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Abstract

The article gives an overview, performs analysis and classification of successful managerial practices applied at Russian
industrial enterprises in the framework of the national project “Labour productivity and employment support”. The
paper emphasizes the main factors of labour productivity growth as follows: investment policy, growth of human capital,
and efficient use of managerial capital of enterprise.

In order to determine the need of enterprises to increase labour productivity, the author proposes four universal crite-
ria that signal the existing inefficiency even before the loss of competitiveness: 1) the dynamics of labour productivity
in the company is not positive during a given period; 2) the company is behind competitors by labour productivity
indicator; 3) the company is behind competitors by labour productivity growth rates indicator for a certain period;
4) unit production costs rise.

These criteria allow you to take into account the situation both within the enterprise and in comparison with other en-
terprises. Each criteria can be considered separately or in combination with the others, applied to enterprises of different
industries, specialization, and scale. Criteria indicate the direction of development in which the company is experiencing
difficulties at the moment, or may experience them in the future.
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AHHOTauus

[IpuBeneH 0030p, BHIMOJHEHBI aHAIU3 M KIacCU(MUKALMS YCMEIIHbIX YIPABIEHUECKUX MPAKTUK, TMPUMEHSIEMbIX
Ha MPeanpUITUIX POCCUIICKOI MPOMBIILIEHHOCTH B paMKaX HallMOHAJILHOTO MpoekTa «[Ipon3BoauTeIbHOCTD Tpyaa
1 TOJIEPKKA 3aHATOCTU». BblneseHbl OCHOBHBIE (DAKTOPBI pOCTA MPOU3BOAUTENILHOCTH TPYIA: MHBECTULIMOHHAS T10-
JIUTHKA, POCT YeJIOBEUYECKOro Kanuraa u 3¢ heKTUBHOE UCTOIb30BaHNE OPTaHM3alIMOHHOTO KarnuTaia NpeaArnpusThs.

C 1eIbI0 OTIpeIeeH s TTOTPEOHOCTH MPEANPUATHIA B TIOBBIIICHUN TIPOM3BONUTEIBHOCTH TPYIA TIPEITOXEHO YEThI-
pe YHUBEPCAbHBIX KPUTEPUS, CUTHAM3HUPYIOIINX O CYHIECTBYIOIIEH Hea((MEKTHBHOCTH eIle IO II0TePU KOHKYPEH-
TOCMOCOOHOCTH: 1) AMHAMUKA MOKa3aTeisi IPOU3BOAUTEILHOCTH TPY/Ia B KOMIIAHUM HE MOJIOXUTEIbHAS B TeUSHKE
3aJaHHOTO TIEPHONA; 2) KOMITAaHUS OTCTaeT OT KOHKYPEHTOB TI0 TTOKA3aTelt0 TIPOM3BOAUTEIEHOCTH Tpya; 3) KOMITa-
HUS OTCTAeT OT KOHKYPEHTOB I10 TI0Ka3aTelIi0 TEMIIOB POCTa MPOM3BOIUTEIBHOCTH TPYIA 3a OIpPEeNeNCHHBII IEPUOL;
4) pacTyT U3AEPXKKK Ha TIPOU3BOACTBO €MHUIIbI TIPOAYKIIUH.

[MpuBeneHHBIE KPUTEPUH ITO3BOJISIIOT YYUTHIBATH CUTYALIMIO KAK BHYTPU MPEATIPHUSITHS, TAK ¥ B CPAaBHECHUY C IPYTUMUI
TpeanpusITHIMU. Kaxmplii KpuTepuii MOXXHO paccMaTpuBaTh OTAEIBHO JIMOO B COBOKYITHOCTH C OCTaTbHBIMU, TIPU-
MEHSTb Ha MPEANPUITHSX Pa3HbIX OTpacieil, cenuan3auuy U Maciutaba. Kpurepuy ykasblBaloT HalpaBieHUE pa3-
BUTHSI, B KOTOPOM KOMITaHMSI MCITBITHIBACT TPYAHOCTH B TEKYIIUI MOMEHT, JTUOO MOXET MX UCITBITBIBATD B OYAyILEM.

KuiodeBble coBa: MHBECTUIIMOHHAS MOJUTUKA, KPUTEPUIl, MEHEKMEHT, OpraHU3allMOHHbIN KamuTal, MpeanpusiTue,
TTPOM3BOAMTEIBHOCTD TPY/IA, POCCUIICKAS TPOMBIIIIEHHOCTD, YeJIOBEYECKUH KarnuTa
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Introduction [BeegeHne]

Labour productivity is both an important indicator
of the efficiency of manufacturing activity of enterprise
and a factor of its further development. Relatively high
values of labour productivity may characterize rela-
tively higher efficiency of organizational and manufac-
turing activities of enterprise compared to other enter-
prises, thereby reflecting its competitive advantages in the
short, medium, and long-term.

At the macroeconomic level, the actual problem for
developed and developing countries is the slowdown
in global economic growth. The reasons of the slowdown
are accumulated imbalances in developing economies
and structural constraints in developed ones. According
to statistics for 2005—2015, the gap in the level of labour
productivity between Russia and most of the countries
of the European Union, OECD, and the “Big Seven”
was more than twice against Russia'. Increasing labour
productivity is one of the possibilities to accelerate its
economic growth and socio-economic development.

The macroeconomic problems described above signal
low labour productivity at the microeconomic level. Lack
of access to the results of scientific and technological progress
and to external investments, low levels of human and man-
agerial capital, lack of understanding of the need to increase
labour productivity by enterprise’s management — all these
factors complicate economic development of enterprise.

The purpose of this article is to classify changes
in management that lead to labour productivity increase
and to formulate criteria for the need to implement labour
productivity improvement programs.

Labour productivity in scientific literature
[Mpoun3BopgnTENbHOCTL TPyAA B HayYHOMN
nutepartype]

For the purpose of further research, it seems appropri-
ate to define labour productivity. Researchers [Samuelson
and Nordhaus, 2009] define labour productivity as total
output divided by operating inputs. In [Huselid, 1995],
labour productivity is calculated as logarithm of the ratio
of sales to total number of employees. It is shown that the
aforementioned calculation method is convenient, since
it is a single index that allows us to compare the perfor-
mance of enterprises and evaluate monetary value of the
return on investments of high-performance working meth-
ods. In the work?, labour productivity is defined as gross
revenue per hour of labour input. Researchers [ El-Gohary

! “Labour productivity in the Russian Federation” (2017), Analitical Center
for the Government of the Russian Federation, Social Bulletin, no. 9, 44 p.

20ECD (2001), Measuring productivity: Measurement of aggregate and
industry-level productivity growth: OECD Manual, Organization for

Economic Co-operation and Development.

26

and Aziz, 2014] consider labour productivity as the ratio
of output to labour hours.

In this article, labour productivity is defined as the
ratio of production volume of enterprise in monetary
terms to labour costs expressed in person-hours involved
in creating of this production volume.

Various works demonstrate the relationship between
labour productivity and management of enterprise. The
work [Jergeas, 2009] shows that there are four factors po-
tentially increasing labour productivity: management system,
labour force, technologies, and new techniques. However,
in [Rojas and Aramvareekul, 2003] it is demonstrated that
the use of new techniques and technologies may be neces-
sary but not enough, so the improvement of labour pro-
ductivity is the task of management. The study [Schein,
2008] shows that strong organizational culture is capable
to replace formal management by informal relationships
in enterprise. P. A. Mikhnenko [2018] explores types of or-
ganizational structure of enterprise and existing organiza-
tional culture. He demonstrates how the change in labour
force attitude to certain processes may lead to the formation
of new values within enterprise: an increase in the control
of supervisory personnel may be perceived by employees
as an increase in bureaucratization of business processes
and a transition to hierarchical type of organizational culture.

In [Diaz-Chao et al, 2015], innovative sources of labour
productivity for small enterprises of Girona are studied.
The results show that the main factor determining labour
productivity is the size of wages. In addition, in [Bogatyre-
va and Ilyukhina, 2020] it is shown that the increase in wag-
es outstrips the growth of labour productivity also at inter-
country level. Correlation between the level of competition
and labour productivity in the retail sector is studied in [Amin,
2015], and the author econometrically proves strong pos-
itive impact of pro-competitive reforms on the level of la-
bour productivity of retail enterprises.

Based on the above literature, we can state that the
system of management significantly affect labour produc-
tivity at enterprise. Let us turn to the consideration of meas-
ures implemented at Russian industrial enterprises, which
contributed to the growth of labour productivity.

Successful measures to increase labour
productivity at Russian industrial enterprises
[YcnewHble mepbl NOBbILWEHNA
NpPON3BOANTENbHOCTY TPYAA Ha NpeanpuATUAX
POCCUINCKOW NPOMBbILLIIEHHOCTH]

Based on the data of the implementation of the na-

tional project “Labour productivity and employment
support”3, a list of companies, implementing measures

3 All-Russian award “Labour productivity: Russian industry leaders —
2019”. Available at: http://www.up-pro.ru/imgs/specprojects/lidery-
promyshlennosti/2019/Productivity_2019.pdf (accessed 20.08.2020).



proposed by the project to increase labour productivity
and showing positive results at this point of time, was
compiled. Figure 1 shows data on the labour productiv-
ity of leading enterprises of Russian industries according
to the information for 2018 taken from the list above. Each
industry is represented by three columns: maximum labour
productivity in the sample; average labour productivity
in the sample, calculated as a ratio of labour productiv-
ity of all presented enterprises to their quantity; minimum
labour productivity in the sample. Industry samples con-
sist of limited number of enterprises (the number of them
is indicated below in brackets), demonstrating the highest
intra-industry values of labour productivity at the time
of the compilation of the list. The list includes oil and
gas industry (25 enterprises), machinery manufacturing
(100), metallurgical industry (70), construction materials
industry (50), energy industry (50), chemical industry
(70), food industry (100), electronic industry (50), elec-
trotechnical industry (30), instrument manufacture (30).

The analysis of Figure 1* makes it possible to state
that there are significant differences in labour productiv-
ity both between enterprises from different industries
and within each industry examined. A total of 575 lead-
ing enterprises are in the sample, while more than 5 000
Russian enterprises with total revenue of more than 51 %
of yearly Russian gross domestic product and the num-
ber of employees more than 5.5 million people were
examined during its compilation. It indicates that re-
maining enterprises in each industry, not included in the
number of leaders, show lower labour productivity than
the minimum values in Figure 1.

According to the analylitical calculations in the work?,
among the reasons of changes leading to labour produc-
tivity increase, the implementation of the principles of lean
production is noted. It includes the following components:
e diagnostics of the activities of enterprise in order
to identify the least efficient stages of production
process using mapping tools, Yamazumi chart, and
“spaghetti diagrams”;

e identification and elimination of losses including:
overproduction, overstock, excessive processing,
unnecessary transportation, unnecessary movements
of employees, inefficient distribution of working hours,
manufacturing defects;

e automation of production processes through the
implementation of digital and robotic technologies;

e purchase of equipment that allows to produce larger
quantum of output of stable quality within a fixed period
of time;

41Ibid.
3 Ibid.
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e reorganization of workspace with the use of the 5S
Method;

e work on organizational skills of personnel according
to goal-setting principles: correct goal setting, explanation
of the contribution of every employee to the common
goal, problem-oriented approach to the distribution of tasks;
¢ creation of educational ecosystem through cooperation
with research centres and higher educational institutions
in order to train highly qualified personnel and develop
high-tech solutions to improve operational efficiency;
e focus on long-term sustainable development;

e creation of information centres to improve monitoring
quality through visualization of management: demonstration
of goals, interim results, and status of task execution;
e implementation of systemic improvements through
analysis of problems using Ishikawa diagram, brainstorming,
decision-tree building;

e increase of brand premium that represents the possibility
of the augmentation of product price due to better brand
recognition by customers and their locality to it.

Instrument manufacturing
[Mpown3soacTBO
VNHCTPYMEHTOB]

Electrotechnical industry
[3nekTpoTexHuyeckas
MPOMBILLIEHHOCTb]
Electronic industry
[SnekTpoHHas
MPOMBILLNEHHOCTb)

Food industry [MuweBas
MPOMBILLNEHHOCTb)

Chemical industry
[Xvmnueckasn
MPOMBILLNEHHOCTb]

— Maximum labour
productivity in the sample
[MakcvmanbHas npovsBogm-
TeNbHOCTb TpyAa B BbiGopke]

2 — Average labour productivity in
the sample [CpeaHss npoun3so-
[JVTENbHOCTb TPY/Aa B BbIGOpKe]

3 — Minimum labour
productivity in the sample
[MyHmanbHas npounssoamn-
TeNbHOCTb TpyAa B Bbibopke]

Energy industry [SHepreTu-

yeckasn NPOMbILLNEHHOCTb] =

Construction materials
industry [MpombiluneHHOCTb
CTpOWTE/IbHbIX MaTepnanos]

Metallurgical industry
[MeTannypruveckas =
NPOMBbILLINEHHOCTb]

Machinery manufacturing
[MawwHHoe
NpOn3BOACTBO]

QOil and gas industry
[Hedrerasopas
NPOMBILINEHHOCTb)

1

T T T T 1
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|
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Labour productivity, million roubles per person in a year
[IIpom3BOIMTETBLHOCTE TP/, MITH PyO./del. B Tox]

Source: [All-Russian Award “Labour Productivity: Russian Industry
Leaders — 2019”] / Ucto4nmk: [Beepoceuiickasi npemus «[ponssogu-
TeNbHOCTb Tpyaa: Jingeps! npombiiuneHHocTn Poceun — 2019»]

Fig. 1. Leaders of labour productivity in Russian industries, 2018

Pwuc. 1. Jlngepbl no npoM3BoANTENBHOCTU Tpyda B OTpacsax
npoMbILLeHHOCTM Poccumn no gaHHbiv 2018 1.
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The above-mentioned changes are mostly related to the
management of enterprises. On the one hand, it indicates
the importance of managerial changes while increasing
labour productivity. On the other hand, it suggests that
labour productivity acts as an indicator of the efficiency
of management of enterprise.

Classification of changes in management that
lead to labour productivity increase
[Knaccndumkayma opraHM3aLMOHHbIX
M3MeHEeHU, KOoTopble BeAyT K NOBbILLIEH M0
npousBoANTeNbHOCTU TpyAaal

The literature review presented below shows that the
increase in labour productivity could be characterized as
a result of building an effective production system of en-
terprise. In [Kononova, 2006], production system is un-
derstood as a way to organize production processes that
covers all the stages of production and product marketing
activities. Efficient production system is characterized
by high level of labour productivity, which helps to increase
the competitiveness of enterprise. In more detail, an in-
crease in labour productivity may be the result of:

1. Investment policy of enterprise.

In [Prosvirina et al, 2016] labour productivity is con-
sidered as one of five main indicators of the efficiency
of investment policy of enterprise and reflects the effi-
ciency of use of labour force. At the same time, it is
shown that total labour efficiency depends to the great-
est extent on investments in fixed assets, degree of in-
vestments in personnel training, and level of labour
productivity. Such investments can be aimed at full
or partial replacement of enterprise’s technologies, the
use of innovative inventions of science and technology,
focused on efficient and resource-saving production.

2. Augmentation of the human capital of enterprise.

Researchers Delsen and Schonewille [1999] substan-
tiate that factors, such as the rise of level of education
and training at workplace, positively affect the level of hu-
man capital and labour productivity. In [Rukumnuaykit
and Pholphirul, 2016] it is proved that employees of man-
ufacturing companies with higher level of education,
having completed additional training courses, and dem-
onstrating higher level of qualification within the frame-
work of cognitive (namely, in the field of information
technologies) and non-cognitive (leadership, time man-
agement, and effective communication) skills, contribute
to the increase of labour productivity at an enterprise.

3. Efficient use of managerial capital of enterprise, which
consists of three elements: management of labour, man-
agement of production, management of arrangements.
The article [Belkin et al, 2016] emphasizes that the reason
of economic problems of a large number of enterprises
is not the lack of external financing or fixed assets, but
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the imperfection of management of labour relations with-
in enterprise. The article [Simonenko, 2016] demonstrates
that efficient system of labour motivation and remunera-
tion contributes to the growth of labour productivity,
which leads to the increase of competitiveness of enterprise
and the achievement of strategic objectives.

In the research [Gagarinskaya et al, 2019] conducted on
a sample of enterprises in Russian and Canadian oil and gas
industry, labour productivity is significantly ahead than its
values in other industries. It seems possible to conclude that
an increase in labour productivity is possible if one changes
wage system, implying its division into basic remuneration
and variable remuneration. The variable remuneration de-
pends on the nature of employee’s activity and employee’s
effectiveness based on key performance indicators.

The article [Kuznetsova and Ugol’nikova, 2019] shows
that efficient management of organizational knowledge
of enterprise, considered as the result of synergetic effect
of the exchange of knowledge between employees during
the production and economic activity, contributes to the
growth of labour productivity, the improvement of prod-
uct quality, and the strengthening of competitive advan-
tages of enterprise. The paper [Bishin, 2017] states that
the development of intellectual capital of enterprise,
which includes managerial capital, contributes to the
growth of labour productivity through the formation
of creative thinking among employees and the increase
of their professional adaptability to changing conditions.

Criteria for the need to implement labour
productivity improvement programs [Kputepumn
Heo6XoANMMOCTY BHEAPEHNA NPOrpaMmm
NOBbILLIEHUA NPON3BOAUTENIbHOCTY TPYyAal

The above-mentioned management decisions can
increase labour productivity through reorganization
of productive and business processes of enterprise. The
question arises as to what enterprises one needs to im-
plement labour productivity improvement programs.

The following offers criteria that signal the need
to implement programs of labour productivity increase
at enterprises. The criteria are universal, that is, they
are suitable for enterprises of different industries, spe-
cialization, and scale. The criteria are as follows:

1. Dynamics of labour productivity at enterprise is not
positive for a given period.

This criterion indicates two possible scenarios: labour
productivity does not change, or it decreases.

Constant labour productivity indicates stable use
of available resources. The problem is that in this case
there is no qualitative improvement of production pro-
cesses. This may not be a warning signal in the short-
term; however, it can lead to the reduction of competi-
tiveness of enterprise in the medium and long-term.



Decreasing labour productivity signals a decline in the
efficiency of production processes and indicates tech-
nological or managerial problems of enterprise. In this
case, in the absence of changes, an enterprise may begin
to lose competitiveness in the short-term.

2. Enterprise lags behind competitors in terms of labour
productivity.

This criterion signals existing technological or manage-
rial backwardness of enterprise from competitors. This
is reflected in the fact of higher cost of production per unit
and higher ultimate price. Such backwardness can lead
to full or partial loss of the market by enterprise due to its
relative uncompetitiveness in the medium and long-term.

3. Enterprise lags behind competitors in terms of growth
rates of labour productivity for a given period.

This criterion indicates the presence of technological
or managerial advantages among competitors, which
gradually increase their competitive strengths. It can
lead to full of partial loss of competitiveness of enterprise
in the medium and long-term.

4. Increase in the cost of production per unit of output.

The growth of labour productivity, calculated as the
ratio of output to the number of labour force, may occur
because of the fact that the cost of production per unit
is growing. This moves the ultimate price up. With constant
production volume, its cost will be higher. However, the
increase in price caused by rising costs can provoke a re-
duction in demand in the short, medium, and long-term.

The above-mentioned criteria are used to determine
the need for implementation of technological and
managerial changes at enterprise. They signal existing
relative inefficiencies of enterprise even before it loses
competitiveness. Further research can be aimed at the
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development of a system of indicators focused on more
detailed diagnosis of problems of enterprise. Namely,
the recognition of technological and managerial factors
that can lead to inefficiencies.

Conclusion [3aknioueHne]

Thus, it is shown that labour productivity acts as an
indicator of the effectiveness of enterprise management
system. The article shows that management of enterprise
can significantly affect labour productivity. The paper
demonstrates that the increase in labour productivity
may be the result of:
¢ investment policy of enterprise;

e augmentation of the human capital of enterprise;
e cfficient use of managerial capital of enterprise.

The paper describes criteria signalling the need
to implement programs to increase labour productivity
at enterprises. They are:

e dynamics of labour productivity in enterprise is not
positive for a given period;

e enterprise lags behind competitors in terms of labour
productivity;

e enterprise lags behind competitors in terms of growth
rates of labour productivity for a given period;

e increase in the cost of production per unit of output.

These criteria are essential signals of existing tech-
nological and managerial inefficiencies at enterprise.
The use of these criteria subsequently can help to prevent
the loss of competitiveness of enterprise in the short,
medium, and long-term.
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