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The authors examine the mechanism of formation of alliances in the telecommunications sector that would take
into account the most significant features of contractual cooperation. Defined and the key issues for managers due to
the creation of the alliance, the analysis of trends in the field of communications and research types of industrial
branches participants partner alliance in the telecommunications sector.
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In this article investigates different scientific interpretation of the term “crisis management” based on eco-
nomic analysis of the scientific literature that is devoted to research this issue.
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