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Abstract. The article analyzed the organizational models of project management and their applicability to
the management of development projects of self-managed organizations. The task of choosing a model of
interaction of development projects of self-managed organizations with the internal environment is set. The
main organization, which includes members of the development project management team, is considered
as the internal environment. A classification of models of interaction of development projects of self-
managed organizations with the internal environment of such projects is proposed. Ten features of
classification are defined: by the depth of management, by the type of management influences, by the type
of subjects of interaction, by the type of organizational structure of the main organization, by the
methodology within which interaction is carried out, by the level of quantitative complexity of interaction,

by the localization of interaction, by the level of cross-culturally interaction, according to the degree of
digitization of interaction, according to the interaction processing model. Identified varieties of models in
boundaries of each feature of the classification. Three models of interaction of a self-managed development
project management team with the main organization are proposed: A-model, in which interaction settings
are carried out by the team; B-model, in which interaction settings are carried out by the main
organization, C-model, within which the interaction takes place on the basis of arbitration between the
settings of the team and the settings of the parent organization. Graphic schemes of the implementation of
the specified models are provided, their description and characteristics are provided. A comparison of the
processing models of the interaction of the project team with the internal environment was carried out. The
advantages and field of application of each model are emphasized. A SWOT analysis was conducted,

strengths, weaknesses, opportunities arising from the application of the specified family of processing
models for the interaction of the self-managed project team with the internal environment within the scope
of the syncretic project management methodology, and threats that may arise were highlighted. Formulated
fields of further research in the chosen direction: formalization of models of interaction correction modules
at the level of corporate methodology of a self-managed project-oriented organization, formalization of
models of interaction arbitration module at the level of corporate methodology of a self-managed project-
oriented organization, formalization of models of interaction of self-managed development project
management teams with the external environment of such projects and the external environment of the main

organization, the use of artificial intelligence elements in interaction correction modules and interaction

arbitration modules within the syncretic methodology of managing development projects of self-managed
organizations, practical testing of models of interaction of self~-managed development project management
teams with the internal and external environment of such projects within the framework of syncretic
management methodology projects during the implementation by self-managed organizations of
restoration projects (portfolios of projects) of the infrastructure of Ukraine. Conclusions from the
conducted research are formulated.

Keywords: project and program management; self-managed organizations; syncretic methodology;
organizational structure; interaction model; internal environment

puts forward new, stricter requirements for project
management systems of organizations that will

The implementation of large_scale proj ects in participate in such projects, and for models, methods and
Ukraine, in particular infrastructure restoration projects, ~ tools that will be the basis of corporate management
in the conditions of war caused by the aggression of the ~ systems for such projects. Accordingly, project-oriented
russian federation, is a difficult practical task. Such atask ~ organizations are faced with the task of implementing
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development projects regarding the improvement of
management systems. A typical development project in
this context can be the project of introducing syncretic
methodology into the activities of project-oriented
organizations.

Syncretic methodology is a step in the evolution of
project management methodologies, which is based on
the previous stages of its development and develops the
concept of separate and individualized use of project
management methodologies (standards) by each
structural unit of the project (or each project of the project
portfolio). At the same time, the methodologies of each
part of the project (each project from the project
portfolio) are not mixed with each other. This feature of
the syncretic methodology is adequate to the conditions
of implementation of modern large-scale projects, in
which many different participants, representing different
management cultures, and therefore guided in their
activities by different standards or methodologies [1]
take part. Self-managed organizations should be
recognized as the best organizational conditions for the
application of syncretic methodology [2], since the
management democracy embedded in them contributes
to the development and application of the creative
abilities of team members in solving complex project
tasks and applying innovative approaches to project
management.

However, the question of the interaction of self-
managed teams with hierarchical teams and
organizations remains insufficiently researched.
Therefore, the topic of research, which is devoted to
models and methods of organizational interaction of self-
managed organizations with the internal environment of
development projects, can be considered relevant. The
syncretic context of the study additionally gives greater
urgency to the question.

Analysis of latest research

Issues related to models of organizational structures
and interaction between them developed together with
the development of project management standards,
which in turn are a generalization of best practice. So, in
particular, the PMBOK standard [3] defines, in
particular, the following main types of organizational
structures:

— functional (project activity and responsibility
for it are not clearly allocated);

— weak matrix (the role of the project coordinator
appears, but he is not responsible for obtaining the project
product);

— Dbalanced matrix (the role of the project manager
appears, who is responsible for obtaining the project
product);

— strong matrix (the project office appears);

— under the project (the structure is created for the
implementation of a project or several projects);

— composite (combines project management
according to the principles of a weak, medium and strong
matrix structure);

— virtual (implies work in a virtual environment,
distributed by teams, as a rule, according to a non-
hierarchical model);

— project office (a specialized organizational
structure or a company that manages projects to order -
the customer can be both external and internal).

The interaction of such structures with the main
organization (with the exception of the organizational
structure "under the project", which is created for the
implementation of the project, and therefore is itself the
main, parent organization) is described in the PMBOK as
a relationship with the main, "parent" organization, and
contains only general principles

The PRINCE2 standard [4] offers several models of
organizational structures, an interesting one is the model
of four participants in project management (governance)
- the project sponsor, the main developer, the main user
and the project manager. Interactions with the core
organization, as well as within the team and management
committees, are detailed in the form of processes.
However, the main drawback, from the point of view of
our research, is focusing on exactly one methodology
within which project (portfolio) management takes place.

A somewhat different approach is declared by the
project management standard P2M of the Japanese
Project = Management  Association [5]. The
implementation of projects and programs within the
scope of this standard is subject to the main
organizational essence (according to the authors of the
standard, however, it corresponds to the Japanese
mentality as such) - the organization's mission. It is from
this point of view that both a single project and a set of
such projects in the organization (program) interact with
the external and internal environment. An interesting
innovation of the standard is the proposal to create a
single mental space of the "ba" project. The
implementation of such a space is proposed on the basis
of an IT platform, where both project team members and
internal as well as external stakeholders should interact.
This approach is conceptually qualitative, but not
formalized in terms of the processes of such interaction,
as a result of which such interaction may turn out to be
insufficiently effective. At least there are ways to
increase it.

The standards of the ISO 21500 series [6, 7]
formalize the main processes of project, program and
portfolio management, they provide a general concept of
such management [6], as well as a description of the
management processes themselves [7]. The advantage of
these standards is the lack of orientation (binding) to a
specific  project management methodology, the
disadvantage is the lack of formalization of the process
of interaction of the project team with the environment.
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The field of IT projects offers a slightly different
approach to the structuring of project teams and the
institutionalization of the interaction of these teams with
the environment. In particular, the Agile methodology
[8], which has taken the dominant place among the basic
standards of project management in IT companies. The
analysis of one of the dominant frameworks of this
methodology — Scrum [9] — formulates flexible
approaches both to the structure and hierarchy in project
teams, and to the interaction of teams with the project
environment. In particular, constant interaction with the
project customer and a separate role of the Scrum master
as a task moderator in each project team (there may be
several such teams in the project) are postulated.
Implemented daily project status reviews, weekly or bi-
weekly product reviews, etc. In addition, Agile adds a
value approach that has spread throughout project
management [10].

Further development of the interaction of project
teams internally and with the environment was provided
by the emergence of hybrid project management
methodologies [11], in which Agile models and models
of traditional methodologies were first mixed [12]. In this
context, the scientific task of choosing an adequate
project management methodology for a certain
organization based on the analysis of possible
methodologies and their hybrids appeared [13].
Combining agile and traditional approaches to managing
teams and managing stakeholder involvement in the
project, thus, acquire greater flexibility and retain the
proven systematicity inherent in traditional approaches.

Finally, models of team interaction are also
implemented at the level of a set of projects - in programs
(a set of projects connected by a single goal) [14] and
project portfolios [15], models and methods of such
interaction are presented in the relevant standards.
Another aspect of the development of the respective
approaches was described in the models of spiral
dynamics and the model of the "turquoise organization",
which implements self-management as the main
principle of creative teams, which is natural for IT and
thus can be successfully implemented here. Holacracy
models are related models, which are described in a more
structured way [17]. The main principles of this entire
class of models and methods are the following: non-
hierarchical in the team, the ability of each member of the
team to both define their tasks and find ways to solve
them, as well as to define motivational models for
themselves for successfully solving tasks, dynamic
(situational) change of roles in team in response to
challenges and new tasks, etc.

With regard to applied complex research in the
indicated direction, it is worth noting here the works [18;
19] on the search for successful methodological

innovative designs for infrastructure projects, to which
class the investigated projects of infrastructure
restoration of Ukraine belong.

A general shortcoming of the standards and
approaches that have been considered is the lack of a
description of a syncretic approach in them, that is, the
possibility of managing individual portfolio projects
using one's own methodology.

On the other hand, research in the field of syncretic
project management methodology [20] did not cover
issues of organizing the interaction of self-managed
project management teams guided by syncretic
methodology with the external and internal environment
of such projects. Therefore, the relevant topic of research,
which will be presented in this article, can be considered
relevant.

Purpose of the article

The purpose of the article is the analysis of existing
models of organizational structures, models of
interaction of such structures with the environment, as
well as the selection of models of the organizational
structure of interaction of self-managed organizations
with the internal environment of development projects
that use the methodology of syncretic project
management, and the determination of future directions
of research in the context of the development of a
syncretic approach.

The main material of the article

Let's single out two tasks separately: 1) the task of
choosing a model of interaction of development projects
of self-managed organizations with the internal
environment and 2) the task of choosing a model of
interaction of development projects of self-managed
organizations with the external environment.

Let's consider the solution of the first problem.
Since development projects can be implemented by self-
directed teams within an organization that is not entirely
self-directed, one dimension of interaction patterns
should be the response (or impact) to the non-self-
managed internal environment.

On the other hand, depending on the model of the
organizational structure in which the self-managed team
functions (and such a structure can be, in particular,
functional, matrix and project), the authority of the team
can be determined by the model of interaction either with
the top management of the organization, or (in the case
of a strong matrix organizational structure) - with the
project management office (PMO).

Taking into account the two main streams of the
interaction model — reporting and management, we will
propose a classification of interaction models of
development projects of self-managed organizations with
the internal environment of such projects.
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. By depth of management:

— management without feedback;

— control with simple negative feedback;

— management with a complex transformation of
data from the management object to management
influence from the management entity.

2. By type of management influences:

— analytical influence - providing the object with
the results of observing the object in the form of analytics
and analytical conclusions;

— methodological impact — providing the object
with methodological assistance regarding management
(contextually — management of the development project)
within the framework of the used methodology;

— advisory (advisory) influence — provision of
advisory assistance to the object, which is advisory (non-
mandatory) in nature;

— direct management — giving the object direct
instructions that are mandatory.

3. By type of subjects of interaction:

— self-managed team  and
organization;

— self-managed team and organization with
elements of self-management;

— self-managed team
organization;

— hierarchical team and hierarchical organization
(this type of interaction is outside the scope of our study).

4. By type of organizational structure of the main
organization:

— functional structure;

— weak matrix structure;

— balanced matrix structure;

— strong matrix structure;

— composite structure;

— structure "under the project";

— "project office" type structure;

— another structure.

5. According to the methodology within which the
interaction is carried out:

— classical methodology;

— Agile methodology;

— hybrid methodology;

— the company's specialized methodology;

— syncretic methodology.

self-managed

and hierarchical

6. By level of quantitative complexity of
interaction:
— simple interaction (number of interaction

subjects - up to 10);

— interaction of minor quantitative complexity
(number of subjects of interaction — from 10 to 50);

— interaction of medium quantitative complexity
(number of subjects of interaction — from 50 to 200);

— interaction  of  significant  quantitative
complexity (number of subjects of interaction — from 200
to 1000);

— extremely complex interaction (the number of
subjects of interaction is more than 1000).

7. By localization of interaction:
face-to-face interaction within one country;

— face-to-face interaction within several countries;
face-to-face  interaction  within
continents;

— interaction exclusively in a virtual environment;

— combined interaction (both virtual and face-to-
face).

8. According to the level of -cross-cultural
interaction:

— monoculture projects;

— projects combining two management cultures
(mentality);

— projects that combine many management
cultures (mentalities).

9. According to the degree of digitalization of
interaction:

— non-digitalized interaction;

— partially digitized interaction;

— fully digitized interaction;

— fully digitized interaction with the integration of
the appropriate module into the organization's unified
information system.

10. According to the interaction processing model:

— direct interaction;

— interaction according to the A-model (setting of
interaction is carried out by the team);

— interaction according to the B-model (setting of
interaction is carried out by the main organization);

— interaction according to the C-model
(interaction takes place on the basis of arbitration
between the settings of the team and the settings of the
main organization);

— interaction according to another model.

Let us consider in more detail the last feature of the
proposed classification, in particular in part A, B and C
of interaction processing models.

The results of the comparison of all interaction
development models are shown in the table. 1
(comparison was carried out expertly). According to the
results of the analysis, it can be noted that the fastest
processing model is direct interaction, but it has many
disadvantages, in particular, the lack of systematicity, the
impossibility of supporting flexible methodologies, and
the inability to syncretism. At the same time, the
effectiveness and accuracy of interaction remains low.

The A-model, like the B-model, pre-processes
(prepares) the interaction. The advantage of the B-model
over the A-model is the greater suitability of the B-model
for the implementation of syncretic management.

According to the results of the analysis, the C-
model should be considered the best model due to its
greater systematicity and efficiency compared to other
models. The C-model better implements flexible

several
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methodologies and has more opportunities (is more
convenient) for the implementation of syncretic
management. However, it loses in the speed of
implementation of interaction and has greater complexity
in implementation, which are its disadvantages, but it
does not deny that it is better according to the list of
criteria that were considered.

Let us present the proposed A, B and C interaction
processing models and describe them.

1. A-model of development projects interaction
processing of self-managed organizations with the
internal environment of such projects.

In this model (in contrast to the model of direct
interaction, when such interaction is carried out directly
by team members with representatives of the main
organization), an organizational and informational
element of the model is provided in the form of an
interaction correction module. Organizationally, this can
be implemented in the form of the role of manager of
interaction with the internal environment, which is
assigned to one of the existing team members in parallel
with the performance of other functions in the project. A
best case scenario, appropriate for large projects and/or
large teams, is when the team allocates a single specialist
to perform the specified functions. In any case, the
manager of interaction with the internal environment
must systematize, categorize, order the interaction by

time, content and participants, as well as interpret
information in both directions, present it in a form that is
acceptable to the acceptors of information exchange.

Informationally, such a function must be supported
by a certain IT system that implements communication
support. Such an IT system can be in the form of a
separate IT solution (Jira, Skype, messengers) or in the
form of an integrated subsystem of a separate
supersystem (Office 365, Google ecosystem, ERP
system, etc.).

The A-model is characterized by the fact that the
team of the development project is the leader in
organizing communications with the environment. This
gives more flexibility to the project, because the initiative
and interpretation is on the side of the team.

However, the issue of organizational normalization
of responsibility for communication with the project on
the part of the main organization must also be fixed
organizationally. = Namely, among  middle-level
specialists (recommendable middle-level), an official
should be identified who will be responsible (from the
point of view of the role in the project) for
communication with the project team through interaction
with the person responsible for the team's communication
with internal stakeholders.

Visualization of the A-model is shown in fig. 1.

Table 1 — Interaction models comparison of self-managed organizations
development projects with the internal environment

Interaction model
Ne Comparison parameter . . .
P P Direct interaction A B C
model model model
1 Speed of interaction +++ ++ ++ +
2 Systematic of interaction - ++ ++ +++
3 Effectiveness of interaction + ++ ++ +H+
4 Complexity of interaction + ++ ++ +++
5 Support of classical methodologies - s N et
in the model
6 Support of Agile methodologies in B - - et
the model
7 The a.blhty of the model to B 4 - et
syncretism

Self managed team

Development
project

[ Main organization \

Top management

Middle management

Interaction correction
module

A 4

Personnel

=

~/

Figure 1 — Interaction A-model of self-managed organizations development projects with the internal environment
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2. B-model of development projects interaction
processing of self-managed organizations with the
internal environment of such projects.

In this model (unlike the A-model), the interaction
correction module is the responsibility of the main
organization. Therefore, the establishment of rules,
principles and standards of interaction with the
development project is determined by the main
organization, the initiative here is precisely on its side. In
this case, interaction with the development project can be
institutionalized in the main organization not only in the
form of a role (when a middle-level manager, in parallel
with the performance of basic duties, performs tasks
related to interaction with the project), but also allocated
as a separate position in the organizational structure.

Thus, an analogy can be made that the A-model is
associated with a weak matrix organizational structure,
while the B-model is associated with a balanced matrix
organizational structure.

Instrumentally (in terms of processes and IT tools
used), A-model and B-model are similar.

Visualization of the B-model is shown in fig. 2.

3. C-model of development projects interaction
processing of self-managed organizations with the
internal environment of such projects.

This model provides two-level coordination of
interaction between the development project team and
the main organization. At the first level, both interaction
coordination modules are implemented - both from the
side of the development project team (as in the A-model)
and from the main organization (as in the B-model). In
addition, a model of arbitration between the two previous
models is assumed at the second level of coordination.

There are three possible organizational
implementations of the arbitration model: 1) through the

Self managed team

Development
project

parent organization's project management office, which
can be compared to a strong matrix organizational
structure; 2) through a team of external consultants (one
consultant), who will conduct independent arbitration; 3)
through the conclusion of a contract for the performance
of the functions of the project management office with a
separate independent company (on the terms of
outsourcing). The specified arbitration is intended to
improve the interaction between the development project
team and the main organization, to minimize conflicts of
such interaction, for independent examination of such
interaction. Systematization of such interaction in the
form of described and automated business processes will
be an advantage.

Visualization of the C-model is shown in fig. 3.

Let us conduct a SWOT analysis of the proposed set
of models of interaction of development projects of self-
managed organizations with the internal environment for
use by self-managed organizations in infrastructure
restoration projects. Let's highlight their strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities arising from their application,
and threats that may arise.

Strengths.

S1. Ensuring rapid interaction between the team of
development projects and the main organization,
minimizing conflicts of such interaction.

S2. Providing a variety of models used in the
management of development projects of self-managed
organizations, for many levels of complexity of the
management system and many types of projects.

S3. Innovativeness, simplicity, but, at the same
time, high relevance of the described models, their
systematicity in the context of using syncretic project
management methodology.

( Main organization \

Top management

Middle management

Personnel

\ /

Interaction correction
module

\ 4

.

Figure 2— Interaction B-model of self-managed organizations
development projects with the internal environment
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Self managed team

Development
project

Team interaction correction
module

Arbitration
model

f Main organization \

Top management

Middle management

Personnel

\ /)

Main organization
interaction correction
module

Figure 3 — Interaction C-model of self-managed organizations
development projects with the internal environment

Weakness.

W1. Insufficient development and formalization of
relevant scientific developments.

W2. Insufficient level of practical approval of the
proposed models within the syncretic methodology.

W3. Relative complexity (perhaps excessive) for
implementation by small self-managed teams and
organizations.

Opportunities.

O1. The possibility of self-adjustment (adaptation)
of interaction models due to the use of artificial
intelligence elements in the arbitration module and/or in
the interaction correction modules both on the part of the
team and on the part of the main organization.

02. The possibility of changing the management
approach, which can be implemented by choosing one or
another model (A, B or C) for different projects and under
different conditions of the external and internal
environment.

03. The possibility of increasing the skills and
general competence of project management participants
in a self-managed organization. What will provide the
foundation for increasing the efficiency of the
management system for each subsequent project
(portfolio).

Threats.

T1. The threat of methodological confusion in case
of choosing an inadequate model of interaction due to an
incorrect assessment of the external and internal

environment and corresponding changes in portfolio
projects.

T2. The threat of incorrect settings of the correction
modules and/or the arbitration module, as a result of
which the interaction between the development project
team and the main organization may not be effective
enough.

T3. The threat of insufficient flexibility of
formalized interaction processes, which can lead to the
loss of self-management by the project team and/or
development projects going beyond the limits set by the
main organization.

According to the results of the SWOT analysis, it
can be concluded that when using the capabilities of the
proposed family of models in the context of using a
syncretic development project management
methodology by a self-managed organization, it is
possible to overcome the corresponding threats, and the
advantages outweigh the corresponding disadvantages.

We formulate the prospects for further research in
the chosen direction based on the results of the conducted
research:

1. Formalization of models of interaction
correction modules at the level of corporate methodology
of a self-managed project-oriented organization.

2. Formalization of interaction arbitration module
models at the level of the corporate methodology of a
self-managed project-oriented organization.

12
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3. Formalization of interaction models of self-
managed development project management teams with
the external environment of such projects and the
external environment of the main organization.

4. The use of artificial intelligence elements in
interaction correction modules and interaction arbitration
modules within the syncretic methodology of managing
development projects of self-managed organizations.

Practical testing of models of interaction of self-
managed development project management teams with
the internal and external environment of such projects
within the syncretic methodology of project management
during the implementation of projects (portfolios of
projects) of infrastructure restoration of Ukraine by self-
managed organizations.

Conclusion

The implementation of development projects of
project-oriented organizations, which partially or fully
carry out their activities on the principles of self-
management, requires the use of new approaches and
methodologies. One of such methodologies can be
syncretic project management methodology, which
allows individual parts of projects to be implemented
using separate (isolated from other) methodologies. This
may be the case for projects within project portfolios,
where each project is managed by its own methodology,
and these methodologies are not intermingled at the
portfolio management level. Applying this approach to

portfolios of infrastructure restoration projects, where
individual projects may be managed by participants from
different countries (having different management
cultures and using different methodologies) is practically
valuable.

However, there are methodological gaps in the set
of models and methods accompanying the functioning of
the syncretic methodology. In particular, this applies to
models of interaction of self-managed teams that manage
development projects with the main organization to
which the personnel of such teams belong.

This article proposed a classification of models of
interaction of development projects of self-managed
organizations with the internal environment of such
projects, and also formalized three models of interaction
of development projects of self-managed organizations
with the internal environment of such projects (A, B and
C models). A SWOT analysis of the proposed set of
models was conducted, which confirmed their
innovativeness and effectiveness.

The implementation of these models in projects and
portfolios of infrastructure restoration projects of
Ukraine (as well as in general the syncretic project
management methodology within which they are
developed) will allow to increase the efficiency of such
projects, reduce time and costs, with a greater probability
of ensuring that projects are invested in strict design
constraints, that are inherent in the conditions of wartime.
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MIJIBEIP MOJEJIEM OPTAHIBAIIMHOI CTPYKTYPH B3AEMOIIT
CAMOKEPOBAHHUX OPTAHI3AIIM I3 BHYTPILIHIM OTOYEHHSIM ITPOEKTIB PO3BUTKY

Anomauia. IIpogedeno ananiz opeauizayivnux mooenetl YNpasiiHHA NPOEKMAMU MA iX 3ACMOCOBHICMb 00 YNPAGIIHHA
NPOEKMAMU  PO3BUMKY caMOKeposanux opeawizayii. Ilocmasneno 3adauy eubopy mooeni 83acmoOii NPOEKMi@ pPO3GUMKY
CAMOKEPOBAHUX OP2aHi3ayill 3 GHYMPIWHIM OMOYEeHHAM. K 6HYMPIUHE OMOYEHHA PO32NAHYMO 20JI08HY Op2aHizayito, 00 AKoi
Hanexcamv y4acHUKY KOMAHOU YNPasainHsa NPOEKMamu po36umky. 3anpononogato kiacugixayiio mooenet 83aemooii npoekmia
PO36UMKY CAMOKEPOBAHUX OP2AHI3aAYill 3 GHYMPIWHIM OMOYEHHAM MAKuX npockmis. Busnaueno decsime o3nax knacughixayii: 3a
2IUOUHOIO YNPAGNIHHA, 3a MUNOM 8NIUGIE YNPABNIHHA, 3a MUNOM CY0 €KMI8 83a€MO0ii, 34 MUNOM OP2aAHI3AYIUHOI CMPYKMYpu
20106HOT Opeanizayii, 3a MEMOOONOIEID, 8 MeANCAX KO 30IUCHIOEMbCS 63AEMOOIs, 3 PIBHEM KIIbKICHOI CKIAOHOCMIE 83A€MO0IL, 30
JIOKanizayiero 63aemo0ii, 3a pieHem KpOCKYIbmMYPHOCMI 83A€MOOTT, 3a cmynenem Oudxcumanizayii 63aemodii, 3a mooennto ob6pooKu
83aemo0ii. Ioenmugpikosarno pizHosuou mooeneil 6 Mencax KOJUCHoI o3naxu Knacugixayii. 3anpononosano mpu mooeni 63aemooii
CamoKeposaHoi KoMaHou ynpasiinHs nPOEKMOM PO3GUMKY 3 20106HOI0 OP2aHi3ayiclo: A-mooeb, 6 AKill HaNAWmy8ants 63acmooii
30TUCHIOEMbCL. KOMAHOOKW,; B-Mmodensy, 6 sKill HAIQuWmysanHs 63aemMo0ii 30IUCHIOEMbCS 20/106HOI0 opeaHizayicio; C-moldenn, 8
Medcax AKoi 83aemoois 8i00yeacmvCs Ha OCHOGI apOimpasicy Midc HANAWMYBAHHAMU KOMAHOU | HANAUWMYBAHHAMU 20106HOT
opeanizayii. Haoano epaghiuni cxemu peanisayii 3asnavenux mooeneil, npogedeHo ix onuc i Haoano xapaxmepucmuxy. llposedeno
nopigHAHHA MoOeneil 0OpoOKu 83acmo0ii KomManou npoekmy i3 eHympiwnim omoyenusm. Iliokpecieno nepesacu i eanysv
3acmocysanus kodcnoi mooeni. Ilposedeno SWOT ananis, uokpemneno cuibHi CMOpoHU, CIAOKI CIMOPOHU, MOICIUBOCHI, WO
BUHUKAIOMb NPU 3ACMOCY8AHHI 3A3HAYEH020 cimelicmea mooeneli 06poOKu 63aEMO0Ii CAMOKEPOBAHOI KOMAHOU NPOEKMY 3
GHYMPIUWHIM OMOYEHHAM ) MeNCAX CUHKPEeMUUHOI MemoO0N02li YNpasninHa NPOEKMamu, i 3a2po3u, Wo MOJCYMb GUHUKHYMIL.
Cpopmynvosano eanysi nodanbutux 00caiodcensb y GUOPAHOMY Hanpsami: hopmanizayis mooeneti MoOyi8 Kopekyii 83acmooii na
PIiBHI  KOpnopamueHoi mMemooono2ii camoxkepoeanol npoekmuo-opicnmoganoi opeanizayii, ¢opmanizayis mooenei Mooyis
apbimpagicy 63aemo0ii Ha pieHi KOPNOPAMUBHOT MEMOOO0I02II CAMOKEPOBAHOT NPOEKMHO-0pieHmMoganol opeanizayii, popmanizayis
MoOenell 83a€MO0Ii CAMOKEPOBAHUX KOMAHO YNPABNIHHA NPOCKMAMU PO3GUMKY 13 308HIUWHIM OMOYEHHAM MAKUX NPOEKMIE i
306HIWHIM OMOYEHHAM 207106HOI Op2aHi3ayii, BUKOPUCIMAHHS eleMEeHMI8 WMYUHO20 IHMeNeKmYy 8 MOOYIAX KOpeKyii 63acmo0ii ma
MoOyni apbimpasicy 63a€Mo0ii 8 Medcax CUHKPemuuHoi Memooono2ii ynpasniHHa NPOEKMAMu PO3GUMKY CAMOKEPOBAHUX
opeaHizayii, npakmuuna anpobayis mooenetl 83acM00ii CAMOKePOBAHUX KOMAHO YNPAGIIHHI NPOEKMAMU PO3ZGUMKY i3 6HYMPIUHIM
Mma 306HIUHIM OMOYEHHAM MAKUX NPOEKMIE 8 MENCAX CUHKPEMUYHOT MemoOonoeii ynpasiiHHs NpoEKmamu npu peanizayii
CAMOKepOBaHUMU OpeaHizayismu npoekmie (nopmenie npoexmis) ionosnenns ingppacmpykmypu Yrpainu. Cihopmynvosarno
BUCHOBKU 3 NPOBEOCHUX O0CTIONCEHD.

Knrwuogi cnosa: ynpasninna npoekmamu ma npozpamamu; CamMoKeposani op2anizayii; CUHKpemuyna memooonozia;
Op2anizayinina CmpyKmypa; mooeib 63aemooii; GHYmpPIiuiHE OMoOYeHH
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