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Abstract. The paper analyzes various scientific approaches to assessing the effectiveness of
enterprise management. The advantages and disadvantages of using the four most common
methods of assessing the effectiveness of enterprises are substantiated, such as 1) comprehensive
assessment based on the methods of economic analysis; 2) analysis based on experimental
estimates; 3) using the scoring method; 4) assessment based on testing. Given the fact that currently
there is no single approach to assessing the effectiveness of enterprise management, including
agricultural enterprises, the article proposes the author's method of assessing the effectiveness of
management in agricultural enterprises. This methodology assumes that the effectiveness of
management in agricultural enterprises is determined by integrating three indicators: economic
efficiency of management, social efficiency of management, and organizational efficiency of
management. The proposed methodology includes the gradual integration of partial 19 indicators
in terms of economic, social, and organizational efficiency. Analysis of this phenomenon was
conducted based on agricultural enterprises of the Ivano-Frankivsk region aimed at testing the
developed methodology for assessing the effectiveness of management. The paper presents the
research of the influence of the number of employees on the level of management efficiency in
agricultural enterprises, the influence of enterprise size (by land area) on the level of management
efficiency in agricultural enterprises, and the influence of average employment per 100 hectares of
agricultural land on the level of agricultural management. The research was done using the
grouping method. According to the results of the study, it was established that the developed
methods for assessing the effectiveness of the management of agricultural enterprises can be used
in practice.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The management of an agricultural enterprise is a combined economic and managerial category,
which characterizes a set of organizational and managerial measures to influence employees.

Modern management theory is actively developing in the world, as it is based on changing working
conditions of employees, the internal features of the development of individuals and managers.
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Given the wide popularity and branching of the modern management system of enterprises, the
lack of a single scientifically sound approach to assessing the effectiveness of management remains an
urgent problem. On the one hand, the existing pluralism of methodological approaches to assessing the
effectiveness of management allows the researcher to choose the method that best suits or solves the
problem. On the other hand, the variety of methods makes it impossible to conduct a comparative
description of the effectiveness of management in different enterprises, in different periods, and so on.
In turn, the lack of comparability hinders conducting an adequate, realistic assessment of the analyzed
process.

2. METHOD

In domestic and foreign science, the most common methods of assessing the effectiveness of
management in agricultural enterprises are:

1) comprehensive assessment based on the methods of economic analysis [1; 2; 3];

2) analysis based on experimental estimates [4, 5];

3) using the scoring method [6; 7; 8];

4) based on testing [9, 10].

Most scientists in the process of determining the effectiveness of personnel management use the
methods of economic analysis. This, in our opinion, is because, first, this method allows you to get the
most objective assessment, as it is based on financial and statistical data of the enterprise without the
involvement of experts or other stakeholders. Secondly, this technique has the greatest potential for
comparative analysis of individual enterprises or different reporting periods.

At the same time, an important disadvantage of applying only the methods of economic analysis is
that such a complex concept as the effectiveness of personnel management is difficult to describe by
several technical and economic indicators.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

With this in mind, we have developed our methodology for assessing the effectiveness of
management in agricultural enterprises. This method of assessing the effectiveness of management of
agricultural enterprises is based on the definition of 19 indicators (Tab. 1).

Levels of
management Indicators Method of calculation
efficiency
Bal fit, th d
a ance protit, thotisan Revenue from sales without production costs
UAH
The level of
© eVS of return on The ratio of profit to the value of fixed assets
capital, %
The level of product
N .eve. ,O }zro ue The ratio of profit to the cost of production
profitability, %
Costs of 1 UAH products, The ratio of cost to the cost of commodity
Economic efficiency kop. / UAH products

of management

Volume of commodity

products, UAH The cost of goods sold

The ratio of output to the total number of

Labor productivity, UAH workers employed in production

Number of employees, pers. | The average number of employees per year
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Levels of
management Indicators Method of calculation
efficiency
The ratio of productivity The ratio of productivity growth to average
growth and wages, % wage growth
Frequency of occupational The ratio of the number of cases of
injuries, % occupational injuries to the total number of
’ staff
. . o The ratio of proportion of the lack to the
Organizationa Product quality, points or % volume of production
efficiency of Level of labor discipline, The ratio of the number of cases of violation of
management violation/people or points labor and executive discipline to the total

number of staff

The ratio of the number of employees with
experience in the organization more than one
year (for a certain period) to the average
number of employees for the relevant period

Staff stability coefficient

.. . The ratio of absenteeism to the total number of
Coefficient of discipline .
man-hours for the relevant period

Remuneration fund, UAH General fund of basic and additional wages

Average salary per 1 worker, | The ratio of the general wage fund to the total
UAH / month number of staff

The ratio of the number of employees who
resigned from the organization during a certain
Staff turnover rate, coefficient | period (minus inevitably dismissed) to the

Social efficiency of

average number of employees for the relevant
management

period

The ratio of the number of working days

Uniformity of staff loading, (employment) of employees to the total

points number of working days in the period
Socio-psychological climate Established on the basis of specific sociological
of the team, points and psychological research

Tab. 1. The system of indicators for assessing the effectiveness of management in agricultural enterprises.
Source: developed by the authors.

All indicators are classified in three groups or levels of efficiency of personnel management:
economic, organizational and social.

The first level of management efficiency (economic) is characterized by the main performance
indicators of agricultural enterprises, which to some extent indicate the effectiveness or inefficiency of
management.

The second level of management efficiency (organizational) is described by a set of indicators
reflecting the working conditions of employees in the enterprise, the level of discipline and other
parameters of management efficiency of labor organization and production.

The third level of management efficiency (social) includes a number of indicators characterizing the
effectiveness of management in terms of effect for employees. This group of indicators is important
because it shows the degree of employee satisfaction with the created working conditions, the level of
wages and so on. It is obvious that the presence of a social effect will indicate changes in the
productivity of employees, and hence in the efficiency of the enterprise as a whole.

Indicators (listed in table 1) in terms of three levels of management efficiency are closely
interrelated, as they interdependent changes. Economic and social efficiency largely depends on the
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organized efficiency of personnel management.

In order to test the developed methods in practice, an assessment of the effectiveness of
management of agricultural enterprises in Ivano-Frankivsk region was done. The object of the study
was 103 enterprises of the region, reported in the form No 50-ag. The analysis was conducted for the
period 2015-2018.

According to the results of the calculations, it was determined that the highest level of management
efficiency was 0.27 in the enterprise of Rozhnyativ district, the highest indicator was in Rohatyn district
and amounted to 51.26.

To conduct further research and identify trends and factors affecting the effectiveness of personnel
management of agricultural enterprises, we divided the results in three groups (Tab. 2).

The average value

Nurr.lber‘of of the level of Number of enterprises by districts of the
Groups enterprises in the personnel region
group management
efficiency
Ivano-Frankivsk - 3; Bohorodchany - 4;
I group —up to Halytsky - 3; Horodenkivskyi - 4; Dolynsky -
17.27 58 9.34 2; Kolomyia - 9; Rohatynsky - 7;

Rozhnyativsky - 2; Sniatynsky - 10;
Tlumatsky - 6; Tysmenytskyi - 8

Ivano-Frankivsk - 1; Halytsky - 2;
Horodenkivskyi - 7; Kolomyia - 4;

II -
grotp 37 24.27 Nadvirnyansky - 1; Rohatynsky - 7;
17,28 - 34.28 .
Sniatynsky - 6;
Tlumatsky - 4, Tysmenytskyi - 5
Horodenkivskyi - 2; Kalush - 1;
III group - Kolomyia - 1; Rohatynsky - 1;
34.29 —and 8 44.49 Sniatynsky - 1;
more Tlumatsky - 1;

Tysmenytsky - 1.

Tab. 2. Grouping of agricultural enterprises of Ivano-Frankivsk region at the level of management efficiency.

Source: calculated on the basis of [11].

Table 2 summarizes a number of conclusions:

1) the most numerous group in terms of management efficiency is group I, where the integrated
analyzed indicator is up to 9.34. The number of enterprises included in this group is 58 units or 56% of
all agricultural enterprises in the region. This group includes enterprises of all levels of Ivano-Frankivsk
region. Undoubtedly, this indicates negative trends in the organization of management activities of
agricultural enterprises;

2) the second group of enterprises with the level of management efficiency according to the
integrated indicator Emp from 17.28 to 34.28 includes 37 enterprises or 36%, i.e. about a third of all
enterprises. The average value of the analyzed indicator Emp in the group is only 24.27.

3) the third group of enterprises with the level of management efficiency includes only 8
enterprises, which is only 7.8% of the total number of agricultural enterprises in Ivano-Frankivsk
region. The average value of the analyzed indicator is 44.49, which is 4.8 times higher than the indicator
for group I and 1.8 times higher than the average for group II. In the territorial aspect, the analysis
shows that such enterprises are presented, as a rule, by one unit in certain calculations. Additional
calculations and observations show that this group includes powerful agricultural enterprises of the
Landfarm agroholding group and other enterprises with foreign investment. For the most part, these
agricultural formations specialize in the animal sector.
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The next stage of the study is to establish the relationship of the analyzed integrated indicator with
the number of labor of the enterprise 1 (Tab. 3).

Number of The average value of The average number
Groups enterprises in the the level of of employees per 1
group management efficiency enterprise, pers.
I group —up to 17.27 58 9.34 26
II group — 17.28 — 34.28 37 24.27 34
I group — 34.29 — and more 8 44.49 86

Tab. 3. Analysis of the impact of the number of employees on the level of efficiency of their management.
Source: calculated on the basis of [11].

From the data of table 3 and some other performed calculations the conclusions are generalized.
There is a direct relationship between the level of efficiency of personnel management and the average
number of employees in agricultural enterprises. Thus, the highest level of efficiency of personnel
management is observed in those enterprises where there are more employees. Thus, the first group
according to the indictor Emp includes enterprises with an average number of employees of 26 people,
the second group includes agricultural formations, where the average number of employees is 34
people, the third group includes enterprises with an average number of employees of 86 people, which
is 3.5 times more than in group I enterprises and 2.5 times more than in group II enterprises.

This is due to the fact that in large enterprises, including enterprises with foreign investment, there
is an extensive management system, including personnel management, and new techniques are used in
the management of the enterprise and personnel.

Thus, the data in Table 3 show that there is a direct close relationship between the number of
employees in agricultural enterprises and the level of efficiency of their management. As the number of
employees increases, the effectiveness of the management process grows.

To deepen this study, an analysis was conducted to establish the relationship between the size of
enterprises (by land area) and the level of efficiency of personnel management (Tab. 4).

Based on the data in table 4, we can summarize a number of conclusions. Thus, there is a direct
relationship between the size of agricultural enterprises (by land area) and the level of efficiency of
personnel management. If in group I with the lowest level of management efficiency (Emp = 9.34) the
average farm size is 1041.9 ha, then in group II, where Emp is 24.27, i.e. 2.6 times more, the average size
of agricultural formations is 1255.8 hectares, which is 213.9 hectares or 1.2 times more than in group I.

Numb.er of The average value of the The arable land of 1
Groups enterprises in level of management .
. . enterprise, ha
the group efficiency
I group —up to 17.27 58 9.34 1041.9
II group — 17.28 — 34.28 37 24.27 1255.8
I group — 34.29 — and more 8 44.49 5376.7

Tab. 4. The influence of the size of enterprises (by land area) on the level of efficiency of enterprise management.
Source: calculated on the basis of [11].

In the third group of enterprises indicator Emp is 44.49, which is 1.8 times higher than in the second
group and 4.8 times higher than in the first group. Accordingly, the area of agricultural land per 1
enterprise in group III is 4.3 times larger than in group II and 5.2 times larger than in group I.

From the calculations it follows that in group III the average size of enterprises and other
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performance indicators of enterprises are much higher than in other enterprises of the region.
The next step in the study of causal relationships and dependencies is to analyze the impact of
staffing per 100 hectares of land on the level of efficiency of its management (Tab. 5).

Number of The average value of the | The average number of
Groups enterprises in level of management employees per 100
the group efficiency hectares of land, pers.
I group —up to 17.27 58 9.34 27
II group — 17.28 — 34.28 37 24.27 29
I group — 34.29 — and more 8 44.49 19

Tab. 5. Analysis of the impact of land supply of enterprises by staff on the level of efficiency
of its enterprise management. Source: calculated on the basis of [11].

From the data of table 5 and the data of other calculations we have a number of conclusions:

1) between the analyzed indicators there is no direct relationship in trends;

2) in the enterprises of groups I and II, where Emp is 9.34 and 24.27, respectively, the average
number of employees per 100 hectares of land was 27 and 29, respectively, i.e. almost the same. In the
third group of enterprises - where the Emp indicator is much higher - 44.49, the average number of
employees per 100 hectares of land is only 19;

3) additional analysis shows that the reasons for this are that a small number of enterprises of
group III - 8 units is characterized by a high level of technical and technological equipment,
organization of production and labor, which allows to use less manual labor, obtaining higher
performance. In addition, most companies in this group specialize in animal husbandry, including PJSC
“Avargard” (Tysmenytsia district), LLC “Rosan-Agro” (Rohatyn district), LLC “Stern-Agro” (Tlumach
district), LLC “Danosha” (Kalush district). These enterprises usually use the area of agricultural land to
obtain the necessary fodder base.

The results of research (Tab. 6) showed that the level of management efficiency is directly
dependent on the amount of resources involved in the production process. The larger the company, the
higher the concentration of production, the more rationally organized personnel management.

Group of enterprises by the level of efficiency
.Emp 17.28 - . Emp 34.
LLE 17.27
mp to 17.2 34.28 and more
Number of enterprises in the group 58 37 8
The average value of the level of efficiency 9.34 2407 44.49
of personnel management
The average number of. agricultural % 34 36
employees per enterprise, persons
Area of agricultural land per enterprise, ha 1042 1256 5377
The average number of employees per 100
) 25 2.7 1.6
hectares of agricultural land lands, persons

Tab. 6. Dependence on the effectiveness of agricultural management enterprises of lvano-Frankivsk region

from certain factors, on average for 2015-2018. Source: calculated on the basis of [11].
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Thus, based on the developed methodology for assessing the effectiveness of management of
agricultural enterprises a comprehensive analysis of agricultural formations of Ivano-Frankivsk region
was conducted. The main causal relationships and factors that affect the level of effectiveness of the
management process were identified.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Based on the development of various scientific approaches to assessing the effectiveness of
management of agricultural enterprises, we have developed our own methodology for assessing the
effectiveness of management of agricultural enterprises, based on an integrated assessment of three
components of enterprise management: economic efficiency, social management and organizational
management. Approbation of this method was based on the analysis of agricultural enterprises of
Ivano-Frankivsk for the period 2015-2018. In the process of assessing the effectiveness of management
of agricultural enterprises, the main factors influencing this process by using the grouping method
were investigated. The results of the approbation showed that the developed methodology for
assessing the effectiveness of management of agricultural enterprises can be used in practice.
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Jxy6is Basentmna, fIky6iB Poman, Makcumis Oais, I'puropyk Ipmua, Ilomaauuerns Haszapisi, Isamryk
Harazis. Ominka epeKTMBHOCTI yIpaBAiHHA CiAbCHKOTOCIIOAAPCHKUMM IAIIPMEMCTBAMIL MeTOAMKa Ta
aHaais TeHAeHIiN. XKypnaa Ipuxapnamcoxozo yrisepcumemy imeni Bacuas Cmepanuxa, 7 (3) (2020), 19-26.

Y crarti npoanaaizoBaHo pi3Hi HayKOBi IiAX0AM A0 34iiCHEHHS OLiHKM e(eKTUBHOCTI yIIpaBAiHHS
mignpueMmcrsaMu. OOIpyHTOBaHO IlepeBarM i HeAOAIKM BMKOPMCTaHHS YOTUPHOX HaAMMOMIMPEHIiIINX
MeTOAIB OIiHKM e(peKTUBHOCTI AisIABHOCTI MAIPUEMCTB: 1) KOMIIAeKCHa OLiHKa Ha MeTOAaX eKOHOMIYHOTO
aHaJi3y; 2) aHaAi3 Ha OCHOBI eKCIIepMMEHTHNX OIiHOK; 3) 3a 4OIIOMOTOIO0 0aABHOTO MeTOoAy; 4) Ha OCHOBI
TecTyBaHHs. BpaxoByloum Te, IIO Ha AaHMII 4ac BiACYTHINI €AMHMIT MigXi4 A0 OLIHKM e(deKTMBHOCTi
yIIpaBAiHHA HiATIPUEMCTBaMY, i B T.4. CiAbCBKOTOCTIOAAPCHKUMM ITiATIpUEMCTBaMH, Y CTaTTi 3alIPOIIOHOBaHO
aBTOPCBKY METOAMKY OLIiHKU e(eKTUBHOCTI MeHeA>XMEHTY Ha CiAbCBKOIOCIIOAapChKUX HMignpueMcts. JaHa
MeTo4duKa IlepeA0ada€, IO eQeKTUBHICTh VIPaBAiHHA Ha CiABCBKOIOCIIOAAPCHKUX —ITiATIPMEMCTBAX
BI3HAYA€ThCA IIASXOM IHTETPYBaHHAM TPbOX IIOKAa3HUKIB: €KOHOMI4HOI eQeKTUBHOCTI YIIpaBAiHHS,
coIiaAbHOL e(l)eKTI/IBHOCTi yHOpaBAiHHA Ta OpTraHi3aliliHOl e(l)eKTI/IBHOCTi yIIpaBAiHHsA. 3aIlpoIlOHOBaHa
MeTOAMKa Ilepebaya€ moeTarHe iHTeTpyBaHH: YaCTKOBMX 19 MOKa3HMKIB B pO3pisi eKOHOMIYHOI, COlliaAbHOI
Ta OpTraHizalliliHOl e(l)eKTI/IBHOCTi AiAAbBHOCTI. 3 MeTOIO0 ampoOallii po3poO.AeHOI MeTOAMKM OILIiHKM
e(eKTMBHOCTi yIpaBAiHHA IIPOBEeJeHO aHali3 A4aHOTO sBMINA Ha 0asi CiAbChKOTOCIOAAPCHKMX MiAIIPMEMCTB
Ipano-®Ppankiscpkoi o0aacti. Ha ocHOBI BUKOpMCTaHHS MeTOAY TPYITyBaHH: A0CAiA>KeHO BILAMB YMCeAbHOCTI
NpaliBHMUKIB Ha piBeHb e(PEeKTUBHOCTI MEHeAXXMEHTY Ha CiAbCbKOTOCIIOJAPChKMX IiAIIPMEMCTBAX, BILAWB
poaMipy migmpuemMcrsa (3a IAomIaMM 3eMeAb) Ha piBeHb e(QEeKTUBHOCTI MeHeAXXMEHTy Ha
CiABCBKOTOCIIOAAPCHKIX MAIIPMEMCTBAX Ta BILAMB cepeJHBOTrO piBH: 3abe3mnedeHOCTi mparnisHuKaMy Ha 100
ra CiABCBKOTOCIIOAQPCBKMX VIiAb Ha PpiBeHb eQeKTMBHOCTI yHOpaBAiHHA arpopopMyBaHHAMMU. 3a
pes3yAbpTaTaMI AOCAiAKE€HHs BCTaHOBJAEHO, IO po3pobieHa HaMM MeTOAMKa OLIHKM e(eKTMBHOCTI
YIIpaBAiHHSA CiAbCHKOTOCIIOAAPCHKUMM IiATIPYEMCTBAMY MOKe BUKOPUCTOBYBaTUCh Ha ITPaKTULI.

Karouosi caosa: ynpaBaiHHA, e(PeKTMBHICTh yHpaBAiHH:A, CiAbCHKOTOCIOAApChKi IiAIIpMEMCTBa,
eKOHOMiuHa e(peKTUBHICTH, colliaabHa eeKTIBHICTh, OpTaHi3ariliHa e(peKTUBHICTE.



