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THE PROBLEMS AND THREATS OF INNOVATIVE DEVELOPMENT
OF RUSSIAN REGIONS'

Based on the analysis of the main indicators of innovative development of the Russian Federation for
2006-2013, the most acute problems and risks impeding the transition economy of Russian regions to the
innovative model are revealed. There are problems of a further narrowing of the science sector, the continued
reduction of human scientific potential, extremely slow formation of innovation sector, in particular the small
increase of the share of innovation active enterprises, as well as volumes of their new products. The article
pays particular attention to the tasks of improving regional innovative policy aimed at creating of the condi-
tions for the formation and expanded reproduction of full-cycle innovation, involvement the business sector
in the innovation processes, and the correlation between the regions innovation and socio-economic policies.
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Today, the catastrophic degradation of tradi-
tional sources of innovative growth is a fact for
almost all Russian regions. Suffice it to say that
according to the World Economic Forum (WEF),
Russia on the condition of the growth inno-
vative factors takes only the 78th place in the
world. Thus, only during the period of 2008-2013
Russia passed from the 45th to the 64th place on
the ability of companies to create innovations,
from the 71st to the 76th place — on availability
of high-quality local services in carrying out sci-
entific research and the higher education, from
the 98th to the 124th place — on the existence of
the latest technologies, and from the 34th to the
90th place — on the presence of scientists and
engineers. [22, 23], that means, there is a high
destruction process of innovative capacity in the
country.

' © Golova I. M., Sukhovey A. F, 2014. Text.

It is necessary to understand that innovation
economy is the most important stage of develop-
ment of the world community caused by sharply
increased opportunities of a person for produc-
tion of goods, intensity of withdrawal of natu-
ral resources, scales of environment impact, and
also development of information systems, auto-
mobiles and communications. This socio-eco-
nomic system is one of the most relevant from all
the others for the reached level of development
of equipment and technologies. Also, it should be
noted that the increase of globalization processes
brings a competitive struggle for the right of pro-
duction of almost all types of goods to the whole
new level. It gains global character and takes quite
hard forms because of the less dependence of the
business from socio-economic problems and in-
terests of certain regions (even very obscure if to
proceed from the long-term prospects of busi-
ness existence) as a result is the appeared possi-
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bility of the fast change of territorial dislocation
of productions on a global scale. Therefore, today,
the insistent need is the transition to the innova-
tion economy for the countries wishing not only
to increase the production potential, but at least
to keep the reached level of development of man-
ufacturing industries [10, p. 21].

Transition to the innovation economy demands
the essential transformations of all the system of
the socio-economic relations, valuable and psy-
chological aims of people to create in the society
the conditions for the inflow of the human capital
and financial resources to the innovation sphere
and actualization of the processes modernization
of traditional sectors of economic activity. Thus,
the main efforts have to be directed on harmoni-
zation of the general system of public life with the
purposes and values of the innovation economy.

Preservation and development of scientific po-
tential are of prime importance for building the
safety development of the regions and the coun-

try as a whole. The science plays a crucial role for
the upbringing and education quality, and so for
the development a human capacity of the coun-
try, especially its elite part that is what the coun-
try can provide to its citizens. Therefore, the sci-
entific research are the base and a nutrient me-
dium of innovation activity. An ability of a terri-
tory to produce its own innovations depends on
a science condition, it gives the opportunity not
just to consume or copy someone else’s scientific
and technical decisions of “the second freshness”,
but to make its own exclusive products, capable to
win in a fight for the consumer in the conditions
of the global markets. The science weakness or (as
in the Russian case) immaturity of structures pro-
viding a transfer of new knowledge and technolo-
gies in economy, provokes businessmen to further
decrease in expenses for the creation the own in-
novations and as a preferable strategy to choose
to copy the technics and technologies. In particu-
lar, today, the international corporations capture

Table 1
Professional and financial security of the research activities for a number of countries — members of the WTO
Specific expenses on research and development,
Country Number of researchers lihousam{’ dollars of the USA on 1 reseafcher
Person A person per 10 thousand interr.lal expenses apropriations from
involved in the economy in total the state budget
Russia 447579 66 75 61
Australia 92379 85 206 53
Austria 35942 87 271 74
Belgium 38168 85 214 72
Great Britain 235373 76 166 60
Germany 327198 81 264 87
Denmark 35326 126 193 61
India 154827 3 157 n/a
Ireland 14463 78 221 66
Italy 105846 43 229 112
Canada 146324 86 166 57
China 1210641 16 148 n/a
Mexico 37930 9 150 71
Netherlands 53703 62 241 113
Norway 26453 101 179 91
Republic of Korea 264118 111 201 55
Singapore 32031 103 192 n/a
USA 1412639 95 284 105
Finland 41425 170 183 54
France 234201 91 213 80
Czech Republic 29228 56 142 54
Switzerland 25142 56 419 122
Sweden 49312 109 254 66
Japan 656032 104 215 49

Notes: according to the data for 2011 or the close one for which there are data.

Based on: [5, P. 346-348, 358-359, 360-363].
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the market of the equipment for oil and gas pro-
duction — one of the most investment provided
fields of the Russian Federation. Today, about 15%
of the Russian oilfield service market is controled
by the western hi-tech companies. Their share in
seismic exploration has reached 13 %, in drilling —
48 %, in geophysics — 31 %. [2, p. 13].

Thus, the existence of strong national science
is a necessary component of wellbeing of human
communities according to pragmatical interests
to maintain the technological independence and
defense capability of the country, restoration of
manufacturing industr,y and the problem solu-
tion of employment, especially in old industrial
regions (in Russia it is a considerable part of the
western, central regions of the country, and also
Ural).

One of the most objective indicators of the sci-
entific sphere is the dynamics of number and age
structure of the scientific staff. In comparison with
1992, in Russia the number of scientists fell by one
half. It is naturally from the cultural and historical
point of view. It can be expected that the strong-
est tectonic shifts in the Russian society caused
by the death of a state based on the communist
ideology, and corresponded system of managing
will not tackle science and education. On the con-
trary, the science, education and innovative activ-
ity as elements of high culture are especially frag-
ile. Thus, the applied sector of science, as the most
depended on the environment dies away first of all
(scales and possibility of its existence in many re-
spects are defined by the structure of production
and quality of the enterprise environment, readi-
ness of business and the state to go for additional
expenses and risks connected with innovative ac-
tivity). The fundamental science is more self-suf-
ficient and capable to keep rather a decent level of
research for longer even at poor financing and in
the condition of isolation. However, if the time of
“thin cows” lasts more than 10-15 years, irrevers-
ible processes will tackle this sphere.

In Russia at the present time, there are already
66 full employment researchers per 10 thousand
people involved in the economy (Table 1). If the
European countries are a reference point, for the
average technological development of the country
is no good to have less than 70-80 researchers per
10 thousand people involved in the economy.

According to it, and considering a need of re-
juvenation of the Russian science for preservation
of prospects of healthy socio-economic growth of
the country, it is necessary to create conditions
annually attracted in the scientific sphere 4-5%
of the total number of researchers or about 20-
25 thousand of university graduates. Meanwhile,

the low salaries and high barriers in a way of ca-
reer growth make the Russian science unattrac-
tive to the most active part of the youth. Now, in
the scientific organizations only 1% of university
graduates [5, p. 53] comes to work there, its major-
ity (unfortunately, not the worst) are leaving the
scientific research institutes within the first 3-5
years of work.

Table 2 shows that in 2006-2011 there was
further very strong collapse of the staff potential
of science, especially in remote regions. For this
period, on the territorial subjects of the Russian
Federation, the average number involved in the
Research and Development (R&D) per 10 thou-
sand people involved in the economy decreased by
10%, the maximum is 8,4 %, and the minimum is
61,3%

It contradicts the general course of the coun-
tries orientated to innovative growth. So, in
Germany for 2000-2010, despite the next world
economic crisis, the number of involved in the R&D
in the equivalent of full employment increased for
12 %, in Brazil — for 30 %, in the Republic of Korea
— for 41%, and in China — for 70% (based on
[18, p. 73]).

Average age of researchers in the public sec-
tor of science of the Russian Federation reached
52 years and in the enterprise — 57 years [18].
The rupture of generational continuity of scien-
tists and dying away of scholar schools is observed
everywhere. As a result, the weakened in years of
reforms the new knowledge and possibility of its
reception within the country is destroying.

Irresponsible actions of the last years from the
leaders of the country over the academic science —
the most remained part of national scientific po-
tential — can finally undermine scientific forces of
Russia. With loss of fundamental science, Russia
will lose not only the prospects of innovative de-
velopment, but also the ability to remain among
the civilized states.

The interrelations between the financial re-
sults of activity of the Russian regions and the
amounts of financing of science it is not visi-
ble and cannot be visible, it is caused by the raw
orientation of the economy and the specifics of
the financial security of scientific research in the
Russian Federation. Its basis (over 70%) is made
by the financing of the federal budget and vari-
ous federal funds and structures like “Skolkovo”
which exist only or mainly at the expense of pub-
lic funds. The share of regional budgets in pub-
lic financing of science makes less than 0,1 %. The
share of a business sector of the general financ-
ing of R&D is only about 16% [11, p. 73], its es-
sential part is investments of the enterprises with

SKOHOMUKA PETMOHA N21 (2014)

Journal homepages: www.economyofregion.com, www.uralces.ru




158

MHHOBALMOHHO-UHBECTULIMOHHbIM MOTEHLWAN PETUOHA

Table 2

Dynamics of overall index of condition of the scientific and innovative activity in the territorial subjects of the
Russian Federation in 2006-2011

Index 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2011 to2006%"
average 63,0 61,8 58,4 57,5 56,1 56,7 90,0
E‘s‘zlr’; ;)iéns‘i‘:llc‘l’;‘;:; i;e maximum | 400,4 | 4033 | 3740 | 3761 | 3777 | 366,7 91,6
thousand people median 32,0 36,2 30,5 29,2 28,3 311 97,2
minimum 3,1 2,8 2,3 0,1 0,4 1,2 38,7
Expenses for R&D per 10 average 20,9 26,4 31,0 34,1 36,7 43,0 118,7
thousand involved in the | maximum | 168,2 | 221,8 | 251,4 | 3059 | 3044 | 3384 100,0
economy, thousand rubles median 10,1 12,8 14,7 16,8 16,0 18,5 105,9
(in the current prices) minimum 0,7 0,9 1,3 0,0 0,2 1,1 100,0
Expenses for R&D average 3114 | 412,7 | 5042 | 537,6 | 594,0 | 682,6 126,6
f;ihleprzrs Se(:rlcllil:soiﬁl maximum | 1421,0 | 1910,4 | 1526,0 | 1429,7 | 1887,1 | 1794,7 72,9
development, thousand median | 273,8 | 3644 | 4850 | 5032 | 567,7 | 670,0 141,3
rubles (in the current .
prices) minimum | 87,4 100,6 | 1194 | 1383 | 1606 | 1306 86,3
Number of the granted average 2,6 2,5 2,8 32 2,8 2,7 103,8
patents per 10 thousand maximum 12,1 11,7 13,2 18,3 15,9 16,2 133,9
involved in the economy, median 1,8 1,8 2,3 2,7 2,3 2,2 122,2
unit minimum | 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 —
average 9,0 8,9 8,6 8,9 9,2 9,9 110,0
Sht?re of ihe “?nov_at‘f‘z'l maximum | 26,1 232 26,9 33,3 34,3 33,6 128,7
aclive enterprises 1n tota.
number surzeye 9% median 8,6 8,9 8,1 7.9 8,6 9,2 107,0
minimum | 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,8 —
The volume of innovative average 76,2 75,7 122,1 100,1 136,9 201,7 152,8
lfgiiiit;a::idiiizﬁ:; gler maximum | 813,6 | 810,7 | 8942 | 8455 | 890,5 | 1232,5 87,5
thf)leco(r}oﬁly’ thousa?d median 33,7 33,9 66,3 61,3 77,6 117,3 200,9
rubles (1n € curren
prices) minimum 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 —
Expenses for the average 24,7 27,4 37,8 44,8 50,9 74,3 173,7
technological innovations, )
thousand rubles per 10 maximum | 192,6 | 206,1 | 207,8 | 4699 | 4848 | 6241 187,1
Szzﬁf)am“‘yi lt‘;l‘(’)‘l’ll;’:f d“;ugis median | 14,1 184 | 224 | 244 | 291 | 382 156,7
(in the current prices) minimum 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 —

Notes: " — change of finance indexation in comparison with 2006 is given in constant prices.
Based on the annual statistical book of Rosstat “Regions of Russia. Socio-economic indexes” [16].

the participation of the state. Whereas in the ma-
jority of the WTO member countries, the private
business is one of the main sources of science ex-
istence. Over 40% of the total funding of the sci-
entific research are the funds of business sector, in
the USA, it is 61,6 %, Germany — 66,1 %, China —
71,7% [18].

High centralization of financing and depend-
ence on the federal budget predetermine the dis-
position of funds to carrying out the R&D accord-
ing to the centers, which have developed in the
pre reform period of concentration of scientific
staff. Moscow and St. Petersburg take the first
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place in the internal costs for R&D per 10 thou-
sand employees (they take the 5th and 9th places
among the regions of the Russian Federation by
balanced financial result of activity of the en-
terprises per 10 thousand employees). The next
are the Moscow, Nizhny Novgorod and Kaluga
regions (the 28th, 32nd and 36th places in the
balanced financial result of the enterprises’ ac-
tivity per 10 thousand employees). Khanty-
Mansi Autonomous Okrug is the leader in finan-
cial results among the regions of the Russian
Federation, in the unit costs for R&D, it takes
only 42 place.

Journal homepages: www.economyofregion.com, www.uralces.ru



I. M. Golova, A. F. Sukhovey 159

The analysis of data shows strong discrimina-
tion of the distant regions in the disposition of
funds for the scientific research. If the maximum
value of expenses for R&D for 1 researcher is 1,8
mln rub. per year in the regions of the Russian
Federation, a median is only 670 thousand rubles
in a year (tab. 2). Correlation between the num-
ber of researchers and internal costs for R&D per
10 thousand involved in the economy in the re-
gions of the Russian Federation is absent (the co-
efficient of correlation is 0,23) that is caused by
the high influence on the distribution of budg-
etary funds of a personal contact and corruption
component.

During the period of 2006-2011, the general
costs for R&D in the Russian Federation increased
by 22% due to the growth of the budgetary ex-
penses. But it is not enough. On the total amount
of the budgetary appropriations on science, Russia
remain behind the USA by 5,5 times, Japan by 1,2
times. It is important to remember that, there is
a big part of expenses are taken by enterprises.
If the goal is the indicators of financial security
of scientific research in developed and develop-
ing countries, Russia needs to increase the gen-
eral costs of R&D at least in 2-2,5 times, includ-
ing budget expenses — in 4-6 times. Otherwise,
by 2020 we risk remaining without science, and so
without innovations.

To change the situation, it needs to carry out
the state innovative policy for formation the con-
ditions for development and expanded reproduc-
tion of innovation cycles uniting science, study,
production and consumption of innovations in
the country. Thus, the new conditions and restric-
tions of the state regulation of trade and produc-
tion applied to Russia by its participation in the
WTO have to be considered.

According to the WTO ideology, the state sup-
port in the directions connected to a person’s de-
velopment, such as education, training and re-
training of staff, and also fundamental science are
determined by each country separately according
to its possibilities, priorities and cannot be subject
to any restrictions from other participants of the
organization. Therefore, at first sight, entry to the
WTO does not have any danger to the fundamen-
tal science remaining the best part of scientific ca-
pacity of Russia. Moreover, if Russia adheres to the
assumed obligations, the entry into the WTO has
to affect positively on the intellectual property of
the economic interests of a person — founders of
new development, whom Russia usually neglect. It
will allow to improve the scientific and scientific
and technical development, its relation concern-
ing the creation and use including its commercial

purposes, to increase the interest of researchers in
registration of security documents for the devel-
opment. Today according to WEF, on protection
of rights for the intellectual property Russia takes
the 113th place from 148 possible .

However, the problem for the Russian science
is how to restore its structure but not only to im-
prove its financing, that means to recreate ap-
plied science research, first of all, in manufactur-
ing enterprises. To provide innovative develop-
ment keeping science and production in isolation
developed in the Russian Federation historically
is impossible. In spite of the fact that in the West
is the diverse system of the state support of so-
called “open” innovations, they occupy only 5%
in the large hi-tech companies, 90 % are the share
of the innovations created by own structures, and
another 5 % for the spin-off-companies [9, p. 50].

Today, in the Russian Federation are only 280
industrial organizations having research and en-
gineering departments, where 52 thousand people
work (that is about 6 % of the total number of the
staff involved in the research and development)
[14, p. 355]. The departments of industrial enter-
prises of the Russian Federation have only 9% of
internal expenses for research and development.
Whereas in EU the companies carry out 65% of
R&D, in Japan — 71%, and in the USA — 75% [8,
p. 18], and the number of the research staff occu-
pied in the companies is 60 % of human capacity
of science in the majority of the developed coun-
tries [7, p. 62].

Meanwhile, the economic measures of the state
support of applied research are specific according
to the classification stated in the Agreement of the
WTO on subsidies and countervailing measures
[19], that implies rigid restrictions on the possibil-
ities of the state stimulation of reconstruction of
applied science research in the Russian Federation
according to the market economy forms. According
to the article of 8.2 of the WTO Agreement, the
subsidies to support applied research cannot be re-
stricted when the help for a research carried out by
business, higher educational institutions, and the
scientific organizations covers no more than 75 %
of cost of industrial research or 50% of the cost
of development at pre-competition stage accord-
ing to each specific project. Moreover, the public
funds can be allocated only for covering the made
expenses as a result of research activity (salary for
researchers, the purchase of the scientific equip-
ment, etc.). These conditions can be followed by
the countries, which have achieved a high level of
the private capital involvement in the innovative
activity before their WTO entry. For Russia, where
innovative activity of the business sector is pain-
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fully low, and where is no innovative system, this
restriction can become an absolute obstacle in a
way to exit from an institutional trap of low-tech-
nological effectiveness if we literally adhere to the
text of the Agreement.

The specific character of the processes in the
innovation sphere of the Russian Federation, and
the phenomenon of heavy growth of innovative
activity against the developing world economic
crisis in recent years, are defined by the raw ori-
entation of the economy. In 2006-2011, the re-
lease of innovative products, per 10 thousand
people involved in the economy, increased almost
by 40% across the Russian Federation (Table 2).
However, this increase gain occurred due to the
enterprises of materials sector, which have to up-
date its production base against the background
of increased competition in the world markets,
and also a number of the resource-focused territo-
ries where are no conditions for hi-tech produc-
tions (The Tyumen North, border regions of the
Far East, etc.). It should be noted that in these re-
gions the growth of innovative activity was mostly
virtual. Most likely (that the analysis of transfor-
mations of the structure of these regions’ produc-
tion indirectly confirms), there were not innova-
tions, but the traditional types of raw materials
and products of primary processing made with the
use of new technologies well-known in the world
but not applied in the region’s enterprises were
called the innovations in the statistical report (for
example, technologies of gas liquefaction for its
transportation by sea). Such substitutions of the
meanings are not a rare case in the resource-ex-
traction regions.

For the same period, there was almost the dou-
ble increase of the specific costs of technologi-
cal innovations (also in constant prices). But the
growth occurred not in the hi-tech sectors of the
economy, but in the low-tech and medium-tech
manufactures of low level — extracting, met-
allurgical productions, coke-and petrochemis-
try (Table 3). For the period of 2006-2011, in the
Russian Federation’s processing manufactures,
the expense for innovations, in constant prices,
increased by 42 %, on production of coke and oil
products — almost by 5 times, and in metallurgy
by twice. That allowed to modernize to some ex-
tent these fields.

At the same time, the world economic crisis
provoked the new wave of destruction of the in-
novative capacity of the knowledge-intensive en-
terprises of the country. In particular, it observes
in such key directions, which are important for
the problem solution of the introductions of in-
novations to the industrial complex of the coun-
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try and ensuring its technological independence
that are car and equipment productions, and pro-
duction of electric equipment, electronic and op-
tical equipment; the expenses for innovations in
the constant price decreased by 16% and almost
by % respectively (Table 3). As a result, there is
an increase of depressive processes in the major-
ity of the regions, the traditional leaders of the
Russian Federation on development of hi-tech
productions. So, in the Samara region, the release
of innovative products per 10 thousand employ-
ees decreased in the constant price approximately
by 12 % in comparison with 2006, in Perm Krai by
33%, and in the Sverdlovsk region by 40 %.

As the result, the sectoral structure of innova-
tive activity becomes more and more unattractive.
For instance, in 2006, the expanses for the produc-
tions of coke and oil products were about 5,1 % of
the general costs for the innovations in the coun-
try, and for metallurgy and production of finished
metal products — 14,6%. In 2011 they were al-
ready 18,3 % and 19,8 % respectively. Moreover, by
2011 expenses for innovations in the insignificant
share of the car manufacturing and the equipment
reduced by 2,5% (Table 3). Washing away of the
hi-tech enterprises and the medium-tech ones of
the high level essentially reduces the general ca-
pacity of the regions of the Russian Federation re-
garding the creation of the essentially new prod-
ucts and technologies for a long time, as their low
speed of restoration of manufacturing activity and
the world competition. The stronger the sector of
low-technology manufacturing, the stronger ori-
entation of the regions of the Russian Federation
to loan innovations of “second-grade-fresh.” As
a result, the country lose the ability to create
“breakthrough” innovations and perceive essen-
tially new technological decisions.

In spite of such rapid growth of investment in
the innovation sector, the share of new merchan-
dise market, works and services increased from
0,5% in 2006 to only 0,8%. The total volume of
shipped product increased from 0,5% in 2006 to
only 0,8 %. The economic indicator for new com-
panies is the following: from 2,2% to 3,3%. At
such rate, Russia can not leave a chance for manu-
facturing industry restoration. Today in Germany
the share of new product line is 3,3% of the to-
tal amount of the shipped one to France — 6,9%,
Great Britain — 2.0 %, Sweden — 5,1 %, and new to
the enterprise, but not new to firm — 14,4%, 6,4 %,
5,3% and 4,0 % respectively.

The reason, first of all, is that: today the knowl-
edge-intensive industries were forced out to the
low-profitable category. This situation happened
because of shortfall industrial policy of the coun-
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Table 3

Expenditures for technological innovations and RF on types of prodiction

Expenditures for technological innovations Structure of
in 2011 expenses for
. technological
Types of production : &
P P Total. mln | ™ % to 2006 | per 1 employee, |  innovations, %
ru,b (in constant | one thousand
) costs) rub/people 2006 2011
The mining productions, manufacturing activity,
production and distribution of the electric power, | 469442,2 143,8 44,6 100,0 100,0
gas and water, everything
Including:
Mining operations 70239,3 151,0 76,6 14,2 15,0
including;
— mining of fossil fuels 65836,2 155,4 111,9 13,0 14,0
Manufacturing activity 370006,0 142,2 47,6 79,7 78,8
where:
— food production 12562,9 65,6 9,7 5,9 2,7
—-pu.lp—and.—;.)aper production; publishing and 8493.4 82.1 237 32 1.8
printing activity
— production of coke and oil products 85891,6 486,0 806,5 5,4 18,3
— chemical production 30738,7 68,1 73,9 13,8 6,5
— production of rubber and plastic products 7793,0 149,7 31,2 1,6 1,7
— 'metallurglcal production and production of 929426 195.0 93.1 14,6 19.8
finished metal products
— production of mashines and equipment 11740,9 83,5 14,0 4,3 2,5
— Rroductlon of ele'ctrlc eq}npment, electronic 27293.6 762 35.4 11,0 58
equipment, and optical equipment
— production of vehicles and equipment 41293,3 97,7 40,0 12,9 8,8
Production and distribution of electric power, 291969 147.6 15.8 6.1 62
gas, and water

Based on the annual statistical book of Rosstat “Regions of Russia. Socio-economic indexes”.

try leaders. Therefore, the balanced financial re-
sult counting on one worker is only 2% (car pro-
duction and equipment). Electro — electronic and
optical equipment production is 1,9% of value of
this indicator for productions, which is busy with
fuel production and energy minerals.

In Russia, according to Table 3, the costs of in-
novations (counting on one worker, taken in cars
and equipment productions) are nearly 60 times
lower today, than in the productions focused on
oil processing. In the cars and equipment pro-
duction area, the specific weight of the organiza-
tions, which are carrying out technological inno-
vations, is less than 20%. This economic indica-
tor is nearly in 5 times lower, than in Germany and
more than 4 times lower, than in France. Radical
innovations, especially basic, cannot simply be re-
alized in such situation.

Observed revival of innovative activity is ob-
viously not enough for a change of tendencies
of degradation of scientific and production com-

plexes of the country. According to A. Aganbegyan,
the solution of modernization social problems of
production in Russia requires additional increase
in investments at technical updating at 70 billion
dollars annually within the next 5-7 years and 70
more billion dollars — on reorganization of struc-
ture of the industry, the innovative sphere and ex-
port. If we accept that at least 15-20% of these in-
vestments have an innovative focus, annual costs
of technological innovations should be increased
not less than by 3-4 times. Actually considering
long-term technological backwardness, the share
of innovations in the general expenses for mod-
ernization, especially at the first stages of its car-
rying out, has to be significantly more.

Thus, the main efforts should be directed to
restoration of competitiveness of countries’ pro-
duction base (mechanical engineering, and de-
velopment of productions of new technological
ways). Otherwise, the hi-tech companies and the
governments of other countries will successfully
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block single breaks of domestic innovators to the
world markets.

For the purpose of innovative prospect’s pres-
ervation, the state should decrease taxes and ob-
ligatory assignments. In addition, they should in-
crease legislative possibilities of expenses’ com-
pensation and risks for the companies. Russia was
able to do it before accession to WTO. Today there
can be restrictions for such actions. This situation,
of course, is difficult, but can be solved in the pres-
ence of political will

One of necessary precondition for formation
and development an innovative economy in the
Russian Federation is formation of the effective
innovative infrastructure, promoting updating of
scientific, technical and innovative capacity of the
territories. It will help to accelerate a transfer of
technologies and ensuring socioeconomic growth.
Russia, as well as many other countries, is rather
actively joined in process of creation of innova-
tive complexes. For the beginning of 2014 about
1200 objects of innovative infrastructure, includ-
ing 166 science and technology parks [12] were in
the Russian Federation. However, despite of a set
and a variety of these objects, it is impossible to-
day to speak about their essential influence on ac-
tivation of innovative processes. For example, in
recent years in the specific weight of innovatively
active enterprises was only 8 % of total amount of
the enterprises, and a share of the shipped inno-
vative goods in the total amount of shipped pro-
duction was about 10 - 12% [17. page 81]. It does
not exceed averages across Russia of values of
these indicators, which are normal for traditional
sectors of economy.

The Russian innovative complexes do not pro-
mote the solution of such problems, as production
decentralization, and alignment of disproportions
of regions on level of social and economic devel-
opment as it occurs in Japan, the USA and other
countries. On the contrary, it increases interre-
gional distinctions and contradictions in such im-
portant social and economic parameters, as the
volumes of investment, level of the income and a
population standard of living, creation of highly
paid workplaces and others. Therefore, nearly 2/5
all objects of innovative infrastructure fall to the
share of Central federal district now.

Inefficiency of an expenditure of funds allo-
cated for innovative development is also an im-
portant problem. Financing of separate innova-
tive infrastructure objects is actual for Russia.
This situation we can see in Skolkovo (the innova-
tion center). It is financed in the separate line and
thus by 2013 the amounts of financing of this in-
novation center was about 20 billion rubles. This
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indicator exceeded a share of financial expenses
for all technology development zones and more
than by 6 times — expenses on science cities for
the same period [21].The inconsistency of innova-
tion policy slows down innovative development of
the Russian Federation; the policy changes its pri-
orities regularly rushing to support new projects
and forgetting about those objects and directions,
which were planned to be realized yesterday.
At the beginning and at the middle of the 90th,
Russia “got over” the scientific and technological
parks, which faded without the financial support
from the state. In the late 90th — the beginning of
the 2000th, there was a new hobby for science cit-
ies. However, by 2005 their development program
was almost closed. Today, Russia once again tries
to copy the next world trend — the idea of forma-
tion of innovative clusters. The idea itself deserves
attention, for the first time it was formulated in
the 90th by Michael Porter [13]. Clusters promote
strengthening of positive synergetic effects of re-
gional agglomerations, strengthen relations be-
tween science and production, and stimulate de-
velopment of the real sector and development of
the new markets.

Today, the Government of the Russian
Federation approved list of clusters including 25
innovative clusters in the territories with a high
level of concentration of scientific and techni-
cal and production activity [15]. They include a
number of science cities, special economic zones
and the closed territorial units and etc. The total
amount of subsidies to the subjects of Federation
on program implementation clusters’ develop-
ment for the period from 2007 until 2013 is 1.3
trillion rub., that is quite an impressive sum [6],
i.e. about 200 billion rubles annually. At such fi-
nancing, (expenses on R&D carried out by partic-
ipants of clusters is about 43 % in a total amount
of the corresponding expenses on the economy) it
would be logical to expect considerable activation
of innovative processes. However, according to the
above presented analysis, it did not occur, though
since the beginning of the campaign of the devel-
opment of innovative clusters has passed more
than 7 years.

There are a few reasons for it: lack of legis-
latively fixed status of innovative clusters, and
so unclarity of how to classify economic enti-
ties, unclear mechanism of financial disposi-
tion allocated for clusters’ development. Lack of
the unite strategy and priorities of their devel-
opment is another reason of their low efficiency.
Investigation of the list of the projects of clus-
ters’ development selected for realization shows
that there is still a lack of research of technologi-
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cal potential available in certain regions and real
requirements of territorial industrial complexes.
There are doubts in the expediency of speciali-
zation and territorial placement of a number of
clusters. So, among the clusters listed at govern-
mental website, 6 are focused on production of
biopharmacology products, 3 is supposed to be
created in the Siberian federal district (in the
Altai region, the Novosibirsk and Tomsk regions).
At the same time, special concern is caused by
that fact that innovative opportunities of clus-
ters and many other objects of innovative infra-
structure are insufficiently considered at prob-
lem solving of the crucial goals for Russia and its
regions such as modernization of key fields of the
economy: the machine-building, metallurgical
and chemical complexes. Among the mentioned
list of innovative clusters only 5 are focused di-
rectly on the modernization of these complexes:
two ship-building clusters in the Arkhangelsk re-
gion and Khabarovsk territory, industrial cluster
in the field of motor-car construction and petro-
chemistry in the Nizhny Novgorod region, petro-
chemical territorial cluster in Bashkortostan, ti-
tanic cluster in the Sverdlovsk region. Thus, in
the Russian Federation there are unsystematic
and therefore, chaotic, and ineffective develop-
ment of innovative infrastructure, taking essen-
tial funds from the state budget, but not bring-
ing results.

We assume that one of the most critical goals of
the modern strategic development of the Russian
Federation is to connect together socio-economic
and innovation processes. Until then, the innova-
tive activity and the socio-economic sphere will
develop without strengthening and complement
each other, but almost autonomous. The result of
their parallel development will be the increase of
the technological weakness of the Russian econ-
omy, its dependence on the developed coun-
tries and further status decrease of the Russian
Federation in the world community.

It is known, that the necessary conditions of
essential inflow of private investments into the fi-
nancing of scientific research and creation of in-
novations are a certain public stability, i.e. the pri-
vate property security and business freedom, and
also improvement of processing economic sector,
first of all, mechanical engineering, and the accel-
erated development of the knowledge-intensive
productions.

It should not be left unnoticed, that technol-
ogies in mechanical engineering and metallurgy
focused on civil productions are not consisted in
the list of 44 critical technologies of the Russian
Federation [15]. Possibly, the experts of the list
were focused on the directions of science, equip-
ment, and technologies being the priority for the
economically developed countries. However, these
countries rather successfully solved a problem of
modernization of the basic productions in the 60—
80th of XX century, whereas in Russia, this is a rel-
evant issue.

In the Russia Federation, the innovation pro-
cesses are not developed because of the undevel-
oped legal base in the sphere of innovative activ-
ity. In the current legislation, there are no clear
purposes, prospects, priorities, and stages of inno-
vative and technological development.

One more serious risk factor, as it was al-
ready noted, is unreadiness of scientific and hi-
tech complexes of Russia to the WTO entry. At the
same time, based on the experience of other coun-
tries, in particular China and Brazil, it is possi-
ble to solve the problems of the science develop-
ment and increase the innovative activity of the
national enterprises using the open markets, as
well. It require a political will and understanding
of the necessity of the innovation paradigm to safe
production processes and national independence
of the country at the globalization and in the new
conditions. Especially, Russia still has the neces-
sary human and investment resources to carry out
the innovative reforms.

The article is supported by Russian Humanitarian Scientific Fund, project 14-02-00331 “Innovative and technological development

of a region: assessment, forecasting and ways of achievements”.
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