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Abstract: The article is devoted to the analysis of the issues technoparks development in Russia and the EU countries. 
Method of system analysis; formal-logical method; method of comparative analysis; method of structural analysis is 
applied in the research. The study found that technology parks should maintain close ties with state agencies of all levels 
to achieve high efficiency. In turn, state structures can support the science park in many ways, as a founding partner, 
sponsor, service provider or client. The roles and responsibilities assumed by public authorities and administrations at 
various levels depend on their interest in the economic development of their territories, on the functional features and the 
management of technology parks. All these points must be taken into account by investors when they make a decision to 
participate in the technology park in a particular area. 
 
1 Introduction 

Technology parks all over the world act as specific 
instruments for solving both national and local / regional 
problems. These issues are actualized significantly at such 
stages of social development as economic stagnation, 
crisis, post-crisis recovery of economy, which fully applies 
to the current situation in the global economy in general, 
and in Russia in particular [1,2]. 

It should be noted that, despite attempts to scale down 
public funding of research section and various supporting 
institutions recently undertaken abroad, high importance of 
public assistance in addressing issues of innovation 
development, business start-ups, technological upgrading, 
sustainable development of the economy, maximizing the 
scientific and educational potential of countries and 
regions to ensure economic growth and innovation 
development remains and has increased recently [3-6]. 

 
2 Theory and methodology of the study 

The theoretical basis of the research is domestic and 
foreign approaches to the analysis of the efficiency of 
technology and science parks in different countries. Public 
support of technology business incubators in technology 
and science parks [7-9], networking of technology parks 
and business incubators [10,11], changing of approach to 
generating demand and supply for business incubators of 

different generations [12-14] have been actively discussed 
in recent decades. Several issues related to the organization 
of the efficient functioning of technology parks and 
business incubators, including in developing countries 
[15,16] were raised in foreign and domestic research, such 
as their funding from various sources, including public 
funds [17], the development of small innovative 
enterprises [18]. Special reviews of best practices are used 
as a basis for analysing the features of foreign technology 
parks and business incubators [15,19-22], as well as 
official analytical reviews of the EU [23, 24]. 

The results of a survey conducted in 2012 by experts of 
the International Association of Science Parks (IASP) [25] 
among residents of 129 scientific and technological parks 
in EU and other IASP information material (in total the 
association includes more than 360 technological and 
scientific parks from all European countries) are used as a 
statistical and informational basis. 

Study of functioning of the best technology parks in 
Russia was carried out on the basis of official information 
on their activities, as well as special scientific research in 
particular regions and technology parks [26-29]. 

 
3 Results of the study 

The survey results showed that the universities (in total 
– 95 %) received the highest assessments of impact on the 
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success of functioning of science and technology parks, 
66.1% of the respondents rated universities as very 
important. Also, the majority of respondents (84%) assess 
the direct involvement of public authorities at all levels 
(local, regional and / or national) in the activity of 
technoparks as important, 58.1% of respondents rated it as 
"very important". Thus, the most important partners (more 
than 50% of responses) for residents of European 
technology parks, are (in decreasing order of aggregate 
amount of answers) universities and government 
organizations, external investors, banks and financial 
institutions. It should be noted that Russian researchers 
[30-35].) point out a special role of universities, as well as 
for the scientific and educational environment in general, 
for successful innovation development and establishment 
of technology parks and business incubators.  

Another important issue is the issue of the involvement 
of public authorities and administrations at various levels 
in functioning of technology parks as their founders and 
property owners. The study of the form of ownership of 
technology parks in EU showed that most of them are 
characterized by the prevalence of public or mixed forms 
of ownership. The public sector’s sharemakes up almost 
55% of all property and it clearly dominates over other 
forms of ownership when creating technoparks and science 
parks in EU. 

The mixed form of ownership is represented by the 
association of several owners. The mixed form of 
ownership, which accounts for slightly more than 30%, is 
represented by the combination of several owners, both 
private property owners and government structure, with a 
large number of co-owners in European technology and 
science parks the number of co-owners of property per 
technopark is on average 3.3 owners (in some technoparks 
this value is more - up to 5-7 co-owners). (see Table 1, 
compiled by Setting up, Managing and Evaluating EU 
Science and Technology parks [23]). Private ownership, 
which includes only individuals, representing the sole 
owner is only 14.5%, in the general structure of ownership 
of technological and scientific parks in the EU 

 
Table 1 Structure of owners of mixed ownership of EU 

technological and scientific parks 
Ownership Proportion in 

the total 
volume of 

mixed 
ownership 

Local authorities and 
administrations 

89.9% 

Regional authorities and 
administrations 

10.5% 

National authorities and 
administrations 

10.5% 

State universities 57.9% 
Private universities 5.3% 
State banks 21.1% 

Public funds 10.5% 
Private funds 31.6% 
Chambers of Commerce and 
Industry 

21.1% 

Private companies 52.6% 
Other organizations 21.1% 

 
Table 1 shows that the dominant owners of mixed 

ownership in European technology and science parks are 
local authorities and administrations (89.5%), and among 
private owners - private production companies that control 
more than 50% of the total size of the mixed form of 
ownership of technoparks. Private universities and funds 
make up about 33% of private sector owners in 
technoparks. As for Russian technoparks, the analysis 
showed the following. 

Having various possibilities for attracting public 
sources of support for technology parks has led to forming 
various types of technology parks that differ in their forms 
of ownership (founders), basis for appearance, and 
peculiarities of functioning. All these types can be grouped 
into several groups (Table 2). 

 
Table 2 Grouping of Russian technoparks by forms of ownership 

and features of functioning 
Name of group Features 
Technoparks - 
commercial 
projects 

The business model of such 
technoparks is built in such a way 
that the management company 
takes financial part in the projects 
of residents, i.e. participates in the 
creation of successful technology 
businesses to meet the needs of the 
market in new high-tech 
developments. The effectiveness of 
this business model is confirmed by 
the high level of employment of 
leasable areas of the technopark by 
residents to 96 % 

Technoparks - 
the academic 
environment 
with public-
private 
partnership 

The factor to successof such 
technoparks is in close proximity to 
large scientific centers with high 
concentration of academic 
environment. They are the center of 
attraction not only for research staff 
but also for small innovative and 
start-up companies interested in 
mutually beneficial cooperation 
with scientific and educational 
research institutions in order to use 
their human and scientific potential 
and developed technological base, 
as well as experience in 
implementing scientific ideas 

Technoparks of 
state ownership 
with special 

The business model of these 
technoparks is characterized by the 
existence of the most favorable 
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conditions for 
residents 

conditions for residents. The group 
is represented by technoparks in 
Moscow, where the functioning of 
technoparks is carried out in close 
cooperation with the Department of 
Science, Industrial Policy and 
Entrepreneurship of Moscow with 
the active support of the Moscow 
City Government. 

Technoparks - 
members of the 
European 
Community 
Business and 
Innovation 
Centres (EBN) 

The business model is accredited 
by the European Community, fully 
complies with the requirements of 
European standards. It is 
characterized by a developed 
infrastructure supporting the 
development of small and medium 
innovative, including 
nanotechnology businesses. 

Technoparks 
created through 
the 
implementation 
of the 
comprehensive 
program 
"Establishment 
of Technoparks 
in the Sphere 
of High 
Technologies 
in the Russian 
Federation" 

They were created on the initiative 
of the regional authorities with the 
support of the Ministry of 
Communications and Mass Media 
of the Russian Federation with the 
aim of developing new high-tech 
companies. The activity is aimed at 
comprehensive support of projects 
at all stages of the innovation 
process: from the creation of a 
prototype to the introduction of 
new technologies into batch 
production. 

 
As it can be seen from Table 2, there is a sufficiently 

large variety of technoparks in Russia according to the 
forms of ownership, the basis of appearance and the 
features of functioning. This creates a broader basis for 
ensuring the successful development of technology parks 
in the country, depending on the goals and objectives of 
their functioning. 

A more detailed analysis of the ownership structure of 
Russian technology parks showed that it is characterized 
by the predominance of state ownership, including the 
most effectively functioning technology parks. In 
particular, among 10 most efficient technoparks in Russia 
there are 6 technoparks with state ownership, 2 
technoparks with state-private ownership and only 2 
technoparks with a private ownership. 

The list of these technoparks with the indication of the 
form of ownership and the main sources of financing their 
activities is given in Table 3. 

 
Table 3 The rating of technoparks with a high level of 

operational efficiency (above the Russian average by 10% or 
more) 

№ The name of 
the technopark 

Form of 
ownership 

Sources of 
funding 

 
1. Nano-

technological 
centre 
"Technospark", 
Moscow 

Private Extrabudgetary 
funds 

2. Science Park of 
Moscow State 
University, 
Moscow 

State-
Private 

Federal Budget  
Extrabudgetary 
funds 

3. Science and 
Technology 
Park of 
Novosibirsk 
Science 
Campus 
(Academpark), 
Novosibirsk 
Region 

State Federal Budget 
Regional 
budget 
Municipal 
budget 
Extrabudgetary 
funds 

4. Technopolis 
"Moscow", 
Moscow 

State 
 

Regional 
budget  
Extrabudgetary 
funds 

5. Technopolis 
"Strogino", 
Moscow 

State Federal Budget 
Regional 
budget 

6. Innovation and 
production 
technopark 
"Idea", 
Republic of 
Tatarstan 

Public-
Private 

Federal Budget 
Regional 
budget 

7. Autonomous 
Institution 
"Technopark -
Mordovia", 
Republic of 
Mordovia 

State Federal Budget 
Regional 
budget  
Extrabudgetary 
funds 

8. Ulyanovsk 
nano-
technological 
center, 
Ulyanovsk 
region 

Private Extrabudgetary 
funds 

9. AST "West-
Siberian 
Innovation 
Center 
(Tyumen 
Technopark), 
Tyumen 
Region 

State Federal Budget 
Regional 
budget 

10. Technopark in 
the sphere of 
high 
technologies 

State Federal Budget 
Regional 
budget 



Acta Logistica  - International Scientific Journal about Logistics 

Volume: 4  2017  Issue: 4  Pages: 1-6  ISSN 1339-5629 

 

FEATURES OF FUNCTIONING OF TECHNOPARKS IN RUSSIA AND EU COUNTRIES  

Nataliia Shaidurova; Zhanna Mingaleva; Ivan Davydov; Galina Livenskaya 

~ 4 ~ 

Copyright © Acta Logistica, www.actalogistica.eu 

"IT Park", 
Kazan, 
Republic of 
Tatarstan 

 
The national leader in the number of technology parks 

is Moscow (30 objects or about 28 % of all technoparks in 
Russia), Sverdlovsk Region (9 objects), followed by the 
Republic of Tatarstan (8 sites), the Moscow Region (6 
facilities) and the city Novosibirsk (5 sites). At the same 
time, different regions demonstrate different volume, level 
and directions of regional and local support of the created 
technoparks. 

The high concentration of technology parks in Moscow 
and the high level of efficiency of their functioning (the 
four technoparks of Moscow are among the top ten most 
effective technology parks in Russia: the Technopark 
Nanotechnology Center, Moscow State University Science 
Park, Moscow Technopolis and Strogino Technopolis) is 
due to the high interest of Moscow Government in the 
creation of specialized sites for the development of high-
tech companies, a high concentration of scientific and 
educational institutions, which have substantial 
groundwork for the development of high-tech economic 
activities and scientific research, as well significant 
number of industrial facilities best suited to forming of 
technology parks. The interest of the Government of 
Moscow is also focused on providing substantial quantities 
of preferences for residents and management companies of 
technoparks, which cannot be found in other regions. For 
example, despite the high concentration of technoparks in 
the Republic of Tatarstan, regional authorities do not grant 
benefits to residents of the technopark, and in Tyumen and 
Ulyanovsk regions there are no benefits for anyone, 
including management companies of technoparks. 

In addition to the 10 most efficient technology parks, 8 
technoparks with an average level of efficiency of 
functioning (10-85% of the average) are of interest. These 
are such technological and scientific parks as the 
Technopark of High Technologies of the Khanty-Mansiysk 
Autonomous Region-Ugra, Technopark in the High-Tech 
Industry Zhigulevskaya Dolina (Samara Region), 
Technopark in the High Technologies Area, IT Park 
(Naberezhnye Chelny), Technopark Slava Moscow, 
Technopark Mosgormash, Kosmos-Neft-Gaz (Voronezh 
Region), Industrial Technopark IKSEL (Vladimir Region), 
Composite Materials and Fibers (Republic of Dagestan). 

 

4 Conclusion 
A comparative analysis of the socio-economic and 

technological development of the regions with the best 
functioning technology parks, has shown that among the 
leaders there are those technoparks that are created and 
function in RF regions with a developed structure of 
industrial production, a high concentration of human and 
intellectual capital, and also constant leaders in various 

ratings assessing the level of socio-economic status, 
investment attractiveness, innovative development and so 
on. The main key factors in the efficiency of functioning of 
the mentioned technoparks can be considered: 
• Close proximity to major scientific centers and 

academic environment (MSU Science Park, Science 
and Technology Park of Novosibirsk Science Campus 
(Academpark)). 

• High interest of regional government bodies in 
diversifying the economy and following the Strategy of 
Russia's scientific and technological development and 
corresponding regional strategies (Innovation and 
Production Technopark "Idea", AST"West-Siberian 
Innovation Centre (Tyumen Technopark)). 

• Presence of extra-budgetary financing, when private 
investors are focused on meeting market needs, 
including high-tech developments (Nanotechnology 
Centre "Technospark", Ulyanovsk Nanotechnology 
Centre). 

• Effective fiscal and financial support of the technopark 
from the regional authorities (Technopolis Moscow, 
Technopolis Strogino, Autonomous Institution 
Technopark-Mordovia). 
The study of the mechanism of creation and forms of 

ownership of domestic technology parks showed that 
technological parks with all basic forms of ownership have 
been formed and are functioning successfully in Russia. At 
the same time, the state order is one of the most important 
sources of funding for technological parks, both abroad and 
in Russia. 
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