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A 0,5 0 0 0,5 0 0 0 0 0 0,5 
B 0,714 0 0 0,214 0 0,286 0 0 0 0 
C 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
D 0,833 0 0 1 0 0,5 0 0 0 0 
E 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
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G 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 0 

: [19]. 
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 . 3 
80 508 2429,9 24299 0,719 0,718 47,8 
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© Scientific problem. One of the fundamental 
principles of competitive development and a 
successful activity of enterprises on the market 
is equilibrium in the economic system. The ef-
ficiency of economic activity can be achieved 
under conditions of systemness and a success-
ful combination of the following components: 
using high-tech equipment, innovative technol-
ogies and machinery; increasing employees’ 
readiness to learn and acquire appropriate com-
petencies, abilities and practical skills; improv-
ing the system of managing enterprises and ef-
ficient selling policies. Today the resource 
strategies and the improvement of the produc-
tion program of an enterprise are not sufficient 
to promote competitive development and eco-
nomic growth. Thus the accent in managing 
agrarian enterprises is shifted towards the im-
provement of the selling policies and marketing 
strategies of an enterprise.  

Analysis of recent researches and publica-
tions. The problems and the concept of sustain-
able social and economic development and ef-
ficient management have been investigated by a 
number of scientists, namely N. V. Bahrov [3], 
O. H. Bilorus [4], Ye. M. Borshchuk [5], 
I. M. Vakhovych [7], Z. V. Herasymchuk [7], 
B. M. Danylyshyn [8] and others. However, the 
problem of efficient stimulation of managing 
agrarian enterprises based on the use of innova-
tions in management still requires discussion 
[11]. Geomarketing has to become an efficient 
technique under conditions of increased 
geoeconomic competition. This research is de-
voted to clarifying the essence, peculiarities and 
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techniques of geomarketing as an approach to 
stimulating efficient management of economic 
agents of the agrarian sector.  

Marketing and selling activities in the area 
of manufacturing agricultural products are con-
ditioned by certain peculiarities connected with 
natural conditions of production, yields and in-
tensity of using farmlands; the importance of 
manufactured goods, which determine special 
requirements to producing, storing and trans-
porting them; the discrepancy of the time of 
manufacturing products and consuming them; 
seasonal character of production;  the diversity 
of ownership forms in the agrarian sphere of 
production;  the availability of different forms 
of incorporation; the duration of the cycle of 
manufacturing and consuming agricultural 
products. The above-mentioned complicates the 
process of making efficient marketing decisions 
in in the competitive struggle and meeting con-
sumer demand for product quality. 
Agromarketing is characterized by high sensi-
tivity and susceptibility to external changes as 
compared with other systems of marketing. A 
comparatively low level of scientific research 
in the area of marketing activities of agrarian 
enterprises should also be mentioned.  

Nowadays agrarian marketing is a manage-
ment concept which provides a market orienta-
tion of manufacturing and selling activities of 
an enterprise. The basis for making managerial 
decisions is not only a producer’s potentialities, 
but mainly the needs of an agro-industrial mar-
ket, existing and potential demands of consum-
ers and buyers of agricultural products. The 
modern concept of marketing implies that all 
the activities of an enterprise are based on the 
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awareness of consumer demand and its pro-
spective changes. The marketing system makes 
the process of manufacturing goods dependent 
on demand and requires the production of 
goods in the range and quantities necessary for 
consumers. Therefore agrarian marketing as a 
group of market research methods also directs 
its efforts towards developing effective sales 
channels and integrative formation of demand.  

The objective of the article. While realiz-
ing a selling policy by agrarian enterprises there 
is an objective demand for managing spatially 
scattered objects, obtaining information about a 
competitive environment, consumers, sales 
markets and territorial infrastructure. Using 
spatial data allows solving these tasks efficient-
ly. Thus the importance of geomarketing as a 
key component of making decisions in manag-
ing agrarian enterprises is increasing.  

Statement of the main results of the study. 
A spatial component of making managerial de-
cisions can be considered by geomarketing, 
which is a derivative of marketing but it has its 
unique tools, functions and objectives. A 
geomarketing environment is characterized by 
the following: the contradictory nature of 
Ukrainian reforms and their incompleteness; 
imperfection of market relations, when the ba-
sis for their formation is the orientation towards 
a final product, and not towards consumer de-
mands for high-quality and ecologically safe, 
organic agrarian products; a low level of train-
ing and the lack of marketing specialists who 
have competencies and skills for working in the 
agrarian sector; the unsettled legislation base in 
the problems of protecting consumers’ rights 
[6]. It is necessary to note that the present eco-
nomic condition not only causes problems in 
the field of geomarketing, but also opens doors 
to new opportunities. Agrarian enterprises  find 
new, non-standard approaches to solving the 
problem of meeting consumer demands [13, 
p. 22–30].  

The experience of the countries with devel-
oped market economy proves that science, sci-
ence intensive technologies and innovative ac-
tivities are the driving forces of production de-
velopment in all economic branches, about 85% 
of gross domestic product is gained due to new 
knowledge, which is transformed into science 
intensive technologies. According to the data of 

the World Bank, the national wealth of devel-
oped countries consists of natural resources – 
5 %, manufactured and financial capital – 
18 %, knowledge and abilities to use them ra-
tionally – 77 % [10, p. 130 – 136]. The innova-
tive component is a key component which 
maintains progress and competitive innovative 
development. Thus, the present conditions of 
market formation of the agrarian sector of 
economy require the improvement of a practi-
cal and methodological component of spatial 
management of economic activity. Consequent-
ly a marketing strategy must be developed con-
sidering both an economic component and a 
spatial component. The vector of competitive-
ness of an enterprise moves considerably to-
wards innovative support of organizing produc-
tion and marketing activities, including the 
economic space of an economic agent. 

Logistics research and information about 
geographic structure of a market has recently 
become important in developing a marketing 
strategy [15, p. 202–211]. Increasing intellectu-
al and informational components of the strategy 
of developing agrarian enterprises will make it 
possible to improve their selling policies and 
support competitive development. One more 
positive feature of using a geoinformation 
component in the strategy of an enterprise is 
creation of a single information environment of 
managing spatially distributed resources aimed 
at maintaining economic growth and competi-
tive development. Considering the experience 
of European countries, when the food chain af-
fects the public, includes food producers, pro-
cessors and distributors it has to create about 
7% jobs. Under conditions of the national mar-
ket it is necessary to mention that the food 
chain does not always function efficiently. It is 
related to the impact of contractual commit-
ments and insufficient transparency in pricing. 
In this case using logistics systems, implement-
ing logistics forms and methods of management 
allow increasing management efficiency at 
macro-level, creating an efficient system of 
managing production resources, reducing the 
cost price of products. Logistics systems as a 
component of geomarketing make it possible to 
combine all the business processes of agricul-
tural production at all its stages, integrate logis-
tics processes into the system of managing an 
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enterprise. It will have an immediate impact on 
acquiring and improving the competitive status 
of an enterprise on the market. 

According to the definition of the infor-
mation resource Wikipedia geomerketing is a 
part of marketing research, which is a technol-
ogy of making decisions by using spatial data 
in the process of planning and realizing activi-
ties in the area of selling products, managing 
spatially distributed objects: consumers, a com-
petitive environment and territorial infrastruc-
ture [17]. Conducting geomarketing research 
allows diagnosing external and internal geospa-
tial indexes of agrarian enterprises while con-
sidering the dynamics and tendencies of their 
development and makes it possible to forecast 
competitive behavior. 

The author’s interpretation of this category 
consists in the following: geomarketing is a 
marketing concept of managing an object, 
which is based on spatial research aimed at im-
proving economic management of an enterprise 
to maintain its competitive development on the 
basis of an innovative component. 

Geomarketing is characterized by specific 
features, which are determined by its research 
object. The problems of territorial marketing 
have been investigated by the leading foreign 
and domestic scientists (Ph. Kotler, D. Haider, 
. Rein, J. Bowen and others) [16]. One of the 

most contradictory problems of these studies is 
development and identification of a system of 
geomarketing tools. Ph. Kotler [16] mentions 
four key tools: goods, price, promotional and 
sales methods, R. Morris suggests price, goods, 
place, methods and people (this category in-
cludes manufacturers and consumers of goods). 

According to Anderson’s definition, geo-
graphic marketing (geomarketing) is one of the 
most important components of geographic 
management, which has an independent mean-
ing. The scientist looks at the concept of 
geomarketing within the framework of three 
different approaches. Firstly, geomarketing can 
be considered as geographic aspects of classical 
marketing, in particular, the procedure of geo-
graphic market segmentation and geographic 
positioning of goods. Secondly, geomarketing 
can be treated as territorial marketing and, in 
particular, regional marketing. Thirdly, 
geomarketing can be understood as marketing 

of geographic knowledge and technologies [1, 
p. 225–231]. 

It is also necessary to mention the experts’ 
view concerning the positioning of 
geomarketing as a general integrated concept 
which has to combine all the three approaches 
discussed above in order to establish synergetic 
connections between the activity of 
geomarketing agents as to introducing regional 
and local economic development of economic 
agents, local authorities and the public. Such an 
integrated concept of marketing can be realized 
due to organizing a partnership of public and 
private sectors (public-private partnership) on 
regional and local levels. 

Geomarketing is a technology of conducting 
marketing research for making strategic, con-
ceptual and managerial decisions, based on the 
methods of geographic analysis of different 
spatially distributed objects and phenomena. 
Such research allows identifying a target audi-
ence in a particular territorial unit, conducting a 
competitive analysis, finding the best location 
for a new shop or a chemist’s, forecasting the 
turnover of commercial real estate, developing 
a concept for an existing or a prospective ob-
ject, evaluating the best use of a land plot etc.  

Geomarketing is a technology of making 
strategic conceptual and managerial decisions 
concerning marketing research, based on the 
use of methods of geographical analysis of spa-
tially distributed objects and phenomena. As a 
result agrarian enterprises have a full range of 
information about their target consumer on a 
territorial unit, a thorough analysis of a compet-
itive position and the information about market 
segmentation, the forecast of commercial effi-
ciency and the evaluation of expediency and 
prospects of their selling policies. The experi-
ence of developed countries proves that there is 
a direct connection between competitiveness 
and efficiency of an agromarketing system. For 
instance, in the USA in order to use marketing 
tools efficiently, the condition of infrastructure 
support, internal and external demands – their 
structure and volume, and also the 
geolocational placement of an agrarian enter-
prise and its competitive position are investi-
gated. The marketing strategy consists of man-
agerial decisions, coordination of the activity 
and policies of an enterprise that is the most 
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adaptable to the conditions of the environment 
in which it operates. The boundary between 
marketing and geomarketing is not clear 
enough, that is why it is expedient to give se-
mantic characteristics of the concept 

“geomarketing”. The data represented in Table 
1 make it possible to establish a logical connec-
tion between the definitions, which is expressed 
in their consequent dependence, i.e. the latter is 
a derivative of the foregoing. 

Table 1 

Semantic characteristics of the concepts “geomarketing” and “marketing” 

Semantic features 
Categories 

Marketing  Geomarketing  

Methods  Analysis, inquiry, observation Cartographic  
comparative geographical 

Tools  Goods, price, methods of sales promotion 
and stimulation 

Price, sales location, products, promotion 
methods, producers and consumers 

Practical value 

Developing  and realizing strategies of 
marketing actions aimed at increasing 

efficiency of an enterprise’s selling activi-
ties  

The possibility of long-term forecasts of 
competitive development considering all 

the branches of economic activity  

Research trends Integrating into the system of strategic 
and tactical management Integrating into an information system  

Objects used Market relations  

Market relations which include the rela-
tionship between consumers, suppliers 

and sellers, taking into account the spatial 
component  

Agents of relations Consumers, producers, competitors Consumers, producers, competitors, de-
velopers, managers 

Information space Economic activity Integrated data system 

Purpose 
Indicating the efficiency of using  re-
sources for the current period and realiz-
ing strategic tasks  

Maximizing an economic effect and main-
taining efficiency increase and competi-
tiveness in managing resources 

Concept meaning 

as a conception 

Art and science of selecting a target mar-
ket, involving, retaining and increasing 
the number of customers by forming a 
customer’s opinion about his/her high 
value for an enterprise. 

The marketing concept of managing an 
object, based on spatial research aimed at 
improving economic management of an 
enterprise for maintaining its competitive 
development on the basis of an innovative 
component. 

as a technology 

The activity aimed at achieving the objec-
tives of enterprises, institutions, organiza-
tions by generating demand and meeting 
consumer demands maximally. 

The process of planning and making deci-
sions about pricing, image and selling 
policies of an enterprise using 
geoinformation technologies.  

* Source: Developed by the author. 
Considering the partial identity of marketing 

and geomarketing it is expedient to analyze and 
evaluate geomarketing tools of agrarian enter-
prises (Figure 1).  

Methodical tools of geomarketing have their 
unique specifics [16, p. 82–86]. For instance, 
spatial analysis allows forecasting and suggest-
ing such variants of selling products, which 
make it possible to cover as many consumers as 

possible and solve the problem of covering a 
given percentage of the total market share tak-
ing competitors into account. Correlation and 
regression relationship, the degree and intensity 
of the impact of factors on a dependent variable 
become apparent due to statistical methods in 
economics. Hoff’s model allows predicting a 
tentative volume of consumer demand on the 
basis of geolocaion of the points of purchase. 
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Figure 1. Geomarketing tools of agrarian enterprises 

* Source: Developed by the author. 
The main task of geomarketing is to estab-

lish optimal and the most beneficial relations of 
a manufacturer and consumers of a product 
based on geolocaion aimed at maximizing posi-
tive effects. In this case geographical analysis 
of an environment allows reducing economic 
costs, distributing resources rationally and mak-
ing particular tactical managerial decisions. 
Taking spatial aspects into consideration allows 
reducing mistakes which can be made in con-
ducting classical marketing research, avoiding 

“mirroring” and duplication. It is impermissible 
to transform a successful experience of other 
regions immediately without considering the 
location of agricultural production, a spatial 
component etc. Thus, geomarketing as synthe-
sis of marketing and geography is a key com-
ponent of maintaining competitive development 
and an element of gaining competitive ad-
vantages at different levels. In addition, 
geoinformation technologies allow visualizing 
spatially localized data, obtained as a result of 
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conducting geomarketing research, which op-
timizes the process of manipulating them [2]. 
The geomarketing complex is a group of 

geomarketing tools and methods which are 
used to achieve market objectives of an enter-
prise (Figure 2). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2. The geomarketing complex of agrarian enterprises 
* Source: Developed by the author. 

An informational component is one of the 
most important tools of building a system of 
geoinformation activity in geomarketing of ag-
ricultural formations, a basis for developing a 
favorable socially significant image of agrarian 
enterprises and their products. The principal 
objective of a geoinformational component is to 
provide consumers with thorough information 
about an enterprise product, its ecological 
qualities, safety, organic characteristics and the 
necessity to buy it. This is a leading principle of 
informational and ecological activities in 
geomarketing. An efficient tool for it is ecolog-
ic and organic brands and marks, and also eco-
certificates, which can be given to enterprises, 
products and even territories. 

By considering the development of infor-
mation technologies, improving particular in-
frastructure, the results of geomarketing re-
search are becoming more and more available 
for end-users, who are the managers of all lev-

els and areas of activity. Using a geomarketing 
approach is a guarantee of efficient manage-
ment of agrarian enterprises. Geomarketing as a 
powerful integrated means is not efficient for 
solving small private tasks. In these cases it is 
more expedient to use common marketing 
methods [14, p. 89–94.]. 

It is possible to increase the efficiency of ter-
ritorial marketing by using geomarketing meth-
ods, mainly, by employing geoinformation 
technologies both in gathering primary data and 
taking marketing measures. Thus, it is possible 
to create a new concept such as “territorial 
geomarketing”, which must become a basis for 
managing territorial development [12, p. 37–
39]. 

In conducting geomarketing research by 
agrarian enterprises it is expedient to use the 
methods of creating buffer zones, which allow 
identifying probable zones of  entering a market, 
market coverage and its stability, establishing 
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priority directions of delivering and transporting 
goods. In order to support the latter it is neces-
sary to use routing methods, methods of availa-
bility analysis, spatial statistics. This group of 
methods provides information about the distribu-
tion of consumers, shops, logistics centers, sales 
concentration; the methods of network analysis 
allow reflecting the interrelations between man-
ufacturers, dealers, sellers and buyers, finding 
critical points and making it possible to evaluate 
the possibilities of reducing uncritical ways and 
avoiding indirect connections. 

Spatial development is impossible without 
considering the experience of leading European 
countries. Geomarketing in the agrarian sector 
of economy of developed European countries 
has its characteristic features in implementing 
product, pricing, selling and communication 
policies. The most important and efficient tool 
of interacting with consumers is a so called re-
gional trade mark or brand. Its functional role 
consists in maintaining a positive image of an 
enterprise in a given region, in generating re-
gional economic flows and creating added val-
ue, increasing “recognition” of a product and 
guaranteeing product quality, increasing attrac-
tiveness for a consumer [9]. This experience is 
acceptable and can be adapted by agrarian en-
terprises of agrarian regions with a high infra-
structure potential and prospects for developing 
agro-eco-zones. The development and introduc-
tion of an agrarian regional trade mark by en-
terprises as a result of an integrated 
geomarketing strategy will have a positive pro-
found effect. Firstly, it is a social, ecological 
and economic impact on the development of 
rural areas and agrarian agents in particular. 
Secondly, it will favor stimulating production 
intensification and concentration in the agrarian 
sector, retaining jobs, overcoming the effect of 
seasonality, increasing financial turnover. 
Thirdly, it will improve the system of managing 
the resources of agricultural formations, in-
crease the sales of agricultural products, stimu-
late ecological farming and regional self-
identification.   

Conclusions. Geomarketing in managing 
agrarian enterprises solves the following main 
tasks: it identifies priority zones of developing 
and selling products; it determines the volume 
of consumer traffic and possible reasons for its 

fluctations; it forecasts the degree of territorial 
coverage of a salest market and makes it im-
possible to cover it with trade zones. It results 
in achieving the principal objective, namely: 
increasing economic efficiency on the basis of 
spatial and temporal analysis of different initial 
conditions; monitoring, forecasting, managing 
agricultural formations on the basis of detecting 
inapparent regularities of consumer behavior in 
a dynamically changeable environment. 
Geomarketing research tools allow investors 
and managers to obtain immediate information 
for creating a development strategy, making 
tactical managerial decisions, substantiating the 
concept of diversifying production and selling 
activities.   

The advantages of geomarketing of the mi-
cro-level are the following: the possibility to 
visualize the potentialities of building strong 
infrastructure connections or a distribution net-
work; the selection of an optimal and effective 
location for production facilities and the eval-
uation of the possibility of their territorial ex-
pansion and diversification; the evaluation of 
competitors in terms of determining the 
strength of connections and intensity of com-
petitive struggle; the market estimation of a 
business and assessing its prospective value 
taking a geographical component into consider-
ation. The advantages of the macro-level are 
maintaining sustainable resource use, an opti-
mal correlation between the number of sales 
locations and the amount of consumption and 
maximizing the effect of “optimal location”. It 
is important to note that a limited access to out-
going spatial, demographic and statistical data 
is a main obstacle for using a geomarketing 
strategy by agricultural formations. The modern 
geomarketing allows conducting integrated re-
search of global and local economic processes 
and that is important for spatial economics. 

Thus, geomarketing is an innovative tool for 
analysis and management resulting in an infor-
mation resource which is a basis for making 
managerial decisions. Geomarketing uses: 
geodata which are a systemic information re-
source that allows using methods of systems 
analysis efficiently; spatial relationships which 
consider spatial factors of economic character-
istics; innovations in the field of managing 
agrarian enterprises. 
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The strategic analysis of financial potential of the 
flour-and-cereals industry’s enterprises 

 
©  Scientific problem. In the terms of dynamic 
changes in the environment, continuous growth 
of activity risks,  competition’s growth the nec-
essary condition of development and survival 
of flour-and-cereals industry’s enterprises is 
their internal financial potential increase, which 
is an important reason of owners and staff 
prosperity providing. The high level of finan-
cial potential allows to resist crises and chal-
lenges of the external environment, to adapt to 
its changes timely and flexibly, to realize pos-
sible opportunities for economic growth. 

The achievement of company’s mission and 
strategic goals, the creation of sustainable com-
petitive advantage and investment attractive-
ness ensuring, the possibility to generate the 
necessary amount of financial resources for 
maintaining and expanding enterprise’s activi-
ties depend on the efficiency of financial poten-
tial application. 

Since the financial potential is an integral 
notion the evaluation of its tendencies and con-
formities needs to use complex approach for 
investigation, to construct adequate system of 
indicators in the main areas of strategic finan-
cial analysis allowing to define the level of re-
courses’ rational location and to measure the 
effectiveness of their use. 

Analysis of recent researches and publica-
tions. Issues of the strategic analysis of finan-
cial potential are considered in the works of 
many national and foreign scientists, including 
P.L. Hordiienko [3], Fred. R. David [21], 
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V.V. Kovaljov [7], H.O. Kramarenko [9], 
V.O. Podolska [11], K.I. Redchenko [12], 
H.V. Savyts'ka [13], P.A. Stetsiuk [15], 
K. Walsh [17], Yu.S. Tsal-Tsalko [19]. 

However, until now in the state of formation 
are its methodological foundations (in the im-
plementation of its functional role analysis is 
not always based on the systematic approach). 
The methodological issues of developing a sys-
tem of indicators for the integrated assessment 
of the company’s financial potential, which will 
determine the rational allocation of resources 
and measure the effectiveness of their use, re-
quire the particular attention. The strategic fi-
nancial analysis’ methods based on complex 
approach and integrated model of evaluating 
financial potential are not designed. 

The objective of the article is to develop 
the methodological foundations of the enter-
prise’s financial potential strategic analysis and 
to elaborate the methods of integrated assess-
ment of financial potential on the basis of the 
discriminant analysis.  

Statement of main results of the study. 
The financial potential as an object of strategic 
financial analysis is a set of financial funds, 
sources of their formation and directions of in-
vestment providing the ability to achieve global 
objectives, realize opportunities and avoid 
threats of the external environment. This inter-
pretation of the object is significant because it 
focuses attention on the conformation of enter-
prise’s resources and its mission, financial and 
non-financial goals. Taking into consideration 
the content of the object under investigation it 
is important to underline that the area of analyt-
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ical research includes company’s internal and 
external environment. 

The strategic analysis of financial potential 
has to be oriented on exploring the internal fea-
tures and sources of economic growth. The 
general criterion of the strategic analysis of fi-
nancial potential’s effectiveness is to ensure its 
functional role in the substantiation and evalua-
tion of the managerial decisions’ efficiency 
providing   stability and sustainability of busi-
ness financing, the most efficient allocation and 
use of available resources and the optimization 
of business processes in a strategic perspective. 
However, generally accepted methodology is 
not formed until now. Only a few analytical 
issues and areas of financial potential’s crea-
tion, functioning and application are discussed 
in the scientific literature. Thus, 
H.O. Kramarenko [9], V.O. Podolska [11] offer 
the methodology for financial potential’s as-
sessment based on the determining index of 
economic growth stability. These authors be-
lieve that their methodology has the advantage: 
the estimation of index allows to find out prob-
lematic places in company’s activity, which 
needs a special control, taking into considera-
tion such important characteristics as profitabil-
ity, business activity, financial stability, liquidi-
ty. Incidentally, the interpretation of results ob-
tained through calculation of the economic 
growth stability index must be based on the 
prudence principle. Since second-order factors 
are counted twice in the proposed model it 
leads to an incorrect interpretation of their ac-
tion’s direction, so analysis is inaccurate and 
conclusions are unsubstantiated. In particular, if 
the own working capital is negative, then ratio 
of its turnover and capital adequacy ratio will 
be negative, but their product – positive. There-
fore, index of economic growth stability can be 
very high in the presence of the own working 
capital scarcity. A similar situation arises in the 
case of the loss in the reporting period and neg-
ative value of the own capital through the un-
covered losses of previous periods. 

The second scientists’ group [1; 4; 5; 10; 22] 
proposed to investigate financial potential by 
calculating financial ratios  in areas of strategic 
financial analysis. The basic disadvantage of 
this approach is that analytical conclusions are 
separated and contradictious. In order to sys-

tematize the analytical methods I.V. Saukh, 
[14], P.A. Stetsiuk [15], V.M. Khobta [18], 
T.G Sheshukova [20] suggested to develop the 
models of rating assessments based on the fac-
tors characterized through a set of financial ra-
tios and their significance determined by ex-
perts’ estimations. The implementation of these 
models is confined by specific economic condi-
tions of enterprise’s activity and industrial 
characteristics. 

In the works of O.Yu. Harkusha [2], 
Ju.V. Timofeeva [16], Yu.S. Tsal-Tsalko [19] 
the evaluation of financial potential using effec-
tiveness is performed through maintaining rela-
tion (1), which is called “the gold rule of eco-
nomics” and its modifications.  

                    0<  < I < P,                    (1) 
where P – the rate of net income increasing; 
I – the rate of profit increasing;  – the 

rate of assets increasing. 
Thus, regardless the approaches’ features to 

the construction of the financial potential’s stra-
tegic analysis methodology on the basis of  cer-
tain concepts, their authors don’t take into at-
tention complexity and consistency that is nec-
essary to investigate so intricate object. The 
qualitative analysis of existing approaches con-
firms the significance of scientific views sys-
tematization and development of an integrated 
model of flour-and-cereals industry’s enterpris-
es financial potential’s strategic analysis. The 
predictions have to be reliable, timely and pur-
poseful to satisfy the requirements of   financial 
potential’s strategic management. The methods 
of mathematical statistics are used for that. 

Since the financial potential is a complex 
economic category, it is important to perform 
its investigation through the system of indica-
tors characterizing the resources allocation ra-
tionality and the effectiveness of their use. The 
following rules must be kept to build the sys-
tem of indicators: 

- each indicator of the system represents an 
appropriate area of strategic financial analysis 
demonstrating only one side of the object; 

- the system cannot include unnecessary and 
overlapping indicators, the indicators have to be 
comparative; 

- the amount of indicators should be mini-
mal, but able to give the opportunity to assess 
adequately real company’s financial potential;  
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 - it is necessary to calculate the average 
value of torque indicators to ensure the compar-
ison correctness of interval indicators (data of 
income statement) and torque indicators (data 
of balance sheet); 

- all indicators of the system are stimulators 
(their growth has positive impact on the level of 
financial potential). 

The methodological aspects of analysis 
should be developed on the basis of complex 
approach to receive the holistic knowledge 
about the enterprise’s financial potential. We 
propose the model of financial potential inte-
grated assessment according to the basic fea-
tures of complex economic analysis (complete-
ness, comprehensiveness, consistency, the pres-
ence of a common goal, congruence and simul-
taneousness) (Figure 1). 

Since the analysis is not the ultimate goal of 
the research, it should pursue a clearly defined 
purpose. Its substantiation at the preparatory stage 
of analytical study allows to consolidate all areas 
of financial potential’s analysis, indicators and 

factors into the united system (the main stage) 
and to coordinate the resultant indicators with 
factors of their evaluation according to every unit. 
The logical sequence and tenacity of the analysis 
depends on its consistency. The implementation 
of the systematic approach to the financial poten-
tial’s complex analysis requires a comprehensive 
evaluation of factors that form the resultant indi-
cator according to certain correlation among them 
(functional or stochastic). This correlation deter-
mines the analytical sequence. 

The universal principles of analytical indica-
tors hierarchical construction take a significant 
place in the methodology of financial poten-
tial’s systematic analysis. The system of indica-
tors should be adequate to real processes of rec-
reation and implementation of financial poten-
tial. The deeper the object is recognized and the 
better its causes, relationships and patterns are 
identified, the less incidental and uncertain is 
the financial potential’s formation and the more 
effective is the process of its management and 
prediction. 

 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Figure 1.The model of integrated assessment of financial potential 
Source: Developed by the authors. 
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It is necessary to consider the peculiarities of 
business activity in the external competitive 
environment to develop the methodology of 
financial potential’s systematic analysis. The 
main particularities of the flour-and-cereals in-
dustry are: the dependence on climatic condi-
tions and productivity, conjuncture of prices for 
grain products, export orientation of grain pro-
duction market in Ukraine; the governmental 
declaration of prices for the products of  flour-
and-cereals industry by restricting the maxi-
mum level of products profitability (until Octo-

ber 2016) that reduces the opportunities of price 
competition and variability of managerial deci-
sions regarding pricing policy; the high level of 
tax and inflation pressure (inflation rate in 2015 
was 1,433 [24]; the price index of flour-and-
cereals industry’s products – 1,428 [26]). The 
comparison of the inflation rate, prices of grain 
and prices of flour-and-cereals industry’s prod-
ucts in 2011-2015 (Figure 2) displays that re-
sources prices’ growth and inflation absorb a 
significant part of the real income of the enter-
prises under research. 
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Figure 2. The comparison of the inflation rate, prices of grain and prices of flour-and-

cereals industry’s products in 2011-2015  
Source: Developed by the authors based on [24; 26]. 

The main stage of investigated companies 
ranking on the basis of discriminant analysis is 
the definition of key (critical) indicators for fi-
nancial potential’s evaluation in accordance to 
every unit of indicators. As the result of the 
empirical research we established such kea in-
dicators: the gross profitability of sales 
(measures the efficiency of production activi-
ties); the ratio of correlation between profit and 
cost (demonstrates the effectiveness of pricing 
policies and efficiency of cost management); 
the coefficient of financial independence (de-
fines dependence on external funding); the co-
efficient of non-current assets’ applicability 
(characterizes the level of production capacity); 
the share of current assets in total assets (de-
termines the reliability of available resources 

structures of the enterprise in terms of liquidi-
ty); the assets profitability (describes the effi-
ciency of financial potential exploitation).The 
average values of these indicators for 2012-
2015 are defined to conduct discriminant analy-
sis on the basis of financial statements [source 
25] (table 1).  

The assets profitability was selected as the 
general measure of the efficiency of financial 
potential exploitation for previous enterprises 
ranking.  

It was formed two samples (leading enter-
prises and outsiders) based on this criterion. 
The amount of enterprises in each sample is 
equal to the number of criteria selected for dis-
criminant analysis. 
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Table 1 

The data for ranking enterprises of flour-and-cereals industry 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1 PC “Bilovodskyj KKhP” 0,1780 1,0023 0,6237 0,5238 0,5230 0,1672 
2 PC “Khersonskyj KKhP” 0,1540 1,0352 0,7213 0,4940 0,1300 0,0591 

3 PrC “Korsun-Shevchenkivske 
khlibopryjmalne pidpryiemstvo” 0,0471 1,0104 0,5818 0,4755 0,7890 0,0506 

4 PC “Zasilske khlibopryjmalne pidpryiemstvo” 0,3155 1,0722 0,1954 0,7343 0,2190 0,0504 
5 PrC “Rivne-boroshno” 0,1375 0,9970 0,2517 0,7758 0,4350 0,0406 
6 PrC “Cherkaskyj KKhP” 0,2603 0,9714 0,2442 0,7186 0,5360 0,0230 
7 SC “Nepolokovetskyj KKhP” 0,0710 1,0115 0,9326 0,4353 0,3640 0,0202 

8 PrC “Bohuslavske khlibopryjmalne 
pidpryiemstvo” 0,0586 0,9904 0,4904 0,4577 0,3550 0,0117 

9 PrC “Aliiahske khlibopryjmalne 
pidpryiemstvo” 0,2904 0,9429 0,0277 0,3414 0,1810 -0,0113 

10 PrC “Kalanchatskyj KKhP” 0,2153 1,0397 0,9730 0,5221 0,5520 -0,0158 

11 PrC “Hnivanske khlibopryjmalne 
pidpryiemstvo” 0,0202 0,9117 0,2643 0,1245 0,9190 -0,0297 

12 PC “Syhnaivskyj KKhP” 0,2478 1,0152 -0,2140 0,4996 0,3670 -0,0498 
13 PC “Bilotserkivskyj elevator” 0,3007 1,0104 0,0762 0,7689 0,6250 -0,0820 

14 PC “Boryspilske khlibopryjmal'ne 
pidpryiemstvo” 0,3791 1,0035 0,2243 0,8307 0,6410 -0,1113 

15 PC “Vasylkivkhliboprodukt” 0,0325 1,0113 -0,2635 0,8157 0,2770 -0,1287 
16 PC “Zhytomyrskyj KKhP” -0,1008 0,8492 0,7226 0,2568 0,4820 -0,1565 

17 PrC “Zaplazke khlibopryjmalne 
pidpryiemstvo” 0,3732 0,9912 0,2220 0,7165 0,0600 -0,1668 

18 PC “Bilhorod-Dnistrovskyj KKhP” 0,0310 1,0038 -0,4231 0,6835 0,1860 -0,5008 
19 PC “Mykolaivskyj KKhP” 0,2155 1,0806 -0,3222 0,3157 0,2340 -0,5780 

20 PrC “Skadovske khlibopryjmalne 
pidpryiemstvo” 0,0125 1,1635 -1,6351 0,2937 0,5350 -0,8438 

Source: Calculated by the authors on the basis of [25]. 
The sequence of discriminant analysis is [8]: 
1) the determination of average values of at-

tributes in the first and second samples: 
                   ,                       (2) 

                   ,                       (3) 

where ,  – elements of the column-
vectors ,  for i=1,…, m; 

n1, n2 – the number of objects in the first and 
second samples respectively. 

We obtained the following column-vectors 
for leading enterprises ( ) and outsiders ( ): 

,                        ; 
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2) the construction of covariance matrices S1 
and S2 (their size is (m×m)) for the first and the 
second samples. The covariation is a statistical 
measure of the interaction between two random 
variables; it shows how these variables are in-
dependent of each other. The following formu-

las are used to estimate the elements of the ma-
trices: 

,   (4) 

.   (5) 

We received the next matrices after calculat-
ing:

, 

; 

3) the estimation of total internal sample variance was carried by the formula: 

,       (6) 

; 

4) the construction of the inverse matrix: 

; 

 
5) the estimation of the discriminant multi-

pliers’ vector : 

              .         (7) 
We obtained the following discriminant 

function after the implementation of mathemat-
ical transformations: 

It is determined the discriminant function (Z) 
for each of 20 enterprises (table 2).  

The limit of discrimination is defined on the 
bases of these indicators through calculating the 
average values of discrimination functions for 
the first and second samples separately, and 
then the arithmetic average of these values is 
computed. The limit of discrimination for en-
terprises under investigation is 11,7838. 
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Table 2 

The value of discriminant function for enterprises of flour-and-cereals industry 
  Z 

1 PC “Kalanchatskyj KKhP” 13,47143 
2 PC “Korsun-Shevchenkivske khlibopryjmalne pidpryiemstvo” 13,32446 
3 PC “Bilovodskyj KKhP” 13,02785 
4 SC “Nepolokovetskyj KKhP” 12,6931 
5 PC “Zasilske khlibopryjmalne pidpryiemstvo” 12,69309 
6 PC “Boryspilske khlibopryjmal'ne pidpryiemstvo” 12,66886 
7 PC “Bilotserkivskyj elevator” 12,54955 
8 PC “Khersonskyj KKhP” 12,39588 
9 PrC “Rivne-boroshno” 12,35833 

10 PrC “Cherkaskyj KKhP” 12,26351 
11 PrC “Bohuslavske khlibopryjmalne pidpryiemstvo” 12,02619 
12 PrC “Hnivanske khlibopryjmalne pidpryiemstvo” 11,83041 
13 PC “Syhnaivskyj KKhP” 11,62161 
14 PC “Vasylkivkhliboprodukt” 11,34664 
15 PrC “Zaplazke khlibopryjmalne pidpryiemstvo” 11,11518 
16 PC “Mykolaivskyj KKhP” 10,74897 
17 PrC “Aliiahske khlibopryjmalne pidpryiemstvo” 10,67017 
18 PC “Zhytomyrskyj KKhP” 10,4943 
19 PrC “Skadovske khlibopryjmalne pidpryiemstvo” 10,39903 
20 PC “Bilhorod-Dnistrovskyj KKhP” 10,09963 

Source: Calculated by the authors.  
The enterprises with the highest efficiency 

of functioning by the criterion of assets profita-
bility are selected among the companies which 
discriminant function is over the limit of dis-
crimination. They are determined as standard to 
establish the critical values of indicators for the 
strategic financial analysis’ areas. As the result 
3 samples are obtained. The first sample in-
cludes leading enterprises (table 2. enterprises 
number 2-5, 8-11; the value of their discrimi-
nant function is over the limit of discrimination, 
the assets profitability is positive). The second 
sample embodies enterprises which discrimi-
nant function is over the limit of discrimination, 
but they are unprofitable (the assets profitabil-
ity is negative; table 2. enterprises number 1, 6, 
7, 12). The outsiders are in the third sample (ta-
ble 2. enterprises number 13-20; the value of 
their discriminant function is lower than the 
limit of discrimination). 

Based on the research, it is established that 
in 2015 all enterprises of the first sample were 
profitable. Their average profit during 2012-
2015 was 4079,68 thousands UAN, the average 
value of the coefficient of non-current assets’ 
applicability – 0,42. There are no problems 
with liquidity in the group, the share of current 
assets in total assets is almost 60%. The values 
of the coefficient of financial independence and 

the coefficient of financial stability are high for 
five enterprises, but three companies have the 
scarcity of own working capital. The average 
level of assets profitability is 17%, production 
profitability – 5%. 

As for the outsiders, in 2015, among eight 
companies six of them were unprofitable. Their 
average losses during 2012-2015 were 14189,5 
thousands UAN, the average value of the coef-
ficient of non-current assets’ applicability – 
0,29. Almost all of the enterprises have the def-
icit of own working capital. Own capital of 
many companies of the group (63%) is negative 
because of significant losses. The levels of as-
sets profitability and assets turnover indicate 
that the efficiency of financial potential exploi-
tation is low in general. According to method-
ology [9, 11] unprofitable enterprises number 
16, 19, 20 (table 2) are in the group of leaders, 
so this confirms its imperfection. 

Thus, the investigation of the internal finan-
cial potential of the flour-and-cereals industry’s 
enterprises allowed to determine its basic pat-
terns: 

- the features of the resources base – a large 
share of current assets in tatal assets, an ab-
sence of adequate technology base (fixed assets 
is mainly physically and morally obsolete, they 
don’t conform to standards of the modern 
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equipment’s efficiency and technical capabili-
ties). 

- the particularities of funding sources struc-
ture – a low level of financial stability; deficit 
of own working capital; lack of available fund-
ing and loans sources; 

- the peculiarities of financial results for-
mation – a significant percentage of unprofita-
ble enterprises in their total number; low levels 
of assets profitability and assets turnover. 

Conclusions. The theoretical generalization 
and new problem solving of the strategic analy-
sis of financial potential is performed in the ar-
ticle. It allows to improve its theoretical and 
methodological principles. The approach to 
complex evaluation of financial potential is 
theoretically grounded on the bases of investi-
gation. This allowed to design the model of ob-

ject under research, to determine its main com-
ponents, to discover the logical and methodo-
logical consistency of analysis according to in-
ternal relations of the establishing process. The 
proposed approach will guarantee the effective-
ness of managerial decisions for ensuring sta-
bility and sustainability of business financing, 
the most efficient allocation and use of availa-
ble resources and the optimization of business 
processes in a strategic perspective. 

According to obtained practical results it is 
recognized that the main task of the financial 
potential’s strategic analysis of the flour-and-
cereals industry is to discover the opportunities 
of their "survival" in the conditions of political 
and economic instability in the country and to 
search for losses reducing internal reserves, to 
decline operating costs and to increase profit. 
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