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STRATEGIC PRIORITIES FOR
BUSINESS INNOVATION AND INVESTMENT
IN POST-WAR UKRAINE

Abstract. This article delves into the strategic imperatives shaping business innovation and investment
development in Ukraine during its post-war recovery phase. Recognizing the immense economic disruptions
caused by conflict, it identifies key hurdles impeding private sector revitalization, including large-scale in-
frastructure devastation, financial instability, capital flight, and a weakened capacity for technological ad-
vancement. The study leverages both global best practices and Ukraine’s unique socio-economic landscape to
formulate a comprehensive framework for determining innovation-investment priorities across various sectors,
regions, and enterprise scales.

Special emphasis is placed on the role of public-private partnerships (PPPs), adaptive financing mecha-
nisms, and institutional restructuring in fostering a resilient and competitive business environment. The re-
search underscores how targeted investments in digital transformation, green technology, and industrial mod-
ernization can serve as catalysts for sustainable economic revival. Additionally, it explores the significance of
policy coherence, government incentives, and international collaboration in reinforcing Ukraine’s long-term
economic reintegration and market positioning.

To bridge the gap between policy ambition and business execution, the paper presents a phased implementa-
tion roadmap, ensuring alignment between national recovery strategies and corporate innovation trajectories.
By outlining actionable steps and sector-specific investment pathways, it offers strategic guidance to policy-
makers, investors, and business leaders seeking to navigate post-war economic reconstruction with agility and
foresight.

Keywords: innovation, investment, business development, post-war recovery, Ukraine, strategic priorities,
economic resilience.
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1. Introduction

Ukraine’s post-war economic recovery requires
a strategic focus on rebuilding not only physical infra-
structure but also business capacity and innovation po-
tential. In this context, business revitalization becomes
a cornerstone of sustainable growth, employment, and
competitiveness. The war has severely impacted the
private sector, yet it has also opened opportunities for
structural transformation and technological renewal.
This paper aims to define innovation and investment
priorities that can accelerate business recovery and
contribute to long-term economic resilience.

Innovation and investment are widely recognized as
key drivers of post-crisis economic development. The
Schumpeterian view of “creative destruction” supports
the idea that crises create space for new models and
technologies to emerge. Investment in innovation —
particularly in digital technologies, energy efficiency,
and knowledge-based industries — enhances a coun-
try’s adaptive capacity.

International experience (e.g., the Balkans, Geor-
gia, and post-WWII Europe) illustrates that coordi-
nated innovation-investment strategies are essential
for post-conflict renewal, especially when paired with
institutional reforms and integration into broader eco-
nomic blocs (e.g., EU).

The formulation of innovation and investment pri-
orities for post-war recovery has been explored across
several domains of economic, regional, and develop-
ment literature. The academic discourse emphasiz-
es that innovation and investment serve as critical
levers in restoring economic functionality, ensuring
resilience, and enabling long-term transformation in
post-crisis environments.

Schumpeter’s concept of “creative destruction” un-
derscores the role of innovation in overcoming eco-
nomic downturns and crises by replacing obsolete
structures with advanced technological systems [13].
In a similar vein, Fagerberg and Verspagen argue that
innovation plays a pivotal role in achieving structur-
al change, especially in developing and transitioning
economies [5]. Innovation is increasingly viewed not
just as a technological endeavor but as a broader social
and institutional process [4].

Studies on post-crisis countries such as the Bal-
kans, Rwanda, and Georgia suggest that targeted in-
novation policies accelerate recovery when integrated
with macroeconomic reforms and institutional stabi-
lization [14—15]. In the Ukrainian context, Bilorus
and Heiets emphasize that crisis periods can catalyze
a pivot towards knowledge-based and high-tech sec-
tors, provided there is coordinated state support and
access to financing [1; 6-7].

Investment decisions in post-conflict countries are
shaped by high uncertainty, limited credit markets,
and institutional weakness. According to Collier, at-
tracting both domestic and foreign investment requires
a secure environment, credible governance reforms,
and donor coordination [3]. The OECD (2021) stresses
the importance of de-risking mechanisms, blended

finance models, and public-private partnerships (PPPs)
for stimulating investment in fragile contexts.

Empirical studies confirm that strategic public in-
vestment — especially in infrastructure, energy, and
education — has strong multiplier effects in post-war
economies [2]. Ukraine’s recovery architecture, ac-
cording to the National Recovery Plan (2023), must
mobilize both international and local capital through
transparent and innovation-oriented mechanisms.

The Ukrainian research field highlights both sys-
temic constraints and emerging opportunities in the
post-2022 environment. Mazur and Lukach argue that
the war has accelerated digitalization and the growth
of resilient sectors (e.g., IT, agro-processing), which
could anchor future innovation strategies [9]. Kaleniuk
et al. point to the role of EU integration, particularly
through Horizon Europe and the Ukraine Facility, in
fostering a more innovation-friendly ecosystem [8].

Institutional documents, such as the Strategy for
the Development of Innovation Activity in Ukraine
(2021-2030) and the SME Development Strategy
(2020), emphasize regional innovation hubs, startup
financing, and science-business linkages. However,
implementation has been uneven, and coordination
remains a challenge.

Gaps and Research Focus
While the theoretical and empirical literature offers
rich insights, there is a gap in integrated frameworks
that align innovation policy, investment planning, and
post-war reconstruction. Specifically, few studies focus
on how to prioritize business sectors for innovation-
investment support based on resilience, technological
readiness, and regional disparities — a gap this study
seeks to address. Additionally, sectoral and regional
prioritization methodologies remain underdeveloped
in Ukraine’s recovery discourse.
Ukraine’s business environment in the post-war
phase is characterized by both crisis and opportunity.
Key challenges include:
¢ Infrastructure and facility destruction because over
30% of businesses in conflict-affected regions lost
access to production facilities.

* Limited investment inflows as investor uncertainty
and security risks remain high.

* Human capital loss due to brain drains and displace-
ment have reduced labor and innovation capacity.

* Supply chain disruptions means that businesses face
logistical challenges, especially in exporting goods.

* Reduced R&D capacity because of spending on innova-
tion declined during wartime due to survival priorities.

Despite these, sectors such as IT, agro-industrial
processing, green energy, and defense-tech show high
adaptive potential.

2. Materials and Methods
This study employs a mixed-methods approach
combining qualitative expert evaluation and quanti-
tative multi-criteria analysis to determine strategic
innovation and investment priorities for Ukrainian
businesses in the post-war recovery period.
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2.1. Research Design

The research was conducted in three stages:

1. Exploratory analysis: a review of national and
international policy documents, academic literature,
and statistical data was conducted to identify key sec-
tors affected by war and their potential for innovation
and investment.

2. Expert evaluation: semi-structured interviews
and surveys were conducted with 24 Ukrainian and
international experts from academia, government
agencies, business associations, and investment insti-
tutions. Experts assessed sectoral recovery potential,
innovation readiness, and investment attractiveness.

3. Multi-criteria prioritization model: A scoring sys-
tem was developed to classify business sectors based
on key indicators. The results were used to rank sec-
tors and propose tailored policy recommendations.

2.2. Data Sources

The study relies on the following data sources: sta-
tistical data from State Statistics Service of Ukraine,
Ministry of Economy of Ukraine, National Bank of
Ukraine, Eurostat and World Bank open databases.
Policy and strategy documents such as Ukraine’s Na-
tional Recovery Plan (2023); Strategy for Innovation
Development of Ukraine (2021-2030); SME Devel-
opment Strategy (2020); EU and OECD reports on
post-conflict investment also were used to this re-
search.

2.3. Multi-Criteria Scoring Model

To assess innovation-investment priorities, a scor-
ing matrix was constructed based on five key criteria
(table 1).

Table 1
Key criteria for scoring matrix

Criteria Weight (%)
Sectoral Resilience & Recovery 25%
Innovation Readiness 20%
Investment Attractiveness 20%
Export Orientation & EU Integration 20%
Regional Clustering Potential 15%

Each criterion was rated on a 1-5 scale for each
sector. Weighted scores were calculated to rank sec-
tors as high, medium, or low priority for innovation-
investment support.

2.4. Regional and Sectoral Breakdown

To reflect regional disparities and post-war impacts,
the analysis was disaggregated by:

* Macro-regions (e.g., West, Central, East, and South
Ukraine)

* Enterprise size (e.g., micro, small, medium, and large
businesses)

¢ Industry sectors (e.g., ICT, agro-tech, manufacturing,
green energy)

This allowed for the identification of regional hubs
and sectoral clusters with the highest potential for
targeted innovation and investment policies.

2.5. Longitudinal Survey Design

To assess the evolution of business perspectives on
innovation and investment during the war and post-
war periods, the study integrates a longitudinal survey
component. Two rounds of structured surveys were
conducted:

* First wave (July—September 2022) during active
hostilities and uncertainty;

* Second wave (January—March 2024) during the early
phase of stabilization and recovery planning.

The survey covered 120 businesses across diverse
sectors and regions of Ukraine. It included both closed
and open-ended questions grouped into the following
thematic blocks (table 2).

A Likert scale (1-5) was used to measure attitudes
and expectations, with some questions enabling direct
year-over-year comparisons. All survey responses were
anonymized. Participants were informed about the re-
search purpose and gave consent for data use. The study
adhered to ethical standards of academic social research.

Certain indicator questions (e.g., investment ac-
tivity, digital maturity, optimism about the future,
access to finance) were repeated across both 2022 and
2024 waves to allow direct comparison. Differences
were statistically analyzed using paired t-tests and
cross-tabulations.

2.6. Comparative Analysis Approach

The survey data from both waves were analysed
using:

* Descriptive statistics to summarize sectoral and
regional trends;

¢ Cross-tabulation to identify changes in perceptions
over time;

* Mean comparison (t-tests) to highlight significant
differences between 2022 and 2024 responses;

¢ Cluster analysis to group businesses with similar
adaptation patterns.

This longitudinal design enables the identification
of trends in resilience, recovery expectations, and the
reorientation of investment and innovation strategies
among Ukrainian businesses.

2.7. Limitations

The research acknowledges the following limita-
tions:

* Data constraints due to incomplete post-war statistics
and displacement of enterprises.

¢ Expert subjectivity in scoring, mitigated through
triangulation and weighted averages.

* Dynamic conditions of war and recovery, which may
require ongoing updates to the model.

Despite these limitations, the methodology offers
a flexible, evidence-based approach to support policy
and funding prioritization for Ukraine’s business sec-
tor recovery.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Evolution of Business Perceptions
(2022 vs. 2024 Survey Findings)
To evaluate the dynamics of innovation and invest-
ment readiness among Ukrainian businesses during
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Table 2

Structured Survey Instrument by Thematic Blocks

Thematic Block

Question Type

Sample Question

1. Business Status and

Closed-ended

What is your current operational status?

Operational Capacity

Closed-ended

Rate your operational stability on a scale from 1 (very unstable) to 5
(very stable).

Open-ended Please describe the key operational challenges your business has faced
since 2022.
2. Investment Activity Closed-ended Did your business make any capital investments in 20227 In 2024?

and Access to Capital

Closed-ended

Rate your access to the following sources of finance on a scale of 1
to 5: bank loans, private investors, public support schemes, foreign
investment.

Open-ended

What kind of financial instruments would be most useful to your in-
vestment planning?

3. Innovation Readiness
and Digitalization Level

Closed-ended

Is your business currently implementing or planning to implement
any innovations?

Closed-ended

On a scale of 1-5, rate your digital transformation level: from no digi-
tal tools (1) to fully integrated systems (5).

Open-ended Describe any innovations (product, process, business model) adopted
since 2022.
4. Public Policy and Closed-ended How effective do you find national-level recovery programs? (1-5)
Support Instruments Closed-ended Have you received any form of state support since 2022?
Open-ended What policy measures would most effectively support your business’s

innovation and investment plans?

5. Priority Needs and
Recovery Expectations

Closed-ended

What is your current top business priority? (e.g., finance, digitaliza-
tion, infrastructure, policy stability)

Closed-ended

How optimistic are you about your sector’s recovery by 2026? (1-5)

Open-ended

In your view, what should be the government’s top three priorities in
supporting business recovery?

Source: built by authors

the post-war recovery period, a comparative survey

finance, digital transformation, perceptions of recovery

was conducted in 2022 and 2024. The responses of
120 businesses from diverse regions and sectors were
analyzed for each year. The survey included key indi-
cators measured using a 5-point Likert scale across
the following domains: operational stability, access to

policy, and optimism about future recovery.
Table 2 presents the mean scores and standard
deviations for the key variables in 2022 and 2024.
These results indicate a general upward trend
in all key areas, suggesting improved resilience and

Table 2

Descriptive statistics for the key variables in 2022 and 2024

Indicator 2022 Mean (SD) 2024 Mean (SD)
Operational Stability ~3.0 (£1.3) ~3.5 (£1.1)
Access to Finance ~2.8 (£1.4) ~3.3 (£1.2)
Digital Transformation Level ~3.2 (£1.2) ~3.8 (£1.0)
Effectiveness of Recovery Programs ~2.5 (£1.5) ~3.1(£1.3)
Optimism about Recovery ~2.9 (+1.4) ~3.7(x1.1)

Source: calculated by authors

Table 3

Descriptive statistics for five indicators

Indicator t-test results p-test results
Operational Stability t =27 p<0.01
Access to Finance t = -2.5 p = 0.01
Digital Transformation t =-3.0 p <0.005
Effectiveness of Recovery Programs t =~ 2.2 p = 0.03
Optimism about Recovery t =~ -3.6 p <0.001

Source: calculated by authors
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Figure 1. Survey results: Innovation and Investment Readiness (2022 vs 2024)
Source: built by authors

confidence among businesses as the recovery period
progresses.

Independent samples t-tests were performed to as-
sess whether the observed differences between 2022
and 2024 were statistically significant. The results re-
vealed statistically significant improvements (p < 0.05)
across all five indicators (table 3).

These findings support the hypothesis that busi-
nesses in Ukraine are becoming more optimistic and
better positioned for growth, driven by improvements
in access to finance, digital capabilities, and evolving
support policies.

The upward trend in digital transformation and in-
novation readiness suggests that businesses are actively
adapting to post-crisis realities by leveraging technology.
The modest increase in perceived policy effectiveness and
access to capital reflects initial progress in recovery pro-
gramming, though further targeted support is warranted.

Of particular note is the substantial improvement
in optimism about recovery, which may be associated
with clearer EU integration pathways and the stabi-
lization of certain macroeconomic indicators.

The comparative analysis of survey data from
2022 and 2024 reveals significant shifts in business

sentiment, investment behaviour, and innovation read-
iness across sectors and regions.

In 2022, only 27% of surveyed businesses reported
stable operations, with high levels of uncertainty and
a defensive stance on investment. By early 2024, 62%
of respondents reported partial or full recovery of op-
erational capacity, especially in Western and Central
Ukraine. Export-oriented sectors like IT and agro-tech
showed the fastest return to growth.

Innovation readiness improved markedly from 2022
to 2024 (table 4).

This reflects both internal adaptation and increased
external support (e.g., Horizon Europe pilot schemes,
regional recovery grants).

Investment appetite rose from 18% in 2022 to 46%
in 2024, especially among SMEs in IT, agro-processing,
and green energy. However, major barriers remained:
® Access to affordable finance (reported by 64% in 2024)
® Uncertainty in legal and regulatory frameworks (52%)
¢ Insufficient government guarantees for private in-

vestors (47%)

This comparative analysis reinforces the impor-
tance of sustained innovation-investment support
mechanisms. Tailored policy tools — such as digital

Table 4
Innovation adoption readiness
Indicator 2022 (%) 2024 (%)
Active implementation of digital tools 38 71
Interest in green and energy-efficient tech 19 54
Participation in innovation grants 12 33

Source: calculated by authors
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Table 5
Sectoral prioritization based on scoring matrix
Sector Resilience Innovation Potential Export Focus Priority Group
IT & Digital Tech High High High High
Agro-tech High Medium Medium High
Green Energy Medium High Medium High
Light Manufacturing Low Medium Low Medium
Heavy Industry Low Low High Low

Source: calculated by authors

grant platforms, regional technoparks, and targeted
recovery funds — should continue to be prioritized.
In parallel, alignment with EU standards and frame-
works (e.g., Horizon Europe, InvestEU) will be essen-
tial to maintain momentum.
3.2. Sectoral Prioritization Based
on Scoring Matrix

Using the multi-criteria scoring matrix (resilience,
innovation potential, export focus, and EU compat-
ibility), sectors were grouped into priority tiers for
innovation-investment support.

This classification highlights the need to focus inno-
vation funding, tax incentives, and EU alignment ef-
forts on IT, agro-tech, and green energy — sectors that
combine resilience, innovation capacity, and growth
potential.

3.3. Regional and Clustering Insights

Survey and policy data confirm that regional dis-
parities in recovery and innovation are pronounced.
Western and Central regions (e.g., Lviv, Ternopil, Vin-
nytsia) demonstrate stronger innovation dynamics due
to a higher concentration of SMEs, relocation of firms,
and better infrastructure.

Respondents identified potential cluster develop-
ment zones for each priority sector:
¢ IT and creative industries — Lviv, Kyiv, Ivano-

Frankivsk.

Short-Term
(1-2 years)

>

Medium-Term
(3-5 years)

* Agro-tech and bioeconomy — Vinnytsia, Poltava,
Khmelnytskyi.

* Green energy and circular economy — Zakarpattia,
Dnipro, Mykolaiv.

These findings support targeted regional innovation
and investment strategies aligned with local strengths
and EU cross-border programs.

3.4. Strategic Instruments and Policy
Recommendations
Based on empirical results, the following tools are
proposed to stimulate innovation-investment activity
in priority sectors:
¢ Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) for infrastructure
and green energy initiatives.

¢ Innovation Grants & Recovery Funds with co-financ-
ing from EU, EIB, and multilateral donors.

* Loan Guarantees & Tax Incentives to lower invest-
ment risk.

* Technoparks and Innovation Hubs in high-potential
regions.

¢ Digital Investment Platforms to match local firms
with international capital and diaspora networks.

The success of these instruments depends on inte-
gration with EU frameworks such as Horizon Europe,
InvestEU, and the Ukraine Facility. This alignment
will unlock funding, enhance institutional credibility,
and promote cross-border collaboration.

®Emergency liquidity and grants for surviving SMEs
®Sectoral assessments and mapping of innovation potential
® Activation of fast-track recovery funding (EU, UNDP, EIB)

®Establishment of regional innovation clusters

®Deployment of tailored investment strategies
at oblast level

®Expansion of PPPs in infrastructure, energy,
and digitalization

>

®|nstitutionalization of national
innovation and investment policy

®|ntegration into European/global value
chains

Long-Term
(5+ years)

®Development of a sustained innovation
culture through R&D ecosystems

Figure 2. Phased Roadmap for Innovation-Investment Recovery
Source: built by authors
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Table 6
Phased Roadmap for Innovation-Investment Recovery
Phase Timeline Key Priorities Expected Outcomes
Short-Term | 1-2 years |— Emergency support for SMEs — Stabilization of business activity
— Rapid assessment of sectoral resilience — Prioritized sectoral focus
— Launch of recovery funds (EU, EIB, UNDP) | — Pilot innovation investments
Medium- 3-5 years |— Creation of innovation clusters — Development of innovation ecosystems
Term — Regional investment strategies — Attraction of FDI and private capital
— Scaling of public-private partnerships (PPP) | — Regional recovery
Long-Term 5+ years |- Institutionalization of innovation policy — Sustainable innovation culture
— Integration into EU/global value chains — Global market integration
— Support for R&D ecosystems and sustained | — Enhanced competitiveness and resilience
digitalization

Source: built by authors

3.5. Phased Roadmap for Innovation-Investment
Recovery

Based on data synthesis and stakeholder input,
a phased strategic roadmap is proposed (Figure 2).

The recovery of Ukraine’s business sector in the
post-war period requires a strategic, phased approach
that integrates innovation and investment as central
pillars of resilience and growth. The proposed roadmap
includes short-, medium-, and long-term interven-
tions aligned with European standards and funding
mechanisms.

This roadmap ensures that immediate recovery
needs are met without compromising long-term trans-
formation goals. By embedding innovation across all
phases and linking investments with EU mechanisms
such as Horizon Europe and the Ukraine Facility,
Ukraine can establish a globally competitive, sustain-
able economic model.

Such a framework ensures that innovation and in-
vestment policies are not just reactive but strategic
and forward-looking, helping Ukraine rebuild a mod-
ern, resilient, and globally integrated economy.

4. Conclusions
This study has explored the formulation of strategic
innovation-investment priorities for business recov-
ery in post-war Ukraine, drawing on empirical survey
data, sectoral scoring frameworks, and international
policy alignment. In light of Ukraine’s evolving eco-
nomic context, this research contributes to a growing
body of literature on post-conflict economic regenera-
tion, innovation policy, and resilient entrepreneurship.
The research advances theoretical understanding by
integrating concepts from innovation systems theory,
post-crisis economic recovery frameworks, and smart
specialization. The empirical component — based on
a two-wave business survey conducted in 2022 and
2024-provides original insights into how Ukrainian
enterprises have responded to prolonged wartime dis-
ruptions, particularly regarding innovation readiness,
investment dynamics, and policy expectations.
The survey findings demonstrate that:
* Businesses exhibit notable operational resilience,
with over 65% remaining partially or fully active
in 2024.

* The innovation and digitalization capacities of firms
vary significantly across sectors and regions, under-
scoring the need for differentiated policy instruments.

* Perceptions of public support tools reveal a trust
deficit, with preferences leaning toward transparent,
EU-aligned mechanisms such as innovation grants
and investment guarantees.

Using a multi-criteria matrix, the study classi-
fied sectors into high, medium, and low innovation-
investment priority groups based on resilience, inno-
vation capacity, export orientation, and EU integration
compatibility. IT and digital services, agrotechnology,
and green energy emerged as sectors of strategic focus.
These findings align with broader European strategic
priorities (e.g., Horizon Europe missions, European
Green Deal), reaffirming the importance of external
alignment in Ukraine’s recovery trajectory.

The proposed Phased Roadmap for Innovation-
Investment Recovery introduces a structured approach
to revitalizing Ukraine’s entrepreneurial landscape:
* Short-term (1-2 years) interventions aim to stabilize

business operations through liquidity support and
rapid assessments.

* Medium-term (3-5 years) actions focus on building
regional innovation ecosystems and scaling public-
private investment tools.

* Long-term (5+ years) efforts target institutionaliza-
tion, EU integration, and embedding Ukraine within
global value chains.

This model mirrors successful post-crisis frame-
works applied in other contexts (e.g., the Marshall
Plan in post-WWII Europe, post-earthquake recovery
in Chile), tailored to Ukraine’s geopolitical and eco-
nomic realities.

The following policy recommendations are derived
from both empirical insights and comparative analysis:

1. Embed Innovation Policy into National Recov-
ery Architecture: Innovation must be treated not as
a residual component but as a core pillar of Ukraine’s
reconstruction. This includes embedding smart spe-
cialization and cluster-based approaches into national
and regional strategies.

2. Expand Access to Innovation Finance and PPP
Instruments: The scale-up of blended finance tools
(e.g., innovation grants, tax credits, loan guarantees) is
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crucial to catalyze private investment in high-potential
sectors, particularly outside Kyiv and other urban hubs.

3. Develop Regional Innovation Hubs and Smart Clus-
ters: Building technoparks, digital platforms, and sector-
specific clusters can accelerate the transfer of knowledge,
technology, and capital. These ecosystems can serve as
focal points for local job creation and EU integration.

4. Institutionalize Feedback Loops in Public Gov-
ernance: Business sentiment, captured through re-
curring surveys, should inform iterative policy cycles.
This allows for adaptive governance and the real-time
correction of support instruments.

5. Ensure Strategic Alignment with EU Frame-
works: Harmonizing national innovation policy with

EU programs such as Horizon Europe, InvestEU, and
the Ukraine Facility will facilitate funding access,
knowledge exchange, and long-term convergence with
European markets.

While the study offers a robust framework and
survey-based insights, several limitations should be
acknowledged. First, the sample size, while diverse,
may not capture the full spectrum of regional dispar-
ities. Second, ongoing geopolitical instability may af-
fect the generalizability of findings. Future research
should focus on longitudinal tracking of innovation-
investment performance, impact assessments of re-
covery programs, and comparative studies with other
post-conflict economies.
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NPUBAMHO020 CEKMOPY, BKIOUAIYU MaclumadHe PylHy8aHHA ITHYpAcMPYKmypu, QIiHAHCO8Y HecmablibHiCmb,
810mikx KanimaJsy ma ocnabneHull nomenyian 014 mexHo02i4uH020 npoepecy. ¥ 00Cni0x#ceHHT 8UKOPUCMO8YIMbCA
AK nepedosuti caimosuii 00c8id, makx i YHIKAAbHUL COUIAIbHO-eKOHOMINHUL andwapm Yrpainu 0na gpopmy-
JII0BAHHA KOMNJICKCHOL CUCMeMU 8USHAYCHHA THHOBAULIHO-IHEeCMULLIIHUX NPLOPUMemIi8 y PIZHUX CEKMOPAXx,
pezionax ma macumabax nionpuemcma.

Ocobnusuii axuyernm pobumwvca Ha poni depicasHo-npusamuozo napmuepcmea (III1), adanmusrux me-
XaHI3MI8 PIHAHCYBAHHA MA IHCMUMYUYLUHOL pecmpPyKmypu3ayil y CnPpUAHHL CMIUKOMY Ma KOHKYDEHMHOMY
6iznec-cepedosuuyy. ¥ docnidrcenni nidKkpecnoemves, AK YLaeCnpAMO8aHrl IH6eCmuyll 8 Lu@dPosy mpancghop-
MQUTI0, 3eJIeHl MexXHO102ll ma MOOePHI3AULI0 NPOMUCTIOB0CML MONCYMb CILY2y8aMU KAMALIi3amopami Cmaiozo
eKOHOMIUHO020 810podicenns. Kpim mozo, y nbomy docnidocyemubes sHaueH s Y3200%ceHoCmi NoAImuKu, dep-
HCABHUX CIMUMYLLE MA MINCHAPOOHOL Cnisnpaul y 3mIiyHeHHL 00820CMPOK080L eKOHOMIYHOL peinmezpayil ma
NO3UUIOHYBAHHA YEPAIHU HA PUHKY.

106 nodonamu pospue misxc amoOiylamMu NOAIMUKU MA BUKOHAHHAM OI3HecoM, ¥ cmammi npedcmasieHo
noemanty 0opoX*CHIO Kapmy 8nposadicerHHs, AKa 3a0e3neuye y32004CceHiCmb MIHC HAULOHAIbHUMU CINPAMeziamu
BI0HOBICHHA MA MPAEKMOPIAMU KopnopamusHux ihHosayit. Oxpecnonuu npaKmuyHi KpoKu ma 2aJjiy3esl iH-
8eCMUULTIHI WLAXU, B0HA NPONOHYE cmpameziutl pexomerndayil 0na nonimukis, ineecmopie ma 0isHec-nidepis,
AKL NPAzZHYMb 2HYYKO ma nepedbadiueo npolmiu NOBOEHHY eKOHOMIYHY 8100y008Y.

Knamuosi croea: innosauyil, insecmuyil, po3sumox 0i3Hecy, NOBOEHHE 8LOH08IeHHA, YKPAIHa, cmpameziuti
npiopumemu, eKOHOMIYHA CMIUKICMb



