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TESTING OF THE ASSESSMENT
MODEL OF ENTERPRISE INVESTMENT
ATTRACTIVENESS ON AN EXAMPLE
OF UKRAINIAN MOTOR TRANSPORT
ENTERPRISES

06’exmom docrioxcenns € modenv ouinku ineecmuuitinoi npusadausocmi nionpuemcmea (II). Birvwicmo me-
modie oyinku ineecmuyitnoi npusadaugocmi nobydosani na GUSHAYEHHT MA AHANI3T eKOHOMIUHUX NOKASHUKIE 3
nesnumu nanpsmxamu. Koxcen 3 nanpsamxie micmumo Kiioka noKasHuxie, sxi Cymmeeo eniusanms ma 6cediuno
sidobpaxcaiomv obiacmv disavrocmi nionpuemcmsa. Mosa 6edemvcs sk npo AKICHI, Max i KiAbKiCHI NOKA3HUKIL.
O0num 3 natbinvuL nPOOIEMHUX MICUb € 00 €OHANNS AKICHUX MA KIAbKICHUX NOKA3HUKIE Ol BUSHAUEHHS COUHOZ0
inmezpanviozo noxasnuxa IIT ma nepegipka maxozo nioxody na nionpuemcmeax agmomodiiLHoz0 mpancnopmy.
Buxopucmogyiouu mooeav, MONCHA Supiuumu Haubiivy npooiemy, ue azpezyeamu iHGOPMAUitinl HANPAMKU
ma indexcu, GUSHAUUMU YHIBEPCANLHULL THMEZPATLHUL NOKASHUK THEECTNUUTUHOT NPUBAOIUBOCMT NIONPUEMCMEA.

s supiwenns, nocmasnenoi 8 pobomi npobiemu, OYau 3acmocoani HACMYNHi Memoou HAYKOBUX DOCIIONCEeHD:

— KPUMUYHULL AHATE3, AOCTPAKMHO-102iUHULL MemOod Ma Y3azalbHeHHs HAYK08020 00CEi0Y — 600CKOHAICHHS
npunyunis ouinxu I11;

— MAMEeMAMUUHUL Ma CMAMUCTRUYHUL AHALI3 Pe3yiomamis 00CHI0NCeH S, NPOBEOCHUT 3G O0NOMOZ0I0 NPO-
Zpaminozo sabesneuenns 06pooKu cmamucmuunux oanux, SPSS (v21.0) ma Microsoft Excel (2010).

3aedsxu yum saxodam 6yno:

— nepesipeno adanmusnicmv modeni ouinku 11 nionpuemcmea na npuxiadi a8MOmMpPAHCROPMHUX NIONPU-
emcme (ATII);

— gusnayeno 111 ATII ma ocnoeni paxmopu enusy na I ATII;

— PO3Paxosano Koegiyicnmu eracmuunocmi, sioxuienns Gaxmuunozo nokasuuka II1 610 onmumanivnozo;

— 3p00NeHO BUCHOBOK NPO HeOOXIOHICMb 30iAbULeHHS 3HaueHb daxmopis, wo enausaioms na IIT ATII.

Bpaxosyrouu suseaeni cradki cmoponu (Heeamuehi Haciioku) 0st KOICHO20 NIONPUEMCMEA, MONCHA CIMEOPUMU
nepenix npiopumemnux 3axodis, sixi 6yoymo enposadncysamuce y ATII, ma sanpononyeamu anzopumm npuiHsm-
M YNpasiiHcoKux piwiens w000 onmumisayii pieus I ATII. Ha nidcmasi ompumanux 0anux Moyxcua pospooumu
npoepamy pinancosoi pecmpyxmypusayii, adanmogany 0o cucmemu ynpasiinns I xoxcrnozo eueuenozo ATII. Bci
Ui pexomenoauii daromv MONCIUBICNG 0L NOOATLUUX HAYKOBUX PO3POOOK.

Kmouosi cnoBa: insecmuyiina npusadiusicmn, pieenv iHEECMuUuYilnol npueabiusocmi, Koepiyicumu eac-
MuyHOCmi, asmompancnoOpmHuuil cexkmop Yxpainu.

Levchenko Ia.,,
Kyrchata I,
Shersheniuk 0.

1. Introduction

Aggravation of the struggle for investments is a result
of a sharply increasing demand for additional resources,
while the volume of investment capital lags behind the
needs of the sector and economy as a whole.

The reduction in the volume of budget funding and
limited own funds of enterprises determine a particular
relevance of researches on providing motor transport en-
terprises (MTE) investment attractiveness (IA).

Increasing the investment attractiveness can help an
enterprise to create competitive advantages, open opportu-
nities for innovation, reduce operating risks and operating
costs, and improve the enterprise’s profitability.

This problem is urgent not only for MTEs of Kharkiv
region, which, despite the existing development potential,
favorable geographical location are unable to attract the
necessary investment resources because of a rather low
level of IA caused by a low level of profitability of MTEs
and negative investment image of Ukraine. The importance
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of the problem grows under conditions of Ukraine’s in-
tegration into the world economy, entering the interna-
tional market, which leads to an increase in the number
of potential competitors in obtaining investment resources.

2. The ohject of research
and its technological audit

The object of research is the model for assessing of
enterprise investment attractiveness on an example of Uk-
rainian motor transport enterprises.

The model for assessment of enterprise investment
attractiveness is defined as the unit combining the in-
ternal, sectoral and regional factors. All three elements
of enterprise TA should be used together.

The proposed model does not take into account the
factors at the state level, as it is oriented to the internal
assessment of the investment attractiveness of an enterprise.

The empirical study will carry out at enterprises of
the motor transport sector, and the author realizes that
results of a similar research in other sectors may differ,
which will the basis for further discussions.

3. The aim and ohjectives of research

The aim of research is approbation of the model for
assessing enterprise investment attractiveness and to test
it on example of motor transport enterprises in Kharkiv
region.

To achieve the aim of research, the following scientific
objectives are identified:

1. To conduct an analysis of the current state of invest-
ment attractiveness of the enterprises of motor transport
on example of the Kharkiv region of Ukraine.

2. To determine the investment attractiveness of each
investigated enterprise and identify weaknesses (negative
effects) for each enterprise.

4. Research of existing solutions
of the prohlem

Evaluation of investment projects should be carried out
with the help of quantitative assessment, which allows to
comprehensively assess the advantages of the project for
the company, and also represents the real level of valuation
of the invested capital [1] on condition of intellectualiza-
tion information for managing of any an enterprise [2].

Some scientists propose assessing IA by means of in-
vestment analysis. For this purpose, [3] introduces the
concept of «investment productivity» and defines it as
return on investment measured by the ratio of the GDP
changes to investments. Author [4] speaks of «investment
efficiency» and considers it the end result from realiza-
tion of investments to be used. Thus, author [5] pro-
poses to determine efficiency and feasibility of investing
in traditional methods — DCF discounting, namely, net
present value (NPV) and internal rate of return (IRR).
The main drawback of this approach is the inability to
assess managerial flexibility under uncertainty. Authors [6]
argue that the definition of investment attractiveness
should be carried out on the basis of factor analysis, since
they are sure that each consumer, and, accordingly, the
investor, has an individual taste and idea of attractive-
ness. This shows that each investor can have his own

view on enterprise attractiveness. Authors [7] say that
for each sector a model for determining enterprise TA
should be developed on the basis of forecast estimates.
They also define universal criteria that can be used to
assess enterprise TA. Author [8, 9] says that it is neces-
sary to comprehensively assess enterprise investment at-
tractiveness. To this end, he suggests using two models:
the models imply assessing investment attractiveness based
on quantitative indicators, the other model includes only
qualitative indicators.

The models for assessment of investment enterprise
attractiveness existing in the scientific literature are:

— «Model for quantifying the components of the in-

novation strategy» [9];

— «Model for business activity assessment» [10];

— «Assessment model on the basis of forecast esti-

mates» [7];

— «Method for integral assessment of investment at-

tractiveness of enterprises and organizations» of Agency

on Prevention of Bankruptcy of Enterprises and Orga-
nizations (ABEO) [11], which was developed on the
initiative of the administration of Agency on Preven-
tion of Bankruptcy of Enterprises and Organizations

(ABEO) and registered in the Ministry of Justice of

Ukraine.

It should be noted that the development of models for
assessing investment attractiveness helps develop science.
When the result is presented quantitatively, it becomes
easy to understand. Results obtained by an integral as-
sessment are especially simple for perception.

The carried out analysis has allowed singling out fun-
damental principles that are purposeful to apply in as-
sessing investment attractiveness, the authors decided to
describe criteria for assessment and analysis of investment
attractiveness (Table 1).

Tahle 1

Directions of financial analysis of enterprise investment attractiveness

Author
(8, 9]

Author | Authors
[10] (7]

ABED

Criteria for assessment [11]

Property status

Financial independence

Financial stability

Assets liquidity

Profitability

Business activity

Correcting the integral index with
regard to attractiveness of the region

Sectoral criterion

The majority of the mentioned methods for assessment
of investment attractiveness are built on determination
and analysis of economic indicators by certain directions.
Each of the mentioned directions contains a few indicators
that substantially influence and comprehensively represent
the area of an enterprise’s activity. The biggest problem
is combination of the indexes for determining a single
integral index of investment attractiveness.

However, at the present stage the conceptual appa-
ratus and objectives of management of MTE TA are not
completely formed, a clear system of factors influencing
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the MTE IA level, indicators and methods for evaluating
the MTE IA level is not developed, the issue of information
support of the system for managing MTE IA is studied
insufficiently. That is why there growing a need for de-
velopment and implementation of the system for managing
MTE IA, which will allow to quickly identify the factors
influencing the MTE IA level and to qualitatively affect
these factors in order to optimize MTE functioning. This
will enable attracting additional investment resources and
direct them to the enterprise development.

5. Methods of research

To solve the problem raised in the article, the following
scientific research methods are applied: critical analysis,
abstract-logical method and generalization of scientific ex-
perience — at improving the principles for assessing invest-
ment attractiveness, mathematical and statistical analysis.

6. Research results

On the basis of the assessment model, which combines
quantitative and qualitative indicators of IA, which was
presented and proved in the works [12, 13], let’s assess
the MTE IA on example of the Kharkiv region.

On the bases of statistic information which presented
in [14] in the course of the calculations there were ob-
tained synthetic indicators by the enterprise groups, on
the basis of which it is possible to carry out the study
and determine, which of the synthetic indicators has the
least value. On this basis it will be possible to identify
perspective directions of further development of the en-
terprise and work out recommendations on increasing the
MTE IA. The results are presented in Table 2.

On the basis of Table 2 the following conclusion can
be made: as of 2016 the most negative indicators are:

— the enterprise Truck Fleet No. 2 are the indicators

of Group;

— PJSC MTE - 16363 — the indicators of Group 5;

— PJSC Krasnograd MTE — 16345 — the indicators

of Group 4 and 6;

— PJSC MTE - 16350 — the indicators of Group 4,

— Private JSC MTE — the indicators of Group 5 and 6;

— Private JSC Kharkiv MTE 16368 — the indicators

of Group 1, 4 and 5.

Thus, it can be concluded that the most negative in-
dicators, i. e., the indicators that considerably lower the
MTE IA level for our sample of enterprises as of 2016
are the indicators of Group 4 and 5. They are coefficient
of absolute liquidity, working capital, coefficient of profi-
tability of own capital, operating income margin.

The negative factors of influence for each of the studied
enterprise have been determined. Thus, to increase the
MTE TIA level, it is necessary to improve the following
indicators:

— Truck Fleet No. 2 — indicators of assets liquidity,

indicators of profitability;

— PJSC MTE - 16363 — indicators of profitability;

— PJSC Krasnograd MTE — 16345 — indicators of

assets liquidity, indicators of profitability, indicators

of business activity;

- PJSC MTE - 16350 — indicators of assets liqui-

dity, indicators of profitability, indicators of business

activity;

— PJSC MTE - 16329 - indicators of assets liquidity,

indicators of profitability;

- OJSC MTE - 16351 — indicators of assets liquidity,

indicators of business activity;

— Private JSC MTE - indicators of property status,

indicators of profitability, indicators of business activity;

— Private JSC Kharkiv MTE 16368 — indicators of

property status, indicators of assets liquidity, indicators

of profitability.

As the main factors of influencing on the MTE TA
level was defined, so we can calculate the elasticity coef-
ficients. They allow describe relative changes in the stu-
died economic indicator (IA level) under the influence of
a single economic factor (property status, financial in-
dependence, financial stability, assets liquidity, business
activity, profitability). This level determines the indicator
under conditions of permanency of other influence factors.
The elasticity coefficient is presented by the following
formula in the work [15].

On the basis of the equation which presented in the

5 and 6; work [15] calculated elasticity coefficients of the IA level
— PJSC MTE - 16329 — the indicators of Group 1, of the studied enterprises are calculated under the influence
4 and 5; of indicators of property status, financial independence,
— OJSC MTE - 16351 —the indicators of Group 1, financial stability, assets liquidity, business activity, profi-
4 and 6; tability (Table 3).
Table 2
The synthetic indicators by the groups (components) of motor transport enterprises investment attractiveness as of 2016
2016
Name of the MTE
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Group B
Truck Fleet No. 2 0.769 0.840 0.514 -0.134 -0.181 0.005
PISC MTE - 16363 0.954 0.355 0.030 0.802 -0.199 0.652
PISC Krasnograd MTE - 16345 0.229 0.285 0.225 -0.794 0.491 -0.459
PISC MTE - 16350 0.664 0.296 0.488 -0.707 -0.257 -0.356
PISC MIE - 16329 0.267 0.328 0.925 -0.448 -0.324 0.987
0ISC MIE - 16351 0.238 0.297 0.520 -0.676 08912 -0.430
Private JSC MTE 0.083 0.293 0.337 0.364 -0.438 -0.380
Private JSC Kharkiv MTE 16368 0.076 0.289 0.111 -0.014 -0.385 0.553
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Tahle 3
The coefficients of elasticity of the level of motor transport enterprises investment attractiveness in Kharkiv region

Name of the MTE Influence Influence Influence Influence Influence Influence

of Group 1 of Group 2 of Group 3 of Group 4 of Group 5 of Group B
Truck Fleet No. 2 0.406 0.384 0.450 0.272 0.286 0.174
PISC MTE - 16363 0.608 0.531 0.243 0.640 0.386 0.778
PISC Krasnograd MTE — 16345 0.343 0.403 0.341 0.584 0.404 0.424
PISC MTE - 16350 0.20 0.13 0.18 0.21 0.23 0.24
PISC MTE - 16329 0.217 0.262 0.285 0.214 0.202 0.284
0I5C MTE - 16351 0.091 0.111 0.145 0.117 0.130 0.120
Private JSC MTE 0.026 0.087 0.068 0.068 0.058 0.061
Private JSC Kharkiv MTE 16368 0.083 0.218 0.126 0.033 0.151 0.175

On the basis of the obtained data (Table 3) it becomes

possible to trace the following regularity:

— to increase the IA level of Truck Fleet No. 2 by 1 %,
it is necessary to increase the indicators of property
status, financial independence, financial stability, assets
liquidity, profitability or business activity by 0.406 %,
0.384 %, 0.450 %, 0.272 %, 0.286 % and 0.174 % re-
spectively;

— to increase the IA level of PJSC MTE — 16363
by 1 %, it is necessary to increase the indicators of
property status, financial independence, financial stabi-
lity, assets liquidity, profitability or business activity
by 0.609 %, 0.531 %, 0.243 %, 0.640 %, 0.386 % and
0,778 % respectively;

— to increase the IA level of PJSC Krasnograd MTE —
16345 by 1 %, it is necessary to increase the indicators
of property status, financial independence, financial
stability, assets liquidity, profitability or business acti-
vity by 0.343 %, 0.403 %, 0.424 %, 0.584 %, 0.404 %
and 0.341 % respectively;

— to increase the IA level of PJSC MTE — 16350 by
1 %, it is necessary to increase the indicators of property
status, financial independence, financial stability, assets
liquidity, profitability or business activity by 0.20 %,
0.13 %, 0.19 %, 0.21 %, 0.23 % and 0.24 % respectively;
— to increase the IA level of PJSC MTE - 16329
by 1 %, it is necessary to increase the indicators of
property status, financial independence, financial stabi-
lity, assets liquidity, profitability or business activity

by 0.217 %, 0.262 %, 0.295 %, 0.214 %, 0.202 % and
0.284 % respectively;
— to increase the IA level of OJSC MTE - 16351 by
1 %, it is necessary to increase the indicators of pro-
perty status, financial independence, financial stabi-
lity, assets liquidity, profitability or business activity
by 0.091 %, 0.111 %, 0.145 %, 0.117 %, 0.130 % and
0.120 % respectively;
— to increase the IA level of Private JSC MTE by
1 %, it is necessary to increase the indicators of pro-
perty status, financial independence, financial stabi-
lity, assets liquidity, profitability or business activity
by 0.026 %, 0.067 %, 0.068 %, 0.068 %, 0.059 % and
0.061 % respectively;
— to increase the IA level of Private JSC Kharkiv
MTE 16368 by 1 %, it is necessary to increase the
indicators of property status, financial independence,
financial stability, assets liquidity, profitability or busi-
ness activity by 0.083 %, 0.219 %, 0.126 %, 0.033 %,
0.151 % and 0.175 % respectively.
On the basis of the obtained data concerning the MTE
IA level let’s calculate the deviation of the actual index
from the optimal one. As an optimal one there taken the
indicator value of 0.5 — for enterprises with a low TA level
and 1 — for enterprises with a high IA level (Table 4).
Having calculated the deviation of the actual IA level
from the optimal one (Table 4), it is possible to make
a conclusion regarding the need for increasing the values
of the factors influencing the MTE IA level (Table 5).

Table 4
The deviation of the actual index from the optimal one as of 2016
Name of the MTE The optimal level (index) of IA | The actual level (index) of IA | Deviation of the actual index from the optimal one
Truck Fleet No. 2 1 0.423 -0.57681
PISC MTE - 16363 1 0.456 -0.54373
PISC Brasnograd MTE — 16345 0.5 0.017 -0.48303
PISC MTE - 16350 0.5 0.027 -0.47336
PISC MTE - 16329 1 0.487 -0.51317
0ISC MTE - 16351 0.5 0.201 -0.29947
Private J5C MTE 0.5 0.039 -0.46114
Private J5C Kharkiv MTE 16368 0.5 0.103 -0.39655

;28
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Tahle 5
The dynamics of the required changes in the values of factors influencing the level of motor transport
enterprises investment attractiveness
Name of the MTE The 'raiin of the actual and The degree of the indicator increase by the groups
optimal level of MTE 1A 1 9 3 4 5 B
Truck Fleet No. 2 57.681 23.42 22.15 25.96 15.69 16.50 10.04
PISC MTE - 16363 54.373 33.11 28.87 13.21 34.80 20.99 42.30
PISC HKrasnograd MTE — 16345 96.606 33.14 38.93 32.84 56.42 39.03 40.96
PISC MTE - 16350 94.672 18.93 12.31 17.99 19.88 21.77 22.72
PISC MTE - 16329 51.317 11.14 13.45 15.14 10.98 10.37 14.57
0J5C MTE - 16351 59.894 5.45 6.65 8.68 7.01 7.79 7.18
Private JSC MTE 92.228 2.40 6.18 6.27 6.27 5.44 5.63
Private JSC Kharkiv MTE 16368 79.31 6.58 17.37 9.99 2.62 11.98 13.88

On the basis of the data from Table 5 it can be as-
sumed that to achieve the optimal level of MTE IA the
enterprises:

— Truck Fleet No. 2 needs to increase the indicators

of property status, financial independence, financial

stability, assets liquidity, profitability or business acti-
vity by 23.42 %, 22.15 %, 25.96 %, 15.69 %, 16.50 %
and 10.04 % respectively;

— PJSC MTE — 16363 needs to increase the indicators

of property status, financial independence, financial

stability, assets liquidity, profitability or business acti-
vity by 33.11 %, 28.87 %, 13.21 %, 34.80 %, 20.99 %
and 42.30 % respectively;

— PJSC Krasnograd MTE needs to increase the indica-

tors of property status, financial independence, financial

stability, assets liquidity, profitability or business acti-
vity by 33.14 %, 38.93 %, 32.94 %, 56.42 %, 39.03 %
and 40.96 % respectively;

— PJSC MTE - 16350 needs to increase the indicators

of property status, financial independence, financial

stability, assets liquidity, profitability or business acti-
vity by 1893 %, 12.31 %, 17.99 %, 19.88 %, 21.77 %
and 22.72 % respectively;

— PJSC MTE - 16329 needs to increase the indicators

of property status, financial independence, financial

stability, assets liquidity, profitability or business acti-
vity by 11.14 %, 13.45 %, 15.14 %, 10.98 %, 10.37 %
and 14.57 % respectively;

— OJSC MTE - 16351 needs to increase the indica-

tors of property status, financial independence, finan-

cial stability, assets liquidity, profitability or business
activity by 5.45 %, 6.65 %, 8.68 %, 7.01 %, 7.79 %
and 7.19 % respectively;

— Private JSC MTE needs to increase the indicators

of property status, financial independence, financial

stability, assets liquidity, profitability or business ac-
tivity by 2.40 %, 5.63 %, 6.27 %, 6.27 %, 5.44 % and

6.18 % respectively;

— Private JSC Kharkiv MTE 16368 needs to increase

the indicators of property status, financial indepen-

dence, financial stability, assets liquidity, profitability or
business activity by 6.58 %, 17.37 %, 9.99 %, 2.62 %,

11.98 % and 13.88 % respectively.

7. SWOT analysis of research resulis

Strengths. The strengths of the application of the model
for assessing the investment attractiveness of an enter-
prise are:

— unification of qualitative and quantitative, as well

as external and internal factors of the enterprise;

— the possibility of obtaining one integral indicator,

which determines the level of investment attractive-

ness of the enterprise.

Weaknesses. This model is approved only at the enter-
prises of the motor transport industry, therefore:

— when applying this model to the enterprises of other

industries, the set of factors may differ from the pro-

posed one;

— this model does not take into account factors at

the state level.

Opportunities. The research was conducted in one region
of Ukraine — Kharkiv region. But regions with similar
characteristics exist in countries with emerging economies,
indicators forming a model for assessing the investment
attractiveness of an enterprise may be different and specific
for such regions, but they can be adapted, and the model
can be implemented in other regions. There are a lot of
such regions and the task of science is support of all
of them in their development and European integration.

Threats. This model does not take into account such an
important factor as the labor potential of the enterprise.
When implementing this factor in the structure of the
model, the values may differ significantly.

1. In the article it is established and argued that, for
assessment of enterprise investment attractiveness, a system
approach to the integrity, functionality and applicability of
assessment methods is essential. The model for assessment
of enterprise investment attractiveness is seen as a system
of processes, consisting of factors of enterprise investment
attractiveness with the determination of weighting coef-
ficients for each of one.

An analysis of the current state of investment attrac-
tiveness of the enterprises of motor transport on example
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of the Kharkiv region of Ukraine was conducted. The
investment attractiveness of each investigated enterprise
was determined.

2. Taking into account the identified weaknesses (nega-
tive effects) for each enterprise, it is possible to form
a list of priority measures to be implemented at MTE,
and it is possible to propose an algorithm for making the
sound management decisions on optimizing the MTE 1A
level. On the basis of the obtained data it is possible to
develop the program of financial restructuring adapted to
the system for managing IA of each studied MTE. All those
recommendations give a possibility for further scientific
elaborations.
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