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APPROACHES TO THE ANALYSIS OF EFFICIENCY OF GOAL-SETTING

The article examines the features of the existing tools for the goal-setting and suggests approaches to assess-
ing their efficiency. The efficiency of goal-setting is considered as a basic factor for ensuring the effective-
ness of an organization’s activities, determining the possibilities and directions for using its resources. Used 
goal-setting tools should ensure coverage of a wide range of tasks that management solves at the planning 
phase: creating an image of the result, providing motivation for activities, choosing methods to achieve the 
goal. Existing goal-setting tools allow solving these tasks only fragmentary, and therefore, to ensure high 
efficiency of the initial management phase, they should be used in a comprehensive manner. The leading 
factors that determine the efficiency of goal-setting should be recognized: considering the features of the 
problem situation; considering the individual qualities of a leader who carries out goal-setting; the relevance 
of the means used and the minimum sufficiency of resources. Evaluation of goal-setting can be carried out 
comprehensively or in relation to the level of tasks, while it can be carried out based on the use of single or 
multi-criteria assessment systems.
Keywords: goal-setting, efficiency of management, efficiency of purpose-setting, planning tools, factors of 
management efficiency.

Introduction and problem statement. Improv-
ing the efficiency of management organization in 
modern conditions is one of the leading problems, 
the successful solution of this problem has a large 
impact on the economic results of domestic enter-
prises, their competitive advantages, and the level 
of the economy as a whole. Practice shows that 
attempts to apply foreign management experience 
in the conditions of domestic socio-economic reali-
ties do not always provide positive results. And even 
when considering the actions of the same factors 
that determine economic efficiency, their cumulative 
effect often significantly differs from the expected. 
Therefore, the desire to improve and reform the 
enterprise management system determines the sys-

temic consideration of elements of management and 
the use of only those tools that would provide maxi-
mization of its efficiency.

Analysis of recent research and publications. 
A large number of research work in management 
and economics, as well as in other humanitarian 
disciplines and cybernetics, is devoted to research 
on approaches to defining goals in an organization.  
An important contribution to the development 
of this problem was made by E. Locke, T. Ryan, 
G. Latem, P. Drucker, D. McGregor, who identified 
the role of goal-setting in management and formu-
lated the main principles for managing by goals.

Considering the efficiency of management as an 
integral result of the management's implementation 
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of the cycle of managerial functions, it should be 
noted that goal-setting in it is traditionally an impor-
tant element of planning. The possibilities of achiev-
ing the goals of the organization and the overall effi-
ciency of the enterprise depend to a large extent on 
how it is determined and what will be the goals of the 
organization and the goals of the activity. Of course, 
goal-setting is not the only factor that determines 
overall efficiency: only when it is combined with 
other elements of planning, organization, and con-
trol of activities, the correct definition of goals can 
lead to desired results. Such interconnectedness and 
interdependence complicate the task of defining and 
selecting effective tools for goal-setting. Therefore, 
the problem of finding approaches to defining effec-
tive tools for setting goals remains relevant, since 
the problem of subjectivity, selection of criteria and 
factors of the goal’s efficiency, the problem of verifi-
cation of goals has not yet been finalized.

Goals of work. The purpose of the work is to 
determine the approaches to the analysis of effi-
ciency of the management tools for goal-setting, as 
well as to clarify the efficiency of separate tools for 
setting goals.

Research results. According to the most common 
general interpretation, efficiency is defined as the 
ratio of result and cost [1, ñ. 110]. At the same time, 
efficiency is actually identified with cost-effective-
ness: the value of the result per unit cost. However, 
the use of such an understanding of efficiency is 
possible only to a limited range of processes, where 
costs and outcomes can be measured. In those situ-
ations where there is no measurement capability or 
if qualitative changes are more significant, other 
approaches to assessing efficiency are used: under-
standing efficiency as effectiveness or expediency.

Effectiveness can be represented as the ratio of 
the actual results obtained to the set goals. Accord-
ing to H. Rampersad, effectiveness is a measure of 
achieving goals. The task of enterprise management 
is to set the right goals, the achievement of which 
will prove to be effective. The ways to achieve goals 
can vary greatly in terms of cost, time, and other 
parameters. Therefore, the efficiency of H. Ramp-
ersad is defined as the ability to improve ways to 
achieve the goal [2, ñ. 52]. The feature of this under-
standing of efficiency is that the focus of attention 
shifts from the direct result of the enterprise to the 
effectiveness of the way to achieve the goal.

Efficiency considered as expedient is the corre-
spondence of goals to real needs or problems that 
can be represented as the ratio of the number of 
identified goals and the number of actual problems 
[3]. Such an understanding of efficiency primarily 
involves an assessment of the extent to which the 
goals are relevant while ignoring other measure-
ments that are meaningless in the event that efforts 
are directed towards achieving irrelevant goals.

Summarizing existing scientific findings on the 
evaluation of management efficiency, T. Sinyavets, 
M. Glushchenko, and U. Ghalyapina determine five 
possible approaches:

on the basis of an evaluation of the main fea-
tures, factors of the company's success;

on the basis of indicators of market capitalization;
on the basis of separate indicators of economic 

efficiency;
on the basis of an evaluation of changes gener-

ated by management activity;
using the integral indicator [4].
Thus, it is stated that the assessment of the effec-

tiveness of management (and hence its component, 

which is goal-setting) can occur at different levels of 
generalization and perception of the organization.

Considering the features of goal-setting in social 
organizations, A. Zhemchugov concludes that any 
organization, along with external goals (output 
of products or services), always has internal goals 
(operational support or development) [5]. And there-
fore, when evaluating the efficiency of the elements 
of the management system, it is necessary to con-
sider both aspects, or to further specify which effi-
ciency is measurable: external or internal.

Considering the existing diversity of inter-
pretations of efficiency, consider how they can be 
applied to assess such an aspect of management 
activity as goal-setting. According to the definition 
of "Modern Economic Dictionary": "Goal-setting – 
the initial phase of management, development and 
decision-making, consisting in setting the general 
purpose and set of goals (goal tree) in accordance 
with the essence and nature of the problems being 
solved, the assignment (mission) of the system, stra-
tegic installations" [6]. Consequently, the efficiency 
of goal-setting can be considered as an indicator 
of the degree of ordering of the primary manage-
ment phase, which characterizes positive changes in 
organizational processes and results that are condi-
tioned by the formulation of goals and tasks.

In the general case, according to the goal-set-
ting theory proposed by psychologist E. Locke 
(1968), which was further developed by T. Ryan 
and G. Latem, the goal setting is based on emotional 
assessments of the situation and is related to the 
choice of certain actions that should lead to the 
result and satisfaction from it [7]. According to this 
theory, the performance of work is influenced by 
four characteristics of the goals:

complexity;
specificity;
acceptability;
commitment [7].
Thus, the efficiency of the goal is determined by 

the degree of approximation to the optimal level of 
the complexity of the goal (the increase in complex-
ity increases the motivation, but too complicated 
goals lead to failures), optimal specificity (increas-
ing clarity, accuracy, and certainty of the goal 
increase the efficiency, but excessive detail and for-
malization limit the vision of better opportunities 
on the achievement of the result), the acceptance of 
the goal as its own (understanding the benefits of its 
implementation contribute to the growth of motiva-
tion), commitment to the goal (commitment growth 
is accompanied by the ability to put more effort and 
exercise volitional action towards result) [7].

Although the main focus of this theory is on the 
provision of labor motivation, its use includes some 
possibilities for comparative evaluation of the for-
mulation efficiency of the goals. It allows increas-
ing the efficacy of the goals, affecting the specified 
characteristics, formed in the goal perception by the 
performer. However, the following negative factors 
should be considered:

1) the characteristics of the goals are not identi-
cal to the influence on the motivation and the future 
outcome;

2) the characteristics of the goals may change in time
under the influence of situational changes, or changes 
in the perception of the situation by the performer;

3) there are significant differences in the percep-
tion of the characteristics by different people, due 
to gender, age, experience, level of education and 
other factors;
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4) the perception of the characteristics of the 
goal is also influenced by the way of bringing them 
to the performers: individual, group or on the basis 
of complicity.

The first attempts to form the idea of the impor-
tance of correct goals-setting in management belong 
to its founder F. Taylor. An integral view of the 
use of goals for improving the organization's perfor-
mance was finally formed by P. Drucker. In 1954, 
the concept of management by goals stated that the 
formulated goals must meet certain criteria: they 
must be measurable, timed and coordinated [8]. This 
approach is much more versatile and general in com-
parison with the theory of E. Locke: it is virtually 
independent of the individual features of the percep-
tion of the goal by the performer, makes it possible 
to carry out not only a comparative assessment but 
also to determine certain "standard" formulation of 
goals for specific types or areas of activity, actually 
carrying out the "norming" of goal-setting. How-
ever, as a result of such simplification, the moti-
vating influence of the goal is greatly reduced, and 
the uncertainty about the means of achieving it is 
increasing. In terms of effectiveness evaluation, 
this approach makes it simpler. But the opportunity 
to evaluate the efficiency of goal-setting is greatly 
reduced and limited to the interpretation of effi-
ciency as the actual percentage of achieved results.

Several of the following models, which resulted 
from the logical development of P. Drucker's 
approach, involves returning to the motivational 
aspects of goal-setting. The most famous of these is 
SMART model that was proposed by P. Meyer and 
developed by D. Doran [9]. This model has naturally 
expanded the list of principles for goal-setting in 
the concept of management by goals and is currently 
widely used both in the management of organiza-
tions, business, and self-management. The acronym 
denotes five principles that the objective must meet:

S – specific; 
M – measurable; 
A – assignable;
R – realistic;
T – time-bound [9]. 
The use of this model implies a consistent exam-

ination of the current formulation of the goal in a 
given situation for compliance with each of these 
criteria, and an iterative correction of formulation 
in case of discrepancies. Logicalness and simplicity 
made it possible for this tool to be widespread both 
in management practice and in other areas of human 
activity.

The evaluation of the efficiency of the use of this 
tool can be objectively possible only at the expense 
of time or indirectly – on the overall performance. 
Accordingly, the reduction of the time for setting 
tasks and solving additional issues related to their 
misunderstanding will characterize the internal effi-
ciency, and the growth of productivity and perfor-
mance – external efficiency.

The use of the model is also related to the need 
to avoid certain methodological traps [10], ignoring 
which can significantly reduce the expected effect. 
So, A. Zhakupov pays attention to the fact that the 
interpretation of the term "purpose" can signifi-
cantly affect the quality of goal-setting: the under-
standing of it as the final state of the object, which 
is influenced, allows to further specify the measures 
to achieve the desired. But focusing directly on the 
process leads to the loss of specificity in the for-
mulation and blurriness of the vision of the future 
outcome [10].

Also, a common mistake is to recognize the goal 
substitution as a description of the final state by 
a description of personal parameters or a descrip-
tion of the reward for the result: for example, the 
description of the KPI. At the same time, from the 
focus of attention, the vision of the object of influ-
ence disappears and there is a temptation to directly 
try to influence the criteria or control results, caus-
ing malicious behavior [10].

Consideration of these goal-setting aspects can 
be accomplished while checking the formulation of 
purpose according to the principle of concreteness. 
However, even the compliance of the formulating 
with all five requirements is not yet a guarantee of 
the success of the goal-setting: there is no empiri-
cal evidence of the efficiency of the verification for 
compliance with the mentioned requirements, and 
extended management models have become wide-
spread in the management and training practices – 
SMARTERS (added requirements: E – energizing, 
R – recoded, S – single), SCHMART (added require-
ments: C – collagen, H – harmonious), as well as 
other combinations of requirements: PURE, CLEAR.

The attempt to integrate well-known require-
ments for the formulation of goals led to the emer-
gence of a synthetic model of J. Whitmore, which 
combines SMART, PURE and CLEAR into one 
model. Using this model, it is necessary to verify the 
compliance of the goal with the fourteen require-
ments. In addition to SMART, these requirements 
are included in the PURE model:

P – positive stated;
U – understood;
R – relevant;
E – ethical [11].
The CLEAR model has the following require-

ments:
C – challenging;
L – legal;
E – environmental sound;
A – agreed;
R – recorded [11].
The increase in the number of goal require-

ments theoretically should increase the quality of 
its formulation, however, as the results of their 
own research show, a significant improvement in 
performance is not observed, but the probability of 
bringing the case to completion is characterized by 
positive correlation.

Thus, it can be stated that the main influence of 
these models is mainly motivational, and they do not 
reduce the uncertainty of the performer in relation to 
the methods of achieving the goals. The use of models 
makes the person spend some time and effort on the 
process of goal-setting, which leads to the emergence 
of a psychological "effect of the contribution", which 
is characterized by the desire of the person to con-
tinue the activity on which he/she has already spend 
personal resources. Consequently, the requirements 
for the formulation of the goals are useful not only 
by themselves but as an opportunity to cause the sus-
tained concentration of the subject to the result and 
motivate his/her subsequent activities.

This hypothesis is confirmed by the results of 
their own research, which revealed more growth in 
the effectiveness of actions when the performer uses 
J. Whitmore's model individually, and a smaller 
increase in effectiveness, in situations when the 
tasks for the performer were formulated by another 
person. This effect is easily explained by the fact 
that the continued individual concentration on the 
formulation of the goal contributed to the increase 
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in the detail of the image of the desired result, and 
in the case of an external statement of the task – 
in most cases caused an information overload and 
reduced the activity of the performer.

In favor of the hypothesis that not all the require-
ments for the goals are equally useful, as evidenced 
by the results of research by psychologists N. Dmi-
trieva, N. Krasovskaya, and L. Levina, which were 
obtained during the comparative studies of the effi-
ciency of the SMART and SPIRO models [12].

Back in 1972, J. Jones developed a SPRORO 
model for setting goals, which is less common than 
SMART, but it is also capable of increasing the qual-
ity of goal-setting. The model involves checking the 
goal formulation for compliance with the following 
requirements:

S – specificity; 
P – performance; 
I – involvement;
R – realism;
O – observability [12].
During the study of the use efficiency of both 

models, it was found that individuals with the dom-
inant left hemisphere of the brain, and, accordingly, 
developed logical, analytical, structured thinking, 
are getting better results using the SMART model. 
Individuals with dominant right hemisphere and 
figurative, intuitive thinking, greater emotionality, 
and intuition get better results using the SPIRO 
model [12]. It should be noted that the require-
ments for concreteness and realism in both models 
coincide, the possibility of observation, in fact, is 
a paraphrase of the requirement of measurability. 
The presence of a performer is only an impersonal 
requirement for participation in performance. Con-
sequently, the difference in model efficiency can be 
explained either by the only pair of non-matching 
requirements (implementation – time-limit) or by 
the sequence and form of filing of requirements. 

In the first case, the requirement of "execution" will 
activate the processes of figurative perception in some-
one but inhibit analytical processes in others. And then 
the choice of goal-setting tools should be done consider-
ing the cognitive characteristics of the subjects.

In the case, however, if the efficiency is due 
to the sequence of requirements, then effec-
tive goal-setting should be ensured by the correct 
sequence of requirements: from the most detailed 
and structured to the synthetic, integral – in the 
case of the domination of the left hemisphere, and 
from the concrete, the integral to the abstract – in 
the case of the domination of the right hemisphere.

Considering that for the relevant goal setting the 
latter should be related to the actual need, and the 
content component of the goal-setting is not substan-
tially analyzed by instruments that are mentioned 
above, the awareness of the existing problem should 
be achieved by another way and by a specific tool for 
collecting information and analyzing the causal rela-
tionships, the typical representative of which can be 
considered by an R. Dilt's SCORE model. The use 

of this model provides for collecting information on 
the problem situation by the following components:

S – symptoms, existing manifestations of the 
problem state;

С – causes, factors that caused the emergence of 
symptoms;

Î – outcome, desired state of the object of influ-
ence without symptoms;

R – resources, resources, and techniques that 
will be needed to obtain the result;

Å – effects, long-term consequences of obtaining 
the result [13].

The use of the SCORE model reduces uncertainty 
in the process of goal-setting due to the systemic 
formation of the perception of the situation, as well 
as the establishment of causative relationships that 
generate it. The focus also concentrates on identify-
ing resources and methods for achieving the goal. 
Another way of identifying ways and specific actions 
for achieving goals that has even greater capabilities 
is a goal-setting instrument the "goal tree", which is 
proposed by C. Churchman and R. Ackoff in 1957.

The purpose of «goal tree» is the decomposition 
of the main goal into constituents and the obtain-
ing of a graphical hierarchical structure of goals, 
which reflects the links between the components of 
the goal and actions in relation to their receipt [14]. 
At the same time, not only the choice of actions 
but also the determination of the required amount 
of resources necessary for their implementation is 
greatly simplified. During the formulation of sub-
goals in the process of decomposing the main goal, 
the SMART principles are widely used, which are 
designed to provide an adequate level of detail over-
view of the result in the transition to formulating 
the goals of the last level – the level of tasks.

The effectiveness of the use of the "goal tree" 
is largely conditioned by the observance of certain 
rules in the process of its construction. The effi-
ciency of this tool can be evaluated by any of the 
above assessment methods.

Conclusions. Thus, the efficiency of management 
activities with goal-setting is a relative character-
istic of the success of the use of tools for defining 
goals. It can be measured at different levels of the 
organization's functioning by using approaches to 
assess performance and feasibility. Procedurally, 
single- and multi-criteria systems of quantitative 
and qualitative evaluation can be used for this pur-
pose. To select effective methods of goal-setting in 
an organization, motivational aspects and aspects of 
structuring actions realized through awareness of 
the existing problem, motivation for changes and 
optimal use of cognitive features of the functioning 
of the subject and the goal-setting object should be 
considered. In further research, it is important to 
focus on creating a model for managing the effi-
ciency of goal-setting, which would allow optimiza-
tion of managerial actions and would consider sys-
tem-linking of goal-setting with other elements of 
management activity.
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П²ÄХÎÄÈ ÄÎ ÀÍÀË²ЗÓ ÅФÅÊÒÈÂÍÎÑÒ² Ö²ËÅПÎÊËÀÄÀÍÍЯ

Àнотація
У ñòàòò³ äîñë³äжóюòüñÿ îñîбëèâîñò³ íàÿâíèх ³íñòðóìåíò³â ö³ëåïîêëàäàííÿ òà ïðîïîíóюòüñÿ ï³äхîäè äî 
îö³íêè їхíüîї åфåêòèâíîñò³. Åфåêòèâí³ñòü ö³ëåïîêëàäàííÿ ðîзгëÿäàєòüñÿ ÿê îñíîâíèé ÷èííèê, щî зóìîâ-
ëює ðåзóëüòàòèâí³ñòü ä³ÿëüíîñò³ îðгàí³зàö³ї òà âèзíà÷àє ìîжëèâîñò³ é íàïðÿìè âèêîðèñòàííÿ її ðåñóðñ³â. 
²íñòðóìåíòè, щî зàñòîñîâóюòüñÿ, ïîâèíí³ зàбåзïå÷óâàòè îхîïëåííÿ шèðîêîгî êîëà зàâäàíü, ÿê³ âèð³шóє 
ìåíåäжìåíò íà åòàï³ ïëàíóâàííÿ: фîðìóâàííÿ îбðàзó ðåзóëüòàòó, зàбåзïå÷åííÿ ìîòèâàö³ї ä³ÿëüíîñò³, âèб³ð 
ìåòîä³â äîñÿгíåííÿ ö³ëåé. Íàÿâí³ ³íñòðóìåíòè ö³ëåïîêëàäàííÿ äàюòü зìîгó âèð³шóâàòè зàзíà÷åí³ зàâäàííÿ 
ëèшå фðàгìåíòàðíî, ³ ñàìå òîìó äëÿ зàбåзïå÷åííÿ âèñîêîї åфåêòèâíîñò³ ïî÷àòêîâîгî åòàïó óïðàâë³ííÿ 
âîíè ìàюòü âèêîðèñòîâóâàòèñÿ êîìïëåêñíî. Уñï³шíå фîðìóâàííÿ îбðàзó ðåзóëüòàòó ï³ä ÷àñ ö³ëåïîêëà-
äàííÿ зàбåзïå÷óєòüñÿ äîòðèìàííÿì ïåâíèх âèìîг, щî ìàюòü ñïðîñòèòè äëÿ âèêîíàâöÿ âèб³ð òà ïàðàìåòðè 
ä³é, ÿê³ íåîбх³äí³ äëÿ äîñÿгíåííÿ ðåзóëüòàòó. Ç îгëÿäó íà öå, ïðîâ³äíèìè ÷èííèêàìè, ÿê³ зóìîâëююòü 
åфåêòèâí³ñòü ö³ëåïîêëàäàííÿ, ñë³ä âèзíàòè: âðàхóâàííÿ îñîбëèâîñòåé ïðîбëåìíîї ñèòóàö³ї; âðàхóâàííÿ 
³íäèâ³äóàëüíèх ÿêîñòåé êåð³âíèêà, ÿêèé зä³éñíює ö³ëåïîêëàäàííÿ; ðåëåâàíòí³ñòü âèêîðèñòàíèх зàñîб³â 
ö³ëåïîêëàäàííÿ òà ì³í³ìàëüíó äîñòàòí³ñòü ³íфîðìàö³éíèх ðåñóðñ³â ³ ÷àñó íà ïîñòàíîâêó зàâäàííÿ. Фîðìó-
âàííÿ ó âèêîíàâöÿ ÷³òêîгî óÿâëåííÿ ïðî ìåòîäè äîñÿгíåííÿ ö³ë³, ïîñë³äîâí³ñòü ä³é òà ìàéбóòí³ ïåðåâàгè 
âèзíà÷àє ñòóï³íü éîгî ñòóï³íü гîòîâíîñò³ äî зä³éñíåííÿ ä³ÿëüíîñò³. Дëÿ ñêëàäíèх ö³ëåé öå îзíà÷àє íåîб-
х³äí³ñòü óðàхóâàííÿ ó фîðìóëюâàíí³ ö³ë³ ñèòóàö³éíèх зì³ííèх òà ïðîâåäåííÿ äåêîìïîзèö³ї ö³ë³ äî ð³âíÿ 
зàâäàíü, зðîзóì³ëèх âèêîíàâöю. Îö³íêà åфåêòèâíîñò³ ö³ëåïîêëàäàííÿ ìîжå ïðîâîäèòèñÿ êîìïëåêñíî àбî 
âèб³ðêîâî, â³äïîâ³äíî äî ð³âíÿ âèð³шóâàíèх зàâäàíü. Фîêóñ óâàгè ï³ä ÷àñ ïðîâåäåííÿ îö³íêè ìîжå бóòè 
зîñåðåäжåíèé íà äîñÿгíóòèх ðåзóëüòàòèâíîñò³ ÷è åêîíîì³÷íîñò³ îñíîâíîї ä³ÿëüíîñò³ щîäî óïðàâë³íñüêèх 
âèòðàò. Пðè öüîìó ìîжóòü бóòè зàñòîñîâàí³ îäíî- àбî бàгàòîêðèòåð³àëüí³ ñèñòåìè îö³íêè. Çàñòîñóâàííÿ 
зàзíà÷åíèх ï³äхîä³â äî îö³íêè åфåêòèâíîñò³ ö³ëåïîêëàäàííÿ ìàє ñïðèÿòè ï³äâèщåííю ð³âíÿ ÿêîñò³ ïëàíó-
âàííÿ, зðîñòàííю ÿêîñò³ óïðàâë³íñüêîї êîìóí³êàö³ї, ñêîðî÷åííю âèòðàò ÷àñó íà âèб³ð ³ ðåàë³зàö³ю óïðàâ-
ë³íñüêèх фóíêö³é ó êîíòåêñò³ ï³äâèщåííÿ зàгàëüíîгî ð³âíÿ åфåêòèâíîñò³ îðгàí³зàö³ї.
Êлючові слова: ö³ëåïîêëàäàííÿ, åфåêòèâí³ñòü óïðàâë³ííÿ, åфåêòèâí³ñòü ö³ëåïîêëàäàííÿ, ³íñòðóìåíòè 
ïëàíóâàííÿ, ÷èííèêè åфåêòèâíîñò³ óïðàâë³ííÿ.
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ПÎÄХÎÄЫ Ê ÀÍÀËÈЗÓ ЭФФÅÊÒÈÂÍÎÑÒÈ ÖÅËÅПÎËÀÃÀÍÈЯ

Àннотация
Â ñòàòüå èññëåäóюòñÿ îñîбåííîñòè ñóщåñòâóющèх èíñòðóìåíòîâ öåëåëåïîëàгàíèÿ è ïðåäëàгàюòñÿ ïîä-
хîäы ê îöåíêå èх эффåêòèâíîñòè. Эффåêòèâíîñòü öåëåïîëàгàíèÿ ðàññìàòðèâàåòñÿ êàê бàзîâыé фàêòîð 
äëÿ îбåñïå÷åíèÿ ðåзóëüòàòèâíîñòè äåÿòåëüíîñòè îðгàíèзàöèè, îïðåäåëÿющèé âîзìîжíîñòè è íàïðàâëå-
íèÿ èñïîëüзîâàíèÿ åё ðåñóðñîâ. Пðèìåíÿåìыå èíñòðóìåíòы öåëåïîëàгàíèÿ äîëжíы îбåñïå÷èâàòü îхâàò 
шèðîêîгî ñïåêòðà зàäà÷, êîòîðыå ðåшàåò ìåíåäжìåíò íà эòàïå ïëàíèðîâàíèÿ: фîðìèðîâàíèå îбðàзà 
ðåзóëüòàòà, îбåñïå÷åíèå ìîòèâàöèè äåÿòåëüíîñòè, âыбîð ìåòîäîâ äîñòèжåíèÿ öåëè. Сóщåñòâóющèå 
èíñòðóìåíòы öåëåïîëàгàíèÿ ïîзâîëÿюò ðåшàòü эòè зàäà÷è ëèшü фðàгìåíòàðíî, è ïîэòîìó äëÿ îбåñïå-
÷åíèÿ âыñîêîé эффåêòèâíîñòè íà÷àëüíîгî эòàïà óïðàâëåíèÿ îíè äîëжíы èñïîëüзîâàòüñÿ êîìïëåêñíî. 
Âåäóщèìè фàêòîðàìè, êîòîðыå îбóñëàâëèâàюò эффåêòèâíîñòü öåëåïîëàгàíèÿ, ñëåäóåò ïðèзíàòü: ó÷åò 
îñîбåííîñòåé ïðîбëåìíîé ñèòóàöèè; ó÷åò èíäèâèäóàëüíых êà÷åñòâ ðóêîâîäèòåëÿ, îñóщåñòâëÿющåгî 
öåëåïîëàгàíèå; ðåëåâàíòíîñòü èñïîëüзóåìых ñðåäñòâ è ìèíèìàëüíóю äîñòàòî÷íîñòü ðåñóðñîâ. Îöåíêà 
эффåêòèâíîñòè öåëåïîëàгàíèÿ ìîжåò ïðîâîäèòüñÿ êîìïëåêñíî ëèбî ïðèìåíèòåëüíî ê óðîâíю ðåшàåìых 
зàäà÷, ïðè эòîì îíà ìîжåò îñóщåñòâëÿòüñÿ íà îñíîâå èñïîëüзîâàíèÿ îäíî- èëè ìíîгîêðèòåðèàëüíых 
ñèñòåì îöåíèâàíèÿ.
Êлючевые слова: öåëåïîëàгàíèå, эффåêòèâíîñòü óïðàâëåíèÿ, эффåêòèâíîñòü öåëåïîëàгàíèÿ, èíñòðó-
ìåíòы ïëàíèðîâàíèÿ, фàêòîðы эффåêòèâíîñòè óïðàâëåíèÿ.


