nepamu 3xaech saBustoTca CLIA, crpanbsl EBpomnsl, SImoHusi, KoTopele yxke
MIPUCTYNIN K aKTHBHOW KOMMEpUIHaIU3alMy MMEIOINXCS HaHOM300peTe-
Huil [4].

Cpenu KoOpIiopanuii «epBod HaHOTEXHOJOTHYECKOW» CUMTaeT cels
IBM. B 1981 rony aBa ¢usuka — ['epa bunnur u ['eapux Popep — B mabopa-
TOPHUHU KOPIIOpaIny N300peny MUKPOCKOII, KOTOPBIA MO3BOJISUT CKAHUPOBAThH
U BUJETH aToMbl. [lanmpHeWInas MoJepHHM3alus YCTPOWCTBA Jaja BO3MOXK-
HOCTh BUHHMTY He ToNbKO HaOMIOJATh 33 YaCTHLIAMH, HO M MaHHUITYJIMPOBATh
nmu. M3o0perarenu nonyamwnn Hobenesckyro npemuro. B 1990 romy taxxke B
naboparopun IBM npyrue yuensie — Jlon Aiirnep m Opxapn llIseiinep —
NIPE/ICTaBWIM HaHOQoTOrpaduio, Ha KOTOPOH NPUCYTCTBYIOIINE YBHIEIH
sorotun IBM, BBIIO)KEHHBIN aTOMaMH KCEHOHA Ha MIOBEPXHOCTH HUKEIEBOIO
MOHOKPHCTAJIA.

Ceroans He Tonbko IBM, HO 1 MHOrue Apyrue KpymnHbele KOPIOpaIuH,
Hanpumep, Motorola, HP, Lucent, Hitachi USA, Corning, DOW, BkiansiBa-
10T OTPOMHBIE CPEJCTBA B pa3BUTHE HAaHOTeXHoJorui. HelHe Ha moay4eHHyro
C UCMOJb30BAaHUEM HAHOTEXHOJIOIMM mpoaykuuio mpuxoaurcs okono 0,01%
Muposoro BBII, Ho yxe k xoHIy 2010 roga 3TOT noka3aTenb MOXET cOCTa-
Buth 0,5%.

[To o0meMy KOTHUYECTBY MATCHTOB B O0JIACTH HAHOTEXHOJIOTHIA OHO-
3HauHO jguaupyer CIIA — Ha n0mr0 aMepUKaHCKUX KOMIIAHUM, YHUBEpCUTE-
TOB U YAaCTHBIX JIUI IpUXxoauTcsa okoso 40% Bcex BbIIAHHBIX B MUpPE MATEH-
ToB. Ilo odunmanbHOI cTaTuCTHKE, KOIMYECTBO HAHOM300pETEHHWH 31eCh
MIPEBBIIIAET 3 THIC.

HanopsiHok crpemurensHo pa3BuBaerca. Eciu B 2004 rogy B 3Ty OT-
pacip B MUpPe UHBECTUPOBAHO 8,6 Mip. 0., To K 2015-My 3Ta cymma, no
olleHKe amepukaHckol kommanuu Lux Research, nocturaer 1 tpaH. Ceituac
yKe CylIecTBYeT OKoso 16 Teic. HaHOKOMMaHuH, a k 2015-My, o Nporuo3zam
HanwmonanwsHoit Hayunoii opranmnzamuu CILIA (NSF), npeanpusitusi, KOTOpbIe
Oynyr paborarh B 3TOHW BBICOKOTEXHOJOTHUECKOH cdepe, COo3AamyT OT
800 ThIC. 10 2 MITH. pabOYUX MECT.

Jlo HenaBHEro BpeMeHH, Y KpanHbl He ObUIO JaXKe B CIIHCKE CTpaH, KO-
TOpBIE UMEIOT HAllMOHAJIbHBIE HAHOTEXHOJIOTHYECKHE MTPOrpaMmBl. Jlep:kaTh-
csl B pyciie HOBBIX TEH/EHIMI CTapasioch JIMIIb MUHHUCTEPCTBO HAYKH U 00-

pas3oBaHusd, a TouHee — HarnuonanbHas akajeMus HayK YKpauHbl, pa3pado-
TaBIIasl MMPOEKT KOHLENINK KOMIUIEKCHOW IPOrpaMMBbl (yHIaMEHTAIbHBIX
uccnenoBannii « HaHOCTpyKTypHBIE cHCTEMBI, HAHOMAaTepHAJIbl, HAHOTEXHO-
sorum» [5]. B xoHue npouutoro rojga Oblia NPUHATA MPOrpaMMa pa3BUTHS
HaHoTexHonorui Ha 2010-2014 rr. [6]. OTo CBUIAETENBCTBYET O NPU3HAHUU
TOCYJApCTBOM CTPATErMYECKOW BaXKHOCTU Pa3BUTUS HAHOUHAYCTPUM IS
obecrieueHHUss OOOPOHOCIIOCOOHOCTH, TEXHOJIOTMYECKOH O0e30MacHOCTH U
SKOHOMMYECKON HE3aBUCUMOCTH IOCYIapCTBa U MOBBIIIEHUS Ka4eCTBa XKH3-
HU HaceJICHUs..

Cnucok jurepatypbl: 1. Curanmees C.O. Hanorexnomnorii — HalnmpoyKTHBHIIII
IHHOBAI1 CyJacHOro Ta MalOyTHHOrO €KOHOMIYHOTO PO3BUTKY // XiMidHA HPOMH-
cioBicth Ykpainu. 2008. Ne 5. ¢. 59-70. 2. NSTC, 2000. «Nanostructure Science and
Technology», Chapter 8: Research Programs on Nanotechnology in the World. — pp.
131-150. 3. Hullmann A. The economic development of nanotechnology. An indica-
tors based analysis. [Electronic resource]. - Mode acess:
http://cordis.europa.eu./nanotechnology. 4. PEIHOK HaHOTEXHOJOTHIl: COCTOSIHUE H
MEPCHEeKTUBEL. YueOHoe mocobue il mepBokypcHHKOB MUPDA. Tlox obmieit pe-
nmakiperr DCHJI-2008 YMHULL «Cokonunas ['opa». M., MUPDA — Hkap, 2008. —
100 c. 5. KommekcHast mporpamma (yHIaMeHTaIBHEIX HccaenoBanuii «HarocTpyk-
TYpHBIC CHCTEMBI, HAHOMATepPHAJIbI, HAHOTEXHOJIOTHN» [DNEKTPOHHBIA pecypc]. —
Pexxm moctynma: www.nas.gov.ua/conferences/nano2010/Pages/default.aspx 6. Ilo-
cranoBa KM Yxkpainu Bix 28.10. 2009 p. Ne 1231. IIpo 3atBepmkenns [epxaBHoOi
LiJIbOBOI HAYKOBO-TEXHIUHOI mporpamMu «HaHOTEeXHONIOrii Ta HaHOMATepiaam» Ha
2010-2014 poxu. O¢imiianii Bicauk Yxkpainm. Ne90, 2009 (30.11.09).
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MARKETING AUDIT: TRENDS AND APPROACHES

PosrisiHyTO CydacHi miaxXoaM 10 MapKETHHTOBOrO ayiuTy. BuzHaueHo OCHOBHI ere-
MEHTH CyJacHOI KOHIIETI{I] MapKETHHIOBOTO ayJUTy, 10 SKUX HAJEXKHUTh ayauT Map-
KETHHTO0BO{ CTpaTerii, ayinT MapKeTHHTOBOI (YHKIIi1, ayTUT MapKETHHTOBOTO Cepe-
JIOBUIIA Ta OIiHKAa Pe3yIbTaTiB MapKETHHIOBOI MisUTEHOCTI. 3arpornoOHOBAHO BKITIO-
YHUTH JI0 TIPOIECY MApKETHHIOBOT'O ayIUTY HA TIOYaTKOBOMY €Tarli IpoIenypy OeHd-
MapKiHTy.



PaCCMOTpCHLI COBPEMEHHBIC ITOAXOAbl K MAPKETUHI'OBOMY ayAdUTY. OHpCI[CJ'ICHLI OCHOB-
HBIC 3JICMCHTHI COBpCMCHHOﬁ KOHLECTIIUA MapKETHHTOBOT'O ay/iuTa, K KOTOPbIM OTHOCHUT-
TCA ayiuT MapKCTHHFOBOﬁ CTpaTeruu, ayiut MapKCTHHFOBOﬁ (l)yHKI_II/II/I, AyJuT MapKEeTHH-
TOBOro Cp€abl U OLI€HKAa pE3yJIbTaTOB MapKeTHHFOBOﬁ JACATCIbHOCTH. HpCI[J'IO)KCHO BKITIO-
YUTH B IPOLECC MAPKETUHIOBOT'O ayJuTa Ha HAYaJIbHOM 3Tale NpoueaAypy 6CH‘IMapKI/IHFa..

The conceptual frameworks of the marketing audit have been introduced by different
contributors since the late 1950s. Nowadays when almost all companies understand
the significant role of marketing in an organization they more or less efficiently im-
plement marketing practices. The marketing audit is a fundamental part of the market-
ing management process. It is the major tool for marketing performance evaluation.
Nevertheless, there is no single vision among researchers about how to define market-
ing audit and how to conduct it.

The first researcher who took an interest in this problem was the
American researcher Eric H. Shaw. He provided the historical analysis of
literature on marketing efficiency and performance evaluation from 1903 till
1985 and sorted out four main periods of its evolution: Early Period (1900-
1939), Middle Period (1940-1959), Modern Period (1960-1969) and Contem-
porary Period (1970-1985) [1].

The next researchers who devoted much attention to this problem were
Mehdi Taghian and Robin N. Shaw. They studied the academic literature on
marketing audit from 1977 to 1997 and proved that the «conduct of the mar-
keting audit» and «implementation of the recommendations of the marketing
audit» are positively and significantly associated with the «market share»
performance measure [2].

The most recent study of this problem was provided by the Russian re-
searcher Alekseyeva in 2010. She has systematized all existing approaches
into four main groups [4]. Nevertheless, the comprehensive approach to mar-
keting audit still needs further development.

The major objective of this paper is to review trends and approaches to
marketing audit in existing academic literature that might provide the basics
for the development of the comprehensive approach. Thus the research ques-

tions of this study are as follows:

1. What different approaches to marketing audit there exist and in
what ways they are different?

2. Is it possible to define a comprehensive approach to marketing
audit?

The method of the study is based on the analysis of research literature
in this area. The existing approaches to marketing audit can be divided into
several major groups. Many researchers view marketing audit mostly from
the results of the performance angle.

Kotler, Gregor, Rodgers III were pioneers in the field of marketing
audit. They have defined major features of marketing audit and proposed
their own model of marketing audit [5].

Taghian and Shaw suggest that marketing audit can be viewed as an
intelligence gathering, processing and analysis centre providing continuous
assistance to marketing management decision making process. Furthermore
they attempted to explore and profile the current practice of the marketing
audit in larger Australian firms [2, 3].

Such Taiwan researchers as Wann-Yih and Chen-Su have made a
considerable contribution into development of marketing audit concept. The
study mainly provides managers with the concept of integrating the MEC,
marketing audit and resource-based view for enhancing competitive ad-
vantage [6].

The French researcher Chouecifaty views marketing audit as a sys-
tematic control procedure specially designed to impartially appraise, through
comprehensive checklists, critical marketing issues. More specifically, a
marketing audit is a review of the internal and external marketing compo-
nents and factors that usually affect the organization’s overall performance,
positioning and corporate image over a certain period of time. In addition,
Choueifaty defines seven mandatory issues need to be raised prior to any

audit procedure [7].



Various Russian researchers contributed a lot in the study of market-
ing audit concept. However, even within the borders of one country there is
no consensus among researchers about defining and conducting marketing
audit. Such Russian researcher as Volkova has developed marketing activity
audit program which consists of six major procedures. According to her ar-
guments this program helps managers to concentrate attention on the most
urgent and important issues in marketing sphere [8]. According to the re-
searcher Pelihov all existing methods of marketing effectiveness evaluation
process can be divided into four major groups: qualitative, quantitative, so-
ciological and grade-based methods [9]. Alekseyeva views marketing audit as
the subsystem of a strategic audit. She suggests a concept of «strategic mar-
keting audit», which according to them enables a company to formulate and
to correct a marketing policy [4].

Hershberger, Osmonbekov and Donthu suggest that benchmarking
marketing performance is essential in marketing audit process. Moreover,
they consider that benchmarking has been used extensively in evaluating
business and marketing practices, it has largely been a qualitative task, with
no quantitative methodology for assistance. They have shown that Data En-
velopment Analysis can be a powerful technique to assist managers in their
benchmarking activities [10].

The British researchers Ambler, Kokkinaki, Puntoni have developed a
generalized framework of marketing around five measurement categories and
three criteria for the assessment of a metrics system [11].

The researchers Grewal, Iyer, Kamakura, Mehrotra and Sharma study
marketing audit on global level. They have proposed their own evaluation of
subsidiary level marketing operations, and suggested that a simultaneous ex-
amination of marketing process and marketing outcome performance enables
a global corporation to gain strategic, operational, and diagnostic insights into

the performance of its subsidiaries [12].

The researcher Thomas suggests that three different levels of market-
ing activity measurement should be distinguished: marketing at the company
wide level, the functional activities conducted by professional marketing
managers and the budgetary and control function in the costs charged to
marketing. Furthermore, he defines seven major components of the market-
ing excellence framework [13].

Finally, the researchers Pont and Shaw in their study distinguish ob-
jective and subjective, financial and non-financial measures of marketing
performance assessment. They have identified two key issues. Firstly, there
seems to be a clear preference for subjective performance measures by re-
searchers. Secondly, their review has shown that the use of multiple
measures, both financial and non-financial, is necessary to fully measure the
performance concept [14].

The reviewed studies can be systematized into the general framework
that is finalized at the Table 1.

Table 1
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In conclusion, the comprehensive framework of marketing audit
should include five major components:

- Marketing Strategy Audit

- Marketing Practices or Function Audit

- Marketing Environment Review

- Marketing Results Assessment

- Benchmarking Marketing Performance

This study shows that none of the existing marketing audit frame-
works contains all these components (See Table 1). Therefore, the future re-
search might be directed towards developing a comprehensive marketing
audit framework that will include all these five mandatory components.
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OBOBIIEHHASA CTPATEI'isd UHBECTULIUOHHO-
NHHOBAIIMOHHOI'O PA3ZBUTHUA DKOHOMUKH
YKPAUHBI

B crarbe HCCIEOBAHBI PA3IMUMS MEXTY IPOLECCAMH 3KOHOMHYECKOTO POCTa U

CONUAJIbBHO pa3BUTHUA U YCTAHOBJICHO, YTO MPEACIIbI POCTa O0OBIYHO 9K30TE€HHBI U
MOryT OBITH pacoiupeHbl 3a CUCT MPUBJICYCHUSA BHCUIHUX PIHBCCTPIL[I/If/i. Hpenenm



