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Development of the methodological approaches of the economic security level 

assessment is the basic objective of the article. The research uses the theoretical 

generalization and comparison methods, the ones of analysis and synthesis (to clarify 

the sense of the methodological approach assessment steps) the ones of scientific 

observation (in order to range the economic security levels), the ones of cognitive 

process formalization (to identify the economic security levels themselves). Due to the 

conducted research a methodological approach of business economic security level 

assessment is offered allowing the performance of the level running in impartial, 

integrated and effective manner. An assessment ranging is designed to define the 

business economic security level which includes five limits with implemented 

linguistic variables. The methodological approach to business economic security level 

assessment that obtains not only researching object’s state but its developing trend has 

been improved. The gained results are directed to run the business effectively based on 

its economic security.  

Keywords: economic security of the trade enterprises, methodological approach, 

integral index, assessment level scale, economic security level calculation, the level 

calculation results. 
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Scientific problem formulation and its relevance. In the current 

circumstances of marketing communication developing and when integration 

processes are activating the problem of effective business management is the 

top ranking one. Globalization of economic life and accumulating of the 

economic dynamic pace make the business to implement the managerial 

processes involving the achievement of the best competitive state and the 

functional objectives. 

Economic business security solves the problem how to achieve the 

intended effectiveness in the dynamic circumstances. The core issue in these 

processes is the level assessment of business security, the point where we 

should start application of the business security provision measures such as 

index system setting, security method justification and integral assessment 

method implementation. 

Recent studies. The mention above issue is the sphere of interest for 

such domestic and foreign scientists as: T.Vasilts v [1], G.Dem'yanenko [2], 

S.Dovbnya [3], S.Ilyashenko [4], M. Koknayeva [5], S.Maruschak [6], 

S.Mishchenko [7], Ie. M n na [8], I.Sorokina [9], .Halina [10] etc. They have 

offered a great deal of methods but the majority of methods steel needs 

further improvement to be able to achieve more accurate conclusions. 

The purpose. In the frames of the current research we have set the 

following objectives: to set the own approach for assessment of business 

economic security level and to implement it into the real environment. 

Main results. Economic circumstances in Ukraine demand the 

implementation of a new appropriate approach to assess the level of business 

economic security. Methodological approach to assess the level of business 
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economic security is shown in the logical schema (figure 1).  The schema [11, 

p.142] shows its assessment components creating the assessment algorithm,

pointing out the assessment steps. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Methodological approach to the business economic security 

* developed by the author

In according with the offering method the first step forms the system of 

standard indexes for each and every component of the economic security. The 

indexes are shared into correspondent groups: the ones responsible for 

structure, correlation, effectiveness and dynamics.  

 Standardization was carried on through maxi-minimum method as the 

economic figures, according which the assessment  is made, are of  different 

targeting, e.g. figures-stimulators and figures-nominators, and the choice of 

standard business enterprise is impossible. 

The second step for every component s out of the four k-index groups 

offers to define the Isk index by additive coagulation [12] implementing 

following the formula: 

Step 1 

Step 2 

Step 3 

Step 4 

Setting of the input information – system of the standard indexes shared into the groups:  structure, 

correlation, effectiveness and dynamics 

A method of max-minimization  

Define the integral index implementing the every second level local component  

4 4*3*2*1 IsIsIsIsIs  

Definition of the integral indexes in the fames of the every group with 

implementation the second level components  
n
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1
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security

where  s -  correspondent the second level component;  k – correspondent group of indexes;  

  i – correspondent index;                                      d – index value;   x  - standardized index.

Define the integral indexes implementing the every first level component 

4 int*** IItIfinIworkIres

3 *Im*Im IbusarkanIop

Resource 

security  

Operational 

security 

Step 5 Define the integral index business economic security 

2 * IopIresItees
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n

xidiIsk
1

* , (1) 

where di - stands for i-index value; 

           xi - stands for standard value of the i-index ni ,1  

Nowadays, the current stage of the research accepts the method of 

additive coagulation and it is considered the best one because there are 

standardized values equal to 0, making 0 in the result if calculating by the 

other methods. 

It is offered to define the i-index value by two ways. The first way: the 

value of the i-index (di) is defined by the Fishbern’s rule [13, p.222], if there 

is opportunity to rank them from maximum to minimum. Another way is 

carried out when all the indexes are equal. The implementation of the either 

of way is defined by the expert methods.  

The next steps suppose the implementation of the multiplicative integral 

index coagulation (as the most unbiased one) calculated at the previous steps. 

The third step offers to define the value of the integral index by every 

second level local Is component, integrating the indexes out of the groups 

implementing the formula: 

4 4*3*2*1 IsIsIsIsIs ,                           (2) 

The forth step defines the integral index by the first level components of 

business economic security: security of resources ( res) and operational 

security ( op), implementing the formulas: 

4 int*** IItIfinIworkIres ,                            (3) 

3 *Im*Im IbusarkanIop ,                (4) 

where work, fin, t, int – integral index of workforce security,  security 

of finance resources, tangible and intangible assets; 

man, mark, bus – integral index of the security of management, 

marketing and business.  

The final step defines the identification of the integral ( tees) index for 

trade enterprise economic security implementing the formula:  

2 * IopIresItees ,                           (5) 
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For the practical application of the offered methodological tools there are 

16 businesses from the eastern part of Ukraine mostly from Donetsk and 

Dnipropetrovsk regions. The targets are of different types of ownership and 

hierarchical structures, operational types (wholesale and retail) but perform 

the category of economical activities – food and essential commodities 

trading proving the right choice of target companies. 

So business economic assessment demands advanced linguistic 

interpretation e.g. definition of the business economic level assessment. 

There are a few approaches to achieve the objective.  The first approach 

to define the level of business economic security is to use the all-purpose 

scale, especially the psychophysical one by Kharitonov [14 p.157].  In the 

accordance with the scale the standard units such as ‘very well’ (1.00-0.80), 

‘good’ (0.80-0.63), ‘satisfactory’ (0.63-0.37), ‘bad’ (0.37-0.20) and ‘very 

bad’ (0.20-0.00). Such intervals units are appropriate for the research but they 

demand other linguistic interpretation including the research field. 

The interval unit quantity can be defined by the fuzzy-set theory [15, 

p.28]. Including the fact that target includes 16 studies so the interval unit in 

order to define business economic security makes 0.2. So this approach as 

well as the previous one forms a scale of five interval units. 

If to speak about a method of calculating the level of economic security 

of Ukraine [16] it includes five interval units as well, the authors offer the 

following assessment scale   of the assessment level of the business economic 

security and launch linguistic unit L (table 1). 
Table 1. - The scale of economic security level assessment for trade enterprises* 

Linguistic variable, L Signs Spreading  

High   0,81 

Appropriate  0,61 0,80 

Average  0,41 0,60 

Low  N 0,21 0,40 

Critical   0,20 

* - complied by the author

Calculation of the integral index of business economic security and 

identification of the security level were executed with implementing the 

information for 2013-2014 presenting the results in table 2.  

The dynamics analysis of the integrated index for businesses allows 

coming to the following conclusions: 

- during 2013-2014 12 out of 16 businesses reduced the level of the 

economic security, three companies (Business LTD, Service LTD, Eco LTD) 

are demonstrating relative stability of their levels of economic security and 

one (Norma LTD) managed to increase the security level; 
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able 2. – Results of level assessment  for business’s security level* 
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PJSC 

«Velykonosilsky    

Raysnab» 

2013 0,468 C 

-0
,1

4
0
 

 

0,692 H

-0
,0

2
5
 

 

0,344 N

-0
,1

6
7
 

 

0,188 K 

-0
,0

3
1
 

 

0,381 C 

-0
,1

0
1
 

 

0,565 C 

-0
,0

4
5
 

 

0,145 K

-0
,1

4
0
 

 

0,498 C 

-0
,1

6
7
 

 

0,34

4 
N 

-0
,2

4
7
 

 

0,362 N 

-0
,1

9
8
 

 

2014 0,328 N 0,667 H 0,178 K 0,157 K 0,280 N 0,520 C 0,005 K 0,330 N 
0,09

7 
K 0,164 K 

 «Business» LTD 
2013 0,521 C 

-0
,2

8
0
 

 

0,243 N

0
,0

1
9
 

 

0,338 N
-0

,0
3

0
 

 

0,010 K 

-0
,0

0
1
 

 

0,144 K 

-0
,0

2
9
 

 

0,092 K

0
,1

8
1
 

 

0,385 N

-0
,1

3
1
 

 

0,495 C 

0
,0

4
7
 

 

0,26

0 
N 

0
,0

7
5
 

 

0,193 K 

0
,0

0
3
 

 

2014 0,242 N 0,263 N 0,308 N 0,009 K 0,115 K 0,273 N 0,254 N 0,542 C 
0,33

5 
N 0,196 K 

«NOVA» LTD 
2013 0,555 C 

-0
,2

7
7
 

 

0,551 C 

0
,0

2
5
 

 

0,509 C 

-0
,2

4
1
 

 

0,185 K 

-0
,1

7
9
 

 

0,412 C 

-0
,2

8
5
 

 

0,337 C 

-0
,2

9
5
 

 

0,312 N

-0
,1

8
5
 

 

0,549 C 

-0
,3

0
4
 

 

0,38

7 
N 

-0
,2

7
7
 

 

0,399 N 

-0
,2

8
1
 

 

2014 0,278 N 0,576 C 0,268 N 0,006 K 0,127 K 0,042 K 0,128 K 0,245 N 
0,11

0 
K 0,118 K 

PE «BEM» 
2013 0,556 C 

-0
,2

2
3
 

 

0,437 C 

0
,0

0
4
 

 

0,375 C 

-0
,1

5
9
 

 

0,160 K 

-0
,1

5
0
 

 

0,347 N 

-0
,2

1
5
 

 

0,487 C 

-0
,2

8
1
 

 

0,421 C 

-0
,2

7
3
 

 

0,362 N 

-0
,0

8
6
 

 

0,42

0 
C 

-0
,2

1
7
 

 

0,382 N 

-0
,2

1
8
 

 

2014 0,334 N 0,441 C 0,216 C 0,009 K 0,132 K 0,206 K 0,148 K 0,276 N 
0,20

4 
K 0,164 K 

PP « N V» 
2013 0,480 C 

-0
,2

6
7
 

 

0,543 C 

-0
,0

1
3
 

 

0,554 C 

-0
,2

3
0
 

 

0,112 K 

-0
,1

0
4
 

 

0,357 N 

-0
,2

2
4
 

 

0,477 C 

-0
,2

9
5
 

 

0,398 N

-0
,2

5
0
 

 

0,442 C 

-0
,1

2
2
 

 

0,43

8 
C 

-0
,2

3
3
 

 

0,395 N 

-0
,2

3
0
 

 

2014 0,212 N 0,530 C 0,324 N 0,009 K 0,133 K 0,182 K 0,148 K 0,320 N 
0,20

5 
K 0,165 K 

«Novotorg» LTD 
2013 0,701 H 

-0
,3

8
2
 

 

0,623 H

0
,0

1
6
 

 

0,476 C 

-0
,2

0
9
 

 

0,198 K 

-0
,1

4
2
 

 

0,451 C 

-0
,2

1
5
 

 

0,630 H

-0
,3

3
4
 

 

0,443 C 

-0
,2

1
9
 

 

0,470 C 

-0
,0

8
7
 

 

0,50

8 
C 

-0
,2

1
4
 

 

0,478 C 

-0
,2

1
5
 

 

2014 0,319 N 0,638 H 0,267 N 0,057 K 0,236 K 0,296 N 0,224 N 0,383 N 
0,29

4 
N 0,263 N 
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Table 1 continued

«Service» LTD 
2013 0,106 K 

0
,4

4
3
 0,529 C 

-0
,1

5
7
 0,110 K

0
,2

3
7
 0,161 K 

-0
,1

5
1
 0,178 K 

-0
,0

1
5
 0,221 N

0
,1

9
0
 0,746 H

-0
,6

3
0
 0,340 N 

0
,0

8
1
 0,38

3 
N 

-0
,1

1
1
 0,261 N 

-0
,0

5
1
 

2014 0,549 C 0,372 N 0,347 N 0,010 K 0,162 K 0,411 C 0,116 K 0,422 C 
0,27

2 
N 0,210 N 

«Norma» LTD 
2013 0,254 N 

0
,3

9
6
 0,407 N

0
,0

3
1
 0,079 K

0
,0

0
4
 0,544 C 

-0
,2

8
1
 0,259 N 

0
,0

2
3
 0,258 N

0
,3

4
3
 0,108 K

0
,5

0
1
 0,033 K 

0
,5

0
8
 0,09

7 
K 

0
,4

8
6
 0,158 K 

0
,2

4
7
 

2014 0,650 H 0,438 C 0,084 K 0,263 N 0,282 N 0,601 C 0,609 K 0,541 C 
0,58

3 
C 0,405 N

«ECO» LTD 
2013 0,417 C 

-0
,2

1
1
 0,428 C 

0
,1

2
1
 0,410 C 

-0
,1

7
2
 0,354 C 

-0
,2

2
2
 0,401 N 

-0
,1

5
7
 0,368 N

-0
,1

8
6
 0,360 N

-0
,2

2
4
 0,435 C 

-0
,1

8
0
 0,38

6 
N 

-0
,2

0
2
 0,394 N 

-0
,1

8
1
 

2014 0,206 K 0,550 C 0,238 N 0,132 K 0,244 N 0,182 K 0,135 K 0,255 N 
0,18

5 
K 0,212 N 

«RUSH» LTD 
2013 0,464 C 

-0
,2

7
5
 0,417 C 

-0
,0

0
4
 0,466 C 

-0
,1

9
6
 0,404 N 

-0
,2

7
9
 0,437 C 

-0
,2

1
0
 0,391 N

-0
,2

0
0
 0,405 N

-0
,2

4
8
 0,435 C 

-0
,1

2
6
 0,41

0 
C

-0
,2

0
0
 0,423 C 

-0
,2

0
5
 

2014 0,190 K 0,413 C 0,270 N 0,125 K 0,227 N 0,192 K 0,157 K 0,309 N 
0,21

0 
N 0,218 N 

«FORA» LTD 
2013 0,417 C 

-0
,1

6
6
 0,365 N

0
,0

2
2
 0,451 C 

-0
,0

5
8
 0,523 C 

-0
,3

3
2
 0,435 C 

-0
,1

4
3
 0,300 N

-0
,0

4
1
 0,392 N

-0
,0

8
8
 0,488 C 

-0
,0

7
3
 0,38

6 
N 

-0
,0

6
6
 0,410 C 

-0
,1

0
4
 

2014 0,251 N 0,387 N 0,393 N 0,191 K 0,292 N 0,259 N 0,304 N 0,415 C 
0,32

0 
N 0,306 N 

PJSC «NOVA 

LINIA» 

2013 0,735 H 

-0
,1

9
0
 0,528 C 

-0
,0

4
5
 0,415 C 

-0
,1

2
2
 0,369 N 

-0
,1

6
3
 0,494 C 

-0
,1

3
9
 0,555 C 

-0
,2

7
0
 0,543 C 

-0
,2

9
8
 0,399 N 

0
,0

4
9
 0,49

4 
C

-0
,1

7
9
 0,494 C 

-0
,1

5
9
 

2014 0,544 C 0,484 C 0,293 N 0,206 K 0,355 N 0,284 N 0,245 N 0,448 C 
0,31

5 
N 0,334 N 

 «TAVRIA-V» LTD
2013 0,632 H 

-0
,3

1
8
 0,436 C 

0
,0

1
0
 0,288 N

-0
,0

9
8
 0,293 N 

-0
,1

8
4
 0,391 N 

-0
,1

5
8
 0,268 N

-0
,1

2
2
 0,375 C 

-0
,2

2
6
 0,389 N 

-0
,1

0
2
 0,33

9 
N 

-0
,1

5
5
 0,364 N 

-0
,1

5
7
 

2014 0,314 N 0,446 C 0,190 K 0,109 K 0,232 N 0,146 K 0,149 K 0,287 N 
0,18

4 
K 0,207 K 

 «FOZZY-FOOD» 

LTD 

2013 0,464 C 

-0
,1

3
6
 0,231 N

-0
,0

0
1
 0,491 C 

-0
,1

8
5
 0,425 C 

-0
,2

6
6
 0,387 N 

-0
,1

4
0
 0,400 N

-0
,1

3
1
 0,542 C 

-0
,2

3
2
 0,609 C 

-0
,2

7
0
 0,50

9 
C

-0
,2

0
5
 0,444 C 

-0
,1

7
0
 

2014 0,328 N 0,231 N 0,307 N 0,159 K 0,247 N 0,270 N 0,310 N 0,338 N 
0,30

5 
N 0,274 N 

«Jupiter» LTD 
2013 0,661 H 

-0
,5

1
8
 0,315 N

0
,0

3
3
 0,350 N

-0
,2

1
1
 0,069 K 

-0
,0

4
7
 0,267 N 

-0
,1

5
6
 0,496 C 

-0
,2

1
9
 0,521 C 

-0
,3

6
7
 0,373 N 

-0
,3

6
6
 0,45

8 
C

-0
,3

9
2
 0,349 N 

-0
,2

6
4
 

2014 0,143 K 0,348 N 0,139 K 0,022 K 0,111 K 0,277 N 0,154 K 0,007 K 
0,06

6 
K 0,086 K 

«Volna» LTD 
2013 0,602 C 

-0
,3

1
2
 0,463 C 

-0
,0

4
5
 0,202 K

0
,1

5
9
 0,495 C 

0
,0

4
6
 0,528 C 

-0
,1

3
5
 0,632 H

-0
,4

3
8
 0,476 C 

-0
,2

2
7
 0,589 C 

-0
,2

6
6
 0,56

2 
C

-0
,3

1
2
 0,545 C 

-0
,2

3
1
 

2014 0,290 N 0,418 C 0,361 N 0,541 C 0,392 N 0,195 K 0,249 N 0,324 N 
0,25

0 
N 0,313 N 

- increasing   - relative stability  - reduction 
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- the levels of the company economic security in 2014 to compare with 

2013 changed for all the target companies for  a one interval unit; 

- the most dramatic deflection of the integral index of the company 

economic security was pointed out for companies ARS-NOVA LTD,  for -

0.281, Jupiter  LTD, for -0.264, Volna LTD, for -0.231; 

- the minimal deflection  of the integral index  of economic security is 

shown by FORA LTD, for -0.104, TAVRIA-V LTD, for -0.157, Nova Linia, 

PJSC, for -0.159. 

The economic security assessment results for business and the identification 

of the security level serve as s basis of development of strategic and operative 

measures to increase the level e.g. to provide the economic security. 

Conclusions and prospects for further studies. The Authors’ approach 

to the assessment level of the company’s economic security offers a modern 

set of tools, concern both internal and external determinants  of the effective 

execution of the economic activity and forms the correlation system between 

the components of economic security. 

Practical application of the offered methods allows the manager gaining 

reliable assessment of the business economic security, affecting  local 

compounds of the company’s economic security creating the grout to provide 

appropriate security. 

The state of business’s economic security for the target companies has 

been studied from the point of view from local compounds: security of 

working force, financial, tangible and intangible assets, security of 

management, marketing and trade. 

Analysis of dynamics of the integral index for business’s economic 

security has shown a negative trend caused by current economic crises in 

2013-2014 and bad influence onto 12 out of 16 target companies as well as 

reduction both of the integral index and of economic security. Managerial 

mechanism of the mentioned above companies were ineffective  and not able 

to provide effective economic activities 

REFERENCES: 

1.  . . -    :  

 :  /  . .,  . ., 

. .,  . ., [  . . . ]. – : , 2012.

–386 .

2. ' . .     : . ...

. . : 08.07.05 «    » /  

' ; [ . . -     . . - ].

– , 2003. – 18 .



  101, 2015

2  

3.  . .      / . . ,

. .  //  . – 2008. - 4. – . 88-97

4.  . .     

   / . . //   . -2003. -

3. - . 12-19

5.  .  -   

 / .  //   . – 2012. -  11(3). –

368-379.

6.  . .       

    [  ] / . .  // 

  . – 2011.   5. – . 1 (180). – . 17

7.  . .     :

. . … . . : 08.00.05 «    

» /   ; [  . . - ]. – 

/ : [ . .], 2004. – 197 .

8.  . .      / . .  //

    . – 2010. -  29. – . 153-157

9.  . . -     

  / . .  //   . -

12(102), 2009. – .114-122.

10.  . .       

 / . .  //    . – 2014. -  

(53). – .173-181

11.  . .     

 / . .  //    

 . –  . – 2014. - 10(218). – .134-148

12.  . .     

  / . . , . .  //  -

   . – 2009. - 4(21). – .44-49

13.  .      / . . – .: ,

1978. – 352 .

14.  . .     

    / . .  // . . . –

2009. - 4. – .146-165.

15.  . .       

 / . .  //    . – 2002. – 2. – .27-34

16.         /

     02.03.2007 N 60,  

http://www.uazakon.com/documents/date_6s/pg_gewqwi/index.htm


