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A b s t r a c t . In this article the modern analytical instru-

ments of management development of industrial enterprises are 

analyzed taking into account the values of their Þ nancial-eco-

nomic indexes and the level of potential. The modern methods 

of evaluation and analysis of development of enterprises are 

considered and analyzed. The indirect method of evaluation of 

the level of development of enterprises is offered taking into 

account the level of its potential and middle growth of gross 

receipt rate. The areas of development of enterprises are graphi-

cally presented as well. 

K e y  w o r d s : analytical instruments, management devel-

opment, evaluation of development, indirect method of evalua-

tion, system of evaluation indexes.

INTR DUCTION

The necessity of management development by objec-

tives appears before industrial enterprises in unsteady 

economic conditions [3] taking into account the dynam-

ics of environment that lead to the problem of choice of 

adequate analytical instruments. A construction of the 

system of indexes’ analysis and evaluation of the level 

of enterprise’s development is an actual and top prior-

ity task. Increase of the amount of indexes according to 

multi-criteria approach results in creation of the system 

of indexes, each one objectively represents an action of 

separate factor on development of enterprise. Establish-

ment of integral estimation with a limited amount of 

indexes meets a range of problems: establishment of rela-

tive ponderability of indexes; choice of type of indexes; 

taking into account the action of the law “mono-bi-poly” 

in the process of generalization and transformation of 

the system of indexes; comparison of values of indexes 

of different measurement (natural, cost, labour, absolute, 

relative, middle etc.) and forming an overestimation etc.

It is obviousl that the method of evaluation of level 

development of enterprises must contain the least of in-

dexes in the system of analysis and evaluations, including 

indexes of dynamics that will provide objectivity of esti-

mation, evident character of interpretation of numerical 

values of indexes and comfort of operation. 

Many works of domestic and foreign scientists such 

as B. Andrushkiv, . Bakanov, . Barankevych, V. 

Gerasymchuk, P. Drucker, . Zagorodnii, . Melnyk, R. 

Kaplan, . Korobov, O. Kuzmin, D. Norton, . Oleksiv, 

M. Porter, Ye. Raievniva, Zh. Ryshard, . ymoshchuk, 

J. Schumpeter etc. are dedicated to development of vari-

ous instruments of management development of industral 

enterprises. However, there is no unambiguous idea of 

expediency of the use of this or that method, model or 

system of indexes. Because of this, there is a necessity 

of forming universal effective analytical instruments of 

management development of industrial enterprises.

ANALYTICAL INSTRUMENTS

In scientiÞ c literature [19] it is marked that it is pos-

sible to consider evolutional and progressive types as basic 

types of development, that lead to qualitative, quantitative 

and structural changes. In unsteady economic conditions 

development of enterprises depends on the dynamics of 

commodity market, the conjuncture of which is continu-

ously changing [22], which inß uences the qualitative and 

quantitative descriptions of their development. Thus, for 

the indexes of rows of dynamics with the help of which 

the results of industrial and economic activity of enter-

prises is analysed, high variation of their levels is typical, 

so far as development of subjects of management is not 

instant, but it is a continuous process of quantitative and 

qualitative changes in their activity [17]. Melnyk L.G. 

has the same idea and he marks that development is not 

always connected only with positive changes, as it is 

accompanied by a chance and vagueness [12]. 
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In connection with the above-mentioned it is possible 

to come to the conclusion, that action of “gold rule of 

economy” according to the dependence between the rates 

of change of indicators of development of enterprises, 

spreads to the economies that are developing in an evo-

lutionary way [8, 11, 14]. The dependence: 

  1> 2> 3> 4> 5> 6> 7>1, (1)

where: 1÷ 7 – rates of proÞ t’s change, circulating 

assets, income from realization, costs of assets, Þ xed 

assets, cost price of output, quantity of workers in most 

cases cannot serve as a criterion or norm of comparison, 

as far as saltatory development is not accompanied by 

the proportional change of qualitative and quantitative 

parameters of enterprises in force of inertion of produc-

tion as an economic system. Not by chance in the works 

of Melnyk O.G. [13] it is marked that the dynamics of 

individual indexes of development for a certain period 

can substantially differ as to volume and aspiration.

At the evaluation of level of development of enter-

prises it is possible to use the following instruments of 

analysis and management development of enterprises [18]: 

SWOT- analysis, STP- analysis, GAP- analysis, strategic 

Porter’s model, matrix of BKG, matrix of “Mak-Kinsi” etc.

Modern systems of indicators of management and 

evaluation of development of enterprises are noteworthy 

to compare and they are widely inculcated on domestic 

enterprises (Table1).

In spite of existence of the already worked out systems 

and models in unsteady economic conditions there is 

a requirement in the universal and a reliable instrument 

of analysis and evaluation of the level of development 

of enterprises.

INDIRECT METHOD

The ground of choice of the system of indicators 

of evaluation the level of development of enterprises is 

Ta b l e  1 .  Comparing systems of indicators of evaluation of development of enterprises

System of indexes Characteristic Advantages and disadvantages 

 Tableau de Bord 

[10]

Evaluation of productive and Þ nancial as-

pects of the state concordantly to the hi-

erarchical system of indicators for every 

enterprise.

Advantage is a presence of having a special purpose and function-

al indexes with clear reason and consequence connection. Disad-

vantage is not regulated quantity of indicators that is not adjusted 

to the existent system of account and accounting.

Balanced Scorecard 

[9]

An evaluation of development of enter-

prises according to 4 prospects(Þ nances, 

clients, internal processes, studies and 

development) that have reason and conse-

quence intercommunications and formalize 

strategy of enterprise.

Advantages are the uses of Þ nancial and not Þ nancial indexes 

with a limited amount of them (not more than 25), presence of 

retrospective and prognosis indicators, intercommunication with 

strategy. Disadvantages are policriterian system that leads to dif-

Þ culties in determination of key indexes for a separate enterprise 

and unadjustment to the existent standards of account of industrial 

and economic activity.

Model of L.S. 

Maisel [16]

An evaluation of development of enterpris-

es is according to 4 directions (Þ nances, cli-

ents, internal processes, human resource) 

that formalize strategy of enterprise

Advantage is introduction of prospect of human resource that 

plays one of qualiÞ catory roles in activity of enterprise. Disadvan-

tage is modiÞ cation of the balanced system of indexes on the basis 

of out-of-date resource approach.

 Performance 

Pyramid R. Lynch., 

. Cross [16]

Evaluation of efÞ ciency on the basis of 10 

blocks(strategy, Þ nances, market, satisfac-

tion of consumers, innovation and studies, 

productivity, quality, time of delivery, pro-

ductive cycle, defect) with clear hierarchy 

of management levels.

Advantage is the development of blocks of indexes for every hier-

archical level of management of enterprise with a limited amount 

of indicators 1-2 on each aim. Disadvantage is the absence of rea-

son and consequence connections and intercommunication with 

the system of account and accounting.

Model EP2M –Ef-

fective Progress and 

Performance Meas-

urement (C. Adams, 

P. Roberts) [1]

Evaluation of 4 spheres of activity : man-

agement and realization of strategy of 

development; increasing of efÞ ciency of 

activity; strengthening of power of proprie-

tors and independence of workers; mainte-

nance of consumers and market.

Advantages are analyses of indexes as an internal enviroment and 

an external environment as well, orientation on forming corporate 

culture. 

Disadvantages are policriteriation and absence of clear regulation 

of universal indicators for enterprises.

Model of 

stakeholders [7]

An orientation of activity of enterprise is 

on the grouped target audiences and satis-

factions of their expectations.

Advantage is taking into account expectations of groups of inß u-

ence for the best achievement of aims of enterprise. Disadvantage 

is contradiction of stakeholders (investors, proprietors, workers, 

creditors and others like that), that results in lobbying of short-

term interests instead of long-term development.

Prism of efÞ ciency 

[15]

A model includes the evaluation of pleasure 

and payments of stakeholders taking into 

account additional elements(strategy, proc-

esses, possibilities)

Advantage is combination of model of stakeholders and balanced 

system of indexes of Kaplan-Norton with all their features. 

Disadvantage is forming the group of indexes for every stake-

holder that leads to a big ammount of indexes and complication 

of their analysis.
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expedient to carry out on the basis of research of experts’ 

opinions. Domestic industrial enterprises are general 

totality in the process of research of factors of inß uence 

on the level of development of enterprises. The spatial 

sign of general totality is a western region of Ukraine 

and branch sign is a sphere of industry. The units of 

analysis, in other words the elements of selective totality, 

that is the subject to study, serve as an administrative 

link and specialists that are straight or mediate related to 

the management of development of industrial enterprise. 

A questionnaire is selected as research instrument in 

the process of analysis of factors of inß uence and evalu-

ation of ponderous character of indexes of development 

of industrial enterprises. There are certain tasks of mar-

keting research, that are presented in a questionnaire in 

form of questions: exposure of factors that substantially 

inß uence the development of enterprises; determination 

of reasons of increasing or inhibition of level of devel-

opment; establishments of indexes, that represent the 

level of development best of all. The method of expert 

evaluation is used with the aim of establishment of the 

most ponderable factors and indexes of level of develop-

ment of industrial enterprises. For realization the evalu-

ation the group of experts was formed, it consisted of 

96 experienced specialists of industrial enterprises, who 

graded ponderous character of indexes of development 

of enterprises (after the slump of grades). 

Correlation of respondents of three levels of manage-

ment during questioning was proportional. The terms of 

representation of the group of experts were maintained 

according to an educational level, experience of labour, 

competence etc. 

Basing on own scientiÞ c researches [4-6, 20], the base 

system of indexes of evaluation of level of development 

of enterprises is formed, it consists of: gross receipt; 

proÞ tability of products; capital productivity ratio; speciÞ c 

gravity of products on an export; increase of workplaces; 

market of products share; operating charges; market value 

of enterprise; level of management of personnel; inno-

vativeness of products.

Each of selected indexes characterizes the certain 

verge of development of enterprise - the indexes of ef-

Þ ciency allow to estimate activity of enterprise on the 

whole (gross receipt, proÞ tability of products, capital 

productivity), the indexes of products expose the level of 

science (the innovativeness, operating charges, speciÞ c 

gravity of products is on an export), the indexes of the 

management system show the level of management of 

an enterprise (the level of management of personnel, 

increase of workplaces), the indexes of the market posi-

tioning characterize the present state of an enterprise at 

the market in relation to others (market of products share, 

market value of enterprise). Distribution of respondents 

after priority of basic indexes of level of development of 

enterprises is given in table 2.

For the evaluation of the generalized measure of co-

ordination of opinions of experts we will use coefÞ cient 

of concordance (W), that is calculated on a formula:
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where: S is deviation of sum of squares of grades of 

every object of research from the middle arithmetic square 

of sum of grades; n is an amount of experts (n=96); m is 

an amount of indexes(m=10);  is a sum of grades; and 

i is a research object ( 1, )i m∈ . 

Even at the subzero value of coefÞ cient of concor-

dance (W=0,228) in the conditions of far of experts its 

statistical meaningfulness is conÞ rmed by 2 - Pirson’s 

criterion, the value of which is calculated on a formula:

2 ( 1) 96 (10 1) 0,228 196,9n m Wχ = ⋅ − ⋅ = ⋅ − ⋅ = . (3)

Ta b l e  2 .  Distribution of respondents after priority of basic indexes of level of development of enterprises

Indexes of level of development of 

enterprises (research objects)

Amount of people who were asked and order in which they speciÞ ed indexes

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 y
i

y
i

 2

1. Gross receipt 23 19 21 16 8 4 2 1 1 1 293 85849

2. ProÞ tability of products 9 6 14 14 13 12 9 7 7 5 488 238144

3. Capital productivity 21 17 10 12 16 9 5 3 2 1 354 125316

4. SpeciÞ c gravity of products on an export 5 13 7 14 15 10 14 10 6 2 495 245025

5. Increase of workplaces 4 2 4 4 7 13 10 13 18 21 695 483025

6. Market share of products 2 1 3 7 4 10 10 13 21 25 734 538756

7. Operating charges 14 11 12 6 9 9 8 13 7 7 488 417316

8. Market value of enterprise 3 11 8 8 11 13 16 17 6 3 546 298116

9. Level of management of personnel 5 6 5 6 7 9 12 12 19 15 646 238144

10. Innovativeness of products 10 10 12 9 6 7 10 7 9 16 541 292681

Total 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 5280 2962372

*Note: it is expected by an author on the basis of undertaken studies.
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The tabular value of Pirson’s criterion is determined 

taking into account the level of meaningfulness and de-

gree of liberty (m - 1). For =0,05 and degree of liberty 

is 9 we will get 
2

tabl
χ =16,9. As 2 > 

2

tabl
χ , then a condition 

is executed and it is possible to assert about the presence 

of the concerted opinion of experts at grading of indexes 

of development of enterprise.

Thus, from experts’ opinion the most ponderable 

index of level of development of enterprises is a gross 

receipt. It can be explained that a gross receipt is directly 

connected with three indexes from the formed system of 

indexes of development, in particular, with a market share 

of products (expressed through the volume of products at 

the market), market value of enterprise (a gross receipt in 

a number of methodologies is a key index for the calcula-

tion of market value) and part of products on an export.

An index of capital productivity is the second af-

ter ponderous character index of level of development, 

as it is connected with two indexes from the formed 

system of indexes of development, in particular, with 

proÞ tability(economic end-point) and innovativeness of 

products (through the cost of capital assets and change of 

volume of the realized products). The cutting of operat-

ing cost is also one of important indexes of development 

that is conÞ rmed by the received sum of grades. It is 

necessary to mark that in the conditions of continuous 

development or unproÞ table activity of enterprises the 

indexes of charges of production have certain advantages 

at the evaluation of level of development comparatively 

with the indexes of proÞ tability, and it found its reß ection 

in the estimations of experts. In opinion of experts other 

indexes represent the level of development of enterprises 

in less degree, as an increase of workplaces, taking into 

account inß uence of scientiÞ c and technical progress, 

cannot serve as the index of level of development, and 

level of management of personnel inß uences on the de-

velopment of enterprises in a way, but from the point of 

view of evaluation this index is rather indeÞ nite

The received results of questionnaire are an informa-

tion base for realization of further researches in direction 

of forming the system of indexes of entry-level (gross 

receipt, estimation of the level of potential) and working 

out an analytical instrument of management development 

of industrial enterprises, and it will provide obviousness 

of interpretation of their numerical values and comfort 

of operating.

The level of potential is the very moment (in certain 

moment of time) estimation of the possibility of achieve-

ment of the set aim at existent resource limitations in 

a changeable environment. The value of indexes of effec-

tiveness of industrial and economic activity of enterprise 

can be interpreted as estimations of the level of realiza-

tion his potential. Indexes that serve as the indicators of 

economic effectiveness of functioning of enterprise are 

rather fully described in scientiÞ c works [2, 21].

The volume of gross receipt is taken to the number 

of the most used indexes of effectiveness of activity of 

enterprise, that is stipulated by both informative avail-

ability of this index, the value of which is driven to the 

standard statistical accounting of enterprises, and its 

economic maintenance - combination of quantitative 

(amount of production of goods) and qualitative (cost of 

products) indexes.

It’s necessary to mark that time-history of gross re-

ceipt characterizes development of enterprise, various 

factors inß uence on it - both basic and by chance. With 

the aim of grant to this index greater Þ rmness and removal 

of inß uence of price factor we suggest to examine middle 

rate change of gross receipt for the last three years in 

quality descriptions of development of enterprise. Such 
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Fig. 1. Graphic presentation of areas of development of enterprises

*Note: own development 
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length of sentinel interval in a number of scientiÞ c sources 

is considered the most reasonable [4].

The middle rate of change of gross receipt will be 

examined as slide geometrical middle, that gives an op-

portunity to level the dynamic estimation of development 

of enterprise, in other words to remove the action of 

casual factors in relation to the parameters of external 

and internal environment - state of affairs of commod-

ity market, system of taxation, resource providing of 

enterprise etc.

Establishment of quantitative limits of indexes gave 

an opportunity to outline clearly the borders of every area 

of development of enterprise (picture 1). It is understand-

able that the groups of enterprises, that belong to one 

class (for the homogeneous enterprises of certain type of 

economic activity) should follow such quantitative limits.

If to set aside the value of both indexes (middle rate 

of change, level of potential) for a few years, then we will 

get possibility graphicly to present direction of develop-

ment of enterprise in time (picture 2).

CONCLUSIONS

The existent analytical instruments of evaluation of 

the level of development of enterprises do not satisfy 

the requirements that concern the methods in unsteady 

economic conditions. Foreign developments of tool of 

management development of enterprises (inspite of their 

efÞ ciency) need adaptation and prove to be not always 

suitable for application in the domestic economy. Such 

situation needs development of the cardinal new approach 

to the management not only the efÞ ciency of activity 

but also the evaluation of the level of development of 

enterprises taking into account modern requirements to 

the construction of the system of indicators.

 The indirect analytical method of analysis and evalu-

ation of development of industrial enterprises that is 

based on the modiÞ ed matrix of “McKinsey” is marked 

by the plenitude, objectivity and demonstration of the 

calculated assessment and it also gives an opportunity 

to choose the strategy of development reasonably on the 

basis of analysis of the present state of enterprise and 

prognosis of the change of its parameters. Such approach 

is deprived of the necessity for a calculation of integral 

index, and accordingly - the problems of determination 

of ponderability of its constituents, elements, simpliÞ es 

the interpretation of results and its scale. On the basis 

of values of two indicators of development - middle an-

nual rate of the change of gross receipt and the level of 

potential development of enterprise, the new approach is 

offered for understanding both of the development and 

efÞ ciency of activity of industrial enterprises. 

Further researches can embrace the development of 

bi-criteria conception of forming the concerted system 

of indicators of development of industrial enterprises.
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