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Ïàðàäèãìàëüíèé äèñêóðñ ïðî ìàéáóòíº ³ííîâàö³é â Óêðà¿í³
Ïðåäìåòîì äîñë³äæåííÿ º ïîë³òè÷í³ òà åêîíîì³÷í³ ñòðàòåã³¿ ³ííîâàö³éíèõ ïðîöåñ³â ó ðîçâèíå-

íèõ êðà¿íàõ.

Ìåòà ñòàòò³ ðîçêðèòè àâòîðñüêå áà÷åííÿ ïåðåâàã âïðîâàäæåííÿ ³ííîâàö³éíèõ ñâ³òîâèõ ñòðàòåã³é ³ 
ñèñòåì â åêîíîì³÷íó ïðàêòèêó Óêðà¿íè äëÿ âèð³øåííÿ çàâäàíü ñòàëîãî åêîíîì³÷íîãî çðîñòàííÿ.

Ìåòîäîëîã³ÿ ðîáîòè – ìàêðîåêîíîì³êà, ì³æíàðîäíà òîðã³âëÿ, òåîð³¿ åêîíîì³÷íîãî çðîñòàííÿ 
òà ñòàëîãî ðîçâèòêó, ñèñòåìíèé ï³äõ³ä äî àíàë³çó ³ííîâàö³éíèõ ôàêòîð³â, ùî âïëèâàþòü íà ñò³éêèé 
âèïóñê åêîíîì³êè çíàíü. Âèêîðèñòîâóþ÷è ìåòîäè åêñïåðòíîãî àíàë³çó, âèçíà÷àþòüñÿ îñíîâí³ íà-
ïðÿìêè ³ííîâàö³éíî¿ ñèñòåìè òà ñòðàòåã³¿. Ñòðóêòóðà òà ìåòîäè ñèíòåçó âèÿâëÿþòü ñèëüí³ òà ñëàáê³ 
ñòîðîíè ì³æíàðîäíîãî ñï³âðîá³òíèöòâà ó ñôåð³ ³ííîâàö³é.

Ðåçóëüòàòè ðîáîòè – Ó ñòàòò³ íàâåäåíî àíàë³ç ôàêòîðà íàö³îíàëüíèõ îñîáëèâîñòåé ³ííîâàö³éíîãî 
ïðîöåñó. Êðà¿íè â³äð³çíÿþòüñÿ ñâî¿ìè òðàäèö³ÿìè, ³äåîëîã³ÿìè òà ïåðåêîíàííÿìè ùîäî â³äïîâ³äíèõ 
ðîëåé óðÿäó, ³ âîíè áóäóòü ñòåæèòè çà â³äì³ííîñòÿìè, ÿê³ âîíè ââàæàþòü âàæëèâèìè. Íàö³îíàëüíà 
³ííîâàö³éíà ñèñòåìà òàêîæ îõîïëþº áåçë³÷ ³ííîâàö³éíèõ «òðóáîïðîâîä³â», ÿê³ º ñòðàòåã³ÿìè ïðîñó-
âàííÿ ³ííîâàö³é äî ïðîìèñëîâîãî âèðîáíèöòâà. Ö³ òðóáîïðîâîäè ñïðÿìîâàí³ íà ñòâîðåííÿ çäîðîâî¿ 
³ííîâàö³éíî¿ åêîñèñòåìè ÷åðåç ôóíêö³îíàëüíó ïîë³òèêó, ÿêà ñïðÿìîâóº ïåðâèííèõ ñóá’ºêò³â íà ñïðè-
ÿííÿ ³ííîâàö³ÿì. Íàö³îíàëüí³ óðÿäè ìîæóòü ìàòè íèçêó ìîòèâ³â äëÿ âïðîâàäæåííÿ ³ííîâàö³é. Ãîëî-
âíèì ç íèõ º åêîíîì³÷íèé ðîçâèòîê äëÿ çá³ëüøåííÿ íàö³îíàëüíîãî áàãàòñòâà ³ ïðîöâ³òàííÿ ÷åðåç 
ñòâîðåííÿ íîâèõ ïðîäóêò³â ³ ïîñëóã ³, ó ñâîþ ÷åðãó, âèñîêîîïëà÷óâàíèõ ðîáî÷èõ ì³ñöü. Ó åêîíîì³÷-
í³é ðåàëüíîñò³ ïîñòðàäÿíñüêèõ êðà¿í íà ñüîãîäí³øí³é äåíü ³ñíóº ðÿä ñêëàäîâèõ, áåç ÿêèõ íåìîæëèâî 
óÿâèòè åôåêòèâíî ôóíêö³îíóþ÷èé íàö³îíàëüíèé åêîíîì³÷íèé ³ííîâàö³éíèé êîìïëåêñ. Áàãàòîð³âíå-
âà ïåðñïåêòèâà – ïðîïîçèö³ÿ óðÿäó ùîäî «óïðàâë³ííÿ ïåðåõ³äíèìè ïðîöåñàìè» òà «ñòðàòåã³÷íîãî 
óïðàâë³ííÿ í³øàìè» ç ìåòîþ ñïðèÿííÿ é çàõèñòó ðîçâèòêó òà âèêîðèñòàííÿ íîâ³òí³õ òåõíîëîã³é.

Âèñíîâêè – Ñèñòåìà ³ííîâàö³éíîãî ï³äõîäó ñóì³ñíà ç óÿâîþ ïðî òå, ùî ³ííîâàö³éí³ ïðîöåñè çíà-
÷íîþ ì³ðîþ õàðàêòåðèçóþòüñÿ ³íòåðàêòèâíèì íàâ÷àííÿì. Ìîæíà ñòâåðäæóâàòè, ùî ïåâíà ñèñ-
òåìà ³ííîâàö³éíîãî ï³äõîäó ïðèòàìàííà áóäü–ÿê³é ïåðñïåêòèâ³, ÿêà ðîçãëÿäàº ïðîöåñ ³ííîâàö³¿ ÿê 
³íòåðàêòèâíèé: à ³íòåðàêòèâí³ñòü â³äêðèâàº øëÿõ äî ñèñòåìíîãî ï³äõîäó. Íèí³øí³ ³ííîâàö³éí³ ñòðóê-
òóðè ÍÑ² º, òàêèì ÷èíîì, ðåçóëüòàòîì ³ñòîðè÷íî¿ åâîëþö³¿, âèêëèêàíî¿ ïîñë³äîâí³ñòþ òåõíî–åêî-
íîì³÷íèõ ïàðàäèãì. Îòæå, äîðå÷íî ïîñèëàòèñÿ íà ï³äñèñòåìó ïîë³òèêè, ùî çàëó÷àº óðÿäîâèõ áþ-
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ðîêðàò³â, çàö³êàâëåí³ ñòîðîíè, àêàäåì³÷íèõ òà ³íøèõ åêñïåðò³â. Íà íàøó äóìêó, êðàùå ââàæàòè öþ 
ï³äñèñòåìó òàêîþ, ùî ñêëàäàºòüñÿ ç íàáîðó ³íñòèòóö³é, ìîæëèâîñòåé ³ ñòèìóë³â.

Êëþ÷îâ³ ñëîâà: ³ííîâàö³¿, ³ííîâàö³éí³ ñòðóêòóðè ÍÑ², ³ííîâàö³éíèé ïðîöåñ, íàö³îíàëüíà ³ííîâà-
ö³éíà ñèñòåìà, ³ííîâàö³éí³ ñóá’ºêòè òà ñòèìóëè.

ØÎÑÒÀÊ Ë.Á., 
ÄÈÊÀÐÅÂ À.È.

Ïàðàäèãìàëüíûé äèñêóðñ î áóäóùåì èííîâàöèé â Óêðàèíå
Ïðåäìåòîì èññëåäîâàíèÿ ÿâëÿþòñÿ ïîëèòè÷åñêèå è ýêîíîìè÷åñêèå ñòðàòåãèè èííîâàöèîííûõ 

ïðîöåññîâ â ðàçâèòûõ ñòðàíàõ.

Öåëü ñòàòüè ðàñêðûòü àâòîðñêîå âèäåíèå ïðåèìóùåñòâ âíåäðåíèÿ ìèðîâûõ èííîâàöèîííûõ 
ñòðàòåãèé è ñèñòåì â óêðàèíñêóþ ýêîíîìè÷åñêóþ ïðàêòèêó äëÿ ðåøåíèÿ çàäà÷ óñòîé÷èâîãî 
ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî ðîñòà.

Ìåòîäîëîãèÿ ðàáîòû – ìàêðîýêîíîìèêà, ìåæäóíàðîäíàÿ òîðãîâëÿ, òåîðèè ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî 
ðîñòà è óñòîé÷èâîãî ðàçâèòèÿ, ñèñòåìíûé àíàëèç èííîâàöèîííûõ ôàêòîðîâ, âëèÿþùèõ íà 
óñòîé÷èâûé âûïóñê ýêîíîìèêè çíàíèé. Èñïîëüçóÿ ìåòîäû ýêñïåðòíîãî àíàëèçà, îïðåäåëåíû 
îñíîâíûå íàïðàâëåíèÿ èííîâàöèîííîé ñèñòåìû è ñòðàòåãèè. Ñòðóêòóðà è ìåòîäû ñèíòåçà 
ðàñêðûâàþò ñèëüíûå è ñëàáûå ñòîðîíû ìåæäóíàðîäíîãî ñîòðóäíè÷åñòâà â ñôåðå èííîâàöèé.

Ðåçóëüòàòû ðàáîòû. Â ñòàòüå äàí àíàëèç ôàêòîðà íàöèîíàëüíûõ îñîáåííîñòåé èííîâàöèîííîãî 
ïðîöåññà. Ñòðàíû ðàçëè÷àþòñÿ ïî ñâîèì òðàäèöèÿì, èäåîëîãèÿì è óáåæäåíèÿì îòíîñèòåëüíî ïîä-
õîäÿùèõ ðîëåé äëÿ ïðàâèòåëüñòâà, è îíè áóäóò íàáëþäàòü ðàçëè÷èÿ, êîòîðûå îíè ñ÷èòàþò âàæíûìè. 
Íàöèîíàëüíàÿ èííîâàöèîííàÿ ñèñòåìà òàêæå âêëþ÷àåò â ñåáÿ ìíîæåñòâî èííîâàöèîííûõ «òðóáî-
ïðîâîäîâ», êîòîðûå ÿâëÿþòñÿ ñòðàòåãèÿìè ïðîäâèæåíèÿ èííîâàöèé ê ïðîìûøëåííîìó ïðîèçâîä-
ñòâó. Ýòè êîíâåéåðû íàöåëåíû íà ñîçäàíèå çäîðîâîé èííîâàöèîííîé ýêîñèñòåìû ïîñðåäñòâîì 
ôóíêöèîíàëüíîé ïîëèòèêè, êîòîðàÿ íàïðàâëÿåò îñíîâíûõ ó÷àñòíèêîâ íà ñòèìóëèðîâàíèå èííîâà-
öèé. Íàöèîíàëüíûå ïðàâèòåëüñòâà ìîãóò èìåòü ðÿä ìîòèâîâ äëÿ ïîèñêà èííîâàöèé. Ãëàâíûì ñðå-
äè íèõ ÿâëÿåòñÿ ýêîíîìè÷åñêîå ðàçâèòèå äëÿ óâåëè÷åíèÿ íàöèîíàëüíîãî áîãàòñòâà è ïðîöâåòàíèÿ 
ïîñðåäñòâîì ñîçäàíèÿ íîâûõ ïðîäóêòîâ è óñëóã è, â ñâîþ î÷åðåäü, âûñîêîîïëà÷èâàåìûõ ðàáî÷èõ 
ìåñò. Â ýêîíîìè÷åñêîé ðåàëüíîñòè ïîñòñîâåòñêèõ ñòðàí íà ñåãîäíÿøíèé äåíü ñóùåñòâóåò ðÿä ñî-
ñòàâëÿþùèõ, áåç êîòîðûõ íåâîçìîæíî ïðåäñòàâèòü ýôôåêòèâíî ôóíêöèîíèðóþùèé íàöèîíàëüíûé 
ýêîíîìè÷åñêèé èííîâàöèîííûé êîìïëåêñ. Ìíîãîóðîâíåâàÿ ïåðñïåêòèâà – ïðåäëîæåíèå ïðàâè-
òåëüñòâà îá «óïðàâëåíèè ïåðåõîäíûìè ïðîöåññàìè» è «ñòðàòåãè÷åñêîì óïðàâëåíèè íèøàìè» â öå-
ëÿõ ïîîùðåíèÿ è çàùèòû ðàçðàáîòêè è èñïîëüçîâàíèÿ ïåðñïåêòèâíûõ òåõíîëîãèé.

Âûâîäû. Ñèñòåìà èííîâàöèîííîãî ïîäõîäà ñîâìåñòèìà ñ ïðåäñòàâëåíèåì î òîì, ÷òî 
èííîâàöèîííûå ïðîöåññû â çíà÷èòåëüíîé ñòåïåíè õàðàêòåðèçóþòñÿ èíòåðàêòèâíûì îáó÷å-
íèåì. Ìîæíî óòâåðæäàòü, ÷òî îïðåäåëåííàÿ ñèñòåìà èííîâàöèîííîãî ïîäõîäà ïðèñóùà ëþáîé 
ïåðñïåêòèâå, êîòîðàÿ ðàññìàòðèâàåò ïðîöåññ èííîâàöèé êàê èíòåðàêòèâíûé: à èíòåðàêòèâ-
íîñòü ïðîêëàäûâàåò ïóòü ê ñèñòåìíîìó ïîäõîäó. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ñîâðåìåííûå èííîâàöèîííûå 
ñòðóêòóðû ÍÑÈ ÿâëÿþòñÿ ðåçóëüòàòîì èñòîðè÷åñêîãî ðàçâèòèÿ, âûçâàííîãî ÷åðåäîé òåõíèêî–
ýêîíîìè÷åñêèõ ïàðàäèãì. Ïîýòîìó öåëåñîîáðàçíî îáðàòèòüñÿ ê ïîäñèñòåìå ïîëèòèêè, â êîòîðîé 
ó÷àñòâóþò ïðàâèòåëüñòâåííûå ÷èíîâíèêè, çàèíòåðåñîâàííûå ñòîðîíû, à òàêæå àêàäåìè÷åñêèå è 
äðóãèå ýêñïåðòû. Ïî íàøåìó ìíåíèþ, ëó÷øå âñåãî ðàññìàòðèâàòü ýòó ïîäñèñòåìó êàê ñîâîêóï-
íîñòü èíñòèòóòîâ, âîçìîæíîñòåé è ñòèìóëîâ.

Êëþ÷åâûå ñëîâà: èííîâàöèè, èííîâàöèîííûå ñòðóêòóðû ÍÑÈ, èííîâàöèîííûé ïðîöåññ, íà-
öèîíàëüíàÿ èííîâàöèîííàÿ ñèñòåìà, èííîâàöèîííûå ñóáúåêòû è ñòèìóëû.

SHOSTAK L.B.,
DIKARIEV O.I.

Paradigmatic discourse on the future of innovation in Ukraine
The subject of the study is political and economic strategies for innovative processes in developed 

countries.
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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 

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 primary actors to foster 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–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.
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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; 

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» [6], 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]; 



²ÍÍÎÂÀÖ²ÉÍÎ–²ÍÂÅÑÒÈÖ²ÉÍÀ ÏÎË²ÒÈÊÀ

26

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-
turalist» 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 

«macro» 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-
narios». 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-



²ÍÍÎÂÀÖ²ÉÍÎ–²ÍÂÅÑÒÈÖ²ÉÍÀ ÏÎË²ÒÈÊÀ

27

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]. Identify 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; 
5) 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 more 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 

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 carriers» 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 systems» 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 system» 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 NSls, 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 NSI and NSI 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 NSI 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; 

5. 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 policy 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. 

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 l’Union, 
1994.) has analyzed the transformation of public 
policies 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 a 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 (SI) 
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-
sion» 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 federalism»; 

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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Ôîðìóâàííÿ íîâîãî òåõíîëîã³÷íîãî óêëàäó ÿê íàïðÿì 
ïðèñêîðåííÿ ³ííîâàö³éíîãî ðîçâèòêó Óêðà¿íè

Ó ñòàòò³ äîñë³äæåíî ñóòí³ñòü ïîíÿòòÿ «òåõíîëîã³÷íèé óêëàä». Âèõîäÿ÷è ³ç àíàë³çó íàóêîâî¿ åêî-
íîì³÷íî¿ ë³òåðàòóðè, íàâåäåíî õàðàêòåðí³ ðèñè, ÿê³ ïðèòàìàíí³ òåõíîëîã³÷íèì óêëàäàì. Âèçíà÷åíî 
ïåðåäóìîâè ôîðìóâàííÿ íîâîãî òåõíîëîã³÷íîãî óêëàäó â åêîíîì³÷íîìó ðîçâèòêó êðà¿íè. 

Ìåòîþ ñòàòò³ º äîñë³äæåííÿ åêîíîì³÷íîãî ðîçâèòêó òà éîãî âçàºìîçâ’ÿçîê ç òåõí³÷íîþ åâî-
ëþö³ºþ, ïðîâåäåííÿ àíàë³çó îñîáëèâîñòåé ôîðìóâàííÿ íîâîãî òåõíîëîã³÷íîãî óêëàäó ÿê íàïðÿìó 
ïðèñêîðåííÿ ³ííîâàö³éíîãî ðîçâèòêó Óêðà¿íè.

Ç åêîíîì³÷íî¿ òî÷êè çîðó òåõíîëîã³÷íèé óêëàä º ðåçóëüòàòîì ñêëàäíîãî êîëåêòèâíîãî ïðîöåñó 
ôîðìóâàííÿ íîâî¿ ìîäåë³ ðîçâèòêó, ùî ñïðèÿº ìàêñèìàëüí³é åôåêòèâíîñò³ á³çíåñ–ïðàêòèê ð³ç-
íèõ àãåíò³â ðèíêó òà ñîö³àëüíîìó ïðîãðåñó. ²íøèìè ñëîâàìè, òåõíîëîã³÷íà ðåâîëþö³ÿ ïðèâîäèòü äî 
ôîðìóâàííÿ íîâîãî òåõíîëîã³÷íîãî óêëàäó ëèøå â ðàç³ ïîÿâè åôåêòèâíèõ ñïîñîá³â ïåðåòâîðåííÿ 
ïðîðèâíèõ ³ííîâàö³é â ïðèáóòêîâèé á³çíåñ. Î÷åâèäíî, ùî áåç ðîçóì³ííÿ ì³ñöÿ íîâî¿ òåõíîëîã³¿ â 
á³çíåñ–ïðîöåñàõ â³äêðèòòÿ çàëèøàþòüñÿ ëèøå íàäáàííÿì îêðåìèõ íàóê.

Òåõíîëîã³÷íèé óêëàä õàðàêòåðèçóºòüñÿ ºäèíèì òåõí³÷íèì ð³âíåì ñêëàäîâèõ éîãî âèðîáíèöòâ, ùî 
ïîâ’ÿçàí³ âåðòèêàëüíèìè òà ãîðèçîíòàëüíèìè ïîòîêàìè ÿê³ñíî îäíîð³äíèõ ðåñóðñ³â ³ ñïèðàþòüñÿ 
íà çàãàëüí³ ðåñóðñè êâàë³ô³êîâàíî¿ ðîáî÷î¿ ñèëè, çàãàëüíèé íàóêîâî–òåõí³÷íèé ïîòåíö³àë òîùî. 
Òîìó íà ñüîãîäí³øí³é äåíü çàëèøàºòüñÿ àêòóàëüíîþ ïðîáëåìà ïðèñêîðåííÿ ³ííîâàö³éíîãî ðîç-
âèòêó êðà¿íè â óìîâàõ ôîðìóâàííÿ íîâîãî òåõíîëîã³÷íîãî óêëàäó.

Ó çâ’ÿçêó ³ç ñòàíîâëåííÿì íîâîãî òåõíîëîã³÷íîãî óêëàäó âèîêðåìëåíî îñíîâí³ òåíäåíö³¿ òåõíîëî-
ã³÷íîãî ðîçâèòêó åêîíîì³êè Óêðà¿íè äî 2020 ðîêó.

Êëþ÷îâ³ ñëîâà: òåõíîëîã³÷íèé óêëàä, ³ííîâàö³¿, ³ííîâàö³éíèé ðîçâèòîê, íàíîòåõíîëîã³¿, êîãí³-
òèâí³ òåõíîëîã³¿, êëþ÷îâèé ôàêòîð.

ÃÀÂÐÈËÅÍÊÎ À.Ñ.

Ôîðìèðîâàíèÿ íîâîãî òåõíîëîãè÷åñêîãî óêëàäà êàê 
íàïðàâëåíèå óñêîðåíèÿ èííîâàöèîííîãî ðàçâèòèÿ Óêðàèíû

Â ñòàòüå èññëåäîâàíà ñóùíîñòü ïîíÿòèÿ «òåõíîëîãè÷åñêèé óêëàä». Èñõîäÿ èç àíàëèçà íàó÷íîé 
ýêîíîìè÷åñêîé ëèòåðàòóðû, ïðèâåäåíû õàðàêòåðíûå ÷åðòû, ïðèñóùèå òåõíîëîãè÷åñêèì óêëàäàì. 
Îïðåäåëåíû ïðåäïîñûëêè ôîðìèðîâàíèÿ íîâîãî òåõíîëîãè÷åñêîãî óêëàäà â ýêîíîìè÷åñêîì ðàç-
âèòèè ñòðàíû.

Öåëüþ ñòàòüè ÿâëÿåòñÿ èññëåäîâàíèå ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî ðàçâèòèÿ è åãî âçàèìîñâÿçü ñ òåõíè-
÷åñêîé ýâîëþöèåé, ïðîâåäåíèå àíàëèçà îñîáåííîñòåé ôîðìèðîâàíèÿ íîâîãî òåõíîëîãè÷åñêîãî 
óêëàäà êàê íàïðàâëåíèÿ óñêîðåíèÿ èííîâàöèîííîãî ðàçâèòèÿ Óêðàèíû.

Ñ ýêîíîìè÷åñêîé òî÷êè çðåíèÿ òåõíîëîãè÷åñêèé óêëàä ÿâëÿåòñÿ ðåçóëüòàòîì ñëîæíîãî êîëëåêòèâíîãî 
ïðîöåññà ôîðìèðîâàíèÿ íîâîé ìîäåëè ðàçâèòèÿ, ñïîñîáñòâóåò ìàêñèìàëüíîé ýôôåêòèâíîñòè áèçíåñ–
ïðàêòèê ðàçëè÷íûõ àãåíòîâ ðûíêà è ñîöèàëüíîãî ïðîãðåñà. Èíûìè ñëîâàìè, òåõíîëîãè÷åñêàÿ ðåâîëþöèÿ 
ïðèâîäèò ê ôîðìèðîâàíèþ íîâîãî òåõíîëîãè÷åñêîãî óêëàäà òîëüêî â ñëó÷àå ïîÿâëåíèÿ ýôôåêòèâíûõ 
ñïîñîáîâ ïðåîáðàçîâàíèÿ ïðîðûâíûõ èííîâàöèé â ïðèáûëüíûé áèçíåñ. Î÷åâèäíî, ÷òî áåç ïîíèìàíèÿ 
ìåñòà íîâîé òåõíîëîãèè â áèçíåñ–ïðîöåññàõ îòêðûòèÿ îñòàþòñÿ òîëüêî äîñòîÿíèåì îòäåëüíûõ íàóê.


