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PLATFORM COOPERATIVISM
AND ITS APPLICATION IN RENEWABLE ENERGY

Introduction. The advancement of digital technologies is profoundly impacting nearly every aspect of social life,
offering new opportunities for sustainable development while simultaneously posing significant challenges to so-
cial cohesion.

Problem Statement. The proliferation of platform-based business models is accompanied by the monopolization
of platform markets and the emergence of platform capitalism. Market power becomes concentrated in the hands of
the owners of the core of digital platforms (DPs), who increasingly leverage tools for manipulating consumer beha-
vior as a means to achieve economic success. In this environment, the interests of the actual producers of goods and
services-participants in the DP ecosystem-become secondary, exacerbating social imbalances within society.

Purpose. This study aims to identify the prerequisites and potential for creating distributed production sys-
tems-value creation networks (VCNs)-based on cooperative relationships among participants.

Materials and Methods. The research employs a combination of general scientific and specialized methods,
drawing on publications by domestic and international researchers, as well as statistical data from national and
international organizations.

Results. As an alternative to platform capitalism, the study proposes a model of platform cooperativism that
envisions DPs initiated and organized by producers themselves as VCN members. In this model, producers assume
multiple roles, including management team, owners, contractors, employees, and consumers. The study also ana-
lyzes the impact of platformization on the changing social context of production during the third industrial revolu-
tion and uncovers the socio-cultural prerequisites for the development of platform capitalism and platform coo-
perativism models. The creation of cooperative DPs in Ukraine, particularly in the context of military conflict and
post-war reconstruction, is highlighted as a matter of particular relevance.

Conclusions. Cooperative DPs in the renewable energy sector have demonstrated the potential of a cooperative
movement founded on digital platforms, combining the benefits of spatial or niche localization (specialization)
with the globalization of activities.
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The transition from an industrial-market economy
to an information-network economy represents a
fundamental shift in modernity. This evolution
progresses through three natural stages: the in-
formation-analog, information-digital, and neural
network stages [1]. Presently, society is situated
at the information-digital stage. The widespread
digitization profoundly impacts the transforma-
tion of all societal components. The integration
of digital technologies facilitates increased labor
productivity, broadens the range of goods and ser-
vices available, and enhances their quality. Addi-
tionally, it prompts a radical transformation in the
organizational forms of social interaction.

However, the initial optimism surrounding the
sharing economy has rapidly shifted to concern
over the social implications of widespread digita-
lization. A notable example is the evolving policy
of the People’s Republic of China concerning the
development of the sharing economy [2]. The
perception of digital platforms (DPs) as a means
of strengthening social interaction has changed
with the recognition of their role in increasing
the threats of growing social inequality in society.

DPs have emerged as the dominant organiza-
tional form of business operations, laying the gro-
undwork for the platform capitalism model. The
concentration of functions such as data accumu-
lation, analysis, control, and redistribution has
transformed DPs into key instruments for profit
generation in the digital era. The networked struc-
ture of business organization introduces several
productivity-enhancing effects [3]. Nevertheless,
this structure often leads to the prioritization of
the interests of DP owners, who concentrate the
management of external economic resources in
their hands. This concentration exacerbates so-
cial inequality, contributing to the deepening of
societal divisions. According to McKenzi’s analy-
sis, this emerging model may present challenges
that are more severe than those associated with
traditional capitalism [4].

The evolution of capitalism, driven by the tech-
nological foundation of digital platforms, signifi-
cantly alters socio-economic relations, pushing
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them beyond the boundaries of traditional capital-
ist frameworks. However, this shift does not equa-
te to socialism. As H. V. Kolodko suggests, what we
are witnessing is something “third” [5]. An alterna-
tive to platform capitalism within the context of
contemporary information and digital transforma-
tions can be conceptualized as platform coopera-
tivism. This model is characterized by a group of
independent producers, each contributing indi-
vidual components of goods and services, who col-
laborate within a distributed production system
formed by a value creation network (VCN).

Platform cooperativism reimagines the orga-
nizational principles of production by levera-
ging the capabilities of digital platforms to mer-
ge ownership, management, and participation in
the production process among all its members.
This model preserves the social foundations
of the labor distribution system, ensuring a
more equitable approach to production and re-
source management.

The development of the platform cooperati-
vism model is particularly pertinent in the con-
text of Ukraine’s ongoing military conflict and
the challenges of post-war economic recovery.
The loss of substantial human, material, and capi-
tal resources necessitates the exploration of more
active and efficient methods of utilizing existing
assets. DPs provide a means to unite independent
developers of R&D innovations, technological
expertise, and owners of material and financial re-
sources, all of whom remain equal participants in
the production process. This approach facilitates
the creation of distributed production structures
based on cooperative interaction, which aligns
with the group-cooperative values inherent in
the national culture [6]. A promising example
of the application of platform cooperativism in
Ukraine is the development of local microgrids of
renewable energy generation (LMRE).

The objective of this study is to explore the
potential of cooperative forms of organizing local
microgrids for renewable energy generation ba-
sed on digital platforms as a means of promoting
the sustainable development of local communities.
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The publication of N. Srnicek’s Platform Capi-
talism has brought attention to the profound
changes induced by the widespread adoption of
platform-based business models [7]. Scholars ha-
ve increasingly focused on the ambiguous social
consequences of centralized control and monopo-
lization within these platforms [8]. This has re-
newed the search for alternative forms of business
organization. Researchers are now examining the
potential of solidarity as a business model, par-
ticularly in the context of cooperatives where co-
owners share in the management and benefits of
the enterprise [9]. The discussion emphasizes the
positive impact of digitalization on transforming
management and property relations, and on the
formation of platform cooperativism [10]. The
growing recognition of the importance of revi-
talizing the cooperative movement through digi-
talization is exemplified by the establishment of
the UN Secretariat’s Research Panel on Digital
Cooperation [11]. The Panel’s central idea is to
shift from a model in which individuals work for
a platform to one where the platform serves the
people who participate in its ecosystem. Platform
cooperativism seeks to blend the rich heritage of
the cooperative movement with the technologi-
cal potential of the 21st century [12]. Research
has increasingly focused on specific mechanisms
for fostering cooperative interaction on digi-
tal platforms [13]. M. Mannan and S. Peck, for
example, note the simplification of interactions
between households, the physically independent
nature of work, and the relatively high value of
scale achievable with modest initial investments
in ecosystem development [14]. V. Arets explores
various models of cooperative structures based
on digital platforms [15], with a particular focus
on balancing individual and collective interests
[16], as well as the cultural prerequisites for the
success of cooperative movements in the digital
age [17]. The necessity of a multidisciplinary app-
roach in this research is widely acknowledged
[18]. The historical experience of cooperative mo-
vements in Ukraine, as documented by scholars
such as M. Tugan-Baranovsky [19], V. Marochko
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[20], and O. Shmorgun [21], provides valuable
insights into the origins, foundations, and future
prospects of cooperative interaction within digi-
tal platform ecosystems in the country.

The field of small renewable energy generation
holds significant potential for the development of
cooperative structures based on digital platforms.
The complex nature of the tasks involved has led
to a wide array of research aimed at addressing
specific components of local microgrids of rene-
wable energy (LMRE) formation. Key areas of
investigation include the search for models of
federalizing prosumers — small electricity produ-
cers within virtual power plants [22], mechanisms
for market interaction within LMREs [23], the
assessment of their potential in advancing rene-
wable energy generation [24], and the role of
DPs in their establishment [25]. Additionally, re-
search focuses on the development of the green
economy [26], the unique aspects of cooperative
interaction among LMRE participants [27], and
the prosumerization of the energy generation
market [28]. The survey Energy Prosumers in
Europe offers valuable insights into the success-
ful organization of small electricity producers in
the creation of virtual power plants [29]. Atten-
tion is also given to the social implications of the
cooperative nature of energy platforms [30]. A
collective study led by K. Zame has put forth re-
commendations for supporting the development
of smart grids and electricity storage [31]. In-
creasing attention is being paid to the challenges
and prospects for the development of LMREs in
Ukraine, particularly those based on cooperative
DPs [32, 33].

DIGITAL PLATFORMS AND RESTORATION
OF COOPERATIVE MOVEMENT

The introduction of digital technologies is dri-
ving fundamental transformations, with a depth
comparable to the changes brought about by pre-
vious industrial revolutions [34]. A key factor in
the division of labor in global markets is the abili-
ty to replicate specific production functions within
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Fig. 1. Dynamics of growth in DP income in 2019—2025

value creation networks through digitalization.
Digitized data has become a critical economic re-
source, with the “digital hand of platforms” repla-
cing both the “visible hand of hierarchical mana-
gement structures” and the “invisible hand of the
market.” Networked interactions among inde-
pendent participants in the production process
enable more efficient use of production resour-
ces [35]. The ability to pursue personal interests
within a distributed production system unleashes
participants’ initiative, coordinated by the digi-
tal platform core. Members of the DP ecosystem
can act as prosumers, combining the roles of both
consumers and producers of goods or services.

The digitization of the energy sector and the
implementation of digital platforms offer signi-
ficant opportunities to transform distributed
energy generation and storage systems. These
advancements are key components of the energy
transition, promoting democratized access to re-
newable energy, sustainable and affordable ener-
gy supply, and supporting overall sustainable de-
velopment [36].

The platformization of markets has led to the
monopolization of digital platforms, which have
emerged as a transformative innovation radical-
ly altering the institutional landscape. By 2020,
more than 10,000 digital platforms were opera-
ting in Europe alone [37]. The institutional fra-
mework built around these platforms has solidi-
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fied its competitive edge over traditional hierar-
chical organizations. By market capitalization,
eight of the ten most valuable companies globally
were digital platform companies. In 2019, global
revenue from digital platforms was estimated at
USD 3.8 trillion, with 48% generated in Asia,
22% in the United States, 12% in the Eurozo-
ne, and 18% in the rest of the world [38]. The
COVID-19 pandemic has further accelerated the
growth and profitability of these platforms, as
illustrated in Fig. 1 [39].

Social platforms have increasingly become ac-
tive participants in public discourse, but their
business models often rely on monetizing users’
personal data. One of the key advantages that
digital platforms hold over traditional hierarchi-
cal business structures is their ability to exter-
nalize certain social functions, such as employee
welfare. However, this “efficiency” often leads to
irrational outcomes when viewed within a broa-
der social context. The commercialization of skills
and resources traditionally confined to the pri-
vate sphere disrupts established social guarantees
embedded within the market economy, leading
some to describe the sharing economy as “neoli-
beralism on steroids” [40].

To mitigate these drawbacks of platformization,
cooperative interaction within the ecosystem of
digital platforms offers a promising solution. No-
tably, there is an inherent similarity between the
institutional foundations of cooperative relation-
ships and the interactions among participants in
a digital platform ecosystem. In both instances,
the principles of interaction are heterogenous,
blending hierarchical and market relations. Both
cooperative members and digital platform parti-
cipants function as elements within a value crea-
tion network. As such, they are embedded within
a system of mutual obligations while remaining
independent economic agents. This dual role ex-
pands the motivation for participation in joint
activities beyond that of a traditional employee.
In the context of a digital platform cooperative,
participants are not only co-owners but also play
an active role in managing its operations.
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Cooperative interaction within distributed po-
wer generation networks presents a fundamen-
tally different motivational framework compa-
red to the Platform Capitalism business model.
This distinction is vividly articulated by the
esteemed Ukrainian economist and prominent
researcher of the cooperative movement, M. Tu-
gan-Baranovskyi. According to him, the fusion
of personal interests with the collective nature
of cooperative activities, alongside the social
orientation of outcomes, sets cooperatives apart
from the profit-maximizing model of joint-stock
companies. Tugan-Baranovskyi defined coopera-
tive as “an economic enterprise formed by seve-
ral individuals who voluntarily unite, not with
the aim of maximizing profit for invested capi-
tal, but rather to increase, through collective
management, the labor income of its members
or to reduce their expenses” [19, 46, 47]. As a
socio-economic organization, the cooperative
movement transcends the narrow goal of profit
maximization, focusing instead on the holistic
provision of economic, social, and cultural bene-
fits for its members [30]. The cooperative model
is inherently aligned with advancing the goals
of its members, fostering cooperation, social res-
ponsibility, internal democracy, and civic self-
help. Tt also provides quasi-public benefits and
establishes an institutional framework for citizen
involvement in the political, social, and financial
aspects of renewable energy deployment, thereby
democratizing the energy sector.

The success of the cooperative movement is
fundamentally rooted in the core values estab-
lished by the International Cooperative Alliance
(ICA) [41]. These values encompass voluntary
and open membership, democratic member cont-
rol, economic participation, autonomy and inde-
pendence, continuous education and training,
cooperation among cooperatives, and a commit-
ment to community care. These principles are
further elaborated upon in the main principles
and functions outlined in the final report of the
High-Level Research Panel on Digital Cooperati-
on, prepared by the UN General Secretariat [11].
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Several key characteristics distinguish coopera-
tives based on digital platforms from the business
model of Platform Capitalism. Firstly, the primary
goal of cooperatives is to address specific social
challenges, rather than maximizing profit, which
is a hallmark of Platform Capitalism. Secondly,
as alternatives to market and hierarchical struc-
tures, cooperatives operate within certain orga-
nizational limitations. Thirdly, the relationships
among cooperative members are fundamentally
different, characterized by less formalization and
a greater emphasis on fairness and trust — essen-
tial elements for success in environments where
the utility of each participant is interdependent
on the utility of others. Fourth, the impact of co-
operatives on market interactions diverges from
that of profit-oriented firms [42]. Finally, in the
field of renewable energy, the motivation of par-
ticipants and customers within DP cooperatives
extends far beyond the mere production, con-
sumption, and purchase of inexpensive electricity.

A DP-cooperative is collectively owned by the
participants of its ecosystem, who are all granted
the opportunity to partake in its management.
Efficiency is driven by the functional specializa-
tion of members and the reliance on the profes-
sional competencies of those initiating manage-
ment decisions. Member investments serve as the
primary source of funding for the cooperative.
Membership is not only a prerequisite for partici-
pation but also a vital tool for achieving shared
objectives. However, this model comes with cer-
tain limitations, such as the scale of operations,
which is often constrained by spatial localization
or the specific nature of the cooperative’s joint
activities. Despite these limitations, the coopera-
tive model opens pathways for spatial-niche glo-
calization — an approach that leverages in-depth
specialization while removing spatial restrictions
on participation within the value creation network.

While common goals unite cooperative mem-
bers, competitive relationships among them are
not precluded. Data generated within the coope-
rative is considered the collective property of all
its members. The ecosystem itself may exhibit a
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dual-loop structure: the first loop consists of coo-
perative members, while the second encompasses
potential consumers who are not members of the
cooperative.

A key factor in the success of DP-cooperatives
is the multifaceted roles assumed by their mem-
bers. These roles include acting as owners of pro-
duction assets and the platform itself, managers,
producers, employees, consumers, participants,
and coordinators within the value creation net-
work (distributed production system), as well as
members of the local community (in cases where
there is spatial localization). Each of these roles
entails specific conditions for engagement with
the DP-cooperative, along with distinct short-
term and long-term expectations and objectives.
The comprehensive consideration of these roles is
crucial to ensuring the success of the cooperative.

SOCIOCULTURAL PRECONDITIONS
FOR PLATFORMIZATION MODELS

The unconditional dominance of global markets
by digital platforms originating from the United
States, where individualistic values prevail, cont-
rasts sharply with the limited presence of DPs in
China, a country characterized by communita-
rian culture, and the near absence of DPs from
the European Union (EU), where corporatism
is more prevalent. This disparity can be seen as
significant evidence of the influence of cultural
factors on the commercial success of platform
capitalism. Despite the EU’s comparable market
scale, which in some aspects even surpasses that
of its more successful rivals, its DPs have not
achieved the same level of global success.

In China, the rapid progress of corporations
representing the People’s Republic of China has
notably slowed following the government’s re-
vised policies on digital giants. This policy shift
was largely driven by an increasing awareness of
the negative social consequences resulting from
the monopolization of digital markets. Converse-
ly, the EU has concentrated on establishing a ro-
bust legal framework to govern the functioning
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of digital platforms, with a particular focus on the
social aspects of digital businesses.

One of the EU’s key strategies in addressing
these issues has been the promotion of corpo-
rate and cooperative traditions deeply rooted in
European culture, particularly in the context of
digitization. These traditions are seen as vital
tools for unifying and coordinating collective ef-
forts to solve specific challenges. Platformization,
in this sense, is perceived as a means to revitalize
these traditions.

However, the dispersion of ownership rights in
distributed production systems complicates the
distribution of authority within a DP ecosystem.
In the case of platform capitalism, the DP core
is typically controlled by an entrepreneur who
seeks to maximize personal gain by leveraging
the potential of ecosystem participants. In con-
trast, the platform cooperativism model proposes
an alternative approach, wherein the DP is initi-
ated and controlled by the potential participants
themselves, ensuring that the core of the DP re-
mains under the collective control of its ecosys-
tem members.

Production cooperation based on digital plat-
forms acts as an intermediary between private
and state forms of entrepreneurship, enabling the
alignment of personal interests with the social
objectives of production. Participants in the pro-
duction process not only make decisions within
their direct areas of expertise but also gain the
right to influence the overall policy of the DP.
The dominance of individualistic (USA), cooper-
ative (EU), and communitarian (China) cultures
gives rise to distinct models of platform capita-
lism, platform cooperativism, and state-controlled
platform capitalism, respectively.

In the European Union, efficiency is often
achieved by returning to the principle of corpo-
ratism, which is deeply rooted in European cul-
ture. Digital technologies facilitate the reinforce-
ment of group-cooperative values, where indivi-
duals perceive themselves as integral parts of a
larger social order. According to this worldview,
everyone must find their role, voluntarily sub-
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mit to higher goals, fulfill their duties, and reali-
ze their purpose through cooperative interaction
with others. Harmonizing public and individual
interests is achieved by democratizing the pro-
cess of making socially important decisions [43].
The introduction of Information and Communi-
cation Technologies (ICT) and the active plat-
formization of industries provide opportunities
to deepen the involvement of DP ecosystem par-
ticipants in realizing these values.

At the enterprise level, there is a resurgence
of the corporation-cooperative model, reminis-
cent of medieval Europe, where the cooperative
spirit is revitalized [10, 17]. This model mini-
mizes the role and significance of intermediary
links between owners and the management deci-
sion-making system. There is a growing interest
in cooperation, shared responsibility [13], and
collaboration [16] among participants in the DP
ecosystem, reflecting a shift towards a more par-
ticipatory and the evolution of Ukrainian busi-
ness culture presents a unique mix of individua-
listic and communitarian elements, which creates
both challenges and opportunities for integration
into the EU economy, particularly through the
lens of corporatism. As Ukraine seeks to develop
a strategy for its national economy; it is crucial to
consider the potential advantages and limitations
that come with adopting a business model of plat-
form cooperativism.

The versatility of digital platforms as an orga-
nizational model offers substantial opportunities
for application across nearly all sectors of eco-
nomic activity. Notably, DP cooperatives can be
established on both commercial and non-com-
mercial bases. Ukraine retains a significant re-
servoir of scientific, technical, and educational
potential, which positions it well to leverage the
benefits of digitalization. This context under-
scores the importance of developing state policies
that stimulate the innovative activities of DP
cooperatives, particularly those aimed at revita-
lizing local communities. Such policies should en-
courage the exploration and creative commercial
use of the new opportunities emerging through
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digital transformation. Additionally, the multi-
faceted roles that members of DP cooperatives
can assume represent an effective policy tool for
fostering human capital development [44].

Supporting the cooperative movement through
platformization is particularly vital for Ukraine
as it grapples with the severe social consequences
of Russia’s military aggression. The inherent uni-
versality of DPs, coupled with the diverse roles
available to members of DP cooperatives, can
serve as a powerful mechanism for mitigating the
societal threats posed by the hybrid nature of the
aggressor’s actions [45].

The creation of small VCNSs is a vivid example
of the potential opportunities opening up in the
field of developing the DP-based cooperative mo-
vement.

RENEWABLE ENERGY GENERATION
AND PLATFORM COOPERATIVISM

An important component in enhancing the resi-
lience of Ukraine’s energy system against threats
from Russian aggression is the active develop-
ment of local microgrids for renewable energy
generation. The data presented in Table 1 un-
derscore the impressive growth of renewable
energy in Ukraine between 2011 and 2021, des-
pite the significant loss of capacity in 2014, when
the Autonomous Republic of Crimea and parts
of the Luhansk and Donetsk regions were oc-
cupied. Even amid ongoing military conflict, Uk-
raine managed to commission approximately
312 MW of new renewable energy sources (RES),
in 2022, and 350 MW, in 2023, demonstrating the
sector’s continued resilience and growth poten-
tial [46].

Among the factors complicating the develop-
ment of renewable energy sources in Ukraine,
several challenges stand out: a significant lag in
the development of the regulatory framework,
limited financial resources among potential par-
ticipants, insufficient return on investment, the
necessity of expanding storage capacities in paral-
lel, complex bureaucratic procedures for connec-

9



Grytsenko, A. A., and Lypoy, V. V.

ting to energy networks, significant dependency
on weather conditions, and high investment risks
exacerbated by Russia’s military aggression. Ad-
ditionally, the curtailment of “green tarift” prac-
tices has also posed a major obstacle [48].

A notable feature of RES development in Uk-
raine has been the concentration of a significant
portion of these resources in the Southern and
South-Eastern regions. Consequently, in the ear-
ly months of the war, up to 40% of RES power
plants — or approximately 1,120—1,500 MW
of installed capacity — were adversely affected.
RES assets valued at over USD 5.6 billion found
themselves in active war zones, with an addition-
al USD 3.6 billion in neighboring regions. During
the initial phase of the military aggression, ener-
gy generation was reduced by more than half. Be-
sides the destruction caused by direct hostilities
and measures taken to prevent damage to electri-
cal equipment, the conflict also introduced chal-
lenges in balancing supply and demand [49]. As
noted by M. Topalov, the share of RES in total
energy generation dropped from 13.4% to around
5—6% [50].

The distinctive features of DP cooperatives in
the energy sector are shaped by the unique cha-
racteristics of energy as a product around which

interaction is structured. The homogeneity, uni-
versality, massiveness, and immateriality of ener-
gy make it easier to quantify the contributions
and consumption of microgrid participants. This,
in turn, significantly facilitates the digitalization
of processes and the use of algorithmic methods
for managing energy flows, making cooperative
interaction in this sector particularly well-suited
to a platform-based approach.

The formation of a DP-based cooperative by
small RES producers addresses several issues im-
peding renewable energy development. It estab-
lishes an institutional framework that integrates
political, social, and financial aspects, fostering
active citizen participation and democratizing
the energy sector. Table 2 presents the results of a
survey on the perception of energy cooperatives
as a democratic organizational form.

The creation of DP cooperatives for small rene-
wable energy generation mobilizes investment by
uniting the efforts of local communities, SMEs,
and households. This collective approach at the
community level facilitates the search for fun-
ding, the preparation of necessary documenta-
tion, and the execution of projects supported by
grants, subsidies, and loans. It also fosters increa-
sed trust among participants.

Table 1. Dynamics of the RES Growth in Ukraine, in 2011—2021, MW

Electricity Years

generation 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014* | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021
Wind 151 194 334 | 651.8 426 438 465 533 | 1170 | 1314 | 1673
Solar 191 326 616 | 8189 432 531 742 | 1388 | 4925 | 6094 | 6227
SES — — — 0.1 2 17 51 157 553 779 | 1205
Small HES 71 73 75 80 87 90 95 99 114 116 121
Biomass 6 17 35 35 39 39 52 | 559 91 152
Biogas — 7 14 17 20 34 46 70.3 103 124
Total 413 599 1049 | 1599.8 | 999 1135 1425 | 2275 | 6888.2 | 8497 | 9502

* Until 2014, given the capacities located in the Autonomous Republic of Crimea and the occupied parts of the Luhansk and

Donetsk Oblasts (a total of 633.7 MW)
Source: [47].
10
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Fig. 2. Structural and functional complementarity of elements of DP microgrid cooperatives

Source: Prepared by the authors based on [48].

Building a distributed power generation sys-
tem reduces the risks of destruction from hostile
actions and mitigates the likelihood of total po-
wer outages. Local communities benefit from ad-
ditional energy sources, and the national energy
generation and distribution system is strengthe-
ned by the integration of local renewable mic-
rogrids. Entities within these microgrids can ac-
cumulate and redistribute surplus energy within
the community, optimizing equipment usage and
shortening payback periods while reducing the
load on centralized power generation systems.

Figure 2 illustrates the structure of a DP-coo-
perative microgrid for renewable energy genera-
tion. This microgrid integrates the electricity
generation and storage resources of households,
SMEs, and farms, and those collectively owned
by the local community. The core of the DP facili-
tates data exchange regarding energy flows among
cooperative members, external consumers, and
the energy distribution company.

The local self-government body plays a crucial
role, acting as an initiator and one of the inves-
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tors, coordinating the activities of other coopera-
tive members, and liaising with state authorities,
external investors, and the energy distribution
company. This body may also own energy genera-
tion equipment and centralized storage facilities.

A banking institution, using data provided by
the DP core, handles financial transactions bet-
ween cooperative members for electricity supplied
or consumed and for storage services. Coopera-
tive members include those with energy genera-

Table 2. Reasons for Perceiving the Energy
Cooperatives as Democratic Organization Form
(several answers possible) [30]

Description (ihjrfé;/;)
Possible financial participation 27.88
Possible participation with a small investment |  41.29
Voting right for all members 54.75
One participant — one vote 59.03
Possible active participation in meetings
of cooperative members 33.92
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tion and storage equipment connected to the mic-
rogrid. Consumers may be community members
who do not generate their own power, are not
cooperative members, or contribute by investing
in new power generation installations.

By connecting to the national energy grid, the
cooperative-DP can address imbalances in elect-
ricity production, storage, and consumption. The
cooperative thus functions as a semi-autonomous
“energy peninsula,” balancing local needs with
broader grid demands.

The activities of energy cooperative members
can be categorized into the four levels of participa-
tion: information, coordination and consultati-
on, interaction, and mutual settlements: the first
level involves the exchange of information and
the training of participants, ensuring they are
well-informed about the microgrid’s operations
and the broader energy ecosystem; at the second
level, actions are coordinated through the DP
core, which acts as an intermediary to streamline
efforts and decision-making processes among co-
operative members; the thrid level covers the ac-
tual generation, use, storage, and redistribution
of energy flows within the microgrid, facilitating
the cooperative’s core operational activities; the
forth level involves financial transactions between
participants, enabling the economic exchange for
electricity generated, consumed, and stored. This
framework highlights the hybrid nature of DP
cooperatives in renewable energy. These coopera-
tives combine the features of digital experience
platforms, which engage consumers in the utili-
zation of services created by the DP, with those
of digital industrial platforms, which unite par-
ticipants in value creation networks focused on
the production, storage, and distribution of elect-
ricity. Additionally, they perform transactional
functions by mediating between microgrid par-
ticipants and organizational functions by facili-
tating the exchange of energy flows.

In the context of integrating digital platforms
into the energy sector, S. Clopenburg and M. Boy-
celo [48] identify platforms of origin that allow
users to choose potential producers and buyers
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of electricity, such as Powerpeers in the Nether-
lands and Piclo in the UK. They also highlight
access platforms that facilitate investment, of-
ten through crowdsourcing, into small-scale rene-
wable energy projects, like SunShare in the USA.
Additionally, they note community platforms, or
virtual power plants, that enable the formation
of distributed energy generation systems, such as
SonnenCommunity in Germany, City-zen VPP in
the Netherlands, and Shinehub in Austria. Power-
peers (Netherlands) allows consumers to choose
the producer from whom they want to buy electri-
city, while SonnenCommunity (Germany) offers a
similar service, including small electricity produ-
cers with lithium batteries who share their excess
energy. SunShare Community Solar (USA) allows
investors to buy into “solar gardens” and save on
utilities due to their share in energy generation.

The purpose of establishing the latter group
of DPs can range from increasing the autonomy
of the local energy community (community),
reducing energy prices through market trading,
or providing network balancing services. In this
case, the collective interaction of project partici-
pants can take the form of cooperation for self-
sufficiency, as well as purely economic motivation
to maximize the return on investment.

The types of DP proposed by researchers differ
in three parameters. First, according to the degree
of influence on network connections (supporting
the exchange and registration of energy flows or
algorithmic management of these flows). Second-
ly, according to the nature of the services provi-
ded to the participants (joining the microgrid as
a consumer or producer of energy, promoting the
development of private power generation as part
of the microgrid, the possibility of participating
in its development as an investor-stakeholder).
Thirdly, according to the participant’s degree of
freedom to influence electricity traffic.

In turn, the authors of the study Renewable Ener-
gy Cooperatives as Gatekeepers or Facilitators? | 30],
in the context of the structural support of their
organization on VCNs, distinguish cooperatives
according to their main activity into those specia-
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lized in generation/production, distribution/trans-
mission, or trading of electricity. The historical
framework of the creation of cooperatives in the
energy sector, features of financing, membership,
social structure, and involvement in their activi-
ties are chosen as additional classification criteria.

Modeling, particularly the mathematical mo-
deling of cooperative-DP renewable energy ge-
neration, is challenging due to the lack of prac-
tical experience in establishing energy coopera-
tives in Ukraine and the significant differences in
the conditions they face compared to European
countries. These differences are not only reflected
in the cost of electricity but also in the opposite
approaches to pricing. In European countries,
the price for households is significantly higher
than for businesses, which contrasts with the
situation in Ukraine. In the modeling process, it
is necessary to account for various quantitative
and qualitative factors. These include the impact
of war risks on price fluctuations for equipment,
installation, and maintenance works; regional
differences; the dependence of renewable energy
generation efliciency on weather conditions; and
seasonal fluctuations, such as the varying capa-
city factors (VCF) for wind and solar generation.
Additionally, factors like consumption, daily and
seasonal demand peaks, and the specifications of
equipment from different manufacturers shall be
considered. Consequently, the modeling and cal-
culation of a project’s investment attractiveness
shall always be tailored to the specific area under
consideration.

Of course, like any investment project, instal-
ling power generation stations requires a pre-
liminary calculation of payback periods. For in-
stance, the estimated cost of a home solar power
generation station with a capacity of 10 kW is
approximately UAH 250,000. Considering the
17.9% VCE, as declared by the All-Ukrainian Ener-
gy Assembly, the annual production would be
15,680 kWh. With the tarift for household con-
sumers at UAH 4.32 per kWh, the annual pro-
duction cost would be UAH 67,736, leading to a
payback period of 3.69 years.
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If the entire volume of energy generated were
sold at the green tariff (set at 0.146 EUR/kWh
for 2024), this would yield EUR 2,289.28, which,
at the exchange rate of 41.2635 on 03.04.2024,
amounts to UAH 94,463.7, reducing the payback
period to 2.64 years. However, it is important to
note that the majority of household energy gene-
ration is typically used for self-consumption. Ad-
ditionally, there remains the risk of payment de-
lays under the green tariff scheme.

Moreover, it is essential to consider that ac-
cording to Resolution No. 2653 of the NKREKP,
dated 29.12.2023, Ukraine’s government plans an
annual reduction of 10% in the green tariff rate
for electricity produced by generating units of
private households.

In this context, the inherent effect of cross-sub-
sidization within digital platform cooperatives
becomes particularly significant. For renewable
energy generation cooperatives, this is achieved
by integrating legal entities — consumers and
households involved in energy generation — into
a single local microgrid. Households can sell
their surplus energy to legal entities, who are also
members of the cooperative, at prices higher than
the standard tariffs set for them. In return, the le-
gal entities can purchase this energy at a lower
price than they would typically pay. The coope-
rative members negotiate the price premium/
discount among themselves. Additionally, legal
entities with excess energy can offer it to other
participants within the cooperative. As a result,
even without the reliance on green tariffs, the in-
vestment return on renewable energy generation
facilities can be enhanced for all groups involved.

Animportant supplementary factor in the crea-
tion and development of local renewable energy
microgrids based on DP is ensuring the stability
of energy supply within the community, particu-
larly during natural disasters. For instance, on
January 8, 2024, the Ministry of Energy reported
blackouts in populated areas across eight regions
due to severe weather conditions [52].

Digital platform cooperatives in the renewable
energy sector offer a viable alternative to platform
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capitalism. Unlike the profit-driven, extraterri-
torial nature of traditional DP business models,
these cooperatives are locally focused and em-
phasize community engagement. They present a
competitive counterpoint to the monopolies of
large energy generation and distribution compa-
nies. The operational foundation of DP coopera-
tives is grounded in data related to energy pro-
duction and consumption within the ecosystem,
and their use of algorithmic management ensures
objectivity, rapid response, and stability of mic-
rogrid operations. Legislative and regulatory
changes in 2023 have paved the way for the de-
velopment of local renewable energy microgrids
based on DP cooperatives in Ukraine.

CONCLUSIONS

The rise of digital technologies has fundamen-
tally altered business models, with digital plat-
forms becoming the dominant structure. This
shift has led to the characterization of the mo-
dern economy as platform capitalism, where the
accumulation, analysis, control, and redistribu-
tion of data become the primary means of gene-
rating profit. However, this model often priori-
tizes the interests of platform owners, exacer-
bating social inequality.

REFERENCES

Platform cooperativism offers a promising al-
ternative. This model fosters collaboration among
independent producers who contribute various
components of goods and services, creating a dist-
ributed production system within a value creation
network. Key to its success is the integration of
management, ownership, and participation in the
production and consumption processes by coope-
rative members.

The relevance of platform cooperativism is par-
ticularly heightened in the context of Ukraine’s
military operations and postwar economic reco-
very. The loss of significant human, material, and
capital resources necessitates innovative app-
roaches for active involvement and efficient re-
source utilization. Digital platforms can unite in-
dependent innovators, owners of material assets,
and financial resources. The cooperative organi-
zational form allows these stakeholders to retain
ownership, management, and participation rights
within the production process.

In Ukraine, the development of local renewab-
le energy microgrids exemplifies a promising area
for the advancement of platform cooperativism.
This approach could offer a compelling alterna-
tive to the entrenched model of platform capita-
lism, aligning with the cooperative values inhe-
rent in the national culture.

1. Formation of institutional architectonics of information and network economy. (2021). (Ed. A. Grytsenko). Kyiv [in Ukrainian].

2. McKnight, S., Kenney, M., Breznitz, D. (2023). Regulating the platform giants: Building and governing China’s online
economy. Policy & Internet, 15(2), 243—265. https://doi.org/10.1002/poi3.336.

3. Lypov, V. (2021). The impact of platforming on the transformation of socio-economic ties: the competitive component.
Economic Bulletin of Donbass, 3(65), 222—233. https://doi.org/10.12958 /1817-3772-2021-3(65)-222-233.

4. McKenzie, W. (2019). CAPITAL IS DEAD. London / New York.

5. Heyets, V., Grytsenko, A. (2019). Tertium datur by Grzegorz W. Kolodko. Acta Oeconomica, 69(1), 21—30. https://doi.

org/10.1556,/032.2019.69.51.3.

6. Rubtsov, V. (2004). Steps in search of social guidelines. Kyiv [in Ukrainian].

7. Srnicek, N. (2017). Capitalism platform. Malden.

8. Boyer, R. (2022). Platform capitalism: a socio-economic analysis. Socio-Economic Review, 20(4), 1857—1879. https://

doi.org/10.1093 /ser/mwaa055.

9. Lund, M., Hernandez, A., Bau, M., Pitman, L., Girard, J.-P, Clement, M., ... Matson, J. (2023). Solidarity as a Business

Model. A Multi-Stakeholder Cooperatives Manual. Kent.

10. Scholz, T. (2016). Platform Cooperativism. Challenging the Corporate Sharing Economy. New York.
11. The age of digital interdependence. Report of the UN Secretary-General’s High-level Panel on Digital Cooperation. (2019).

(Eds. M. Getes and J. Ma). New York.
14

ISSN 2409-9066. Sci. innov. 2024. 20 (6)



Platform Cooperativism and its Application in Renewable Energy

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.
36.

37.

Ours to Hack and to Own: The Rise of Platform Cooperativism, A New Vision for the Future of Work and a Fairer Internet.
(2017). (Eds. T. Scholz, N. Schneider). OR Books.

Andreotti, A., Anselmi, G., Eichhorn, T.,, Hoffmann, C., Micheli, M. (2020). Participation in the Sharing Economy. Report
Jfrom the EU H2020 Research Project. https://doi.org/10.3030/732117.
Mannan, M., Pek, S. (2023). Platform cooperatives and the dilemmas of platform worker-member participation. New

Technology work and Employment, 1—19. https://doi.org/10.1111/ntwe.1227.

Arets, V. (2022). The state of platform cooperatives in 2022. URL: https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/state-platform-
cooperatives-2022-martijn-arets/ (Last accessed: 29.08.2023).

Arcidiacono, D., Pais, I. (2018). Individual Rewarding and Social Outcomes in the Collaborative Economy. Multidiscip-
linary Design of Sharing Services. Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-78099-3 6.

Arcidiacono, D., Pais, I. (2020). Re-embedding the economy within digitalized foundational sectors: The case of platform
cooperativism. The Foundational Economy and Citizenship omparative Perspectives on Civil Repair. Bristol. https://doi.
org/10.46692,/9781447353386.003

Morell, M., Smichowski, B., Smorto, B., Espelt, R., Imperatore, P., Rebordosa, M., ... Ciurcina, M. (2017). Multidisciplina-
ry Framework on Commons Collaborative Economy. Amsterdam.

Tugan-Baranovsky, M. (2010). Cooperation is its nature and purpose. Agricultural cooperation. Kyiv [in Ukrainian].

Marochko, V. (1995). Ukrainian peasant cooperation: historical and theoretical aspect (1861—1929). Kyiv [in Ukrainian].
Shmorhun, O. (2010). Solidarity-corporate paradigm of anti-crisis development of Ukraine. Cultural and civilizational
space of Europe and Ukraine: features of formation and modern trends of development. Kyiv [in Ukrainian].

Morstyn, T., Farrell, N., Darby, S., McCulloch, M. (2018). Using peer-to-peer energy-trading platforms to incentivize
prosumers to form federated power plants. Nature Energy, 1(3), 94—101. https://doi.org/10.1038 /s41560-017-0075-y.
Hossain, M., Madlool, N., Rahim, N., Selvaraj, J., Pandey, A. K., Khan, A. (2016). Role of smart grid in renewable energy.
Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 60, 1168—1184. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.09.098.
Schénenberger, Y. (2021). Elblox Platform. The Regional P2P Energy Market. URL: https://www.fingrid.fi/globalassets/
dokumentit/fi/palvelut/alkuperatakuun-sertifikaatti /tapahtumamatskut/case-elblox.pdf. (Last accessed: 29.08.2023).
Mengelkamp, E., Garttner, J., Rock, K., Kessler, S., Orsini, L., Weinhardt, C. (2018). Designing microgrid energy markets:
A case study: The Brooklyn Microgrid. Applied Energy, 210, 870—880. https://doi.org/10.1016 /j.apenergy.2017.06.054
Vishnevsky, V., Harkushenko, O., Zanizdra, M., Kniaziev, S. (2021). Digital and Green Economy: Common Grounds and
Contradictions. Sci. innov., 17(3), 14—27. https://doi.org/ 10.15407 /scine17.03.014.

Lo Prete, C., Hobbs, B. F. (2016). A cooperative game theoretic analysis of incentives for microgrids in regulated elect-
ricity markets. Applied Energy, 169, 524—541. https://doi.org/ 10.1016/j.apenergy.2016.01.099.

Energy prosumers in Europe Citizen participation in the energy transition. EEA Report No 01,2022 Copenhagen: European
Environment Agency, 62.

Energy Prosumers in Europe — Citizen participation in the energy transitio. (2022). Copenhagen: European Environment
Agency, 57.

Yildiz, O., Rommel, J., Debor, S., Holstenkamp, L., Mey, F, Miiller, J., Rognli, J. (2015). Renewable energy cooperatives
as gatekeepers or facilitators? Recent developments in Germany and a multidisciplinary research agenda. Energy Res.
Soc. Sci., 6, 59—73. https://doi.org/ 10.1016/j.erss.2014.12.001.

Zame, K., Brehm, C., Nitica, A., Richard, C., Schweitzer, G. (2018). Smart grid and energy storage: Policy recommendation.
Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 82(1), 1646—1654. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2017.
07.011.

Lypov, V., Ushenkova, N. (2023). Infusion of platformization into the development of the global energy market in Uk-
raine: risks and prospects for development. Modeling the Development of the Economic Systems, 4, 244—251. https://doi.
org/10.31891 /mdes,/2023-10-33 [in Ukrainian].

Lypov, V. (2024). The concept of a cooperative-local micro-enterprise of the REG as a tool for inclusive development
and support of energy security of Ukraine. Herald of Khmelnytskyi national university. Economic Sciences, 1, 254—261.
https://doi.org/10.31891,/2307-5740-2024-326-40 [in Ukrainian].

Lypov, V. (2021). Evolution of institutional forms of competitive relations: from the first to the fourth industrial re-
volution. Economic theory, 1, 20—40. https://doi.org/10.15407 /etet2021.01.020 [in Ukrainian].

Baldwin, R. (2016). The Great Convergence: Information Technology and the New Globalization. Cambridge.

Mills, A. D., Wiser, R. H. (2015). Strategies to mitigate declines in the economic value of wind and solar at high penet-
ration in California. Applied Energy, 147(C), 269—278. https://doi.org/10.1016 /j.apenergy.2015.03.014.

Cabral, L., Haucap, J., Parker, G., Petropoulos, G., Valletti, T., Van Alstyne, M. (2021). The EU digital markets act.
Publications Ofce of the European Union. Luxembourg. https://doi.org/10.2760,/139337.

ISSN 2409-9066. Sci. innov. 2024. 20 (6) 15



Grytsenko, A. A., and Lypoy, V. V.

38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.

45.

46.

47.
48.

49.

50.
51

52.

16

Lundquist, K., Kang, J. W. (2021). Digital platforms and global value chains. Global value chain development report 2021.
Beyond production. Mandaluyong, 179—201. http://dx.doi.org/10.22617 /TCS210400-2.

Digital experience platform revenue worldwide from 2019 to 2025. Statista. URL: https://www.statista.com/statistics/
1306566/digital-experience-platform-market-size/ (Last accessed: 29.08.2023).

Murillo, D., Buckland, H., Val, E. (2017). When the sharing economy becomes neoliberalism on steroids: unravelling the
controversies. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 25, 66—76. https://doi.org/10.1016 /j.techfore.2017.05.024.
Cooperativeidentity, values & principles. The International Cooperative Alliance. URL: https://ica.coop/en/cooperatives/
cooperative-identity/ (Last accessed: 29.08.2023).

Williamson, O. (1985). The economic institutions of capitalism: firms, markets, relational contracting. New York.
Hawrylyshyn, B. (2009). 10 effective societies: Guides to the future: add. The Roman Club. Kyiv [in Ukrainian].

Libanova, E., Makarova, O., Sarioglo, V. (2020). Activation Policy as an Investment in Human Capital: Theory and
Practice. Sci. innov., 16(5), 52—62. https://doi.org/ 10.15407 /scine16.05.052.

Burlay, T., Grytsenko, A., Borzenko, O. (2023). Societal Consequences of Modern Hybrid War: Key Dimensions in the
Context of Ukraine. Journal of European Economy, 22(2), 158—183. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.35774/jee2023.
02.158.

Ukraine introduced 660 Mw of new capacity in the REG over two years, U.E. Ukrainian energy. URL: https://ua-energy.
org/uk/posts/ukraina-protiahom-dvokh-rokiv-vvela-660-mvt-novykh-potuzhnostei-vde-minenerho. (Last accessed
213.031.2024) [in Ukrainian].

State Agency for Energy Efficiency and Energy Saving of Ukraine. Energy efficiency. URL: https://sace.gov.ua/uk /content/
energy-efficiency (Last accessed 26.11. 2022) [in Ukrainian].

Lypov, V. (2023). Mosquito flotilla on the energy front: small energy networks based on digital platforms. Economic
theory, 2, 53—70. https://doi.org/10.15407 /etet2023.02.053 [in Ukrainian].

Konechenkov, A., Omelchenko, V. (2023). Renewable energy sector of Ukraine before, during and after the war. Razum-
kov Center. URL: https://razumkov.org.ua/statti/sektor-vidnovlyuvanoyi-energetyky-ukrayiny-do-pid-chas-ta-pislya-
viyny. (Last accessed: 29.08.2023) [in Ukrainian].

Topalov, M. (2023). What remained of the “green” energy in Ukraine. URL: https://www.epravda.com.ua/publicatio
ns/2023,/05/24,/700431/. (Last accessed: 29.08.2023) [in Ukrainian].

Kloppenburg, S., Boekelo, M. (2019). Digital platforms and the future of energy provisioning. Energy Research & Social
Science, 49, 68—73. https://doi.org/10.1016 /j.erss.2018.10.016

Interfax-Ukraine. URL: https://interfax.com.ua/news/general /959172.html. (Last accessed: 20.01.2024) [in Ukrainian].

Received 14.09.2023
Revised 16.04.2024
Accepted 17.04.2024

ISSN 2409-9066. Sci. innov. 2024. 20 (6)



Platform Cooperativism and its Application in Renewable Energy

A.A. Ipuyenxo (https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5030-864X),
B.B. JIlunos (https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3215-0612)

[HcTuTyT exoHOMIKM Ta nporHodyBanHs HanionanbHoi akaseMii Hayk YKpainu,
ByJ1. [Tanaca Mupmnoro, 26, Kuis, 01011, Ykpaina,
+380 44 280 1234, eip@ief.org.ua

[IJIATOOPMHNI KOOIIEPATUBI3M
TA 1OTO 3ACTOCYBAHHA Y BIJIHOBJIOBAHIV EHEPTETUIII

Beryn. Po3BuTok 1ingpoBuX TeXHOJIOTiT CyTTEBO BIVIMBAE MPAKTUYHO HA BCI CKJIA/IOBI CYCITIJIBHOTO JKUTTS. BikpuBaoThest
HOBI MOKJIMBOCTI 320€3II€UEHHSI CTAJIOTO PO3BUTKY, BOIHOUYAC, OPOIKYIOTHCST BUKJIMKHI COLIAIBHIN €HOCTI CYCILIbCTBA.

IIpo6aemaruka. Iloumpenns miaardopMHoi 6i3HEC-MOAEII CYIPOBOIKYETHCS MOHOIIOI3AIIEI0 MIaT(OPMHIX PUHKIB,
dopMyBanHaM «Karitaniamy miargopm». PUnkoBa Bjiazia KOHIEHTPYETHCS B PyKaX BJIACHUKIB si/ipa 1udpoBoi niaaTdhopmu
(LLIT). IlocumoeTbesa iHCTpYMEHTapiil MaHITYJIIOBAHHS MOBEIIHKOIO CITOKUBAYiB. MoHeTn3alliss puHKOBOi BTN SIPOM
IIIT crae 3aco60M JOCSATHEHHST EKOHOMIYHOTO YCIIiXy. Y I[MX yMOBaX iHTEPeCH PeajbHUX BUPOOHUKIB TOBAPIB Ta IOCIYT —
yuacHukis ekocucremu 111, HabyBaOTh TPETHMHHOTO, TIOXIAHOTO XapakTepy. IlocumooThest collianbhi aucbaiancu B cy-
CHIJIBCTBI.

Mera. BusHaueHHs 1iepe/lyMOB i MIOTEHIaly CTBOPEHHS PO3IO/AIEHNX BUPOOHUUKX CUCTEM-Mepex (JIAHIIOTiB) CTBO-
penns poxanoi rinnocti (M(JI)/111) Ha ocHOBI KOOTIEPATUBHUX BiTHOCHH MiK yUaCHUKAMI.

Marepiaim it metoau. Marepiajiom ciyrysaau myOsikaitii BITYUMBHSHUX Ta 3aKOPAOHHKUX JIOC/IIHUKIB, CTATUCTHYHI aHi
HAI[lOHAJIBHUX T4 Mi’)KHAPOJHUX OPraHi3aiiiil. 3aCTOCOBAHO KOMIIJIEKC 3ara/IbHOHAYKOBUX Ta CIIEI[iallbHUX METO/IiB.

PesynbraTu. Sk anprepHaTUBY «KamiTaniaMy maaTdopmMs» MPOTIOHYETHC MOJIEb «IIIaT(OPMHOTO KOOIIEPATUBI3ZMY», sIKa
nepenbavace ininitoBanus oprauizanii [T camumu Bupobrukamu — yuacHukamu M(JI) 1. OcranHi 110€AHYIOTH PoJI yuac-
HUKA yIPaBJIiHCbKOI KOMAaH/IU, BJIACHUKA, BUKOHABIISL POOIT, HAIMAHOTO MpAlliBHUKA, CIIOKMBava. [IpoaHaizoBaHo BILINB
mraThopmizallii Ha 3MiHy COIiaJIbHOTrO 3MIiCTY Mpollecy BUPOOHHIITBA. PO3KPUTO COMIOKYIBTYPHI IIepeyMOBY (hOpMyBaHHs
Mojiesiel «Karitaniamy 1maarhopM» Ta «mIaTopMHOro KoorepaTusismy». OGrpyHTOBaHO 0COGINBY aKTYalbHICTh CTBOPEH-
Hs xoonepatuBHuX LI B YKpaini B yMoBax BiliCbKOBUX [Iili Ta TOBOEHHOTO BiJTHOBJIEHHS.

BucuoBku. IlII-koonepatnBu BiiHOBIIOBAHOI eHeproreHepaiii AeMOHCTPYIOTh EPCHeKTUBHI KOOIEPAaTUBHOTO PyXy Ha
ocHosi I{II sk BaIMBOro iIHCTPYMEHTY OCUJIEHHST CTIHKOCTI HAI[ilOHAJIbHOI eKOHOMIKHU.

Kmouoei cnosa: kamitasniam mmatgopm, JJOKaIbHI MiKpOMepPesKi BiZIHOBIIOBAHOI eHeproreHepaitii, Mepeska (JTaHII0KOK ) CTBO-
PeHHST 10/1aHo] IIHHOCTI, IIIaThOPMHNIT KOOTIepaTHBi3M, I poBa eKOHOMIKA, ITGMPOBI MIaTHOPMI.
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