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The article considers the issues relating to corporate governance quality. The summary of the most common

methods of assessing the quality of corporate governance is provided. The study of international and domestic
experience in the use of existing methods is conducted. The method of group assessment of corporate governance
quality is proposed.
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A communication audit of trends on the market of underwear clothes is conducted. The factors of macro- and

microenvironment that influence a realization of the concepts of branding in this market are examined. The specificity,
weaknesses and strengths of the brand strategies of enterprises are analyzed. It is determined that when selecting a
method of positioning a brand of underwear it should be taken into account peculiarities of the national mentality,
changing market conditions, the processes of state regulation.
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