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PSYCHOLOGICAL DETERMINANTS OF ECONOMIC BEHAVIOR OF THE POPULATION

In the face of income instability, changing social expectations, and an uncertain future, people evaluate money
through habits, fear of loss, trust, family experience, and group norms. This article examines the psychological
foundations of economic behavior and systematizes the factors influencing decisions at the individual and group
levels. The study is built at the intersection of economic theory, social psychology, and cognitive psychology. The
work utilizes methods such as theoretical analysis, comparison of scientific positions, logical generalization, and
systematization. The analysis demonstrates that economic behavior is shaped by the combined influence of
psychological attitudes and socioeconomic circumstances. It has been established that income level, family
environment, social circle, cultural norms, and customary notions of wealth influence whether a person considers a
particular economic action reasonable, acceptable, or forced. The study's results also demonstrate that subjective
financial well-being can diverge from actual financial situation, resulting in similar economic conditions leading to
different behavioral strategies in different social groups. The article substantiates the need to consider these
psychological foundations in economic and social policy. Such consideration helps assess households' capabilities,
propensity to save, risk tolerance, adaptation to adverse changes, and the choice of more sustainable behaviors in an
unstable social environment. The scientific contribution of the article consists in an integrated systematization of
psychological determinants that links cognitive biases, emotional reactions, social attitudes, income-mediated
constraints and subjective financial well-being into one analytical framework for interpreting population economic
behavior under uncertainty.

Keywords: psychological determinants, economic behavior, behavioral economics, bounded rationality, risk
perception, social attitudes, consumption behavior, saving behavior, population.
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Introduction. Under contemporary conditions, the economic behavior of the population acquires
decisive significance for the stability of socio-economic development and the effectiveness of state
economic and social policy. Global economic crises, the increasing complexity of economic processes, the
expansion of uncertainty, the digitalization of financial markets, and the intensification of social inequality
have demonstrated that household responses to economic changes often do not correspond to expectations
derived exclusively from rational economic models. Empirical observations indicate that real economic
decisions are shaped not only by objective constraints and incentives but also by subjective perceptions,
expectations, and behavioral reactions. Analytical reports of international organizations emphasize that
behavioral characteristics of the population, including expectations, financial capability and subjective
perceptions of risk, exert a direct influence on the stability of household decisions and the effectiveness of
public policy [1; 2].
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At the global level, the problem of economic behavior is examined in the context of inclusive growth,
household resilience, and human capital development. Publications of the World Bank and the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development consistently note that economic policy formulated without
consideration of psychological and behavioral factors demonstrates limited effectiveness, particularly under
conditions of instability and structural transformation [1; 2]. This circumstance has contributed to the
growing interest in interdisciplinary research aimed at identifying behavioral mechanisms underlying
economic decision-making.

In the Republic of Kazakhstan, the relevance of studying the psychological determinants of economic
behavior is determined by the objectives of structural modernization of the economy, improvement of the
quality of economic growth, and reduction of socio-economic imbalances. Strategic national documents
emphasize the importance of human capital development, enhancement of financial culture, and formation
of responsible economic behavior of the population as prerequisites for sustainable development and social
stability [3; 4]. At the same time, a noticeable gap persists between declared strategic objectives and actual
behavioral models of the population, manifested in the heterogeneity of consumption and saving strategies,
heightened sensitivity to economic shocks, and limited long-term financial planning among certain social
groups.

Existing analytical practices in the study of economic behavior predominantly rely on quantitative
socio-economic indicators, while psychological determinants are incorporated only fragmentarily. This
limits analytical and prognostic capabilities and reduces the effectiveness of economic and social policy
measures. As a result, a scientific and practical problem arises, consisting in the insufficient integration of
psychological factors into the analysis of economic behavior under conditions of instability and uncertainty.

The research gap addressed in this article is not the general statement that economic agents are
boundedly rational, which has already been substantiated in behavioral economics, but the insufficient
systematization of psychological determinants as a multi-level configuration linking cognitive biases,
emotional states, social attitudes, income-mediated constraints and subjective financial well-being in the
analysis of population behavior. The authorial approach consists in arranging these determinants into an
integrated analytical scheme that distinguishes universal mechanisms of choice from group-specific
conditions of their manifestation. Unlike studies focused on isolated biases or separate financial outcomes,
the article uses a synthetic framework for explaining consumption, saving and investment strategies under
uncertainty and for translating this explanation into implications for social and economic policy.

The objective of the present study is to identify and analyze psychological determinants of economic
behavior of the population and to substantiate their role in shaping behavioral strategies under conditions
of social and economic uncertainty. To achieve this objective, the study addresses the following tasks:
systematization of key psychological determinants of economic behavior, analysis of deviations of actual
behavior from classical rational models described in behavioral economics, and interpretation of the
influence of psychological factors on consumption, saving, and investment strategies of different social
groups. Accordingly, the conclusions concerning income, age, educational and territorial differences are
formulated as theoretically grounded analytical generalizations supported by contemporary survey
evidence, rather than as results of an original representative survey.

The methodological framework of the research is based on an interdisciplinary approach combining
concepts of behavioral economics, social psychology, and cognitive psychology. The study employs
methods of theoretical analysis, logical generalization, and systematization of scientific sources, as well as
analytical application of the concepts of bounded rationality and prospect theory. The research materials
consist of academic publications devoted to the analysis of economic behavior and psychological decision-
making. The applied methodological approach ensures analytical consistency and reproducibility of the
obtained conclusions. The research materials therefore include not only conceptual works in behavioral
economics and economic psychology, but also recent analytical reports and empirical studies on financial
literacy, financial well-being, self-control, financial self-efficacy and saving behavior.

Literature review. Contemporary scientific literature on economic behavior demonstrates a
consistent shift from the assumption of full rationality toward the analysis of psychological, social and
institutional determinants of decision-making. Kazakhstan-based studies also indicate that economic
consciousness and financial behavior are formed under the combined influence of social environment,
institutional conditions, income characteristics and subjective attitudes [5]. This confirms the relevance of
examining economic behavior not only as a reaction to objective economic incentives, but also as a socially
embedded and psychologically mediated process.
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The theoretical foundation of the present review is provided by the concept of bounded rationality,
according to which real economic actors operate under limited information-processing capacity and
therefore rely on simplified decision rules rather than on complete optimization [6]. Prospect theory further
specifies the psychological mechanism of such deviations by showing that gains and losses are evaluated
asymmetrically and that probability assessments are systematically distorted under risk and uncertainty [7].
In this logic, consumption, saving and investment choices cannot be reduced to maximization procedures,
since they depend on reference points, perceived losses, expectations and emotional reactions to
uncertainty.

The development of behavioral economics expanded this framework by interpreting economic action
as the result of interaction between cognitive limitations, incentives, emotions and institutional context [8].
This approach is important for the present article because it permits psychological determinants to be
systematized as a multi-level configuration: cognitive biases explain the form of individual choice,
emotional states determine sensitivity to risk and loss, while social norms and institutions define the range
of behaviors perceived as acceptable or legitimate.

Social-psychological literature clarifies the mechanisms through which group perceptions influence
economic behavior. The stereotype content model demonstrates that evaluations of social groups are
structured around perceived warmth and competence, and these categories affect expectations, trust and
willingness to cooperate [9]. For economic behavior, this means that expectations concerning reliability,
solvency, status and risk may be shaped not only by personal experience, but also by stable social
representations that circulate within social groups and influence assessments of acceptable or desirable
economic action.

Recent empirical research brings the literature review into closer correspondence with the article’s
updated source base by linking subjective financial well-being with measurable psychological and
behavioral variables. Mathew, Kumar and Sanjeev identify financial self-efficacy, risk tolerance, planning
propensity, materialism and social comparison as determinants of financial well-being [10]. Sharma, Kumar
and Sood show that financial socialization, financial self-efficacy and self-control affect financial well-
being through personal financial management behavior [11]. Basabreen demonstrates the association
between dimensions of subjective well-being and saving behavior [12], while Bai establishes the mediating
role of investment decision-making in the relationship between financial literacy, mental budgeting, self-
control and financial well-being [13]. Taken together, these studies support the article’s analytical position
that income level influences economic behavior, but does not mechanically predetermine it, because
subjective evaluations, self-control, planning ability and financial confidence may produce different
strategies under comparable income conditions.

The updated literature also requires separate consideration of the nudge concept, since choice
architecture is one of the most applied areas of behavioral economics. A meta-analysis by Mertens, Herberz,
Hahnel and Brosch confirms that nudging can affect behavior across different domains, but its effectiveness
depends on the type of intervention, behavioral target and context [14]. Therefore, in this article nudging is
interpreted not as a universal policy instrument, but as an applied mechanism whose use must be connected
with clearly identified psychological determinants and with the social conditions in which the population
makes economic decisions.

Thus, the reviewed sources form a coherent analytical basis for the article: Kazakhstan-based studies
define the national research context of the problem [5]; classical and behavioral theories explain deviations
from rational models [6-8]; social psychology clarifies the role of group perceptions and social expectations
[9]; recent empirical studies provide evidence on financial well-being, self-control, saving behavior and
investment decision-making [10-13]; and contemporary research on nudging demonstrates the applied
significance of behavioral mechanisms for policy design [14]. At the same time, the literature still
insufficiently integrates these directions into a single scheme for interpreting the economic behavior of
population groups under uncertainty. This gap determines the scientific contribution of the present article,
which consists in systematizing psychological determinants as interrelated cognitive, emotional, social and
income-mediated factors affecting consumption, saving and investment strategies.

Main part. The economic behavior of the population is shaped under the influence of a system of
psychological determinants that includes cognitive, emotional, and social mechanisms defining the nature
of economic decision-making under conditions of uncertainty and bounded rationality. Within the
framework of behavioral economics, these determinants are considered stable factors explaining deviations
of actual economic behavior from classical rational models.

288



BECTHMUK Ka3axckoro yHMBepcHTEeTa 3IKOHOMHKH, (PUHAHCOB M MEKIyHAPOAHO# TOpro..m, 2026 — Ne2 (63)

Social attitudes and stereotypes play a significant role in shaping economic behavior, functioning as
mechanisms for simplifying complex social reality. As illustrated in Figure 1, the system of stereotypes
may be represented as a coordinate space reflecting the evaluation of social groups along the dimensions
of emotional attitude and perceived competence.
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Figure — 1. Graphical Representation of the Stereotype Content Model
*Compiled by the authors based on the stereotype content model by Fiske, Cuddy and Glick [9].

This model makes it possible to interpret socio-economic behavior not merely as the result of
individual choice, but as an outcome of persistent representations formed within the social environment.
The analytical significance of this scheme lies in the fact that stereotyping influences economic
expectations, levels of trust, willingness to cooperate, and attitudes toward risk, thereby indirectly affecting
the economic activity of the population.

Alongside social attitudes, cognitive and emotional factors constitute key determinants of economic
behavior. Figure 2 systematizes the principal psychological factors influencing economic behavior,
including cognitive biases, emotional responses, social activity, motivation, and perceptions of risk.
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. Emotions: .
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- planning fallacy; - . - social norms;
o - optimism and confidence; . .
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- overconfidence effect. P J - overconfidence effect.

Figure — 2. Psychological Factors Influencing Economic Behavior
*Compiled by the authors based on bounded rationality, prospect theory and financial well-being literature [6; 7; 10-13].
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The presented structure reflects the complex nature of psychological influence, whereby cognitive
limitations such as the illusion of control or excessive self-confidence interact with emotional states,
including anxiety and fear of loss. Taken together, these factors form behavioral strategies that determine
choices between consumption, saving, and investment activity.

The development of theoretical conceptions concerning psychological determinants of economic
behavior is closely associated with the evolution of scientific approaches to the analysis of economic
decision-making. As shown in Figure 3, the formation of the psychology of economic behavior proceeded
through criticism of traditional economic theory and the integration of achievements from cognitive
psychology and social science.

The nudge concept is understood here as a set of choice-architecture interventions that modify the
decision environment without eliminating alternatives or materially changing economic incentives. In the
context of household economic behavior, nudges are relevant to default enrolment in pension schemes,
reminders, salience of costs, simplified financial disclosures and other low-intensity instruments aimed at
reducing cognitive burden. Recent meta-analytical evidence indicates a positive but heterogeneous effect
of nudge interventions, which requires connecting them with social context and policy design rather than
treating them as universal tools [14].

Stages in the emergence and development of the
psvchologv of economic behavior

Real human behavior does not always
» Critique of traditional » I-SI?r:‘kz;rt » dc.or(rjesr;ond tdo ratlonkal models. d
economic theory John vo'n Indivi dua sr':er.\ f'lco ma efrrors.an
Neumann act un .ert ein ugnce o en;notmns
or incomplete information.

Individuals assess risks and benefits
differently depending on how
information is presented and tend to
react more strongly to potential

Daniel

» Role of cognitive » Kahneman,
psychology: Prospect Amos

Theory

Tversky losses than to expected gains.
Daniel

Kahneman, Small changes in the environment
Amos (psychological, emotional, and

» Behavioral economics » Tversky, » cognitive factors) can significantly
and the nudge concept Richard influence human behavior, often
Thaler without conscious awareness.

Researchers began to focus on emotions, motivations,
» social environment, and cognitive constraints as essential

factors of decision-making, distinguishing behavioral
economics from classical theory.

» Interdisciplinary
approach

Figure — 3. Stages in the Development of the Psychology of Economic Behavior
*Compiled by the authors based on the concepts of bounded rationality, prospect theory, behavioral economics
and nudge/choice architecture [6-8; 14]
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The step-by-step scheme in Figure 3 is therefore not a chronological description alone; in the present
study it performs a methodological function by linking theoretical assumptions about bounded rationality
with concrete determinants used in the subsequent systematization. On this basis, the article distinguishes
determinants that characterize the individual decision-making mechanism (risk perception, emotions,
cognitive biases and motivation) from determinants that specify the social field of behavior (income,
education, age, gender, region, financial culture and cultural norms). We have systematized the factors
influencing the economic behavior of various population groups, including income level, education, age,
social status, cultural characteristics and region of residence (Figure 4).

Income level

Social groups Education

Social status

youth (18-35 years);

Age groups: middle age (35-55 years);

older population 55+years

culture of collectivism and
individualism;

Cultural groups: influence of religion.

Financial culture

Factors influencing economic behavior

urban and rural
population;

Region of residence:
level of infrastructure

development.

Gender differences

A= e S b

Figure — 4. Factors Influencing Economic Behavior of the Population
*compiled by the authors based on OECD/INFE indicators of financial literacy and financial well-being
and recent empirical research on financial behavior [2; 10-13]

Within this framework, income is interpreted not as an isolated economic variable but as a condition
that changes the psychological cost of choice. Contemporary cross-country evidence indicates that income,
education, employment status, age and gender are associated with differentiated levels of financial
knowledge, financial behavior and financial attitudes [2], while recent empirical studies show that
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subjective financial well-being depends on financial self-efficacy, propensity to plan, self-control, mental
budgeting and saving behavior [10-13]. Therefore, the statement about the current-consumption orientation
of low-income groups should be understood as a theoretically and empirically supported tendency
connected with liguidity constraints, income instability and lower subjective financial security, whereas
long-term planning and investment activity are more probable where households possess a financial buffer,
financial knowledge and confidence in future income.

At the same time, income does not mechanically determine behavior; subjective financial well-being,
financial self-efficacy, propensity to plan, self-control and social comparison can strengthen or weaken
saving and investment intentions among households with similar material conditions [10-13]. This
clarification narrows the scope of the article's conclusions: the proposed typology explains probable
mechanisms of group differentiation but does not substitute for primary empirical measurement in
Kazakhstan, which should be undertaken in subsequent research.

Thus, the results of the analysis confirm that psychological determinants of economic behavior form
an interrelated system in which cognitive, emotional, and social factors do not operate in isolation but
reinforce one another. Consideration of this interdependence expands the analytical capacity of economic
research and creates a foundation for the development of more effective economic and social policy
measures aimed at enhancing the stability of population behavior under conditions of instability.

Conclusion. The conducted study has made it possible to substantiate that the economic behavior of
the population is formed under the influence of a set of psychological determinants, including cognitive
limitations, emotional responses, social attitudes, and subjective perceptions of economic reality. It is
demonstrated that these determinants function not as auxiliary variables, but as structure-forming factors
that define stable patterns of consumption, saving, and investment behavior under conditions of uncertainty
and bounded rationality.

The analysis establishes that cognitive biases and emotional states amplify the influence of the social
environment and institutional conditions, giving rise to heterogeneous behavioral strategies across different
population groups. Of particular importance is the level of income, which mediates the action of
psychological determinants and determines differences in orientation toward short-term consumption or
long-term financial planning. Social stereotypes and attitudes, in turn, consolidate collective models of
economic behavior and affect expectations, trust, and willingness to accept risk.

The obtained findings confirm the necessity of incorporating psychological determinants into the
development of economic and social policy measures aimed at enhancing household behavioral stability
and facilitating population adaptation to conditions of instability. The practical significance of the results
lies in their potential application in the design of financial education programs, social support mechanisms,
and regulatory instruments influencing economic behavior. Promising directions for further research
include the empirical operationalization of the identified determinants, as well as the analysis of
transformations in economic behavior under conditions of digitalization and the expansion of new financial
instruments. The conclusions should be interpreted as the results of a theoretical-analytical review
supported by external survey evidence; the next research stage should test the proposed scheme on
Kazakhstan data and compare urban and rural, age, income and educational groups.

This paper has been/was/is funded by the Science Committee of the Ministry of Science and Higher
Education of the Republic of Kazakhstan (AP23485949) “Economic thinking, population’s behavior in the
context of doctrine’s implementation to the new economic Kazakhstan’s policy: factors, prerequisites and
mechanism.”
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XAJIBIKTBIH 9 KOHOMHUKAJIBIK MIHE3-K¥JKbIHBIH IICUXOJOTUAJIBIK
JETEPMHUHAHTTAPBI

AHJaTna

Makasaaa 9JeyMeTTiK-9KOHOMHUKAJIBIK OPTaHBIH KYP/CICHY1 MEH OCNTiCi3AIKTIH apTyhl KaFJalbIH/Ia XaTbIKTHIH
9KOHOMUKAJIBIK MiHE3-KYJIKBIHBIH IICUXOJIOTHSIIBIK IETEPMUHAHTTAPHI 3ePTTENEAl. 3epTTEYJiH MaKCaThl — )KEKe HKIHE
TONTBHIK JICHreiiep/ie SKOHOMUKAIBIK IIenIimMIep KaObuiaayFa acep eTeTiH HETi3ri ICUXOJOTUSUIBIK (GaKkTopiiapibl
aHBIKTAY JkoHE XKyleney. JKyMbIicTa KOTHUTHBTIK OypMallaHyJiap, SMOLMSUIBIK PeaKHsIap, SJIeyMETTIK YCTaHbIMIap,
ToyeKeJl MeH OeNrici3AiKTi KaObligay epeKLIeTiKTepi, COHlai-aK TYThIHY, JXHHAKTAY YKOHE WHBECTHIIMSUIBIK MiHE3-
KYJIBIK YJTUIEPiH KaJbIITACThIPAThIH MOTHBAIMSUIIBIK TETIKTEP KapacThIPBUIFaH.

3epTTeyniH omiCHAMalBIK HETi3iH MiHe3-KYIBIK YKOHOMHKACHI, 9JICYMETTIK JKOHE KOTHHTHBTIK TMCHXOJOTHS
TYKBIpBIMIaMaIapblH OipIKTIPETIH MOHAPANBIK TOCLT Kypaimel. 3epTrey OapbhIChIHAA TEOPHSUIBIK Tajlaay, FBITBIMHI
JIEPEKKe3epli JOTUKAIBIK O KAIIBUIAY >KOHE JKYHeney opicTepi, COHIal-aKk IIEKTeYJi PpaldOHAIABUIBIK II€H
TIEPCIIEKTHBA TEOPUSUIAPBIHBIH aHAINTHKAIBIK KOJJAHBUIYHl MaiJanaHblIIbel. by Tocinaep HaKTbl SKOHOMUKAIIBIK
MiHE3-KYJIBIKTBIH KJIACCHUKAJIBIK PAIMOHAIIBIK MOAEIBAEP/ICH aybITKYbIH TallIayFa )KoHE OPHBIKTHI MiHE3-KYJIBIKTHIK
yJIriiepai aiKbIHIayFa MyMKIHAIK Oepi.

3epTTey HOTHIXKENepl XaJbIKTHIH 3KOHOMHUKAJBIK MiHE3-KYJIKbI 1IIKI TCHXOJOTHSUIBIK JIETEPMUHAHTTAp MEH
CBIPTKBI JICyMETTIK-DKOHOMHKAJIBIK JKaF aifIap/iblH, COHBIH ilIiHAe Ta0bIC JAEHTeill, dIeyMEeTTIK OpTa KIHE MOJICHU
HOpMaJIap/IblH ©3apa BIKMabl apKbUIbl KAJIBINTACATHIHBIH KOPCETTi. [ICHXOJIOTHSUIBIK YCTAaHBIMAAP MEH KapKBUIBIK
QNT-ayKaTThl CyOBEKTUBTI KaOBUIIAY IbIH OPTYPIIi JICYMETTIK TONTAPABIH YIKOHOMHUKAJIBIK CTPAaTETHsIIApbIH TaHIAyFa
eneym ocep eTeTiHi Heri3genai. XalbIKTBIH TYPAKChI3ABIK JKarmaiimapeiHa OeHiMaenyiH JKkoHe YH
LIapyambUIbIKTapbIHBIH OPHBIKTBUIBIFBIH apTTHIPYFa OarbITTajJFaH SKOHOMHKAJBIK JKOHE OJIEYMETTIK CasicaTThl
a3ipIey e CUXOJIOTHSUIBIK I€TEPMUHAHTTAP/IBI €CKEPY KaXKETTIUIIr Typalibl KOPBITHIHIIBI KACaJIIbI.

MakanaHelH FBUIBIMHA YJI€Ci KOTHUTHBTIK OypMaliaHyjapibl, SMOLMSUIBIK pPEaKIHAIapabl, OJIEyMETTIK
YCTaHbIMIap/Abl, TaObIC AeHreiliMeH OalllaHBICTBI MIEKTEYNEpAl JKOHEe CyOBEKTHBTI KAp>KBUIBIK oJ-ayKaTThl
OeNTiCi3 K XKaFTalbIHIAFbI XaIBIKTHIH 3KOHOMUKAIBIK MiHE3-KYJIKBIH TYCIHIpYTe apHAIFaH OIpTYTAC aHATUTHKAJIBIK
Xyiiere OipiKTIpeTiH NCHXOIOTHSUIBIK AETEPMUHAHTTAP bl KEIISH 1 KYHeneyMeH alKbIHAaIaIbl.
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an3abexoBa A.2K., KonoocrinoBa A.H., TieyoexoBa A./l., ’Kanoo3zoBa A.B.
MNCUXOJOI'NYECKHUE JAETEPMUHAHTDBI DKOHOMMWYECKOI'O ITOBEJIEHUSA HACEJIEHUSA
AHHOTaNMs

B cratbe ucciaenyroTcs ICUX0JI0rHYecKe AeTePMUHAHTBI YKOHOMUUYECKOTO TIOBEACHUS HACENEHUS B YCIOBUAX
YCIIO)KHEHHSI COLMAIIBHO-DKOHOMHUECKOH Cpelbl U pocTa HeompenenéHHOCTH. llenplo uccrnenoBaHus sBISETCA
BBISIBJICHHE M CHCTEMAaTH3alUs KIFOUEBBIX IICUXOJOTHYECKUX (DaKTOPOB, BIMSIONINX HA MPUHITHE SKOHOMHYECKHX
peLIeHU Ha WHAMBUAYaJIbHOM U TPYHIIOBOM YpPOBHSX. B paboTe paccMOTpeHbl KOTHHTHBHBIE HCKa)KCHUS,
9MOIMOHANBHBIE PEAKIMH, COLIMANIbHBIE YCTAHOBKH, 0COOCHHOCTH BOCIIPUSTHS PUCKA U HEOIIPEIEIEHHOCTH, a TaKKe
MOTHBAI[IOHHBIE MEXAHU3MBI, (POPMHUPYIOIINE MOAETH TOTPEOIICHNS, COCPEKEHNH U HHBECTUIIMOHHOTO MTOBEACHHUSL.

MeToIO0MOTHYECKYI0 OCHOBY HCCIIEOBAHUS COCTAaBISIET MEXIUCLUIUIMHAPHBIN IMOAXO0J, OOBEIMHSIOIINHA
TIOJIO’KEHHU S IOBEIEHUECKOI SKOHOMUKH, COIMAIBHOI M KOTHUTUBHOM 1cuxosnoruu. B paboTte ncmoab30BaHbI METOBI
TEOPETHYECKOTO aHaJIN3a, JIOTHYECKOTO0 OOOOMIEHNMS M CHCTEMaTH3aldM HAayYHBIX HCTOYHHMKOB, a TaKKe
AaHAIIUTHYECKOE NMPHMEHEHHE KOHLENIHN OTPaHMYeHHOW pPalHOHAIBHOCTH U TEOPHM INepcrneKTuB. [IpuMeHeHme
JAHHBIX TOAXOAOB ITO3BOJIMIO NPOAHAIN3UPOBATH OTKIOHEHHS (PAaKTHUECKOTO SKOHOMHUYECKOTO ITOBEICHHUS OT
KJIACCUYECKUX PallMOHAJIBHBIX MOJIENICH U BBISBUTH YCTOHYMBEIE ITOBEICHUECKUE TATTEPHBEI.

B pesynbrare ucciemoBaHUS BBIIBICHO, YTO DKOHOMHYECKOE IIOBEJCHHE HaceleHus Qopmupyercs BO
B3aUMO/JICHICTBUM BHYTPEHHUX IICHUXOJIOTHYECKUX JETEPMUHAHT U BHEIIHUX COIMAJIbHO-3KOHOMUYECKHX YCIIOBUil,
BKJIIOYas YPOBEHb JIOXOJOB, COLMANBHYIO Cpeay U KyJbTypHble HOpMBL. OOOCHOBaHO, YTO IICHXOJIOTHYECKHE
YCTAaHOBKM M CYOBEKTHBHOE BOCIPHATHE (UHAHCOBOTO OJaromnoyyyus CyIIECTBEHHO BIIMSIOT Ha BBIOOD
OKOHOMHYECKHX CTPaTeTHi pa3fM4YHbIX COLUalbHBIX rpymn. CrenaH BBIBOA O HEOOXOAMMOCTH ydéra
TICHXOJIOTHYECKHX ACTEPMHUHAHT IIPH pa3paboTKe Mep IKOHOMHUYECKOH M COIMAIBHON ITOJUTHKH, OPHEHTHPOBAHHBIX
Ha MOBBIIIEHNE YCTOHYNBOCTH TOMOXO3SICTB M aaNTALINIO HACEIECHHS K YCIOBHSIM HECTAOUIBHOCTH.

HayuHblil BKJIaJ CTaTbU 3aKIIOYAETCA B KOMIUIEKCHOH CHUCTEMATH3allMU IICHXOJOTMYECKHX IETEPMHHAHT,
O00BEANHSIONEH KOTHUTHBHBIC HMCKAaXEHUs, SMOIMOHAIBHBIC PEAKIMH, COIMANbHBIC YCTAHOBKH, OTPaHWYCHUS,
OTIOCPEZIOBaHHBIC YPOBHEM J10X0/a, U CyOBEKTUBHOE (DHHAHCOBOE OJIAroIoIydne B €ANHYIO aHATNTHIECKYIO PAMKY
JUI UHTEPIPETALUU SKOHOMHYECKOTO MOBEJCHHUS HACEICHUS B YCIOBHIX HEONPEAEICHHOCTH.
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