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ABSTRACT 

Innovation as a priority for development Russia's economy became relevant relatively 

recently. Management of innovation processes federal and regional level requires knowledge of 

their patterns, problems and the specifics of innovation in Russia, as well as the problems and 

specifics of the innovation activities of enterprises in the context of economic activities. Official 

federal statistics contain extremely limited number of indicators characterizing innovative 

processes in business. 

The innovation sphere is currently the subject of a study of various branches of scientific 

knowledge and is actualized in numerous scientific publications. However, they do not have 

common conceptual foundations, and for the most part they have only economic content. 

In the literature there is no single definition of the concept of "innovation", we tried to give a 

single comprehensive definition of the concept of "innovation", consider different points of view, 

identified two main approaches to the definition of the concept of innovation. In the article we 

tried to analyze the basic indicators of the innovative development of the Russian Federation 

over the past 7 years. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The innovation sphere is currently the subject of a study of various branches of scientific 

knowledge and is actualized in numerous scientific publications. However, they do not have 

common conceptual foundations, and for the most part they have only economic content. Today, 

the initial terminological base of the subject studied is exclusively in the economics, where 

numerous attempts are being made to define the concepts of “innovation” and “innovative 

activity”. 

In addition to economics, the greatest achievements in the study of innovations belong to 

philosophy and sociology, whose representatives consider innovation and related phenomena as 
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a social phenomenon, analyze the perception of innovation and the attitude towards them of 

various social groups at different stages of the innovation process (De Propris, 2019; Hilorme et 

al., 2018; Kang et al., 2016). The aggregate achievements of these sciences consist in the 

compilation of a certain terminological apparatus, the creation of a general theory of innovations 

and the classification of the latter, which can be considered as a certain methodological basis, the 

basic prerequisites for further and above all legal scientific research of innovations (Engel, 2015; 

Lukyanov, 2008; Nemtsev & Kozlov, 2015; Votchel et al., 2015).  

METHODOLOGY  

 The theoretical and methodological basis of the study consists of domestic and foreign 

articles in innovation sphere, including monographs, articles and analytical reviews. 

The study is based on general methods, such as methods of control theory, expert 

analysis, statistical analysis and comparative analysis, a systematic approach, methods of 

structural and functional analysis, synthesis, expert assessments, methods of visualization of 

tabular data. 

As a result of the study, the data of the Federal State Statistics Service were analyzed in 

the direction of "key indicators of innovation activity in the Russian Federation". 

Criteria that were used as a basis for comparison: 

1. Innovative activity of organizations (the proportion of organizations that carried out technological, 

organizational, marketing innovations in the reporting year, in the total number of organizations surveyed). 

2. The proportion of organizations implementing technological innovations in the reporting year in the total 

number of surveyed organizations. 

3. Shipped goods of own production, completed works and services on their own including innovative 

products, works, services. 

4. The proportion of innovative products, works, services in the total volume of goods shipped, work 

performed, services. 

5. The proportion of organizations implementing organizational innovations in the reporting year in the total 

number of surveyed organizations. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The term "innovation" comes from the Latin "innovatio"-"update" or "improvement", so 

innovation is usually associated with the creation of new knowledge, solutions, products, 

significant changes, and modernization. This term is often considered as a synonym for the term 

“novation”. Innovations are generalized by the concepts: new knowledge, new phenomena and 

methods, inventions, new order, new rules. You can also analyze innovation as a direction, a 

motion vector, i.e., “in” and “novatio”-in a new, new way. Therefore, researchers most often 

interpret “innovation” as a process, that is, a set of consecutive actions aimed at bringing the 

advanced scientific idea to the stage of its practical application and obtaining economic benefits 

(Akhmetshin et al., 2018). 
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Prigogine defines innovation as a purposeful change, noting that in many purposeful 

changes there are innovations as an organizational mechanism, i.e., it is from innovations that 

genuine changes consist. 

 "First, the goals of change are determined, innovation is developed, if necessary, it is tested, then it is 

mastered and distributed, and finally, it "dies out", exhausted morally or physically" (Prigogine, 1989). 

Brue use the concepts of “innovation” and “innovation” as synonyms, implying the launch of a 

new product into production, the introduction of a new production method, or the use of a new 

form of business organization (McConnell & Brue, 1997). 

Kotler et al. (2000) defines innovation as an idea, product or technology, launched in mass 

production and presented on the market, which the consumer perceives as completely new or 

possessing some unique properties. 

 The analysis of the above shows that in economics there are two main approaches to the 

definition of the concept of innovation: 

1. As to the process of introducing innovations. 

2. How to the result of human activity in the form of new products, technologies, methods, etc. (Aydalot & 

Keeble, 2018). 

RESULTS & DISCUSSION 

The concept of “innovation activity” is closely related to the concept of innovation. The 

generalization of economic sources leads to the conclusion that innovative activity is the process 

of creating a new product from formulating its idea to mastering production, producing, 

implementing and obtaining a commercial effect (Clarysse et al., 2014; Sople, 2016). 

In the Main directions of the policy of the Russian Federation in the field of development 

of the innovation system for the period up to 2010, a broader approach to determining the 

essence of innovation activity is reflected, reflecting its focus not only on developing goods with 

new consumer properties or its production technology, but also on financial, economic, 

personnel, informational and other innovations (innovations) in the production and marketing of 

products (goods, works, services) that provide cost savings or create giving conditions for such 

savings. At the same time, the innovation activity itself is considered not as a process, but as the 

execution of works or the provision of services (Table 1). 
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Table-1 

KEY INDICATORS OF INNOVATIVE ACTIVITIES IN RUSSIAN FEDERATION 

№ Name of the indicator 

unit of 

measur

ement 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

1 

"Innovative activity of organizations 

(the proportion of organizations that 

carried out technological, 

organizational, marketing innovations 

in the reporting year, in the total 

number of organizations surveyed)" 

percent 10.4 10.3 10.1 9.9 9.3 8.4 8.5 

2 

The proportion of organizations 

implementing technological 

innovations in the reporting year 

in the total number of surveyed 

organizations 

percent 8.9 9.1 8.9 8.8 8.3 7.3 7.5 

3 

Shipped goods of own production, 

completed works and services on their 

own 
trillion 

rubles 

33.4 35.9 38.3 41.2 45.5 51.3 57.6 

including innovative products, works, 

services 
2.1 2.8 3.5 3.5 3.8 4.3 4.1 

4 

The proportion of innovative products, 

works, services 

in the total volume of goods shipped, 

work performed, services 

percent 6.3 8.0 9.2 8.7 8.4 8.5 7.2 

5 

The proportion of organizations 

implementing organizational 

innovations in the reporting year in the 

total number of surveyed 

organizations 

percent 3.3 3.0 2.9 2.8 2.7 2.4 2.3 

 

On the basis of the data presented, we formulate the following conclusions: 1. innovation 

processes in the Russian economy are rather sluggish. The share of innovative activity of 

industry organizations decreases every year (Bernal et al., 2019; Pieroni et al., 2019). In 2011-

10.4, and in 2016-8.4. However, in 2017, progress is visible 8.5. The proportion of employees of 

enterprises engaged in research and development over the past 7 years was greater in 2012. In 

2017, it fell by 1.6 percent. Since 2011, the share of innovative products has increased by 

2,4204024.4 million rubles. 

Innovation processes take place mainly at the largest Russian enterprises. This conclusion 

unambiguously follows from the relationship: 

1. The proportion of innovation-active enterprises and the proportion of the products of these enterprises in 

the total volume of production. It is obvious that such relationships are possible only if the majority of the 

largest enterprises in Russia are among the innovation-active enterprises. The implications of this 

conclusion. 

2. The largest enterprises are more interested in innovation activity and its reflection in statistical reporting 

due to economic, political or image reasons. 

3. The largest enterprises have the necessary financial resources for this. 

4. Innovative processes in the economy of Russia and its regions are very unstable: the cessation of 

innovation in one or several large enterprises can lead and leads to a significant drop in innovation 
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indicators at the regional or country level. There can be several reasons for the excessive concentration of 

innovation activity in the largest and large enterprises. 

5. Unwillingness of medium and small enterprises to show the innovation activity, they are actually carrying 

out due to the lack of tax incentives. 

6. The legacy of the Soviet economy - the predominant largest enterprises and a small number of medium-

sized enterprises. 

The indicators of the latter are incomparable with the indicators of largest enterprises, and 

the competition between medium-sized enterprises, focused on the sale of products on their 

territory (in the regions where they are located), turns out to be very weak and does not stimulate 

their innovative activities (Cumming et al., 2016; Kita & Šimberová, 2018; Lalkaka, 2002); lack 

of financial resources for innovation in small and medium enterprises. This feature of the 

Russian economy must be taken into account when regulating innovation activities. In the 

current situation, a dual approach to regulation should be used: 

1. Stimulation of innovation processes in large enterprises, since there is currently no alternative replacement 

for them. 

2. Increase by several times the number of innovatively active medium and small enterprises. 

In recent years, Russia has managed to significantly improve its position in the leading 

international rankings of innovation activity (Sharafutdinov et al., 2018; Nagimov et al., 2018; 

Ercan, 2019; Rekonen & Björklund, 2016). Thus, the country's position has significantly 

strengthened in the global competitiveness rating of the Global Competitiveness Index: Russia 

has risen from 63 in 2010 to 38th place in 2017, the growth rate for the year amounted to +5 

positions. Over the past eight years, Russia has gained 19 positions in the Global Innovation 

Index innovation development rating, where, by the end of 2017, it ranked 45th. And in the 

Doing Business rating, Russia only rose by 16 positions last year-to 35th place. 

CONCLUSION 

Innovation is a complex and diversified activity with many interacting components. 

Determining its composition is difficult because most products and, of course, the processes 

during which they are created are complex systems. Innovations determine changes in the 

properties and performance characteristics of a product in general, and changes in the 

components of the product that increase its effectiveness, including the nature of the services it 

provides. 

Thus, the interpretation of the term “innovation” should reflect: firstly, the essence and 

content of this category-change based on new knowledge; secondly, the target orientation of 

change is consumer orientation; thirdly, the completeness and effectiveness of the change 

process - a new product or a new process.  

It is obvious that “innovation activity” as a legal concept should be dependent on the 

concept of innovation and, in fact, differ from the latter only by a process approach, that is, by a 

system of actions aimed at turning knowledge into a useful product. But “innovation” is a 

complex concept, it includes a set of legal facts (recorded new useful knowledge, introduced into 
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production or licensed knowledge, ready for sale or sold product, etc.), and therefore innovative 

activity covers any actions (of course, legally significant), which are aimed at innovation. This 

entails an important distinction: innovation implies an end result, and therefore there is 

completed innovation activity, and innovation activity is not necessarily an activity aimed at an 

end result, i.e., actions to achieve any outcome, including an intermediate one, and regardless of 

its availability. 

It is necessary to introduce innovations everywhere in all sectors of the economy, the 

purpose of which will be to build capacity for future development. Most industrialized countries 

pin their hopes on long-term stable economic growth with the transition to an innovative 

development path. That is why increasing the innovation susceptibility of the economy is one of 

the main tasks of the modern industrially developed state. 
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