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The article considers evolution of the economic theories in which understanding of role of knowledge in the

vital functions of society is founded. Approaches which expose maintenance and essence of concept “knowledge” are
investigated. Advantages and limitations of different approaches and also their key substantial characteristics are
exposed. Knowledge as socio-economic category is defined.
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The main methods of assessment of investment attractiveness are investigated at the enterprise level. The

contemporary approaches to the estimation of the enterprise investment attractiveness have been suggested. They are


