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HOFAﬂAﬁHO S1.B., KaH/I. EKOH. HaYK,
XapKiscbkuil HAYIOHANbHUL ABMOMODIIbHO-00POICHIU YHIBEpCUMem

KPI/ITEPIiUEKOHOMI‘IHOi PE3YJIBTATUBHOCTI
3BUIAWHOI JISJIBHOCTI IIANPUEMCTBA

Anomauin. Ymouneno cknao kpumepiie eKOHOMIYHOI pe3yibmamueHoCcmi OislibHOCMI ni-
ONPUEMCINBA WITIAXOM PO321A0Y He N AMmu, a Wecmu Kpumepiis. npubymrogicms, npooyKmue-
HICMb, eKOHOMIYHICMb, OI€BICMb, NONONCEHHS HA PUHKY ma e@ekmusHicms pozsumky. Takooic
3anponoOHOBAHO BUKOPUCTOBYBAMU eKOHOMIUHY pe3yIbMaAmugHicms K NOKA3HUK, Wo 6i000pa-
JHcae yenix 36udatiHol OiIbHOCMI NIONPUEMCINGA 8 YMOBAX PUHKY.

Knrouoei cnosa:. pezynomamuenicms, niOnpueMcmeo, eKOHOMIYHA pe3yibmamueHicmy,
ehexmusHicms po36UMKY, OlIbHICIb, YCHIX.

HOFAﬂAﬁHO S1.B., KaH. 5KOH. HaYK,
XapvbKo8CKUll HAYUOHAIbHBLU ABMOMOOUNbHO-00PONCHBIU YHUBEPCUMEM

KPUTEPUU 3KOHQMI/I‘IECKOﬁ PE3YJIBTATUBHOCTH
OBbIKHOBEHHOMU JAEATEJIBHOCTHU ITPEAIIPUATUA

Almomauuﬂ. Ymounen cocmas Kpumepuee IKOHOMUHECKOU pes3yibmamueHocmu Oesime-
JbHOCMU npe()npuﬂmuﬂ nymem pacCMOmMpEHUsl He nAmu, a wecmu Kpumepues. I’lpu5leZbHOCWlb,
npou%odumeﬂbnocmb, OKOHOMUYHOCMDb, 0€ﬁcm6€HHOCMb, NOJIOJHCEeHUEe HAa pPblHKe U 3954)61(‘1’1’1146'
HOCmMb pa3zeumurst. Taxorce npe()ﬂmfceﬂo Ucnoivb3o6amb IKOHOMUYECKYIO pe3ylbmamueHoCnlb 6
Kadvecmee noxkasameiisd, ompasxcaroueco ycnex 00bIKHOBEHHOLL 0esimelbHOCMU npeénpuﬂmuﬂ 6
YCA08UAX DOIHKA.

Knrouesvie cnoea. pesynomamusHocms, npeonpusmue, 3KOHOMUYECKAs pe3ylbmamus-
HOCMb, 3hekmusHoCcmsb paszgumus, 0esameibHOCMb, YChex.
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CRITERIA OF ECONOMIC EFFICIENCY
OF REGULAR ACTIVITIES OF ENTERPRISES

Abstract. A composition of criteria of the economic efficieraf enterprises has been
further developed through considering not five st criteria: profitability, productivity,
effectiveness, efficiency, market position, anceldgvnent efficiency. The economic efficiency
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has been proposed to be used as an indicator tafte¢he success of regular activities of
enterprises in market conditions.

Key words. efficiency, enterprise, economic efficiency, edficy of development,
activities, success.

Statement of the problem. In today's environment, many
companies find themselves in a difficult positiderms of satisfactory
operation complicated overall situation of the emog. So hot issue
today is the research based on the successful toperaf the
enterprises in terms of market.

Analysis of recent research and publicationsStudies of foreign
scientists [3, 5, 7, 10, 15, 16, 19, 20, 23 - 28]jve that the fundamental
principle of success of the company in the markemlis setting the
right goals and orientation activities to direatithachievement with the
least possible cost, that is performance approacmanagement. Its
Implementation is a complex scientific problem swdvis associated
with the implementation of informed, flexible cowitrfield results
adequately states of both external and internair@mwment [23, 24, 27,
28]. The company considered that succeeded whesiteached its goal
[10], which includes not only the desired targeisfiiture achievements,
but certain behaviors and the resources needecdoforersion purposes
in life [6].

In modern economic literature, there are two viewsidentify
categories, reflecting the success of the companthe marketplace.
Some researchers [1, 8, 17] consider effectiveneksbusiness
management, others [5, 7, 10, 13, 16, 18, 19, 2022, 25 - 28] - the
performance of the firm. As a result of earlierdsés [18] the author
proved the feasibility of using as a category ditey the success of
firms activity in modern conditions the performamddirms activity.

The performance of firms activity is an economitegary, reflect-
ing the success of the enterprise, that is "theltre$ the combined oper-
ation of the system and accumulated potential ah&r development”
[16, 18]. It is the largest multiobjective eachtioé criteria which, in turn,
Is a complex value. D. Sink [16 ] in his work prgped as components of
performance to consider seven criterias: profitghiproductivity, econ-
omy, quality, quality of work life, innovation areffectiveness, and the
nature, purpose and means of determining eacheo€riteria described
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clearly were not. In [18] was developed warehousdogpmance criteria
by adding to it the criterion of market positiondaa clear definition of
economic sense, purpose and means of identificafi@ach of the eight
criteria. M. Yavdak [22] suggests as criteria foal@ating the perfor-
mance consider eight parameters: profitabilityiceghcy, product quali-
ty, market position, innovation, productivity, saisiability and quality of
working life. It improves the performance critesat by adding to it the
criteria environmental, replacement criterion margguation criterion
position on the market and eliminate the criterafreffectiveness, but
why it is necessary to carry out the last two tfammsation - is not clear.

It should be noted that recently there were otlmar@aches for
dealing with performance criteria of the compangmely the Balanced
Scorecard developed by Kaplan and P. R. Norton, M&yzel [5, 6, 25,
26]; performance pyramid, designed by J. McNair, Ilgnch and
K. Cross [4]; Scorecard responsibility [4, 9], winivas first described
by F. Nichols; EP2M model proposed by K. Adams &dRoberts [9,
14]; Rampersad K. Hubert Universal Scorecard [1B] athers. Thus, it
IS necessary to verify that the selected performamiteria of the com-
pany [18] modern developments in the field of measient.

The performance of the firm is a category thate@ success in
the long term [5, 7, 10, 13, 16, 18, 19, 20, 22,2Z3- 28]; in the short
term success characterizes economic performanteeocfompany (EP)
[18], which includes the economic results of théegorise, they charac-
terize the accuracy and level of achievement ofsgbw performing the
necessary work on the lowest possible cost. EReo€bmpany is charac-
terized by five criteria: profitability, productiyi, economy, effective-
ness and market position. Analysis of the relatbm®f these criteria
suggests that productivity and economy are inctnim@f achieving
profitability in the short term, and profitabilishould be analyzed both
In terms of competition, and the degree of fulféim of the objectives
[18]. It should be noted that there is not cleay\lie yield is not con-
sidered a change in the dynamic context, which pseaequisite for the
successful operation of the business in the made#pThus, the criteria
of economic efficiency does not allow for coverdgh system process
of ensuring the success of the company in the $biort.

In [18] it is not clear what kind of success of tmenpany describes
the EP. According to national accounting regulatiad Ukraine [11]
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The company performs five types of activities: basegular, operating,
investing and financing activities.

Remaining components of the overall problemExisting devel-
opment on criteria of performance of the comparg; [l8, 22] does not
take into account modern developments in the f@ldperformance
measurement: the balanced scorecard; Pyramid igaess; Scorecard
of responsibility and so on. Criteria EP does rdlmwato take into ac-
count its dynamic nature, that the success of thergrise in the short
term is considered non full system. It is not ch@iat kind of success of
the company characterizes economic performance .

Formulating the article goals.Refine composition criteria of eco-
nomic performance of the company based on softapeeifications full
system success of the company in the short term.

The main material of the study. Based on the nature of perfor-
mance of the company to assess the consistengyrmbns about its cri-
teria, considered three types of approaches tanteepretation of the
basic qualitative side: direct performance critec@mmon objectives and
key areas of their definition (Table 1). The lasbtwere considered as
gualitative or another party based on the paramébat define them as
they are quantitative specification of the sidethef phenomenon. In oth-
er words, they are either credited to the releyanformance criteria, or
are written down according to the economic substariandicators char-
acterizing them in the next row as new criteriae Tasult revealed that
over 50% of the views coincided on the followingtemia: profitability,
productivity, quality of work life, innovation, enomy, quality, market
position, effectiveness (Table 1).

Thus, the results of the research it was found thatproposed
work [18] criteria correspond to modern developreeint the field of
measuring performance (Balanced Scorecard [5, ,62&5 performance
pyramid [4], responsibility scorecard [4 9], mo@#2M [9, 14] and uni-
versal Scorecard [15], so can be used in todayiscgrment.

Under the current approach of the company EP desine follow-
ing criteria: profitability, productivity, econmyffectiveness and market
position.

It should be noted that the first three are thestfias measuring the
last two, depending on the base of comparison, lyatagets and data
on the results of the priority competitor [18]; shmot taken into account
changes in these three indicators of the dynamics.
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Table 1
A comparative content analysis of performance of th firm
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Effectiveness of the research results of more thanthousand of
the most successful companies in the world [24icete a need to con-
sider while ensuring success in the short-term géann profitability,
efficiency and productivity, not only in terms offieiency and perfor-
mance goals in relation to competitors, but alsth werms of the effec-
tiveness of the company. Thus when efficiency eeferthe study of cri-
teria of profitability, economy and productivity mgmics. Thus, the
author considers it appropriate to add the critenbthe economic per-
formance of the company sixth criteria - effectigss of development
(Fig. 1).

The effectiveness of development is proposed terstand as the
ability of firms to carry out development that ngedhe condition of
production efficiency. Usually this is considereal Ibe an effective
organization activities, resulting in faster growpmovided the final
results with respect to resources and resourcesdb This criterion is
advisable to determine quantitatively by compating actual values of
economy, profitability, performance in the currgmar with the same
criteria as in the previous year.

In addition, for clarity, understanding of the pose of each of the
six criteria of economic efficiency author consgldrappropriate to split
the criteria into two groups, each of which is casgd of three criteria.
The first group includes: profitability, productiyj economy (the latter
two is a prerequisite for achieving profitabilityhe second - effective-
ness, market position and effectiveness of devedopnwhich are calcu-
lated based on the criteria of the first group gshe appropriate basis of
comparison (Fig. 1). Such composition criteria Edeslnot contradict
the general nature of performance of the company.

Profitability describes the ability to receive imge over expenses
that are necessary to create them. It is definethéyatio of outcomes
required for their production costs, and consunmedresources used in
the production process. Productivity describesfitme ability to spend
less in the production of resources in certain gties. It is determined
by the ratio of manufactured products or work pemied on the
resources required for its production.

Economy determines the degree of the rational tige bmited re-
sources now, that describes the impact of cos. defined by a simple
ratio of resources used in the reporting perioddbieve specific goals
and specific work to resources consumed in theipusvperiod.
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Fig. 1.Economic performance of firm's regular activity

Market position describes the ability of the firmmhold the neces-
sary place among competitors. This criterion isngjitetively determined
by comparing the economy, profitability, operatibparformance, ana-
lyzed with the same criteria of priority competifaB].
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Effectiveness describes the company's ability rbop® objectives
set for it (plans). This criterion is quantitatiyeletermined by compar-
ing the actual values of economy, profitability eogitional performance,
analyzed with the same criteria as planned.

The criteria characterizing the activities of thmmpany on three
sides: outcomes and resource expenditure dynamicslation to the
plan and to the priority of a competitor, therelwgypding a comprehen-
sive analysis of the success of the company imiketplace.

Activity of any firm, according to national accoung standards, is
divided into the following types [11]

- Main activities - operations related to the prctthhn or sale of
products, which is the main purpose of creatingctiapany and provide
the bulk of its income;

- Regular activity - any main activity of the firras well as opera-
tions which ensure or resulting from its conduct;

- Operations - the main activity of the firm andhet activities that
are not investing or financing activities;

- Investment activities - purchase and sale ofdiassets and those
financial investment that is not part of a cashieajant;

- Financial activities - activities that lead toaciges in the size and
composition of the equity and debt capital firm.

Based on the nature of each type of business, wdgehed nation-
al accounting standards, the author considershdEP reflects the suc-
cess of the regular activities of the firm, assithe foundation of short-
term success of the company. EP of the compangrtserformance, re-
flecting the success of the company in the shom {48].

Conclusions.In this article was developed composition critdfia
regular activities of the firm by including addmial criteria - effective-
ness of development. Thus the economic performahea firm is pro-
posed to characterize the six criteria: profitépilproductivity, efficien-
cy, effectiveness, market position and effectiver@dsdevelopment. This
will provide a review of the correctness of thewafs not only in relation
to the priority of a competitor, but also in terwisefficiency of enter-
prise dynamics. Studies have confirmed the feasilof using in mod-
ern terms as criteria for performance of the corgpgight components:
profitability, productivity, economy, product quiglj quality of work life,
innovation, effectiveness and market position. Deieed that the EP
reflects the success of the firm in the ordinarykeaconditions.
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