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Larina N. Modernization theory as a scientific foundation for social policy transformation
Problem setting. The article considers crucial issues of theoretical approaches regarding the

modernization of state social policy in the context of democratic development of Ukraine, which
obtain a particular position in contemporary science. On the basis of wide range of sources the pro-
cesses that take place on the territory of post-Soviet countries are characterized in the article.
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Recent research and publications analysis. National and foreign researchers use terms of
current usage such as “change”, “transition”, “transit”, “transformation”, “reform”, “revolution”,
“modernization”, etc., which are not of synonymic nature, but possess their own particular charac-
teristics in defying certain social changes. Significant contribution to the emergence of modernization
theory made scientific efforts of such luminaries of sociological, philosophical and economic thought,
as M. Weber, K. Marx, A. Comte, T. Parsons, P. Sorokin, H. Spencer, E. Durkheim, V. Pareto,
A. Toynbee, F. Tönnies, O. Spengler. G. Almond, L. Binder, A. Giddens, Sh. Eisenstadt, D. Lerner,
S. Lipset, W. Moore, A. Etzioni, W. Rostow, L. Pye, S. Huntington and others explored the issue of the
core of modernization of society, with the spotlight on processes of social transformation in society
and state; intensive scientific research on the process of modernization is conducted.

Paper main body. In 1950’s in the United States as well as in Great Britain the term
“modernization” designated the theory, the fundamental idea of which was in the substantiation of in-
evitability of transition from “agricultural” to “industrial” society. Taking into account the origin of the
given theory, some researchers denote that it was “assigned” for “external use” (for the “Third World”
countries, in particular for those that at that time began to get free from colonial dependence).

Failures of modernization strategy in 1950-1970’s regarding the countries that gradually got free
from colonial dependence, for some period of time discredited and removed the term “modernization”
from the scientific circulation at all. Overcoming of this crisis and rebirth of modernization idea is
connected to the concept of post-modernization, which is not only alternative to the old theory, but
also serves as a particular consequence and continuation of its innovative orientation.

At the beginning of XXI century there were three most scientifically developed approaches to
the evaluation of ontological processes of modernization, namely the so-called “cultural” and “non-
cultural” modernization theories, as well as “project” modernization strategy.

Researchers, who support “cultural” modernization theories, promote the idea of diversity in relation
to modernization processes in historical time and geographical space. Id est – it is an endogenous ad-
aptation process, which in a particular society unfolds in accordance with the situational script.

In “non-cultural” theories modernization – is historically determined evolution of society towards
the versatility of its economic and political subsystems, accompanied by a sophistication of their
structure and function, of society as a whole as a complex system. In economic “current” theories
in modern age economic goal-setting is postulated.

The principles of “project” strategy are based on a system conception, according to which local
social system is constantly experiencing “challenges” of the environment and has to respond to
them accordingly.

There are a number of models of implementation of modernization project strategy. Statist
model substantiates the necessity of active government intrusion in social, economic and political life
of society and is inherent in the processes of social modernization in countries, which are in the early
stages of social modernization and transition to a market economy. Neo-liberal model seamlessly
combines classical liberal approaches and guidelines regarding the necessity for state intrusion in so-
cial and economic life of society. Scientific ground of the cluster model is developed in economic the-
ory and is widely used in various types of political systems as a modernization strategy for state pol-
icy of economic growth. According to the classical interpretation of M. Porter, a cluster is a group of
geographically adjacent interconnected companies and associated institutions that operate in a par-
ticular sphere, characterized by common activities and complement each other.

Other models deal with specific theoretical aspects of social modernization processes in coun-
tries, which are at different stages of social modernization.

Conclusions of the research. Modernization is a social project that is aimed at mastering
certain social and technological innovations, their initiation in the core of public consciousness, re-
lations and economic behaviour, securement of their domination and efficient use, id est the prog-
ress of society on this basis.

Modernization process in each country is not a simple supplement of abstract universal scheme,
but a specific theoretical and practical model in certain historical conditions, carried out through the
activities of social actors. From these particular modernization projects general characteristics of
modernization process arise, which, in turn, serve as a tool for perception of these processes and
their regulation in different spheres of public life.

Key words: social policy, social activity, social state, social actors ¬ policy, modernization, de-
mocracy, transformation and globalization.


