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Summary. The conceptual foundations of transitive
economy structural transformations under institutional
uncertainty are investigated in the article in a political
economy context. A profound structural collision of the
transitive economy of that kind appears as a contradiction
between economic coordination market mechanism that is
in the process of elaboration and dominating mechanism
of oligarchic organized regulation in terms of institutional
uncertainty and inefficiency of the state. The structural
transformations of economic systems are the internal
process of their general evolution. The capacity of the system
towards the transformation is a precondition of its viability
and competitiveness. The theory of structural transformation
subject could not be limited only to economic transition
from central-planning to market economy. Modern national
economies are still in the process of permanent structural
transformations, adapting to the dynamic economic
environment. Thus, the analysis of the structural and
institutional changes is the main course for the elaboration
of economic evolution and transformation general theory.
The most important feature of the transformation process is
a mixture of economic policy and spontaneous adaptation
mechanisms.
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Formulation of the problem. Institutional and financial
constraints of structural reforms are a special issue in regard of the
traditional economic governance in Ukraine and structural policy
goals that prevailed in the “pre-transformation” economy.

Analysis of recent research and publications. A significant
contribution to the study of structural changes, dynamics, structural
transformations and economic policy was made by A. Fischer,
C. Clark, S. Kuznets, W. Leontief, W. Eucken, J. Tinbergen,
W. Rostow, J. Fourastié, W. Lewis, G. Myrdal, J.K. Galbraith,
L. Pasinetti, A. Maddison, C. Freeman, G. Dosi, J. Gowdy, D. North,
R. Nelson and S. Winter [1-20]. The problems of uncertainty,
including institutional uncertainty, have been studied in the works
by F. Knight [21], A. Alchian and H. Demsetz [22; 23], F. Filho
and O. Conceicao [24] and others. The proposals concerning the
economic reforms fiscal space expanse, ensuring the sustainability
of public finance, the implementation of structural policy in Ukraine
in conditions of fiscal consolidation are justified in the research
publications of the Academy of Financial Management scientists
[25-28], etc.

The aim of the study is to reveal the theoretical foundations of
the conceptual basis of transitive economy structural transformations
under institutional uncertainty in Ukraine, the approaches to
solving the structural issues in accordance with the conditions of
institutional uncertainty.
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Presentation of the main material of the study. The structural
transformations of economic systems are the internal process of
their general evolution. The capacity of the system towards the
transformation is a precondition of its viability and competitiveness.

The theory of structural transformation subject could not be
limited only to economic transition from central-planning to market
economy. Modern national economies are still in the process
of permanent structural transformations, adapting to dynamic
economic environment. Thus, the analysis of the structural and
institutional changes is a main course for elaboration of economic
evolution and transformation general theory. The most important
feature of the transformation process is a mixture of economic
policy and spontaneous adaptation mechanisms.

A profound and harsh institutional crisis is the main peculiarity
of the current phase of transition period in Ukraine. Under certain
conditions a transitive institutional order might be “preserved” by
the government as well as pretending its ability to self-reproduction.

Effective structural reforms are essential precondition for
overcoming the crisis state of the national economy, ensuring
sustainability of public finance and economic growth recovery.
Sustainable Development Strategy “Ukraine — 2020” (hereinafter —
Strategy) stipulates implementation of 40 reforms and 22 programs
during six years period (2015-2020) [29]. Eight reforms and two
programs are prioritized: reform of the national security and defense;
renewal of governance and anti-corruption reform; law enforcement
system reform; decentralization and public administration reform;
deregulation and entrepreneurship development; health care reform;
tax reform; energy independence program; Ukraine popularization
in the world and promotion of its interests in the international
information space.

That is a two years period in January 2017 since the Strategy
approval. Unfortunately, none of the reforms and programs would
be implemented and finalized until that date. That is not only a
consequence of enormously big quantity, complexity and terms (the
Annual Implementation Plan should consist of at least 10 reforms
and programs), but, primarily, due to absence of clear structuration
by reform nature, interdependence and priorities (institutional,
general economic, structural, social). The reforms aggregation into
four so-called “vectors” (development, security, responsibility and
pride) is mostly an issue of propaganda measures.

Secondly, it is impossible to successfully organize and complete
any of the relatively independent structural reforms (in regard of the
each individual importance) without precursory resolving general
fundamental constitutional issues of the establishment and enforcing
real democracy and on that basis — balancing, counterweights and
responsibilities of central and local government towards citizens
(electors and taxpayers). A profound, comprehensive, thoroughly
justified (including the terms of further practical implementation)
constitutional reform is the first in importance. Such reform should
provide single, unified criteria for setting goals, mechanisms and
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anticipated outcomes of consistent and interconnected structural
reforms. Only under this condition every reform would not only
perform destructively whilst enabling a positive and creative “smart
function”. Ukrainian people need not a Leviathan State, but a new
socially responsible state and constitutionally organized, legal and
social market economy. The authors of the Strategy recognize that
a major precondition for its implementation is a social contract
between government, business and civil society, where each of
parties has its own responsibility. But what is that kind of social
contract specifically? In a democracy society, the being such
contract is impossible out of the constitutional boarders.

Thirdly, large-scale structural reforms require the accumulation
of significant financial resources in all institutional sectors of the
national economy, including the public sector. Thus, the structural
reforms are doomed to failure without a sufficient fiscal space.

The concept of fiscal space was established by the experts of
International Monetary Fund and World Bank in order to solve
practical problems of both internal and external financial resources
increase for ensuring development goals for low-level GDP per
capita countries [30]. At the same time, the implementation of
structural reforms prioritized with consideration of the special
characteristics of the national economy could positively affect
the expansion of the fiscal space, which is necessary to maintain
the sustainability of public finance, reducing the debt burden and
general government deficit in the medium term [31].

It should be noticed, that tax reform itself (even the most
advanced one) does not provide the anticipated outcomes for
fiscal space whether it is not properly coordinated with monetary
and general economic policies to ensure economic growth. There
is quite a significant time lag between fiscal decisions, entities
behavioral response to these decisions, their anticipated economic
outcomes and macro-fiscal effects for the governance.

Today in Ukraine virtually no coordination of fiscal policy and
monetary policy of the Government of National Bank in the context
of recovery and accelerate growth both in the short and medium term
and. Moreover, current methods of structural reforms implemented
towards science (R&D), education and healthcare are contrary to
the national strategic interests concerning human capital formation
as a determinant of long-term economic growth, enhancing national
competitiveness, transition to knowledge-based and innovative
economy. The main deficiencies in the country are not the natural
gas and oil resources, but high-quality human capital, knowledge,
professional capacities and innovations. Underestimating this fact
could lead to catastrophic economic, social and political consequences.
The structural reforms priorities should be concentrated on public and
private investment into human capital development.

Economic growth is positively associated with the development
of the human capital and negatively — with economic policy
measures that distort markets, and institutional uncertainty as well.
There is a negative influence on growth caused by: fiscal policy,
which limits the volume of consumption and investment spending,
foreign trade deformation imposed by external economic regulation
measures [32]. Legal institutions that promote “economic order”
and the financial institutions development policy, government
infrastructure spending provide a positive impetus on economic
growth. Institutional and financial constraints of structural reforms
are a special issue [33] in regard of the traditional economic
governance in Ukraine and structural policy goals that prevailed in
the “pre-transformation” economy.

The required preconditions for structural reforms in terms of
institutional uncertainty and financial instability are:

1) conceptual foundations of structural reforms areas in a form
of clearly defined “sequence” set of goals and functions that should
be completed by the state;

2) implementation of systematic economic policy aimed at
market internal coordination mechanism importance increase that
structurally adapts to the global economy environment on the
basis of the national economy absolute and relative advantages
consideration;

3) functioning of the state as the most important structural
policy goals and tools agent-bearer, being the exponent and
guarantee of general (but not any group limited) national interests
implementation. However, it should contribute to establishing the
required structural changes and support them by well-coordinated
activities of fiscal and monetary policies;

4) the justification of structural policy objectives and tools
for every single case should be considered in regard of the specific
institutional sector potential, state fiscal capacity, varied influences
of political parties, social groups, institutions, organizations, etc.

We have to move away from dogmatic approaches to structural
policy as soon as possible, because they are inherited on the one
hand by the “ideal state” categories thinking, and by the definitions
of the “ideal market” from the other hand. The function of state
structural policy is a timely and effective elaboration of response to
old and new structural problems of the national economy in terms of
the environment that is rapidly changing. But the state itself is now
in conditions of system transformation. There are many supporters
of its functions “strengthening”. The implementation of ideas
concerning “strong” but inefficient state, which itself is the bearer
of institutional uncertainty and not trusted by small and medium
business — that is the main institutional factor of structural reforms
capacity limitation.

There is a great danger that due to the weakness of new
institutions and behavior forms the state as an institute could return
back to old functions whether the coordination of developing market
economy would lead to “bad outcomes”. This threat is amplified
in conditions when the state is constantly involved into contest of
government power groups and oligarchic structures.

Only an effective state able to implement the concept of economic
order policy is a precondition for successful structural reforms. In
modern conditions the state power is weakened. Moreover, there is
a specific tendency of “new privatization of state” and utilization
of its tools to perform the private sector exploitation. The forms of
such exploitation are:

1) corruption;

2) controlled public procurement;

3) inflation processes due to exchange rate manipulations;

4) private banks recapitalization by the public budget with
further bankruptcy and public and investors funds withdrawal to
offshore jurisdictions;

5) artificial regulatory barriers for small and medium
enterprises;

6) non-transparent tax administration and excessive tax burden
on business;

7) unjustified tax benefits;

8) monopoly pricing; lobbying of budget programs and their
excessive volumes in the interests of political parties and oligarchic
groups.

Finally, such state exploitation of private sector leads to the
enormous property stratification, mass poverty and social discontent,
undermines the economic security of the state, contradicts to the
national interests.
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In this regard, the necessary conditions for implementation of
the structural reforms policy should be considered:

1) formation of a broad social base of proper understanding,
support and ensuring of national interests, especially among the
most economically active population;

2) achieving at least a moderate, but real progress in some
areas of structural reforms, especially those related to the vital
interests of the most population groups.

At the same time it should be recognized as a reality: nowadays
Ukrainian market economy is formed and functions as quasi-
market. Its main features are:

1) large private property, which is formed mainly due to
formal privatization, nomenclature distribution of public property,
the utilization of state power as a capital funding leverage;

2) private property, which is mostly linked to the shadow
economy has suspicious origins and distorts the real beneficiaries
structure;

3) property rights have no real state protection and guarantee
mechanisms;

4) control of the public administration apparatus and oligarchic
groups concerning business areas and scope, its personification and
entry/exit barriers as well, which distorts the industrial organization
and markets structure;

5) informal institutions priority over formal ones,
establishment of market behavior rules outside the boundaries of
current legislation,;

6) specific “transitive ethics” of economic behavior that
significantly differs from that type of ethics, described by M. Weber
and which became into the basis of market evolution;

7) permanent non-equilibrium state of some markets, their
relatively weak interdependence;

8) actual priority of state regulation mechanisms towards
economic system coordination mechanisms;

9) rent seeking behavior of most entities and economic and
political decision-making subjects;

10) existence of the numerous negative external effects and the
lack of effective economic mechanisms for their neutralization;

11) penetration of some social by its nature benefits into the
sphere of quasi-market economy;

12) relatively widespread price discrimination;

13) market-oriented behavior simulation by entities and
economic and political decision-making subjects.

Conclusions. Interrelation of real market forms of economic
activities is an important actual criterion for assessing the degree of
“market standards” or “quasi-market standards”. Structural reforms
are the only path to ensure strategic national economic interests,
which determines the long-term economic policy priorities. The
real structural reforms require clear prioritization, perception of
interconnections, the peculiarities of each reform fiscal space,
coordination of appropriate measures in fiscal and monetary policies.

Post-Soviet transitive economies, including Ukrainian, are
characterized by the matter that social and market organization
and coordination of the production and distribution of wealth is not
constantly established neither institutionally and technologically nor
socially and mentally. A profound structural collision of transitive
economy of that kind appears as contradiction between economic
coordination market mechanism that is in process of elaboration
and dominating mechanism of oligarchic organized regulation in
terms of institutional uncertainty and inefficiency of the state.

In the context of the political economy the structural changes of
economy are essential structural and institutional transformations.

The market mechanism of coordination and allocation of resources
in different institutional conditions also stipulates various social
and economic consequences, even though resource advantages of
a certain country. However, similar by its essential nature structural
reforms in certain countries are successfully completed, whilst in
others they turn into a long simulation process, leading to opposite
outcomes that eventually turn them into non-trustworthy in society
comprehension.

The overall modern trend is that the institutional changes in the
structure of economic activities are increasingly associated not with
a conflict but an economic interests compromise, shaping a trust
factor between business entities and their relations with the state,
enforcement of property and human rights, labor intellectualization,
establishment of knowledge-based industries.
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I'acanos C.C. CtpykTypHi TpaHcdopmanii TpaH-
3UTHBHOI €KOHOMIKH B YMOBAX iHCTUTYLiOHAJILHOI He-
BU3HAYCHOCTI

AHOTamig. Y cTarTti y NOMITEKOHOMIYHOMY KOHTEK-
CTI PO3KPUBAIOTHCS KOHIICNITYaJIbHI OCHOBU JTOCIIIKCHHS
CTPYKTYpHUX TpaHchopmaliii TpaH3UTHBHOI EKOHOMIiKH
B YMOBaxX iHCTHUTYIIOHAJbHOI HEBM3HAYCHOCTI. [ MnOMHHA
CTPYKTYpHA CYIEpEUHICTh TPAH3UTHBHOI EGKOHOMIKH IT0-
CTPaJTHCHKOTO THITY TIOCTAE SIK CYNEPEYHICTh MK PUHKO-
BUM MEXaHI3MOM €KOHOMIYHOT KOOpIHHALIT, 10 (OPMYETh-
cs, Ta TMIAHIBHUM MEXaHI3MOM OJIrapXigHO OpraHi3oBaHOL
peryisimii B yMOBax iHCTHUTYIIOHAIEHOI HEBU3HAYCHOCTI
i HeedexTnBHOI aepxaBu. CTpyKTypHa TpaHcdopmaris
EKOHOMIYHMX CHUCTEM — BHYTPILIHIH Tporec iX 3araibHOi
eBOJIIOIII1. 3MaTHICTh CUCTEMH 110 TpaHchopmarii — ymMoBa
i ®KUTTEBOCTI, KOHKYPEHTOCIPOMOKHOCTI. [IpenmeT Teopii
CTPYKTYpHOI TpaHCc]opMallii He MOXKe 0OMEeKyBaTHCS Iepe-
XOJIOM BiJI KOMaHJTHOT FOCITOJIapChKOT CHCTEMH 110 PUHKOBOT
exoHoMiyHOT cuctemu. CydacHi HalliOHaJIbHI €KOHOMIYHI
CHCTEMH JOTeTep MepeOyBaroTh y MpoIeci MepMaHeHTHOL

CTPYKTYpHOI TpaHchopMallii, IPUCTOCYBAHHSI IO MiHIUBUX
YMOB TOCTIOAPIOBaHHSA. AHANI3 CTPYKTYPHHX Ta iHCTUTY-
HIHHUX 3MiH — OCHOBHHMI HampsiM (OpMyBaHHS 3arajibHO1
Teopii eKOHOMIYHOT eBosTrOLIT 1 TpaHcopmartii. [0a0BHOIO
OCOOJUBICTIO TpaHC(HOPMALIIHHUX MPOIECIB € TMOETHAHHS
MeXaHI3MIB CIIOHTAHHOI aJanTallii 3 MeXaHi3MaMH CKOHO-
MIYHOT ITOJTITHKH.

KaiouoBi cjioBa: eKOHOMIYHI CHCTEMH, TPAH3UTHBHA
€KOHOMIKa, CTPYKTYPHI TpaHchopmarii, iIHCTUTYIIiOHATTEHA
HEBU3HAYCHICTH, CBOIIOLINHA €KOHOMIKA, CTPYKTypHA TO-
JIITHKA, EKOHOMIKA 3HAHb.

I'acanos C.C. CTpykTypHbIe TpaHchOpManHH TPaH-
3UTHBHOWH KOHOMHKH B YCJIOBHSIX HHCTUTYIHOHAJb-
HOM Heompe/eIeHHOCTH

AnHoTanus. B craTbe B MOIUTAIKOHOMHYECKOM KOH-
TEKCTE PACKPBIBAIOTCSl KOHLENTYaJIbHBIE OCHOBBI HCCIIE-
JIOBaHUS CTPYKTYPHBIX TpaHchopManuii TpaH3UTHBHOI
OKOHOMHKH B YCJIOBUAX HHCTHTyHHOHaHLHOﬁ Heompeae-
JeHHocTH. [TTyOMHHOE CTPYKTypHOE NPOTHBOpEUYHE TpaH-
3UTUBHON HKOHOMMKHM IOCTCOBETCKOTO THIA MPEACTAeT
Kak IPOTHBOpEYHE MEXIY (OPMHUPYIOMINMCS PHIHOYHBIM
MEXaHU3MOM 3KOHOMHYECKOW KOOPAWHAIMK M TOCIIOA-
CTBYIOIIIMM MEXaHU3MOM OJIMIAPXUUECKH OPTaHU30BaHHON
peryisiuu B YCIIOBUSIX WHCTHTYLMOHAIBHOM Heompese-
neHHocTH 1 HeadekTuBHOro rocynapersa. CTpyKTypHas
TpaHchopMaliss SKOHOMHUECKUX CHUCTEM — BHYTPCHHUI
nporecc ux obred 3Bosrormu. CIIOCOOHOCTh CHCTEMBI K
TpaHc(OpMaLNH — YCIOBHE €€ KU3HEHHOCTH, KOHKYPEHTO-
cnocobnoctu. Ilpenmer Teopun CTpyKTYpHOH TpaHChOp-
Maluy HE MOXKET OTPaHWYMBATHCS TIEPEXOJOM OT KOMAH/-
HOM X031 CTBEHHOM CUCTEMBI K PHIHOUHOM SKOHOMUYECKOU
CHCTEMC. COBpeMeHHI)Ie HaITMOHAJIBHBIC JKOHOMHYCCKHUC
CUCTEMBI 10 CUX ITOP HAXOAATCH B ITPOLECCE HepMaHeHTHOﬁ
CTPYKTYpHOU TpaHc(hOopMalMy, IMPUCIIOCOOICHUST K Me-
HSIIOIMMCS YCIIOBUSIM XO3HCTBOBAaHHSL. AHAIIN3 CTPYKTYP-
HBIX M MHCTUTYLMOHAJBHBIX M3MEHEHUH — OCHOBHOE Ha-
npaBieHre GopMUPOBaHUS OOIIEH TEOPUH SKOHOMUIECKOM
SBOJIONMHA H TpaHChopManuu. [TaBHONH 0OCOOEHHOCTBHIO
TpaHCc(HOPMALMOHHBIX IIPOLIECCOB SBIIAETCS COUSTAHUE Me-
XaHU3MOB CIIOHTAHHOM aJgantainyuu ¢ MCXaHU3MaMH 3KOHO-
MUYECKOH MOJTUTUKH.

KiroueBble ¢j10Ba: JKOHOMUYECKHE CUCTEMBI, TPAH3H-
TUBHAs1 9KOHOMHKA, CTPYKTYpHBIC TpaHCc(OpMaIK, HHCTH-
TYLIHMOHAJIbHASI HEOTIPEICIICHHOCTD, SBOTIONMOHHAS YKOHO-
MHKa, CTPYKTypHas TIOJINTHKA, SKOHOMUKA 3HAHWUH.




