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Makanana Kaszakcran PecrnyOnukachl XalKbIHBIH TaOBICTApPBIHBIH TEHCI3 OemiHyiHiH (akTopiaapsl peTiHae
xahaHgaHy Mpoleci MeH SKOHOMHKANBIK 6cy KapacTblpbutanbl. Kasakcran ymin Ky3HenriH 6omkaMbl CTaTHCTHKAIBIK

TYPAC AJICTIACHICH.

T.V. Kudasheva

IMPACT OF ECONOMIC GROWTH AND GLOBALIZATION ON INCOME INEQUALITY POPULATION IN THE
REPUBLIC OF KAZAKHSTAN

The article deals with globalization and economic growth as factors affecting the distribution of income inequality
in the population of the Republic of Kazakhstan. Statistically, the hypothesis is confirmed for the Kuznets Kazakhstan.

Social innovation: concepts, research fields and international trends

M. Sharapiyeva, R. Danabayeva

Kazaxckuil HalMoOHaIBHBIA YHUBEPCUTET UM. anb-Dapadu, r. Anmatel, Kazaxcran

Abstrast. In the article the substantive distinction between social and technical innovations are found in
their immaterial intangible structure. While the changed and intensified social and economic problems
identified in public discourse are increasingly prompting a call for extensive social innovation, the
topic continues to remain a largely under-explored area in the social sciences as well as government

innovation policies.

With the development of a new innovation
paradigm, so too a change in the subject matter of
innovation occurs. At the heart of the industrial
society innovation paradigm are technical
innovations relating to products and processes
that "are regarded as (almost) the only hope
of societal development" [1]. Non-technical and
“social innovations, however, although they
exist constantly and widely in social systems,
are largely ignored as a topic and are a little-
recognized phenomenon”, though this offers
them no protection from enormous expectations
of providing answers to problems given that
issues such as massive unemployment, the erosion
of the social security system or the
intensification of ecological risks cannot be
overcome without implementing social
innovation.

And in light of the current and extensive
financial and economic crisis, it is becoming
increasingly clear that social innovations, as
they relate to extensive change in both the
leading cultures that influence behavior and the
social practices in the economy and consumption,
determine “in what sort of world the next
generation of the citizens of free societies will be
living» [2].

The substantive distinction between social
and technical innovations can be found in their
immaterial intangible structure. The innovation
does not occur in the medium of technical
artifact but at the level of social practice. A
social innovation is new combinationl6 and/or
new configuration of social practices in certain
areas of action or social contexts prompted by
certain actors or constellations of actors in an
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intentional targeted manner with the goal of better
satisfying or answering needs and problems than
is possible on the basis of established practices.
An innovation is therefore social to the extent
that it, conveyed by the market or “non/without
profit”, is socially accepted and diffused widely
throughout society or in certain societal sub-
areas, transformed depending on circumstances
and ultimately institutionalized as new social
practice or made routine. As with every other
innovation, “new” does not necessarily mean
“good” but in this case is “socially desirable”
in an extensive and normative sense.
According the actors’ practical rationale, social
attributions for social innovations are generally
uncertain.

In this sense, social innovation (borrowing
from Crozier/Friedberg) can be “interpreted as a
process of collective creation in which the
members of a certain collective unit learn, invent
and lay out new rules for the social game of
collaboration and of conflict or, in a word, a new
social practice, and in this process they acquire
the necessary cognitive, rational and
organizational skills” [3]. Social innovations,
understood as innovations of social practices, are
(examined in terms of their substantive aspect) an
elementary part of sociology, and therefore —
in contrast to technical innovations — can be
not only analyzed, but also engendered and
shaped; they are oriented toward social
practice and require reflection on the social
relationship structure.

In the face of the depth and development
of change in modern societies and the rising
dysfunction in  established practice, social
innovations are gaining greater importance, also
in terms of economic factors, over technical
innovations. They are not only necessary, but also
can contribute proactively with regard to
anticipated developments, such as demographic
developments or the effects of climate change
“to modify, or even transform, existing ways of
life should it become necessary so to do”
(Giddens 2009, p. 163; cf. also Hochgerner
2009a).

Within his innovation typology, Brooks
(1982) distinguishes between innovations that
are almost purely technical (such as new
materials), socio-technical innovations (such as
transportation  infrastructure) and  social
innovations. These are further classified and
separated within the larger and unspecific
definition. Brooks makes distinctions between
the following types of social innovations:
market innovations (such as leasing),
management innovations (such as new working

hour arrangements), political innovations (such as
summit meetings) and institutional innovations
(such as self-help groups). On the relationship
between social and technical innovation, he states:
“The supermarket has resulted in the invention of
new types of check-out counters, stackable
grocery carts, optical labeling of cans for
automatic check-out, etc. McDonald’s
developed a whole host of minor but important
inventions such as a special scoop and bag of
French fries. The thrust however, comes from the
market, and the technology is usually incidental
and rather mundane in technical terms though
no less ingenious. The organizational invention
comes first, and technical innovations are
gradually introduced to improve it, rather than the
reverse.” (Brooks 1982, p. 10)

Hochgerner ~ (2009)  identifies  social
innovations  in businesses, civil  society,
government and social milieus whose content
relates to participation, procedural rules and
behavior as a special type of innovation to be
distinguished  fromtechnological and non-
technological business innovations (products,
processes, organization, marketing) (cf. OECD/
Eurostat  2005). Just like technological
innovations, they are integrated into innovation
cultures or social-cultural formations of
innovation, each with their own specific
character, and influence these in turn; they are a
“component of social change” but not identical to
it. “Social innovations are new concepts and
measures that are accepted by impacted social
groups and are applied to overcome social
challenges.” (Hochgerner 2009) This may
concern a new solution for a previously
identified problem, a recognized solution that has
not yet been applied in a certain spatial social
context or a solution responding to problems
arising in the wake of social change.

In the context of their literary research on
the diffusion of innovation in health care-
related service organizations, Greenhalgh et al.
define innovation in this area as “a novel set of
behaviors, routines, and ways of working that are
directed at improving health outcomes,
administrative efficiency, cost effectiveness or
users’ experience and that are implemented by
planned and coordinated actions” (Greenhalgh et
al. 2004, p. 1). Collectively this definition and
others (cf. also Zapf 1989; Lindhult 2008;
Moulaert et al. 2005) indicate that social
innovations are distinct from technical
innovations and are an independent and different
type of innovation. What is in essence
innovation occurs on the level of social
behavioral patterns, routines, practices and
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settings. This, and not on the level of material
production, is where the decisive new
combination of (social) factors and the pursuit
of socially recognized goals with different
means occurs where social innovation is
concerned (Merton 1968). The innovation of
social interaction, forms of transportation and
behavioral patterns as the true subject matter,
purpose and  “decisive/competitive” factor
demarcates social innovation from technical
innovation.

In assessing their overview on the use of
the concept of social innovation in different
fields of research, Moulaert et. Al. come to the
conclusion: “In all above approaches, the
definitions of social innovation are both analytical
and normative. (...) We especially stress three
dimensions, preferably occurring in interaction
with each other.

+ Satisfaction of human needs that are not
currently satisfied, either because ‘not yet’ or
because ‘no longer’ perceived as important by
either the market or the state (...)

* Chances in social relations, especially
with regard to governance, that enable the
above satisfaction, but also increase the level
of participation of all but especially deprived
groups in society

* Increasing the socio-political capability
and access to resources needed to enhance rights
to satisfaction of human needs and participation
(empowerment dimension)” (Moulaert et al.
2005, p. 1976).

Mulgan et al. [4] define “social
innovations as the development and
implementation of new ideas (products,
services and models) to meet social needs.” A
distinction is made between social needs and
“merely personal needs or demands”. At the
same time, the authors assert that social
innovations become more important precisely
in the areas where commercial and existing
public sector organizations have failed. In this
perspective the things they evidence include: an
information and news portal based on the web 2.0
created by internet users in South Korea; an
internet forum Australia established for youths to
combat depression; a social company in London
that produces a magazine commercially run by
the homeless; an initiative that offers a broad
range of services and activities related to the
regular school day; a partnership between
health care authorities and the Institute for the
Deaf in England to distribute new digital
hearing aids. Most of the social innovations
evidenced distinguish themselves by virtue of
their orientation towards social goals and

needs and that they have also succeeded in
establishing themselves commercially.

It is very apparent that the scope of the
topics that social innovations and sustainability
intersect has expanded in conjunction with the
rising acceptance of the need for sustainability
and has also become more socio-politically
relevant [5]. The topics are no longer simply
missions and visions, but also the political,
institutional and  social requirements and
innovations necessary to realize them. If non-
sustainable development is the result of an
extensive institutional, systematic and
management crisis, then the transition to
sustainable development can only occur with
social innovation and governance structures
that foster sustainability. The subsequent demand
in research on the way social and sustainable
innovation interact will primarily concern: To
what extent social innovations themselves can
expand on sustainability innovations, what
social innovations  conflict with  what
sustainability criteria and what sustainability
criteria are critical for the success of social
innovations?

This overview of the central application
fields for a (theoretically and conceptually
developed) concept of “social innovation”
makes it clear that the topic has gained traction in
a series of research fields and social contexts
and has provided proof of its explanatory faculty
in the emergence, establishment and mutability of
social practices and routines. However there has
only been a rudimentary level of synergistic
penetration and cross-pollination in different
fields of research [6].

An initial conclusion can be made that
phenomena of social change are consistently
looked at in connection with technological
innovation in techno-sociology and technical
research in the prevailing paradigm of a social-
technical system but not from the perspective
of an independent type of innovation that can
be demarcated from technical innovations.

From the perspective of techno-sociology
and its central field, this is not only possible
but necessary. The conflation of innovation as
a term becomes problematic when the concepts
for innovation developed in techno-sociology
and technical research are universalized into a
comprehensive theory of innovation. This is
inadequate in  light of the declining
functionality = of the  technology-oriented
paradigm shaped by the industrial society.

While the changed and intensified social
and economic problems identified in public
discourse are increasingly prompting a call for
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extensive social innovation, the topic continues
to remain a largely under-explored area in the
social sciences as well as government innovation
policies. “The field of social innovation remains
relatively undeveloped” (Mulgan et al. 2007, p.
3).
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M.J. lapanueBa, P.U. /lanabdaeBa
IQJIEYMETTIK HTHHOBALUSAJIAP: MAFBIHACBI MEH 9JIEMIIK TEHAEHLHUAJIAP

By Makanama oJeyMETTIK JKaHAIIBUIABIKTBIH MaHBI3IBUIBIFBl MEH TEOPHUSIIBIK TYCiHiKTepi OepinreH. CoHmaii-ak
QJICYMETTIK cajlafiaFbl eJeyai TeHICHIHMsIAp KapacThlppUiraH. JKaHa WHHOBANMAIAP MapajurMachl QJICYMETTIK
WHHOBAITMSHBIH HETi31 OOJBIN Kelemi. ONeYMEeTTIK KaHANIBUIABIK — TEXHUKAJBIK JKaHAIIBLUIABIKTHIH HOTHXKECI OOJIBII
TabbuTambl. OChl KYOBUIBICTBIH apHAMbl €PEKINCTIKTEPiH €CKePe OTBIPHII, AJICYMETTIK JKOHE TEXHOJOTHSUIBIK JKaHa-
LIBULABIKTBIH JKYHeIik Oipiryi MeH e3apa OaiiylaHbIChIH jkacayra OoNaibl.

M.J. lapanueBa, P.U. /lanabdaeBa
COLUAJIBHBIE UTHHOBAIIMU: IIOHATHE, OBJIACTDb UCCJIEJOBAHUA U MUPOBBIE TEH/IEHLHIUN

B Z[aHHOﬁ CTaTb€ pPaCCMOTPCHBI BAXHOCTU M TCOPCTUUYCCKUC IIOHATHUA COIMAJIBHOIO HOBHICBCTBA. A Taxke
pacCMOTpPEHbl 3aMETHBIC TCHACHIIUU B C(bepe COIMAJIbHOI'O HOBIICCTBA. Hapaz[I/IrMa HOBBIX I/IHHOBaHI/Iﬁ IopoXKaacT
COMAJIbHBIC HWHHOBAIIHU. ConmanibHOE HOBIIECTBO SIBJISCTCS TOOOYHBIM Sq)q)EKTOM n pE3YJIbTATOM TEXHUYCCKOI'O
HOBUIICCTBA. HpI/IHI/IMaH BO BHHUMAaHHC CHCHI/I(l)I/I‘IeCKI/Ie 0COOCHHOCTH COIMaJIbHOI'O HOBIICCTBA — 3TO BO3MOXHOCTH
CacIaTb CUCTEMATUYCCKOC COCIMHCHNUE U B3aMMO3aBUCUMOCTh COLOHAJIBbHOI'O M TCEXHOJIOI'MYCCKOI'O HOBIICCTBA.

Ka3zakcran Pecny0jmnkachbinaa YITTHIK MHHOBAUMSJIBIK Ky eHiH KaJbINTACYbI

A.A. A0caabLIKoBa
onb-Dapabu aTeiHAaFEl Ka3ak yITTHIK YHUBEPCUTETI, AJMaThl Kajackl, Kasakcran
Tyiiin. )KyMBICTBIH HEri3ri MakcaThl - Ka3akcTaHHBIH YJITTHIK HHHOBAIIMSUIBIK JKYHECIHIH Ka3ipri skaraaibia

Kapactelpy. byn ymiin 6i3 SWOT-ranmay xyprizin, 3aMaHyw KeseHIeri Ka3akcTaHHBIH HWHHOBAIIMSIIBIK
JKYWECIHIH JaMy T€HICHIUSCHIH aHBIKTAIBIK.

MeMiteKeTTiH WHHOBAIMSJIBIK TIPOILIECKE apa-
JIaCy KaXKeTTirl OHBIH FhUIBIMHU-OHIIPIC IUKIIHIH
y3aK, IIBIFBIH MEH aHBIKTAJIMAaFaHIbIK JKOFapbl

OoyFaHABIKTaH TYBIHIaMIbl. HapbIK y3aK Mep3iM-
I, TOyeKeNli >KOFapbl HMHBECTHUIUSUIAD Mocene-
JIEpIH pEeTTeH aJMaijbl, COHIBIKTAH OJ PETTey



