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THE CONCEPT OF FORMING THE HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS
COMPETITIVENESS IN THE CONTEXT OF GLOBAL COMPETITION

NOHATTA ®OPMYBAHHS KOHKYPEHTOCMNPOMOHOCTI
3AK/AZIB BMLLOI OCBITU B YMOBAX IMTIOBA/IbHOI KOHKYPEHLIJI

The article focuses on the development of competitiveness of higher education institutions (HEIs)
in the context of global competition. It has been established that the competitiveness of universities
determines their ability to adapt to socio-economic and technological changes in the era of
globalization and digitalization. The concept of multi-level competitiveness is proposed, encompassing
global, national, regional, and institutional levels. Additionally, the level of educational programs is
highlighted, reflecting the increasing competition within the educational sector. The formation of HEI
competitiveness should be based on optimizing internal processes, fostering program innovation,
improving scientific research, and establishing strategic partnerships with other organizations.
Significant attention is paid to the role of stakeholders, the identification of activity priorities, and the
strategic directions for development. Universities must ensure their capacity to achieve strategic goals
by adapting to changes and attracting external resources.
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Cmamms rpucssiyeHa MoHAMMI0 GhopMyBaHHS KOHKYPEHMOCTPOMOXHOCMI 3akiadis BULLOI ocsimu
(3BO) 8 ymoBax 2/106a/1bHOI KOHKYPEHUji. BcmaHoB/IeHO, W0 KOHKYPEeHMOCHPOMOXHICMb YHIBEPCU-
memig € OOHIED 3 K/TIHYOBUX MPOB/IEM CyYacHOI mpaHcghopmayii 0CBIMHIX cucmeM, OCKi/Ibku came
BOHa BU3Ha4Yae 30amHicmb 3BO adanmysamucsi 00 eKOHOMIYHUX, COUia/lbHUX Ma MEXHO/I02IYHUX
3MiH, 5IKi 8I06YBarOMbLCS B yMoBax 2/106a/13ayii ma yugbposizayii eKOHOMIKU. Y pobomi 3arporoHo-
BaHO KOHYenuyjito bazamopisHeB0i KOHKYPEHMOCHPOMOXHOCMI, SIKa OXOM/TOE 2/106a/1bHUU, HAYIOHa/Tb-
Hull, pegioHasbHUll ma iHOuBIOyasibHUU piBHi. BUOIIEHHSI Y4emMBEPIMO20 PIBHST KOHKYPEHUYIi — Ha pigHi
OCBIMHIX rpogpam — A03B80/ISIE Bpaxysamu 3p0CMarody KOHKYPEHUi0 BCEPEOUHIi OCBIMHLOI 2as1y3i.
Y cmammi 3a3Ha4eHo, Wo GhopMyBaHHs1 KOHKYPEHMOCTPOMOXHOCMI yHIBEpCUMeMI8 Mae rpyHmysa-
mucsi Ha GB0X OCHOBHUX KOMIMOHEHMaXx: CyMmHICHUX XxapakmepucmuKkax KOHKYPeHmMOoCHpPOMOXHOCMI
3BO ma KOHKpemHux cmpameaidHux 3axo0ax, adarnmosaHux 00 yMOB (hyHKUIOHYBaHHSI KOXHO20
3aknady. Le sk/rouae onmumisayito BHympilUHIX MPOYECI8, PO3BUMOK iHHOBaYIUHOCMI OCBIMHIX Mpo-
2pam, yOOCKOHa/IEHHST HayKOBUX OOC/IIOXeHb ma 3a/ly4eHHs1 PeCypCiB i3 30B8HILUHIX OXepes Yepes
rnapmHepcmsa 3 iHWUMU yHiBepcumemamu, 0epyxasHUMU op2aHaMu ma 6isHecoM. 3HadHa yBaza
rpudineHa posi cmelikxondepis y 3abesrneyeHHi KOHKypeHmocnpomoxHocmi 3BO. HazooweHo, wo
cmpameaiyHa crigrpays 3 K/KH0BUMU 3auikas/eHUMU CmMOopoHaMu, makuMu siK cmyoeHmu, po6o-
modasyi ma depxasHi ycmaHoBU, € HEOOXIOHOK YMOBOK 0/151 CMBOPEHHST CMILIKOI KOHKYPEHMHOT
rosuyjii. Y cmammi makox akyeHmyembCsl yBa2a Ha Baxx/1uBOCMI BU3HAYEHHST YimKuUX rpiopume-
mig disi/IbHOCMI YHIBEpCUMEMIB, 30Kpema BUBOPY UiIbOBUX Ce2MeHmMIB PUHKY ma ¢hOKyCyBaHHSI
Ha cmpameaiyHuX HanpsiMax po3suUmKy. 3arporoHOBaHO YHIBEPCa/IbHE BUHAYEHHSI KOHKYPEeHMO-
CrPOMOXHOCMI YHiBepcumemy sik 30amHocmi 0ocsizamu cmpameaivyHuX yinell y KOHKYPeHMHoMy
cepedosuLyi, adarnmyro4uch A0 3MiH i 3a/TyHaroyu pecypcu 3 pisHUX oxepest. BodHodac riokpecsieHo
3HaYeHHs1 0eCKpUNMUBHUX BU3Ha4YeHb, siki 00380/1510Mb adarnmyBsamu MOHSIMMS KOHKYPEeHMOCpo-
MOXHOCMI 00 crieyuchiyHUX yMOB QhyHKUOHYBaHHS1 KOHKPEMHO20 yHisepcumemy. BucHoBku cmammi
1idmBepOXXytomb HEOBXIOHICMb IHMe2payji pi3HUX Nioxodis 00 hopMyBaHHST KOHKYPEHMOCTPOMOX-
Hocmi yHiBepcumemis, siki Bpaxosytomb BHYMpIWHI 0CO61IUBOCMI HaB4a/IbHUX 3ak/1adig ma 308HILWHI
thakmopu, Wo BU3HaYatoMb IXHIO MO3ULIH0 Ha 2/106a/1bHOMY OCBIMHLOMY PUHKY.

KniouoBi cnoBa: KOHKYpeHMOCTPOMOXHICMb, BUWa 0CBIMa, yHisepcumem, didxumasizayisi, yucgh-
posizayisi, cmpameaiyHe yrpagsiHHsi.
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Statement of the problem. The competitiveness
of higher education institutions (HEIs) is one of
the most actual problems in the context of modern
transformation of educational systems, as its level
determines the ability of universities to adapt to
rapidly changing economic, social and technological
conditions.  Globalization, digitalization of the
economy, and international competition are forcing
universities to revise their development strategies
and look for new approaches to maintain and
increase their competitiveness. While numerous
researches are aimed at analyzing various aspects of
this problem, the issue of a comprehensive approach
to formulating criteria and methods for assessing
the competitiveness of higher education institutions
that take into account both external factors (global
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competition, changes in the labor market) and
internal aspects (quality of education, innovation of
the educational process) remains unresolved.

An important aspect is to identify the factors that
have the greatest impact on the competitiveness of
universities. Increasing the level of competitiveness
requires not only optimization of internal processes,
but also creation of mechanisms that would allow
universities to respond quickly to changes in the
external environment. The problem is complicated
by the absence of a single integrated approach to
determining competitiveness that would combine
the assessment of material, human and intellectual
resources of a university with its ability to innovate
and integrate into the international educational and
scientific community. This requires the development
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of a methodology that would ensure effective
forecasting of university competitiveness in the face
of constant global challenges.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
The problem of competitiveness of higher education
institutions is actively studied in the scientific
literature, while approaches to its solution are diverse.
Ya.O. Kolodinska, O.V. Skliarenko, O.lu. Nikolaievskyi
emphasize the importance of using digital services for
the development of innovative business ideas, which
directly relates to the competitiveness of education
institutions in the context of economy digitalization
[1]. In turn, O.V. Skliarenko, S.M. Yahodzinskyi,
O.lu. Nikolaievskyi, and A.V. Nevzorov emphasize the
importance of interactive learning technologies that
contribute to the modernization of the educational
process and thus affect the competitiveness of
universities [2].

0.0. Khomenko, M.V. Paustovska and
I.LA. Onyshchuk study the impact of interactive
technologies on the development of higher education
applicants, which contributes to their competitiveness
in the labor market [3]. However, despite a
significant number of publications, the problem of
developing universal approaches to assessing the
competitiveness of HEls, taking into account the
specifics and current challenges in the field of higher
education, remains unresolved.

Objectives of the article. The aim of this article
is to develop a theoretical and methodological

framework for enhancing the competitiveness
of higher education institutions in the context of
global competition and digital transformation.

The task is to identify the main characteristics of
the competitiveness of HEIs in the current socio-
economic environment, analyze existing approaches
to assessing the competitiveness of universities and
identify their limitations and disadvantages.

Summary of the main research material.
The concept of competitiveness is one of the
most controversial in modern economic theory.
Despite the large number of studies devoted to
this issue, there is still no single, comprehensive
definition of competitiveness. Most researchers view
competitiveness as a multifaceted phenomenon that
depends on a wide range of factors, including internal
and external conditions of a business entity's activity
[4; 5]. However, this very diversity complicates the
operationalization of the concept of competitiveness
and its empirical measurement. This problem is
especially acute in the context of assessing the
competitiveness of organizations, in particular, higher
education institutions.

As we have already noted, there is no consensus
among modern researchers, who often rely on the
classical categories of strategic management, in
formulatingthe conceptof“university competitiveness”.
Many works on the competitiveness of HEIs use

methodological approaches that are usually applied
to traditional markets for goods and services [6, p. 30].

For our research, it is advisable to divide the
existing approaches into universal-essential, which
describe a general approach and apply to different
situations, and descriptive-sectoral, which define
a specific description of a competitive university
(or other form of HEI organization) that is valid in a
specific socio-economic and time context and does
not apply to other sectors.

Another important distinction between approaches
is the level of the system with which the scope of the
“competitiveness” concept is correlated. Researchers
identify different variants of distinguishing three
levels of competition and competitiveness: global
(economy), sectoral (HEI systems) and micro-level
(university) [7; 8].

In our research we distinguish:

— national level of the system (competitiveness
of the country's HEIs), where only global competition
(of the economy and national HEI systems) takes
place;

— regional system;

— individual level (specific university).

The analysis of competitiveness as a multilevel
phenomenon opens up new perspectives for the
research of cooperative aspects of its formation.
In particular, the allocation of the fourth level
of competition — at the level of educational
programs — indicates the deepening of competition in
higher education. In our research, we aim to develop
a universal approach to the formation of a strategy
for increasing the competitiveness of the university,
which would simultaneously take into account the
specifics of a particular institution and respond to the
challenges of the modern educational environment.
To do this, it is necessary to operate simultaneously at
two levels of analysis: first, to determine the essential
characteristics of the competitiveness of HEls, and
second, to develop specific strategic measures
adapted to the conditions of a particular university.

The advantage of universal approaches is that they
leave room for finding non-standard solutions, taking
into account the context of a particular university or
regional network as much as possible. Moreover,
universal approaches make it possible to achieve
joint work and exchange of views despite different
theoretical platforms and views on socio-economic
processes. The advantage of universal formulations
is also their conciseness: “the ability of actors to carry
out effective competitive actions” [9, p. 6]. However,
such a concise formulation does not allow to take into
account the criticism from stakeholders and partners
of the HEI.

An important characteristic of competitiveness is
its complexity. Researchers describe competitiveness
as “a set of properties, features of an object that
determine its ability to satisfy a certain need of an
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individual, group or society as a whole in the best
possible way” [10, p. 65]. The target nature of the
competitiveness property, its focus on the needs and
interests are emphasized.

We have grouped approaches to the concept of
competitiveness into three areas, depending on the
view of competition:

— “competition is a struggle for resources”, in
which case competitiveness is the ability of a HEI to
gain access to limited resources;

— “competition is a struggle for consumers”, then
competitiveness is a set of characteristics of an
educational product (service) that satisfies consumers
better than competitors; -

— “competition is a struggle for evaluation and
status” in the process of comparing universities
with each other, then competitiveness is a set of
characteristics that allow a university to be more
advantageous than others.

Within this approach, competitiveness can
be defined as the ability to demonstrate higher
performance, positions in rankings and prepare more
market competitive graduates.

Very often, they talk about competition in the
field of HEIs as a struggle for limited resources, less
often as the ability to create products, and almost
never as the ability to change processes. This is
not accidental, because most often the short- and
medium-term perspective is considered, in which it
is impossible to change university processes. At the
same time, the widespread approach of focusing on
the struggle for resources makes it difficult to work out
the idea of competitive cooperation, which is the most
effective way to interact in quasi-markets, such as the
HEI markets. On the other hand, even the resource-
based approach underestimates the need to attract
resources from all sources, i.e. from the entire list
of key stakeholders. In this regard, the university is
in a situation where ignoring influential stakeholders
reduces its competitiveness, but fulfilling their
demands without resources also inevitably reduces
the ability to compete. The only way out is to form
alliances with stakeholders willing to back up their
demands with resources. Below, we will take this
into account in the descriptive-industry version of the
definition.

To denote the set of properties necessary to ensure
competitiveness, an additional essence —potential or
capabilities — is often used [4; 9]. In our opinion, it is
clearer and more transparent to use the terminological
concepts of resource and competence.

One of the most actual issues of strategic
development of higher education institutions is
the identification of priority areas of activity. The
vagueness in defining the contours of the competitive
field, namely, the lack of clear criteria for identifying
target segments, research topics and other focuses,
complicates the process of forming a competitive

position of the university. The academic culture
focused on finding new problems and their detailing
prevents focusing efforts on solving specific tasks of
strategic importance for the university's development.

Therefore, we believe itis important to reinforce the
above approaches with a universal key component of
competitiveness, the ability to choose priority areas of
activity and target markets, i.e. to focus on goals and
competitive advantages. Moreover, it is necessary
to systematically define the roles of internal and
external stakeholders who are ready to directly
participate in activities and support joint projects with
resources.

Accordingly, the competitiveness of the university
(regional and national system) is the ability to focus
on strategic goals and competitive advantages, attract
resources and develop competencies necessary
to achieve the goals in a competitive environment,
taking into account the interests of key stakeholders
and consumers.

The advantage of descriptive definitions is their
significant practical value, which ensures clarity and
accessibility for a wide range of stakeholders. In our
opinion, descriptive definitions differ primarily in the
level of coverage of activities, in particular, whether
the focus is on the education market or whether the
markets for scientific and technical development and
other sectors are included.

Among the descriptive definitions that describe
the image of a competitive university, there is a
clear correlation between the competitiveness of
the university, its graduates and performance. This
includes:

— ability to train specialists who successfully
compete in specific external and internal labor markets;

— ability to develop competitive innovations in
their field;

— effective management of reproduction policy in
all areas of the university's activity [1; 3].

At the same time, it should be noted that such an
assessment is of a delayed nature and is mostly used
in setting long-term goals.

The focus on both the present and the future
of the competitiveness concept is emphasized by
researchers when describing the main components:
“current and potential abilities (capabilities) to provide
an appropriate level of educational services that
meet the needs of society in training highly qualified
specialists, as well as the needs for the development,
creation and sale of scientific and methodological,
scientific and technical products both in the present
and in the future” [3, p. 1226].

In addition to covering the three main areas of
university activity, this descriptive definition reflects
two time periods out of three potentially possible and
emphasizes that the success of a higher education
institution lies in meeting the needs of society
external to it.
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From the perspective of the logic of university
activities, the potential of competitiveness is primary
to competition, since in order to enter the competition,
it is advisable for a higher education institution
to first form the potential, including the resource
potential. When competing for state funding or for
participation in tenders for a number of services,
the availability of resource and competence stock is
a prerequisite. When competing for the household
market, the existing reputation, human resources,
and infrastructure stock also comes to the fore.

Taking into account the above, while remaining
within the framework of educational services and
the research and development market, we can
define university competitiveness as the ability
to identify target market segments and prepare
successful graduates for them, implement scientific,
technological and social projects, building and
maintaining the necessary competencies, optimizing
processes, attracting talents and resources from
various sources. The formulation is not fixed, it
can be detailed and supplemented or, conversely,
adjusted depending on the research or project
task.

The descriptive  definition  of  university
competitiveness cannot be the only correct one and
depends on many factors. The consensus is that
university competitiveness is based on its ability
to find and implement solutions to a wide range of
challenges and tasks, and is significantly influenced
by several groups of active stakeholders. At the same
time, the authors emphasize those elements that are
considered critical for competitiveness and focus on
HElIs [2; 3].

Therefore, to effectively ensure the university
competitiveness, it is necessary to integrate various
approaches and strategies that take into account
both the internal features of the education institution
and external factors that determine its position in
the education market, in particular in the context of
global and regional trends. Only through systematic
analysis and interaction with all stakeholders can a
sustainable competitive position be created that can
adapt to changes in the socio-economic environment
and maintain a high level of quality of educational
services.

Conclusions.Theresearchonthe competitiveness
of higher education institutions in the context of global
competition shows that this concept is multifaceted
and requires a comprehensive approach. The
university competitiveness depends on the
interaction of internal and external factors, including
strategic management, stakeholder engagement,
and infrastructure development. Determining and
assessing university competitiveness requires the
use of both universal approaches that allow to take
into account the specifics of each institution, as
well as descriptive-industry approaches for a more

accurate description of situations at different levels of
competition.

To  effectively increase  competitiveness,
universities need not only to improve internal
processes but also to actively attract external
resources, in particular through partnerships with
other education institutions, government authorities
and businesses. Setting clear strategic goals and the
ability to quickly adapt to changes are key elements
that allow a university to remain competitive in a
dynamic socio-economic environment. In addition,
it is important to systematically take into account
the interests of various stakeholders and determine
priority areas of development based on current trends
in the education market.

Further research should be aimed at developing
a comprehensive approach to assessing the
competitiveness of higher education institutions
that would take into account not only traditional
indicators but also factors such as the level of digital
transformation, the innovativeness of educational
programs, the effectiveness of research and
international cooperation. This approach will allow to
get a more objective picture of the competitiveness
of higher education institutions and develop effective
strategies for their development.
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