DOI 10.31489/2022Ec4/85-94
JEL H25, 031
UDC 336.02

I. Lunina®”, O. Bilousova 2, N. Frolova®

123 State Organization “Institute for Economics and Forecasting of the National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine ”,
Ukraine
E - mail: tilunina@ukr.net , 2bilousova.os@gmail.com , ®nata.frolova99@gmail.com

ORCID ID: *http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3812-4802, 2https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7434-3469,
3https://orcid.org/0000-0002- 7979-950X
Web of Science Researcher ID: *AAP-2680-2020, 2AAB-1694-2019, *AAD-5412-2022

The strategy of fiscal support for business research and innovation in the context of economic crisis

Abstract

Object: study of the problems of fiscal support for business research and innovation in the conditions of economic
crises, analysis of the implied tax subsidy rate on R&D (Research and Development) expenditures, generalization of
international experience of state support and stimulation of business innovative activities in crisis periods, substantiation
of strategic directions of such support in crisis conditions. The subject of the study was fiscal support for business R&D,
as well as the state's strategy for its implementation. The purpose of the article is to substantiate the strategic directions
of fiscal support of business R&D in crisis conditions.

Methods: methods of systemic and historical-logical analysis, structural-functional analysis, and statistical
comparisons were used.

Findings: the study determined certain peculiarities of fiscal R&D support and business innovations during the
periods of economic crises in OECD (Organisation of Economic Cooperation and Development) countries; it is stated
that such support, in particular, through tax allowances and direct budget support, as well as state funding of other R&D
expenditures, should be an important component of economic recovery measures; strategic areas of fiscal support for
business R&D have been developed to ensure the post-crisis reconstruction of the national economy on an innovative
basis.

Conclusions: measures aimed at provision of high level of R&D investment (even in difficult conditions) should
belong to the priority areas of economic policy, and state support for R&D investment should be counter-cyclical. The
goals and measures of innovation policy in crisis conditions should spur the restoration of the national economic growth
and improve its competitiveness, which requires, in particular, finding a balance between the creation of general
conditions for innovation and state support for business R&D. The latter should be based on clearly articulated priorities
of such support as well as areas of innovative activity that should be developed in the long term.

Having summarized the experience of applying various business support measures in crisis conditions, the
following measures have been substantiated as foreground: to provide direct budget support for business R&D, as well
as budget financing of high- risk long-term research of the creation of public goods and knowledge that have a high
expansion potential; to improve the information base for fiscal decision-making, to broaden support for business R&D
of small and medium-sized enterprises in order to create the potential for sustainable economic recovery.

Improving the effectiveness of the impact of R&D fiscal measures on the development of national economies
requires ensuring a wide coverage of the components of the innovation system, in particular, by expanding state
procurement of innovative goods and services; development of cooperation in the spheres of mutually complementary
economic activities; expansion of public-private partnership projects and commercialization of public sector research.

Keywords: economic growth, economic crisis, fiscal support, tax allowances, direct budget support for scientific
research and innovation, public finance, tax credit, R&D business expenses.

Introduction

In the conditions of an innovative economy, state support for business R&D investments should take
into account new factors of economic growth and the provision of innovative structural shifts. Stimulation of
business innovative activities is an important prerequisite for the successful development of national
economies based on innovation. Different measures have been practiced for years in many countries of the
world. However, the fiscal decisions of the different governments in crisis conditions aimed at the
accelerating of getting over the crisis, show the capacity for improving measures of state support of
innovative development of national economies in crisis conditions and of post-crisis recovery. It allows
identify strategic directions for quicker adaptation to new conditions.
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The set of stimulation measures launched by many countries of the world, among which is state support
for business R&D in crisis conditions, needs to be improved with consideration of the good practices of
countries that were able to successfully adapt to new conditions and priorities.

In Ukraine, nowadays there are no state support measures for business R&D (neither in the form of tax
incentives nor direct budget R&D support). In addition, budget programs for funding research and
innovation-investment projects have been curtailed or significantly reduced during periods of economic
crisis. At the same time, about 44% of domestic enterprises spent less than 5% of their profits on R&D
(Survey, 2020). Given that innovation is one of the most important driving force for economic growth, it is
important to determine the strategic directions of fiscal support for business R&D in crisis conditions in or-
der to create the innovative foundation for post-crisis recovery.

Literature Review

According to the results of many studies, starting with the fundamental works of Schumpeter and later
Romer, who developed a model of equilibrium with endogenous technological changes, it has been proven
that innovation is a key factor in increasing productivity, economic growth, and increasing well-being
(Schumpeter, 2008; Romer, 1986; OECD et. al., 2018). The work reveals long-term causal relationships
between innovations and economic growth per capita in 19 European countries in the period 1989-2014
(Maradana et. al., 2017).

The most vivid examples of such connections include the experience of China, where high rates of GDP
(Gross Domestic Product) growth are observed against the background of steady growth in innovative
activity, in particular, during crisis years. In 2009, R&D funding by business increased by 26%. For instance,
in 2004 China's share in the world volume of R&D was 7%, in 2008 — 10.5%, but in 2009 it increased to
13% (Pellens et. al., 2018).

However, there are no reliable arguments for such dependence for transitional economies, since
countries with transitional economies (including Ukraine) do not have effective innovation systems with a
high return on investments in R&D (Zveryakov et. al., 2020).

The transition to a knowledge-based service economy led to a growing role for investments in
intangible assets, which became as important as investments in machinery, equipment and buildings. In the
new conditions, state support of the national economy must take into account new factors of economic
growth that ensure the acceleration of innovative structural shifts (Guellec, Wunsch-Vincent, 2009).

The issue of assessing the impact of innovations on the realization of socio-economic goals, approaches
to determining the efficiency and effectiveness of innovation policy are presented in the works of the OECD
(OECD, 2016).

Having systemized the key driving forces of business R&D, which affect their ability to engage in
innovative activities, financial resources obtained by enterprises due to measures of state support for such
activities were defined (OECD et. al., 2018).

In many countries the most prevalent is state support for business R&D in the form of tax allowances.
In OECD countries, in 2018, it accounted for about 56% of total state support for business R&D, compared
to 36% in 2006. In the European Union (EU-27), during this period, the share of tax support doubled — from
26% to 57% (OECD, 2021).

At the same time, attention should be paid to the fact that the state can stimulate the innovative
development of the national economy both directly — by supporting innovations (by financing state research
or encouraging private business entities to invest their own funds in R&D and innovation), and indirectly —
by creating appropriate conditions for firms, who are ready to invest more and apply innovations (in
particular, through the development of material and institutional facilities) (Maradana et. al., 2017).

The formation of the policy of state support for innovative processes should take into account the
theoretically argued features of such processes. Thus, within the framework of the theory of innovation
systems, it has been proven that innovation processes are not consistent and linear, but include many
interactions (OECD et. al., 2018) and support economic and social changes that help solve internal and
global problems. This requires coordination of systemic innovation transformations (OECD, 2016).

According to the results of a regression analysis of state R&D expenditures in 26 OECD countries in
the period 1995-2015, it was found that in many countries, state funding of investments in R&D has a procy-
clical nature — an increase in GDP by 1% contributed to an increase in state expenditures on R&D by approx-
imately 0.15-0.2% (Pellens et. al., 2018), and the reduction of the budget deficit by 1 percentage point of
GDP was accompanied by an increase in spending on R&D in the short term by 0.6-0.8%.
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Izsak et al. researching the government policy in the crisis conditions of 2008-2009, drew attention to
the expansion of targeted support measures for R&D, in particular, high-tech entrepreneurship, as well as to
the emergence of trends in the commercialization of research findings and strengthening of ties between state
and private developments (lzsak et. al., 2013).

Veugelers also points to an increase in state support for the most priority R&D expenditures in condi-
tions of economic crisis (Veugelers, 2016). Among the disadvantages of such support are its focus mainly on
firms that already spent significant funds on R&D, and at the same time insufficient attention to firms that
wish to engage in R&D, which causes a decrease in returns from private R&D and, accordingly, additional
state funding of R&D support measures.

Post-crisis reconstruction of the economy on an innovative basis requires significant financial resources.
This indicates the need to develop strategic directions for fiscal support of R&D and innovation in times of
crisis.

Methods

In the article, the methods of systematic as well as historical and logical analysis were used in the inves-
tigation of state support provided by various OECD countries in 1990-2020, the methods of structural-
functional analysis and statistical comparisons — for the analysis of indirect state incentives in different
countries and the analysis of fiscal support in periods of crisis, the method of graphic representation in the
construction of graphs and charts.

Results

The key role of the financial factor in the innovative development of national economies is evidently
confirmed by the indicators of the total financing of scientific, technological and innovative activities of the
leading countries (both from the budget and by tax allowances, as well as by business (GBARD+GTARD).
For instance, in Israel, according to our calculations, such costs, based on OECD data, averaged at 5.01%
GDP for 2016-2019 and 4.23% for 2004-2007, in Korea — 4.56% and 3.24% of GDP, respectively. In
Finland, Sweden and Japan, they exceeded 3% GDP on average between 2004 and 2020. Across OECD
countries, R&D funding increased on average from 1.67% GDP in 2004-2007 to 1.98% in 2016-2019. (Table
1), including the private sector — from 0.94% to 1.02% GDP, respectively.

Table 1. Government expenditures on business R&D and R&D tax allowances to the private sector in OECD countries:
2004-2019, % GDP

Items Onaver- | Onaver- | Onaver- | On aver-
age for age for age for age for
2004- 2008- 2011- 2016-
2007 2009 2014 2019
Total financing of scientific, technological and innovative activities
(GBARD+GTARD)
unweighted average 1.666 1.762 1.865 1.979
Tax allowances
unweighted average 0.038 0.049 0.062 0.076
min 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
max 0.204 0.241 0.275 0.297
Direct budget support for business
unweighted average 0.058 0.065 0.072 0.063
min 0.000 0.003 0.001 0.002
max 0.183 0.260 0.237 0.164
All budget allocations plus tax allowances
unweighted average 0.585 0.664 0.650 0.651
min 0.063 0.087 0.096 0.090
max 1.000 1.138 1.306 1.201
Private sector expenses
unweighted average 0.937 0.933 0.952 1,018
min 0.044 0.051 0.071 0.060
max 2.523 2.558 2.897 3.325
Note - calculated by the authors based on data from the OECD Statistical Bureau (OECD, 2021)
Cepusi «9OkoHomumkax. Ne 4(108)/2022 87



I. Lunina, O. Bilousova, N. Frolova

International experience of state support for R&D

R&D tax allowances serve as a tool of indirect state incentive for businesses in the field of research and
development. Over the past 15 years, most OECD countries have observed a steady trend towards their
growth (except for 7 countries where their volumes increased and decreased in different years — these are
Australia, Spain, Canada, Korea, Mexico, New Zealand, Hungary). This form of R&D support was not ap-
plied in Estonia, Luxembourg, Germany and Switzerland during this period.

In OECD member countries, tax incentives can take the form of enhanced deductions from taxable
income (enhanced allowances) for research and development expenses (in an amount exceeding 100%). As part
of the preferential R&D taxation regime, not all, but only operational R&D costs, which account for an average
of about 90% of the total amount of R&D costs, are deductible. On average, across OECD countries, R&D
expenses are distributed in the following proportion: 60/30/5/5, where 60% are labor costs, 30% are other oper-
tional costs; 5% — capital expenditures on equipment, 5% — capital expenditures on buildings (OECD, 2019).
Support which is based on indicators of operational costs stimulates investment in human resources and
increases employment in the national economy, which is extremely important in crisis conditions.

If the taxable income turns out to be less than the amount of deductions, the unused amount of
deductions may be carried over for future periods. The extension period varies from three years (as, for
example, in the Czech Republic) to 8 years in Portugal and 18 years in Spain, and 20 years in the USA, or for
an unlimited period (as, for example, in Great Britain and Lithuania) (OECD, 2020).

Another form of tax support is the compensation of business R&D expenses (in full or in part) against
its tax liabilities (tax credit). If the amount of the credit exceeds the amount of a company's corporate income
tax liability, or if a company is loss-making, some countries allow to deduct R&D tax credit from payroll tax
liabilities, in particular from employers' social security contributions, or offset against future tax liabilities of
a company, or receive compensation in the form of cash payments from the budget.

In a number of countries, the right to receive reimbursement for unused R&D tax credit is granted only
to selected categories of companies, such as small and medium-sized enterprises or startups. Access to tax
R&D allowances may also be bounded by capping the amount of reimbursements or establishing the
minimum thresholds in terms of the amount of R&D expenses or number of employees involved in R&D,
etc., which make an enterprise eligible (OECD, 2019, December). This is usually due to the intention of the
governments to minimize their budget tax expenditures on R&D incentives and to encourage business
entities (mainly medium and small businesses) to increase their funding for R&D.

In a number of countries, companies get the right to use tax R&D incentives, provided that their R&D
spending shows an increase relative to the base level (either a certain fixed indicator or a moving average
over several years). It is customary to call such a loan incremental, and a loan without a requirement
regarding the dynamics of costs — volume-based R & D tax credits ) (OECD, 2010, 4).

In 12 OECD member countries, and also in Brazil, China, Malta, Romania, accelerated depreciation is
provided for capital expenditures on R&D, which allows companies to write off these costs as quickly as possible.

In 2019, Great Britain and France took the top positions with the highest ratios of R&D tax incentives
as % of GDP with indicators of 0.33% and 0.28%, respectively. Moreover, Great Britain increased R&D tax
incentives (as % of GDP) compared to 2007 by more than 6 times, and France — by almost 3 times.

In the OECD countries, the implied tax subsidy rate (ITSR) on R&D expenditures is used to measure
the impact of R&D tax allowances on the investments of economic entities, which represents the percentage
amount by which a company investing in R&D can reduce its cost of investments due to the application of
such R&D tax allowances. The assessment of the implied tax subsidy rate on R&D expenditures is based on
a methodical approach developed by an expert of the Canadian Tax Foundation, Yacek Warda in 1983
(Warda, 2001, 191). His analysis of the efficiency of R&D investments is based on the use of the B-index,
which reflects the reduced value of profit before taxation, sufficient to ensure the break-even of an additional
unit of R&D expenses. The definition of indicator B-ingex has the following mathematical form:

B .index= ATC /1-1, (1)
where ATC is the cost of an additional unit of the company's R&D expenses after tax, t is the corporate
income tax rate.

The implied tax subsidy rate on R&D expenditures is calculated according to the formula (Appelt et. al.,

2019, 14-15): ITSR = 1- B -index . (2)

The level of the implied tax subsidy rate on R&D expenditures depends on both the rates of R&D tax al-
lowances (tax credit and deductions from taxable income) and the rates of reimbursement of unused tax credits.
Therefore, the level of R&D tax support significantly varies not only across different OECD member countries,
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but also across different kinds of companies within one country. Thus, the largest benefits from R&D tax
incentives in 2021 in the EU countries were received by small and medium-sized profitable enterprises of
Slovakia (their ITSR was 55%) and Iceland (42%). During 2007-2021, ITSR for SMEs were in many countries
higher than for large companies, and therefore, it is reflected by the corresponding average implied tax subsidy
rates on R&D expenditures in OECD countries (Table 2). In OECD countries, in 2021, the level of the implied
tax subsidy rate on R&D expenditures was higher for profitable medium and small enterprises and amounted to
an average of 21.3%, while for large enterprises it was an average of 17.5%. If in 2007 the difference between
such rates was on average 1.2 percentage points, then in 2021 it achieved the level of 3.8 percentage points. In
2021, in some countries, the percentage points for small and large enterprises differed by more than twice
(Colombia — 67 and 33%, the Netherlands — 39 and 15%, Great Britain — 27 and 12%).

Table 2. Unweighted average implied tax subsidy rate on R&D expenditures in OECD countries in 2007-2021, %

Enterprises 2007 2009 2012 2019 2021
Small and medium -sized profitable enterprises 10.4 12.1 13.2 17.7 21.3
Large enterprises 9.2 10.5 11.5 15.3 17.5
Note - calculated by the authors based on data from the OECD Statistical Bureau (OECD, 2021)

The indicator of the implied tax subsidy rate on R&D expenditures can serve as a tool for measuring and
forecasting the effects of R&D tax allowances on the income tax burden of enterprises that invest in R&D, and
therefore — to determine the country's rank in the competition for attracting investments (Warda, 2001, 191).

The situation in Ukraine

The implementation of innovative projects and the development of innovative activities in Ukraine is
significantly hampered by the lack of own funds or private capital of enterprises, as well as the lack of
appropriate state support. The legislation of Ukraine does not provide an R&D tax credit, nor enhanced
deductions of operational R&D expenses from the taxable corporate income. For certain period of time, the
stimulation of investment and innovation activities was carried out by providing tax preferences for certain
kinds of economic activities, technological parks, as well as free trade zones and territories of priority devel-
opment. In 2005, most of these benefits were abolished. From 2017 until 2025, a benefit in the form of a
coprorate income tax exemption of the aircraft industry, as a priority sector of the Ukrainian economy, was
temporarily restored. However, most of the funds exempted from taxation in 2018 were directed by aircraft
industry to the re-equipment of its material and technical base, while R&D was not funded in 2017-2018.
Therefore, the provision of R&D stimulation requires a clear definition of the purposes of providing tax al-
lowances and should be accompanied by increased control over their use (monitoring of the use of funds
exempted from taxation).

Peculiarities of R&D state support during periods of economic crises

Bearing in mind that R&D increases the knowledge capital and has a long-term positive impact on the
productivity and economic growth, the reduction of such costs during economic crises, in particular, is treat-
ed negatively by ZEW experts. Even more, the provision of a high level of R&D investment (even in
difficult conditions) is attributed to priority areas of economic policy (Pellens et. al., 2018).

During the economic crisis of 2008-2009, in many OECD countries, the business expenses on R&D
decreased. For instance, in 2009 they fell (as % GDP) compared to 2007 in 14 out of 37 countries. Total
business expenses as a whole in OECD countries decreased by 2.5% — from 1.378% of GDP in 2007 to
1.344% in 2009 and 1.312% in 2010.

As you know, in crisis conditions the government can take different actions according to various sce-
narios (OECD, 2012): to increase budget support to businesses in order to secure certaint level of R&D busi-
ness expenses; to increase of R&D funding in the public sector (universities, public scientific-research insti-
tutes etc.) in order to offset possible reduction of R&D funding in the private sector; to redistribute public
R&D expenditures on priority goals and measures (projects) that gain the greatest macroeconomic effect,
taking into account the risks of reducing government tax revenues and the need to save budget funds; to re-
duce R&D budget funding (in response to a reduction of tax revenues).

Discussions
According to Makkonen's findings, based on the analysis of changes in R&D budget expenditures of the
EU countries after the economic crisis of 2008-2009, countries that demonstrated a pro-cyclical reaction
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which corresponded to the general trend of reducing public spending (Makkonen, 2013) are, as a rule, less
oriented towards innovation and have worse financial indicators.

Table 3. Budget R&D expenditures in pre-crisis 2007 and crisis 2009, % GDP

Budget Budget The growth of | Other R&D Other R&D | The growth of
support for support for | budget support budget budget other R&D
Countries business business for business expenditures, | expenditures, budget
R&D in R&D in R&D in 2007, % GDP | 2009, % GDP | expenditures,
2007,% GDP | 2009,% GDP | 2009/2007,% 2009/2007, %
Australia 0.036 0.026 71.3 0.428 0.478 111.6
Austria 0.090 0.077 85.1 0.533 0.670 125.6
Belgium 0.073 0.087 1195 0.517 0.574 1111
Canada 0.022 0.029 129.7 0.557 0.615 110.4
Colombia 0.001 0.016 2314.3 0.065 0.074 112.9
Czech Republic 0.106 0.112 105. 3 0.424 0.470 110.8
Denmark 0.043 0.055 128.5 0.750 0.929 124.0
Estonia 0.047 0.069 147.7 0.426 0.613 143.9
Finland 0.083 0.066 79.0 0.847 0.995 117.6
France 0.125 0.122 98.1 0.602 0.782 129.9
Germany 0.078 0.083 106.7 0.671 0.805 120.0
Hungary 0.046 0.100 216.2 0.335 0.351 104.7
Iceland 0.075 0.006 8,2 0.732 0.997 136.2
Ireland 0.045 0.046 102.9 0.409 0.479 117.2
Israel 0.168 0.157 93.4 -0.168 -0.157 93.4
Italy 0.039 0.042 108.5 0.577 0.578 100.2
Japan 0.028 0.028 102.5 0.623 0.692 111.0
Korea 0.136 0.160 117.0 0.760 0.895 117.8
Latvia 0.005 0.006 113.2 0.270 0.195 72.2
Lithuania 0.006 0.007 120.7 0.497 0.511 102.8
Luxembourg 0.053 0.039 73.8 0.310 0.467 150.5
Mexico 0.013 0.025 195.4 0.196 0.230 116.9
Netherlands 0.020 0.029 145.0 0.683 0.747 109.4
New Zealand 0.043 0.044 101.9 0.395 0.475 120.3
Norway 0.063 0.085 135.6 0.677 0.764 113.0
Poland 0.020 0.023 116.6 0.292 0.309 105.5
Portugal 0.020 0.041 208.0 0.409 0.483 118.1
Slovak Republic 0.018 0.014 75.3 0.188 0.344 182.9
Slovenia 0.068 0.138 202.6 0.446 0.538 120.7
Spain 0.113 0.121 107.2 0.629 0.692 110.0
Sweden 0.109 0.139 1275 0.635 0.707 111.3
United Kingdom 0.069 0.079 115.6 0.533 0.526 98.7
United States 0.184 0.275 149.5 0.629 0.669 106.3
;Jvr;‘:vaeéghted 0.058 0.069 119.3 0.549 0.632 115.2
Note - calculated by the authors based on data from the OECD Statistical Bureau (OECD, 2021)

According to our estimates in 2009 compared to 2007, 27 OECD countries increased their direct R&D
budget support of economic entities (as % GDP), including Hungary, Slovenia, Portugal — by more than
twice, and the Netherlands, Estonia, the USA, Turkey — by 45-77% (Table 3). On average across OECD
countries, the amount of such support increased by 19.3% to 0.069% GDP. In 2009, the ratio of R&D tax
allowances was increased in 13 OECD countries, including Belgium — by more than 3 times, in France — by
2.6 times. The average ratio of R&D tax allowances across OECD countries increased by 27.7% to 0.054%
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GDP. Several countries (Portugal, Spain, Italy, Ireland, etc.) increased both direct budget and tax support for
R&D, in response to the need to stabilize the economy during the crisis.

It should also be noted that in the crisis of 2009, not only direct budget support for private sector R&D
expenditures increased, but also other budget expenditures on R&D (financing research organizations,
material and institutional facilities). The average ration across OECD countries grew by 15.2% up to 0.632%
GDP (Table 3). Therefore, broad support for innovation has become an important component of economic
recovery measures.

So, as the OECD practice showed in the crisis of 2008-2009, the importance of state R&D support
increased. Those measures gained the so-called “double dividend”: stimulated the development of innovative
activity and simultaneously encouraged the business to create new jobs (Sapirie, 2020). In addition, given the
limited access to external sources of financing, such support allowed enterprises to reduce the investment
cost.

According to the conclusions of OECD experts, the economic crisis of 2008-2009 affected the
development of science, technology and innovation in general (OECD, 2012), as the aggravation of a
number of problems, most of which arose before 2008, required a review of the policy in the field of research
and development. Successful development was attained to countries that were able to adapt to new
conditions.

Endogenous economic growth during the crisis years was facilitated, in particular, by applying better
targeted state R&D support tools and measures, in particular, to the companies engaged in the production of
in-demand innovations (Hud et. al., 2015).

A number of researchers have drawn attention to the advantages of direct budget support measures
(Broughel et. al., 2019), to finance long-term, high-risk researces, as well as to target areas that either create
public goods or have particularly high secondary effects. Therefore, the formation of a portfolio of policy
measures should ensure a proper balance between direct and indirect measures (OECD, 2021).

It should also be noted that during the 2008-2009 crisis, the governments of many countries (OECD,
2016) inceased the efficiency and effectiveness of their innovation policy, in particular, due to the
improvement of evaluation methods and evidence base. They also paid higher attention to supporting
business R&D of small and medium-sized enterprises in order to support R&D in general and, consequently,
to create the potential for sustainable economic recovery. In the following years, innovations received a high
status in national programs of economic policy (OECD, 2012). For instance, Korea announced a new science
and technology policy initiative “Post-corona, science and technology policy for a new future”, which out-
lines 30 perspective technologies that will have a high priority for state R&D funding (Gonzalez et. al.,
2021).

The economic crisis caused by the COVID-19 pandemic and the following government restrictions on
doing business, including long-term quarantines, showed the need for changes in the policy of state support
for business R&D. The COVID-19 crisis helped to realize that innovations should not only ensure further
recovery of the economy but also actively participate in restraining crisis. Thus, according to the conclusions
of OECD experts, state R&D support measures should direct efforts to where innovation is most needed
(OECD, 2021). Therefore, one of the key components of the national innovation policy during the economic
crisis should be the determination of the priorities of state R&D support and business innovative activities,
which should be ensured in the long term.

In recent decades, the share of support through tax allowances (compared to direct support measures)
has increased in business R&D support. However, the main disadvantage of tax allowances is the lack of
clear goals for their application. Summarizing the experience of using various measures in crisis conditions
reveals the priority of applying measures of direct budget support for business R&D, as well as high-risk
long-term research for the creation of public goods (for example, in the field of health care) or knowledge
that has a high expansion potential.

Increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of state support for R&D requires the balance between
support measures (R&D tax allowance, direct budget R&D support in the private sector, other budget R&D
expenditures), as well as improving the information basis for fiscal decision-making in support of innovative
development.

Increasing the effectiveness of the application of financial measures of innovative development of
national economies requires ensuring a wide coverage of the components of the innovation system, in
particular, by:
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o the expansion of public procurement of innovative goods and services (i.e. from the demand side),
the introduction of new standards and regulations (in particular, safety standards, methods of quality control
of products, processes, services), as well as the use of innovative user-oriented initiatives (for example, waste
disposal, energy efficiency measures, etc.);

o development of cooperation in the spheres of mutually complementary economic activity (based on
the formation of clusters uniting enterprises, higher educational institutions, research institutions, other state
and private organizations, as well as the implementation of “smart specialization” strategies);

o expanding commercialization of public sector research and public-private partnership projects.

Conclusions

During economic crises the fiscal state of countries usually becomes more complicated (strict budgetary
restrictions arise) and at the same time the issue of providing a budgetary policy aimed at ensuring economic
growth becomes urgent. In such conditions, there is a need to mobilize all national resources — financial,
human capital, innovative potential. Based on the experience of many countries, the solution of these tasks
requires higher government involvement in innovation policy, which must be effective, responds to current
challenges, and ensures the coherence of various measures.

Innovative business activities require state support, especially in crisis conditions, when market signals
are distorted and coordination processes are complicated. However, given the limited financial resources of
the state, such support should have clear goals and forward private innovative efforts to where they are most
needed.

The goals and measures of innovation policy in crisis conditions should make higher impact on the
growth of the national economy and improve their competitiveness, which requires, in particular, finding a
balance between the creation of general conditions for innovation and state support for business R&D.

The introduction of R&D tax allowances should be accompanied by enhanced control over tax
compliance and better business reporting on the accrual of tax allowances, as well as their intended use.
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N. JIynuna, O. bejsioycoBa, H. ®poJsioBa

IKOHOMMKAJBIK JAFIAPbIC :KAFJAlbIHIA OM3HEC-3epTTEeYJIep
MeH HHHOBAIUSIIAPABI OI0IKETTIK KOJI1ay CTPATerusichbl

Anoamna:

Makcamoi: DKOHOMUKAJIBIK JaFJapbIcTap KarIaiblHIa OM3HECTI 3epTTey MEH HHHOBAIMIIAPIbl (PHCKAIIBIK KO-
nay npobnemanapsin 3epaeney, F3TKXK mbiFbiHAapbiHa canblK CyOCHIMSIIapbIHBIH OOKaMIbl MeJIIepIeMeCiH Tall-
Jay, JAarJapbic Ke3eHjepiHae OW3HECTIH WHHOBAIMAJIBIK KbI3METIH MEMIIKETTIK KOJJay MEH BIHTaJIaHIBIPYIbIH
XaJIbIKapalIbIK TIXKIpHOECIH JKUHAKTAY JKOHE JIaFAaphIC JKarJaibIHAa OCHIH/IAM KOJIAYIbIH CTPATETHSUIBIK OarbITTapbhlH
Herizaey. 3eprrey TakelpbiObl Om3HecTiH F3TKIK-HBI Kap KbUIBIK KOJIAybl, COHaii-aK OHBI )KY3€Te achlpy >KOHIHIETi
MEMJICKETTIH CTpaTerusichl. MaKaJaHbIH MaKcaThl — Jaarnapbic xxargaieiaga OusHectiH F3TKIXK-HBI OromkeTTik KO-
JIayJIbIH CTPATErHsJIbIK OarbITTapbIH HETI3/ey.

Odicmep: XKyHenik xoHE TapUXU-JIOTHKAIBIK TAAAy, KYPbUIBIMABIK-(QYHKIMOHAIBIK TaJiay JKOHE CTAaTHCTH-
KaJIBIK CAJIBICTBIPY S/ICTEPl KOJAaHBUIIBI.

Kopvimuinowr: 3eprreyne DbIIY enaepinmeri 3koHOMHUKAIBIK garaapeictap keseruaepinae F3TKXK men Ousnec-
WHHOBaLMsIAp/Abl OIO/DKETTIK KOJAY/bIH KelOip epekiuesikrepi alKbIHIANAbl; MYHAal KoJjay, aran alTKaH.a,
CANBIKTHIK KEHUIIIKTEp MEH Tikenel OrpKeTTIK Konaay, conmaii-ak F3TKIK-ra sxymcanaTeiH 6acka Ja IIBIFBICTAPIBI
MEMIICKETTIK KapKbUTIAHIBIPY apKbUTBI SKOHOMHKAHBI KaJIBIHA KENTipy JKOHIHAET1 MapaiapAblH Kypamaac Oeiri
MaHBI3IBI OOTYHI THIC Aer OekiTinesi; ¥ATTHIK SKOHOMHUKAHb HHHOBAIMSIIBIK HETi3/le JaFqapbhICTaH KeHiHr KaiTa Ky-
PYIBI KAMTaMAachI3 €Ty YIIiH OM3HECTI FRUIBIMH-3€PTTCY JKOHE TKIPHOCTIK-KOHCTPYKTOPIIBIK KYMBICTapFa OFOJIKETTIK
KOJIIay KOPCETY/iH CTPATErHSsUTBIK OaFBITTaphI O31PICH]II.

Tyocoipvimoama: F3TKK-Fa mHBeCTHIMANIAPABIH JKOFaphl ACHTeHiH KaMTaMachl3 eTyre OarpITTalFaH IIapanap
(TinTi KUBIH JKaFaaiiiapaa 1a) SKOHOMHUKAIIBIK CascaTThIH 0achM OarbITTapbIHA XKAaTKBI3BLUTYHI THIC, a1 F3TKXK-ra nnaBe-
CTHLIUSIIAP/IbI MEMJICKETTIK KOJIZIay aHTHIMKIII cunatta 0oiysl Tuic. JlaFaapeic yaraaibIHIarsl HHHOBAIMSJIBIK casi-
CATTBIH MaKcaTTapbl MEH MIapajiapbl YITTHIK SKOHOMUKAHBIH ©CYiH KaJIlIbIHA KENTipy/i >KoHe OHBIH Oocekere KabiieT-
TITITIH apTTHIPYAB! BIHTAJAHABIPYHI THiC, Oy, aTtanm alTKaHIa, WHHOBAIMSUIAp YIIH OpTaK JXaFjaiiap jkacay MeH
F3TKX canaceiaaarel OM3HECTI MEMJICKETTIK KOJIJIAy apachlHAAFbl Teme-TeHAIKTI TaOyapl Tanmam etemi. COHFBICHI
OCHIHAAH KOJJAYAbIH HaKThl TYXbIPBIMJAIFAH OachIMBIKTApPbIHA, COHJAM-aK Y3aK Mep3iMIi IepcrneKTuBaia
JaMBITBUTYBI THIC MHHOBAIMSIJIBIK KbI3MET OarbITTapblHa HETI3/1eyl Kepek.

Jarnapseic xarnaibIHAa OM3HECT] KONAyAbIH SPTYPJIi MapajiapblH KOJIAaHy TIXKIpHOECiH KUHAKTAall OTBIPHII, Ke-
neci mapanap OipiHmn ke3ekreri mapanap periaae Herizgenni: busnectin F3TKXK-Ha Tikeneit O0KETTIK KOIAAYIBL,
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I. Lunina, O. Bilousova, N. Frolova

COHJIali-aK dJIeyeTi MKOFapbl KEHEI01 0ap KOFaMIBIK HTUTIKTEp MEH OiTiMIi KYpy OOMBIHIIIA KOFAphl TOYEKEIN i Y3aK Mep-
3iMII 3epTTeyaepAi OFOJDKETTIK Kap:KbUIAHIBIPYIbl KAMTaMachi3 €TY; KapKbUIBIK HICIIiMACP KaObUIAay YIIIH aKia-
PATTHIK 0a3aHbI )KaKCApTy, SKOHOMUKAHBI TYPAKTHI KAIIMbIHA KEITIPY 9JICYCTIH apTThIPy MaKcaThIHIa OU3HECTI 3epTTEY
MECH IIIaFbIH )KOHE OPTa KOCIIKEPIIKTI JAMBITYIBI KOJIAy bl KEHEHTY.

F3TKX canaceianarbl (GPUCKAIIBIK IApATAP.IBIH YITTHIK SKOHOMUKAHBI JAMBITYFa dCep €Ty THIMAUIITIH apTThIPY
WHHOBAIMSUIBIK JKYHEHIH KOMIIOHCHTTEPIH, aTal alTKaHIla, MHHOBANMSIBIK Tayapiap MEH KbI3METTEPIl MEMIICKETTIK
CaTBIN ayIbl KEHEHTY JKOJBIMEH KEH KaMTY bl KAMTaMachl3 CTY/Ii; 63apa TOJIBIKTHIPYIIIEI SKOHOMHKAIBIK KBI3MET cajia-
JApBIHAAFEl BIHTBIMAKTACTHIKTHI JAMBITYABI;, MEMIIEKETTIK-KEKEIICTIK dPINTECTIiK KoOaTapblH KEHEUTY i KoHEe MeMIIe-
KETTIK CEeKTOPBI 3ePTTEYIi KOMMEPIUIIAaHABIPY/IBI TaJIall eTeIi.

Kinm co30ep: >KOHOMUKAIIBIK ©CY, 3KOHOMHKAJBIK IaFAapbiC, (HCKANIbIK KOJIAy, CANBIKTBIK KEHUIIIKTED,
FBUIBIMH 3epTTEyJIep MEH MHHOBAIMSAIAPFa TiKeNeH OOKETTIK KOJAay, MEMJIEKETTIK Kap Kbl, caiblk Hecueci, F3TKIK
OW3HECIHIH IIBIFBIHIAPEL.

HN. Jlynuna, O. Beaoycosa, H. ®posnosa

Ctparterus OI0I:KeTHOH MOAAEPKKHN OM3HEC-MCCIeT0BAHUI M NHHOBAIUIA B
YCJIOBUSIX IKOHOMHYECKOT0 KpU3nca

Annomauus.

Lenv: Vzyuenue npobieM GpuCKaIbHON MOIACPIKKH HCCICIOBAHNN U MHHOBAIMN OM3HECA B YCIOBHSX SKOHOMH-
YeCKMX KPU3HCOB, aHAJH3 MpeJIoaraeMoil cTaBKM HaJoroBeIx cyOcuauit Ha pacxoasl Ha HMOKP, o6o6menue mex-
JYHapOJHOTO OMBITAa FOCY/IAPCTBEHHOM MOIACPKKU U CTUMYJIMPOBAHUSI MHHOBAIIMOHHOM JIesITeIbHOCTH On3Heca B KpH-
3WCHBIC TEPUOIBI, 0OOCHOBaHME CTPATCTHUSCKUX HAIPAaBICHUIN TaKOW MONACPKKH B YCIOBUSAX KPHU3UCA YCIOBHS.
[Ipenmerom uccnemoanus Obiia ¢uHaHCOBas moanepxkka HMOKP Om3Heca, a Takke CTpaTerws TOCYIapCcTBa IO €€
peamu3anun. Llensio cTatbu sBIseTCsS 000CHOBAHHE CTPATETHUSCKUX HampaBiieHUi OropkeTHOH momaepkkun HUOKP
Om3Heca B YCIIOBHAX KpU3HCa.

Memoowvr:  VcTIONB30BANACH METOABI CHCTEMHOTO ¥ HCTOPHKO-TOTHYECKOTO — aHajh3a, CTPYKTYpPHO-
(YHKIIMOHAJIHHOTO aHAJIN3a M CTATHCTHUECKUX CPaBHEHHH.

Peszyromamer: B uccienoBaniy onpeneieHbl HEKOTOPhie 0co0eHHOCTH OromkeTHOM momnepxku HUOKP u 6us-
HEC-WHHOBAaIlMil B MEPHOABI 3KOHOMHUYECKHX Kpu3HucoB B cTpaHax OODCP; yTBepikmaercs, 4yTO Takas MOIJEPXKKa, B
YaCTHOCTH, IOCPEJCTBOM HAJIOTOBBIX JILIOT U MPSMOM OIOJPKETHOW MOJMIEPKKH, a TAKKE TOCYIapCTBEHHOTO (PMHAHCH-
poBanus apyrux pacxonoB Ha HUOKP, nomkHa ObITh BayKHBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM MeEp II0 BOCCTAHOBJICHHIO 3KOHOMHKH;
pa3paboTaHbl CTpaTerHueCKue HampapieHus OrwopxetHON moanepxku HUOKP 6usueca st obecrieueHus TOCTKPU3KC-
HOM PEKOHCTPYKLIMU HALIMOHAJIBHOM 9KOHOMUKHU HAa MHHOBAallUOHHOM OCHOBE.

Buigoowi: Mepsl, HanpaBiieHHBIE Ha oOecriedueHre BBHICOKOTO ypoBHs mHBecTHiuit B HUOKP (make B cloXHBIX
YCIIOBHSIX), TOJDKHBI OTHOCHUTBCS K IPHOPUTCTHBIM HAIPABICHHSM SKOHOMHUYCCKOW ITOJNIUTHKH, a TOCYZapCTBEHHAs
noanepxkka uaectuuii B HUOKP nomkHa HOCUTH aHTULMKIMYECKUN Xxapaktep. Llenu u Mepbl MHHOBaLIMOHHOW MO-
JIMTUKU B YCJIOBMSIX KPU3UCA JOJDKHBI CTUMYJIUPOBATH BOCCTAHOBJIEHUE POCTA HALlMOHAJILHOM SKOHOMMKH U MOBBILIE-
HHUE €e KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTH, 4TO TpeOyeT, B YaCTHOCTH, HAXOKICHUS OallaHCca MEXy CO3IaHHEM OOMINX YCIOBUIH
JUIL MHHOBAIIMH W TOCYIapCTBEHHOM mouepsxkoii 6msneca B obmactu HUOKP. IocnenHee 1OMKHO OCHOBBIBATHCS Ha
YeTKO COPMYJINPOBAHHBIX PUOPUTETAX TaKOW MOJAEPKKH, a TaKXKe Ha HalpaBJICHHSIX MHHOBAIIMOHHON JesTEIhHO-
CTH, KOTOpBIE CIIEAyeT pa3BUBATh B JOITOCPOYHOM MEPCIICKTHBE.

O6001TMB ONBIT MPUMEHEHUS PA3IMYHBIX MEp MOJAEPKKH OM3HEca B yCIOBUSAX KpU3HMCa, B KayecTBE IEpBOOYE-
penHBIX OBTH OOOCHOBAHBI CIIEAYIOIIME Mephl: o0ecneyuTh mpsiMyio OroxerHyro nmogaepkky HMOKP Gusneca, a
TaKke OroJKEeTHOEe (PMHAHCUPOBAHUE BBHICOKOPHCKOBBIX JIOJTOCPOYHBIX MCCICNOBAHMI MO CO3/AHMIO OOIIECTBEHHBIX
Omar W 3HaHHWH, 00JaJArOIINX BHICOKOW 3KCIIAHCHEH MOTEHIMAN, YIIYYIIATh HH(OPMAIMOHHYIO 0a3y Ui NPUHATHS
(MHAHCOBBIX pPEIICHUH, paCIIUPUTh TOAIEPIKKY OM3HEC-MCCICIOBAaHNI U Pa3pab0TOK MaJbIX M CPEIHUX MPEATIPHATHI
C LEJIbI0 CO3JIaHUs IOTEHIMAA [l yCTOMYMBOIO BOCCTAHOBJIEHUS! 3KOHOMUKHU.

[oBrimenne > dexTuBHOCTH Bo3AeicTBUS (rckanbHEIX Mep B obmactu HMOKP Ha pa3BuTHE HAaMOHATBHBIX
9KOHOMHK TpeOyeT oOecledeHHus] MIMPOKOTO OXBaTa KOMIIOHEHTOB WHHOBAaIlMOHHOW CHUCTEMBI, B YaCTHOCTH, ITyTEM
paciupeHus TOCYIapCTBEHHBIX 3aKYIIOK MHHOBAIIMOHHBIX TOBAPOB U YCIYT; Pa3BUTHS COTPYAHHUYECTBA B chepax B3a-
HMMOJIOTIONTHSIOIIEH SKOHOMUYECKOH e TeTbHOCTH; PACIINPEHHS TOCYJAPCTBEHHBIX MTPOSKTOB YaCTHOT'O ApTHEPCTBA U
KOMMeEpIHaIN3ans UCCIIeT0BaHUH TOCYAAPCTBEHHOT'O CEKTOPA.

Knioueesvie cnosa: >SKOHOMHUYECKUH POCT, IKOHOMUIECKHI KpU3HC, PUCKATbHAS MOAAEPIKKA, HATOTOBBIE JILIOTHI,
npsiMasi 00 KETHasI TIOJICPKKa HAYIHBIX UCCIICOBAHUA M MHHOBAIIWIA, TOCYJapCTBEHHbIE (DMHAHCHI, HAJIOTOBBIA Kpe-
uT, pacxonabl 6uzHeca Ha HUOKP.
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