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INNOVATIVE DETERMINANTS
OF SUSTAINABLE ENTREPRENEURSHIP DEVELOPMENT
AFTER CRISIS TRANSFORMATIONS

IHHOBAUIAHI AETEPMIHAHTI CTANOrO PO3BUTKY
nANPNEMHNUTBA NicnAa KPN30BMX TPAHCOOPMALIV

The article investigates the innovative determinants of sustainable entrepreneurial development in
the post-crisis transformation context, focusing on the mechanisms of innovation diffusion and com-
mercialization within higher education institutions (HEIs). It substantiates that the efficiency of Ukrainian
entrepreneurship largely depends on the integration of academic innovations into small and medi-
um-sized business (SME) activities. Given the limited financial and organizational resources of SMEs,
cooperation with technological innovation centers is identified as a key driver of innovation diffusion
and commercialization. These centers perform not only commercial but also socio-economic functions,
fostering human capital, enhancing regional clusters, and strengthening science-business—government
collaboration. The study highlights three major patterns in the evolution of technological innovation
centers: a gradual transition from state funding to self-financing through partnerships with private busi-
ness; expansion from local to international cooperation; and the development of innovative clusters
that intensify the flow of ideas, knowledge, and investment capital. A comparative analysis of two prin-
cipal legal mechanisms for intellectual property commercialization — full transfer of rights and licens-
ing — is provided. The paper identifies their respective advantages and disadvantages for innovation
creators (HEIs) and entrepreneurial structures, emphasizing the role of long-term strategic partnerships
and contractual relations as instruments for effective technology transfer. Based on theoretical gener-
alization and practical evidence, the article proposes a comprehensive concept of state governance of
innovation commercialization processes in HEIs. The concept defines management subjects, objects,
and levels -micro, meso, and macro — within the national innovation system. Its main objective is to
improve the effectiveness of innovation commercialization by enhancing institutional frameworks, pub-
lic management mechanisms, and regulatory support for innovation infrastructure. Implementation of
this approach is expected to foster integration and mediation forms of cooperation between HEls and
business, encourage academic entrepreneurship, increase access of SMEs to innovative products, and
strengthen financial autonomy of universities.

Keywords: sustainable entrepreneurship development, innovation, commercialization, technological
innovation centers, licensing, innovation diffusion, public governance, university—business partnerships,
innovation ecosystem

Y cTaTTi AOChiAKEHO IHHOBAUINHI YWHHVKN NiABULWEHHA edheKTMBHOCTI KOMepLianisauii iHHoBauin y
3aknagax Buwoi oceith (3BO) Ak 0OCHOBY cTanoro po3BUTKY NiANPMEMHMLTBA B YMOBaxX MNOCTKPU30BUX
TpaHcopmauin. O6rpyHTOBaHO, LLO OAHUM i3 KNIOYOBUX MeXaHi3MiB (hopMyBaHHA iHHOBaUIMHOro nia-
NPMEMHULBKOTO cepenoBuLLa € AMdy3ia IHHOBALl Ta iX iHTerpauifa y rocnoaapcbKy AiANbHICTb Manoro
N cepeaHboro 6i3Hecy. BnokpemneHo cneumdiky npoueciB CTBOPEHHA Ta MOLWMPEHHA iHHOBaUIN Yy
BITYN3HAHMX YMOBaX, fie obMexkeHi hiHaHCOBI pecypcu Ta opraHidauinHi moxxnueocTi MCI1 ctpumyioTb
po3BuTOoK BnacHux R&D niaposainiB i nocunioloTb pornb NapTHEPCTBA i3 TEXHOMOMYHMMW iHHOBALIN-
HUMMW UeHTpaMn. 3'ACOBaHO, WO Taki LEHTPU BMKOHYIOTb He Nuule KOMepPLUIlHYy, a N coulianbHO-eKOHO-
MidHY yHKUIl0, hopMyIOUM NIOACBKWIA KaniTan, pO3BMBatoyM NokanbHi iHHOBaLIiNHI knacTepu Ta 3abes-
neyyloum B3aeMOAito Haykuy, 6idHecy i Bnagn. ¥ poboTi BUOKPEMIEHO TP 3aKOHOMIPHOCTI PO3BUTKY
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TEXHOJOTIYHMX IHHOBALIMHNX LEHTPIB: NOCTynoBe caModiHaHCYBaHHA 3a paxyHOK KOMEPUINHMX Bia-
HOCUH 3 B6i3HECOM; PO3LUNPEHHA BIA NTOKaNbHNX A0 Mi>)KHAPOAHMX MapTHEPCTB; 3MiLHEHHA iHHOBaUil-
HMX KnacTepiB, LWo 3abe3neyytoTb NOTiK iAel, kanitany Ta TexHonorin. [poBeaeHo NOPIBHANbHWUI aHani3
MexaHi3MiB koMepuiani3auii iHTenekTyanbHOT BMAaCHOCTI — NpoAa)ky npae i niueH3yBaHHA. BuaHaueHo
nepesarn Ta HeAOMNiKM KOXHOro niaxoay anA TeopuiB iHHoBauin (3BO) i nianprueMHULBKNX CTPYKTYP,
aKLLEeHTOBaHO Ha poni cTpaTeriyHnx NnapTHEPCTB Ta POPMYBaHHI JIOBrOCTPOKOBMX KOHTPAKTIB Yy NPOLLEeCi
nepepadi TexHonorin. Ha ocHoBi y3aranbHeHHA TEOPETUYHMX MOMOXKEHb | MPAKTUKN 3anpONOHOBaHO
KOHLENUilo Aep>KaBHOrO yrnpasriHHA npouecamu komepuianizauii iHHoBauin y 3BO. Y Hin Bu3HauyeHo
cy6’ekTiB, 06’'€eKTN Ta PiBHI yNpaBniHHA — MiKpO- Me30- Ta MaKpopiBeHb. [0NOBHOIO MeTOl KOHLenLii
€ NniaBnWEeHHA edpeKTUBHOCTI KoMepuiani3auii iHHoBaLili Yepe3 yAOCKOHANeHHA Aep>KaBHOro perynto-
BaHHA Ta iHCTMTyUiOHanbHe 3abe3neyeHHA iIHHOBAUIMHOI iHPpPaACTPYyKTypu. 3asHayeHo, WO BrpoBa-
[KEHHA 3anponoHOBaHOI KOHLENLIT cnpuATUME PO3BUTKY KMacTEPHUX | MapTHEPCbKMX (hopM B3aemoaii
3BO 3 6i3Hecom, akTuBI3aLii HAyKOBO-A0CMIAHOT AiANBbHOCTI, PO3LWNPEHHIO AOCTYNY MiANPUEMHULBKNX

CTPYKTYp 00 iHHOBaUi Ta (hopMyBaHHIO cTannx axepen iHaHCyBaHHA iIHHOBALNHOI AiANbHOCTI.
KniouoBi cnoBa: ctanuii po3BMTOK NiANPUEMHMLTBA, IHHOBALi, KOMepuianidauifa, TEXHOMNOTIYHI iHHO-
BaLiMHI LeHTpW, NniueH3yBaHHA, Andy3ia iHHOBaLIN, Aep)kaBHe yNpaBniHHA, YHIBEPCUTETCbKO-6i3HECOBI

napTHepCTBa, iHHOBaLinHa ekocucTemMa.

Formulation of the problem. One of the main
mechanisms for increasing the level of innovation
in Ukrainian entrepreneurship is the process of
diffusion of innovations in the entrepreneurial
environment. It should be noted that the process
of formation and diffusion of innovations has
industry-specific characteristics. Given the limited
capabilities of smalland medium-sized businesses,
it is difficult to generate sufficientincome to cover
the costs of maintaining special departments
engaged in the commercialisation of innovations.
An effective means is the joint ownership of
intellectual property rights by organisations
that create innovations and entrepreneurial
structures that acquire innovations for further
commercialisation.

Although  the processes of creating
innovations in scientific organisations and their
commercialisation by business structures are
interrelated, it is necessary to distinguish between
them, since the use of know-how to develop a new
product is a process of creating innovation, while
commercialisation is related to how a finished
innovation goes from a research lab to being used
in industrial settings.

Analysis of recent
publications. Recent publications on
entrepreneurship after crisis transformations
converge around five vectors [1-14]: (1) resilience
and anti-fragility of business models through
the development of dynamic capabilities,
organisational ambidexterity and adaptive supply
chains; (2) «green» modernisation — integration of
ESG/SDGs principles, decarbonisation, circular
andregenerative value creation models supported
by climate finance and impact measurement;
(3) digital transformation with a focus on data-
centric processes, Al tools, platform ecosystems,
fintech and smart contracts as catalysts for
inclusive growth; (4) social innovation and impact

achievements and

entrepreneurship, including cooperative and
crowdfunding mechanisms that strengthen local
resilience; (5) Policy and ecosystems — the role
of universities, clusters, technology parks, and
government incentives in accelerating the scaling
of innovation and increasing the productivity
of SMEs. Despite the consensus on the benefits
of digitalisation and greening for long-term
sustainability, questions remain about impact
metrics, transition costs, and the transfer of best
practices between regions and sectors.

The purpose of this article is to conceptualise
the innovative determinants of sustainable
entrepreneurship in the post-crisis period,
integrating the findings of contemporary literature
into a framework model that combines dynamic
organisational capabilities, digital and green
technologies, social capital, and policy and
ecosystem instruments, as well as to propose
operationalised indicators for assessing the
progress of enterprises in different sectors.

Presentation of the main material. The initial
successes of cooperation between small and
medium-sized enterprises and technological
innovation centres determine their positive
reputation in the market and business loyalty
to them. Having felt the benefits, small and
medium-sized enterprises are increasingly
turning to these centres themselves. Pursuing
the commercialisation of HEI innovations as their
main goal, they fulfil an important socio-economic
mission, which includes the following [6]:

— bridging the gap between the research
community (HEls) and business by acting as
intermediaries;

— building and developing human capital in
target geographical areas by developing talent
concentration and building innovation capacity;

— training scientists and employees of local
small and medium-sized enterprises in the basics
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of successful commercialisation of innovations
in order to increase their internal innovation
capacity;

— promoting the competitiveness, productivity
and well-being of the target geographical area,
etc.

The second pattern is a gradual transition from
state funding of technology innovation centres to
self-financing based on establishing commercial
relationships with private businesses. Initially, in
order to gain afoothold in the market, a technology
innovation centre receives financial support from
national and local authorities. Having gained the
support of market agents, it increasingly receives
income from cooperation with businesses, other
research institutes and private investors [3].
At the same time, long-term state funding, which
is maintained throughout the entire period of
the technology innovation centre's existence, is
intended for long-term investments necessary to
build national innovation capacity.

The third pattern is the expansion of the
activities of technology innovation centres,
which initially focus on local enterprises and
gradually develop international ties to achieve a
global scale. Each of the technology innovation
centres we have examined initially achieved
great success in establishing partnerships with
local economic actors, including members of the
research community (HEIs), enterprises in various
industries, investors, economic development
departments and local government agencies [8].

This has contributed to the creation of
innovation clusters, increased the flow ofideas and
capital exchange, which, in turn, has ensured the
development of innovative products, processes
and practices. Having established themselves
in local markets, technological innovation
centres entered the global arena, establishing
cooperation with foreign centres and ensuring
the global commercialisation of innovations from
local HEls.

Below, we analyse asituationin which domestic
HEIs have no other option for commercialising
their innovations than to cooperate with domestic
businesses due to regulatory restrictions on the
export of many innovations, as well as the greater
complexity of this compared to sales within their
own country. It is noted that quite often, only
the HEls themselves, and not businesses, are
interested in commercialising innovations created
in HEls [3].

In international business practice, there are
two main legal mechanisms by which modern
organisations can commercialise their intellectual
property (apart from internal exploitation): sale
(or transfer of rights) and licensing of rights to
innovative products.

[NIPOBAEMH CUCTEMHOI'O TTIAXOAY B EKOHOMILII

When selling rights to products (intellectual
property) of innovative activity, the organisation
that created the innovation transfers all rights to
them to the buyer. The agreement on the sale
of rights to the products of the organisation's
innovative activity is documented in writing
(in the form of a contract or deed). This ensures
the legitimacy of the agreement and allows the
parties to specify the conditions for the transfer of
rights to the products of innovative activity, such
as guarantees, trade restrictions, etc.

We believe that the advantages of selling rights
to an organisation's innovative products are as
follows [11]:

— if the sale of ownership rights involves a
one-off payment of the full contractual price,
the investment in the innovative project pays off
immediately for the organisation that created
the innovation, without the need to wait several
years for gradual profits and bear the risk of the
innovation not being in demand on the market,
which may result in the investment never
paying off;

— the sale avoids the risk that the intellectual
property may be invalidated or replaced by
another technology;

— there is no need to control the operation of
the innovation;

— it is possible to agree on a larger advance
payment from the organisation that created the
innovation compared to the initial licence fee.

The following disadvantages of selling or
completely transferring the rights to the products
of an organisation's innovative activity can also be
identified [2]:

it is difficult to agree on the price of the
transferred intellectual product due to the lack of
a generally accepted methodology for assessing
the value of intellectual property;

when transferring intellectual property rights,
the transferring organisation will not be able to
claim profits from its future use by the receiving
party, i.e. the business entity; therefore, it must
be prepared to accept the fact that the buyer may
significantly increase its income when selling the
results of using the intellectual product.

At the same time, creators of intellectual
property at the initial stage who possess the
necessary knowledge and skills are unlikely to
be able to participate in the process of its use.
Therefore, if the organisation that created the
innovation is interested in the further use of the
products of its innovative activity, the solution
may be as follows:

— to license the
successor;

— if the transfer of rights to intellectual
property is related to the sale of a business, such

relevant rights to the
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transactions may be subject to regulation through
government duties and regulations.

Licensing allows the organisation that created
the innovation to retain ownership rights to the
products of its intellectual activity.

Let us consider the potential advantages of
licensing. From the point of view of the licensee-
business structure, licensing allows the following
goals to be achieved:

— it provides savings in financial resources
that would otherwise be spent on research and
development, and eliminates the risk of inefficient
use of resources in the event of unsuccessful
research and development;

— provides an opportunity to ensure that
the product is in demand on the market, which
is especially important in conditions where the
product life cycle is short and there is a risk of
reduced competitiveness;

— helps the business entity to develop without
the effort of R&D and inevitable temporary delays
(providedthat scientific research and development
is carried out individually);

- an effective licensing agreement can
also serve as a catalyst for the formation of a
long-term strategic partnership between the
licensor-innovator and the licensee-business
entity that acquires the innovation for further
commercialisation.

Table 1 lists the most important advantages of
licensing for both parties to the agreement.

Table 1
Brief description of the mutual benefits
of licensing for both parties to the agreement
[compiled by the author]

Benefits

for the licensor
Savings on investment
in research and
development
Elimination of risks
associated with
conducting scientific
research and
development

Benefits for licensees

Creation of new revenue
streams by realising the full
potential of the technology

Expansion of customer
awareness

Assistance in overcoming
barriers to entry into foreign
markets and reducing costs
and risks

Reduced time to market
for innovations

Ensuring high
competitiveness

of innovative products
Addition

of new product lines
to the portfolio

A strategic partnership can be formed on the basis
of the licensing process

Savings on distribution
and marketing costs

Mo>xnmBicTb YHUKHEHHA
CYyAOBWX PO3rnAais
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During licensing negotiations, the main focus
is on financial compensation for the issuance of
a licence. Such compensation may include the
following:

— licence initiation fees or advance payments;

— royalties based on the gross income
received by the licensee from the use of the
innovation;

— minimum royalties paid regardless of the
licensee's income.

The specific amounts of payments and royalty
rates are determined by factors such as the nature
ofthe innovation, its cost, the degree of protection,
market factors, and the cost of use. However, as
a rule, a low selling price and high sales volume
of innovative products imply a lower royalty rate,
while a high selling price and low sales volume
imply a higher royalty rate.

Some of these factors include whether the
licensoris simply a user of the patentand prototype
or whether they also contribute some important
know-how or other technical information, as
well as the mark-up typical for this type of
product. Royalty rates, like the terms of a licence
agreement, are subject to negotiation. Given
the number of potential pitfalls, it is advisable to
seek expert advice when drafting and negotiating
licence agreements.

As a result, we can identify additional
disadvantages of licensing, in our opinion:

if an exclusive licence is involved in the
contractual process, the patent owner cannot
grant licences to other parties and cannot even
use the invention himself (unless the patent owner
obtains a licence from the exclusive licensee):
the negative factor in such a situation is that if
the selected licensee does not promote or sell
the innovation effectively, no one else can do so.
Therefore, when discussing an exclusive licence,
it is very important to ensure that the licence
agreement clearly specifies the efforts to be made
by the licensee to effectively commercialise the
intellectual property, as well as the minimum
acceptable levels of sales and/or royalty payments
to the patent owner;

when drafting a licence agreement, it is
necessary to take into account a multitude of
conditions and factors that may affect the subject
matter of the licence in order to minimise future
problems, costs and litigation. In other words,
when drafting a licence agreement, it is important
to clearly define all possible changes (including
both positive and negative) during the term of the
agreement. For example, if sales turn out to be
either higher or lower than expected, the response
of the licensee and licensor to this circumstance
must be clearly spelled out. If the licensee
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becomes insolvent, the licence may automatically
terminate;

— thelicensee'sperformance (bothforexclusive
and non-exclusive licences) can be difficult to
control, meaning that the process of implementing
licence rights requires constant attention.
The licensee's performance can be difficult to
describe or monitor, but methods and algorithms
for controlling the process by the licensor must be
developed;

ultimately, the patent owner may be forced
to negotiate with several parties, which requires
additional effort and time. The upfront payment
and royalty rate for a non-exclusive licence are
usually lower than for an exclusive licence, as
other business entities may also have the right to
use the same patented innovation.

The study, using the example of the service
sector, presents proposals for improving the
efficiency of the commercialisation of innovations
created in domestic higher education institutions
and their implementation in the financial and
economic activities of business structures. The tool
for achieving this goal is the improvement of state
management of this process. Below is a concept
of state management of the commercialisation
of innovations in higher education institutions in
order to increase their efficiency. It shows that the
predicted benefits for business structures will be
an increase in the availability of innovations based
on cooperation with higher education institutions.

The approximate volume of HEIl innovations
that will be commercialised is 40-60% of the
total number of innovations created by HEls.
State and private enterprises engaged in a
particular field participate in the process of
commercialising innovations in HEls. That is,
the role of HEls and enterprises engaged in
a particular field is secondary in the process
of improving the effectiveness of forms and
methods of commercialising innovations in HEls,
while the role of the state is primary. Therefore,
in order to promote the implementation (increase
the probability) of a balanced scenario, we have
developed a concept of state management of the
processes of commercialisation of innovations in
HEls in order to increase their effectiveness.

Within the framework of the proposed concept,
the goal is to improve the effectiveness of
innovation commercialisation processes in HEls.
The tool for achieving this goal is the improvement
of state management of this process.

The subjects of management are state
authorities in modern Ukraine. The objects of
management are regional state authorities and
multifunctional centres throughout the country.

The concept is implemented simultaneously
at all levels of the economic system. At the micro
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level, favourable conditions are created for the
development of cooperation between higher
education institutions and enterprises engaged in
a particular field. To this end, it is recommended
to promote such cooperation by explaining its
necessity and advantages at various levels of
government.

At the meso level, it is necessary to strengthen
the requirements for regional government bodies
to promote the commercialisation of innovations
in technical higher education institutions.
At the macro level, it is advisable to enshrine
the proposed recommendations for improving
the forms and methods of commercialising
innovations in technical higher education
institutions in Ukraine's national innovation
development strategy. At the same time, general
institutional measures are being implemented:
the formation of a regulatory and legal framework
for the activities of the technological innovation
centre and the assignment of powers and
responsibilities to multifunctional centres for the
provision of public services and the signing of
contracts for the supply of innovations.

The implementation of this concept results
in the activation of a balanced scenario, within
which the effectiveness of all identified promising
forms and methods of commercialising technical
innovations of higher education institutions in
modern Ukraine is increased: the method of
clustering within the framework of integration,
the method of a technological innovation centre
within the framework of mediation, and the
method of a contract within the framework of
direct interaction. As a result, innovations in the
field are implemented evenly at all levels of the
economic system.

The developed concept of state management
of innovation commercialisation processes has
the following advantages.

First, it is designed specifically for technical
higher education institutions in order to increase
their efficiency. Such a clear focus ensures that
this concept is ready for practical implementation,
while other concepts for promoting the
commercialisation of HEI innovations are
generalised and not linked to specific categories
of HEls, which does not allow them to be fully
developed in detail.

Secondly,theproposedconceptisfundamentally
new for modern Ukraine, where innovation
management is carried out without reference to
HEIls. This concept defines the central place of HEls
(as sources of innovation) in the national innovation
system and aims not simply to promote the growth
of innovative activity in the technical sphere, but to
link it to the commercialisation of innovations by
technical HEls.
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Thirdly, the concept allows technical
universities to regain their rightful place in the
innovation process and establish self-sufficiency
in innovations in a particular field, bring the
scientific research conducted by technical HEls
andthe innovations they create closer to the needs
of domestic enterprises operating in a particular
field, and provide incentives and opportunities for
these enterprises to demonstrate high innovation
activity.

Conclusions. The results of the study showed
that the forms and methods of commercialisation
of innovations in higher education institutions in
modernUkraine,whichboildowntointermediation,
pursue the commercial interests of the Chamber
of Commerce and Industry, are characterised by
low efficiency and do not fully meet the current
needs of the domestic innovation economy. It is
necessary to develop a recommendation base
for the development of new forms and methods
of commercialisation of innovations in higher
education institutions — forms of integration using
the clustering method, forms of intermediation
by a technological innovation centre, as well as
forms of independent direct interaction using the
contract method —to increase the efficiency of this
process.

163

The concept of state management of innovation
commercialisation processes in modern HEls
proposed in this study, aimed at increasing their
efficiency, is designed to ensure the accelerated
institutionalisation of the proposed new forms
and methods of innovation commercialisation
in HEIs of a modern country in cooperation with
business structures and their successful practical
application, which will contribute to the innovative
development of the domestic socio-economic
system. The planned positive results for HEls
will be associated with a reduction in the risk
components of entrepreneurial innovation, an
increase in commercial efficiency and a reduction
in dependence on state funding, i.e. an increase
in financial independence and, consequently,
flexibility and adaptability to changing economic
conditions.

The projected benefits for entrepreneurial
structures will consist of increased access to
innovation based on cooperation with HEls. The
expected positive social effect (externalities) will
be represented by a reduction in state (public)
expenditure on financing science and education
and the accelerated development of an innovative
entrepreneurial system characterised by increased
sustainability and global competitiveness.
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