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OPEN AND SUSTAINABLE INNOVATION IN THE MODERN CONTEXT OF BUSINESS-STRATEGY
DEVELOPMENT

It is noted that one of the main factors that complicates the current situation is the quarantine restrictions caused by the Covid-19 pandemic. New
conditions require new approaches and understanding of both the organization of the country's international policy and business. Global processes
demonstrate a constant growth in the importance of the impact of innovation. The intensification of scientific and technological progress and trends
inherent in the current stage of economic development indicate that the type of innovation for enterprises will be decisive, and the economy will become
even more innovative.

The problem statement is to consider corporate strategies aimed at studying and understanding the sources of types of knowledge for creating and
promoting innovations in Ukraine. The article is aimed at researching the current state of open and sustainable innovation, the characteristics of the
origin and use of external knowledge, which are key in the innovation process. The article focuses on the consideration of open and sustainable
innovation. The modern business environment creates completely different conditions for the creation of innovations in enterprises than those that
formed the basis for the formation of an open innovation space. The aim of the article is to study the origin of external knowledge used in the innovation
process. Innovative enterprises successfully use the innovation process, despite the negative consequences of the external environment, they need to
learn how to adapt to new markets, new rules for organizing their activities, and radical innovators in such conditions require special attention. Empirical
studies in Ukraine are considered, which have shown that the challenges of the external business environment do not limit enterprises in
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C.C. CIABA, K. KAJIAHTAPIJIC, O.1. CABYEHKO, P.O. IIOBEPEKHUH
BIIKPUTI TA CTIMKI IHHOBAIIII ¥ CYYACHOMY KOHTEKCTI PO3BUTKY BICHEC-
CTPATETIHA

3a3Ha4aETHCS, 110 OJHMM 3 OCHOBHHX (DAKTOPIB, SIKMI YCKIIAHIOE CUTYALi10, € KApaHTHHHI 0OMeKeHHs!, cipuurHeHi nanaemiero Covid-19. Hosi ymoBu
BUMAararoTb HOBUX ITiIXOJiB Ta PO3yMiHHS SIK OpraHizamii Mi>KHApOZHOI HOJITHKH KpaiHH, TaK 1 MiIPUEMHUNBKOI HisTbHOCTI. ['o6anbHi nponecu
JIEMOHCTPYIOTh IIOCTIHHE 3pOCTAaHHS BaXKIMBOCTI BIUIMBY iHHOBalidl. IHTeHcudikamis HayKOBO-TEXHIYHOTO INPOTPecy Ta TEHMACHINH, BIACTHBHX
HUHIIIHEOMY €TaIly EKOHOMIYHOI'O PO3BUTKY, CBIUUTH PO T€, IO THIT iIHHOBALIH IS [iAPUEMCTB Oyjie BU3HAYaIbHUM, a EKOHOMIKa CTaHe I1e GiIbII
iHHOBaLiHHOIO.

IToctraHOBKa 3aBaHHS IIOJIATAE y PO3IIIAL KOPIIOPATUBHUX CTPATEriil, CIPSMOBAaHNX HA BUBYEHHS Ta PO3YMIHHS JDKEPEIT TUITIB 3HAHb JUIS CTBOPEHHS
Ta HPOCYBaHHS iHHOBalid B YKpaiHi. CTarTs CHpsAMOBaHA Ha JOCHIDKEHHS CYy4acHOTrO CTaHy BIJIKDMTHX Ta CTIMKMX iHHOBaLid, 0COOJIMBOCTEMH
IIOXOKEHHSI Ta BUKOPHCTAHHS 30BHIIIHIX 3HaHb, SKi € KIIOYOBHMHM B IHHOBaWiifHOMY mpomeci. Y cTaTTi 0co0nMBa poiib BiIBOAUTHCS PO3LIISAY
BIZIKPUTHX Ta cTilikux iHHOBanii. Cy4yacHe Oi3Hec-cepenoBHIne (OpMye 30BCIM iHII YMOBH A CTBOPSHHS iHHOBAIIH Ha MiIPHEMCTBAX, HIXkK Ti, 5Ki
JISKaIM B OCHOBI (hOpMyBaHHs BiJIKPUTOrO iHHOBALIMHOIO MPOCTOPY. Mera CTaTTi MOJISra€ y BUBYEHHI JUKEPE MOXOKEHHS 30BHIIIHIX 3HaHb, AKi
BUKOPHCTOBYIOTHCSL y iHHOBamiffHOMy mponeci. IHHOBamiiiHI IiJNpHEMCTBA YCIIIIHO BHKOPHCTOBYIOTH IHHOBAWiffHMH NpOIlEC, HE3BAXKAIOUHM Ha
HETaTHBHI HACJiJKU 30BHIIIHBOIO CEPEOBHINA, iM HEOOXiTHO HABYMUTHUCS HPHCTOCOBYBATHCS IO HOBHX PHHKIB, HOBHX IPaBWJI OpraHizamii cBoel
JUSUTBHOCTI Ta paJiKajibHI HOBaTOPH B TAKUX yMOBaX MOTPEOYIOTh 0cOONMMBOI yBard. PO3IIsIHYTO eMIipuyHi TOCHiKeHHs! B YKpaiHi, sSKi oKa3ai,
110 BHUKJIMKH 30BHIIIHBOTO Oi3HEC-cepeioBUIlA HE OOMEKYIOTh MIANPUEMCTBA B IX IHHOBALMHIN AKTUBHOCTI, TaKOXX HArOJOLIYEThCS, IO B
JIOBIOCTPOKOBIH NepcHeKTHBI, 6e3 Hel HeMOXIIMBHHI MOAANBIINI eKOHOMIUYHUH Ta KyJIbTYPHUIT PO3BUTOK..

Ku1rouoBi cJioBa: BiiKpUTI iHHOBALIT; CTIHKI IHHOBAILIT; IHHOBALIIHE MiAPUEMCTBO; PO3BUTOK; EKOHOMIYHA KpU3a

C.C. CIABA, K. KAIAHTAPHIUC, O.H. CABYEHKO, P.O. IOBEPEKHbBIH
OTKPBITBHIE 1 YCTOMUYUBBIE UHHOBAIIUM B COBPEMEHHOM KOHTEKCTE PA3BUTHSI
BU3HEC - CTPATEIUiA

OTMmedaeTcs, 9TO OTHUM H3 OCHOBHBIX ()aKTOPOB, KOTOPBIH YCIOKHSET IPOUCXOIAIILYIO CUTYAIMIO, SBIAIOTCS KapaHTUHHBIE OTPAaHUYCHHS, BHI3BAaHHBIC
nangemueii Covid-19. HoBsle ycioBus TpeGyrOT HOBBIX MMOJAXOOB W MOHUMaHHs KaK OpPraHM3alldM MEeXIyHApOIHOW IOJUTHKH CTPAHbI, TaK H
IpeIPUHAMATEIBCKON AesTeNbHOCTH. [ T00aIbHbIe IPOIeCCH! AEMOHCTPUPYIOT IIOCTOSIHHBIA POCT BaXKHOCTH BIIVSIHYSI HHHOBAaLMH. VIHTeHCH KA
HAay4YHO-TEXHHUUECKOTO Iporpecca M TEHICHIMH, CBOMCTBEHHBIX HBIHEIIHEMY 3Tally S9KOHOMHYECKOTO Pa3BHTHS, CBHIETENBCTBYET O TOM, YTO THII
WHHOBAIVH JUISI IPEINPUATHI OyZIeT OnpeNersIoIiM, a SKOHOMHKA CTaHeT elle 0oJiee HHHOBAIIMOHHO.

ITocTaHOBKa 3aJa4M 3aKJIFOUAETCS B PACCMOTPEHHHM KOPIIOPATUBHBIX CTPATErnii HalpaBIEHHBIX HA U3yYEHNE U TOHMMAaHUE HCTOYHUKOB TUITIOB 3HAaHUI
JUISL CO3aHUsI ¥ MPOJBIDKEHUs] HHHOBAIMi B YkpauHe. CTaThsl HalpaBjieHa Ha HCCIEIOBAaHUE COBPEMEHHOTO COCTOSIHUSI OTKPBITBIX M YCTOHUMBBIX
HMHHOBAIMH, 0COOCHHOCTEN MPOMCXOXKICHNS U HCIIONB30BaHMS BHENIHHX 3HAHMI, KOTOPBIE SBITIOTCS KJIFOYEBBIMH B HHHOBAIIMOHHOM IIporecce. B
cTaThe 0c0o0ast POJIb OTBOJHUTCS PACCMOTPEHHIO OTKPBITHIX M YCTOHIMBBIX HHHOBanuH. CoBpeMeHHas Gu3Hec cpesia pOpMUpYET COBEPIICHHO JpyTHe
YCIIOBHS AT CO3aHUSI HHHOBAIUH Ha MPEANPHATUSX, YEM T€, KOTOPBIE IeKAIH B OCHOBE ()OPMUPOBAHHS OTKPBHITOIO HHHOBAIIMOHHOTO IIPOCTPAHCTBA.
3ajjaua CTaTby COCTOUT B M3YUEHUH MPOUCXO0XK/ICHUS BHEITHUX 3HAHUM, HCIOJIb3yEeMbIX B MHHOBAIIMOHHOM Ipoliecce. IHHOBAIMOHHbBIE NPEITPUATHS
YCHEIIHO HCIONB3YIOT WHHOBALMOHHBIM IPOIECC, HECMOTPsl Ha HETaTHBHbIE MOCIEACTBUS BHENIHEW Cpelbl, MM HEOOXOAMMO HAyYHThCS
IIPUCHOCA0NNBATHCS K HOBBIM PHIHKAM, HOBBIM IIPaBUJIaM OPTaHHU3allUH CBOEH IEATENbHOCTH U paJUKalbHbIe HOBATOPHI B TAKUX YCIOBUSX TPeOYyIOT
0co00oro BHHMaHHS. PaccMOTpeHBI SMIHMPUYECKHE HCCIENOBaHHS B YKpaWHe, KOTOpbIe IMOKa3ald, YTO BBI3OBBI BHEIIHEH OW3HEC-Cpenbl He
OrPaHMYMBAIOT NPEANPHUATHS B HX HHHOBAMOHHOH aKTHBHOCTH, TAK)K€ MOTYEPKUBACTCS, YTO B JOJITOCPOYHOH MEpCHeKTHBE, 0e3 Hee HEBO3MOXKHO
JanbHenIee YKOHOMIYECKOe U KyJIbTypHOE Pa3BHTHE.

Ki1roueBble cj10Ba: OTKPBIThIE HHHOBAIMHY; YCTOHUMBBIE MHHOBAIMY,; MHHOBALMOHHOE MPEINPUATHE; Pa3BUTHE; SKOHOMUUECKUI KPU3UC

Introduction. Chesbrough's consept of open innovation ~ boundaries of control in the creation and

in innovation management studies, originally aimed at a
managerial audience, has attracted onsiderable interest
among researchers in the field of innovation studies. For
practitioners this was viewed as a means of spanning the

commercialization of innovation beyond the enterprise [1].
For researchers it signaled the advance of a ‘new
paradigm’, leading to numerous books, journal articles and
conferences (for details about the expansion of this body of
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literature please see Chesbrough and Bogers [2].
Ultimately this could be viewed as the emergence of a
distinct academic community.

Acknowledging the developmental potential of the
approach, policy makers regionally, nationally and
transnationally sought to re-align actions towards open
innovation.

The basic premise of this new approach is opening up
the innovation process [3]. One of the most commonly used
conceptualizations defines open innovation as ‘the use of
purposive inflows and outflows of knowledge to accelerate
internal innovation, and expand the markets for external
use of innovation respectively’ [4]. For purposes of
analytical convenience, rather than an accurate reflection
of a preceding empirical reality, it is contrasted with closed
innovation, where enterprises internalize the process in its
entirety (from idea generation to commercial exploitation).

As a result of the narrowness of empirical settings,
there is no research exploring the implications of specific
types of institutional setting, in the same manner as
industrial sector [5] for open innovation. This is despite the
fact that the institutional context may influence open
innovation in two ways. Firstly, by determining, through
existing regulations and existing norms, how well (or not)
markets operate, and the scope afforded to competitive
forces[6]. Secondly, and more importantly for the purposes
of our research, it may influence the flow of resources, such
us (but not only) labour, capital and knowledge.

Paper sets out to explore the opening up of the
innovation process (particularly regarding accessing
knowledge) in a dynamic business environment. Thus, our
aim is to explore enterprise strategies regarding the how,
from where and what type of knowledge is accessed.

The purpose of the article is to study the peculiarities of
opening an innovation process (especially in relation to
access to knowledge) in a dynamic business environment.
Thus, corporate strategies need to be examined as to how,
where and what type of knowledge is to be accessed..

Innovation, though readily acknowledged as a
contributor to enterprise competitiveness and regional and
national economic advancement remains ill-defined and
measured. In a rather narrow definition Schmookler
associates innovation with the first enterprise to produce a
good or service, or use a new method or input, whilst all
subsequent firms that do the same thing are deemed as
imitators. In a much broader definition, Brown-Kamn
identifies innovation with the process of generating ideas
that are new to their source and making decisions about
these ideas that result in something useful. The main
difference between these two definitions, that occupy the
two extremes of the spectrum, revolves around the
understanding of novelty: i.e. how new is new. In the case
of the former definition novelty is ascribed by an objective
observer, whilst in the case of the latter novelty is ascribed
by the actors involved in the process of its development [7].
In both instances however, it is actors who assign meaning
to innovation on the basis of their previous experience —
either as observers or innovators.

Open innovation poses the simple but intellectually
attractive notion that innovation takes place within an open
system rather than a vertically integrated organization.
Openness is captured through two distinct processes: an

inbound one, referring to the internal use of externally
generated knowledge, and an outbound one, involving the
external exploitation of internally generated knowledge
[3].

Our research in the Ukrainian context focuses squarely
on inbound knowledge flows on account of two reasons.
Firstly, empirical studies have consistently found that
enterprises perform inbound than outbound activities al, [4,
5]. Secondly, the logic of the empirical problem explored
here, i.e. how enterprises respond to innovation constraints
regarding knowledge use in innovation. Inbound open
innovation processes requires the focal enterprises to open-
up its innovation processes to external knowledge [2].

At the same time, research by scientists demonstrates

a strong relationship between the sustainability of
innovation and growth in profitability, sales and
productivity. Larry Schmidt proposed to consider the
innovative activity of an enterprise as sustainable if it
includes the implementation of a number of measures
aimed at the long-term development of the enterprise.
Moreover, they must be effective, not belong to the so-
called "theater of innovation", characterized only by visual
changes, without having tangible efficiency [8]. Tommy
Clausen considers this term in terms of strategic planning.
In his opinion, the introduction of innovations is of
strategic importance at the enterprise, and this process must
be constant. He also believes that the enterprise, which has
successfully introduced innovation at least once, has a
much greater innovation potential and the chances that it
will happen again, and, as a result, will ensure itself
sustainable innovation processes [9].

The bulk of open innovation research centres on the
question of ‘how do they do it’, i.e. how managers make
decisions about co-operating with outside parties. The
external knowledge may come from customers, suppliers,
competitors, research institutions and universities, through
formal (licensing, alliances, or purchasing of services) and
informal (network related) practices [3]. These are brought
together by the focal enterprise either in vertical supply
chains (with customers, suppliers and sub-contractors) or
horizontal relationships (with other businesses in the same
sector, universities etc). Vertical ones (unlike their
horizontal  counterparts) invariably involve the
commitment of relationships specific assets: providing
participants with a common technological and knowledge
base [10]. More importantly, strong vertical relationships
viewed as having a positive impact on innovative
performance [11].

An important element of open innovation research is
the exploration of the role of internal characteristics of the
firm. This involves considerations about the firm size [12].
More specifically a global perspective, and particularly
involvement in global networks, is viewed as conducive to
the adoption of an open innovation approach [13].

Strong relationships and alignment with output and
input markets are viewed here as influences of cognitive
proximity (defined here as the ability of the participants to
similarly ~ perceive, interpret  and  understand
knowledge[14].

Research that places open innovation within a spatial
context is still rare. As point out no research field explicitly
focuses on ‘how the firm’s organizational characteristics
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relate  to the firm’s fundamental geographical
characteristics[ 14]. In a recent contribution argue that open
innovation and the spatial perspective are linked through
the increasing globalization of innovation, therefore
promoting access to the knowledge and competencies of
the best talents worldwide[15].

However, there is precious little research exploring the
strategies adopted by the, admittedly, minority of
innovative enterprises, particularly regarding the use of
knowledge despite the obvious potential benefits for
business practice and policy decision-making.

This is because entrepreneurs may be reluctant to
engage with external actors, concerned either about the
potential of divulging information that is important for
market success or their ability to appropriate returns,
opting instead for closed innovation practices.

Theoretical constructs (including the open innovation
approach) argue that vertical, supply-chain relationships
invariably involve investment in assets specific to the
relationship [9]. This is because technological proximity
may underpin the effective transfer of knowledge between
enterprises belonging to the chain. In contrast, horizontal
relationships there may not be a common technological and
knowledge base. This disparity enables us to develop the
paper’s research question. How (in terms of vertical or
horizontal relationships) innovative enterprises draw
external knowledge for innovations?

Within the open innovation literature there is the view
that the management of open innovation becomes more
complex if the enterprise has to source knowledge in
different parts of the world [16].

This has raised new questions about what factors
influence the economic resilience, probing of ongoing
fresh empirical perspectives on unresolved dilemmas in
innovation studies. It analyses recent developments in
territorial systems of production, networks of innovation
and innovative milieus, with regard to the issue of
sustainable development.

The transferring knowledge within Ukraine may be
viewed by enterprises as more challenging than having to
deal with the complexity of cross-border flows.

The financial results of large and medium-sized
enterprises in the first half of 2020 clearly reflect the
impact of the crisis in the world economy.

The situation was complicated by quarantine
restrictions in the spring of 2020, when almost all industrial
enterprises were shut down and suffered huge losses.

Ukrainian enterprises need to find ways of
development that can ensure rapid adaptation to new
circumstances. That is why the introduction of sustainable
innovation has crucial in overcoming the crisis both within
the enterprise and for the country as a whole.

Methodology.. The aim was to achieve
representativeness of the innovative enterprises in Ukraine,
in terms of sector, and ensure the inclusion of relatively
diverse settings.

Collectively they are also representative of the
industrial distribution of innovative enterprises across
Ukraine (as shown in Table 1).

Table 1 - The Sectoral Composition of Enterprises
Surveyed and Population of Innovative Enterprises in

Ukraine
Sample Population

Manufacturing 44 46

Other 5 3
secondary

Trade 28 29

Transport 4 9

Business 19 13
services

Total 100 100

The interviewees were owners and/or managing
directors of the enterprises. There were differences in the
response rates between the regions: the highest being in
Kharkiv where it reached two thirds (67%) and the lowest
in Zakarpattya (32%). However, even this is viewed is
satisfactory by national and international standards.

The main issues covered were: the characteristics of
enterprise, product/service innovation, process innovation,
markets, characteristics of the entrepreneur, linkages with
universities, and enterprise performance. This produced a
dataset of 131 variables for each case.

Following on from this we use entrepreneurial
responses, captured through six variables, alongside
patents in order to measure product/service and process
innovation. The former type of measure was
operationalised as follows: a dichotomous response on the
incidence of innovation, a variable capturing the
entrepreneur’s view on the degree of innovativeness
(regional, national, international), and the number of
innovations introduced since 2009. These were asked
separately for product/service and process innovation. The
latter measure captured, in one variable the number of
patents granted to the organization between 2009 and 2019.

According to the considered statistical data, even with
increase in volumes of financing at the expense of means
of the state budget, in Ukraine there is no sharp increase in
level of innovative activity. The number of innovative
enterprises has halved in the last six years.

Interviewees were asked to focus upon knowledge that
was used in a specific process of product/service or process
innovation. This prompted respondents to draw upon real
events, and limited the scope for misinterpretation. An
analytical divide between knowledge used in idea
generation and the implementation of the idea was
deployed in both instances. Information about the type of
source (for example customer, supplier, university etc.)
was captured, alongside data regarding the frequency of
interactions as well as the durability of relationships.

There are some limitations that must be taken into
account when interpreting the findings of this study.
Firstly, the data used are self-reported answers to the
questions of the survey, which, in turn, raises two
important considerations: self-report bias and self-
selection bias. Secondly, the data used for the stratification
of the sample was based on official statistics: therefore, it
may be influenced by the decision of enterprises to report
(or not) the incidence of innovative activities. Lastly, the
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datasets used for the purposes of identifying innovative
enterprises include only those operating in the formal
sector.

As far as radical innovators are concerned, they appear
to rely more on externally generated knowledge in
product/service innovation (four out of every five cases)
than idea generation (two thirds of the total). In most cases
this knowledge is transmitted to the enterprise through
vertical relationships. Regarding idea generation, in around
a third (32%) of cases this involves knowledge coming
from (passive) compliance with customer requirements
(often taking the form of tender specifications). Even in
instances where the knowledge used is the result of pro-
active engagement this comes from customers (30%).
Horizontal knowledge flows (i.e. from enterprises in the
same sector) is reported by just 3% of such firms. A similar
though less pronounced pattern emerges regarding
product/service innovation implementation: which comes
primarily from customers (55%). In terms of the geography
of externally generated knowledge, this is infrequently
originating from within the regional setting. Instead, in
most instances externally generated knowledge comes
from across the national boundaries. Indeed, international
knowledge flows are reported by nearly nine out of every
ten cases regarding idea generation, and some 59%
concerning innovation implementation (see Table 2).

Table 2 - The geographical Origin of Knowledge
Sources used in Product/Service Innovation
Implementation

Type of Regio Natio Intern
innovation nal nal ational
Radical 15 53 59
Innovators

Incremental 32 33 54
Innovators

Incremental 30 42 45
product/service
innovators

The importance of international customers is not
unexpected given the geographical distribution of output
markets among radical innovators. They appear possess the
underlying tacit knowledge to manage international
knowledge transfer: some 70% of those also direct outputs
in these geographical markets (at the beginning of the
reporting period). This is reinforced by the durability of the
relationships with international knowledge sources: which
go back some 11.1 (mean) years.

Externally generated knowledge is used by four fifths
of incremental innovators in both idea generation and
product/service innovation implementation. In more than
half of the cases the origin of this knowledge is beyond the
national boundaries, whilst in one third of the cases (each)
nationally and regionally.

The origin of the externally generated knowledge
aligns poorly the geography of output markets: indeed,
only 46% of those using knowledge from across
boundaries actually sell in these markets. Incremental
product/service innovators often (in two thirds of cases) tap

into externally generated knowledge for idea generation.
Moreover, 95% of them use some external knowledge in
the implementation of innovation. Vertical relationships
are by far the most important means of accessing
knowledge for product/service innovation. As far idea
generation is concerned, in most instances (30%)
knowledge flows involve pro-active engagement with
customers. Customers are also by far the most important
source of knowledge, reported by all enterprises of this
cluster, followed by suppliers (38%). In most instances the
sources of knowledge are located internationally.

Marginal innovators also rely very heavily on
externally generated in process innovation. This is the case
for three quarters of these enterprises in idea generation,
and all of them in innovation implementation. This comes
from both vertical and horizontal linkages. The former is
particularly the case regarding idea generation, in some
33% of cases external knowledge comes from customers.
However, in two third of cases of external knowledge used
in process innovation implementation this comes from
other businesses in the same sector (64%). The geography
of knowledge sources used differs significantly from all
other types of innovative enterprises, as marginal
innovators in nearly three quarters of cases access
knowledge from within their regional context. This helps
them overcome problems of alignment with input markets.
However, relationships are not particularly durable:
standing at just 2.8 years.

Synergy of innovative activity has a cumulative effect
of interaction of two or more innovation, characterized by
a result that significantly exceeds the effect of each
individual component through their mathematical sum.
Sources of innovation synergy are integration processes
Their synergy contributes to the development of innovative
potential in such directions such as: scientific and
technical, technological, production, investment and
personnel potential, as well as growth in labor productivity,
improving the structure and competitiveness of production.

Summarizing all of the above, we offer a generalized
definition of the studied concept "Sustainable innovation"
- a complex of innovations that make up an innovation
strategy long-term development of the enterprise, having
tangible independent efficiency and synergistic effect, as
well as provide sustainable financial and competitive
enterprise position [17].

Conclusions. Drawing on the findings of empirical
research in Ukraine, we argue that innovative enterprises
are successful in opening up the innovation process to
external knowledge flows, despite the adverse attributes of
the dynamical institutional setting. They are able to do so
through strategies involving diverging configurations of
proximity. At the one end of the spectrum, for radical
innovators open innovation is underpinned by
technological and cognitive proximity. The combined
effect of these two types of proximity is high absorptive
capacity, which in turn enables them to manage
relationships across institutional and (often) far distance.
However, this type of innovative enterprise appears to seek
ideas from a very narrow base (internally or customer
demands) posing questions for long-term success. At the
other end of the spectrum, marginal innovators remain
attached to knowledge sources that are geographically and
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institutionally proximate. This is combined with
considerable technological and cognitive distance, posing
questions about their absorptive capacity.

Thus, innovative enterprises in Ukraine engage
extensively in inbound open innovation activities
particularly in innovation implementation. This is less so
in idea generation, particularly for the most innovative
enterprises (the radical innovators) who appear very
narrow in their approach (if internal knowledge sources
and mere compliance with customer requirements are
taken together). However, they are linked with distant
(institutionally and often distance) sources of knowledge:
building upon technological and cognitive proximity. Less
innovative enterprises (for example marginal innovators)
appear less well equipped (in terms of technological and
cognitive distance) to doing so, remaining attached to
networking and institutionally proximate knowledge
sources.

Study paves the way for further open innovation
research: highlighting the relevance of the approach whilst
stressing the importance of its contextual embeddedness.

Further research can fruitfully explore the processes at
work both from the point of view of enterprises operating
in conditions of openness to changes, and from the
perspective of the international actors engaging in
outbound open innovation activities.

Studies of European business show strong relationship
between the sustainability of innovation and the growth of
profitability, volume sales and productivity. Sustainable
development in Ukraine at the state level is seen as a
political and practical model focused on achieving the
optimal balance between the three components of
development: economic, social and environmental. In
these most of the funding is provided from the state budget,
and the amount of funding has increased significantly.

There should be a willingness to introduce new
programs (technologies), to study the progressive
experience of other countries.

Research goes some way into providing an illustration
of the differences in the strategies adopted by Ukrainian
innovative enterprises (by type of innovation introduced).
In terms of international assessments of innovation in
2019, Ukraine is in the group of countries that are slow
innovators. Innovative competitiveness has high indicators
in such parameters as: human capital and research,
knowledge and research results. Their effective
implementation is the main competitive advantage.
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