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Enterprising within the framework of production 
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*© Scientific problem. Enterprising takes the 
lead in establishing the tendencies of the soci-
ety development and institutional premises for 
satisfaction of the needs and demands of peo-
ple. It influences all spheres of human life and 
activity, including management of biofuel secu-
rity. Hence, the systemic scientific study of 
grounds and guidelines for the development of 
efficient enterprising for the production of bio-
fuel is necessary. It entails such issues as the 
necessity of promulgating of this type of eco-
nomic activity, consideration of institutionaliza-
tion matters within the biofuel enterprising in 
the domestic market, application of image-
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making for the biofuel enterprising, underlining 
that it is one of the key-points ensuring the 
country`s economic and social sustainable de-
velopment. 

The objective of this article is to define the 
peculiarities of enterprising within the domain 
of production and market formation of biofuel 
considering theoretical, methodological and 
practical aspects for enhancement of institu-
tional conditions for enterprising. 

Analysis of recent researches and 
publications. The problem of the development of 
biofuel enterprising is barely studied by the state 
agrarian scientific bodies though some aspects are 
considered in researches of such scientists as 
H.M. Kaletnik [6], V.Y. Mesel-Veseliak [11], 
Y.O. Lupenko [9], O.M. Shpychak [16],  
M.Y. Malik, L.V. Romanova [13], P.T. Sabluk, 


