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In this article research it is marked on that the exit of economy of Ukraine from a crisis requires realization of
scale structural reforms from liquidation of structural disproportions that resulted in deindustrialization of industry of
Ukraine. By the main result of exit the stable economy growing that will be based on extended investment and internal
consumer demand must become from a crisis, fortified to the competitiveness of the Ukrainian economy, increase of
efficiency of the use of productive resources and scientifically-technological potential.
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The article deals with problems of commercialization of scientific developments in the universities. The place

of transfer and commercialization of university development in the process of obtaining commercial effects of existing
knowledge, analyzed the model of transfer and commercialization of scientific and technical developments, the main
stages of the process of technology commercialization at universities, suggested possible ways of overcoming problems
of this process.
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