MHHOBALIUU Ne 5 (223), 2017

MHHOBALMNOHHAA SKOHOMUKA

Development of Russian innovation
system management concept

S. M. Vasin,

Doctor of Economic Sciences,
Professor, Department «<Economic Theory
and International Relations», Vice-President
for International Affairs
pspu-met@mail.ru

L. A. Gamidullaeva,
Candidate of Economic Sciences,
associate professor
gamidullaeva®gmail.com

Penza State University

Adhering to the directive that innovations should immanently be a part of economic mechanisms of all business entities
and shall encounter no hindrance, a matter of principle here is the determination of key internal motives for production of
innovations, the ef ficient management of which will provide dissemination thereof and self-development of the innovation
system. We believe that the principal motive is added value, created by economic counteragents in the process of innovation
activity. Therewith, the innovation development management should be embedded into the very managed system in such
a manner, that the management mechanisms will agree with mechanisms and regularities of self-organization and self-
administration. Innovation process participants should actively collaborate and develop the experience of joint projects
on creation and commercialization of innovations. Therefore, a special attention should be paid to the development and
implementation of the corresponding strategy that will ensure establishment of attracting structures, which are to draw
innovative paths of development and to determine principal areas of promotion of collaboration for innovation activity
participants. The latter may be represented by institutions of the innovation field that possess the greatest potential in
decreasing of transaction costs of the innovation activity and optimization of the volume and structure of added value,

generated by economic counteragents.
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Problem statement

Modern Russiais in the search of the optimal strategy
of economic development of the country. Determined by
world commodity price trends, the inertial prosperity
does not ensure national security of the country. Russia’s
entering WTO and the events of Contemporary history
have increased risks and ambiguity of development
prospects manifold. The escalation of geopolitical tension,
objectively determined by structural shifts accompanying
the change of technological modes, is aggravated by low
functioning efficiency of the Russian economic system.
Besides competent political solutions there is a strong
need for a new economic policy aimed at consolidation
of the economy, the development of which should follow,
according to the majority of experts, the innovation
path. The geopolitical crisis and the sanction policy
towards Russia have revealed multiple implicit problems
aggravated by the fall of oil prices as the main source of

revenue, as well as by an extreme deployment of the import
substitution and economic modernization policy.

It is worth noticing that the reverse side of the
said critical situation may become a powerful impulse
of mobilization of hidden reserves of development and
implementation of potential capacities of the Russian
economic system. Consequently, the current situation
should be considered as a real chance of integration
into the common international trend of innovative
development.

The last year showed us that in order to solve the
problem of innovation system management the existing
approaches, tools and mechanisms, regardless of features
of the modern crisis and the economic behavior of leading
actors of the economic system, are insufficient. We have
to admit that antimonopoly regulations and competition
have played out. There are new challenges requiring a
cardinally new methodological approach to the analysis
and scientific understanding of principles and mechanisms
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of innovation system management at macro-, meso- and
microlevels.

In our opinion, the understanding that the introduction
of an innovation system model, which has positively proven
itself within other socioeconomic systems, will not lead to
the desired results is a matter of principle, as the existing
institutional field is not ready to adapt the introduced
principles and mechanisms of management. The existing
theories, conceptions and approaches to establishment
and development of an innovative system hardly assist in
resolving the given problem and, therefore, in providing
manageability of innovation processes and predictability
of results of managerial decisions in the present field.

Adhering to the directive that innovations should
immanently be a part of economic mechanisms of all
business entities and should encounter no hindrance,
a matter of principle here is the determination of key
internal motives for production of innovations in an
economic system, the efficient management of which will
provide dissemination thereof and self-development of the
innovation system in whole.

Theoretical background

The understanding of the importance of innovations in
economic development correlates with a growing interest
in the said problem by the academic community. At the
same time, the understanding of innovative phenomena
and accumulation of empirical data in the given field are
also growing. Innovations are more often considered as a
process endowed with special features, the combination of
which causes a necessity to develop an approach beyond
the classical «<mainstreams», i. e. beyond the paradigm that
acknowledges the existence of a representative economic
agent featuring full rationality.

The present study has been carried out at the
junction of problems, which, in turn, caused a necessity
to examine a broad set of works analyzing the subject
matter, directly or indirectly connected with the problem
of innovation system development. The innovation system
is a conception, originally introduced in 1980s-1990s
by R. Nelson [36], B.-A. Lundvall [35] and C. Freeman
[32]. Freeman was the first who suggested the notion
of «national innovation system», implying «a network
of institutions in state and private sectors that initiate,
import, modify and disseminate new technologies in
cooperation» [32].

The innovation system conception emphasizes a
complex web of connections and interactions among
various actors focused on establishment, dissemination
and application of knowledge. The innovation system
approach allows to analyze a critical category of
«innovation activity» from a broader point of view
focusing on the results of not just innovations themselves,
but on the processes that lead to them and the diversity of
actors involved in creation of innovations. The innovation
system approach is based on the understanding and
conceptualization of the fact that the innovative process
is not linear; it involves various actors with their interests
taking part in co-evolutionary processes.

Reflecting the present state of research on the subject
matter, major achievements and approaches of foreign

and Russian economics have been developed within the

following principal directions:

* theoretical and methodological issues of functioning
and development of national and regional innovation
systems ([3, 5, 6, 8-10, 30, 35, 36, 43] and other);

* national innovation strategy development problems,
the research of innovations as a factor of stable growth
and competitiveness improvement of the country ([ 16,
20, 22] and other);

* the theory and methodology of economic clustering,
a scientific substantiation of clustering mechanisms
([25, 34] and other);

* examination of economic regularities of innovative
development within the institutional approach ([16,
17, 20, 21, 25, 35, 37, 43] and other).

Despite an exponentially growing interest of the
scientific community in the problem of innovative
development efficiency, there still remains an unresolved
question — why does the implementation of an innovation
system model that has successfully proved itself in
actual management in a number of countries lead
to negative results within a concrete socioeconomic
system. Besides, there is a lack of a system of innovative
development management and forecasting, which
will promote elaboration of an efficient strategy of
innovative development of a concrete country. In Russia
the establishment of the innovation system has been in
progress for a long time, some significant funding has
been spent, however, negative results revealed themselves
clearly last year, which turned out to be indicative in
view of the developed external-economic and political
situation.

Principal research results

We have to admit that antimonopoly regulations
and competition, which used to have an effect in the
industrial economy, have played out. There are new
challenges requiring cardinally new approaches to
management. Russia, as well as other countries with
similar macroeconomic systems, requires the state to enter
the economic and innovative processes as a generator of
incentives to innovations, which, as it has been pointed out,
can be provided neither by the market nor by the existing
poorly developed institutional field. O. G. Golichenko
notes that «it is impossible to establish a modern national
system within the economy, the institutions of which have
been obsolescent for a long times [8].

In economically developed countries positive
consequences of innovations occur when economic
development is provided to market subjects, particularly,
when company owners face the dilemma of profit
distribution between profit reinvestment and profit
dividends distribution. On the one hand, it causes short-
term investment attractiveness, on the other hand, it
provides the foundation for expanded reproduction of an
economic system.

It is known that the companies’ innovation activity is
a commonly recognized indicator of innovation activity
efficiency evaluation. We have to admit that within the
pattern established by the Russian economic sphere the
companies’ innovation activity is insignificant (table 1).
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Table 1

Innovation activity of organizations (specific weight of organizations implementing technological, organizational, marketing
innovations in accounting years out of the total examined organizations), by types of economic activities (percentage)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Total 9,5 10,4 10,3 10,1 9,9
Mining operations 7.8 8,4 8,2 7,6 7,5
Manufacturing activity 13,0 13,3 13,4 13,3 13,6
Production and distribution of electric energy, gas and water 54 5,6 5,6 53 51
Communication 15,6 13,8 13,3 14,2 12,2
Activity associated with computer engineering and IT 10,0 9,2 9,4 9,6 8,8
Research and development — 29,8 30,1 31,0 33,3
Rendering of other services 4,9 4,9 4,0 3,5 3,5

Made up on the basis of the Russian Federal State Statistics Service: «Science and innovations» section. http://www.gks.ru.

Thus, the innovation activity of Russia in recent
years has experienced no highs and lows. Meanwhile,
the level of the said indicator of the Russian economy
is significantly lower than the ones in leading industrial
countries (Germany — 70%; Canada — 65%; Belgium —
60%; Ireland, Denmark and Finland — 55-57%), as well
as in the majority of countries of Central and Eastern
Europe with the indicator being in the range 20-40%.
Besides, Russia is dragging behind in exports of high-
technology products. The share of Russia in this market
is only a quarter of a percent [9]. It is necessary to reveal
the causes of such negative economic consequences,
the identification of which will make it possible
to establish a vector of management for politicians.
Simple coping of forms, methods and models of
innovation management, successfully implemented by
foreign countries, taking place for a long time, doesn’t
lead to the desired results — it is obvious and proved
statistically.

Manifesting itself in a growth of instability of existing
companies’ connections and relations and, as a result,
in a growth of combined costs at interim stages of the
innovative process, the essence of innovations leads to a
low innovation activity of economic agents. It is associated
with high costs of the innovation activity being mostly not
of transformational (dealing with reorganization, changes
of initial resources), but of transactional (predominantly
caused by a necessity of collaborating and networking)
nature. It happens because innovation products are being
transferred in to the new B2B (business-to-business)
system, however, the implementation thereof takes place
in the B2C (business-to-customer) sector, which in turn
makes it impossible to use directive methods of innovation
system management.

The lack of mutual self-descriptiveness between
economic agents leads to permanently high risks of
running business in Russia, and, as a result, for instance, —
inadequately high credits in banks. Correspondingly,
without an access to long-term borrowed funds companies
are forced to narrow their innovation activities. Such
situation virtually demotivates implementation and
realization of innovations. Monopolization has a similar
effect leading to the innovation activity being useless
at the present level of competition development for
company owners and in most cases being implemented
only provided for direct financing by the state. As a
result, the discrepancy between the state’s expenditures

on innovation activity development and the level of
innovation activity of domestic enterprises grows. We
are to admit that according to the level of budgetary
expenditures on research and development Russia
is among the leaders outrunning USA, Israel, Japan
and China [47]. However, the share of organizations
implementing technological innovations suffers a stable
fall (table 1). The Russian practice of establishing the
innovation infrastructure — the destination of the lion’s
share of the budgetary resources — has been developed
de facto guided by the logic of industrialization mainly
based on replication of production and infrastructure
projects.

In our opinion, it is essentially important to have a
clear understanding of the fact that without the creation
of motives to innovative development for economic
agents the innovative process will remain an occasional
phenomenon in the Russian economic system yielding
to the competitiveness decrease and economic growth
retardation.

It is impossible to disagree with the view of RAS
academician L. I. Abalkin, who formulated the main
condition of scientific and technical advance: the
scientific and technical advance and the associated
standards of industrial and labor organization will be
in demand, if they are capable of attracting income that
exceeds the labor remuneration economy existing at the
moment of time [1]. It logically implies that the general
growth of employees’ income being a significant part
of companies’ expenses is inevitable when companies
are innovatively active. However, the economic
reality testifies that company transformation into an
innovatively active enterprise doesn’t always lead to
positive consequences for business in the form of its
economic efficiency growth. All the above mentioned
determines the following conclusion: company owners
will be motivated to implement innovations provided the
efficiency of such innovative projects exceeds the loss of
profit from capital savings on qualification and quality
of manpower resources.

This, in turn, confirms the following thesis: without
the establishment of innovative development motives
for market subjects the innovation offer might not find
its consumer in the needed scope, and the innovative
development will remain local. Thus, it is a matter of
principle to determine the key internal incentive to
reproduce innovations in the economic system. The

36




MHHOBALMNOHHAA SKOHOMUKA

incentive management will provide the diffusion and
dissemination of innovations. We believe that the indicator
of value added and its structure should be considered as the
main element, being reasonable to optimize when pursuing
the macroeconomic policy.

Maintaining the importance of the policy in the field
of taxation, competition etc., low levels of remuneration
and added value established by labor determine the
impossibility of mass dissemination of innovation
activities within the concrete economic system. To make
value added grow it is necessary to use the potential of
companies themselves as well as institutional factors
of development that appear to be more important and
efficient under the economic conditions of Russia
in comparison with other, in particular, with factors
of demand for innovations. In order for individual
companies to get involved in the innovative process of
the system, the institutional support is required in the
form of establishment of the corresponding institutions
at the microlevel. This process can be influenced by
the state only indirectly. The initiative must arise
from company owners and managers, aspired to remain
competitive in the innovation economy conditions. From
our point of view, a positive effect of the development and
improvement of institutions at meso- and macrolevels of
the innovation system will be the institutionalization of
the innovation activity at the microlevel of the economic
system.

Revealing main barriers towards innovative
development of Russia

Considering added value as an object of optimization,
we shall first address its structure. As a rule, it includes
profit and remuneration intended for managers and
wage workers who are the source of its formation at
enterprises. Therefore, added value can be maximized
through increasing profit and remuneration. An increase
of profit from innovation activities, in turn, can be
provided by a decrease of costs of transactions associated
with innovations, and, accordingly, an increase of labor
income — by means of increasing the added value share
created by intellectual capital through its motivation to
innovation activities.

It follows from the above that the main barriers in the
internal field of innovations are high transaction costs
associated with innovations as well as low companies’
staff motivation to innovation activities. It is necessary
to specify that under transaction costs minimization one
should understand not a process of reduction thereof
to zero, but optimization thereof within the norm, as
they are objectively required for the economic system
functioning. A stable innovative economic growth of the
Russian economy may be ensured through achieving the
optimal level of transaction costs as it is a requirement for
innovative development in the framework of individual
regions and the country in whole.

Within the transactional approach the innovation
activity of economic subjects is considered as the
aggregate of transactions performed in order to gain a
temporary advantage over competitors. We agree with
the view of the majority of critics of neoinstitutionalism

as well as institutionalism in whole that the main problem
of the said theory still remains indistinctness of terms
and definitions. At the present moment there is no
universally recognized definition of transaction costs.
Nevertheless, the supporters of the said theories actively
use them in their conclusions and recommendations for
political administrations. As a result — the problem of
evaluation, as it is difficult to evaluate something that
has no unambiguous definition.

The researchers of the said area are deeply convinced
about the necessity of taking out the content of transaction
costs from the production process exclusively into the
field of exchange (costs are strictly divided by them into
transformational and transactional). Admitting that
such costs are first of all costs for interaction, we assert
that they may occur at the pre-market stage as well, at
the stage of production (being a part of transformation
costs) and consumption. In this case they represent costs
for interaction, for example, as a result of integration and
cooperation, which are extremely important for innovative
processes.

According to A. Shastitko [21] growing transaction
costs are compatible with «increasing efficiency and
economic growth». A decrease of transaction costs at the
mesolevel will theoretically promote a rise of demand
for transaction services, and, as a result, an increase of
general transaction costs at the mesolevel, determined
by the economic system complexity due to intensified
cooperation, division of labour etc.

According to the synergic approach, an increase
of economic complexity presupposes diversification
of interaction types, taking place in cycles and being
«a requirement for long-term economic developments
[19]. Herewith, the complexity of the system grows
simultaneously with the complexity of coordinating
the operation of its individual elements, and, as a result,
transaction costs also grow.

Thus, we may conclude about the growth of transaction
costs in the economic system being a reflection of
complication of economic cooperation between business
entities and economic agents. At the same time, it is
assumed that institutions will decrease not the general
transaction costs, but the unit costs, intended for
individual transactions. Therefore, transaction costs are
an objective indicator of economic system development.
The logic of correlation between transaction costs and
institutions is presented in fig. 1.

The structure of innovation system management,
in our opinion, should include three main aspects:

[ INSTITUTIONS

R

[ MICROLEVEL ‘ :> [ MACROLEVEL ‘

DECREASE OF TRANSACTION
COSTS SHARE IN VALUE
ADDED STRUCTURE

STABLE GROWTH OF GENERAL
TRANSACTION COSTS

Fig. 1. Correlation of transaction costs and institutions
at the micro- and macrolevels of the innovation system
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REGIONAL INNOVATION SYSTEM
MANAGEMENT
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production and market
test entry of
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Commercialization of
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T

SLEF-ORGANIZATION OF INNOVATION SYSTEM PARTICIPANTS

|
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Complication of Emergence of new
structure and . models of
connections innovative behavior

|
[ \ | v

Decrease of transaction costs share in added value structure
of economic agents

Data exchange rate

Functional diversity expansion $
increase

Optimization of volume and structure of
added value, established by economic agents

Fig. 2. A model of regional innovation system management
on the basis of regulation and self-organization mechanisms

1) innovative potential management (institutional context
of regional innovation environment); 2) innovative process
management (four sub-systems: production of knowledge,
knowledge transfer tools, knowledge mastering tools
and commercialization of innovations); 3) innovative
development management (using the self-organization
and self-development capacities of the innovation system)

(fig. 2).

Methodological problems and solutions in the course
of innovation system research

It should be understood that innovative development
relates to various aspects of the economy and society in
whole. It can be studied only through integration of a
number of methodological approaches to the research
enabling to use the potential of obtained theoretical results
and practical recommendations for innovation system
management as much as possible.

Taking the following thesis as the initial one: the
macrolevel creates conditions for the microlevel in
the innovation system, and the microlevel generates
innovations required by the innovation system in whole;
there rises a necessity to combine a «macroapproach»
and a «microapproach». Within the macroapproach the

economic agent is considered as a «hollows component
that reflexively reacts to changing environment. In the
microapproach the economic agent acts as a complex
multisubject and multilevel organism. A necessity of
introducing the research microlevel into the analysis,
particularly, the internal motives of companies as main
actors of the innovation system, causes a necessity to use
narrow scientific methodology — the neoinstitutional
approach that, in turn, allows to institutionalize innovative
development processes at the micro- and mesolevel, — as
arequirement for creation of basic incentives to generate
innovations. Thus, the neoinstitutional approach will
make it possible to include the research microlevel into
the theory of innovation systems and to reduce the
research subject to consideration thereof through the
prism of categories of neoinstitutionalism — institutions
and transaction costs.

The use of the system approach will make it possible to
correctly structure and interrelate the elements and factors
of development, as well as to reveal «bottlenecks» in the
innovation system development. The synergic approach
will enable to take into account a dynamic aspect of the
innovation system development, such categories as gain
of complexity, ambiguity etc., which are integral features
of innovation activities.

Thus, we believe that the most preferable path of the
innovation system research is the use of a neoinstitutional
system-synergic methodological approach that represents
a constructive instrument allowing to describe and to
simulate regional innovative development management.

On the basis of the above-stated, we think that the
conception of innovation activity management should
implement integrated approaches: the neoinstitutional,
system and synergic ones, and be focused on creating
mechanisms for elimination of internal environment
barriers in the companies’ innovation activity. Such
barriers are represented in our opinion by high transaction
costs associated with innovations and low company staff
motivation to innovation activities. Therefore, the main
element to be optimized in the course of the innovation
policy conduct is the volume and structure of added value,
established by companies.

We believe that the innovative development
management should be embedded into the very
managed system in such a manner, that the management
mechanisms will agree with mechanisms and regularities
of self-organization and self-administration. Innovation
process participants should collaborate without
hindrance and develop the experience of joint projects on
implementation of innovations. Therefore, the innovation
system management should be focused on the develop-
ment and implementation of the corresponding strategy
that will ensure establishment of attracting structures,
which are to draw innovative paths of development
and to determine principal areas of development and
promotion of collaboration for innovation activity
participants. The latter may be represented by institutions
of the innovation field that possess the greatest potential
in decreasing of transaction costs of the innova-
tion activity and optimization of the volume and struc-
ture of added value, generated by economic
counteragents.

38




MHHOBALMNOHHAA SKOHOMUKA

Future research prospects

We suggest the following hypothesis for future
research: there exists a bilateral dependency between the
level of transaction costs, added value and innovation
activity, which has qualitatively- and quantitatively-
defined boundaries of optimality. Beyond these boundaries,
the economic system functioning efficiency decreases.
A stable innovative economic growth of the Russian
economy may be ensured through achieving the optimal
level of transaction costs as it is a requirement for
innovative development in the framework of individual
regions and the country in whole.

Conclusion

The analysis carried out has helped to reveal the dual
nature of innovations, manifesting itself in a growth of
instability and ambiguity of existing companies’ connections
and relations and, as a result, in a growth of transaction costs
at interim stages of the innovative process, which leads to
alow innovation activity of economic agents in conditions
of the Russian economy. It has been determined that it is
the increase of the value added share in the structure of
general income that should motivate business owners and
wage workers to implement innovations. The said increase
is possible to achieve provided proper development of
interaction and cooperation of main participants of the
innovation system, accumulation of the experience of
joint projects, which take place, as a rule, coherently with
a gain of credibility (both interpersonal and towards the
authorities). Therefore, it becomes a conceptual objective
for the state to create a favorable institutional environment
for development of such processes through establishing the
mechanisms that reduce transaction costs of innovation
activities. The said objective should be implemented
on the basis of integrated approaches (neoinstitutional,
system and synergic), which in the aggregate represent
an efficient mechanism for regional innovation system
management and development forecasting. It is important
to conclude that in order to efficiently manage innovation
systems it is necessary to use their self-organization and
self-development capacities. At this point it becomes crucial
toreveal attracting structures in conditions of the Russia’s
economic reality, which may be represented by certain
institutions of the innovation field that possess the greatest
potential in decreasing of transaction costs of economic
agents and optimization of added value, generated by them.
Such institutions should, supposedly, attract innovative
paths of regional development.
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Pa3paboTka KOHUenuuu yrnpassieHuss UHHOBaLMOHHO
cuctemoi Poccumn

C. M. BacuH, 4. 3. H., npodeccop, kadenpa sKOHOMU-
4YECKOM TEOPUIN U MEXAYHAPOOHbIX OTHOLLEHWI, NPOPEKTOP
Mo MeXAyHapOoaHOM AenaTenbHOCTU, lNeH3eHcKni rocyaap-
CTBEHHbI YHNBEPCUTET.

J1. A. Tamnaynnaesa, K. 3. H., JOLUEHT, HAY4YHbIN COTPYL-
HUK, NeH3eHCKMIN roCyaapCTBEHHbI YHNBEPCUTET.

MpnpepxmnBasicb yCTaHOBKWU, 4TO MHHOBALMOHHAs
AeATesIbHOCTb A0J1IXXHAa MMMaHEeHTHO NpPpuUCcyTCTBOBATh B
9KOHOMMYECKOM MEXaHN3Me BCEX XO3ANCTBYIOLNX CYyOb-
€KTOB, a TakXe OCYLeCTBIATbCA 6eCI'IpeI'IF|TCTBeHHO,
npuHunnmaibHbIM MOMEHTOM CTAaHOBUTCA onpeaeneHune
Kt04YeBbIX BHYTPEHHNX MOTUBOB AJid BOCMNPOM3BOACTBA
WHHOBaLMI, 3P PEKTMBHOE yrnpaBneHne KoTopbiMu byaeT
Ccnoco6CTBOBAaTL MX PaAcnpOCTPaHEHNIO 1 CaMOpPa3BUTUIO
I/IHHOB&LI,I/IOHHOVI CUCTEMbI. CHI/ITaeM, YTO MaBHbIM TaKNUM
MOTUNBOM ABNAETCA ,D,OﬁaBJ'IeHHaﬂ CTOMMOCTb, CO30aBaeMasd
9KOHOMMYECKMMW areHTamMu B NpoLLecce WHHOBALMOHHOM
AeATesIbHOCTU. |-|pl/l 3TOM, ynpassieHne NMHHOBALMOHHBbIM
pa3BUTMEM AO/MKHO OblTb BCTPOEHO B CaMy YrpaBisiemMyio
CUCTEMY Tak, 4TOObI MEXaHN3Mbl yrnpaBJieHNA COornacoBbl-
Ba/INCb C MEXaHM3MaMUn 1 3aKOHOMEPHOCTSAMM camMoopra-
HU3aunm n camMmoyrnpaBneHunsd. Y4yacTHUKM NHHOBAUMNOHHOIO
npouecca goJ/IKHbl MHTEHCUBHO B3aI/IMO)J,eI7ICTBOBaTb,
HapauwmneaTb OMNbIT OCYyWeCTB/JIEHNA COBMECTHbIX MPO-
€KTOB MO CO34aHUI0 U KOMMepPLMann3aumm NHHOBaLMNA.
MoaTtomy ocob6oe BHMMaHWE A0JIXHO ObiThb HAaNpPaBieHO Ha
pa3paboTky 1 peanns3aumio COOTBETCTBYIOLLEN CTpaTerum,
obecneunBatoLeit popmMmMpoBaHMEe CTPYKTYP-aTTPakTOpOB,
NPUTArMBAIOLLNX MHHOBALMOHHbIE TPAEKTOPUM Pa3BUTHS U
onpeaensdarnx OCHOBHbIE HanpaB/1IeHNA CTUMYTMPOBaHUA
BSGI/IMO,EI,GVICTBI/IH Y4aCTHUKOB I/IHHOB&LI,I/IOHHOVI aedarenb-
HocTu. B kayectBe nocnegHux MoryT BbICTynaTb MHCTUTY-
Tbl NHHOBALMOHHON cpeapl, obnagatowme HanboabLWNM
NnoTeHuManoM NO CHMKEHUNIO TPaHCAKUMNOHHbIX n3aepxek
I/IHHOB&LI,VIOHHOVI AeATeNIbHOCTUN 1 ONTUMUN3aunn obbema un
CTPYKTYpbl 06aBIEHHON CTOMMOCTU, FrEHEPUPYEMOI 3KO-
HOMMYECKVUMUN areHTamMu.

KnioueBble cnoBa: NHHOBaLUWOHHAs cucTema; nobas-
JIEHHasi CTOMMOCTb; Pa3BUTME WHHOBALMOHHOW CUCTEMBI;
KOHLLeNUUS ynpaBiieHnsi; cCaMoopraHn3aums; MeTonosorus
ynpaBfieHust.

IKEA Centres Russia npodonxcaem nouck unHoSauUOHNbIX MEeXHOL02UT U Peulenutl i 0065615em 0 Cmapme npuema
sase6ox 60 smopoil META Accelerator das cmapmanos ¢ cipepe pumeiina. B axcenepamop xomnanus npuziawiaem cmap-
manwl, npedrazaiougue peulenus O mpancopmauu mopzogvix uenmpos META 6 npocmparncmeo ons écmpeu u omovixa,
YAYUULEHUS. NOKYNAMENLCKO20 ONbIMA U ONMUMUAUUY OUSHEC-NPOUECCOB.

B aTom Tojy reorpadus 1mpoekTa pacumpsieTcsl — Tenepb MoJaTh 3asBKY MOTYT He TOJIbKO cTapTarbl u3 Poccun,
HO W U3 JIPYTUX CcTpaH. Perncrpaius kanauaaToB npoaautcs no 27 uionsa 2017 roja, mocsie 4ero HayHeTCs OlleHKa 1
0T60P KOMaH][, KOTOPbIE MPON/YT JAJbIIE B TIPEAAKCEIEPATOP U AKCETIEPATOP.

B cenrsibpe 2017 roma u3 ymcia ctapTan-KOMaH]I, TPOTIEAINX B MpeaaKceneparop, OyayT BeIOpaHbl Hanbosee
YCTIETITHbIE, KOTOPBIE TIOTAAYT B OYHYIO TIPOTPAMMY aKCeJEPAIlni, T/e B TeYeHre 3 MeCSIIIEB OHU OyayT paboTaTh HaI
UHTETpaIell CBoero periens B akocrctemy META o1 pyKOBOJICTBOM OITBITHBIX MEHTOPOB U 9KCIIepTOB. [TobenuTeb
mpoekta OyeT BRIOpaH SKCIIEPTHBIM JKI0pU 1 00bsiBJIEH B iekabpe 2017 roza.

Craprarisl, polieiire oT6op 1 MolaBiike B akceaepaTop, moaydar mo 350 000 pybJieil Ha TecTUPOBaHUE CBOETO
npoekTa, a nobeauresb META Accelerator — neHesxubiii ipus B pasmepe 2 000 000 py6ei.

K yyactuio B mpoeKTe PUTIANIAIOTCS CTAPTAIBI TI0 TPEM HAIIPABJICHUSIM:

*  META — npocTpaHCTBO /17151 BCTpey,
e META — B3aumojeiicTBIE C IOCETUTEIAMU,

e META — aBTOMaTH3UpOBaHHbII 6aK-0(UC.

AQ «Texnonapk Cankr-Ilerepbypras, np. Meaukos, 4. 3, mut. A, Cankr-IleTepOypr.
Teu: 8 (812) 670-10-85, e-mail: referent@ingria-park.ru.
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