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Cnienpaysa mix 0soma cepedosuwamu — CIM'El0 ma WKoao0w — Mae bymu
30pieHMoBAHA Ha MiIOMPUMKY, B30AEMOPO3YMIHHA U GKMuUBHY ydyacme 6ameKis y 8
ocs8iMmHboOMY ripoyeci. 3MiHa akmugHocmi 6ameoKie 03Ha4Yae 3MiHy npuHyuUnie crienpayi ma
sciei disnbHocmi wWKoau. Oc8iIMHE NapmHepcmMaeo 8 WKOsi NMoAd20€ y CMBOPEHHI npocmopy
014 cnisnpauyi, Memoto AKoi € 006pobym dumuHu.
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THEORETICAL ASPECTS OF INNOVATION MODELS AND THEIR PRACTICAL
IMPLEMENTATION IN MODERN MEDICAL EDUCATION

The article deals with theoretical aspects of innovation models and their
implementation in modern medical education. The author focuses on the first innovation
model, proposed by J. Schumpeter during the first half of the 20" century. This model
considers the so-called “triad” in the innovation process, namely invention, innovation,
diffusion. Besides, in this context, J. Schumpeter described the concept of “creative
destruction”. As for the last quarter of the 20" century, there were such innovation models as
(i) induced innovation model, (ii) evolutionary models, and (iii) models that characterize the
way of innovation. The end of the 20" century represented the development of the model of
national innovation systems and the model of technological innovation systems.

Key words: innovation, innovation models, innovation process, research and
development, linear model of innovation, induced innovation model, evolutionary models,
model of national innovation systems, model of technological innovation systems, medical
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Introduction. During the 20" century, medical education has undergone
many changes. They are mostly related to innovations in teaching, research,
and management of higher education institutions. P. Gonzalez-Floresa and
L. Luna argue that “some innovations are still being implemented and have
even been adapted to other contexts (i.e. problem-based learning), while
others have been discarded” (Gonzalez-Floresa & Luna, 2019). The matter is
that the authorities of each country chose the appropriate development
strategy for education within the certain innovation model.

Analysis of relevant research. The issue of innovation models is
applicable in the economy, management, and technology. K. Arrow,
C. Freeman, B. Lundvall, R. Nelson, C. Perez, J. Schumpeter, R. Solow, S. Winter,
and others dedicated their studies to this point in different years of the 20"
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century. T.Foxon, M. Hekkert, S. Negro, G. Nemet, P.Pearson, V. Ruttan,
J. Speirs, T. Stenzel were highlighting this question within the first 20 years of
the 21° century. L. Kozak, E. Luzik, S. Semenyuk, A. Tsymbalaru, O. Usenko, and
others consider innovation models in Ukrainian education in general aspect.

During the last decades, innovation models have become crucial in
medical education. However, we should mention that the Ukrainian
pedagogical space reveals the problem partially in this aspect. So, the question
of theoretical standpoints of innovation models and their practical
implementation in modern medical education needs more attention.

The study aims to focus on innovation models and highlight their
theoretical aspects which are practically implemented in modern medical
education.

Research methods. To achieve the aim of the study we have used such
general scientific methods as analysis and synthesis of references,
generalization, and systematization, comparison of innovation models.
Moreover, the study applies a chronological method — to determine the time of
innovative models introduction.

Results. J. Schumpeter made the initial attempt to theoretically
substantiate the innovation process in the first half of the 20" century.
According to the researcher, there were three stages of this process, namely
invention, innovation, diffusion. J. Schumpeter believed that an invention was
the first demonstration of an idea, innovation was the first use of an invention
on the market, while diffusion was the spread of a technology or process on
the market. Typically, an S-shaped curve represented the diffusion process,
where the starting point of the innovation process or technology coincided
with the appearance on the market, then the curve went up rapidly,
symbolizing the diffusion process, gradually slowed down to a certain level of
saturation, which in turn implied the need to improve the innovative product
or reduce its value (Schumpeter, 1911/1934).

This three-stage way of slow start-up, set of turnovers, and, finally,
reduction of return characterizes the linear model of innovations, which
illustrates a relatively continuous path of three successive stages such as basic
research — applied research — development and diffusion of technologies. The
model assumes that scientific advances determine the speed and direction of
innovation, and the best way to increase the production of new technologies is
to intensify new inventions by enhancing the share of resources invested in
innovation activity (Nemet, 2007).
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In his early works on the analysis of innovation drivers, J. Schumpeter
emphasized the crucial role of an individual entrepreneur in the innovation
process. Later work proved the importance of large firms that had the resources
to conduct large-scale research and support new technologies. Accordingly, the
concept of “creative destruction”, proposed by J. Schumpeter, which deals with
the process of replacing old firms and old goods with new firms and products,
allows us to rethink the essence of the innovation process. However, according to
W. Ruttan, J. Schumpeter was more interested in the consequences of innovations
than their causes, and none of his works “contains anything that can be identified
as a theory of innovation” (Ruttan, 2001).

During the 50-60s of the 20" century, theoretical research on the problems
of innovations and innovation activity was focused on the sources of innovation.
Besides, researches highlighted the process of promoting innovation in
organizations through the effective management of research departments and
innovation. Also, the macroeconomic aspect of innovation was studied by
R. Solow and other authors who considered the relative importance of various
factors for the growth of national economies (Solow, 1957).

Using a linear model of innovation, R. Nelson (1959) and K. Arrow (1962)
examined whether the level of investment in innovations was sufficient to
meet national economic needs (Nelson, 1959; Arrow, 1962). They concluded
that the social return on investment exceeded the private return of an
individual firm, arguing that an innovation process or technology created by a
firm or an entrepreneur could be easy and cheap (or free) to copy, i.e. the firm
often could not fully appropriate the fruits of their investments, as new
knowledge “flowed” to other firms and consumers. This, in turn, could critically
reduce the number of private initiatives required for a socially optimal level of
innovations (Nelson, 1959; Arrow, 1962).

During the last quarter of the 20" century in the development of
innovation theory, there were the following three approaches that helped to
understand technological change: induced innovation models, evolutionary
models, and models that characterized the way of innovation. If evolutionary
theories and models that characterize the way of innovation emphasize the
importance of past decisions that may constrain modern innovation, the
induced innovation models focus on the importance of changes in relative
prices in the movement to technical changes (Foxon, 2003).

The induced innovation model is aimed at studying the impact of changes
in the economic environment on the speed and direction of technical change.
The model focuses on market drivers, and therefore, mechanisms to increase
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demand are also considered important. The key idea of this model is that the
change in the relative prices of factors of production stimulates innovations
intended to save the use of a factor that has become relatively expensive. For
example, if labor becomes more expensive than capital, innovations will focus
on more cost-effective technologies (Foxon, 2003).

Evolutionary theories of innovation explain the essence of technological
change, which is slow and gradual, resulting from the interaction of several
variables belonging to the economic, social, institutional, and technological
spheres. Changes in one dimension create tension with others, causing further
changes and continuous feedback loops between different dimensions (Stenzel,
2007). According to scientists, in this context technological changes can be viewed
through the prism of the ideas of “limited rationality” and “uncertainty”.

The idea of limited rationality implies that decision-makers (both
individuals and firms) have limited ability to collect and process the
information. Instead of being completely rational profit maximizers, they make
decisions that meet certain criteria, sacrificing others, that is, they “satisfy”
rather than optimize. In this case, the mentioned way of quickly achieving fixed
minimum criteria, rather than trying to find the best possible solution, becomes
“routine” (according to R. Nelson and S. Winter), i.e. any technical, procedural,
organizational or strategic process, or technology, used by the firm as part of
its normal business activities, such as its research and development (R&D)
strategy (Nelson, Winter, 1982).

“Routine” is gradually changing in the process of finding better
technology. Since firms have limited rationality, such search processes will
usually focus on gradual improvements (perhaps following the practice of other
firms) and will be discontinued when firms reach a given level of pursuit. Thus,
any achieved equilibrium cannot be considered optimal or most effective.

An important consequence of limited rationality is that firms’
expectations of the future have a fundamental impact on current decision-
making. Innovation is inevitably characterized by uncertainty concerning future
markets, technological potential, and the regulatory environment. Firms’
expectations of these factors will influence the direction of their innovation
pursuits, and because expectations are often implicitly or explicitly shared
between firms in the same industry, it helps to explain why technologies evolve
along defined trajectories (Foxon, 2003).

According to scientists (Meijer et al., 2007), the internally uncertain nature
of innovative solutions is mainly related to innovative solutions for new
technologies, i.e. those that are still in the early stages of development. On the
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one hand, a high level of uncertainty describes the wide range of possibilities
offered by new technologies. On the other hand, such uncertainty does not allow
the firms to accurately predict the success or failure of the technological
trajectory.

We would like to mention that uncertainty may arise not only about the
technology itself but also about the social and institutional environment where
the new technology will be applied. In the early stages, technology developers will
perceive uncertainty concerning the user needs and market demand, while
potential users will perceive uncertainty concerning what new technology can
offer. Accordingly, researchers distinguish the following types of uncertainty in the
development and implementation of new technologies: technological, resource,
competitive, supply, consumer, and political ones (Meijer et al., 2007).

In the 70-80s of the 20" century, R. Nelson and S. Winter attempted to
construct a more general theory of innovation based on the evolutionary
model. It contained the following propositions:

e the main characteristic of innovation is uncertainty, especially in the
early stages, when there are many options for solving a technological problem
or user needs;

e institutional structure plays an important role in stimulating or
creating barriers to innovation (Nelson & Winter, 1982).

Based on this, R&D is described as a process of finding solutions that are
guided by both technological capabilities (proposal — impetus) and user needs
(demand — attraction), creating many opportunities. They are tested in an
environment that consists of both market and non-market elements. The non-
market element arises from existing institutional structures, such as regulations
and codes of conduct. The dominant set of technologies and institutions
collectively form the technological regime. This directs innovation activities
along certain trajectories, which usually contribute to the gradual introduction
of innovative products or processes.

The end of the 20" century dealt with an attempt to create theoretical
concepts that would reflect the complexity and interdependence of the
innovation process. In particular, within the framework of our study, the
“Innovation System Frame” deserves attention.

The OECD document, also known as the Oslo Guidelines (OECD, 2005), first
proposed the outlined model to denote innovative technological products and
processes at the firm or enterprise level. In this context, the conceptual framework
of the so-called “Innovation System Framework” is used to classify system
conditions into four separate domains related to innovation potential, namely:
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— framework conditions mean the external area where the firm is
located:

- basic educational system;

- communication infrastructure;

- financial institutions that determine access to capital,;

- legislative and macroeconomic regulators;

- market availability, including market size and ease of access;

- sectoral structure, including the existence of supplier firms in additional
sectoral sectors;

— scientific and technical base means scientific and technical
establishments that support business innovators;

— transfer factors are those that affect the transfer of information to
firms and training of firms;

— innovation dynamo is a complex system of factors that shape the
innovation potential of a firm or entrepreneur, i.e. the propensity to innovate
(Speirs et al., 2008).

The OECD research on the characteristics that make firms innovative and
the peculiarities of generating innovation in companies has shown that the firm
propensity to innovate depends on the technological capabilities it faces. Besides,
firms are distinguished by their ability to recognize and use technological
capabilities. To innovate, a firm must find out what the opportunities are, develop
an appropriate strategy, and be able to turn those resources into real innovation
and do everything faster than its competitors (OECD, 1997).

The model of national innovation systems focuses on individual and
comparative analysis of innovation systems in different countries around the
world using many technologies. In particular, the main idea is that the key
institutional drivers are at the national level. The concept of the national
innovation systems was first developed in the late 80s of the 20" century
during a study of the Japanese economy. C. Freeman and C. Perez (1988)
defined the national innovation system as “a network of establishments in the
public and private sectors, which activities and interactions initiate, import,
modify and disseminate new technologies” (Freeman & Perez, 1988). The study
emphasized the positive role of government, which, working closely with
industry and science, should ensure:

e the direction and support of development, as well as the market of
advanced technologies;

e an integrated approach to R&D, design, procurement, production, and
marketing within large firms;
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e high level of education and scientific culture combined with practical
training and constant renewal of industry (Freeman & Perez, 1988).

In turn, B.-A. Lundvall stated that the role of interaction between users
and manufacturers, which facilitated the flow of information and knowledge,
connected technological capabilities with the needs of users. Due to the
fundamental uncertainty of innovation, such interaction went beyond purely
market mechanisms and was based on mutual trust and mutually recognized
codes of conduct (Lundvall, 1988).

R. Nelson (1993) further developed the idea of national innovation systems.
The researcher conducted an empirical study and compared national innovation
systems of 15 countries. As a result, the author concluded that “to a large extent,
differences in innovation systems reflect differences in economic and political
contexts and country priorities” (Nelson, 1993). These differences have reflected
the peculiarities of the institutional structures of different countries, including the
system of training and research in higher education, innovations of enterprises,
financial establishments, government, public infrastructure, which determine the
national monetary, fiscal, and trade policy (Foxon, 2006).

Later, the OECD improved the model of national innovation systems,
which was widely implemented within this model, the innovation process
means the presence of various entities and establishments (small and large
firms, users, government and regulatory bodies, universities, etc.), interaction
and knowledge flows, funding and influence between them, as well as
incentives for innovations created by the institutional structure (OECD, 1997).

The report “Dynamization of National Innovation Systems” considers that
the mentioned model is based on an interactive model of the innovation
process, which focuses on the exchange of the market and non-market
knowledge between firms, establishments, and human resources (Remoe &
Guinet, 2002).

Moreover, S. Remoe and J. Guinet summarized the theoretical provisions
of the model of national innovation systems and pointed out that:

e the basis of innovation is an innovative firm, but its innovative
capabilities are limited due to the market and system failures;

e the innovative potential of a firm is related to its ability to combine
knowledge from external and internal sources. Besides, the development of
connections and transition management becomes urgent;

e firms can choose certain innovation from many others, so it is
important to choose the one that best describes their needs;
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e technological innovations play a crucial role, but non-technological
forms of innovation need more attention;

e any innovation deals with the innovation process or product, but the
innovative behavior involves updating the firm itself (Remoe & Guinet, 2002).

If the model of national innovation systems focuses on the regional
aspect of innovation due to public policy and area features of institutional
structures, the starting point of the model of technological innovation systems
is technological change.

Moreover, critics of the model of national innovation systems argue that
such models do not sufficiently reveal the essence of the innovation process,
because due to a numerous participants, relationships and establishments it is
difficult to trace the dynamics of this process. That is why the supporters of the
model of national innovation systems focus on the structure, rather than the
emergence of innovation systems and the dynamics of their development
(Hekkert et al., 2006).

In contrast, in the model of technological innovation systems, the
number of participants, networks, and relevant establishments is usually
smaller, which reduces its complexity. This is especially true of technological
innovation systems that are in the process of formation. As a rule, an
innovation system consists of a relatively small number of participants. Only a
few institutions meet the needs of new technology. Thus, the application of the
model of technological innovation systems allows us to trace the dynamics and
better understand the essence of innovation systems (Hekkert & Negro, 2009).
At the same time, the proponents of the model of technological innovation
systems do not deny the fact that interaction of participants within this model
takes place in regional and national contexts (see Fig. 1).

S.Jacobson and E. Bergek identify the following main elements of
technological innovation systems:

° participants (and their competencies), including firms, users,
suppliers, investors, and other organizations;

° networks that are channels for the transfer of hidden and explicit
knowledge (as opposed to the idea of transfer factors or connections);

° establishments that are subjects of governance and which create
an environment where all participants interact (as opposed to framework
conditions or innovation infrastructure) (Jacobsson & Bergek, 2004).

185



[leparoriyHi Hayku: Teopisd, icTopis, iHHOBaUiiHI TexHoJs0Ti], 2020, N2 5-6 (99-100)

Supply chain
- suppliers of materials;
- suppliers of components;
- suppliers of equipment

Production
- companies;
- engineers;
- designers

Scientific
research
- universities;
- technical
institutes;
- research
laboratories

Social groups

Political structures, state authorities
- European Commission, WTO, GATT,;
- Government, Ministries, Parliament;

- Local authorities, executive bodies

Fig. 1. Interaction of participants within technological innovation systems

Note that, in general, the framework of the innovation system usually
provides a broad definition of establishments, including not only formal rules in
marketing, regulation, and planning but also informal “norms, rules and values”
in organizations and society, which determine different ways of cooperation
and competition of participants. Informal establishments also play a significant
role in the innovation processes (Winskel & Moran, 2008).

We emphasize that theorists of the model of technological innovation
systems attach great importance to the analysis of the functions of the
innovation system (Speirs et al., 2008), which are essential for the success of
the innovation system. In this context, the study (Jacobsson & Bergek, 2004)
deserves attention, the authors of which proposed the analysis of technological
system processes through the prism of several core functions that directly
affect the development, dissemination, and use of new technology and thus
the efficiency of innovation. There are such functions as
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e business activities;

e knowledge development, including “learning by searching” and
“learning by doing”, and disseminating knowledge;

e search guide;

e market formation (identification of market niches or manipulation of
market conditions with the help of economic instruments, such as favorable tax
regimes or minimum consumption quotas);

e resource mobilization: resources, both financial and human, are the
main contribution to all activities within the innovation system;

e creating legitimacy/resistance to changes. To develop well, new
technology must become a part of the current regime or even overcome it;

e development of positive externalities (Jacobsson & Bergek, 2004).

Scientists argue that the more of these system functions are performed,
the better is the efficiency of the innovation system, which will lead to greater
chances for successful development, dissemination, and implementation of
innovations/new technologies. Both the individual performance of each system
function and the dynamics of interaction between the functions are crucial.
Well-established interaction between functions will enhance the dynamics of
the system, while imperfect mechanisms of interaction can cause its collapse
(Negro et al., 2008).

Conclusions. Thus, we can state that the considered models of
innovative activity make it possible to trace the genesis of scientific discourse
on the essence of innovative activity, its participants, as well as the
mechanisms and conditions for ensuring its effectiveness. Although most of the
outlined models originate in the field of economy, numerous studies prove
their effectiveness in other areas of public life, including medical education. In
this regard, scientific innovation activity in American medical colleges is one of
the prospects for further studies.
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AHOTALUIA

KyniueHKo Anna. TeopeTuuHi acnekTn mogeneir iHHOBaUiM Ta iX NPAKTUYHA

peasiizauina B cydacHii MmeaAnYHin ocBiTi.

Ynpodosx XX cm. meduyHa oceima 3a3Hana 6azameox 3miH. 30ebinbwio20 80HU
noe’a3aHi 3 [HHOBAUIAMU 8 HABYAHHI, OOCMIOXEHHI ma ynpasniHHi 3aknadamu euwioi
ocsimu. OCKinbKU 81000 KOXHOI KpaiHu obupae cmpamezito po3sumeky ocsimu 8i0nosioHo
0o nesHoi modeni iHHogayill, mo po32a80 meopemuyHUX dacriekmie HaseHuUx moodesneli
iHHOBAUIl € akmMyasnbHUM 018 YKPAiHCbKOI MeOu4YHoi ocgimu.

JlocszHeHHs memu O0CniOHCEeHHA YMOMAUBUAU MAKi 3020/1bHOHAYKOB8I Memoou, AK
QHA/i3 Ma CUHMe3 HayKosux Oxcepes, y3a2asbHeHHA mMma cucmemamusayis, rnopieHAHHA
iHHOBaUiliIHUX modeneli. Kpim moeo, y po3sidui 3acrmocosaHO XpOHOAO02iYHUL Mmemood — 08
3’AcysaHHA Yacy nossu moodesnel iHHosauil.

ABMOpPKa 30cepedxye yesazy Ha nepwili modeni iHHosauyil, 3anpornoHo8aHili
I, LLlymnemepom y nepuwili nonosuHi XX cm. 3a3HayeHa MoOesb MOSACHIOE MAK 380HY
«mpiady» 8 iHHo8ayiliHOMy npoueci, a came 8UHAXIOHUYMBO, iIHHOB8A U, PO3M10BCHOOHEHHS.
Y ubomy kKoHmerkcmi [y LLlymnemep onucas KoHuenyito «meop4yoi oecmpyKuiin. Y
00Cni0xteHHi MAKoX po32aaHymo AiHiliIHy modenb [HHoeauil, Wo YHOOYHIOE 8iOHOCHO
be3nepepsHUli WAAX POXOOHEHHA MPbOX MocAi008HUX emanis: 6a308i 0OCAIOMEHHA —
MPUKAAOHI 00CNiOHEeHHA — po38UMOK ma Oughy3ia mexHonoeail.

lllo cmocyembca ocmaHHbOi Yeepmi XX cm., y ueli nepiod 3’saeunucad maki mooeni
iHHoBaUil, AK MoOenb iHOYKOBAHUX IHHoBAYil, esontouyiliHi modeni ma moodeni, wWo
Xapakmepusyroms wiisax iHHosayil. Ha 3acadax esontouyiliHoi modeni 8 70-80-x pp. XX cm.
30ilicHeHO cnpoby nobydysamu binbW 3a2aabHY meopiro iHHoeauil. KiHeub XX cm.
03HOMeHy8a8 pOo38UMOK Mo0Oeni HaUiOHAAbHUX IHHOBAYiliIHUX cucmem ma Mmooeni
MmexHOo02iYHUX IHHOoBAYiliIHUX cucmem.

PozenaHymi 6 0ocnidxnceHHi moodeni iHHosauiliHOi OisnbHocmi Oarombs 3moay
npocnidkysamu eeHe3y HayKoso2o OUCKYypcy wodo cymHocmi iHHosauiliHoi disnbHocmi, if
YYACHUKIB, @ MAKOMX MexaHiamie ma ymoe 3abesnevyeHHsA ii ecpekmusHocmi. lMonpu moli
¢akm, wo binbwicmes i3 oKpecneHux modesneli bepymeo csili Mo4amoK y cpepi eKoOHOMIKU,
YucneHHi 00CnidOHeHHA HayKosuie 00800Mb iX echeKmuBHiCMb 8 IHWUX cghepax cycrisibHO20
Humms, 30Kpema 8 mMeOuYHili oceimi. Y ybomy piduwii Haykosa iHHosayiliHa OdianbHicMb
meduyHuUX Koneodxcig yHisepcumemis CLUA € 00Hiero 3 nepcrieKmus nooasnbWiux po3s8iooK.

Karuoei cnoea: iHHosayii, modeni iHHosauyili, iHHosayiliHuli npoyec, iHHosayiliHa
difnbHicme, niHiliHa modensb iHHosayil, Modens iHOYKOBAHUX iHHOoBAil, e8oayiliHi
modlesni, MoOenb HAUIOHAMAbLHUX iHHoBaAUiliHUX cucmem, MoOesnb MexHOs02iYHUX
iHHOBAYiliIHUX cucmeMm, MeduYHa ocsima.

PE3IOME

KynnueHko Anna. TeopeTuyeckme acnekTbl Mogene MHHOBALUMI U UX NPAKTMYecKan
peann3aums B COBPEMEHHOM MeANLMHCKOM 06pa3oBaHuu.

B cmamoee paccmompeHbl meopemuyeckue acrnekmsi moodesneli uHHosauyul u ux
B8HedpeHue 8 cospemeHHoe MeduUUHCKoe obpa3osaHue. Aemop desnaem aKyeHm Ha nepsoli
mooenu uHHosayul, npednoxceHHol [xc. LLlymnemepom e nepesoli nonosuHe XX seka. Ima
molenb CBA30HA C MAK Hasvisaemoli «mpuadoli» UHHOBAUUOHHO20 MpPoyecca:
usobpemeHue, UHHOBAUUA, pacnpocmpaHeHue. Kpome moz2o, 8 3MOM KOHMEKCmMe
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. Llymnemep onucan KOHUENUUIO «MeopyecKkoz2o paspyweHua». Ha npomaxceHuu
nocnedHeli yemeepmu XX 8eKa Cywecmeosasnu makue mooesnu UHHosayull, Kak mooesb
UHOYYUPOBAHHbIX UHHOBAYUU, 380/0UUOHHbLIEe Modenu u modesu, Komopesle ornuceisarom
nyme UHHosauyuli. KoHeu XX eeka o03HaMeHO8as paszsumue Mooenu HAUUOHAMbHbIX
UHHOBAYUOHHbIX CUCMEM U MOOEesU MexHOM02UYECKUX UHHOBAUUOHHbLIX CUCMEM.

Knroueeble cnoea: uHHoOBauuu, moodenu UHHoeauul, UHHOBAUUOHHLIU npoyecc,
UHHOBAUUOHHAA 0eamesnibHoCms, AuHeliHas modenb UHHo8ayull, Mmooesanb UHOYUUPOBAHHbIX
UHHOBAYUU, 380/10YUOHHbIE MOO€enU, MOOesnb HAUUOHA/bHbIX UHHOBAUUOHHbLIX CUCMEM,
MOoOesnib mexHOM02U4eCKUX UHHOBAUUOHHbIX cUCMeM, MeOUyUHCKoe 0bpa3zosaHue.
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ENICTEMOJ10rA ABULWA «TPAHCTEHAEP» Y CYYACHOMY O/IIMMIACbKOMY
CMNoOPTI

Mema cmammi — eus4umu MUMQAHHA OHMOsORIi MPAaHceeHOepy 8 Cy4acHoOMy
onimnilicekoMy cropmi ma  HanpAMU  eupiwieHHA 3a3HaveHoi npobnemu. Memoodu
00CnioreHHA — aHani3, MopieHAHHA [ y302anbHeHHA cmopu4vHoi iHgopmayii ma i
cucmemamusayis 8i0nogidHo 00 OdianeKMuKU PO38UMKY 3a3Ha4eHoi npobaemu. Y cmammi
nokasaHo, wo MixHapodHuli Onimnilicokuli Komimem eupiwus o4yucmumu cy4acHuUl
onimniticekuli cnopm 8i0 Yb020 eaHebHO20 ABUWA, a0Xe MUPHI 0aiMAIliCbKi cynepHUYMea — ue
demMoHCMpayia iHOusidyanbHUX AKocmel COPMCMEHa, a He CynepHUUmMaeo Ccy4acHuUx HadbaHo
MeOuyuUHU i hapmakonoeii. s 6opomeba npodemoHcmpysana npuHyunosy nosuyito MOK do
criopmcmenie, KOMaHd ma HayioHanbHUx 36ipHUX, AKi 3apadu B8UCOKUX CHOPMUBHUX
pe3ynomamis, y nidzomosyi 00 ogiyiliHux 3mMaeaHb, BUKOpPUCMOBYBaaU 3a60pPOHeHI
chapmakonoeiyHi npenapamu, 30ilicHro8anu 3a6opoHeHi Marinynayii 3 doniHe-npobamu moujo,
ma 8i0cmopOoHeHHA 3a3Ha4YeHux cyb’ekmis 8id yuacmi 8 Onimnilicokux i2pax 2021 poKy. Aemopu
cmammi cnpobysanu Qocnidumu  OianieKmMuKy ABUWA «MPAHC2EHOep» Yy CY4acHOMY
onimniticekomy crniopmi {0 eusHayumu acnekmu noaimuku MOK wodo Oonycky amsaemis-
mpaHceeHOepie 8o yuacmi 8 nimHix Onimnilicekux iepax 2021 poky.
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