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Abstract: The focus of the paper is liquidity analysis, which is an essential tool of the corporate financial
management process. Converting assets, especially working capital, into cash is the primary way for a company
to obtain the resources it needs to pay its current liabilities. The aim of the research is to look at the movement of
current, quick and cash liquidity indicators, their comparative analysis, as well as differences in the level of liquidity
for the period 2011-2020 on the example of certain oil companies in the Republic of Serbia. Ratio analysis based
on their official financial statements was used to measure the liquidity of selected companies (NIS, OMV and
LUKOIL), while the one-way ANOVA test was used to test hypotheses. The research results show that there is a
statistically significant difference in the level of current liquidity between NIS and LUKOIL and OMV and LUKOIL,
while there is no significant difference between NIS and OMV. There is a statistically significant difference in terms
of quick ratios between NIS and LUKOIL, while there is no significant difference between NIS and OMV and OMV
and LUKOIL. Observing the cash liquidity indicator, there is no significant difference between these indicators in
the companies that are the subject of the research.
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Caxerak: ®okyc paja je aHamusa MUMKBMOHOCTW, Koja je eceHuwjanHu anaT npoueca KopnopaTWBHOr
(huHaHcujckor MeHalMeHTa. KoHBepTOBate CpeAcTaBa, a HapouuTo OBPTHMX CpefacTasa Y rOTOBMHY je
MPYMapHN Ha4WH Ha KOjW kKOMMaHWja Aonasu [0 Pecypea Koju Cy joj HeonxogHm 3a nnahatse Tekyhux obasesa.
Linb ucTpaxuBarba je ga ce Ha npumepy oppefeHux HadTHUX komnavwja y Peny6nuum Cpbuju carnegma
KpeTare nokasaterba Tekyhe, ybpsaHe W TpeHyTHe NWKBMAHOCTM, HMXOBA KOMMapaTWBHA aHannsa, kao W
pasnuke y HWUBOY NMKBMOHOCTW Yy BpemeHckoM nepuogy op 2011-2020. rogwHe. 3a Mepere NMKBUAHOCTY
opabpaHux komMnaHuja kopuwwheHa je paLmo aHanuaa Ha OCHOBY HUXOBUX 3BaHNYHUX (IMHAHCWCKUX M3BELLTAja,
[OK je 3a TeCTupawe xunoTesa npumerseH TecT one-way AHOBA. Pesyntatu ucTpaxusarba nokasyjy Aa
MocTOjW CTATUCTUYKKA 3HaYajHa pasnuka y HuBoy Tekyhe nuksugHocTw uamelly komnanuja HAC n MYKOWIT n
OMB u NTYKOWN, pok Hema 3HavajHuje pasnuke wamelly komnannja HUC u OMB. CratucTuuku 3HavajHa
pasnuka y mornegy nokasaterba ybp3aHe nuksugHocTu noctoju uamelly komnavwja HAC n NYKOWI, pok
namefly komnanunja HAC u OMB u komnanuja OMB u NYKOWIT Hema 3Havajuuje pasnuke. [ocmatpajyhm
TPEHYTHW MoKa3aTesb MKBUAHOCTW HeMa 3HauajHe pasnuke u3mefly OBMX MokasaTerba koA komnaHuja Koje cy
npeameT UCTpaxueaka.
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Introduction

Analysis of financial statements (financial analysis) involves examining and evaluating the
financial position and performance of the company. Generally speaking, performance is
defined as the achievement of the goals set by the company within an agreed timeframe and
at minimal costs while using the available resources (Delova-Jolevska et al., 2018). A well-
organized group of individuals with specialized knowledge from different areas, which are
united and well organized, make up the basis of corporate performance (Mari¢ et al., 2019).
The success of the company's operations, as well as the successful audit of financial
statements requires knowledge of the basic principles of financial analysis. In economic
theory, there are financial analyses, which speak not only about various aspects of financial
condition (position and financial structure of the company), its activity in the financial field
(asset and liability management) and its functioning in the financial field, but also analyze
expressions and relationships, look at the overall activity of the company, its position and
development. The analysis of financial statements is based on past, present and future
results presented in the financial statements. The data contained in the financial statements
form the starting point for economic and financial analysis of business entities over time, as
well as for reviewing their business performance and financial capacity, or relative position
in relation to the environment and overall economic trends. Therefore, the basic financial
statements on the state and success of the company, the balance sheet and income
statement, as well as the cash flow balance and statistical annex, form the information basis
for financial analysis. In order to fully assess the financial status and earning capacity of the
company, it is necessary to analyze previous reports, bearing in mind that the individual
analysis of each of these reports provides an assessment of certain aspects of financial
activities of the company. The analysis of financial statements quantifies and investigates
the relation that exists between the positions of financial statements, which allows a correct
assessment of financial position, liquidity and business performance. In practice, there are
different tools for analysis (techniques). The most common techniques (instruments) of
analysis include: 1) horizontal analysis, 2) vertical analysis, 3) ratio analysis or analysis of
basic financial indicators, 4) cash flow analysis, 5) analysis using net working capital, 6)
leverage analysis (Knezevi¢ et al., 2013).

One of the most commonly used techniques of financial analysis is ratio analysis,
which has been applied in business practice for many years. The preliminary financial
analysis allows to assess the financial standing of the examined entity, but a more complete
assessment can be obtained after performing a ratio analysis (Kowalik, 2018). Credit
institutions in the United States of America (USA) contributed greatly to the affirmation of
ratio analysis in the second half of the 20th century, since they used it as a basic instrument
in assessing the creditworthiness of borrowers. The goal of ratio analysis is to examine and
evaluate the financial position and business performance, based on a set of ratio numbers. A
ratio number is a quotient that quantifies the relationship between related balance sheet
items and quantities, which belong to assets, liabilities, expenses or income. They are
therefore obtained by placing in a relative relationship the individual positions of the
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balance sheet and income statement and are expressed in a mathematical formula. Ratio
analysis implies the application of certain norms and standards, which relate to the fact that:
1) analysis is performed in relation to data from previous periods, 2) analysis is performed
in relation to planned ratio numbers, 3) analysis is performed in relation to selected data
groups of enterprises, 4) comparison can be performed with data of enterprises in a certain
economic branch or group, 5) analysis can be performed based on experience, 6) analysis
can be performed in the context of funding rules. Ratio numbers can be classified as
follows: 1) liquidity ratio or short-term financial balance, 2) long-term financial balance
ratio, 3) asset structure ratio, 4) capital structure ratio, 5) management efficiency ratio, 6)
expenditure structure ratio, 7) ratio of income structure, 8) ratio of profitability, 9)
economic ratio, 10) ratio of productivity and 10) ratio of market value of shares (NARR,
pp. 4-9).

One of the basic requirements for management is liquidity, which is generated by
the requirements of creditors. Liquidity is a traditional, primary measure of financial
position and of a company's survival or disappearance (Cavlin et al., 2021; Ejike & Agha,
2018) and it is very important for a company to have a good liquidity ratio (Karim et al.,
2021). Financial liquidity is the basis for building a strong company (Zimon, 2020) and it
indicates the capacity of the company to cover its current liabilities to suppliers and
creditors on the basis of its working capital (Batranchea, 2021; Ali & Bilal, 2018).
Depending on which values contained in the balance sheet items are compared, liquidity
indicators differ, namely: 1) current liquidity, 2) quick liquidity, 3) cash liquidity, 4) future
or prospective liquidity and 5) financial stability. Maintaining liquidity is an extremely
important goal of every legal entity's business, and by liquidity we mean the company's
ability to settle all due obligations in a timely manner. Liquidity analysis is used to analyze
the financial position of a company.

The subject of the research is the liquidity of selected oil companies in the Republic
of Serbia in the period from 2011 to 2020. First, a review of the literature in relation to the
subject of research is considered, and then the methodology and results of the research are
indicated. Within the methodology, a presentation of the method of calculation and
meaning of current, quick and cash ratios are given, on the basis of which the analysis and
measurement of liquidity of selected oil companies were performed. After the
methodology, liquidity analysis is performed, i.e. the movement of liquidity indicators of
the observed companies in the period from 2011-2020 is considered, as well as a
comparison as well as a comparison of the liquidity level of these companies. After that, in
order to measure the differences of the liquidity level of the observed companies and test
hypotheses, a statistical test of variance analysis (one-way ANOVA) is conducted. The
petroleum industry is specific for many reasons (high equipment costs, fierce market
competition, volatile prices, regulations etc.), so the companies need to pay attention to
important facts during the decision-making process, because wrong decisions can be too
expensive, especially for smaller companies (Veselinovi¢ & Veselinovi¢, 2019).
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1. Literature review

Effective business management requires managers to use financial indicators. In order to
smoothly perform business activities and achieve positive results, it is necessary to obtain,
use and return funds, where the management of funds is an extremely complex task that
requires the use of certain principles (Hodzi¢ & Gregovi¢, 2014). The principle of liquidity
is particularly important and it is one of the earliest indicators used in the analysis of
financial statements. Liquidity plays an important role in unifying all operations of a firm
(Yameen et al., 2019) and forms an imperative part in the development, improvement and
successful functioning of company (Li et al., 2020; Musah & Kong, 2019; Zimon et al.,
2022). It is an important issue in financial decision making (Bibi & Amjad, 2017) and it
affects financial costs or growth, changes in business and the level of risk of the company
and consequently, the profitability of the company (Ali et al., 2019). Liquidity can be
viewed from the aspect of assets and enterprises, where the liquidity of an asset in non-
monetary form implies its ability to transform into monetary form. The degree of liquidity
is determined based on the time required for this transformation. If liquidity is viewed from
the aspect of the company, it is defined as the ability of the company to settle due liabilities
in a short time. Liquidity is a ratio that shows the company's ability to settle liabilities or
pay short-term debt (Prihatiningsih et al., 2022) and working capital management largely
involves short-term investments and financing (Bijendra & Singhvi, 2017; Zambrano-
Farias et al., 2021). Three important elements that include liquidity are time, means of
payment and financial obligation. The basic condition for achieving and maintaining the
liquidity of the company is the quantitative and temporal harmonization of these elements.
In addition, liquidity can be defined as the financial balance of the company, bearing in
mind that the financial balance implies that the cash expenditures that the company has at a
certain time, are covered by its cash income.

The analysis of company liquidity is the subject of numerous researches. Kontus &
Mihanovi¢ (2019) point out that liquidity is an important factor in determining short-term
financial management policies. Vasquez Villanueva et al. (2021) analyze the volume of
accounts receivable and liquidity through financial ratios, in companies in the dairy sector
and it was concluded that good collection standards provide companies with considerable
liquidity.

The study Kala, Maan & Kumar Kala (2020) included a comparative analysis of the
liquidity of selected real estate companies, pointing out the significant factors that affect the
liquidity of companies. Different liquidity ratios of selected companies were analyzed, with
the aim of analyzing the liquidity position and solvency of companies in the short term. The
important role of liquidity in the survival of business was emphasized and the trends of
liquidity fluctuations during the observed period were pointed out. In addition, it is pointed
out that liquidity analysis is the most important tool for understanding the financial strength
and solvency capacity in the short term of comparative companies.

Mitrovi¢, Knezevi¢ & Milasinovi¢ (2019) in their research conduct an analysis of
cash flow ratios and traditional liquidity ratios on the example of hotel companies in Serbia.
The research points to the analysis of financial statements as a significant technique that is
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often used to assess the historical performance of a company. In addition, ratio analysis is
pointed out as the most important technique for analyzing financial statements, as it
provides a wealth of useful information for potential buyers, including a large number of
indicators, which are used in different time periods and provide information on different
users. The aim of the research is to analyze liquidity indicators with a focus on hotel
companies in the period from 2016 to 2018. Based on the results of the research, the
movement of the observed indicators is indicated, taking into account the three-year period,
as well as the trend analysis and the historical analysis of the movement of liquidity
indicators.

In a study by Vukovi¢, Pjani¢ & Kalas (2018), the liquidity analysis of agricultural
companies in AP Vojvodina was performed. The paper investigates the trend of liquidity
performance of agricultural enterprises, in order to examine the stability and sustainability
of liquidity. In addition, it is pointed out that regardless of the fact that liquidity is a short-
term category, the establishment of an optimal level of liquidity is the starting point for the
success of medium and large agricultural enterprises in achieving the economic activity of
AP Vojvodina.

Hiadlovsky, Rybovicova & Vinczeova (2016) investigated the importance of
liquidity analysis in the process of financial management of companies operating in the
tourism sector in Slovakia. The research defines financial analysis with an emphasis on
liquidity analysis as a key tool of the corporate financial management process. The aim of
the research is based on statistical verification and includes the analysis of liquidity of the
observed companies, with the identification of key factors influencing the degree and
development of liquidity. It is emphasized that if they are adequately managed, they can
affect the improvement of liquidity management, and thus improve the quality of the
financial management process in companies. Given that liquidity is one of the areas that
affects one side of a company's performance, its systematic and good management can help
the company achieve its goals in the best possible way.

Singh & Singh (2018) in their study analyze the liquidity of pharmaceutical
companies in India for the period 2010-2015, bearing in mind that this pharmaceutical
market is one of the most developed industries in the world. They measured the liquidity of
selected companies using ratio analysis, which confirmed that companies based on the NSE
Pharma index maintain an ideal level of liquidity. Saini & Bansal (2020) also explore and
analyze the liquidity position of selected pharmaceutical companies by analyzing various
liquidity ratio such as current ratio and quick ratio for the period 2004-2013.

2. Data and methodology

The research is based on the analysis and evaluation of the scientific literature on liquidity
indicators, as well as their role in companies, with a focus on oil companies in the Republic
of Serbia. The aim of the research is to consider the liquidity position, as well as to compare
and analyze the liquidity positions of selected companies. Liquidity analysis examines the
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company's ability to meet liabilities on maturity, i.e. whether it has sufficient liquid assets
to cover short-term liabilities. The paper first examines previous research on liquidity
indicators, and then discusses and systematizes the liquidity indicators of oil companies.
For the purpose of liquidity analysis, the research included three oil companies in the
Republic of Serbia, namely: Petroleum Industry of Serbia (NIS AD), LUKOIL Serbia AD
and OMV Serbia DOO, where the liquidity indicators of these companies in the period
from 2011 to 2020 are considered. For the purpose of analysis, official data from the
financial statements of companies for the observed period were used. Ratio numbers, i.e.
liquidity indicators were used for analyzing the liquidity of oil companies. For the needs of
analysis and measurement of liquidity of the observed companies, the following ratios
(variables) were used: a) current ratio, b) quick ratio and c) cash ratio.

The current ratio is obtained by applying the following formula:
Current ratio = Current Assets/Current Liabilities

This ratio shows how many dinars of current assets are covered for each dinar of
short-term liabilities. In order to determine whether liquidity is satisfactory, standards for
ratio analysis are applied, including financing rules. The fact is that there are no rules that
can be applied equally to all companies and the situations in which they find themselves.
According to the 2:1 financing rule, liquidity is satisfactory if the current ratio is greater
than or equal to 2, or if the ratio of short-term assets to short-term liabilities is 2:1. If the
value of the ratio is between 1 and 2, the liquidity is relatively satisfactory, while if its value
is less than 1, the company is illiquid. This financing rule originates from American
banking practice and it is a requirement that the value of current assets should be twice the
value of short-term liabilities. The application of this rule aims to provide liquidity, while it
is important to keep in mind the amount of inventories and the time required for their
conversion into cash. High stocks with a low turnover ratio make it impossible to achieve
liquidity, although the rule has been met. The quick ratio is calculated using the following
formula:

Quick ratio = Quick Assets/Current Liabilities

Given that in many companies inventories are transformed into liquid assets in a
relatively long period, this ratio is considered a more reliable measure of liquidity. The
quick ratio shows how many dinars of relatively liquid assets each dinar of short-term
liabilities is covered with, i.e. it represents the company's ability to settle short-term
liabilities with liquid assets (cash, cash equivalents and short-term receivables) in a period
of 1 year. Based on the 1:1 (acid-test) financing rules, the ratio of relatively liquid assets
and cash to short-term liabilities should be at least 1:1 to maintain liquidity. If RRL > 1 the
liquidity is satisfactory. There is also the possibility of compliance with the rules by the
company with the simultaneous illiquidity, if the amount of receivables is high and they are
collected slowly, while on the other hand most of the short-term liabilities mature in a very
short time.

Cash ratio is calculated using the following formula:

Cash ratio = Cash and equivalent/Current Liabilities
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Cash ratio measures the ability of a company to settle current liabilities with the
most liquid assets. The reference value of this indicator is 1 or more than 1, and it is
determined as the most inaccurate liquidity ratio, which is based on the fact that the
ability to settle current liabilities is measured at the moment, on the day of liquidity. In
accordance with the financing rules, if RGL > 1 the company is liquid on the day of
liquidity measurement, if RGL=1 it is the lower limit below which the value of the
indicator should not fall, and if RGL < 1 available cash and cash equivalents are not
enough to settle current liabilities. Based on this indicator, it cannot be claimed
whether the company will be able to meet its obligations in the coming period.

The research hypotheses are as follows:

Ho.i: Hecurrent ratio NIS = [lcurrent ratio OMV = [lcurrent ratio LUKOIL
Hia: Hecurrent ratio NIS * Hecurrent ratio OMV * Hecurrent ratio LUKOIL
Ho.: Hquick ratio NIS = [Lquick ratio OMV = [lquick ratio LUKOIL
Hiz: Hquick ratio NIS * Hquick ratio OMV * Hquick ratio LUKOIL
Hos: cash ratio NIS = Hcash ratio OMV = lcash ratio LUKOIL

His: Hcash ratio NIS * Hcash ratio OMV * Hcash ratio LUKOIL

In order to analyze the data and test the hypotheses, a statistical test of variance
analysis (one-way ANOVA) is employed with SPSS, and the obtained results are presented
in tables and textually interpreted. First, the movement of the value of liquidity indicators
of oil companies in the observed period is considered, and then the differences in the level
of liquidity are measured on the example of selected companies.

3. Liquidity analysis of oil companies in Serbia

Table 1 provides an overview of the movement of the liquidity ratio of companies for the
observed period.
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Table 1: Trends of the liquidity indicators of oil companies in the period 2011-2020

Current ratio Quick ratio Cash ratio
NIS | OMV | LUKOIL | NIS | OMV | LUKOIL | NIS | OMV | LUKOIL

Year

2011 1.79 0.50 0.55 - 0.31 0.32 0.51 | 0.03 0.02
2012 1.69 1.53 1.37 098 | 0.81 0.99 0.13 | 0.12 0.03
2013 1.18 1.18 0.55 0.77 | 0.92 0.41 0.05 | 0.21 0.06
2014 1.54 1.47 1.14 - 0.83 0.71 0.07 | 0.17 0.05
2015 1.29 1.16 0.66 097 | 0.81 0.48 0.26 | 0.06 0.08
2016 | 1.36 1.20 0.88 0.63 0.63 0.29 | 0.09 0.15
2017 | 1.69 1.50 0.41 0.95 0.24 038 | 0.33 0.03
2018 | 1.77 1.30 0.86 095 | 0.98 0.57 022 | 0.31 0.18
2019 1.51 1.18 0.93 0.82 | 0.85 0.64 021 | 0.21 0.26
2020 1.15 1.33 1.33 0.74 | 0.82 0.99 0.14 | 0.17 0.68

Source: the authors’ research

Based on the data from Table 1, it can be noticed that all companies have generally
lower values of all liquidity indicators in the observed time period. Observing the value of
current liquidity indicators from 2011 to 2020 (Table 2), the value below 2 can be seen for
all companies. Based on the data from Table 2, the average values of current liquidity
indicators by year can be seen. Thus, for NIS, the value of current liquidity ratios ranged
between 1 and 2, as much as for OMV, except in 2011, when the value of current ratio for
OMV was 0.50. Looking at the data for LUKOIL, it can be seen that the value of indicators
is generally below 1, which indicates low liquidity, with exceptions in 2012, 2014 and 2020
when their value was above 1. Comparative analysis of current liquidity indicators for all
three companies shows the highest values of this indicator in NIS in the period from 2011
to 2019, while in 2013 OMYV had the same value of the indicator and it was 1.18, while in
2020 there was a noticeable increase in the value of this indicator for OMV and LUKOIL
amounting to 1.33, while for NIS the value was 1.15. Fluctuations of the value of current
liquidity indicators caused by fluctuations of the value of due liabilities and current assets
from which liabilities are covered can also be observed (Chart 1). Thus, observing the
average value of the coefficient, in the dynamics of business there is its growth for the
period 2011-2012, 2013-2014, 2015-2018, 2019-2020, while for the period 2012-2013,
2014-2015 and 2018-2019 there is a decrease in the value of this coefficient.
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Table 2: Current liquidity of oil companies

Year Coefficient values
NIS oMV LUKOIL Average

2011 1.79 0.50 0.55 0.95
2012 1.69 1.53 1.37 1.53
2013 1.18 1.18 0.55 0.97
2014 1.54 1.47 1.14 1.38
2015 1.29 1.16 0.66 1.04
2016 1.36 1.20 0.88 1.15
2017 1.69 1.50 0.41 1.20
2018 1.77 1.30 0.86 1.31
2019 1.51 1.18 0.93 1.21
2020 1.15 1.33 1.33 1.27

Source: the authors’ research

Figure 1: Trend of current ratio

(=]

Source: the authors’ research

If the current ratio has a high value over a long period of time, there are problems
related to the utilization of cash, holding too high inventories, inability to lend to suppliers
or inadequate receivables management policies. As a consequence, an inadequate corporate
governance policy may occur (Vukovi¢, Pjani¢ & Kalas, 2018, p. 210). Good planning and
control of current assets and liabilities is a prerequisite for the balance between liquidity
and profitability of each company (Vukovié, Andri¢ & Jaksi¢, 2017). In order to determine
the appropriate working capital management policy, it is necessary to shorten the time
period for settling liabilities to suppliers, i.e. collection of receivables from customers. In
addition, it is required to shorten the time period in which stocks are tied up, in order to
achieve faster production and sales. The goal of an efficient working capital management
policy is to strive to establish the optimal size and structure of these assets, which will
affect the growth of liquidity and financial stability of the company. Table 3 provides an
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overview of the movement of quick ratios and their average values, while the following
chart shows the trend of these indicators in the observed period.

Table 3: Quick ratios of oil companies

Coefficient values
Year
NIS oMV LUKOIL Average
2011 1.07 0.31 0.32 0.57
2012 0.98 0.81 0.99 0.93
2013 0.77 0.92 0.41 0.70
2014 1.05 0.83 0.71 0.86
2015 0.97 0.81 0.48 0.75
2016 1.01 0.63 0.63 0.76
2017 1.14 0.95 0.24 0.78
2018 0.95 0.98 0.57 0.83
2019 0.82 0.85 0.64 0.77
2020 0.74 0.82 0.99 0.85
Source: the authors’ research
Figure 2: Trend of quick ratio
1 /\_——/\
0.8 NS
0
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
— NS ®) / KO

[

IS oMV LUKOIL Averag

Source: the authors’ research

Observing the quick ratios, it can be seen that they had values higher than 1 for NIS
in 2011 (1.07), 2014 (1.05), 2016 (1.01) and 2017 (1.14), which indicates that the company
is liquid. In addition, the values of this indicator of the company NIS in 2012 (0.98), 2015
(0.97), and in 2018 (0.95), which were close to the reference value, can be highlighted.
Based on these values, it can be concluded that in the period 2011 to 2018 NIS was liquid
and able to settle current liabilities using liquid assets, i.e. cash, cash equivalents and short-
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term receivables over a period of 1 year. In the period 2011-2020, the quick ratios of OMV
and LUKOIL were below 1, with their value being close to 1 for LUKOIL in 2012 and
2020 (0.99), while for OMV in 2013 and 2018, the values of this coefficient are close to 1
(0.92 and 0.98). It is important to point out 2019, when the quick ratio was the highest for
OMV and amounted to 0.85. It can be concluded that, in general, with exceptions, oil
companies operated illiquidly in other years, i.e. they failed to settle due liabilities within
one year with liquid assets. Liquidity was not greatly impaired, given that the ratios are
below 1, which indicates that the liquid assets used to cover current liabilities were lower
than the amount of due liabilities. Observing the fluctuations of the average values of quick
ratio in the dynamics of business, it can be seen that its value increased for the period 2011-
2012, 2013-2014, 2015-2018, 2019-2020, while it marked a decline for the periods 2012-
2013, 2014-2015 and 2018-2019 (Chart 2). The average value of the quick ratio for the
period 2011-2020 was 0.78. It can be noticed that the tendencies in the movement of the
value of the quick ratio correspond to the movement of the value of the current ratio during
the entire observed period, i.e. both ratios record an increase or decrease in the same time
period.

The trend of low values of current and quick indicators was reflected in the cash
indicator, which is the most rigorous liquidity indicator in this group, bearing in mind that
its value was lower than 1 in all companies in the observed period (Table 4). According to
the results of the value of this indicator, it can be concluded that the observed oil companies
in the Republic of Serbia do not operate liquidly during the entire observed period, i.e. they
do not have enough cash and cash equivalents to meet current liabilities. Considering that
this is the current liquidity, that is, the ability of the company to settle due liabilities, it is
necessary to consider other indicators in order to assess the liquidity of the business.
Observing the value of the cash ratios by companies, it can be seen that the value of ratio
for NIS ranged from 0.05 in 2013 to 0.51 in 2011. OMV had values of this coefficient from
0.03 in 2011 to 0.31 in 2018. At LUKOIL, the coefficient values ranged from 0.02 in 2011
to 0.68 in 2020. By comparative analysis of these ratios, it can be concluded that the highest
value of the cash ratio was achieved in LUKOIL in 2020 (0.68) in relation to NIS (0.14)
and OMYV (0.17), while on average NIS had the highest value of the ratio. The trend of cash
indicators is shown in Chart 3. Observing the fluctuations of the value of the achieved cash
ratio, a decrease in its value is observed for the periods 2011-2012, 2013-2014, 2018-2019,
while in the periods 2012-2013, 2014-2018 and 2019-2020 there is growth. The trend of the
value of the cash ratio corresponds to the movement in the value of current and quick ratios
in certain periods (growth in the period 2015-2018 and 2019-2020, and fall in the period
2018-2019).
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Table 4: Cash ratios of oil companies

Year Coefficient values
NIS oMV LUKOIL Average
2011 0.51 0.03 0.02 0.19
2012 0.13 0.12 0.03 0.09
2013 0.05 0.21 0.06 0.11
2014 0.07 0.17 0.05 0.10
2015 0.26 0.06 0.08 0.13
2016 0.29 0.09 0.15 0.18
2017 0.38 0.33 0.03 0.24
2018 0.22 0.31 0.18 0.24
2019 0.21 0.21 0.26 0.23
2020 0.14 0.17 0.68 0.33
Source: the authors’ research
Figure 3: Trend of cash ratio
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4. Measuring differences of the liquidity level of oil
companies in Serbia

The ANOVA test was used to test hypotheses i.e. to examine whether differences of
liquidity level are significant between the observed companies, from the aspect of liquidity
indicators. Table 5 shows the test results in which current liquidity ratio was observed. The
value of the sample statistics is F = 11,734. The table shows that the value of p is 0.000,
which is less than the significance level of 0.05(a), which rejects the null hypothesis Ho.1:
Hecurrent ratio NIS = Mcurrent ratio OMV = Llcurrent ratio LUKOIL and accepts alternative hypothesis Hi.i:
Hecurrent ratio NIS * Hecurrent ratio OMV * Hcurrent ratio LUKOIL, which indicates that one of the indicators of
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current liquidity of selected oil companies is not equal to others. Multiple comparisons
were made in order to examine the differences of the liquidity position in more detail. The
data are presented in Table 6, based on which we can see that there is a statistically
significant difference in terms of current liquidity ratios between NIS and LUKOIL (p =
0.000) and OMYV and LUKOIL (p = 0.024) while there is no significant difference between
NIS and OMV (p = 0.129).

Table 5: ANOVA

Current ratio
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1.997 2 998 11.734 .000
Within Groups 2.297 27 .085
Total 4.294 29

Source: the authors’ research

Table 6: Multiple comparisons

@ 95% Confidence Interval
Companie Mean Lower Upper
S (J) Companies|Difference (I-J)|Std. Error| Sig. Bound Bound
Tukey HSD| NIS oMV .26200 13044 129 -.0614 .5854
LUKOIL .62900" 13044 .000 3056 9524
oMV NIS -.26200 13044 129 -.5854 0614
LUKOIL .36700" 13044 .024 .0436 .6904
LUKOIL NIS -.62900" 13044 .000 -.9524 -.3056
OMV -.36700" 13044 .024 -.6904 -.0436
Dunnett t NIS LUKOIL .62900" 13044 .000 3246 9334
(Z-sided) AN | LUKOIL 36700° | 13044 | 017 | 0626 6714

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

Source: the authors’ research

Table 7 shows the results of the ANOVA test for the quick liquidity ratio. The value
of the sample statistics is F = 7,779. The table shows that p is 0.002 which is less than the
significance level 0.05(a), which rejects the null hypothesis Ho.2: Wquick ratio NIs = quick ratio OMV
= quick ratio LUKOIL and accepts alternative hypothesis Hi2: [quick ratio NIS # Wquick ratio OMV 7 quick
ratio LUKOIL, Which indicates that one of the indicators of quick liquidity of selected oil
companies is not equal to others. In order to examine the differences of the liquidity
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position in more detail, multiple comparisons were made. The data are presented in Table 8,
based on which we can see that there is a statistically significant difference in terms of
quick liquidity ratios between NIS and LUKOIL (p = 0.001) while there is no significant
difference between NIS and OMV (p = 0.196) and OMYV and LUKOIL (p = 0.097).

Table 7: ANOVA

Quick ratio
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups .621 2 311 7.779 .002
Within Groups 1.078 27 .040
Total 1.700 29
Source: the authors’ research
Table 8: Multiple comparisons
95% Confidence Interval
(I) J) Mean
Companie|Companie| Difference Lower Upper
s s (I1-)) Std. Error]  Sig. Bound Bound
Tukey HSD NIS OMV .15900 .08938 | .196 -.0626 .3806
LUKOIL | .35200" .08938 | .001 1304 .5736
oMV NIS -.15900 .08938 | .196 -.3806 .0626
LUKOIL | .19300 .08938 | .097 -.0286 4146
LUKOIL| NIS -35200" | .08938 | .001 -.5736 -.1304
oMV -.19300 .08938 | .097 -.4146 .0286
Dunnett t (2- NIS |LUKOIL | .35200" .08938 | .001 1434 .5606
sided) OMV |LUKOIL| .19300 | 08938 | 072 | -.0156 4016

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
Source: the authors’ research

The results of the ANOVA test for the cash ratio are given in Table 9. The value of
the statistical sample is F = 0.609, while the p value is 0.551, which is higher than the
significance level of 0.05 (o). This provides enough statistical evidence to accept the null
hypothesis Ho3: pcash ratio NIS = Jhcash ratio OMV = Llcash ratio LUKOIL and reject the alternative Hia:
Weash ratio NIS 7 [Leash ratio OMV 7 Llcash ratio LUKOIL. Acceptance of the null hypothesis indicates that
the cash ratio is the same for all observed companies.
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Table 9: ANOVA

Cash ratio
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups .029 2 .014 .609 551
Within Groups .633 27 .023
Total .662 29
Source: the authors’ research
Table 10: Multiple comparisons
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
(I) Groups | (J) Groups |Difference (I-J)| Std. Error | Sig. | Lower Bound | Upper Bound
Tukey HSD NIS oMV .05600 .06849 .696 -.1138 2258
LUKOIL .07200 .06849 552 -.0978 2418
OMV NIS -.05600 .06849 .696 -2258 1138
LUKOIL .01600 .06849 .970 -.1538 .1858
LUKOIL NIS -.07200 .06849 552 -2418 .0978
OMV -.01600 .06849 .970 -.1858 1538
Dunnett t (2-sided) NIS LUKOIL .07200 .06849 479 -.0878 2318
oMV LUKOIL .01600 .06849 961 -.1438 1758
Source: the authors’ research
Conclusion

Based on the analysis of liquidity of selected oil companies in the Republic of Serbia, it can
be seen that all companies generally have lower values of liquidity ratios in the observed
time period. The value of the current liquidity indicator for the observed period is below 2,
with the value of the indicator at NIS ranging between 1 and 2, as well as at OMV (the
exception is 2011 when it was 0.50), while LUKOIL records the values of current liquidity
indicators generally below 1. The comparative analysis of current liquidity shows the
highest values of indicators at NIS. In addition, there are fluctuations in the value of this
indicator, which is a consequence of fluctuations in the value of due liabilities and working
capital from which liabilities are covered. Based on the analysis of quick liquidity
indicators, it can be concluded that NIS was liquid having in mind that its values were
higher than 1, or were close to the reference value. For OMV and LUKOIL, the values of
this indicator are mostly below 1, with the exceptions when the values were close to 1 (for
LUKOIL in 2012 and 2020, and for OMV in 2013 and 2018). In general, it can be
concluded, with exceptions that the business of oil companies from the aspect of this
indicator is illiquid in the observed period, but liquidity is not significantly compromised
given that the value of the indicator is below 1. In addition, there are fluctuations of average
values of the quick liquidity ratios in business dynamics, which correspond to the

Ananu ExorHomekor cpakynteta y Cy6otuum — The Annals of the Faculty of Economics in Subotica, Vol. 58, No. 48, pp. 119-137

133



134 Tanja Janackovi¢, Masa Georgiev, Marko Janacékovi¢

movement of the value of the current liquidity ratio in the observed time period. Low
values of current and quick liquidity indicators also had an impact on the cash ratio. Based
on the review of cash indicator, it can be noticed that the selected oil companies do not
operate liquidly in the observed period. Bearing in mind that this is the instant liquidity, it is
necessary to consider other indicators in order to adequately assess the liquidity of the
business. For NIS, the value of this indicator ranged from 0.05 to 0.51, for OMV from 0.03
to 0.31, while LUKOIL had values from 0.02 to 0.68. Comparing this indicator between
companies, it can be concluded that on average, NIS had the highest value.

By measuring the differences in the level of liquidity between companies, observed
from the aspect of current, quick and cash ratios, the following can be concluded. From the
aspect of current and quick liquidity indicator, the null hypothesis is rejected, given the
existence of a significant difference between these indicators in the observed companies.
There is a statistically significant difference in terms of current liquidity indicators between
NIS and LUKOIL (p = 0.000) and OMV and LUKOIL (p = 0.024), while there is no
significant difference between NIS and OMV (p = 0.129). There is a statistically significant
difference in terms of cash ratios between NIS and LUKOIL (p = 0.001), while there is no
significant difference between NIS and OMV (p = 0.196) and OMV and LUKOIL (p =
0.097). Observing the cash ratio, the null hypothesis is accepted, because there is no
significant difference between these indicators in the companies that are the subject of the
research.
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