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The article presents a conceptual analysis of the functional potential of the institutional
environment in the context of technological transformation, with particular emphasis on
the interdependence between institutional norms and the dynamics of innovation-driven
change. The author proposes a triadic model of institutional functions – coordination,
distribution, and stimulation – as the foundation for uncovering the capacity of institutions
to adapt to emerging technological trajectories and foster development that integrates
efficiency with long-term resilience. It is argued that the realization of institutional
functions plays a critical role in reducing uncertainty, ensuring equitable access to
resources, and lowering transaction costs – all of which are essential for accelerating
technological progress while maintaining internal systemic stability. The study introduces
a functional differentiation into sub-functions within each core function, which enables
a more detailed representation of institutional action mechanisms in an innovation-
oriented environment, as well as the identification of potential dysfunctions that may
impede adaptive responses to change. Special attention is paid to the cross-functional
impact of key institutions, such as patent regulation, standardization, antitrust rules,
property rights, and ethical norms. The analysis reveals their specific contributions to
the formation of adaptive efficiency in conditions of technological dynamism and
intensified global competition. The necessity of preserving a balanced interaction between
the three institutional functions is substantiated as a prerequisite for maintaining the
integrity of the institutional configuration and the sustainability of socio-economic
transformation. The research is grounded in a system-functional approach that allows
for the operationalization of institutional influence through the identification of its key
criteria, mechanisms of action, and dysfunction risks. This provides a robust
methodological foundation for future empirical measurement of institutional adaptation
effectiveness, the development of relevant indicators of responsiveness to technological
change, and the formulation of strategies aimed at enhancing institutional flexibility,
inclusiveness, and innovation potential.
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Introduction and problem statement
As is well known, the institutional environment

defines the framework of socio-economic development,
since it is precisely through the system of formal and
informal institutions – laws, norms, customs,
traditions – that the behavior of individuals and
collective actors is regulated, their interaction is
structured, uncertainty is reduced, and the social space
is organized. Institutions not only respond to change
but also shape the trajectories of their course, acting
as an active factor of stability, inclusiveness, and
economic efficiency.

The generalization of classical and contemporary
approaches makes it possible to formulate a key
requirement for the institutional environment in the
era of post-industrial transformations: it must combine
resilience with flexibility, and justice with adaptability.
As emphasized by Douglass North, sustainable
economic development is based on the ability of the
institutional matrix to adapt to evolutionary change
[1, p. 83]. Institutions set the rules of the game, but
at the same time, they must be embedded in the
process of change: to learn, to adjust their mechanisms
of action, and to adapt their functional logic to the
dynamics of the environment. Thus, institutions are
not an external shell of development; they constitute
its internal infrastructure. Through the realization of
their functions, institutions transform potential
resources into concrete achievements, ensuring the
capacity of society to respond to new challenges. In
the context of post-industrial transformations, this
role becomes particularly significant: it is institutions
capable of flexible and consistent action under
conditions of uncertainty that create the foundation
not only for survival but also for sustainable
development. As more recent studies confirm,
institutional structures play a predominant role in
sustaining long-term growth, beyond the effects of
geography or integration [2]. Effective institutions do
not replace other development factors; they create the
conditions under which technology, knowledge, and
capital can be realized with maximum productivity.

Analysis and research of recent publications
Considering the institutional environment as a

system of interconnected economic, politico-legal,
social, socio-cultural, ecological, and innovation-related
institutions, namely, formal and informal rules,
norms, procedures, constraints, beliefs, and customs
operating within value-cognitive, normative-legal, and
regulatory dimensions, and which, through their
combined interaction, determine the vector of socio-
economic development of society [3], we arrive at the
conclusion that it is precisely through the functional
interaction of these elements that the institutional

system’s capacity to support adaptation to change is
formed. The essence of any system, including the
institutional one, is most fully revealed through the
functions it performs in relation to other elements of
the environment. Functions are not only manifestations
of the stabilizing role of institutions but also evidence
of their adaptive capacity: institutions coordinate, allocate
resources, and shape incentives, and it is through these
mechanisms that they determine the trajectory of socio-
economic development. At the same time, functions
are not necessarily positive: dysfunctional manifestations
of institutions, such as inertia, resistance to change,
and the reinforcement of outdated practices, can hinder
adaptation and undermine the foundations of progressive
development. Therefore, it is the clear differentiation
of the functional roles of institutions that makes it
possible to assess the capacity of the institutional
environment to respond to the challenges of the time,
especially technological ones.

The functions of the institutional environment
and its role in meeting the needs of societal
development were studied by the classics of
institutionalism, who laid the groundwork for
understanding the functional nature of institutions.
Thus, T. Veblen emphasized the role of habitual
behavior and established patterns [4], J. R. Commons
– the importance of collective action [5], R. Coase –
the significance of minimizing transaction costs [6],
and D. North – the role of institutional uncertainty
and historical evolution [1]. These ideas have been
developed by contemporary scholars who
complemented the functional picture of institutions
with cultural, political, and evolutionary dimensions.
International organizations, such as the World Bank,
UNCTAD, and OECD [7] – [10], have transformed
this conceptual legacy into practical recommendations
for institutional reform, focusing on adaptability,
inclusiveness, and effectiveness.

However, in our view, this issue remains far
from resolved, and the list of functions of the
institutional environment is far from complete. Most
existing studies either define institutional functions in
overly general terms, limiting themselves to basic
coordinating or regulatory roles, or else too narrowly,
from the perspective of individual sectors (economy,
politics, law), without considering the systemic
interaction between institutional mechanisms and the
demands of a technologically dynamic society.
Contemporary transformations give rise to new types
of risks and necessitate institutional flexibility, the
ability to respond swiftly, and long-term adaptability,
yet these aspects remain underrepresented in classical
approaches to the classification of institutional
functions.
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The purpose of the article
The aim of the article is to carry out a conceptual

differentiation of institutional functions in the context
of technological transformation, combining approaches
from economic and institutional theory with
contemporary perspectives of international
organizations, and to improve the approach to
conceptualizing the mechanism of institutional function
implementation on the basis of structural-functional
logic and a systems approach, with subsequent
systematization of sub-functions, criteria, mechanisms,
and potential dysfunctions.

Presentation of the main research material
Despite the absence of a unified classification of

institutional environment functions in academic and
applied literature, most conceptual approaches converge
on the view that institutions perform fundamental
tasks essential for structuring social interactions,
coordinating economic behavior, ensuring predictability
and stability, and supporting development. The
comparison of the provisions of classical institutional
theory [1], [4] – [6], modern interdisciplinary models
[11] – [13], and the functional frameworks developed
by international organizations (World Bank, OECD,
etc.) [7] – [10], makes it possible to distinguish three
integral functions that constitute the functional core
of institutional influence: coordination, distribution,
and stimulation.

The coordination function consists in organizing
interactions among social actors, reducing uncertainty,
and ensuring predictability. Institutions act as reference
points for economic agents, defining acceptable forms
of behavior and the expected consequences of their
violation. Through systems of formalized and non-
formalized rules, they create frameworks within which
individual actions and plans may be aligned, thereby
allowing for the formation of stable expectations
regarding the behavior of other participants in
interaction, which, in turn, reduces uncertainty and
increases predictability of outcomes in the socio-
economic environment. Its implementation involves
the establishment and maintenance of a system of
rules – both formal (laws, regulations, contracts) and
informal (moral norms, traditions, social expectations)
– that serve as behavioral guidelines for actors.

Coordination includes the creation of
enforcement mechanisms (judicial system, police,
antitrust institutions) and the institutionalization of
linguistic, informational, and cultural codes (shared
language, standards, reputational mechanisms) that
ensure mutual consistency of actions. The successful
performance of the coordination function ensures the
stability of the social system, enables the reduction of
transaction costs, and promotes the formation of trust.

In the context of technological transformations, this
function becomes a foundation for adaptability,
providing a common informational field, interaction
rules, and predictable response mechanisms.
As D. North noted [1, p. 36], stable institutional
frameworks are a precondition for innovation dynamics
precisely because of their capacity to coordinate
expectations.

The distributive function of the institutional
environment lies in regulating access to limited
resources by establishing normative frameworks that
outline acceptable behavioral strategies and fix the
delineation of rights and obligations. Institutions do
not merely restrict the opportunities of certain social
groups, but simultaneously grant privileges to others,
thereby rationalizing mechanisms for the allocation
of economic, political, and social goods. This refers
to a complex distribution system that includes not
only financial redistribution instruments (taxes,
transfers, social programs) but also mechanisms of
political representation, legal protection, and
participation in decision-making. Institutions set the
rules by which the forms of participation in social life
are defined: from access to employment and credit
resources to mechanisms of electoral participation and
policy formation. Effective implementation of this
function ensures not only functional justice but also
institutional legitimacy, reduces social tension, and
fosters the formation of trust.

During periods of structural restructuring or
technological transformation, when the risk of capital
devaluation and rising inequality increases, the ability
of institutions to redistribute resources fairly becomes
a critical condition for maintaining social cohesion
and preventing conflict. As emphasized in the World
Bank report [7], the resilience of the institutional
environment in times of change largely depends on
how effectively it ensures the fair distribution of the
benefits and costs of transformation.

The stimulative function of the institutional
environment is manifested in the creation of conditions
under which the benefits of economic activity increase
through improved efficiency in the organization of
transactions. A key outcome of this is the reduction
of transaction costs, primarily those associated with
exchange, and in particular, costs related to ensuring
and enforcing contractual obligations. By performing
this function, institutions create a predictable, legal,
and procedurally stable field of interaction in which
parties are able to coordinate their actions with minimal
costs for coordination, monitoring, and enforcement.
This effect is achieved not only through regulatory
clarity and the stability of rules, but also through the
formation of trust in the institutional order as a
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guarantor of benefits arising from lawful behavior.
When institutions provide impartial protection of
property rights and a comprehensible system of
sanctions and rewards, they set incentives that orient
economic agents toward productive activity.

Thus, institutions not only structure market
interactions but also create preconditions for strategic
investment, innovation activity, and technological
renewal. In this context, the stimulative function of
institutions plays a critical role in ensuring the
dynamism and openness of the economic system to
long-term transformations.

The coordination, distributive, and stimulative
functions form an interrelated system within which
the institutional environment becomes capable of
supporting adaptation to technological, social, and
economic change. Their analytical differentiation

allows for a clear understanding of the mechanisms
through which institutions influence development, the
results they produce, and how they contribute to
society’s transformative capacity.

An institutional environment capable of
supporting adaptation to technological shifts is shaped
by the specific effects of individual institutions, each
of which influences development trajectories in its
own way. Each institution (law, patent, license,
property right, contract law, antitrust law,
standardization, data openness, norms of responsibility,
ethical norms, etc.) not only sets the rules of the
game, but also has its own internal logic of either
stimulating or constraining technological renewal,
which makes it appropriate to analyze their effects
using a triadic scheme: institution – mechanism –
result (Table 1).

Institution Mechanism Result Potential Risks Institutional Adaptation 

Law 
Formalization of 
rules, sanctions, 
scaling of change 

Legal certainty, support 
for technological 
development 

Lag behind 
technology, a 
regulatory vacuum 

Flexible legal regimes, 
rapid updating, expert 
involvement 

Patent 
Restricted access to 
invention, temporary 
monopoly 

Innovation incentives via 
quasi-rent appropriation 

Dormant patents, 
blocking innovators, 
and institutional 
inertia 

Shortened terms, open 
licensing, system reform 

License 

Market access 
regulation, 
enforcement of 
standards 

Safety guarantees, 
promotion of responsible 
business 

Innovation barriers, 
delay in technology 
deployment 

Deregulation, digital 
licensing, regulatory 
sandboxes 

Property 
Rights 

Guarantees over 
resources and 
intangible assets 

Investment attraction, 
technology transfer 

Raiding, IP violations, 
investor flight 

Digital registries, IP 
protection, and 
harmonization with 
international standards 

Contract Law 
Guarantees of 
contract enforcement 

Partnerships, 
commercialization of 
innovations 

Ineffective courts, 
contractual distrust 

Smart contracts, 
expedited dispute 
resolution 

Antitrust Law 
Barrier removal, 
punishment of 
collusion 

Increased competition, 
innovation stimulation 

Rule circumvention, 
pseudo-competition, 
technological 
monopoly 

Enhanced oversight, 
support for small-scale 
innovators 

Standardization 
Unification of 
requirements, 
coordination 

Network effects, broad 
diffusion of innovation 

Entrenchment of 
outdated solutions, 
suppression of 
alternatives 

Periodic review, open 
standards 

Liability 
Norms 

Legal certainty, risk 
regulation 

Safe deployment of 
technologies 

Legal uncertainty, 
innovation blockage 

Pilot regimes, new 
insurance models 

Ethical Norms 
Public consensus, 
codes of conduct 

Trust in technologies, 
social legitimacy 

Conflict with progress, 
resistance to 
innovation 

Dialogue, ethics 
committees, public 
engagement 

 

Table 1
Institutions and Their Role in Adapting to Technological Transformations

Source: compiled based on [8], [9], [15], [16].
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Law, as a foundational institution, provides the
general framework of legal regulation. Its mechanism
consists of the codification of norms and their
enforcement, which forms the stability of the legal
field and enables the scaling of technological change
by creating new sectors. However, in the case of slow
legislative renewal, a regulatory vacuum arises – new
technologies remain without legal support. Therefore,
adaptive mechanisms for updating laws, consultations
with technology experts, and innovative legal formats
are necessary.

A patent grants exclusive rights to the use of an
invention. Its mechanism is based on restricting access
to a technology for a certain period, which provides
the innovator with an opportunity to obtain
innovation-related quasi-rents. This, in turn, stimulates
investment in research and development, since it creates
the prospect of exclusive appropriation of returns from
innovation. As a result, this form of regulation increases
the number of technological innovations and gives
rise to new products and processes capable of
transforming structures of production, markets, and
consumption. However, in conditions of accelerated
technological cycles, the patent institution may
contradict the demands of dynamism: companies begin
to purchase patents in order to restrict competition
without implementing the respective technologies. This
creates the effect of “sleeping patents,” which block
innovation diffusion and lead to institutional lock-in:
the system of innovation reward is transformed into a
mechanism for rent extraction from outdated
technologies. As a consequence, the patent system
begins to constrain rather than stimulate technological
development. Thus, the effectiveness of this institution
requires modernization: reforming the duration of
monopoly rights, supporting open licensing, and
implementing mechanisms for early access to patented
solutions.

The license, as an institution, regulates the right
to access certain types of activities. Its mechanism
lies in preliminary control and verification of
compliance with established standards. The result is
the establishment of a minimum threshold of safety,
quality, and transparency, which reduces risks for
consumers and increases trust in innovative products.
Moreover, clear market entry conditions are formed,
stimulating fair competition and the development of
responsible business. In the technological context,
the license creates prerequisites for implementing
complex solutions in socially sensitive fields
(e.g., biotechnology). At the same time, excessive
regulation or outdated requirements may turn licensing
into a barrier for the entry of innovative actors: under
conditions of institutional inertia, licenses begin to

work against innovators. Hence, the adaptation of
this institution should include deregulation and
simplification of procedures for the trial
implementation of new business models.

Property rights define entitlements to resources
and outcomes of activity, including intangible assets.
Their mechanism involves legal certainty and the
guarantee of preserving the subject’s rights to the object
of ownership. The result is increased investment
attractiveness of innovation, enhanced technology
transfer, stimulation of long-term planning, and
diversification of investor portfolios. Where property
rights are effectively protected, the economy develops
a dynamic infrastructure for the generation and scaling
of innovations. However, in cases of weak legal
protection, absence of effective registries, or deficient
judicial enforcement, there is a risk of asset raiding,
piracy, and demotivation of developers. Institutional
adaptation in this area involves digitization of registries,
harmonization of norms with international practice,
and strengthening sanctions for violations of intellectual
property rights.

Contract law defines the enforceability of
obligations within agreements. Its mechanism is based
on the formalization of transactions and guarantees of
their enforcement through judicial or arbitral systems.
The result is a reduction of uncertainty in
intersubjective interactions, expansion of partnerships
(particularly in the sphere of open innovation), and
acceleration of the transition from idea to market
realization. However, if contract law lacks an effective
enforcement infrastructure, it fails to perform its
guarantee function, reducing the volume of cooperation.
Adaptation of this institution involves simplifying
dispute resolution procedures, recognizing smart
contracts, and introducing alternative arbitration
mechanisms for innovation-related projects.

Antitrust law, as an institution, performs a
coordination function by limiting the abuse of market
power. Its mechanism involves creating the rules of
the game that ensure fair competition: controlling
capital concentration and supporting the entry of new
players. The result is increased technological dynamism
within sectors: competition stimulates innovation, and
firms seek ways to reduce costs and improve quality.
Under transformational conditions, this allows markets
to renew themselves, contributing to the emergence
of new business models. However, if antitrust regulation
fails to keep pace with the tempo of technological
change, large corporations preserve rent via pseudo-
competition, blocking innovative development.

The institution of standards (in the technological
sphere) forms technical unification of components
and systems. Its mechanism lies in coordinating



46                       ISSN 2415-3974. Åêîíîì³÷íèé â³ñíèê Äåðæàâíîãî âèùîãî íàâ÷àëüíîãî çàêëàäó
“Óêðà¿íñüêèé äåðæàâíèé õ³ì³êî-òåõíîëîã³÷íèé óí³âåðñèòåò”, 2025, ¹ 2, C. 41-56

Fedorova Natalia

producers’ actions around shared technical
requirements. The result is a network effect: the spread
of a unified standard promotes interoperability, reduces
compatibility costs, accelerates technology diffusion,
and fosters the development of second-order
innovations (modifications, applications), which
ultimately leads to the institutionalization of a
technology as an industry or global standard that
transforms market structures. However, in the case of
premature or overly rigid standardization, outdated
solutions may become entrenched. Therefore, it is
necessary to ensure mechanisms for the periodic review
of standards, open discussion of their specifications,
and the development of flexible second-tier standards.

Liability norms define who bears legal
responsibility for harm associated with the use of
technologies. Their mechanism involves assigning
obligations through certification, auditing, and
insurance, which allows for the implementation of
technologies in environments with clearly understood
risks. The result is increased trust in innovation,
consumer protection, and institutional stability.

At the same time, if liability mechanisms do not
adapt to new technologies, legal uncertainty arises,
blocking innovation.

Ethical and social norms perform a regulatory
function beyond formal law, operating through
informal pressure and public expectations. In a
technological context, such norms provide cultural
legitimacy for innovation. If a social norm is flexible,
it supports innovation acceptance and fosters a culture
of openness to novelty; if norms are excessively
conservative, cultural inertia emerges, hindering
change. In such cases, communication efforts by
educational institutions, civil society organizations,
and opinion leaders are required.

In the contemporary institutional context shaped
by the pressures of technological change, each key
institution performs one or more functions among
the three basic ones: coordination, distribution, and
stimulation. According to their substantive content, it
is possible to differentiate the functional load of the
institutions discussed above (Table 2).

Table 2
Institutional Functions in the Context of Technological Transformations

Source: the table is constructed according to the author’s methodological framework

Institution Institutional 
Functions 

  Explanation of the Institutional Role for Technological Change Effectiveness  

Law 
Coordinating, 
Distributive, 
Stimulative 

Law sets general rules of conduct and sanctions for violations (coordinating), 
defines access to rights and obligations (distributive), and reduces uncertainty in 
transactions through legal certainty (stimulative) 

Patent 
Distributive, 
Stimulative 

The patent restricts access to innovation by granting exclusive rights 
(distributive) and creates an incentive for innovation by providing expected 
rewards (stimulative) 

License 
Distributive, 
Stimulative 

The license regulates access to specific types of activities, filtering entry 
(distributive), and creates predictability, which reduces transaction costs 
(stimulative) 

Property Rights 
Distributive, 
Stimulative 

Property rights define who owns resources (distributive), and reduce exchange 
costs and risks, thereby increasing the efficiency of transactions (stimulative) 

Contract Law 
Coordinating, 
Stimulative 

Contract law formalizes obligations and enforcement mechanisms (coordinating), 
and reduces costs of contract enforcement (stimulative) 

Antitrust Law 
Coordinating, 
Distributive 

Antitrust law limits abuse of market power and sets rules of competition 
(coordinating), restricts dominant actors’ access to rents, and opens the market to 
others (distributive) 

Standardization 
Coordinating, 
Stimulative 

Standardization aligns technical decisions among market participants 
(coordinating), and reduces compatibility and information search costs 
(stimulative) 

Liability Norms 
Coordinating, 
Distributive 

Define who is responsible and for what (coordinating), and delineate risk 
distribution between actors (distributive). 

Ethical Norms Coordinating 
Establish behavioral expectations beyond formal law and set moral benchmarks 
(coordinating) 
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Law, as a basic institution, combines all three
functions: its coordination role lies in establishing
general rules of conduct, which enables predictability
and reduces uncertainty; through its distributive
mechanism, law restricts or opens access to rights
and obligations depending on the established norms;
as a stimulative factor, law reduces transaction costs
through clearly defined procedural frameworks.

The patent performs both distributive and
stimulative functions. Within the distributive function,
it secures rights to innovative developments, establishing
boundaries of access for third parties and concentrating
intellectual and material resources in the hands of the
innovator. Simultaneously, the patent realizes the
stimulative function: by granting a temporary
monopoly over the results of intellectual activity, it
reduces the costs of legal protection for innovations
and enhances motivation to invest in science and
technological development.

The license, in turn, also combines distributive
and stimulative functions. In its distributive aspect, it
defines the conditions of entry into certain markets
or regulated areas of activity, setting institutional
boundaries for access. At the same time, licensing
performs a stimulative function, as it creates standardized
rules of access that increase the predictability of
economic behavior, reduce informational and
transaction costs, and thereby lower risks for investors
and consumers.

Property rights represent an example of an
institution that fulfills all three functions: in
coordination terms, they indicate who can use
resources and how; in the distributive aspect, they
ensure exclusive ownership and thereby restrict access
for other actors; as a stimulative instrument, property
rights guarantee the retention of benefits from
ownership, thereby reducing transaction costs and
enhancing investment attractiveness.

Contract law performs a coordination function
by ensuring the binding force of contracts. Its
stimulative function is manifested in reducing the
costs of compliance, ensuring the reliability of
interactions, and accelerating the innovation cycle.
When effective arbitration and judicial protection are
in place, the institution of contract significantly
increases the efficiency of economic transactions.

Antitrust law performs coordination and
distributive functions. The first is achieved through
the establishment of fair competition frameworks; the
second is accomplished by limiting market power
concentration, which enables less powerful innovators
to enter the market and contribute to its renewal.

The institution of standardization ensures
coordination among participants of technological

markets by unifying technical requirements. It also
performs a stimulative function, since standards reduce
the costs of specification alignment, enhance
component interoperability, and accelerate the diffusion
of new technologies.

Liability norms function primarily as tools of
coordination and stimulation. They define the expected
consequences of norm violations, increase the
predictability of technology use, and reduce risks, thus
encouraging investors and users to adopt innovations.

Ethical norms fulfill coordination and distributive
functions. They define boundaries of acceptable
behavior, influencing the cultural and societal
acceptance of technologies. Through social control,
ethical norms also regulate the availability of certain
practices or technologies within society.

In general, the consideration of functional
realization of the above-mentioned institutions confirms
the necessity of their adaptation to the challenges of
technological transformation. The functional structure
must remain open to revision while preserving a
balance between normative stability and dynamic
innovation demands.

The interdependence of the coordination,
distributive, and stimulative functions of institutions
determines the integrated architecture of an effective
institutional environment. These are not three
autonomous vectors of influence but interrelated
mechanisms, each realized through the others,
forming a coherent institutional configuration capable
of ensuring sustainable transformation in conditions
of technological and social dynamism.

First, a reinforcing effect emerges between the
functions. The coordination function, which ensures
rule clarity, procedural transparency, and action
predictability, provides the foundation for the legitimate
distribution of resources and access rights to benefits.
The distributive function, in turn, enhances trust in
coordination mechanisms, as fairness in access to
outcomes strengthens consensus regarding the rules.
The stimulative function activates the participation of
economic actors by reducing transactional barriers and
reinforcing motivational structures, which, in turn,
contribute to productivity growth and expand the
potential for equitable redistribution. In such interaction,
the functions do not merely coexist – they form a
spiral of mutual reinforcement: legal order – fairness
– initiative – growth – institutional trust.

Second, an effective institutional environment
requires maintaining functional balance and avoiding
extremes in the realization of individual functions.
Dominance of the coordination function without
adequate stimulative mechanisms leads to institutional
stagnation, a decline in initiative, and the inhibition
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of innovation-driven development. Even under
conditions of formal order and clearly established
rules, a society deprived of effective institutions for
supporting innovation loses its capacity for adaptive
modernization. This dynamic was demonstrated by
authoritarian systems, which, while providing external
stability, simultaneously suppressed entrepreneurial
activity, ultimately leading to their technological and
economic degradation.

Conversely, the predominance of the stimulative
function without appropriate coordination generates
opposite challenges – fragmentation of the institutional
environment, destructive competition, and crisis-
related distortions. When economic actors operate
solely on the basis of individual gain, ignoring systemic
constraints and externalities, the result is market
failures, social cleavages, and financial destabilization.
A classic illustration is the global financial crisis of
2008, which arose due to an imbalance: powerful
incentives for banking profitability were not aligned
with the institutional system of risk management.

The distributive function of institutions also
requires a clear balance with stimulative mechanisms.
Its dominance in the absence of an appropriate
motivational architecture generates equality based on
shared poverty. Thus, excessive equalization in the
context of centralized economies eliminated certain
manifestations of injustice, but at the same time, nullified
incentives for individual productivity. This resulted in
institutional inertia, suppression of innovation dynamics,
and chronic economic stagnation.

Conversely, the dominance of stimulative logic
without proper distributive mechanisms gives rise to
asymmetries of access, social tension, and erosion of
trust in institutions. Under such conditions, even rapid
technological growth fails to translate into broad-based
improvements in well-being; instead, it intensifies
alienation and protest mobilization, threatening the
very stability of the economic order.

Likewise, coordination without distributive justice
is reduced to a formal regulatory shell. Authoritarian
regimes that maintain order through inequality and
restricted access to public goods are forced to
compensate for the lack of trust with repressive
expenditures, thereby undermining their institutional
effectiveness. In the long term, the absence of fair
distribution leads to fragmentation of the social contract
and inevitable institutional transformations.

Third, it is the integration of functions that
creates the preconditions for adaptability. Coordination
provides a structured framework for action; distribution
ensures the social legitimacy of change; and stimulation
drives dynamism and innovation potential. Societies
in which these functions are interrelated are capable

of adapting to technological and social transformations
without radical upheaval. As shown by comparative
studies, it is precisely the ability of institutions to
adapt to a changing context that has been the decisive
factor in the success of individual countries in the
past [14]. Flexibility, combined with structural
consistency, enables the gradual introduction of
innovations based on empirical evidence and with
regard for feedback mechanisms.

Thus, maintaining a balance between the
coordination, distributive, and stimulative functions
of institutions constitutes a critically important
condition for the effectiveness of the institutional
environment in today’s world. Countries that have
succeeded in adapting to dynamic change have
generally been able to institutionalize precisely this
functional equilibrium. They have established
institutional structures that simultaneously organize
socio-economic life, guarantee equitable access to goods
and opportunities, and support internal energy for
development, innovation, and entrepreneurship.

A classic example of such a balance is provided
by the Scandinavian countries. Their institutions
demonstrate stable implementation of the coordination
function through low levels of corruption, consistent
adherence to the rule of law, and procedural
transparency. The distributive function is embodied
in strong social protection mechanisms, minimal
income disparities, and a high level of social cohesion.
The stimulative function is manifested in the support
of entrepreneurial initiatives, investment in the
innovation sector, and the maintenance of a dynamic
economy capable of competing at the global level. It
is this functional integration of institutions that enables
these countries to effectively respond to the challenges
of digital transformation, climate restructuring, and
social change.

A systems-based approach to analyzing
institutional functionality following the scheme
“function – mechanism – result – consequences”
reveals that the institutional environment operates as
the operating system of society. When each function
is implemented through appropriate mechanisms, this
not only ensures stability and predictability but also
generates the capacity for gradual transformation. The
absence of such a balance produces dysfunctions, in
particular:

- coordination without stimulation leads to stagnant
order, which, though formally structured, blocks
innovation. Such institutional regimes provide the
appearance of stability but fail in competition due to a
lack of entrepreneurial initiative and institutional flexibility;

- excessive stimulation without coordination
results in destructive competition, market distortions,



49ISSN 2415-3974. Åêîíîì³÷íèé â³ñíèê Äåðæàâíîãî âèùîãî íàâ÷àëüíîãî çàêëàäó
“Óêðà¿íñüêèé äåðæàâíèé õ³ì³êî-òåõíîëîã³÷íèé óí³âåðñèòåò”, 2025, ¹ 2, C. 41-56

Exploring the Functional Potential of the Institutional Environment under Conditions of Technological Change

and financial bubbles;
- dominance of the distributive function without

stimulation leads to equalized poverty, lost incentives,
and institutional inertia, typical of planned economies;

 -stimulation without effective distribution
generates critical inequality and social fragmentation,
which ultimately undermines economic stability;

 - coordination without fair distribution produces
repressive models in which institutional order is
maintained not through legitimacy but through
coercion, inevitably depleting developmental resources.

Thus, the systemic logic of institutional function
interaction confirms the necessity of their integrated
balance as a condition for the adaptive efficiency of
the institutional environment. Each function –
coordination, distribution, stimulation – cannot be
implemented in isolation without risking functional
breakdowns. It is precisely the mutual complementarity
of these functions that creates space for dynamic
development, where stability is combined with
innovation, and fairness with productivity. Accordingly,
institutions must not only organize behavior but also
ensure fair access to resources and motivate economic
activity – key prerequisites for sustainable progress
amid technological shifts.

The generalized functional categories traditionally
used to describe the institutional environment, such as
coordination, distribution, or stimulation, constitute
only an initial level of analytical reflection. They define
broad directions of institutional influence but remain
too abstract to serve as a basis for substantive assessment
of adaptive efficiency under technological change. To
investigate this specific issue, it is necessary to distinguish
sub-functions, concretized mechanisms of institutional
influence that reflect how a given function is
implemented in a dynamic socio-technological
environment. This analytical disaggregation makes it
possible to move from a descriptive level to the
operationalization of the studied phenomenon.

Within the framework of systems analysis, a
function serves as the integrative objective of institutional
activity, whereas sub-functions represent the specific
directions by which this objective is pursued. They
allow us to identify which institutional mechanisms
are engaged in ensuring behavioral predictability,
equitable access to public goods, or compensation of
risks under technological uncertainty. It is precisely
through sub-functions that one can detect functional
gaps: where a certain function is declared at the policy
level but remains unrealized in key areas of
technological development. Moreover, the sub-
functional level enables comparative analysis across
countries or sectors, using quantitatively measurable
indicators relevant to each sub-function. This opens

the possibility for empirical assessment of the
adaptability of the institutional environment not only
as a framework that maintains general stability, but as
one that ensures society’s capacity to respond to
breakthrough technologies while preserving social
cohesion, legal certainty, and economic dynamism.

Thus, the identification of sub-functions is not
merely a refinement of functions but a conceptual
tool for constructing a full-fledged research framework
within which institutions appear not as background
structures but as active elements of society’s
configuration for technological change. This enables
a shift from formal classification to the construction
of an integrated model of adaptive efficiency of the
institutional system, taking into account the complex
configuration of challenges and opportunities in a
period of technological transformation.

It is important to emphasize that institutional
sub-functions are often interlinked and may be realized
within several functional domains. For instance,
institutional determination of access regimes to
resources and benefits reduces uncertainty and shapes
predictable expectations among actors (coordination
effect), while simultaneously setting boundaries of
access to resources (distributive effect) and reinforcing
motivation for innovation activity by guaranteeing
returns on invested efforts (stimulatory effect). For
this reason, the attribution of sub-functions to a specific
category is partly conditional and depends on the
context in which institutional action is considered.
Nevertheless, such typologization is essential for the
structural analysis of the institutional environment’s
functional composition and for identifying points of
adaptive strengthening under technological
transformation (Table 3).

The coordination function of institutions, in the
context of technological transformations, facilitates
the resolution of decision-alignment problems among
actors operating under structural uncertainty. This is
why it acquires particular significance during periods
of radical change, when established mechanisms of
interaction are disrupted and new ones have yet to be
institutionalized.

Unlike administrative or organizational
coordination, institutional coordination entails the
normative ordering of expectations, the reduction of
uncertainty, the provision of transparency and a unified
information space, the formation of trust, the
legitimation of new practices, the smoothing of conflicts
among stakeholders, and the creation of conditions
for mutual predictability of actions. Institutions perform
this function by stabilizing rules, codifying norms,
legitimizing new forms of behavior, and ensuring
symbolic coherence within society.
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Table 3
Comparative Table of Core Institutional Functions and Their Subfunctional Structure
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Focus in the Context of 
Technological Change 

Institutions Implementing the 
Subfunction 
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1. Establishing and 
maintaining the rules of 
the game 

Coordination of 
interaction in new 
technological sectors 

Laws, bylaws, customary law, codes of 
ethics, and institutionalized sanctions 

2. Ensuring transparency 
and reducing 
information asymmetry 

Improving accessibility 
and quality of 
information 

Disclosure rules, reporting obligations, 
transparency standards, open data 
requirements 

3. Ensuring cognitive 
stability of institutional 
order 

Perception of innovation 
as a norm; preservation 
of intergenerational 
continuity in collective 
experience 

Participation procedures, public 
consultation rules, legal verification 
mechanisms, expert review norms, ethical 
and cultural norms, professional training 
standards, and socialization rules 

4. Institutional conflict 
smoothing 

Peaceful resolution of 
disputes during 
transition periods 

Arbitration procedures, mediation rules, 
legal procedures, and participatory 
mechanisms 

5. Reducing 
transactional and 
behavioral uncertainty 

Formation of 
predictability in new 
environments 

Standard contracts, established practices, 
reputation mechanisms, and institutional 
expectations 
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6. Ensuring institutional 
reversibility and 
dynamic equilibrium 

Mechanisms for 
responding to imbalance 

Appeal rights, checks and balances, 
procedural openness and transparency, 
and institutionalized participation 
mechanisms 

7. Institutional definition 
of access regimes to 
resources and benefits 

Defining rights to access 
technological, digital, 
and natural resources; 
ensuring universal access 
to basic services 

Patent law, copyright law, licensing 
agreements, property rights systems, data 
access rules, open data norms, public 
access guarantees, non-discriminatory 
standards, commons institutions 

8. Ensuring social 
inclusion and fair access 
to the benefits of 
technological 
development 

Preventing profit 
hyperconcentration and 
social destabilization 

Redistribution institutions, subsidiarity 
norms, anti-segregation institutions, 
public infrastructure access rules, anti-
discrimination norms 

9. Restricting destructive 
behavior through clear 
boundaries of 
permissibility 

Preventing imbalance of 
interests 

Antitrust law, ethical rules for technology 
use, and bans on exploitation of 
vulnerable groups 

10. Institutional 
provision of mechanisms 
for compensating 
technological risks 

Support under losses 
caused by technological 
transformation 

Social insurance mechanisms, 
unemployment assistance systems, and 
retraining institutions 
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11. Institutional 
provision of ecological 
responsibility 

Regulatory anchoring of 
ecological sustainability 
principles during 
technological change 

Environmental law, precautionary 
principle, polluter pays principle, 
technological environmental compliance 
norms 
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The criteria for the manifestation of the
coordination function of institutions under conditions
of technological transformation include the following
key aspects:

-Does the institution facilitate the alignment of
decisions among economic actors in the context of
emerging technologies, when the level of uncertainty
is elevated?

-Does it enable the assessment of other
participants’ actions by forming transparent rules of
the game and minimizing the risk of opportunistic
behavior?

- Does the institution construct a stable perception
of “normal” or expected behavior in the new
technological environment, thereby ensuring
predictability of actions and social stability during
periods of change?

Based on the above, the following key sub-
functions can be distinguished within the structure of
the coordination function:

- first, establishing and maintaining the rules of
the game: institutions define formal and informal
constraints that determine acceptable forms of
interaction in new technological sectors, enabling the
alignment of actors’ behavior in the market, preventing
chaos in the emergence of breakthrough technologies,
and laying the foundation for long-term contracts
and partnerships;

- second, ensuring transparency and reducing
information asymmetry: coordination is impossible
without access to reliable and synchronized

information. Institutions regulate data disclosure,
transparency obligations, and procedural openness,
which is critically important for adaptation to modern
breakthrough technologies, where information barriers
can radically reshape market configurations;

- third, providing cognitive stability of the
institutional order in conditions of technological
dynamism: this sub-function lies in integrating new
technological norms into public consciousness and
preserving intergenerational continuity of collective
experience. Institutions create conditions for the
legitimation of innovations through procedures of
public consultation, legal verification, expert review,
and societal participation, which allow new practices
to acquire the status of socially acceptable.
Simultaneously, they support mechanisms for the
transmission of knowledge and norms, forming a
cognitive base for perceiving change as a consistent
and meaningful process. This function ensures not
only the reduction of uncertainty but also the
stabilization of expectations during technological
transformations. It is realized through institutions of
participation (public hearings, open decision-making),
ethical and cultural norms, standards of professional
training, institutions of legal continuity, as well as
mechanisms of public knowledge that maintain
consistency between innovations and the existing
system of representations. In this way, the institutional
environment serves as a cognitive stabilizer, capable
of mitigating the risks of societal fragmentation and
enabling the implementation of technological changes
without rupturing the established social structure;

Cont inuat ion of  Tab le  3

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
12. Reducing transaction 
costs 

Unification of 
procedures to reduce 
costs 

Procedural standardization, model
contracts, regulations, and interaction
protocols 

13. Protection of 
property rights and 
contractual obligations 

Building trust in the 
exchange of innovation 
results 

Property rights, contract law, registration
institutions, and judicial protection norms 

14. Ensuring institutional 
compatibility 

Adapting legal 
frameworks to new 
forms of economic 
activity 

Adaptation norms, harmonization
mechanisms, and legal alignment
principles 

15. Supporting the 
dynamic efficiency of 
exchange 

Reducing coordination 
costs in rapidly changing 
environments 

Interest alignment institutions, transparent
procedures, open registries 

16. Eliminating 
structural barriers to 
exchange participation 

Ensuring equal market 
access 

Deregulatory norms, simplified
registration rules, anti-barrier principles 

 
S

ti
m

ul
at

iv
e 

R
ed

uc
ti

on
 o

f 
ex

ch
an

ge
 c

os
ts

 a
nd

 tr
us

t b
ui

ld
in

g 
in

 
an

 in
no

va
ti

on
-d

ri
ve

n 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t 

17. Reducing risks in 
highly uncertain 
environments 

Institutional insurance 
for new practices 

Legal environment stability institutions,
contract enforcement guarantees, risk
insurance rules 

Source: the table is constructed according to the author’s methodological framework
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 - fourth, institutional conflict smoothing: during
periods of radical change, the potential for interest
collisions increases. Institutions provide rules for
peaceful conflict resolution (arbitration, legal systems,
stakeholder engagement), which help to avoid
destructive upheavals;

- fifth, reducing transactional and behavioral
uncertainty (ensuring predictability): by establishing
stable behavioral norms, institutions promote the
formation of predictable action models, which is
especially important under conditions of dynamic
innovation. This enables actors to plan actions based
on reputation, standards, and established practices,
without expending resources on constant renegotiation
of interaction terms;

 - sixth, ensuring institutional reversibility and
dynamic equilibrium: institutions perform not only
norm-setting functions but also create mechanisms
for responding to imbalances by providing checks
and balances, appeal procedures, openness, and
participatory engagement. This enables the institutional
system to remain within the bounds of managed
evolution, forming conditions for adaptive feedback.

Thus, the coordination function of institutions
in the technological context does not consist in direct
regulation but in the creation of an institutional
background that enables the self-coordination of diverse
actors’ actions without undermining trust, legitimacy,
or the system’s adaptive capacity.

Technological change is invariably accompanied
by shifts in configurations of access to resources,
statuses, and opportunities. For this reason, the
distributive function of institutions is key to ensuring
the resilience of the social system during transitional
periods. This concerns not only access to material
goods, but also the institutionally regulated system of
admission to new forms of participation in the
economy, the definition of legitimate and dominant
positions, and the compensation of risks for those
disadvantaged by technological shifts. This function
is not performed through centralized distribution of
resources but through the normative definition of rights
structures, inclusion mechanisms, compensation rules,
and the provision of public goods available regardless
of market capacity.

The structural aspects of this function include
defining criteria of access to resources, setting
boundaries and restrictions, principles of fairness and
inclusion, and balancing the interests of powerful and
vulnerable groups.

Criteria for the manifestation of the distributive
function:

- Does the institution define who has the right
to participate in the new technological domain?

- Does it contribute to equalizing opportunities
in the case of structural losses?

- Are the benefits and risks of change distributed
fairly?

Accordingly, we identify the following sub-
functions within the distributive function:

a) institutional definition of access regimes to
resources and benefits: institutions determine who has
access to material, informational, digital, and social
resources, under what conditions, and in what form.
This applies both to private rights through patent
systems, intellectual property instruments, data access
norms, and to public guarantees: basic education, digital
services, social assistance. Through such normative
delineation, the boundary between private and public
resource circulation is established, ensuring both
innovation incentives and inclusive access. The key
institutions implementing this sub-function include
patent law, copyright law, licensing agreements,
property rights systems, data access rules, open data
standards, public access guarantees, and standards of
non-discriminatory provision of public goods;

b) ensuring social inclusion and fair access to
the benefits of technological development: institutions
create legal, economic, and normative frameworks
that prevent the hyper-concentration of benefits within
narrow groups and safeguard against inequality in access
to resources, opportunities, and technological
participation. Through subsidiarity mechanisms, crisis
support, inclusive planning, and anti-segregation
regulation, institutions contribute to the fair distribution
of innovation gains and reduce the risks of social
fragmentation. Institutions that realize this sub-function
include: norms of subsidiarity, anti-segregation
frameworks, public access rules to infrastructure, and
ethical norms of non-discrimination;

c) restricting destructive behavior through clear
boundaries of permissibility: institutions not only
enable access but also restrict it for practices that
violate the balance of interests (e.g. monopolization,
technological exploitation of vulnerable groups, data
manipulation). Distribution includes both access and
limits on rights to consume benefits. This sub-function
is implemented by institutions such as antitrust law,
rules for ethical use of technologies, and bans on the
exploitation of vulnerable groups;

d) institutional provision of mechanisms for
compensating technological risks: institutions define rules
that guarantee risk-sharing among the state, business,
and citizens in response to technological change (e.g.,
through retraining programs, protection of labor rights
under automation, etc.). Relevant institutions include
social insurance mechanisms, unemployment support
systems, and retraining institutions;
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e) institutional provision of ecological
responsibility for technological development, which
involves the normative consolidation of ecological
sustainability principles under conditions of
technological change. Its objective is to prevent the
negative environmental impacts of innovation, promote
intergenerational responsibility, and align economic
growth with ecological boundaries, as institutional
responsibility lies not only in imposing restrictions
but also in creating incentives for environmentally
friendly innovation.

Thus, the distributive function of institutions in
the era of technological change does not imply formal
equalization but rather aims to prevent institutional
segregation that could make the benefits of innovation
accessible only to a narrow circle of actors while
shifting the costs onto the rest of society.

The stimulative function of institutions in the
context of technological transformations is interpreted
as one aimed at increasing the efficiency of transaction
organization, particularly under conditions of a shifting
technological paradigm. Its outcome is the realization
of benefits from economic activity through the reduction
of exchange costs: primarily those associated with
contract enforcement, protection of property rights,
verification of counterparties’ actions, and legal certainty
of procedures. In this context, institutions do not
“stimulate” in the normative sense, but rather create
a configuration of rules that makes mutually beneficial
behavior economically rational and less costly. It is
precisely due to institutional support for rights
protection, trust in counterparties, and predictability
of agreements that participants in technological
processes are able to conclude long-term arrangements,
undertake investment risks, and launch innovative
projects in new sectors.

The structural aspects of this function include
the creation of conditions that reduce the costs of
contract conclusion, execution, and enforcement; the
removal of barriers to voluntary exchange between
actors (informational, legal, procedural); protection
of rights enabling resource and investment transfer;
and the enhancement of market efficiency by
minimizing unnecessary costs of coordination and
agreement.

Criteria for the manifestation of the function
under technological change:

- Does the institutional environment ensure
predictability and security of exchange in new
technological sectors?

- Does it allow actors to reduce transaction costs
when investing in breakthrough areas?

 - Does it establish stable rules for protecting
contracts and property rights in new environments?

At the structural level, the stimulative function
is manifested through several key sub-functions that
provide its full analytical development:

 - firstly, reducing transaction costs: formalization
of procedures, contract typification, codification of
liability, and the use of unified protocols enable lower
costs of preparation, monitoring, and enforcement of
obligations. In the technological context, this ensures
the efficient scalability of innovation;

- secondly, protection of property rights and
contractual obligations: the presence of clearly defined
procedures for the recognition, registration, and
enforcement of rights, including intellectual property,
forms the basis for the exchange of innovation outputs.
Without such institutional support, the expansion of
technological innovation becomes impossible due to
the absence of trust among participants;

- thirdly, ensuring institutional compatibility,
that is, the adaptation of legal norms, procedures, and
standards to new forms of economic activity, thereby
ensuring continuity of exchange and the protection of
actions in new environments. Institutions that timely
update their frameworks help avoid regulatory vacuums
in innovative sectors;

- fourthly, supporting the dynamic efficiency of
exchange: this involves creating institutional conditions
that reduce the cost of aligning interests in high-
velocity environments. The development of open digital
registries, public electronic platforms, and transparent
procedures for norm and standard alignment facilitates
the rapid inclusion of new actors in economic
exchange, reducing temporal and transactional barriers.
This enhances the ability of the economic system to
respond to breakthrough technological opportunities
without losing controllability, while stimulating
investment, interaction, and real-time competition.
Institutions thus not only structure exchange but also
build infrastructure for its acceleration and adaptability,
which is critical for maintaining flexibility in the
innovation environment.

- fifthly, eliminating structural barriers to
exchange participation: institutions that ensure
equitable access to technological markets (through
deregulation of new sectors, simplified registration
procedures, anti-barrier policies) reduce non-price
constraints and enhance competition. In turn, this
promotes the identification of the most effective models
for deploying new technologies.

- sixthly, reducing risks in highly uncertain
environments, which refers to the institutional
insurance of economic agents’ actions under conditions
of high uncertainty inherent in technological transition.
This does not concern formal transaction costs, but
rather the neutralization of fear of loss or unwillingness
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to invest due to outcome unpredictability. It is achieved
through the stability of the legal environment,
enforcement guarantees, and institutional mechanisms
for ensuring innovation-related activity. As a result,
uncertainty is reduced, trust among actors increases,
and willingness to engage in transactions on new
technological markets is strengthened. This sub-
function ensures the continuity of exchange under
uncertainty, thereby stimulating innovation investment.

Thus, the stimulative function of institutions
does not require direct market intervention or
manipulative “encouragement.” Its strength lies in
the creation of conditions under which innovative,
productive, and efficient behavior becomes both the
least costly and the safest option for the actor.
Institutions that effectively realize this function not
only facilitate the scaling of technologies but also
ensure that their implementation remains sustainable,
secure, and acceptable to the core actors of the system.

Conclusions
The analysis of the functional structure of

institutions proposed within this model demonstrates
a clear divergence from traditional approaches found
in institutional theory ([1], [5], [6], [11]) as well as
from earlier analytical frameworks developed by
international organizations. Built upon the principles
of structural-functional analysis, the model does not
merely classify institutional functions but constructs a
coherent three-level system that distinguishes the
coordination, distribution, and stimulation functions
as foundational trajectories of institutional interaction.
The coordination function ensures the alignment of
actors’ behavior; the distribution function guarantees
fair access to benefits and a balance of interests; the
stimulation function creates conditions for reducing
transaction costs and enhancing the efficiency of
exchange. The inclusion of sub-functions within this
structure captures essential domains of institutional
influence – from cognitive receptiveness to
technological change, to mechanisms for
compensation, rights protection, and barrier removal
in the innovation process.

Importantly, the model does not reject the
traditional functional paradigm but develops and
operationalizes it into an applied system suitable for
empirical diagnostics in a technologically dynamic
environment. This transformation is supported by
recent empirical and policy-based contributions. For
instance, the World Development Report 2019 [7]
and the Technology and Innovation Report 2025 [8]
emphasize the strategic role of institutional systems
in enabling adaptation to automation, AI, and global
value chain restructuring. The OECD Framework on
Drivers of Trust in Public Institutions [9] and Egert’s

analysis of regulation, institutions, and productivity
[10] provide evidence for the relevance of cross-
functional coordination and adaptive governance in
volatile contexts. Moreover, Ahern [15] and Novelli
et al. [16] elaborate anticipatory regulatory models
that resonate with the logic of sub-functions and
mechanisms of institutional foresight.

Taken together, these recent works confirm that
the proposed model is consistent with the global
scientific and policy demand for dynamic, measurable,
and functionally differentiated institutional systems
capable of guiding technology-enabled transformation.
Its analytical precision, structural coherence, and
technological relevance position institutions not merely
as formal regulators or guarantors of order, but as
adaptive mechanisms that underpin breakthrough
societal development. As such, the model provides a
robust foundation for further empirical research,
indicator development, and the formulation of
institutional strategies oriented toward resilience,
inclusiveness, and innovation-driven growth.
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ÄÎÑË²ÄÆÅÍÍß ÔÓÍÊÖ²ÎÍÀËÜÍÎÃÎ
ÏÎÒÅÍÖ²ÀËÓ ²ÍÑÒÈÒÓÖ²ÉÍÎÃÎ ÑÅÐÅÄÎÂÈÙÀ Â
ÓÌÎÂÀÕ ÒÅÕÍÎËÎÃ²×ÍÈÕ ÇÌ²Í

Ôåäîðîâà Í. ª.

Ó ñòàòò³ ïðåäñòàâëåíî êîíöåïòóàëüíèé àíàë³ç ôóíê-
ö³îíàëüíîãî ïîòåíö³àëó ³íñòèòóö³éíîãî ñåðåäîâèùà â êîí-
òåêñò³ òåõíîëîã³÷íî¿ òðàíñôîðìàö³¿, ç îñîáëèâèì àêöåíòîì
íà âçàºìîçàëåæíîñò³ ì³æ ³íñòèòóö³éíèìè íîðìàìè òà äè-
íàì³êîþ ³ííîâàö³éíî çóìîâëåíèõ çì³í. Àâòîðêà ïðîïîíóº òðè-
àäíó ìîäåëü ôóíêö³é ³íñòèòóò³â – êîîðäèíàö³éíó,    ðîçïî-
ä³ëü÷ó òà ñòèìóëþþ÷ó – ÿê îñíîâó äëÿ ðîçêðèòòÿ çäàò-
íîñò³ ³íñòèòóò³â àäàïòóâàòèñÿ äî íîâèõ òåõíîëîã³÷íèõ
òðàºêòîð³é òà ñïðèÿòè ðîçâèòêó, ùî ïîºäíóº åôåêòèâí³ñòü
³ç äîâãîñòðîêîâîþ ñò³éê³ñòþ. Çàçíà÷àºòüñÿ, ùî ðåàë³çàö³ÿ
³íñòèòóö³éíèõ ôóíêö³é â³ä³ãðàº êðèòè÷íó ðîëü ó çíèæåíí³
íåâèçíà÷åíîñò³, çàáåçïå÷åíí³ ñïðàâåäëèâîãî äîñòóïó äî ðå-
ñóðñ³â ³ çìåíøåíí³ òðàíñàêö³éíèõ âèòðàò, òîáòî ÷èííèê³â,
íåîáõ³äíèõ äëÿ ïðèñêîðåííÿ òåõíîëîã³÷íîãî ïðîãðåñó çà îäíî-
÷àñíîãî ï³äòðèìàííÿ âíóòð³øíüî¿ ñèñòåìíî¿ ñòàá³ëüíîñò³.
Ó äîñë³äæåíí³ ââåäåíî ôóíêö³îíàëüíó äèôåðåíö³àö³þ íà
ï³äôóíêö³¿ â ìåæàõ êîæíî¿ áàçîâî¿ ôóíêö³¿, ùî äàº çìîãó
äåòàëüí³øå ïðåäñòàâèòè ìåõàí³çìè ³íñòèòóö³éíî¿ ä³¿ â ³ííî-
âàö³éíî îð³ºíòîâàíîìó ñåðåäîâèù³, à òàêîæ ³äåíòèô³êóâà-
òè ïîòåíö³éí³ äèñôóíêö³¿, ÿê³ ìîæóòü ïåðåøêîäæàòè àäàï-
òèâíèì ðåàêö³ÿì íà çì³íè. Îñîáëèâó óâàãó ïðèä³ëåíî êðîñ-
ôóíêö³îíàëüíîìó âïëèâó êëþ÷îâèõ ³íñòèòóò³â, òàêèõ ÿê ïà-
òåíòíå ðåãóëþâàííÿ, ñòàíäàðòèçàö³ÿ, àíòèìîíîïîëüí³ ïðà-
âèëà, ïðàâà âëàñíîñò³ òà åòè÷í³ íîðìè. Àíàë³ç äåìîíñòðóº
¿õ âíåñîê ó ôîðìóâàííÿ àäàïòèâíî¿ åôåêòèâíîñò³ â óìîâàõ
òåõíîëîã³÷íî¿ äèíàì³êè òà ïîñèëåíî¿ ãëîáàëüíî¿ êîíêóðåíö³¿.
Îá´ðóíòîâàíî íåîáõ³äí³ñòü çáåðåæåííÿ çáàëàíñîâàíî¿ âçàº-
ìîä³¿ ì³æ òðüîìà ³íñòèòóö³éíèìè ôóíêö³ÿìè ÿê ïåðåäóìîâè
ï³äòðèìàííÿ ö³ë³ñíîñò³ ³íñòèòóö³éíî¿ êîíô³ãóðàö³¿ òà
ñò³éêîñò³ ñîö³àëüíî-åêîíîì³÷íî¿ òðàíñôîðìàö³¿. Äîñë³äæåííÿ
´ðóíòóºòüñÿ íà ñèñòåìíî-ôóíêö³îíàëüíîìó ï³äõîä³, ÿêèé äàº
ìîæëèâ³ñòü îïåðàö³îíàë³çóâàòè ³íñòèòóö³éíèé âïëèâ ÷åðåç
âèîêðåìëåííÿ êëþ÷îâèõ êðèòåð³¿â, ìåõàí³çì³â ä³¿ òà ðèçèê³â
äèñôóíêö³é. Öå çàáåçïå÷óº íàä³éíó ìåòîäîëîã³÷íó îñíîâó äëÿ
ïîäàëüøèõ åìï³ðè÷íèõ âèì³ðþâàíü åôåêòèâíîñò³ ³íñòèòóö³é-
íî¿ àäàïòàö³¿, ðîçðîáëåííÿ ðåëåâàíòíèõ ³íäèêàòîð³â ÷óòëè-
âîñò³ äî òåõíîëîã³÷íèõ çì³í ³ ôîðìóâàííÿ ñòðàòåã³é ï³äâè-
ùåííÿ ³íñòèòóö³éíî¿ ãíó÷êîñò³, ³íêëþçèâíîñò³ òà ³ííîâàö³é-
íîãî ïîòåíö³àëó.

Êëþ÷îâ³ ñëîâà: ³íñòèòóö³éíå ñåðåäîâèùå, àäàïòèâíà
åôåêòèâí³ñòü ³íñòèòóö³éíîãî ñåðåäîâèùà, ôóíêö³¿
³íñòèòóò³â, ï³äôóíêö³¿ ³íñòèòóò³â, òåõíîëîã³÷í³ çì³íè,
êîîðäèíàö³éíà ôóíêö³ÿ, ðîçïîä³ëü÷à ôóíêö³ÿ, ñòèìóëþþ÷à
ôóíêö³ÿ.
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The article presents a conceptual analysis of the functional
potential of the institutional environment in the context of
technological transformation, with particular emphasis on the
interdependence between institutional norms and the dynamics of
innovation-driven change. The author proposes a triadic model of
institutional functions – coordination, distribution, and stimulation
– as the foundation for uncovering the capacity of institutions to
adapt to emerging technological trajectories and foster development
that integrates efficiency with long-term resilience. It is argued that
the realization of institutional functions plays a critical role in reducing
uncertainty, ensuring equitable access to resources, and lowering
transaction costs – all of which are essential for accelerating
technological progress while maintaining internal systemic stability.
The study introduces a functional differentiation into sub-functions
within each core function, which enables a more detailed
representation of institutional action mechanisms in an innovation-
oriented environment, as well as the identification of potential
dysfunctions that may impede adaptive responses to change. Special
attention is paid to the cross-functional impact of key institutions,
such as patent regulation, standardization, antitrust rules, property
rights, and ethical norms. The analysis reveals their specific
contributions to the formation of adaptive efficiency in conditions of
technological dynamism and intensified global competition. The
necessity of preserving a balanced interaction between the three
institutional functions is substantiated as a prerequisite for maintaining
the integrity of the institutional configuration and the sustainability
of socio-economic transformation. The research is grounded in a
system-functional approach that allows for the operationalization of
institutional influence through the identification of its key criteria,
mechanisms of action, and dysfunction risks. This provides a robust
methodological foundation for future empirical measurement of
institutional adaptation effectiveness, the development of relevant
indicators of responsiveness to technological change, and the
formulation of strategies aimed at enhancing institutional flexibility,
inclusiveness, and innovation potential.

Keywords: institutional environment, adaptive efficiency
of institutional environment, functions of institutions, sub-
functions of institutions, technological change, coordination
function, distribution function, stimulation function.
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