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In the article basic approaches are explored, methods, receptions which 
characterize estimation of stability of potential of enterprises and state of management 
by stability of potential. The features of data of conceptual approaches are analysed, 
their advantages and failing are certain. On the basis of the conducted analysis of 
labours of scientists domestic and foreign and comparison of approaches and methods 
of estimation of stability of potential, the model of complex estimation of stability of 
potential of enterprises, which allows to define the most rational methods of co-
operation, distributing and use of resources, is developed and to form the structure of 
tools of enterprise. 

Key words: potential, factors, analysis, enterprise, estimation.  
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In the article the essence of notion of economic safety of enterprise is explored. 

On the basis of decision of features of activity of modern enterprises and problems of 
their functioning the optimum list of constituents for estimation of their economic safety 
is offered. Basic problems arising up before enterprises on a path to achievement of 
acceptable economic strength security are found out, the proper complex of its 
constituents directed on the decision of the given problems is formed. 

Keywords: economic safety, constituents of economic safety. 
 
 


