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HACKATHON SYSTEM AS PART OF THE UNIVERSITY
INNOVATION ECOSYSTEM

This article attempts to explore the genesis of such concepts as an "ecosystem", "university
ecosystem" and a "hackathon system". The study offers an overview of the fundamental differences
between these ecosystems which has revealed that a landscape of the socioeconomic background
could be represented as a set of industry ecosystems — a certain force field able to integrate
localized groups of organizations, business models, markets, networks, supply chains, innovation
projects, infrastructure systems, etc. Apart from the above, the study discusses the specifics of
shaping the boundaries of the university ecosystem as well as demonstrates that the hackathon
system is an element of the overall innovative ecosystem of a higher education institution which in
the framework of this study is viewed as a multi-subject system operating within the common
domain (managed by a coordinating entity that acts as a core of an organization) with the aim of
materializing a value proposition as an outcome of intellectual engagement, where the domain is
the HEI environment, the coordination subject is the HEI, and the value proposition is an
innovation or an innovative solution. According to the research findings, the university environment
is a three-loop space consisting of micro-, meso- and macroloops. It is argued that the university
hackathon ecosystem covers not only university structural units which are directly or indirectly
involved in innovative activities (e. g., faculties, research laboratories, research groups,
employment centres, business incubators, etc.) but also other independent business entities that are
not directly related to university activities (such as small innovative enterprises, funds, licensing
and certification agencies, expert commissions and others).

Keywords: ecosystem; socioeconomic system, university ecosystem, university hackathon
ecosystem.

Ipuna M. I'onuapenko, Hina A. KpaxmanasoBa
Kuiecokuit HayionanvHuil yHigepcumem mexno102ii ma ou3ainy, Yxkpaina
XAKATOH-CUCTEMA SIK YACTHHA IHHOBAIIMHOI EKOCUCTEMH
YHIBEPCUTETY

YV yiti cmammi 0ocniodceno 2ene3uc maxKux noHAMs, AK «eKOCUCMEMAy», «VHIGEpCUMEmCcbKa
eKocucmemay ma «xXakamou-cucmemay. 30ilICHEHO aHaniz NPUHYUNOBUX BIOMIHHOCMEU YUX
eKxocucmem, AKUN 3ac8i0uus, wo AAHOWAPm CcoyianbHO-eKOHOMIYHOI cucmemu Mmodxce Oymu
npedcmasieHull K CYKYNHICMb 2ay3e6Ux eKOCUCmeM, AKi 8UCIYNAms NeGHUM CUIO8UM NOJIeM,
wo 003601€ 00'cOHamu NOKANI308aHI KOMNIEKCU OpeaHizayill, Oi3Hec-M00eni, PUHKU, Mepexc,
JIAHYIONCKU NOCMABOK, THHOBAYIUHI npoekmu, iHgpacmpykmypui cucmemu ma iH. Kpim yvoeo,
BUABILEHO 0COOIUBOCT POPMYBAHHA MeNC eKOCUCeMU YHIgepcumemy, a makoxic 008e0eHO, U0
XaKkamou-cucmema € OOHUM i3 eJleMeHmi6 IHHO8aYilHOi ekocucmemuy 3aKkiady euwoi oceimu, nio
AKOI 8 PAMKAX Yb020 O0CNIONCEHHS PO3YMIEMbCA «MYIbMUCYO'€KmHa cucmema, wo (QyHKYioOHYe 8
MedHcax 3a2anbHo2o 07 8CIX OOMeHY (AKUL KepyeEmbCsa KOOPOUHYIOUUM CYO'€KmoM, wo 8ucmynae
11020 Op2aHi3ayitiHuM 0pom) 3 Memoio mamepianizayii YiHHICHOI NPOno3uyii, Wo € pe3yibmamom
iHmenexmyanvbHoi OisnbHoCcmi, 0e domen — ye cepedosuwe 3BO, cy6'ekm koopounayii — ye 3BO, a
YIHHICHA npono3uyis — ye iHHo8ayis abo IHHOBAaYiliHe piueHHs. 3a pe3yIbmamamu 00CAIOHCEeHHs.
BCMAHOBIEHO, WO VHIBEPCUMENCbKe cepedosulye — ye MPUKOHMYPHUL NPOCMIpP, Wo CKIA0AEMbCA 3
MIKpo-, Me30- ma MakpokoHmypis. Iliokpecieno, wo eremenmamu XaKamoH-eKOCUCeMuU
VHIBepcumemy 6apmo 88axcamu sk 0e3nocepeoHbo CMpYKmypHi niopo3oinu yHigepcumemy, AKi

36



ISSN 2786-5398 IMPOBJIEMMU PO3BUTKY
KypHaa cTpaTeriYyHuX eKOHOMIYHHX EKOHOMIKH
Jocaikenb, Ne 4(9), 2022

NPAMO U ONOCepeOKOBAHO 3A0IsHI 8 IHHOBAYIUHIN OisIbHOCMI (HANPUKLAO, Paxyivmemu, O0CIIOHI
Jnabopamopii, HayKo80-00CHIOHI epynu, Yenmpu npayesiauimy8ants, OizHec-iHKyoamopu mouwo),
mak i cy0'ekmu, wo caMOCMIUHO 30IUCHIOIOMb 20CNO0APCHKY OIfIbHICMb, adlle HANpAMY He
noe’a3ami 3 OiAILHICMIO YHIGepcumemia (maxi, K Maii iIHHO8ayitiHi nionpuemcmaea, ooHou, opeanu
JYeH3y8anHs ma cepmuikayii, excnepmui KoMicii ma iHuii).

Kniwowuosi  cnoea:  exocucmema,  COYianbHO-eKOHOMIYHA — cucmema;  eKocucmema
VHigepcumemy, eKocucmema yHieepcumemcbko20 Xakamouy.

Problem statement. Ecosystems, unlike ordinary systems, are characterized by a strong
internal unity determined by their territorial localization, i.e. association of business entities within
the boundaries of a single territory. This condition allows intrasystem communities and individual
participants to interact through the interference of individual fields (inductive behavior)
synchronizing the processes taking place in these communities. The integrity and sustainability of
ecosystems is ensured through the close interaction of ecosystem subsystems. Modern scientific and
educational institutions, universities are complex ecosystems that determine the vector and pace of
development of the entire industry complex of the state, on the one hand, and are determined by the
conditions of this development, on the other. The role of scientific and educational institutions is
predetermined by their position in the processes taking place in the economic, political, social,
social and other spheres of society. Therefore, creating conditions and ensuring the effective
functioning of these institutions is one of the tools to support the stability of the socio-economic
system of the state. The effectiveness of the functioning of the university in modern conditions of
development is determined, first, by the demand for their “products”, as well as the possibility of its
integration into various processes. One of the relevant methods of industry integration of the
university product is the creation of a Hackathon system.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The definition of "ecosystem" was
introduced by A.G. Tansley, in his work on ecology. In his study, it was defined as a relatively
stable system of dynamic equilibrium, which may consist of communities of living organisms, their
habitat, the formed system of connections that allow the exchange of energy between them,
expressed in a certain form [12]. The general concept of ecosystem can be applied at many levels or
"units" of analysis, assuming some of its elasticity. This elasticity characterizes the concept of
biological ecosystems, which can consist of a single plot of soil with plants and microorganisms, or
the entire planet [7]. In an economic context, the term "ecosystem" was used by M. Rothschild [10].
He believes that just as a living organism can be defined by its genes and position in the food chain,
so an organization can be defined by its place in a network of customers, competitors, business
partners and counterparties, as well as by the level of technology development and innovation [10].
Over the past 30 years, since its introduction into science, the term "ecosystem" has become
widespread, both in scientific and applied economics, due to the growing interest in the issue of
interdependence between organizations and their activities. Along with a number of related ideas
such as business models, platforms, cooperation, markets, networks, technological systems, supply
chains, the concept of "ecosystem" allowed a different view of the value creation process and the
principle of management system organization. However, the increase in the number of possible
organizational constructs has created confusion about how to relate these ideas in terms of
boundaries, overlaps, redundancy, and the applicability of elements of analysis.

The term ecosystem was introduced into the business literature by J.F. Moore. He defined it
as an economic community that is supported by a foundation of interacting organizations and
individuals, the organisms of the business world.

An economic society strives to produce products, works and services that can be of some
value to customers who themselves are members of this ecosystem. Suppliers, manufacturers,
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competitors and other stakeholders can also be members of the company. Over time, they undergo a
collective change in their capabilities and roles, seeking to join the direction determined by one or
more central organizations. Those companies that occupy leading positions may change over time,
but at the same time, the function of an ecosystem leader in society continues to be valued. It allows
all participants to move towards a common goal to coordinate their investments and provide mutual
support. Considering ecosystems in the context of interorganizational interaction, M. lansiti and
R. Levien believe that ecosystems are a kind of business networks characterized by a huge number
of weakly interconnected participants that depend on each other to ensure mutual efficiency and
survival [6]. Also, an ecosystem as a network of affiliated organizations is defined by E. Autio,
S. Nambisan, L.D.W. Thomas and others [2, 4, 7]. Based on this, the ecosystem can be understood
as a structure for agreeing on a multilateral set of partners that must be in interaction.

Due to the fact that the subject structure of ecosystems is quite diverse, it is impossible to
talk about its fundamental universality. According to R. Adner, two fundamental types of
ecosystems should be distinguished — these are "ecosystem as an affiliation" and "ecosystem as a
structure", where an ecosystem as an affiliation is understood as "a community of associated entities
defined by their networks and belonging to the platform" of the Silicon Valley ecosystem or the
entrepreneurial ecosystem ), while the ecosystem as a structure is understood as the configuration of
activity determined by the value proposition (Table 1). According to R. Adner, although these
ecosystems are fundamentally different, they are mutually consistent [1].

Table 1
The fundamental differences between the types of ecosystem

Ecosystem type Features

The development of systems of this type is based on the need to focus on
increasing the number of factors associated with the coordinating entity, thereby
increasing its role and power. By increasing the number of actors in its ecosystem,
the focal actor increases its market power, increases the value of the system
through direct and indirect network externalities and increases the probability of
random interactions between partners, which can open new combinations of
interaction, and thereby increase the overall value of the system.

Ecosystem
as an accessory

This type of ecosystem is defined by the coordinated structure of partners, which
must be in interaction in order for the main value proposition of the system to be
materialized. This definition highlights the following fundamental points in
understanding the ecosystem as a structure is structural coherence. Multi-
subjectivity, a specific set of partners, and the materialization of the proposition.

Ecosystem
as a structure

Source: systematized by the authors based on [1-12].

Thus, the landscape of socio-economic system can be represented as a set of branch
ecosystems, acting as a certain force field, allowing to unite localized complexes of organizations,
business models, markets, networks, supply chains, innovative projects, infra-structural systems, etc.,
and capable of long-term functioning due to the circulation of resources, products, and competences.

Despite of wide enough working out of theoretical and methodological positions in the field
of small innovative business, the question of forming of effective organizational-economic
mechanism of creation and development of Hackathon systems based on institutions of higher
education continues to be actual. The need for additional study of this subject area and determined
the relevance of the study of this topic and, consequently, setting the research goal of this article.

The purpose of this work is to study the theoretical foundations of creating a Hackathon
system as part of the innovation ecosystem of higher education institutions.
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Summary of the main results. Today, the term "ecosystem" is also widely used in studies of
various aspects and conditions for the functioning of higher education institutions, as a concept of a
wider scope, expanding and clarifying the concept of "modern university". The shift in emphasis,
directly from the higher educational institution itself, as some integral monolithic unit, to its contour,
consists directly of the institution itself and the “environment of the institution”, with its own
organizational logic of existence, is caused by the need to determine the place of this organization in
the socio-economic environment, a feature of combining with other organizations, determining a
promising vector of development and other things. In many studies, the terms "university ecosystem",
"ecosystem of a scientific and educational institution", "ecosystem of an institution of a scientific and
educational sphere" and other variations are understood as synonyms, combining them with a
common concept as a "university ecosystem". This approach is due to the absence of fundamental
differences between them, as well as the lack of a research task to separate them.

Thus, in Ukraine, most educational programs were focused on the needs of the serviced
sectors of the national economy. In fact, complex regional complexes were created, based on the
close connection of academic institutions with a practical base. They should be considered the first
models of university ecosystems, the highest result of which was the creation of academic
campuses. A feature of the creation and functioning of this ecosystem is precisely the complex
compactness, expressed by the chain of relationships — University — Research Institute —
Implementation, which later proved to be effective. It was the lack of “complex compactness” that
did not allow replicating this model of the scientific and educational ecosystem in other territories
and other universities, even with close cooperation with research organizations. Today, this
symbiosis for most industrial and scientific organizations has been lost due to changes in the socio-
economic formation, while the modern principles and patterns of interaction between universities
and enterprises have undergone significant changes. In the best case, a campus eco-system operates
based on the university, which can be characterized by the following relationship systems, for
example, “Student — Startup — Project”, “Structural unit (department) — Small innovative enterprise
— Project”, “Project — University — Structural subdivision”, “State — University” and so on.

Thus, it should be stated that higher education institutions can understand and interpret the
definition of an ecosystem in different ways, for example, from the availability of comfortable
furniture and teaching tools to close business ties with industrial enterprises of the region and the
country, formed both within the framework of formal educational institutions, and outside of them.

The university ecosystem should be understood as a flexible system with a significant
number of connections, capable of prompt response to changes in the external and internal
environment. The university ecosystem should be opposed to hierarchical systems in which lower-
order links are waiting for a managerial impulse from higher-order links. Many authors understand
the university ecosystem as a set consisting of clusters, platforms, networks, and incubators [1, 2,
4]. The study of the concepts of "university ecosystem" allowed us to identify a number of their
features, in particular: firstly, the ecosystem is a flexible and adaptive entity to external influences,
consisting of many subjects occupying their position in the system hierarchy and capable of
functioning sides of the focal subject, and , secondly, the university ecosystem, as a rule, consists of
an external and internal circuit, where the external circuit is a system of relations with the subjects
of the external environment and authorities perceived as potential employers and customers.
methodical building of relationships by creating conditions for solving the problems of the subjects
of this environment, and the internal contour is the internal environment of the NOU, represented
by the totality of its organizational elements (Table 2).

Both the external contour of the university ecosystem and the internal one have their own
fundamental features and logic of functioning, which correspond to a specific university, a specific
organization, a specific stakeholder, etc. The contour representation of the university ecosystem
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allows one to judge its boundaries, making it possible to single out a set of metric indicators,
reflecting the characteristics of the system, as well as build an evaluation system.
Table 2
Features of the contours of the university ecosystem

The contours of

the ecosystem Features

The formation of the external contour of university ecosystem assumes not just
the presence of different contacts, but a clear understanding of the existing and
future demands of business entities, formed by the existing market conditions, the
External vector of technological development, social and economic environment, etc. As a
rule, the external contour is formed in the framework of partnership interaction of
science, business, and government, considering their mutual interests and the
interests of third parties.

It is formed within the organizational boundaries of the university between the
structural units. The key feature of this contour is the presence of certain
contradictions between the interacting subdivisions due to the presence of
hierarchy and subordination. In a rare educational institution, it is possible to
meet the organizational and administrative environment, not only forming
potential of development of students and teachers, but also focused on effective
realization of this potential, both in the labor market, and organizations of the
industry.

Internal

Source: systematized by the authors based on [1-12].

Any ecosystem, regardless of the sphere, must have its own foundation or basis. According
to the authors, the basis of the university ecosystem should be understood as a platform that can
provide multiple horizontal communications [3]. In our opinion, this platform, along with horizontal
links, should also ensure the formation of vertical (or corporate) links.

Along with the concept of "ecosystem of the university", the literature also uses the concept
of "innovative ecosystem of the university". The basic concept of the term "innovative ecosystem of
the university" is the concept of "innovative ecosystem". The concept of "innovation ecosystem"
describes a set of heterogeneous but complementary organizational entities working together to
create system-level products, similar to the "ecosystem service" that natural ecosystems provide
[11]. Innovation ecosystems differ from other organizational systems (such as supply chains,
networks, etc.) in terms of how they are managed, as well as the results of their operation. Unlike
traditional supply chains, innovation ecosystems are not defined by contractual relationships alone.
These and other features lie in the definition of the concept of "innovation ecosystem" by various
authors and researchers. For example, Adner, R., considering the innovation ecosystem through the
prism of strategic management, defined it as an agreed structure of a multilateral set of partners that
must interact to materialize the main value proposition [1]. By analogy with biological ecosystems,
innovation ecosystems are considered at various spatial levels — organizational, urban, suburban,
regional, national, and global.

In a spatial context M. Feldman, D.S. Siegel, M. Wright define an innovation ecosystem as
an institutional, geographic, economic, or industrial context that can be analyzed at different levels
of aggregation (for example, firms, industries, universities, regions, and countries) [4]. Innovation
researchers have emphasized aspects of knowledge and learning, defining innovation ecosystems as
clusters (physical or virtual) of innovation activity around specific practical areas of activity (for
example, biotechnology, electronics, pharmaceuticals, and software) [9]. Innovation ecosystems are
also considered at non-spatial levels of analysis. In a non-spatial context, the concept of "innovation
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ecosystem" has been used to refer to the target firm, its partners, and suppliers, who do not have to
be in the same space if they belong to the same sector, platform, or industry. Different levels also
tend to be associated with different thematic focus in terms of the key issues being addressed. While
spatial applications tend to focus on the dynamics of different ecosystem communities (e.g.,
learning and knowledge creation), non-spatial applications tend to focus on issues related to
management and coordination.

The second direction of the spread of the concept stems from the nature of collectively
generated "ecosystem services" or '"ecosystem products" in other words, "innovations" [11].
Therefore, the term "innovation" can refer both to the results of innovation processes (e.g., products,
services, processes, business models and knowledge) and to the process itself. In the context of an
ecosystem, innovation is conceptualized in the form of products and services, such as software,
mobile communications, and others. Also, innovation has been conceptualized as new ventures
(startups, hackathon events) that embody innovation in business models, as well as new knowledge.

Thus, innovation can be divided into three broad categories: the first category is innovation
in products and services (assumes a situation where the results of different, non-coordinated (in
terms of formal coordination) participants in the ecosystem are combined or can be assembled into
a coherent proposal at the ecosystem level, targeting a specific audience (e.g. photovoltaic solar
systems, mobile application ecosystems, etc.) second category — new innovative ways to create,
deliver and capture value — business model innovations that are not targeted as any audience third
category — the production of new, usually research-based, knowledge that has previously been
extensively studied within (regional) innovation systems (Fig. 1).

Exploring the concepts of innovative ecosystems by E. Autio, L. Thomas single out the
following features: firstly, it is structural heterogeneity, i.e. innovation ecosystems are made up of
heterogeneous actors playing different roles (although other concepts that describe organizational
teams also characterize heterogeneity of participants, the heterogeneity of participants exhibited by
innovation ecosystems is often wider and can span several industries and sectors of the economy);
secondly, the innovation ecosystem is able to organize the production of products at the system
level (by analogy with the “ecosystem service”), i.e. much more than a single participant can
provide (although system-level outputs are also common, for example, in supply chains, the outputs
of innovation ecosystems tend to be more diverse and widely replicated); thirdly, the nature of the
interdependence between the participants of the innovation ecosystem differs sharply from the
interdependencies between networks and supply chains; Fourth, interactions between ecosystem
participants are managed by consensus structures that allow ecosystem participants to specialize in
specific roles that are not necessarily determined by formal contracts [2].

Innovation ecosystems may or may not be spatially bounded. Spatially bounded innovation
ecosystems, such as entrepreneurial and knowledge ecosystems, build on “what happened before”.
Thus, the modern incarnation of entrepreneurial ecosystems with a focus on innovation in digitally
enhanced business models will show a different dynamic than "entrepreneurial clusters" or other
similar regional business associations in the absence of these technologies. For example, the
classical entrepreneurial cluster, which was formed back in the 1990s and formed the basis of many
regional innovation systems, emphasized linear, technological innovations. In this case, the
entrepreneur acted as an agent converting the results of innovative activity into commercial results.
To ensure this translation of knowledge, business cluster support structures were optimized, for
example, by creating science parks, etc. The digitalization of key areas of business and social
activity made it possible to use these structures to support the process of experiments and
discoveries of improved business models, as a result of which many science parks were converted
to new venture accelerators. Because of this, it can be argued that in commercial and scientific
ecosystems, the formation processes should not focus on building a new ecosystem from scratch,
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which was previously characteristic of many classical entrepreneurial clusters. They are a consistent
qualitative change in the existing cluster for a new principle of action through the creation, for
example, of new venture capital accelerators in the region. Other types of innovation ecosystems —
business ecosystems, platform ecosystems, etc. — arise in a scheme that is different from the one
considered. While spatially delimited innovation ecosystems may emerge as a result of gradual
transformation (while maintaining the structures and processes that dominated in an earlier era),
spatially decoupled ecosystems are often new formations and therefore require more intensive work
to ensure the process of their functioning [1-12].

The aspects of the basic terminological apparatus presented above allow us to proceed to the
formulation of the author's understanding of the "Innovative Ecosystem of the University" as a
fundamental term. In our opinion, the innovative ecosystem of the university should be understood
as a hierarchical multi-subject system functioning within the boundaries of a common domain for
all, managed by a coordinating subject, acting as its organizational core, in order to materialize the
value proposition that is the result of innovative activity, where the domain is the environment of
the university, coordinating the subject is the university and the value proposition is the innovation.
The result of the functioning of the university's innovation ecosystem is innovative and educational
activities, innovative and administrative activities, and scientific and innovative activities. On Fig. 2
presents the content of the main areas of innovative activity of the university.

The elements of the innovation ecosystem of the university are both directly structural units
directly or indirectly involved in innovation activities (for example, faculties, laboratories, research
groups, employment center, etc.), and entities related to the activities of the institute, but without the
help others carrying out economic activities (for example, funds, licensing and certification bodies,
expert commissions, and others). The institute's innovation ecosystem is a kind of controlled
symbiosis of environmental subjects that determines the conditions for their functioning and
development.

One of the modern elements of the innovation ecosystem of higher education institutions is
the Hackathon, a university ecosystem created on its basis, on the initiative of both employees and
graduates of these institutions, and the institution itself in order to commercialize the results of
innovation.

The first aspect that forms the peculiarity of the Hackathon of the university ecosystem
(HEU) is the structure, form and content of the knowledge being transferred. Thus, the practice of
creating and operating CES shows that two types of knowledge are usually transferred in this
system — these are systematized (explicit) knowledge and coded (implicit) knowledge, where
systematized knowledge is understood as the most noticeable results of research activities that can
be easily copied, which requires their protection by a legal contract, and coded knowledge is
understood as personal experience gained in the course of research activities [2, 14]. Systematized
knowledge, according to K. Hindle, J. Yencken, can include published knowledge based on science
or technology related to “discovery”, new knowledge contained in patents, copyrights, registered
industrial designs, etc., At the same time, coded knowledge is the content of postgraduate or
bachelor's education [5].

Along with systematized knowledge, input knowledge is also of particular importance. This
type of knowledge includes, for example, the ability to find ideas that can be turned into
opportunities brought to new ventures through the continued involvement of the original inventors,
familiarity with a specific product or industry, entrepreneurial experience in running a start-up, and
access to business networks. The transfer of systematized knowledge to a new company always
involves the transfer of implicit knowledge of the inventor, except in the case of off-the-shelf
inventions. In some cases, HUE may include knowledge acquired by the university from a second
institution.
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The second aspect that determines the features of HEU is the persons and stakeholders
involved in its creation. Any researcher can start a new company, thereby becoming an academic
entrepreneur, or, alternatively, the university can independently find an external entrepreneur with
business experience to manage the new company. Students may also be included as they are
different from researchers or surrogate entrepreneurs. Student startups are more likely to be seen as
part of their entrepreneurial experience in their professional development. Students can use the
knowledge gained through the study program, entrepreneurship at the university and study at the
university, supporting students in the creation of their companies.

The third aspect that determines the features of the creation of HEU is the relationship that
arises and is maintained between the university and the business structure. So, the institute can
become a principal source of resources, for example, money in the form of funds and loans, the
necessary knowledge, human capital, equipment, etc. Therefore, on the one hand, the economic
interest of the university in the activities of HEU.

Conclusions. Summarizing, we can say that the implemented set of measures is aimed at
creating and supporting the hackathon of the university ecosystem, as well as the overall innovative
development of the state, which made it possible to ensure the development of this area. At the
same time, despite a wide range of positive effects achieved during the implementation of various
programs and projects, a negative trend has recently been observed in the functioning of the
Hackathon of the university ecosystem. This trend is caused by a wide range of problems, which
levels the previously achieved result and forms a negative conjuncture in this area. It can be
assumed that the development of the KhEU complex requires a revision of the scheme of their
formation, development, and support, both from the university and the state, which became the goal
of subsequent research.

References
1. Adner, R. (2017). Ecosystem as Structure: An

Actionable Construct for Strategy. Journal of]
Management, Vol. 43, Nel, P. 39-58.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316678451.

2. Autio, E., Thomas, L. (2014). Innovation

ecosystems. In: The Oxford handbook of innovation
man-agement. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
P. 204-288.

3. Cusumano, M. A., Gawer, A. (2002). The elements
of platform leadership. MIT Sloan Management
Review, Ne 43 (3), P.51-58. https://doi.org/10.1109/
EMR.2003.1201437.

4. Feldman, M., Siegel, D. S., Wright, M. (2019). New
developments in innovation and entrepreneurial
ecosystems. Industrial and Corporate Change,
Vol. 28, Iss.4, P.817-826. https://doi.org/10.1093/
icc/dtz031.

5. Hindle, K., Yencken, J. (2004). Public research
commercialisation, entrepreneurship and new tech-
nology based firms: An integrated model.

Technovation, Vol. 24, Iss. 10, P.793-803. https://
44

JlitrepaTtypa

1. Adner R. Ecosystem as Structure: An
Actionable Construct for Strategy. Journal of
Management. 2017. Vol. 43, Ne 1. P. 39-58.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316678451.
2. Autio E., Thomas L. Innovation
ecosystems. In: The Oxford handbook of
innovation man-agement. Oxford, UK:
Oxford University Press, 2014. Pp. 204-288.
3. Cusumano M. A., Gawer A. The
elements of platform leadership. MIT Sloan
Management Review. 2002. Nec43 (3).
P. 51-58. https://doi.org/10.1109/EMR.
2003.1201437.

4. Feldman M., Siegel D. S., Wright M. New
developments in innovation and
entrepreneurial ecosystems. Industrial and
Corporate Change. 2019. Vol. 28, Iss. 4.
P. 817-826. https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/dtz
031.

5. Hindle K., Yencken J. Public research
commercialisation, entrepreneurship and
new tech-nology based firms: An integrated
model.  Technovation. 2004. Vol. 24,



ISSN 2786-5398
7KypHaa cTpaTeriyHuX eKOHOMIYHHX
Jocaikenb, Ne 4(9), 2022

IMPOBJIEMMU PO3BUTKY
EKOHOMIKH

doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4972(03)00023-3.

6. lansiti, M., LevienR. (2004). The keystone
advantage: What the new dynamics of business eco-
systems mean for strategy, innovation, and
sustainability. Boston, MA: Harvard Business Press.
272 p. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2006.20591015.

7. Pickett, S.T.A., Cadenasso, M. L. (2002). The
ecosystem as a multidimensional concept: Meaning,
model, and metaphor. Ecosystems, Ne 5 (1), P. 1-10.
URL: http://userwww.sfsu.edu/parker/bio840/pdfs/
2013/PickettCadenasso2002MeanModelMetaphor.pdf

8. Pirnay, F., Surlemont, B., Nlemvo, F. (2003).
Toward a typology of university spin-offs. Small
Business Economics (Special Issue of Selected Papers
from the XIV  European Research into
Entrepreneurship (RENT) Workshop in Prague,
November 2000), Vol. 21, Ne4, P.355-369. URL:
https://www.jstor.org/ stable/40229300.

9. Ritala, P., Agouridas, V., Assimakopoulos, D.,
Gies, O. (2013). Value creation and capture
mechanisms in innovation ecosystems: A comparative
case study. International Journal of Technology
Management, Ne 63(3—4), P. 244-267. https://doi.org/
10.1504/1JTM.2013.056900.

10. Rothschild, M. (1990). Bionomics: Economy as
ecosystem. Washington, D.C.: Beard Books. URL:
https://books.google.ru/books?id=cA aQ4vDBmMC

&printsec=frontcover&hl=ru#v=onepage&q&f=false.

11. Seppelt, R., Dormann, C. F., Eppink, F. V.,
Lauten-bach, S., Schmidt, S. (2011). A quantitative
review of ecosystem service studies: Approaches,
shortcomings and the road ahead. Journal of Applied
Ecology, Ned48(3), P.630-636. https://doi.org/
10.1111/5.1365-2664.2010.01952.x.

12. Tansley, A. G. (1937). British Ecology During the
Past Quarter Century: The Plant Community and the
Ecosystem. The Journal of Ecology, Ne 27 (2), P. 513—
530. https://doi.org/10.2307/2256377.

45

Iss. 10. P. 793-803. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0166-4972(03)00023-3

6. lansiti M., LevienR. The keystone
advantage: What the new dynamics of
business eco-systems mean for strategy,
innovation, and sustainability. Boston, MA:
Harvard Business Press, 2004. 272p.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2006.20591015.
7. Pickett S. T. A., Cadenasso M. L. The
ecosystem as a multidimensional concept:
Meaning, model, and metaphor.
Ecosystems. 2002. Ne 5 (1). P. 1-10. URL.:
http://userwww.sfsu.edu/parker/bio840/pdfs
/2013/PickettCadenasso2002MeanModelM
etaphor.pdf.

8. Pirnay F.,  Surlemont B., Nlemvo F.
Toward a typology of university spin-offs.
Small Business Economics (Special Issue of
Selected Papers from the XIV European
Research into Entrepreneurship (RENT)
Workshop in Prague, November 2000).
2003. Vol.21, Ne4. P.355-369. URL:
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40229300.

9. Ritala P., Agouridas V., Assimakopoulos
D., Gies O. Value creation and capture
mechanisms in innovation ecosystems: A
comparative case study. [International
Journal of Technology Management. 2013.
Ne 63 (3—4). P.244-267. https://doi.org/
10.1504/1JTM.2013.056900.

10. Rothschild M. Bionomics: Economy as
ecosystem. Washington, D.C.: Beard
Books, 1990. URL: https://books.google.ru/
books?id=cA aQ4vDBmMC&printsec=fro
ntcover&hl=ru#v=onepage&q&f=false

11. Seppelt R., Dormann C. F., Eppink F.
V.,  Lauten-bach S., SchmidtS. A
quantitative review of ecosystem service
studies: Approaches, shortcomings and the
road ahead. Journal of Applied Ecology.
2011. Ne 48 (3). P. 630-636. https://doi.org/
10.1111/5.1365-2664.2010.01952.x.

12. Tansley A. G. British Ecology During
the Past Quarter Century: The Plant
Community and the Ecosystem. The Journal
of Ecology. 1937. Ne27(2). P.513-530.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2256377.



ISSN 2786-5398

IMPOBJIEMMU PO3BUTKY

KypHaa cTpaTeriYyHuX eKOHOMIYHHX EKOHOMIKH
Jocaikenb, Ne 4(9), 2022

13. Thomas, L., Autio, E. (2019). Innovation|13. Thomas L., Autio E. Innovation
Ecosystems. SSRN  Electronic  Journal. URL:|Ecosystems. SSRN Electronic Journal.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/337149363
Innovation Ecosystems.

14. Shkoda, M. S. (2022). Osoblyvosti ekonomichnoi
intehratsii v konteksti rozvytku partnerstva mizh
orhanizatsiiamy yak hospodarskymy subiektamy [The
specifics of economic integration in the context of
enhancing partnerships between organizations as
business entities]. Zhurnal stratehichnykh
ekonomichnykh doslidzhen = Journal of Strategic
Economic Research, Ne3 (8), P.81-91. https://doi.
org/10.30857/2786-5398.2022.3.8 [in Ukrainian].

46

2019. URL: https://www.researchgate.net/
publication/337149363 Innovation Ecosys
tems.

14. Ixoxa M. C. Oco0nuBocTi
E€KOHOMIUHOi  iHTerpamii B  KOHTEKCTI
PO3BUTKY MapTHEPCTBA MK OpraHizarisMu
K TOCHOAAPCHKUMH CyO'ekTamu. JKypran
CMpamezivHux eKoOHOMIYHUX OO0CTIONCEHD.
2022. Ne3(8). P.81-91. https://doi.org/
10.30857/2786-5398.2022.3.8.



