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MECHANISM FOR EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT OF THE INNOVATION
PROCESS BASED ON A SYSTEMIC APPROACH

Summary. Today, organizations operate in fast-moving, unpredictable markets where the drive for innovation
is relentless. These conditions are driven by technological disruption, shifting customer preferences, and global
competition, forcing companies to continuously deliver new products, services, and business models efficiently and
profitably. For most enterprises, the challenge is not just about the generation of ideas but embedding an innovation
capability that is sustainable, repeatable, and responsive to changing market demands. Fragmented or ad-hoc efforts
at innovation often lead to missed opportunities, wasted resources, and a lack of strategic alignment between
innovation projects and core business goals, since only a holistic approach does guarantee long-term success. A
systemic framework for innovation management is a holistic approach to managing such complex matters through

the integration of the firm's strategy, organization, culture, and governance mechanisms.
Keywords: innovation management, systemic approach, organizational governance, innovation portfolio,

Stage-Gate process, innovation culture.

Introduction and problem statement. Innovation
has become a critical competitive differentiator in
contemporary  business environments. However,
research demonstrates a persistent gap between
organizational investment in innovation and actual
returns on innovation investment. According to
recent studies, 54% of executives struggle to align
innovation strategy with business strategy, and 72%
report they are not out-innovating their competition.
This paradox reflects a fundamental challenge: most
organizations pursue innovation through fragmented,
ad-hoc approaches rather than systematic, integrated
mechanisms. The concept of “systematic innovation”
extends beyond sporadic creativity or brainstorming
sessions. As management consultant Peter Drucker
defined it, “Systematic innovation is innovation resulting
from an intentional and organized process to evaluate
opportunities to introduce change.” This definition
underscores the necessity for structured, interconnected
processes that transform innovative aspirations into
realized outcomes. A systemic approach to innovation
management recognizes that the innovation process
operates within a complex organizational ecosystem
where strategy, structure, culture, governance, and
execution mechanisms interact dynamically. Rather than
optimizing isolated components —such as idea generation
or portfolio management — a systemic perspective
examines how these components function as an
integrated whole. This article presents a comprehensive
mechanism for managing innovation processes through
this systemic lens, integrating organizational theory,
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innovation management frameworks, and systems
thinking principles.

Systems thinking represents a fundamental shift from
mechanistic, reductionist perspectives toward holistic,
integrative approaches to organizational challenges.
As an organizational capability, systems thinking
enables enterprises to perceive, analyze, and leverage
interconnections within and across organizational
boundaries. This capability encompasses understanding
feedback loops, identifying leverage points, mapping
ecosystem relationships, and designing interventions
that create sustainable outcomes across complex
adaptive systems.

Organizations with mature systems thinking
capabilities demonstrate measurable competitive
advantages. Research indicates that such organizations
achieve 64% better early detection of systemic risks
and market disruptions, 47% faster development of
breakthrough solutions through systems integration, and
73% faster resolution of complex, multi-departmental
challenges. These performance differentials underscore
the strategic importance of systemic approaches in
contemporary management practice. The systems
thinking maturity framework identifies five progressive
organizational levels: fragmented (Level 1), emerging
(Level 2), integrated (Level 3), adaptive (Level 4),
and generative (Level 5). Organizations at Level 3
and beyond demonstrate systems thinking embedded
in strategic planning, performance management, and
decision-making processes. These organizations employ
advanced analytics and modeling tools to understand
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complex feedback loops and implement governance
structures that enable rapid system-level interventions.
Analysis of recent research and publications. The
evolution of innovation management theory reflects
progression from linear models toward sophisticated,
multidimensional  frameworks. Drucker, P. [5]
established foundational understanding of systematic
innovation as intentional, organized processes, while
Cooper, R.G. revolutionized practice through the Stage-
Gate framework, introducing structured mechanisms for
managing innovation from concept through commercial
launch with defined decision criteria at each gate.
Tolstykh, T. [10] argues that strategic portfolio

management — deliberately distributing resources
across incremental, adjacent, and transformational
innovations — constitutes critical organizational

capability distinguishing high-performing organizations.

The “systems of innovation” approach extends
analysis beyond individual organizations to encompass
innovation ecosystems comprising networks of firms,
research institutions, and regulatory bodies. Uhlin, A.
articulates that innovation emerges through dynamic
interactions among multiple ecosystem actors rather
than isolated organizational efforts [ 10]. This perspective
recognizes that organizations operate within broader
systems where knowledge flows and institutional
frameworks profoundly influence innovation outcomes.

Research increasingly demonstrates that innovation
effectiveness depends fundamentally on organizational
cultures supporting experimentation and cross-
functional collaboration. Brower, T. identifies
psychological safety and meaningful work as essential
preconditions for sustained innovative contribution.
Uhlin, A. [11] conceptualizes organizational learning
systems as critical enablers, arguing that systematizing
knowledge capture and dissemination converts isolated
experiences into organizational capability.

Recent scholarship integrates systems thinking
principles with innovation management frameworks.
Midgley, G. [7] establishes that effective innovation
management requires understanding organizations
as complex adaptive systems exhibiting emergent
properties.

Innovation measurement scholarship recognizes
limitations of isolated metrics. Cooper, R.G.
established that effectiveness measurement requires
multidimensional metrics spanning time-to-market,
innovation revenue, and strategic alignment [3] [4].

Implementation of systemic innovation management
requires  phased organizational transformation.
Lind, M.R. [6] illustrates such implementation through
Boeing's Global Enterprise Technology System,
demonstrating how large organizations systematically

manage innovation while maintaining strategic
coherence.
Current research identifies barriers limiting

innovation effectiveness. Brower, T. identifies structural
barriers (specialized roles, centralized hierarchies)
and cultural barriers (risk aversion, status quo bias)
constraining organizational capacity [2]. Removing
these barriers requires deliberate organizational design
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reflecting systems thinking principles — decentralizing
decision authority, reducing formalization, facilitating
cross-functional collaboration, and establishing cultures
valuing experimentation.

Convergence in contemporary scholarship reveals
that innovation effectiveness depends on systemic
integration of strategy, structure, culture, governance,
and execution mechanisms; organizations benefit from
portfolio approaches balancing diverse innovation
types; governance architecture must distribute decision
authority while preserving strategic alignment; and
organizational cultures supporting experimentation
represent essential foundations. The systemic approach
proposed in this article integrates these theoretical
insights into practical framework addressing innovation
management as coordinated system rather than isolated
functional activities.

Objectives of the article. This article pursues three
primary research objectives:

First, to synthesize existing literature on systemic
approaches to innovation management, integrating
theoretical contributions from organizational theory,
innovation management research, and systems thinking
disciplines to establish comprehensive understanding
of how systemic approaches enhance innovation
effectiveness.

Second, to propose an integrated conceptual
framework  comprising  seven  interdependent
organizational dimensions that function as coherent
system enabling organizations to transform innovation
from sporadic, ad-hoc activity into systematic,
strategically aligned organizational capability.

Third, to provide practical guidance for organizations

implementing  systemic innovation management
mechanisms, including structural recommendations,
governance  frameworks, culture  development

strategies, performance measurement approaches, and
phased implementation roadmaps enabling progressive
organizational transformation.

Results of the study. Innovation management has
evolved through several conceptual paradigms reflecting
expanding understanding of innovation's organizational
complexity. Traditional perspectives emphasized linear,
stage-based product development models focusing on
technological advancement and commercialization
efficiency. Contemporary frameworks recognize the
multidimensional nature of innovation encompassing
product innovation, process innovation, service
innovation, and business model innovation, with each
category contributing distinctly to organizational
competitiveness and strategic positioning [1].

The systems of innovation approach extends analysis
beyond individual organizations to encompass entire
innovation ecosystems. This perspective acknowledges
that innovation occurs through interactions among
multiple actors within structured systems — firms,
research institutions, regulatory bodies, and knowledge
infrastructure — rather than through isolated
organizational efforts. Empirical research identifies
seven generic innovation process steps applicable across
diverse organizational contexts: Analysis, Ideation,
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Feasibility Assessment, Prototyping, Decision-Making,
Implementation, and Sustainability. These steps, when
integrated into cohesive systems with clear governance
mechanisms, stakeholder engagement protocols, and
performance measurement frameworks, constitute the
foundation for systematic innovation management.

The integration of systems thinking principles with
innovation management creates more sophisticated
management framework recognizing that innovation
management effectiveness depends on coordinated
functioning across multiple organizational dimensions.
This integrated approach moves beyond isolated
functional activities toward coherent organizational
systems where innovation becomes embedded in
organizational DNA and processes.

Strategic alignment represents the foundation for
systematic innovation management. Strategic clarity
accounts for 31% of the difference between high and
low performing organizations in terms of revenue
growth, profitability, customer satisfaction, and
employee engagement. Strategic alignment ensures
innovation efforts connect purposefully to organizational
strategic objectives rather than pursuing random acts
of innovation. Innovation activities must translate
strategic priorities into specific innovation ambitions,
defining the scope, magnitude, and types of innovation
the organization intends to pursue. For organizations
pursuing growth through market expansion, innovation
emphasis may focus on adjacent innovations extending
into new geographic markets or customer segments.
Conversely, organizations facing mature markets may
prioritize transformational innovations creating new
market categories. Strategic intent establishes clear
direction enabling innovation portfolio composition
reflecting  strategic priorities while maintaining
flexibility for organizational learning and market-
responsive adaptation.

Innovation governance defines the system of roles,
rules, and processes guiding how innovation happens
across the organization. Effective governance brings
consistency to complexity, ensuring innovation efforts
remain strategically aligned, accountable, and resourced
appropriately. Governance structures may be organized
through multiple approaches, each presenting distinct
advantages and inherent limitations.

Centralized governance models concentrate all
innovation activities under single central team reporting
to headquarters. This approach creates strong strategic
alignment, maintains resource control, ensures workflow
consistency, and establishes centralized communication
channels. However, centralization may reduce
responsiveness to local market needs and potentially
stifle grassroots innovation emerging from operational
levels, creating organizational barriers between
innovation function and core business operations.

Decentralized models embed innovation activities
within business units or functional departments with
minimal central coordination. This structure enhances
market responsiveness, establishes local accountability,
preserves business unit autonomy, and aligns innovation
with operational realities. Yet decentralization risks
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strategic fragmentation, creates process inconsistencies,
generates inefficient resource utilization, and fosters
competitive hoarding of innovations where business
units withhold innovations from other units [9].

Organizations increasingly recognize that optimal
governance architecture combines elements from
centralized, decentralized, and embedded approaches
into hybrid models. Hybrid governance architecture
establishes central innovation governance providing
strategic direction, portfolio management frameworks,
cross-unit coordination, capability development, and
process standardization. Simultaneously, each business
unit develops and implements innovations within central
governance frameworks, enabling market-responsive
adaptation while maintaining strategic alignment.
Marketing, operations, research and development, and
other functions integrate innovation responsibilities
within their domains, breaking down traditional
silos preventing integrated innovation approaches.
Temporary or permanent cross-functional innovation
teams bring together talent from diverse functions and
business units to execute specific innovation initiatives,
leveraging diverse expertise and perspectives in
addressing complex innovation challenges.

Innovation portfolio management ensures that
organizations balance risk and reward, maintain
strategic coherence, and optimize resource utilization
across diverse innovation initiatives. Rather than
pursuing all appealing opportunities, sophisticated
portfolio  management  deliberately  distributes
innovation resources across three innovation categories
characterized by distinct risk-return profiles and strategic
contributions. Incremental innovations improve existing
products, services, or processes, typically generating
relatively predictable returns with modest resource
requirements and near-term revenue contributions.
Adjacent innovations extend organizational capabilities
into neighboring market segments or customer
categories, requiring moderate resource investment with
medium-term revenue horizons and moderate strategic
expansion potential. Transformational innovations
create entirely new market categories or fundamentally
reshape business models, demanding substantial
resource investment, extending realization timelines to
three to five years or longer, but potentially generating
breakthrough competitive advantages and market
leadership positions.

Effective  portfolio  management  maintains
disciplined balance across these three innovation
categories. Organizations concentrating resources

entirely on incremental innovations exhaust their
innovation pipelines as mature markets become
saturated, risking competitive disruption when
competitors introduce adjacent or transformational
innovations. Conversely, organizations overinvesting
in transformational innovations may deplete near-
term revenue streams and organizational morale if
transformational initiatives fail to generate anticipated
returns  within  extended development cycles.
Empirical research indicates that optimal portfolio
composition varies across organizational contexts;
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however, research generally suggests portfolio
compositions allocating approximately 60-70% of
resources to incremental innovations, 20-30% to
adjacent innovations, and 10-20% to transformational
innovations enable organizations to maintain near-term
revenue contributions while building strategic future
capabilities.

The Stage-Gate process comprises alternating stages
and gates providing structured framework for managing
innovation from initial concept through commercial
launch. This process architecture reduces innovation
execution risk through systematic evaluation at each
gate, ensuring organizational resources flow toward
projects meeting predetermined strategic and financial
criteria [12].

The process begins with Stage 0 (Discovery),
encompassing idea generation and preliminary screening
mechanisms identifying potential opportunities aligned
with strategic priorities. Organizations systematically
capture ideas from multiple sources — employee
suggestions, customer feedback, market analysis,
technology scanning, and competitive intelligence —
rather than relying on sporadic, ad-hoc idea emergence.
Preliminary screening evaluates ideas against strategic
fit criteria, identifying concepts worthy of deeper
investigation while redirecting resources away from
strategically misaligned opportunities.

Stage 1 (Scoping) involves preliminary market
and technical assessment, defining project scope and
articulating resource requirements. Project teams
conduct initial market research, assess technical
feasibility, and develop preliminary project plans
establishing foundations for more detailed planning in
subsequent stages.

Stage 2 (Business Plan Concept) requires
detailed business case development encompassing
comprehensive market analysis and financial feasibility
assessment. Teams estimate market size, analyze
competitive positioning, project financial returns, and
identify required organizational capabilities. This stage
produces detailed business plans enabling gate decision-
maker to assess project viability comprehensively.

Stage 3 (Development) focuses on product or service
development, prototyping, technical problem-solving,
and internal capability building. Teams translate
business concepts into tangible offerings, validate
technical approaches, identify unforeseen challenges,
and develop organizational capabilities required for
successful implementation.

Stage 4 (Testing and Validation) encompasses
market testing, customer validation, prototype testing,
and feasibility verification. Organizations introduce
offerings to carefully selected customer segments or
controlled market environments, gathering customer
feedback and validating commercial assumptions before
full-scale launch.

Stage 5 (Launch and Implementation) involves
commercialization, market introduction, scaling, and
monitoring of commercial success. Organizations deploy
marketing resources, establish distribution channels,
train customer-facing personnel, and implement
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monitoring systems tracking market performance and
customer response.

At each gate, decision-makers review project
progress against predetermined criteria. Strategic fit
assessment evaluates alignment with organizational
strategic priorities and ambitions. Market potential
analysis examines customer need validation, estimates
market size, and assesses competitive positioning.
Technical feasibility evaluation verifies proof of
technical concept, assesses scalability potential, and
identifies capability requirements. Financial viability
examination projects return on investment potential,
estimates payback periods, and confirms resource
requirements. Organizational readiness assessment
verifies resource availability, confirms capability

alignment, and validates implementation timeline
feasibility.

Organizational culture profoundly influences
innovation  effectiveness. Research  identifies

three essential dimensions that collectively shape
organizational innovation capacity: ability, will, and
way.

The ability dimension encompasses organizational
competency for innovation contribution. Skills and
competencies form the foundation, necessitating
investment in training programs enhancing individual
and organizational capabilities for innovation
contribution.  Organizations establish continuous
learning cultures emphasizing ongoing learning and
extracting insights from both successes and failures.
Knowledge infrastructure systems enable knowledge
capture, sharing, and application across organizational
boundaries, ensuring that innovations developed
in specific units benefit the entire organization.
Organizations valuing diverse perspectives integrate
diverse backgrounds, experiences, and thinking styles
in innovation activities, recognizing that homogeneous
teams often miss creative solutions apparent to
individuals with different worldviews and expertise.

The will dimension reflects organizational
commitment and motivation for innovation. Leadership
commitment fundamentally shapes innovation culture —
leaders must actively champion innovation, demonstrate
commitment through actions and decisions, and
model desired innovation behaviors. Organizations
must create environments granting permission to fail,
treating experimentation and honest failure as learning
opportunities rather than career-limiting events.
Recognition and rewards acknowledge innovation
contributions, creating appreciation and gratitude that
reinforce innovative culture and motivate continued
innovation engagement. Psychological safety enables
team members to share ideas, make mistakes, and
collaborate freely without fear of retribution or career
consequences.

The way dimension addresses organizational
structure and process enabling innovation. Aligned
organizational structures facilitate collaboration, enable
rapid decision-making, and support idea flow across
hierarchical and functional boundaries. Resource
availability allocates dedicated resources — budget,
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time, technology — to support innovation initiatives and
research activities. Process clarity establishes transparent
innovation processes enabling ideas to progress from
concept through implementation. Communication
channels develop open communication enabling ideas
to flow freely transcending hierarchical limitations.

Research identifies seven organizational enablers
creating conditions for innovative learning and culture.
Empowerment grants individuals autonomy within
defined scope to develop solutions, make decisions,
and pursue opportunities aligned with organizational
direction. Communication and collaboration create
dialogue enabling mutual understanding, shared
accountability, and collective intelligence. Tolerance
for failure establishes environment supporting
experimentation where honest failures become
learning opportunities. Recognition acknowledges
and celebrates contributions to innovation, creating
appreciation driving future contributions. Alignment
connects individual innovation efforts to organizational
objectives, creating shared sense of purpose. Knowledge
flows establish systems enabling learning and insight
capture flowing across organizational boundaries.
Nature of work designs work arrangements enabling
different approaches and creative problem-solving [8].

Measuring  innovation effectiveness  requires
multidimensional ~ metrics  reflecting  innovation
process performance and business impact. Process
efficiency metrics track innovation speed and execution
effectiveness. Time-to-market measures duration from
concept approval to commercial launch, indicating
innovation velocity and execution efficiency. Idea-to-
launch ratio establishes the quantity of ideas required
to produce one successful commercial launch, revealing
innovation funnel efficiency and quality of initial idea
screening. Gate success rate measures percentage of
projects proceeding past gates versus termination or
hold decisions, indicating portfolio discipline and
decision-making rigor. Resource utilization tracks
percentage of allocated innovation budget deployed in
active projects, revealing portfolio vitality and resource
deployment discipline. Portfolio velocity measures
number of initiatives moving through pipeline per
period, indicating system throughput and organizational
innovation productivity.

Business impact metrics assess financial and
competitive returns on innovation investment.
Innovation revenue measures revenue generated

from products and services launched within defined
timeframe, typically three to five years. Percentage of
sales from innovation expresses share of total revenue
attributable to recent innovations, reflecting innovation
contribution to organizational revenue streams.
Profitability of new products compares gross and net
margins of innovations versus legacy products, assessing
whether innovations generate superior returns justifying
resource allocation. Market share gains evaluate market
share expansion through innovation initiatives. Return
on innovation investment calculates net economic gain
from innovation investments versus total innovation
spending, establishing clear financial accountability.
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Cost per innovation calculates average cost to bring one
innovation from concept through launch. Operational
cost reduction measures cost savings achieved through
process innovations. Time and resource efficiency
tracks progress against planned timelines and budget
allocations.

Predictive modeling capabilities forecast innovation
return on investment, predict project success probability,
and identify optimal portfolio composition through
statistical and machine learning techniques. Trend
analysis identifies patterns in innovation performance,
benchmarks organizational performance against industry
standards, and detects emerging opportunities. Root
cause analysis investigates performance gaps, identifies
systemic barriers to innovation, and supports informed
decision-making addressing underlying causation rather
than symptomatic responses. Scenario analysis models
impact of different resource allocation strategies,
portfolio compositions, and strategic priorities on
anticipated returns, enabling organizations to evaluate
tradeoffs and optimize strategic choices.

Conclusions. The systemic innovation management
mechanism proposed in this study integrates
organizational strategy, structure, culture, governance,
processes,and analytics into coherent framework enabling
organizations to transform innovation from sporadic
activity into systematic organizational capability. The
mechanism comprises seven interdependent dimensions
that function as integrated system: strategic intent
and goal alignment providing overarching direction;
organizational governance defining decision-making
and accountability structures; innovation portfolio and
resource orchestration optimizing resource deployment;
process architecture and stage-gate implementation
enabling execution; culture and stakeholder engagement
mobilizing organizational and external capabilities;
performance measurement and analytics providing
visibility and enabling optimization; and feedback
mechanisms and continuous adaptation enabling
system evolution.The systemic approach emphasizes
interdependencies and feedback loops among dimensions,
recognizing that optimization of isolated components
cannot achieve system-level effectiveness. Rather,
coherent alignment across dimensions creates emergent
properties — organizational capacity for systematic,
repeatable, strategically aligned innovation delivery —
that exceed capability of any isolated component.

Organizations  implementing  this  systemic
framework can expect:
1. Strategic ~ alignment: Improved connection

between innovation investments and organizational
strategic priorities

2. Innovation velocity: Accelerated time-to-market
through streamlined decision-making and clear
processes

3. Resource efficiency: Improved innovation return
on investment through portfolio discipline and strategic
focus

4. Organizational
development through
continuous improvement

learningEnhanced  capability
structured  reflection and
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5. Competitive positioning: Sustained competitive 6. Risk management: Better risk mitigation through
advantage through systematic innovation capacity diversified portfolio composition and stage-gated
enabling responsive adaptation to market changes decision making
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MEXAHI3M EOEKTUBHOI'O YIIPABJIIHHS IHHOBAIIMHUM IIPOIIECOM
HA OCHOBI CUCTEMHOTI'O IIAXOAY

Anorauist. Choroani opranizauii npaijioioTh Ha IBHKO3MIHHUX, HETIEpeA0aTyBAHUX PUHKAX, JI€ IPATHEHHS 10
iHHOBaLil HeBrMHHE. L1i yMOBH 3yMOBJICHI TEXHOIONYHUMH 3005MH, 3MIHOIO BII000aHb KIIIEHTIB Ta 17100aIbHOI0
KOHKYPEHIIIEI0, 10 3MYIIye KOMIIaHil MOCTIHO e(EeKTHBHO Ta MPHUOYTKOBO BIIPOBA/KYBAaTH HOBI IPOIXYKTH,
nmociyru Ta Oi3Hec-moneni. Jlis OiabIIoCTi MiANMPUEMCTB 3aBIaHHS TOJSITAaE HE JIMIIEC B TEHEPYBaHHI i1ed, a i y
BIPOBAJUKCHHI IHHOBALIHHOIO MOTCHLIANY, SIKHii € CTIHKAM, TIOBTOPIOBAHMM Ta pearye Ha 3MiHHI BUMOTH PHHKY.
®parmenToBaHi a00 CHTYaTHBHI 3yCHIUIA B ralysi IHHOBAliil 4acTO MPU3BONATH 1O BTPAYCHUX MOXKIHBOCTCH,
MapHyBaHHs PECypCiB Ta BiAICy THOCTI CTpaTeFI‘{HOI Y3TOIDKEHOCTI MK IHHOBALiHUIMH [IPOEKTaMK Ta OCHOBHAMH
Oi3HeC-LUIAMH, OCKIIBKH JIMIIE IUTICHHI i/IX1] rapaHTye JOBrOCTPOKOBHIA ycmix. CHCTeMHa OCHOBA YIPABIIiHHS
IHHOBAUIIMM — L€ LTICHUH MIAXI/ 10 yNPABIiHHS TAKAMH CKJIaJHUMA IUTaHHAMH LUIXOM iHTerpauii crparerii,
opraHizauii, KyIbTypu Ta MeXaHi3MiB_ynpaBlinHs (ipmu. 3amicts TOro, m06 30CEPEIKYBATHCA HA OKPEMHX
YaCTHHAX, J¢ BifOYBAOTbCS iHHOBALi, LEH MiAXiA 30CEPEKYEThCsS HA LIHHOCTI LMX IOB'S3aHMX CIIEMCHTIB,
K1 CHHEPreTHYHO B3aeMOAir0Th. CydyacHa JiTeparypa Ta BCECBITHRO BHM3HaHI cTaHmapTu, Taki sk ISO 56002,
NiATPUMYIOTb BIPOBA/UKEHHS 3arallbHOCHCTEMHUX MEXAHI3MiB, SIKi IIOBMHHI BKIIIOYATH CTPATETiqHE Y3rOUKEHHS,
4iTKS YIPABIiHHS, IMHAMIYHE YIPABIIHHS PECYpCAMH, CTPYKTYPOBAHE NPOCKTYBAHHS NpoLecis (mpouec Stage-
Gate), HajiliHy B3a€MOJIIO i3 3aliKaBICHUMH CTOPOHAMH, MOCTiHHE BUMIPIOBaHHS e(EKTUBHOCTI Ta ajaNTallilo.
Kosxen i3 BUMIpIB € Ha/I3BUYAHHO aKTyalbHIM, OCKIIBKH BOHH y3TOUKYIOTh IIOJCHHY IisIIBHICTE 3 iHHOBALIi 3
JIOBrOCTPOKOBHM OaueHHsM opraHizauii Ta ii nosunionysanssM Ha puHKy. Hanpukian, crpareriube y3rozpkeHHs
BH3HAYAE OOCAT Ta Lili IHHOBALIN, TAKUM YMHOM, 00 3yCHILIS CTBOPIOBAI WIHHICTE y MPIOPUTETHHX Cepax.
Yupasiinns 3a0esnedye 9iTKi JIiAepcbKi poii, MiA3BITHICTH Ta NpaBa NPUHHATTS pilleHb, W00 3a0e3nednTr
NPOCYBAHHS NIPOEKTIB, MiHIMI3yroun pusukd. OpKecTpalis pecypeiB rapautye, mo (iHaHCyBaHHs, HABUYKH Ta
TEXHOJOTIYHA MIATPAMKA AOCTYIHI JUIsl iHILiaTHB, 3 AMHAMIYHUMHA KODHIYBaHHSAMH, IO CTAIOTh MOKIMBHMH
3aBISIKH TAaKHMM MEXaHi3MaM, sIK 030BaHe (hiHAHCYBAHHS Ta YIPABIiHHs OpTdeneM.

KuarouoBi cioBa: ynpaBiiHHS iHHOBAIISIMH, CHCTEMHHU MIiJXiJ, OpraHi3aliiiHe yHpaBIiHHS, 1HHOBAIlIHHWHA
noptdens, npouec Stage-Gate, iHHOBaIliHA KYJIbTypa.
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