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We have found out that globalization and openness of national economics provide increase in competitiveness, accelerating

the tempo of finance internationalization, production costs decrease, expanded liberalization of trade, TNC expansion,
orientation of national economics towards the world market, successful functioning of AIC economics which is highly integrated
into  the world economics (more than 60% of GP makes its export) depends on the level of competitiveness of its goods; its
efficiency depends on the level of export-import prices and their correlation with the world, providence the constant character of
international relations; We have studied that Ukrainian companies in the world markets mainly use price factors  of
competitiveness applying damping that would cause limitation and losses of internal markets in future.

A high level of competitiveness in the world market possess grains, oil and fat branches, oil plants, poultry that made
36.4%, 10.2%, 17.9% and 1% correspondently caused by disagreement  of quality, safety and damping applying the average
export prices on domestic goods reduced in 2009 compared to 2008 from 54% (barley) to 15.7% (beef). Ukrainian agriculture
is the only branch that did not reduce GP production compared to 2008 having increased it 0.1%  and decreased its export
content only 13.2% (Ukraine reduced it 40.4%) having provided increase of positive external balance 1.6% compared to 2008.
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