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FORMATION OF INDICATORS SYSTEM OF EVALUATION OF ENTERPRISES
ACTIVITY AS PROCESS OF THEIR INTERACTION WITH INTERESTED PARTIES

Awnoramis. It is considered the activity of enterprises taking into account their socio and
economic interaction with the internal and external environment, each of which can be considered
as an active or passive interested party. It should be noted that each party has its own goals, which
are mostly non-compliant with each other. It is emphasized that enterprises as the main element of
socio-economic interaction, create the economic basis of innovative transformations of operational
basis, social progress of society and the preservation and reproduction of ecosystem. At the same
time, the positioning of enterprises in the environment of functioning as responsible economic
entities directly or indirectly affects the results of their production and economic activity.

It has been analyzed the dynamics of socio-economic development of Ukraine for last ten
years by the values of generalized indicators, in particular, indicators of living standards of
population, perceptions of corruption, economic freedom, the shadow economy and the impact of
enterprises on the ecosystem. It was investigated the indicators of social responsibility of some
profitable enterprises in Lviv region and it was found that operation of the disparate indicators of
standard statistical reporting of enterprises does not allow to establish an objective integral
estimation of the results of their activity as a process of interaction with the interested parties.

It is noted that the assessment of the socio-economic interaction of enterprises with
interested parties should be based on the system of hierarchically organized, interrelated,
independent and non-contradictory indicators. It is described the basic system requirements for the
structure of indicators. The basic functions of the system of indicators are specified: transformative,
normative, monitoring, analytical and regulatory. It is recommended to adhere to the principles of
completeness, diversity, optimality and flexibility when constructing a system of indicators.

It is developed the structure of the enterprise performance evaluation system, which consists
of three groups of indicators (interaction with internal and external environment), which includes
nine subgroups and fifteen aggregated baseline indicators. It is substantiated the expediency of
inclusion into the index system the efficiency indicators of use of natural resources, energy
efficiency of operational activity, renewal of resources, waste utilization, motivation of labor and
personnel development, satisfaction of consumers' needs, social and economic development of the
regional community, and the effectiveness of functioning the information and communication
technologies. It is emphasized the necessity of synchronization of indicators of management and
accounting, standard statistical reporting with the system of enterprise activity evaluation.

Keywords: system, index, evaluation, activity, enterprise, process, interaction, interested
parties.

JEL classification: M1, M2

Formula: 1; Tables: 4; Ref.: 14.
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®OPMYBAHHSA CUCTEMHU ITOKA3HUKIB OHIHIOBAHHSA AIAAJIBHOCTI
HIIINPUEMCTB SK IMMPOIIECY IX B3AEMO/II I3 BAIHTEPECOBAHUMHU
CTOPOHAMH

AHoTanisi. Y cTarTi po3rNIsSHYTO JiSUTBHICTh MiAMPUEMCTB 3 ypaxyBaHHSM iX colliaidbHO-
E€KOHOMIYHOT B3a€MOJIi 3 BHYTPIIIHIM, 30BHIIIHIM 1 HaBKOJHIIHIM CEPEIOBHIIEM, KOKHE 3 SIKUX
MOYKHa pO3IJIAJaTH SK aKTHBHY YU IACHBHY 3aiHTEPECOBAHY CTOPOHY. 3a3HAYMMO, IO KOXKHA 31
CTOpIH TIepeCITiIye BJIACHI MU, SKi MEpEeBAXHO HE KOMILTIMEHTapHI Mk co0oro. HarosotmeHo, mo
HiANPUEMCTBA, K OCHOBHUI €IEMEHT COLIaIbHO-€KOHOMIYHOT B3a€EMO/Ii, CTBOPIOIOTh €KOHOMIUHE
MIATPYHTS 1HHOBAIIMHUX MEPETBOPEHb OMepalliiHoro 0a3ucy, COIiaJbHOTO MOCTYNY CYCHUIbCTBA
Ta 30epeKEHHS 1 BIATBOPEHHS €KOCHUCTEMHU. Y TOH >K€ 4Yac MO3MIIIOHYBAaHHS IMIiAMPHEMCTB Yy
cepenoBHII (YHKIIOHYBaHHS K BIAMOBITAILHUX CYO’ €KTIB TOCIOJApIOBaHHS O€3MOCEpEHBO UM
OTIOCEPEIKOBAHO MO3HAYAETHCS HA PE3yJbTaTaX iX BUPOOHUUO-TOCTIOAAPCHKOT AiSTIBHOCTI.

[IpoananizoBaHo AMHAMIKy COLIAIBHO-€KOHOMIYHOTO pPO3BUTKY YKpaiHU 3a OCTaHHI JeCATh
POKIB 3a 3HAUYEHHSMHU PsAy Yy3aralbHEHUX TIOKAa3HHUKIB, 30KpeMa, IHIUKATOPIB pIBHSA JKUTTS
HACEJICHHS, CHIPUUHATTS KOPYIMIii, €KOHOMIYHOi cBOOOAM, TIHPOBOi EKOHOMIKM Ta BIUIUBY
TSUTBHOCT1 MIATIPUEMCTB Ha ekocucTeMy. J[ocnmiKeHO TOKa3HUKU COIIaIbHOT BiAMOBINAIBHOCTI
psaay npuOyTKOBUX HiAnpueMcTB JIbBIBChKOT 001aCTi Ta BUSIBIEHO, 110 ONIEPYBAHHS PO3PI3HEHUMH
MOKa3HUKAaMHU CTAHJAPTHOI CTATUCTUYHOI 3BITHOCTI MiANPHUEMCTB HE Ja€ 3MOTH BCTAaHOBHUTHU
00’€KTHUBHY IHTETpaJbHY OI[IHKY pE3yJIbTaTiB IX MJITIBHOCTI K TIpoLeCy B3aeMOJil i3
3aiHTePECOBAaHUMH CTOPOHAMH.

3a3HadyeHO, IO OI[IHIOBAHHS  COIIAJIbHO-CKOHOMIYHOI B3a€MOJil MiJNPUEMCTB 13
3aiHTEPECOBAaHMMH CTOPOHAMH IMOBHHHO CIIMPATUCS HAa CHUCTEMY I€papXxiyHO OpraHi30BaHHX,
B3a€MONOB S3aHUX, HE3AJIEKHUX 1 HECyNepewIMBMX NOKa3HMKIB. OkpecieHo  06a3oBi
CHCTEMOYTBOPIOIOYI BHMOTH ILOJO CTPYKTYpH NOKa3HUKIB. KOHKpeTH30BaHO OCHOBHI (YyHKIii
CHUCTEeMH TIOKa3HUKIB — TIEpETBOPIOBAJIbHY, HOPMATUBHY, MOHITOPHUHIOBY, AaHAJITHYHY 1
perymoBaibHy. PekoMeHJ0BaHO JOTPUMYBATHCS TPUHIMIIB MOBHOTH, PI3HOMAaHITHOCTI,
ONTUMAJILHOCTI Ta THYYKOCTI IIPH 1MOOYI0B1 CUCTEMH MTOKa3HUKIB.

Po3pobneno cTpykTypy cHMcTeMH TOKa3HHKIB OIIHIOBAHHS [ISUTBHOCTI MIANPUEMCTB, sKa
CKIIAZIA€ThCS 13 TPHOX TPYN TOKA3HHKIB (B3a€EMOJIl 13 BHYTPIITHIM, 30BHIIIHIM Ta HABKOJHIITHIM
CEpEeZIOBHIIEM), IO CKJIAAY SKUX BXOIATH JEB’ATH MIATPYI Ta M'STHAALATH arperoBaHux 0a30BUX
noka3HUKiB. OOGTPYHTOBAHO MOUUIBHICTD BKIIFOUEHHS J0 CKJIaay CHCTEMH MOKA3HHUKIB 1HIMKATOPIB
e(eKTUBHOCTI BUKOPUCTAHHS MPUPOJHUX PECYPCiB, €HEPro3aTpaTHOCTI OMepariiHoil AisIbHOCTI,
BITHOBJICHHS pecypciB, yTHIi3amii BiIXOJiB, MOTHBAIli Tpaii Ta PO3BUTKY TEPCOHATY,
3aJJOBOJICHHS TOTPEO CMOXHUBAiB, COIIaIbHO-EKOHOMIYHOTO PO3BUTKY PETIOHAIBHOI TpOMaH,
eexkTuBHOCTI (QyHKIIOHYBaHHS iH(OpMaIiiHO-KOMYHIKallifHUX TexHoiorii. Haronomeno Ha
HEOOXIZTHOCTI CHHXPOHI3YBaHHS TOKAa3HUKIB YIPAaBIIHCHKOTO 1 OyXraaTepchbKOoTo OOIIKY,
CTaHAAPTHOT CTATUCTUYHOI 3BITHOCTI 3 CHCTEMOIO OI[IHIOBAHHS JiSUTbHOCTI MiAMPHUEMCTB.

KarouoBi cioBa: cucreMa, NMOKa3HHK, OI[IHIOBAHHS, MisNIbHICTH, HIMPUEMCTBO, MpOIeC,

B3a€MOJIis, CTEHKXOIIAED.
®opmyin: 1; Tabn.: 4; 6i671.: 14.
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®OPMHUPOBAHUE CUCTEMBI ITOKA3ATEJIEN OIIEHKH JIEATEJIBHOCTH
NPEAIPUSTUN KAK ITPOIIECCA UX B3AUMOJIEMCTBUSI C
3AUHTEPECOBAHHBIMHU CTOPOHAMMU

AHHOTauMs. B cratbe paccMOTpeHa JeATENbHOCTh MNPEANPUATHNA KaK MPOIECC HUX
COIMAIBHO-3KOHOMUYECKOTO B3aUMO/ICHCTBUS c 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIMU CTOPOHAMH.
[Ipoananu3upoBaHO COCTOSIHUE COLMAIBHO-3KOHOMHUYECKOTO PAa3BUTHUS YKpawHbl MO 3HAYCHUSIM
psma OOOOIMICHHBIX TMOKa3aTeleld  JesTeNbHOCTH  mpennpusatuid.  OmpeneneHsl  0a30BbIe
cucTeMooOpasyomue TpeOOBaHUSA MO (OPMHUPOBAHUIO COBOKYITHOCTH IIOKa3aTeliel, a TakKkKe
KOHKPETU3HPOBAHbI OCHOBHBbIE (DYHKIIMM W OCOOCHHOCTH TIOCTPOCHHS CHCTEMBI TOKa3aTenen
OLIEHKHU JIeSTEIbHOCTU NMPEANPUATU. PaccMOTpeHbI IPUHLIMITBI TOCTPOCHHS CUCTEMBI MTOKa3aTenei
Y OCHOBHBIE TpeOoBaHMs K 0a30BBIM MoKa3aTensiM. PaspaboTaHa CTpyKTypa CHCTEMU MOKa3aTenen
OLIEHKU JESTEeNIbHOCTH MNPEANpPUATHN, COCTOsIIas W3 TpeX TPyHN IMoKa3aTene — coLuajIbHO-
SKOHOMMYECKOTO B3aUMOJENCTBHUS C OKPYKAIOIIEH, BHYTPEHHUM M BHEITHEN CPENON.

KaroueBble cioBa: cuctema, nokasareib, OLEHKU, JESTENIbHOCTh, IPEIIPUITHE, MIPoLece,
B3aUMOJICUCTBUE, CTEUKXOJIEP.

®opmy: 1; Tabmn.: 4; 6udn.: 14.

Introduction. In the context of globalization and the intensification of competition in open
markets, the problem of identifying and assessing the interests of interested parties in the
enterprise's activities is raised. Only on the basis of an active social position is possible the
formation of effective tools for interaction with stakeholders, what will ensure the sustainable
development of the enterprise and a number of competitive advantages. Today it is difficult to
imagine a successful, highly effective organization that would operate without taking into account
the interests of stakeholders and reflecting them in the system of evaluation indicators of enterprise
activity.

Analysis of research and problem statement. Among domestic and foreign researchers
who worked on the described problem, it is worthwhile to outline such as B. Andrushkiv, G.
Bashnyanin, Y. Blagov, V. Gerasimchuk, R. Kaplan, N. Kizim, A. Kolot, F. Kotler, A.
Kuznietsova, O. Melnyk, D. Norton, Yu. Pogorelov, V. Ponomarenko, V. Saveliev, S. Ukrainets, N.
Chukhrai, V. Yachmeniova and others. The differences in conceptual approaches to the formation
of a system of indicators for evaluating the activities of enterprises, taking into account their
interaction with the stakeholders do not allow to form a universal methodology for assessing the
activities of enterprises [1-5]. That is why the purpose of the article is to justify the theoretical
foundations of the formation of a system of indicators of enterprise activity evaluation.

Research results. The activity of enterprises we will consider as a process of their socio-
economic interaction with the interested parties, where each party seeks to achieve its goal: the
environment - to preserve the ecosystem; the internal environment - to provide permanent economic
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development of enterprises; the external environment - to balance economic and social interests.
The enterprise as the central link of social and economic interaction (SEI) of stakeholders is not
only intended to create the economic basis for innovative transformations, but also act in a socially
responsible manner in a functioning environment that directly or indirectly affects the results of its
production and economic activity.

The socially responsible activity of enterprises on the environment is assessed by indicators
of its impact on the state of the ecosystem that means, by the level of utilization of waste products,
by the use of secondary raw materials, as well as by renewal (Table 1).

Table 1
Indicators of the enterprises impact on the state of ecosystem, 2007-2017 **
Indicator The average per year
2007 | 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

1.The waste* at the end of the | 20,1 | 20,8 | 14422,4 | 15167,4 | 12505,9
year in specially provided
places or objects and on the
territory of enterprises, million
tons

2. Produced* the waste of I-IV | 2,6 1,2 447,6 448,1 312,3 366,4
classes of danger, million tons.

3. Utilized*, processed | 1,0 0,8 153,7 147,2 92,5 96,0
(recycled), million tons.

4, Volumes of emissions of | 7,4 6,4 6,9 6,5 4,5 2,6
harmful substances, million

tons.

5. Volumes of carbon dioxide | 218,1 | 185,2 236,0 230,7 162 124,2
emissions, million tons.

6. Total drainage of return| 8917 | 7692 8044 7722 5581

water, million cubic meters.
* Note: in 1994-2009 there are displayed data on waste of I-111 classes of danger; since 2010 - on waste of I-IV classes of

danger; till 2009 the data are displayed from the economic activity of enterprises and organizations, since 2010 - taking into account

waste made in households; till 2013 the data are given taking into account the waste temporarily placed in specially provided places

or objects.

** Source: [6].

According to Table 1 it can be concluded that the state of waste management in Ukraine is
unsatisfactory, because up to 35% of waste annually is utilized, and the volume of existing and
formed waste is increasing.

The state of water and air basins of Ukraine can also be characterized as unsatisfactory,
because the volumes of emissions of harmful substances remain significant; the volumes of carbon
dioxide emissions are increasing; and the share of allocated water taken from natural water objects
does not exceed 60%.

The socially responsible activities of enterprises in relation to the environment mean the
compliance with their obligations to society and the regional community regarding their permanent
development by creating new work places, improving the infrastructure, implementation of
innovative technologies, and keeping to the norms of current legislation, transparent and fair
business conduct, non-acceptance of corruption manifestations [1].

The basic indicators of social and economic development of Ukraine are presented in the
Table 2.
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Indicators of socio-economic development of Ukraine, 2007-2017 *

Table 2

Indicator The average per year

2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
1.GDP per person, thousand., 16,1 20,6 29,5 33,5 46,4 70,2
UAH
2. Unemployment rate,% 6,4 8,8 7,9 7,2 9,1
3. Inflation rate,% 112,8 115,9 108,0 99,7 148,7 1144
4. Integral indicator of shadow 29 40 34 35 40 31
economy, as a percentage of
GDP
5. Corruption  Perceptions 2,8 2,5 2,3 25 27 30
Index
6. Index of Economic Freedom 51,5 48,8 45,8 46,3 46,9 48,1

*Source: [7-9].

Growth of gross domestic product (GDP) per person can be considered as a positive trend,
although some researchers point out that GDP is not a key indicator of economic development. At
the current stage of economic development, indicators of the implementation rate of information
and communication technologies (ICTs), energy substitution, the efficiency of use of natural
resources and the development of e-governance [10] are the priorities.

Also the important indicator is the “transparency index” of enterprises. According to the
CSR Development Centre, the transparency of surveyed domestic enterprises in 2011-2013 was
kept at level of 20%, which indicates their lack of information openness [11]. The value of
corruption index in recent years falls in the interval with a qualitative estimation of “shame for a
nation” (CPI <30). Similarly, it can be interpreted the level of shadow economy, which according to
unofficial data exceeds 50% (according to official data up to 40%). The volume of unemployed
people at vacancies during 2007-2017 ranged from 4 to 11 people, while the basic employment
rates of population had a clearly tendency to reduction.

The change in indicators that characterize the living standard of population is given in Table 3.

Table 3
Indicators of living standard of population, 2007-2017, UAH / month*
Indicator The average per year

2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
1.Available income per 1| 834,8 1197,7 | 1803,2 22239 | 2793,4 | 3886,6
person, UAH / month
2. Average monthly | 518,5 638,5 9141 1137,7 | 1271,3 | 1661,7
subsistence minimum, UAH /
month
3. Average monthly nominal 1351 1906 2633 3265 4195 7104
wages, UAH / month.
4. The ratio of available 1,6 1,9 2,0 2,0 2,2 2,3
income to the subsistence
minimum, times

* Source: [6].

It should be noted that despite the high rate of change in nominal wages, its relation to the
subsistence minimum, as well as the ratio of available income, it is insignificant, that means, it does not
really affect the living standard of population. The confirmation of this can be the following data: in 2013,
the ratio of monthly average income to the average monthly subsistence level for the half of population did
not exceed 1,5; and for the most typical (modal) population, this ratio was even lower than 1,3.
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The social responsibility of enterprise regarding the internal environment is primarily in
responsible attitude to the personnel, that is, to ensure the employment of workers and to provide them
with a decent wage, able to satisfy the needs of person, the creation of corresponding work and leisure
conditions appropriate to the requirements of the current legislation, the involvement of employees not
only to the creation of product (operational activity), but also to the sphere of its distribution and
management of the enterprise.

Indicators of social responsibility of a number of profitable enterprises of Lviv region concerning
workers are given in [1]. According to these data, it can be concluded that even profitable enterprises
avoid costs on cultural and household services for workers and insufficient funds are invested in the
development of their professional skills. This situation is typical for the industrial enterprises of Ukraine,
as evidenced by such data - the share of workers who have at least one type of benefits and compensations
for work with harmful and difficult working conditions in 2013 did not exceed 40%. We also note that the
share of workers of industrial enterprises of Ukraine, who work in conditions not complying with sanitary
and hygienic standards, exceeds 35% (according to the State Statistics Committee of Ukraine).

The given indicators allow receiving segmented evaluations of socially responsible activity of
enterprises, and for the establishment of integral estimation of additive form (15) it is necessary to use the

formula

Where a;. — weight ratios indicators; i~ the relative value of i-th indicator of the j- th subgroup, it is

! J
necessary to form a structured system of indicators, to determine the weight indicators % i and to justify
the methodology for calculating evaluations a i

In the economic community there is established a conceptual approach based on the indicator
system. Domestic and foreign researchers have developed a number of methods for evaluating the results
and performance of business development based on a set of basic indicators, which are identified with
indicators of development. For example, according to the concept of balanced system of indicators by R.
Kaplan, D. Norton, they are called “performance drivers” and “resulting evaluations” [2].

Based on the works [3-5], we note that the indicator, as a key quantitative measure of functional
properties, structural relationships of the researched object, its state or change, is a tangent to the socio-
economic activity as a means of tracking, analysing, evaluating, forecasting and planning of SEI
processes. Let's consider the theoretical, methodological and organizational principles of system forming
of evaluation indicators of enterprise activity.

The term “system of indicators” has a well-defined content [4]: "The set of hierarchically
organized, causally and consequentially interrelated, independent, non-contradictory indicators that are
subordinated to the achievement of established main goal”. The above definition contains the basic system
requirements for the formation of a set of indicators: hierarchical organization means the subordination of
indicators of lower levels of management to higher levels; the causal relationship means not accidental
entry of indicators into the system; independence of indicators — means their non-correlation; the
consistency - can be interpreted as the direction of indicators to achieve the main goal.

Each system of indicators is intended to carry out, in whole or in part, the following functions:

1. Transformative — that means the transformation of qualitative and quantitative goals into a set of
measurable indicators, with the help of which we can evaluate the obtained results, and accordingly - the
achievement level of established goal;

2. Normative — that means the establishment of “threshold” (critical) limits of variation, namely,
determining the permissible range of indicators changes, that provide the variability and flexibility of
managerial decisions;

3. Monitoring - it gives an opportunity to determine the nature of processes, to reveal timely the
differences between the actual and critical levels of indicators, that is, to receive appropriate warning
signals;
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4. Analytical - it ensures the establishment of reasonable estimates of present and future states of
the entity;

5. Regulatory — it allows adjusting differences between actual and planned levels of indicators.

The peculiarity of a system constructing of indicators for evaluating the enterprise activity is that at
present, existing accounting and statistical reporting systems of enterprises do not provide the display of
social responsibility indicators as indicators of a certain group. At the same time, the corporate awareness
of corporate social responsibility in relation to personnel, environment becomes the widespread and
practical reflection in their activities. This is explained both by the understanding of society’s requirements
for business management and the economic benefits, which directly or indirectly are received by socially
responsible enterprises on the way of forming a positive reputation of social partner in the society;
increasing the commitment and confidence of consumers to the enterprise products and its activities,
ensuring staff loyalty to the system management of enterprise, establishment of partnership relations of the
enterprise with state authorities, local self-government bodies, public organizations and the media. We
emphasize that the activity of enterprises cannot be considered separately from the social development of
the region or society in general, therefore, the system of indicator evaluation of enterprise activity should
be consistent with the system of indicators of living standards and social development of the territory.

An analysis of theoretical sources for social development assessing of the population at the
macroeconomic level suggests that the following groups of traditional indicators traditionally include the
following: population living standards, demographic indicators, indicators of educational level of
population, indicators of population health, and indicators of population development [1; 3].

And, if at the macro level it is formed a set of indicators of social development of population and
the environment state, at the micro level (at enterprise level) it was not only formed similar groups of
indicators, but not developed a coherent approach to their selection and formation. For example, in the
work [12] the following indicators are included into the social structure: the fund of basic and
supplementary wage of employees; salary expenses; deductions for social events; average salary at the
enterprise. All listed indicators are related to the group of indicators of corporate social responsibility for
internal environment (employees) and do not include social responsibility to external environment.

At the same time, the work [13] identifies four main groups of indicators of corporate social
responsibility: a group of social responsibility indicators for employees (9 sub-groups of indicators); group
of environmental indicators (5 sub-groups of indicators); group of indicators of enterprise behaviour in the
market (8 sub-groups of indicators); group of indicators of involvement into the community life (5 sub-
groups of indicators). The entry into the system of 27 sub-groups of indicators, each of which covers at
least 3 indicators, creates significant informational, computational, analytical and difficult interpretations
of evaluation results of socially responsible activities.

It should also be taken into account that the change in the conditions of enterprise activity requires
an adequate reflection in the formation of a system of indicators for assessing socio-economic results of
information and communication technologies [10; 14].

Taking into account the above systematically requirements and the work of a number of
researchers, we outline the general principles of constructing a system of indicators for assessing the
enterprise activity, which should be: complete - that means, to cover all the catholicity of enterprise
interaction with the surrounding, external and internal environment; include both financial and non-
financial indicators (to be diverse); the minimum configuration according to the principle of V. Pareto
(*20/80”) in relation to the number of influence factors; flexible - that is to allow the possibility of its
periodic transformation by introducing the new actual and removing the outdated or surplus indicators.

As for the basic indicators that are part of the system, then first of all we note the following
requirements to them: expediency; authenticity; orientation; reliability; availability; measurability;
unambiguousness; regulatory capacity.

Having considered the principles of system constructing of evaluation indicators of enterprise
activities and the main requirements for the indicators that are part of the system, let’s turn to the
formation of their totality. In the group of indicators of interaction between enterprises and environment it
is expedient to allocate the following two subgroups: the use of resources; ecosystem restoration, recycling
of waste. It is expedient to include into the composition of basic indicators such indicators as energy
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efficiency of operational activities (rate of energy replacement), efficiency of natural resources utilization,
resource recovery and utilization (recycling) of waste.

Indicators of the socially responsible activity of enterprises in relation to the internal environment
should be grouped into the following subgroups: economic results; motivation of work of the personnel;
staff development. The basic indicators should include those that correspond to the content of isolated
subgroups, namely indicators of performance, business activity, labour and rest conditions, remuneration,
spiritual and professional personnel development.

To the basic principles of the socially responsible activity of the enterprise with regard to the
environment, we label the following: satisfaction of consumers’ needs; fulfilment of obligations to society
and regional community regarding their development and increase of living standards of the population;
compliance with current legislation and ethical principles of business management. In this group it is
expedient to select the following subgroups of indicators that characterize: satisfaction of consumers’
needs; social development of regional community; partnerships with interested parties; development of
information and communication technologies. The indicators of these subgroups should include the
following basic indicators: consumer loyalty; the impact on the quality of life of the regional community;
ethical behaviour of enterprise in external environment; partnership in the business environment; access,
skills and use of ICT.

Based on the systematically principles of the aggregate of indicators formation, the following
structure of indicators evaluation system of enterprise activity, consisting of three groups and nine sub-
groups of indicators, is proposed. As for the number and specific type of singular indicators, their choice
for specific enterprises depends on a number of factors, in particular, the type of economic activity, scale
of production activities involved into the production of resources, information support, etc.

In the Table 4 shows the system structure of indicators of enterprise activity evaluation.

Table 4
System structure of indicators of enterprise activity evaluation*
Indicators Subgroup of indicators Basic indicators
group
1.1.1. Efficiency indicators of using the natural
— and energy resources
1.SEI with 1.1.Application of resources 1.1.2. Ingi}(/:ators of the use of secondary raw
environment materials
1.2.Restoration of ecosystems, |1.2.1. Indicators of ecosystem restoration
recycling of waste 1.2.2. Indicators of waste recycling
. 2.1.1. Performance indicators
2.1. Economic result . - .
5 SE| with - 2.1.2. Indlcat_ors_ of business activity
internal 2.2.Motivation of personnel 2.2.1. Wa_ge indicators N
work 2.2.2. Indicators of labour and rest conditions

nvironmen . —
environment 2.3.1. Indicators of spiritual development

2.3.2. Indicators of professional development
3.1. Satisfaction of consumers’ |3.1.1. Indicators of consumer loyalty

2.3. Staff development

needs

3.2. Social development of 3.2.1. Influence indicators on life quality of
3.SEl with  |regional community population in the region
external 3.3.1. Indicators of ethical bases of business
environment |3.3. Partnership relations with |activity

interested the parties 3.3.2. Indicators of partnerships in the business

environment

3.4. Information and
communication technology 3.4.1. Indicators of access, skills and use of ICT
(ICT) development

*Source: author’s development.
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System flexibility of assessing indicators of socio-economic interaction at enterprises is
ensured by the possibility of periodic review of the number and types of basic indicators.

Conclusions. The novelty of the article is to consider the activities of enterprises as a process
of their socio-economic interaction with the interested parties, where each party seeks to achieve its
goal. There are formulated the basic system-forming requirements for forming a set of indicators, and
described the features and peculiarities of construction of indicator system of enterprise activity
evaluation. It is developed the structure of indicator system of enterprise activity evaluation, which
consists of three groups of indicators of socio-economic interaction with surrounding, internal and
external environment.

Further research will focus on infographic visualization and analytical interpretation of
evaluations of enterprise activity obtained through a structured system of indicators.
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