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RATIONAL CHOICE THEORY AND CHARITABLE GIVING®

Abstract: This paper focuses on rational choice theory and its potential to explain
prosocial behaviour, precisely charitable giving, defined as monetary contributions to non-
profit organisations. When deciding whether to donate money, rational individuals apply
the principle of maximal utility. There are three motives that drive rational individuals
to donate: 1) self-interest and enlightened self-interest; 2) pro-social preferences; 3)
reciprocity. Although rational choice theory allows for different motives, they are all
expressed in terms of utility gained by the decision maker. This paper shows that rational
choice theory while appearing to explain “everything”, it does not really explain much.
Without the reference to the complexity of people’s motivation and the social and
institutional factors that shape our choices, behaviour cannot be understood.
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3.1. Introduction

Prosocial behaviour “occurs when one acts in a manner that benefits another person
or group of people” (Snyder & Dwyer, 2013, p. 467). This action is intended to improve
the situation of the person that receives help and is not done out of professional obligation
(Bierhoft, 2002). Prosocial behaviour is costly for the one who performs it. It takes time,
effort, and often material resources to engage into activities beneficial for other individuals
or groups. Such behaviour has puzzled many social scientists, particularly economists
(Bowles & Gintis, 2011, Hodgson, 2013). It is puzzling because of the expectation that
people are selfish, that they would rather have a free ride than dedicate their resources for
the common good and that they would rather defeat than benefit others. This view has
been dominant in the neoclassical economic theory (Chang, 2014).

Nevertheless, many people donate their money to philanthropic organisations and
directly to those in need to relieve their suffering (Ilchman et al, 1998, Jung et al, 2016,
Moody & Breeze, 2016, Wiepking & Handy, 2015). Some people even endanger their own
lives to save the life of a stranger, which is perhaps the best illustrated by rescuing Jews
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during the Second World War (Monroe, 1996, Oliner & Oliner, 1988). How to explain
such behaviour?

Rational choice theory, which originates in the Neoclassical school of economics, has
been applied to explain a wide range of behaviours, not necessarily related to economic
activities, from choosing a spouse to donating money. The rational choice theory postulates
that someone is driven by the maximisation of her utility function, regardless whether she
is engaged within the sphere of business, family life or charitable giving. The latter two do
not seem to be the subject matter of economics. Nevertheless, economists analyse them by
applying the so-called economic approach.?

Economists try to understand and explain the world by assuming that individuals make
their decisions based on a calculation of how limited resources, such as time, money
and energy can be best used to reach their goals. In other words, they maximise their
utility - “welfare as they conceive it” (Becker, 1993, p. 386). Once the scientific field of
economics was defined by its method rather than its subject matter, economics became a
study of “everything” (Chang, 2014).* Thus, economics “colonises” other social sciences by
extending its methods to explain phenomena that have been outside its scope (Fine 1999).
This is known by its critics as “economics imperialism” (Chang, 2014, Fine & Milonakis,
2009, Maki, 2009).>

This paper focuses on rational choice theory and its potential to explain prosocial
behaviour, precisely charitable giving as a form of it. Charitable giving is defined as
monetary contributions to non-profit organisations (Wiepking & Handy, 2015). It requires
giving one’s material resources for the benefit of others. The main tenets of rational choice
theory will be outlined in the first section, while in the second section various applications
of this theory to charitable giving will be discussed. The fertility of the rational choice
theory in explaining charitable giving will be examined in the third section.

Rational Choice Theory

As defined by rational choice theory, a rational individual is a person able to
precisely define the problem, set a clear goal and establish a set of alternatives (options)
to achieve the goal (Pavli¢i¢, 2014; Radovanovi¢, 2014). Through an unbiased collection
and interpretation of information, the individual determines the characteristics of the
alternatives on which he assesses their attractiveness and makes a decision. When choosing
an alternative, a rational individual is guided by the principle of maximising personal

3 The term was coined by Gary Becker in his book Economic Approach to Human Behaviour
published in 1976.

4 The Neoclassical school uses a (a variation of) definition of economics given by Lionel
Robbins in his book An Essay on the Nature and Significance of Economic Science
published in 1932, which defines economics as “the science which studies human
behaviour as a relationship between ends and scarce means which have alternative uses”
(Chang, 2014).

It should be noted that there is a distinction between ‘economics imperialism’ and ‘economic
imperialism’> While the former means academic tendency of economics toward explanatory
expansion beyond the boundaries of its subject matter, the later means the economy-driven
imperialism in international relations and the global economy (Méki, 2009).
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utility. The term maximisation of personal utility does not assume that individuals are
motivated solely by pecuniary rewards or other selfish gains. Behaviour is driven by many
other motives, but rational choice theory assumes that no matter whether they are “selfish,
altruistic, loyal, spiteful, or masochistic, individuals maximise welfare as they conceive it”
(Becker, 1993, p. 386).

Experimental evidence has shown that people often do not chose options that
maximise their material payoffs.® Experimental evidence in economics comes from,
among others, public good, ultimatum and dictator games (Bowles & Gintis, 2011,
Hodgson, 2013, Fehr & Fischbacher, 2003, Frey, 1997). Public goods games are played
by a group of individuals (for example 10) where each individual is given an endowment
(e.g. 10 euro). Individuals can keep the endowments or invest them for the public good.
All the money invested is multiplied (e.g. by two) and distributed equally among all the
members of the group, regardless of whether they have made a contribution. If everyone
contributes the endowment, everyone gets 20 euros, but if only one member invests in the
public good, he, as all the others, receives 2 euros. An individual motivated by pecuniary
rewards would keep the endowment for himself because of the risk that he would receive a
smaller amount if other did not contribute. However, the empirical evidence suggests that
players often invest in public goods. (Hodgson, 2013).

In ultimatum games, played by two players, one divides an amount of money between
himself and the other player. If the second player accepts the division, then each receives
their allocated amounts. If the second player rejects it, then both players get nothing. A
payoff maximiser would prefer even the lowest possible allocation since it is better to
get something than nothing. However, many players have rejected divisions. Instead of
payoff maximisation, players’ behaviour is influenced by honour, custom, and fairness,
even when they cannot bargain with one another and the game is not repeated (Hodgson,
2013, Fehr & Fischbacher, 2003).

In dictator games one player is asked to allocate a part of an assigned endowment
to a passive recipient. A payoff maximiser would keep all the endowment for himself.
However, typically more than 60% of subjects allocate some money to the recipient, which
on average is about a fifth of the endowment (Bowles & Gintis, 2011, Frey, 1997).

Many economists have now abandoned payoft rationality and replaced it with
a broader concept of rationality defined as consistency of behaviour (Hodgson, 2013).
However, rationality as defined in this way is still consistent with utility maximisation.

A rational individual estimates the benefits of the alternatives based on his desires,
aspirations, beliefs, tastes, commitments, internalized norms of ethical behaviour,
psychological propensities, affective relationships with others (Bowles & Gintis, 2011). As
a product of the influence of these factors he forms his preferences. When he estimates
two alternatives, a person may consider them to be equally good, and is then indifferent
in the choice between them, or he can think that one is superior to the other, when he
prefers one to the other (Pavli¢i¢ 2004; Radovanovi¢ 2014). The preferences are stable
and unchanged from the time of the decision (moment when an individual makes his
choice of alternative) to the moment of its realisation (outcome of the chosen alternative).

A payoff is a reward in a game (usually a monetary reward) that is known to all players. A payoff
maximisation is maximisation of those rewards by players, given the information available to
them and their assumption that other players are also payoff maximisers (Hodgson 2013).
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Moreover, preferences are conceptualised as individual characteristics and independent
of social context. Economists take preferences as given, without analysing their formation
(Halfpenny, 1999).

In order to create rational choices, preferences must satisfy logical properties:
completeness, asymmetry, and transitivity. The completeness condition implies that the
individual is able to compare any two alternatives (x and y) and determine his attitude
towards them. Meaning, he either prefers x to y, or he prefers y tox or he is indifferent
between the two. A rational individual always knows what he wants. The asymmetry
condition excludes the possibility that, when comparing two alternatives x and y, a decision
maker considers x better than y, and at the same time y better than x, or one alternative
is preferred to another and at the same time both considered as equally good. Also, if two
alternatives are considered equally good, he cannot simultaneously prefer one over the
other. The transitivity condition requires that when comparing three options x, y and z: a)
if a person considers x to be better than y and y better than z, then he also must consider
x as better than z; b) if a person prefers x to y, and is indifferent between y and z, then
he prefers x to z; ¢) if a person is indifferent between x and y and prefers y to z, then he
prefers x to z; d) if a person is indifferent between x and y, and is indifferent between y and
z, then he is indifferent between x and z. When these three logical properties are satisfied,
then it is the case of strong ordering (Sen, 2017). Many examples have been offered to
show that transitivity property does not hold in general, particularly when comparing
a series of objects that are so arranged that we cannot distinguish between two adjacent
members of the series, whereas we can distinguish between members at greater distance.
The requirement of transitivity is weakened for quasi-transitivity (if a person considers x
to be better than y and y better than z, then he also must consider x as better than z) and
acyclicity (for any list of alternatives x,, x,, ..., X, if a person prefers x, to x,, and x, to x;
...,and x_, to x, then he cannot consider x  better than x,), without dramatic change in
rational choice (Sen, 2017).

A rational individual knows all possible events that may occur and influence the
outcome of his alternatives (Pavli¢i¢ 2004; Radovanovi¢ 2014). Also, he is capable of
calculating the probabilities of their occurrence. When all these requirements are met, the
decision maker is capable of comparing alternatives in pairs and forming a ranking list of
alternatives. This ranking is called the preference function. He can join a real number to
each alternative that reflects its relative importance - the utility that the alternative gives
him, creating a utility function.

Regardless of their complexity, a rational individual is still able to identify the
dominant alternative (one that is in all relevant characteristics at least equivalent to the
other options and at least has one feature better than the others). Neither the manner of
presentation of alternatives, nor the order in which he observes them affect his choice.
If a dominant alternative does not exist, then he is capable of choosing the optimal one
based on relevant characteristics and relative importance attributed to them; the one that
maximises his utility.

Since individuals make decisions in conditions of limited resources, maximisation
is always done with certain restrictions. This is known as the budget constraint. One may
want to buy an unlimited number of different products, but the amount of money that
someone has at his disposal forces him to come up with a specific combination of goods
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and services to obtain maximal possible utility for a given budget. Not only in economic
decision-making, the principle of budget constraint and making trade-ofts is applied to
any other decision.

In short, economists describe motivation through utility function, which is a
mathematical expression of what people care about. Any decision that is in accordance
with the personal preferences of the decision-maker and which, under the circumstances,
maximises his utility is considered rational.

Rational Choice of Giving

When deciding whether to dedicate their material resources for the benefit of others,
rational individuals weight the costs and benefits of such activity. They apply the principle
of maximal utility when deciding to give. In the literature on economics of prosocial
behaviour there are three motives that drive giving: 1) self-interest and enlightened self-
interest; 2) pro-social preferences; 3) reciprocity (Meier, 2006). Although economists allow
for different motives, they are all expressed in terms of utility gained by the decision maker,
as it will be briefly outlined.

Self-interest, Enlightened Self-interest

According to the theories of giving based on self-interest, people donate their money
to receive some material or non-material benefits for themselves. For example, donors
to opera houses may gain access to special events or gala diners (Bekkers & Wiepking,
2011b).

Also, people give because they are motivated by an enlightened self-interest
(Collard, 1978), or self-interest rightly understood (Tocqueville, 1840 in Moody & Breeze
ed. 2016). This happens when one realises that what is in the public interest is eventually
in the interest of the individual. For example, a person donates blood because he thinks
that he or a member of his family may need a blood transfusion and therefore expects that
there will be someone to donate for him. Titmuss’ famous analysis of motives for blood
donation confirms that most blood donors are motivated to donate blood believing that
someone will donate for them or their children if needed (Titmuss, 1970). Individuals
who are driven solely by self-interest would certainly free ride when it comes to blood
donation, since it is more rational to reap the benefits of the public good without paying
the costs of it. This leads to the conclusion that individuals are not solely motivated by the
self-interest in the narrow sense.

Economic models of human behaviour assume that behaviour depends on relative
costs (Meier, 2006). The more expensive it is to give the less likely it is that one gives. It is
assumed that people have extrinsic motivation and that their behaviour can be induced by
external intervention, such as monetary incentive (Frey, 1997). That monetary incentives
may induce monetary contributions to charitable organisations is shown in the studies
on tax deductibility for charitable contributions (Meier, 2006). However, people are often
intrinsically motivated. Material incentives may encourage self-interested individuals
to give, but inhibit those with intrinsic motivation, which is known as the motivational
crowding-out effect (Frey, 1997). That monetary incentives discourage those intrinsically
motivated is shown in the example of paying for blood donations (Titmuss, 1970). Thus,
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the application of rewards for undertaking an activity such as giving may have negative
consequences.

Pro-social Preferences

To account for intrinsic motivations, economists have developed a concept of
prosocial preferences, when an actor’s utility depends directly on the utility of other people.
In other words, utility function of the donor and recipient are interrelated (Schwartz,
1970). The utility of others can 1) fully influence donor’s utility (pure altruism), or 2)
partly influence donor’s utility (impure altruism), or 3) have an effect on one’s utility
that depends on the difference between one’s own and another’s well-being (inequality
aversion - fairness) (Meier, 2006). Prosocial preferences imply that people care about the
well-being of others and that they are not motivated solely by self-interest. However, they
still choose alternatives that maximise their own utility.

Pure Altruism

Altruism is the preference for the good of the other and acting in favour of this
good (Kolm, 2006). In models of pure altruism, a donor derives utility from seeing that
someone else’s satisfaction or welfare (utility) is increased (Andreoni, 1990, Arrow, 1972,
Becker, 1976). Pure altruists enjoy seeing that other’s utility is increased regardless of the
source of that improvement (Meier, 2006).

Contributions of a pure altruist are inversely related to the contributions of others
to the same cause. If other people, or the state, contribute, a pure altruist will reduce her
contribution by the same extent. In other words, purely altruistic motivation would lead
individuals who know about an increase in contribution by others for example in 1 euro, to
reduce their own contribution by 1 euro. This is known as crowding out effect. Empirical
evidence shows that, though crowding out may exist, it is less than perfect (Bekkers &
Wiepking, 2011a). It is also complicated by the fact that when there are many donors it is
difficult for any of them to assess the impact on the recipient’s utility of their own contribution
(Andreoni, 2016). In addition, when people see that others make contributions to certain
charities this may be a signal that they have confidence in this organisation, and that their
contribution will make a difference, prompting them to give to those organisations. This
is known in psychology as efficacy and it is seen as an important factor in deciding to give
one’s resources for the benefit of others (Bekkers & Wiepking 2011a).

Impure Altruism

Because pure altruism theories do not make empirically accurate predictions with
respect to crowding-out effects, Andreoni (1990) extends the altruism model with a
psychological benefit that one obtains from the act of giving, creating the concept of
impure altruism. An impure altruist derives satisfaction from giving, which is known as
the warm-glow effect (Andreoni, 1990). A donor derives utility not only from an increase
in a recipient’s utility but from the fact that he himself has contributed to this increase.
According to Andreoni, impure altruism is the best explanation of human behaviour
related to charitable giving, and the model built on this presumption leads to more accurate
predictions (Andreoni, 1990). The question that arises is whether such motivation can be
still titled as altruistic, since the donor is motivated by the psychological benefit from the
act of giving.
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Inequality Aversion - ‘Fairness’

A sense of fairness affects human behaviour (Fehr & Schmidt, 1999). To account for
this, economists model fairness as “self-centred inequity aversion” (Fehr & Schmidt, 1999,
p- 819). Inequity aversion means that people are willing to give up certain material payoff
in order to reach more equitable outcomes. When people do not care about inequity per
se but are only interested in the fairness of their own material payoff relative to the payoff
of others, the concern for inequality is ‘self-centred’. In deciding whether to contribute
his resources for the benefit of others, one’s relative standing in the income distribution
is important (Meier, 2006). Some empirical evidence shows that inequality aversion has
significant effects on charitable contributions (Derin-Giire & Uler, 2010).

Norm of Reciprocity

Reciprocity in economic models means that people behave with friendliness as
a response to the friendly behaviour of others and they behave in a hostile manner in
response to unfriendly behaviour (Meier, 2006). Reciprocity is an important factor in
explaining prosocial behaviour, as experimental studies show. When individuals are
given an option to reciprocally punish free-riders in public good games they are ready to
undertake costly punishment, and this leads to high rates of contributions to the public
good (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2003). Moreover, it is shown that intentions are crucial for
reciprocity. When a low offer is generated by a random mechanism, players in ultimatum
games accept lower amounts than when it is chosen by the other player (Meier, 2006).
In addition, reciprocity models imply that people react and adjust their behaviour to the
behaviour of others. If a member of a group who play public good game estimates that
others will contribute, she will also contribute. This makes individuals conditional co-
operators (Bowles & Gintis, 2011, Meier, 2006).

Field experiments of monetary donations to charitable organisations when a gift
is included in the solicitation letter are inconclusive. It is expected that when one gets
something and then he is asked to donate money the gift would induce him to reciprocate.
There is some evidence showing that the likelihood of donations is higher among those
receiving a gift (Meier, 2006), while some studies show no effect (Bekkers & Wiepking,
2011a). However, a gift may be perceived as a material incentive rather than initiation of a
reciprocal relationship, which may crowd out intrinsic motivation, as it has already been
pointed out.

Reciprocity as defined in economic models and tested in games and experiments
is rather a narrow concept. In ‘real life] it entails establishing relations between people
or groups, when each act is a part of a chain of actions and where donors and recipients
constantly change side through a substantive period of time.

Can Rational Choice Theory Explain Giving?

There are numerous objections to the main postulates of the rational choice theory
and at least six critics of rationality conventionally defined have been awarded the Nobel
Prize in Economics (Hodgson, 2013). Generally, we can group objections to rational
choice theory in two: 1) human incapability of satisfying conditions of rationality; 2) poor
explanatory power of the theory.
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Bounded Rationality

Due to the limits in our computational abilities, we are not capable of obtaining and
analysing all the information necessary for ranking the alternatives and choosing the one
that maximises our utility. Since our rationality is bounded, instead of maximising we are
satisficing, meaning that we choose the option that is good enough (Simon, 1955).

Not only does actual behaviour depart from the behaviour as depictured by rational
choice theory, but it departs in a rather systematic way (Kahneman, 2011). Instead of
careful collection and analysis of the information, we use heuristics - mental shortcuts,
intuitive judgements. Although they are often good enough without being too demanding
on the brain’s resources, heuristics can lead to systematic deviation to behaviour from the
rational’ as expected by rational choice theory.

Our choices are affected by the way a problem is presented, which is known as
framing effects (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981). We tend to avoid risk when the problem is
presented in a “positive frame” (for example in terms of lives saved), while when the same
problem is presented in the “negative frame” (lives lost) we seek risk. In other words, in
essentially same decision-making problem, we choose different alternatives depending on
the way options are presented (Plous, 1993).

Moreover, we often act on a whim, without giving careful thought to define our goals.
Instead of carefully calculating the probability of the occurrence of future events and how
they influence the outcomes of our alternatives, we base our decisions expecting that the
future will resemble the past or we follow the crowd (Keynes, 2008 [1936]).

In short, people do not possess the intellectual capacities necessary for the fulfilment
of the requirements of rational choice, as defined by the rational choice theory. We are
simply not capable of maximising utility. However, economists have found a way around
this. Rather than ’real’ utility maximisers, individuals are seen as if they maximise their
utility functions. This comes from Friedman’s famous essay on “The Methodology
of Positive Economics”, where he argues that a correct prediction can be made on the
presumptions that do not fit well in the “real world” (Freidman, 1953).

Self-interest and Everything Else

Even when we are aware of our best interests, we sometimes chose options which
are not in line with what we perceive as beneficial (Pavli¢i¢ 2004). We often act upon our
short-term desires that sometimes conflict with our long-term goals. Thus, though we
may know what we should do rationally, we often fail to act in this way. In such situations,
we are facing a weakness of will (Aristotle, 2009).

Furthermore, we often have conflicting preferences, known as multiple-self (Chang,
2014). We behave differently when taking different roles. For example, when doing
business, individual advances his own purposes, without a regard to the other individual’s
purposes, while on other occasions, for example with friends and family, the same
individual is tender and caring.

Our motivation is much more complex than the rational choice theory presumes
(Batson, 2011, Batson et al. 2002). We have sense of fairness, we follow the norm of
reciprocity, we care about our fellow human beings, we derive satisfaction from helping
others, we are moved by patriotism, friendship, love, etc. When all the complex motives
that move individuals are “translated” into utilities much of the motivational complexity is
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lost. Such approach Sen calls definitional egoism, where an individual seeks to maximise
his utility function no matter whether he is “a single-minded egoist or a raving altruist or
a class-conscious militant” (Sen, 1977, p. 323).

Some individuals are motivated by the welfare of others more often than others.
Where do such preferences come from? Economists take preferences as given, without
the reference on how they are created. Our activities are socially embedded (Halfpenny,
1999). We interpret the world we live in and these socially constructed meanings are
critical to understanding our activity. Our preferences are influenced by our social
environment, our family, friends, neighbours, and all the groups we belong to and identify
with. Although we have some choice over who we are and what we want, we are much less
free’ than it is postulated in rational choice theory.

Moreover, we belong to and identify with more than one social group, with people
of the same religion, same language group, same race, same gender, same political beliefs,
or same profession. Thus, we have multiple identities (Sen, 2010), which impel us to do
things that we feel we really ‘must’ do.

Conclusion

This paper has shown that rational choice theory, which originated in Neoclassical
economics and has been applied to various phenomena, although provides fruitful
insights, cannot fully explain charitable giving. Rational choice theory interprets any
kind of behaviour and each choice as if it maximised personal utility, where personal
utility can encompass anything, from selfish consideration, to caring for others and moral
concerns. Utility maximisation has broadened the concept of selfishness so much so that it
includes even actions that are costly for the actor while the receiver is the only beneficiary.
While appearing to explain “everything”, rational choice theory does not really explain
much. Without the reference to the complexity of people’s motivation and the social and
institutional factors that shape our choices, behaviour in general, and pro-social behaviour
in particular, cannot be understood.
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Mucturyt 3a dpunozodujy u fpyLUITBEHY TeOPHjy
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TEOPUJA PAIMOHA/THOTI M135OPA
1 TOBPOTBOPHA [TABAIbA®
(ITpesog In Extenso)

Caxerak: OBaj paji ce pOKycrpa Ha TeOPHjy pallMOHATHOT M360pa 1 BeH MOTeHIVjas
fia 06jacHM TIPO-COIMjaTHO TIOHAIIaKe, IPelU3HMje JOOPOTBOPHO JlaBame, AepUHICaHO
HerrpouTHMM opraHusanujama. Ilpema oBoj Teopuju, Kaga OfIydyjy ia JOHMPajy HOBAL,
PalMOHATHM MOjeAVMHIN IPUMebYjy IPUHIUI MaKCUMM3aluje KOPUCHOCTH. Tpu MOTH-
Ba IoKpehy panyoHasHe IojefuHIIe IPWINKOM JOHMpawa HOBLA: 1) IMYHM MHTepeC U
»IIpOCBeheHN” MMYHY VHTepec; 2) Ipocouujatte npedepeniyje; 3) peuIpoyHocT. VMako
Teoplja palMOHAIHOT 1360pa HOIYIITA Pa3/MIITe MOTIBE, OHY Cy CBU M3PAXKEHU Y BULY
KOPMCHOCTHM 3a JJoHOCKoIa ofayka. OBaj pasi moKasyje [ja, Majja ce YMHMU Ia Teopuja pa-
IIVIOHATHOT M300pa MOXKe CBaKo IIOHalllae Ja 06jacHN, 3aIpaBo He objalImbaBa MHOTO.
[Tonamame ce He MOYXKe CXBATHUTI 6€3 Y3MMama y 063Mp CTIOKEHOCTH bYCKe MOTUBALje,
Ko M COLVjaTHMX M MHCTUTYLIMOHAIHMX (paKkTOpa Koju 00/IMKYjy Halle u3bope.

Kipyune peun: Teopuja paroHaTHOr M360pa, MPOCOLNja/HO MOHAIIAkE, F06PO-
TBOPHO [jaBambe.

3.1. YBog

ITpocoLujaHo MOHAMLIAE ,,Cce [elllaBa Kajla HeKO [ie/yje Ha HauMH KOjii KOPVCTH
Apyroj ocobu wmu rpynu pyan” (Snyder & Dwyer, 2013, str. 467). OBo menoBame je yc-
MepeHO Ha o6ojblaBarme cuTyanuje ocobe Koja mpuma nomoh u He unHu ce 360r IPoO-
¢decnonanue ob6asese (Bierhoff, 2002). IIpocorujanHo moHaiame je ,,CKymo~ 3a OHOTa
KO Ta U3BOAM. YK/bYUlBalbe y AEaTHOCTI KOje Cy KOPUCHE 3a [IpyTe IIO0jeAMHIIe U IPYTIe,
06MYHO je HEONXOHO IMOCBETUTU BpeMe, YIOKUTHU HAIIOp, a YeCTO U MaTepujajiHe pe-
cypce. TakBO IOHaIIambe je 30yHIIO MHOTe Hay4YHUKe, T0ceOHO ekoHOMuCcTe (Bowles &
Gintis, 2011, Hodgson, 2013). ITpocorujanto moHamame je 30ymyjyhe 36or oueknBarma
fia Cy JbyAy ceOMYHY, fa OV OHY pafuje O ,CIeNy Iy THUIM HETO MITO 611 II0OCBETU/IN

! radovanovicbojana@yahoo.it

2 Paj je 3aCHOBaH Ha MOjoj JJOKTOPCKO]j Te3U IOJl HACIIOBOM ,,VIHAMBU/Ya/THO [jaBatbe: TeOpujcKe
muckycuje 1 gokasu us Cpouje u Kanage” kojy cam onbpannna Ha Yausepaurery y Kem6puiy y
jyny 2018. rogune.
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CBOje pecypce 3a 3ajefHIYKO T06po, Kao 1 ga 611 OHM pajje 3aHeMapuIn morpede fpy-
TUX Hero IITo 61 Ja MM YMHIIN HewTo y kKopucT. OBakso Bubeme je mpeosmahyjyhe y
HEOK/IaCM4HOj eKoHOMCKO]j Teopuju (Chang, 2014).

Vnak, na 61 y0rmaxmny naTiby Apyrux, MHOTH JbYIU HOK/Iabajy CBOj HOBAl] OOpO-
TBOPHUM OpTaHM3alijaMa 1 HeIIOCPeJHO OHMMa KOjit 3a BbuM uMajy motpeby (Ilchman
et al, 1998, Jung et al, 2016, Moody & Breeze, 2016, Wiepking & Handy, 2015). Hekn
TBY[IYI 9aK YTPOKaBajy BIACTUTE KUBOTE Ja OV CIIacHIy XMBOT CTPAHIIA, MITO BEPOBAT-
HO Hajbosbe MITYCTPYje ClalllaBambe jeBpeja TokoM JIpyror cBeTckor para (Monroe, 1996,
Oliner & Oliner, 1988). Kako #a ce 06jacHI TaKBO IOHAIIAbe?

Paryonasnua Teopuja n36opa Koja BOLU MOPEKIIO U3 HEOK/IACHIHE IIIKOJIe EKOHOMIIje,
HpMMereHa je Ha objallimberbe MNPOKOr CIIeKTPa IIOHaIlaba, He HY)KHO MOBE3aHUX ca
€KOHOMCKIIM JIe/TaTHOCTYIMA, Off 300pa 6pavyHoOr MapTHepa [0 OK/Iambaba HoBLIa. Panno-
Ha/lHa Teopuja n36opa MoCTyIMpa jja jbye nokpehe MakcuMmusaiyja BnacTute GpyHkuuje
KOPUCHOCTH, 6e3 003upa [1a /i1 Cy aHI'a)XOBaHNU y ceplt OC/IOBaba, OPOANYHOT XKI-
BOTA WY JOOPOTBOPHOT faBama. UNMHU ce a 0Be iBe MOCTIefbe chepe He IpeficTaB/bajy
mpenMet ekoHoMuje. [Ta MIIaK, eKOHOMMCTHI UX AHAIUSUPAJy IPUMenYjyhn TakosBaHU
€KOHOMCKJ IIPUCTYII.

ExoHOMMCTHM NOKyIIaBajy ha pasyMejy u objacHe CBeT IpeTmocTassbajyhu ga
HOje[IMHIY JOHOCE CBOje OJ/TyKe Ha OCHOBY IIPOpPayyHa O TOME KaKO OTpaHMYEHM pe-
Cypcu, Kao IITO Cy BpeMe, HOBAl| U eHepruja, Mory fa 6yay Hajbobe ymoTpeb/beHn
TaKO Jla OCTBape CBoje IubeBe. JIpyruM pednMa, OHM MaKCUMM3Yjy CBOjy KOPUCHOCT
- ,bmarocrame oHako Kako cy ra onu samucawin’ (Becker, 1993, p. 386). ITomro
je Hay4YHO IO/be eKOHOMMje Ne(GUHICAHO CBOjUM METONOM IIpe Hero CBOjUM Ipef-
METOM, eKOHOMUja je mocTama IpoydaBame ,cBera” (Chang, 2014)% Ha oBaj Haunu
eKOHOMUja ,KO/IOHN3Yje” Apyre [pyLITBeHe HayKe IPOIIMPUBabeM CBOjUX METONA Ha
objammere mojaBa Koje cy usBaH mweHor fomeHa (Fine 1999). OBo muperme KpuTu-
Japy HasUBajy ,uMiepujanusmoM ekonomuje” (Chang, 2014, Fine & Milonakis, 2009,
Miki, 2009)°.

OBaj pap ce ycpencpebyje Ha Teopujy parmoHamHor usbopa u mweHe MoryhHocTn
fa objacHN IIPOCOLVjaTHO IOHAIIAKke, MpelusHuje FOOPOTBOPHO [aBame Kao jefaH
meros 06/muk. JoOpOTBOPHO HaBame ce AeduHuMIIe Ka0 HOBYAHM JOIIPUHOC HEIPODUT-
HyM opranusanujamMa (Wiepking & Handy, 2015). Ono mopipasyMeBa fjaBare BIACTUTIX
MaTepMjalHNUX pecypca y KOPUCT Apyrux. Y IpBOM fieny pasia 61he Ha3HaueH OCHOBHU

w

Mspas je cxosao lapu Bexep (Gary Becker) y cBojoj Kmbusu ,EKOHOMCKM IIPUCTYI JbYACKOM
noHaurawy” (Ha eHI/L.) 06jaB/beHoj 1976 roauHe.

4 Heoxacu4Ha 1Ko Kopuct (jesHy Bapujanujy) nedmHnuuje ekoHomuje Kojy je gao Jlajonern
Po6uc (Lionel Robbins) y cBojoj kiusu Ecej o mpupony 1 3Hadajy eKOHOMCKe HayKe (Ha eHITL.)
06jaBbeHoj 1932, Koja fedyHNIIEe eKOHOMUJY Kao ,HAYKY Koja CTYAMpPa /bYACKO IIOHAIIAbe Kao
opHOC M3MeDhy IM/beBa U OIpaHMYEHNX Pecypcakoja MMajy antepHaTuBHe ynorpebe” (Chang,
2014).

ITorpe6bHO je ma ce HaOMeHe Ja IIOCTOjU pasmuka msMeby ,uMmepujammsma exoHommje” u
,»EeKOHOMCKOT MMIepyjaanaMa’. JJoK IpBHU 13pa3 03HauaBa aKafieMCKy TeHIEHINjy eKOHOMUje Y
CMepy eKCIITTaHaTOPHOT MIMpPema MPEeKOo I'PaHMIla BAACTUTOT TPeAMETa, OBaj APYTU M3pa3 3Ha-
M MMIIepUjalIn3aM MOKpeTaH eKOHOMMUjoM y MehyHapomHuM ofHOCKMA 11 TTI06aTHOj IPUBpean
(Miki, 2009).

5]
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IPUHIUIIN TeOpuje PaljOHaIHOT U360pa, [ok he y apyrom ey 6ytu pasmarpate pas-
NM4KTe IPYMEHe OBe Teoplje Ha OOPOTBOPHO AaBame. IIOAHOCT Teopuje pannoHa-
HOT u36o0pa y objalmaBarmy FOOPOTBOPHOT faBaa 61he ncriurann y tpehem geny.

1. Teopuja panonanHor ns6opa

Kako To medunmIne Teopuja panuoHanHor usbopa, paljMoHaNaH IojenHal] je 0Co-
6a croco6Ha fa mperysHo AeduHuIIe MpobseM, IOCTaBY jacaH LMb M YCTaHOBM CKY-
UHY anTepHaTyBa (omuyja) ga nmocturde Taj b (Pavli¢i¢, 2004; Radovanovié, 2014).
Kpos HempucTpacHO IpUKyIUbabe U TyMademe nHpopMalyja, nojenuHar ogpebyje on-
JIMKe a7TePHATMBA Ha OCHOBY Yera OH MM OHA IPOLEHYjy IPUBIAYHOCT CBAKE Of HBUX
u moHoce omnyky. Kaza 6upa jemHy off antepHaTuBa pallMOHAa/NaH IIOjefMHAl] ce PYKO-
BOJY NPMHLMIIOM MaKCMMM3alyje IMYHe KOPUCHOCTHU. VI3pas ,MaKcuMu3aluja nndHe
KOPUCHOCTU  He HPETIOCTaB/ba [a Cy MOjefUHI[M MOTUBICAHU UCK/bYIMBO HOBYAHNM
Harpajama Win JpyruM ce6buaHuM fobutnma. IloHamame ce pyKOBOAY MHOTUM APYTM
MOTUBMMA, a/IM TeOPMja pallMOHATHOT M360pa MpeTIOoCTaBba Aa 6e3 063upa ma mu cy
»CeOUYHY, AITPYUCTUYHM, JIOja/THN, MHAIIMje UIN Ma3OXUCTH, TIOjeANHIIN MaKCUMMU3Y)Y
CBOje 6/1aroctarbe OHa Kako ra oHu samuibajy” (Becker, 1993, str. 386).

ExcriepuMeHTH €y mOKa3aay fa /byAM 4eCTO He OMpajy omiuje Koje MaKCUMU3Y)Y
BUXOBe MaTepujante fobutu (,HoB4aHe ucriare”®). OBu pokasu notndy, nsmehy ocra-
JIOT, M3 T3B. Urapa jaBHOT JOOpa, Mrapa yITMMaTyMa U JUKTaTOpckux urapa (Bowles &
Gintis, 2011, Hodgson, 2013, Fehr & Fischbacher, 2003, Frey, 1997). Vrpe jaBaor no6pa
Urpajy rpyie nojeguuana (Ha nmpumep 10) rme cBaku mojesyHar fo6uje Heky mgap (HIp.
10 eBpa). IlojexmHuy MoOry #a 3aipske IIOK/IOH MM fia Ta MHBECTHPA)y 3a jaBHO JO6pO.
CaB MHBeCTVpaHM HOBAI] e YMHOXaBa (HIIp. ITyTa [iBa) 1 pacrofiesbyje MofijefHaKo Mehy
CBUM 4IaHOBMMa IpyTie, 6e3 063upa fja JIM Cy OHM Ja/Iu HEKHU TOIPUHOC. YKOIMKO CBAKO
Y/I0KM CBOj ITOKJIOH, cBako he mo6utu 20 eBpa, a/ii yKOIMKO CaMo jefjaH WIaH MHBECTUpa
y jaBHO 06pO, OH, Kao u cBu Apyry, mpumuhe 2 eBpa. Ocoba MOTMBMCaHA MOHETAPHOM
HarpajioM Ou 3ajjp>kasia IIOKJIOH 3a cebe, 300r p13MKa fja He IPUMIU Maby USHOC YKOTIKO
Ipyru He 61 [jamu cBOj mompuHoc. MebyTum, eMmupujcka cBeflo4aHCTBA CyrepuIny Aa
UTpady 4eCTO MHBECTUPAjY Y jaBHA fobpa. (Hodgson, 2013)

Y urpama yaTMMaTyMa, Koje Urpajy jBa Urpada, jefiaH Aenu ofpebeny xommdamHy
Hob1a usMebhy cebe u pgpyror mrpada. YKOIMKO APYrM Urpad NPUXBATH INOfENTY, Taja
CBaKO Off BUX 06Mja KOMMYMHE KOje je IPBU HOReINo. YKOIUKO APYTM Urpad opduje
HofieNTy, Tafa HUjefjaH Urpad HUIITA He Hob1ja. MakcuMusaTop ucIaTe 61 ao mpBeH-
CTBO YaK ¥ HajHIDKOj Moryhoj amokanyju, IomrTo je 60/be fa oOuje HelITo Hero HUILITA.
Mebytum, MHOTY MTpaun of6ujajy mogeny. YMeCTo MaKCHMU3aluje UCIIaTe, IOHAIIabe
urpadva je Ioj yTuIjajeM 4acty, obmdaja u ocehaja 3a mpaBegHOCT, Yak U Kajia OHM He
Mory fa ce morabajy jemaH ¢ ApyruM u urpa He Moxke fa ce nonosu (Hodgson, 2013, Fehr
& Fischbacher, 2003).

=N

Vcmmara (payoff) je Harpaga y urpy (06M4YHO HOBYaHA HAarpajia) Koja je IIO3HaTa CBUM UIpa-
4nma. Makcummsanuja UCIUIaTe je MaKCMMM3alija OBMX HArpaja off CTpaHe Urpada, Ha OCHOBY
uH(popMaIja Koje Cy UM ZOCTYIIHE U Ha OCHOBY FMXOBE IIPETIIOCTABKE Aa Cy APYIM UIpadn
takohe makcumusaropu ncrnare (Hodgson 2013).
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Y urpu guKTaTOpa Off jeHOT Mrpaya ce TPaXM Ja ajonypa fIeo JOfe/beHOT HOBIA
MIaCMBHOM TIPUMaOIy. Makcumm3aTop WCIIaTe 61 3afp:Kao IeOKYIIHU M3HOC 3a cebe.
Mebytnm, Buine op 60% cy6bjekara fofie/byje MaKap HeLITO HOBIIA IPYMAOLY, IITO Y
IIPOCEKy M3HOCH OKO IIeTMHE OHOra LITO MYy je Ha pacrnornaramy (Bowles & Gintis, 2011,
Frey, 1997).

MHor eKOHOMIUCTH Cy HalmyCTWIN HOjaM PpaMOHAa/THOCTN MCIUIaTE M 3aMEHWIN T'a
MIPUM [OjMOM PALMOHATHOCTH AepMHICaHe Kao JOCAeRHOCT ¥ moHamany (Hodgson,
2013). MebytuMm, pedunmcaHa ¥ Ha OBaj HAYVH, PAIlIOHAIHOCT je ¥ ja/be KOH3UCTEHTHA
ca MaKCHMU3aIMjoM KOPYCHOCT.

Panmonanmuy nmojeuHan, Mpolemnyje KOPUCHOCT T0jeTHUX aITePHAaTUBA Ha OCHOBY
HBETOBUX MJIN Bb€HUX JKE/ba, acm/{pau}/{ja, BepoOBalba, yKyca, 06aBe3a, VHTEPpHA/IM30BAHUX
HOPpMU €TUYKOI' IIOHAalIamba, IICUXOJ/IOIIKNX CKIOHOCTMH, a(i)eKTI/[BHI/[X OofHOCa ca Apyrun-
Ma (Bowles & Gintis, 2011). Kao npoussop yTuiiaja oBux akropa mojeanHar o6nmkyje
cBoje mpedepennuje. Kama nporemyje fBe anTepHariBe, 0coba MOXe Jja UX CMaTpa 3a
HofjjeHaKo Ho6pe, 1a je crora nuANepeHTHA IpeMa usbopy nmeby mux, wm Moxe aa
MIC/IM JIa je je[lHa CYIIepPMOPHA y OGHOCY Ha IPYTY, a Y TOM C/Iy4ajy flaje IPeJHOCT je[HOj
y ogHocy Ha apyry (Pavli¢i¢, 2005; Radovanovi¢, 2014). IIpedepennuje cy crabunte n
HeIpoMelbeHe Off TPeHYTKa OfyTyKe (Ofi MOMeHTa Kajia I0jefiMHal] HallpaBy CBOj U300p
usMeby anTepHariBa) O MOMEHTA HEHOI OCTBapema (Mcxoy ofabpaHe alTepHATHBE).
IMopex Tora, mpedepeniuje Cy MOjM/beHe Ka0O OI/IMKe IOjefMHIIa 1 KAO He3aBUCHE Off
APYIITBEHOT KOHTeKCTa. [lakye, eKOHOMMCTH TpeTupajy mnpedepeHiyje Kao jare, 6e3
aHa/IusNMpama HUXoBOr popmupama (Halfpenny, 1999).

Jla 611 MOI/IN [fa CTBOPMMO palOHaIHe u300pe, IpedepeHiije MOpajy Aa 3aj0BO/bE
JIOTMYKa CBOjCTBaI KOMIIJIETHOCT, aCI/IMeTpI/IjY I TPAaH3UTUBHOCT. Crambe KOMIIJIETHOCTI
HozpasyMeBa jia je IOjeAMHALl y CTakby fia YIopeny OMIo Koje fiBe anTepHaTuBe (x 1 y) U
fia Ofipefil CBOj CTaB IIpeMa uMa. To 3HauM, Ja NojeuHar; npedepypa 6MIo X y OFHO-
Cy Ha y, fa npedepupa y OFHOCY Ha X, WM Jia je MHAMpepeHTaH y ofHoCy Ha obe. Pa-
LMIOHA/IAH IIOjefMHAL] YBeK 3Ha mTa xohe. Crame acuMeTpuje UCK/bydyje MoryhHOCT fa,
Kaja ynopebyje iBe anTepHaTUBE X 1 ¥, [OHOCU/IAL] OJTYKe CMaTpa X 60/bMM O, y, U Y UCTO
BpeMe y 60/bUM Off X, WIN Jja Ce jefjHa aaTepHATNBa Ipedepupa y OFHOCY Ha APYTYy U ¥
UCTO BpeMe Jia ce obe cMaTpajy Kao HofjesHako fobpe. Takobe, ako ce nBe anTepHaTyBe
CMaTpajy HOfijefHaKo JOOPYM, JOHOCUIIALL OFTyKe He MOXKe fia IIpedeprpa jefiHy y OffHOCY
Ha apyry. CTarbe TPaHSUTUBHOCTH 3aXTeBa fia Kafja ymopehyje Tpy omiuje x, y u z: a) ako
ocoba cmaTpa aa je x 60sbe Hero y u ¥ 60/be Hero z, Tajia Ta 0coba Mopa Takobe a cMarpa
zia je x 6orbe Hero z; 6) ako 0coba npedeprpa X y OZHOCY Ha y, 1 MHAUdEPEHTHa je usMehy
¥ U z, Tafia ocoba mpedeprpa x y OZHOCY Ha z; II) aKo je ocoba nHpupepeHTHa n3Mebhy x u
y u mpedepupa y OFHOCY Ha z, Tafa OHa pedepupa X y OFHOCY Ha z; i) YKOIUKO je ocoba
nnpndepentHa usmeby x u y, u nupnpepentHa je nameby y 1 z, Tafa je ona nHAMEpEHTHA
usmeby x 1 z. Kafa cy oBa Tpu JIorndka CBOjCTBa 3aJ0BO/bEHA, Tafla Ce PAZI O CIIY4ajy jaKor
penocnena (Sen, 2017). Muoru cy npumepn moHyheHn #a MOKaXy fa CBOjCTBO TPaH3MU-
TUBHOCTIL He BOXKU TeHepaiHo, ToceOHO Kaja ce ynopebyje cepuja objekara Kojit cy Tako
nopehann fa HICMO Y cTamby a pas/MKyjeMo usMeby fiBa cycenHa WiaHa cepuje, JOK CMO
Y CTamy Jia pasnukyjeMo usMelyy 4raHoBa Koju ce Hamase Ha Behoj ymabeHOCTH. 3aXTeB
TPaH3UTUBHOCTA je OCHa6II)eH " yBEIEHU CY 3aXTE€BM KBa3UTPAaH3UTUBHOCTU (yKOHI/IKO
ocoba cmatpa fia je x 607pe off ¥ 1 y 607be Off z, OHZIa OHA MOpA fla CMATpa fia je X 60/be HeTo
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Z) M alMKIMIHOCTH (32 OUIIO KOjy JIUCTY aNTepPHATHUBA X ), X, .., X, YKONMKO 0c0oba Tmpede-
pupa x; y OBHOCY Ha X,, Ml X, Y OFHOCY Ha X; ..., M X, ;Y ORHOCY Ha X, , Tajia OHa He MOXe Jia
cMarpa Jia je x, 60/be off X, ), 6e3 ApaMaTIIHe MPOMeHe Y pallioHamHoM 136opy (Sen, 2017).

Paryonanuy nojeguHar 3Ha cBe moryhe porabaje xoju Mory ma yrudy Ha MCXOR
BeroBrx anrepHaTnsa (Pavlici¢, 2004; Radovanovic, 2014). Takobe, y cTamy je ma nspa-
uyyHa BepoBarHOhe wuxoBor gorabama. Kaga cy cBu 0BM 3aXTeBU UCIIYbeH, JOHOCUIAL]
OJUTYKe je y cTamy fa ynopebyje anrepHatuse y mapoBuma u a GpopMupa paHr IUCTY
antepHaTuBa. OBO paHrupame ce HasuBa PyHKuMja npedeperunja. OH MOXKe Aa IPUO-
Jia peaIHu 6POj CBAKO]j a/ITEPHATIBY KOji pep/ieKTyje pellaTUBHM 3HAYA]j Te A TePHATIBE
— KOPICHOCT Kojy My ofpebena anrepHarusa mpysxa, crBapajyhn ¢pyHxunjy kopucuocTn.

Bes 063mpa Ha CTIOXXEHOCT a/NTepHATUBA, PALMOHAIHU IOjeAIHAL] je Y CTamy [a
upeHTNUKYje JOMUHAHTHY Q/ITEPHATHBY (OHY KOja je IT0 CBUM pe/leBaHTHIM Of/IMKaMa
6apeM eKBUBaJIEHTHA APYIVM OILMjaMa 11 MMa 6apeM jefHy KapaKTepUCTUKY 60/by HEro
mpyre). Hu HaunH nnpeseHTanuje afTepHaTHBa, HUTY IOPefaK y KOjeM VX IOojeiHal] OIla-
Ka, He YTy Ha 1HberoB n360p. YKOMMKO JOMUHAHTHA aJITePHATUBA He TI0CTOjI, OHJA je
IOjeMHAIl y CTamby Jja OMpa OHY OIITUMAJIHY, Ha OCHOBY pe/lleBaHTHIUX OI/IMKA U Pe/laTyB-
HOT 3Ha4aja KOjI MM je IIPUIIMCA0 OHY KOja MaKCMMM3MPa KOPMCHOCT 3 Ibera.

C 0631pomM fia TIojeVHIIN OHOCE OTyKe Y YCIOBYMA OTPAaHIIEHNX Pecypca, MaKCH-
Mu3alyja ce yBek o6apba y3 onpehena orpannyema. OBO je II03HATO KaoO OrpaHMYerbe
6y1rera. Hexo MoxKe fja >Ke/tu 1a KyIIi HeorpaHMIeHr Opoj pas/IMInTIX IPOUSBOJA, /Il KO-
JIMYIMHA HOBLIA KOjY ITOjef1HAL] Ma Ha pacronaramwy npunybyje ra ga gobe o cneundane
KoMOMHaIje fo6apa 1 ycryra fa 611 MocTUrao MakCMMaaHO MOrylly KOPYCHOCT Y OKBUPY
maror 6ypera. He caMo y eKOHOMCKOM OITy4MBatby, IPUHINI OTPAaHNYEHA U ,TpaMIe”
usMeby anTepHaTHBa ce MpUMebYje U Ha 611710 KOjy IPYTY OF/IYKY.

YKpaTko, eKOHOMUCTY OIMCYjy MOTVBALNjy 3a flefatbe KPo3 QYHKIVjY KOPUCHOCTU
(utility function), Koja IpeficCTaB/ba MaTeMaTIYKI M3Pa3 OHOTA JIO 4Yera je /byAuMa CTaIo.
buro xoja ofmyka Koja je y CK/afty ca IMIHUM TpedepeHIijaMa JOHOCHOIIA Of/TyKa ¥ Koja,
TIOT JATMM OKOJTHOCTMMA, MaKCUMIU3Yje HherOBY KOPUCHOCT, CMAaTpPa Ce PALIOHATHOM.

Parjmonanuy ns6op fo6pOTBOPHOT faBamba

Kapa opyy4yjy ma nu fja mocBeTe CBOje MaTepujajiHe Pecypce Y KOPUCT ApYyruma,
palMOHAHM IOjeMHLIM OfMEepPaBajy TPOLIKOBE M KOPUCHOCTU TAaKBOT fAenarma. OHu
IpUMelbYjy TIPUHIUII MaKCUMa/He KOPMCHOCTYM KajJa OJIydyjy fa /iajy. ¥ eKOHOMCKOj
JIMTEPATypU MPOCOLMjaTHOT TIOHAIIaka II0CTOje TP MOTHBA Koju mokpehy naBame: 1)
JIMYHYU UHTepec U mpocBeheHM MMYHM MHTepec; 2) MPOCOLjaiHa ONpefie/berba; 3) pe-
munporuutet; (Meier, 2006). Maga eKOHOMUCTH FO3BO/bABAjY [ IIOCTOje PasHM MOTUBI,
OHM CYy CBM M3PAXKEH! Y TEPMUHMMA KOPUCHOCTH KOjy CTIYe JOHOCUIALL O/TyKe, Kao ITO
hemo To y HacTaBKy Ha3HAYUTI.

Jluunu unitiepec, ipoceehenu nuuHy uHitiepec

IIpema TeopujamMa JaBara 3aCHOBAHMX Ha IMYHOM MHTEPECY, /bYIU ITOK/Iambhajy CBOj
HOBaI] ia 611 OCTBAPW/IM HEKY MaTepUjaIHy MM HeMaTepyjamiHy KOpucT 3a cebe. Ha mpu-
Mep, JOHATOPM OllepaMa MOTY fja CTEKHY IIPUCTYII oceOHMM forahajuma v rajia Bede-
pama (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011b).
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Takobe /bynu [oHMpajy M 3aTO IITO Cy MOTMBMCAHM ,IpOcBeheHUM MMYHMM MH-
tepecom” (Collard, 1978), wim ,IMYHMM MHTepecoM Ha IpaByM HauMH cxBaheHnm”
(Tocqueville, 1840 in Moody & Breeze ed. 2016). OBo ce fje1aBa Kafja HEKO CXBATI fIa OHO
ITO je y jABHOM MHTEPECY Y KPajib0j IMHMjI je M Y MHTepecy mojenunna. Ha mpumep, oco-
6a JoHMpa KPB 3aTO IITO cMaTpa Aa 611 10j MM YWIAHOBMMA IbeHe IOPOJNIIe MOITIA [a 3a-
Tpeba TpaHcdysuja KpBU 1 cTOra o4eKyje Aa he ce ykomiko 6yze norpebe mojaBuTu HeKo
Ko he moHmpaTy xpB 3a wy. [Tosnara Turmycosa (Titmuss) aHamsa MOTVBa 3a JOHALIUjY
KpBu notBphyje na je Behuna maBanana KpBM MOTMBNMCAaHaA Jla JOHMPA KpB Bepyjyhu ma
he Heko ZOHUpATH KPB 3a BUX WIN BUXOBY ALy ako To 6yne notpebro (Titmuss, 1970).
IMojenyHuy Koje nokpehe nCK/pyInBO MUYHY MHTepeC 61 KOPUCTIUIN ‘OeCIUIATHY BOXEY
(free ride) xaza ce pagu o JOHMpay KPBI, 3aTO LITO je PALOHAIHNUje A YOupajy mpep-
HOCTH jaBHOT jo6pa 6e3 mnahama mwerose 1eHe. OBO TOBOAY [0 3aK/by4Ka /ia IOjeAMHIN
HICY MCK/bYYMBO MOTVMBUCAHY JIMYHIM MHTEPECOM yCKO cxBaheHMM.

EXOHOMCKM MOfeu JbYACKOT ITIOHAIlalha MPeTHOCTaB/bajy Ja IMOHAIIame 3aBU-
cn op penmatuBHUX IeHa (Meier, 2006). IlITo je ckymbe ma ce mapyje, TUM je Mame Be-
posaTHO g#a he ocoba pmapusarn. IlpermocraBba ce Jja /byAy MMajy CIOballby (eK-
CTPMHCUYHY) MOTHUBAIMjy M [a IUXOBO IIOHAIIAIbe MOXe fia Oylie MHAYKOBAaHO IIyTeM
CTIo/balllibe MHTEPBEHIHje, Kao IITOo je To HoBYaHu moacTuiiaj (Frey, 1997). Jla HoBuaHM
HOJCTUILIAjM Y HeKMM CUTYallMjaMa MOTY Jia MHAYKYjy HOBYaHe IIPUIore JOOPOTBOPHUM
OpraHmsanyjamMa Kao IITO IOKa3yjy CTyAMje O IMOPECKUM OJlaKIIuIiaMa Koje OCTBapyjy
ponatopu (Meier, 2006). Jbynu cy, mebyTum, decto yHyTpaimbe (MHTPMHCUYHO) MOTH-
BMCaHM. MaTepujamHyu NOACTULAjU MOTY Jia oxpabpe cebnune TIojeiMHILe JIa JIajy, ann
MHXMOMpAjy OHe ca YHYTPAIIHbOM MOTHBALMjOM, IITO je IMO3HATO Kao ,eeKaT MOTHU-
BauuoHor uarypusamwa’ (Frey, 1997). Jla HoByaHM HOACTULIAjM 06ecXpabpyjy oHe Koju
Cy MOTMBMCaHM M3HYTpa IIOKasyje ce Ha mpuMepy Iurahama 3a gaBame kpsu (Titmuss,
1970). Jaxie, mpuMeHa Harpaja 3a IpefysuMabe IPOCOLVjaHOr fIeflalba Kao IITO je
I06POTBOPHO laBarbe, MOXKe [ja MMa U HeraTUBHe IIOC/IeNIIe.

IIpocoyujante tipeeperyuje

Jla 61 o6jacHMIM YHYTpaIlby MOTUBAIN]Y, €KOHOMUCTY Cy PasBU/IM II0jaM IIPO-
conymjamHMx npedepeniuja, Kajja KOPUCT HEKOT Ae/IaTHUKA 3aBJICH HETIOCPENTHO Off KO-
pucTu fpyrux pyau. JIpyrum peunma, QyHKIMja KOPUCHOCTH JJapOfiaBIla U TIPMMaoIia
cy mehycobno moBesane (Schwartz, 1970). Kopuct apyrux moxxe 1) y moTmyHocT! #a
yTUd4e Ha KOPUCT HapopiaBia (4MCTU aATPyusam), Win 2) ZeMVMUYHO Jla yTUYe Ha KO-
pUCT JloHaTOpa (HEYMCTH anTpymsaM), WM 3) fia ¥Ma YTHIAj Ha HeYujy KOPUCT Kaja
OHa 3aBMCH Off pasnuke n3Mel)y BmacTuTOr 6/1arocTama u 6arocrama ipyror (aBepsuja
ImpeMa HejegHakocTu — mnpaBegHocT) (Meier, 2006). ITpocounjanHe mpedepenuuje
UMIUIMIVPAjy fa Jbyayu 6pMHY O 61aroctamy JPYruX M JIa HUCY MOTHMBUCAHM jeflMHO
muaHNM uHTepecoM. OHM U farbe, MehyTuM, 6Mpajy anTepHaTuBe Koje MaKCUMMU3Y)Y
BJIXOBY KOPUCHOCT.

Yuciiu aniupyuzam

Anrtpyusam ce geduHmIIe Ka0 faBarbe IPUOPIUTETa FOOPOOUTH Ipyrora U fename ¥
kopucrt oBe fo6po6utu (Kolm, 2006). Y Mozmennma 4icTor anTpynsma, fapofiaBal U3BOAN
KOPUCHOCT U3 YBIAA [ja CY 3a[J0BO/BCTBO 1 JOOPOONT (KOPUCHOCT) HeKor Apyror yBehanu
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(Andreoni, 1990, Arrow, 1972, Becker, 1976). UncTu anTpynctu y>XuBajy ga Bufe Aa je
KopucHocT pyror nosehaHa 6e3 063ypa Ha U3BOp TOT obO/BIIamka (Meier, 2006).

JOIpMHOCK YMCTOT aNTPYNUCTE Cy MHBEP3HO ITOBE3AHN Ca IIPU/IO3MMA JPYTUX UCTOM
LV/bY. YKOIUKO APYT JBYAN, WIN [P)KaBa, ZOIPUHOCE, YNCTU aNTPyucTa he cMamuTu cBoj
IOIPUHOC y UCTOj Mepu. [IpyrnM pednma, 9uCTO AITPYUCTUYHA MOTHBALMja 611 HaBea
I0jefMHIIe KOjit 3Hajy 3a moBehame HompuHOCa APYrMx 3a Ha IpuMep 1 eBpo, Aa cMarbe
BJIACTUTH JOIPMHOC 3a 1 eBpo. OBO je mo3HaTO Kao edekar marypusamwa. EMnmpujckn
IIOIALV IIOKA3Yjy [id, MaJja USTYyPUBAb€e Y HEKMM CUTYallijaMa IOCTOjI, OHO je Marbe HEro
caspiueHo (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011a). OBo je Takohe ycrmoxmeHO YnbeHUIIOM fja Kafia
IIOCTOjY ITYHO JOHATOPA TEIIKO je 3a OM/I0 KOTa Off BbJIX [ja IPOL[eH N Y THUIIAj BTACTUTOT [0~
mpuHOCa Ha Kopuct npumaona (Andreoni, 2016). Iloper Tora, kaga TbY[IU BUJIE Ja APYTU
Hajy mounpunoce oapebennm foOpOTBOpHMM OpraHmMsarnjaMa To MoXKe fa Oyze CUrHaI
Jla OHU MMajy HOBEpere Y OBY OPraHMU3aLujy, Kao U Aa he HBUXOB JONPUHOC HALIPABUTH
pasmmKy, HaBofehn ux fa fajy TuM opraamsanyjaMa. OBo je ITO3HATO Y IICUXOMOTHj! KAo
edukacHOCT Koja je BubeHa Kao BaKaH YMHIIIAL ¥ OfIy4MBAGY fja Ce 1ajy BIACTUTH pe-
cypcu y kopuct apyrux (Bekkers & Wiepking 2011a).

Hewuciuu antupyusam

ITourto Teopuje YMUCTOr ANTPyU3Ma He IIpaBe eMIMPUjCKY TauHa IpenBubama y mo-
rieny eekaTa M3rypuBama, AHApeonu (1990) mpoumpyje MOAeN aaTpyu3Ma ICUXOJIONI-
koM Kopuihy kojy ocoba nobuja 13 4iHa gaBama, CTBapajyhu rmojaM He4MCTor anTpyu-
3Ma. JellaH HEUVCTH a/ITPYNCTA IIPIIN 330BO/BCTBO M3 [IaBabha, IITO je ITI03HATO Kao ,eeKar
cpmauHocTi” (eHrn. “warm-glow effect”) (Andreoni, 1990). [loHaTop M3BOAM KOPUCHOCT
He caMo 13 TmoBehama KOPUCHOCTY IIPMMAaoIla HETO U U3 YMIbEHMIIE Ja je OH caM Jio-
puHeo oBoM nosehamy. IIpema AHApeOHM)Y, HEYMCTU aNTPyN3aM IIpefcTaB/ba Hajoobe
objanrmerbe /bYICKOT TIOHAIIAka Y Be3U ca JOOPOTBOPHNM JjaBambeM, a Mofien narpaben Ha
0BOj IIPETIIOCTABLIM BOAM [0 Ipeln3Hujux npensubama (Andreoni, 1990). Ilnrtame koje
ce OBJie TIOCTaB/ba jeCTe Jja /1Y TaKBa MOTMBALIMja MOXKE U Jla/be Jla Ce Ha30Be aATPYUCTIY-
HoM, 6ynyhi fia je JOHaTOp MOTMBIMCAH IICUXOMOIIKOM Kopuithy off 4iHa jaBama.

Asepsuja tipema Hejegraxociiiu — IIpasegrociii

Ocehame mpaBegHOCTY yTHYe Ha JbYACKO HoHammamwe (Fehr & Schmidt, 1999). [Ta 61
0BO 00jaCHIIN, EKOHOMICTI MOJE/IVIPajy IIPaBeIHOCT KO ,,aBeP31jy IpeMa Heje[fHAKOCTH
(Fehr & Schmidt, 1999, p. 819). ABepsuja mpema HejeJHAKOCTY SHAYM fja CY JbY/M CIIPEMHI
Iia ce ofipekHy oxipehere MaTepujaHe nciate fa 6u mocTUrIN paBefHuje ncxone. Kama
JbY[M He Mape O HejefHaKOCTH 110 ce6u HeTo Ce CaMo MHTePEeCyjy 3a MPaBEeIHOCT HIUXOBUX
B/IACTUTVX MaTepyja/IHUX UCIIATa Y OHOCY Ha MCIUIaTe IPYTUX, Opura 3a HejeSHAKOCT je
»CaMorbyOuBa’”. [IprinKoM oTy4nBarma fia /i fia ZOIPUHece CBOje pecypce Y KOPUCT py-
TUX, 3HA4YajaH je peJIaTMBHU CTATyC IOjeflNHIIA Y pacrofer foxoTka (Meier, 2006). Hexn
eMIIMPUjCKM TIOfALM ITOKa3yjy /la aBep3yja IIpeMa HejelIHaKOCTI MMa 3HavajaH yTUIlaj Ha
nobporsopHe gonprHoce (Derin-Giire & Uler, 2010).

Hopma peyutipourociiiu
PenMnpodHOCT y €KOHOMCKMM MOZI€TMMA 3HA4YM fla Ce Jby[M IIOHAIIAjy IPUjaTe/bCKI
Kao OfIFOBOP Ha INpMjaTe/bCKO IMOHAllame JPYTUX, a HEelMpujaTe/bCKu Kao OATOBOp Ha
HellpujaTe/bcko NoHamame (Meier, 2006). Perunpo4HocT IpefcTaB/ba BaXKaH YMHUIALL
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y ofjallbey IPOCOLMjaTHOT MOHAIIaba, Kao IITO TO eMIIMPUjCKe CTyMje IIOKasyjy.
Kapa ce mojenmHumMa mpysxa Omuuja fa peLUIpOIHO KasHe ,,Cilele IyTHUKe  y UrpaMa
jaBHOT 106pa, OHU CY CIIPEMHU [a IPELY3My CKYIIO KaXKibaBabe, IITO BOAM O BUCOKUX
croma gonprHoca jasaoM 1o6py (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2003). ITopen Tora, mokasyje ce ga
Cy HaMepe TIpecyfiHe 3a PenunpovHocT. Kaja je HMCKa MOHY/A reHepucaHa CayYyajHuM
MEXaHM3MOM, UTPA4M y UTpaMa yITUMATyMa IIPUXBaTajy HIDKe M3HOCe HeTro Kajia MCTU
HOBYAHM M3HOC HyAM Apyru urpad (Meier, 2006). Ilopen Tora, Mofenu peUIpPOYHOCTH
UMIUTMLIVPAjy [ JBYAU pearyjy U mpuiarobhasajy cBoje IOHAllatbe MOHAIIABY APYTUX.
YKOJIMKO WIaH IPyIIe KOji UTrpa UTPY jaBHOT JoOpa mporenu ga he apyrn gatu gompunaoc
jaBHOM J06py, oH wn oHa he gatu gonpuHoc Takohe. OBO YMHM MOjeANHIIE ,,YCTIOBHIM
koonepantima” (Bowles & Gintis, 2011, Meier, 2006).

TepeHCKM eKCIIepMMEHTH HOBYAHUX [OHAIMja KOOPOTBOPHMM OpraHM3aljama
Kajia je IMOKJIOH YK/bYYeH Y IICMO ca MOJIOOM 3a [JOHAILW)Y, He [1ajy OCHOBY 3a jacHe
3aK/pyuke. O4eKVMBaHO je [ja KaJja HEKO IPYMM HEeKJ IOK/IOH, a IOTOM 0¥Ba 3aMOJ/beH
fia IOHMpa HOBAIl, OBaj IOKJIOH O Tpebaso Ja MOACTaKHe IPYMAOLA fla IPY>KU HEIITO
3aysBpat. IocToje Jokasyu Koju ykasyjy #a je BepoBaTHoha oHupama Buina Meby onn-
Ma OHMMa Koju ImpuMmajy moknoH (Meier, 2006), oK ApyTe CTyAMje TTOKA3yjKy fa HeMa
edekra (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011a). IToknon moxe, mehytum, na 6yze carmefan u kao
MaTepyja/iHy MOACTUIIAj a He Ka0 MHMIIMjal/ja peUIIPOYHOT OJHOCA, KOjU MOXKe Jia MC-
TICHE YHYTPAIlllby MOTIBAIIM)Y, Ko LITO je To Beh 6110 ncTakHyTo.

PenympovnocT kao 1mTo je geduHICaHA Y €KOHOMCKIUM MOJeNMMMa M TeCTUpaHa y
urpama ) eKCIepyMeHTVMA IIpefCTaB/ba JOCTa y3aH KOHLENT. Y ,,CTBAPHOM XKMBOTY
HoJpa3yMeBa ce yCIOCTaB/batbe OffHOCA M3MeDy Jbyu mm rpyIa, Kajia je CBaKy YMH fieo
JlaHIla Jle/lakba Y TJie JOHATOPU U IPUMAOLIM CTA/THO Mebajy CTPaHy KPO3 3HavajaH Mepu-
Of BpeMeHa.

2. [la 1 Teopuja pauyoHanHOr U360pa objalmbaBa faBame?

ITocToje MHOIM NPUTOBOPM HA OCHOBHE IIOCTY/IATe TeOpMje pallMOHANTHOT usbopa
U HajMame MIeCT KPUTUIapa KOHBEHIMOHATHO Jle(UHMCAHe PALMOHATTHOCTH CY ;O6uIn
Ho6enoBy narpany 3a exonomujy (Hodgson, 2013). YormmreHo ropopehu, mu mMoxemo
fla rpynuieMo npuMenbe Ha TEOPHjy paljoHaMHOTr n36opa Ha ABa fiena: 1) JbyAcKa He-
CIIOCOOHOCT f1a 3a/J0BOJBY YCIOBE PAlMOHATHOCTH; 2) CHPOMaIIIHa ofjalmbaBanadyka Moh
Teopuje.

Oipanuyena payuoHanHoCi

YC}IGH OrpaHn4Ye€ma HalllMX KOTHUTUBHUX CHOCO6HOCTI/I, MI HUCMO Y CTalby [a IIpU-
KYIIMO ¥ aHaJIM3MpPaMoO CBe MHQOpPMaIije HeONXOfHe 3a PAHTVpame aaTepHATHBA U
Oupare OHe KOja MaKCHMU3Yje Hally KOPUCHOCT. ITOLITO je Hallla palMOHaTHOCT Orpa-
HIYeHa, YMeCTO fla MAaKCUMMU3YjeMO, MU Ce 3a[J0BO/baBaMo ([OOMjeHNM), LIITO 3HAYM f1a
M1 61paMo OMINjy Koja je JOBO/BHO fobpa (Simon, 1955).

He camo fa akTye/nHO IMOHAlIambe OfICTYIIA Off IOHAIIAkha KAKo I'a ONIUCYje Teopuja
palOHaIHOr M300pa, HEero OHO OfCTYIIA Ha JocTa cucTemarndaH HaunmH (Kahneman,
2011). YMecTo Ia>k/bUBOT IPUKYIUbatba U aHa/Mu3e MHGOPMaLja, MU KOPUCTUMO XeypH-
CTHKY — MEHTa/IHe IIpednlie, UHTYUTUBHO IIpocyhuBamwe. Majia je ¥ OHa 4eCTO JOBO/BHO
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mobpa a ma He 6yne ofBeh 3axTeBHA y OFHOCY Ha pecypce MO3Ta, XeYPUCTHKA MOXKe Ja
IIOBefie 1O CUCTEeMATCKMX OACTYIamba IIOHAIIA A Off ,,PAllMOHATHOT KAKBO je 04eKIBAHO
IIpeMa TeOpuj palLjoHaTHOT u360pa.

Hamm cy nsbopu mog, yTuiajeM HauMHa Ha KOji je IIpo6/IeM IpefcTaB/beH, LITO je
I03HATO Kao ,edexar okBupa” (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981). Mu texxumo fa nsberuemo
PM3UK Kafia je Mpo6iieM IPeNCTaB/beH Y ,I03UTUBHOM OKBUPY (Ha IPUMeEp, Y U3pas3uMa
CIIaCeHNX >KMBOTA), IOK, Kaja je MCTU MpoOJIeM MPefCTaB/beH y ,HeraTUBHOM OKBUPY
(n3ry6/peHM XIMBOTHU) MU TEXXUMO PU3UKY. IIpyIuM pednma, y CyIITUHCKY UCTOBETHOM
mpo6jIeMy [JOHOIIEHA OIJIYKe, Mt OMpPaMO Pas3IN4uTe aITePHATIBE 3aBUCHO Off HAUMHA
Ha Koju ¢y onnyje npencrasbeHe (Plous, 1993).

ITopen Tora, Mu 4decto genyjemo u3 heda, 6e3 MaK/BUBOT PasMMII/bAkA [IPUIIH-
KOM JedUHICalba HAIIMX LM/beBa. YMECTO OPIDK/BUMBOT M3padyyHaBama BepoBaTHOhe
norabama 6ynyhux gorabaja u xako oHU yTHYy Ha MCXOfe HAIINX A/JTEPHATHBA, MIL 3a-
CHUBaMO Hallle ofryKe odekyjyhu ma he 6ygyhnoct 6utn cnmana npornocty umn cie-
mumo romumiy (Keynes, 2008 [1936]).

YKparKo, /bYAU He MOCeRYjy MHTeNeKTyaTHe CIOCOOHOCTH HEOIIXOIHE 3a UCITYHerhe
3axTeBa palMOHATHOr 1300pa, KaKo Ta feduHMIIe Teoprja paloHaIHOT n3bopa. M,
IPOCTO, HUCMO CIIOCOOHM Ia MAaKCUMM3YjeMO KOPUCHOCT. Exonomuctu ¢y, mebytnm, mpo-
HAIUIY 3a001Ia3HU IIyT OKO OBOT Ipob/eMa. YMecTo fja 6yAy IpefcTaB/beHN ,CTBAPHU
MAaKCHUMNI3aTOPY KOPUCHOCTI, TIOjeUHIN Cy BubeH ,kao fa” Cy MaKCUMM3AaTOPHU BIIACTITE
kopucuocti. OBo nornde 13 @punmanosor (Friedman) nosuaror eceja o ,Mertogonoruju
HOSUTHUBHE eKOHOMUje’, I7le OH apryMeHTyje fa TauHO IpepBubarme MOXe fja ce HAIPaBU
Ha OCHOBY IIPETIIOCTABKM KOje ce He YK/Ialajy cacBUM Y ,cTBaphu ceT” (Freidman, 1953).

Jluunu unitiepec u ceée ociiao

Yaxk 1 Kajja CMO CBeCHY HallleT Haj0oJber MHTepeca, MU IIOHeKa ], 61paMo oIliyje Koje
HIICY Y CKJI[Iy Ca OHMM LITO CMAaTpaMo KOpUCHMM. HecTo memyjeMo f1a 3aJ0BO/BMMO Kpa-
TKOPOYHE XeJbe KOje Cy OHeKaJ y CyKoOy ca HammMm fyropodHuM mwbeBuma (Pavlicic,
2004). Taxo, Mafa My 3HaMO LITa 6U Tpebaso paLMOHAIHO A YPaAUMO, OOMIHO IIPO-
HYLITaMO Ja flelyjeMOo Ha Taj HauMH. Y TaKBYMM CUTYal[ijaMa, CyodaBaMo ce ca cmabomrhy
Bobe (Aristotle, 2009).

ITopex Tora, My 4ecTo MMaMo CyKoO/beHe IpedepeHiiyje, LITo je MO3HATO Kao ,BU-
mectpyko ja” (Chang, 2014). Mu ce moHaiaMo Ha pasiIMuuT HAuVMH KaJa IIpey3uMaMo
pasmrunre yrore. Ha ipumep, kaja ce 6aBy II0C/IOM, HOjeHALL MICTYPa HAIIPer, BIACTH-
Te LubeBe, 6e3 003Mpa Ha LV/beBe APYTOr HOjeAVHIa, JOK Y APYTUM CIyYajeBuMa, Ha
[pUMep, y KPYTy IIpujaTe/ba W OPOAMNLe, UCTI ITOjeMHALL je HEXXaH U OPVDKaH.

Harua MoTuBaruja je fajeko CIoKeHyja HEro IITO TO IPETIOCTaB/ba TEOPHja pali-
oHanHor usbopa (Batson, 2011, Batson et al. 2002). Mimamo ocehaj npaBegHOCTH, 4eCTO
CIIEIMO HOPMY PELMIIPOYHOCTI, OpMHEMO 0 ApyruM 6uhnMa, M3B/Ia4nMMO 3a0BO/bCTBO
U3 [oMaraba ipyruMa, mokpehe Hac marpuoTnsam, Ipujate/bCTBo, /bybas, nth. Kaga cy
CBM OBM MOTUBMU KOjit ITOKpehy TojennHIie ,,ipeBefeHn” y KOPUCHOCT, U3TyOu ce MOTH-
BalYoOHa CJIOKeHOCT. TakaB mpuctyn CeH (Sen) HasyuBa feUHMIMOHN erousam, Kaja
HOjeiMHAL] TeXM Ja MaKCUMM3Yje cBOjy PyHKIMjy KopucHOCTH 6e3 063Mpa Ja 1 je OH
VULV OHA ,,jeJHOCMEPAH eroyCTa VI M3BaHPEeLaH aITPYUCTa VIM KJIACHO CBeCHM 60p6e-
uu aktuBucra” (Sen, 1977, str. 323).
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Hexn HOjeHI/IHI.H/I Cy MOTMBMCaHN 6}IaI‘OCTaH)eM Opyrux BUILIE HETO HEKU OPYTU.
Opaxne nmotuyy Te npedepennuje? EkoHoMICTH TpeTupajy npedepeHunje kao ga cy
fmare, 6e3 ysuMmama y 003up Kako Cy oHe cTBopeHe. Hamra fieama cy decTo ApyliTBe-
Ho ycnosbeHa (Halfpenny, 1999). Mu TymMa4nMo CBeT y KOjeM YXMBMMO 1 OBa JPYIIT-
BEHO KOHCTPYMCaHa 3Hauela Cy KPUTUYHA 33 pasyMeBame Haller flefama. Ha Hame
Hpe(l)epeHLU/[je yTu4e Halla APyIITBEHA OKOJIMHA, IIOPONIIA, IIPUjaTe/by, CyCely, I CBe
rpyle KojuMa IpUIafiaMo U ca KojuMa ce noucrosehyjemo. Mapa y onpebenoj mepn
nMamo n360pa HaJ| TMMe KO CMO I LITa JKEIMIMO, JAJIEKO MaEhe CMO ,,CTOOOIHN HETO LITO
TO MOCTY/IUPA HEOK/IACUYHA EKOHOMUja.

ITopep Tora, My npunazamo u noucrosehyjemo ce ca Bullle Hero jeJHOM JpYILITBe-
HOM I'pyIIOM, Ca JbyauMa UCTE BEPE, UICTE pace, UCTOT pOJia, NCTUX NOIUTUYIKH YBEPEHha,
JUIM MICTOT 3aHVMamba. Ha oBaj HaumH, My nMaMo BuecTpyke upenturere (Sen, 2010),
IITO HAC 4eCTO IIPUMOpPaBa Ja INMHIMO CTBAapH 3a Koje ocehamo ga ,Mopamo” #a ux ypa-
IVIMO, a IITO je 4eCTO y CyKoOy ca OHMM IITO Ipedepupamo (Sen, 1977).

3ak/byyak

OBaj paj je HOKa3ao fa Teopuja palioOHaIHOr n360pa, Koja OTIYE 13 HEOK/IACUYHE
€KOHOMIje 11 KOja je IpMMerbeHa Ha pasindnTe [ojaBe, Majia IpysKa IUIOHE yBuJE, He
MOJKe y IOTIYHOCTH Ja objacHu oOpoTBOPHO HaBamse. Teopuja parnyoHanHor usbopa
TyMauy OGWIO KOjy BPCTY IIOHAIIAMA M CBAKM M300p KAO [a OHM MAKCUMMU3Y)y JTUYHY
KOPMCHOCT aKTepa, Ifie IMYHA KOPUCHOCT MOXKe Jja 00yXBaTu OMIIO IITa, Off erOUCTIYHE
panbe, 1o Opure 3a pyre 1 MOpaHUX 0631pa. MakcuMusalyja KOPUCHOCTH je IPOLIH-
puia 1ojaM CeOUYHOCTH TOMKO fia OH YK/bYUyje YaK I Jiefiatba Yyje TPOLIKOBE CHOCK aK-
Tep, JOK KopucTy youpa npumaiai. Maja Ha OIpBU IIOIJIe] U3IVIEA 4a objalumbaBa ,CBe
Teopuja paloHaIHoOr n360pa y cTBapu He objammbasa MHOTo. bes ynyhusama Ha cioxe-
HOCT MOTHMBALMje bYAM U Ha APYILITBEHE U MHCTUTYLMOHAIHE (aKTOpe KOju 0OIMKYjy
Haue n36ope, Huje Moryhe 06jacHUTI [IOHAILIAbE JBY/IM, @ IPOCOL{MjATHO [IOHALIAE 10~
ce6Ho.
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