding a form for movement 
and reconciliation of such contradiction forms an opportunity for an adequate ap-
proach to settling other differences and, thus, ensures mutual supplementation of 
all components of a solution for a complex problem. 

The most significant contradiction between digital and socio-economic develop-
ment is a contradiction between the growth of labour productivity and profitability 
of economic entities’ activities, which implement digital technologies at the micro-
level, on the one part, and the decrease of economic efficiency and the increase of 
unemployment at the macro-level, on the other part. It is difficult to reveal this 
contradiction because statistical data and quantitative parameters of new phenom-
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ena in the economy are not always issued on time. This significantly influences the 
content of productivity and its measure in both certain industries and in the na-
tional economy. The rising number of variables, which affect productivity, stipulates 
zig-zags in its trajectory (Porohovskiy, 2019, p.18). This problem is actively ex-
amined by the indicated specialists (Barefoot, Curtis, Jolliff, Nicholson, & Omo-
hundro, 2018; Barefoot, Curtis, Jolliff, Nicholson, & Omohundro, 2019; Byrne, 
Corrado, & Sichel, 2018; Kelly, Papanikolaou, Seru, & Taddy, 2018; OECD, 2019, 
January). 

General logics of this process implies that implementing digital technologies 
leads to the appearance of new products, which have no analogues in the past, and 
to the reduction of expenses for meeting current needs. On the one hand, such 
process cannot find adequate representation in the index of GDP. On the other hand, 
this process leads to the slowdown in paces of its growth. These circumstances 
explain that an anticipated pace of growth in productivity at the expense of univer-
sal implementation of digital technologies has turned out to be insufficient almost 
in all the countries. However, digital industries demonstrate the sustainable high 
growth (Porohovskiy, 2019, p.18). 

In general, digitalization will be naturally reducing employment at a higher 
pace, compared to the creation of new workplaces. This will result in the growth 
of unemployment. Such process will be inevitably encouraging the society to re-
distribution of proportions between work, non-work, and leisure time. This has a 
long history. For example, at the end of 18th century, in England, the length of a 
workday was 10-16 hours. Only at the beginning of 20th century, in the large num-
ber of countries, the fight of the working class for own rights enabled to decrease 
the length of a workday to 8 hours (Sydorzhevskyi, 2014, October 06). Nowadays, 
governments usually implement the 40-hour workweek with two holidays but ex-
perts of the International Labour Organization recommend the transition to 4-day 
workweek (Barefoot, Curtis, Jolliff, Nicholson, & Omohundro, 2018). Nevertheless, 
such transition is not the simple redistribution of time. It should be accompanied 
by significant changes in the content of leisure time as time for personal develop-
ment. It is possible in case of solving basic problems of the human’s vital activity. 
Unfortunately, in Ukraine, they have not been solved yet. This is a precondition 
for the escalation of contradictions. 

The escalation of contradictions leads to instability which emerges from multi-
speed and multi-scaled dynamics of components of socio-economic development 
(commodities have one speed of movement whereas workforce – another; money 
and capital can change their spatial localization promptly) (Hrytsenko, 2019, p. 
14). Hence, a key pillar of socio-economic stability is providing the complementar-
ity of development of its elements. Under the destabilization influence of the glo-
balization on weak open economies, the only way to solve such problem is to apply 
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economic mechanisms, which are adequate to the situation and encompass market 
and non-market methods for organizing economic activity. 

Differences should be settled comprehensively and be subordinated. For in-
stance, one of primary problems in Ukraine is providing conditions for rational 
nutrition of the population. There could be no question of effective work, high 
quality of life, etc. without solving this problem. In Ukraine, there are material and 
labour resources to provide the population with a sufficient amount of high-quali-
ty food. However, this problem cannot be solved because: a) a significant part of 
the population has no money for this; b) there is no corresponding internal demand 
for goods of manufacturers; c) existing market mechanisms for mobilization and 
the use of financial resources do not enable to direct them towards development of 
the real economy (banks have excessive liquidity but do not credit the real sector 
to the necessary extent because it does not contain the sufficient number of reliable 
borrowers; borrowers cannot be reliable and run own business at loan rates exceed-
ing the normal rate of profitability). 

Under such conditions, it is necessary to change the paradigm of economic 
thinking. It should not be simultaneous rather than abstract and should include 
understanding of internally interconnected market, non-market, traditional, and 
other relations. This change immediately gives an opportunity to build monetary 
(inadequacy of contemporary mechanisms of the monetary policy has been proven 
(Terner, 2016; Unkovska, 2019), fiscal, and economic policies another way. Such 
approach ensures complementarity of solving the existing contradictions and 
stipulates necessity for: 

–  drawing on the evaluation of real needs (rather than demand) of the popula-
tion, business entities, and the government, on the one hand, and material and labour 
resources, on the other hand; 

–  ensuring the corresponding monetization of these needs (formation of de-
mand) and the movement of resources used to meet them (formation of supply), 
which contemplates the change in the paradigm and mechanisms of monetary and 
fiscal policies; 

–  being oriented towards accomplishing three prior goals: 
a) solving basic problems of reproduction of vital activity (nutrition, shelter, 

and health); 
b) development of infrastructure (roads, transport, and communication); 
c) creating the conditions for innovative development (education, science, and 

innovations). 
A mechanism for accomplishing the aforementioned goals contemplates creat-

ing the public-private non-profitable institutions of development (e.g., the Ukrai-
nian Financial Institution). Using the refinancing of the Central Bank and, if neces-
sary, funds of the state budget, they could provide the coordinated financing of 
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mobilization of tangible resources and monetization of basic needs. For example, 
such institutions could lend to citizens, who need enhancing their living conditions, 
connecting the use of these loans with construction organizations and ensuring 
transparency of procedures and public control over the whole process. 

In such case, a financial institution receives funds from the National Bank at 
a rate covering only expenses for the functioning of this non-profitable institution. 
In turn, this non-profitable institution lends to borrowers through commercial 
banks, which receive only the normal interest covering expenses related to loan 
servicing rather than to a sum of loan. A borrower, a bank, which acts as an op-
erator of a financial institution, and a building organization conclude a trilateral 
agreement. This agreement contemplates that money goes into a building organi-
zation’s account whereas a borrower obtains a right to housing built according to 
this agreement, paying off a loan at a low rate during an indicated period. This 
period is calculated in such a way that an amount of payments does not exceed 15 
percent of income. Housing, which is being built, may serve as collateral until a 
loan is paid. 

This loan debt may be frozen as long as it takes. Such postponement of pay-
ment will not harm the economy or lead to the inflation because currency is issued 
for providing a real process of the creation and movement of value. This enables 
to differentiate terms of loan reimbursement, depending on borrower’s incomes. 
In such case, the government performs its own function of regulating the monetary 
flows in favour of meeting needs of members of the society and business organi-
zations. At the same time, housing construction is that sector, which may become 
a driving force for development of other sectors and, above all, an internal market 
of the country. Open public control over the whole process could be an effective 
anti-corruption measure. 

Such approach can be partially applied to solving other socio-economic prob-
lems. For instance, the financial institution could be used to monetize needs of 
citizens, who do not possess sufficient funds for normal nutrition due to objective 
circumstances. This monetization may be connected with delivery of products to 
indicated trade networks. To accomplish this goal, the author proposes to use 
experience of the USA regarding implementing programs for nutrition assistance 
of the population (Ekonomichnyi dyskusiinyi klub, 2017, August 28). 

Ensuring the complementarity in settling differences also contemplates solving 
basic problems at the modern technological level. For example, applying cutting-
edge technologies, construction of clever houses, taking into consideration eco-
logical requirements, etc. allow undertaking a program for providing housing. This 
raises the prise of production. Nevertheless, in the process of monetization of needs, 
these requirements are taken into account. The same measures are applied to pro-
viding the population with food and solving other problems. The use of internal 
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resources and products of national manufacturers is an essential requirement. Import 
should be mainly used to satisfy demand for setting up own production. 

One more important condition, which may guarantee reconciling contradictions 
between digital and socio-economic development, is the complementary accom-
plishment of three goals: a) comprehension of own interests of Ukraine as a spe-
cific socio-economic unit grounded in awareness of its historical milestones and 
adjustment of economic processes to their implementation being referred to as 
introversion; b) creating mechanisms for innovative development; c) inclusion into 
global relations for using theses relations to achieve internal objectives of provid-
ing sustainable development, enhancing the welfare and standard of living rather 
than for membership in international organizations as an end in itself (Heiets, 2016). 

Conclusions. Thus, the complementary approach to reconciling contradictions 
between digitalization and socio-economic development under an inverse type of 
market transformations and global instability is based on: a) understanding of tra-
ditional dependences between needs and resources; b) orientation of monetary and 
financial mechanisms towards monetization of real needs and their transformation 
into market demand and providing channels for connecting this demand with con-
suming resources (formation of supply); c) orientation of management of the 
economy towards the formation of total demand and meeting this demand in con-
formity with rational real social needs rather than adjustment to existing total de-
mand distorted by a previous trajectory of destructive development.
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ІНСТИТУЦІОНАЛІЗАЦІЯ ЦИФРОВОЇ ЕКОНОМІКИ: 
СУПЕРЕЧНОСТІ ТА НАПРЯМИ ЇХ ВИРІШЕННЯ

Постановка проблеми. На сучасному етапі серцевиною техніко-технологічних 
змін є цифровізація, яка торкається усіх сфер розвитку суспільства і викликає важ-
ливі трансформації всієї системи суспільно-економічних відносин. Сьогодні спо-
стерігається відставання об’єктивного процесу цифровізації та її наповнення необ-
хідними інститутами, що впорядковують поведінку людей. 

Аналіз останніх досліджень і публікацій. Цифрова економіка сьогодні стала 
найактуальнішою сферою наукових досліджень, які спрямовані на виявлення причин, 
об’єктивних закономірностей виникнення інформаційних технологій, з’ясування 
тенденції цифрового розвитку в Україні, аналіз впливу цифрових технологій на 
становлення інформаційно-мережевої економіки. Науковці мало уваги приділяють 
розкриттю внутрішніх суперечностей цифрового розвитку, їх загостренню та меха-
нізмам їх розв’язання. 

Метою цієї статті є розкриття суперечностей між цифровими та соціально-еко-
номічними перетвореннями, знаходження способів їх розв’язання і забезпечення 
компліментарності розвитку.
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Виклад основного матеріалу. Цифровізація як серцевина сучасного етапу 
техніко-технологічного прогресу має своїм наслідком корінні зміни як в організації 
виробництва, так і в повсякденному житті. Інституційне середовище цифрової 
економіки характеризується аномічним розвитком, що призводить до інституційних 
деструкцій та деформацій. Сьогодні великі можливості цифрових технологій ви-
користовуються суспільством із низьким коефіцієнтом корисної дії, проявом чого 
можуть слугувати явища соціальної поляризації, зростання ролі тіньових механізмів 
у розподілі цифрових ресурсів та результатів, порушення фундаментального права 
на користування інтернетом, активізація злочинних проявів. Низька інституційна 
глибина цифрової економіки обумовлює непропорційно велику роль економічної 
влади у функціонуванні та еволюції країни, що проявляється у високому рівні мо-
нополізації, недостатній еластичності ринкової пропозиції, пригніченості позитив-
них ефектів ринкової конкуренції, дестимулюванні сукупного попиту на цифрові 
продукти. 

Запровадження цифрових технологій не лише відкриває додаткові можливості 
для бізнесу, урядів і людей, але й породжує суттєві проблеми, суперечності, виклики 
і ризики. Найбільш важливими для інституціоналізації цифрової економіки є вирі-
шення таких суперечностей:

–  між розвитком цифрових технологій і цифровими здібностями людини;
–  між впливом цифрових технологій на продуктивність праці, зниження вартос-

ті задоволення існуючих потреб і націленістю суб’єктів господарювання на збіль-
шення прибутковості;

–  між динамікою вартості, обумовленою застосуванням цифрових технологій, 
і ціноутворенням, суттєво залежним від загальної монетизації попиту;

–  між діяльністю суб’єктів макрорівня, націленою на якісні перетворення шляхом 
запровадження цифрових технологій як умови збільшення прибутковості, та макро-
економічною політикою економічного зростання, що має за свою основу зміну кіль-
кісних характеристик;

–  між обумовленою цифровими технологіями просторово-часовою локалізацією 
видів діяльності та виробництв і відповідністю їй локалізації робочої сили, що зна-
ходить утілення у загостренні проблеми зайнятості та безробіття;

–  між динамікою заробітної плати робітників, залежною від умов зайнятості та 
виробництва, і динамікою доходів, необхідних для забезпечення достойного життя 
у суспільстві;

–  між формальними інституційними умовами функціонування цифрової еконо-
міки і неформальним впливом на поведінку економічних суб’єктів реальних умов 
життєдіяльності, що породжує неадекватність та девіантність поведінки. 

Ці суперечності об’єктивно обумовлені і будуть існувати в будь-якому випадку. 
Але форми руху і розв’язання їх можуть бути різними. Зважаючи на те, що супе
речності між цифровими і соціально-економічними перетвореннями існують об’єк
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тивно, необхідно знайти форми їх розв’язання, у яких би сторони суперечностей 
рухалися, взаємодоповнюючи одна одну. Під час пошуку підходів до вирішення 
такого завдання необхідно спиратися на розуміння закономірностей розвитку ціліс-
ної соціально-економічної системи, а не її фрагментів. 

В умовах України необхідно також врахувати суперечності, які витікають із особ
ливостей історично пройденого шляху і поєднання інверсійного типу ринкової 
трансформації із глобалізаційними процесами, внаслідок чого Україна, не вибуду-
вавши внутрішнього ринку, пристосувалася в якості сировинного придатку до різних 
фрагментів зовнішнього ринку. Це призвело до деформацій структури всієї економі-
ки і поглиблення циклічно-кризової динаміки. Пошуки виходу із такої ситуації не 
можуть спиратися на класичні ринкові рекомендації.

У таких умовах необхідною є зміна самої парадигми економічного мислення. 
Воно повинно бути не абстрактно-ринковим, а симультанним, включати в себе ро-
зуміння як ринкових, так і неринкових, натурально-господарських та інших зв’язків 
у їхній внутрішній взаємозалежності. Такий підхід забезпечує компліментарність 
розв’язання наявних суперечностей і зумовлює необхідність: 

а) виходити з оцінки реальних потреб (не попиту) населення, суб’єктів господа-
рювання і держави, з одного боку, і матеріальних, трудових ресурсів – з другого;

б) забезпечити відповідну монетизацію цих потреб (формування попиту) і руху 
ресурсів для їх задоволення (формування пропозиції), що передбачає зміну парадиг-
ми і механізмів грошово-кредитної і фіскальної політики; 

в) бути націленими на вирішення трьох пріоритетних завдань:
–  вирішення базових проблем відтворення життєдіяльності людей (харчування, 

житло, здоров’я);
–  розвиток інфраструктури (дороги, транспорт, зв’язок); 
–  створення умов для інноваційного розвитку (освіта, наука, інновації). 
Однією з важливих умов забезпечення розв’язання суперечностей цифрового 

і соціально-економічного розвитку є комплементарне вирішення трьох завдань: 
1) усвідомлення власних інтересів України як особливого соціоекономічного утво-
рення з урахуванням його історично пройденого шляху і підлаштування господар-
ських процесів під їх реалізацію, що можна назвати інтровертністю; 2) створення 
механізмів інноваційного розвитку і 3) включення у світогосподарські зв’язки не для 
входження в міжнародні структури як самоцілі, а з метою використання цих зв’язків 
для вирішення внутрішніх завдань: забезпечення стійкого розвитку, підвищення 
добробуту і якості життя громадян. 

Висновки. В основі комплементарного підходу до розв’язання суперечностей 
цифровізації та соціально-економічного розвитку в умовах інверсійного типу рин-
кових трансформацій і глобальної нестабільності знаходяться: 1) розуміння реальних 
натурально-господарських залежностей потреб і ресурсів; 2) налаштування грошово-
кредитних і фінансових механізмів на монетизацію реальних потреб і перетворення 
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їх у ринковий попит та забезпечення каналів з’єднання цього попиту з використанням 
ресурсів (формування пропозиції); 3) спрямування управління економікою не на 
підлаштування під наявний, спотворений попередньою траєкторією деструктивного 
розвитку, сукупний попит, а на його формування та задоволення відповідно до раціо
нальних реальних суспільних потреб. 

Коротка анотація статті
Розглянуто особливості інституціоналізації цифрової економіки, яка спрямована 

на упорядкування трансформаційних перетворень. Розкрито суперечності між циф-
ровими та соціально-економічними перетвореннями: між розвитком цифрових тех-
нологій і цифровими здібностями людини; між впливом цифрових технологій на 
продуктивність праці і націленістю суб’єктів господарювання на збільшення при-
бутковості; між динамікою вартості, обумовленою застосуванням цифрових техно-
логій, і ціноутворенням, суттєво залежним від загальної монетизації попиту; між 
формальними інституційними умовами функціонування цифрової економіки і не-
формальним впливом на поведінку економічних суб’єктів реальних умов життєді-
яльності, що породжує неадекватність та девіантність поведінки, та ін. Запропоно-
вано способи вирішення суперечностей цифровізації суспільства. 

Ключові слова: цифровізація, цифрова економіка, інституціоналізація, інститу-
ційні аномалії, інформаційно-мережеве суспільство.
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