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The aim of the research is to develop the basic economic evaluation concepts of machine-
building enterprises in their development, which is formulated to achieve three objectives: to
examine existing approaches to economic evaluation of the various machine-building
enterprises components; to identify key groups of indicators for each of the assessment; to
compose the selection process of individual indicators and mechanism of structure changes in
the enterprise development.

Past studies have shown that the existing systems of machine building enterprises
economic evaluation mainly focused on the analysis of business results and financial
performance. Thus there are many evaluation systems of machine-building companies’
innovative development, their organizational settings and market environment, which,
however, do not meet the comprehensive evaluation of some discrete levels of business and did
not allow a rapid response to sudden changes in the environment or the needs of incremental
adaptation strategy development enterprises to these changes.

Balanced Scorecard Kaplan R. and D. Norton system and tableau de bord, which is used
in France solve the adaptation problem of evaluation indicators in developing machine
building enterprises. However, these systems provide opportunities to integrate quantitative
and qualitative indicators to evaluate in different directions and implement cascade control at
different management levels; they do not sufficiently reflect the organizational and social
aspects of machine building enterprises under uncertainty environment.

The studies were reviewed and modified balanced scorecard by Meysela L., Niven P., K.
Radchenko, which aimed to shift the focus on the priority of human factors by innovative
management. However, these approaches do not provide the necessary level of flexibility in
selecting indicators assessment at different stages of development machine building enterprises
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and do not give answers to questions of priority and composition of these indicators specific to
the industry.

Given the characteristics of the machine-building enterprises and professional research
formed the general concept of economic evaluation that integrates economic, organizational
and innovative directions of the enterprise development, integrating the positive aspects of the
described approaches to evaluation and provides a stable effect at each stage of the entity
development.

The concept involves the choice of basic indicators at the stage of diagnosis the
enterprise current status, and when the development strategies are built – the calculation of
projected values. After activities implementation the actual values of basic indicators are
calculated and compared with their projections, and the result of this comparison allows you
to select a group of functional indicators. After making arrangements, the calculation results
give a real detailed economic evaluation of new actual state and the effectiveness of the
enterprise within the described cycle.

At the beginning of the next cycle of the machine-building enterprise basic indicators set
has to be adjusted according to the number and composition based on how profoundly the
proposed functional performance trends have changed the initial structure evaluation of the
research object. This approach is justified by the stability conditions of most business
processes, but is limited in use. In this case it is no longer on the evaluation process of building
enterprise but effectively to create a new business model.

Keywords: economic evaluation, machine building enterprise, enterprise development,
scorecard, balanced scorecard.

.
.

,
’ , ,

, .
,

, .
,

.

.
’ . ,

,
, .

- -
.

. . , . . , . . , . . , . . . [3, 4, 7, 9, 10,
11, 18].

. . , . . , . . , . . [5, 7, 16, 17].

. , . , . , . . ,
. , . [1, 2, 6, 11, 12–14].

. . , . . , . . ,
. . , . . , . . [3, 7, 9, 10, 11, 15].

. ,
,



308

,
.

, , ,
, ,

.
, ,

, ,
– .

.
.

:
;

;
.

.
,

 ( , , -
), ,

.
.

, ,
. ,

, , ,
.

 ( ),
( , ),

.
,

-
. . .

, , ,
, ,

,
[11, . 163–166], –

,
[11, . 166, 167]. ,

. ,
, ,

.
.

,
, , , .



309

,
:

− , ,  ( , -
, ,

);
−  ( ,  ( , ,

), );
−  ( , , , );
−  ( , , );
−  ( ,
, , );

−  ( , , , ) [3, 4, 8–11, 18].
, -

- .
-

, ,

.
,

, .
, ,

,  (
) .

(2–3 ),
. ,

,
, .

. ’
- , , ,

, , , .
,

.
, .

,
, : ,

, , ,
,

[7, 15, 16].
. . . .

, ,
, – .

: , , , ,
, , ,

[15, . 290].
, -

, , ,
, .

,



310

, , ’ , , -
, , , ’ ,

, ,
, [15].

,
.

-
,

.
, , ,

,
.

. . ,
: , , - ,

’ . ,
,

, ’ , , ,
[6, 12, 13, 14].

25 , -
, . . ,

,
:

[12, . 4–6]. ’
, 5 % , 25 %

, 85 %
, 60 % ’ [12, .9].

,
’ , ,

, ’ .
– ,

. , .
“ ’ ”  “ ”

. , .
, ,

– [2, . 47–52].
tableau de bord,

. ,
:  ( )  ( ),

,
. , ,
, , –

’ .
, [9, 10, 13, 14].

,
(Du Pont Model)

(ROI) Balanced Scorecard – BSC,
(EVA), ,



311

(EBIDTA), (MVA),
(TSR), (CFROI).

“ ” : (EPS),
(P/E),

(M/B), (ROE),
(RONA), (Cash Flow) . [1, 13, 10].

, , ,
. ,

, , ,
. , ,

, .
, Balanced Scorecard

,
. , ,

, ,
,

,
, ,

“ ” .

–
(EVA).

, ,
,

, , .
,

, ’
, ,

.
, , ,
.

Balanced Scorecard tableau de bord
,

. ,
, , .

- .
,  ( )

, ,
. . .

,
,

.
- , , -

, [17, . 282].
,
,



312

, .
, , :

– – ,
,  ( ,

, - ,
, , );

– – ,
,  (

, , , );
– - – - -

 ( ,
, ,

, );
– –

 ( ,
, ,

);
– – ,

 ( , ,
, ,

);
– –

 ( , ,
);

– –
[5, 7, 16, 17].

. . , . .
, 3 : -

 ( , , , ,
);  ( , ,

, , , );
 ( , , ,

, ). 15 ,
/ (15 ),

(21 )
(4 ) [5, . 26–30].

-
,

,
.

, , ’
, ,

’  ( . 1).

, ;
, .

- , - -



313

,
.

, -
.

,
,

.
, -

,
.

. 1.
:



314

, ,
, ({ si,

Opj, Itk}).
({ ’si, O’pj, I’tk}) .

, n-
,

({ l
si, Om

pj, In
tk}),

.

, ,

’ .
- ,

,
.

, ,
.

.
-

, ,
.

-
, -

.

, , , , ,
,

.

.
-

.

1. Ampuero M. Solving the Measurement Puzzle: How EVA and the Balanced Scorecard Fit
Together / M. Ampuero, J. Goranson, J. Scott // The Cap Gemini Ernst & Young Center for Business
Innovation. Issue 2 “Measuring Business Performance”. – 1998. – P. 45–52. ; 2. Maisel L.S. Performance
Management. L.S.Maisel // The Balanced Scorecard Approach // Journal of Cost Management. – 1992. –
Summer. – P.47–52.; 3. . . . 4- . .3

: 2- ., . / . . . – . : - , 2008. – 480 .;
4. . . /

. . , . . // . – 2005. – 1. – . 137–144.; 5. . .
/ . . ,

. . // . 2. – 2004. – .26–30.; 6. .
. / . ,

. : [ . .] – . :  “ - ”, 2003. – 298 .; 7. . .
: ,



315

: [ ] / . . , . . , . . , . . . –
: . -  “ ”, 2006. – 148 .; 8. . .

/ . . //
. : . – 2004. – 4. – .160–162.; 9. .

: [ ] / . . . – : -  “  “ ”, 2009. –
188 .; 10. . :

: [ ] / . . . – : -
, 2010. – 344 .; 11. .

:
 ( ) : [ ] / . . . – : -

“ ” “ ”, 2008. – 240 .; . –
: /

 [ . .] – : - , 2003. – 328 .; 13. . EVA
 [ ] / . . – :

http://www.cfin.ru/management/controlling/evalution.shtml; 14. . :
Balanced Scorecard tableau de bord [ ] / . . – :
http://www.iteam.ru/publications/strategy/section_27/article_611/; 15. . . : [ .

.] / . . , . . . – . : , 2011. – 312 .;
16. . . / . . . – . :

, 2003. – 176 .; 17. . . :
. 6- . / . . . – . : , 2008. – 448 .; 18.

: [ ] / . . . . . . . . . – 4- .,
. . – . : , 2002. – 571 .

http://www.cfin.ru/management/controlling/evalution.shtml;14
http://www.iteam.ru/publications/strategy/section_27/article_611/;15

