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SOCIAL DIMENSION OF INNOVATION RESEARCH
IN THE CONDITIONS OF SOCIAL TRANSFORMATIONS

The article is devoted to understanding the social dimension of perception of innovations,
which allows to determine the vector of perception of transformational changes in society. The
urgency of the problem is due to the multicomponent processes of social transformations and the
polyvariety of their consequences for social development. The theoretical foundations of scientific
research are based on the analysis of theories of social transformations, stages of the “innovation
life cycle”, typology of subjects of perception of innovations existing in the socio-humanitarian
discourse. The article substantiates the expediency of taking into account the methodological as-
pects of the study of innovation as a social process through the emphasis on the impact of social
well-being of members of society on the perception of innovative changes as a result of socio-
economic, political, cultural transformations. A classification of innovations is proposed, depend-
ing on their perception by members of society (“recognized innovations”, “fragmentary innova-
tions”, “marginal innovations”, “antagonistic innovations”, “rejected innovations”). The possibili-
ties of their empirical classification were tested based on the results of the secondary analysis of
the data of the annual monitoring “Ukrainian Society: Monitoring Social Changes” (Institute of
Sociology of the National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine). As a result of the research it was
possible to determine the basic indicators of perception of social reality by members of Ukrainian
society in periods of social transformations (“satisfaction with one’s position in the period of so-
cial transformations”, “ability to live in new social conditions”, “satisfaction with one’s own life”);
to trace their dynamics in the periods defined in the article by the authors as stages of social
transformations (1994, 2004, 2014, 2020). According to the authors, it is during these periods that
certain socio-cultural changes, which determine the vital activity of Ukrainian society, have been
initiated. It is concluded that indicators of social well-being of members of society should be ana-
lyzed and taken into account when planning innovations, because it allows to predict and consi-
der potential social reactions not only to the emergence of innovations introduced as part of so-
cial transformation, but also their level of social support in conditions of social transformations.

Key words: innovation, social transformations, social dimension, social process, innovation life cycle,
indlicators of social well-being.

Introduction

Innovation as a process of creating and implementing
new developments is not a new object in scientific dis-
course. However, modern conditions are changing the
perception of the role of innovation in the functioning of
civil society, especially in the period of social, economic
and political transformations (Skvorets, Kudinov, 2021). In
classical socio-humanitarian discourse, there are several
views on the interpretation of the concept of “innovation”.
It was considered as an economic tool (J. Schumpeter, P.
Drucker), as a result (G. Tarde), as a kind of social inte-
raction (R. Merton), as a process (P. Sorokin). This tradi-
tion (multi-vector perception of innovation) has continued
to this day (Santo, 2004; Sandyha, 2005, Lutsykiv, 2010;
Kuchko, 2011; Geets et all, 2015; Hasselbalch, 2018,
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Kolishchuk, 2018). We do not consider these approaches
to be mutually exclusive and do not attempt to conduct in-
depth analysis. Our goal is to expand the methodological
approaches to the study of the social dimension of inno-
vation. We focus on identifying the factors that influence
society’s perception of the innovation process. Based on
this, we consider it appropriate to pay attention to the
understanding of innovation as a social process, the
process of formation, initiation and implementation of
certain tools and activities that affect the vector of society,
the dynamics of social change. That is why the idea of the
article is, firstly, caused by the search for methodological
foundations for the study of innovation as a social
process in the period of social transformation; secondly,
by the definition of indicators that would testify to the de-

SKHID Vol. 1 (3) September-October 2021



1

| 22 |

Mocnionuuyvki cmammi

gree of readiness of members of society to perceive cer-
tain innovations, the need to predict the dominance of
certain forms of innovation and types of innovation sub-
jects.

Research methods

The development of a methodological approach to the
study of innovation as a social process was based on the
theories of social change by P. Sztompka, theory of social
transformation by O. Kutsenko and concepts of social
transformation by E. Golovakha, of social, cultural and
political changes by R. Inglehart (Shtompka, 2007, 2020;
Kutsenko, 2007; Inglehart, Arbor, Welzel, 2012, Golo-
vakha, 2016). Empirical testing was conducted using the
method of secondary analysis of the results of national
annual monitoring surveys (1992-2020) of the Institute of
Sociology of the National Academy of Sciences of
Ukraine, which are publicly available (Ukrayinske
suspilstvo.., 2020). We understand that our approach has
certain research limitations, which are the debatability of
the application of the concept of “social transformation” in
the context of the development of Ukrainian society. One
cannot state with certainty whether we should consider
specific periods (years) that caused (albeit for some time)
significant socio-political changes that influenced the
emergence of innovations in the functioning of Ukrainian
society as social transformations; or these are only cer-
tain stages on the way to the formation of the social sys-
tem “Ukrainian state” as a European democratic entity,
the innovative component of which is too early to say.
However, during the scientific research we relied on the
interpretation of social transformations by E. Golovakha,
who emphasizes that any social transformation is a
process of significant, profound social change, which,
unlike transit, does not have a predetermined goal, be-
cause these transformational changes are the result of
forced unexpected changes (Golovakha, 2016). In our
opinion, this aptly illustrates the realities of Ukrainian so-
ciety since the declaration of independence.

Result and Discussion

In his work “Social and Cultural Dynamics”, P. Sorokin
gave, in our opinion, a classic definition of the social
process: “The process means any kind of movement,
modification, transformation..., in short, any change in the
object under study over a period of time, whether it is a
change in its place in space, or a modification of its quan-
titative and qualitative characteristics” (Sorokin, 2016:
98). Indeed, in socio-humanitarian discourse, social pro-
cesses are understood as a series of phenomena of hu-
man interaction with each other, or a series of phenome-
na occurring in the organization and structure of groups
that change relations between people or relations be-
tween constituent elements of community. A series of
social phenomena can be understood as a process if it
preserves its identity over time, which allows to distin-
guish it from other series, if previous phenomena cause,
at least in part, subsequent phenomena and if they cause
a certain homogeneous state of affairs (Beck, 2000).

If innovations are considered as a process, then they
mean the process of creating, disseminating and using
innovation. In our opinion, innovation is a long series of
interactions between the innovator, innovators and the
social environment. This series retains its identity with the
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help of the identity of the society in which the innovation
is implemented. The reaction of society to the introduction
and dissemination of innovations is to some extent due to
the existing socio-cultural environment, resulting in a cer-
tain society’s attitude to innovation, which is measured in
the interval from full acceptance to complete rejection.

The procedural nature of innovations is also evi-
denced by the possibility of determining their life cycle.
The concept of “innovation life cycle” is used by P.
Sztompka. What is meant is the period of time between
the moment when an innovation is put forward and the
time when it becomes generally accepted in society, re-
placing certain prescriptions, ideas and norms that pre-
vailed before. This process can be divided into five stag-
es: the emergence of innovation; identification of innova-
tion; innovation filtering; diffusion of innovation; dissemi-
nation of innovation (Sztompka, 2020). Each stage is
totally random — the process may continue, and may slow
down, reach the final phase of formation or stop halfway.
Let us consider the stages of innovation in more detail.

First, there is the initiation of innovation, i.e. the emer-
gence of the idea and its materialization. We are not in-
terested in this stage within the research problem, so we
shall not dwell on it in this article. The next stage is to
identify the innovation. This is the moment that divides
innovations into private and public ones. That is, innova-
tion can remain private, completely peculiar to this stage,
and attempts to make it public may be unsuccessful for a
long time. Or the innovation becomes public by making it
accessible to other people. But even if innovations be-
come “famous”, this does not mean an immediate social
return on them. Innovations can be either accepted or
rejected by society. At this stage, the main role is played
by selection criteria, selectors, which prevent some inno-
vations from spreading and allow others to break through.
Such selectors are: compatibility of innovations with so-
cio-cultural factors (culture, traditions, values, norms,
habits of people); the degree of difficulty to understand
and use innovation, its profitability; timeliness of innova-
tions, degree of population’s involvement; degree of risk.

It is well known that the attitude of society to innova-
tion is significantly influenced by the knowledge and skills,
values and norms of specific individuals involved in this
innovation. The availability of a wide range of knowledge
and skills affects a more positive perception of the new,
and those who know and are skillful “from here to here”
often resist the new. To this are added differences in val-
ues and norms — for some people the new is much more
valuable than the old, curiosity is the norm of their beha-
vior, and for others the new is associated primarily with
danger, their norm is to avoid the new, stay in within the
proven old. Based on this, the subjects of innovation are
distinguished, which are divided into five groups (Rogers,
Singhal, Quinlan, 2009):

- “innovators” (ready to develop, propose and feel
something new, test ideas with some risk);

- “early adopters” (perceive new ideas after certain
considerations);

- “early majority” (quickly perceive innovations, but
very rarely take leadership roles in the process of their
promotion);

- “late adopters” (accept innovations only under the
pressure of the majority);
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- “laggards” (do not agree with the implementation of
any innovations, the perception of innovation is only when
it becomes a tradition, generally accepted).

The dominance of certain subjects of innovation in so-
ciety depends in some way on the mechanism of innova-
tion filtering formed in the socio-cultural environment. In
this regard, the following classification of innovations can
be proposed: constructive innovation (a new idea arises
on a certain foundation of traditions, but is a breakthrough
combination of known components); functional innovation
(the predominance of a view of familiar ideas which is
conceptually different from the traditional one, there is a
formation of a new quality of familiar things); stylistic in-
novation is considered in combination with a stable emo-
tional factor (an unusual representation of trivial ideas is
formed, which is, in fact, an illusion of novelty); open in-
novation (ideas that provide the possibility of additional
personification may be trivial alone, but acquire a unique
character when interacting with a particular individual).

Analyzing the above, we can identify a certain metho-
dological algorithm for the study of innovation as a social
process.

Firstly, when implementing innovations, it is necessary
to carefully assess the situation and anticipate the poten-
tial of each idea, i.e. the timeliness of innovation should
be ensured. It is undeniable that innovation is most preva-
lent in societies where the level of wealth and confidence
in the future is the highest. Within each particular society,
innovations are most prevalent among the strata who are
more confident in the future than others (for example, the
wealthiest and most educated strata). The strata whose
position is the least reliable will emphasize the habitual
priorities of survival (Inglehart, Arbor, Welzel 2012).

Secondly, in determining innovation, the social beha-
vior of individuals should be taken into account. This ap-
proach underlies the typology according to which there is
a slowed innovation (has minimal impact on patterns of
behavior); dynamically developing innovation (new and
traditional forms of behavior are contained in the personal
structure of individuals equally); fleeting innovation (quick-
ly approves new patterns of behavior). In this sense, the
value of innovation is that it forms a significant amount of
previously non-existent objects and actions, characterized
by the expected relative advantage of innovation. Innova-
tions that have a significant number of obvious advantag-
es are introduced most rapidly. The benefits of innovation
are shown to potential “consumers” during its demonstra-
tion. There are two types of demonstration of innovation:
demonstration of use or methodical demonstration, the
essence of which is to show the process of operation of
innovation, and demonstration of the result which is
showing the benefits of using innovation. After the dem-
onstration of innovations, depending on public awareness
of final results of innovations, they can be divided into
three types: evident, hidden and “boomerang innova-
tions”. Evident innovations are changes the meaning and
consequences of which are realized by members of so-
ciety; hidden innovations are changes the meaning of
which is not realized by members of society, “boomerang
innovations” are innovations the content of which the
population is aware of, but the consequences are not
clear for the majority of the population (Sztompka, 2007).

Thirdly, the level of public involvement in various
stages of the innovation process plays an important role.
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According to this criterion, there are administrative inno-
vations (members of society do not affect the innovation
process) and collective (participatory) innovations (mem-
bers of society determine the innovation process). It is
thought that the first type of innovation is more effective
because it reduces the level of resistance to change, and
increases the flow of new proposals to improve the quality
of innovation. Participatory innovations are implemented
when people feel that they will be rewarded for their ef-
forts. In this way, innovation can be accepted by the im-
posed interests of those in power, the means to support
norms and values. On the basis of the above innovations
can be classified into implemented “top-down” and “bot-
tom-up”.

Fourthly, the characteristic of radicality or routinism of
innovation is also extremely important. The greater the
risk and novelty of the proposed transformations is, the
higher the degree of their radicalism is and the slower
they are perceived by society (Khan, 2017). After all,
most of the risks posed by the success of scientific and
technological modernization are not perceived directly by
the human senses. These risks exist only in the form of
knowledge about them. Hence, professionals responsible
for determining the degree of riskogenics of new technol-
ogies and technical systems, as well as the media, which
disseminate knowledge about them, take key social and
political positions (Beck, 2000). Thus, at this stage of the
innovation process one can face the logical (rational),
psychological (emotional), social, cultural types of resis-
tance to change. Logical resistance arises from the need
to spend a lot of time and effort to adapt to change. With
psychological resistance, people may be afraid of the
unknown, distrust the leadership, feel the threat to their
safety, self-esteem. The social resistance is conditioned
by the influence of the group on the individual. Cultural
reasons for resistance to change are related to changes
in traditions, values and social norms active in society.

Fifthly, if innovations successfully “break through” all
filtering mechanisms and reach the general public, their
diffusion or dissemination, in other words, the adaptation
of changes to the socio-cultural environment, deep, long-
term rooting of innovation in the regulatory system begins
(i.e. transformation of what was once a break with the
convention into a new convention, what was a rejection of
tradition, a rupture of tradition — into a new tradition, all
what was nonconformism — into mandatory rules of con-
duct) (Sztompka, 2007; Rogers, Singhal, Quinlan, 2009).

As we can see, at each stage of formation and imple-
mentation of innovations, there is a variety of types of
innovations, but based on existing classifications of inno-
vations depending on different criteria, we will make an
author’s attempt to classify innovations according to pub-
lic perception and consequences for society.

Thus, in our opinion, we can distinguish:

* “recognized innovations” that have received public
recognition, are supported by a system of socio-cultural
values and social needs and, as a result, have become
widespread and applied;

» “fragmentary innovations”, when changes are ac-
cepted, but affect only some individual component that
occupies a peripheral position in the structure, and the
changes do not have any other responses and conse-
quences for society;
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* “marginal innovations” that are accepted by society
and become widespread, however, did not lead to the
expected results but to the accidental transformation of
certain elements of the structure (some individual norms
and values, institutions, roles, etc.);

« “antagonistic innovations”, when the resistance is so
great that people react too strongly and try not only to
maintain the status quo, but also to finally change the
structure in the opposite direction. That is, the introduc-
tion of innovation leads to opposite results;

* “rejected innovations”, when changes cause resis-
tance until the complete destruction of innovations.

With the help of sociological data, we have tried to de-
termine the potential format of perception of the types of
innovations we have identified in Ukrainian society during
the socio-economic and political transformational chan-
ges. References to the results of national annual monitor-
ing surveys of the Institute of Sociology of National Acad-
emy of Sciences of Ukraine “Ukrainian Society: Monitor-
ing Social Change”, conducted since 1992, provide an
opportunity to analyze the dynamics of changes in social
behavior of Ukrainian society, their attitude to certain
transformations that take place in society. As an illustra-
tion, we have analyzed the empirical data for 1994, 2004,
2014 and 2020. In our opinion, it was during these pe-
riods that significant social transformations took place in
the life of Ukrainian society: 1994 — the fourth year of
independence (period of reflection, summarizing certain
results of the process declaration of independence of
Ukraine); 2004 — Orange Revolution; 2014 — Revolution
of Dignity; 2020 — the year after the election of the Presi-
dent of Ukraine, which caused a certain change in the
internal and external public rhetoric of Ukrainian politics,
and, as a consequence, the initiation of “new” transforma-
tional processes of development of Ukrainian society. To
understand the social situation (through the eyes of

Satisfaction with one's position in society at
present

Ability to live in new social conditions*

Satisfaction with one’s own life

Ukrainians), we chose the answers of respondents on
three markers of social well-being “satisfaction with their
position in society today”, “ability to live in new social
conditions”, “satisfaction with their own lives”. In our opi-
nion, these indicators record a kind of “given” and condi-
tions of perception of members of Ukrainian society of
social reality, in which certain socio-economic and politi-
cal innovations were introduced.

During the analysis of the data, we combined the res-
ponses of the respondents in a positive and negative di-
rection (as we were only interested in the general conno-
tation of the respondents’ assessments). In our opinion,
this is expedient, because we are interested not so much
in determining the level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction,
but in the general trends of the impact of social transfor-
mations on everyday life. We transformed the answers
“rather satisfied” in positive assessments (see Fig. 1);
answers ‘rather dissatisfied” in negative assessments
(see Fig. 2); the answers ‘it is difficult to say satisfied or
not” were not transformed in terms of content (see Fig. 3).

As can be seen, in the years mentioned by us, the
number of respondents’ positive assessments of their
own reflection on the perception of themselves against
the background of social transformations is increasing.
However, we would like to draw attention to the fact that,
firstly, the events that accompany the process of “social
transformation”, in some way, contribute to a kind of “sta-
bilization”, “fixation” of social well-being (as evidenced by
the statistical distribution of data for 2014, 2020 years).
Here, perhaps, it is appropriate to talk about a certain
habituation of members of Ukrainian society to a certain
“regularity” of social transformations in Ukrainian society.
Secondly, the tendency of social subjects to adapt to life
in the conditions of social transformations is growing, and,
as a result, satisfaction with one’s own life is growing.

m 1994 m2004 m2014 m2020

* The question of assessing the ability to live in new social conditions, has appeared in the Monitoring since 1996.

Fig. 1. Distribution of positive assessments of the social well-being of respondents
(in % and who answered the relevant questions) according to indicators of perception of social reality
in the period of social transformations.
Source: developed by the authors based on (Ukrainian Society.., 2020: 486, 488).
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The above general trends are confirmed by the
statistical distribution of negative assessments of self-
satisfaction of respondents on our selected indicators of
perception of social reality. We mean a clear tendency to
reduce them by all indicators.

The distribution of respondents’ answers, who can-
not unambiguously determine their own satisfaction with
the indicators of the impact of periods of social trans-
formations, indicates that during social transformations a

Satisfaction with one's position in society at
present

Ability to live in new social conditions*

Satisfaction with one’s own life

certain social community is formed, whose members
demonstrate being in a state of social uncertainty. Inte-
restingly, it turned out to be statistically constant (the
difference in the distribution of interest for each indica-
tor, regardless of the time period, is up to 3.5%). Al-
though there is a surge in the indicator “satisfaction with
one’s life in society at present” in 2014 and 2020 com-
pared to 1994 and 2004, the statistical difference within
these periods also does not exceed 3.5%.

N 1994 m 2004 m 2014 m 2020

* The question of assessing the ability to live in new social conditions, has appeared in the Monitoring since 1996.

Fig. 2. Distribution of negative assessments of the social well-being of respondents
(in % and who answered the relevant questions) according to indicators of perception of social reality
in the period of social transformations.
Source: developed by the authors based on (Ukrainian Society.., 2020: 486, 488)

Satisfaction with one's position in society at
present

Ability to live in new social conditions*

Satisfaction with one’s own life

N 1994 w2004 m 2014 m 2020

* The question of assessing the ability to live in new social conditions, has appeared in the Monitoring since 1996.

Fig. 3. Distribution of assessments of respondents (in % and who answered the relevant questions)
who could not determine the answer to social well-being with the indicators of perception of social reality
in the period of social transformations.

Source: developed by the authors based on (Ukrainian Society.., 2020: 486, 488).
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Also, the attitude to innovation in the period of social
transformations depends on the understanding of what
processes are taking place in society as of now (we mean
the stages that we have defined as “social transforma-
tions” in the development of Ukrainian society). This
knowledge is necessary for members of society in order
to assess the necessity, timeliness, usefulness, effective-
ness of the proposed innovations (regardless of who in-
itiates them). In our opinion, this correlates with the ability
to obtain reliable information. The methodology of sec-
ondary analysis, again, allowed us to “compress” the data

of the Monitoring in the direction of connotation of an-
swers (positive, negative) of respondents. For example,
we interpreted the respondents’ answer options “slightly
improved / significantly improved” as “positive assess-
ment”, answer options “slightly worsened / significantly
worsened” were interpreted as “negative assessment”,
we did not change answer options “remained unchanged”
and “did not answer”. This allowed us to record the dy-
namics of respondents’ perception of their own ability to
obtain reliable information about what is happening in the
country and the world (see Fig. 4).

70
60,8 63,4
60
4
50 92
39,1
40
30
\ 23,4
»
20
13,1
10
|0,1
0
1994 2004 2014 2020
Got worse Improved Remained unchanged = Did not answer

Fig. 4. Distribution of answers of respondents (in % and who answered)
to questions about the possibility of obtaining reliable information about what is happening
in the country and the world for the last 12 months.
Source: developed by the authors based on (Ukrainian Society.., 2020: 527).

Empirical data show that during social transforma-
tions, the possibility of obtaining reliable information about
the processes taking place, firstly, remains unchanged,
and secondly, there is a deterioration of the situation (only
in 2004 there was a surge of positive assessments). This
is due to both objective and subjective factors, namely:
the initiators of social transformations cannot or do not
want, or have no opportunities to provide a process of
systematic support (recognition) of social change by
community; information received by community is consi-
dered a priori unreliable by members of society and they
respond to it accordingly; the members of society them-
selves are indifferent to the search, critical understanding
of the information that comes to them. This indirectly con-
firms our reflections on the potential attractiveness of
certain types of innovations for members of Ukrainian
society (such as “fragmentary” and “marginal”) in a period
of social transformation.

Conclusion

The proposed methodological view of innovations as a
social process allows to determine certain types of inno-
vation, depending on their potential perception by mem-
bers of society in the period of social transformation and
to make an empirical measurement of the dependence of
innovation on the socio-cultural environment. Analyzing
empirical data on the social conditions of Ukrainians in
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periods of social transformation, we have tried, based on
the author’s typology of innovations, to identify socially
conditioned types of innovations that are perceived during
social transformations. Thus, we can state that in the pe-
riod of social transformations, members of society are
potentially ready to accept innovations (as a result or
consequence of transformation processes). However,
there is a selectivity of their perception. In such periods,
innovations that do not require public recognition (we
mean, that are not supported by the renewal of the sys-
tem of socio-cultural values and social needs in the con-
text of social transformations) are perceived. Therefore,
the introduction of “recognized innovations” (which be-
come widespread and widely used) in such periods do
not have adequate perception in society. This is due to
the fact that the main task of social actors is to adapt
themselves to the changes that have caused social trans-
formations, and to adapt these changes to their own daily
practices. That is why the most perceived in this period
are “fragmentary innovations” and “marginal innovations”,
which affect either certain components of the life of socie-
ty (those that, in the opinion of social actors, do not direct-
ly affect their daily lives), or do not lead to the expected
results, although they may cause random individual
changes in some structural elements of society (spheres,
groups, communities, institutions, etc.). However, it
should be noted that in the period of social transforma-
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tions, most members of society do not perceive such
types of innovations as “antagonistic’ and “rejected”. In
other words, the tendency to adapt quickly to social
change (in the context of “learning to live in new condi-
tions so as not to worsen one’s life and condition”) mini-
mizes and in some way blocks open resistance or the
desire (at any cost) to maintain the current state of affairs.

It is obvious that not all innovations are accepted and
disseminated in the period of social transformations, be-
cause they do not find the necessary socio-cultural condi-
tions in which they are recognized and accepted. That is
why, in our opinion, in the period of social transformations
it is expedient to use additional types of innovations. Here
it is interesting to see the existence of additional types of
innovations that are created for easy implementation of
conventional innovations. These additional types are pre-
ventive and instrumental innovations. Preventive innova-
tions are ideas or decisions that are produced in order to
avoid certain consequences or events in the future. In-
strumental innovations are used to create conditions for
easier implementation of other innovations. The main
direction of our further research is, based on the pro-
posed methodology of research of innovations as a social
process, to empirically determine the typification of inno-
vation subjects in the social structure of society (“‘innova-
tors”; “early adopters”; “early majority”; “late adopters”
and “laggards”) in order to identify the so-called “centers
of social activity” of perception / non-perception of innova-
tion in the period of social transformation. In our opinion,
this will deepen the understanding of the essence of the
perception of social transformations as an environment in
which members of Ukrainian society should function in
the future.
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COLIAJIbHWA BUMIP JOC/IIAKEHHA IHHOBALIA
B YMOBAX CYCII/IbHUX TPAHC®OPMALIA

CtaTtTa npuUcBAYE€Ha OCMUCIIEHHKO couianbHOro BUMIpY CMPUWHATTA iHHOBAUiN, WO A03BONSAE BU3HAYUTU
BEKTOpP CMPUNHATTA TpaHcdopMauinHMX 3MiH Y cycninbCTBi. AKTyanbHiCTb Nnpo6nemun obymoBneHa 6araTokom-
MOHEHTHICTIO npoueciB cycninbHUX TpaHcdopMauin Ta noniBapiaHTHICTIO IX HacnigKiB AnA cycninbHOro pos-
BUTKY. TeopeTU4Hi nigBanvHN HaAyKoBOro NOLWYKY I'PYHTYHOTLCA Ha aHani3i Teopin cycninbHMX TpaHcchopmauin,
cTapin «KUTTEBOro» LMKIY iHHOBAaLiW, HasiBHiN y coujorymaHiTapHOMY AUCKYpPCi Tunonorii cy6’eKTiB CNpPUNHAT-
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TA iHHOBaUin. OGrpyHTOBYETLCA AOUINBLHICTL ypaxyBaHHA MeTOAONOriYHUX acnekTiB [OChigKeHHA iHHoBauUin
fIK couianbHOro npouecy Yyepes akueHTyauilo BNfMBY coUianibHOro CaMomnoYyTTs YNeHiB CouiyMy Ha CNPUNHAT-
TA iHHOBAUINHUX 3MiH fIK pe3ynbTaTy couiasibHO-eKOHOMiYHMX, MONITUYHUX, KyNIbTYPHUX TpaHcdopmadin. MNMpo-
NMOHYETLCA Knacudikaudia iHHOBaUiN, 3aneXxHo BiA iIX CNPUMHATTA 4YneHamu couiymy («BU3HaHi iHHOBaLji»,
«cpparmeHTapHi iHHOBaLji», «MapriHanbHi iHHOBaLii», «aHTAroHiCTUYHI iHHOBaLii», «BiATOPrHeHi iHHOBaLii»).
MpoBeaeHa anpobalisi MOXNMBOCTEN iX eMnipuMyHOi knacudikauii 3a pesynbTataMu BTOPMHHOIO aHani3y AaHuxX
LLLOPiYHOrO MOHITOPUHTY «YKpaiHCbKe CYCRiNbCTBO: MOHITOPUHI couianbHuX 3MmiH» (IHcTUTyTy couionorii HAH
YkpaiHun). Y pe3ynbTaTti AocnigKeHHs BAAnNocsi BUSHa4YUMTU 6a30Bi iHAMKATOPU CMPUMAHATTA couianbHOi peanb-
HOCTi YneHamMu yKpaiHCbKOro cycninbcTBa y nepioam cycninbHux TpaHccopmauin («3agoBoneHicTb CBOIM cTa-
HOBMLLEM Yy nepioa CycniNbHUX NEepPeTBOPEHb», «BMiHHA XXUTU Y HOBUX couialibHUX YMOBax», «3af0BONEHICTb
BMaCHUM XUTTAMD»); NPOCTEXUTHN iX AMHaMIKy Yy nepioaum, AKi y cTaTTi BU3HAYeHi aBTOpamMu K eTanu CycninbHUX
TpaHcdopmadin (1994, 2004, 2014, 2020). Ha aymKy aBTOpiB, came B Lii Nnepioau iHiLilOOTLCA NeBHi COLiOKYNb-
TYPHi 3MiHW, fIKi AEeTEPMiHYIOTb XUTTERIANBHICTL YKpaiHCbKOro couiymy. 3po6neHo BUCHOBOK, LLO NMOKa3sHUKMU
couianbHOro caMmono4vyTTs 4YneHiB couiyMy AOLiNbLHO aHani3yBaTM Ta BpaxoByBaTW Mif Yac niaHyBaHHS iHHO-
Bauin, 60 Le AO3BONSAE CNPOrHO3yBaTU Ta BpaxyBaTu NOTeHUiNHI couianbHi peakuii He nuwe Ha NosiBy iHHOBa-
Lin, Wo 3anpoBaAXylTbLCA K CKNaAoBi Npouecy CycnifibHUX NepeTBOPEeHb, a U piBeHb IX couianbHOI NiaATPUM-
KU B YMOBaXx cycninbHUX TpaHcdopmauin.

Knro4doei cnoea: iHHosauisi, cycninbHi mpaHcghopmauii, coyianbHUl 8uMip, couiarbHUl fNpouec, Xummesul YUK/
iHHOBay,il, iHOUKamopu coujasibHO20 CaMornovyymmsi.
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