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INTERPRETATION OF INDIRECT COSTS
AND THEIR IMPACT ON FINANCIAL RESULTS

Costs are an integral part of any business entity.
They are indicative of the process of getting to the
planned profit.

According to P (S) 16 in costs means the reduction
in economic benefits as a result of disposals of assets
or increasing obligations which lead to decrease in
equity (excluding capital reduction by contributions
from owners) [7].

Scientists analyzed the interpretation, we can con-
clude that indirect costs arising in the course of busi-
ness and are an important element of the economic
mechanism of agricultural enterprises.

For the period of assignment of indirect costs on
the financial results of the indirect costs can be divided
into product costs (production costs) and expenses
of the period (recurrent costs). Indirect costs include
product general manufacturing expenses, and the
costs of the period — administrative costs and distri-
bution costs [1, 112-113].

General manufacturing expenses are indirect
costs, and therefore at the time of they cannot be
attributed directly to a particular object accounting.
General manufacturing expenses are mostly associ-
ated with the production of several products, so they
should be taken into account when calculating the
cost of each type of product.

In agriculture, distribution of general production
expenses advisable to plant growing and animal
breeding once a year, and auxiliary and industrial pro-
duction — eachlocation.

Under the state of emergency (S), administrative
costs and sales expenses belong to the period just
because they cannot participate in the calculation of
the cost of production and as a result in the formation
of production cost administrative costs and sales do
not participate [4].

We have detected that one of the most important
indicators of agricultural enterprises are indirect costs.
However, common methods of distribution of these
costs is not, and the use of different methods results
in different levels of unit cost, and therefore incorrect
use some methods can lead to wrong acceptance
and false solutions.
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In our opinion, indirect costs may be associated
with production of goods (works, services) sales,
other normal activities, and are recognized in the cost
of production, and some of them be classified to the
financial performance. If regard them only by refer-
ence to the cost of different types (full, productive),
we can clearly say that the indirect costs are actually
indirect (production cost are an indirect way) and con-
ventionally indirect (related to the total cost by distri-
bution). In such circumstances, we can see that the
cost depends on for what purposes it is calculated —
forming actual cost the product or its price.

Agricultural enterprises are widely applied various
methods of allocation of indirect costs to determine
the total cost per unit of production. When using dif-
ferent methods and production base of distribution
of financial results are not changing, but the different
types of products it can be is different and often very
considerably, which is reflected in the change of prod-
uct profitability.

At distribution and assigning indirect costs to
financial results, we recommend to check:

Correct distribution of indirect costs to the enter-
prise;

Method of distribution of indirect expenses of the
company;

Economic justification of the base distribution of
indirect costs [3].

The main criterion for choice of method of distribu-
tion of indirect costs should be a strong link object
accounting of the magnitude of costs. It is impor-
tant to choose an adequate method for the specific
conditions distribution costs and should make timely
adjustments in the base distribution and accounting
policy the company.

On the basis of the above can make such con-
clusions that the recent developments directed to
increasing efficiency of the use indirect costs is pri-
marily their distribution to certain bases of distribu-
tion. If faithfully selected method of allocating indirect
costs, you can achieve high performance enterprise
resource management, exception in this situation of
financial instability and correct management com-
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pany. Distribution of indirect costs is one of the most
important processes in the company, that is directly
influences the formation financial results, the correct
distribution of — to overstating financial results, in
accordance with incorrect — to decrease.

REFERENCES:

1. Bezverkhyy K., Klasyfikatsiya nepryamykh vytrat u sys-
temi upravlins'koho obliku \ K. Bezverkhyy \\ Visnyk KNTEU —
4/2009, S. 106 -116.

2. Butynets' F.F., «Bukhhalters'kyy upravlins'’kyy oblik» \
F.F Butynets' \\ Zhytomyr: ZhITI — 2000, S. 448.

3. Voytenko T., Lepetan |. Metody rozpodilu nepryamykh
vytrat / T.Voytenko, |. Lepetan // Naukovyy klub — 2016 r.

4. Holov S., «Upravlins'kyy oblik» \' S. Holov \\ K: Znan-
nya — 2007, S. 630.

5. NP(S)BO 1 «Zahal'ni vymohy do finansovoyi zvit-
nosti», zatverdzhene Ministerstvom finansiv Ukrayiny zat-
verdzheno Nakaz No 73 vid 07.02.2013 r. «Pro zatverdzhen-
nya Natsional'noho polozhennya (standartu) bukhhalters'koho
obliku 1» Zahal'ni vymohy do finansovoyi zvitnosti».

6. Ostapenko T.M. Interprytatsiya pryamykh ta nepryamykh
vytrat dlya tsiley kal'kulyuvannya / T.M. Ostapenko // Eko-
nomika. Upravlinnya. Innovatsiyi., Vypusk No 2 (10), — 2013 r.

7. Polozhennya (standart) bukhhalters'koho obliku 16
«Vytraty», zatverdzhene nakazom Ministerstva finansiv Ukray-
iny vid 31 hrudnya 1999 r. No 318.

8. Suk P.L., Kryvorot O.H., Oblik zahal'novyrobnychykh
vytrat ta yikh rozpodil v sil's’kohospodars'kykh pidpryyemst-
vakh \ P.L Suk, O.H. Kryvorot \\ Oblik i finansy APK: Mizhn-
arodnyy naukovo-vyrobnychyy zhurnal. — Kyyiv: Federatsiya
audytoriv, bukhhalteriv i finansystiv APK Ukrayiny, 2006. — No
8.-S.88-92




