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Boraanosa M. LenTpauizauis i nepedipiiinicts B €C - mepexeBuii miaxin

Mera naHOi CTATTi HOJSrae y BHBUCHHI TOPrOBEIBbHHX BIJHOCHH MK KpailHaMH Ha BHYTpimIHbOMY pHHKY €C i BCTaHOBIEHHI CTyICHS
LEHTPAIBHOCTI OKPEMHUX JePIKaB - WICHIB Ha OCHOBI IHTEHCHBHOCTI TOPTiBENbHUX BiIHOCHH. Y cTaTTi moOynoBaHo Mozeni «Llentp — nepudepisy», sxi
cnocrepiratoTbesi B €C, BU3HAUCHO KpaiHW, SKi MAIOTh BIITHOCHO CXOXKY CTPYKTYpPY MIKHApOJHMX BIIHOCHMH. 3Hal€HI Tak 3BaHi "MiICTPyKTypH" —
IPyIH KpaiH, Ki IOB'I3aHi MiX CO00I0 TICHIMH COL[iaTbHO-eKOHOMIYHUMH BiTHOCHHAMH.

CryniHp HEHTPAJIBHOCTI — OJJHA 3 XapaKTEPHUCTHK MEPEKEBHX MOJEJICH, 110 BU3HA4Yae i Hajae iH(opMmaliio Mpo MiCHe3HAXO/DKEHHS i
MOTEHIiai KpaiH{, Ha OCHOBI IHTEHCHBHOCTI il TOpriBii 3 iHmMMH KpaiHamu. Mogeni «Llentp — nepudepis» Moka3yioTh CTaH OKPEMHUX KpaiH, K
LeHTpaltbHUX a0 nepudepuyHuX TIpaBiB B PHHKY. L[i BITHOCHHM MalOTh BaXKJIMBE 3HAYCHHS HE TUIBKH U BH3HAYCHHS PAHTY KpaiHU 3i
CTATHCTUYHOI TOYKH 30pYy, a TAKOX JUIsl HajaHHs iHGOpMaLii PO MOXIIMBICTh KPH30BHX SIBUI B Pi3HHX KpaiHaX i perioHaJbHUX yrpyrnoBaHHSX,
Takux sk €C.

JlocnijpkeHHs POBOAMIIOCS Ha 0a3i aHANITUYHOI METOAMKH, PO3POOICHOI Ul aHali3y colianbHUX Mepex. [Iporpamue 3abe3neyeHHs, 110
BUKOPHCTOBYETECSI B Tpomeci fgocmimkeHHs — Mepexi mepenadi ganux (UCINET). Pesynpratu mpencraBieHi y BHIUILAI MaTpuub i rpadikis.
[lepeBara aHami3y mossirae B TOMy, IO BiH IIEPEBIpSE CHCTEMY SIK MEPEXKY, B sIKiil KOXKHA OJUHHII MA€ CBOIO POJIb, L0 3aJICKHUTH Bij Il MONOKEHHS B
Mepexi, 10 JO3BOJISAE 3HANTH HOBUI HANIPSM B aHAi3i TOPrOBEJIbHUX MOTOKIB.

Krouosi cioBa: anamiz Mepexi, BHyTpimHiil puHok €C, ToprosenbHi MOTOKH, Mojens «LleHTp - mepudepis», Mepexi mepemadi AaHUX
(UCINET).

Borpanosa M. Lentpaauzanus u nepedupuiinocts B EC - ceTeBoii moaxon

Llens naHHOW CTAaThHM 3aK/IOYAaCTCS B M3yYEHHHM TOPTOBBIX OTHOIICHHI MEXIy CTpaHaMH Ha BHyTpeHHeM pbiHKe EC M ycTaHOBICHHH
CTENeHH LEHTPAIBHOCTH OT/ENBHBIX FOCYAapCTB-YICHOB Ha OCHOBE HHTEHCHBHOCTH TOPrOBBIX OTHOIIEHHMI. B cratbe moctpoens! Mojenu «L{eHtp —
nepudepus», koropble HaOmonatorcs B EC, ompeencHbl CTpaHbl, KOTOpPbIe HMEIOT OTHOCHTENIBHO MOXOXKYIO CTPYKTYPY MEXIyHapOIHBIX
ortHoweHuit. HaiineHsl Tak Ha3biBaeMble "MOACTPYKTYPBI" — IPYIIIBI CTPaH, KOTOPBIC CBSI3aHBI MEXIY CO00# TECHBIMH COL[HATbHO-3KOHOMHYECKIMHU
OTHOIICHUSIMH.

CreneHb HEHTPAIBHOCTH — OJHA M3 XapaKTCPUCTHK CETEBBIX MOJEJeH, ONpelensionas M IpeJocTaBisomas HHPOPMALMIO O
MECTOIIOJIOKEHNN M IIOTCHI[HAaJIe CTPaHbl, HA OCHOBE MHTCHCHBHOCTH €€ TOPrOBIM C JApyrumu crpaHamu. Mogemn «lleHtp — mepudepms»
[I0Ka3BIBAIOT COCTOSIHAE OT/CNBHBIX CTPaH, KAK LEHTPAIBHBIX MM NePH(EPUUECKUX UTPOKOB B PHIHKE. DTH OTHOLICHUS HMEIOT BKHOE 3HAUCHHE HE
TOJIBKO JUIS ONIPEJICNICH s paHra CTPAaHbl CO CTATHCTUYECKON TOUKH 3PEHHs, a TAKXKe JUIsl IPEAOCTaBICHHs] HH()OPMALHH O BO3MOXKHOCTH KPH3HCHBIX
SIBJICHUH B Pa3HBIX CTPAHAaX U PErHOHAIBHBIX IPYNIMPOBKaX, Takux kak EC.

VccnenoBanue MNPOBOAWIOCH Ha 0a3e aHAIUTHYECKON METOAMKH, pa3pabOTAHHOW I aHaIM3a COLHMAIbHBIX cerTeil. IIporpammHoe
obecrieueHue, MCIOJIb3yeMoe B Iponecce uccienoBanus — cetd nepemaun naHHbIX (UCINET). Pesynbrarsl IpencTaBiieHBl B BUJIE MATPHUIl H
rpagukoB. IIpermyiiecTBO aHaIM3a 3aKIOYACTCs B TOM, YTO OH IIPOBEPSET CUCTEMY KaK CETh, B KOTOPOH KakJIas eJMHULA MMEET CBOIO POlib,
3aBUCSIIAs OT €€ MOJIOXKEHNUS B CETH, YTO MO3BOJISCT HANTH HOBOE HANPABJICHHE B AHAIN3E TOPrOBBIX IOTOKOB.

KioueBble ciioBa: aHanu3 ceTH, BHyTpeHHuil peiHOK EC, ToproBbie moToku, Moxenb «LeHTp — mepudepus», ceTH mepefadd TaHHbIX
(UCINET).

Bogdanova M. Centrality and peripherness in the EU — a network approach

The purpose of this article is to examine the trade between countries in the EU internal market and to establish the degree of centrality of the
individual Member States on the basis of the intensity of trade relations. The second purpose is to determine “center — periphery” models observed in
the EU, and to define which countries have relatively similar structure of foreign relations. The last objective - but not the least — is to find the so-
called “substructures” - cliques or groups of countries, that have stronger relationships.

The degree of centrality is one of the characteristics of network models and provides information about the location and potential of a
country, based on the intensity of its trade with other countries. “Center — periphery” models show the status of particular countries as central or
peripheral players in a market. These relationships are important not only for determining the rank of a country from a statistical point of view, but
also to provide information on possible wires for crisis across countries in a community such as the EU.
The study was carried out on the base of the analytical technique developed for the social networks analysis. The software used is for Ego-Network
data (UCINET). The results are presented in the form of matrices and graphics. The advantage of the analysis is that it examines the system as a
network in which units have their roles depending entirely on their position in the network. This gives a new direction to the analysis and new
perspective to the standard analysis of trade flows.

Keywords: network analysis, EU internal market, trade flows, models “Center — periphery”, Ego-Network data (UCINET).

The EU internal market policy is one of the most important for the development of the Union. The intention to develop fair competition,
balanced trade and common commercial policy and to reduce the differences between member states is embedded still in the Treaty on European
Union. [1] There were adopted until 1992 the necessary regulations to provide the removal of regulatory, technical, bureaucratic, cultural and other
barriers and was ensured the free movement of labor, goods, services and capital within the EU.

The Single European Market is a reality from 1993. In order to attain success in it, the Commission has adopted and regularly updated the
Internal Market strategy, which sets out a long-term strategic vision and framework for improving the functioning of the Single Market.

The trade exchange between member states has been observed both by European and the national institutions. The openness of the EU
economies to each other can bring a number of long-term benefits for everyone, but at the same time it can become a conductor of the crisis in the
short term. For this reason, the monitoring and the reading of the internal market signals is very important for decision makers in EU and member
states and it is a key condition for making of adequate decisions related to the development.

In the present paper the trade exchange analysis is implemented by an analytic technology, which is developed firstly for social network
analysis. The approach requires the data to be presented as a square array of measurements. The rows of the array are the cases, or subjects. The
columns of the array are the same set of cases, or subjects. Each cell of the array describes a relationship between the actors.

The advantage of the analysis is that the system is considered as a network in which the units have their own roles, depending entirely on
their position in the network. This gives a new direction to the analysis and a fresh perspective to the trade flow standard analysis.

A source of data for analysis of exports and imports of the member states (in Euros) for 2012 is EUROSTAT - EU27 Trade Since 1988 By
CN8 [DS-016890]. The output matrix is a square array (27x27). The rows include export of each member state (REPORTER) to other EU countries
(PARTNER). The import in the matrix is represented by the columns.

The table is similar to the first quadrant in the table Input - Output but without balance between export and import.

The analysis is performed with a Program for the analysis of Ego-Network data. [3] There are four parts of the study:

. Degree of centrality;
. Centre/Periphery Model;
. Analysis of the similarity;
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"Sub-structures".

Degree of centrality

When the network is made by single entities and the analysis includes only the links between them, the degree of centrality is the number

of links incident upon a node (i.e., the number of ties that a node has).
FREEMAN'S DEGREE CENTRALITY MEASURES
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Fig. 1. Freeman’s Degree Centrality Measures
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When the network consists directed links (where ties have direction), there are two measures of degree centrality - Outdegree and Indegree.

The first one is the number of ties that the node directs to others. The second — respectively is the count of the number of ties directed to the node.

In the EU single market the degree of centrality shows which party has the strongest links (the largest number of connections and the

value of the ties).

In this case the party with the strongest links is the country that has the highest values of exports and imports. The indicator is known as

Freeman degree of centrality. In this case it shows the highest values

Centre/Periphery Model

for Germany, followed by Netherlands, France, Belgium, Italy and the UK.
These are the countries with the most intense foreign economic ties with the others. The first column in figure 1 shows the volume of exports
(OutDegree) and the second - import — (InDegree).

The distribution of the countries in terms of their centrality and peripherness, is the second measure that will be examined. In this case a
natural center of trade in the EU are these six countries with the highest degree of centrality in terms of network theory, i.e. these with the most
intense exchange in the EU internal market. They are presented in the upper left corner of fig. 2.

re/Periphery Class Memberships:

ocked Adjacency Matrix
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BELGIUM ITALY
BELGIUM 14921.180
ITALY 10272.589
FRANCE 32569.770 32499.213
GERMANY 44585.391 55989.852
NETHERLANDS 70374.531 22443.109
UNITED KINGDOM 16897.703 9420.514
AUSTRIA 1791.598 8692.111
CYPRUS 10.012 39.491
DENMARK 1185.355 2175.169
FINLAND 1733.028 1338.369
CZECH REPUBLIC 2900.482 4371.896
SPAIN 6447.296 17162.627
GREECE 318.594 2017.516
HUNGARY 1169.972 3734.687
TRELAND 13540.670 2672.971
BULGARIA 765.130 1763.860
LITHUANIA 244,548 394.022
LUXEMBOURG 2200.062 842.570
LATVIA 121.719 112.398
MALTA 12.019 147.976
ESTONIA 231.868 180.875
POLAND 2945.268 6940.958
PORTUGAL 1402.124 1683.512
ROMANIA 789.197 5445.881
SWEDEN 6360.024 3007.176
SLOVENIA 238.145 2993.146
SLOVAKIA 931.586 2923.721
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Fig. 2. Centre/Periphery Model in EU Single Market (in 2012)
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The results in figure 2 clearly show that the six countries with central position have very intensive trade, which covers the bulk of their
export-import balance. All others are peripheral players, i.e. the amount of their trade with the central countries is far less important.
Analysis of the similarity

An analysis of the similarity in the patterns of international economic relations is presented in Fig. 3. There are calculated correlation
coefficients by columns. The results indicate that the import of Bulgaria is most similar to that of Romania - the correlation coefficient is 0.861.
Greece is the second country, which has a similar structure of imports to our — the correlation coefficient is 0.815. The next country in terms of
similarity is Hungary — with 0,751 coefficients etc. The biggest difference in the structure of Bulgarian import is with Estonian one (coefficient
0.079).

leasure: CORRELATION

/ariables are: COLUMNS

Yiagonal: TREATED AS MISSING

[nput dataset: EU_27 (C:\Program Files (x86)\Analytic Technologi
similarity matrix: EU_27-Sim (C:\Program Files (x86)\Analytic Technc

1
AUSTRI BELGIU BULGAR CYPRUS CZECH GERMAN DENMAR ESTONI

1 AUSTRIA 1.000 0.523 0.716 0.350 0.951 0.723 0.826 0.381
2 BELGIUM (and LUXBG -> 1998) 0.523 1.000 0.425 0.431 0.554 0.905 0.683 0.235
3 BULGARTA 0.716 0.425 1.000 0.664 0.679 0.352 0.551 0.079
4 CYPRUS 0.350 0.431 0.664 1.000 0.334 0.357 0.342 -0.014
5 CZECH REPUBLIC (CS5->1992) 0.951 0.554 0.679 0.334 1.000 0.613 0.809 0.367
6 GERMANY (incl DD from 1991) 0.723 0.905 0.352 0.357 0.613 1.000 0.599 0.030
7 DENMARK  0.826 0.683 0.551 0.342 0.809 0.599 1.000 0.523
8 ESTONTA 0.381 0.235 0.079 -0.014 0.367 0.030 0.523 1.000
9 SPAIN 0.678 0.731 0.599 0.474 0.649 0.699 0.667 0.211
10 FINLAND 0.613 0.612 0.359 0.234 0.591 0.442 0.940 0.584
11 FRANCE 0.825 0.742 0.698 0.459 0.790 0.776 0.793 0.297
12 UNITED KINGDOM 0.836 0.857 0.643 0.454 0.821 0.908 0.865 0.350
13 GREECE 0.730 0.665 0.815 0.882 0.685 0.656 0.675 0.189
14 HUNGARY 0.960 0.529 0.751 0.335 0.982 0.608 0.783 0.315
15 IRELAND 0.182 0.363 0.111 0.339 0.189 0.290 0.308 0.055
16 ITALY 0.834 0.766 0.732 0.467 0.823 0.833 0.791 0.284
17 LITHUANIA 0.618 0.404 0.380 0.220 0.695 0.350 0.641 0.717
18 LUXEMBOURG 0.673 0.725 0.459 0.302 0.644 0.565 0.637 0.235
19 LATVIA 0.365 0.174 0.114 -0.008 0.374 0.004 0.365 0.830
20 MALTA  0.233 0.301 0.452 0.439 0.189 0.399 0.235 0.013
21 NETHERLANDS 0.808 0.900 0.556 0.398 0.771 0.731 0.805 0.338
22 POLAND 0.983 0.620 0.722 0.389 0.976 0.862 0.869 0.411
23 PORTUGAL 0.326 0.342 0.451 0.261 0.302 0.286 0.323 0.031
24 ROMANTIA 0.831 0.486 0.861 0.404 0.810 0.495 0.651 0.203
25 SWEDEN 0.797 0.683 0.511 0.354 0.784 0.634 0.972 0.488
26 SLOVENIA 0.760 0.381 0.720 0.387 0.687 0.416 0.547 0.170
27 SLOVAKIA 0.703 0.288 0.530 0.171 0.906 0.338 0.483 0.152
“ronbach's Alpha = 0.970
Fig. 3. Similarity in the import structure
SIMILARLILES
Measure: CORRELATION
variables are: ROWS
Diagonal: TREATED AS MIS
Input dataset: EU_27 (C:\Prog
Similarity matrix: EU_27-Sim (C:\
3
AUSTRI BELGIU BULGAR
1 AUSTRIA 1.000 0.690 0.648
2 BELGIUM (and LUXBG -> 1998) 0.690 1.000 0.502
3 BULGARIA 0.648 0.502 1.000
4 CYPRUS 0.014 0.059 0.422
5 CZECH REPUBLIC (CS->1992) 0.971 0.692 0.564
6 GERMANY (incl DD from 1991) 0.671 0.873 0.343
7 DENMAREK 0.676 0.650 0.367
8 ESTONIA 0.033 0.028 -0.167
9 SPAIN 0.546 0.826 0.510
10 FINLAND 0.523 0.623 0.267
11 FRANCE 0.820 0.873 0.670
12 UNITED KINGDOM 0.654 0.909 0.466
13 GREECE  0.543 0.456 0.772
14 HUNGARY 0.972 0.680 0.673
15 IRELAND 0.321 0.641 0.310
16 ITALY 0.766 0.893 0.649
17 LITHUANTA 0.342 0.435 0.064
18 LUXEMBOURG 0.746 0.925 0.597
19 LATVIA 0.189 0.119 -0.083
20 MALTA 0.841 0.885 0.674
21 NETHERLANDS 0.850 0.910 0.608
22 POLAND  0.965 0.779 0.601
23 PORTUGAL 0.430 0.590 0.382
24 ROMANTA 0.893 0.729 0.845
25 SWEDEN 0.573 0.726 0.329
26 SLOVENTIA 0.940 0.631 0.688
27 SLOVAKTIA 0.844 0.557 0.484

Zronbach's Alpha = 0.966
Fig. 4. Similarity in the export structure
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Likewise it has been calculated the similarity in the structure of export (Fig. 4). Again the closest structure to that of Bulgaria is the
Romanian one, where the correlation coefficient is 0.845. This means that the contacts of Bulgaria and Romania with external partners are
approximately the same. The second closest state is Greece — with a correlation coefficient of 0.772, and the third - Slovenia — with coefficient 0,688.
The farthest country is again Estonia - which has even a negative correlation coefficient of - 0.167. This means that Estonia has contacts with such
countries with which Bulgaria has not and vice versa.

"Sub-structures"

One of the most common interests in the structural analysts is of the "sub-structures" that may be presented in a network.

Divisions of actors into groups and sub-structures can be a very important aspect of social structure. It can be important in understanding
how the network as a whole is likely to behave. The most interesting sub-structures in the network are the cliques. They are sub-set of a network in
which the actors are more closely and intensely tied to one another than they are to other members of the network. The smallest "cliques" are
composed of two actors — the dyad. But dyads can be "extended" to become triads and larger sub-set.

The study of EU export in 2012 indicates 8 cliques. The largest covers group 23 of 27 countries (excluding Cyprus, Ireland, Luxembourg
and Malta). It is formed in the first column of fig. 5. All of other smaller cliques share some overlap with some part of the largest clique.

Clique Participation Scores: Prop. of clique members that each node 1.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 AUSTRIA 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.917 0.917 1.000 1.000

2 BELGIUM 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.917 0.917 1.000 1.000

3 BULGARIA 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.947 0.947

4 CYPRUS 0.913 0.909 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.917 0.895 0.895

5 CZECH REPUBLIC 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.917 0.917 1.000 1.000

6 GERMANY 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

7 DENMARK  1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

8 ESTONIA 1.000 0.955 1.000 0.952 0.917 0.917 0.947 0.895

9 SPAIN 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

10 FINLAND 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.917 0.917 1.000 1.000
11 FRANCE 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
12 UNITED KINGDOM 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
13 GREECE 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
14 HUNGARY 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.917 0.917 1.000 1.000
15 IRELAND 0.913 1.000 0.909 1.000 0.917 0.917 0.947 1.000
16 ITALY 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
17 LITHUANIA 1.000 1.000 0.955 0.952 0.833 0.917 0.947 0.947
18 LUXEMBOURG 0.783 0.818 0.773 0.810 0.667 0.750 1.000 1.000
19 LATVIA 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.917 0.917 0.947 0.947
20 MALTA 0.478 0.500 0.500 0.524 1.000 1.000 0.474 0.474
21 NETHERLANDS 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
22 POLAND 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.917 0.917 1.000 1.000
23 PORTUGAL 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.917 0.917 1.000 1.000
24 ROMANIA 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.947 0.947
25 SWEDEN 1.000 1.000 0.955 0.952 0.917 1.000 1.000 1.000
26 SLOVENIA 1.000 0.955 1.000 0.952 0.917 0.917 1.000 0.947
27 SLOVAKIA 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.917 0.917 1.000 1.000

Fig. 5. Subsets of countries, similar to others in terms of exports
The coefficients in fig. 5 show how "adjacent" each actor (row) is to each clique (column). Austria, for example, is adjacent to 91,7% of
the members of clique 5 and clique 6. Bulgaria is adjacent to 94,7% of the members of clique 7 and clique 8.
Fig. 6 shows the graphical distribution of the same subgroups. There are countries involved in all the subgroups at the left - Italy, Spain,
Germany, Denmark, Netherlands, UK, France and Greece.
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@ur. 6. Subsets of countries, similar to others in terms of exports — graphical mode
For imports the situation is different. 7 cliques found. The first involved 22 of the 27 countries (excluding Cyprus, Estonia, Luxembourg,
Latvia and Malta).
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®ur. 7. Subsets of countries, similar to others in terms of import — graphical mode
Can be clearly seen the participation of Italy and Germany in 6 subgroups. Bulgaria is included in four subgroups.
This report includes only a small part of the possible conclusions that are obtained as a result of the application of network analysis of
imports and exports of the EU internal market. Their interpretation should be performed by a combination with other methods of analysis, which,
because of limitations in the volume, cannot be done here. This is a question that the author left for future publications.
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®OPMHUPOBAHUE HHHOBAIIMOHHO-MAPKETHHT OBOI CTPATET MM COBPEMEHHBIX THK
Boenko E.JO. k.3.H., 1011eHT, 1oueHT Kadeapsl «MapkeTuHr» JJOHEKOro HallMOHAIBHOTO YHUBepcuTeTa (YKpaunHa) |

Boenko E.JO. ®opMupoBaHne HHHOBALIMOHHO-MAPKETHHIOBO# cTpaTerun coppemeHHbix THK.

Bsixox (pupM Ha TPaGKTOPHIO SKOHOMHYECKOTO POCTA ONpEEsAeTCss MHOTUME (HaKTOpPaMH, CPeId KOTOPBIX KIIFOYEBOE MECTO OTBOIUTCS
MapKeTHHroBo# crpateruu. JaHHas npobiema umeer 0co0oe 3HaYCHHE Ul TPAHCHALIMOHAIBHBIX Koproparuii. [IockonbKy riobanus3anus sBiseTcs
OCHOBHOH TEHJCHIUEH COBPEMEHHOIO MHPOBOIO XO03fiicTBa, 0COO0 aKTyalbHBIM sIBIIsIeTCs M3ydeHHe Bompoca jesrensHoctd THK. B koHTekcre
Hepexojia COBPEMEHHOro OOIIEeCTBA B CTaJMIO MOCTHHIYCTPUAIBHOTO U (OPMHUPOBAHMS B PAa3BHTHIX CTPAaHAX HMHHOBAIIMOHHOW 3KOHOMHKH,
MapKETHHIOBBIC CTPATETHH OKa3bIBAIOTCS TECHO CBS3aHHBIMH C MHHOBALMOHHOM cTparerneil Gpupmbl. B cratbe paccMaTpHBAaeTCsi TEOPETHYECKHUIA
aCIeKT IOCTaBJIEHHOH NpoOiieMbl (OPMUPOBAHWS MapKEeTHHIOBO-WHHOBANoHHOH crtparermu THK, opueHTHpoBaHHOW Ha oOecrieueHue OanaHca
HHTEPECOB KOMIIaHMii, motpeburerneil n obimectBa. B paboTe mpoaHanM3HpoBaHO MECTO, 3aHHMAaeMOE TPAHCHALMOHAJIHHBIMH KOMIIAHUSIMH B
MHpPOBO# 3KOHOMHKE, PACCMOTPEHBI HHCTPYMEHTHI 3()(EKTHBHOW MAapKETHHIOBOH CTpPAaTerHM H H3Y4YCHbl OCOOCHHOCTH (OPMHUPOBAHUS U
[IPUMEHCHHS] HHHOBAIIOHHOTO MapKETHHIa KOMITAHHUH.

Knrwouegvie cnoga: MapKeTUHT, HHHOBALWH, CTPATErHsl, THK, SKOHOMHYECKUX POCT.

Boenko O.10. ®opmyBaHHs iHHOBaNiiiHO -MapkeTHHIoBOI cTpaTerii cyyacaux THK.

Buxin ¢ipM Ha TPaeKTOPil0 €KOHOMIYHOTO 3pPOCTaHHS BH3HAUYA€ThCA OaraTbMa (DakTopaMu, cepel SKHX KIIOYOBE MICIE BiJBOXUTHCS
MapKeTHHrOBii crpaterii. JlaHa mpoOiieMa Mae OCOOJMBE 3HAYCHHs Ul TPAHCHAI[IOHAJIBHUX Kopropaiiif. OCKibkK T00ani3alisi € 0OCHOBHOMO
TEH/ICHIII€I0 CYYacHOr0 CBITOBOI'O IOCHONAPCTBA, OCOOIMBO aKTyallbHUM € BUBUYEHHs mutaHHs IisuibHocTi THK. Y KOHTEKCTI mepexony cy4acHOro
CYCIIIBCTBA B CTAJiI0 MOCTIHAYCTPiadbHOTO 1 GOPMyBaHHS B PO3BHHEHHX KpaiHaX iHHOBAIIHHOI €KOHOMIKH, MapKETHHTOBI CTpATerii BUSBIAIOTHCS
TICHO ITOB'I3aHMMH 3 IHHOBALIHOIO cTpaTeriero ¢pipMu. Y CTaTTi pO3MIIAETHCS TEOPETHIHHUN acIeKT AaHoi mpobiemMu GpopMyBaHHS MapKETHHIOBO-
inHoBauiiHo crpaterii THK, opienToBaHOi Ha 3a0e3mnedeHHs OanaHCy iHTEpeCiB KOMIIaHiH, CIIOXKUBAYIB Ta CycrniibcTBa. Y poOOTi MpoaHai3oBaHO
Micle, 110 3aiiMaroTh TPAaHCHALIOHAJIbHI KOMITaHii y CBITOBiM €KOHOMIlli , PO3MIISTHYTI IHCTPYMEHTH €()EKTHMBHOI MApKETHHIOBOI CTpaTerii i BUBYEHI
0co6aHBOCTI (OPMYBaHHS Ta 3aCTOCYBAaHHS IHHOBALiifHOr0 MapKeTUHTY KOMIIaHil.

Kntouosi cnoea: MapKeTHHT, IHHOBALlil, CTPATETis, THK, EKOHOMIYHUX 3POCTAaHHS.

Boyenko O. Formation of innovation and marketing strategy of modern TNCs.

Firms’ outputing trajectory of economic growth is determined by many factors, among which great attention should be paid to the key
marketing strategy. This problem is particularly important for multinational corporations. Since globalization is a major trend of the modern world
economy, particularly relevant issue is to study the activities of TNCs. Taking into account the fact that modern society is in the transition stage and
the formation of post-industrial developed countries in the innovation economy, marketing strategies are closely related to the innovation strategy of
the firm. The article deals with theoretical aspects of the problem of TNK marketing strategy formation — innovative and marketing oriented to
balance the interests of companies, consumers and society. In this paper we analyzed the space occupied by multinational companies in the world
economy, considered an effective marketing strategy tools and studied the characteristics of formation and application of company’s innovative
marketing.

Keywords: marketing, innovation, strategy, TNCs, economic growth.
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