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An integral part of the development strategy of most

European countries is the concept of digital transformation. In

the forthcoming period, it is assumed that the GDP of the most

developed countries will be created within the digital
economy. This means that most of the economic and business

processes will be implemented through the use of digital tools

and platforms. The processes of globalization also affect the
interests of Ukraine in the field of state competitiveness, which

should change the standard of living in the country.

The purpose of this article is research of various
economics that use information and telecommunication

resources as their main source and their further

transformation into digital space.

The research method is a comparative analysis of
economies research, resulting in the identification of various

and common characteristics that allow to integrate them into

some spatial community based on digital technologies.
As a result of the research, the digital economy uses a

combination of technologies, solutions and resources in four

areas of information technology: mobility, cloud services, big

data, analytics and social networks. Digital transformation
allows you to change business processes, interact with

customers, create new products, services, etc.

The digital economy should be regarded as the
integration of information, network, innovation and knowledge

economies operating in the information and

telecommunications space on the basis of digital technologies.
One of the signs of the digital economy is high speed.

Increasing speed occurs everywhere, but in particular it

concerns the fulfillment of orders, the creation, receipt or

sending of information. From any action, an instant reaction is
expected. The growth of speed dramatically shortens the life

cycle of services.

Key words: information technologies,
telecommunication technologies, knowledge, transformation of

economies.
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