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innovation. This approach involves not only the ability to solve, but also to formulate problems,
to see a difficult situation from different points of view, to anticipate social and economic
consequences. Interdisciplinary programs provide the necessary multidisciplinary training of
international bachelors. Modern requirements for professional training include increasing the
preparation of bachelors for future practical activities by diversity not only of content but also
forms and methods of teaching. The generalization of scientific research results allows to identify
positive ideas of experience in training bachelors of international relations in British universities,
to substantiate recommendations for their creative use in modernizing the Ukrainian higher
education system.

Key words: international relations, experience of Great Britain, content of educational
programs, bachelor programs in international relations, system of credits and modules.
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THE U.S. ACTS ON INNOVATION ACTIVITY:
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PRINCIPLES IN MEDICAL EDUCATION

The article reveals the U.S. Acts on innovation activity, implementation of the
principles in medical education. It turned out that in the 1980s, the American Congress
passed numerous laws running the U.S. innovation activity even in the 21° century. Thus,
there were the following significant Acts for medical education: the Stevenson-Wydler
Technology Innovation Act of 1980, the Government Patent Policy Act of 1980 (a.k.a. Bayh-
Dole Act of 1980), the Small Business Innovation Development Act of 1982, the National
Cooperative Research Act of 1984, and the Federal Technology Transfer Act of 1986. Besides,
at the end of the 20" century there was a report on the inspection of ten research universities
implementing The Bayh-Dole Act of 1980.

Key words: U.S. Acts, innovation activity, nonprofit institutions, medical education,
research universities, innovations, patents, technology transfer, royalties.

Introduction. The main activity of the first American medical schools was
to train a sufficient number of specialists who would provide qualified medical
care to the population after graduation. Subsequently, scientific activities were
added to educational ones, the combination of which, as a result, gave rise to
innovations. Although there were innovative activities when consciously or
unconsciously improved the educational process. As a result, there were new
principles, forms, and methods of teaching, which had positive effects and
attracted students to study in a particular education institution.

With the development of scientific and technological progress, the
human idea of nature and its possibilities changed. New inventions appeared,
both material and intellectual, aimed at application in human life. The
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inventors began to look for government support that could preserve their right
to innovate and direct funds to the innovation activity.

The booklet “Innovation Policy: A Guide for Developing Countries” (2010)
provides an accurate comparison of the government responsibilities (as the
highest executive body in the country. — A. K. and M. B.) with the ones of a
caring gardener concerning innovations. Therefore, the gardener should water
the plants (provide finance and support to innovators), remove weeds (through
competition and deregulation), fertilize the soil (research and disseminate
information), and prepare it where plants can grow (promote education)
(World Bank, 2010). Continuing the comparison, we believe that ensuring the
production process requires constant monitoring, control, and protection from
harmful external and internal factors (effective legislation).

As for one of the world leaders of innovations, the United States, this
country began to form a legal framework for this field in the late 18" century.

If we talk about the 20™ century, the U.S. federal government played a
significant role in the development of one of the world’s most successful
innovation systems. In the second half of the 20" century, American science
and technology enterprises grew rapidly. The federal investment brought
enormous benefits to the national economy, national defense, health care,
social welfare (Institute of Medicine ..., 1995), and education.

Analysis of relevant research. The U.S. regulatory framework for
innovations, its history of development has become controversial in the works
by R. Berry, B. Carlsson, H. Ellsworth, D. Mowery, Ch. Smith, and others.

Besides, in the study, we have dealt with:

— the U.S. Acts on innovation activity: the Stevenson-Wydler Technology
Innovation Act of 1980, the Government Patent Policy Act of 1980 (a.k.a. Bayh-
Dole Act of 1980), the Small Business Innovation Development Act of 1982, the
National Cooperative Research Act of 1984, and the Federal Technology
Transfer Act of 1986;

— the document presenting a review of patent issues in the framework
of research funded by the federal budget (1994);

— reports and booklets submitted by various U.S. government agencies and
organizations, including “Allocating Federal Funds for Science and Technology”
(1995), “Technology Transfer: Administration of the Bayh-Dole Act by Research
Universities. Report to Congressional Committees” (1998), “Innovation Policy:
A Guide for Developing Countries” (2010), “Diminishing Funding and Rising
Expectations: Trends and Challenges for Public Research Universities,
A Companion to Science and Engineering Indicators 2012” (2012), and others.
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It is worth mentioning that this issue is relevant for the Ukrainian
educational space and needs detailed consideration.

The study aims to cover the U.S. Acts on innovation activity, their
implementation in medical education.

Research methods. In the article, we have applied analysis, synthesis,
and systematization of facts on this issue; historical and chronological
method — to study the development of the U.S. Acts on innovation activity,
descriptive method — to present the content of American Acts on innovation
activity and their implementation in medical education.

Results. If we turn to the origins of the American legal framework on
innovation activity, it is necessary to mention the Patent Act of 1790.

Ch. Smith pointed out that among the powers conferred on Congress by
the Constitution was the promotion of the progress of science and useful
crafts, guaranteeing for a time the authors and inventors the exclusive right to
their works and discoveries. Thus, on April 10, 1790, Congress passed the Act,
which marked the beginning of U.S. patent law (Smith, 1890).

The document of 1790 defined the objects for which a patent could be
obtained as the invention or discovery of any useful craft, production, engine,
machine, or device, or any other improvement of the above and previously
unknown (Smith, 1890). Thus, a patent was convincing evidence in any lawsuit
that the patent owner was the first inventor and that the invention was
officially registered (Smith, 1890).

R. Berry stated that after the first Patent Act, numerous amended
documents appeared in different years. There were the Acts of 1793, 1836,
1837, and 1870 — “they are an indispensable source for understanding the basic
requirements of patent policy” (Berry, 2015). Each Act changed the
requirements for inventions or discoveries, thereby disciplining their applicants
and creating a legal awareness of liability in the case of false information.

W. Fisher, when defining the term “patent”, emphasizes that “patents
also provide for new chemical compounds, food, and medicines, as well as the
processes used to obtain them” (Fisher, 2019).

Thus, in “A Digest of Patents, issued by the United States, from 1790 to
January 1, 1839: Published by Act of Congress Under the Superintendence of
the Commission of Parents, to which is Added the Present Laws Relating to
Patents” that covered 49 years, there were about 135 registered patents dealt
with surgical and medical instruments (Fig. 1).
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CLASS XX —SURGICAL AND MEDICAL INSTRUMENTS, including Trusses, Dental Instruments, Bathing Apparatus, &,

INVENTIONS OR DISCOVERIES. PATENTEES, RESIDENCE, WHEN ISSUED.

Bandages, pads, - - - - - | Robert Thompson, - | Columbus, Ohio, - - | January 29, 1837,
Bath, and bathing machine, - - - - | William Merritt, - - | New York, - - | February 1, 1814,
Bath, cot, clastic, - - - - - | W. C. Palmer, M. D. - | New York, - - | November 24, 1832.
Bath, double still, steam, - - - - | John G. Giraud, - | Baltimore, Md. - - | April 18, 1804.
Bath, floating, - - B - - | Henry Chevens, - - | New Yorl, - - | July 13, 1813.
Bath, medicated shampoo, - o = - | Richard D. Mott, - | Boston, Mass. - - | December 16, 1833.
Bath, portable, hot, - - - - - | Samuel K. Jennings, - { Lynchburg, Va. - - | January 21, 1814.
Bath, steam, - - - - - - | John Deverin and J, O

Isabelle, - Lexington, Ky. July 6, 1818,
Bath, steam, applying simple or medicated, Boyd Reilley, - Cincinnati, Ohio, February 5, 1831,

Bath, steam, applying simple or medicated, - Boyd Reilley, - Philadelphia, Pa, July 31, 1832.

LR }
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Bath, steam, medicated, - - - Benjamin Marshall, New York, December 7, 1821,
Bath, vapor, - - - P. P. N. D'Alvigny, Leonard street, N. Y. August 17, 1835.
Bath, vapor, portable, - Charles W. Peale, Pennsylvania, - June 16, 1801.
Bath, veterinary, ventilated, - - James Carver, - Philad\felphia. Pa. - August 8, 1817.

Bath, warm, vessel, - Daniel Harrington, Centreville, Va. October 4, 1813.

Bathing apparatus, - - Heinrich Bachmann an

: Joseph Ehrenfried, - | Lamcaster, Pa. - - | January 26, 1833.
Bathing apparatus, - - - - - | Daniel Brumley, - - | New York, - - | November 19, 1833.
Bleeding, with leeches, - - - « | John Kunitz - - | Philadelphia, Pa. - - | May 7, 1805.
Bleeding horses, &c., instrument for, - - = | Cornelius Afidle, - - | Winthrop, Me. - - | May 9, 1835.
Blind horses, curing, - - - - - | Jos. Sater, - - | Huntsville, N. C. - - | August 14, 1821,
Bones, setting, apparatus for, - - - | James H. Willard, - | Brown Elm, Ohio, - | June 11, 1836.
Cancers, drawing and curing, - - - | Jacob Ware, - - | Philadelphia, Pa. - - | September 20, 1815.

Cancers, curing, -

- James Apndrus, -
Catheter, metallic, flexible, -

Hillsborough, N. H. July 30, 1816.
Isracl Balch and Moses

: Carter, - - | Balisbury, Me. - October 26, 1815.
Cataract, removing, by tubes, - - - - | Francis B. Shaw, - | Philadelphia, Pa. - - | July 27, 1815.

Fig. 1. Examples of patents registered between 1790 and 1839.
Reference: (Ellsworth, 1840).

Moreover, patented tools became an integral part of the educational
process in American medical schools. Sometimes they were sold abroad — for
use in higher education institutions, where there was a medical profession.

In the 1890s, Ch. Smith argued that “a sanitary improvement may be
invented and patented, but it can give no wealth to the owner of the patent
unless it is adopted by a multitude of people whose comfort and health are
increased by it, and who would not adopt it if it did not do this for them”
(Smith, 1890).

In the 1880s, there was a period of economic depression and growing
concern about the power of “big business” which marked the passage of the Sher-
man Antitrust Act in 1890. That affected the patent industry as courts declared
patents invalid. The depression ended in the late 1890s, and interest in patents
reappeared (A brief history of..., 2014, May 7). As a result, patent law stimulated
the study of the mysteries of nature, which was as scientific with its methods and
objects as any intellectual work the world had ever known (Smith, 1890).

In the first half of the 20™ century, innovation policy as such did not exist.
It was rather a way to promote country industrial competitiveness and social
well-being, an adjunct to government action to develop defense technologies
launched during World War Il (World Bank, 2010).

In the second half of the 20" century, the United States began to
dominate. There were the following reasons for the country leadership:
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— destruction in Europe, namely in Germany and the United Kingdom;

— high absorption capacity as a result of significant funding for innovations;

— formation of a new generation of technology-oriented innovation
systems, which together were considered as a “national innovation system”
(Carlsson, 2011).

Despite the tangible success of federal efforts to support innovations, in
the late 1970s, the academic community was utterly dissatisfied with federal
policies for patenting scientific knowledge (General Accounting Office..., 1998).

B. Carlsson notes that “1980 represents something of a turning point. A
number of institutional reforms mark a transition to a new technological
regime in which new business formation plays an increasing role in converting
new knowledge into economic growth. These institutional changes stimulated
not only innovation but also entrepreneurial activity” (Carlsson, 2011).

As a result, in the 1980s, the American government actively passed
numerous Acts ruling U.S. innovation activity in the 21* century. Let us briefly
consider the Acts that are important to American society.

In October 1980, the U.S. Congress passed the Stevenson-Wydler
Technology Innovation Act. In general, the Act aimed to encourage the
improved use of federally funded technological developments, including
inventions, software, and educational technologies, by state and local
governments and the private sector. Moreover, attention was focused on
encouraging the exchange of scientific and technical personnel among
university, industry, and federal laboratories (Stevenson-Wydler Technology
Innovation Act, 1980). The Act also described the transfer of technology from
university research. Moreover, the Act initiated the establishment of the Office
of Innovation and Entrepreneurship, a regional innovation program, a regional
research and information program, a rational grant program, etc.

Besides, Congress encouraged organizations to innovate by launching
various competitions and awards. For example, the Stevenson-Wydler Technology
Innovation Act proposed that a National Technology Medal be awarded for
outstanding contributions to the development of technology or the technological
workforce to improve the economic, environmental, or social well-being of the
United States. (Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act, 1980).

In December 1980, the Government Patent Policy Act (a.k.a. Bayh-Dole Act)
was passed. D. Mowery et al. pointed out that the Bayh-Dole Act was preceded in
the late 1940s by controversy over the use of intellectual property, which was the
result of funding research from the federal budget. However, the decisive factor in

321



[leparoriuni Hayku: Teopis, icTopis, iHHOBauilHi TexHoJorii, 2021, Ne 1 (105)

the adoption of the Bayh-Dole Act was that most American universities were
already patenters and licensors (Mowery et al., 2004).

The purpose of the Bayh-Dole Act was to reform U.S. patent policy
related to state-funded research. This Act allowed universities, nonprofits, and
small businesses to retain ownership and implement federal-funded
inventions. Moreover, it allowed federal agencies to grant exclusive licenses for
federally owned technology (General Accounting Office..., 1998). We would like
to add that other strategic tasks were the following: “to promote collaboration
between commercial concerns and nonprofit organizations, including
universities; to ensure that inventions made by nonprofit organizations and
small business firms are used in a manner to promote free competition and
enterprise” (Government Patent Policy Act, 1980).

As for the term “nonprofit institution” in the mentioned Act, we
compared its definitions (Table 1).

Table 1
The term “nonprofit institution” in American Acts in the 1980s.

Act, date of adoption Definition of the term
“nonprofit institution”

Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation | an organization owned and

Act, October 21, 1980 operated exclusively for scientific or
educational purposes, no

part of the net earnings of which inures to
the benefit of any

private shareholder or individual (Stevenson-
Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980)

Government Patent Policy Act (a.k.a. Bayh- | universities and

Dole Act), 12.12.1980 other institutions of higher education <...>

or any nonprofit scientific or educational
organization qualified under a

State  nonprofit  organization  statute
(Government Patent Policy Act, 1980)

As a result of the rapid development of innovations, the U.S. Congress
passed the Small Business Innovation Development Act in July 1982, which
stated that “while small business is the principal source of significant
innovations in the Nation, the vast majority of federally funded research and
development is conducted by large businesses, universities, and Government
laboratories” (Small Business Innovation Development Act, 1982).

The Act interpreted the term “research and development” as any activity
that can be:

— systematic, intensive research aimed at gaining more knowledge or a
deeper understanding of the studied topic;
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— systematic research aimed at applying new knowledge to meet a
specific need;

— systematic application of knowledge for the production of useful
materials, devices, as well as systems or methodologies, including the design,
development, and improvement of prototypes and new processes that would
meet specific requirements (Small Business Innovation Development Act, 1982).

On October 11, 1984, the National Cooperative Research Act was passed,
which meant the term “joint venture for research and development” as any
group of activities, including attempts to create, develop or execute orders by
two or more persons for:

— theoretical analysis, experiment or systematic study of phenomena, facts;

— development or testing of basic engineering techniques;

— expansion of research results, theories of scientific or technical nature
in practical application for experimental and demonstration purposes, in
particular, experimental production and testing of models, prototypes,
equipment, materials, and processes;

— collection, exchange, and analysis of research results, etc. (National
Cooperative Research Act, 1984).

On October 20, 1986, the Federal Technology Transfer Act was passed
amending the Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980. The
attention of the Act was focused on the intensive development of technology
transfer (Federal Technology Transfer Act, 1986).

Note that the mentioned Acts, adopted in the 1980s, reinforced each
other and, consequently, created the necessary legal environment for the
development of innovation activity.

However, in 1994, a review of certain federal budget-funded research
outlined in the Bayh-Dole Act took place. A positive result of the implementation
of the Bayh-Dole Act was the unified patent procedure, active marketing of
inventions by experienced university staff, protection of domestic interests, and
promotion of research funded by the industry (United States..., 1994).

However, the public was concerned that the government did not
properly regulate the final price of federal-funded technologies. Moreover, the
question arose whether the federal government should participate in
university-sponsored research awards and then be licensed to the private
sector (United States ..., 1994).

In education, the Bayh-Dole Act intensified the work of research
universities, both public and private. As medical schools in the United States
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are part of universities, it is important to consider how research universities
have influenced the innovative activity of medical schools.

Research universities are institutions that have priority in discovering
new knowledge and training doctors of philosophy in a wide range of
disciplines. Although research universities also educate students, train
professionals, and provide services to society, are engaged in applied work and
technology transfer, their hallmark is the production of new knowledge,
particularly in science and technology (Mohrman et al., 2008).

Research universities perform more innovative activities. Thus, they
bring many potential benefits to the state and local economy. Research
universities also provide a range of services to the state, including advanced
health care and the promotion of natural resources at the state and local levels
(National Science Board, 2012).

In 1998, the U.S. General Accounting Office submitted a detailed report
“Technology Transfer: Administration of the Bayh-Dole Act by Research
Universities. Report to Congressional Committees”. The report stated that
although the Ministry of Commerce issued implementing regulations and
provided coordination in limited circumstances, the Bayh-Dole Act was applied
by the funding agencies (General Accounting Office..., 1998).

The inspection visited ten large research universities and found that they all
had officially approved programs and procedures for implementing the Act.
Research universities had special units for reporting and licensing inventions,
followed established procedures to enforce the law, set up computerized
databases to monitor inventions, and actively continued to license inventions.
According to the leadership of such universities, the Act had positive results and
worked on the appointment of Congress. Moreover, universities and researchers
have benefited more from their inventions and transferred technology better than
when the government retained ownership of the inventions (General Accounting
Office..., 1998). Table 2 provides information on the application of the Bayh-Dole
Act in biomedical research at American research universities during the 1990s.

Table 2
The application of the Bayh-Dole Act in biomedical research
at American research universities during the 1990s

No. | Name of the American research | The application of the Bayh-Dole Act,
university achievements

1. Columbia University The technology transfer took place through the
Columbia Innovation Enterprise and a second
office on the Health Science Campus.

The process patented in 1983 became innovative.
It was connected with gene transfer and the

324



[legaroriuni Hayku: Teopis, icTopis, iHHOBauilHi TexHoJiorii, 2021, Ne 1 (105)

production of a specific protein for commercial
production. This process has been used by 28
pharmaceutical companies in the production of
new medicines, especially for the development of
blood-soluble protein. Other  innovative
inventions include Xalatan, a drug for the
treatment of glaucoma, and Avonex, a drug for
the treatment of multiple sclerosis

Harvard University The Office for Technology and Trademark Licensing
was responsible for the implementation of the
Bayh-Dole Act and technology transfer. Harvard
Medical School had a separate licensing unit that
reported to the Office for Technology and
Trademark Licensing.

Harvard Medical School was actively working with
five hospitals, which in 1995 were among the best
recipients of federal funding.

When teachers or staff of Harvard Medical School
were involved in the creation of the invention in
one of the hospitals — a process was under the
control of two organizations.

In 1996, the institution received $3.9 million royalty
from a contrast agent license for heart imaging.
Another S 1.3 million was received from licenses for
research agents to determine DNA sequence

Johns Hopkins University The Johns Hopkins University School of
Medicine’s Office of Technology Licensing was
established for:

e its intellectual property policy, and this policy
required reporting innovations at Johns Hopkins
University;

e an automated intellectual property database
system with basic information on innovation
(license revenues and costs).

During the university’s 1995 and 1996 fiscal years,
the medical school received 60.9 percent of
revenue from invention fees supported by federal
research funds

Massachusetts  Institute  of | In 1940, the Technology Licensing Office was
Technology established to report, patent, and license
inventions developed by faculty and staff at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, the
Lincoln Laboratory, and the Whitehead
Biomedical Research Institute.

In the 1990s, the research university received
$91,679 royalties from the commercialization of
diagnostic arrhythmia prediction technology
developed with funding from various federal
agencies
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Michigan State University

The Office of Intellectual Property was
responsible for technology transfer.

Inventions involving the wuse of platinum
complexes as antitumor agents were successful

Stanford University

In 1970, Stanford University’s Office of
Technology Licensing was established.

In the fiscal year 1996, the university had 72 %
royalties from the invention related to
recombinant DNA. Another joint invention with
the University of California was phycobiliproteins
for cancer detection and other screening tests

University of California

The Office of Technology Transfer was the
responsible unit for the operation and
management of the technology transfer program.
In January 1990, independent technology transfer
offices were established on the Berkeley, Los
Angeles, San Diego, and San Francisco campuses.
In the fiscal year 1996, an artificial lung
surfactant, proposed in 1980, grossed $0.7
million. Another $1.6 million royalties came from
a 1984 nicotine patch

University of Michigan

In 1982, the Technology Management Office was
established that reported, patented, and licensed
inventions developed by faculty and staff.

The medical school had its technology office, but
without the authority to sign license agreements.
The medical school collaborated with the
technology management office on inventions in
the medical field.

One of the promising inventions was the
intranasal influenza vaccine

University of Washington

In 1983, the Office of Technology Transfer was
established with the Health Science Sector, the
Science-Engineering-Arts Technologies Sector,
and the Software Sector. This unit was
responsible  for  administering intellectual
property policy at the University of Washington
and coordinating technology transfer.

In the 1990s, two inventions were largely
responsible for the number of royalties received
from the commercialization of the inventions of
the University of Washington, namely the
hepatitis B vaccine and the method of using yeast
to produce interferon, a drug used to treat cancer

10.

University of Wisconsin-Madison

The Wisconsin Alumni Research Foundation dealt
with questions concerning inventions.

The discovery of vitamin D in 1971 led to new
vitamin D derivatives for the treatment and
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prevention of osteoporosis, kidney disease,
osteodystrophy, and other disorders associated
with calcium deficiency. Moreover, there were
conditions under which organs were kept out of
the living body before transplantation. The
invention received about $10 million of royalties

Reference: (General Accounting Office..., 1998).

Conclusions. Thus, the starting point for the U.S. legislative framework on
innovation activity was the Patent Act of 1790, which approved state-owned
patent objects. Significant Acts were also those adopted in 1793, 1836, 1837, and
1870. At the end of the 19" century, the adoption of the Sherman Antitrust Act
led to the levelling of patents and patent policy. However, interest in innovations
stimulated new researches. The first half of the 20" century, because of numerous
historical events, changed the course of U.S. public policy and developed
innovative activities to promote scientific and industrial competitiveness and meet
social challenges. The second half of the 20th century marked the prospects for
the United States as a world leader. However, in the late 1970s, the academic
community was utterly dissatisfied with the legal framework for innovations. As a
result, the 1980s were fateful, as the U.S. government actively passed many Acts
governing U.S. innovations in the 21% century. The Stevenson-Wydler Technology
Innovation Act of 1980, the Government Patent Policy Act of 1980 (a.k.a. Bayh-
Dole Act of 1980), the Small Business Innovation Development Act of 1982, the
National Cooperative Research Act of 1984, and the Federal Technology Transfer
Act of 1986 were important for medical education.

The Bayh-Dole Act was rapidly implemented because it aimed to regulate
innovation activity in American education institutions, including research
universities. This Act received both positive and negative feedback, which in
1994 initiated a review of certain issues related to technology transfer. At the
end of the 20" century, a report on the inspection of ten research universities
stated the application of the Bayh-Dole Act.

As the article covered U.S. Acts on innovation activity, it is evident to
analyze other documents relating to innovations in American medical education.
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PE3IOME

KynnueHko Anna, bouueHko MapuHa. 3akoHbl CLUA 06 WHHOBAUMOHHOWM
OEeATENbHOCTU: BHEAPEHME UX MPUHLMMNOB B MEAULMHCKOM 06pa3oBaHUM.

B cmambee ocseweHbl 3akoHbl CLUA 06 uHHOBAUUOHHOU OesmesnbHOCMU, UX
peanausayus 8 MmeOUYUHCKOM 06pa3o8aHuu. BeiscHeHo, 8 1980-x 22. AMEPUKAHCKUM
KoHepeccom bblin npuHAmM pAO 3AKOHO8, pe2ynupyouux UHHOBAUUOHHYH O0esmesbHOCMb
CLLA u e XXI 8. [lnA meOUUUHCKO20 06pa308aHUA 8AMCHbIMU cmasau 3aKkoH CmuseHCoHa-
Balionepa (1980), 3akoH 0 2ocydapcmeeHHOU nameHmMHoU noaumuke (makxie u3zeecmsil
Kak 3aKoH b3s-floyna) (1980), 3akoH 06 UHHOBAUUOHHOM pa3sumuu maso2o busHeca
(1982), 3aKOH 0 HAUUOHA/IbHbLIX KOornepamusHbix uccaedosaHus (1984), 3akoH, Komopeili
8Hocus ronpasku 8 3akoH CmuseHcoHa-Balidnepa o mexHosnozuyeckux uHHosayusx (1986).
B KoHue XX cm. 6bin1 06HapodosaH omyem o nposepke 10 uccnedosamesnbCKux
YyHUB8epcumemos, Komopble peasnu308aau 3aKkoH bas-floyna.

Knrouessie cnoea: 3akoHb! CLLUA, UHHOBAUUOHHAA OeAmesibHOCMb, HEKOMMepYecKue
opa2aHu3ayuu, MeOUUUHCKoe o0b6pa3osaHue, ucciedosamesnbCKUe  yHUsepcumemeol,
UHHOBaYUU, nameHmebl, mpaHcgep mexHosnoaull, asmopckuli 2o0Hopap.

AHOTAUIA

KyniueHko Anna, boitueHKo MapwuHa. 3akoHu CLUA npo iHHOBaUiMHY AiANbHICTb:
BMNPOBAAKEHHA iIX MPUHLMMIB Y MEAMUYHIN OCBITI.

Y cmammi eucsimneHo 3akoHu CLUA npo iHHosayiliHy 0iAnbHicMs, ix
imnaemeHmauiro 8 meduyHitli oceimi. [nsa 0ocaeHeHHS Mmemu pPo38iOKU 6Ya10 BUKOPUCMAHO
maki memoou: aHanis, cuHme3 i cucmemamusauyis GaKkmie i3 303HAYeHO20 MNUMAHHS;
icmopuko-xpoHonoz2iyHUl ma onucosuli Mmemoou.

3’acosaHo, w0 8i0npasHoO Mo4vKot 3aKoHodas4voi 6a3u CLUA npo iHHosauiliHy
disnbHicmse cmas lNameHmHull 3akoH 1790 p. Baxausumu 3aGKOHAM CMAsau MAKOX mi, Wo
npuliHami e 1793 p., 1836 p., 1837 p. ma 1870 p. HanpukiHyi XIX cm. npuliHamms
AHMUMOHOMObHO20 3aKOHY LlllepmaHa npuszseno 00 Hiseaauii nameHmie ma nameHMmMHOI
nosnimuku. OOHAK, iHmepec 00 iHHoB8aUil cmumyntoeamu Hosi 00cnioxceHHA. lMepwia noasosuHa
XX cm. yepe3 HU3KyY icmopuyHuXx nooili 3miHuna Kypc oepxcasHoi noaimuku CLUA { iHHosauiliHa
disnbHicMb po38usanacs 018 CPUAHHA HAYKOBO-MPOMUCI080i KOHKYPeHMOoCHpPOMOXHOCMI ma
30008071€HHA coyianbHUX BUKAUKie. [lpyea nonosuHa XX cm. o3HameHysana 04 CLIA
nepcrnekmuesu fK ceimogozo sidepa. lMpome, HanpukiHyi 1970-x pp. oceimHsA cninoHoma 6yna
8Kpali He300080/1eHO 3aKOHOOaBY0K 6a30t0 NPo iHHoBsaUuiliHy OidnbHicmb. Tomy 8 1980-x pp.
aMEePUKAHCbKUM KOHepecom 6ys10 npuliHAMo HU3KY 3aKOHI8, WO peayntoroms iHHo8auyiliHy
disnbHicms CLUA Gy XXI cm. [lna meduyHoi oceimu eaxcaueumu cmanu 3akoH CmiseHCoHa-
Bationepa (1980), 3aKkoH npo OepxasHy nameHmMHy noaimuxy (makoxc sidomuli Ak 3aKoH bes-
Jloyna) (1980), 3akoH npo iHHosauiliHUli po3sumoK masnozo b6i3Hecy (1982), 3aKoH npo
HauioHanbHi KoonepamusHi 0ocnioxeHHa (1984), 3akoH, Axkuli eHocus Monpasku 00 30KOHY
CmiseHcoHa-Balidnepa npo mexHosnoeziuHi iHHosayii (1986).

YBazy cepokycosaHo Ha 3akoHi bes-[loyna, OCKinbKU 8iH 6ys HauineHul Ha
peayno8aHHA iHHOBAUIlIHOI QidabHOCMI 8 aMEepPUKAHCbKUX 30KAa0ax 0cC8imu, 30Kpemda 8
docnidHuybKux yHisepcumemax. Lleli 3akoHoOas4uli OoKymeHmM ompumas K MOo3UMmueHi,
maK i HecamueHi 8i02yKu, Wo iHiyitoeano 6 1994 p. nepez2nad nesHUx NUMAHb, MO8’ A3aHUX i3
mpaHcpepom mexHonoeili. HanpukiHyi XX cm. 6yno onpuntoOHeHo 38im rpo repesipky 10
docnidHUYbKUX YHigepcumemis, W0 3acmocosysasu 3aKoH bes-foyna.

lMepciekmusHUM € QHAMI3 [HWUX HOPMAMUBHO-NPABOBUX OOKYMeHmis, W0
cmocytomecs iHHosayiliHOI disneHocmi'y meduyHili oceimi CLLA.
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Knarouosi cnoea: 3akoHu CLUA, iHHosauiliHa OisinbHicmb, HekomepyiliHi ycmaHosu,
meduyHa oceima, O00CniOHUUbLKI yHisepcumemu, iHHo8ayil, nameHmu, mpaHcgep
mexHosozill, asmopcbKuli 20Hopap.
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CYTHICTb KOPMOPATUBHOI OCBITU AK CKNIAJOBOI OCBITU
JOPOC/IUX CLLA

BusyeHHs pi3HUX acriekmie meopii i MPaKmMuKu KoprnopamusHoi oceimu AK cKaados8oi
ocsimu dopocaux y CLLUA nompebye 8u3Ha4YeHHA MOHAMMEBO-KAMe20piasn6Ho20 anapamy
docnidmeHHA, wo 0acme 3mMo2y cucmemamusysamu U oxapakmepu3lysamu 38°A3KU MiHC
OCHOBHUMU  noHAmMmamu. Ome, pe3ynomamom 6ibniozpagiyHo20 onpayto8aHHA
npobsemu KoprnopamueHoi oceimu cmasao BU3HAYEHHA MOHAMMEBO-MEPMIHOMN02IYHO20
anapamy 0ocnioxuceHHA. [aa po3kpumms CymHoOCmMi noHAMMSA KoprnopamusHoi oceimu sk
CKnadosoi ocsimu 00poCauUX BUOKPEMAEHO ma cxapakmepu3osaHo 6a308i noHAmma:
«oceima», «HernepepsHa ocsima», «00pocaa MOUHA», «O0C8IMaA 00POCAUX», «HernepepsHa
npogeciliHa oceima dopocnux».

Knwuyosi cnoea: dopocna nwOuHa, KopriopamusHa oceima, ocgima 00pocsaux,
HenepepsHa npogpeciliHa ocgima, CnonyyeHi LLimamu Amepuku.

MNocraHoBKa npobaemu. MNpouecun rnobanisauii, iHbopmaTmsauii, iHTerpauii
Ta iHTepHauioHani3aujii eKkoHOMiKM, Gi3Hecy Ta oOcCBiTW, pPo3byAoBa CycniibCTBa
3HaHb 3YMOB/IOIOTb Nepexig A0 HOBOI EKOHOMIKM — EKOHOMIKM, WO 6a3yeTbca Ha
3HAHHAX, CTAlOTb HAMBAXK/MBILWMMMU BUKAMKAMKU aNA YKpPaAiHM M CNOHYKalTb 40
MOLUYKY HOBMX MiAxoAiB A0 PO3BUTKY /IIOACBKUX PECYPCiB AK HEeobxigHOi ymoBM
KOHKYPEHTO34aTHOCTi OpraHi3aLiii i CTaIoro EKOHOMIYHOMO 3POCTaHHA CYCniNbCTBA
B uinomy. Ha VI MixHapogHin koHdepeHuii KOHECKO ocsity gopocanx 6yno
BM3HAHO TONOBHMM iHCTPYMEHTOM pPO3B’A3aHHA Npobnemn BAOCKOHANEHHA
moacbknx pecypcie (CONFINTEA VI, UNESCO, 2009). Y ubOMYy KOHTEKCTI
0cob6/1MBOro 3Ha4YeHHs HabyBa€e KoOpnopaTMBHA OCBITA AK BaKAMBa CKNagoBa
OCBITW A0OpOoCAUX. 3a pe3y/ibTaTaMu A0CNiAKEHb, 3apybirKHi KOMNaHii PO3BUHEHNX
KpaiH CBiTy pPO3rnAfatoTb KOPMOPATMBHY OCBITY SIK CTPATEriyHUMA iHCTPYMEHT
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