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RCA1 = (Xij / Xit) / (Xnj / Xnt) = (Xij / Xnj ) / (Xit / Xnt)    (1) 
 

 X  – , i  – , j  –  (  
), t  –  ( )  n –  

 [4]. 
  «  

(Revealed omparative dvantage – RCA),  
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RCA2= Xij / Xnj ,      (2) 
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LIij=100[(Xij Mij)/(Xij+Mij k(Xik Mik)/ k(Xik+Mik)] (Xij+Mij)/ k(Xik+Mik),     (3) 
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Summary 

Pentsak .1, Batyuk O.2 

1Lviv National University of Veterinary Medicine and Biotechnologies  
named after S.Z. Gzhytskyi 

2Lviv National Agrarian University  
 

COMPETITIVENESS APPRAISAL OF EXPORT-IMPORT ORIENTED 
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS 

 
A review of the sustainability of export-oriented enterprises to support a 

certain state of any system is determined by the ability to operate reliably under 
the influence of a set of macro- and micro factors supporting technical-economic 
and financial performance at a given level. 

We prove that local farms are more important in foreign trade activity as 
focus is on the production and sale of export products. First consideration by crop 
production, due to strong demand for grain and grain on the world market. 

Key words:  evaluation, competitiveness, export, mport, products, 
agriculture, development, enterprise. 
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