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Innovative and research activities within universities are increasingly linked with regional socio-economic conditions
and innovative capacities of local business. In less innovative Russian regions, though, prospects for mid-range universities
might be limited due to poor research quality and the lack of mutual trust between Academia and industry. In this paper
university-level data are analysed in relation to regional innovative development. Despite gross heterogeneity within
the sample, the findings suggest that research and commercialization propensities are likely to be shaped by the type
of university, its proactive approach and internal structure rather than regional settings. Mid-range universities might
consider less formal ways to contribute to regional innovation systems, which is more in line with ‘engaged’ rather than

‘entrepreneurial’ university approach.
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as engines for regional growth has preoccupied

the minds of scholars and policymakers for a
considerable timespan already, while the ‘Triple helix’
model has marked the departure from an ‘ivory tower’
university to a proactive entrepreneurial entity. Taking
cue from the international trend umpteen political
initiatives in Russia have emphasized government support
aimed at augmenting ‘innovativeness’ of universities and
local industry. Moreover, imposed publication and R&D
intensity requirements, higher salaries demanded by
academic staff as well as student mobility have deemed
purely teaching functions increasingly unsustainable. This
poses a challenge for HEISs, especially in less innovative
regions where the divergence between Academia and
industry is quite pronounced and opportunities for
technology transfer are limited due to relatively weak
entrepreneurial milieux.

This research attempts to determine to what extent
regional socio-economic conditions and absorptive
capacity of local business modify innovation potential
of mid-range HEIs and how the latter can contribute to
regional and local innovation systems in less innovative

P erception of higher educational institutions (HEIs)

Russian regions. The rest of this paper is structured as
follows. The first section offers a regionalized perspective
on HEISs’ entrepreneurial activities and links HEIs’
research performance to the overall level of innovative
activity within the home region. In the following section
methodology and data employed in the research are
presented. The next section presents quantitative data
analysis of Russian HEIs and discusses major findings.
The penultimate part highlights the implications of the
study and suggests solutions for mid-range HEIs, and the
last part concludes.

Regionalized perspective

Increasing engagement of higher educational
institutions in regional and local innovation systems was
prompted by the processes of governance devolution
undergoing in developed nations, the European Union is
but one prominent example. Since regions have accrued
more institutional and economic autonomy, innovative
development through HEIs has been increasingly embraced
by local authorities, especially in economically troubled
regions or those undergoing industrial restructuring like
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Wales and Scotland in the UK [10], Southern Ttaly [4],
Andalusia in Spain [17] and Varmland region in Sweden
[12] among others.

In contrast, Russian higher education system is
generally regulated on the national level, however
downward dynamics of federal funding are likely to
put pressure on regional mid-range HEIs due to severe
competition on national education ‘financial’ market.
Those HEIs which find it tough to vie for grant and contest
funding with larger and metropolis universities are pressed
to seek for non-budgetary financing from other sources. At
the same time, HEIs are obliged to meet research intensity
requirements and encouraged to engage in technology
transfer, and they are more likely to do so locally due to
societal accountability issues and long established formal
and informal contacts. Regional outlook then makes sense
and provides a functional framework for the explication of
HEISs’ collaborative and commercialization activities.

HEIs’ involvement in regional economies stems from
personal and informal contacts which are a powerful
source of academic knowledge transfer to private firms
in itself, while spatial co-location plays a prominent role
in technology transfer and establishing of university—
industry links (UIL). Plentiful anecdotal evidence from
developed and developing countries alike testifies for
HEIs’ engagement with business and authorities on
subnational level. Some authors on the demand side
propagate for shared cultural values and historically
established cooperative ties between universities and
industry over spatial co-location, but still empirical
evidence suggests that innovative firms are more likely
to source knowledge from local HEIs [22]. Indeed, the
number of technological start-ups is positively correlated
with (thought not ascribed to) spatial proximity of
universities, while academic spin-offs have strong ‘Alma
Mater bias’ [ibid]. Moreover, HEIs’ economic impact
is extremely regionalized in terms of (high-skilled)
employment and provision and training of human capital
for regional economy. Up to 80 per cent of university
graduates in Russia are employed within the same macro-
region where they obtained their degrees, while for less
developed regions the share oscillates around 50 per cent
[16].

It is generally assumed that HEIs” ability to
commercialize academic research results is contingent
on the absorptive capacity of local firms and technological
activities proliferating in local economy [13]. Demand
for complex academic knowledge is associated with
higher patent and R&D intensity of local business, and
neighboring R&D-intensive firms are more likely to
establish mutually rewarding UTL [3]. Hence, the presence
of established industrial value chains and advanced
industries (e. g. biotechnology, optoelectronics, etc.) in a
region is likely to further augment absorptive capacities
in local firms and facilitate integration of academic and
research institutions in regional and local innovation
systems [13, 19].

Less innovative firms possess limited capabilities
to absorb ‘semi-finished’ academic research results
and gravitate towards more ‘applied’ equipment and
software acquisition, which is exactly the case for less
innovative Russian regions where the divergence between

academic institutions and industrial organizations is quite
pronounced [15]. There still remain collaborative ties
between research institutions and industry taken over
from the Soviet period, those are, however, scarce and
insufficient as only 5 per cent of research conducted in
HEIs is commercialized and implemented in production
[18]. The major hypothesis of the study, thus, summarizes
findings from the broad body of empirical research
concerned with regional and industrial absorptive capacity
and links HEIs’ innovative activities and contribution to
regional and local innovation systems to the overall level
of socio-economic and innovative development within
their locale.

Methodology and data

The methodology in the remainder of this paper
employs mixed methods and incorporates both qualitative
and quantitative data collection and analysis. The
qualitative part is premised on the content review of
public documentation regarding higher education system
and S&T development in Russia. The quantitative side
relates to the analysis of individual HEISs’ research and
innovation performance. HEI-level data for 2014 are
retreated from HEIS’ efficiency monitoring conducted and
made freely available by the Ministry of Education and
Science of Russian Federation [16]. The sample comprises
113 regional universities ranked on the basis of Regional
Innovation development rating conducted by the Higher
School of Economics [9]. The ranking assigns regions to
four broad groups according to the overall level of regional
innovativeness defined by regional socio-economic
conditions, regional scientific and research potential,
innovative activity of local business and quality of regional
innovation policy. Similarly, universities are assigned to
group I, IL, 1T or TV according to the innovation tier of the
home region. State, federal, national research universities
as well as polytechnic HEIs are included in the sample
which makes for one or two universities representative
of each region. To control for the inflation of HEIs’
performance indicators in the upper group, universities
based in Moscow (including the Moscow region) and
Saint-Petersburg are excluded from the sample. Tier
I, thus, contains only four universities located in the
Republic of Tatarstan and Kaluga region, which are
subjoined to group II for the sake of convenience.

HEIs’ innovation performance is defined by research
outputs of academic staff, overall research intensity
and established university—industry links. Research
output of selected HEIs is captured by conventional
quality performance indices (QPI) of scientific database
publications per 100 academic staff. The share of R&D
earnings in HET’s total income, non-government R&D
incomes and absolute number of grants obtained per
100 academic staff proxy HEISs’ research intensity.
HEISs’ orientation towards entrepreneurial activities
and collaboration with industry is measured by the
share of royalty incomes from intellectual property (IP)
management in total income and the number of graduate
training and employment agreements with local employers.
Patent counts of individual HETs are not included due to
the dearth of annualized data.
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Regional innovative development
and HEIs’ performance

Before proceeding to the quantitative analysis of
selected HEIs” innovative and research performance it
is worthwhile considering the overall profile of regional
HETs. Most Russian universities can be classified as
‘mid-range’ if one adopts the definition provided by
Wright (2008) and appropriated by Gal and Ptacek [5]:
‘[m]id-range universities are most often located in non-
metropolitan regions... where the R&D potential and
density of contacts are much lower and possible spillover
effects emerge more sparsely’. In this research universities
which fall under tier IIT and tier IV according to Regional
innovative development ranking could be classified as mid-
range. Those are universities located in regions lagging
behind in socio-economic conditions, business innovative
intensity and the quality of social capital and where
commercialization opportunities are rare if compared to,
say, tier I and IT universities. Table 1 provides qualitative
characteristics of a typical Russian mid-range HEI and
average metrics based on the Ministry of Education and
Science efficiency monitoring data [16].

In general, statistics of selected HEIs are rather
perplexing and offer quite a number of compelling findings
(Table 2). At first glance, IP management and non-budget
R&D income share in total income tend to fall with
downgrading innovation tier, however the tyranny of
averages and gross heterogeneity within groups has to be
catered for. The relation seems more obvious for the type
of university: research metrics (publication rates, grant
funding) and IP management income share are higher
for national research universities (NRUs): these are more
research-intensive by definition and tend to actively
engage in recent cluster initiatives promoted by the
Ministry of Education and Science. Federal universities
(FUs), at the same time, display higher publication rates
which might be ascribed to participation of most federal
universities in ‘5-100 project where publication and
citation indices are major QPIs. FUs tend to be more
‘grant-intensive’ as well: the finding corroborates the view
that larger HEIs located in core and metropolitan areas
possess a competitive edge in grant contests, while smaller
mid-range HEIs are squeezed from national ‘education

financial market’ and pressed to seek non-budgetary
financing sources [2]. Moreover, federal universities
generally focus on teaching and basic research and tend
to be less engaged in commercialization activities, which
is reflected by a meagre share of IP management and non-
budgetary R&D incomes.

In the meantime, polytechnic HEIs should have an
edge over humanitarian and classical universities in terms
of ‘marketable’ research results and cohesion with local
industry needs. The former should thus be able to secure
enough funding with large-scale industrial contracts
[2]. This logic, however, seems inverted in reality: with
rare exceptions (success stories like Tomsk Polytechnic
University) technologically oriented HETs display higher
R&D intensity and publication rates against lower IP
incomes. The structure of research outputs minted by
universities and academic staff is more or less uniform
across different regions: much research goes into public
domain while both parties are generally demotivated to
commercialize research results (Fig. 1 and 2). Distorted
motivation of academic staff is further augmented by
publication and citation QPIs (also true for universities
participating in ‘5-100" project), which in the absence
of any interest on behalf of local business takes a toll on
regional technology transfer.

Despite gross heterogeneity within groups the
disparity between second- and forth-tier universities is
quite pronounced: those in peripheral and less innovative
regions display lower research intensity, are inferior
in research commercialization and tend to have fewer
contacts with local industry (graduate training and
employment agreements). At the same time, if universities
arereassigned to groups based on sub-rankings of the HSE
Regional innovation development rating (on the basis of
business innovative activity, socio-economic conditions,
etc.), no connection between the tier of a region and HETs’
research and innovation characteristics is obvious, unlike
the connection between university type and its research
performance.

Another issue is worth considering before proceeding
to likely solutions. Concerning size metrics and citation
indices the data provided by the Ministry of Education

Table 2
Qualitative characteristics of selected universities [16]
Table 1
Characteristics of Russian mid-range universities [16] I 1 1L | v | TECHINRU | FU
Parameter Metric/characteristic WS ;.mdAScopus 257 [ 100 | 7.2 126 1255 | 183
publications per 100
Location Capital/secondary cities in less acad. staff
‘III‘?OIV&‘)“VG’/ peripheral regions (tier RSCI publications per | 118,1 | 87,7 | 786 | 964 | 145,1 | 77,5
T fllt 1 : 100 acad. staff
Number of full-time students | 4000-6000 Grants per 100 academic| 55 | 66 | 53 | 31 | 10,7 | 9.2
Number of academic staff 350-600 staff
Number of researchers 250-450 Non-budget R&D 1087 | 48,1 | 396 | 84,4 |2481 (924
(academic staff with degree): incomes per acad. staff,
Academic staff salary 1,3-1,4 times higher thousand rub.
compared to regional average: Non-budget R&D in- 130 | 72 | 74 | 104 | 182 | 7.6
University—industry links: Moderate/limited comes in total income, %
Match of regional economy | Moderate IP incomes in total 51 1,2 | 0,6 2,7 95 [ 09
and university’s profile: income, %
Regional demand for research | Moderate/low Graduate training and 263 | 131 | 68 167 162 | 617

and innovation:

employment agreements
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® Implemented in
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INSTITUTES

Fig. 1. Structure of research outputs in Russian research
organizations [ 18]

and Science monitoring are quite reliable, however
when it comes to research intensity and IP management
indicators the numbers evoke well grounded doubt. What
do Russian HEIs actually report under IP management
incomes? Licensing and spinning off technology is the
least preferable technology transfer channel for Russian
universities and industry alike, while most mid-range
HEIs secure licensing incomes according to the data
provided by the monitoring. Worth noting anyway is
the fact that mid-range HEIs are not able to live off
incomes stemming from licensing and other technology
transfer activities. Due to industrial structure and varying
maturity of regional industry these opportunities might
be limited; even if localized innovation takes place, some
industries innovate without external R&D and might have
no interest in establishing UIL whatsoever [11].

Entrepreneurial universities:
problems and solutions

While there is a variety of knowledge distribution
channels, formal ones are usually lionized in national
S&T policies. If successful, commercialization of academic
research might generate momentous outcomes in terms
of local high-skilled employment and additional income
for HEISs, but in many cases revenues generated by TTOs
barely cover the costs. Local business in Russia is hesitant
to establish commercial ties with universities due to

78,4%

29,1%
® Industry

Grants

85,1%

® Federal and

70,1% local budget

INDUSTRIAL UNIVERSITIES UNIVERSITY
RESEARCH DEPARTMENTS
INSTITUTES

Fig. 3. Research funding structure in national research
organizations [18]
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15,3%

m
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RAS RESEARCH INDUSTRIAL UNIVERSITIES ACADEMIC
INSTITUTES RESEARCH STAFF
INSTITUTES

Fig. 2. Share of academic and research staff eager to capitalize
on commercial research [18]

the lack of proper IP rights and royalties distribution
mechanisms, while universities fail to perceive technology
transfer as a source of monetary income and mostly
employ research to secure additional grant funding.
This lack of mutual dialogue results in divergence
between the level of technology and research produced
by universities and ready-made solutions required by
industry; indeed, a mismatch between R&D activities of
research organizations engaged in technology transfer
and de facto industrial innovation is quite common for
Russian regions [14].

Notwithstanding the findings, mid-range HEIs can
still amplify their contribution to local economies and
generate spill-overs in regional innovation systems;
recently, strategies other than commercialization have
been emphasized by HEIs in developed countries.
Those include ‘softer forms’ of UIL: collaborative
research, consultancy of academic staff, tailored
courses or educational programs, multifarious training
arrangements with local employers and transfer of PhDs
and Master students to regional jobs as a major channel
of academic knowledge spill-overs [20]. A glimpse at
funding structure of universities in Russia hints at those
‘softer’ UIL: universities retrieve substantial funding
from business while less than 10 per cent can be tracked
down to contract research (Fig. 3 and 4). Regional
HEIs might just as well perform ‘public space functions’
[21] and provide services linked to regional and urban
economic matters, which is more in line with ‘engaged’
rather than ‘entrepreneurial’ university approach. Among
others, Tomsk State University actively engages in urban

B Federal budget B Other

¥ Industry

Fig. 4. HEIs' funding sources [18]
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planning and territorial development, while start-ups
at Tyumen State University specialize in R&D support
for local industries (petrochemical, geological, informa-
tion technology) and tackle broader regional issues
(ecology, rational use of natural resources and energy-
saving).

The recent cluster initiative promoted by the Ministry
of Education and Science has stimulated intra-regional
cooperation between universities and local industry.
There are more incentives for HEIs to choose large and
medium-sized enterprises (LMEs) over smaller firms as
cooperation partners due to established informal links
and larger financial gains: LMEs are more likely to
engage in collaborative research and invest in university-
based infrastructure and equipment. Indeed, funding
of university laboratories by large companies is a usual
practice in other countries [1]. LMEs as cooperation
partners are recognized by academic staff as well, while
‘third party funding’ offers salient increase in their income.
In this light, boundary-spanning national programs are
desirable, like Israeli MAGNET, Faraday Partnerships
in the UK or BRIDGE in Norway, however as anecdotal
evidence suggests Academia and industry leaders might
work out mutually favorable collaboration terms on
their own. Staunch support on behalf of local authorities
and holistic approach is requisite for local innovative
development, while government initiatives should aim at
institutionalizing successful practices in lieu of imposing
them ab extra.

For classical universities, ‘technologization’ and
‘marketization’ look like a pretty straight-forward
strategy to appeal to industry. Classical HEIs can
contribute to regional and local innovation systems
in a variety of ways due to their broad discipline base
and ‘semi-technological’ orientation [2]. This scenario,
however, has equivocal outcomes while applied research
might not provide for the needs of local industry but
undermine traditional research function of HEIs [4]. To
append research functions to traditional teaching mid-
range HEIs might prefer to engage in cooperation with
other HEIs within the same or in neighboring regions to
create critical research mass, as is the case with Tomsk
education development cluster. In regions willing to
step on the path of innovative development, undergoing
economic restructuring or industry upgrading, though,
developement of graduate programs compatible with
those emerging calls of regional economy might be
universities’ best strategy [21].

Conclusion

This research attempts to contribute to ample
literature dedicated to ‘entrepreneurial’ universities with
quantitative analysis of HEIs' research performance and
its determinant factors in Russian regions with different
innovation potential. It is clearly not enough for HEIs
to be located in fertile milieux to become innovative or
entrepreneurial, and overall socio-economic development
of the region is of secondary importance. Moreover,
‘equating ‘research excellence’ in universities with the
ability of a regional economy to support innovation’ [6]
might undermine traditional research functions and result

in haphazard and loosely formulated goals. Selected few
universities can be attributed a tag ‘entrepreneurial’ and
exude tangible economic impact in the home-region. For
the sake of comparison, in the European Union only 10 per
cent of HEIs secure 85 per cent of total academic licensing
incomes [3]. Thus, regions willing to step on the path of
innovative development should embrace universities as a
part, but definitely not the focal point of their innovation
strategies.

Most importantly, capabilities of universities to
create and capture commercial value hinges upon their
proactive approach, organizational structure, internal
enforcement of incentives and motivation of academic staff
[21]. Building up the culture of trust between university
and industry at a local level is another crucial aspect and
is totally within the competence of both parties. Relying
hopes on universities to become regional growth poles on
their own is a no-win strategy, while synchronization of
motivation and actions of all concerned parties, complex
development of social infrastructure and facilitation of
inra-regional links can ensure sustainable development
and combat an outflow of students and skilled labor from
peripheral to metropolitain regions.
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MpepnpuHMMaTenbCKUili yHUBEPCUTET: NPOGeMbl
M NepcneKTUBbl PermoHasbHbIX By30B

H. A. ByabinguHa, acrnmpaHT.

E. M. Poroea, a. 5. H., npodeccop, AekaH, genapra-
MeHT dpuHaHcoB, CaHkT-MeTepbyprckas Wkona 3KOHOMUKN
U MEHeXMEHTa.

(HauvoHanbHbIN nccnenoBaTeNibCKNii YHUBEPCUTET
«BbIcLUas WKona akoHOMUKM», CaHkT-MeTepbyprckuii du-
nnan (HNY BLLS — CaHkT-MNeTepbypr))

B cTaTtbe npeanpuHAT aHann3 nokasartenen apdpekTns-
HOCTW MHHOBALMOHHOW N UCCNIE00BaTENLCKOM AEATENIbHOCTHU
BY30B B 3aBMCMMOCTM OT YPOBHSI MIHHOBALMOHHOIO PasBUTUS
JOMaLLHEero permoHa v UHHOBaUVOHHOM AEeATEsIbHOCTU J10-
KanbHoro 6maHeca. MNonyyeHHble BbIBOALI NOATBEPXAAIOT
pabouylo rmnoTesy: B permoHax ¢ 6051ee HU3KMM YPOBHEM
WHHOBALVOHHOM OeATENbHOCTU YHUBEPCUTEThLI HE CKJTIOHHbI
K KOMMepLumann3aumm pesynsraTtoB UccienoBaHuim,  MecT-
HblIi GU3HEC HEOXOTHO COTPYAHMYaAET C By3amu. B meHee
MHHOBAaLUMOHHbLIX PErMoHax yHUBepcuTeTam crneayet uc-
Nonb30BaTb MeHee HopMannN30BaHHbIE KaHAsTbl BKIIOYEHNS B
VHHOBAaLMOHHbIE CUCTEMBI, YTO CKOpPEe COOTBETCTBYET NOA-
XOLYy «BOBJIEYEHHOr0», HEXENN «MPeanpPUHNMATENIbCKOrO»
YHUBEpPCUTETA.

Kniouesblie cnoBa: npeanpuHMMaTensCKNm yHMBEPCH-
TeT, pervoHasibHble MHHOBAUMOHHbIE CUCTEMBI, PErMOHaSb-
HbIA TEXHOIOrMYECKN TpaHcdhep.

B Poccumn coznaHa Accoumatins pa3paboTyvkoB v Npon3BOANTENEN 3JIeKTPOHUKN

13 utonst 2017 roga o Hauase cBoell paboThl 00bsIBUIIa Acconualiust pa3paboTIMKOB U IIPoU3BoAUTe el asieKTpoHuky (APIID).
O0bbeuHeHNE YUPEKAEHO KPYITHEHIIUMY YaCTHBIMU UTPOKAMU 3JIEKTPOHHON oTpacu: xouauaroM GS Group, KoMmaHusMu «3e-
nakc», «ATOJI», «3aBox “Oranon”> u «CBsi3b HHKUHUPUHT>, — ele 6osee 30 IPeAnpUATHl 3aBUIN O TOTOBHOCTHU TIPHCOEIHU-
HuThes K pabore APIID. B Gynymem Accounanust o6begunaut cabiire 100 kommanuii. APIID HaleseHa Ha pa3BUTHE POCCUNCKOI
3JIEKTPOHHOI TIPOMBIIIIEHHOCTH TIOCPEJICTBOM KOOPMHAIINHY JIESITEIbHOCTH YACTHBIX KOMITAHUI U TOCY/IaPCTBA, YCUJIEHHS OTPac-
JIEBOI KOOTIEPAINH, Pean3aruu MpodhOPUEHTAMOHHBIX MEPOTIPUSATHI CPE/I MOJIO/IBIX CIIEIIUAINCTOB, IaJIbHEHIIETO YBEJNYCHUS
9KCIOPTHOTO MOTEHIUAJIA U BHIXO/A HA TJI00AJIbHBIN PHIHOK.

Acconmaryst pa3paboTUMKOB U IPOU3BOIUTEIIEH dIEKTPOHUKU CTAHET IIABHBIM MH(MOPMAIIMOHHBIM [[EHTPOM OTPACIIH, TIPE/I-
CTaBUTEJIEM OTPACJIEBBIX MHTEPECOB B OPraHax TOCYNapCTBEHHON BJIACTH, HMHUIIMATOPOM U KOOPAMHATOPOM KPYIHEHIINX WHBE-
CTUIMOHHBIX TPoeKTOB. APIII mnpesocTaBuT cBOUM y4yacTHUKaM 3G GMEKTUBHYIO ILIOMIAJIKY JIsi OOCYKACHUS 3aKOHOTBOPYECKUX
UHUIUATHB, IUHBIX CTAHIAPTOB, IOCJIEIHNX OTEYECTBEHHDIX Pa3pabOTOK U IIPOAYKTOB. Y UPEIUTeNsIMEI ACCOIUAIIUY BHICTY ITHJIH
xonauaT GS Group, «3aBop “Otanon”s, Kommannn «3exakcy, «ATOJI» u «CBsA3b UHKUHUPUHT». VI CIIOTHUTETHHBIM IUPEKTOPOM
APIIS nasnauen VBan [TokpoBCcKuii, 3aHUMAIOIINN JIOJKHOCTh TeHEPAIbHOTO AupekTopa «H(popMalmoHHO-aHATUTIYECKOTO
L[EHTPa COBPEMEHHOIT aeKTpoHuKu». 1lesb coznanuss APIID — KOHCOMMAMPOBATH yCUIIUS OU3HEC-COOOIIECTBA ISl PEAIM3AIUH
OTpacJIeBO CTPATErnu, HAIIPABJICHHOI HA Pa3BUTHE POCCUIICKON 3JIEKTPOHHOH MPOMBIIIJIEHHOCTH, CTAHOBJIEHNE HAIMOHATBHBIX
TEXHOJIOTMYECKNX YEMIIMOHOB U YKpPEIJICHNE UX TTO3UINI HAa BHYTPEHHEM PbIHKE, JaTbHEHIINN POCT KCIOPTHOTO TIOTEHINAIIA
OTEUECTBEHHOI 2JIEKTPOHUKH U BBIXO/l HA MUPOBOI ypoBeHb. Cpe/in mepBoovYepe/IHbIX 3a/[a4, CTOSIIINX Tepe]] yYacTHUKaMu Acco-
[UAIMK, — [IPOBeJeHe KOMILIEKCHOTO aHAJIM3a OTPAC/u, Pa3paboTKa CTPaTernu ee Pa3BUTHSI, OIlEHKA PealbHbIX BO3MOKHOCTE!
OTEYECTBEHHBIX MIPEIIPUSTHI, IIPOABUKEHUE COOCTBEHHBIX ITPEJIOKEHNUIT [0 PETYIIMPOBAHUIO OTPACJIH B OPTaHAX TOCY IaPCTBEHHO
BJIACTH, IPOTUBOZIEHCTBIE HE3AKOHHO /1€ TeIbHOCTH Ha PHIHKE.

O roTOBHOCTHU BCTYNUTH B 0ObeIHeH e 35181 Gosiee 30 KOMITaH Wi, 3aHUMAOITMXCS pa3pabOTKOl 1 IIPOM3BOACTBOM 3JIEKTPO-
HUKH, 2 TAKKE PA0OTAIOIINX B CMEKHBIX 00JacTsix. B Guskaiiiimie roast Acconuanust o6beauaut 6osee 100 KI0UeBbIX POCCURCKUX
MPEIIPUSITUI 3JIEKTPOHHON IIPOMBIIITIEHHOCTH. YuacTtue B pabore APIID moMoskeT KOMIIAHUSIM BBICTPAMBATD [IAPTHEPCKUE OT-
HOIIEHUsT 1 00 beANHSITHCS B 3 (hEKTUBHO pabOTAIOIIIE IIETIOYKH, YTO O3BOJIUT MOATAITHO BOCCTAHABINBATD 1 Pa3BuBaTh B Poccuu
Ppa3paboTKy U IIPOU3BOACTBO 0GOPYI0BAHNUSI, KOMIIOHEHTOB M MaTePUAJIOB. BaskHeiinmm HarpasiieHreM paboThl ACCOIMAIINT CTaHET
COIEHCTBIE UHTErPAIIMU POCCUUCKUX TIPOU3BOUTEIIEN B TPOEKTHI 110 0GECIIEUEH IO YCKOPEHHOTO 1II(PPOBOTO PA3BUTUS POCCUUCKOI
SKOHOMUKH, B TOM YHucJIe B IporpaMmy HanmoHaibHOI TEXHOTOTHYECKOI MHUIIMATUBBL

B nacrosiee Bpems B coctaBe Acconranini ohopMuiIcs psiji KOMUTETOB: KOMUTET 110 PEryJIMPOBAHNIO BHYTPEHHETO PHIHKA,
HaIlleJIEHHBII HA 3HAUUTEbHOE YBEJTMUEHHUE JOJIU OTeYeCTBEHHBIX MPOU3BOIUTENEN HA POCCUICKOM PBIHKE, MEK/TYHAPOIHBII
KOMUTET, COIEUCTBYIONMIUI BBIXOY POCCUIICKUX KOMIIAHWiT Ha 3apy0eKHbIe PHIHKM, KOMUTET 110 KOHTPAKTHOMY HPOU3BOJICTBY,
OPMEHTHPOBAHHDBIN Ha MOIIYJISPU3AIMIO U BHEJPEHUE Ha IpenpudaTiaX ah(GeKTUBHBIX Mojieseil KOHTPAKTHOTO IIPOU3BOJICTBA, &
TaK’Ke Ka/[POBbI KOMUTET, OCYIIECTBJISIONINIA TPOMOPHUEHTAIINOHHYIO AeATeIbHOCTb B IIKOJBHON M YHUBEPCUTETCKON cpesiax u
OTBEYAIOIMINH 32 pa3BUTHE KaJPOBOTO TTOTEHIINAIa KoMITaHn — yaacTHUKOB API19. Acconmanus HatesieHa Ha paciupenye KOJIn-
4eCTBA KOMUTETOB, HATIPABJIEHHBIX HA PELIEHNE aKTyaIbHBIX JIJISl OTPACIIH TIPOOIIEM.

Konrakrsr: Ekatepuna Tiokeb, pykoBoautesb pecc-ciyk6e1 GS Group; e.tyukel@spb.gs.ru, e, +7 (812) 332-86-68,
106. 0550, Mm06. +7 (911) 002-41-03
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