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Abstract 

The purpose of the article is to substantiate the theoretical positions and develop practical recommendations for the development of tools 

for analytical assessment of the competitiveness of an enterprise, taking into account the influence of the corruption component. It has been 

established that the main inalienable structural components of the analytical assessment of the competitiveness of enterprises on the market 

are: 1) the efficiency of the enterprise (in four components: financial and economic efficiency, commercial efficiency, production-

technological efficiency, social efficiency); 2) the competitiveness of the enterprise’s products (includes calculation of such indicators as an 

integral indicator of product quality (useful effect), price of products, integral indicator of service quality and other additional (consumer) 

product parameters). 

 

Keywords: Competitive Advantages; Competitiveness of the Enterprise; Corruption Risks; Enterprise; Method of Assessment of 

Competitiveness. 
 

 

1. Introduction  
 

Modern theory and practice of doing business proves 

that in existent market relations a high level of 

competitiveness of the enterprise is a key condition 

(component) to ensure its effective development and 

formation of prospects. Competitiveness and investment 

attractiveness of enterprises is the most important 

locomotive of competitiveness of industries and 

countries, the basis of their development (Falciola, 

Jansen & Rollo, 2020), (Skrynkovskyi, 2008), 

Skrynkovskyi, 2011), Maalouf, Abi Aad & El Masri, 

2020). To ensure the competitiveness of the enterprise, it 

is methodologically important to integrate and model the 

performance indicators of enterprises according to new 

qualitative approaches in accordance with its strategic 

objectives and achievement of economic goals under 

certain spatio-temporal conditions. 

Today economists and practitioners offer a significant 

list of approaches to assessing the competitiveness of an 

enterprise. The authors of scientific papers 

(Dluhopolska, 2014), (Levytska, 2013), (Shynkar, 2011) 

present the concepts and tools (parameters, criteria, 

methods) of analytical and graphic evaluation of the 

competitiveness of an enterprise, taking into account the 

peculiarities of its economic activity. Scientific papers 

(Dluhopolska, 2014) and (Levytska, 2013) consider the 

partial method of evaluating the competitiveness of an 

enterprise, which provides the graphical assessment of 

the competitiveness of products, and its interpretation, 

according to various economic (price), marketing and 

consumer parameters of products, taking into account the 

ratio between them; (Shynkar, 2011) presents a 

comprehensive system of methods for assessing the 

competitiveness of an enterprise, which aims at 

simultaneous evaluation of the maximum range of areas and 

units of the enterprise with regard to its ability to develop in 

the strategic plane and create competitive advantages. The 

author (Horshkova, 2012) emphasizes that the choice of 

indicators, methods of their calculation, depend directly on 

such factors as the purpose of the analysis and evaluation, 

business sphere, available information (data, information), 

etc. However, in these works, the methodological and 

criterial support of the analytical method for assessing the 

competitiveness of enterprises on the basis of business 

indicators is not fully substantiated. 

 

2. Literature Reviews 
 

On the basis of the analysis of papers (Melnyk, 2010b), 

(Purlys, 2010), (Tsaritova, 2017), (Shved & Bila, 2017) it has 

been found out that scientists clearly state the existence of 

the relationship between the systems of economic diagnosis 

and assessment of the competitiveness of an enterprise. 

Along with it, according to the results of the study (Falciola, 

Jansen & Rollo, 2020), (Maalouf, Abi Aad & El Masri, 

2020), (Salehi & Moghadam, 2019) it has been found out 

that multidimensional analysis of external factors, 

influencing the competitiveness of the enterprise allows to 

increase the information base for management decisions. 
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This is a very positive aspect, but the authors (Falciola, 

Jansen & Rollo, 2020), (Salehi & Moghadam, 2019), 

(Panchal & Krishnamoorthy, 2019) do not take into 

account the internal and external reserves of the enterprise 

in terms of resource constraints.  

There is also no emphasis on the priority of the human (as 

a factor) according to factor and result characteristics, 

where: knowledge from a managerial point of view is a 

resource that provides effective business management, 

increases corporate profits, etc. (Panchal & 
Krishnamoorthy, 2019), (An, Ri & Rim, 2019); 

knowledge management in the system «type of innovation 

- type of development» has a direct and significant impact 

on the competitiveness of the firm (An, Ri & Rim, 2019), 

(Mohamad & Mat Zin, 2019), (Bloodgood, 2019). 

From here it is obvious that the basis for the selection of 

business indicators for assessing the competitiveness of 

enterprises is based on the factors of competitiveness 

(Gontareva et al., 2020), competitive advantages of the 

enterprise, the components of functioning of the 

organization, some unique product properties, etc. The 

conclusion is made about the lack of a unified and 

systematic approach in this direction. 

The papers (Melnyk, 2010b), (Hetman & Shapoval, 

2007), (Lutsii & Vesperis, 2010), (Shevchenko, 2008), 

(Tielietov & Letunovska, 2014)  consider the 

methodological and methodical principles of analytical 

assessment of the competitiveness of an enterprise, which 

are based on a certain list of principles, clear meaningful 

definition and selection of business indicators, specific 

assessment methods, etc. In particular, the authors of 

(Shevchenko, 2008) recommend to use both interrelated 

and interconnected indicators for assessing the 

competitiveness of the enterprise, most of which, 

according to experts, are of little use in practice, have a 

high level of subjectivity and a lack of scientific 

substantiation. Along with it, we believe that the proposed 

analytical tools for assessing the competitiveness of 

enterprises have a certain cluttered look due to the use of 

methodological procedures which include duplication of 

certain business processes. However, a positive thing in 

this area is that the authors (Melnyk, 2010b) and (Hetman 

& Shapoval, 2007) provide quite clear content 

argumentation in view of the distinction between such key 

concepts as “enterprise competitiveness” and “product 

competitiveness”, since the assessment of product 

competitiveness is an integral part of the enterprise’s 

competitiveness assessment. 

Analysis of literary sources suggests that, firstly, the 

thesis of the authors of work (Kuzmin & Horbal, 2005) 

“In spite of the need for a deep analysis of the competition 

and the enterprise’s own competitiveness, in practice such 

an analysis is rarely performed” remains relevant. 

Secondly, most often, in the methodological plan, the 

assessment of the competitiveness of the enterprise is 

reduced to an elementary interpretation of the aggregate 

estimation, which is obtained by the additive method. 

Ignoring more complex, including economic-

mathematical, methods and approaches, which allow to 

take into account the connection between the 

competitiveness of the organization and informal relations 

between the subjects of the market is present. In Ukraine, in 

particular, such relations are manifested in violation of the 

legislation on protection of economic competition 

(Skrynkovskyy & Chubenko, 2016) and corruption and 

corruption-related offenses (Pawlowski, Kramar & 

Skrynkovskyy, 2016). At the same time, it is worth noting 

that corruption in Ukraine, according to the evaluation of the 

experts of the anti-corruption organization Transparency 

International, taking into account the high profile corruption 

cases in Ukraine, covered in the media, is the most important 

negative factor, which not only hinders the development of 

competition and is an obstacle to the formation of 

competitiveness of enterprises, but also affects the economic 

growth of the business as a whole. In this context, it is 

important and appropriate to analyze the impact of the 

corruption phenomenon on the competitiveness of Ukrainian 

enterprises. All this, given the results of previous studies 

(Skrynkovskyy & Chubenko, 2016), (Pawlowski, Kramar & 

Skrynkovskyy, 2016), influenced the choice of direction and 

the formation of the final topic of the study. 

 

3. Results 

 

3.1. Analytical assessment of the competitiveness of 

enterprises on the market 

 

On the basis of the results of the performed research, it has 

been established that: 

1. Effective development and formation of the prospect of 

any enterprise directly depends on its competitiveness and 

investment attractiveness (Melnyk, 2010b), (Pawlowski, 

2017), which are under significant influence of the level of 

formation and development of the educational and 

professional capacity of its staff, practical aspects of the 

introduction (or use) of modern information systems and 

technologies at the enterprise (Isabekovna, 2013) and 

corruption risks in the field of management and 

administration (Hnylytska, 2017). 

2. The competitiveness of the enterprise (C) on the market 

should be understood as:  

1) A synthetic relative spatiotemporal parameter, which 

reflects the characteristics (or competitiveness) of products 

(P) and the efficiency of the (E) enterprise (in four 

components: financial and economic efficiency, commercial 

efficiency, production-technological efficiency, social 

efficiency (Pawlowski, 2017), which enable it to occupy the 

corresponding positions on the market of a certain level of 

concentration (I) (Melnyk, 2010b); 

2) Its ability (possibility) to achieve specific competitive 

advantages over other enterprises on a certain (determined) 

market (Kuzmin & Horbal, 2005). 

At the same time, the work of (Kuzmin & Horbal, 2005) 

deserves special attention. It states that in order to assess the 

competitiveness of an enterprise (C) it is expedient to use 

the formula (1): 
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where Vi/V (or a1) is the relative (specific) weight of the 

product (products) of the enterprise in the volume of sales 

for the analyzed period (determined by the shares of the 

unit i=1, 2, 3 ... n); V1 – sales volume of the goods for the 

analyzed period, monetary unit; V – total sales of products 

of the enterprise for the same period, monetary unit; bj – 

indicator of the value of the market in which the product is 

sold (for developed countries, the value of markets is 

recommended for 1,0, for other countries – 0,7, for the 

home market – 0,5); Cij – the competitiveness of the i-

commodity in the j-market (j=1, 2, 3 ... m) or structural 

component P according to the interpretation of the essence 

of the category (concept) “competitiveness of the 

enterprise” (Kuzmin & Horbal, 2005). 

 

 

Fig. 1. Components of the analytical assessment of the competitiveness of the enterprise in the market,  

sources: formed on the basis by (Melnyk, 2010b) 
 

Considering the abovementioned and taking into account 

the conceptual orientation of the problem assessment, 

Figure 1 presents the main components of the analytical 

assessment of the competitiveness of the enterprise in 

the market. 

In this context (Figure 1), the results of the research of 

scientific works (Melnyk, 2010b), (Pawlowski, 2017), 

(Zaika & Gridin, 2016) prove that it is expedient to 

evaluate the efficiency of the activity (E) of the 

enterprise (within the limits of the abovementioned four 

components) according to the specific business 

indicators (coefficients, parameters) according to the 

economic-mathematical model – formula (2) drawn up 

by the authors for the results of scientific and practical 

research (Melnyk, 2010b), (Pawlowski, 2017), (Zaika & 

Gridin, 2016), (Protsiuk, Tsybulskyy & Tsyuh, 2013): 
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where E – efficiency of activities (as a component of 

determining the effectiveness of business processes at the 

enterprise in the system “information – resource – time”) 

(Oleksiuk, 2016); Efe – financial and economic efficiency 

of the enterprise; Ec – commercial efficiency of the 

enterprise; Ept – production and technological efficiency 

of the enterprise; Es – social efficiency of the enterprise; 

pfe1 – coefficient of return on capital (assets); pfe2 – 

coefficient of general liquidity; pfe3 – coefficient of 

autonomy; pfe4 – coefficient of financial leverage; pc1 – 

coefficient of profitability of sales; pc2 – average maturity 

of accounts payable; pc3 – average maturity of accounts 

receivable (days); ppt1 – output-capital ratio; ppt2 – return on 

material; ppt3 – productivity; ppt4 – capital stock; ps1 – the 

level of satisfaction of owners and employees with a set of 

social benefits and guarantees (taking into account forms 

and systems of remuneration (Kuzmin, 1995), (Bozhok & 

Balanovych, 2015) in relation to the cost of them (in the 

system “time – quality – cost”) or with an increase in the 

return on the work of employees (in the system “effect – 

result”); ps2 – the level of satisfaction of consumers’ needs 

in services, goods, etc. in the market. 

It should be noted here that the formulas for calculating 

business indicators (coefficients, parameters) of the 

components of the evaluation of the efficiency of the 

enterprises (Efe, Ec, Ept), their content and criterion values 

(taking into account the contradictions of the Ukrainian 

legal and regulatory framework in the field of economic 

diagnostics of enterprises) is presented in the scientific 

works by (Melnyk, 2010b), (Melnyk, 2010a). At the same 

time, it has been established that despite the reforms and 

legislative changes that are being implemented in Ukraine 

today, these studies remain relevant. 

In addition, within the framework of the study of scientific 

work (Khobta, 2005), it has been found out that a full and 

objective assessment of the effectiveness of the enterprise 

should include such types of evaluation as: 1) absolute 

assessment; 2) relative assessment (includes: comparing the 

value of the indicator with the best level; comparing the 

value of the indicator with the normative values; comparing 

the value of the indicator with the indicator of any other 

enterprise). 

Efficiency of the operation of the 

enterprise (E) COMPETITIVENESS OF THE 

ENTERPRISE (C) 

Competitiveness of the 

company’s products (P) 

 

Concentration of the market 

in which the enterprise (I) 
functions 
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At the same time, it has been brought to light that any 

company represents itself on the market with the products 

it produces. Traditionally (classically) the competitiveness 

of enterprise products (P) is considered as a set of 

characteristics of products (quality, value), ensuring its 

compliance with the requirements of a specific market at a 

certain (definite) period of time. It is clear from this that 

this multifaceted integral concept characterizes the degree 

of attractiveness and usefulness of products (goods, 

works, services) for consumers in certain time and space 

conditions, which reflects the decisive factor of the 

company's success in the market (Melnyk, 2010b). 

Taking this into consideration, it should also be noted that 

for the resultative (effective, reliable, qualitative) 

measurement (or for the purpose of objective analytical 

assessment) of the competitiveness, one should, first of 

all, analyze: 1) a beneficial effect of functioning of a 

specific product and its competitors in the specific market 

for the normative period; 2) total expenses for the stages 

of the life cycle of goods on the market (throughout the 

period), aimed at obtaining a beneficial effect from them 

(Kuzmin & Horbal, 2005). 

It has been established that the integral level of the 

competitiveness of products (P) of the enterprise is 

recommended to be calculated by the formula (3): 
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,                                  (3) 

 

where n is the number of product parameters that are the 

subject of analytical assessment; Ri – expert score 

assessment of the corresponding product parameter; gi – 

validity of the corresponding parameter of production 

(Melnyk, 2010b), (Kuzmin & Horbal, 2005). 

 

At the same time, it should be noted that the level of 

competitiveness of enterprise products is appropriate to be 

determined on the basis of a combination of analytical and 

graphical methods for its evaluation (Skrynkovskyy, 

Shpak, Protsiuk & Noga, 2018), based on the 

characteristics of the product parameters, which are 

presented in Figure 2. 

 

 
 

 

Fig. 2. An example of the graphical method for assessing the competitiveness of enterprise products, sources: formed on the basis by 

(Melnyk, 2010b), (Hetman & Shapoval, 2007), (Kuzmin & Horbal, 2005), (Skrynkovskyy, Shpak, Protsiuk & Noga, 2018) 

 

In this context, the scientific work (Protsiuk, Tsybulskyy 

& Tsyuh, 2013) deserves special attention. It states that an 

important component of the assessment of the 

competitiveness of an enterprise is the consideration 

(analysis and evaluation) of the level of market 

concentration (I). The intensity of competition is a 

determining (key) factor in the formation of a business 

entity’s strategy. 

It was determined that the level of competition is 

measured by means of an economic-mathematical model 

– Gerfindahl-Girshman Index (I) – formula (4): 
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where ki is the market share of the i-enterprise, %, i=1...m; 

m – the number of enterprises offering goods of the same 

type in the market; often using m=50 (the Gerfindahl-

Hirschman Index characterizes not the market share 

controlled by several major companies, but the distribution 

of the market power among all subjects in a particular 

market) (Melnyk, 2010b), (Kuzmin & Horbal, 2005), 

(Protsiuk, Tsybulskyy & Tsyuh, 2013). 

At the same time, one of the tools for assessing monopoly 

power in the market is the Lerner Index (L) – formula (5): 
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where P is the price of a commodity unit in the market; M 

– marginal costs; E – coefficient of elasticity of demand 

for goods (the value of the Lerner Index can vary within 0 

to 1. The greater is the value of Lerner Index, the greater 

is the monopoly power of the enterprise (Kuzmin & 

Horbal, 2005). 

On the basis of the analysis of literary sources, in 

particular (Melnyk, 2010b), (Protsiuk, Tsybulskyy & 

Tsyuh, 2013), and taking into account the results of the 

previous studies (Skrynkovskyy, Shpak, Protsiuk & Noga, 

2018), (Kataev, 2014), (Kataev, 2016), it has been 

determined that the general coefficient of competitiveness 

of an enterprise, with account of the concentration of the 

market (formula (4)) will be determined by the formula 

(6): 

 

PEIC  ,                             (6) 

 

If C is closer to 1, this indicates the high level of 

competitiveness of the industrial enterprise; if C=0.5, then 

the enterprise is equivalent to the current competitor; if C 

is less than 0.5, then the enterprise is uncompetitive on a 

certain (specific) market. 

 

3.2. Corruption as a factor of influence on the 

competitiveness of enterprises in the 

market of Ukraine 

 

Today in Ukraine, the main determinant of business 

offenses is the inconsistent, and sometimes frankly 

contradictory, the policy of the state (including corruption 

with the practice of double standards) in this direction 

(Transparency International Ukraine, 2018), (Voitovych, 

2018). 

At the same time, existing corruption (as a negative social 

and economic phenomenon), bureaucracy and political 

instability significantly discredit Ukraine in the 

international arena, impede the flow of investments into the 

real and financial sectors of the national economy, and 

adversely affect the competitiveness of enterprises in the 

markets (especially in the industry and agrarian sector), 

create unfavorable conditions for doing business, become 

an obstacle to the development of the national economy 

and European integration prospects of Ukraine, etc. 

(Transparency International Ukraine, 2018), (Revak, 2011), 

(Piasetska-Ustych, 2016), (Voloshenko, 2014). 

In this context, it is also worth noting that A. Gunder (the 

President of the American Chamber of Commerce in 

Ukraine) argues that “corruption remains a problem for 

business representatives in Ukraine. ... Fighting corruption 

and creating an Anti-corruption court should become a 

priority for 2018, because in the business community’s 

view, eradicating corruption is the key to economic growth 

and attracting direct foreign investment” (Kravchuk, 2018). 

Considering the abovementioned and taking into account 

the economic content of corruption (Figure 3), it was 

ascertained that such a negative situation in Ukraine can be 

explained by the lack of political will on the part of the 

country’s authority to resolute (rigid, constructive, 

effective) fight against corruption and a low level of public 

trust to Ukrainian courts and prosecutors (Transparency 

International Ukraine, 2018), (Voitovych, 2018), (Revak, 

2011), (Voloshenko, 2014), (Kravchuk, 2018). 

 

 
 

Fig. 3. The economic content of corruption, sources: formed on the basis by (Revak, 2011) 

 

Along with that, it has been established that today the 

reduction of corruption in Ukraine depends on: 1) the 

effective functioning of the Anti-corruption court and the 

continuation of judicial reform; 2) introduction of new 

(modern) electronic state information systems and 

technologies (in particular, improvement of the system of 

interaction between the state, society and business in the 

aspect of electronic public procurement) (Yuzevych, 

Official Subsystem Unofficial Subsystem 
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Klyuvak & Skrynkovskyy, 2016); 3) strengthening the 

capacity of investigating authorities in certain areas of 

their professional work and depriving law enforcement 

bodies of the right to interfere into economic activity; 4) 

the full restart of the National Agency for the Prevention 

of Corruption by updating the management and personnel 

of the department; 5) termination of interagency struggle 

between anti-corruption bodies (in particular, between the 

National Anti-Corruption Bureau of Ukraine and the 

Specialized Anti-Corruption Prosecutor’s Office of 

Ukraine); 6) increasing legal liability for any pressure on 

journalists, academics and activists working in the field of 

prevention and counteraction to corruption in Ukraine, 

etc. (Transparency International Ukraine, 2018), 

(Voitovych, 2018), (Kravchuk, 2018). 

At the same time, it should be noted that the economic 

literature (Kravchuk, 2018), (Basantsov & Zubareva, 

2016), (Kokhan, 2013), (Fleychuk, 2010) present a wide 

range of corruption indicators and assessment methods 

that are appropriate to be used in scientific research and to 

be adapted to the current conditions of Ukraine’s 

economic development and its Euro-integration 

perspectives in order to increase the competitiveness of 

enterprises and their investment attractiveness. 

It is also useful to note the results of research by 

(Klitgaard, 2008), (Klitgaard, Maclean-Abaroa & Lindsey 

Parris, 2000), according to which it can be seen that the 

phenomenon of corruption can be described as a 

predisposition to corruption, which includes low risk, 

moderate punishment and high profit – formula (7): 
 

AFMK  ,                                  (7) 
 

where K is corruption; M – monopoly; F – freedom of 

action; A - accountability. 

At the same time, the scientific work by (Fleychuk, 2010) 

presents a quantitative definition of the preconditions and 

factors of corruption at micro and macro levels. In 

general, it (i.e. corruption index) can be represented as a 

set of indicators of monopolization of certain spheres of 

activity and ineffectiveness of institutions, except for 

liability and motivation for legal activity – formula (8): 
 

   i i legK M I O Z    ,                (8) 
 

where Ki – is the index of corruption; Mi – index of 

monopolization of certain types of activities, 10  iM ; 

I – coefficient of efficiency of the institutional base, 

10  I ; O – employee liability ratio, 10 O ; Zleg – 

coefficient of motivation to legal activity, 0legZ  

(Revak, 2011), (Fleychuk, 2010). 

In this context, the work “Crime and punishment: 

economic approach” by the Laureate of the Nobel Prize in 

Economics (1992) G. S. Becker deserves special attention 

(Becker, 1968). He expressed the expected benefit of 

committing an offense by the formula (9): 
 

     pfYUfYpUYUpEU  )(1 ,               (9) 
 

where EU is an expected utility of the crime; p – 

probability of conviction of the offender; Y – income from 

crime; U – utility function of the offender; f – punishment 

for a crime (Becker, 1968), (Nezhurbida, 2012), (Haga, 

1987). 

According to G. Becker’s economics and mathematical 

model – see formula (8), the potential offender has the 

following two alternatives: 1) the choice of criminal 

activity (with EU>0); 2) the choice of law-abiding 

behavior (with EU<0) (Becker, 1968), (Nezhurbida, 2012), 

(Haga, 1987). 

In addition, according to the results of research papers 

(Skrynkovskyy & Chubenko, 2016), (Piasetska-Ustych, 

2016), (Voloshenko, 2014), (Dryomin, 2013) it can be 

argued that corruption (or corruption offenses and offenses 

related to corruption) as an economic phenomenon is latent, 

illegal, which is realized through rent-oriented behavior of 

officials, a form of socially unauthorized exchange, 

distribution and appropriation of certain economic benefits, 

money resources, securities and assets that restrict 

economic freedom, free competition and the access of 

citizens and business to national resources (Piasetska-

Ustych, 2016). 

It is clear from this that today in Ukraine in the field of 

economics, business and management there is a need to 

develop effective and resultative measures of legal impact 

(in particular, strengthening legal liability) that would 

allow to make economically disadvantageous committing 

of corrupt acts and other offenses related to corruption, 

with the aim of supporting and protecting economic 

competition, limiting monopolies in economic activity and 

increasing the competitiveness of enterprises in the market 

on the basis of development of competitive relations. 
 

4. Conclusions 
 

The results of the research prove that: 

1. The competitiveness of a company on the market should 

be understood as: 1) a synthetic relative spatiotemporal 

parameter, which reflects the characteristics (or 

competitiveness) of products and the efficiency of the 

enterprise, allowing it to occupy the relevant positions in 

the market of a certain level of concentration; 2) its ability 

(possibility) to achieve specific competitive advantages 

over other enterprises on a certain (definite) market. 

2. The main (key) integral structural components of the 

analytical assessment of the competitiveness of enterprises 

on the market are: 1) the efficiency of the enterprise (in 

four components: financial and economic efficiency, 

commercial efficiency, production and technological 

efficiency, social efficiency); 2) the competitiveness of the 

enterprise’s products (includes calculation of such 

indicators as an integral indicator of product quality (useful 

effect), price of products, integral indicator of service 

quality and other additional (consumer) product 

parameters); 3) the concentration of the market in which 

the enterprise carries out its activities. 

3. Today, corruption in Ukraine (as a negative social and 

economic phenomenon), bureaucracy and political 

instability significantly discredit the country on the 

international scene, impede the flow of investment and 

adversely affect the competitiveness of enterprises 

(especially in the industrial and agricultural sectors). The 

main determinant of offenses in the field of doing business 
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is, for the most part, inconsistent, and sometimes openly 

contradictory, policies of the state (including corruption 

with the practice of double standards) in this direction. 

4. Reducing the level of corruption in Ukraine requires 

further elaboration of effective and resultative measures 

of legal impact (in particular, strengthening legal liability) 

that would make it economically unprofitable to commit 

corruption offenses and other corruption-related offenses 

in order to: 1) support and protect economic competition; 

2) restrict monopoly in economic activity; 3) increase the 

competitiveness of enterprises in the market through the 

development of competitive relations. 

The prospect of further research in this direction is the 

development of a conceptual model of enterprise 

development and the formation of its prospect. 
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