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Foresight Studies in the Context
of Innovation Policy of Ukraine in 2000s

Issues of science and technology forecasting in Ukraine are discussed in the broader context of innovation
policy. A review of main tendencies in economic, R& D and innovation performance in the independent Ukraine
is given. Contradictions of the State Innovation Policy in Ukraine are highlighted. Detailed review of the
procedures involved in the two recent foresight programs in Ukraine (implemented in 2004 and in 2008—2011)
is made. Main results of the recent programs are summed up and the most important problems in foresight
studies in Ukraine are outlined. It is emphasized that foresight activities in Ukraine were being implemented
in conditions of very weak and incoherent innovation policy; responsibilities of the key actors were not well
defined; they were used as a predominantly policy-informing tool; innovation policy building was based on
normative considerations rather than on the analysis of future developments in technological and S& T areas.
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Introduction

The objective of this paper is to describe key
aspects of the recent foresight-type programmes
in Ukraine in the broader context of innovation
policy and then to identify the most important
problems in foresight studies in the country.

The paper is focused on these prospective pro-
grammes, and especially the ones launched in
the first half of 2000s. The next two sections deal
briefly with the recent trends in economic, S&T
and innovation development in Ukraine, paying
special attention to innovation policy, and to the
role of different actors in innovation activities.
The third section is devoted to the main features
of the 2005—2007 Programme, and the fourth
section presents description and some prelimi-
nary results of that last (terminated) foresight-
type programme.

In the conclusions, we summarise the results
and evaluate the perspectives of further develop-
ment of prospective analyses in the country in the
context of its modernization and further integra-
tion into international structures.

1. Situation in Economic and
Innovation Spheres in Ukraine in 1990s — 2000s

In 1990s and 2000s, Ukraine passed through
several periods of economic crisis, when once (in
1998) GDP dropped even to 40% of the level the
country had in 1989. Even in 2012 the level of GDP
was about 70% of the level of the 1991, the last pre-
independence year. Ukraine has failed to complete
major economic reforms, which makes it different
from the Eastern European neighbours [1]. In the
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recent two decades, Ukrainian economy has be-
come increasingly oriented towards producing rela-
tively ‘simple’ goods for export like basic chemical
products, the cheapest types of steel and so on. Even
the remaining working enterprises in the machine-
building sector (for example, shipbuilding) are
found mostly in low value added segments in tech-
nology intensive sectors. Competition in such mar-
ket segments is particularly intense, and Ukrainian
companies are persistently under threat of losing out
to businesses from developing countries.

It is also necessary to note that the negative
structural changes stemmed from the low level
of innovation activities amongst the majority of
Ukrainian enterprises. According to the official
statistical data, the values for indicators concern-
ing basic innovation activities (e. g. number of new
technologies, the number of inventions, etc.) went
down 5—15 times between the beginning of 1990s
and the middle 2010s [2]. The pattern of science
and technology activities has changed gradually.
Key efforts were not directed towards the develop-
ment and introduction of domestic technologies
and products, but towards the adaptation of im-
ported equivalents. This has resulted not only in
the exaggerated technological dependence of the
country, but also to a decline in the country’s exist-
ing science and technology potential.

Ukraine inherited a substantial part of the
technologically oriented Soviet R&D system [3].
A decline in orders from the side of industry and
collapse of the planning system led to shrinking
of R&D establishments. The number of person-
nel involved in R&D dropped by almost two
thirds between 1991 and 2014. Despite substantial
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changes of the ‘economic environment’, the in-
ternal reforms within R&D system were very lim-
ited. In turn, this led to an ineffective utilization
of funds and a low impact of the R&D sector on
economic transformation. The dominant prin-
ciples of fund distribution on a non-competitive
basis were preserved. Despite the declarations by
Ukrainian authorities, less than 5% of the total
state R&D budget was distributed on competitive
basis in recent years. Such practice led to a widen-
ing gap between industry and science. The state
simply did have not enough money in the budget
to support the system of R&D organizations.

In 1990s to 2000s science was deprived of
prestige, and the status of scientists eroded. These
changes resulted in gradual reduction in the num-
ber of researchers and collapse of many, if not ma-
jority, of branch (industrial) research institutes.
Many scientists of middle age left their academic
establishments and industry institutes. They
swapped their activities for more profitable ones,
while some of them emigrated. This caused a
deepening of the age gap between different groups
of scientists and was accompanied by the consid-
erable shortage of 30—40 years old specialists —
the most active cohort in terms of creative capaci-
ties. The “age crisis” in science will be hanging
over Ukraine for years to come [4]. Moreover, as
the senior generations depart from their active in-
volvement in science, the shortage of skilled spe-
cialists will be more evident very soon.

According to statistical surveys, the propor-
tion of innovative enterprises in the industrial sec-
tor declined from almost 30% in 1994 to 14.1%
in 2013. There are several reasons for such chan-
ges. First of all, general deterioration of economic
environment and technological ‘simplification’
contributed to a decrease of demand on innova-
tion from the side of industry. Ukrainian com-
panies supply goods with relatively low level of
processing to the international markets (ferrous
metallurgy, chemical industry, shipbuilding, agri-
culture) or they assemble final products from pre-
dominantly imported components for local con-
sumption (car industry, computer industry and
some others). The second important reason for
decline is related to the negative structural chang-
es in the Ukrainian economy, where the share of
high and medium tech sectors shrunk threefold
since the beginning of 1990s, while the shares of
the energy and ferrous metallurgy sectors grew
substantially. As previously indicated, these sec-
tors have a more stable technological base, and
traditionally they are less innovative than high
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and medium tech sectors that contributed to the
overall decline of the number of innovative en-
terprises. Lack of direction in modernising the
national economy and insufficient incentives for
developing the high tech sectors are key prob-
lems for the country. Instead, Ukraine specialises
more and more on low-tech products, such as fer-
rous metallurgical products and basic chemicals,
which represented around 60% of Ukrainian ex-
ports in pre-crisis period [5].

The demand for local innovative products
dropped substantially in 1990s and the begin-
ning of 2000s, and it is far from the level that was
reached in late 1980s. The second reason, which
explains poor innovative performance, is related
to the generally unfavourable business environ-
ment. The indicators of the time required for
registration, number of permissions needed and
the cost for the establishing a new business are
among the worst in the region of Central and
Eastern Europe [6].

There are no other established quantitative
goals at the national level, except the target of
1.7% of GDP to be devoted to R&D from the
state budget. It was set in mid-1990s in the Law
on Scientific and Technological Activities. In
fact, this level was to have been reached several
years ago, however, very little was done proac-
tively to achieve the target. The level of budget ex-
penditures on R&D varies from 0.33% to 0.45%
in recent years, while the total share of R&D
expenditures in GDP dropped to less than 0.7%
in 2013. The share of Ukrainian publications in
the international publications has been dropping
year after the year, as well is the share of patents in
UPSTO. Ukraine has very few EPO patents. This
number is not going up.

A system of IPR protection has been deve-
loped relatively well in recent years. The country
has created its own patent system and the special
Division on IPR within the Ministry for Educa-
tion and Science. In recent years this Division has
started to operate quite effectively, although there
is still a lot work to be done to reach the level of
the leading EU countries.

Technoparks are the only organisations ori-
ented towards supporting innovation develop-
ment. Even venture funds, created in the coun-
try in mid-2000s, are oriented exclusively to the
financing of property development. As a rule,
innovation activity is supported through direct fi-
nancing from the state budget and the system of
the state scientific and technological programs.
No specialized national funds, aimed at support
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of innovation activities, have been created in the
country. New mechanisms, such as tax incentives,
have been implemented only temporarily in the
case of technoparks in 1999—-2004 [7].

In contrast with the innovation development
in Eastern European countries [18], it was not co-
ordinated with other policy measures in econo-
mic sphere in Ukraine. The gap between Ukraine
and its Western neighbours in key indicators of in-
novation activities and corresponding policy tools
has been especially evident in 2000s, when some
of these countries joined the EU [8; 9].

2. Contradictions of the State Innovation
Policy in Ukraine

Despite a certain number of ministries, state
agencies and advisory bodies, related to innova-
tion policy formulation and implementation,
governance of the national innovation system
in Ukraine is fragmented and ineffective, as the
roles, responsibilities and financial obligations of
the different state bodies remain ‘blurred’. The
system as such, was the subject of permanent
change at the executive level. Here political insta-
bility and competition to control assets and finan-
cial flows was evident.

The programmes of different ministries are
numerous and ambitious, but their results are
very limited due to poor financing and inadequate
mechanisms of support of innovation projects.
The ministries receive money on ‘current activi-
ties’ and, partially, on R&D and innovation. The
size of innovation and R&D budgets varied for ev-
ery ministry year by year but seldom exceeds 100—
150 million UAH (up to 20—25 million Euros)
even for the largest ministries. There was a huge
gap between the announced intention to support
innovation development and the real state policy,
aimed at supporting innovation. The level of the
actual financial support of the state innovation
programs varied between 3% and 40% of the an-
nounced financial obligations in the years of in-
dependence [10]. At the same time, real progress
in support of innovation activity is very limited
due to political instability and the ineffective eco-
nomic policies of successive governments. In fact,
instruments of support were limited to the direct
financing through the state budget. Poor policy
design and unfavourable business environment
are the key reasons for failures in the innovation
policy of the country.

In 1999, an attempt to create technoparks was
made. It is important to mention that according
to the legislative documents on technoparks; only
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innovative projects with the overheads they trans-
fer to the technopark management are exempted
from standard taxation procedure. Companies
cannot directly receive state support. Different
firms have started to register their innovation
projects within technoparks and the volume of in-
novation production reached equivalent of seven
million Euros in 2004. However, after several
years of relatively successful development [11],
all privileges at technoparks were abolished in
early 2005 by the ‘liberals’ from the new govern-
ment. An explanation for this decision was that
the legislative acts of technoparks in early 2000s
have opened the way for creation of ‘holes’ in
the budget, as special conditions were created for
some companies, which had nothing with inno-
vation, like technopark ‘Yavoriv’ near the Polish
border. This ‘technopark’, in fact, was a terminal
for tax free trade. However, positive effects for
innovation development were higher, than loses,
and the law on technoparks required changes, not
complete abolishment.

Mechanisms for the implementation of in-
novation policy tend to be weak because innova-
tion policy is not the focus of the state authori-
ties. Legal acts on innovation support have a lower
priority when compared with some other state
acts (e. g. Law on the State Budget). This opens
the way for innovation initiatives to be blocked.
To some extent, this is a general problem of the
Ukrainian system of governance, although some
positive changes in recent years are also evident.
For instance, the country has joined almost all
international agreements on IPR protection that
created pre-conditions for effective technology
transfer.

The initiation of foresight-type programming
was also among such positive initiatives, aimed at
transformation of the national innovation policy.

3. Key Features and Main Findings of the First
Ukrainian Foresight-type Program

The government decided to supplement ex-
isting mechanisms of innovation policy by a new
foresight-type programme in 2004.

The program had four main tasks:

- to elaborate basic and alternative variants
of S&T and innovation development of the coun-
try;

- to form a list of the most prospective tech-
nologies and innovations, which will create op-
portunities for opening new external markets;

- to form a list of so-called critical technolo-
gies, which will have exceptional importance for
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the stable development of the national economy
and for the national security;

- to prepare recommendations for the
Ukrainian government on how to use effectively
R&D results financed by the state, and to cre-
ate the background for the permanent system of
foresight-type studies in the country.

The Ministry for Education and Sci-
ence (MES) of Ukraine was responsible for bud-
geting participants of the program and the general
logistics. The National Academy of Sciences of
Ukraine was responsible for the content of the
foresight-type study. Representatives of other
ministries were also involved in the activities of
the working group, which organised the program.
Participation of experts from the industrial sec-
tors was weak from the very beginning with less
than 10% of the total number of experts.

The process of program implementation in-
cluded several following stages: initiation of the
Government on the foresight-type program, is-
suing of the Decree on the program start; deter-
mination of the key actors (Ministry of Educa-
tion and Science and the National Academy of
Sciences of Ukraine and two main institutes,
responsible for the organization of work); cre-
ation of the Scientific Council; formulation of
the program tasks and key areas of studies by the
Scientific Council, and distribution of functions
between the main organizations, responsible for
the program; preparation of information ma-
terials and consultations on formation of the
working groups; formation of working groups
on different disciplines and distribution of ques-
tionnaires; collection of data and evaluation
of results (Delphi-type procedure was imple-
mented); discussion of the results (conferences,
seminars); distribution of results (publications);
analysis of the work, made within the Program,;
preparation of propositions on the second round
of the program.

Scientific Council of the programme included
around 30 prominent Ukrainian scientists and top
state officials. Two research institutes (the Centre
for S&T Potential and Science History Studies
of the National Academy of Sciences — STEPS
Centre and Institute for S&T Information from
the MES) were nominated as the base organiza-
tions, which were responsible for the technical
side of the program’s implementation.

After broad consultations, fifteen thematic
groups of scientists and other specialists were
formed, including telecommunication, biotech-
nologies, space studies and so on.
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Every group of experts consisted of 25—40 spe-
cialists from different research institutes, univer-
sities or leading industrial companies, and, usual-
ly, from different cities of Ukraine. Special ques-
tionnaires were prepared and distributed among
these experts in a two-stage Delphi-type proce-
dure. The representatives of the STEPS Centre
and the working groups prepared these question-
naires jointly. After discussions and amendments
the questionnaires were distributed among the
members of working groups and among specialists
from some key research institutes and companies.
By the second stage, about 20% of the experts
were replaced with other specialists because of the
analysis of the initial responses. Those, who were
substituted, could not demonstrate their qualifi-
cations in particular problems or simply ignored
requirements of the questionnaire content or
because of some other reasons. In late 2006, the
third round was organized in a form of panel dis-
cussions. It provided recommendations on how
to improve the situation with S&T and innovation
in Ukraine. In 2007—2008, the program co-ordi-
nators disseminated the results of the Program by
publishing its materials on the web site and during
the conferences and seminars [12].

Every stage of the Delphi-type process was fi-
nalised with special conferences and round tables
of experts and some invited ‘external’ specialists,
who discussed the key results of the programme.
Publications on the results of the studies were
prepared and distributed among specialists within
the country. In principle, everyone was able to
express his or her opinion on the key findings
of the programme. It is worth mentioning that,
with the assistance of the British Council, Bri-
tish specialists with experience in Foresight pro-
gram took part in methodological seminars and
conferences, which were organized within the
program during 2005—2006. At the same time, it
is important to note that the procedures of expert
group formation were not sufficiently transpar-
ent. Groups of experts were formed by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences and the MES from
limited pools of specialists. Sometimes, whole
groups consisted predominantly of specialists
from one research centre, while very few foreign
experts could express their opinions on the results
of findings. This created conditions “uniformity”
of the final results and a reduction of the possible
variants of development for scientific disciplines
and technological areas. To great extent, this
could be explained by the fact that the program
did not receive the total amount of financial re-
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sources it was promised in 2004. This reduced the
ability to attract more experts, and to pay more
adequately for the job of those, who participated
in the program. The government has not included
money for the continuation of the program in the
budget for 2007. This made difficult the process
of implementation of the program, especially the
involvement of independent experts from abroad
and from industry. As a result, the program repre-
sented predominantly the opinion of the Ukrai-
nian research community and, partially, officials
from different ministries.

The analysis of the Program results, made by
the specialists of the STEPS Centre with par-
ticipation of the representatives of the working
groups, showed that the negative tendencies of
the 1990s were less prominent in the 2000s. How-
ever, the general trends in changes of the main
indicators of S&T and innovation potential de-
velopment were similar to the previous period. In
principle, expert data confirmed the correspond-
ing statistical information on R&D and innova-
tion spheres.

The current level of expenditures, established
in Ukraine, is obviously incapable of ensuring ef-
ficient research processes because the funds are
barely sufficient for the relatively low wages and
utility payments. Ukraine spends much less per
researcher per year than the EU countries, in-
cluding CEE countries and less than even India
or South Africa. Specialists, who were involved in
foresight program, suggested that the government
as well as the private sector should increase finan-
cial support for S&T [13].

As to particular research areas, traditionally,
Ukrainian scientists had relatively strong posi-
tions in material sciences, physics, and some
technical disciplines. Here, Ukrainian experts
looked forward with restrained optimism. It
seems that in some scientific areas it is still pos-
sible to expect interesting applied results, as, for
example, in welding technologies. It is worth no-
ting that problems of energy conservation, utili-
zation of alternative sources of energy and upgra-
ding of energy generating system have received the
highest marks for their importance [14]. Accor-
ding to Ukrainian experts, bearing in mind existing
potential and experience, there are high chances
that these problems will be studied and (partially)
solved successfully in the country in the future.

On the other hand, the gap between Ukraine
and the developed countries in such areas, as bio-
technology, genetics, electronics, nanotechnolo-
gies, health care methods will grow, despite that
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these research areas have received high marks for
their importance from experts, and that Ukraini-
an scientists have promising results in some nar-
row sub-fields of these disciplines.

Interdisciplinary studies, such as physical and
chemical biology, sensors, and environmental
studies were mentioned as important directions
for development.

Traditionally, Ukrainian experts received
high marks for space research and technologies.
However, now and in the likely future the coun-
try cannot conduct research projects in these are-
as without intense international co-operation.
The accent should be made on practical aspects
of these projects, including observation of agri-
cultural lands, telecommunications and weather
prediction.

According to the opinion of Ukrainian ex-
perts, the Ukrainian foresight-type program
showed that the country still has scientific poten-
tial in some disciplines. At the same time, it is
evident that the country’s research system con-
tinues to lag behind the international standards
despite excellent results in some research areas.
The most urgent objectives at the present stage of
economic development were determined by the
experts to be the:

e development of R&D organisation and
enhancing R&D management, in particular, the
creation of new forms of integration of science
and production sectors;

e improvement of the management skills in
the Ukrainian research sector and the dissemina-
tion of the best practices nationwide;

e improvement of the industrial structure,
development of hi-tech sectors and acceleration
of socio-economic development of the regions;

e active implementation of R&D results and
advanced technologies in different sectors of the
national economy.

o further development of S&T co-operation
with other countries, especially with the EU and
neighbouring states.

These recommendations were reflected in
the drafts of the new laws related to innovation
and S&T, prepared in Ukraine in 2008—2014,
including drafts of the laws on S&T and innova-
tion policy and some others. Unfortunately, as the
result of political instability and severe economic
crisis, these laws were not passed by the Parlia-
ment. The program has catalysed the initiation
of the several new innovation initiatives, which
were announced for 2008—2011. These included
the programme on development of innovation in-
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frastructure, and the programme on monitoring
of innovation activities in Ukraine. However, but
the state could not budget them in 2009—2014.
Generally speaking, the foresight program led to
a strategic orientation, yet its recommendations
have not been advanced through policy processes
and policy instruments.

Coordinators of the program prepared several
reports to the Ukrainian authorities, including
the government and the Parliament [14]. These
reports could have been used for further discus-
sions and the formulation of policy documents
at different levels and utilized by the Ukrainian
Parliament. As we mentioned above, according
to existing laws, national priorities in S&T are
determined by the Parliament every five years.
In the past, they were formulated on the base of
the opinion of a few experts and bearing in mind
existing capabilities of the Ukrainian R&D or-
ganizations and the priorities in other developed
countries.

In 2008, Parliament had plans to return to
the formulation of the national priorities in the
S&T, and this time the results of national fore-
sight could have played an important role in the
decision-making process. Unfortunately, politi-
cal problems diverted the attention of politicians
from the problems of S&T priorities.

However, a positive indirect result of the pro-
gram is the preparation of the Strategy of Inno-
vation Development, which was approved during
parliamentary hearings in July 2009. Arguments
on the need to develop a comprehensive inno-
vation strategy and to initiate different R&D
and innovation projects in selected areas were
to some extent based on the results of the pro-
gram [11]. This looks logically justified, as the
group of specialists from the National Academy
of Sciences, which prepared the initial variant
of the Strategy, was also involved actively in the
foresight program. The Strategy covers a number
of issues, including S&T priorities, organiza-
tional measures aimed at acceleration of innova-
tion development, forecasting of the main S&T
indicators and so on. The Strategy was discussed
widely among specialists from different minis-
tries and the University sector before the hear-
ings but, the hearings showed some differences
in views between experts from the industrial
ministries, academics and politicians, includ-
ing members of the Parliament. The Strategy
has not become a law, which means that it can-
not be implemented officially yet. However, the
Strategy has stimulated a number of discussions
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among Ukrainian experts and, probably, it could
be used in preparation of different parliamentary
bills and legal acts in the near future.

4. Second Foresight-type Program 2008—2011

Only at the end of 2007, the Government ap-
proved a new foresight-type program, which had
to be conducted between 2008 and 2011. The
preparation of this Program started in the second
half of 2008. According to the Law of the State
budget, participants of the program received
900 thousand UAH (140 thousand Euros, ac-
cording to the official exchange rate) for the peri-
od 2008—2009, or only half of the amount, which
was announced initially [15]. This new program
was considered a continuation of the previous
one. Key objectives and tasks were similar. At the
same time, it contained several new features. The
first one is the focus on the most urgent needs
of national development and the possibilities
to develop and commercialize some promising
technologies. Energy saving was the focus of the
Programme during its first year, while the biotech
sector and new materials were foci during the se-
cond year. Secondly, the MES of Ukraine has
concentrated all management in its hands, al-
though this measure has not deprived specialists
from the National Academy of Sciences from
participation in the Program.

The groups of participants were changed
substantially. The procedure of expert selection
has become more transparent, and now every
person with proper qualification and knowledge
could express his (her) opinion on the specific
problems of S&T development. Key criterion
for selection was the level of competence of the
specialist (experience, place of work, and publi-
cations in the area). After checking the personal
data, experts could receive an access code from
the MES, and fill the special questionnaire on-
line. At the same time, ministries and the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences have recommended
different research institutes and companies for
participation in the program. Approximately
120 experts responded during the first year, and
more than 200 during the second year. It is in-
teresting to note that scientists could fill part of
the questionnaire, related to the development of
their corresponding discipline, while industrial-
ists or representatives of the ministries focused
on aspects, related to the commercial perspec-
tives of the products and technologies.

More attention has been paid to interviews
and collection of expert opinions through the In-
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ternet. However, the rate of responses appeared
low, and coordinators had to ask different min-
istries to help them with data collection by ap-
proaching key specialists directly. As it was in the
previous programme, the industrial sector was
again represented very modestly (less than 20% of
all respondents).

The first results of the second stage of the
programme, announced in December 2008, show
that this initial task to detect specific technologies
and to determine perspectives of their commer-
cialisation will be difficult to achieve. Coordina-
tors have collected data on new energy technolo-
gies from more than one hundred experts. How-
ever, this was difficult to compare or generalise.
The list of approximately 60 different prospective
technologies in the energy sector has been pre-
pared. Fourteen technologies were identified as
those, which had critical importance for the fur-
ther development of the energy sector as a whole
and for energy saving in different sectors of the
Ukrainian economy.

Coordinators of the program had plans to
compile data on promising biotechnologies and
technologies in the field of new materials in 2011.
The corresponding list of such technologies had
to be prepared. There were plans to attract at
least 32 Ukrainian research institutes and groups
to prospective studies of biotechnologies and
35 such organizations to the studies of new ma-
terials [16].

The MES of Ukraine has introduced new
computerised forms for data collection, but some
experts of older generations could not use them
properly. It seems that it would be important to
arrange another round of expertise to obtain re-
levant results. The coordinators have also in-
cluded a block on ‘technology audit’ into the pro-
gram, but it is too early to conclude, how it will
work with prospective technologies. According to
the program administrators, a technology audit
is an assessment of specific technologies strictly
from a technological, not commercial, point of
view. MES officials thought it could help to ‘filter’
the most promising technologies.

Another new block in the program was the
model of S&T development, based on a tradition-
al production function with external S&T factors.
It is unlikely that this model could provide reliable
results, especially in conditions of crisis. None-
theless, it is budgeted for in the working plan.

However, the program was terminated in 2011
along with other 28 state programs within the
measures, aimed at balancing state budget.
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Conclusions

Although foresight is an important method-
ological instrument in deciding on goals for social
and economic growth, it has been neglected for
years in Ukraine. Now the urgent need for fore-
sight studies is evident for a number of scientists,
industrialists, and officials. However, foresight-
type activity will be useless if it is not be integrated
in the broader context of innovation policy, which
itself needs substantial modernization and im-
provement.

First, the Ukrainian foresight activities were
implemented in conditions of very weak and in-
coherent innovation policy. In such conditions
Foresight faces much stronger limitations when
compared to countries that are more institutionally
stable and have more developed innovation policy.
Real innovation challenges are not defined clearly
in the official documents in Ukraine. At the same
time, in the conditions of incoherent innovation
policy, foresight appears to be an adequate instru-
ment to compensate some policy weaknesses.

Second, responsibilities of the key actors were
not well defined. There were several ministries and
state agencies in Ukraine, which were responsible
for support of innovation activities in the country.
However, their scope of governance was overlap-
ping, and not clearly defined.

Third, the foresight process itself was not
without weaknesses. For example, the new, rela-
tively low-tech specialization of Ukrainian econ-
omy is not reflected properly in the foresight-type
programs. More attention has to be paid to the
technological changes in traditional sectors. In
particular, reduction of energy consumption has
to be among the high priorities.

As to the first foresight-type program, in gen-
eral, this experience was not successful enough.
However, the first foresight-type program was
useful. It helped to collect new analytical infor-
mation and to raise important problems of inno-
vation development at least to the level of the state
officials. While the second foresight-type program
was more oriented on the needs of the economy, it
was distracted from the general problems of S&T
and innovation development.

Havas and co-authors [17] showed that the
foresight could play at least four important func-
tions in the process of national development: as a
sophisticated policy informing tool; as an integral
part of policy process; as a pacemaker for building
up reflexivity, and as a tool for impact assessment.

In Ukraine, the foresight-type programs were
used predominantly as a policy-informing tool,
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while other possibilities for the utilization of the
foresight studies were clearly underestimated.
However, in recent years, the formulation of in-
novation policy was predominantly based not on
the analysis of future developments in S&T and
innovation, but on normative considerations. The
state authorities utilized these without adequate
analytical work. Foresight could, in principle, help
to make decisions in these spheres more grounded
and justified. To be really useful for the formula-
tion and implementation of S&T and innovation
policy, the foresight program needs changes in its
organisation and mechanisms of co-ordination
with other policy tools, like the state programs on
economic and social development, branch (sec-
toral) development programmes and so on. It is
also important to attract more specialists and go-
vernment officials into the process of foresight
studies and to arrange a broad and open discussion
on the most important issues of S&T development.

This will require substantial efforts, including the
participation of foreign experts, who could provide
independent views on the situation in Ukrainian
S&T and innovation spheres and propose mecha-
nisms for their further adjustment.

Another key issue is to make the impact of re-
sults of foresight studies more effective in terms of
their utilization in decision-making process at the
governmental level. It is evident, that this process
has to go along with the further democratisation
of Ukrainian society and the embrace by politi-
cians of their responsibility to the population of
the country.

Foresight programs do not guarantee that
Ukraine will successfully address a number of
problems it faces at the moment. However, its ad-
equate implementation could help in the effective
modernization of the national S&T and innova-
tion systems and their utilization in the interests
of the Ukrainian society.
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HU. 10. Eeopos

dopcaiiTHble UccneaoBaHUs B KOHTEKCTE MHHOBALMOHHOM NOMIUTUKN
YkpauHbl B 2000-x rogax

Cmamps nocéaweHa npobiremam HAY4HO-MexXHOA02UYECK020 NPOSHO3UPOBAHUs 6 Yipaune 6 Oonee WUpoKom
KOHmeKcme peanusayuu UHHO8AuuoHHoi nosumuku. Ilpedcmaenen 0030p OCHOGHbIX MeHOEHUUD IKOHOMUUECKOU,
HAYMHO-MEXHON02UMECKOU U UHHOBAUUOHHOU OJessimeabHocmu 6 Hesasucumoll Ykpaune. [lokazanvr npomueopeuus 6
UHHOBAUUOHHOU noaumuke Ykpaunvl. Boinoanen nodpobubiii anaiuz xoda peasudayuu 08yx hopcailmubix npoepamm
6 Ykpaune: 2004 eoda u 2008—2011 20006. O606uieHb! ux 0CHOBHbBIE pe3yabmambl U onpedeervl Hauboniee 8axicHvle
npobaemol 8 obracmu npoeHO3HbIX uccredosanull 8 Yxpaune. Iloduepxrnymo, yumo gopcaiimuoie pabomol 6 Ykpaune
Deanu3068vl8aAUCh 8 YCA0BUSX CAADOI U HenocAed08amenbHOU UHHOBAUUOHHOU NOAUMUKU, ObLAU HeYemKo onpedeneHbl
3a0a4u UX Y4ACMHUKO8; OHU 6 OCHOGHOM UCHOAb308AAUCH KAK UHQDOPMAUUOHHbIL UHCMPYMEHm 048 NOAUMUKO8;
UHHOBAUUOHHASL NOAUMUKA 6 YKpaune Gopmuposasace npeumyueCmeeHHo Ha HOPMAMUBHOU OCHOGe, a4 He Ha
pe3yabmamax ananu3a 0yoyujux meHoeHyuUil ¢ Hay4yHO-mMexHOA02UMeCKOll U UHHOBAUUOHHOU cgepe.

Kiouessie cinoBa: gopcaiimuas npoepamma, uccaedo8anus u paspabomxu, UHHOBAUUU, MEXHONAPK.

1. IO. €20pos

dopcaiiTHi gocnia)XeHHs B KOHTEKCTi iHHOBaLiHOT NONITUKN
Ykpaiimn B 2000-x pokax

Cmamms npucesuena npo6aemMam HayKo8o-mexHoN02iUHO20 NPOSHO3YBAHHS 8 YKpaiHi 6 Oinbul WUPOKOMY KOHmMeKCmi
peanizauii innosayiiinoi nosimuku. Ilpedcmasaeno 0ea0 0CHOBHUX MeHOeHUill eKOHOMIYHOL, HAYK0B80-MEXHON02IUHOI
ma iHHosayitiHoi disnvHocmi 6 Hezanexnchiil Yxpaini. [Tokazano npomupivys innosayitinoi noaimurku Yxpainu. Buxonaro
doxnadnuil ananiz xody peanizauyii 06ox gopcaiimuux npoepam 6 Ykpaini: 2004 poxy ma 2008—2011 pokis. Y3aeanvrero
ixHi OoCHOGHI pe3ynbmamu i 6U3HAYEHO HAUOINbU BaXNCAUGI NPobAeMU 8 2any3i NPOSHOZHUX 00CAiONceHb 6 YKpaiHi.
Iiokpecneno, wo gopcaiimui pobomu 6 Yxpaini peanizogysanucy 6 ymosax caabkoi ma HenocaiooeHoi IHHOBAYIIHOT
noaimuxu, 6y10 HeHiMKo 8U3HAYEHO 3A80aAHHS IXHIX YHACHUKIB,; 0OHU 30e0i1bUI020 BUKOPUCINOBYBANUCH AK IHGhOpMayiiHuil
iHCcmpymeHnm 045 noaimukie,; iHHo8ayilina noaimuka é Ykpaini gpopmyeanrace nepeea’cHo Ha HOPMAMUBHI OCHOBI, a He
Ha pe3yabmamax ananizy Maubymuix meHo0eHuyiil 8 HaAyK080-MexHOA02IUHIlI ma IHHO8AYIlIHIT cgepi.

KmouoBi ciioBa: ghopcaiimna npoepama, docaioxncenHs ma po3pooku, iHHo8ayii, mexHonapx.
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