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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.
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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-
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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, c. 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, c. 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,
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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;



Bicuux OHY imeni I. I. Meynukxosa. 2019. T. 24. Bun. 3(76)

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

S — symptoms, existing manifestations of the
problem state;

C — causes, factors that caused the emergence of
symptoms;

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

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

E — 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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YmrkamasoB B. B.
Maprianosa M. II.

XapkiBchbKUil HAIliOHATbHUY eKOHOMiuHMY yHiBepcurer imeni Cemena Kysuersa
IMAXOAU AO AHAAI3Y EGEKTUBHOCTI LIIAEITOKAAAAHHS

Anorania

¥ crarTi HOCHiIKYIOTBCA OCOOJIMBOCTI HAABHUX iHCTPYMEHTIB IiJIeTIOKJIAJaHHSA Ta IIPOIOHYIOTHCA IigXOAU IO
OI[iHKM IXHBOI edeKkTuBHOCTI. EQeKTUBHICTE IiJIeNTOKIafaHHA PO3TIANAETHCA AK OCHOBHUU UMHHUK, IO 3yMOB-
JIIO€ Pe3yJIbTATUBHICTD NiAJIbHOCTI opraHisamnii Ta Br3HaYae MOXKJIWBOCTL ¥ HaIpAMN BUKOPHUCTAaHHSA Ii pecypcis.
lmecTpyMeHTH, III0 3aCTOCOBYIOTHLCS, IMOBUHHI 3a0e3meuyBaT OXOILIEHHS IITMPOKOTO KOJia 3aBJaHb, AKi BHUpIIIye
MeHeIKMEeHT Ha eTalli IJIaHyBaHHA: (D)OPMYyBaHHA 00pasy pe3yJbTaTy, 3a0e3meueHHA MOTUBAIlil AiAaIbHOCTI, BUGIp
MEeTOMiB HOCATHEeHHA Iijieii. HaAaBHI iHCTpyMeHTH ITiJIeTIOKJIaJaHHA Jal0Th 3MOT'y BUPilITyBaTH 3a3HAUYEHI 3aBIaHHA
Juiie (pparMeHTapHO, i camMe TOMYy AJs 3a0e3ledyeHHs BUCOKOI e()eKTHMBHOCTI ITOYATKOBOTO eTaly YIIPaBJIiHHA
BOHM MAalOTh BHKOPHCTOBYBATUCA KOMILIEKCHO. YCIHilHe (popMyBaHHA 00pasdy pesyjbTaTy IIijJ Jac I[iJernoKJa-
NaHHA 3a0e3IeUyeThCA JOTPUMAHHAM IIEeBHUX BUMOT, 1[0 MAalOTh CIIPOCTUTHU [Jis BUKOHABISA BHUOIp Ta mapaMeTpu
mift, Aki HeoOXigHi oA MOCATHEHHSA Pe3yJbTaTy. 3 OINIAAY Ha Iie, IPOBIIHUMM UMHHUKAMU, SKi 3yMOBJIIOIOTH
eeKTUBHICTL IiJIETIOKJIAZaHHA, CJIiJi BUBHATU: BpaxyBaHHA OCOOJMBOCTEH IpoOJIeMHOI cuTyarlii; BpaxyBaHHSA
iHAMBiAyalbHUX SKOCTEH KepiBHMKA, KU 3MiNCHIOE IIiJIEIIOKJIAJaHHS; PEeJIeBAHTHICTh BUKOPUCTAHUX 3aC00iB
IiJIeIOKJIalaHHA Ta MiHiMaJIbHY JOCTaTHICTH iH(pOpMAaIiliHUX pecypciB i yacy Ha IIOCTAHOBKY 3aBAaHHA. Dopmy-
BaHHA Y BUKOHABI[A YiTKOI'O YABJIEHHS ITPO METOAM MOCATHEHHS ITiJi, IMOCHigoBHICTH miit Ta MaiiOyTHI mmepeBaru
BU3HAYAE CTYIIiHBb HOT0 CTYIiHb TOTOBHOCTI [0 3AiMiCHEeHHsA AiAiabHOCTI. [[JIA CKJIagHUX IIijiell Ie o3HaAuYae HeoO-
XigHicTh ypaxyBaHHA y (hOpMYJIIOBAHHI I cUTyal[iiHUX 3MiHHMX Ta IPOBENEHHS NeKOMIIO3HUIIil IIii 70 piBHA
3aBIaHb, 3PO3YMiINX BUKOHABINIO. OIiHKa e(eKTUBHOCTI ITiJIETIOKJIaMaHHI MOKe IPOBOJUTHUCSI KOMILIEKCHO abo
BUOIPKOBO, BiAMOBiAHO M0 piBHA BupimryBaHuxX saBmaHb. POKyC yBaru IIijfi uac IMPOBEIEHHS OIIHKH MOXKe OyTu
30CepeIKeHn Ha MOCATHYTUX Pe3YyJIbTATUBHOCTI UM €KOHOMIiUHOCTI OCHOBHOI MiSLTBHOCTI IIOAO YIPaBIiHCHKUX
BuTpart. IIpu bOMy MOMKYTb OyTH 3aCTOCOBAHi OJHO- ab0 GaraTOKpUTEpiabHI CHCTEMHU OIiHKH. 3aCTOCYBAHHS
3a3HAUYEHUX MiAXOMiB 0 OIiHKU e(eKTUBHOCTI I[IJeTIOKJIaJaHHA Ma€ CIPUATHU IIiIBUIEHHIO PiBHA AKOCTI ILIaHy-
BaHH#A, 3POCTAHHIO AKOCTI YIPaBIiHCHKOI KOMYHiKaIlil, CKOPOUEeHHIO BUTPAT Yacy Ha BuOip i peasisariiro ympas-
JHCHKUX (PYHKI[IN Yy KOHTEKCTI HiBUINEHHS 3araJibHOTO PiBHA e()eKTUBHOCTI opraHisaiii.

Kiarouosi cioBa: minenokjamanus, eGpeKTUBHICTh YIPaBIiHHSA, e(PeKTUBHICTD I[iJI€MOKJIALAHHA, IHCTPYMEHTH
IJIaHYBaHHA, YNHHUKU e(DeKTUBHOCTI yIPaBIiHHA.
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AnHOTAUA

B craTbe umccienyoTcs 0COOEHHOCTH CYIECTBYIOINX WHCTPYMEHTOB I[eJIeJIeTOJIaraHusl W IPeJJIaraloTCs IOJ-
XO0nbl K OIleHKe ux addeKTuBHOCTU. JDPEKTUBHOCTD IeJIelloJIaTaHNA pacCMaTpPUBAeTCa KaK 0a30BbIN (haKTOp
sl obecreueHUsA Pe3yJbTaTUBHOCTH IeATEJILHOCTH OPTaHUBAINU, OMPEeNesAONINil BO3ZMOXKHOCTH M HaIlpaBJie-
HUSA KUCIOJIb30BaHUA €€ pecypcoB. I[IpuMeHsAeMble HHCTPYMEHTHI IleJIeNoaraHusa JOJIKHBI 00ecIeYnBaTh OXBAT
IIIUPOKOTO CHEKTpa 3aJadu, KOTOPhIe peIlraeT MeHeIKMEeHT Ha 9Talle ILIaHWUpPOBaHUA: (opMupoBaHUe oOpasa
pesyibTara, obecliedyeHME MOTUBAINU JAEeATEeJIbHOCTU, BBIOOD METOJO0B [OCTH:KeHusA Ienu. CyliecTByomiye
WHCTPYMEHTHI I[eJIeTOJIaTaHusA IMO3BOJIAIOT PeIlaTh 9TH 3aJauu JIUIIL (PparMeHTapHO, W MOJTOMY IJs obecIie-
YeHUA BBICOKON 3(P()EeKTMBHOCTH HAUAJIbHOTO dTalla YIPaBIEHUSA OHU NOJIKHBI KUCIOJIb30BATHCA KOMILJIEKCHO.
Begymumu daxropamMu, KOTOphbie 00yciIaBauBalOT 3(P(HEKTUBHOCTH IeJeloJaraHus, CJIeAyeT IPU3HATh: y4eT
ocoGeHHOCTEN NPOOJIEMHON CHUTyallMy; yYeT WHIUBUAYAIBHBIX KAa4eCTB PYKOBOLUTENH, OCYIIECTBJIAIOIIETO
IeJIenoiaraHme; PeJeBAHTHOCTh WMCIOJbB3YEMBIX CPEACTB WU MHUHUMAJIBLHYIO JTOCTATOYHOCTH pecypcoB. OmeHKa
3 (HEeKTUBHOCTH IeJIeNoIaTaHuA MOXKET IIPOBOJUTHCA KOMIIJIEKCHO JIN00 IPUMEHUTENHHO K YPOBHIO PEIIaeMbIX
3aad, IPU 9TOM OHA MOYKET OCYIIEeCTBJIATHCSA HA OCHOBE WCIOJL30BAHUA OJHO- WUJIU MHOTOKPUTEPUAJBHBIX
CHCTEM OI€eHWBAHUA.

Karouersie cioma: 1mesemnonaranue, 3(Gp@(eKTUBHOCTh yIpaBiIeHUs, 3((PEeKTUBHOCTH IeJIeNOoJarauus, WUHCTPY-
MEHTHI IJIaHUPOBAHUA, (PaKTOPHI 3(DMEKTUBHOCTU YIPABIEHUA.



