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ABSTRACT

The systematic transition of public administration processes to a fully integrated digital
platform that eliminates all forms of bureaucracy has become the foundation for the reform
and growth of the Russian agro-industrial complex (AIC). However, the impact of this innova-
tion on the innovation potential and competitiveness of enterprises remains understudied in
both theoretical and practical terms. This study addresses this gap through a targeted survey
of 30 agricultural operators in the AIC bureaucracy and testing hypotheses regarding the
relationship between the use of digital public administration platforms, innovation, and per-
formance. Using a sequential mixed-method research design integrating descriptive statistics
and thematic content analysis, this study demonstrates that expert support for digitalization
of governance through technology-enabled support programs has had a positive impact on
innovation and competitiveness. However, structural barriers, such as high access thresholds to
document management systems, digital inequality between regions, and temporary limitations
of institutional capital, significantly influence these relationships. This study contributes to the
literature on institutional theory, digitalization, innovation systems, and agricultural governance
reform. The findings highlight the need for comprehensive and equitable digital administrative
reform that goes beyond the simple electronic migration of existing bureaucratic processes.
Historically, since the Soviet era, public administration in Russia’s agribusiness was central-
ized following the rapid privatization of the 1990s and transitioned to a modern platform-based
governance model, providing context for understanding the achievements and limitations of
contemporary digitalization strategies. The digitalization of agricultural governance in Russia
is characterized by state-led modernization, geopolitically driven import substitution, and a
pressing need to protect the sovereignty of digital infrastructure. It offers valuable lessons for
developing countries undergoing similar transformations.
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PE®EPAT

CucTeMHbI Nepexo, NpoLecCoB rocyfapCTBEHHOrO yrnpaB/iieHUs K NOAHOCTbIO MHTErpupo-
BaHHOW uMdpoBol nnatdopme, ycTpaHsiowen sce GopMbl BIOpOKpaTUK, CTas OCHOBOM ANns pe-
dOopMMPOBaHMSA 1 POCTa arponpomMsblLLieHHoro komnnekca (ArK) Poccun. OgHako BAnsSHUE 9TOM
VHHOBALMN HA NUHHOBALMOHHbIN MOTEHUMaN 1 KOHKYPEHTOCNOCOBHOCTb NPeanpusaTniA octaeTcs
HEOO0CTaTOYHO U3YYEHHbIM KakK B TEOPETMYECKOM, Tak U B MPakTUYECKOM nnaHe. HacTosuwee
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nccnefoBaHne BOCNOMHAET 9TOT npoben nocpencTsoM uenesoro onpoca 30 pykoBoautenen
CenbCKOX03AMNCTBEHHbIX Npeanpuatnini ANK n npoBepkn rmnoTes 0 CBA3M MCMO0b30BaHUS LNd-
poBbIX NNatdoOpM rocygapCTBEHHOIO ynpaBieHns, MHHOBALMA U PE3YyNbTaTUBHOCTU.

C nomoLbio NocnefoBaTesibHOro CMeLLaHHOro Au3aiiHa nccnenoBaHns, 00beanHSIoWero
onucartenbHyl CTaTUCTUKY M TeMaTU4eCKUin KOHTeHT-aHann3, B paboTe nokasaHo, 4YTO 3KC-
nepTHas Nopaepxka unmdpoBm3aLmm ynpaBieHUs 4epe3 TeXHONOrMYeCckn OPUEHTUPOBAHHbLIE
nporpaMmMbl NOALEPXKN OKa3blBAET MOJMIOXMTENIbHOE BAUSHUE HA WMHHOBALMM U KOHKYPEHTO-
CcnocobHOCTb. BMecTe ¢ TeM CTPYyKTypHble 6apbepbl — BbICOKME MOPOrK AOCTyna K cucteMam
3IEKTPOHHOI0 AOKYMEHTO060pOoTa, UMdPOBOE HEPABEHCTBO MeEXAY PernoHaMm 1 BPEMEHHbIE
OrpaHVyeHns NHCTUTYLIMOHAIbHOrO Kanutana — CYLWEeCTBEHHO BAUSIOT Ha 3TU CBA3U.

MccnepnoBaHne BHOCUT BK1a4 B INTEPATYPY MO MHCTUTYLIMOHANIbHOW Teopuu, LndpoBmsaLmu,
MHHOBALMOHHbBIM cuctemMamMm 1 pedpopMUPOBAHNIO FOCYAAPCTBEHHOIO YNpPaBieHNs1 B CEJIbCKOM
x039McTBe. Pe3dynbTaTbl NoavYepkMBaldT HEOOXOOAMMOCTb KOMMJIEKCHOW M CnpaBennBom
uMdpPOBON aAMUHUCTPATUBHON pedOopMbl, BbIXOAALWEN 3a pamMKu NPOCTOr0 3AeKTPOHHOMO
nepeHoca CyLLeCTBYIOLLMX BIOPOKpaTUYECKNX NPoLEeCCOoB. MIcTopruyeckn, Ha4YMHasi C COBETCKOro
nepuopa, rocyfapcTBeEHHOE yrnpaBfieHMe B arpobuadHece Poccuun 6biI0 LLEeHTPann30BaHHbIM;
nocne ctpemuTenbHol npueatndaummn 1990-x rr. OHO NepeLLno K COBPEMEHHOM NNaTGOPMEHHOM
MOLENN ynpaBfieHUs, YTO 3a4aeT KOHTEeKCT A MOHUMaHUS LOCTUXEHWIA U OrpaHuvyeHuni
COBpPEMEHHbIX cTpaTterni undposmndaunmn. Lnbposmnsauvs ynpasneHnsa CenbCKUM X039NCTBOM
B Poccun xapaktepmnayeTca MoAepHu3aLumer noa pykoBoACTBOM roCyAapCTBa, reonoanTuyeckm
00yCOBNEHHBIM UMMOPTO3aMELLEHNEM N HACYLLHON HEOOXOAMMOCTbIO 3aLUNThl CyBEPEHUTETA
undpoBON MHPPACTPYKTYPbI. ITO AAET LIeHHbIE YPOKM NS pa3BUBAIOLLMXCS CTPaH, NPOXOASALLMX
aHanornyHble npeobpas3oBaHus.

KnoyeBble croBa: umdpoBM3aLNa aAMUHUCTPATUBHOIO YNpaBiieHUs, arpOnpPOMbILLUIEHHbIN
KOMMEKC, MHHOBALMKN, KOHKYPEHTOCNOCOOHOCTb, rocyAapCTBEHHOE ynpaBneHue, Poccus,
nnatdopMeHHOe ynpasneHue, umdpoBas TpaHchopmMaLms, SKCNepTHas OueHKa, MMNopTo3a-
MeLLeHne, cyBepeHHas umdpoBas MHOPACTPYKTypa, MHCTUTYLMOHANbHAS 9BOJIOLMS.

Ansa untnpoBanua: OHBycupube Y. H., Actpatosa I". B. LlndppoBoe rocygapcTBeHHOe ynpas-
NIEHNEe 1 pernoHasnbHble NHHOBALMW B arponpoMbILLIEHHOM KOMMiekce Poccun: akcnepTHas
oueHka // YnpaBneHyeckoe KoHcynbTupoBaHue. 2026. N2 3. C. 20-42. EDN THOIIL

1. Introduction

In the modern era, this transition from a paper-based public administration system
to a digital platform remains the most structurally significant governance reform [41,
p. 3; 17, p. 479].

The agricultural sector is tightly integrated into a complex regulatory environment,
and reforms have a number of specific implications: when the administrative digital
infrastructure through which financial support such as grants and subsidies, regulatory
controls such as licenses and permits, compliance checks, and interagency partner-
ships are delivered shifts from physical queues and paper documents to integrated
digital portals, multidimensional consequences for agribusiness behavior, incentives for
innovation, and productivity arise [57, p. 4; 42, p. 63].

The Russian agro-industrial complex provides a compelling empirical case for un-
derstanding the transition to digital governance in a competitive environment, as it is
one of the world’s largest agricultural producers and the state exercises significant
regulatory and financial influence over the sector. In 2019, the federal government im-
plemented the “Digital Agriculture” strategy to accelerate the integration of information
and communication technologies across the entire agricultural value chain [24, p. 256;
31, p. 435; 60, p. 278]. In addition to the reform of the administrative system, digitaliza-
tion has also affected the production side with significant implementation of precision
farming, Internet of Things (loT) sensors, artificial intelligence, unmanned technologies,
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and robotics [23, p. 201; 13, p. 158-159]. Importantly, the reform of public administra-
tion processes through digital platforms regulating business registration, distribution of
state support, regulatory reporting and interdepartmental coordination is the basis for
the effectiveness of the Russian agro-industrial complex [51, p. 70].

This study is based on a governance-oriented approach to digitalization. Theoretically,
institutional arrangements are the foundation of administrative digitalization in terms of
changing the rules, incentives, and transaction costs that determine firms’ decisions to
adopt digital innovations, rather than the pass-through productivity-enhancing effects
[47, p. 25; 50, p. 112; 1, p. 78]. From a policy perspective, there is evidence that digital
innovation in manufacturing remains concentrated among large agricultural enterprises,
while small and medium-sized enterprises have unequal access to such innovations,
and it is argued that digital administrative platforms provide equal leverage for growth,
which will lead to the industry-wide competitiveness benefits that policymakers seek
[39, p. 1142].

The evolutionary trend of public administration in Russia, particularly in agriculture, pro-
vides a crucial context for a deeper understanding of digital governance. The centralized
policy of the Soviet era, which is the legacy that laid the foundation for the institutional
model, is characterized by top-down directive control, extensive document flow require-
ments, and limited enterprise autonomy [44, p. 2; 59, p. 3]. The privatization period of
the 1990s introduced market mechanisms but simultaneously fragmented administrative
capacity [10, p. 3; 67, p. 22]. The early and mid-2000s saw a consolidation of administra-
tive processes within federal programs, while geopolitical pressure after 2014 demanded
import substitution and sovereign technological development [24, p. 260; 32, p. 8].

It should be emphasized from the outset that digital administration in the Russian AIC
is not limited to the electronic delivery of state support measures. Daily compliance with
requirements, traceability, and the eligibility of enterprises for support are currently en-
sured by a portfolio of mandatory industry-specific federal state information systems: the
Unified Federal Geographic Information System of Agricultural Lands (UFGEIS ZSN), FGIS
“Grain”, FGIS “Saturn” (pesticides and agrochemicals), and FGIS “Seed Production” —
interdisciplinary administrative systems (AIS “Subsidies of the AIC”, GIS “IAS NTOR-SKh”,
GIS “Single Window”) and the Unified Digital Platform of Agro-Industrial and Fisheries
Complexes (EDP APK / ECP APK), which is currently under development [40, p. 4; 24,
p. 258; 31, p. 438]. The empirical focus of this article is narrower: it examines how ex-
perts assess the electronic delivery of government support instruments — subsidized
loans, subsidies, grants, tax incentives, and technology programs — as one particularly
important aspect within this broader ecosystem. The broader FGIS architecture and
EDP APK are examined as the institutional backdrop that shapes the transaction costs,
documentation burden, and regional inequalities documented in the survey responses.

In this context, the study addresses three research questions:

RQ1: How do experts in the agro-industrial complex assess the impact of digitaliza-
tion of administrative management on the innovative potential of Russian agro-industrial
enterprises?

RQ2: What is the expected effectiveness of government digital technology support
programs in increasing the competitiveness of small and medium-sized agricultural
enterprises (SMEs)?

RQ3: Do structural barriers influence the relationship between digitalization of ad-
ministrative processes and innovation/competitiveness outcomes?

Three corresponding hypotheses are put forward:

H1: The innovative potential assessed by experts is positively associated with the
digitalization of management in the Russian agro-industrial complex.

H2: Technology-focused government support programs have a stronger impact on
enterprise competitiveness than non-technology-based financial instruments.
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H3: Structural barriers, such as document complexity, regional inequality, and time
constraints on capital raising, significantly reduce the positive effects of administrative
digitalization.

2. Literature review

2.1. Historical evolution of public administration in Russian agriculture

Agricultural management during the Soviet era was characterized by centralized
planning, state ownership, and a complex bureaucracy that managed production as a
result of collectivization in the 1930s [32, p. 8]. State and collective farms historically
had a strong bureaucratic structure, including strict planning and an extensive paper-
work process in regional administrations [12, p. 2]. The hierarchical system created an
enormous paperwork burden on enterprises, but ensured administrative consistency
[57, p. 4; 16, p. 108].

Institutional fragmentation resulted from the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991;
unfortunately, the privatization of agro-industrial enterprises during that period did not
lead to the creation of effective market regulation institutions [31, p. 3]. In the 1990s,
agroholdings began to grow through the consolidation of former state-owned enterprises.
At the federal and regional levels, administrative capacity was significantly reduced, as
the number of personnel in the ministries of agriculture decreased by approximately
60 % between 1991 and 1998 [12, p. 2; 66, p. 20].

In the 2000s, administrative reconstruction became a priority for the federal govern-
ment. The 2006 Federal Law “On the Development of Agriculture” laid the foundation for
state support programs [61, p. 4]. During this period, administrative processes remained
largely paper-based, as businesses had to submit paper documents, and decision-making
took weeks or months. Differences in the quality of governance emerged: municipalities
created more effective bureaucratic structures, while rural areas faced a shortage of
officials [49, p. 5; 42, p. 65].

Since 2014, the trajectory of governance in agriculture has changed due to rising
geopolitical tensions. These tensions necessitated an import substitution strategy due
to the loss of access to foreign agricultural resources, while the need to ensure food
security became a matter of national security, making agriculture a priority [32, p. 8;
11, p. 75]. Subsequently, state and regional programs have placed significant emphasis
on technological modernization and digital transformation as tools for building sover-
eign capacity, in particular, the 2015 Food Security Doctrine formalized this priority [24,
p. 258; 62, p. 12].

2.2. Digitalization of administrative management: institutional foundations

Some e-government researchers have focused on the replacement of paper docu-
ments with electronic equivalents [25, p. 101; 19, p. 78], while other scholars have
focused on the transformative capacity of digital platforms to reorganize the basic logic
of government-enterprise interactions [41, pp. 2-3; 63, p. 34]. In contrast, scholars in
the field of institutional economics have come to agree that digitalization provides a
platform for the integration of formal and informal rules governing resource allocation
[47, p. 27; 1, p. 82].

This institutional development work is particularly relevant for the development of the
agricultural sector, where public administration decisions directly shape the conditions
under which businesses decide whether, when, and how to implement innovations [61,
p. 7; 64, p. 155]. The question that arises in the transition to a digital administrative
process is whether it significantly reduces transaction costs, waiting times, and expands
access for small businesses, or whether it reproduces existing administrative bottlenecks
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in electronic form, maintaining what Mitrofanova et al. call the “transformational digital
divide” [42, p. 63; also 58, p. 146].

The school of thought based on the resource approach [5, p. 105; 37, p. 8; 38,
p. 250] offers an additional perspective, according to which firms with greater access
to administrative resources provided by the state have a competitive advantage over
small firms with limited access. Innovation systems theory [37, p. 8; 38, p. 250] views
state institutions as co-producers of innovative potential. The quality of administrative
digitalization determines whether the state will function as an effective innovation partner
or whether this will lead to institutional frictions [55, p. 98; 48, p. 215].

2.3. Federal Program “Digital Agriculture”

The most developed digital structure in Russia is the departmental project “Digital
Agriculture” (2019-2024), a comprehensive government initiative aimed at integrating
digital technologies throughout the agricultural sector [31, p. 438; 24, p. 258; 15, p. 6].
The project envisages the digitalization of state support services through a “single
window” portal, the creation of a digital platform for data exchange in the agricultural
sector, the improvement of digital skills through training programs, and the provision of
administrative support for the digitalization of production [6, p. 4].

The onset of geopolitical pressure revealed Russia’s dependence on foreign agricultural
technologies, which necessitated the strategic strengthening of its sovereign technological
potential [24, p. 262; 43, p. 65]. Federal-level policy is focused on domestic technolo-
gies, including integration with the national GosTech platform [31, p. 438; 29, p. 126].

However, a number of limitations remain. Some studies note that certain digital portals
have not fundamentally simplified documentation requirements [42, p. 66; 33, p. 163].
Regional differences also persist, causing some businesses to lag in competitiveness
due to connectivity issues and staffing shortages in support centers [24, p. 264; 65,
p. 4]. Furthermore, some businesses report the need to use their working capital to
obtain reimbursement despite digitalization [51, p. 74; 53, p. 139].

2.4. Mandatory federal state information systems and the Unified Digital Platform
for the Agro-Industrial Complex

In addition to the departmental “Digital Agriculture” project, the operational architec-
ture of administrative digitalization in the Russian agro-industrial complex is built on a
portfolio of mandatory industry-specific federal state information systems (FGIS), which
form the day-to-day procedures for compliance, tracking, and determining eligibility for
support for enterprises. The Unified Federal Geographic Information System of Agricultural
Lands (EFGIS ZSN), in effect since 2020, provides the basis for the land cadastre for
monitoring agricultural land use and state support, linked to parcel-level data. The FGIS
“Grain”, mandatory since 1 September 2022, tracks every batch of grain and its processed
products from harvest to final consumption. The FGIS “Saturn” records the turnover of
pesticides and agrochemicals for the same period, while the FGIS “Seed Production”,
launched on 1 September 2024, tracks seeds and planting material throughout the entire
value chain. These systems are interconnected legally (Article 17.1 of the Federal Law “On
Grain”; Part 15 of Article 21 of the Federal Law “On Seed Production”) and technically
through SMEV and open APIs, creating a de facto “FGIS ecosystem” whose combined
requirements determine whether an enterprise can legally operate, sell products, and
qualify for state support [24, p. 259; 31, p. 438; 45, p. 4].

In addition to these sectoral tracking systems, the distribution and monitoring of
state aid are supported by two end-to-end administrative platforms. The AIS “Agro-
Industrial Complex Subsidies” is an automated information system used by the Ministry
of Agriculture to distribute federal subsidies to regional executive bodies and final
beneficiaries; it serves as an internal channel for many instruments, the effectiveness
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of which is assessed by experts in Section 4 below. The GIS “IAS NTOR-SKh” — the
information and analytical system for scientific and technical support of agriculture —
directs research, consulting, and technology transfer services to this sector. Together
with the GIS “Single Window”, these channels support most of the grant, subsidy,
and concessional lending instruments analyzed in the empirical section of this article
[40, p. 4; 51, p. 71].

A unifying initiative currently under development is the Unified Digital Platform for
Agro-Industrial and Fisheries Complexes (EDP APK / ECP APK), which is designed to
unite the aforementioned FGIS systems, subsidy distribution systems, and analytical
systems into a single entry point with authentication through the Unified Identification
and Authentication System (ESIA / Gosuslugi). Launched in stages from 2024 and
planned for full-scale implementation from 1 March 2026, the EDP APK is expected to
become both the data basis for management decision-making at the federal, regional,
and municipal levels, and the main interface for agricultural enterprises [40, p. 4; 24,
p. 258; 31, p. 438]. Its ultimate effectiveness will determine whether the “transformational
digital divide” identified in this study [42, p. 63] will be narrowed or simply replicated
at a higher technological level. Since the EDP APK was still under development at the
time of the study, the empirical part of this article evaluates the electronic delivery of
government support instruments as a standalone but representative fragment of the
broader platform architecture.

2.5. Results of digitalization: empirical data

Digitalization has demonstrated significant productivity benefits. Chuvakhin, having
analyzed 450 enterprises for 2022-2024, reported an increase in labor productivity by
24.8 % and a decrease in operating costs by 18.6 %, while the correlation between
digitalization and economic indicators was r = 0.776 [13, p. 157]. Germanchuk et al.,
having analyzed 1,347 enterprises in 18 regions, found an increase in technical efficiency
by 23.4 % and labor productivity by 18.7 % [20, p. 51; also 23, p. 205].

However, according to a recent report, only 40 % of enterprises use artificial intelli-
gence, and the availability of digital data at the national level is about 13 % [24, p. 260;
26, p. 15]. Mitrofanova et al. and others identify a multi-level “digital divide” covering
industry, personnel, and transformation aspects [42, p. 63]. The implementation of digital
accounting is widespread in large agricultural enterprises, while small and medium-sized
enterprises face difficulties [30, p. 48; 30, p. 52; 4, p. 15].

The geopolitical situation after 2022 complicates cybersecurity and is a key factor
in sovereign technological development [24, p. 265; 69, p. 8]. Kopteva and Romanova
confirmed that geopolitics poses a threat to food security and opportunities for domestic
innovation through accelerated support and policies [32, p. 11; 21, p. 86].

2.6. Platform management and small and medium enterprises

The implementation of various digital platforms to improve the administrative ef-
ficiency of government agencies has received theoretical support, ranging from Max
Weber’s theory of bureaucracy to institutional theory [63, p. 38; 27, p. 6]. For domestic
agro-industrial enterprises, digital platforms — online subsidy portals, digital service
extensions, e-commerce, integration and compliance with regulatory platform require-
ments — significantly reduce transaction costs and provide small and large enterprises
with equal access to public services [6, p. 5; 45, p. 4; 54, p. 145; 28, p. 3]. However,
regional digital divides — the results of access to administrative appeals and digital
platforms — mean the need to go beyond equitable access and ensure transparency in
the provision of public services [42, p. 63; 58, p. 149]. Astanakulov et al. emphasize the
lagging physical infrastructure, which hinders the development of even digitally oriented
enterprises [3, p. 7; also 56, p. 3].
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2.7. Theoretical synthesis

The theoretical framework of this study is based on Max Weber’s theory of bureau-
cratic governance, according to which enterprises must follow strict rules for access-
ing public services, as well as on institutional, resource-based and innovation system
theories. This is explained by the fact that the digitalization of public services promotes
transparency, accountability and equality. From the perspective of institutional theory,
the digital governance platform facilitates access to public support services for both
small and large corporations [47, p. 30; 50, p. 115], while the resource-based theory
ensures equal access to public support services and increases accountability, consid-
ering digital administrative access as a potential source of competitive advantage [37,
p. 12; 38, p. 255], and in an innovation system, information exchange and administra-
tive processes become simple and efficient, positioning the state as a co-producer of
innovation potential [37, p. 12; 38, p. 255].

This concept supports the main thesis of the forecast: the impact of administrative
digitalization is mediated by conditions of institutional quality in terms of accessibility,
consistency, regional fairness, and procedural simplicity. These conditions are important for
promoting innovation and competitiveness; where they are absent, access to administra-
tive digitalization reproduces or even reinforces existing exclusions [42, p. 67; 57, p. 7].

The presented Russian model of administrative digitalization is unique, as it repre-
sents the development of state platforms such as Gosuslugi, Active Citizen, GosTech,
and the federal portal for draft regulatory legal acts. This is the result of the prioritized
use of sovereign technological potential and integration with broader state information
systems [31, p. 436; 40, p. 4].

3. Methodology
3.1. Research design

Quantitative analysis was used to analyze the survey data, and qualitative thematic
content analysis was used to analyze the free-form responses, which involves a sequen-
tial explanatory mixed-method approach [14, p. 65]. This method is robust because it
combines systematic measurability with contextual depth appropriate to the research
questions, which address both the degree and nature of attitudes perceived by experts
[9, p. 634].

3.2. Survey instrument

The instrument consists of 12 main modules and 10 demographic items, grouped into
five analytical themes derived from the literature review: (1) knowledge of and participa-
tion in government support programs; (2) effectiveness of financial support programs;
(3) perceived impact of technological support programs on competitiveness; (4) barriers
to accessing support; and (5) impact of the sanctions environment. The questionnaires
contained multiple-choice questions on a five-point Likert scale [36, p. 25], with response
options ranging from “no influence” to “very strong influence” or from “not at all effec-
tive” to “very effective”, depending on the context of the question. The questions were
administered electronically in October and November 2025.

3.3. Sampling and sample profile

In this study, a purposive sampling strategy, in accordance with the principles of expert
research, was used to identify participants among direct practitioners in the Russian
agro-industrial complex [7, p. 62]. The inclusion principle is that the expert should have
at least: (1) three years of professional experience in the Russian agro-industrial complex
and (2) either recently worked in a managerial position in an enterprise directly related to
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agriculture or agroconsulting, or was involved in the implementation of policies directly
related to their respective sector; and (3) be familiar with government support programs.
The number of experts interviewed was N = 30, which exceeded the minimum threshold
defined for achieving “thematic saturation” in the expert interviews studied [22, p. 74].

The demographic composition of the experts surveyed includes: 69.0 % men (n = 20),
31.0 % women (n = 9); average age 28-37 years (37.9 %, n = 11); 37.9 % (n = 11)
reported 6-10 years of experience in the industry. Experts from Yekaterinburg, Kazan,
Shadrinsk, and numerous unnamed federal districts of Russia represent a variety of
regional contexts.

3.4. Data analysis

In accordance with established practice in conducting expert surveys, quantitative
analysis was used to calculate frequency distributions and percentage ratings for all
Likert scale items. Responses were combined into three analytical categories for greater
clarity of interpretation: “low” (a combination of “no influence” and “weak influence”),
“moderate” (including “moderate influence”), and “high” (a combination of “high influ-
ence” and “very high influence”) [52, p. 89]. To test the first and second hypotheses in
the comparative frequency analysis, the proportion of “high” responses was used as the
primary indicator for comparing technology-focused programs with financial aid programs.

Thematic content analysis according to Braun and Clarke’s six-step framework [8,
p. 87] was conducted through familiarization, initial coding, theme search, theme review,
theme definition, and article writing. Free-form responses were analyzed inductively, with
codes formed based on the respondent’s language rather than on predetermined cat-
egories. High agreement was achieved between the two independent coders (Cohen’s
kappa coefficient = 0.81), indicating considerable agreement [35, p. 165].

3.5. Methodological rigor

To assess construct validity, a pilot test was conducted with three experts, based
on a rigorous instrument design with a theoretical framework that allows for the iden-
tification of ambiguous formulations. Internal validity was enhanced through researcher
triangulation and expert review, and preliminary results were presented to five respond-
ents for verification. Purposive sampling limits external validity, as results are analyti-
cally generalized to theory rather than statistically to the entire population [68, p. 129].
The research instrument was developed with consideration of government support for
the digitalization of administrative management (preferential lending, subsidies, grants,
tax incentives, technological programs, and the electronic document management that
supports them), rather than industry-specific tracking obligations created by the FGIS
“Grain”, FGIS “Saturn”, FGIS “Seed Production”, and EFGIS ZSN systems, or the EDP
APK integration logic. Therefore, a specific follow-up study using the developed instru-
ment is required to assess the compliance with these industry systems and the transition
costs they impose on SMEs.

4. Results
4.1. Awareness of the program and its use

Awareness of government assistance programs is almost universal among respondents:
86.2 % (n = 25) confirm clear knowledge of available government support mechanisms.
This high level of awareness provides the basis for a meaningful assessment of program
effectiveness, as respondents have sufficient information to form informed judgments.

Regarding implementation schemes, a significant portion of respondents use preferen-
tial loan and grant programs, while some participants receive annual grants for specific
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developers. When asked which outcomes government support has the most significant
impact on, 55.2 % (n = 16) supported all four aspects: improved access to working
capital, reduced operating costs, stimulating investment, and ensuring sustainability,
indicating widespread recognition of the comprehensive impact of support among those
experienced in program implementation.

4.2. Expected performance of financial instruments

Table 1 presents expert assessments of five financial support instruments available
to Russian agricultural enterprises.

A significant percentage (69.0 %) of respondents consider subsidized lending more
effective than other instruments, significantly higher than for any other financial mecha-
nism. These results demonstrate the direct access and transactional nature of credit
support compared to more administratively complex instruments [51, p. 73].

Experts point out that targeted subsidies and preferential taxation were not as effec-
tive as expected: 65.5 % and 69.0 %, respectively, rated them as somewhat effective or
ineffective. These results are consistent with academic research examining the systemic
fragmentation of subsidy distribution and the disproportionate benefits of large holdings,
while a large number of small businesses lack similar access [34, pp. 75, 82].

Experts concluded that grants awarded to small businesses and innovators did not
achieve their maximum potential, despite access to a digital platform designed to simplify
the administrative process. Grants for innovators demonstrated slightly better results

Table 1
Evaluation of the effectiveness of financial support instruments (N = 30)
Tool High efficiency (%) | Moderate efficiency (%) | Low / zero efficiency (%)
Preferential lending 69.0 (n = 20) 3.4(n=1) 27.6 (n=8)
Targeted subsidies 27.6 (n=8) 6.9(n=2) 65.5 (n =19)
Preferential taxation 241 (n=7) 6.9 (n=2) 69.0 (n = 20)
Grants (for small businesses) 27.6 (n=8) 0.0 (n=0) 72.4 (n=21)
Grants (for innovators) 37.9 (n=11) 0.0 (n=0) 62.1 (n=18)
Source: Compiled by the author.
Table 2

Assessment of the impact of technology programs on competitiveness (N = 30)

Measurement High impact (%) | Perceived impact (%) | Minimum impact (%) Hi:gohm+b::‘e;§e(;()ed
Improving the use of | 51.7 (n = 15) 41.4 (n=12) 6.9 (n=2) 93.1
digital technologies
Expanding market 65.5 (n =19) 34.5 (n=10) 0.0 (n=0) 100.0
coverage
Improving 20.7 (n = 6) 75.9 (n =22) 34(n=1) 96.6
competitiveness
Communication 34.5(n=10) 37.9(n=11) 27.6 (n = 8) 72.4
capabilities
Business efficiency 17.2 (n =5) 51.7 (n=15) 31.0(n=9) 68.9
Technical level 17.2 (n =5) 51.7 (n=15) 31.0 (n=9) 68.9

Source: Compiled by the author.

28

YIMPABJIEHHECKOE KOHCYJIbTVIPOBAHME - Ne 3 - 2026



(37.9 % effectiveness) than standard grants for small businesses (27.6 % effectiveness).
This minor difference can be explained by the effectiveness of government regulation in
monitoring and overseeing the regulation and commercialization of inventions.

4.3. Testing H1: digitalization and innovation

The expert opinions presented in Table 2 show how government agencies using mod-
ern technologies enable businesses to access support programs in six areas, thereby
testing the first hypothesis.

The scale of technology implementation in public administration, coupled with high
and tangible feedback, attracts significant support from most enterprises, ranging from
68.9 % (business efficiency and technical level) to 100 % (expansion of market coverage).

The assessment of the use of digital administrative platforms for obtaining support
and regulatory compliance under the “increasing competitiveness” section is particularly
noteworthy: although only 20.7 % rate this impact as “high”, 75.9 % report a “significant
impact”, leading to a significant overall positive assessment of 96.6 %.

In the first quarter, which focused on the impact of digitalization of administrative
processes on company operations, 41.4 % of respondents confirmed the full range of
benefits (all four results were positive), while another 31.0 % identified three or more
advantages of digital administrative platforms. Importantly, not a single respondent re-
ported exclusively negative consequences of digitalization initiatives.

These results convincingly support hypothesis H1. According to experts, the digi-
talization of administrative processes is consistently associated with positive innovation
outcomes across many areas and has had a particular impact on the implementation of
government policies to support increased competitiveness in the industry.

4.4. Testing H2: comparing technology with financial instruments

Hypothesis H2 predicted that technology-focused government support programs
would have a stronger impact on enterprise competitiveness, according to participants,
than non-technology-focused financial instruments. To test this hypothesis, this study
compares the average “high impact / effectiveness” ratings for both types of programs.

For technology programs, the average “high impact” score across the six parameters
is 34.5 % (range: 17.2 % to 65.5 %). The combined average “high + significant impact”
score is significantly higher at 79.7 % (range: 68.9 % to 100 %), indicating that while
experts may award the digital administrative platform the highest categorical rating,
they consistently recognize its significant positive impact on enterprise competitiveness.

In the case of state support using financial instruments, the average “highly effec-
tive” rating across the five instruments is 37.2 %. However, this figure is significantly
inflated by preferential lending (69.0 %). Excluding preferential lending, the average
response rate dropped to 29.3 %, which is lower than the average for the technology
program (34.5 %). The rates for providing grants to small businesses (27.6 %) and
preferential tax rates (24.1 %) are significantly lower than the average for the technology
program.

A comparative analysis partially supports hypothesis H2. According to expert assess-
ments, technological programs outperform most financial instruments, confirming the
hypothesis. However, the exceptional effectiveness of concessional lending (69.0 %)
indicates that these two methods (financial and technological) complement each other
rather than simply replace financial and technological support mechanisms. As one
respondent put it:

“Concessional lending provides working capital for investments in digital technolo-
gies, but technology programs teach us how to use them effectively. We need both”".

' Excerpt from an expert interview on preferential lending and digital administrative platforms.
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This understanding is consistent with theoretical expectations about the complemen-
tarity of access to capital and technological potential, rather than competing policy
instruments for improving governance efficiency [13, p. 158; 20, p. 53].

4.5. Testing H3: structural barriers

Hypothesis H3 predicted that structural barriers such as document complexity, re-
gional inequality, and time constraints on raising capital would significantly impact the
positive impact of digitalization in administrative governance. An analysis of question
Q8, in which respondents identified a variety of different types of barriers to accessing
government support, reveals a striking overlap: 48.3 % (n = 14) simultaneously identified
all six of these structural barriers, indicating systemic rather than isolated constraints
to effective digital governance.

A thematic analysis of the free-form responses reveals four distinct but interrelated
themes:

Topic 1 — The challenges of using documentation as a digital exception.
Approximately 89 % of barrier statements included this structural theme, which can be
defined as “electronic documents” — digital platforms that have a similar volume and com-
plexity of documentation required under a paper-based system. One respondent explained:

“We send documents electronically instead of on paper, but the volume of docu-
ments remains the same. The platform hasn’t reduced the workload — it has simply
changed the format”?.

This finding directly refutes the assumption that digitalization automatically simplifies
administrative processes and that full access to digital administration makes it effec-
tive, confirming the concept of the “transformational digital divide” of Mitrofanova et
al. [42, p. 66].

Topic 2 — Regional digital divide. Experts from regions outside the metropolis
consistently reported the platform’s practical inaccessibility, despite its official acces-
sibility. As one participant from a regional enterprise noted:

“Our local agricultural administration lacks staff trained to use digital platforms. We
manage complex systems ourselves, while businesses in Moscow receive specialized
support from specialists”?.

This theme is consistent with documented regional differences in digital infrastructure
and human capital, which affect equal access to government support instruments [24,
p. 264; 65, p. 5].

Topic 3 — Selectivity of competitions and bias toward large enterprises. Many
respondents explained that grant competitions systematically favor companies with
a history of successful support, creating a cumulative advantage for large investors.
Here is a typical comment:

“Grant competitions are won by companies that already have experience receiving
grants. They know how to write applications and navigate the system. New innovators
can’t compete”?.

This observation echoes the findings that experience in administrative processes pro-
vides an advantage in determining market concentration in the Russian agro-industrial
complex [34, p. 80; 11, p. 78].

Topic 4 — The paradox of working capital and time. According to this concept,
administrative barriers force companies to spend their working capital before receiving
compensation:

2 Expert response to a question on document workflow under digital administrative platforms.

3 Expert response to a question on the regional digital divide.

4 Expert response to a question on financial support via the digital administrative platform (grant
competitions).
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“To get support, we must first spend money we don’t have. By the time payments
arrive in a few months, we may already be taking out expensive commercial loans to
cover the deficit. This is a policy problem that digitalization cannot solve”®.

This paradox persists despite platform administrative systems, indicating the limita-
tions of digital solutions for effective state financial support [51, p. 74; 53, p. 140]. These
results support hypothesis H3.

4.6. Geopolitical situation

Regarding the impact of geopolitical pressures after 2022 on agricultural enterprises,
expert responses are divided into four categories: 34.5 % (n = 10) report a slight de-
terioration in performance; 27.6 % (n = 8) report a significant deterioration; 20.7 %
(n = 6) report no significant impact; and 13.8 % (n = 4) describe geopolitical pressure
as an incentive for development.

The nature of the experts’ responses has theoretical significance. The minority de-
scribing geopolitical pressure as a stimulus for innovation, reinforced by the digital ad-
ministrative structure (13.8 %), reflects the dynamics of import substitution documented
in the political science literature [32, p. 15; 21, p. 87]. The large proportion of decline
reports (62.1 % overall slightly/significantly worsened) reflects the vulnerability of digital
infrastructure as a restrictive regulatory framework identified in previous studies [24,
p. 265]. As one respondent noted:

“When Western software disappeared, we lost critical farm management and ac-
counting systems. This taught us the importance of sovereign digital infrastructure, but
the transition was painful”®.

4.7. Needs for collaborative innovation

Regarding the tools necessary for effective collaboration between agricultural en-
terprises and scientific and technological partners, 34.5 % (n = 10) suggested several
mechanisms. Notably, “innovation culture” appeared in 96.6 % of responses, indicating
that behavioral and organizational factors are perceived as equally important as technical
factors and decision-making systems. One respondent expressed the following opinion:

“We have platforms and technologies. We have funding programs and tax incentives.
What we lack is a culture that encourages experimentation and recognizes that some
innovations will fail. This cultural gap is the most difficult obstacle to overcome””.

This finding indicates that, in addition to structural barriers, institutional and behavioural
aspects of innovation potential influence the architecture of public policy [59, p. 5].

5. Discussion
5.1. Digitalization of administrative management as an institutional lever

The available evidence confirms that digitalization of administrative management func-
tions as an institutional lever that improves the efficiency of agro-industrial complexes in
the context of hostile geopolitical policy, which makes innovative decision-making criti-
cal [37, p. 15; 38, p. 255]. The strong support of experts for hypothesis H1, especially
the combined positive assessment of 93.1 % for the adoption of digital technologies
and 96.6 % for increased competitiveness, indicates that platform-based administrative
systems are perceived as having a significant impact on the behavior and performance
of firms.

5 Expert response to a question on bureaucratic obstacles and government financial support.

6 Expert response to a question on geopolitical pressure.

7 Expert response to a question on innovation culture and collaboration with scientific and
technological partners.
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However, the nature of the responses is diagnostic, as it allows us to identify the
role of an effective government mechanism in increasing the resilience of enterprises.
The predominance of concessional lending (high efficiency, 69.0 %) among govern-
ment financial support programs, contrasting with the consistently lower ratings of
more complex programs, sheds light on institutional dynamics: from the perspective of
transaction cost theory [47, p. 32], this preference reflects an environment of low institu-
tional trust in small businesses, where transparency and predictability of value are more
important than program complexity. Concessional lending with clear eligibility criteria
and predictable payments inspires more trust than competitive grant programs, which
imply unclear administrative processes and high transaction costs for small businesses
[34, p. 82].

This understanding of the sequence of actions is particularly relevant given Russia’s
institutional trajectory. The Soviet era was burdened by unclear decision-making processes,
and arbitrary administrative practices generated a persistent mistrust of bureaucratic
processes [16, p. 108; 66, p. 24]. Digital administrative platforms that ensure clear,
timely, and predictable implementation of public policy more effectively advance the
purposeful legacy of the Russian Federation than platforms that simply digitize complex
competitive processes while retaining elements of arbitrary governance.

5.2. Complementarity, not competition

Partial support for hypothesis H2 reveals a more complex relationship between financial
and technological support than initially assumed. Although financial support for technol-
ogy adoption is more effective than financial support alone, the exceptional results of
concessional lending suggest that companies require both capital and capabilities to turn
digitalization into a competitive advantage with clearly defined government support. This
dynamic is consistent with findings that the greatest efficiency gains from digitalization
are observed in regions with developed IT infrastructure and adequate financial support
[20, p. 55; 13, p. 158].

For policymakers, this argues against separating financial and technical support into
separate programs. Integrated platforms that facilitate access to credit, technical train-
ing, and regulatory compliance through unified interfaces, such as Gosuslugi, generate
greater innovation impacts than parallel but separate programs [31, p. 437; 54, p. 148].
Another good example of an integrated platform for institutionally related support, al-
beit commercial rather than government-based, is Rosselkhozbank’s digital ecosystem
“Svoye. Fermerstvo”, one component of the broader “Svoye” ecosystem, which also
includes the “Svoye. Rodnoye” farmer—consumer marketplace and related consumer-
focused platforms. This ecosystem represents a promising model in the complementary,
commercial direction [18, p. 5].

5.83. Obstacles and limitations of platform management

The overwhelming support for hypothesis H3, with 48.3 % of respondents simul-
taneously endorsing all six structural barriers, and the thematic analysis showing the
interrelationships between these constraints, call into question the “digitalization equals
modernization” narrative promoted in political discourse [41, p. 8]. The Russian agro-
industrial complex has largely created a sovereign digital platform to support government
policy.

The persistent problems with documentation on digital platforms confirm that sim-
ply converting paper-based processes to electronic interfaces is not an administrative
reform. This phenomenon, which can be called “electronic documentation”, maintains
bureaucratic burdens while simultaneously expanding technological access and potentially
creating a process that excludes companies lacking digital competencies [58, p. 148; 33,
p. 162].
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Inequalities in regional access to digital policy support platforms, particularly in the
absence of local administrative capacity to support the platform, mean that formal access
to national systems does not provide full access for regional enterprises [24, p. 264;
65, p. 6]. This finding highlights the need to advance digitalization strategies alongside
investments in regional administrative capacity — a lesson applicable beyond Russia.

5.4. Geopolitical pressure and digital resilience

Russia’s response to geopolitical pressure — accelerated development of domestic
platforms and a mandatory transition to sovereign digital infrastructure — represents
a unique approach to ensuring digital resilience. For developing countries, including
Nigeria, this serves as both a warning (dependence on foreign platforms creates struc-
tural vulnerabilities) and a model (building domestic capacity can be critical to long-term
resilience) [2, p. 215; 46, p. 312].

5.5. Towards a differentiated theory

This study proposes a differentiated model of the impact of administrative digitaliza-
tion. The relationship between digitalization and innovation/competitiveness outcomes
is heterogeneous and is determined jointly by three conditions of institutional quality.
This is because the degree of actual availability of digital platforms varies significantly
across company sizes, subsectors, and geographic regions, as digitalization creates a
concentration effect rather than sector-wide benefits [42, p. 68].

Secondly, the extent to which digitalization truly simplifies administrative procedures,
rather than simply converting paper documents into electronic format, is crucial. Platforms
that maintain bottlenecks in document flow create “electronic documentation” with limited
transformative impact [57, p. 8].

Furthermore, the alignment between digital support mechanisms and the enterprise’s
cash flow cycles needs to be optimized, as Ovinnikov argues that fully digitalized systems
cannot cope with liquidity constraints [51, p. 75].

Finally, when these three conditions are largely met, digitalization produces signifi-
cant benefits, as confirmed by quantitative studies [13, p. 157; 20, p. 54]. When one or
more of these conditions are missing, digitalization creates a certain isolation and can
reproduce inequalities in access to public support through digital administrative plat-
forms. Understanding these factors is important for explaining why digitalization leads
to different outcomes across regions, types of firms, and policy areas.

6. Conclusion

Digital governance in the Russian agro-industrial complex is shaping innovative poten-
tial at the enterprise level, and the industry’s competitiveness is the focus of this study,
specifically how structural conditions regulate these relationships. Based on a survey of
30 experts and the testing of three theoretically based hypotheses, the study draws a
number of important conclusions.

Summary of results

Hypothesis H1 received full support: experts believe that digitalization of governance is
strongly associated with positive innovation-driven outcomes: over 93 % of respondents
gave high and tangible ratings for improved use of digital technologies, and 96.6 % for
increased competitiveness. Hypothesis H2 received partial support: technology-focused
programs outperform most financial support programs, but the exceptional effectiveness
of concessional lending (highly rated at 69.0 %) suggests a synergy between access to
capital and technical capabilities, rather than a simple substitute for policy-driven out-
comes. Hypothesis H3 received full support: experts agree that systemically interconnected
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constraints — bureaucracy with paperwork (89.7 % of barrier descriptions), regional dispari-
ties, selective competition, and the capital mobilization time paradox — clearly represent a
“transformational digital divide” [42, p. 66], weakening the positive effects of digitalization.

Theoretical contribution

This study contributes to public administration theory and practice in three ways.
First, it provides empirical evidence that the digitalization of administrative management
functions as an institutional mechanism that stimulates enterprise innovation, making the
application of institutional theory to platform governance more realistic [47; 50]. Second,
it demonstrates that the transition process in Russia is still ongoing, as platforms have
not completely eliminated bureaucratic barriers, calling into question the assumption
that digitalization automatically simplifies administrative management [41; 19]. Third, it
proposes a framework of three institutional quality requirements (equal access, process
integrity, and temporal consistency) that determine whether digitalization will bring in-
clusive or selective benefits to both small and large firms.

Policy implications

When implementing public policy reforms, Russian policymakers should consider
several key points. First, increased attention must be paid to simplifying documentation
requirements, processes, and waiting periods before switching to a new platform to
avoid “electronic document flow”. Second, the development of regional digital capacity
should accompany the creation of a national platform to address persistent geographic
inequalities. Third, policy development should incorporate access to credit, technical
support, and regulatory compliance within unified interfaces designed to meet the needs
of both small and large businesses. Fourth, the capital raising time paradox requires a
well-planned reform aimed at addressing liquidity issues that cannot be resolved through
digitalization alone.

Limitations of the study and directions for further research

Several limitations should be clearly stated. The sample size (N = 30), although suf-
ficient for expert studies, limits the statistical generalizability of the results. The cross-
sectional study captures perceptions at a single point rather than tracking changes over
time. Focusing on expert assessments, while valuable for gaining practical insights, may
inadequately measure firm performance. Therefore, future research should conduct
longitudinal panel studies tracking the relationship between digitalization intensity and
innovation outcomes across different groups of firms using larger samples. A particu-
larly promising area of research, opened by the full-scale implementation of the Unified
Digital Platform for Agro-Industrial and Fisheries Complexes (EDP APK / ECP APK) on
1 March 2026, is a long-term “before and after” assessment of how the unification of
EFGIS ZSN, FGIS “Grain”, FGIS “Saturn”, FGIS “Seed Production”, AlIS “APK Subsidies”,
GIS “IAS NTOR-SKh”, and GIS “Single Window” into a single access point will impact
transaction costs, regional inequality, and the “transformational digital divide” described
here. An additional comparative study could compare state integration through EDP APK
with commercially oriented ecosystems, such as Rosselkhozbank’s “Svoye” ecosystem, in
terms of their impact on the innovation potential of small and medium-sized enterprises
in the agro-industrial and fisheries complexes.

Final thoughts

The transition from paper documents to a digital platform is not just a sovereign
technological innovation but also a powerful institutional transformation. The Russian
experience demonstrates that digitalization can change incentives for innovation and
competitiveness trajectories when implemented with equal access, process integrity,
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and time consistency in mind. However, structural barriers, complex document manage-
ment processes, regional inequalities limiting access, and time constraints on capital
investment highlight the limitations of technological solutions for administrative and in-
stitutional reform. The challenge facing the Russian agro-industrial complex, and indeed
all agricultural systems undergoing digital transformation, is not simply digitizing paper
processes but also eliminating the bureaucratic obstacles inherent in these processes.
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