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MapaaurmanbHuin AUCKYpPC Npo ManbyTHe iHHoOBaUin B YKpaiHi

lNpeamerom gocnipKeHHA € NoniTYHI Ta EKOHOMIYHI CTpaTerii IHHOBaUiiHUX MPOLECIB Yy PO3BUHE—
HUX KpaiHax.

Mera crarri po3kpuT aBTOpChKe baYeHHs NepeBar BripoBaaKeHHS IHHOBaLIIHUX CBITOBUX CTPAaTEri i
cuUCTEM B EKOHOMIYHY MPakTUKy YKpaiHw [isi BUPILLEHHS 3aBAaHb CTarnoro eKOHOMIYHOMO 3pOCTaHHS.

Merogonoria poborn — MakpoeKOHOMIKE, MIXXHApPOAHa TOPriBfs, Teopii EKOHOMIYHOrO 3pOCTaHHS
Ta CTanoro po3BUTKY, CUCTEMHWI MiAXia [0 aHani3y IHHOBaUiiHUX hakTopIB, LU0 BrMBaKOTb Ha CTIVIKWK
BUMYCK EKOHOMIKM 3HaHb. BUKOpUCTOBYO4YM METO[M eKCNepTHOro aHarni3y, BU3Ha4atoTbCs OCHOBHI Ha—
MPAMKY IHHOBaLINHOI cuctemu Ta ctparterii. CTpykTypa Ta MeToav CUHTE3Y BUAB/SAKTb CUITbHI Ta Crabki
CTOPOHW MIXKHEPOAHOro criBpobiTHUYTBA y cehepi iHHOBaL|IN.

PesynbraTtun pobortu — Y cTaTTi HaBeeHo aHarni3 hakTopa HaLioHanbH1X 0CObIMBOCTEN IHHOBaLIHOIo
rpouecy. KpaiHu Biapi3HsIOTLCA CBOIMY TPaanLisiMU, ie0norisiMy Ta NePeKoHaHHSIMU LWOA0 BIAMOBIHWX
ponevt ypsay, i BoHy ByayTb CTEXUTY 3a BIEMIHHOCTSIMU, SIKI BOHW BBaXaroTb BaXXmBuMy. HauioHansHa
IHHOBAUiIHA cUCTeMAa TakoXX OXOrmoe beaniy iHHoBaLUiviHuX «TpybornpoBoaiBY, siki € CTpaTeriasMm npocy—
BaHHs1 IHHOBaUiv [0 MPpoMUCIIOBOro BUpobHuUTBa. Lii Tpyb6ornpoBoam cripaMoBaHi Ha CTBOPEHHS 340POBOI
IHHOBAaLINHOI eKocUCTEMU Yepes (ByHKLIOHabHY NOMITUKY, IKa CrIPSIMOBYE MEPBUHHVX CYO'EKTIB HA Cripy—
AIHHS IHHOBAaUIAM. HauioHarneHI ypsam MOXYTb Maty HU3KY MOTUBIB /15 BIIPOBaaXXeHHs iHHoBauiv. ['ono—
BHUM 3 HUX € EKOHOMIYHUA PO3BUTOK A/s1 30inbLLIEHHS HALiOHanbHOro 6aratctBa i MpoUBITAHHA Yepe3
CTBOPEHHST HOBUX MPOAYKTIB i MOCAYr i, y CBOKO Yepry, BUCOKOOIayyBaHnx poboymx mMicuyb. Y eKoHOMIY—
HiVi peanbHOCTI MOCTPaasHCLKUX KPaiH Ha CbOroAHILLHIV OeHb iCHYE psf CKIafoBux, 6e3 SKux HEMOXINBO
YABUTY eGHEKTUBHO (DYHKLIIOHYOYMIA HALiOHaIbHUA EKOHOMIYHWV IHHOBaLiviHA Komnekc. baratopisHe—
Ba rnepcrexkTBa — rpono3vuist ypsay LOAo «yrpasriHHA nepexigHyiMy npoyecammy 1a «CTpaTerivyHoro
yrpaBIiHHSA HiLLaMmny 3 METOK CrPUSIHHS M 3aXUCTY PO3BUTKY Ta BUKOPUCTAHHST HOBITHIX TEXHOSOTIN.

BucHoBku — CvicTema IHHOBALIHOr O MigxoAy CyMiCHa 3 yABOHO Mpo Te, L0 IHHOBAaLiViHI MpoLecu 3Ha—
YHOK MIPOKO XapaKTepu3yTbCSA IHTEPaKTUBHUM HaB4YaHHAM. MoxHa cTBepaxyBaTy, L0 NeBHa CUc—
Tema IHHOBaLiHOro nigxogy nputamaHHa byab—sikivi NepcrekTyBi, Kka po3rnisagace npoyec iHHoBauii sk
IHTEPaKTUBHWIA: 8 IHTEPaKTUBHICTb BIAKPUBAE LUMSX [0 CUCTEMHOIO nigxoay. HuHILIHI IHHOBaLinHI CTPpyK—
Typy HCI €, Takum YnHOM, pe3ynbTaToM ICTOPMYHOI eBomoLii, BUKIIMKAHOI MOCIAOBHICTIO TEXHO—EK0o—
HomibHuX napagurm. OTXe, JopeYHOo NocunaTucs Ha MigcuctemMy noniTyKK, Lo 3any4ae ypsaaosux 60—
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pOKpATiB, 3aLiKaBfieHi CTOPOHU, akafeMiyHuX Ta iIHLUMX ekxcrnepTiB. Ha HaLly QYMKY, KpaLLle BBaXaTtu Lo
MigCUCTEMY TaKOI0, LLIO CKIaaaeTbCs 3 HAbOPY IHCTUTYLIN, MOXIMBOCTEN | CTUMYTIIB.

Knro4osi cnosa: iHHoBaLji, iHHoBawiviHi cTpykTypw HCI, iHHoBaUiviHui npouec, HalioHanbHa iHHoBa—
UiHa cucTema, iHHOBaUiViHIi CYy6'EKTY Ta CTUMYIIU.

LLIOCTAK J1E.,
LAVIKAPEB A U1

MapagurmanbHbIi AUCKYPC 0 Gyayuiem MHHOBaUuin B YKpanHe

ﬂpenmerom unccinenoBaHUA ABJTAIOTCA NOJTNTUHECKNE N SKOHOMWYECKKne CcTpaTternn nHHoOBaLUMOHHbIX
ripoyeccoB B pa3BUTbIX CTPpaHax.

L,EHb CTaTbM PACKPbITb aBTOPCKOE BuAeHNE rnpermyLlecTs BHEOPEHVA MWPOBbIX MHHOBALMOHHbIX
cTpaternii u cUCTEM B YKPaNHCKYHO 3KOHOMWHYECKYIO MNPakTuKy /A peLueHnda 3aga4 yCTOI;I'-IMBOI'O
3KOHOMUW4YeCcKOoro pocrTa.

Mertogonorus paborbl — Makpo3KOHOMYIKA, MEXAYHapOoaHasi TOProBIisi, TEOPUM 3KOHOMUYECKOro
pocTa v yCTOMYMBOro pasBUTVSI, CUCTEMHbBIA aHanM3 WHHOBALMOHHbIX (hakTopoB, BAVSIIOLUMX Ha
YCTONYMBBIA BbIMYCK 3KOHOMWKW 3HaHWIA. Vcrnonb3ys MeTofbl 3KCMepTHOro aHanv3a, ornpeneneHsl
OCHOBHbIE HarpaBieHVsi UHHOBAUWOHHOV cucTeMbl v cTpaterun. CTpykTypa v MeTofbl CUHTE3a
PacKpbIBatOT CUIlbHbIE U Criabble CTOPOHbI MEXAYHapOAHOro COTPYAHNYECTBA B Cihepe MHHOBaLUA.

Pe3ynbrartel paborsi. B ctatee faH aHann3 (hakTopa HaumMoHarbHbIX 0C06EHHOCTEN MHHOBALIMOHHOIO
npovecca. CTpaHbl pasnu4aroTcs 1o CBOMM TPaamUUsM, UAEO0NOrvsiM 1 YoeXAeHUsIM OTHOCUTENbHO Mog—
XOAALMX porevt 4risi NpaBuTenbCTBa, v OHW ByayT HabrmiogaTh pasnuyms, KOTOPbIE OHY CHUTAKOT BaXHbIMU.
HauvioHanbHas nHHoBaUMOHHas cucTeMa Takxe BKIIK4YaeT B Ce651 MHOXECTBO MHHOBALMOHHbIX «TPyb0—
MPOBOAOBY, KOTOPbIE ABSKOTCA CTPATErVIsIMi MPOABUXKEHVSI UHHOBAaLMIA K MPOMBbILLIIEHHOMY MPoU3B04—
cTBY. 3TV KOHBEVIEPb! HaUerneHbl Ha co3[aHve 3[0P0BOVi MHHOBALWOHHOV 3KOCUCTEMb! MOCPEACTBOM
PYHKUMOHAENLHOVI NONUTYKM, KOTOPAasi HarnpassieT OCHOBHbIX y4aCTHVIKOB Ha CTUMY/IMPOBaHNE MHHOBAa—
Ui, HauvoHarnbHbIe npaBUTens>CTBa MOryT UMETb Psifi MOTUBOB /151 MOVICKa MHHOBaUWIA. [ naBHbIM cpe—
OV HVIX ABIIAETCA 3KOHOMUYECKOe pas3BUTVE AN YBENNYEHNS HAUMOHanbHOro 6orarcTsea v npoyBeTaHus
rocpeacTBOM CO3AaHWs HOBbIX MPORYKTOB U YCITyr 1, B CBOKO 04Yepesb, BbICOKOOMIa4MBaeMblX pabo4mx
MecT. B skoHoMm4ecKow peanbHOCTY MOCTCOBETCKMX CTPaH Ha CErofHsALLHUA [eHb CYLLECTBYeT psig Co—
cTaBnsAoLLmX, 6e3 KOTOPbIX HEBO3MOXHO MPeACTaBUTb 3(hheKTUBHO (BYHKLMOHWUPYHOLLA HALUMOHaTbHbIV
3KOHOMUYECKMI MHHOBaLUMOHHBIV KoMrinekc. MHoroypoBHeBasi nepcrnektBa — rpeaioxXeHne npaBu—
TenbCTBa 06 «yrpaBrieHVv NEPEXOAHbLIMIM MPOLIECCaMny U «CTPaTErMHYECKOM YrpaBieHu HULLIAMMY B Lie—
119X MOOLLPEHNS 1 3aLLMTbI pa3paboTKu v UCMOb30BaHWUs MePCHEKTUBHbIX TEXHOOMI.

BbiBogbl. CvcTema VHHOBAUWMOHHOMO roAxo[a COBMECTVMMA C [PeicTaBieHueM O TOM, HTO
WHHOBALMOHHbIE MPOLIECChl B 3HAYUTENIbHOW CTEMEHW XapaKTepu3YHTCS WUHTEPAaKTUBHLIM 06y4e—
Huem. MoxHo yTBepxpaTb, 4TO ornpepeneHHas cucteMa MHHOBAUWMOHHOMO rnoaxopa npucyya mobov
repcriekTnBe, KOTopasi paccMaTpyBaEeT MpPoLUecc MHHOBAUWM KaK WHTEPaKTUBHbLIA & WHTEepakTuB—
HOCTb MPOKNIafAbIBaET MyTb K CUCTEMHOMY noaxomy. Takum o6pa3oM, COBPEMEHHbIE MHHOBaLMOHHbIE
cTpykTypbl HCY1 siBnsitoTCA pe3ynsTaToM UCTOPUHECKOro pasBUTUS, BbI3BAHHOMO Yepenor TEXHUKO—
3KOHOMUYeCKux napaamrm. [loaTomy LenecoobpasHo 06paTUTLCS K MOACUCTEME NOAUTYKU, B KOTOPOW
y4acTBYHOT MPaBUTENbCTBEHHbLIE YYHOBHUKM, 3aMHTEPECOBaHHbIE CTOPOHbI, @ TaKXe akafeMmnyeckme m
apyrvie akcnepTsl. [1o HaemMy MHEHWo, NyHLUEe BCEro paccMaTpuBaThb 3Ty MNOACUCTEMY KaK COBOKYM—
HOCTb MHCTUTYTOB, BO3MOXHOCTEN 1 CTUMYIIOB.

Knio4eBble cnoBa: MHHOBaUun, NHHOBALUWMOHHbIE CTPYKTYPbI HCU, WHHOBALMOHHbIV npoyecc, Ha—
UmnoHarnbHasa nHHoBaLMoHHas cncrema, MHHoOBalUOHHbIe CyﬁbeKTbl n CTMYIbl.

SHOSTAK LB.,
DIKARIEV O.1.

Paradigmatic discourse on the future of innovation in Ukraine

The subject of the study s political and economic strategies for innovative processes in developed
countries.
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The purpose of the article reveals public author’s vision of the benefits of introducing world's
innovative strategies and systems in the Ukrainian economic practice for solving the tasks of
sustainable economic growth.

Methodology of the work is macroeconomics, international trade, theories of economic growth
and sustainable development, systematic approach to the analysis of innovation factors influencing
the sustainable output of the economy of knowledge. Using the methods of expert analysis, the main
directions of the innovative system and strategy are determined. Structure and synthesis methods
reveal the strengths and weaknesses of international cooperation in the sphere of innovation.

The results of the work — In the article are given analysis of the factor of national peculiarities to
innovative process. Countries differ in their traditions, ideologies, and beliefs about appropriate roles for
government, and they will guard the differences they think matter. A national innovation system also
encompasses many innovation «pipelines,» which are strategies for advancing innovation to industrial
output. These pipelines aim to create a healthy innovation ecosystem through functional policies that
guide primaryactors to fosterinnovation. National governments mayhave a range of motives for pursuing
innovation. Chief among them is economic development to increase national wealth and prosperity via
the creation of new products and services and, in turn, high—paying jobs. In the economic reality of the
post—Soviet countries, to date, there are a number of components without which it is impossible to
imagine an efficiently functioning national economic innovation complex. The multiple—level perspective
has emerged the proposal for «transitions management» and «strategic niche management» by
governments in order to promote and protect the development and use of promising technologies.

Conclusions — The system of innovation approach is compatible with the notion that processes
of innovation are, to a large extent, characterized by interactive learning. It could be argued that
some kind of systems of innovation approach is inherent to any perspective that sees the process of
innovation as interactive: interactivity paves the way for a systemic approach. Current NSI innovation
structures are, therefore, the result of a historical evolution induced by a succession of techno—
economic paradigms. Therefore, it is appropriate to refer to a policy subsystem involving government
bureaucrats, stakeholders, and academic and other experts. It is best in our opinion to consider this
subsystem as consisting of a set of institutions, capabilities, and incentives.

Key words: innovation, NSI innovation structures, innovative process, national innovation system,
innovation actors and incentives.

Formulation of the problem. It should be first
of all noted that in the world there are more than
20 countries that are considered OECD as innova-—
tive and practice such policy. These are the states
with the following features:

1) The country has organized the production of
new knowledge and their transformation into inno—
vations and new technologies;

2) An information infrastructure is created that
allows the storage and dissemination of knowledge
and innovation;

3) An organized demand process from the part
of production for innovation in order to increase
competitiveness;

4) The social structure of society leads to the
spread of innovations in all spheres of life.

So we need to conceptualize that, despite the re—
cent slowdown in global growth, innovations contin—
ues to be a critical driver of the economy in developed
and developing countries. It is the main source of in—

vestment in research, development and innovation
(R&D&I), with manufacturing companies respon-—
sible for more than 85% of the R&D carried out by
the private sector in Germany, Japan and South Ko—
rea. Technology and innovation have been and will re—
main central to how production evolves and is trans—
formed. Over the past 20 years, worker productivity
across industries in the United States increased by
47%, driven primarily by technology adoption and in—
novation. Society is at the juncture of the increasing
convergence of production and consumption, which
is mainly driven by new business models enabled by
transformations in technology. In the context of the
Fourth Industrial Revolution, production is at the
cusp of a paradigm shift driven by three technolog—
ical megatrends that have reached unprecedented
pace and breadth, even as their full—scale adoption
and benefits in production is yet to be realized [60].
The aim of the study: to relieve author’s vision
of the benefits of introducing world’s innovative
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strategies and systems in the Ukrainian economic
practice for solving the tasks of sustainable eco—
nomic growth.

Analysis of the research. We need to recognize
concept of analysts: Richard R. Nelson that a na-
tional innovation system emerges from the be—
lief that a nation’s technological capabilities are its
primary source of competitive performance and
that these capabilities can be built through nation—
al action [45—46]; Philip E. Auerswald and Lew—
is M. Branscomb about that a nation’s innovation
system is shaped by how the nation leverages its
endowments—natural resources, culture, history,
geography, and demographics — through policies
that create a thriving market—oriented (firm—cen—
tric) economy and accelerate the transition of new
technologies, processes, and services to the mar-
ket. The core of a nation’s innovation system, then,
is its endowments and how government and indus—
try leverage these endowments — the nation’s gov-
ernment through policy investments, incentives,
and, regulations and industrial firms through strat—
egies, investments, and training [11]. It is neces—
sary, when comparing, to consider the uncertainty
factor highlighted by Richard R. Nelson that in spite
of the fact that the core of the innovation economy,
which is the national innovation system, was cre—
ated in many developed countries of the world as
early as the end of the 20th century, the theoreti—
cal construct of innovative economics has hither—
to been used by many researchers as insufficiently
defined concepts. There is, first of all, the concept
to a national innovation system itself. Each of the
terms can be interpreted in a variety of ways, and
there is the question of whether, in a world where
technology and business are increasingly transna-—
tional, the concept as a whole makes much sense.
Consider the term ‘innovation’, the participants,
interpret the term rather broadly, to encompass
the processes by which firms master and get into
practice product designs and manufacturing pro—
cesses that are new to them, whether or not they
are new to the universe, or the nation. Richard R.
Nelson does that for several reasons:

1) The activities, and investments associated
with becoming the leader in the introduction of a
new product or process, and those associated with
staying near the head of the pack, o r catching up,
are much less sharply distinguishable than com-
monly is presumed;

IHHOBALINHO—IHBECTULINHA NONITUKA

2) Much of the interest in innovative capability is
tied to concern about economic performance, and
here it is certainly the broader concept rather than
the narrower one that matters.

This means that our orientation is not limited to
the behaviour of firms at the world’s technology
forefront, or to institutions doing the most advanced
scientific research, although in some countries the
focus is here, but is more broadly on the factors in—-
fluencing national technological capabilities. Then
there is the term system. \While to some the word
connotes something that is consciously designed
and built. Rather the concept here is of a set of insti—
tutions whose interactions determine the innovative
performance, in the sense above, of national firms.
There is no presumption that the system was, in
some sense, consciously designed, or even that the
set of institutions involved works together smooth-
ly and coherently. Rather, the 'systems’ concept
is that of a set of institutional actors that, togeth—
er, play the major role in influencing innovative per—
formance. The broad concept of innovation that we
have adopted has forced us to consider much more
than simply the actors doing research and develop-
ment. Indeed, a problem with the broader definition
of innovation is that it provides no sharp guide to just
what should be included in the innovation system,
and what can be left out [45—46].

So it is necessary to take into account the fac—
tor of national peculiarities. Countries differ in their
traditions, ideologies, and beliefs about appropri-
ate roles for government, and they will guard the
differences they think matter. A national innova-—
tion system also encompasses many innovation
«pipelines,» which are strategies for advancing in—
novation to industrial output. Such strategies are
not necessarily linear. These pipelines aim to cre—
ate a healthy innovation ecosystem through func—
tional policies that guide primary actors to fos—
ter innovation. National governments may have
a range of motives for pursuing innovation. Chief
among them is economic development to increase
national wealth and prosperity via the creation of
new products and services and, in turn, high—pay—
ing jobs. For high—wage countries like South Ko—
rea, this may mean having more attractive prod-
ucts or better production processes than firms in
low—wage countries. In the economic reality of the
post—Soviet countries, to date, there is a number
of components without which it is impossible to
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imagine an efficiently functioning national econom-
ic innovation complex (such a complex, for exam-—
ple, already established and operating in the USA):
1) in the opinion of the Belarusian economist, L .M
Kryukov, «Today, none of the CEE and CIS countries
have a scientific innovation system. But there is an
active search for the most effective approaches to
its creation. In Russia this problem has being in—
tensively developed» [3, p. 71]. According to Rus—
sian researchers B.N. Kuzyk and Yu.V. Yakovtsa
«there is no reason to say that national innovative
system in Russia has already been established, it
remains to be completed. They are only at the be—
ginning of the path» [4, p. 440]. For its creation in
the «Basic directions of the policy of the Russian
Federation in the field of development of the inno—
vation system for the period up to 2010» included
the relevant activities, which are planned to be im—
plemented within the next five years. However, the
Russian researcher E. Semenov expresses rea—
sonable doubt as to the specified time, fairly as—
suming that «to form a modern innovation system
for this period of time, apparently, is unlikely» [4, p.
26]. For comparison, in the United States, such an
innovative system was created over 50 years [1].
In view of the absence in the modern economic
practice of the post—Soviet countries of the above—
mentioned components, of which, in many re-
spects, the innovative economy as a national eco—
nomic system develops, many researchers in their
works prefer to call the last «innovative sector of
the economy» [B], which corresponds more to do-
mestic economic realities. From other sectors of
the domestic multi—layered, «multi—layered, mul-
tifunctional economy» [5, p. 27] innovation sec—
tor is characterized by the fact that innovation is
used as the main economic resource, while in the
high—tech sector it is high technologies, in the fi-
nancial sector, finance, etc. The conceptual block
of questions associated with the development of an
innovative economy is considerably better devel—-
oped in the post—Soviet countries, the content of
which allows us to consider it as a frontier scien—
tific discipline, formed at the junction of economic
science, innovation and science. n addition, a num-
ber of innovative models, which are abstract con—
structs that simplify the main features of the eco—
nomic system of this type, have been created by
specialists in innovative economics, innovation and
science. Finally, the authors of the monograph «In—

novative Economic Development: Model, Manage—
ment System, State Policy» (K., 2005), not only
describe different models of innovative economic
development, but also distinguish several types of
innovative economy [2, p. 31—32.]. The analysis of
the typological features of the domestic innovation
economy allows Shcherbin V.K. to give it the follow—
ing definition, it is:

1) The emerging industrial relations of innovation
character;

2) The national economy sector, which provides
GDP growth through the commercialization of re—
search and development;

3) Border scientific discipline, formed at the junc—
tion of economic science, innovation and science [7].

A review of the literature on innovation and diffu—
sion reveals several paradigms as to just what an
innovation is:

1) The problem of technological innovations has
not been considered a priority by the classic the—
orists. Due to the fact, no special importance is
ascribed to the innovation development theory, in
spite of the fact that Smith, Ricardo, Marks, Mar-
shall, Keynes and Solow are almost unanimous,
stating that long—term efficiency growth is inex—
tricably related with introduction and diffusion of
technological and organisational innovations;

2) One of the paradigms was developed by Everett
Rogers. He defines innovation as «an idea, practice,
or object that is perceived as new by an individual or
other unit of adoption» [51, p.11]. For E. Rogers, in—
novations are singular inventions that are adopted
via a process of protagonist «marketing». At issue
is the potential adopters behaviour («i.e.» attitudes
and personality) — rather than their ability to adopt,
and the ability of the agent promoting the innovation
to persuade the potential adopter;

3) In contrast to the Rogers’s concept, H. Bar—
nett [12], B. Agarwal and others have argued that
innovation and diffusion are not separate process—
es — that innovation is essentially the first step in
the diffusion process — and those potential adopt—
ers decisions concerning adoption is based on ra—
tionality rather than persuasion [12]. In this par-
adigm, innovations are ideas or technologies
which are continually adapted as they are adopt-
ed, and represent sequential sociocultural change.
J. Schumpeter’s simple definition, that innovations
are «the carrying out of new combinations» also
fits this contrasting school of thought [54];
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4] So called Economists have focused on the eco—
nomic factors «inducing» innovation, and have tak—
en a market rather than personal perspective. Rut—
tan and Hayami utilize a functionalist, neo—classical
argument that innovation results from the endog-
enous scarcity of some component of production
[52]. Economist Alainde Janvry criticized the neo—
classical school and emphasized the importance
of exogenous, structural factors (history, interna—
tional markets, politics and institutions) in «induc—
ing» innovation [10];

4) So called Anthropologists are divided largely
between those who consider humans to be prag—
matists with innovations a function of their ratio—
nal objectives and characterized by the materials
at hand, and those who consider humans mean-—
ing— and symbol—making beings with innovations
a function of their subjectively defined beliefs. Two
anthropologists, H. Barnett and S. Gudeman, offer
arguments that bridge this gap between the «in—
duced» argument of the economists and the «cul-
turalisty arguments of some anthropologists. At
the personal level, the «induced» innovation mod-
el of Ruttan and Hayami would fit within Barnett’s
model [52]. Accepting the Barnett’'s and Schum-—
peter’s definition of innovation — as that of making
new combinations of familiar things — S. Gudeman
proposes that people create new things for use,
and simultaneously create culture [35]. A discard—
ed food bowl! used for a chimney cap is thus both
an innovation with practical use value and a cultur—
al creation. This proposal is both a refinement and
extension of the Barnett model.

Using the idea of a hierarchy of levels of innovation
and working within the evolutionary approach, F.
Geels put forward a multi—level perspective of how
transitions to radically new technological systems
could occur and how policy support (i.e. transition
management) might facilitate this. This multi—lev—-
el perspective is important for an understanding
that breakthroughs of innovations are dependent
on multiple processes in the wider contexts of re—
gimes and landscapes. According to Geels, tran—
sitions do not only involve changes in technology,
but also changes in user practices, regulation, in—
dustrial networks (supply, production, and distri—
bution), infrastructure, and symbolic meaning or
culture. Geels uses three explanatory levels: tech—
nological niches at the «micro» level, sociotechnical
regimes at the «meso» level, and landscapes at the
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«macroy level [33]. Winskel and Moran think that
socio—technical regime reflects the interaction
between the actors and institutions, and the re—
sultant routines and practices, involved in creating
and reinforcing a particular technological system
[59]. These practices include: «engineering prac—
tices; production process technologies; product
characteristics, skills and procedures embedded
in institutions and infrastructures [26]. Thus, in so
far as firms differ in their organisational and cogni—
tive routines, then there is variety in the technolog-
ical search directions of engineers. In so far as dif-
ferent firms share similar routines, these forms a
regime. Technological regimes produce technolog—
ical trajectories, because the community of engi—
neers searches in the same direction. Technologi—
cal regimes thus create stability in the direction of
technical development [33]. This is closely related
to the concepts of path dependency and lock—in.

Alongside the multiple—level perspective has
emerged the proposal for «transitions manage—
ment» and «strategic niche management» by gov—-
ernments in order to promote and protect the de—
velopment and use of promising technologies [25].
Strategic niche management differs from simple
«technology push» policies, particularly in the role
that states undertake [43]. Echoing the multiple—
level perspective, there is recognition that govern-—
ment and firms, as well as other stakeholders, have
a central role to play in a system change and, for
example, in the diffusion of low carbon technologies
and that there is a need for policy—makers to man-—
age the dynamics of possible transitions in order to
avoid early lock—ins. According to Rennings, tran—
sition management is not so much about the use
of specific economic instruments but more about
different ways of interaction between entities, the
mode of governance, and goal seeking. If innova—
tion and learning are the aims of transition man—
agement then this requires a greater orientation
towards outsiders, a commitment to change and
clear stakes for regime actors [49—-50].

Foxon did research under the transitions ap-—
proach in order to develop «socio—technical sce—
nariosy. Such a scenario describes a potential tran—
sition not only in terms of developing technologies
but also by exploring potential links between various
options and by analysing how these developments
affect and are affected by the strategies (includ—
ing policies) and behaviour of various stakehold—-
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ers. Elaborating on the socio—technical scenarios
method, Foxon offers a theoretical approach to de—
veloping transition pathways. Three main steps to
specifying transition pathways are identified: Char—
acterise key elements of existing regime (socio—
technical, actors, and landscape) [26]. [dentify key
processes that influence dynamics and stability, es—
pecially at the niche level. Specify interactions giving
rise to or strongly influencing transition path [17].

One of the most persistent themes in modern in—
novation studies is the idea that innovation by firms
cannot be understood purely in terms of indepen-—
dent decision—making at the level of the firm. Rather,
innovation involves complex interactions between a
firm and its environment, with the environment be—
ing seen on two different levels [38—40]. On one lev—
el, there are interactions between firms — between
a firm and its network of customers and suppliers.
The second level is wider, involving broader factors
shaping the behaviour of firms: the social and cul—-
tural context, the institutional and organizational
framework, infrastructures, the processes which
create and distribute scientific knowledge.

Thus, more recent perspectives on innovation
structures and processes emphasise the system-—
ic character of technological innovation. This helps
to explain why technological change is often a very
slow process and why it is difficult to influence [36].
The rate and direction of change is not so much
determined by the simple competition between
different technologies, but also by the competi—
tion between various existing innovation systems,
both fully developed and emerging ones. The iner—
tia of technology—innovation system combinations
is quite large, which can lead to a lock—in those re—
sults in relatively rigid technological trajectories.

Energy systems may exhibit a particularly acute
form of lock—in [58]. As Gross emphasises, cur—
rently we are locked into a carbon intensive energy
system and largely carbon intensive technologies.
Assets are long lived and capital intensive, incum-—
bent technologies have benefited from decades of
development, and the system has co—evolved in—-
to compatible networks of fuels, end use devices,
vehicles, delivery infrastructure and institutions. It
is also argued that the locked—in system emerged
before the carbon problem was recognised and,/ or
low carbon alternatives could be promulgated [34].

Advances in innovation theory have afforded in—-
sights into the structures and processes of energy

systems and have proposed theoretical approach—
es with which to further eco—innovation and the
radical transition to more sustainable energy sys—
tems. By contrast, the relative paucity of literature
addressing remediation,/adaptation from the per—
spective of innovation theory suggests that more
research in these areas could be equally valuable.
Steen Heyrup, Kirsten Meller proposed method-
ological approach to involve employees in develop—
ment is seen as an advantageous way to be more
innovative. Employee—driven innovation (EDI) could
be such a methodology to implicate the spoken
and tacit knowledge of the employees that would
strengthen the innovative capabilities of the proj—
ect organization [37]. They used de Sousa’s con—
cept. Innovation is no longer only a task for special—
ists and R&D departments. According to de Sousa
et al more than 80 percentages of every innova—
tion produced today are generated from smaller
incremental innovations [55]. Hence the main po-
tential lies in the smaller innovative steps that of-
ten are driven by the creativity of the workforce,
when existing products, processes or services are
optimised or reinvented [13]. Involvement of em—
ployees has been a research topic for some years,
but it has never been formalised in terms of a the—
oretical or practical framework [13]. Innovation
depends on a system that can process the initial
idea from individual creativity through a group level
which will handle the variety of obstacles in adop—
tion to dissemination and implementation of the
idea [55]. In project lead organisations within the
build environment the product and process knowl-
edge are closely related to individual employees.
Earlier studies on innovative behaviour have fo—
cused on incremental, process—related innovation
at the shop—floor level of organisations. Innovative
work behaviour has, therefore, merely been con—
sidered as extra—role behaviour that is not usual—-
ly recognised by the formal reward systems of an
organisation [57]. In research literature it is well
documented that ideas are considered the raw
material for innovation, hence the importance of
generating an adequate number of ideas are sig—
nificant [8—9]. Innovation management abilities are
related to project management. Managing innova—
tion requires persons who commit themselves to a
project or an idea, they have to be enthusiastic and
motivated to support and promote. According to
Mansfeld innovation managers must possess the
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skills of the two roles champion and promoter. The
champion support innovation through enthusiasm,
confidence, persistence, and the managerial skills
to assemble the right team. The promoter either;
possess the technical knowledge to advance or
further develop the ideas, possess the necessary
hieratical power to drive the project or apply the
needed resources, or has the organisational net—
work and influence to support the idea. Mansfeld
define these skills and different roles in the general
management role as an innovator, the person or
character that can push the innovation to succeed
[42]. When managing innovative employees, Kley—-
sen and Street have identified five dimensions of
innovative behaviour that innovation management
should support and encourage:

1) Opportunity exploration;

2) Generatively;

3) Formative investigations;

4) Championing;

9) Application.

They all play an important part in making innova—
tion a part of business as usual, representing the
activities as implementing, modifying and reutiliz—
ing. A challenge in relation to encourage the em—
ployees to be creative is that the management
must carefully distinguish between expected, en—
couraged and non—expected behaviours accord-
ing to role and employment [41]. According to Tu-
ominen and Toivonen if the management is aware
of the variety of innovative behaviour, the innova-
tive processes would be mare effective [57]. Onar-
heim and Christensen think that in high—risk de—
sign projects stage—gate models are often used as
a management tool to control the development of
the projects [47]. Adams has elaborated a frame-—
work containing seven categories with different
areas of innovation measurement. The areas are:

1. Input measured by people, physical and finan—
cial resources, and tools;

2. Knowledge management measured by ide—
ation, knowledge repository, and information flows;

3. Innovation strategy measured by strategic
orientation, and strategic leadership.

4. Organisation and culture measured by culture,
and structure;

5. Portfolio management measured by risk/re—
turn balance, and use of optimisation tools [8—9].

According to the typology, the following types
of innovation policy are distinguished: countries
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aimed at realizing the goals of sovereignty, coun-—
tries aimed at diffusing technologies or spreading
technologies in the industrial sector, and countries
that catch up with the leaders of innovative devel—-
opment. It should be noted that individual programs
and projects of each country at different periods of
development and priorities of innovation policy may
be related to a different type of policy. For example,
in Germany, which belongs to the group of coun—
tries focused on the diffusion of technology, there
are projects corresponding to the group of coun-—
tries — «mission carriersy and aimed at goals of
national importance. Separately, Japan should be
singled out, which from the group of catching—up
countries «broke free» into a complex of orienta—
tion towards diffusion of technologies and orienta—
tion towards goals of national importance.

Galli Riccardo said that in the past, structural
changes in the organization of science and technol-
ogy (S&T) have been associated with paradigmatic
transitions in order to best fit the features of new
emerging and dominating technologies. Freeman
describes the evolution and progressive appear—
ance of new kinds of institutions and mechanisms for
technological development and professional educa—
tion within NSI's pari passu with successive techno—
logical revolutions and associated techno—econom-—
ic paradigms. Early institutions such as universities,
scientific academies, and professional associations
were followed by industrial R&D centres and even—
tually mission—oriented public research centres.
Important mechanisms developed gradually: in the
second half of the nineteenth century we observe
the emergence of national and international patent
protection systems, and later on, interfirm technol—-
ogy transfer mechanisms, interfirm technical coop—
eration, and industry—university relations [32].

Christopher Freeman wrote a lot about techno-
logical innovation [27—31]. According to C. Free—
man, the first person to use the expression 'na—
tional system of innovation” was Bengt—Ake
Lundvall [29, P. 5]. However, in published form, the
expression was first used by C. Freeman himself in
his book on technology policy and economic perfor-
mance in Japan [28]. In the early 1990s two ma—
jor books on national systems of innovation were
published. These were edited by Bengt—Ake Lun—
dvall [44] and Richard Nelson [45—46]. A per-
spective that is similar in important respects has
been developed within a research program led by
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Bo Carlsson [15—17]. Carlsson and his colleagues
talk about «technological systems». They ar-
gue that these are specific for various technology
fields, and hence their approach is sectoral rath—
er than national. It may sometimes also be useful
to talk about regional (or local) systems of innova—
tion. Despite their different emphases, the various
perspectives also hold important similarities which
allow them to be clustered together as variants of
more general and broadly encompassing systems
of innovation approach. The various publications
mentioned above are by no means the only ones
using the systems of innovation approach. Its diffu—
sion has been surprisingly fast. In academic circles
it is now widely used, and has already been the sub—
ject dominating a special issue of the «Cambridge
Journal of Economics». The approach is also very
much used in a policy context — by national govern—
ments as well as by international organizations like
the OECD and the European Union. The approach
seems to be very attractive to policy—makers who
look for alternative frameworks for understanding
differences between economies and various ways
to support technological change and innovation.

Charles Edquist [20] pointed out that processes
of innovation have evolutionary characteristics, i.e.,
they are path dependent, develop over time, and it
is highly uncertain what the end result is going to
be. The idea of optimality is absent. Systems of in—
novation are also subject to similar processes of
change. Although the systems are often relatively
stable, they also change — and in exceptional cases
these changes may be rapid. Such 'systems dynam-—
ics’ is expressed changes in the way R&D is carried
out (such as the increased science—base of innova—
tion and increased degree of interdisciplinary) and
problems associated with technological discontinu—
ities. Such changes have implications for the ways
that systems of innovation develop and for the ac—-
tors, such as firms, operating within these systems.
The dynamism of the real world is characterized by
transitions from relatively stable systems to more
temporary and unstable «hybrid» forms.

Lundvall's book is an attempt explicitly to relate the
national systems of innovation approach to innova—
tion theory. In it, contributing authors from Aalborg
University, Denmark, have placed their own previ—
ously developed innovation theories into national
systems of innovation conceptual framework. This
theory stresses processes of learning and user—

producer interaction. In Lundvall's words — one of
our starting—points is that innovation is a ubiquitous
phenomenon in the modern economy. In practically
all parts of the economy, and at all times, we expect
to find ongoing processes of learning, searching and
exploring, which result in new products, new tech-
niques, new forms of organization and new markets.
In some parts of the economy, these activities might
be slow, gradual and incremental, but they will still be
there if we take a closer look [44, P.8].

The «technological systemsy» approach was de—
veloped within the framework of a five—year re—
search program of Sweden’s Technological Sys—
tems and Future Development Potential led by
Bo Carlsson [15—17]. The program deals with
theoretical aspects of the study of technologi—
cal systems as well as empirical studies of specif-
ic systems like factory automation, electronics and
computers, pharmaceuticals, and powder technol—-
ogy. Although Carlsson and his colleagues do not
use the same «language» (‘'system of innovation’),
their «technological systems» approach quite sim—
ilar in several respects.

A regional perspective on innovation and indus—
trial development has also been widely used, al-
though the term «regional system of innovation» as
such might be less common. One example is Anna
Lee Saxenian’s analysis of «regional industrial sys—
tems» which focus on Silicon Valley, California and
Route 128, Massachusetts [53]. Other examples
are analyzes in terms of «industrial districts» from
Alfred Marshall on. The phrase «regional innova-—
tion systemy is also being increasingly used. This
is indicated in Cooke, which includes an analysis of
the origins of the concept [18]. The regional ap—
proach is addressed by Ellinor Ehrnberg and Staf-
fan Jacobsson [21, 56].

Galli Riccardo thinks that Current NSI structures
are, therefore, the result of a historical evolution
induced by a succession of techno—economic par—
adigms. The transition we are currently experienc—
ing has brought about further structural adjust—
ments of NSIs, which are already detectable. The
goals of this chapter are to provide:

1) Schematic description of paradigmatic and
structural changes occurring in NSls;

2) Presentation and analysis of the central ele—
ments of a possible model of NSl and NSl transition;

3) Contribution to generating an evolutionary pol—
icy framework for system evolution and transition;
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4) Basis for an institutional approach to NSI data
collection [32].

The justification for a separate policy subsystem is
twofold. First, policy could play critical role in NSl tran—
sition because of the market mechanism’s limitations
in setting priorities and the need for non—market co—
ordination. Moreover, it is simplistic to assume that
policy consists exclusively of a set of exogenously de—
termined tools associated with monetary incentives.
Rather these tools are the result of a complex policy
process involving the above mentioned priorities, the
coordinated design and implementation of policies
in the various priority areas; and policy evaluations.
Therefore, it is appropriate to refer to a policy sub—
system involving government bureaucrats, stake—
holders, and academic and other experts. It is best in
our opinion to consider this subsystem as consisting
of a set of institutions, capabilities, and incentives. The
main elements of the policy development subsystem
may be summarized as follows:

1. An overall view of the innovation system, its
development through time, and its connections
with country economic performance;

2. Associated with this is the issue of vision gener—
ation through/for mechanisms,/ institutions which,
through systematic study and interaction among
sectors, may lead to a set of long— and medium—
term (flexible) objectives and targets for the econ—
omy and the country as a whole. This should also be
based on a systematic assessment of policy impli—
cations of scientific and technological advances;

3. Determination of the salient features of the
required industrial, technological, and science pol-
icies are including their relationship with macro—
economic policies;

4. Coordinated view must be based of the set of
major science, technology, and industrial policy ar—
eas and their interconnections;

9. Definition of priorities and policy reformulation
has needs setting various mechanisms for imple—
mentation;

6. Selection of the policy approach (e.g., extent to
which it would be proactive, catalytic, and selective)
in each one of the areas considered;

7. Explicit generation of palicy capabilities and of
the institutional and organizational requirements
for the above;

8. Systematic assessment of the implications of
other sectoral policies (e.g., fiscal, defence, health,
environment, etc.) on the performance of NSI.
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In the past, science and technology policy basi—
cally entailed planning for the supply of research,
largely relying on the autoreferentiality of univer—
sities and research organizations. New policy fre—
quently starts from demand, i.e., from an identifica—
tion of R&D and innovation requirements emerging
from the economy and society at large. This re—
quires innovative mechanisms for integrating de—
mand for and supply of R&D. Governmental com-—
missions frequently playa role in defining guidelines
for R&D programs, etc., with reference to both de—
mand and supply considerations.

Borrowing from some recent developments in the
field of political science concerning European inte—
gration, we are able to shed additional light on the
embeddings of diversity in the post—national in—-
stitution building process. P. Muller (La mutation
des politiques publiques. Numero Special de la re—-
vue Pouvoirs, Europe, de la Communaute a 'Union,
1994.) has analyzed the transformation of public
palicies in Europe — what Andersen, E. S. and Elias—
sen, K. A. (The EC as a new political system), Mak-
ing Policy in Europe (the Europeanization of National
Policy—Making, London: Sage.) have called 'the Eu-
ropeanization of national policy—making’. He identi—
fies three levels of interaction between the European
integration process and the national policy system:

1) The 'policy agenda;

2) The representation of interest groups;

3) The decision—making process.

The policy agenda is the sum of perceived prob-—
lems at a given point in time which appears to be
the subject for legitimate governmental interven—
tion. The introduction of an issue on to the agenda
is @ major element in the elaboration of public poli—
cies, and the target of strategic behaviour for so-
cial and economic actors. P. Muller suggests that
there is a transfer of some essential issues to the
European policy agenda: the changes in agricultural
policies or environmental directives before the Sin—
gle European Act and, most spectacularly, the im—
plementation of the single market are examples of
this change. One could add today the Economic and
Monetary Union (EMU) which constrains heavily
national monetary, budgetary, and economic pol-
icies. The various policies that now constitute in—
dustrial policy (e.g., competition, trade, and region—
al policies, to cite a few) are strongly determined
at the European level from the point of view of the
issues discussed and the methods suggested for
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public policy implementation. Many authors explain
this new phenomenon as a result of the cultural
shock created by the Commission’s White Paper
on The Single European Market [14].

Paraskevas Caracostas and Luc Soete are re—
searching Cross—Border Institutions of European
System of Innovation [14]. They think that under—
standing post—national systems of innovation (Sl)
requires an analysis of the institutions that have
shaped it, including their features, history, and the
impact they have had on NSI. Their analysis is cen—
tred on the European Union’s research institu—
tions (legal frameworks and implementation rules
such as programs) and organizations (e.g., what
are called «European institutions», representative
bodies, committees, etc.) that influence European
institution building. Both the early literature on na—
tional systems of innovation and the more recent
interpretation of the concept by David and Foray
[19] bring to the forefront the wide diversity of na—
tional policy instruments in the science and tech-
nology area. While some of these might have been
characterized by general notions that were «mis—
siony or «diffusion» oriented [22], recent literature
suggests that such understandings hide much of
the institutional nature of these systems and so
do not lead the policy debate very far. The notion of
some internationally valid, «best practice» institu—
tional mechanism in the S&T area seems from this
perspective not justified.

The wide diversity across the EU member coun—
tries in the amount of resources devoted to re—
search, the structure of those resources, the im-
portance of industry/ university relationships
through, for example, the funding of the higher ed—
ucation system, and the institutional and organiza—
tional set—up of government support (central, fed—
eral, regional) can to a large extent be explained by
the long, and in some countries rich history of S&T
institutions and different administrative traditions.
Each of the national systems of innovation in Eu-
rope appears in other words characterized by dif-
ferent sectoral specialization, different corporate
governance regulations and routines, various in—
stitutional set—ups, and great contrasts in perfor—
mance. A tentative periodization of the first forty
years of European institution building in the field of
research allows us to distinguish three phases:

1) 1957—-67: the failure to implement «nuclear
techno—industrial federalismy;

2) 1967—-79: the tension between integration
and interdependency;

3) 1980-94: intense institution building (pre—
competitive consortia, framework programs, net—
works, and the revised treaties).

Paraskevas Caracostas and Luc Soete [14] think
that the concept of system, even coupled with evo—
lutionary approaches, transports an inherent no—
tion of coherence. The system of innovation ap-—
proach, when incorporating evolutionary features
(selection, path dependency, diversity generation,
etc.) and taking on board socio—historical research
results and methodologies, may need to reconsid—
er its systemic epistemology and focus instead on
«non—systemic» reconfigurations of stability and
change, i.e., on complex and heterogeneous sets
of different, conflicting, or disconnected processes.

Basic institutions are the treaties since they de—
termine what can be done and what decision—
making procedure is to be followed. These are, of
course, «hard» institutions, very difficult to modi—
fy (for research, thirty years separate the Euratom
treaty from the Single European Act). As analyzed
above radical institutional change mainly occurs
when a broad range of institutional changes con-
verge in a major Treaty revision (as in 1987 and
1993). But an institutional block or element may
be frozen for some time and suddenly operation—
alized when compatibility with national institutions
requires it (the case of a supplementary program
for the High Flux Reactor in 1967) or when the
crisis of national institutions (e.g., today the legit—
imacy). Crisis of research institutions in member
states makes it possible (e.g., the revival of Article
130H concerning coordination of national policies
with EC policy). Supporting institutions can also be
broken down to various constituents: in the Euro—
pean research policy context, for example, the se—
quence of rules such as the framework program,
the specific programs, committee rules, work—
programs, and calls for proposals and research
contracts has increasing «softness» due to more
general rules governing legislative and executive
powers and the equilibriums between them [14].
The analysis of institutions in relation to systems
of innovation should therefore try to focus more
specifically on the relations between institutional
change and levels of formality inherent in the insti—
tutions and assess the «hardness» and «softness»
of these levels.
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Conciusions

The system of innovation approach is compatible
with the notion that processes of innovation are, to
a large extent, characterized by interactive learn—
ing. It could be argued that some kind of systems of
innovation approach is inherent to any perspective
that sees the process of innovation as interactive:
interactivity paves the way for a systemic approach.
Current NSI innovation structures are, therefore,
the result of a historical evolution induced by a suc—
cession of techno—economic paradigms. Therefore,
it is appropriate to refer to a policy subsystem in—
volving government bureaucrats, stakeholders, and
academic and other experts. It is best in our opinion
to consider this subsystem as consisting of a set of
institutions, capabilities, and incentives.
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FABPUTIEHKO AC.

mOPM\]BaHHH HOBOro TeXHoJorivHoro VKJiagy fAK Hanpam
NPUCKOPEHHSA IHHOBALIAHOro pPo3BUTKY YKpaiHu
Y cTatTi gocnigkXeHo cyTHICTb MOHATTA «TEXHONOrYHWA yKnagy. Buxogauw i3 aHaniay HaykoBoi eko—

HOMIYHOT iITepaTypy, HABEAEHO XapakTEPHI pUCH, KI NPUTaMaHHI TEXHOMOMNYHUM yknagam. BusHa4veHo
repenyMoBy (hOpPMYBaHHS HOBOIrO TEXHOJIOMNYHO0 YKNagay B eKOHOMIYHOMY PO3BUTKY KpaiHu.

Meroro crarTi € gocnigkeHHs1 EKOHOMIYHOro po3BUTKY Ta MOro B3AEMO3B'A30K 3 TEXHIYHOK B0~
TKOLIEID, MPOBEAEHHS aHari3y 0cobnvBocTer hopMyBaHHS HOBOrO TEXHOOMYHOro yKnaay sk Hanpsmy
MPUCKOPEHHST IHHOBALIIHOro pO3BUTKY YKpaiHu.

3 eKOHOMIYHOI TO4YKM 30PpYy TEXHOMOMYHWIA YKNaa € pe3ynbTaTtoM CKIagHoro KonekTMBHOIo rnpoLecy
hopmyBaHHS HOBOI Mogerli PO3BUTKY, L0 CrIPUSIE MaKCUMarnbHIiN eqiekTUBHOCTI Bi3HEC—MPaKTVK pi3—
HUVIX areHTiB puHKY Ta colianbHOMY nporpecy. IHLLMMy crnoBamm, TEXHONOrYHa PEBOTIOLIS NPUBOANTL A0
hopmyBaHHS1 HOBOro TEXHOTOMYHOIr0 YKNagy nvLie B pasi nosiBv eqheKTUBHUX CriocobiB nepeTBoOpeHHS
MpopUBHVX IHHOBALM B rnpubyTkoBui 6isHec. O4eBugHO, L0 6e3 po3yMIiHHS MICLS HOBOI TEXHOJONT B
6i3Hec—npoyecax BigKpUTTSA 3anMLLIarTbCS NNLLE HAA0aHHSAM OKPEMUX HaYK.

TexHonorivYHWM yknag xapakTepu3yeTbCs EAVHVM TEXHIYHM PIBHEM CK1a[40BYX A0ro BUPOBHUUTB, L0
MoB’A3aHi BePTVIKanbHUMM Ta ropu30HTanbHYIMM MOTOKamu SKICHO OQHOPIAHVX PECYPCIB | CAMparTbCS
Ha 3ararbHi pecypcu KBarighikoBaHoi pobo40i cunu, 3aranbHui HayKoBO—TEeXHIYHUA MOTeHYian ToLO.
Tomy Ha CbOrofHILLHIVI AeHb 3anULLIAETHCS aKTyanbHO npobrema rnpUcKOPeHHs IHHOBALIMHOIo po3—
BUTKY KpaiHy B yMOBax ¢hopMyBaHHs1 HOBOIO TEXHOOMYHOro yKnagy.

Y 38°'A3KY i3 CTAHOBIEHHSIM HOBOrO TEXHOMOMYHOIr0 YKNagy BUOKPEMIEHO OCHOBHI TEHAEHLII TEXHO0—
riYHOro po3BuTKy ekoHoMiku Ykpainn go 2020 poky.

Kmo4oBi cnoBa: TexHonoriyHui ykniag, iHHoBaLil, IHHOBaUIViHWA PO3BUTOK, HEHOTEXHOSOTT, KOrHi—
TUBHI TEXHOOTT, KIKO40BUM ¢hakTop.

FABPUIIEHKO A.C.
MopmMupoBaHNA HOBOro TEXHOJIOFMYECKOro yKnaga Kak

HanpaBJieHne YCKOpPeHNs MHHOBALWOHHOro pa3BuTua YKpauHbl

B cratbe nccneposaHa cyLHOCTb MOHATUS «TEXHOOrMYECKWIA yKnaay. Vlcxona ns aHanmmaa Hay4Hou
3KOHOMUYECKOW TNTEPATYPbI, MPUBEAEHbI XapaKTEePHbIE YepPTbl, MPUCYLLME TEXHONOMMYECKMM YKIIa[aM.
OnpepeneHb! npeanockiikv (hopMmUpoBaHmsS HOBOIO TEXHOOMMYECKOro yKaaa B 3KOHOMUYECKOM pas3—
BUTUY CTPaHbI.

Llenbm CTaTtbM £ABJIAETCA NCCIegoBaHNe 3KOHOMWYeCKOro pa3snuTnsa N ero B3anMocBA3b C TEXHN—
YecKovi aBoiroUnen, NnpoBepeHne aHanm3a ocobeHHocTen dJO,DMVI,DOBaHI/IFI HOBOIo TEXHOJIOrM4eckoro
YKnaga Kak HaripasJieHWA YCKOPeHWa MHHOBaUMOHHOIMO pPa3BuUTnA prEH/IHbI.

C 3KOHOMMHECKOV TOYKM 3PEHVISI TEXHONOMMHECKU YK SBIIAETCS Pe3yrbTaToOM CIIOXKHOM0 KOSIEKTUBHOMO
ripowecca (hopMUPOBaHVIsi HOBOV MOZENV pa3BUTVIS, CIIOCOBCTBYET MaKCUMaribHOM 3(h(heKTMBHOCTV BU3HEC—
MPaKTYK PasiinyHbIX areHTOB PbIHKE U COLMarbHOo rporpeca. VIHbivMV crioBamim, TEXHONOrM4ecKasi peBOSOLINA
MPUBOANT K (OOPMUPOBEHUO HOBOIO TEXHOSIOMMHECKOIO YKII8Aa TOMLKO B CIly4ae rosiBreHysi 3(ogheKTVBHbIX
criocoboB rpeobpa3oBaHUs MPOPLIBHBIX MHHOBALMIA B rpubbinbHBI 6usHec. O4eByAHO, YTO 6€3 NoHUMAaHWS
MECTa HOBOWI TEXHOIOrn B BU3HEC—TPOLIECCaX OTKPbITVS OCTAKOTCS TO/bKO JOCTOSHUEM OTAE bHBIX HAYK.
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