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Abstract: The purpose of the paper is to acquire a better understanding of the impact that
inter-firm relationships exert on the survivability of Russian firms in the uncertain condi-
tions of crisis and on the firm’s ability to innovate. Based on survey data gained from Rus-
sian CEOs in 2010, the paper discusses developments in the Russian market caused by the
global crisis. The research contributes to clarifying the role of inter-firm collaboration in the
strategy of Russian companies.
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AHHOTaywma: B cTtaTbe rnpoBoANTCS aHasin3 BAANSHNS B3aMMOOTHOLLEHWNI HA BbIXKMBAEMOCTb
POCCUKCKUKI KOMIMaHMMA B KPU3NC M HA UX C[TOCOOBHOCTb K MHHOBALIMOHHOM AEATEIbHOCTU. Ha
OCHOBaHMU fJaHHbIX 0rPOCca POCCUICKUX PYKOBOANTEEHN KOMMaHui, npoBeaeHHoro B 2010r.,
B CTarbe 06CYyXAatoTCs TEHAEHLMMN, C/IOXMUBLINECS HA POCCUKMCKOM PbIHKE 04 B/AUSIHUEM
r7106asibHoOro Kpusunca. lpeacraBieHHOE UCC/1e[0BaHNE BHOCUT BKJ1a/ B MOHUMaHUe MecTa
U POJIN MEXPUPMEHHBIX B3aNMOAENCTBUI B CTPATEMMN POCCUIACKNX KOMIIaHUA.
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I. Introduction

The global crisis caused economic down-
turns which have changed firms’ strategic
behavior all over the world. The aftermath
of the financial crisis is characterized by
great uncertainty in local and international
markets. The development of an anti-crisis
strategy implies search for both stability
and flexibility to improve business perfor-
mance and competitiveness in the market.

There exists some literature that suggests
that firm survivability is related to the abil-
ity to learn or leverage knowledge and to
acquire new technologies (Vermeulen and
Barkema, 2001) and that innovative be-
havior is crucial to maintaining a firm’s
competitive advantage. It is impossible
to ignore that innovation is a key driver
of sustainable success on contemporary
markets.

Since it is almost impossible for a single
firm to manage all the knowledge that is
necessary to innovate, value chains and
manufacturing activities are scattered
among several business partners, each
specializing in different parts of the overall
process, in an extreme cognitive subdivi-
sion of work (Paiola, 2010).

Presently, emerging (transition) market
firms have started to realize the strategic
value of relationships and the value cre-
ating aspects of networking and boosting
innovation (Filippov and Settles, 2011).
In April 2010, The Economist published a
special report on innovation in emerging
markets, titled ‘The world turned upside
down’. The report states that the emerging
markets are developing their own distinc-
tive management ideas, not simply imitat-
ing the West.

Still, despite general interest in this top-
ic and its relevance, the role and place
of inter-firm relationships in sustainable
development and innovation in emerging
markets, including Russia, remain under-
researched. There is also an obvious need
to investigate the role of relationships in
the anti-crisis strategies of Russian firms.

The purpose of this paper is to explore the
impact that inter-firm relationships exert

I. BBegeHue

FnobanbHbI KPU3UC MOCAYXWUA MPUYMHOMN
SKOHOMMYECKOro cnaga, W 3TO M3MEHWUS0
cTpaTermyeckme noaxoAbl KOMMAHWUK BO
BceM mupe. locneacrtenem ¢UHAHCOBOrO
Kpu3nca ctajna BO3pocCllas HeonpeaeneH-
HOCTb Ha HauMOHaNbHbLIX U MeXAyHapoa-
HbIX pblHKax. Pa3zpaboTka aHTUKPU3UCHBIX
cTpatermin TpebyeT OT KOMMaHWW HanNTu
BEpPHOEe co4yeTaHue CTabusibHOCTM U TNb-
KOCTW, MNO3BONSIOLLEE MOBbICUTL pe3ynbTa-
TUBHOCTb U KOHKYPEHTOCMOCO6HOCTb.

B 3HauMTeNbHOM Yncie Hay4YHbix Nybnanka-
LM 060CHOBbBIBAETCH, YTO BbIXXMBAEMOCTb
KOMMaHMN HaxoauTCcs B TECHOW CBS3M C UX
CNOCO6HOCTbID K 06y4yeHuto M HapaliuBea-
HUIO 3HAHWUI, @ TaKXXe CO CrMOCOBHOCTbIO
ycBamBaTb HOBble TexHonormu (Vermeulen
and Barkema, 2001), n 4yTO MHHOBaATMB-
HOe noBeAeHWe WUMeeT NpuHUMNManbHoe
3Ha4YeHMe ANS COXPaHEHUS KOHKYPEHTHbIX
npenmyLects Gupmbl. HEBO3MOXXHO UIHO-
pupoBaTtb TOT haKT, YTO MHHOBALMKN ABNS-
FOTCS1 K/TIOUEBBLIM (PAaKTOPOM ycrnexa Ha co-
BPEMEHHbIX PbIHKAX.

MockonbKy B paMKax OTAesbHOW (GUpMbI
NpakTU4YeCKM HEBO3MOXHO CKOHLIEHTpU-
poBaTb BCe 3HaHWs, HeobxoauMble ANS
OCYLLECTB/IEHUS  WHHOBAUMW,  LENOYKMU
CO34aHMS LLEHHOCTU U NPOU3BOACTBEHHbIE
YyCUNUS pacnpeaensitoTcs mexay 6usHec
napTHepamu, Kaxablh U3 KOTOPbIX Cneun-
ann3npyeTcs Ha OTAEeSNIbHbIX 3/1eMeHTax
obuwero npouecca (Paiola, 2010).

B HacToslliee BpeMsi KOMMNaHWM pa3BuBa-
owmxcsa (nepexoaHblX) 3KOHOMUK Haua-
I 0CO3HaBaTb CTpATErM4yeckyt LEeHHOCTb
B3aMMOOTHOLIEHNI U MOHUMATb Ba>HOCTb
CeTeBbIX acrneKTOB CO34aHUS LIeHHOCTU W
CTUMynunpoBaHmnsa nHHosauum (Filippov and
Settles, 2011). B anpene 2010, xypHan
«The Economist» onybnunkoBan cneum-
anbHbIi 0630p «The world turned upside
down», NOCBSIWEHHbIN WHHOBALMSAM Ha
pa3BMBAlOLLMXCA pblHKax. B HeM yTBepx-
[AEeTCsl, YTO pa3BMBalOLIMECS PbIHKWU CO3-
[Al0T CBOW COBCTBEHHbIE YyMpaBrieH4Yyeckue
naeun, He cBoasl BCe K MMUTauMmn 3anaaa.

OnHako, HecMOTpsA Ha o6bWwuin MHTepec K
3TOM TEMaTUKE W ee aKTyaslbHOCTb, pOJib
N MecTo MexXMdUPMEHHbIX B3aMMOOTHOLIE-
HUA B YCTOMUYMBOM pasBUTUM N WHHOBA-
LMSAX Ha pa3BMBAOLWIMXCS pPblHKaxX, B TOM
ymucne B Poccum, octaroTca HeAOCTAaTOYHO
n3ydeHHbiMM. OlylwaeTca Takxe siBHas
Heo6XxoAMMOCTb UCCneaoBaHUSa poau B3a-
MMOOTHOLLEHUNI B CTpaTernsax poCCUINCKNX
KOMMaHui.
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on the anti-crisis strategy of Russian firms
and on their ability to innovate. Based on
survey data with CEOs conducted in 2010,
developments in the Russian market
caused by the global crisis are discussed,
and overall changes in the strategies of lo-
cal companies are specified.

The paper is structured as follows. First,
a theoretical background is presented
through a brief review of the academic
literature on relevant topics, such as in-
ter-firm networks as a source of sustain-
able competitive advantage, the interplay
between inter-firm networking and inno-
vation, and the role of inter-firm collabo-
ration in emerging markets including Rus-
sia. Secondly, a brief overview is given of
the developments in the Russian market
caused by the recent financial crisis, and
feasible changes in the attitudes of Rus-
sian management are discussed. In par-
ticular, there is an evident shift towards
network relationships and innovation.
Thirdly, the research proposition and the
methodology of the study are formulated,
followed by a closer look at the Russian
companies’ behavior using secondary data
available as well as key findings from sur-
vey data gathered in 2010. The last sec-
tion provides conclusions and future re-
search proposals.

II1. Literature Review

The paper takes the network paradigm as a
basis of investigation, taking into consider-
ation the fact that inter-firm collaboration
is an important determinant of company
competitiveness and sustainability in the
rapidly changing environment. Interaction
between companies is seen from a rela-
tionship perspective, where relationship is
defined as “mutually oriented interaction
between two reciprocally committed par-
ties” (Hakansson and Snehota, 1995). The
market can be described as networks of
multidimensional exchange relationships
between business actors. These actors
control heterogeneous, interdependent
resources and conduct inter-linked activi-
ties.

Over the past decades, the literature has
increasingly considered inter-firm col-

B gaHHOM cTaTbe CTaBUTCS LeSlb NoKasaTb
BNUSIHNE MeX®dOUPMEHHbIX B3aUMOOTHOLIE-
HUA Ha AQHTUKPU3UCHYKD CTpaTeruto poc-
CUMCKMUX KOMMAHUM N Ha UX CNOCOBHOCTb
K MHHOBaumMsaM. Ha ocHOBe AaHHbIX, Mony-
YEHHbIX B X04€ OrnMpoca ToMN MEHEeAXXepPOoB B
2010 r., obcyxaatoTcs N3MEHEHUS Ha poc-
CUNCKOM pblHKE, Bbl3BaHHble rnobasbHbIM
KPU3NCOM, a TaKXe U3MEHEeHUs B CcTpaTe-
rMAX POCCUNCKUX PUPM.

CrtaTbs MOCTpOeHa creayowmum obpasom.
B nepBol 4yactu paetcsa KpaTkuii 0630p
aKaJeMM4yecKon nutepaTypbl MO COOTBET-
CTBYHOLLEN TeMaTuKe, BKJO4Yas BOMPOCHI
0 ponn MexM@UPMEHHbIX CETEN KaK MUCTOY-
HMKa YCTOMUYMBbIX KOHKYPEHTHbIX Npenmy-
LWecTB, O CBSA3M MexXAy MeXdUpMeHHbIM
ceTeBbIM B3aMMOAENCTBMEM W WHHOBA-
UMMM, 0 ponn MexdUpMEHHOro CoTpya-
HMYecTBa Ha pa3BMBaKOLWMXCA PpblHKaX,
BKOYas Poccuio. BTopas 4yacTb CTaTbM
nocesiLleHa W3MEHEHMSM Ha POCCUMCKOM
pblHKE, Bbl3BaHHbIM (DUHAHCOBbLIM KpPU3N-
COM U HabnogaeMblM U3MEHEHUSM B CTpa-
Termnyeckmx noaxonax poCCUMNCKUX MeHen-
»XepoB. B 4acTHOCTM, OTMe4daeTcs SBHbIN
CABUI B NOJIb3Yy CETEBbIX B3anMOAENCTBUMN
N MHHOBaUWN. B TpeTbel yactu copmynm-
pOBaHbl BOMPOCbl UCCeaoBaHUS U MeTo-
[O0Nornsa, 3aTeM pacCMOTPEHO noBeaeHue
pPOCCMNCKNUX KOMNaHui. Ha ocHoBe n3yye-
HUS BTOPMUYHbIX Aa@HHbIX M pe3ynbTaToB
npoeegeHHoro B 2010 r. mnccnepoBaHus
caenaH psag BbIBOAOB, @ Takxe chopMynu-
pOBaHbl MNpeasnoXeHus no AasbHenwemy
nccnenoBaHuio.

II. O630p nNuTepartypbl

CTaTbsl OCHOBLIBAETCS Ha CETeBOM Mapa-
OUTME, YUYNTbIBAKOLWEN TOT aKT, UTO MeX-
(dUpMEHHOE COTPYAHMYECTBO SBNSIETCA
Ba>XHOW [EeTEPMUHAHTON KOHKYpPEHTOCMO-
COBHOCTM M YCTOMYMBOCTU PUPMBbI B YCNO-
BUSX ObICTPO MEHSAILWEroCs OKpYXeHMus.
B3anmMozencTeme Mexay KoOMnaHusMn pac-
CMaTpUBAETCS C TOYKM 3PEHUST B3aUMOOT-
HOLIEHWN, rAe B3aMMOOTHOLUEHWS onpe-
AEeNnsaTCs KaK <«B3aMMOAENCTBME Mexay
ABYMSI CTOPOHaMu, OPUEHTUPOBAHHbLIMU
APYr Ha Apyra n y4ymTbiBalOWMMN NHTEpe-
cbl apyr apyra» (Hakansson and Snehota,
1995). PbiHOK MoOXeT 6bITb OomnMmMcaH Kak
CeT MHOrOC/IOMHbIX B3aWMOOTHOLLUEHUN
MeXAy WrpoKaMu pblHKa, KOHTPOJMPYHO-
UMMM reTeporeHHble, 3aBUCUMblE ApYr OT
Apyra pecypcbl U OCYLECTBASKOLWNMN B3a-
MMOCBSI3aHHbIe AEACTBUS.

B nocneaHwe pecatTunetuss B Hay4HbIX
ny6nMkaumax pacTeT BHUMaHME K Mex-
(UPMEHHOMY COTPYAHUYECTBY Kak 3h-
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laboration as an efficient form of organ-
izing business activities and an important
source of sustainable competitive advan-
tage (Achrol, 1997; Ford, Gadde, Hakans-
son and Snehota, 2003; Gadde, Huemer
and Hakansson, 2003; Rumyantseva and
Tretyak, 2003; Jackson, 2008). Firms are
encouraged to collaborate to be success-
ful (Hakansson and Snehota, 1989, 1995;
Christopher, Payen and Ballantyne, 1991;
Mattsson and Johanson, 2006), they in-
creasingly depend on the resources con-
trolled by other actors and thereby are
“able to combine resources in new ways,
gain additional resources, and dispose of
superfluous resources” (Wilson and Dan-
iel, 2007). Thus, collaborative relationship
management is of crucial importance in
contemporary markets (Hakansson and
Ford, 2002; Gadde, Huemer, and H3kans-
son, 2003; Gemiunden, Ritter and Walter,
1997; Ritter and Ford, 2004; Rampersad,
Quester and Troshani, 2010).

There is an obvious interplay between
inter-firm networking and innovation.
Murovec and Prodan 2009 point out that
in order for innovation activity to provide
a desired output, an organization needs
to possess knowledge from many differ-
ent fields, to absorb information from all
kinds of sources - not just internal, but
also all available external sources. Hence
“the ability to exploit external knowledge
is a critical component of developing in-
novative capability and competitive ad-
vantage. Companies and organizations
that use networks can improve their level
of innovation, since the more they absorb
new knowledge from partners, the more
competitive advantages they will obtain
in the process (Hakansson and Walusze-
wski, 2001; Harrison and Laberge, 2002;
Johansson, 2010). The ‘innovation jour-
ney’ (Van de Ven Polley, Garud and Ven-
kataraman, 1999) takes place outside of
any initiating company or organization
and stretches across many different tech-
nological, organizational and economic
rationalities (von Hippel, 1988; Walusze-
wski, 2010). Joint innovation development
is one of the most valuable relationships
outcomes (Walter, Ritter and Gemiinden,

dekTnBHoM dopme opraHusaumm 6usHeca
N Ba>XHOMY WCTOYHWUKY YCTOMYMBBLIX KOH-
KypeHTHbIX npeumyuiects (Achrol, 1997;
Ford, Gadde, Hakansson and Snehota,
2003; Gadde, Huemer and Hakansson,
2003; Rumyantseva and Tretyak, 2003;
Jackson, 2008). ®upMbl A0MKHbI COTPY6-
HMYaTb, €CNM XOTAT ObiTb YyCMeLwHbIMK
(Hékansson and Snehota, 1989, 1995;
Christopher, Payen and Ballantyne, 1991;
Mattsson and Johanson, 2006). OHu BO
BCce 6onbluel CTeneHun 3aBUCAT OT pecyp-
COB, KOHTPO/IMPYEMbIX APYTMMN aKTOPaMy,
M NpM 3TOM «MOryT MO-HOBOMY KOMOGWHMW-
poBaTb pecypcbl, Noay4daTb AOCTYyn K AO-
NOSHUTENbHBIM pecypcaM uan nsbasnatb-
Csl OT M36bITOYHbIX pecypcoB» (Wilson and
Daniel, 2007). Takum obpasom, ynpasne-
HMEe B3aWMOOTHOLUEHUSMU SBNSETCS UC-
KNOUYMTENIbHO BaXHbIM Ha COBPEMEHHbIX
pbiHkax (Hakansson and Ford, 2002;
Gadde, Huemer, and Hakansson, 2003;
Gemdulinden, Ritter and Walter, 1997; Ritter
and Ford, 2004; Rampersad, Quester and
Troshani, 2010).

CyulecTByeT o4yeBMAHass  B3aMMOCBS3b
Mexay Mexd@upMeHHbIM B3anMoaencTBmem
M nMHHoBauusamm. Murovec & Prodan (2009)
OTMEeYalT, YTO ANS NOAYyYEHUs XKenaemo-
ro pesysbTata OT MHHOBAUWIA OpraHusa-
UMM HeHobxoanmo obnagaTb 3HAHUAMU U3
pa3Hbix obnacrten, nony4datb MHPOpMa-
LMIO M3 CaMbiX pa3HbIX MCTOYHMKOB - He
TONIbKO BHYTPEHHUX, HO N BCEX AOCTYMHbIX
BHEWHNX WCTOYHMKOB. CnenoBaTesnbHO,
CNOCOBHOCTb MCMNONb30BaTb BHELWIHEE 3Ha-
HMe SBNSETCA KPUTUYHbIM KOMMOHEHTOM
pa3BUTUST MHHOBALMOHHLIX CNOCOb6HOCTEN
N KOHKYPEHTHbIX npeuMmyllecTs. Komna-
HUW N OpraHn3auMmn, KoTopbie UCMOJb3YOT
npeMmyLLecTBa CETEBOro B3aMMOAENCTBUS,
MOTyT MOBbICUTb CBOKO CMOCOBHOCTb K MH-
HOBaUMSIM, MOCKOJbKY 4YeM 60/blle OHU
abcopbupyloT HOBOE 3HaHME OT MnapTHe-
poB, TeM 60Nblle KOHKYPEHTHbIX Npenmy-
LWeCTB OHW MOryT MUMETb (Hé’ukansson and
Waluszewski, 2001; Harrison and Laberge,
2002; Johansson, 2010). «/HHOBaLMOH-
Hoe nyTewecTteBue» (Van de Ven Polley,
Garud and Venkataraman, 1999) npowuc-
XOAUT BHe Ntobol MHMLMKMpPOBABLUEN €ro
OpraHmMsauunm m rMpocTUupaeTcs 4yepes MHO-
rme TeXHONOrMm4yeckme, opraHm3auMOHHbIE
N 3KOHOMMYeckue acnekTbl (von Hippel,
1988; Waluszewski, 2010). CoBMecTHas
MHHOBAUMOHHas AesATEeNbHOCTb — OAWH M3
LEeHHEeNWMX pe3ynbTaToB B3aMMOOTHOLIE-
Hui (Walter, Ritter and Geminden, 2001).
Ponb mapTHepoB dUPMbl KaK WCTOYHMKA
3HAHWN U APYTrUX pecypcoB, HeEO6XoANMbIX
AN OCYLWEeCTBNEHNS MWHHOBAUWIA, YETKO
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2001). The role of a firm’s partners as a
source of knowledge and other resources
for enhancing innovativeness has been
stated clearly in the research literature
(Elias, Cavana and Jackson, 2002; Tsek-
ouras, McGovern and Brady, 2006; Peters,
2010, Fogg and Peers, 2011), also con-
cerning emerging, or transition, markets
(Tsekouras, 2005; Sheng and Rui, 2006;
Smirnova et al., 2009). Thus, the research
fields of networking and innovation in
transition economies, as well as research
on survivability and anti-crisis strategy,
overlap significantly.

As an economy in transition, Russia pro-
vides a unique opportunity to investigate
network structures. The characteristics of
business relationships in the Russian mar-
ket have been investigated since the early
1990s (Davis, Patterson and Grazin, 1996;
Salmi, 1996). At present some studies
exist which analyze the nature of these
new long-term relationships (Tretyak and
Sheresheva, 2004, 2008; Smirnova and
Kouchtch, 2007; Sheresheva, 2006). Sta-
bility and flexibility gained through long-
term cooperation serves as a base for trust
within the network and thus makes it pos-
sible to get some confessions (i.e. agent’s
payments postponed) and sometimes
not only to survive but to increase profits
(Sheresheva and Kolesnik, 2010). A com-
pany which is active in building a network
of relationships usually manages to coor-
dinate the flow of information and goods
quite successfully.

There are a number of cases demonstrat-
ing that Russian companies have started
to realize the value creating aspects of
innovation (Filippov and Settles, 2011)
and inter-firm networking as a main
source of competitive advantage (Gruzd-
eff and Sheresheva, 2007; Smirnova and
Kouchtch, 2007). At the same time, firms
often miss the opportunity to develop joint
innovations due to low trust and low abil-
ity to make joint investments (Smirnova
et al., 2009).

There are also some recent papers pre-
senting research results in the field of sur-
vivability and innovations in an uncertain
crisis environment. Research conducted

NOCTYINPYETCS B aKaAeMU4YecKoW nuTe-
paTtype (Elias, Cavana and Jackson, 2002;
Tsekouras, McGovern and Brady, 2006;
Peters, 2010, Fogg and Peers, 2011), wu
3TO B paBHOW CTeNeHW BEPHO M A/ pas3-
BMBatowmxcsa pblHKoB (Tsekouras, 2005;
Sheng and Rui, 2006; Smirnova et al.,
2009). TakuMm obpas3oM, uccrenoBaTesb-
ckne obnacTtu, KacarLlnecss ceTeBbiX B3a-
MMOLENCTBUIA N NHHOBALIMN B NepexoaHbIX
9KOHOMMKaAX, a TakXe YCTOMYMBOCTU N aH-
TUKPU3UCHbIX CTpaTerun upM, B 3HaA4u-
TeNbHOW CTeneHn nepecekatoTcs.

Bbyayuun cTpaHoi C nepexoaHOon 3KOHOMMU-
Koi, Poccusa gaBnaerca yHuKanbHbiM 06b-
€KTOM AN U3YYEHUS CETEBbIX CTPYKTYP.
XapaKTepUCTUKN [ENOBbIX B3aMMOOTHO-
LWEeHNM Ha POCCUMCKOM pbIHKE M3y4atoT-
CcA € Hayana 90-x rogoB MpoLWOro Beka
(Davis, Patterson and Grazin, 1996; Salmi,
1996). B HacTosAwee Bpems onybanko-
BaHbl pe3ynbTaTbl psaga MWCCIeAOoBaHUN,
aHanNu3npyrLWwmMx npuMpoay 3STUX HOBbIX
ans Poccum ponrocpoyHbiX B3aMMOOTHO-
weHnn (Tretyak and Sheresheva, 2004,
2008; Smirnova and Kouchtch, 2007;
Sheresheva, 2006). CTabunbHOCTb U rnb-
KOCTb, KoTOopble obecneuduBatoTca 6naro-
Aaps OONIFOCPOYHOM Koomnepauuu, ciyxart
B Ka4yeCTBe OCHOBbI A1 AOBEPUS B CETU, U
6narogaps 3TOMy CTAHOBUTCS BO3MOXHbIM
nosyyaTb psia NpeuMylects (HanpuMep,
OT/IOXKEHHbIE areHTCKME MnaTexu) U MHO-
roa He NpocTo BbIXXKMBATb B KPU3UC, HO U
HapawwmBaTb npubbinb (Sheresheva and
Kolesnik, 2010). KomnaHuu, KoTopas ak-
TUBHO BbICTpanBaeT CETb B3aMMOOTHOLIE-
HWUIA, 06bIYHO ydaeTcs AOCTAaTOYHO ycnew-
HO KOOpPAMHMPOBATb MOTOK MHMOPMaUNK U
TOBapoOB.

CywectByeT uenbln paga npuMepos, Mo-
Ka3blBaloOWMX, UYTO POCCUNCKME KOMMa-
HMUWM HayanuM oco3HaBaTb pOJiIb MHHOBA-
umm B cosgaHmm ueHHoctm (Filippov and
Settles, 2011) n ponb MeX@UPMEHHOro
B3aMMOAENCTBUS KaK OAHOr0 W3 rna.-
HbIX MCTOYHMKOB KOHKYPEHTHbIX MpepMmy-
wectB (Gruzdeff and Sheresheva, 2007;
Smirnova and Kouchtch, 2007). B 10 xe
BpeMs, (UpMbl 3a4acTyl ynycKarkT BO3-
MOX>HOCTM COBMECTHOIro CO34aHMNs MHHOBA-
LM M3-3@ HU3KOrO YPOBHS AOBEPUS U He-
CNOCOBHOCTN OCYLWEeCTBAATb COBMECTHbIE
nHeectnumm (Smirnova et al., 2009).

B nocnegHee BpeMs nosBUACS pan ny-
6nnkauun, NpeacTaBAslOWMX pe3ybTaThbl
nccnenoBaHUi BbDKMBAEMOCTU M MHHOBA-
LMOHHOW AesATeNbHOCTU B YCNOBUAX KpU-
3Kca M HapacTarloLwen HeonpeaeneHHOCTH.
B xone vccnenosaHui noj pyKoBOACTBOM
N.b.N'ypkoea (Gurkov, 2009, 2010) 6binun
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by Gurkov (2009, 2010) proposed prin-
ciples of corporate strategy development
under extreme uncertainty and ready-to-
use instruments for corporate analysts
and decision-makers in Russia. Other re-
searchers (Smirnova et al., 2009; Filippov
and Settles, 2011) investigated innovation
strategies and processes in emerging Rus-
sian multinational companies.

Still, despite the general interest in this
topic and its relevance, the role and place
of inter-firm relationships in sustainable
development and innovation in Russian
market remain under-researched.

II1I. Russian SMEs After the Financial
Crisis

Relatively recent (in the 1990s) integra-
tion into the global market has created a
specific environment for Russian firms. A
number of features in transition economies
determine the strategic decisions of local
companies, including greater instability
of relationships in the market, the lack of
information about potential partners due
to the short-term history of market econ-
omy, low information disclosure readiness,
higher time pressure (Johanson, 2007;
Salmi, 1996).

Russian firms are to a great extent unique,
since they operate in a society with a
strong scientific tradition inherited from
the Soviet system with limited success in
translating these scientific intentions into
innovative products (Filippov and Settles,
2011). One of the reasons of this could be
that weak network architectures are pre-
vailing in Russia, which have limited value
without strong ties (Rost, 2011).

Opportunistic behavior is highly wide-
spread in Russia and is attributed to weak
enforcement of contracts, low transpar-
ency of the legal system, and persistent
corruption (Gruzdeff and Sheresheva,
2007; Filippov and Settles, 2011). Russia
is considered to be one of the most corrupt
nations in the world (DataMonitor, 2008).
Corruption and increasing criminal activity
have negatively affected the emergence of
inter-firm relationships, lowering the level
of trust and causing the growth of uncer-

NpeanoXeHbl NPUHLMMbLI pa3paboTkn Kop-
NOpaTMBHOM CTpaTernMn B yCNOBUSAX BbICO-
KO HeonpeaeneHHoCTM n chopMUpoBaH
WHCTPYMEHTapuii Ass1 aHaJMTUKOB KOpMo-
pauun un nuuy, NpUHUMAlOLWNX pelleHns B
Poccumn. CyllecTBylOT Takxe wuccnenosa-
HUSI NTHHOBALMOHHbIX CTpaTerni u npouec-
COB B pa3BMBaOLLNXCA POCCUNCKMX MHOIO-
HauUMOHaNbHbIX Koprnopauusax (Smirnova
et al., 2009; Filippov and Settles, 2011).

TeM He MeHee, HECMOTpPSA Ha OOWWMA MH-
Tepec K 3TOM TeMaTuKe, 3HAUYEHUEe MeX-
(bUpPMEHHbIX B3aMMOOTHOLUEHN ans
YCTOMYMBOrO PasBUTUS U MHHOBAUWWA Ha
POCCUICKOM pbIHKE OCTaeTCs HefoCTaTou-
HO U3YYEHHbIM.

III. Poccuiickme Manbie U cpegHue
npeanpuatusa nocne ¢puUHAHCOBOro
Kpu3uca

OTHOoCUTenbHO HepgaBHee (B 1990x) BKtO-
yeHue B rnobanbHble pbIHKKM 06YCNOBUIO
crneunduUYHOCTb Ccpeabl, B KOTOpPOM Aen-
CTBOBanWM poccuinckne dupmbl. Ha cTpa-
Ternyeckme pelleHns MEeCTHbIX KOMMaHWM
OKa3blBaET BAMSIHME Uenblin psa ocobeH-
HOCTEN, XapaKTepHbIX ANS MnepexonHbIX
3KOHOMMK, BKJItoUasa 60/blly0 HecTabunb-
HOCTb B3aWMMOOTHOLLUEHWUIA Ha pbIHKE, He-
XBaTKy MWHMOpPMauMM O MOTEHUMANbHbIX
napTHepax n3-3a 04eHb KOPOTKOM MCTOPUM
PbIHOYHOW 3KOHOMWKWM B CTpPaHE, HU3KYH
FOTOBHOCTb K pacKpbITUD MHMOPMaUnm
(Johanson, 2007; Salmi, 1996).

Poccuinickne dumpmbl B 3HaYUTENbHOW CTe-
NMEHW YHUKaNbHbl, MOCKOJIbKY OHW AeWn-
CTBYIOT B obuwectBe, obsagatoleM O4YeHb
XOpOWMMN TPAANLMAMN B HayKe, yHacne-
nosaHHbIMM oT CoBeTtckoro Coto3a, u oa-
HOBPEMEHHO 0Y€Hb CKYAHbIM OMbITOM Mnpe-
06pa3oBaHNS 3TUX HAYYHbIX U3bICKAHUN B
WHHOBaLMOHHble npoaykTbl (Filippov and
Settles, 2011). OgHOM M3 MNPUYUH 3TOrO
CNyXuT TOT bakT, 4yto B Poccum npeob-
napatT ceTeBble CTPYKTYypbl CO cnabbimMu
CBSA35IMW, LLEHHOCTb KOTOpPbIX HE TaK Bbl-
COKa B OTCYTCTBME CUNbHbIX cBsa3el (Rost,
2011).

B Poccun WMPOKO pacnpocTpaHeHo on-
NOPTYHUCTUYECKOE NnoBeAeHMne, NPUYNHOM
KOTOpOro sBnsietrcsa crnaboe npuHyxaeHue
K MCMOSIHEHUIO KOHTPAKTOB, HMU3Kas Mpo-
3payHoOCTb cyaebHoM cucteMbl M Koppyn-
uma (Gruzdeff and Sheresheva, 2007;
Filippov and Settles, 2011). CornacHo
601bWNHCTBY MccneaoBaHuin, Poccmsa oT-
HOCUTCA K Haubonee KOppyMNMpOBaHHbIM
Hauuam mupa (DataMonitor, 2008). Kop-
pynumMss nU KpUMUHaNM3aumMsl HEraTMBHO
CKa3blBalOTCHA Ha BO3HMKHOBEHWN U pasBu-
TUN MeXOUPMEHHbIX B3aWMOOTHOLLUEHUN,
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tainty.

The financial crisis reinforced negative
tendencies. Under present conditions of
uncertainty, misunderstanding and asym-
metry of information, it is difficult for en-
terprises to collaborate. The process is
contradictory and inconsistent, with the
institutional environment giving Russian
enterprises more stimuli to vertical inte-
gration than to networking (Sheresheva,
2010). But, in a growing trend, the tra-
ditional emphasis on optimizing single
transactions is being supplemented with a
long-term collaborative view.

Nevertheless, the previous decade became
a starting point of reconsideration in terms
of inter-firm relationships in Russia. Our
previous research, carried out by means of
in-depth interviews with Russian manag-
ers, has shown a mindset difference in the
management of high-tech start-ups and
the firms from mature industries. Most of
Russian top managers leading “traditional
sector” companies are not free of their
previous experience of Soviet “network-
ing” and try to succeed under new circum-
stances using this experience, while most
managers in start-ups are quite young and
have a more entrepreneurial mindset.

The study conducted by Vahtra (2010)
concludes that the evidence of R&D in-
vestments by Russian companies remains
notably scarce. One of the explanations is
that innovation in Russia tends to be con-
centrated in large companies that possess
sufficient financial, human and intellectu-
al resources for it. Large companies are
concentrated in the low-tech and natural
resource-based industries; the share of
high-tech sectors in Russian economy is
marginal.

The strategic value of innovation has been
realized only recently by Russian SMEs.
Now there are success histories of some
SMEs being able to survive the crisis and
to innovate.

An example is the Russian company Sitron-
ics, which is involved in the telecommuni-
cations industry, information technologies,
system integration and consulting, and the
development and production of microelec-

CHMXas YpOBEHb [0BEpUst U SIBNSASICb OC-
HOBOI pocTa HeornpeaeneHHoCTy.

OUHAHCOBbLIN KPU3UC YCUIW HEraTuBHbIE
TeHAaeHUMn. B COBpeMeHHbIX YCNoBUSX
HeonpeaeneHHOCTU, B3aMMHOI0 HEMoHU-
MaHUS M acMMMeTpuu nHdbopmauuu npea-
NPUATUAM CAOXHO COTpyaHMYaThb. MNMpouecc
ABMISIETCA NMPOTUBOPEYMBLIM M HEMNOCNEAO-
BaTE/IbHbIM, Y POCCUNCKUX MpeanpusaTuin
noka 6onble CTUMYNOB K BepTUKaNbHOMU
WHTerpauum, a He K CETEBOMY B3aMMOAEN-
ctButo (Sheresheva, 2010). OgHako, Ha-
MeTuiacb pacTyllas TeHAeHUMS K OTXoAy
OT TPaAUUMOHHOM CKJIOHHOCTM ONTUMU3U-
poBaTb OTAE/IbHblE TpPaHCAKUMU U OpPUEH-
TauMm Ha AOIrOCPOYHOE COTPYAHUYECTBO.

MepBas pnexkaga HOBOro TbicaYeneTums
CTana TOYKOM oTcyeTa B MepecMoTpe OT-
HOWEHNS K MeX®dUPMEHHbIM B3aMMOOT-
HoweHnsaMm B Poccun. Hawe HepaBHee
nccnenoBaHue, npoBeaeHHoe B dopMme
rNy6UHHbBIX MHTEPBbLID C POCCUNCKMMU Me-
HeaXxepaMn, nokasasno, B YaCTHOCTWU, 4TO
CYLeCTBYIOT pas3nMunsa B noaxozax y me-
HeAXXepoB BbICOKOTEXHOIOMMYHbIX CTpaTa-
MOB M KOMMaHMIM 3penbix oTpacnen. bonb-
LUWMHCTBO pPOCCUIACKMX TOM MEHeOXepoB
N3 «TpPaaAWUMOHHOrO cekTopa» 6bLIn He-
CBOOOAHBbI OT MPEXHEero ornbiTa «CETEBOro
B3aMMOLENCTBUSA COBETCKOro Tuna» w Mbl-
Tanncb AO6UTLCSA ycrnexa B HOBbIX YCNOBU-
X, MCNOJb3ys 3TOT OMbIT; 60AbWKNHCTBO
MeHeaXXepoB cTapTanoB 6blM MONIOXE U B
bonbwen creneHn obnaganu npeanpuHn-
MaTeSIbCKMUM MbILUSIEHMEM.

WccneposaHue, nposegeHHoe  Vahtra
(2010), ykasbiBaeT Ha TO, YTO MHBECTULMN
B HNOKP poccmnincknx KOMnaHuiA oCTatoTcs
Ha HU3KOM ypoBHe. DTO CBS3aHO, B 4acT-
HOCTW, C TeM, 4YTO WMHHOBaumum B Poccuum
KOHUEHTPUPYIOTCA B MNEpBYI0 o4vepeab B
KPYMHbIX KOMMNAHUSAX, obragatowmx 4ocTa-
TOYHbIMM (PUHAHCOBbLIMK, YeN0BEYECKUMU
W WHTenneKkTyalbHbIMKU pecypcamn. Oa-
HaKO KpynHble KOMMNAaHWW CKOHLEHTPUPO-
BaHbl B HU3KOTEXHOJIOTUYHbIX N CbIPbEBbIX
oTpacnsx; AoNs BbICOKOTEXHONOMMYHbIX
CeKkTopoB B Poccmmn o4yeHb HeBbICOKaA.

Poccuitckne Manble M cpegHve npeanpu-
ATUA VWb HeAaBHO CTanu OCO3HaBaTb
CTpaTernyeckyl LEHHOCTb MHHOBauuii. B
HaCTOSILLIEE BPEMS YXKE MOABUINCL WUCTO-
pUN ycnexa TakKux KOMMaHWM, CyMEeBLUMX
BbI>KUTb B KPWU3UC U OCYLLECTBNATb MHHO-
BaLUW.

OauH 13 NpuMMepoB - KoMnaHus Sitronics,
paboTtatowas B 06/51aCTM TENEKOMMYHMU-
Kaunihi, WHPOPMALMOHHbBIX TEeXHONOruN,
CUCTEMHOW WHTEerpaumm u KOHCaNTUHra,
pa3paboTKM U MpPoOM3BOACTBA MUKPO3SEK-
TpoHUKN. CoeaunHAs uccnenoBaTeNbCKYH
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tronics. By combining research activities in
Russia and international development and
production activities, Sitronics has been
able to successfully innovate in the Rus-
sian market. Its network of R&D facilities
connects Russian and Ukrainian specialists
with Czech, Slovak, and Greek facilities.
Through this network the firm has been
able to create commercially viable patents
and other intellectual property. Sitronics is
now the leading microchip manufacturer
in Russia. It is involved in a series of re-
search partnerships with major Russian
research institutes, as well as in joint pro-
jects including an e-government project
with Rostelekom to produce personalized
banking cards with digital electronic sig-
natures, a joint project with state corpora-
tion RUSNANO to establish a full scale 90
nanometre microchip manufacturing capa-
bility, and projects to use RFID technol-
ogy in retail, forestry, farming and postal
services.

Another example is Whisker, a Russian
high-tech start-up company. For 5 years
it has been developing technology for in-
dustrial production of oriented crystal-
line growing of tips array for Atomic-force
microscopy (AFM) purposes. The man-
agement of the company appeared to be
aware of the lack of managerial skills and
market information needed to foster com-
mercialization of the innovative product.
At the same time, they did not intend to
sell the company. In this case, the choice
was made to build a network of relation-
ships and to interact intensively with a
number of actors (in Russia and abroad)
with skills considered to be crucial for the
firm’s stable growth and gaining competi-
tive advantage from the technology. The
main purpose of developing a relationship
network, says one of the top managers,
was to gain added information and knowl-
edge benefits. It will help the company to
choose an adequate marketing strategy of
entering target markets, including USA,
Germany, and Japan, where customer’s
demand abilities are the highest, and to
compete with the firms already established
in the world market of AFM probes for R&D
and industrial usage At present the unique

AesaTenbHOCTb B Poccmn € NpomM3BOACTBOM
W MHTEepHauuoHanusauuen, KOMMaHus
Sitronics BegeT ycnewHy WHHOBALMOH-
HYIO AesTeNbHOCTb Ha POCCUMMCKOM pPbIH-
Ke. Ee ceTb Hay4yHO-UcCcneaoBaTenbCKUX
yupexaeHu CBA3bIBAET POCCUUCKUX U
YKPaAWHCKMX CMeumanmctoB C YeLlCKUMHU,
C/IOBALKKMMWN N FpevyeCcKUMU yupexaeHus-
mMu. bnarogapsa ston cetn dmpme yaanocb
ctatb obnapatenemM KOMMEPYECKU >KU3-
HEeCnoCO6HbIX MaTeHTOB U APYroW MHTen-
nekTyanbHon cobcTtBeHHOCTU. Sitronics
B HacToslllee BpeMs SBASETCa NMAepoMm
B MpPOU3BOACTBE MWUKPOYMMNOB B Poccuu.
KoMmnaHusa BoBnevyeHa uenbll psa mccne-
[O0BaTENbCKMX MNapTHEPCTB C BeAyLUMMU
POCCUNCKUMN  UCCeaoBaTeNbCKUMU  UH-
CTUTYTaMK, a TakXe B COBMECTHble Mpo-
€KTbl, B TOM 4YMUC/e B MPOEKT «3/EeKTPOH-
HOro npaBuTenbCTBa» C PocTenekoMmom
Nno NpPOM3BOACTBY MEPCOHANMN3NPOBAHHbIX
6aHKOBCKUX KapT C 3NEKTPOHHOM Lndpo-
BOM MOAMMCBHIO, B MPOEKT C Koprnopauuen
POCHAHO no co3gaHuio npou3BOACTBEH-
HbIX MOLLHOCTEN AN NpPOM3BOACTBA HaHO-
MUKpPOYMNOB pa3MepoM 90 HAaHOMETPOB, B
NpoeKTbl MO WMCMNOSIb30BaHUID TEXHOOMNMU
RFID technology B po3HW4YHOW TOProsne,
JIECHOM M CenbCKOM XO0351CTBE, MOYTOBbIX
ycnyrax.

Ewe oaHMM npuMepoM SBNSETCS pocC-
Cunckmin ctaptan - komnaHusa Whisker.
B TeuyeHue 5 net dupma paspabaTtbiBana
TEXHOJIOrMI0O MO MPOMbILLJIEHHOMY MPOU3-
BOACTBY (BblpalMBaHNO XMMUYECKUM CMO-
cob0M) HaHO30HAOB AN aTOMHO-CUI0BbIX
MUKPOCKOMNOB. MeHeaXXMeHT KOMMNaHuu
OCO3HaBa/ HeaoCTaTOK YrpaBfieHYeCKnx
crnocobHocTelr, HeobxoanMbIX Ans yCcKope-
HMS KOMMepuManm3aumMm MHHOBALMOHHOIO
npoaykta. B To xe BpeMs, 0 NnpoAaxe KoM-
naHWM pedb He wna. B aToMm cnyyae BbI-
60poM CcTano pa3BuTME CETU B3aMMOOTHO-
LWEeHMN C pasnnMyHbIMWU UFpOKaMU pbiHKa (B
Poccumn 1 3a pybexom), obnagarowimMm He-
06xoaMMbIMM NS 3TOro KOMMNeTeHUMSAMHU,
nossonsowmmm obecneuntb CTabunbHbIN
pPOCT KOMMaHUM MU CO34aHMe KOHKYPEHTHO-
ro npenMyLLecTBa Ha OCHOBE TEXHOJIOTUN.
[NaBHOWM ULenblo pa3BUTUSA CETM B3aMMOOT-
HOLLUEHMI, NO CNOBaM OA4HOI0 U3 MeHeaXe-
poB, ABASANOCH NosydeHne nHdopMaumn um
3HAHWN. DTO AO/MKHO 6bIN0 crnocobCTBO-
BaTb BblIbOpYy afeKkBaTHOW MapKeTUHroBoOM
CcTpaTerMm KOMNaHWM No BbIXOAy Ha uene-
Bble pbiHKK, Bktoyasa CLUA, FepMaHuio w
AnoHUto, rae CKOHUEHTPUpPOBaH OCHOBHOMN
CNpoOC Ha COOTBETCTBYIOLWME MU3Zenus, wu
obecneunTb BO3MOXHOCTb KOHKYPUPOBaTb
Cc dmpMaMun, yxe MMeLWMMNU No3MLUM Ha
MWPOBOM pblHKE 30HAOB AN aTOMHO-CU-
N0BbIX MUKPOCKONOB. B HacToswee Bpems
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technology! is patented, and mass manu-
facturing of highest quality AFM probes for
R&D and industrial usage has started.

An example of a successful Russian firm
in the consumer durables and electronics
market is VITEK. Its success can be traced
to its extensive distribution network, the
brand and pricing strategy, service cen-
tre geographic distribution across Russia
and effective use of Russia based and out-
sourced manufacturing. Now it has over
650 models of audio, video and home ap-
pliances in 60 product categories and a
network of over 350 service centers.

So, there is evidence that networking is of
great importance in the Russian market,
and establishing network relationships
helps local firms to gain positions in high-
tech markets. Are inter-firm relationships
in Russia also helpful in the unstable crisis
environment and do they serve as an ad-
ditional basis for sustainability and inno-
vation? Aiming to answer the question, a
survey was conducted by means of struc-
tured questionnaire.

IV. Empirical Research: Hypotheses
and Design

In this research we aimed to test two main
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1 (H1): networking helps Rus-
sian SMEs to survive in unstable environ-
ment.

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Russian SMEs which
are active in establishing network relation-
ships implement more innovations

Empirical data for the study was collected
in the second half of 2010 and resulted in
a sample of 130 Russian SMEs with 100-
1200 employees. The study was designed
on a basis of face-to-face structured inter-
views with respondents representing top
management. The data was collected in
personal interviews with an average dura-
tion of 1 hour.

The sample includes companies from a

1. The production process of the tips is based on
managed growing of oriented crystalline needles.
The cantilevers of the AFM probes are formed of sin-
gle crystalline silicon with broader surface oriented
along the plane, and the tips are also single crystal-
line epitaxially grown on the cantilevers.

YHUKaNbHas TexHosorusa! 3anaTteHToBaHa,
Ha4yaTo MaCcoBOE NMpon3BoaACTBO HAHO30H-
[OB BbICOYYAMLWIEro KayecrtBa Ans uccne-
AO0BATEJIbCKNX U MPOMbILWJTIEHHbIX uenemn.

MpuMepoM ycnewHOn pOCCUNCKOM KoMNa-
HMK Ha pblHKe NoTpebuTenbCKMX TOBapOB
OSINTENbHOIO0 MOMIb30BaHUA U 3/TIEKTPOHUKMU
MoXxeT cnyxutb ¢upma VITEK. Ee ycnex
OCHOBaH Ha co3aaHun O6WNPHON ANCTPU-
6bloTOpPCKONM ceTn, bpeHaAnHre M LLEeHOBOW
cTpaTerven, Ha CO34aHUN CETU CEPBUCHbBIX
LeHTpoB no Bcelh Poccun n Ha ahdekTns-
HOM MCMONb30BaHWW AyTCOPCUHra B Mpo-
n3poacTtee. B Hactosawee Bpems dupma
npeanaraet 6onee 650 moaenen 6bITOBLIX
npnbopos, ayavo- u BUAEOTEXHUKM B 60
NpoAYKTOBbIX KAaTEropuUsax U UMeeT CeTb U3
350 cepBUCHbIX LLEHTPOB.

TakuMm ob6bpa3oM, ecTb SIBHble CBUAETESb-
CTBa 3HAUYMMOCTM CETEBbIX B3auMMoAen-
CTBWM Ha POCCMNCKOM pblHKE, B TOM Yucne
TOro, 4YTO CO34aHMEe CeTU B3aMMOOTHOLIe-
HUIW MOMOraetr pPOCCUIACKMM KOMMaHUSAM
3aBOEBbIBaTb MO3MLMM Ha BbICOKOTEXHO-
JIOTMYHbIX pblHKax. [loMorawT An Mex-
(dMPMEHHbIE B3aMMOOTHOLLEHUS TaKXe U B
YCNOBUSIX KpU3nca, cryxaTt JIn OHM A0NO0JI-
HUTENbHOW OCHOBOW A1 YCTOMYMBOCTU W
MHHOBaUMIn? C Lenblo OTBETA Ha 3TOT BO-
npoc 6bIN10 NMpoBeaeH OMpocC C MCMNOb30-
BaHWEM CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHOWM aHKETHI.

IV. 3SmMnupuuyeckoe
rmnoresbl U AN3alH

nccsiegoBaHuve:

B pmaHHOM wuccneposaHuu TECTUPOBAJINCH
ABE IaBHbIX TMMNOTE3bI:

M'mnotesa 1 (H1): ceTeBoe B3auMogemn-
cTBME CnNOoCO6CTBYET BbIXMBAHUKD POCCUN-
CKMX MasblX N CPeAHMX KOMMaHWN B HECTa-
6bunbHOM cpepe.

M'mnoteza 2 (H2): poccuiickme Manblie u
cpefHue KOMMaHuW, KOTOopble aKTUBHbI B
CO34aHMN CETEBbIX B3aMMOOTHOLLUEHUN,
BHeapstoT 60blUe NHHOBALM

OMnupuyeckme aaHHble 6b1n cobpaHbl BO
BTOpOM nonosuHe 2010 r., BbiBOpKa cocTo-
sana n3 130 poCCUNCKUX ManblX U CpeaHUX
KOMMaHWn € 4ncnom 3aHaTbix ot 100 go
1200 4enosek. Onpoc NpoBOAMNCA C UC-
MoSib30BaHMEM JIMYHbIX CTPYKTYpPUPOBaH-
HbIX MHTEPBbLKD C pecrnoHAeHTaMu, npea-
CTaBNSABLIMMM TON MEHEOXKMEHT KOMMAHWN.
C60p AaHHbIX OCYyLEeCTBNEH B X04€ Nepco-
HanbHbIX MWHTEPBbID CO CpeaHen AnunTeNb-
HOCTbIO 1 yac.

1. Mpouecc Npon3BoOACTBa OCHOBAH Ha yrnpasBiiEMOM
BblpalMBaHUN OPUEHTMPOBAHHbLIX KPUCTANINYECKMX
wrn.  KoHconm  30HAOB AN @TOMHO-CWUIIOBbIX
MWUKPOCKOMOB BbINMO/IHEHbI U3 MOHOKPUCTAINIMYECKOrO
KpeMHus.
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number of industries: machine manufac-
turing industry - 19,4 %, light industry -
17,5 %, food industry — 14,6 %, construc-
tion - 12,6 %, power industry and ferrous
metal industry - 5,8 % each, chemical and
petrochemical industry - 4,9 %. Other
companies were from telecom, woodwork-
ing, timber, pulp & paper, and some other
industries.

To describe existing patterns of anti-cri-
sis behavior, a nhumber of variables were
used. The key respondents (CEOs) had to
assess the financial crisis impact on the in-
dustry performance, the firm’s target mar-
ket performance, as well as the firm’s per-
formance in 2010 as compared to 2008; to
identify the degree of their firm independ-
ence/embeddedness, the respondents as-
sessed the firm’s activity in new product
development (NPD) and outsourcing NPD
in 2009-2010.

V. Key Findings

Since 2008, Russian companies have been
faced with a lot of new problems caused by
the global financial crisis. They have to op-
erate in a severe environment character-
ized by decline in their industries, the lack
of clear demand and supply view under
current market conditions, volatility and
growth of risks, and high levels of uncer-
tainty in their markets. In accordance with
the survey results, the impact of the finan-
cial crisis on the industry and firm'’s target
market peformance appeared to be quite
significant, since less than 2% of the CEOs
considered the industry development to
be boosted by the crisis, and more than
85% of them were sure that the industry
performance had declined (Fig.1). At the
same time, slight or moderate growth of
the firm’s target market was pointed out
by almost 75% of CEOs involved in the
survey (Fig.2).

According to additional information gained
from 5 in-depth interviews with experts,
Russian firms need to change their strate-
gies to withstand stresses, pressures, or
changes, but they did not switch automat-
ically to new strategies. Still, CEOs have
become more knowledgable and have bet-
ter judgment of the situation, and the role

Bbibopka BkAOYaeT KOMNaHUM U3 pasHbIX
oTpacnen: obpabaTbiBaowas MpoMblIL-
neHHocTb — 19,4 %, nerkas rMpoMblLL/IeH-
HoCcTb — 17,5 %, nuwesas NpoOMblLUIeH-
HOCTb — 14,6 %), cTpouTenbCcTBO - 12,6 %,
3/IeKTpoaHepreTmka - 5,8 %, yepHas me-
Tannyprus - 5,8 %, xmMmmnyeckas n HedTe-
XUMUYEecKas NPoOMbILLNIEHHOCTb - 4,9 %. B
BbibOpKe Takxe npeacTaB/ieHbl KOMNAHUU
TENEeKOMMYHMKAUNOHHOW, AepeBoobpaba-
TbiBaloLLEN, NECHON, Lennto3Ho-6ymMax-
HOW M HEKOTOPbIX APYrnX OTpacien.

Ons onucaHmsa CyLecTBYOLWNX NATTEPHOB
QHTUKPU3UCHOTO NoBeAeHus Obis UCnosb-
30BaH psia MNEepeMeHHbIX. PecnoHAeHTbl
(kntoueBbiMM  aBnanance CEO kKommnaHuin)
oueHuBann BAusHne MGUHAHCOBOrO KpU3n-
Ca Ha COCTOsIHME OTpaC/M, Ha COCTOsHME
LLesieBOro pbiHKa KOMMaHWM, @ TakKXe Co-
cTosiHMe komnaHmm B 2010 r. no cpaBHe-
HUuto ¢ 2008 r.; onpenensas creneHb He-
3aBUCUMOCTM WM BKJIIOYEHHOCTU B CETb
B3aMMOAENCTBMIA COBEN (PUPMbI, PECOH-
OEHTbl OUueHMBaNM akTUBHOCTb (UPMbl B
pa3paboTtke HoOBbIXx npoayktoB (NPD) wu
ayTtcopcuHr NPD B 2009-2010 rr.

V. OCHOBHbIE pe3y/ibTaTbl

Mocne 2008 poccuinckne KoMnaHum CTos-
KHYTUCb C LiefibiM psaaom npobiem, Bbi3BaH-
HbIX rnobanbHbIM PUHAHCOBbLIM KPU3NCOM.
MM npuxogutcs BeCTU AOesATeNbHOCTb B
XECTKUX YCNOBUAX, XapaKTepu3yHLMXCs
CnaaoM UM BbICOKMM YpPOBHEM Heonpeje-
NIEHHOCTN Ha ueneBblX pblHKaX, HeaocTa-
TOYHOWM SICHOCTbIKO B OTHOLUEHMW Cnpoca u
NOCTaBOK, BOSI@TU/IbHOCTbIO U POCTOM pwU-
CKOB. B cooTBeTCcTBUM C pe3ynbTaTaMu Ha-
Lwero onpoca, BansHne GnuHaHCOBOro Kpu-
3Kca Ha oTpac/n B LE/IOM U Ha ueneBble
pPblHKKM (UPM 0OKasasnocb 3HAYUTENbHbIM,
MOCKOSIbKY MeHee 2% Ton MeHeaXXMepoB
OTMETU/IN, YTO KPU3NC YCKOPUN pasBuTUe
oTpacnu, npu aToM 6onee 85% pecnoH-
OEHTOB BbICKa3aJN yBEPEHHOCTb, YTO MO-
KasaTenu oTpacau cHusmnumcb (puc.l). B
TO Xe BpeM4, noutn 75% Ton MeHepxe-
poOB, y4acTBOBaBLIMX B OMpoce, ykKasasnu,
YTO NMPOUCXOAUT CNabbii MU yYMEpPEHHbIN
POCT LeneBbIX PbIHKOB (pupMbl (pUc.2).

B COOTBETCTBUM C AOMNOSHUTENBbHOW UH-
dopmaumen, nony4yeHHoM B xoae 5 rnybuH-
HbIX MHTEPBbIO C 3KCNepTaMmn, pOCCUNCKUM
drpmamM Heo6X0AMMO BHECTU N3MEHEHUS B
cTpaTteruio, 4tobbl YCTOATbL Nepej cTpecca-
MW, BbI30BAMU U U3MEHEHUAMU, HO Takoe
W3MEHEHME He MnpomcxoauT asToMaTuye-
CKW. TeM He MeHee, TON MeHeaXepbl CTanun
6onee KOMNETEHTHbIMU W 3HAKOLWMMU, y4-
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of inter-firm long-term relationships is
now reconsidered.

Assessment of the financial crisis impact
on the industry performance

Financial crisis No ready answer
boosted industry 3,88%
development
1,94%

Significant decline
23,30%

No problems in
the industry
8,74%

Insignificant
decline
23,30%

Moderate decline
38,83%

e OPUEHTUPYIOTCS B CUTyauun 1 npuaatoT
6onbllee 3HaYEeHNE PONN MeXPUPMEHHbIX
[ONTOCPOYHbIX B3aMMOOTHOLLEHWA.

‘ Mocnepcrena GUHAHCOBOIO
pu3unc
noacrersya Kpu3uca 2008 roga

passutie OTKa3 0T oTBeTa
oTpacau 3,88%
1,94%

FayGokuii cnag

23,30%
Otpacab He

3aTpoHYTa
KpH3Mcom
8,74%

Nerkan 3amvHka
B genax
23,30%

Figure 1: Assessment of the financial crisis impact on the performance
of the firm’s industry
Puc. 1: OueHka BAMaHUSA HGUHAHCOBOIro KpM3nca Ha COCTOSIHME OTpacsv, B KOTOPOW
paboTaeT dpupma

Assessment of the firm’s target market
performance

Continued
decline

Other Noready
2919  answer
4 4,85% )
Explosi 3,88% Stagnation
xplosion 12,62%

1,94%

HbiHelwHee NoNOXKEeHNE OCHOBHbIX
PbIHKOB c6bITa pUpMbI

MNpoaonkexue
cnaga 3acroit

4,85% 12,62%

UHoe

BypHbIii pocT.
1,94%

YMepeHHbIA
poct
40,78%

Figure 2: Assessment of the financial crisis impact on the performance
of the firm’s target market

Puc. 2: OueHka BIMsHUSE GUHAHCOBOIO KpU3Mca Ha COCTOSIHUE LeNleBOrTo pbiHKa GUpMbl

There are many different designs for in-
ter-firm networks and a broad variety of
approaches for implementation (Grandori
and Soda, 1995; Miles and Snow, 1986;
Riemer, Gogolin and Klein, 2005). Still, in
the framework of the research present-
ed in this paper, there was no attempt
to quantify the prevalence of different
forms. In Russian economy, which is now
at the last stage of transition, organiza-
tional forms are instable, they intertwine
or overlap to a great extent, a consider-
able proportion of rapidly developing com-

CylwecTByOT pas/inyHble pOpMbl OpraHu-
3auMmn MexX@UpPMEHHbIX CETEN U AOBOIbLHO
LUMPOKMIA CREKTP NoaxoAoB K UX (opMu-
poBaHuto (Grandori and Soda, 1995; Miles
and Snow, 1986; Riemer, Gogolin and
Klein, 2005). Ho B paMkax mnccrienoBaHus,
npeAcTaBNEHHOro0 B AaHHOW CTaTbe, He Ae-
Nanock NOMNbITOK ONpeaesninTb, Kakme UMeH-
HO dopMbl npeobnagatoT. B poccuiickon
9KOHOMMKE, KOTOpas HaXoAMTCS Ha 3aBep-
Wwatoulen cragmMum nepexoaHoro nepuoaa,
opraHusaumoHHbie (opMbl HecTabunbHbI,
B BbICOKOI CTeMNeHW MepecekarTcs U Ha-
KnagbiBatloTca Apyr Ha Apyra, 3Hauu-
TeflbHas 4acTb ObICTPO pa3BMBAOLLNXCS
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binations of inter-firm networking being of
very recent origin (Dolgopyatova, 2003;
Sheresheva, 2010). That's why the clas-
sification of networks in Russia is hardly
possible. The degree of independence was
the only affordable criteria to characterize
the dynamics of integration processes in
Russian indusrtry.

KOMBUHauMm Mexd@UpMEeHHOro CeTeBoro
B3aMMOLENCTBUA BO3HMK/IA COBCEM He-
nasHo (Dolgopyatova, 2003; Sheresheva,
2010). MNoaToMy noka BpsiA M BO3MOXHA
knaccudpukaumsa ceten B Poccmmn. CteneHb
B3aMM0O3aBUCUMOCTM — €ANHCTBEHHbIA A0-
CTYMHbIA KPUTEPUN, MO KOTOPOMY MOXHO
XapakTepm3oBaTb AWHAMUKY MWHTerpaum-
OHHbIX NpoLleccoB B Poccum.

Table 1: The degree of independence of the firms surveyed in 2010 as compared to the

results of survey conducted in 2001

Table 1: CteneHb He3aBUCKMMOCTM UPM, onpolleHHbiX B 2010 r., N0 cpaBHEHUIO C

pesynbTaTamu onpoca 2001 r.

Form of integration
dopma uHTerpaunm

2001 2010

The firm is absolutely autonomous
dnpmMa coBepLLUEHHO He3aBUCMMA

60,5 48,5

The firm is a member of an informal business group
dupma ABNsSeTcs YneHoM HedopManbHOM 6U3HeC rpynnbl

11,7

15,5

The firm is a member of a large economic entity which determines its business strategy

CDVIpMa ABNAETCA YaCTbO KOpnopauuu (XO}'I,EI,VIHFa), KOTOpasa onpeaensdeT cTtpaterm4eckme
nnaaHbl pa3BnUTUA

8,6

19,4

The firm is a member of a large economic entity which determines its strategy and
operation

DdurpmMa aBNAeTCH YacTbio Kopropauuu (XonanHra), Kotopas onpefenseT Kak cTpatermye-

10,7

9,7

CKue, Tak n onepaunoHHbIe BOMPOCHI

No ready answer
HeT oTBeTa

8,5 6,8

To understand the current attitude to the
importance of inter-firm relationships
in the Russian market, the degree of in-
dependence of the firm in 2010 was as-
sessed and then compared to the results
of the survey conducted in 2001 under the
Higher School of Economics project The
Non-Market Sector in the Russian Econo-
my (Table 1). The results of this survey
revealed that in 2001 over 60% of the
companies believe that they operate ab-
solutely on their own, and only some 12%
of the respondents admitted that their
company belongs to an informal business
combination (Dolgopyatova, 2003). The
results obtained from CEOs in our survey
show that there are still many companies
(almost 50% in our survey) which stay
absolutely autonomous. At the same time,
the overall results confirm the hypothesis
that more Russian companies are now
more intensive in building relationships,
since about 40% of the firms surveyed are
now members of some informal business
group (15,5%) or some large economic
entity (Fig.3).

Onsa Toro, 4tTobbl NOHATL TEKYyLLEe OTHOoLe-
HME K Ba>XHOCTU MeX®(UPMEHHbIX B3anMO-
AENCTBMI Ha POCCUINCKOM pblHKe, bbis1 oue-
HEH YpOBeHb He3aBucuMocTn pupm B 2010
r. N 3atem npoBeneHoO CpaBHeEHME C aHa-
NIOrMYHbIM MOKasaTeseM, MONYYEeHHbIMU B
pe3synbTaTe onpoca, nposegeHHoro B 2001
B paMKax npoekTa Bbicwel LLUkonbl Dko-
HOMWKN «HEepbIHOYHbIA CEKTOP B POCCUI-
CKOW 3KOHOMMKe» (Tabnuua 1). PesynbTa-
Tbl Onpoca noka3biBatoT, 4To B 2001 6onee
60% KOMMaHWM CcYUTasanu, 4YTO OHW AOeWn-
CTBYIOT COBEPLUEHHO @aBTOHOMHO, 1 TOJIbKO
0Kosi0 12% pecnoHAeHTOB OTMETUIN, YTO
NX KOMMaHUS NpuHagnexuT Kk Hedopmainb-
HoW 6u3Hec rpynne (Dolgopyatova, 2003).
Pe3ynbTaTtbl, NOMy4YeHHble B XO4€E Hallero
onpoca TOM MeHeaKepoB, MOKa3blBalOT,
UYTO MO-MpEeXHEeMYy COXpaHseTCs BblCOKas
AO0NS KOMMNaHWi, AeACTBYyoWwmMX abcontoT-
HO @aBTOHOMHO (no4Tn 50% onpoLUeHHbIX).
B To xe Bpems, pe3ynbTaTbl onpoca B Le-
JIOM MOATBEPXAAT rMnoTesy, YTo MHorue
pOCCUNCKME KOMMaHuM ctanm bonee wH-
TEHCMBHO BbICTpanmBaTb B3aMMOOTHOLIE-
HUS1, NOoCKoNbKy okono 40% ob6cnenoBaH-
HbIX OMPM ABMSIOTCSA TENepb YneHaMm Tex
WIN MHbIX HedopMasbHbiXx 6U3HecC rpynn
(15,5%) wnu KpyMHbIX 3KOHOMWUYECKNX
eanHuny (puc.3).
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Degree of independence of the firm Hackonbko Hesasucuma dupma ot gpyrux pupm
B CBOWX AelcTBUAX

Her orgera
Naready answer YacTe kopnopauumn 3,88%
38B% (xongumra), kotTopas
The firm is 3 membssrs Giher onpeaener Kak
of a large ecanamic 201% CTPATErHUCCKIMC, TaK
entity whith 11 ONEPALMONHbIC
determines its BONPOCH
strategy and operation . ——— 9,71%

Cosepwenno
He3aBMCUMA
HacTb KOPNOPALMK 48,54%
(xonaunra), kotopan
onpeaenner
cTpareruueckue

Th i 6 3 g _— Thie Tirmi is absohitely NAAHBI PA3BUTUA

o " o autanamous 19.42%
a large ecanamic ___ 5%
entity which '
debermines its
busingss strategy
19,07% Yacte
HehoPMANLHOH
CIRYKTYRLI,
OTACNBMBIC ACNEKTHI
- — AeATENBHOCTH
The firm is a memiber cornacyioren ¢
wf an infarmal MHBIMK GHPMAMM
business group 15,53% 15,53%

Figure 3: Degree of independence of the firm in 2010
Puc. 3: CreneHb He3aBucumoctn pupm, 2010 r.

It is important to admit that the firms Ba)kHO Nog4YepKHYTb, YTO PUPMbI, KOTOPbIE
which reported to be absolutely autono- 06baABUAM cebs abcontoTHO aBTOHOMHbLIMU
mous appeared to have less stable posi- UrpoKamMu pbiHKa, Kak OKasasioCb, MMEKT
tions. Many of them underperformed in MeHee cTabusibHble No3uMumn. PesynbTaThbl

MHOIMMX U3 HUX CcHM3uAucb B 2010 r. no
cpaBHeHutio ¢ 2008 r. bonee NONOBUHDLI
GnpM, KOTOpbIE OTMETWUIN, UYTO SBJISIOTCS
yneHamm HedopManbHbIX 6M3HEeC rpynmn,

2010 as compared to their results in 2008.
More than half of the firms that reported to
be members of an informal business group

have retained their positions in the crisis, CyMEenu COXpaHWTb CBOM MO3WULMM B Mepu-
though they also have not shown any sig- OZL KpU3Wca, XOTS U He MoKasanu CKOMb-
nificant growth, just like those companies HMBYAb CyLWEeCTBEHHOro pocTa, Kak KOM-
that are members of a large economic en- MaHWu, SBASAKOWMECH YI€HaMU KPYIMHbIX
tity (see Table 2). 6usHec eanHuy (Tabnuua 2).

Table 2: Self-assessment of firm’s performance in 2010 as compared to 2008
Ta6bnuua 2: CamooueHka nokasatenen gupmbl B 2010 r. no cpaBHeHuto ¢ 2008 r.

Degree of independence of the firm Assessment of firm’s performance in 2010 as com-

CTeneHb HE3aBUCUMOCTHU (DUPMbI pared to 2008
OueHka pesynbtaTtoB pa6oTbl koMnaHum B 2010 r. no
cpaBHeHuio c 2008 r.

More than | 10-30% | Insignificant 10-30% | More than

30% de- | decline; | fluctuations: | increase; 30% in-
cline; CHue- | Plus or minus | poer wa crease;
CHuxeHne | Hue Ha 10%; 10-30% PocT
6onblue 10-30% | HesHaunTenb- 6onblue
YeM Ha Hble Koneba- UYeM Ha
30% HUS: NoC- 30%

MUHYC 10%

The firm is absolutely autonomous

18,0% 18,0% 38,0% 22,0% 4,0%
®dupMa COBEPLLEHHO HEe3aBMCUMA
The firm is @ member of an informal business
rou
group 5 12,5% | 18,8% 56,3% 12,5% 0,0%
®dupMa ABNAeTCs 4ieHoM HedopManbHol 6us-
Hec rpynnbl

The firm is @ member of a large economic en-
tity which determines its business strategy

dupMa SIBNSETCH 4acTblo Koprnopauum (Xxon- 10,0% 20,0% 35,0% 15,0% 20,0%

[VHra), KoTopas onpeaenser cTpaTerMyeckue
naaHbl pa3BuTUA

The firm is a member of a large economic enti-
ty which determines its strategy and operation

dupma SIBNSETCS 4acTblo Koprnopauum (xon- 10,0% 10,0% 60,0% 10,0% 10,0%
[MHra), KoTopas onpegenseT Kak cTtpaTernye-
CKMe, TaK v onepaLVOoHHbIE BOMPOCHI
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We also found out that less than 20% of
firms that are completely autonomous
practice new product development (NPD)
within its traditional sphere of activity on a
regular basis. Nearly 65% of these compa-
nies do not have this activity or only plan it
in the future. Regarding the NPD in a new
domain, this percentage is even higher
(80% of the respondents in this category).
This is a clear sign of passivity, which may
be largely explained by the uncertainty
caused by the crisis.

Members of informal business groups are
less cautious and more active in NPD, as
well as members of large economic enti-
ties, especially in their traditional spheres
of activity. Still not more that 10% in these
categories have enough reasons to devel-
op new products in a new domain (see Ta-
bles 3, 4). Members of informal business
groups are quite active in generating ideas
about new products (see Table 5). They are
fully comparable to the members of large
economic entities and clearly outperform
absolutely autonomous companies whose
activity in this sphere is poor.

Mbl Takxe BbISBUNN, YTO MeHee yeM 20%
He3aBMCUMMbIX GUPM paspabaTbiBalOT HO-
Bble MPOAYKTbl Ha PerysspHON OCHOBE B
TPaANLUMOHHbIX chepax CBoel AeaTenbHo-
CTW. NpuMepHOo 65% Takux KOMMaHWN He
NaaHMpYLoT 3Toro n B byayuwem. Yto Kaca-
eTcs pa3paboTKM HOBbIX MPOAYKTOB B HO-
BbIX 47151 KOMNaHuK obnactsax, To 3Ta 40N
eule Bbiwe (80% pecnoHAEHTOB U3 3TOM
KaTeropmun). 3TO SABHbIN MPU3HAK Maccue-
HOCTW, KOTOpasi MOXeT B 60/bLON cTene-
HU 06BSACHEHA KPU3UCOM.

YneHbl HedopManbHbiX 6usHec rpynn me-
Hee OCTOpPOXHbl M 6onee aKTUBHbI B pas-
paboTke HOBbIX MPOAYKTOB, Kak 1 uUpMmbl,
ABASIOWMECH 4YacTbio Koprnopauum (Xxosn-
AVHra), - oCo6eHHO B TPaAMLUMOHHBIX A5
HUX cdepax peatenbHocTn. OAgHaKo He
bonee 10% TakuMx pecnoHAEHTOB BUAAT
ana ceba ocHoBaHua paspabaTtbiBaTb HO-
Bble MpPOAYKTbl B HOBbIX Ass cebs obna-
ctax (cMm. Tabnuupbl 3, 4). YneHbl Hedop-
MasibHbIX 6M3HEeC rpynn A0BOJSIbHO aKTUBHO
reHepupyloT MAEN HOBbIX MPOAYKTOB (CM.
Tabnuuy 5). Mo 3TOMy noKasaTesto OHMU
NOSHOCTbIO CPaBHUMbI C YleHaMM KPYMHbIX
613HEeC eanHUL N IBHO NpeBOCXoAsT abco-
JIIOTHO aBTOHOMHbIE KOMMaHUK, Y KOTOPbIX
OYeHb HM3KME nokKasaTenu.

Table 3: NPD within the firm’s traditional spheres of activity
Ta6bnuua 3: Paspabotka HoBbix NpoaykToB (NPD) B pamMKax TpaAMUMOHHbLIX cdep

[EeaATeNbHOCTN PUpPMBbI

Degree of independence of the firm
CrteneHb He3aBMCUMOCTU hUPMBbI

NPD within the firm’s traditional scope of activity

NPD B paMmkax TpaauLMOHHbIX chep
AesaTenbHOCTU pUpMbl

No NPD Planning NPD as a NPD on
NPD He NPD trial pro- a regular
npoucxoanT NPD Ject basis
naaHupyeTcs NPD kak NPD Ha
Npo6HbI perynsipHou
npoeKkT OoCHOBe
The firm is absolutely autonomous
22,0% 42,0% 18,0% 18,0%
durpMa coBepLUEeHHO He3aBMCcKMMa
The firm is a member of an informal business group
dupMa ABASETCS UNEHOM HedopManbHON 6u3Hec 0,0% 31,3% 43,8% 25,0%
rpynnbl
The firm is a member of a large economic entity
which determines its business strategy
dupma SBNSETCH YacTblo Koprnopauuu (XonavHra), 10,0% 20,0% 45,0% 25,0%
KoTOopasi  onpepensieT  cTpaTternyeckne  naabl
pasBuTUSA
The firm is a member of a large economic entity
which determines its strategy and operation
G)VIpMa ABNIAETCA 4acCTbiO Kopnopauuun (XOJ1,L1I/IHra), 20.0% 20.0% 30.0% 30.0%
KOTOpasi onpedensieT Kak cTpaTernyeckue, Tak WU ! ! ! !
onepaumoHHbie Bonpocbl 20,0% 20,0% 30,0%
30,0%
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Table 4: NPD of a firm in a new domain

Tabnuua 4: PazpaboTtka HoBbix NnpoaykToB (NPD) B HOBbIX Ans pupMbl ob6nactax

Degree of independence of the firm NPD in a new domain
CreneHb HE3aBUCUMOCTU (bUpPMbI NPD B HOBoOI1 06s1acTn
No NPD | Planning NPD as a NPD on a
NPD He NPD trial project | regular basis
npouc- NPD NPD kak NPD Ha
XoauT niaHu- npo6HbIN perynspHom
pyeTtcs npoekT OCHOBe
The firm is absolutely autonomous
4 52,0% | 28,0% 16,0% 4,0%
®dunpMa CcoBepLUEHHO He3aBMCcKMMa
The firm is a member of an informal business group
. 31,3% 25,0% 37,5% 6,3%
durpmMa aBnseTca YneHoM HedopManbHOM 6usHec rpynnol
The firm is a member of a large economic entity which de-
termines its business strate
9 30,0% | 30,0% 30,0% 10,0%
durpmMa aBNAeTCH YacTbio Kopnopauuu (XonaunHra), kotopas
onpegensieT cTpaTerMyeckme naaHbl pa3BuUTmS
The firm is a member of a large economic entity which de-
termines its strategy and operation
durpMa sBNSeTCs YacTbio kKopropauun (xonavHra), kotopasi | 20,0% | 50,0% 20,0% 10,0%
onpepenseT Kak CTpaTernyeckune, Tak u onepalmoHHble BO-
npochbl

Table 5: Generating ideas about new products
Ta6bnuua 5: NeHepupoBaHMe naen HOBbIX MPOAYKTOB

Degree of independence of the firm Generating ideas about new products
CTeneHb HE3aBMCUMOCTU (PUPMBbI FeHepupoBaHue uaei HOBbIX NMPOAYKTOB

It is impos- No To some Actively

sible in our HeT extent AKTUBHO

industry B onpe-
B Hawewn AeneHHon

oTpacnu 3To cTeneHn

HEBO3MOXHO
The firm is absolutely autonomous

Y 12,0% 62,0% 16,0% 10,0%
®dupma coBepLUeHHO He3aBuCcMMa
The firm is a member of an informal business group
. 0,0% 37,5% 43,7% 18,8%
dupma aBnsieTcs YneHoM HedopMasnbHOl 61U3HecC rpynnbl
The firm is a member of a large economic entity which de-
termines its business strategy
15,0% 40,0% 40,0% 5,0%

dupMa ABNSETCS YacTbio KOpnopaunn (XonamHra), kotopas
onpeaensieT ctpaTerMyeckme naaHbl pa3BuTms
The firm is a member of a large economic entity which de-
termines its strategy and operation
dupMa SBNSETCA YacTbo Kopriopauun (XonamnHra), Kkotopas 10,0% 20,0% 30,0% 40,0%
onpeaensieT kak cTpaTernyeckume, Tak 1 onepaumoHHble BO-
npochbl

As to developing of new technologies, con-
cepts of new products, testing and imple-
mentation, absolutely autonomous firms
and members of informal business groups
are in equally bad position, as compared
to members of large economic entities
(see Table 6, 7).

Yto kacaetca pa3paboTKM HOBbIX Tex-
HOMOMMIN, KOHLUEMUMIA HOBbIX MPOAYKTOB,
TEeCTMPOBaHMSA M CO3h4aHNa 06pas3uoB, He-
3aBUCUMO AENCTBYOWME PUPMbI U USIEHbI
HedopManbHbIX BU3HEC rpynn HaxoaaTcs
B 04MHaAKOBO cnabon no3uuum rno cpaBHe-
HMUIO C KOMMNAHUAMN, BXOASLLMMMN B COCTaB
KpynHbIX 6nsHec eanHuy (CM. Tabnanubl 6,
7).
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Table 6: Development of new technologies
Ta6bnumua 6: PazpaboTka HOBbIX TEXHOOMMI

Degree of independence of the firm Development of new technologies
CreneHb HE3aBMCUMOCTU (bUPMbI Pa3pa6oTka HOBbIX TEXHOJIOrMWA
It is impossible No To some | Actively
in our industry Het extent | axtueHO
B Hawel oTpac- B onpe-
1N 3TO HEBO3- AeNleHHOoN
MOXHO cTeneHn
The firm is absolutely autonomous
Y 10,0% 54,0% | 24,0% | 12,0%
durpMa coBepLUEHHO He3aBMCUMA
The firm is @ member of an informal business group
N 0,0% 75,0% 18,8% 6,3%
dupma ABNsSeTcs YneHoMm HedopManbHOM 6MU3HeC rpynnbl
The firm is a member of a large economic entity which
determines its business strate
9 5,0% 30,0% | 55,0% | 10,0%
dupmMa saBMSETCA YacTblo Koprnopauuu (XonawuHra), KoTo-
pas onpenensieT cTpaternyeckune nnaHbl pasBuTus
The firm is a member of a large economic entity which
determines its strategy and operatio
dupMa ABASETCS YacTblo KOpropauun (XONAMHra), KoTo- 10,0% 30,0% 30,0% 30,0%
pas onpefenseT Kak cTpaTermyeckue, Tak U onepalmoH-
Hble BOMNPOChHI

Table 7: Concept developments of

new products, testing and implementation

Ta6bnuua 7: Pa3BuTMe KOHLEMLMUA HOBbIX NPOAYKTOB, TECTUPOBAHME

M co3gaHme OonbITHbIX 06pa3LI,OB

Degree of independence of the firm Concept development of new products, test-
CTeneHb HE3aBUCUMOCTU (PUPMBI ing and implementation
Pa3BuTMe KOHLENLUUA HOBbIX MPOAYKTOB, Te-
CTUpOBaHME U co3AaHMNe ONbITHbIX 06pasLoB
It is impossible No To some | Actively
in our industry HeT extent AKTUB-
B Hawel oTpac- B onpe- HO
JIN 3TO HEBO3- AeneHHon
MOXHO cTenexHn
The firm is absolutely autonomous
18,0% 42,0% 28,0% 12,0%
dupma coBepLUeHHO He3aBKCKMMa
The firm is @ member of an informal business grou
SINess grotp 12,5% 43,8% | 31,3% | 12,5%
dupMa ABnseTcs YneHoM HedopMasrbHOW 6U3HeC rpynnbl
The firm is a member of a large economic entity which
determines its business strategy
10,0% 20,0% 50,0% 20,0%
dupMa SBMSETCA YacTbio Koprnopauuu (XonauHra), KoTo-
pas onpeaensieT cTpaTernyeckue niaHbl pasBuTus
The firm is a member of a large economic entity which
determines its strategy and operatio
dvpMa SBNAETCH YacTblo KOpropauuu (XonauHra), KoTo- 10,0% 20,0% 20,0% 50,0%
pas onpefensieT Kak crpaTerMyeckve, Tak M onepaumoH-
Hble BOMPOChHI

Based on the above results, we can say
that the first hypothesis (H1) has been
fully confirmed. Russian SMEs which oper-
ate independently in the market underper-
formed in 2010 compared to their results
in 2008. Their positions were less stable
than those of the members of informal
groups.

The second hypothesis (H2) has not been

OcHoOBbIBasiCb Ha NpuBeAEHHbIX Bbllle pe-
3ynbTaTax, Mbl MOXEM 3aK/0UYnUTb, 4YTO
nepsas runotesa (H1) nonHocTbio noa-
TBepaunacb. Poccuiickme Mmanble U cpen-
HME KOMMaHWu, KOoTopble AelCTBOBAaNN Ha
pblHKE HE3aBMCUMO, NOKasanu yxyalweHue
pe3ynbTaTMBHOCTU NO cpaBHeHuto ¢ 2008
r. x nosuvummn 6binn MeHee yCTOMYMBHI,
yeM nosmumn upM, BXoAAWMX B Hedop-
MasibHble rpynmnol.
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confirmed. The obtained results vary de-
pending on the types of innovative activ-
ity. Members of informal business groups
outperformed autonomous companies in
generating ideas and in new product de-
velopment. At the same time, autonomous
firms and members of informal business
groups equally underperform in develop-
ing of new technologies, concepts of new
products, testing and implementation.

VI. Conclusions
Our main conclusions are as follows.

Russian small and medium firms have
to struggle with a number of problems
caused by the crisis. To survive in the con-
temporary environment, they need to be
more active in establishing network re-
lationships. Inter-firm relationships ap-
peared to be very helpful for SMEs as a
means to gain more stable positions in the
market at the crisis and in the post-crisis
stagnation.

Our survey has shown that many Russian
small and medium firms fail to be effective
in implementing innovations. Their limited
abilities in translating ideas and scientific
inventions into innovative products may be
attributed to a number of factors, includ-
ing the inability of management to cre-
ate a clear picture of the firm’s long-term
goals and implement this vision through
joint actions with partners.

From our point of view, the hypothesis that
Russian SMEs which are active in estab-
lishing network relationships implement
more innovations should be re-tested,
since most published results demonstrate
that sustainable network relationships
help to strengthen firms’ consolidated po-
sition due to combining complementary
assets and key competencies, and thus to
implement innovations more successfully.
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BTopas runoTtesa (H2) He 6bina noaTBepX-
AeHa. MNonyyeHHble pe3ynbTaTbl Bapbupy-
IOTCS B 3aBUCUMOCTU OT BUAa MHHOBALMOH-
HOW AesaTenbHOCTU. YneHbl HedopManbHbIX
6musHec rpynn npeBOCXOAWUIN MOJSTHOCTbIO
@BTOHOMHbIE KOMMAHMW B reHepaumn naemn
N pa3paboTke HOBbIX MPoAYKTOB. B TO e
BpeMsSl, aBTOHOMHble KOMMAaHUM U YNEHbI
HedopManbHbiX 6M3HEC rpynn nokasbliBa-
I OAVMHAKOBO HU3KYK pe3y/bTaTUBHOCTb
B pa3BUTMW HOBbIX TEXHOJOMUM, KOHLEN-
LMA HOBbIX MPOAYKTOB, UX TECTUPOBAHWUU
N NPaKTUYECKOM MPUMEHEHUMN.

VI. BbiIBOAbI

B 3akntoueHne MOXHO caenaTb psij BblBO-
A0B.

Poccuitckmne mansie n cpegHne gupmbl Bbi-
HY>XAeHbl NpeoaosieBaTb Lenblil paa npo-
6nem, 06ycnoBneHHbIX Kpu3mcoMm. [ns
TOro, Ytobbl BbDKUTb B COBPEMEHHbIX YC-
NoBuUsX, OHU HyXxaatoTca B 6osee ycrom-
UMBbIX CETEBbIX B3aMMOAENCTBUAX. Mex-
(dVPMEHHbIE B3aMMOAENCTBUSA OKasasucb
KpanHe rnonesHbIMM ANna ManbiX U CpeaHuXx
KOMMaHMIM Kak CcpeacTBO A06UTbCA yCTOM-
UMBOCTM Ha PbIHKE B YC/IOBUSX Kpu3nca u
B Nepunos NMOCTKPU3MCHON CTarHaumu.

Hawe nccnenoBaHue nokasano, YTo MHO-
rme poccuMickmne masnbie n cpegHme Gupmbl
rmoka HecnocobHbl ocyuwecTsnaTb adhdek-
TUBHblE MHHOBauun. OHKU TepnsAT Heyaady
Ha 3Tane nepesoja UAeh u n3obpeTeHui
B MHHOBALWOHHbIE MPOAYKTbl BCNeacTBUE
LEencTBMs KoMmnaekca gakTopoB, BKAKOYas
HEeCnoCcobHOCTb MeHeg)XMeHTa chopmynu-
poBaTb AOJIFOCPOYHbIE LEAN KOMMAHUU U
peannsoBaTb CTpaTerMyeckoe BuAeHWE B
npouecce B3aMMOAENCTBUSA C NapTHeEpPaMu.

Ha Haw B3rnaa, TpebyeT 4ONONHUTENbHOM
NpoBEPKM rnMrnoTesa o TOM, YTO POCCUICKME
KOMMaHWK, MNposBASAKOWME AKTUBHOCTb B
pa3BUTMN CETeN B3aMMOAENCTBUN, OCY-
wecTBAsoT 60nblle NHHOBaAUMN, NOCKOb-
Ky 60MbWMHCTBO ONy6AMKOBAHHbIX pe-
3yNbTaTOB UCCMIeA0BAHUI MOATBEPXKAALOT,
YTO YCTOMYMBbIE CETEBbIE B3aMMOAENCTBUS
CNOCOGCTBYHOT YCUJIEHMIO KOHCONAUPO-
BaHHbIX No3numnii pupm 6narogapsa Kombu-
HMPOBAHMIO KOMMJIEMEHTAPHbBIX PeCcypcoB
M KOMMNEeTeHUu 1u, Takmm obpasom, 6onee
3(pHEKTMBHO OCYLLECTBASATb MHHOBALUN.

bnarogapHocTtm

[aHHasa ctaTbs nogrotossieHa nNpu uHaH-
COBOW nogaepxke rpaHta dakynbteta mMe-
He)XMeHTa U rpaHTa Lo HNY BLLD.
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