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Summary 
urylo L. 

National Scientific Centre “Institute of Agrarian Economics”, Kyiv 
 

ON THE ISSUE OF AGRICULTURAL SECTOR’S INNOVATIVENESS  
 

In the article the indicators of innovativeness of agricultural sector have 
been analyzed. Uneven of scientific and innovative capacity at the regional level, 
which requires attention to effective implementation of innovative policy, has been 
justified. 

Key words: innovative providing, innovative potential, scientific potential, 
agricultural sector.  
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