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1. Introduction

According to the Neoclassical Economics the
economic dynamic ispredetermined by tastes, endowments
and technol ogies. Human actions reveal economic future
but do not create it. | think that such approach can be
treated as " Determinism in Dynamic Economics’. One
of the properties of this approach is neglect of the fact
that the past is irreversible, and the future is uncertain.
The opposite conception — advocated by the Austrian
School —believesthat only absolutely subjective decisions
of independent agents form economic future, therefore
any mathematical models of the economic dynamic
are futile. | think that this approach can be treated as
“Voluntarism in Dynamic Economics’. One of the
properties of such approach is neglect of the importance
of resourcesand institutions (especially, power relations)
for economic devel opment. Both approaches, to my mind,
give perverted, one-sided picture of thedynamic economic
reality.

Is it possible to go beyond dualism between
determinism and voluntarism in dynamic economics? It
is possible to construct more realistic conception of
economic dynamics? | suppose that the students can use
instruments of the Post Keynesian macroeconomicswhich
is characterized, among other things [1; 8], by two
important features. One of them is the principle of
“originative”, “creative” decision. According to this
principle, economic agents, making decision, “create
history”, that is, determinefuture situation of the economy.
This feature implies non-deterministic nature of the
economic reality. Another significant feature is the
“shifting equilibrium approach”. This approach means
that each state (position) of the economy isaconsequence
of the previous economic position and generates
subsequent economic position. In other words, economic
activity isthe process of evolutionary changing of different
economic positions (recovery, boom, recession, etc.).
To be accepted as correct that the “shifting equilibrium
approach” isbased on the principle of “creative” decision.
Nevertheless, as | think, there is a contradistinction
between thesefeatures or the “ paradox of history-creating

decision”. The purposes of my paper are the analysis of
this , paradox”, the attempt to provide solution of that
problem and the ascertainment of other “ history-creating”
factors (resources and ingtitutions). | believe that clear
understanding of all sides of human decisions and
“creation of history” isvery important in order to study
the macroeconomy in (historical) time and to go beyond
dualism between determinism and voluntarismin dynamic
economics. It is Post Keynesian macroeconomics —
permanently reconsidered and updated — that works in
this direction.

2. The Principle of “ Creative” Decision

Thisprinciplewasimplicitly contained in the works
of Keynes[11, Ch. 12; 12] and first explicitly developed
by Shackle (Shackle, 1939, 1966, 1974) whose approach
is a something like a “mix” between Post Keynesian
Economics and Austrian Economics. The point is that
thedecisions of economic agents* createhistory” , in other
words, determine future outcomes in the economy. The
actions of people are not passive consequences of the
previous events. Moreover, typical individual, unlike
Neoclassical approach dogmas, is not “taste-satisfying
machine” [10, p. 218]. People can often form and alter
own purposes and preferencesindependently. In thisway
even the decisions based on the achievement of current
goals (utility, etc.) can be autonomous. Naturaly, the
decisions concerned with expectations are autonomous
and independent in amore degree. Moreover, the longer
is period of expectations, the more spontaneity in
the decisions will be. Therefore the most independent,
“uncaused” decisions are long-term fixed capital
investment ones (see below section 5). It is therefore
that in the economics of Keynes and Shackle capital
investment “... was highly capricious, autonomous and
unpredictable. It was a source of the things which
happened to the system, rather than a mere transmitter
of the circular impulses from one part of the system to
another” [24, p. 44].

Such role of the decision in the economics of
Keynesand Shackleisexplained by thefollowing reason.
These economists studied economy in historical time,
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that is, in one-directional time. Whilst Neoclassical
economists and (often) Mainstream K eynesians examined
logical or two-directional time. In the historical time the
pastisirreversible, thefutureisuncertain. In other words,
historical time cannot move back, in distinction from
logical time, therefore each decision canin principle create
unigue economic position. Whileinthelogical time human
beings can only discover the future, in the historical
time people can create it [see 8, p. 167]. That is why
Shackle criticized dynamic deterministic models of such
Keynesians, asKaldor, Kaecki, Harrod and Hicks, because
they produced “...a self-contained system, where
everything which happens is explained from within the
system” [24, p. 29].

In such models aimost all decisionswere fully pre-
determined, as in the contemporary models of the New
Classical economists. And that is why Post Keynesian
economists follow Keynes and Shackle, stressing the
importance of “creative”’, “uncaused” human decisions.

3. The “Shifting Equilibrium Approach”

The*" shifting equilibrium approach” isfundamental
characteristics of the “historical time economics’ (that
is, Post Keynesian economics). The point is that in the
historical time the economy cannot have a tendency
toward certain “state of rest” (“long-run equilibrium”,
“state of tranquility”, “ steady-state rate of growth”, etc.).
Because each human decision caninfluence on the future
outcomes, any economic position can appear only once.
Shifts and changes of different economic states are
imprescriptiblefeaturesof the* history-creating decisions
economies’ . Thisapproach wasfirst invented by Keynes
[11, p. 293]. The essence of it is more clearly explained
by Deprez and Milberg [9, p. 517 — 518]:

“In a historical model... the actual situation of one
period feedsinto the next period’s decisionsand outcomes,
which feed into those of the next period, and so on. That
is, the economy’s evolution is a cumulative sequence of
short-period situations... In this view of dynamic theory
each sequence depends upon its own history and its own
future and to talk separately of a cycle and a trend is
unacceptable”. It isclearly, that this sentenceis confronted
with the Neoclassical approach to the analysis of
economic dynamics.

Therefore any theories describing the tendency of
the economy to the* state of rest” does not reflect the real
world of the “ historical time economic systems’. This
statement was most brilliantly proved by Hyman Minsky
in his*financial fragility hypothesis’ [17; 18; 26; 27; 19].
In accordance with this conception, when the economy
is in “state of tranquility”, economic agents make
decisions, which , disequilibrate” economic system. In
other words, the firms accomplish highly-leveraged
capital investment; these actions generate boom. Further,

it turns out, that these companies cannot meet the cash
payment commitments that grow out of previously
undertaken financial abligations. Thiscircumstance leads
to economic recession. In other words, in the historical
time, almost any economic position containsinitself seeds
of subsequent positions. All these described ideas are the
common point in Post Keynesian macroeconomics. As |
think, these ideas are not so unambiguous and simple.

4. The* Paradox”

| believe that the principle of “history-creating
decision” contains one internal contradiction concerned
with the “shifting equilibrium approach” (which is, as
| pointed out, inherent to the former feature of Post
Keynesian macroeconomics). | try now to explain the
“paradox” by the following example.

Suppose, that economic agent (or the group of
economic agents) makes decision A in the period 1.
Assume that this decision is absolutely autonomous and
“creative”. It means that, on the one hand, this decision
isindependent from the previous and current event, and,
on the other hand, this decision determines future
economic outcomes, for example, outcomes in the
period 2. Thenwhat will happeninthe period 27 Economic
situation in this period will be determined by the decision
A, making in the period 1. In other words, actions and
decisions of economic agentsin the period 2 will be pre-
determined by thedecision A. These actionsand decisions
will not be* uncaused” and*“ creative’: itwill beonly passive
transmitters of past affairs and events.

Is there the possibility of “uncausedness’ and
“creativity” of the decisions making in the period 2?7 Yes,
but then the decision A will not “ create history”; it will be
powerless (in the terminology of Shackle [24, p. 74],
because it will not influence on the actions of agentsin
thefuture (in thisexample—inthe period 2). Thisexample
leads to the following conclusion. Many decisions of
economic agentscannot befully “uncaused” and “ crestive’
in any “historical time economy”. Shackle was not right,
when hewrote[24, p. 85]: “If... history isnot determinate,
each decision-maker may be conceived to create history
by each of his decisions”.

In other words, the “paradox” consists in the
following. “ Uncausedness’ and “ creativity” of one
decision meansinevitably “ causedness’ and “ emptiness’
of another one. “ Originativity” of actionsof one economic
agent(s) means “passivity” of ones of other agent(s).
The special significance—and all the same“ creativity” —
of one economic positions implies that other economic
states are passive (and may be even mechanical) by-
product of the past economic development. In other
words, not all economic positions matter for the
determination of final outcomes. That is why, for
example, the models of “ cumulative causation” (circular
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interaction between variables) and “lock-in" (the
dependency of the current behavior of a decision-maker
on his (or her) own actions in the past or on the current
decisions of other agents), which tried to embody the
“shifting equilibrium approach”, were not consistent with
thetheories of “creative’ decisions. Both types of theories
(on the one hand, “cumulative causation” and “lock-in”
models, on the other hand, “originative” decisionsmodels)
were theories in historical time. But the point is that the
“cumulative causation” and “lock-in” theories contained
deterministic features as distinguished fromthe “ creative’
decisions theories. In connection with it Setterfield [22,
p. 22 — 23] noted:

“The “dynamic determinism” inherent in these
concepts [“cumulative causation” and “lock-in" — I.R.]
means that, apart from the initial conditions (and in the
absence of shocks), no other part of the historical
trajectory of a system exerts an independent influence
on the long-run or final outcome of the system, since
all subsequent points on this trajectory derive in a
deterministic fashion from the initial conditions
themselves”’.

5. The Attempts of Dealing with Paradox

In the previous section | came to conclusion, that
not all decisions are absolutely “creative”. It can imply
two things. First, as | pointed out above, some decisions
“create history”, other ones are passive consequences
of the previousevents. Second, in principle, each decision
may be partly autonomous and “creative’, and partly
“caused” and “empty”.

Onthe other hand, if this statement —not all decisions
are absolutely “creative’ — is applicable to al economic
events, then no decision can be fully autonomous and
“originative”. | think that such point of view is an extreme
one. Therearefully“ uncaused” and“ creative” decisions;
there are decisions, which are deterministic and “ empty”
or “ powerless’ ; there are decisionswhich contain features
of two preceding kinds of ones. | believe that the last
statement is relevant to the degree of “ creativity” of
economic agents, variables and states of the economy [see
aso 22, p. 23].

What factors determine the degree of
“uncausedness’ and* creativity" of economic decisions?
| suppose that the main factors here are the following:
(a) the time period, during which outcomes of the
decisionwill berealized; (b) the degree of theirrevocability
of the decision; and (c) the amount of resources provided
by this decision for the realization of other decisions.
The more is time period, the more is the irrevocability,
and the larger is the amount of resources (which is
necessary for the accomplishment of other decisions),
the more spontaneity and “ creativity" of the decision will
be. Why?Inthefirst place, the moreisgiven time period,

the less importance of the past and present events will
be. If, for example, the outcomes of the decision will
realize a twenty years later, that making-decision agent
will not take into account current situation. In the second
place, if such “long-term decisions’ are one-off, then
the decision-making agent cannot use past or current
data as a statistical basis for this making. In the third
place, these decisions “ create history” because it is
making of such ones that determine the degree of
realization of other decisions.

It is clearly that the most autonomous and
“creative” decisions are fixed capital investment ones.
Such decisions are very long-term, does not repeat often
and determinethe production possibilities—and, therefore,
income — of the economy. The last feature means that
decisions concerned with the allocation of the production
possibilities, for example, consumption and saving ones,
cannot be* uncaused”, because given possibilities depend
upon exogenous factor — fixed capital investment. The
level of consumption is determined not by the will and
intentions by economic agents, but by income. Income,
in turn, is determined by capital investment. The
Accelerator models of investment and business cycles
are rejected by many Post Keynesians [see, for example,
2, p. 291] because these theories do not recognize
spontaneity of fixed capital investment.

That is why those agents, who make fixed capital
investment decisions, “ rule the roost” of the economy [1,
p. 45]. | havein mind thelarge companies. It isbig business
that “ create history” by making its decisions, whilst the
role of householdsis rather more passive (but not always,
asitwill beshown below). Thesamereasoningisapplicable
to the economic positions. The state of the economy, in
which massive fixed capital investment (or disinvestment)
decisions are making, is crucial for subsequent economic
evolution. The phase of moderate expansion determines
significantly the following phase of boom. As well as the
“dying down” of the investment activity in the phase of
slump determines the deepness of subsequent depression.
In other words, the most important (more exactly,
“originative”) “ points’ during the business cycle are the
initial phases of expansion and recession. In the former
points the actions of firms determine when the economy
ceasesto be in the depression and what the prosperity will
be. In thelatter pointsthe actions of firms determine when
the boom ends up and how the economy will sink in the
gulf of collapse.

These deductions are one of the most important
ones in this paper and complement the conclusions
derived by Setterfield [22, p. 23] which asserted that not
all events can be important: “ ... “ mild” historical events
may not really matter in the sense of their not having an
influence on long-run or final outcomes’.

Exonomiunuii Bicauk JJoubacy Ne 4 (34), 2013




I. V. Rozmainsky

“Non-mild” events (massivefixed capital investment
or disinvestment, and also, perhaps, successful
“investments’ in technologies and institutions), on the
contrary, do the influence on the final outcomes. In other
words, the “ selective history” takes place [3, 22]. It is
also clearly, for example, why many financial investment
decisions are not so “ originative” and “ creative”’. These
decisions are not always long-term and one-off.
Moreover, such decisions do not often form resources
which necessary for the realization of other decisions.
Nevertheless, some financial investment decisions are
extremely important in the historical, “ creative” sense...

6. The “Objective Restrictors’ and I nstitutions

The above reasoning led to the conclusion that the
absolutely “ uncaused” and “ creative” decisions can
however take place. Such decisions are fixed capital
investment ones. But this deduction is true only if two
important conditions hold: if there is the absence of the
“ objective restrictors’ of investment and if the social
institutions do not change quickly.

The former condition means sufficient amount of
the physical and especially financial resources, which
are necessary for investing. The access to the physical
resources is not very serious problem, because the
“monetary production economy” — a Post Keynesian
»nickname” of the capitalism [1; 19] — is rarely reaches
the full employment position. The accessto the financia
resources problem is rather more crucial. The lack of
liquidity can stop economic growth if even economic
agentsare bullish and ready to invest in the stock capital.
Such lack can betreated asaspecial kind of the“ liquidity
trap” (Davidson, 1965, p. 62; 1968; 1969) and is a
consequence of (mostly) high level of and/or increasein
theliquidity preference. High liquidity preference (which
can be often “ uncaused”) can force agents not to invest
in profitable but risky financial assets (for example,
obligations of highly-leveraged business firms) and then
some capital investment will not occur. It is in these
circumstances that financial investment decisions can be
“ creative’! Therefore not only companies, but also banks
[1, p. 45] and wealthy households can influence on the
history of the economy in calendar time. Keynes [13,
p. 668) asserted: “ The banks hold the key positionin the
transition from a lower to a higher scale of activity”.

| think also that the large capital disinvestment in
the beginning of adump are not the passive pre-determined
conseguences of past events, but are often generated
by extreme liquidity shortage, that is, by absence of
necessary resources.

The second condition can be violated if there are
rapid changesin thetaxation, political, distributional and/
or property rights systems. Capital investment decisions
cannot be “uncaused” if, for example, taxes rates rise

or massive nationalization takes place. Spontaneity and
“originativeness’ of investment decisions are possible
only under a more or less stable institutional structure.
For example, investment collapse in the CIS countries
(including Russia) in the 1990-s was a consequence of
not so “ originative decisions” of economic agents as
adverseingtitutional changesand circumstances (political
disintegration, too quick privatization, increase in the
taxes, destruction of formal institutions due to rapid
institutional transformation [20, p. 38] and so on).

7. Summary and Conclusions

The statements about the absolute spontaneity and
“creativity” of all human decisions in the economy
movingin (historical) time—inthe,, monetary production
economy” — are in a more degree not true. There are
some reasons for this conclusion.

First, absolute “ uncausedness’ and “ creativity” of
one decision means automatically deterministic nature of
other decisions. “ Creation of history” meansthat “ created”
historical events (and, therefore, human decisions and
actions) are not spontaneous and “ originative”.

Second, those decisionswhich areindependent from
the past and present decisions and acts (because such
ones are long-term and one-off), cannot be realized when
the necessary resources are absent. For example, capital
investment with long period gestation cannot be occur if
there is a lack of finances, which are necessary for
providing this transaction.

Third, human decisions cannot be fully autonomous
and* creative” whenthe socia institutions (taxes, property
rights, political system) change rapidly. Such changes
do not permitto“ look into the(far) future” (by imagination)
and, therefore, realistically to ground these decisions. This
sentence is touched upon the problem of “investor
myopid’ [21].

Such, only some (long-term and one-off) human
decisions can be “ uncaused” and “ creative”, but it is
possible, when there are no the lack of physical and
financial resources (that is, “ objective restrictors’ are
absent) and when changes in the ingtitutional structure
of the society do not occur. On the other hand, it should
be kept in sight that the amount of some resources and
theinstitutions can beitself are the outcomes of the human
decisions (for example, investment decisions determine
the production possibilities — see section 5 — and so on).

However, these sentences do not mean recognition
of the determinismin the economics. Really, the economy
is not mechanism, and the economics is not creation of
mechanical analogues of the economy, as Mainstream
economists prove [see, for example, 16, p. 281]. The
essential investment decisions create new future and make
themacroeconomy devoid of determinism. But themoving
forces of the economy in historical time are not only the
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will and spontaneous, capricious affairs of economic
agents, as Austrian School economists think (and as
Shackle believed). Yes, of course, in historical time the
situation isimpossible, when ,,the motion of the economy
from state to state is independent of decisions made by
individuals in the economy” [16, p. 69]. Historical time
makes determinismimpossible. But thereare , parameters’
which also do theinfluence on this motion: the avail ability
of necessary — physical and financial — resources and
the social institutions. | can agree here with Lawson [14,
p. 920), who wrote:

“Individual actions and social practices each
presuppose each other” [see also 15; 4].

In other words, resources, institutions and human
decisions together determine the motion of the economy
in higtorical time. As | think, Shackle overestimated the
role of “ originative” decisions and underestimated the
importance of the " objective restrictors’ and institutional
environment. Besidesthat he (together with Austrian School
economists) did not take into account the “ paradox of
history-creating decision”. As a result, the theories of
Austriansand Shackledid not describe economic processes
of the real world and did not contribute to the solution of
the problems of this world (in distinction from, for
example, theories of Keynes and Minsky).

Broadly speaking, the main conclusion herefor Post
Keynesian macroeconomics is the following. If the
students do not take into account the social institutions
and the availability of resources and do not see the
“ paradox of history-creating decision”, that they cannot
understand macro-relationships in the “ historical time
economy”. The situation when any human decision can
“ create history” isimpossible, because such “ creation”
means pre-determined nature of “ created” all events, acts
and decisions. The recognition of importance of the
historical time and the refusal from building of the
mechanical models should not lead to the overestimation
of the human decisions“ creativity”. It isthe only way to
go beyond dualism between determinism and voluntarism
in the analysis of economic dynamics and to understand
how to take into account in economic analysis both
“ creative” character of human decisions and the binding
role of resources and institutions.
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Po3maincbknii I. B. 3a mexxamu gerepminizmy
i BoJIlOHTAapU3MYy B AUHAMIYHiH eKOHOMIiYHil Teo-
pii, ado Hapuc npo , mapaaokc pimeHHs, M0 CTBO-
p1oe icropirw”

Crarts MICTUTH cripoOy BUXOIY 33 MEXi JyalizMy
MIX JIETEPMIHI3MOM 1 BOJIFOHTAPU3MOM B TIMHAMIUHIN €KO-
HOMIiuHiH Teopii. 3 ogqHOTO OOKY, €KOHOMIUHA AWHAMIiKa
HE 3yMOBJIEHa CMaKaMM, IIOYaTKOBHMH 3aracamu pe-
CYpCIB i TeXHOJIOTiAME (K YIUTh HEOKIACHYIHA IIKOJIA).
3 iHmoro 0OKy, EKOHOMIYHA JUHAMIKa HE € HaCIiJIKOM
a0COITIOTHO CY0' EKTHBHUX 1 CIOHTAaHHUX 3YCHITb 1HIUBIIIB
(K yuuTh aBcTpilichKa 1mkoja). [1[o6 BUPIINTH HOCTaB-
JIeHY 3a]1aqy, aBTOP 3aCTOCOBYE IOCTKEHHCIaHCHKH ITiT-
XiJ 10 aHali3y eKOHOMIYHOI JUHAMIKHY 1 aKIIEHTY€E BaXK-
JIMBICTh TAKUX KOHLEMIIH, IK IPUHIHUI KPEeaTUBHOIO pi-
IIEHHSI i IPUHINI pyxoMoi piBHOBaru. Bin ¢popmymioe i
JIOCITIJDKYE ,, TTAPATIOKC PIllIEHHS, 110 CTBOPIOE iCTOPII0” .
Leit mapagoKc MoJsrae B TOMY, 1110 aBTOHOMHICTb 1 Kpea-
THBHICTB SIKOTOCH OJHOTO PillIeHHS HEMIHYYE 03HAYA€ IPH-
YUHHY 3yMOBIIEHICTb 1 BIJICYyTHICTb BILTMBOBOCTI SIKOTOCh
IHIIIOTO piteHHs . Pi3Hi pillleHHs XapaKTepU3yIOThCS Pi3HU-
MH CTYIICHSIMH aBTOHOMHOCTI 1 KpeaTHBHOCTI. Y CTaTTi
(hopMyYITIOIOTECS KpUTEPii, 0 BIUIMBAIOTH HA II€E.

Knrouogi cnosa’ nerepmii3M B eKOHOMIYHIN HayIll,
BOJIOHTapU3M B €KOHOMIUHIH HayIli, ITOCTKEHHCHAHCKas
€KOHOMIYHA TeOopisl, ICTOPpUYHUI Yac, KpeaTuBHOE PillicH-
HS, pyXOMa piBHOBAra, napajokc pilieHHs, 0 CTBOPIOE
icTopito.

Po3manncknii . B. 3a npexenamu nerepmu-
HHM3Ma M BOJIIOHTAPU3MAa B TUHAMUYECKOIl IKOHOMMU-
yeckoil Teopun, win O4epk 0 , IApaAOKce pelieHns,
CO3/12I01I[ET0 UCTOPHIO”

Cratrbs COAEP>KUT HOIBITKY BBIXO/1A 3a [IPEJEIIb Y-
am3Ma MEXIy ACTEPMHHH3MOM M BOJIIOHTApU3MOM B
JITHAMHUYECKOH dKoHOMUYecKol Teopuu. C 0THOM CTOpO-
HBI, DKOHOMHUYECKas JUHAMUKA HE NIPENOIIPEIEIIEHa BKY-
CaMU, KCXO/THBIMH 3aIacaMy PECypCOB U TEXHOJIOTUSIMHA
(kak yuuT Heokiaccuyeckas Ikoia). C apyroi cropo-
HbI, DKOHOMHNYCCKAas1 ANHAMUKA HE ABJISICTCA ITOCIICACTBUEM
a0COJIFOTHO CyOBEKTHBHBIX U CIIOHTAHHBIX YCUJIMIA HH/TU-

BUI0B (KaK y4MT aBCTpHICKas IKosa). YTo6sl pemuTh
MOCTABIICHHYIO 33]1a4y, aBTOP IPUMEHSIET ITOCTKEHHCHAH-
CKHMI MOJXOMA K aHaM3y 3KOHOMHYECKOW AMHAMHUKU H
AKIEHTHPYET BAYKHOCTh TAKUX KOHIICTIIIUSX KaK TPUHITATT
KpEaTUBHOTO PEIISHUS U MIPUHIUI TIOJIBIYKHOTO PABHO-
Becus. OH GOpMYITUpPYET H UCCIIEAYET , TTAPAJIOKC pellie-
HUS, CO3/IAf0IIEr0 UCTOPHUIO” . DTOT MapagioKC COCTOUT B
TOM, YTO aBTOHOMHOCTb ¥ KPEATUBHOCTh KAKOTO-TO OJTHOTO
peleHus Hen30eKHO 03HaYaeT MPUIUHHYIO 00yCIIOBIICH-
HOCTb U OTCYTCTBHUE BIHUATEILHOCTH KAaKOTO-TO JPYroro
petnenvsi. PazHble penieHus: XxapakTepru3yoTCs pa3HBIMU
CTETICHSIMH aBTOHOMHOCTH M KpeaTUBHOCTH. B ctatbe dop-
MYJIUPYIOTCS] KpUTEPUH, BIUSIONTUE HA ATO.

Knrouesvie cnosa: neTepMUHU3M B IKOHOMUYECKON
HayKe, BOJIFOHTAPU3M B 5KOHOMUYECKOM HayKe, TOCTKEeHH-
CHaHCKas SKOHOMHYECKas TEOPHSl, HCTOPUUECKOE BpeMsl,
KpEaTHBHOE PEIlICHHE, TIOJBIKHOE PABHOBECHE, TAPAJIOKC
pelIeHws!, CO3AAI0IIETO NCTOPHUIO.

Rozmainsky |. V. Beyond Dualism Between
Determinism and Voluntarism in Dynamic Economics,
or Essay on the* Paradox of History-creating Decision”

The paper contains attempt to go beyond dualism
between determinism and voluntarism in dynamic
economics. On one hand, economic dynamics is not
predetermined by tastes, endowments and technologies
(as Neoclassical Economicsteaches). On the other hand,
economic dynamics is not a consequence of absolutely
subjective and spontaneous affairs of individuals (as
Austrian Economics teaches). In order to solve the
problem author applies Post Keynesian approach to the
analysis of economic dynamics and emphasizes such
conceptions as the principle of “ creative” decision and
the principle of shifting equilibrium. He formulates and
exploresthe* paradox of history-creatingdecision”. This
paradox isthe fact that “ uncausedness’ and “ creativity”
of one decision means inevitably “ causedness” and
“emptiness’ of another one. All human decisions cannot
be autonomous “ creative”. The different decisions are
characterized by the different degreesof “ originativeness’
and “ creativeness’. The paper formulates criteriawhich
influence onit.

Key words: determinismin economics, voluntarism
in economics, post keynesian economics, historical time,
creativedecision, shifting equilibrium, paradox of history-
creating decision.
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