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The article reveals special features of interrelation between intellectual property law and competition policy. The author
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Introduction. Transition of developed countries into the
knowledge-based economy, the fourth industrial revolution
(industry 4.0) and strong competition at both national and
global levels, actualize issues of protection of intellectual
property rights and create conditions for fair economic
competition between business entities. In developing
countries these goals often contradict. Intellectual property
rights can create significant entry barriers for new
enterprises and restrict competition on goods and services
market. That is why the problem of balancing competition,
innovation and levels of market power, connected with
objects of intellectual property (OIP), is extremely relevant.

Analysis of previous researches and publications.
Problems of competition policy and protection of intellectual
property rights are widely covered both in foreign and
domestic literature. In particular, competition policy and
peculiarities of its implementation in countries with
transition economies can be found in the works of
A. Ignatyuk, A.Kurdin, G. Filyuk, A. Shastitko, etc.
Intellectual property rights (IPR) were studied by
V. Bazilevich, V. Virchenko etc. However, it should be
noted that domestic economists did not pay enough
attention to their interconnection and mutual influence.
Foreign authors (K. Correa, J. Oliveira, M. Scantlbery,
P. Trivelli, T. Fujiara) study this problem, but their works
are usually descriptive and describe the situation mostly in
developed countries. At the same time, harmonization of
intellectual property law and competition policy in transition
economies, especially in post-Soviet countries are usually
ignored by scientists and require more careful research.

Methodology. Several scientific methods were used in
the process of studying the problem. In particular, the
method of comparison allowed us to reveal the best
practices in harmonization of intellectual property law and
competition policy in transition economy of Ukraine. Methods
of scientific abstraction, analysis and synthesis were used to
study the peculiarities of the interconnection of competition
policy and protection of intellectual property rights.

Purpose of the article. The article reveals special
features of interrelation between intellectual property
law and competition policy and their harmonization in
transition economies.

Results. Competition that is a rivalry for the fullest
satisfaction of customers' needs and increasing of the
market share is closely related to innovation activity.
Business practice shows that only companies which
regularly use results of R&D increase sales volumes and
profits and win customers' loyalty. So in the rating of the
most expensive brands in 2017 Brandz first five positions
are occupied by companies related to high-tech sector
(Google, Apple, Microsoft, Amazon, Facebook), 6th) —
telecommunications (AT&T), 7th — financial services (Visa)
[1]. We can come to the same conclusions analyzing rating

of top 500 global companies published by Financial Times.
For example, in 2015 30 companies from this rating acted
at pharmaceuticals & biotechnology, 19 — at technology
hardware & equipment, 16 — at software & computer
services, 15 — at mobile telecommunications. That means
that 16% of the biggest global companies belong to the
markets which are directly related with production of the
objects of intellectual property and nearly 20% of
companies act at the markets whose entities consume
results of intellectual activity (banking and financial
services) [2]. Thus we can conclude that the most
successful global companies won competition because of
implementation of new ideas which are not related to the
physical capital. They are the results of intellectual activity.

In order to increase the incentives for enterprises to
implement such innovations, some countries protect their
exclusive rights — intellectual property rights that enable the
developer to restrict the use of the latest products or
technologies by third parties. According to the economic-
legal approach, intellectual property is defined as a set of
legislative norms that regulate and consolidate property and
personal non-property rights to the results of intellectual
activity in order to attract them into economic circulation and
transform them into economic benefits [3, p. 6].

In this context, it should be noted that it relates to the
results of intellectual activity or objects of intellectual
property (OIP). According to article 2 of the Convention on
creation of the World organization of intellectual property
signed in 1967, objects of intellectual property embrace:
literary, artistic and scientific works; performances of
performing artists, phonograms and broadcasts; inventions
in all fields of human endeavor; scientific discoveries;
industrial designs; trademarks, service marks and
commercial names and designations; protection against
unfair competition; all other rights resulting from intellectual
activity in the industrial, scientific, literary or artistic fields
[4]. In our article, the focus will be on OIP, which can affect
the efficiency of production activities of the enterprise in
particular and the market as a whole. Thus, the object of
our analysis will be objects of industrial property
(inventions, industrial designs, utility models, rationalization
proposals), non-traditional OIP (breeding achievements,
integrated circuit layouts, know-how, commercial secrets),
and means of individualization of participants in the
circulation of goods and services (service marks,
trademarks and commercial names) [5, p. 6].

The policy in the field of protecting intellectual property
rights is closely linked to the competition policy with
government and supranational activity aimed to prevent
and stop direct violations of antitrust legislation, to create
and protect competitive environment at the national and
global markets, to promote development of competitive
relations and fair competition, to increase competitive
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culture in the society [6, p. 232]. Though at the most of
countries they are used as separate regulatory regimes
they have common goal — to promote efficiency at goods
and services markets. We even can conclude that they
both aimed to strengthen competition, but if protection of
IPRs promotes competition before company occupies
certain market niche as a result of using innovations, then
competition policy helps to reach this aim in the case of
formed market structure [7, p.116]. Nevertheless,
historically policies in these fields developed separately.
This resulted in separate establishment of institutions,
drafting legislation and scientific researches in these fields.
The situation has recently changed, which can be
explained by the active development of global trade,
requiring harmonization of legislation.

The system of intellectual property rights protection
is more standardized at regulatory level because lots of
international agreements were signed in this field. At the
same time, it is supposed that national regulators are
very flexible when this legislation is adapted according
to the national reality. Concerning competitive policy, we
can conclude that each government uses its own
approach to implementation of this policy and it isn't
internationally standardized.

Concerning special features of interrelation between
competition policy and policy in the field of IPRs protection
we should admit that competition regulators consider IPRs
not only as a way of innovation activity incitement, but also
as a tool of gaining market power or dominant (or even
monopoly) position by setting up barriers to enter goods
and services markets. This could be explained by that fact
that IPRs give their holders exclusive access to the results
of intellectual activity. The government considers that
objects of intellectual property should satisfy needs of the
whole society. In this context we can conclude that there
are some contradictions between competition policy and
policy in the field of IPRs protection.

The existence of contradictions and goals priority
depend on the purpose of competition policy of a certain
country. For example, such purpose can be market
efficiency, ensuring maximal economic freedom, increasing
customers' welfare or reaching high rates of economic
growth. Business practice shows that in first two cases the
priority is to ensure high level of competition, and in the last
two cases — to create incentives for innovation, intellectual
activity of companies would be more important even if it
results in competition weakening at the market. For
instance, in South Africa the purpose of competition policy
is "promotion and supporting of competition" achieving a
whole range of goals, including "efficiency, flexibility and
economic development” and increasing social and
economic welfare of population [8, p. 2]. According to the
Law of Ukraine "On Protection of Economic Competition",
the goal of domestic competition policy is "ensuring the
effective functioning of the Ukrainian economy on the basis
of the development of competitive relations" [9].

As it was already noted, this provides a significant
advantage for the holder of the rights and in case of zero
competition, it may even take the monopoly position. The
situation is possible when the result of intellectual activity is
unique or when the OIP is so wide that it is impossible to

enter the market without violating them. In this case, the
task of competition policy is to harmonize possible anti-
competitive effects.

At the same time, some Western economists point out
that this situation is more an exception than a rule,
because quite often there are numerous substitute goods.
This means that it can provide the owner control only over
a particular market segment, rather than over the entire
commodity market [10, p. 6]. In our opinion, this conclusion
is valid only for developed countries, as developing
countries are usually characterized by a low level of
technological development, and therefore, substitutes for
legally protected OIP may either be insufficient or absent.

In this context, there is another question: what can be
considered a substitute product for OIP? This issue is
critical because the volume of counterfeit ("pirate")
products is increasing (according to the OECD's studies on
global counterfeiting global trade of counterfeit goods has
grown from 250 billion USD (or 1.9% of world GDP) in
2007 to 461 billion USD (or 2.5 % of world GDP) in 2013)
[11, p. 11]. This is possible because of the very nature of
the product of intellectual activity, protected by the
corresponding exclusive rights: high cost of obtaining
permission for its use, high constant costs and low variable
costs, which are usually reduced to the cost of replication.
The use of counterfeit products allows competitors to
obtain a resource that does not have close substitutes, and
sometimes just exclusive with minimal cost.

From the consumer's point of view, counterfeit products
are the substitutes of the original OIP, since they have
approximately the same utility (technical characteristics,
physical parameters, functional purpose, etc.) [12, p. 55]. At
the same time, counterfeit products are usually
characterized by low quality, and consequently a low price.
At the same time, competition authorities usually do not
consider counterfeiters as competitors for producers of
original OIP because their activities are illegal. We consider
such approach to be incorrect, since activities of these
enterprises significantly undermine market positions of the
companies engaged in intellectual, innovative activity due to
the use of non-trivial competition, and consequently also
affect the market structure. Therefore, the regulatory
competition authorities face a non-trivial task of assessing
the competitive position and behavior of producers of "pirate”
products, analyze their influence on the level of competition
and other parameters of the market structure and, on the
basis of this, draw conclusions about the positive or negative
impact of IPR protection on the level of competition.

Various intellectual property rights (licensing,
trademarks) may have different effects on the level of
competition in the industry markets (Table 1). In particular,
dominant firms may use licensing as a way to prevent
competitors from gaining important technical information or
technology in general.
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Table 1. Impact of different intellectual property rights on market structure and competition

p:_zr;:_‘:;t:;;:“ Positive impact Negative impact
May lead to:
Promotes fair market behavior through prevention - price cgordlngtlon, .
Patent copying or imitation patented goods — restrictive selling practices;
— abuse of dominant position;
— increase of entry barriers.
Promotes competition and increases customers'
welfare through:
— integration of complementary technologies; Facilitate tacit collusion in a multiplicity of markets.
Patent pools — reduction of transaction costs; Allows to impose abusive terms on nonmembers
— clearing blocking positions; wishing to get access to technologies.
— avoidance of costly infringement litigation;
— promotion the dissemination of technology.
Intellectual . . s ,
property licensing Promotes innovative competition Extends patentee's market power
v Increases returns on scale Blocks development of secondary markets by denying
Copyright v' Increases global welfare through usage of | access to essential facilities necessary for undistorted
international price discrimination competition
Leads to usage unfair competition by misuse of
Trademark Promotes competition through company's product | another's trademark
differentiation Blocks parallel import and thus leads to setting higher
prices at some markets

Source: systematized by author.

Article 102 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union (TFEU) prohibits abusive conduct by
companies that have a dominant position on a particular
market. Very often this article is used for establishing
"special" responsibility according to which dominant firm is
obliged to give an access to its IPRs to its competitors
under certain conditions if it does not restrict or eliminates
competition. Refusal to give a license is an evident of
abusing of dominant position if: 1) an object of intellectual
property towards which company gives a license is
necessary to compete; 2) firm that wants to gain a license
is going to supply goods and services which are not
supplied by owner of IPRs and which have potential
customers demand; 3) refusal reserves secondary market
for IPRs owner by elimination of competition at that market;
4)refusal is not proved by objective circumstances.
Examples of such situations are cases Radio Telefis
Eireann & Independent Television Publications Ltd. vs.
Magill, IMS Health GmbH & Co. OHG vs. NDC Health
GmbH & Co. KG, Microsoft Corp. vs. Commission. At the
last case European Commission concluded that Microsoft
abuses its dominant position at the market of operating
systems for PCs because it refused to give certain
information about interface of group its working servers to
its competitor Sun Microsystems. Based on this decision
Court of first instance ordered that Microsoft abuses its
dominant position and thus restricts technological
development as a whole.

In order to avoid such cases compulsory licensing can
be used. Especially it concerns the cases when negative
impact of licensing on incentives of a dominant firm to
innovate is less than its positive impact on innovative
climate at the whole market. For example, in Australia
compulsory licensing is used in case when patent owner
cannot prove that license was refused even in the case
when tough competition existed at the market.

The other approach is used in the USA. In particular,
according to the essential facilities doctrine firms are not
obliged to deal with their competitors because it contradicts
the antitrust law aimed to prevent agreements between
competitors because it may have negative impact on
economic competition. The right of patent holder to refuse
licensing on using its intellectual property may be restricted

only under certain conditions: 1) if patent was obtained with
using fraud; 2) if litigation about using patent was fraud or
3) if patent owner uses its right to refuse sale patented
parts to obtain monopoly position at the market that goes
beyond of the patent scope. In order to define a necessity
to give an access to third parties to the object of intellectual
property the four-step model was designed which
estimates the level of monopolist's control over fixed
assets, competitors' inability to design the same object,
refusal to give an access to the object for competitors and
possibility to give an access to certain object.

Competition policy and the policy in the field of IPRs
protection are not harmonized in transition economies
(including Ukraine) that is why the refusal to license
competitors is considered to be a legal and rational
decision of IPRs owner to limit access to results of its
intellectual activity for other entities [13].

We also should admit that the impact of IPRs and their
protection on level of competition and market structure is
not unilateral. Very often there is a need in significant
financial expenditures to produce an object of intellectual
activity and to transform it into innovation and a lot of firm
could not allow themselves to make them. J. Schumpeter
set up the next hypothesis: monopoly position is a main
precondition of successful innovation [12, c.253]. The
same conclusions were made by J. Galbraith who
considered monopoly profit as a main source of funds for
R&D. At the same time, we should admit that further
theoretical and empirical researches of this problem gave
contradictive results that's why effectiveness of
monopolistic market structure in stimulation of companies'
innovation activity is still not proved.

Despite diversity of interrelation and interplay between
market structure and intellectual, innovation activity of
companies we can conclude that existence of
contradictions between government policies in these fields
depend on social and economic conditions. In order to
alleviate or eliminate these contradictions governments of
developed economies try to harmonize legislation related
to competition policy and IPRs protection (Table 2). For
instance, in 1995 Federal Trade Commission (FTC) and
Department of Justice published Antitrust Guidelines for
the Licensing of Intellectual Property — new prescriptions
towards interplay policy in the field of intellectual property
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and competition policy, which became fundamental for
government regulation in these fields. This document
determines main principles which competition regulators
have to stick to in regulation of the markets related to the
objects of intellectual property. First of all, intellectual
property is regarded as being essentially comparable to
any other form of property with a purpose of antitrust
analysis thus antitrust regulation at the appropriate markets

is applied based on general principles. Secondly, antitrust
regulators suppose that intellectual property directly is not
a source of company's market power in the context of
antitrust law. Thirdly, antitrust regulators recognize that
licensing of intellectual property allows firms to combine
complementary resources and has positive impact on
competition that's why it shouldn't be prohibited [14, p. 2].

Table 2. Legal acts aimed to harmonize policy in the field of IPRs protection and competition

Year Country/Institution Legal Act Main points of the Act
Guidelines for the Regulation of Unfair Trade Cr(_eates a legal framewc_)rk which assures that_protectlon
: . of intellectual property rights has a procompetitive
1989 Japan Practices with Respect to Patent and Know- . S .
. ) effect, stimulates companies' R&Ds and introduces new
How Licensing Agreements .
markets or new technologies
Defines as illegal those "licensing practices or
1994 WTO Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of The conditions pertaining to IPRs which restrain
Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS, Article 40) competition”, because they have negative impact on
trade, deter transfer and diffusion of technologies
. - . . States antitrust enforcement policy with respect to the
1995 USA Antitrust Guidelines for the Licensing of licensing of intellectual property protected by patent,
Intellectual Property .
copyright and trade secret law and of know how.
2003 USA To Promote Innovations: The Proper Balance | Makes recommendation to the patent system to
of Competition and Patent Law and Policy maintain proper balance with competition law and policy
The European Commission's Technology Creates of so called "safe harbor" for procompetitive IP
2004 EU . ) - ;
Transfer Block Exemption Regulation licensing agreements.
Guidelines on Standardization and Patent Clarifies competition policy issues related to patent
2005 Japan .
Arrangements pools affecting technology standards
Provides guidance on the agencies' competition views on
Antitrust Enforcement and Intellectual a variety of IP-related issues (refusals to license patents,
2007 USA Property Rights: Promoting Innovation and collaborative standard setting, patent pooling, IP
Competition licensing, tying and bundling of IP rights, and attempts to
extend patent life beyond the expiration date)
Guidelines for the Use of Intellectual Property | Facilitates IPR-related transactions by clarifying its
2007 Japan ’ )
under the Antimonopoly Act enforcement policy

Source: systematized by author based on data of UNCTAD, OECD, FTC and Department of Justice.

In addition, in 2003 FTC published report "To Promote
Innovations: The Proper Balance of Competition and
Patent Law and Policy" which shows US patent system
and the impact of rights guarantee on competition.

Significant success in harmonization of competition
policy and policy of IPRs protection was achieved in EU. In
2014 the existing competition regime was revised towards
agreements about technology transfer. Its purpose was to
stimulate innovations by creation of the so called "safe
harbor" for licensing agreements in the field of intellectual
property. In this document European Commission
determined agreements which do not cause elimination of
competition and thus are not regulated by the Article 101 of
Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union. For
example, competition authorities do not verify licensing
agreements which participants do not have market power
and whose market share exceeds 20 % (in case if they are
competitors) or 30 % (if they are not rivals) [15].

In Canada Article 32 of Competition Act gives power to
Federal Court to eliminate trademarks, give patents
(including terms and conditions), cancel existing licenses or
restrict patent rights and trademarks if they lower
competition or prevent trade in other way.

We should admit that precise criteria or guidelines on
regulation of negative influence of acquiring or using IPRs
on market competition are not established in developing
countries. Since strategic priority in such countries is
accelerating of economic growth based on the using of
innovations and economic policy is aimed at creation
incentives for innovation activity, protection of intellectual
property rights is priority and its impact on economic rivalry
is ignored. According to the Article 9 of The Law of Ukraine
"About protection of economic competition”, norms of the
Article 6, which prohibits anti-competitive coordination

between entities, are not concerned agreements about
transfer of intellectual property rights or usage of
intellectual property [9].

In this context we should admit that such priorities do
not have undeniable scientific justification because
economists still discuss the impact of strong IPRs
protection on social welfare and economic growth. For
example, J. Stiglitz supposed that excessive IPRs
protection did not have positive effect on innovation
development of developing economies, but also resulted in
its inhibition [16]. The same conclusions were made by
other western economists. Empirical researches show that
patent protection usually did not improve the R&D sector.
Especially it concerns software markets where programs
which are available for everybody, stimulate innovation
process and do not strengthen innovative activity.
Moreover, companies — patent owners decrease their
expenditures on R&D and set unreasonably high prices on
their products. In this case we suppose that priority should
be static (not dynamic) efficiency and not to allow
monopoly pricing at the markets.

Problem of harmonizing competition policy and IPRs
protection in developing countries, including Ukraine, could
be explained by immaturity of their legislation in these
fields. For example, the first attempts of intellectual
property rights protection in Ukraine were made in 1991
with the Law of Ukraine "About property". Special
legislation in this field was adopted in 1993. In developed
countries this process has started at the end of 19th
century. We can say the same about competition
legislation. Ukrainian inadequate legislation in these fields
results in creating problems. According to the Global
Competitiveness Report in 2016-2017 Ukraine was ranked
on 125th position according to the indicator "Protection of




~10 ~

B 1 C H U K KuiBcbkoro HauioHanbHoro yHisepcurety imeHi Tapaca LleBueHka

ISSN 1728-3817

intellectual property" (and 131st position according to
"Property rights") among 138 countries and 136 th position
according to "Efficiency of competition policy" [17, p. 351].

Such poor results are expected because the
effectiveness of government regulation in Ukraine is
influenced by high level of corruption which leads to
selectivity in implementation of legislative norms to certain
companies and by absence of public control over the
activity of regulatory authorities and non-formal institutes
which could support and popularize some regulation
norms. In this regard there is an urgent need to find the
best option of combination of the instruments of
competition policy and policy in the field of intellectual
property rights protection, taking into account the national
peculiarities. Blind duplication of practices used by
developed countries does not allow to achieve desirable
static and dynamic efficiency because the efficiency of
interplay between policies.

We suppose that the main directions of
harmonization of competition policy and IPRs protection
which could result in simultaneous strengthening of
market rivalry between companies and activation of their
innovation activity are:

e development of special regulatory norms in the field
of competition for high-tech markets and markets of
innovative goods which will take into account peculiarities
of their functioning;

e elaboration of procedures related to the review
and granting patents by strict criteria for choosing goods
which could be regarded as innovation and could be
protected by certain IPRs. It will help to prevent
spreading of the so called "low quality" patents and
gaining invalid competitive advantages;

e development of the mechanism of estimation of
IPRs protection impact on the intensity of market
competition that allows to compare positive impact of the
object of intellectual property protected by certain rights on
efficiency of market functioning and social welfare and
damage for business competition caused by such
protection and based on this comparison to make
appropriate decisions;

e usage of compulsory licensing with the clear list of
conditions. It will help to counteract the abuse of dominant
or monopoly position by patents owner and thus to
increase customers' welfare;

e taking into account the activity of counterfeit goods'
producers when competitive authorities analyze markets
where entities are protected by IPRs. This allows to make
adequate conclusions about market structure and to avoid
an excessive pressure on producers of original goods;

e attraction of the Antimonopoly Committee of Ukraine to
struggle with counterfeit products distribution by adding to the
Law of Ukraine "About protection from unfair competition”
norms which determine production and distribution of "pirate"
goods as ways of unfair competition and set administrative
and criminal liability for its implementation;

e creation of independent contract research
organizations aimed to create objects of intellectual
property, their commercialization and granting equal
access for all market entities on a paid basis.

All these measures will promote formation and
development of the national innovation system and
increase efficiency of market competition.

Conclusions and discussions. Intellectual property
rights and competition are deeply interrelated. It causes a
need to coordinate state policy in these fields. Their optimal

combination will give an opportunity to bring innovation
activity to a new level because it will help to create
incentives for intellectual activity within companies, to
attract investments to finance it, to ensure gaining profits
from commercialization of its results and to create
favorable competitive environment for its realization.
Implementation of certain instruments of competition
policy and level of intellectual property rights protection in
each case should be based on results of economic
analysis and current legislative ground should meet the
requirements of time and take into account national
peculiarities of a country where it is implemented.
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B. Konowa, kaHA. eKOH. HayK, acUcT.,
O. BopuceHko, kaHa. inon. Hayk, aou,.

KviBcbkui HalioHansHUI yHiBepcuTeT imeHi Tapaca LLleBuyeHka, Kui, YkpaiHa

MPABA IHTENEKTYAJIbHOI BTACHOCTI TA KOHKYPEHTHA NMONITUKA
Po3kpumo ocobnueocmi e3aeMo38'sa3Ky Mix nosimukoro y cehepi 3axucmy npae iHmesnekmyasbHOI eslacCHOCMi ma KOHKYPeHmMHOor nonimu-
Koro. BusieneHo, ujo 3a neeHux ymoe npaea iHmesniekmyasnbHOi 8/1acHOCmMi MoXXymb eucmynamu 6ap’epom exody Ha moeapHi puHku Ui o6mMexyea-
mu KOHKYpeHUito Ha Hux. Po3pobneHo pekomeHdayii uj0o00 2apMoHizayii nonimuku y cgpepi 3axucmy npae iHmenekmyasibHol e1acHocmi ma KoH-

KypeHmHoi nonimuku y kpaiHax i3 mpaHcgopmayiliHoro eKOHOMIKOHO.

Knroyoei cnoea: npasa iHmenekmyanbHoOi e 1acHOCMi; KOHKYpeHUisi; 6ap'epu exody; KOHKypeHmHa noJjiimuka.
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KneBckui HaumoHanbHbIV yHuBepcuteT umeHu Tapaca LlleBuyeHko, Kues, YkpanHa

NMPABA UHTENNEKTYAIIbHOU COBCTBEHHOCTU U KOHKYPEHTHAA NMONMUTUKA
Packpbimbl oco6eHHOCMU 83aumMocesi3u Mexdy nosumukoli 8 obnacmu 3awumsl nNpae uHMesIeKmyanbHoli co6cmeeHHOCMU U KOHKypeHm-
HoU monumukolii. YcmaHoesieHo, Ymo & onpedesieHHbIX YC108UsIX Npasa UHMesnnekmyanbHol co6cmeeHHocmu Mo2ym co3dasamb 6apbepbl 8X0-
da Ha moeapHbie PbIHKU U 02paHUYUueamb KOHKYPeHUUr Ha Hux. Pazpab6omaHbl peKoMMeHAayuu OmHOCUMeNIbHO 2apMOHU3ayuu MosumuKku e
obnacmu 3auyumsl npae UHMesIeKmyanbHol co6CcmeeHHOCMU U KOHKYPEeHMHOU NosumuKu 8 cmpaHax ¢ mpaHcgopMayUuoHHOU 3KOHOMUKOU.
Knroveenle cnioea: npaea uHmesnnekmyanbHoli co6cmeeHHOCMU; KOHKYpeHUusi; 6apbepbl 8x00a; KOHKYPeHMHasi nosumuka.

Bulletin of Taras Shevchenko National University of Kyiv. Economics, 2017; 6(195): 11-18

YOK 338.486:005.32
JEL classification: D23; L83; M14
DOI: https://doi.org/10.17721/1728-2667.2017/195-6/2

A. Kpynckun, kaHa. Ncuxorn. HaykK, AoL.,
B. PegbKko, KaHA. 3KOH. HaykK, Aou.

[lHenpoBCKUit HauMOHanbHbIW YHUBepcuTeT MMeHn Onecs MoHuYapa, fiHenp, YkpauHa

BJIMAHUE KOFTHUTUBHOIO CTUNA PABOTHUKOB
HA PE3YJIbTAT SMOLIMOHANBHOIO TPYQA
NEPCOHANA NPEANPUATUMA TYPUCTUUYECKON UHAYCTPUU

PaccmompeH aMOuuOHasibHbIlU mpyd Kak npouecc, xapakmepu3syroujulics oco6eHHocmsaMu pabomsl @ mypucmuyveckol
cpepe. MpednoxeHo 16 cocmaensiOWuX 351IeMeHmMoe 3MOYUOHaNILHO20 mpyda Ha npednpusmusix uHAycmpuu mypusma u 20c-
menpuuMcmea, NPoaHanu3uUPoeaHo UX eJlusiHue Ha omadesnbHble 3KOHOMUYecKue (6nazococmosiHue compyOHUKOe, nMpou3eo-
dumenbHOCMb, MeKy4Yecmb Kadpoe) u rncuxosio2uvyecKkue (ypoeeHb cmpecca, cmerneHs npueepxeHHoOCMu KoMnaHuu u ydoese-
meopeHusi om pa6omsi) Nokazamesiu ¢ MOYKU 3PEHUSI KO2ZHUMUBHbIX 0CO6eHHOCmel nepcoHasna u 8bI6paHHbIX UM 3MOUYUOHa-
JNIbHBIX cmpameauli nogedeHusi. O60CHOBAHO 8/IUSIHUE KO2HUMUEBHOU KOMIMOHeHMbI IudHOCMu pabomHuka Ha Kayecmeo rpe-

docmaesissieMoz20 cepesuca.

Knioyeenie croea: mypu3m u 20cmenpuumMcmeo; 3MOUUOHasbHbIl mpyd; op2aHuU3ayUOHHasl Ky/lbmypa; KO2HUMUGHbIl

cmusb; mypucmudeckoe npednpusimue.

NoctaHoBKa npoGnembl. MobanbHoe coumnansbHo-
9KOHOMUYECKOE 3HAYEHUE Typu3Ma MOATBEPXKOAETCS exe-
rogHbIM yBENMYEHUEM KOMMYecTBa TYPUCTUYECKUX NyTe-
wecTBun. Tak, 4YMCNO MEeXOyHaAPOAOHbIX TYPUCTUYECKMX
npubbiTui B mMupe B 2016 1. yBenuumnocb Ha 3,9 %
(1235 mnH ven) no cpaBHeHuto ¢ 2015r., a NpPOrHoO3npy-
eMbln nx poct B 2017 r. coctaBut 4,5 %. lMpsamon Bknag
TypusmMa B MUPOBYKD 3SKOHOMWKY B 2016 1. poctur
2306 mnpg pon. CLUA, yto o6ecneunno 3,1 % oT MupoBso-
ro BBIl, a cpegHeroqoBor nNporHo3vpyembli NPUpPOCT 3a
2017-2027 rr. 3annaHunpoBaH Ha yposHe 4 % [1, c. 1].

PocT akoHOMUYeckMx nokasaTenen passuTns MUPOBOIO
Typuama CBUAETENbCTBYET O €ro MHBECTULMOHHOW MpuB-
nekatenoHocTn (4,4 % MexayHapoAHbIX WHBECTULUA B
2016 r.) M pacluMpeHun TypUCTUHECKON MHPPACTPYKTYpbI,
4yTO 0BecnevmBaeT eXerofHbl NPUPOCT 3aHSATOCTM B Typu-
3ME W COMPsBKEHHbIX C Hew oTpacnsx. Mo gaHHbIM
FOHBTO, B 2016 . kaxgoe 10 pabouyee mecTto B Mupe
ObINo cBA3aHO C opraHusaumen n obcnyxvBaHueMm Typuc-
TUYECKMX MOTOKOB, @ HEMOCPEACTBEHHO B cdepe Typuame
3aHaTo 108,7 mnH Yyen. MNporHo3npyembli NPUPOCT 3TOrO
nokasatens B 2017 r. coctasut 2,1 %, a k 2027 r. — 4 %
BCeN MMpoBon 3aHdatocTu [1, c. 1].

Ctout OTMETWUTb, YTO YCTOWYMBOE YBEMUYEHME YUC-
NEHHOCTU MepcoHana, 3aHAaToro B TYPUCTUYECKON UHAYCT-
pun, He pellaeT npobrem, CBsi3aHHbIX C Ka4yecTBOM 006-
CNYXXUBaHUS B [OECTUHaAUMAX U odumcax TypuCTUYECKUX
npeanpuatuin. OgHoM M3 BaxHbIX Npobnem ocTaeTcs

BblCOKasi TeKy4ecTb kagpoB [2, c. 166], yTo cBuaeTenbCT-
BYeT O Hey[oOBMNEeTBOPEHHOCTU MepcoHana paboTon, HU3-
KO MOTMBALUK, BbICOKOM 3MOLMOHANBbHOM HamnpsbkeHun m
NMOCTOSsIHHBIX cTpeccax. CneacTtBneM 3TOro ABMAKOTCA Chy-
Yanm HEKOPPEKTHOrO MOBEAEHWs MepcoHana, Kak C KIMeH-
Tamu, Tak U C YneHamu KONmeKTuBa, yBenuyeHue uucna
KOH(rMKTOB M dhopmarnbHbIl noaxod K OOChyXuBaHUIO
KINMEHTOB. OMOoUMOHarnbHas HeypaBHOBELUEHHOCTb COTPY-
[OHVKOB CTaHOBUTCS! OZIHOW M3 OCHOBHbIX MPUYMH HEKavec-
TBEHHOrO cepBuUca, O KOTOPOM Tak MHOFO OT3bIBOB Ha Ty-
puUcTUYecKknx nnatgopMax B WHTEPHETE U coumarnbHbIX
cetax. CnoxHocTn amouuoHanbHoro Tpyaa (3T), ero
NAChl U MUHYCbl B TYPUCTUYECKOW MHOYCTPUU, BO3MOXHO-
CTU KONNYECTBEHHOTO M3MEPEHUSI U BIIUSHUS Ha pe3yrb-
TaTel paboTbl NPeanpuATUA  MPUBMEKaT BHUMaHWE
y4YeHbIX B 06M1aCTu 3KOHOMMWKM, MapKETUHIa U NCUXONOTUN.

AHanus nocnegHuMx uccnegoBaHUW U NyGnukauuin.
HecMoTps Ha TO, YTO BbIPAXEHMIO YYBCTB YAENSEeTCs 3Ha-
YnTENbHOE BHMMaHWE B pasnuyHbiX obnacTtsax nccnenosa-
HWIA, A0 HEAABHEro BPEMEHN OHO (BbipaXXeHue 4yBCTB COT-
pyOHVKaMu NpeanpusaTUin) NpakTU4eckn NTHOPUPOBAanoch B
nuTepaType MO MEHEOXMEHTY, MOCKOMbKY OpraHu3auum
paccmaTpuBanucb Kak "MalluuHbl, NUeHHbIe amouun” [3,
c. 9-10]. OgHako B YCMOBMSX KIMEHTOPUEHTUPOBAHHOM
3KOHOMMKM U OCTPOW KOHKYPEHLUW B TYPUCTUYECKOW WH-
ayctpum  npobrnemam npegocTaBreHus KayeCTBEHHOro
cepBuca M ynydlleHus obcnyxvBaHua ygoenserca aocra-
TOYHO BHMMaHus. MHOro4YMCreHHble OT3biBbl TYPUCTOB B
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