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The paper determines the main directions and conditions of government regulation of

investments and innovations nowadays.
: , , , 

.
Keywords: investments, innovations, government regulation, investment climate.
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This article investigates the causes, forms and results of network forms of relations

between economic agents in the context of globalization, competitive advantages and
disadvantages of network firms.

: , , .
Keywords: globalization, network firms, network economics.
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Some problematic aspects of the property and the typology of economic systems are

taken for consideration in this article. The particular attention is given to the criticism of the
erroneous, in the author’s opinion, ideas concerning the classification of property forms and
different types of economic systems.

: , , , 
, , .

Keywords: property, private property, state ownership, command economy, market
economy, mixed economy.
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In the article investigated the characteristics of development of corporate social

business responsibility in Ukraine.
: , ,

, .
Keywords: corporate social responsibility, social responsibility, strategy, stakeholders,

social investment.
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The analysis of competitiveness of the Ukrainian economy is enhanced due to

incorporation in the theory of competitiveness of conception of cultural determinism. An
author stands on the position, that in its deep mental bases the Ukrainian capitalism
gravitates not to «western», but to the «Confucian» type.

There is grounded the thesis, that in Ukraine political actions will have an effect of
economic development and competitiveness increasing in case of their accordance to
those forms of enterprise, which are approved by an east  culture.

: , ,
.

Keywords: competitiveness, cultural determinism, emergent economics.
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Competitiveness of national financial development in the global economy is studying.
Importance of financial development in the international competitions is discovering.
Conditions of the financial stability in emerging markets economies are considering.
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Keywords: financial systems, financial markets, financial development, financial
stability, financial competitiveness, banking sector.
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Income inequality is a growing threat to social stability of all countries. The article
demonstrates the reasons for increasing income differentiation based on the analysis of
economic development of the main countries. The author’s index of income inequality in
Ukraine using official statistics has been calculated. It is shown that this index
is almost twice bigger than the official estimation of the State Statistics Committee of
Ukraine.
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Keywords: income inequality, Gini index, social security, decile groups
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.
There are considered features of development stages of integration processes in the

period of becoming of market relations in Ukraine. Its certaine, that complex of factors,
which constantly change and require adequate adaptation of subjects of menage to these
changes, influences on efficiency of integration.

: , , .
Keywords: integration, integration processes, associations.
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In the article the features of development of small business are considered in Ukraine

on the modern post-crisis stage and the accents of instruments of government policy are
analysed in relation to development of small business. In article is shown that a small
business necessary view as a basic factor of government policy of employment and as
main position of him social value in relation to scale creation of workplaces.

: , , 
, 

Keywords: small business, government policy, instruments of politics of employment,
comparison with EU
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 (  1.7 ).

 1. -27  2008 

(%) (%)
(eur 1’000

) (%)
(eur

1’000/
) (%)

21.0 100.0 135.8 100.0 6176 100.0 45.5 100.0

 SME’s 20.8 99.8 90.6 66.7 3617 58.6 39.9 87.8
19.3 92.0 39.3 29.0 1348 21.8 34.3 75.3
1.4 6.7 27.9 20.5 1147 18.6 41.2 90.5
0.2 1.1 23.4 17.2 1122 18.2 47.9 105.3
0.1 0.2 45.2 33.3 2559 41.4 56.6 124.5

: Eurostat

 2. *  2010 

 1’000 
, 0.1 0.4 46.4

, % 0.2 0.9 98.9

 ( ,
),

. 
3’305.3 2’507.3 4’960.2

% 30.6 23.2 46.0

, ( ,
), . 1’640’279.5 1’241’555.3 714’811.7

 % 
 ( , ) 45.6 34.5 19.8

* . 
, .

 1  2 , 
-27

.1):



. – 2012. –  27, .2

66

, %

 %
 – 
)  % 

EU UA
. 1. 

, 
, 

.
, 

,  – 
,  – ,  – 

 – . 
 5  10 . 

- - 
, 

, , , . , 
, 

, , , , 
. , 

, , , 
, .

, 
» , , , 

.
, , 

 – ,
, 
. 

, , , 

0

20

40

60

80

100

0

10

20

30

40

50

0

10

20

30

40

50



. – 2012. –  27, .2

67

,  ( ) .

. 
.

,  - 
.

 ( )
, 

, 
.

, 
, 

.
, , 

, 
, 
. 

. 
, , 

,  (
)  (

 « »). 

, 
. 

, ,  2008
 « », .

 ( ) - 
. 

, 
,

 - .

. 
 ( . 2). 

 1 .
 (  6.4  4.9 ).



. – 2012. –  27, .2

68

. 2.  2008-2010 
: 

 – 
 2000  2011  ( . 3). 

2011  2000 
, 

.

, 
-

.  10% 
 ( )  5%

). , 
,  8,9 % , 

, . 
, 

, , .

, 
, 

 (
). 

. 

, 
. , 

2000

2500

3000

3500

4000

4500

5000

5500

6000

6500

7000

201020092008

, . 

, . 

, . 

, .



. – 2012. –  27, .2

69

, 
. 

 2010 
 2011 

), 
 2010 

, ), 

.

. 3.  (
), %.

: 

, 
: , 

, 

.

1. Key figures on European business with a special feature on SMEs. 2011 edition / EU,
Eurostat, Cat. No KS-ET-11-001-EN-C, 2011. - 124 p., ISBN 978-92-79-20422-7
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In the article we can see problematic and undetermined questions on regulating the
activities of natural monopoly entities. The article defines necessity of improving the system
of tariffs regulation for the natural monopoly entities, also the features of the state influence
and directions of improving regulation methods are disclosed in the article.

: , , 
, , 

Keywords: nomic Regulation, Natural Monopolie, Undetermined Questions, Tariffs,
Limitation.

, 
.

.

, 
,

.     . 

, , , 
 i , 

, 
.

, 
, 

. 

,



. – 2012. –  27, .2

71

, 
) ,  - , 

, 
, .

, 
.

, . , . , . . , .
, . , . , . . 

, . 
, 

.
 « » 

, . , 

.

,  

, 
, , 

,
, 

, .
, 

.

, ,

.
, , 

. 
.



. – 2012. –  27, .2

72

 2010-2011 ,
, :

- , 
, 

, ;
- 

;
- , ;
- 

)  – , 
, 

;
- 

, ;
- 

-, .
, 

.
, :

;
, 

, 
. 

.
, 

,
, :

1. ,
, 

.
, 

.

. 

, 
.



. – 2012. –  27, .2

73

2. 
, , 

, .
, 

 (
) 

, , ,
, , , 

, , ,
, , 

2  20  « ».

.
3.  « »,

.

.
. 

. 
, .

, 

 - . 

, 
, : .

 13  «
», ,

, , ,  « »
.

 pa i 

.
, , 

, 
, , 



. – 2012. –  27, .2

74

 – . 
.

4. , ,
, 

-, , 
 ( ), 

.
5. , 

.
, 

, 
 ( ) . 

.
 23 , 

, , 
,  1

 2011 . N 869: « , 
, 

…. , 

, ,

.» ,
, .

, 

. 
.

. 

.
, ,

,  - 
, 

. 
, 

.



. – 2012. –  27, .2

75

,  40-60 % 
, .  2010  (

)  ( )
, , :

-  - . ,  – 57,5%;
-   -  – 59,9%;
-  - . .      – 64,3%;
-  -  « » – 65,2%;
-  – .  – 67%;
-  – .  « »– 76,3%;
-  -   – 84,5%.

, ,
:

:  - .  – 12,3%;
- .  « » - 0,9%;
- .  – 3,9%;

: .  - . 
» – 22,1%;

: - . .  – 26,1%;
- .  – 10,2%;
: - .  – 12,6%;

           - .  « » - 8,5%;
- .  – 8,55;
- .  – 9%;

: - .  « »– 22,6%;
- .  – 2,2%;

:- .  « » – 9,7%;
- .  « » – 20,11%;
- .  – 20,3%;
- .  « » – 4%;
: - .  – 15,0%;
- .  – 20,0%.

, , 
, 

. 
, 

. 
 76 – 84% ? 

 – , .
: 

.



. – 2012. –  27, .2

76

, 
, 

, 
, . 

.

 / , 
. 

» . , 

.

, 
. 

. 

, .

, ,
. 

, 
 « » .

. 
. , 

, , 
 « » 

. .
, , 

.

, , 
, 

, 
; 

; 
.



. – 2012. –  27, .2

77

, 
, ,

. 

.

, , ,
, , .

.
, 

. , 

.
:

1) ,  ( ,
) 

, , 
, , 

;
2)  «  5 

 « »  5  «
» : 

;
3) 

-, , 
, , 

;
4) ,  ( ) 

;
5)  «

»;
6) 

, 
.



. – 2012. –  27, .2

78

, 

, .

1. ., , , 1992 .
2. . , . , « . , , », 11 .,

, 1992 .
3. . . – .  ,
1983. – 397 .
4. , . . – .: , 2006. – 367 .
5.  2010 .



. – 2012. –  27, .2

79

. , . . , .

. . 

- .
In article influence of ecological factors of maintenance on competitiveness of private

company on micro- and macrolevel.
: , , ,

, .
Keywords: competitiveness, competitive advantages, ecology, ecological standards,

economic growth.

, , , 

  , , 
. , , 

, 
, 

. ,
 3-6%, 

 [1]. 

, , 
, 

, 
, . 

, 
, , ,

  , , , 
.  2008-

2009 , , , 

, 
.

, 
, 

, 
, .



. – 2012. –  27, .2

80

, 
, 

.
, 

, 

, :
, , , , , , ,
, , , , , ,

, , , , ,
, , , . [2]. ,

,  « » 
. , 

,  – 
, 

, 
.

,   

, . , 
, 

. -
. , 

, . 
. 

. ,
, 

 ( , , 
.). 

. 
, , 

 [3].
, ,  – 

, 
 [4, . 126].  «

»  « » 
, . 

, , ,



. – 2012. –  27, .2

81

, 
[5, . 61].

 – , ,
,  – 

, 
. ,

, 
,  [6]. 

, 
 « » , 

, .
,  «

, . 
, 

» [7, . 357].

 [8, . 35-36].
 ( ) , 

, 
 [9]. 

: , , ,
,  – , . 

,  – 
, . 

, 
, , , , .

.
, , , 

. , 
, 

, 
 [10, . 428]. , 

, 
, ,

. , , 
, , 

.
,  - , 



. – 2012. –  27, .2

82

  

. : ; 
; .

. 
:   (

, , 
) 

, 
,  ( , ) ).

, 
:  ;  

, 
;  . 

. , 

) . 
, 

: ;  « »;
 « »; . ,

 « » 
, , : 

; ; 
; , 

.
, 

, 
: ; ;

; ;
;  « »

.
,   ( ),
 « » 

 (ISO 14000  14001). , 
 – 

, 
, ,

, . , 



. – 2012. –  27, .2

83

,  – 
,

, 
, , .

: , , ;
; 

. .
  

  . , 
,  ,

, . 
 82  133 

, , 
 [11]. 

,
. 

 1,4%  [12]. 
, 

, .
, 

 1991-2010 .  3,8 ,
 2010 .  2000 . [13, . 25-26]. 

, 
, ,

2818-VI
 21.12.2010 . , 

2020 
, 

. . 

, , .
, . , 

, ,
.

, 



. – 2012. –  27, .2

84

, , 
 (

); , 
 ( ).  

: ) , 
 ( , 

, ); )  ( ,
; , , 

); ) , 
 ( ). , 

, 
 (

 « » , 
 (  30 )  0,5 .  6,66% ), 

, , 
.

, 

. 
,  18 

,  (  –
), 

. 
, 

, 
  , ». 

, - 
, 

.

. , 

, 

, 
: 

. 



. – 2012. –  27, .2

85

.

1. . . « » .// ,
3.03.2012., .7
2. . . ., « », 2005, 608 .; :

. ., « », 2006, 454 .; .
.. ., ., 2010., 406 .; . 

. ., , 2010, 266 . ; . 
., ., ., 2009., 472 .; . 

. ., ., 2009., 515 .
3.  (2004-2015 ). ., 2004., 416 .;

., ., . ., ., .,2009.,390 .;
. ., . ., ., ., 2012., 558 .;

. 
. ., . 2006., 392 .; .,

. ., . 2011.; . 
: ... . . : 08.06.07/ 

, , . – ., 2008.–233 .;
Damodaran A., Value Creation and Enhancement: Back to the Future. – Los Angeles, Stern
School of Business, 2008. - 128 pp.; Miles R.E., Snow C.C. Organizational Strategy, Structure and
Process. – New York: McGrow-Hill, 2008. – 198 pp.; Steiner G.A. & Steiner J.F. Business,
Government and Society. – N-Y: McGrow-Hall, 2008.
4. OECD Environmental Performance Reviews. Sweden. – Paris: OECD Publications. 2004. –
211 pp.
5. ., . : 

. – :  – , 2008. – 352 .
6. Global Competitiveness Report 2008. – Internet- : htfp.: www // weforum.org.
7. .  / . . – .,  « », 2005. – 608 c.
8. . : . – : 

, 2005. – 352 .
9. Collins James C. and Porras Jerry I., “Building Your Company’s Vision”, Harvard Business
Review, September-October, 2006, p. 65-77.
10. , : . ./ . – .:  –

, 2004. – 640 .
11.  2010: 

. –  – http://www/fed.org.ua)
12.  2011

. – ., .– 2011. – 254 .
13. .  « » .- « »., 27.03.2012 ., .6.
14. : 
7.02.2011 ., .. , . 2011., 424 .



. – 2012. –  27, .2

86

. , . . , .

     
   

. .   

, 
.

The modern state and problems of the financial providing of innovative development of
enterprises are analysed, the analysis of main economic indicators of innovative processes
is conducted in Ukraine.
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The article studies the theoretical and practical problems of defining priority guidelines

of the development of science and innovations in the high tech sector. As a result of the
investigation, on the example of the normative legal document, the author makes
conclusions as to the priority guidelines of research.
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Keywords: theoretical and practical problems, science, innovations, high tech sector,
priority guidelines, main principles, strategy.
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The article reveals the core of the competitive relations at the labor market, the impact

of the major macroeconomic factors on the formation of the competitive advantages
of national labor market in the context of  the  integration  of  Ukraine into the
global economic system.
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Keywords: labor market,  integration, globalization, human resources,
competitiveness, competition, competitive advantages.
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The study elucidates establishment and development problems of innovative and
investment model of entrepreneurship development in Ukraine.
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Keywords:  entrepreneurship, innovative and investment entrepreneurship, innovative
and investment model of entrepreneurship.
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The goal of this paper is to give an overview of the state of the biotechnology sector in

Lithuania. We find that Lithuania has a “second place advantage” by using “inherited”
Soviet biotechnology infrastructure along with a highly educated workforce. A combination
of these factors is allowing the biotechnology sector to be an increasingly important and
innovative force in the country’s economic development.
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This paper aims to provide an overview of the current state of Lithuania in the context
of the global core-periphery hierarchy by focussing on the country’s ability to innovate,
especially in the field of biotechnology. Purely economic measures, such as annual gross
domestic product (GDP) per capita do not take non-economic factors into account.
Developmental economists recognized this, and in 1980 developed the human
development index (HDI), which combines measures of life expectancy, literacy,
educational attainment, and GDP per capita [11]. Lithuania’s HDI was 0.749 in the year
2000, increased to 0.793 in 2005, then further increased to 0.810 in 2011, which placed it in
the “highly developed” category according to the United Nations ranking [29]. Other
indicators which suggest an upward trend for Lithuania is the Economist Intelligence Unit’s
quality of life index. Compared to the other Baltic countries, Lithuania rates the highest on
this indicator, which is based on such factors as health, family life, political stability, and
political freedom [6].

The purpose of this paper is to analyze Lithuania’s position in the core-periphery
hierarchy, focussing on the role of Lithuania’s unique ability to innovate in such sectors at
biotechnology as a means by which it can move up in the hierarchy. The CPH is based on
such indicators as per capita gross national income (GNI), the human development index,
and the percent of export of manufactured goods. We draw upon Schumpeter’s idea of
innovation to analyze the potential of Lithuania’s skilled workforce, while the theoretical
model that the CPH is based on originates from world-systems analysis.
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One way to conceptualize Lithuania in the global economy is the world-systemic
perspective, which developed as a reaction to dependency theorists [2;3;13;19;35]. During
the 1970s, historical economic sociologists such as Wallerstein and Frank began to
conceptualize an expanding European economic world-system, which could be used to
explain the historical economic development (or lack thereof) of countries around the world
[8;31]. Capitalist market relations are seen as a means of wealth redistribution, from the
periphery to the core, or from the global South to the global North [4;28]. We are not
analyzing the question of resource redistribution, but rather are interested in Lithuania’s
potential for mobility in the CPH. Additionally, while the world-systemic perspective alludes
to entrepreneurial labor as a form of capital, it does not emphasize it. The structural
emphasis of world-systems analysis on Kontratiev business cycles have been criticized by
some [23]. Unlike world-systems analysis, we emphasize that Schumpeterian innovation is
an important means by which Lithuania’s economy can expand.

World-system theorists view the scope of capitalist accumulation as global, and the
entire world is seen as economically interconnected though an international division of
labor which became increasing resilient with the rise of mercantilism in the 1500s [5]. In this
hierarchy, there is a powerful central region (the core) that economically, politically, and
militarily dominates weaker external areas (the periphery). Between the core and the
periphery lie semi-peripheral nations.

The ideas of Joseph Schumpeter [21] can be drawn upon in the case of Lithuania to
emphasize the importance of innovation on one hand, and the danger of stagnation on the
other. Schumpeter popularized the term “creative destruction,” by which he meant that
innovation by entrepreneurs has the ability to radically change stagnant industries or an
entire economy.

To which distinct zone does Lithuania belong? First it has to be stated that there is
disagreement among world-system scholars about the boundaries between the three
zones. Chase-Dunn [5] argues that there are no concrete criteria to separate the core and
periphery categories, but rather, semi-peripheral countries are those which display a blend
of qualities found in the core and periphery. For example, Lithuania is a part of NATO and
the European Union - core qualities. Militarily, economically, and politically (at least in terms
of foreign policy), Lithuania is rather weak, which are qualities of peripheral countries. Core
nations include the powerful nations of Western Europe, the United States, and Japan.
Examples of periphery countries are many sub-Saharan African and South East Asian
countries.

Chase-Dunn [5] argues that only the poorest countries of the world belong to the
periphery and that all the other countries not belonging to the core are semi-peripheral.
Others argue that the world division of labor has become so complex that it makes no
sense anymore to divide the world in three distinctive zones [22]. In order to find out to
which distinct zone Lithuania belongs, it is required to provide an overview of the character
tics of the core, periphery and semi-periphery.
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After the break-up of the Soviet Union, Lithuania transformed rapidly, politically as well
as economically [24;25;30]. Lithuania embarked on a path that strived for the adoption of
two main features of the core: the capitalist market system and the system of electoral
democracy. In 2004, Lithuania obtained full membership of the European Union and
became fully integrated into the capitalist world-system. In the same year, Lithuania was
also incorporated into NATO, thereby institutionally aligning itself with the hegemonic core
state: the United States.

Core states are strong politically and have a strong foreign policy. They are relatively
integrated with other core states in the world system and have articulated national
economies in which production is relatively capital intensive and wages are relatively high.
In core states there is relatively less internal economic and political inequality than in
peripheral states [5]. Available economic data [7;32] shows that Lithuania clearly falls short
to be classified as a core country, although it has several characteristics of a core state. For
example, Lithuania’s economy is industrialized and diversified. The service sector
dominates, adding 61% to GDP, while the industry sector adds 38% to GDP and agriculture
only 5%.

Lithuania is a small and open economy. Integration into the EU boosted growth in
foreign trade. The 26 other member states of the EU accounted for 61.4% of Lithuania’s
total exports and for 55.9% of total imports. In 2008, Lithuania saw its total exports of goods
and services increasing with 28.4%. Minerals made up 25.6% of total exports, electrical
machinery and mechanical equipment 10.3%, chemical products 9.2%, transport vehicles
and equipment 7.7%, agricultural products 5.7% and plastic products 6.2% [14]. Despite
minerals topping the list of exports in 2008, the overwhelming majority of Lithuania’s
exports consisted of manufactured commodities, rather than raw materials, although high
technology exports make up only a small proportion of total exports. Lithuania’s increasing
export of manufactured goods as another example of Lithuania’s rise in the global
hierarchy [9].

However, Lithuania is relatively poor compared to the western European member
states of the European Union, although during the recent decade the gap with these
countries is gradually closing as a result of high economic growth. This gap is far from
being closed tough. Lithuania has several characteristics that are typical for the periphery.
Lithuanian GDP per capita in Purchasing Power Standards (PPS) is only at 60% of the
average GDP per capita in PPS of all the EU member states together. Compared to the EU
average, labor costs in Lithuania are five times cheaper [7].

Compared to other semi-peripheral countries, Lithuania has a relatively skilled labor
force. 59% of the total labor force in Lithuania has secondary education. Lithuania has a
decisive advantage over other semi-peripheral countries in this respect. In South Africa for
example, only 33.4% of the total workforce enjoyed secondary education, in Mexico only
21.8%, in Turkey only 17.2% and in Malaysia only 10.2%. Lithuania even has a more
decisive advantage over other semi peripheral-countries concerning the working force with
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tertiary education. 34.2% of the total labor force has tertiary education, while in South Africa
this is only 12.8%, in Mexico 17.5%, in Turkey 15.0% and in Malaysia 2.9% [33].

Skilled labor is one of the characteristics of the core and Lithuania fulfills this condition.
However, poor remuneration had been causing a brain-drain and many highly qualified
workers emigrated to the United Kingdom and Ireland where the financial rewards are more
attractive [1]. Emigration is a serious problem for the economic development of Lithuania as
highly skilled labor flees abroad, while the Lithuanian government has been paying for their
education. On the other hand, the scarcity of skilled workers has driven up the wages for
highly qualified vacancies, making it less attractive to emigrate. Paradoxically, during the
recent years the Lithuanian government has been issuing working permits for Belarusian
and Ukrainian immigrants in order to fulfill the vacancies which require highly qualified
personnel.

It can be argued whether Lithuanian state institutions are either strong or weak. In
foreign policy, the Lithuanian state is not able to dictate its will to other countries and is
dependent on its main ally, the United States. On the other hand, Lithuania is relatively
independent of outside control. Lithuania thus shows qualities of both the core and the
periphery and therefore it can be concluded that Lithuania belongs to the semi-peripheral
zone [17].

Another indicator showing Lithuania’s changing position in a global hierarchy is per
capita GDP. According to the CIA World Factbook [26], Lithuania ranked 150 in 1993 (the
first year data was available for Lithuania). In 1995, Lithuania’s position on this ranking rose
to 82. The most recent data available (2011) show Lithuania to be in 66th position.
Therefore, using per capita GDP as an indicator, Lithuania is rising in a global economic
hierarchy.

Other signs of the country rising in the CPH is shown in its economy expanding beyond
its borders with more companies investing in neighboring countries and becoming involved
with regional trade networks [15,16]. Also, Lithuania’s political economy is increasingly tied
to the European Union. For example, Lithuania is straining to meet the EU’s strict
Maastricht criteria in order to introduce the Euro [20].

Lithuania, though a relatively small and poor country, nonetheless is now a part of the
European Union, and the past fifteen years have indicated incredible changes to the
country. Little by little, Soviet inefficiency, and the “command economy” mentality are giving
way to more a more pragmatic capitalist approach - merging with the rest of Western
Europe. Thus, we argue that Lithuania is indeed rising in the capitalist world-system.
Although still a part of the semi-periphery, the country is engaging in such “core” types of
industries as biotechnology, which further suggests upward mobility.

Innovation can be a means by which to rise in the CPH, while stagnation - a means to
fall. Schumpeter [21] suggested that innovation and entrepreneurship acts as a sort of
engine for economies to expand. National institutions such as the government and
economy must create favorable conditions for the entrepreneur to be able to bring new
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commodities to the market. In such countries as Lithuania, still undergoing a post-Soviet
transition, opportunities abound for new business ideas.

One sector where Lithuania is utilizing the “second place advantage” successfully is
biotechnology, where it is a regional leader. According to the Lithuanian Biotechnology
Association, the biotechnology sector in Lithuania has been growing by about 22% yearly
for the past five years. Two such companies, Fermentas and Sicor Biotech were sold in
2007 for more than 28 million Euros [12]. Fermentas was in turn bought by the large
multination company Thermo Fischer Scientific company for 193 million Euros [27].

An explanation of why foreign companies invest in biotechnology in Lithuania is due to
the relative “natural monopoly” status that this industry had enjoyed in Lithuania since the
fall of the Soviet Union. In 1975, the biotechnology firm Fermentas was a part of the former
Institute of Applied Enzymology, which was a Soviet funded genetic research laboratory.
After Lithuania’s independence, the firm began to operate independently, and began
expanding operations globally, with joint ventures in Germany, Canada, and the United
States. Thus, unlike other places where labor is relatively inexpensive, such as Mexico,
Lithuania had such relevant factors as an educated workforce or the already built factories
and researchers.

For these reasons, we also argue that there is an element of business clustering
present in Lithuania [18]. Biotechnology firms are clustered about Vilnius, and have ties
with business and research centers at Vilnius University. Therefore, there was momentum
in the development of the Lithuanian biotechnology sector that other regions did not have.
Building on this momentum the Vilnius city municipality and two major universities (Vilnius
University and Vilnius Gediminas technical university) are building a major research park,
the Saul tekio sl nis (Sunrise Valley). On the hand, a relevant question is why American
pharmaceutical companies, such as Eli Lilly, have opened factories in much more
expensive Denmark. One explanation may be because business clusters were already
present in that country, while Lithuania’s was still being privatized.

Another positive development of the biotechnology industry in Lithuania is related to
immigration and the “brain drain” phenomenon. As an example, seventeen advanced
Lithuanian experts who had previously emigrated have decided to return to the Vilnius
Institute of Biotechnology. Dr. Daumantas Matulis from the Institute of Biotechnology, has
stated that, “The growing importance of life sciences and biotechnology in Lithuania is
being recognized with ScanBalt Forum 2008 to take place in Vilnius. This is a chance to
promote Lithuania as an attractive place to work, live and invest. We intend to further
strengthen our position as a strong player within life sciences and biotechnology in the
Baltic Sea Region” [12]. More generally, the rate of Lithuanians migrating abroad appears
to be reducing, perhaps due to increasing opportunities domestically [10].

Such old Europe economies as Germany are juggernauts, compared to the nimble
Lithuania. The country has a very highly educated population, and competitive universities
that produce bright graduates. Thus, all things equal, per capita, Lithuania needs fewer
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innovators to make potentially large changes in its much smaller economy, which unlike
EU-15 countries, is still in a condition of flux.

Another advantage for Lithuania in terms of innovation is the attractiveness in the
previous regard to foreign direct investment. Although Lithuania may lack the capital of “old
Europe,” it has a skilled and educated workforce, and low labor costs. This makes it an
attractive place for foreign firms that want to also “out innovate” the competition. Why build
a factory in the traditionally more expensive EU-15, than in the less expensive business
climate of such new member countries at Lithuania?

The current economic crisis can in a sense be seen in a positive light for tiny Lithuania.
While the economy is under stress, Lithuanian firms can continue to innovate. However,
when the global economy does improve - which, with time, it will - it will take a far smaller
“push” to restore Lithuania’s economy to a strong position, compared to much larger EU-15
countries. Although premature to draw any conclusions, there are glimmers of hope. For
example, the IMF’s Robert Zoellick stated on March 22 2009 that, weighted down by large,
sluggish economies, the global economic recovery is expected in 2010, at which point
major economies will break even. History has shown that Zoellick was correct [32].
Lithuania’s economy contracted by 14.74% from 2008 to 2009, but regained positive
growth (1.33%) from 2009 to 2010. A year later, in 2011, Lithuania’s economy is already
expanding [34].

Lithuania has certain real advantages compared to larger economies in terms of
innovation. First, Lithuania’s industries are still in a relatively nascent stage. Twenty years
after the collapse of the Soviet Union, its industries are specializing and adapting to a
global marketplace faster than the industries of such “old Europe” countries as Germany.
This is a case of the so-called “second place advantage,” where a newly opened economy
can learn from the mistakes and consequently “out innovate” them, since they have no new
infrastructure to need to replace. Regionally, the European Commission states that
biotechnology will be a very important part of Europe’s economy in the coming decades.
Although information about the biotechnology sector in Europe is incomplete, Ernst and
Young find that the Lithuanian biotechnology market is one of the largest in the region. 99%
of biotechnology products are exported to 86 countries. In 2006, the biotechnology industry
had sales in excess of 90 million Euros. Among former Communist countries, Lithuania
follows only Hungary in sales volume. The Lithuanian government is wisely to investing in
this up and coming sectors by increasing biotechnology research funding in recent
years [12].

Although Lithuania’s economy had been growing, the overall rate of economic
development in Lithuania compared to other countries is not as rapid. One explanation is
that foreign investors may be increasingly diversifying their investment to more countries,
causing the rate of investment and development in Lithuania to flatten out. Additionally, with
the increasing cost of labor in Lithuania, foreign investors may find it more profitable to
invest in a country with a less expensive workforce. Low costs are not the only explanation
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for diversification. Companies may also seek technological success by using local, highly
educated talent.

The goal of this paper was to illustrate the concept of the core-periphery hierarchy in
relation to Lithuania’s global position. We found that Lithuania is on a rising trajectory in the
hierarchy. Lithuania has many qualities of a semi-peripheral country, and given such
booming innovative sectors as biotechnology, it is well-poised to weather the current
European economic crisis better than other countries. Future research will examine the
possibility of a North / South European economic divide, with the European North focusing
on higher technology exports, such as biotechnology products compared to the European
South.

References
1. Adamczyk, A. (2009). “Institutional changes in the economies of Central and Eastern
European  countries and the situation of the labour market.” Ekonomika: 85: 45 - 56.
2. Amin S. (1976). Unequal Development: An Essay on the Social Formations of Peripheral
Capitalism. New York: Monthly Review Press.
3. Amin S. (1994). Re-reading the postwar period: an intellectual itinerary. Translated by Michael
Wolfers. New York: Monthly Review Press
4. Arrighi G. (1995). The Long 20th Century. Money, Power, and the Origins of Our Times.
London, New York: Verso.
5. Chase-Dunn, C. (1991). Global Formation: Structures of the World Economy. New York:
Blackwell.
6. The Economist. (2007). http://www.economist.com/media/pdf/
Democracy_Index_2007_v3.pdf. Retrieved April 14, 2009.
7. Eurostat. (2008). http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu. Retrieved April 3, 2009.
8. Frank A. G. (1992). “Economic ironies in Europe: a world economic interpretation of East -
West  European politics.” International Social Science Journal, 131, February: 41 - 56.
9. Giedraitis, V. (2007). The New Cold War in the Post-Socialist Era: Domination through Multi-
Dependency in Lithuania.  Berlin: VDN Verlag Dr. Muller.
10. Gruzevskis, B. (2007). Labour Migration in Lithuania. Institute of Labour and Social Research.
Vilnius.
11. Haq, M. (1996). Reflections on Human Development. Oxford University Press.
12. Innovations Report. (2008). No author. “Lithuanian biotech growing fast.
http://www.innovations-report.com/html/reports/life_sciences/report-106502.html. Retrieved April
3, 2009.
13. Köhler G. and Tausch A. (2002). Global Keynesianism: Unequal exchange and global
exploitation.  Huntington: Nova Science
14. Lithuanian Department of Statistics. (2011). “Exports and Imports by CN Section”
http://www.stat.gov.lt/en/pages/view/?id=3491 Retrieved on February 27, 2012.
15. Mockaitis, A.; Giedraitis, V.; Vaiginiene, E.. (2007). “How Active are Lithuanian  Manufacturing
SMEs in International markets? Some Preliminary Findings.” Transformations in Business and
Economics. 11.

http://www.economist.com/media/pdf/
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu.
http://www.innovations-report.com/html/reports/life_sciences/report-106502.html.
http://www.stat.gov.lt/en/pages/view/?id=3491


. – 2012. –  27, .2

123

16. Mockaitis, A.; Giedraitis, V.; Vaiginiene, E.. (2005). “The Internationalization Efforts of
Lithuanian Manufacturing Firms – Strategy or Luck?.” Research in International Business and
Finance. 19.
17. OECD. (2008). International migration outlook 2008: Country notes Lithuania. OECD.
Retrieved  April 16, 2009, from http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/57/11/41233896.pdf.
18. Porter, M. (1990). The Competitive Advantage of Nations. New York: Free Press.
19. Prebisch, R. (1950). The Economic Development of Latin America and Its Principal Problems.
New York: United Nations.
20. Pranulis, V.; Giedraitis, V.; Grundey, D.; Vogelius, R. (2008). “A Myopic Vision: Risks Beyond
the  Maastricht Inflation Criteria.” Transformations in Business and Economics. 7.
21. Schumpeter, J. (1943). Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy. London: Unwin University.
22. Shannon, T. (1996). An introduction to the world-system perspective. Boulder: Westview.
23. Solomou, S. 2004. Phases of Economic Growth, 1850-1973: Kondratiev Waves and Kuznets
Swings. New York: Cambridge University Press
24. Stark, D. 1992. “The Great Transformation? Social Change in Eastern Europe: From System
Identity to Organizational Diversity: Analyzing Social Change in Eastern Europe.” Contemporary
Sociology. 21: 299-304.
25. Szelenyi, I., Eyal, G., Townsley, E. (2001). Making Capitalism without Capitalists: The New
Ruling  Elites in Eastern Europe. New York: Verso.
26. The CIA World Factbook. https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-
factbook/geos/lh.html.  Retrieved on February 27, 2012.
27. Thermo Fischer Scientific website. http://www.fermentas.com/en/about/Fermentas-
milestones. Retrieved on February 27, 2012.
28. Turchin, P. (2007). Modeling Periodic Waves of Integration in the Afroeurasian World System.
Globalization as an Evolutionary Process: Modeling Global Change. Ed. by George Modelski,
Tessaleno Devezas, and William R. Thompson. London: Routledge
29. United Nations Human Development data.
http://hdrstats.undp.org/en/countries/profiles/LTU.html Retrieved on February 27, 2011.
30. Verdery, K. (1996). What was Socialism and What Comes Next? Princeton: Princeton
University Press.
31. Wallerstein, I. (1974). The Modern World-System, New York: Academic Press.
32. World Bank. (2008a). “Statement by World Bank Group President Robert B. Zoellick on the
Summit of G20 Leaders.” http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/NEWS. Retrieved April 3,
2009.
33. World Bank. (2008b). “Edstats – Country Profiles.” http://go.worldbank.org/JVXVANWYY0.
Retrieved April 16, 2009.
34. World Bank website. http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/
COUNTRIES/ECAEXT/EUEINPEXTN/0,,contentMDK:22997768~pagePK:141137~piPK:141127~t
heSitePK:590766,00.html. Retrieved February 27, 2012.
35. Yotopoulos P. and Sawada Y. (2005). “Exchange Rate Misalignment: A New test of Long-Run
PPP  Based on Cross-Country Data” CIRJE Discussion Paper CIRJE-F-318, February 2005,
Faculty of Economics, University of Tokyo.

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/57/11/41233896.pdf.
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-
http://www.fermentas.com/en/about/Fermentas-
http://hdrstats.undp.org/en/countries/profiles/LTU.html
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/NEWS.
http://go.worldbank.org/JVXVANWYY0.
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/


. – 2012. –  27, .2

124

. , . 

. . 

. , 
. 

.
In the article the place of Ukraine is explored in The Global Competitiveness rating.

The technological modes of the production volumes, financing of scientific and innovative
activity are analyzed in Ukraine. In conclusion the priority of forming of the innovative
system of country is proved
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The macroeconomic processes that take place in Ukraine are analyzed. The
reformation of Ukrainian tax system by changing VAT and Profit tax for differentiated
realization tax is suggested to increase incomes to budget and social sphere and to
decrease the tax pressure for tax-payers.
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Keywords: differentiated realization tax, tax system, tax pressure.
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The reform of the pension system as the main factor of competitiveness of national

economy is analyzed in this article.
: , 

, .
Keywords: competitiveness of national economy, reform of the pension system,

solidarity and accumulative pension system model.
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.
The article analyzes the conditions of the financial reform of the military-industrial

complex of Ukraine in the context of state regulation of its development. Some measures to
improve public policy in this area, through appropriate changes to ensure public support
and improve the financial management of the complex.

: , , -
, .

Keywords: financial restructuring, financial security, defense-industrial complex,
finances of defense-industrial complex.
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The paper analyzes the current situation of innovation development in Ukraine. The

authors underline the drawbacks of innovation development and propose the ways for its
improving using international experience

: , 
Keywords: innovation, development, state innovation development

, 

. 
, 

,  [1, . 37].

, , .
, . , . , . , , . , . , .

. 
, . ,

, , , , , 
.

» [2]  2000 . « » 
 « » ,

, 
 « ». 

, , 
, , 

. 
,

. 
, 

, -
, , . , 



. – 2012. –  27, .2

156

, , 
,  «

», ,
, 

.
. 

,
, 

.
, 

. 1). ,  13% 
, . 

, , . 
 « »:  ( ,
, )  50%.

 1. , , , ,
.

(100%)  (97%)

(3%)

(96%)

 (4%)

(98%)

(2%)

(98%)
 (2%)

(51%)

(49%)
-

/  / 

,
,

,
,

, , - -

- -

: [3].



. – 2012. –  27, .2

157

, . 
, , , 

.

. ,  100 
. 

. 

.
,

. , 
 ( , , 

), . ,

,  ( ).
 345 , 

 (98%). . 
, , , 

.  2006 
 - , ,

, , , . 
 500 . 

.
, , ,

. 
, 

.

, , 
 - , , .

, , 
 ( , , 

).

, 
, , . 

,
, 



. – 2012. –  27, .2

158

.
, 

 « » [4], 

. 

, . , , 

.
18  2007 

 « »  2008-2012 .
, 

, 
.

 160 . ,
 - 93 .,  - 44 .,  - 20

. , 
. , , 

. 
, 

. 

. , 
.

. 
.  – 

.
 2010-2020 

 [5], 
, :

;
;

;

;

;
.



. – 2012. –  27, .2

159

. 
, 

. 
, , 

 ( . 2).

 2. , 

;   
;

, 

, 
. 

.
, ,

:

;

;

;
;

, ;

,  [6].
, 

, 
. , 

. 
, 

-
.



. – 2012. –  27, .2

160

 2010-2020 

, :
, 

;

;

.
. 3 

.
. 3, 

. 

:
, 

;

, ,
;

,
.

 3. 

, 
;

, 
- , 

,  ¼ .
 20% 

, 
, .

,
 50%.

,
 10 ;

, , 
, 

,  [7].
, 

.



. – 2012. –  27, .2

161

, 
. 

, . 

.

.

. , 
.

, , 
, , , 

. 
.

. 
, . 

14 
. 

, 
, 

.
, ,

, , 
. 

.

, 
, , 

.
, 

, . 

 – , 
.

, 
, 

, 
. 



. – 2012. –  27, .2

162

. 
  

.

1. :  3 . . 2:
 / . . . ,

. . , .- . . . – .:
, 2007. –  564 .

2. Commission staff working document. Lisbon Strategy evaluation document/ European
Commission, Brussels, 2.2.2010.- 21 p. [ ]. –  :
http://ec.europa.eu/archives/growthandjobs_2009/pdf/lisbon_strategy_evaluation_en.pdf
3.  [ ]. –  :
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/eurostat/home/
4.  :  17.01.2002  2984-  [ ]. –

 : http://zakon2.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/2984-14
5.  2010-2020 

 ( ) [ ]. –  :
http://kno.rada.gov.ua/komosviti/control/uk/doccatalog/list?currDir=48718
6. . 

.:  « ». -  2010 .
7.  / . .-

.: . – 2009.- 160 .

http://ec.europa.eu/archives/growthandjobs_2009/pdf/lisbon_strategy_evaluation_en.pdf
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/eurostat/home/
http://zakon2.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/2984-14
http://kno.rada.gov.ua/komosviti/control/uk/doccatalog/list?currDir=48718


. – 2012. –  27, .2

163

, .

. 

, 

. 

,   
.

The  main tendencies reflected in the economic life of South Caucasus and Central
Asian countries at the post soviet period are investigated in the present article. The author
makes an effort to appreciate the modern economic situation and makes some forecast in
the economic future on the basis of the economic analyses in the mentioned period of
South Caucasus and Central Asian countries.
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Keywords: geoeconomic interests, geostrategic interests, production sharing (PS), tax

efficiency, domestic energy resources, transit state.
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105,3 99,8 103,1 108,5 108,4 102,9 98,6
109,6 106,7 107,0 107,8 107,9 103,9 106,5

… 113,3 … 111,0 114,7 106,1 109,2
104,5 107,0 107,5 109,5 109,0 108,1 108,5
109,6 113,9 113,2 113,7 106,9 85,9 102,1

2000=100***
110 188 253 317 351 383 403
114 164 181 197 204 206 221
105 120 124 135 146 150 148
110 159 170 183 197 205 218
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The article describes the credit risk-management structure of financial institutions in
consumer crediting. The specificities of each element usage of credit risk management
structure are presented.
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The essence of the modernisations of enterprises is lighted up, its basic constituents
are distinguished and described. The institutional factors of modernisation of enterprises
are defined.
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.
The theoretical-methodological characteristics of the Austrian school of marginalism

are investigated, which were highlighted in works of M. Bukharin, I. Blumin and modern
scientists. The internal contradiction among schools of marginalism is disclosed, which is
logically associated with the existence of competing research traditions within a holistic
marginal direction.
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, 
. , 

, , 
, , . 

,  (
), . 

. . , . , 
, 

 « » , 
.

, ,
.  - . . 

., 
, 

, 
. 

, 
, 



. – 2012. –  27, .2

183

, 
,  – .

, 
: .  [1], .  [6], .  [3], .

 [4], .  [5], .  [6], . . 
, 

.  [2], .  [12], .  [7], .
 [8], .  [9], . . 

.  [13] .  [10] 
, 

, . . . 

, 
.

. 

.

, 
 – . . . 

, 
 « » .

, .
 « » (

1914 .,  1919 .). . 

, ,  « » , 
, »

[4, . 5]. , 
,  – . ,

, 
. . . -

, 
,  – . 

. ,



. – 2012. –  27, .2

184

, 
, .

, 
, . ,

 «  « » 
, » [4, . 14], 

 « » , 
.

, 
, 

, 
. .

: «  … 
 – . …

» : (1)
»;  (2) 

, »» [2, . 264] ( , 
. 

).
, 

, : «
,  « » 

» [4, . 19]. ,

. . , , , 
, , 

, .

:
«… , 

… ,
 « », , 

 « » 
. 

» [4, . 22-23]. , 
, 

, 
– , « » . .

, ,
 « » , -



. – 2012. –  27, .2

185

,  (
, -

).
. 

., . .
», , ,

. 
, , 

, , ,
 (

) .
. , 

-
 ( .

. ). . 
: « , , 

, 
, 

. « » 
 ( ) » [4, . 27].

. . 
. , , ,

, 
: «

, 
,

 …
), , 

, ». [8, . 446]. 
. 

» , :
, , 

, , 
, 

» [8, . 447].
 – . ,

 1928  « » ,
, . 

 (
), 



. – 2012. –  27, .2

186

.
. 

, 
. . , . 

, 
, . 

, 
. 

. 
, , , , 

.
, 

, . : «…
: ) ; ) 

; ) 
) , 

, » [3, . 10].
, , 

 – . 
), ) – 

. ) ) 
.

, .  – 
, , ,

 – .  20- . , 
, ,

 « »?
, 

. 
.

. : «…  70- . 
. 

, 
, » [3, . 17]. 

, , 
 ( , , ), 

, 
. , 



. – 2012. –  27, .2

187

. . , 
, 

. . , 
 « » 

, 
.

: 
, 

,
, 

 « »  ( .
) ? , 

,
,  ( ) 

.
, 

,
, 

. 
, , 

, .
,

, . . , 
) . 

, 
, . 

, , 
, 

. 
, , . , 

«… , 
» [2, . 430].

: , 
, ,

. 
, 

, 
 ( . . .

). . 



. – 2012. –  27, .2

188

, 
. : «…  …

, 
. 

, , 
; , , 

» [11, . 155-156].
:

,  ( . 
 « »),  ( ) 

, , ,
, 

. 
, , 

 1870- ., , 
. . 

, 
, ,

. 
. . 

1890- .,  ( ) .
.

 « » 
 ( . ), 

 « » 
, 

 « », , 
. ,

 ( . ), 
. 

, 
, . – 

, .

1. .  // 
. . , . , .  [ ] / .

— .: , 1992. – . 5-30.



. – 2012. –  27, .2

189

2. .  [ ] / . ; [ . .,
4- .] – .: " ", 1994. – 720 .
3. . .  3- . [ ] /

. . - . 1. . – .:
  , 1962. - 872 .

4. . . 
. [ ] /  . ;

1925 .] – .: , 1988. -  4-  ( .). – 191 .
5. .  (  –

.) [ ] / . . . – .: , 1994. – 244 .
6.  :  : . . [ ] / / [ .: .

, . , . .]; . . . . – .:
, 2011.  – 1198 .

7. . : . , . , .
 [ ] / . ; [ . . . . ]. — ., :

, , , 2008.  — 406 .
8. . :  [ ] /  . / [ . 

. . . . ]  – .:  « », 1995. –
462 .
9. . : 

 /  ; [ . . . . 
.  .  .  ].  —  :  ,  2007.  —  viii  +  202  .  (

» .1).
10. . .  XX  [ ] / ; [ .

. . . . . ]. – ., : ,
, , 2009. – 337 .

11. . . [ ] /  . ;  [ . .]. – .: ,
1988. – 191 c.
12. .
XX  [ ] / .  // . – . 28. – . 3.
– 1992. – . 347-363.
13. Mises L. von. The Historical Setting of the Austrian School of Economics. [ ] / L.
von. Mises. – New Rochelle, 1969. – 23 .



. – 2012. –  27, .2

190

. , . . , .

 – 
. .  – 

.
The paper contains the review of issues related to the competitiveness of graduates
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.
Co-evolution mechanism of biophysical, ecological, social and economic subsystems is

investigated. The features of evolutional processes of these subsystems are considered.
Place of value chains is identified in the co-evolution process of economic subsystems.
Determination of sustainable development on the basis of hierarchy holistic approach is
offered and the terms of his achievement are resulted. The symbol model of sustainable
development is resulted.
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Keywords: co-evolution, holistic, value chains, sustainable development, model of
sustainable development.
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The approaches to the interpretation of the concept of "economic security" and its

components are considered. Condition and main problems of technical and technologies
components of economic security Ukraine are investigated.
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This article highligths particularities of  small-scale business correlation partnership,
considers contradictions of business social responsibility organization in the process of
their economical activity integration.
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Keywords: entrepreneurship, cooperation, enterprise, competitiveness, forms of the
cooperation.
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The essence of meat processing subcomplex of AIC of Ukraine as integrated system is
analyzed in the article. The structure of meat processing subcomplex, current state and
possibilities of increasing competitiveness are considered.
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Keywords: AIC of Ukraine, meat processing subcomplex, integrated systems,
competitiveness.
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The article is aimed at determination of the ways of improvement of regulation of the

external trade in goods between Ukraine and the EFTA States and maximization of its
positive influence on development and increase of competitiveness of the national
economy.
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Keywords: export, import, anti-dumping measures, bilateral safeguard measures,
reexport, free trade area.
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The article investigates the main trends of public-private partnership in Ukraine in
comparison with PPP market in the European Union and Russia. Highlights the significant
economic and social effects of cooperation between the government and private business.
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Keywords: public-private partnership, concession, social infrastructure, transport
infrastructure, the economic effect.
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The article examines trends in manufacturing hi-tech products and services in Kiev city,
analyzes the causes of development problems, proposed the ways of supporting their
development at the local government.

: , 
, , .

Keywords: manufacturing hi-tech products and services, gross value added, gross
regional product, the local government.
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The problems, strategies, stages and forms of the intellectual capital commercialization
are considered in the context of the competitiveness providing.
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Keywords: competitiveness, intellectual capital, commercialization of the intellectual
capital.
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The features of national socio-economic indicators in the current conditions are
considered. Proposals of the national system of state social and economic standards and
regulations improvement are offered.
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Keywords: socio-economic indicators, social and economic guarantees, social and

economic standards, living wage, minimum wage, consumer basket.
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Approaches of financial strength determining are described, factors that influence on it
are considered, methods of financial strength assessment are characterized, ways to
achieve it are listed
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Keywords: financial strength, liquidity, solvency, index analysis, leverage, breakeven
point, margin of financial strength
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The influence of formal institutions on economic development in transitive countries is

analyzed in the article. The accent is done on the connection between level of political
mastership and quantity of institutions. It allows to give recommendations for reforms’
strategy.

Keywords: institutions, institutional environment, economic grow, political decisions,
technologies, reforms’ strategy
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The article deals with evolution of significance of objective and subjective factors of
economic development. It bases subjective factor role increases in modern conditions of
economic development.
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The article is devoted to the study of contradictions innovation and investment

development business in Ukraine. The basic contradictions objectively and subjective
reasons braking investment is analyzed. Directions to stimulate innovation and investment
business is shown.
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Keywords:  innovation and investment contradictions, economic policy, innovation and
investment business stimulation.
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This article contains the basic aspects of organic production development in Ukraine.

The article highlights particularities of organic agricultural production development,
problems and prospects of sector’s development in the actual management conditions.
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Keywords: organic production, ecological products, ecological-economic relations,
ecological legislation.
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The article is devoted to the definition essence and role of management culture in

organization of region educational management.
: , , , 

.
Keywords: culture, management culture, education, region educational management.
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. 
 Zero Waste. 

 Zero Waste.
The basic problems of management waste in Ukraine are analysed. Experience of

management waste is considered in the developed countries. The chart of complex
management waste is presented. Advantages and principles of such strategy of
management waste are considered as Zero Waste. The process of management waste is
presented in accordance with principles of Zero Waste.
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,

 Zero Waste.
Keywords: management waste, methods of management waste, national policy in

environmental protection and management waste, approach of Zero Waste.
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The competenses of personnel are considered, customer-centric definition is detailed

analysed, importance of using customer-centric approach in enterprise activity for providing
its competitiveness in a changeable market environment is substantiated.
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.
The article discusses the main aspects of the modern world insurance market,

examines the role and place of Ukraine in the global system of insurance relations,
explores the new trends and innovative technologies in insurance services area. The
author proves the expediency of improving the mechanism of state regulation of insurance
activities in Ukraine in the conditions of modern integration processes.

: ; ; ;
.

Keywords: insurance; insurance market; insurance relations; international insurance
groups.
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1998 .,  2010 . 
 American International Group (AIG)  Ageas (  Fortis Group).

 AIG  « » (  « ») 
 MetLife Inc.,  100%  « » 

 Horizon Capital.  2011 . 
 – Assicurazioni Generali

SpA ( ),  2006 . 
 « » (  « »)  «

» (  « »).
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, 
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.  31.12.2010 . 
 14,4 ., 

 – 45,2 .,  – 11,4 ., 
 – 2,2 .

 2.         
 31.12.2010 .

)
 «Life»  «non-Life»

, . .
,

% , . .
,

%
 3 450,3 49,7 3 006,1 13,6
 10 758,7 83,7 7 312,3 33,0
 20 868,9 95,9 11 329,0 51,1
 50 906,4 100,0 16 994,4 76,6
 100 x 20 336,8 91,7
 200 x 21 982,2 99,1

906,5 100,0 22 175,2 100,0

: .
 2010  // www.forinsurer.com/stat/

 31.12.2010 .  456,  67
 («Life»)  389 , 

,  («non-Life»). 
, 

 – 91,7% –  100  «non-Life» (25,7%  «non-
Life»)  95,9% – 20  «Life» (29,9%  «Life»). 

31.12.2010 . . 2.
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.
A hierarchical structure of corporate assets is studied and its basic elements are

explored. Ways and trends of interaction small and medium business to corporations are
outlined. An effect of cooperation enterprise on competitiveness of national economy is
emphasized

: , , , 
.

Keywords: corporate assets, corporation, hierarchy, small and medium business.
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.
The main channels of influence of the gross external debt on the economic growth are

examined. The interrelation of external public debt and private nonguaranteed external debt
is explored. The main causes of the gross external debt increase are defined as well as
their influences as for the emerging and developing economies are estimated.

: , , 
, , 

.
Keywords: economic growth, gross external debt, external public debt, private

nonguaranteed external debt, emerging and developing countries.
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y = -0,0791x + 2,5631
R2 = 0,2182

-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

, % 

, %



. – 2012. –  27, .2

337

) , 
 90 % , 

 « » 
 60 %  ( . . 1).

 1. 
, % 

<30 30-60 60-90 >90

4,1 2,8 2,8 -0,1
4,2 3,0 2,9 1,6

, 
4,3 4,8 4,1 1,3
5,0 4,7 4,6 2,9

5,2 4,9 2,5 -0,2
5,1 5,0 3,2 2,4

 [9, . 25]
 60 % , 

 2 , 
 90 % ,  [9, . 3].

, 
. . 2. 

 (  «flows») 
 (cab),  (fdi) 

 ( ) 
 (service).

. 2. 

:  World Development Indicators & Global
Development Finance

= 93
= 375.08

Source SS df = 0.0000
Model 2.1733e+22 3 = 0.9267

Residual 1.7190e+21 89 = 0.9242
Total 2.3452e+22 92 = 4.4e+09

flows Coef. t
cab -.1218339 -5.51

fdi 1.053666 17.46
service .4523629 11.12
_cons -2.18e+08 -0.43

 7.2444e+21 R-squared
1.9314e+19 Adj R-squared

. reg  flows  cab  fdi  service Number of obs
F(  3,    89)

MS Prob > F

2.5491e+20 Root MSE

Std. Err. P>| t | [95% Conf. Interval]
.022105 0.000 -.165756   -.0779117

.0603325 0.000 .9337862    1.173545

.0406753 0.000 .3715419    .5331839
5.02e+08 0.666 -1.22e+09    7.80e+08
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The paper highlights literature on subject of anti crisis management and corporate

governance. The study consists definition of the term «anti crisis corporate governance».
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An importance of human resource as a factor of international competitiveness under
conditions of globalization are discovered.  An assessment of the human resource  impact
on the international competitiveness is undertaking.
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In the article have described the main trends of dairy farming in Ukraine; also have
considered the problems of the national milk-processing enterprises in the world market
and its basic problems.  Effective ways of increasing the competitiveness of national dairy
products have been proposed.

Keywords: Competitiveness, quality, dairy products, milk-processing enterprise,
product security.
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The article features the functioning of enterprises in the markets of natural monopolies.

It is certain the basic features of functioning of the enterprises of natural monopolists,
directions of state regulation of natural monopolies, opportunities and restrictions of
exclusive structures and competitive firms.

: , , ,
, , , .

Keywords: the monopoly, natural monopoly, subjects of natural monopolies, a
competition, tariffs, the price, exclusive authority.
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In article the integrated assessment of competitive advantages of Donetsk region in the
course of what the system of the indicators reflecting competitive advantages of area
among regions of Ukraine was unified is carried out, calculation and the analysis of
dynamics of their integrated indicator for the studied period of supervision is carried out.

: , 
.

Keywords: assessment of competitive advantages, regional economic systems.
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The paper focuses on tax policy under ensuring of national economic competitiveness.

A formalized description of transmission mechanism of Ukrainian tax policy is outlined.
Appropriate suggestions on how to improve tax regulation are presented as to the
implementing of competitive advantages.

: , 
, , , ,

.
Keywords: tax policy, national economic competitiveness, tax stimulus, national

savings, investment, capital mobility.
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The article is devoted to the problems of budget support of structural adjustment of the

national economy. The budget mechanism of structural adjustment of Ukrainian economy
on the basis of budget of development’s model at the national and local levels, on the basis
of the system of institutional support for its implementation and effective expenditure’s
management with a perspective character, within the program-target method is offered. A
number of measures to enhance the investment process to ensure innovation and
technological modernization of the national economy are determined.

: , , 
, , , ,

.
Keywords: fiscal policy, budgetary mechanism, structural adjustment, budget of

development, program-target method, expenditures, innovation and investment
development.
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The article is concerned with the necessity to form accounting policy related to non-

current assets taking into consideration the requirements of enacted Tax Code of Ukraine.
We identified the problematic issues in approach of financial and tax accounting of non-
current assets that result in temporary tax differences.

: , , ,
, , 

, .
Keywords: accounting policy, non-current assets, fixed assets, intangible assets, long-

term financial investments, deferred tax assets, non-current assets kept for sale.
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In this article author considers positive and negative consequences of membership in

WTO for economy of Ukraine, especially for domestic agriculture producers. Also author
provides measures witch must be taken to overcome negative consequences.

: , , , , , .
Keywords: agriculture, WTO, support, customs duty, quota, production.
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Author analyses the nature of the world food crisis and its influence on the domestic

agricultural production, author proposes specific measures witch should be taken for
domestic agricultural production adaptation to world price fluctuations and ways of
prevention from negative consequences.

: , , , 
, , , .

Keywords: adaptation, agriculture, price fluctuation, food crisis, infrastructure, ground,
agriculture production.
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The paper examines preconditions for land market formation. Key principles for

functioning of  land use system are identified. Major problems of land market formation in
Ukraine are pointed out.

: . , , , 
, . , .

Keywords: land, land market, land use, land ownership, land price, land value, land
laws, land resources.
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The article is devoted to the research of banking supervision’s essence, as one of the

key factors of financial stability’s ensuring in the country. Particular attention is paid to the
definition of economic substance of effective prudential banking supervision under current
economy.

: , , 
,  .

Keywords: prudential banking supervision, efficient supervision, system of risks’
assessment, financial stability.
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In the article to analyisis and confirmis the author innovation prioretes of social-

economic development of Ukraine. Complex evalute of the process to modernization of the
national economics on the way finance-economic crisis overcoming.

: , , 
.
eyw rds: innovation priorites, modernization, finance-economic crises.
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The purpose of the article is to study the evolution of social system using the post-industrial

paradigm. Author determines the essential features of scientific paradigm, necessity of its
changing nowadays and identifies the information society as the identification of the social
development current stage.
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Keywords: post-industrial society, information society, scientific paradigm.
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The internal control and state financial control as indispensable, objective and

important components of control activity in any country were studied. Common and
different features of internal control and state financial control according to the subjects and
objects, purposes and tasks, principles and methods, techniques and technologies, control
results and specific control process were established. It is concluded that the internal and
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specificity and can develop control activity in these directions for the implementation of
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