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Abstract — A complex of methodological principles for development of the systems of multi-level hiera-
rchical continued planning of restructuring of the industrial enterprises is substantiated.

The current planning principles, their interrelations are analyzed and a system of primary planning prin-
ciples servicing the methodological aspects for implementation of the concept of the multi-level hierarchical con-
tinued planning of restructuring of the industrial enterprises, complying with the present business environment of
the enterprises, allowing them to adapt for permanent changes of external economic environment is substantiated.
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PECTPYKTYPUSALIA NIANNPUEMCTB: IPUHIUIIN IIVIAHYBAHHA (METOJOJIOT'TYHI ACITIEKTH)

O0rpyHmosano KomMniekc npuHYunie po3podKu cucmem 6a2amopieHes020 iepapxiuno2o benepepeHo20 NAAHYBAHHA PecmpyKmypu-
3ayii npomucnosux nionpuemcms. IIpoananizosano iCHy04i NPUHYUNY NAAHYBAHHA, 63AEMO36'A3KU MIJIC HUMU MA OOIPYHMOSAHO cucmemy 6aso-
BUX NPUHYUNIE NIAHYBAHHS, KA 3a0e3neuye MemoooNo2iuHI 3acaou peanizayii KoHyenyii 6a2amopieHeso2o iepapxiuHo2o be3nepepeHoco niany-
BAHHSL peCMPYKMYypusayii npOMUCIO8UX NIONPUEMCME, WO GiON0BIOAE CYUACHUM YMOBAM (DYHKYIOHYBAHHA NIONPUEMCME | 00360J8€ aA0An-
myeamucs 0OCMaHHIiM 00 NOCMIUHUX 3MIH 308HIUHBO20 eKOHOMIYHO20 Cepedosuyd.

Kniouosi cnosa: npomucnoge nionpuemcmeso, cucmemu NiaHy8aHHA, MEMOOOIOIUHI NPUHYUNU.
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PECTPYKTYPU3AIWAS NPEINPUATHAN: MPUHIIAIIBI IJTIAHUPOBAHUS
(METOJOJOI'MYECKHUE ACIIEKTBI)

Obocnogan KomMnieKc npUHYUNOS paspadomKy CUcmem MHO20YPOSHEE8020 UEPaPXULECKO20 HeNPepbIGHO20 NAAHUPOBAHUSL PECPYKIY -
pusayuy npombiuiennbix npeonpusmuil. [Ipoananusuposanvt cyujecmgyiowjue npuHyunsl NIAHUPOGAHUS, 63AUMOCEA3U MeAHcOy HUMU U 0DoC-
HO6aHA cucmema 0A306bIX NPUHYUNOE NIAHUPOBAHUS, KOMOpAs obecneyugaem MemoooI02udecKue OCHOBbl peamusayull KOHYenyuu MHo20-
VPOBHEBO20 UEPAPXUYECKO20 HENPepbleHO20 NIAHUPOSAHUA DeCMPYKIMYPU3ayuu NpOoMbIUIEeHHbIX NPeOnpuamull, cOOmeemcmayouds cospe-
MEHHBIM YCIIOBUAM PYHKYUOHUPOBAHUS NPEONPUAMULL U NO360IAeN dAOANMUpOBAMbCs NOCICOHUM K NOCMOSHHbIM USMEHEHUSIM 6HeUHell KO-
Homuueckoll cpedvl. Komnnexc memooonoauueckux npuHyunog paspabomru cucmem MHO20YPOGHEE020 UEPAPXULECKO20 HEeNpepblHO20 CKOJIb=
35Ue20 NAAHUPOBANUSL.

Kniouegvie cnosa: npomuluiientoe npeonpusmue, CUcmemsl NIAHUPOBAHUS, MEMOOOI0UYECKUE NPUHYUNDL.

Problem statement. Increased degree of variability in the external economic environment of the domestic
industrial enterprises under conditions of open economy and macroeconomic instability add significance to planning
of enterprise restructuring and enterprise development in general, to improvement of the methodology and
methodological tools for development of the systems of planning and plans.

The methodological principles of planning shall combine up-to-date and most common scientific beliefs
about the structure of plans and planning systems, fundamental requirements to such systems and products of their
functioning i.e. plans, following which will make possible all required pre-conditions for effective implementation
of the planned function of management at the enterprises and finally their effective operation both while designing
the planning systems for development of the enterprises and while developing the plans. The main function of the
planning principles is likely to be fulfilled only if there is an internally consistent integral and complete system of
such principles, the definition and content of which is scientifically substantiated, rigorous, unambiguous and
constructive, where appropriation of every principle and mechanisms ensuring its practical realization are defined.

Relevance of implementation of effective planning systems in operation of the present-day domestic
industrial enterprises, significance and role of the main planning principles in the process of their development
provides thematic justification of studies aimed at clarification of economic content of the planning principles well-
known in the economic science, analysis of correctness and detailing, as appropriate, the definitions of the said
principles, establishing their interrelations and building the internally regulated system of the primary planning
principles excluding the redundant, auxiliary, light, just trivial and obvious principles.

Analysis of the latest studies and publications. The methodological issues, in particular the principles of
planning at the enterprises, are addressed almost in every comprehensive scientific work and educational guide
related to planning. A book by Henri Fayol published back in 1916 and translated into Russian in 1923 is considered
by many scientists to be one of the first such works [1, 2].

Yet analysis of numerous literary sources (for example, see [3—-11]) demonstrates that after all significance
of the methodological principles in development of the scientific theories and practical application of their
achievements, the planning principles are not a subject of a certain elaborate scientific analysis so far. In particular
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among the principles of planning mentioned and discussed in the economic environment there are the principles
with the definitions, which are not quite correct, lack unambiguity, vary with different authors, so their use as a
structural tool for development of the planning systems at the enterprises becomes problematic. Thus, for instance,
in [12] the principle of continued planning is associated with continuous control over fulfilment of the planned tasks
and with their required review in case of changed internal and external conditions. This is inconsistent with the most
popular interpretation of the principle in the scientific-and-methodological literature and to the greater extent com-
plies with the flexibility principle [4, 5, 9]. Among the principles of planning attention is often drawn to the general
scientific principles, which are obvious with the state-of-the-art development level of the scientific economic ideas,
such as the principle of necessity and scientificity [5-7, 9]. Some principles duplicate one another not only in whole
but also in certain aspects, not only any other principle but also several principles at the same time as is the case in
the principle of end-to-end planning [26], on the one hand, and the principles of systematicity and hierarchy, on the
other hand. Some principles differ from substantially similar principles only by designations. Concurrently the de-
signations are not equivalent with regard to their strict meaning (for example, see the principles of adaptability,
flexibility and elasticity which are almost equivalent by their content however not by precise terminology).

Elements of eclecticism, unambiguity of definitions of the principles, lack of their mutual ordering and
consistency complicate effective use of the principles as the methodological landmarks while designing the systems
of planning at the enterprises and substantiate necessity of their systematization based on the scientific analysis and
system approach.

Statement of the purposes. The article is aimed at substantiation of the main planning principles of enter-
prise activities in general and business development including restructuring, particularly discovering the relations
among the planning principles with identification of the primary, key planning principles and the principles that may
be the methodological basis for design of the planning systems and development of the plan systems to ensure
enterprise efficiency.

Description of the main study materials. The planning principles, being the methodological principles to
carry out the appropriate activities, shall demonstrate the primary specific features of enterprise activities and
external economic environment, planning as a major management function, specific character of organization of
planning as a type of management activity. As the most important characteristic of any industrial enterprise as an
object of management is its belonging to the economic systems, then it is appropriate to start analysis of all planning
principles from the principle of systematicity.

Principle of systematicity (system approach). The all-purpose and common principle among all others
referred to in the scientific literature in the context of the problem of planning is the principle of systematicity under
which any item (object, phenomenon, etc.) is treated as a system. Then the system approach is defined as an appro-
ach implementing the principle of systematicity, i.e. an approach treating any relevant item, object, phenomenon as
a system. Within the framework of this study the principle of systematicity is applicable for the object of planning,
i.e. an enterprise, for the development process of the planning system, system of planning itself and the whole of
plans as an ultimate product (result) of functioning of such system. In this regard the primary properties of the
planning object are the system properties which dictate strictly defined requirements to the planning systems and
plans developed whereby.

The content of both the principle of systematicity and system approach in itself is well-defined, based on
knowledge of the main system attributes and is clear enough from the methodological point of view. At the same
time subject to the high level of generality of the principle of systematicity and its basis on the equally similar
notions it is rather complicated to comply with this principle in practice, in certain studies and developments.
Consideration of adjacent and subordinate planning principles detailing the general principle of systematicity can
contribute to it.

Principle of complexity (complex approach). One of the principles claiming to be of the same or, to the
opinion of some scientists (see, for example, [5]), even higher degree of generality, is the principle of complexity.
Analysis of its origin and modern interpretations demonstrates a humber of unsolved issues, debatable matters,
which make for not quite correct definitions of this term and lack of consensus with regard to its content which is
characteristic of such situation.

The word “complex” (Latin complexus) originates from the Latin complect-, complectere meaning to
embrace, encompass, include [13]. It appeared in the Russian language over a century ago to mean: (a) homo-
geneous population considered as a whole; (b) a set of homogeneous items or phenomena which form an integral
unit; (psychology) a set of perceptions combined around any strong feelings [14].

In the modern English language the word “complex” is used in the following general scientific meanings: (1)
a concept-based whole consisting of compound and interconnected parts; composite structure; the one consisting of
the interconnected parts; the one having lots of various and independent however interconnected and interdependent
components or parts coupled by variety of connections; (2) composite, complicated to understand [13, 15].

It is seen that the definitions in meaning 1 are intrinsically very close to the first simple definitions of the
term “system” emerged much later with the spring and evolution of the systems theory (see the major work of the
pioneer of the systems theory L. von Bertalanffy [16] and review of definitions of the system, for instance, in [17, 18]).
Essentially these definitions may be qualified as a prototype of definitions of the term “system”. The mentioned fact
allows for the term “complex” to be treated as a synonym of the term “system” and also considered as a more
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general term in view of its higher uncertainty, indistinct nature as compared to the term “system” which has more
exact definition of the notion depicted. In the latter case the complex is understood as a set of interconnected
components, elements which are not necessarily a system. It should be noted that the above said is fully true with
regard to the adjectives “complex” and “systematic”.

There is another point attributable to definition of the complexity as complication (with respect to the
structure, comprehension) which enables differentiating the terms “complex” and “system, systematic”. With the
focus on the feature of complication a simple system (as not every system shall be complicated) is not a complex. In
its turn as it was noted above a complex is not necessarily a system, considered as a system.

Taking into account the above description of “system (“systematic”) and “complex” we can reply to the
question if it is reasonable to differentiate the specified terms for purpose of the problem of enterprise planning. As
the enterprise, being the object of planning, is a complicated system, the term of complexity contributes nothing new
to such objects as compared to the term of systematicity and this demonstrates inclusion of the principle of
complexity in the system of primary planning principles to be redundant and unreasonable. The said is also true for
the planning systems as management systems.

Principe of hierarchy. One of the features of any system is hierarchy that enables to treat any system as a
hierarchized whole of sub-systems of the lower levels [17-19]. This feature is used as the basis to prove the required
application of, particularly, the hierarchy principle in management and planning as one of the main methodological
principles for development of the planning systems and system of the development plans for the enterprises
including the plans of restructuring.

With regard to the problem of planning of enterprise restructuring the author of the work [11] proves time-
frame feature (planning horizon) to be the major feature of structuring the plan system which enables to differentiate
strategic, tactical and operational planning; type of enterprise activity (function) (manufacturing of products,
material and technical supply, product sales, HR management, production management, etc.) and the decomposition
method to be the major tool for making up the plan hierarchy.

It is easy to see that the hierarchy principle of the planning system and system of plans is derived from the
principle of systematicity and is subordinate to it.

As the principle of hierarchy is all-purpose, it may be applied to any component and any aspect of the
system (plan) including time (see the principle of time definiteness).

Principle of time definiteness of the plans. The principle addresses the need to consider another fun-
damental feature of the planning object — a feature of dynamism of the economic systems and enterprise as a system
in particular. This feature refers the enterprises to a class of dynamic systems having all dynamic features inherent
with such systems. One of the fundamental notions which characterizes the dynamic systems, is system behavior
understood as regular variation of the system state. In accordance with the time definiteness principle every
(planned) state and activity of the enterprise as well as any other components of the plan shall be defined in time, i.e.
correlated with the time axis.

As well as the principle of hierarchy the time definiteness principle is referred to the system-wide principles
of the same (second after the principle of systematicity) order. At the same time the said principles are closely
connected. Thus time definiteness shall be inherent with all plans of the system irrespective of the hierarchy level of
the plans and the principle of hierarchy shall also cover time characteristics of the plans. The latter means that all
plans of the system shall be hierarchized according to the specified (time) characteristics.

Principle of continued planning. In the modern theory of planning this principle is recognized as one of
the fundamental principles. At the same time the issues about the reasons of its required application in planning, its
interrelations with other principles and features of the planning objects are not fully discovered.

The requirement to follow this principle in elaboration of the development (restructuring) plans, to our
opinion, is preconditioned not by dynamism of the economic systems, their adaptability and capability to develop in
the changing environment but a factor of uncertainty of the prospective business environment of the enterprises,
their operation process (including the development processes) and finally the plans themselves. In the latter case
uncertainty is understood as inaccuracy of the plans and the factor of uncertainty — as an objective impossibility to
develop accurate plans even for absolutely predictable conditions. Just because of the factor of uncertainty it is
required to review plans on a systematic basis and this was reflected in the principle of continued planning.

As with the principles of hierarchy and time definiteness the principle of continued planning is referred to
the principles of the second level.

Essentially the whole range of the planning principles duplicate, specify or uncover the implementation
mechanisms of the principle of continued planning. The principles of flexibility, adaptability, elasticity of the plans
as well as the principle of rolling planning shall be referred to such principles.

Principle of flexibility. This principle originally suggested by Henri Fayol in his book “General and
industrial management” back in 1916 [1, 2] assumes possible revision of the plans for any reasons demonstrating
appropriateness of such review. As only those changes of the plans may be appropriate, which are the relevant
response to changes in state of the factors considered at the time of plan development, the flexibility principle of
planning is identical to the principle of adaptability where the term “adaptable” is the most representative of the
content of this principle and the principle itself is representative of the fundamental feature of the systems i.e.
adaptability.
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The term “principle of elasticity”, which almost coincides with the term “principle of flexibility” and
“principle of adaptability” in terms of the content in the economic literature, shall be recognized as failed by itself.

First and foremost elasticity in economics has a quite definite meaning and characterizes a measure of
sensitivity of one value to changes in the other value. If one generalizes this term for any interconnected objects,
items including plans and factors determining them, even in this case elasticity (as a measure) and subsequently the
principle of elasticity as an independent principle of planning are not very informative as long as the exact definition
is given to elasticity of the plan.

Secondly if one reads elasticity as a term with general scientific (usually physical) meaning of capability of
an object to withstand significant (elastic) deformations under influence of relatively minor force applied without
failure [20], then in this case the principle of elasticity shall render the relevant requirement to the plans i.e. it shall
postulate capability of the plans, undergoing changes, to “withstand” certain changes in state of the factors
considered at the time of plan development. However under the condition “undergoing changes” the content of the
principle of elasticity is reduced to that of the principle of adaptability, thus changing the term “principle of
elasticity” into a synonym of the term “principle of adaptability”. If one declines this condition and postulates ability
of the plans “to withstand” changes of internal and external business environment of the enterprise in unchanged
condition, then (a) there is no sense to use the term “elasticity”, and (b) in this case there is a standard term, which is
widely used, particularly, in the decision theory under the conditions of uncertainty [21-24]. This is the term
“sustainability of plans” which denotes the relevant notion.

Based on the above said one may conclude that the adaptability principle of planning (plans) discloses
intended function of continued planning which provides for adaptation of the plans to changed circumstances or
assumed changes of circumstances and thus is subordinate to the principle of continued planning. In its turn review
of the implementation mechanisms of the adaptability principle of the plan enables to define the principles of the
next, lower order of generality. Examples of such principles may be the redundancy principle which provides for the
reserves for any unexpected deviations from the plan; the principle of contingency planning which provides for
development of not one but several alternative plans the choice whereof is conditioned by the actual situation, etc.

Principle of rolling planning (rolling plans). As opposed to the principle of adaptability this principle
illustrates a strictly determined mechanism of facilitation of the principle of continued planning. In fact one of such
mechanisms is development of the next plan at the time when the (planned) period of the previous plan terminates.
Therefore at any time there is a valid plan for the object of planning which covers the present moment of time. And
such situation complies fully with the above definition of continued planning.

The principle of rolling planning provides for the other mechanism of plan change. Its content is well
illustrated in Figure 1.

o Planning horizon of the plan for the period [ta, tn]

9] |52 T T G

Planning horizon of the plan for the period [ty th1]

Fig. 1. Time structure of adjacent plans in the system of rolling planning

The scheme well demonstrates that the plan of the first planned period calculated as of the time point t;
upon expiration of the time, which equals to the planning step At = (t> — t1), is substituted with the next plan of the
planned period of the same duration (n - At) by the time point ta.

Thus the shown mechanism of facilitation of continued planning predetermines more delicate imple-
mentation of the principle of adaptability of planning and plans as compared to the aforementioned mechanism.
Indeed the systems built on the principle of rolling planning enable earlier, before the end of the plan of the previous
period and therefore the end of the whole planned period, to detect and address changes arisen (discovered) within
the first sub-period of the previous planned period in a new or rather revised plan.

As well as the principle of adaptability the principle of rolling planning is subordinate to the principle of
continuity.

Principle of succession of the plans. This principle can fully approve itself within the framework of
rolling planning both at the level of methodology and methodological implementation. Moreover efficiency of
compliance with this principle results from compliance with the principle of rolling planning. We are going to pro-
vide the most essential arguments to the advantage of this statement.

The content of the succession principle is easily illustrated in Figure 1. The scheme demonstrates that the
plan calculated at the next time step differs from the previous plan by the fact that a new sub-period, which is the
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last one for the planned period, is included into the planned period covered by this plan. In case of any crucial
changes the plan shall be re-calculated for all preceding sub-periods, and the plan shall be calculated for the first
time for the period in question.

It stands to reason that the “price” for the changes introduced into the re-calculated parts of the plan may be
different in the context of planned purposes, planned figures and from the point of view of performers. The terms
parametric and structural adaptation [25] are used to explain this statement. Say the new plan involves some changes in
production output, inputs of any resources, etc. Such changes address changes only in parameters of business
activities. However the new plan may provide for failure to manufacture some products or vice versa start-up of new,
though conventional for the enterprise but not manufactured for some time, products, failure to carry out previously
planned activities and inclusion of new activities in the plan. Such changes are of structural nature, require a number
of mutually causal changes and therefore are considerably more painful in general than parametric changes.

Instinctively it is also understood that “smoother”, more “gradual” changes in the plan, particularly large
scale changes, more remote against the current time may be easier “worked out” by the system (enterprise) in whole
(in view of certain time reserve available) and easier perceived by enterprise employees, performers of the plan
psychologically. Observed here is complete correspondence with the phenomenon (mechanism) of cash flow
discounting which represents influence of time factor on the cash flow value. As with cash flow discounting in the
financial mathematics, there are tools to provide for plan succession in the theory of optimal planning, particularly
the method of penalty function under which changes in the plan are penalized and the amount of penalties may
depend also on the time sub-period of the planned period to which the relevant changes are connected.

The principle of succession of the plans, in this case the plans of adjacent time periods, assumes obligatory
consideration of all above mentioned circumstances when developing such plans. In the above meaning this
principle is practically similar to the principle of plan stability which claims invariability of the main guidelines of
the plan. However, to our opinion, the term “stability” discloses the content of the requirements, which this principle
involves, with a lesser degree of accuracy than the term “succession”.

With this interpretation it is apparent that the principle of plan succession is subordinate to the principle of
rolling planning.

Principle of non-contradiction (consistency) of the plan system. The principle immediately results from
the principle of systematicity. However compliance with the principle of non-contradiction, fulfilment of its
requirements is relevant if the principles of hierarchy and continuity (particularly the principle of rolling planning)
are implemented.

In view of the hierarchy structure of the plan system and system approach to development of the plans on
the basis of sequential decomposition of the plans of higher levels into the plans of lower levels, provision of mutual
consistency of the plans of all hierarchy levels is a crucial task. Moreover consistency of the plan system is an
obligatory requirement of the system approach under which fulfilment of all plans of the lower hierarchy level shall
ensure (be equivalent) fulfilment of all plans of the higher intermediate levels and the plan of the highest level in
whole. There is no point to build the system of plans if this requirement is not met.

The principle of non-contradiction suggests consistency of the plans of adjacent time periods and different
hierarchy levels which results from the continued planning, substitution of the plans of some time periods with the
plans of the following time periods.

In view of the above given beliefs about the key (primary) principles of planning and plan systems some
principles of planning mentioned in the economic literature appear to be duplicating, specific, not sufficiently
informative and trivial or debating. Let us study the best known of them.

Principle of end-to-end planning means creation of the system of interconnected plans which provides for
consistent operation of all enterprise units [26]. The requirements of this principle are implemented with compliance
with the principles of systematicity, hierarchy and consistency of the plans, which definitions are more specific,
rigorous and clear, and this makes it inappropriate to include this principle in the system of primary principles of
planning.

Principle of necessity assumes required planning of any activities [8, 9]. Lack of the plans involves
unpredictable consequences and does not guarantee efficient operation of the economic system. Given that the
required planning of the economic activities was recognized not only by scientists but also practicians as far back as
a century ago and it is not appropriate to bring the required planning to the level of the principle of planning itself
because of its apparent nature.

Principle of scientificity (scientific approach). The principle of scientificity means required application of
the scientific approach to solvation of the tasks set, i.e. application of scientific knowledge and methods to solve the
problems, and assumes scientific validation of the plans, etc. [5-7, 9]. Like the principle of necessity, the principle
of scientificity is evident in the modern society and, particularly, economy. It carries no specific requirements with
regard to the problem of planning and therefore its inclusion in the system of planning principles does not enlarge
the whole of fundamental requirements and conditions placed to the planning systems and systems of plans.

The sure thing principle, principle of prescriptivity (of the plans) is also designated as evident. Indeed
why developing the system of plans, if their obliged fulfilment is not involved. In this respect it is only appropriate
to raise an issue about the mechanisms of plan fulfilment including the stimulating mechanisms for fulfilment and
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responsibility for non-fulfilment of planned tasks. However this issue is referred to management and extends beyond
the principles of development (building) of the planning systems and system of the plans.

The principle of optimality (efficiency, economic feasibility, rationality, marginality). With regard to
the plans this principle postulates required choice of the optimal (rational, efficient) plans. The requirement of
optimality is totally inherent in the decision theory, scientific economic environment and it may be pertinent only as
a reminder for those who tend to avoid using more complicated approaches to plan development, for instance, the
optimization approach, to save costs for development of the planning systems. Being the principle for development
and operation of the planning systems, the principle of economic feasibility (efficiency) is also rendered as follows —
costs for development and implementation of the planned function shall match the general economic effect of
operation of the planning system [3, 9]. However with this interpretation the principle is true for any activities and
results of any activities and is quite evident.

Principle of unity and entirety. In its general representation (as a principle involving development of a
single plan for the enterprise which summarizes all plans of the business units) this principle (and essentially these
are two interconnected principles: principle of unity and principle of entirety of the plans) almost fully duplicate the
principles of hierarchy and non-contradiction in some aspects and therefore does not convey any additional meaning
as a part of the above primary principles.

Principle of purposefulness (consistency of aim, appropriateness). This planning principle means that a
plan shall be aimed at achievement of the goals set [10]. However, some scientists also read this principle as shared
purposes and resources [27]. The second interpretation will be considered below with regard to the principle of the
resource-balanced plans. Also it should be noted that within the framework of the plan concept, which is elaborated
by some scientists (for example, see [11, 28-30]), which the author of this study also holds to [31, 32], and under
which a purpose (purposes) is an integral part of the plan which activities are aimed at achievement of the purpose,
this principle is not required within the meaning of the term plan itself and the term planning as its direct outcome
(as a process of plan development).

Principle of the resource-balanced plans. As in the previous case the resource-balanced requirement of
the planned activities results from the definition of the plan and from the principle of systematicity. In other words, a
plan not supported by the resources is not the plan; it is non-thing even if called the plan. So there is no need to
emphasize this characteristic of the plan as an independent principle of planning.

Principle of specificity. This principle, which is sometimes mentioned as the principle of specificity and
measurability of the plans, assumes that all components of the plan (purposes, activities, resources, time limits,
performers, etc.) shall be represented clearly and unambiguously, shall not contain too general (abstract),
ambiguous, hardly explained provisions and values. Being one of the most common and all-purpose principles this
principle truly takes the place at the highest level of hierarchy among the planning principles.

Principle of multi-functionality means that planning shall cover all functions exercised by the object of
planning. This principle is fully merged in the principle of systematicity, automatically implemented in the
structuring process of the hierarchy of the plans and, to our opinion, does not have an independent meaning in
planning.

Principle of coordination (activities of the business units of the same level shall be planned
simultaneously and in connection with one another) as well as the principle of multi-functionality may be referred to
those principles which are implemented automatically subject to compliance with the principle of systematicity and
this also precludes appropriateness of inclusion of this principle in the system of the main planning principles.

Principle of accuracy and detalization provides for the plans to be accurately designed in accordance
with the planned efficiency in achievement of the goals set. Essentially this principle duplicates the principle of
hierarchy or, in other words, is realized with the principle of hierarchy, under which the higher level of detalization
(accuracy) of all components of the plan is stipulated with lowering the hierarchy level of planning and transition
from the plans of the strategic level to the tactical and operating plans.

The idea of both mentioned principles (in connection with the principles of continued planning) is vividly
expressed in car driving where to drive effectively it is required to have a general idea of the traffic with a large
viewing angle and range of vision together with quite exact, detailed picture of the nearest surroundings at the
distances allowing for prompt, correct and quick reaction of the drive in the current situation.

Principle of the identified guide link. In the system of the planning principles this principle looks like a
rudiment coming from the era of manual planning methods. Even notwithstanding the modern definitions thereof (as
a necessity to identify priorities in development of the enterprises), the principle of the identified guide link is
automatically realized in using the up-to-date methods of aim setting (for instance, see [28, 33, 34]) and optimal
planning.

Principle of participation. This principle, which involves every business unit of the enterprise, every
employee in the process of planning to ensure quality and efficiency of planning, is referred to organization and
management of planning and does not deal with the fundamental structural features of the plan system. Considering
the above and not addressing the relevancy of the principle itself, this principle may be considered as one of the
auxiliary general principles of organization and operation of the planning system.
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Thus the above analysis provides for arrangement of the most frequently used planning principles and their
relations as shown in Fig. 2 and for characterization of the role and position of every principle in the system of the
planning principles.

General principles (principles of the first order)

e ittt ttbbeittedt —
' Complexity : i | Consistency of aim | Scientificity Optimality
1l i o T
Systematicit [ Balance Necessit | - l
y o :_ JI Y ! Efficiency !
Prescriptivity || Rationality |
i Marginality i
A - ]
1 Non-contradiction _linEy and entirety |
e ‘
Hierarch ' ; . ‘
->| y |< ; Multi-functionality :
— | :
] Continuity > Adaptability i Coordination !
\
] | ‘
™ Time definiteness e : [ - . |
_ : Flexibility ! i End-to-end planning :
: i |
e i I Accurac \
—>{ Specificity : Elasticity : : y i
Rolling
planning
v R 1
Succession [ Stability i
Regular designations:  _____________________
Primary principles Synonymous principles ! | Evident principles
| Specmc dupllcatlng, auxiliary principles I | Tautological principles |

Fig. 2. Main principles of planning and their relations

Conclusions. The planning principles of enterprise activities, which, like other scientific methodological
principles, exercise an integrating, synthesizing and organizing function in the relevant scientific field, establish
general requirements to the development process, structure of the planning system and composition of the plan
complex. This poses certain requirements to the system of the planning principles itself. And the key requirements
are accurate and unambiguous definitions, representation of the main regularities of the planning object and planned
activities, rules of organizing such activities, internal consistency and entirety of all principles.

Analysis of scientific and educational literature demonstrates a great deal of statements, which are brought
by scientists to the level of the principles of planning, usually, however not always, rather informative definitions of
these principles and explanations to them. Though at the same time the issues related to establishment of the integral
system of such principles, their interrelations, propriety of the need to consider relevant statements as
methodological principles to be elements of the single system of the planning principles are practically not studied.

This study, within the framework of the system approach to analysis of the problem of justification of the
planning principles, demonstrates that among the principles discussed in scientific and methodological literature
there are the principles with debating definitions and even designations; some principles duplicate one another;
some principles result from the others, etc. Lack of systematicity in this matter essentially limits possible execution
of the methodological, organizing, guiding function of the principles which cannot but have adverse effects at the
methodological level of establishment of the planning systems and plan development.
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A great deal of the well-known planning principles is systematized; the primary, key principles are
distinguished among them; the principles, which inclusion in the system of the planning principles is not
appropriate, and the reasons of such decision are identified; hierarchy of the main principles of planning is built.

Follow-up of this study in development of the concept of hierarchical continued planning of restructuring
of industrial enterprises is elaboration of certain mechanisms of implementation in accordance with the suggested
system of principles.

Jlitepatypa

17. Fayol H. (1916) Administration industrielle et generale. Bulletin de la Societe de ’Industrie Minerale,
fifth series, Vol. 10 No. 3, pp. 5-162.

2. Aupu Qaiione. OOIee U MPOMBIIUICHHOE YIpaBicHUE [DNEKTpOoHHEIH pecype] / AHpu dDaiions ; mep.
Ha pyc. s13.. b. B. babuna-Kopens // Llentp rymanutapHbix TexHonoruit. — M., 1923. — Pexxum nocryma: http://gtmarket.
ru/laboratory/basis/5783.

3. Aduros 3. A. [lmannpoBanne Ha mpequpuATHH : y4ed. mocobue / 3. A. ApuroB. — MH. : Bric. mKona,
2001. 285 c.

4. T'opembikne B. A. [Tnanuposanne Ha npeanpustad / B. A. T'opemsikua. — M. : @mmas, 2004. — 513 c.

5. Umeun A. W. IInanupoBanue Ha mpennpusatiu : yaeOHUK / A. W. Unsun. — 2-¢ u31., mepepad. — MH. :
Hosoe 3nanme, 2001. — 635 c.

6. Jlymmxosa A. I1. [ImanupoBanue Ha npennpuatun : yued. mocodue / A. I1. JIymukosa. — [IpokombeBck,
2008. - 102 c.

7. JIsicko B. U. Crparernyeckoe IuiaHUpOBaHUE Pa3BUTHS MPeNpHATHs @ y4e6. nocobue / B. U. Jlsacko. —
M. : Dk3amen, 2005. — 288 c.

8. Makcumenko H. B. Buyrpudupmennoe mianupoBanue : yueOuuk / H. B. Makcumenko. — MUHCK :
Brimiimas mxoma, 2011, — 459 c.

9. [Inanuposanue Ha npeanpusitun AIIK / K. C. TepHoBbix, A. C. Anekceenko, A. C. AHHEHKO U JIp. ; 110
pex. K. C. TepnoBbix. — M. : KonocC, 2007. — 333 c.

10. TIporHo3upoBaHue W TUTAHUPOBAHHWE YKOHOMHKH : yueO. mocobue / B. . Bopucesmy, I'. A. Kannmay-
posa, H. 1. Karnmaypos ; mox o6m1. pen. B. U. Bopucesmnua, I'. A. Karnnmayposoii. — MH. : UHTepmpeccepBuc, JKo-
nepcrnekTuBa, 2001. — 380 c.

11. HImak C. A. KoHnenust HEMPepbIBHOTO CKOJIB3SIIETO HEPAPXUUECKOTO TUIAHUPOBAHUS PECTPYKTYPH-
3anuu npennpustus / C. A. lllmak // BicH. XMenpHu. Hall. yHiBepcutery. Exonomiuni Hayku. — 2013. — Ne 3. —
T.2.-C. 177-182.

12. EpwoBa 1. B. [InanupoBanue Ha npeanpustuu : yued. nocodue / U. B. Epmosa, M. A. Ilpunymkas. —
€xarepunOypr : YI'TY-VIIU, 2008. — 127 c.

13. Complex [DnexrponHusiii pecype] // Dictionary.com. — Pexxum moctyma: http://dictionary.reference.com/
browse/complex?s=t.

14. Kommteke [nextponnsiit pecypc] / CioBapb HHOCTpaHHBIH ciioB. — Pesxxum moctyma: http://www.me-
gaslov. ru/html/k/kompleks.html.

15. Complex [Dnexrponnstii pecypc] // BusinessDictionary.com. — Pexxum gocryma: http://www.business-
sdictionary.com/definition/complex.html.

16. Bertalanffy L. von. General System Theory. Foundations, Development, Applications. N.Y.: Braziller,
1968. — 289 p.

17. dporo6eikuii M. H. Cuctemusiii aHanu3 B s9koHOMuKe : yued. nocobue / U. H. [Iporo6sikuii. — M. :
®dunancsl ¥ cratuctuka, 2007. — 509 c.

18. CucTeMHbII aHAIM3 B SKOHOMHKE M OpraHH3alMy MPOu3BOACTRA ; mof o6, pea. C. A. Baiyesa, B. H. Boi-
koBo#. — JI. : TTonmurexuuka, 1991. — 400 c.

19. BosikoBa B. H. OCHOBBI TeOpHH CHUCTEM M CUCTEMHOT0 aHanu3a : yueOHuk / B. H. BonkoBa, A. A. [le-
HHUCOB. — 13x. 2-e mepepad. u nom. — CII6. : U3n-Bo CIIGI'TY, 2001. — 512 c.

20. DnactruHocTh [Inextponuslit pecype] // TOLKSLOVAR.RU. — Pexxum nmocryma: http://tolkslovar.
ru/ie863.html.

21. Anéxun A. b. 3amaua MHTEPBaJIBHOTO JMHEHHOTO NPOrPaMMHUPOBaHHA. YUeT (akTopa HEOoIlpeaeseH-
HoCcTH B TutanupoBanuu / A. b. Anéxun, 0. B. Cyxopykos. — K., 1990. (Ilpenp. /AH YCCP. Un-T 5x0HOMUKH,
90-19). - 32 c.

22. Anéxun A. b. [InaHupoBanue TeppUTOPUAIEHO-IIPOM3BOACTBEHHBIX (DOPMHUPOBAHUH B YCIIOBHSIX HEOIIpe-
neneHHocTH. MeTtomonorudeckue actekTsl // A. b. Anéxun, 0. B. Cyxopyxos. — K., 1990. (IIpenp. /AH YCCP.
Wu-t sxonomuky, 90-18). — 40 c.

23. Bensies JI. C. PerieHue ClIOXKHBIX ONTUMH3aLMOHHBIX 33/1a4 B yciIoBHsX HeomnpeaeneHHoct / JI. C. be-
nseB. — HoBocubupck : Hayka, 1978. — 128 c.

24. Opnos A. U. Teopust npuHsTHS penieHni : yaed. mocoodue / A. Y. Opaos. — M. : Mapr, 2004. — 656 c.

25. Bpyrman A. b. KOHKYpeHTOCITOCOOHOCTh IPEANPHSITHI: OLCHKA Ha OCHOBE MX IOTCHI[HAIOB | MOHO-
rpadus / A. b. Bpyrman. — 3anoposxse : OO0 “JIUIIC” JITH, 2012. — 220 c.

190 BicHuk XmenbHUUbK020 HayioHanbHo20 yHieepcumemy 2015, Ne 3. T. 2



EKoHoOMIYHI HayKu

26. Xusynuna M. Buners HackBo3b / M. XKusynuna / MerajutocHabxenue u cobir. — 2008. — Ne 7-8. —
C. 112-118.

27. HpuHnun — nenecoobpasHocTb [AnekTpoHHbIil pecype] // Bonpiuast sHUMKIONES M HEQTH U raza. —
Pexum moctyma: http://www.ngpedia.ru/id319644pl.html.

28. llInak C. O. InctpymeHnTapiit popMyBaHHS Lijel pecTpyKTypH3aLil IPOMHUCIOBHX MiJIIPHEMCTB : aBTO-
ped. amc. Ha 3700yTTSA HayK. CTYNEHs KaH/.. eKoH. Hayk : 08.00.04 “ExoHoMiKa Ta yIpaBIiHHs mignpuemMcTBamu’ /
C. O. Ulnak. — O., 2014. - 20 c.

29. KomenkoBa H. O. Po3po0Oka KOHKYpEHTHHX CTpaTeTiii MPOMUCIOBUX MiAMPHEMCTB Ha MIXKHAPOIHHUX
puHKax (Ha mpuKiIaai BaroHoOyayBanHs BAT “A3zoBmamr”) : aBroped. auc. Ha 3100yTTS HayK. CTYNCHS KaHA. eKOH.
Hayk : 08.00.04 “ExoHomika Ta ympasninasa mignpuemctBamu’ / H. O. Konenkosa. — O., 2011. — 20 c.

30. Kosnenkoa H. A. Ctparerust KOHKypeHIMH (UPMBI KaK Hay4Hast KaTeropusi 5JKOHOMUYECKON TEOPUH KOHKY-
penmrn / H. A. Konmenkosa // AxtyanbHi npoGiieMu eKOHOMIKH : 30. Hayk. mpaip. : crarti / H. A. Konerkosa. — 2008.
—Ne 5(83). - C. 21-29.

31. Kozsipp-Uenypras M. A. [Ipobnema coritacoBaHus TUIAHOB B CHCTEME HEPAPXUIECKOTO TUNTAHUPOBAHUS
PECTPYKTYpH3alMH TPOMBILIUICHHBIX TpeAnpusiTuii [Inextponnsiit pecype] / 3. A. Paukosckuii, M. A. Ko3bips-
Yenypuast // EdexruBna exonomika. — 2013. — Ne 11. — Pexxum mocrtyma: http://www.economy.nayka.com.ua/
?20p=1&z=2532

32. Kozsipp-Uenypras M. A. Hepapxudeckoe TUIAHUPOBAHAE PECTPYKTYPH3ALNAN IPEATIPUSTAN: OCHOBHEIC
MOHATHS, KOMIIOHEHTHI U 3afauu / M. A. Koseipp-Uenypras // Hayka B indopmamilinoMmy mpoctopi : X MiKHAp.
HayK.-TIpak. KoH(}., 21-22 mucrom. 2014 p. — /1., 2014. — T. 3. — C. 18-24.

33. T'otur C. B. JIOTHKO-CTPYKTYPHBIH MOAXOM M €r0 MPUMEHCHHE JUIsl aHATW3a W TUIAHHUPOBAHUS Iesi-
tenpHOCTH / C. B. T'otnn, B. I1. Kanoma. — M. : OOO “Bapuant”, 2007. — 118 c.

34. Paiizoepr b. A. [TporpamMHo-TIeieBOE IUIAHUPOBAHKE U yrpaBieHue : yaeOHuk / b. A. Paiiz6epr, A. I'. JIo6ko. —
M. : Undpa-M, 2002. — 428 c.

References

1. Fayol H. (1916) Administration industrielle et generale, Bulletin de la Societe de ’Industrie Minerale,
fifth series, Vol. 10 No. 3, pp. 5-162.

2. Anri Fayol. Obschee i promyishlennoe upravlenie [Elektronnyiy resurs] / Anri Fayol ; Perevod na russkiy
yazyik: B. V. Babina-Korenya // Tsentr gumanitarnyih tehnologiy. — M., 1923. — URL.: http://gtmarket.ru/labo-
ratory/basis/5783.

3. Afitov E. A. Planirovanie na predpriyatii : uchebnoe posobie / Afitov E. A. — Mn. : Vyjis. shk., 2001. —

285s.

4. Goremyikin V. A. Planirovanie na predpriyatii / V. A. Goremyikin. — M. : Filin’, 2004. — 513 s.

5. llin A. I. Planirovanie na predpriyatii : uchebnik / A. I. llin. — 2-e izd., pererab. — Mn. : Novoe znanie,
2001. - 635 s.

6. Lushikova A. P. Planirovanie na predpriyatii : uchebnoe posobie / A. P. Luschikova. — Prokopevsk,
2008. - 102 s.

7. Lyasko V. |. Strategicheskoe planirovanie razvitiya predpriyatiya : uchebnoe posobie / V. I. Lyasko. —
M. : Ekzamen, 2005. — 288 s.

8. Maksimenko N. V. Vnutrifirmennoe planirovanie : uchebnik / N. V. Maksimenko. — Minsk : Vyi-
sheyshaya shkola, 2011. — 459 s.

9. Planirovanie na predpriyatii APK / K. S. Ternovyih, A.S. Alekseenko, A.S. Annenko i dr.; pod red. K. S. Ter-
novyih. — M.: KolosS, 2007. — 333 s.

10. Prognozirovanie i planirovanie ekonomiki : uchebnoe posobie / V. I. Borisevich, G. A. Kandaurova,
N. I. Kandaurov ; pod obschey red. V. I. Borisevicha, G. A. Kandaurovoy. — Mn. : Interpresservis, Ekoperspektiva,
2001. — 380 s.

11. Shpak S. A. Kontseptsiya nepreryivnogo skolzyaschego ierarhicheskogo planirovaniya restrukturizatsii
predpriyatiya / S. A. Shpak // VIsnik Hmelnitskogo natslonalnogo unlversitetu. — 2013. — # 3. — T. 2. Ekonomlchnl
nauki. — S. 177-182.

12. Ershova I. V. Planirovanie na predpriyatii : ucheb. posobie / I. V. Ershova, M. A. Prilutskaya. — Eka-
terinburg: UGTU-UPI, 2008. — 127 s.

13. Complex [Elektronnyiy resurs] // Dictionary.com. — Rezhim dostupa: http://dictionary.reference.com/
browse/complex?s=t.

14. Kompleks [Elektronnyiy resurs] // Slovar inostrannyiy slov. — Rezhim dostupa: http://www.megaslov.
ru/html/k/kompleks.html.

15. Complex [Elektronnyiy resurs] // BusinessDictionary.com. — Rezhim dostupa: http://www.businessdic-
tionary.com/definition/complex.html.

16. Bertalanffu L. von. General System Theory. Foundations, Development, Applications. — N.Y. : Bra-
ziller, 1968. — 289 p.

BicHuk XmernbHuubKko20 HauioHanbHo20 yHisepcumemy 2015, Ne 3. T. 2 191


http://gtmarket.ru/

EKoHOMIYHI HayKu

17. Drogobyitskiy 1. N. Sistemnyiy analiz v ekonomike : uchebnoe posobie / 1. N. Drogobyitskiy. — M. :
Finansyi i statistika, 2007. — 509 s.

18. Sistemnyiy analiz v ekonomike i organizatsii proizvodstva ; pod obsch. red. S. A. Valueva, V. N. Vol-
kovoy. — Lvov : Politehnika, 1991. — 400 s.

19. Volkova V. N. Osnovyi teorii sistem i sistemnogo analiza : uchebnik / V. N. Volkova, A. A. Denisov. —
Izd. 2-e pererab. i dop. — SPb. : 1zd-vo SPbGTU, 2001. - 512 s.

20. Elastichnost [Elektronnyiy resurs] // TOLKSLOVAR.RU. — Rezhim dostupa: http://tolkslovar.ru/ie863.html.

21. AlYohin A. B. Zadacha intervalnogo lineynogo programmirovaniya. Uchet faktora neopredelennosti v
planirovanii / A. B. AlYohin, Yu. V. Suhorukov. — K., 1990. (Prepr. /AN USSR. In-t ekonomiki, 90-19). — 32 s.

22. AlYohin A. B. Planirovanie territorialno-proizvodstvennyih formirovaniy v usloviyah neopredelen-
nosti. Metodologicheskie aspektyi // A. B. AlYohin, Yu. V. Suhorukov. — K., 1990. (Prepr. /AN USSR. In-t eko-
nomiki, 90-18). — 40 s.

23. Belyaev L. S. Reshenie slozhnyih optimizatsionnyih zadach v usloviyah neopredelennosti / L. S. Be-
lyaev — Novosibirsk : Nauka, 1978. — 128 s.

24, Orlov A. |. Teoriya prinyatiya resheniy : uchebnoe posobie / A. I. Orlov. — M. : Mart, 2004. — 656 s.

25. Brutman A. B. Konkurentosposobnost predpriyatiy: otsenka na osnove ih potentsialov : monografiya /
A. B. Brutman. — Zaporozhe : OOO “LIPS” LTD, 2012. — 220 s.

26. Zhivulina M. Videt naskvoz / M. Zhivulina / Metallosnabzhenie i shyit. — 2008. —# 7-8. — S. 112-118.

27. Printsip — tselesoobraznost [Elektronnyiy resurs] // Bolshaya entsiklopediya nefti i gaza. — Rezhim
dostupa: http://www.ngpedia.ru/id319644p1.html.

28. Shpak S. O. Instrumentarly formuvannya tslley restrukturizatslYi promislovih pldpriEmstv : avtoref.
dis. na zdobuttya nauk. stupenya kandidata ekon. nauk: 08.00.04 “Ekonomlka ta upravlinnya pldpriEmstvami” /
S. O. Shpak. — 0., 2014. - 20s.

29. Kolenkova N. O. Rozrobka konkurentnih strategly promislovih pldpriEmstv na mlzhnarodnih rinkah
(na prikladl vagonobuduvannya VAT “Azovmash™) : avtoref. dis. na zdobuttya nauk. stupenya kandidata ekon. nauk :
08.00.04 “Ekonomlka ta upravlinnya pldpriEmstvami / N. O. Kolenkova. — O., 2011. — 20 s.

30. Kolenkova N. A. Strategiya konkurentsii firmyi kak nauchnaya kategoriya ekonomicheskoy teorii
konkurentsii // Aktualnl problemi ekonomlKki : zb. nauk. prats. : stattl / N. A. Kolenkova. —2008. —#5 (83). — S. 21-29.

31. Kozyir-Chepurnaya M. A. Problema soglasovaniya planov v sisteme ierarhicheskogo planirovaniya
restrukturizatsii promyishlennyih predpriyatiy [Elektronnyiy resurs] / E. A. Rachkovskiy, M. A. Kozyir-Chepurnaya //
Efektivna ekonomlka. — 2013. — # 11. — Rezhim dostupa: http://www.economy.nayka.com.ua/?0p=1&z=2532

32. Kozyir-Chepurnaya M. A. lerarhicheskoe planirovanie restrukturizatsii predpriyatiy: osnovnyie ponya-
tiya, komponentyi i zadachi / M. A. Kozyir-Chepurnaya // Nauka v Informatslynomu prostorl : H mizhnar. nauk.-
prak. konf., 21-22 listopada 2014 roku. — Dnlpropetrovsk, 2014. — T. 3. — S. 18-24.

33. Gotin S. V. Logiko-strukturnyiy podhod i ego primenenie dlya analiza i planirovaniya deyatelnosti /
S. V. Gotin, V. P. Kalosha. — Moskva : OO0 “Variant”, 2007. — 118 s.

34. Rayzberg B. A. Programmno-tselevoe planirovanie i upravlenie : uchebnik / B. A. Rayzberg, A. G. Lobko. —
M. : Infra-M, 2002. — 428 s.

Hanicnana/Written: 28.07.2015 p.
Hapiitnua/Received: 30.07.2015 p.
Peniensenr: g.e.H., mpod. A. b. Anéxun

192 BicHuk XmenbHUUbK020 HayioHanbHo20 yHieepcumemy 2015, Ne 3. T. 2



