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The relevance of the topic is determined by the formation of the system of strategic
planning, strategies of individual industries, the existing problems of implementation and
evaluation of the effectiveness of state programs of industrial development in the Russian
Federation. The goal of the study is in analyzing the formation and functioning of strategic
planning of industrial development in the Russian Federation, identifying the problems and
finding ways for solving them. The objectives of the study are analysis of the problems of
formation of the system of strategic planning of industrial development in the Russian
Federation; analysis of the current state of strategic planning of industrial development in the
Russian Federation; identification of implementation problems, as well as analysis of the
effectiveness and efficiency of state programs of industrial development and substantiation of
the impact of these problems on achieving industrial development goals; development of
elements of the methodology for assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of state programs.
The methods of the study are analysis of normative and methodological documents of
strategic planning, economic analysis. The article deals with the problems of strategic planning
in the Russian Federation, the formation of strategies for socio-economic development and
development of certain industries, the formation of institutional and methodological support
of strategic planning, evaluation of the effectiveness and efficiency of the state programs of
industrial development. We have analyzed the dynamics of the actual values of the target
indicators of the state program of the Russian Federation «Development of industry and
improvement of its competitiveness» for 2013—2016, compared the actual and planned values
of the target indicators, revealed the shortcomings of strategic planning, showed the impact of
planning shortcomings on the objectivity of the assessment of the effectiveness. On the basis
of the analysis, we have developed the eclements of the methodology for assessing the
effectiveness and efficiency of state programs at the stage of preliminary diagnosis, taking into
account the quality of institutional and methodological support for the formation of the
strategic planning system. In order to improve the management of state development
programs, improve the quality of strategic planning and reports on the evaluation of the
effectiveness and efficiency of the implementation of state programs, we have developed the
stages of the algorithm for assessing the quality of planning (evaluation of the validity of the
planned values of the target indicators of the state program), which is an integral part of the
methodology for assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of the state programs. Directions for
further research lie in the development of methods for assessing the effectiveness and
efficiency of state programs and in assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of state programs
of industrial development in the Russian Federation.
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AHAJIIN3 ®OPMUPOBAHUA 1 ®PYHKIIMOHUPOBAHUSA CUCTEMbI
CTPATETNYECKOI'O IINTAHUPOBAHNA
PA3BUTHUA ITPOMBIIIVIEHHOCTU B P®

C.B. INanam

KocTpoMcKoii rocynapcTBeHHBIN YHUBEPCUTET,
r. Koctpoma, Poccuiickas Menepanms

AKTyaJIbHOCTb TeMBbI OIlpeaesieTcss ¢opMupoBaHueM B Poccuu cHCTeMBI CTpaTeru-
YECKOTO TJIaHMPOBAHUSI, CTpATerMil OTHEIbHBIX OTpacjeil MPOMBIILIEHHOCTH, CYIIECT-
BYIOLIMMU MpoOieMaMy peaiu3alu U olleHKU 3(DGEKTUBHOCTU TOCYAApCTBEHHBIX MPO-
rpaMM pa3BUTHSI TTPOMBILIIJIEHHOCTH. Llenb ncciaenoBaHuss — BBITIOJHUTh aHAIN3 (OPMU-
poBaHUS M (DYHKIIMOHUPOBAHUSI CUCTEMBI CTPATETUYECKOTO IUIAHUPOBAHUS DPA3BUTHS
MNPOMBIIUIEHHOCTA B Poccuu, BBISIBUTH IMPoOJIeMbl 1 0003HAUUTh IIyTU UX pelleHus. 3a-
Jayu MCCIeNOBaHUs: aHalu3 MpoodsieM (HOPMHUPOBAHUS CUCTEMBbI CTPAaTErMyecKoro Iija-
HUPOBAHMUSI POCCUNCKONW pPa3BUTUS MPOMBILIIJIEHHOCTH; aHalu3 TEKYIIEro COCTOSIHMS
CTPaTerMyeCcKoro IMJIaHUPOBAHUS; BBISIBJIEHUE MPOOJIEeM pealu3alliu, a Takxke pe3yabTa-
TUBHOCTU M 3(D(HEKTUBHOCTU TOCYHAPCTBEHHBIX MPOTPaMM Pa3BUTHS TTPOMBIIUIEHHOCTH
1 000CHOBaHMWE BAWSHMS 3TUX MPoOJeM Ha MOCTUXKEHHUE lieJieli MPOMBIIIJIEHHOTO pa3BU-
TUS; pa3paboTKa 3JEeMEHTOB METOAMKMU OLEHKHU pPe3yJbTaTUBHOCTU U 3(PDEKTUBHOCTHU
ToCylapCTBEHHBIX MporpaMMm. MeToabl MCCleOBaHUS: aHAIU3 HOPMATUBHBIX U METOIU-
YeCKMX TOKYMEHTOB CTpaTeruyeckoro IJIaHMPOBaHUSI, SKOHOMHUYECKHMit aHanu3. Pac-
CMaTpUBaIOTCS TPOOJIEMBI CTpaTermyecKoro ruraHupoBaHusi B Poccum, opmupoBaHMs
CTpaTeTuil COIMaIbHO-3KOHOMUYECKOTO DPa3BUTUS M Pa3BUTHUSI OTHENbHBIX OTpaciei
MPOMBILIEHHOCTU, (POPMUPOBAHUSI UHCTUTYIIMOHAJTBLHOTO U METOAMYECKOro obecrieye-
HUS CTPATeTMUYECKOTO TUIAHUPOBAHUS, OLEHKM pPe3YJIbTaTUBHOCTM U 3(PEHEKTUBHOCTU
peanu3anyu rocyaapCTBEHHBIX MPOrpaMM IPOMBIIUIEHHOTO pa3BuTvs. [laH aHanu3 au-
HaMUKM (HAaKTUYECKUX 3HAYECHWN IIeJIeBbIX MHIWKATOPOB ['oCcymapCTBEHHON IMpoTrpaMMBbl
P® «Pa3puTHe MpOMBILIJICHHOCTH U TOBBIIICHUE €€ KOHKYPEeHTOCIIOCOOHOCTU» 3a 2013—
2016 rompl. ComocTaBiieHbl (pakKTUISCKHMe W TUTAHOBBIE 3HAYEHMUSI IIeJIEBBIX WHINKATOPOB,
BBISIBJICHBI HEAOCTAaTKM CTPATETMYECKOTO TUIAHUPOBAaHWS, TOKa3aHO BIUSIHWE HEIOCTaT-
KOB TUIAaHWPOBAaHUSA Ha OOBEKTUBHOCTH OIICHKM PE3yJbTaTUBHOCTU U 3(PHEKTUBHOCTH
TOCYapCTBEHHBIX TIPOTpaMM pa3BUTHS TIpOMBINIIEHHOCTU. Ha ocHOBe aHanu3a pa3pabo-
TaHbl JIEMEHTbl METOIUKM OLIEHKU Pe3yJbTaTUBHOCTU M 3(PHEKTUBHOCTU TrOCYAapCTBEH-
HBIX MPOrpaMM Ha 3Tare MpeaBapUTeSbHON NMArHOCTUKM C YYETOM KauyecTBa MHCTUTY-
IIMOHAJILHO-METOUUECKOTO obecriedyeHuss (OPMUPOBAHUS CHUCTEMBl CTPaTErnYecKOro
miaHupoBaHus. C 1Ie/IbI0 COBEPIICHCTBOBAHUS YIPAaBICHUSI TOCYIapCTBEHHBIMHU IIPO-
rpaMMaMM pa3BUTHS, TTOBBIIIEHMST KayecTBa CTPATETMUECKOTO TUIAHUPOBAHUS M OTYETOB
MO OlIEHKE DPEe3yJbTaTUBHOCTU U 3(h(MEKTUBHOCTH peau3allMi ToCydapCTBEHHBIX IMPO-
rpamMM pa3paboTaHbl dTambl AJITOPUTMA OLIEHKM KayecTBa IMJIaHUPOBaHUS (OLIEHKU 000C-
HOBAaHHOCTHU TIJIAHOBBIX 3HAYEHUI I1IeJIEBBIX WHIMKATOPOB TOCYJApCTBEHHOMN Iporpam-
MBI), KOTODBIN SIBJISIETCS COCTABHOW YacTbl0 METOAMKHU OIIEHKU pPe3yJIbTaTUBHOCTU U
9(pPeKTUBHOCTU rocyaapCTBEeHHON mporpaMMbl. HampaBieHus maJbHEWUIINUX HCCIeaoBa-
HUI BUASATCA B pa3paboOTKe METOAMKHU OLIEHKU Pe3yJbTaTUBHOCTU M 3(PHEKTUBHOCTH To-
CYyJApCTBEHHBIX MPOrpaMM U B OLIEHKE Pe3yJIbTaTMBHOCTU U 3(hGHEKTUBHOCTU peanusa-
IIUM TOCYTAapCTBEHHBIX MPOrpaMM pa3BUTHUsS TTPOMBIIIIJIEHHOCTH B Poccum.

KimoueBble clioBa: TOCYIapCTBEHHBIC MPOTpaMMBbl; pa3BUTHE TPOMBIIIIECHHOCTH; pe-
3yJIbTAaTUBHOCTD; OlleHKa 3(D(hEKTUBHOCTHU; KaueCTBO IJIAHWPOBAHUS; CUCTEMa CTpaTernye-
CKOTO TMJIAHUPOBAHUS MPOMBIIIEHHOTO Pa3BUTHUSI

Ccpuika mpu murupoBanmu: [Tanam C.B. AHanuz dbopmupoBaHus M GYHKIIMOHUPOBAHUS CUCTEMBI CTpaTe-
TMYECKOTO TIAHUPOBAHUS Pa3BUTHUST TIpoMbIlieHHOCTH B PD // HayuHo-TexHmueckue Bemomoctn CIIOITIY.
DxoHomuueckue Hayku. 2018. T. 11, Ne 2. C. 38—52. DOI: 10.18721/JE.11204
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Introduction. The scientific literature, the
political environment, the media are now
actively discussing the issues of strategic
planning, the formation of strategies for the
socio-economic development of the national
economy and individual sectors of the economy,
the problems of assessing the effectiveness and
efficiency of the implementation of state
programs as tools for strategic planning,
improving their efficiency. The formation of a
new strategy for socio-economic development is
very important, because it should become a
strategy for Russian economy, and industry, in
particular, to recover from the state of
depression. With a new strategy of socio-
economic development, strategies for the
development of individual sectors, on the basis
of which state development programs can be
developed, should be coordinated. Now the new
legislative base of strategic planning and
industrial policy, strategies of development of
separate branches is developed, the number of
tools of industrial policy increases, several state
programs directed on the development of
separate industries of the Russian Federation and
the industrial complex as a whole are realized.
However, the analysis of the implementation of
state programs for the development of industry
in recent years shows that the tools used do not
yet give the planned result.

The goal of the study is the analysis of
formation and functioning of strategic planning
of industry development in the Russian
Federation, revealing the problems and finding
ways of solving them. The objectives of the study
are analysis of the problems of formation of the
system of strategic planning of industrial
development in the Russian Federation; analysis
of the current state of strategic planning of
industrial  development in the  Russian
Federation; identification of implementation
problems, as well as analysis of the effectiveness
and efficiency of state programs of industrial
development and substantiation of the impact of
these problems on achieving industrial
development goals; development of elements of
the methodology for assessing the effectiveness
and efficiency of state programs.

Problems of forming a system of strategic
planning of industry development. In our
opinion, the system of strategic planning of
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industrial development includes legislative and
regulatory framework of strategic planning of
federal, regional, municipal levels, strategies of
socio-economic development of macro-, meso-,
micro levels, methodological support of
strategic planning, forecasts of socio-economic
development, accounts (reports) on the
evaluation of the effectiveness and efficiency of
state programs.

The problems of formation and implementation
of socio-economic development strategies include,
among other things, the lack of agreement in the
scientific and political circles about the choice of
macroeconomic management goals, means and
target proportions of the object of management,
as well as the lack of attention paid in the
process of developing a strategy for the
enterprise as the main structural unit of the
organization of modern economy [12] and
other problems.

Kleiner lists the following basic requirements
for the strategy of socio-economic development of
the country: reliance on the «image of the past»
and «image of the present»; «image of the future»;
multiple levels (macro-, meso-, micro-,
nanostrategy); full coverage of economic space-
time; consistency; interaction with other types of
strategies, in particular, with the strategy of
economic security [10]. The «image of the future»
is a systemic economy, whose signs include the
integrity of economics as a subsystem of society;
availability of mechanisms of coordination of
interests of actors irrespective of their scales
(including on the basis of mechanisms of multilevel
system strategic planning); consistency of
administrative decisions made at all hierarchical
levels; consistent criteria of social justice and
economic efficiency [11].

According to Methodical recommendations
of the Ministry of economic development of
Russia on preparation of strategies of
development of branches of economy, one of
the main tasks of development of strategies of
branches of economy is «providing the most
effective solution of the structural problems of
the Russian economy that hinder social and
economic development».! It should be noted
that the structural problems of the Russian

' Guidelines for the preparation of strategies for
the development of sectors of the economy.URL:
http://economy.gov.ru (accessed February 22, 2018).



economy have been discussed for decades in
scientific publications [4], and the analysis of
their content in the past, as well as the current
state shows that the problems are not solved,
they have become more acute. In particular,
economic policy and public administration
mistakes are not the least mentioned among the
structural constraints to economic growth and
technological modernization of industry.

Industrial policy, the modernization of
industry, import substitution, re-industrialization,
restructuring, and risk management of industrial
enterprises were discussed by Aganbegyan,
Bodrunov and Glazyev [3], Greenberg and
Dementiev  [3], Kleiner [12], Kachalov,
Lenchuk and Romanova [24, 25], Sukharev
[21, 22], Tatarkin [23—25] and other Russian
scientists. The questions of methodology of
state management by objectives, evaluation of
effectiveness and efficiency of state programs of
social and economic development of regions are
revealed in the works Ivanter [6], Lexin [6, 13,
14], Porfiryev [6, 13, 14], the scenario
approach to the development of federal target
programs of innovative nature, evaluation of the
effectiveness of targeted state scientific and
technical programs and federal medical
programs in the application of high technology
are described in studies by Dementyev [5],
Pronichkin [20], Kapitsyn [7], Basyrov,
Gerasimenko, Andronov. Issues of assessing the
effectiveness of state development programs are
addressed in the works of Karpov [8, 9],
Lagzdin [9], Loginov [8, 9, 15], Korableva [8§],
Breusova [2], Markov [16], Markova, Yuzhakov
[26], Dobrolyubova, Alexandrov, Aleksashina
[1] and other authors.

The problems associated with monitoring and
assessing the socio-economic effectiveness of
implemented state programs have been discussed
in the scientific literature for many years. These
problems include: 1) «no clear definition of the
objectives of state participation in the industry» [5];
2) insufficient methodological and informational
support for the development of state programs
[5], lack of consistency of goals, objectives and
target indicators of the program, insufficient
justification for the selection of target indicators,
lack of justification for determining the values of
target indicators at different stages of the
program [17, 18], etc.; 3) shortcomings of methods
for assessing the efficiency of implementation of

S.V. Palash, DOI: 10.18721/JE.1 1204.-

the state programs [19], which is also
acknowledged in reports on implementation of
state programs of the Ministry of economic
development;? 4) shortcomings of forecasts used
to determine the values of target indicators of
the program [5], and shortcomings of strategic
planning [17, 18]; 5) absence of a reasonable
distinction between the influence of external
factors and direct participants in the
implementation of programs on the results
and effectiveness of their implementation,
«differentiation of response measures to
deviations of individual indicators from their
intended values» [5], which leads to difficulty or
inability to assess the effectiveness and
efficiency, as well as the fact that participants
may try to lower the planned values to be
confident in their achievement.

The characteristic of the current state of the
system of strategic planning of industrial
development in Russia. The system of strategic
planning in the Russian Federation is in the
process of formation. A system of strategic
planning of industrial development, part of
which are state programs for the development
of industry, is also being formed. Let us
describe the current state of the system of
strategic planning of industrial development in
the Russian Federation, based on a
comparison of the requirements for strategies
for socio-economic development and the
current state of the system of strategic planning;
next, we shall identify the problems of strategic
planning of industrial development in Russia
(Tab. 1).

Thus, the current state of the system of
strategic planning of industrial development
partially complies with four of the six selected
criteria of the requirements for socio-economic
development strategies, and does not at all
comply with two. Consider the compliance of the
current state of the system of strategic planning of
industrial development signs of the system
economy as «image of the future» (Tab. 2).

2 Updated consolidated annual reports on the
implementation and evaluation of the effectiveness of
the state programs of the Russian Federation for 2014,
2015. Consolidated annual report on the implementation
and evaluation of the effectiveness of the state programs
of the Russian Federation for 2016. URL: http://prog
rams.gov.ru/Portal/ (accessed February 12, 2018).
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Table 2

Compliance of the current state of the system of strategic planning of industrial development
with the features of the system economy as «image of the future»

Criterion

Compliance*
with the criterion

Characteristic

The integrity of the industry
as a subsystem of the economy
and society

If integrity means a property of programs (strategies) to provide
completeness of the structure of the actions necessary for achieving
objectives, and also consistency of communications between these
actions, the current state of system of strategic planning of industrial
development does not comply with this criterion owing to the above-
mentioned shortcomings and problems of strategic planning

Existence of mechanisms of
coordination of interests of
actors irrespective of their
scales (including on the basis
of mechanisms of multilevel
system strategic planning)

Higher-level strategic planning documents often do not take into
account the problems of the development of lower-level socio-economic
systems (do not take into account the problems of co-financing
of individual instruments from the regions, the problems of the
functioning of individual industries and complexes, individual industrial
enterprises)

Consistency and consistency
of management decisions at
all hierarchical levels

Inconsistency in the development and approval of strategic planning

documents at different levels of hierarchy, which can lead to increased
costs of strategic planning, inconsistency (misalignment) of individual
tools and measures, etc.

Consistency of criteria of
social justice and economic
efficiency

The strategic planning documents do not deal with reconciling the
criteria of social justice and economic efficiency; there are indicators
(target indicators) that characterize the economic efficiency of the
evaluated systems; there are no indicators that characterize social
justice, and, therefore, it is impossible to conclude about the
consistency or inconsistency

Source: compiled by the author based on the criteria [11], as well as on the analysis of normative and methodological

documents of strategic planning.

Note: * «t» — full compliance; «+ / — « partial compliance «-» — mismatch.

Let us consider the correspondence of the
planning of

system of strategic

industrial

materials industry, etc.); these projects and
strategies are based on documents of a higher

development to the requirement of consistency
of management decisions taken at all
hierarchical levels. There is a certain hierarchy
of strategic planning documents: sectoral
development strategies (individual industries)
should be based on strategic planning documents
of the federal level: federal law, Strategy of social
and economic development of the Russian
Federation, Strategic forecast of the Russian
Federation, Forecasts of social and economic
development of the Russian Federation for the
long and medium term, etc. In 2016—2018,
projects are devised and strategies are approved
for the development of certain industries for the
period up to 2030 (aviation, automotive,
chemical and petrochemical complex, industry
for processing, recycling and disposal of
production and consumption waste, building
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level of hierarchy, adopted in 2008 for the period
up to 2020 (in particular, Strategy for socio-
economic  development of the Russian
Federation in the current edition of «The
Concept of socio-economic development of
Russia up to 2020»), that do not take into
account the changes over the past period of
time, economic and political conditions. The
development and approval of a new strategy for
socio-economic development will either entail a
change in the already approved sectoral policies,
passports of government programs (which will
increase the transaction costs of the strategic
planning process), or the strategic planning
system will be fragmented, contradictory (if
strategies at different levels of hierarchy do not
agree), or the strategy for socio-economic
development  will be  fragmentary and



uninformative. In the short, medium and/or long
term, all three of these options will have a
negative impact on the quality of the formation
of the strategic planning system, the effectiveness
of state support measures for industry and the
effectiveness of the cost measures aimed at the
implementation.

Thus, in the existing system of strategic
planning, the «image of the future» of the
industrial complex is not worked out systematically
enough, and significant efforts are needed to
finalize it.

Quality of strategic planning of state programs
of development of the industry and problems of
analysis of efficiency and of their implementation.
We have analyzed the dynamics of the actual
values of the target indicators of the state program
of the Russian Federation <«Development of
industry and improvement of its competitiveness»
for 2013—2016, compared the actual and planned
values. Let us consider the dynamics of the actual
values of the target indicators of the state program
of the Russian Federation <«Development of
industry and improvement of its competitiveness»
for 2013—2016 (Fig. 1, 2), compare the planned
and actual values for 2016 (Fig. 3), as well as the

-4,8
Index of growth of high-performance workplace‘ -8,1
3,9
| A

% to the previous year

Index of physical volume of investments in fixed
assets, as of the previous year, %
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planned values of 2016 with the actual ones for
2015 (Fig. 4).

Industrial production has been declining since
2014 compared to the previous year. Optimistic
planning values for 2016 have not been achieved.
In 2014, 2015, labor productivity decreased. In
2016, there is a positive increase in labor
productivity and the volume of investments in fixed
assets, but the actual values of these indicators in
2016 are lower than planned. For two consecutive
years, the number of high-performance jobs has
been decreasing in relation to the previous year: by
8.1 % in 2015 and by 4.8 % in 2016. The share of
costs for technological innovations in the total
volume of goods shipped, work performed, services
remains at a fairly low level: 2% in 2016.
Innovative activity of industrial production
organizations is less than 10 % in 2014 and 2015,
and 10 % in 2016. The optimistic target value of
50 % was not achieved in 2016. The planned value
in terms of exports of Russian high-tech goods is
also not achieved.

In 2016, three indices (industrial production,
labor productivity, physical volume of investments
in fixed assets by the previous year) show positive
gains, but do not reach the planned values.

104,2

100,0

R — 1017

The index of labor productivity, from previous year,
(%)

103,3
98,9

97,4

e — 102,7

The index of industrial production by 2011, %

103,1

102,7

. 1054

Index of industrial production, to the previous year,
(%)

96,7
95,3

97,3

I — 100.3

-20,0 0,0

20,0 40,0 60,0 80,0 100,0  120,0

Fig. 1. Dynamics of values of separate target indicators of the state program of the Russian Federation
«Development of industry and improvement of its competitiveness»
(W) — 2016; (W) — 2015; (") — 2014; (m) — 2013
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Fig. 2. Dynamics of values of individual indicators of innovative activity of industrial enterprises
on the basis of the Consolidated annual report on the implementation and evaluation
of the effectiveness of the state programs of the Russian Federation in 2016
(C3) — share of expenses on technological innovations in total volume of the shipped goods, the performed works,
services of the organizations of industrial production, %; (=) — innovative activity of organizations
of industrial production (the share of the organizations of industrial production performing technological,
organizational and (or) marketing innovations in total number of the surveyed organizations), %

Thus, the dynamics of the actual values of
the target indicators of the program indicates a
decline in industrial production, a decrease in
labor productivity, low innovation activity and a
reduction in external demand for Russian high-
tech goods. Despite the negative dynamics of
many indicators in 2014—2015, the planned
values of the target indicators for 2016 are overly
optimistic, which indicates the poor quality of
forecasting and planning.

The summary annual report of the Ministry
of economic development on the implementation
and evaluation of the effectiveness of state
programs of the Russian Federation for 2016°
provides the following justification for deviation
of the values of actual indicators from the
planned state program «Development of industry
and improvement of its competitiveness»: low

3 Updated consolidated annual reports on the
implementation and evaluation of the effectiveness of
the state programs of the Russian Federation for 2014,
2015. Consolidated annual report on the implementation
and evaluation of the effectiveness of the state programs
of the Russian Federation for 2016. URL: http://pro
grams.gov.ru/Portal/ (accessed February 12, 2018).
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(insufficient) rates of recovery of industry due
to the economic crisis; decrease in business
activity; collapse of consumer demand during
the crisis; low rates of recovery of consumer
demand; the collapse of consumer demand
during the crisis; lack of confidence in the
growth of incomes in the future; drop in
demand for investment goods during the crisis,
etc. In 2014, the Ministry of economic
development stated that the the main reasons
for the failure to meet the planned values were
«the decline in production caused by a
reduction in solvent demand, an increase in
interest rates on loans, as well as an increase in
prices for imported components due to a
decrease in the national currency» (which was
not least due to structural problems and current
financial policy), a reduction in the volume of
production of main types of products and

underloading of production capacities of
enterprises.
Next, let us examine the indicators of

effectiveness of implementation of the state
program «Development of industry and
improvement of its competitiveness» in 2014—
2016 (Tab. 3).



Level of harmonization of national standards of the Russian
Federation with international standards (Rosstandart), %

The proportion of non-budgetary funds in domestic spending
on research and development, %

Share of budget funds in the internal costs of research and
development, %

-6.3
The export of Russian high-tech goods, %

Innovative activity of organizations of industrial production
(the share of the organizations of industrial production
performing technological, organizational and (or) marketing...

Share of expenses on technological innovations in total volume
of the shipped goods, the performed works, services of the
organizations of industrial production, %

The index of physical volume of investments in fixed capital (a
measure that focuses on the investment and intermediate
demand), % to the previous year

The index of labor productivity (a measure that focuses on the
investment and intermediate demand), % to the previous year

The index of industrial production (a measure that focuses on
the investment and intermediate demand), % by 2011

The index of industrial production (a measure that focuses on
the investment and intermediate demand), % to the previous
year

Index of physical volume of investments in fixed assets
(indicator oriented to the consumer market), % of the previous
year

The index of labor productivity (a measure that focuses on the
consumer market), % of the previous year

The index of industrial production (a measure that focuses on
the consumer market), % by 2011

The index of industrial production (a measure that focuses on
the consumer market), % of the previous year

Index of growth of high-performance workplaces, % t%tgle
previous year o

Index of physical volume of investments in fixed assets, as of
the previous year, %

The index of labor productivity, from previous year, %
The index of industrial production by 2011, %

Index of industrial production, to the previous year, %
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Fig. 3. Achievement of the planned values of target indicators of the state program in 2016
(W) — % execution of plan; (") — 2016 fact; (M) — 2016 plan
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development, % I 63
12,75
The export of Russian high-tech goods, % 1,1
10,4
Innovative activity of organizations of industrial production m 538
(the share of the organizations of industrial production 50
performing technological, organizational and (or) marketing... lll 9,3
Share of expenses on technological innovations in total volume | 1,11
of the shipped goods, the performed works, services of the
organizations of industrial production, % 11,8
The index of physical volume of investments in fixed capital (a | 1,01
measure that focuses on the investment and intermediate 106
demand), % to the previous year I 1045

The index of labor productivity (a measure that focuses on the 1 1,09

investment and intermediate demand), % to the previous year I 90 91 085
The index of industrial production (a measure that focuses on I 1,09 112.3
the investment and intermediate demand), % by 2011 I  103.3 ’
The index of industrial production (a measure that focuses on | 1,06
the investment and intermediate demand), % to the previous 102,5
year [ —— 97,1
Index of physical volume of investments in fixed assets 1 1,34
(indicator oriented to the consumer market), % of the previous 107,6
year I 80,3
The index of labor productivity (a measure that focuses on the I 1,12 106.6
consumer market), % of the previous year I 05 5
The index of industrial production (a measure that focuses on 1 1,68
the consumer market), % by 2011 I 329
The index of industrial production (a measure that focuses on 11,33 106.7
the consumer market), % of the previous year I S04 >
Index of growth of high-performance workplaces, % to the 3.4
previous year 8.1 mm >
Index of physical volume of investments in fixed assets, as of I 1,03 106
the previous year, % I 103,3
I 1,05
The index of labor productivity, from previous year, % 104
I 98,9
) 1 1,14
The index of industrial production by 2011, % 0 116,2
I 1
1 1,08
Index of industrial production, to the previous year, % 103,2

—— 95,3

Fig. 4. Increase in the target values of the state program of 2016 compared to the actual values of 2015
(M) — relation on the 2016 plan to the 2015 fact; (") — 2016 plan; (M) — 2015 fact
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Table 3

Evaluation of the effectiveness of the state program «Development of industry and improvement
of its competitiveness», %

Indicators of evaluation of the state program 2014 | 2015 2016
Degree of achievement of target indicators of the state program of the Russian Federation | 86.6 | 68.5 86.1
Degree of implementation of control events of the state program 93.4| 493 93.2
Level of cash execution of expenses of the federal budget 99.94| 93.0 92.4
Estimate of the effectiveness of the executive in charge (Ministry of industry and trade - 25 25
of the Russian Federation)
Degree of efficiency of the state program 93.3| 56.5 76.6
Rating estimate — |28 of 32| 30 of 37

Source: Updated consolidated annual reports on the implementation and evaluation of the effectiveness of the state programs
of the Russian Federation for 2014, 2015. Consolidated annual report on the implementation and evaluation of the effectiveness of the
state programs of the Russian Federation for 2016. URL: http://programs.gov.ru/Portal/ (accessed February 12, 2018).

According to the consolidated annual reports
on the implementation and evaluation of the
effectiveness of the state programs of the Russian
Federation for 2014, 2015, 2016, the degree of
achievement of the targets of the state program
«Development of industry and improvement of its
competitiveness» for the period under review did
not rise above 86.6 %. The highest performance
indicators of the state program for the period under
review were in 2014. In 2015, the values of
indicators decreased. The degree of effectiveness of
the state program in 2015 amounted to 56.6 %, and
to 76.6 % in 2016. At the end of 2015, the state
program ranked only 28th in the efficiency rating,
among the 32 implemented state programs. In
2016, the level of cash execution of Federal budget
expenditures decreased, the performance assessment
of the executive in charge (Ministry of industry
and trade of the Russian Federation) remained
at a fairly low level (25 %), but the degree of
achievement of targets, the degree of
implementation of control events and the degree of
efficiency of the state program as a whole increased.
However, in the ranking of the effectiveness of state
programs, the program «Development of industry
and improvement of its competitiveness» was only
at the 30th place out of the total 37 in 2016. Thus,
the program of industry development in 2015 and
2016 was one of the most inefficient.

It should be noted that the annual report of
2015 of the Ministry of economic development*

4 Updated consolidated annual reports on the
implementation and evaluation of the effectiveness of
the state programs of the Russian Federation for 2014,
2015. Consolidated annual report on the implementation
and evaluation of the effectiveness of the state programs
of the Russian Federation for 2016. URL: http://progr
ams.gov.ru/Portal/ (accessed February 12, 2018).

recognizes the need to improve the quality of
strategic planning, as well as to improve the
effectiveness and efficiency of implementation of
state programs, including improving the system
of risk assessment of implementation of state
programs and methods of their management,
and improve the methods of evaluating the
effectiveness of state programs.

The steps in the algorithm for assessing the
appropriateness of the planned values of target
indicators of the state program. Since performance
and hence the effectiveness of the state program
can be assessed only if the planning quality is
sufficient (the validity of the planned values of the
target indicators), the analysis of the achievement
of the planned values of the target indicators at the
stage of evaluating the effectiveness of the state
program should be preceded by an analysis of the
quality of planning. If the planned annual values
are not achieved, if with the negative annual
dynamics of the actual values of the target
indicators it is planned to increase the values of
these indicators for the next year by 25 %, 50 %,
or 2-5 times, or if the values of target indicators
are planned below the actual values of the base
year, it should be concluded that the quality of
planning is low, the planned values are not
justified, and, therefore, on the basis of a
comparison of actual values with these planned
indicators it is impossible to evaluate the impact of
implementation of the state program and
accordingly, an evaluation of its effectiveness. In
this case, the evaluation of the effectiveness of the
program will be purely formal and will not provide
useful information for the management process
and, in the worst case (if further management
decisions are made on the basis of this evaluation),
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will contribute to the adoption of inefficient and
even inadequate management decisions.

To assess the quality of planning, it is
necessary to analyze whether target indicator
target values were ‘chronically’ not achieved in
the previous years, analyze the dynamics of the
actual values of target indicators for a number of
years, calculate and analyze the ratio of planned
values of the target indicator to their actual
values in the previous year (or years). We
propose the following stages of the algorithm for
assessing the quality of planning (validity of the
planned values of the target indicators of the
state program), which is an integral part of the
methodology for assessing the effectiveness and
efficiency of the state program (Fig. 5).

The poor quality of planning is certainly not
the only reason for insufficient effectiveness of
the state program for the development of
industry. One of the reasons for the lack of
effectiveness of the measures used in recent years
to support domestic industry, from our point of
view, is the lack of taking into account the
assessment of the impact of the instruments used
on the object of regulation. Unfortunately,

certain instruments of industrial policy with limited
funding cannot eliminate the consequences of
the decade of restrictive monetary policy,
«unwavering» adherence to the principles of
market fundamentalism in the process of
implementing the economic policy, solve the
problems of long-term investment hunger,
insufficient innovation activity, reduction of
industrial production, loss of entire segments of
domestic and foreign markets.

In the context of the economic recession, the
existing structural imbalances, the unfavorable
foreign policy situation and economic sanctions, a
mere «dispersion» of funds between the targeted
instruments of industrial policy will not lead to
economic growth and growth of industrial
production, even if the number of these instruments
constantly increases. The industrial complex needs
systematic mutually coordinated actions over a long
period of time, substantial investments, a review of
monetary policy priorities in support of industrial
manufacturing enterprises, the implementation of
the stimulating function of tax policy, stimulating
demand in order to give a tangible impetus to the
recovery and development of industry.

Assessment of planning quality (validity of planned values of target indicators of the state program)

Planned values of the target indicators are achieved every year for all indicators
of the state program (sub-program) at 95-100 %

+ I

v

Planned values are at or below the actual values
of the preceding year

+ —

A4

Planned values exceed the level of actual values

y

|

Possible planning errors, manipulations
(depending on the nature of the indicators)

of the previous year by an increase achievable
for the year*

l ,,

A 4

Low quality of planning, it isimpossible
to give afairly objective and informative
assessment of the effectiveness, efficiency

Acceptable quality
of planning, sufficient*
to assessthe effectiveness,

efficiency

Low quality of planning, it isimpossible
to give afairly objective and informative
assessment of the effectiveness, efficiency

: |

End of the calculation

End of the calculation

End of the calculation

Fig. 5. Stages of the algorithm for assessing the validity of the planned values
of the target indicators of the state program

Note *: in order to decide on an acceptable quality of planning sufficient to assess performance,
it is necessary to assess the feasibility of the planned increases, taking into account the nature
of economic dynamics, external and internal factors, the adequacy of resources, as well as the financial
support of the state program and/or individual sub-programs and activities (planned and actual).

48



Summary

1. The article analyzes the formation and
functioning of the strategic planning system of
industrial  development in the  Russian
Federation; identifies the shortcomings and
substantiates their impact on achieving the
industrial ~ development goals. We  have
considered the shortcomings: the insufficiently
systematically elaborated «image of the future» of
the industrial complex, including the selection of
goals, objectives, a set of target indicators, the
definition and justification of their planned
values; low quality of forecasts of socio-
economic development, which reduces the
quality of strategic planning; insufficient,
fragmented coverage of micro-level strategic
planning documents; the strategic planning
documents of a higher level often fail to address
the problems of development of socio-economic
systems of a lower level; inconsistency in the
development and approval of strategic planning
documents at different levels of the hierarchy,
which can lead to an increase in the cost of
strategic planning, inconsistency (mismatch) of
individual tools and measures and other
problems, and therefore, in the short, medium
and/or long term will have a negative impact on
the quality of formation of the strategic planning
system, the effectiveness of state support
measures for the industry and the effectiveness of
the implementation of these measures.

2. To assess the current state of strategic
planning of industry development in Russia, we
have analyzed the dynamics of the actual values
of the target indicators of the state program of
the Russian Federation «Development of
industry and improvement of its
competitiveness» for 2013—2016, compared the
actual and planned values of the target
indicators, revealed the shortcomings of strategic
planning, showed the impact of planning
shortcomings on the objectivity of the assessment
of the effectiveness. The dynamics of the actual
values of the target indicators of the program
points to the following problems of its
implementation: a decline in industrial
production, a decrease in labor productivity, a
reduction in high-performance jobs, low
innovation activity and a decrease in external
demand for Russian high-tech goods. Despite
the negative dynamics of many indicators in
2014—2015, the planned values of the target

S.V. Palash, DOI: 10.18721/JE.1 1204.-

indicators for 2016 proved to be overly optimistic
and for most of the target indicators were not
achieved, which indicates the low quality of
forecasting and planning. The insufficient quality
of planning significantly complicates the
assessment of the effectiveness and efficiency of
the state program, reduces the information
content and usefulness of efficiency assessment
reports for the management process.

3. On the basis of the analysis, we have
developed the elements of the methodology for
assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of state
programs at the stage of preliminary diagnosis,
taking into account the quality of institutional
and methodological support for the formation
of the strategic planning system. In order to
improve the management of state development
programs, improve the quality of strategic
planning and reports on the evaluation of the
effectiveness and efficiency of the
implementation of state programs, we have
developed the stages of the algorithm for
assessing the quality of planning (evaluation of
the validity of the planned values of the target
indicators of the state program), which is an
integral part of the methodology for assessing
the effectiveness and efficiency of the state
program.

4. Based on the analysis of the dynamics of
the actual values of the target indicators of the
state program, it is shown that certain
instruments of industrial policy with limited
funding, unfortunately, cannot eliminate the
consequences of the ongoing decade of
restrictive monetary policy, solve the problems of
long-term shortage of investment in industry,
reduction of industrial production, low
innovation activity of industrial enterprises. The
use of targeted instruments of industrial policy
will not ensure economic growth and growth of
industrial production. In order to give a tangible
impetus to the recovery and development of
industry, systematic and coordinated actions of
state  support for industrial production,
significant investment, demand stimulation and
stimulating financial policy are needed.

Directions of further research are in the
development of methods for assessing the
effectiveness and efficiency of state programs and
in assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of
state programs of industrial development in the
Russian Federation.
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