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DOMINANT LOGICS OF ORGANISATIONAL CHANGE MODELS
AND THEIR PARADOX BLIND SPOTS

Change programmes can meet their own targets while leaving work, authority, and adoption unchanged. The article
treats this gap as a diagnostic problem: one explanatory logic can determine what counts as evidence and which
intervention follows. A purposive corpus of 31 foundational, review, methodological, and boundary-setting works was
compared by causal account, accepted evidence, default response, contribution, and excluded demand. The analysis
produced a fourteen-logic taxonomy and a recursive mechanism in which an excluded demand returns as a symptom
and reinforces the governing frame. For managers, the taxonomy supports review of the dominant explanation, contrary
evidence, and a complementary action with ownership. The classification remains conceptual; expert assessment and
comparative case coding are required before its completeness and reliability can be established.
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Statement of the problem. Change can look complete
in a programme report and remain incomplete in the
organisation. Activities are closed, training is delivered, a
platform goes live, and indicators turn green. Yet employees
continue to work around the new system, decisions stay
where they were, or the intended practice survives only as
a ceremony. Similar patterns occur in IT companies where
the first author works in board-advisory roles. They are
not confined to older or highly planned models. Reviews
of organisational change research also report a persistent
distance between scholarly evidence and approaches
widely used in practice [29].

Managers usually respond to weak progress from inside
the model already in use. They add communication, tighten
indicators, enforce governance, schedule more training, or
introduce another implementation stage. Each response
may be reasonable. The problem starts when its underlying
explanation becomes the only explanation allowed to
influence action.

The established contrast between planned and emer-
gent change does not resolve this problem. A planned
programme may mistake task completion for adaptation.
An agile programme may generate local learning while
losing overall coherence. A culture initiative may produce
symbolic agreement without operating discipline. Even
a paradox-oriented initiative may become a continuing
discussion of tensions without ownership or execution.
Technology-based change makes the limitation particularly
visible because the same initiative can alter infrastructure,
routines, authority, expertise, and identity [12; 30]. No
single mechanism covers this whole field of effects.

Research already provides substantial explanations
of mobilisation, readiness, alignment, adaptation,
technology, identity, power, sensemaking, socio-technical
design, learning, legitimacy, and paradox. Organisational-
purpose research asks why the firm exists, which value
it creates, and for whom, while organisational-identity
research addresses continuity and change in collective
claims about who the organisation is [9; 11; 13]. These
questions are not equivalent to bounded goals, culture
programmes, or narratives about a particular initiative.
What remains less clear is how one valid explanation
takes control of attention, determines which evidence is
credible, and selects the next intervention when change
stops progressing. This is an explanatory problem rather
than a shortage of models.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
Organisational change research offers several overlapping
accounts of why initiatives progress or stall. Planned
approaches examined by J. P. Kotter and J. Stouten et al.
[14; 29] explain mobilisation, sequencing, sponsorship,
and reinforcement. Readiness research by A. A. Armenakis
et al., A. E. Rafferty et al., and B. J. Weiner [2; 26; 31]
addresses commitment and collective capability. The
alignment models developed by W. W. Burke and
G. H. Litwin and by D. A. Nadler and M. L. Tushman [4;
18] examine fit among strategy, structure, systems, work,
and culture, whereas S. Denning [6] emphasises iteration,
decentralised response, and feedback in agile practice.
Digital transformation research by A. Hanelt et al. and
G. Vial [12; 30] places technological capability within
wider changes to strategy, structure, processes, and culture.
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Other traditions expose conditions that implementation
models may understate. E. H. Schein’s research [27]
explains cultural assumptions and belonging, while
D. A. Gioia, M. Schultz, and K. G. Corley [11] examine
continuity and change in collective claims about who
the organisation is. Research by G. George et al. and
E. Hollensbe et al. [9; 13] defines purpose through the
organisation’s reason for existence, the value it seeks to
create, and the stakeholders towards whom that value is
directed. The political analysis developed by J. Pfeffer
[23] brings interests, resources, and authority into view.
Sensemaking research by D. A. Gioia and K. Chittipeddi
[10] concerns how actors interpret and communicate an
unfolding change. The socio-technical account developed
by W. J. Orlikowski [22] connects technologies with tasks,
routines, and roles, while the organisational-learning
research of C. Argyris and D. A. Schon [1] examines error
correction and revision of governing assumptions. The
institutional theory developed by J. W. Meyer and B. Rowan
[16] explains how formal conformity can become detached
from practice. These perspectives are not interchangeable.
Each directs attention to a different failure mechanism and
therefore to different evidence.

The concept of dominant logic provides the bridge
between these literatures. C. K. Prahalad and R. A. Bettis
[25] describe it as a shared managerial frame that directs
attention and structures the interpretation of strategic
problems. Applied to organisational change, the concept
raises a practical question: which explanation receives
resources, sponsorship, and decision rights after results
weaken? The answer reveals more than the formal label
attached to the programme.

Organisational paradox research by M. Gaim et al.,
M. W. Lewis, and W. K. Smith and M. W. Lewis [8;
15; 28] adds a second condition. Some demands remain
contradictory and interdependent; choosing one side
cannot remove the continuing function of the other.
E. Miron-Spektor et al. [17] propose that a paradox
mindset may support acceptance of competing demands as
simultaneously valid. Research by J. D. Ford et al., S. Oreg
et al., and S. K. Piderit [7; 21; 24] similarly shows that
resistance can contain mixed and ambivalent reactions
rather than a single negative position. Earlier work by
A. Beisser [3] also warns that determined movement
towards an ideal state may reduce contact with current
reality. Together, these arguments explain why evidence
that appears obstructive under one frame may represent a
necessary demand under another.

Paradox should not become a universal label for every
difficult situation. As M. P. ¢ Cunha and L. L. Putnam [5]
caution, using paradox as a universal label would reduce
its explanatory precision and make it difficult to test. The
present analysis therefore applies three restrictions. A
proposed blind spot must be connected to an identifiable
dominant logic, an excluded but necessary demand, and
a distinct symptom profile. Paradox logic is subject to
the same rule. The resulting research question is specific:
how does a dominant explanatory logic exclude relevant
evidence and reproduce the symptom it is intended to
address?

Purpose of the article. The purpose of the article is
to develop a taxonomy of dominant change logics and to
identify the paradox blind spot produced when one of them

is treated as sufficient. The claim is deliberately bounded.
Every logic represents a consequential but partial condition
of change; dominance, rather than the logic itself, creates
the diagnostic risk. The intended contribution is a common
classification for traditional and contemporary approaches,
followed by a recursive mechanism that makes single-logic
dominance, paradox neglect, and visible change symptoms
open to later empirical examination.

Summary of the main research material. Conceptual
basis and taxonomy: two analytical units must be separated.
The textual material examined here consists of published
formulations, reviews, critiques, and boundary-setting
works. The proposed unit for later empirical application
is the model in use: the managerial frame that becomes
decisive when an initiative stops progressing. The article
derives categories for coding that future unit; it does not
claim to have observed models in use directly.

The purposive corpus contains the 31 works listed in
the references. Twenty-seven sources formed the initial
comparison of influential approaches in organisational
change and technology-intensive transformation. Four
targeted additions strengthened boundaries that remained
weak in the initial classification: taxonomy-development
method [19], organisational purpose [9; 13], and organ-
isational-identity change [11]. A source was included
when it formulated or critically examined an influential
change approach, expressed a distinguishable account of
how change advances, or supplied evidence for a category
boundary or excluded demand. Foundational formulations
were paired, where available, with reviews or critiques that
exposed limitations. Sources devoted only to implemen-
tation technique without a distinguishable causal account
were not treated as separate logics.

The corpus served three analytical roles. Foundational
works specified the focal mechanism and preferred
evidence. Reviews located an approach in a wider research
stream and identified scope conditions. Critical and
adjacent works supplied rival explanations and possible
excluded demands. This is an audit trail for conceptual
derivation, not a systematic or exhaustive map of each
literature.

Comparison began with the causal account offered by
each approach and the evidence it accepts as progress.
The next decision concerned use: which intervention
would normally be strengthened after disappointing
results, what condition that response illuminates, and
which interdependent demand it might exclude. Candidate
categories were merged when these elements repeated an
existing row. They were separated only when the default
response or excluded demand changed the diagnosis in
a material way. This last judgement mattered more than
differences in model vocabulary. Taxonomy-development
guidance informed the iterations and stopping logic [19],
but no expert panel, observed case, or independent coding
test was used at this stage.

A dominant logic becomes visible through three con-
nected choices: the accepted explanation of the problem,
the evidence treated as progress, and the intervention
selected first. One-sidedness arises when that frame pre-
vents another necessary condition from changing the diag-
nosis or the allocation of action. A paradox blind spot is
the resulting failure to recognise and manage the excluded
demand. It is narrower than a general omission. The demand




44

MianpueMHMUTBO Ta iHHOBaLIl

ISSN-print 2415-3583; ISSN-online 2707-6237

must remain necessary, relevant evidence must exist or be
collectable, and the governing frame must limit the influ-
ence of that evidence. Paradox neglect is the organisational
process that sustains this condition. Resistance-related
symptoms may follow, but they do not define it.

Fourteen logics were analytically retained because
their central explanation, preferred evidence, normal
intervention, and excluded demand could not be fully
absorbed by another category. Leadership was not retained
as a separate logic because it identifies an actor rather than
a causal mechanism. Stakeholder communication falls
mainly within readiness, political, or sensemaking logic,
depending on whether the intervention seeks commitment,
influence over decisions, or revised interpretation. Staged
approaches are classified by the response that governs their
practical use.

Purpose created the most difficult placement decision.
Goals specify bounded targets or results; organisational
purpose concerns why the organisation exists, which value
it creates, and for whom [9; 13]. A target can operationalise
part of a purpose, but target achievement does not establish
that purpose has been framed or realised. Purpose was
not retained as a fifteenth logic because the corpus did
not reveal a distinct default response that could not be
classified elsewhere. It can nevertheless lose consequential
standing under goal-dominant use and can enter culture,
identity, or sensemaking decisions. Expert assessment may
alter this placement.

The categories classify use, not the quality of complete
models. Kotter’s model and agile practice can both
combine several logics. What matters is the explanation
that gains additional resources, support, and decision rights
when progress is judged weak.

Several boundaries require judgement. Technology
logic asks whether a capability has been made available.
Socio-technical logic asks whether that capability works
with actual tasks, routines, and roles. Culture concerns
assumptions and belonging that persist over time;
organisational identity concerns claims about who the
organisation is and how continuity is maintained or revised;
sensemaking concerns interpretation of a particular
unfolding change. The present taxonomy does not treat
current and emerging identity as separate logics. Their
relation belongs to later mechanism research rather than
to category assignment here. Process logic coordinates
action through an established method, agile logic supports
response under uncertainty, and learning logic revises the
assumptions that guide action. These distinctions should be
tested through observed decisions rather than programme
names. An initiative described as agile becomes process-
dominant when weak results produce stricter ceremonies,
goal-dominant when velocity becomes the decisive
evidence, and political when the central intervention
reallocates authority.

Mechanism and propositions. The taxonomy classifies
the frames that may govern action; the mechanism below
explains why their exclusivity may matter. It does not
test the later purpose-identity pathway or validate an
organisational-change framework. Those claims require
separate evidence.

Single-logic dominance develops through a recursive
cycle of attention, interpretation, and intervention.
Programme tools often establish the first filter. Dashboards
and reviews privilege the evidence already valued by
the dominant logic. Signals outside that frame may
remain unseen or be translated into familiar categories.

Table 1 — Representative approaches and the default-response classification rule

Dominant logic

Representative approaches

Usual response when progress stops

Activity / campaign

Kotter; staged mobilisation [14; 29].

Add communication, training, sponsorship, or
reinforcement.

Goals, KPIs, dashboards, benefit-

Goal / KPI realisation [9; 13; 20].

Tighten targets, measures, incentives, or accountability.

Process / governance [14; 29].

Staged and governance-oriented change

Enforce the method, review schedule, approval stages,
meetings, or control.

Readiness / adoption 26:31].

Readiness and adoption approaches [2;

Increase awareness, willingness, capability, or support.

Alignment / system fit

Burke-Litwin; Nadler-Tushman [4; 18].

Realign strategy, structure, systems, roles, or culture.

change [11; 27].

Agile / adaptive Agile and adaptive change [6]. Iterate, decentralise, experiment, or increase feedback.
. Digital transformation, platforms, data, . .

Technology / capability cloud, AT [12; 30]. Deploy, upgrade, integrate, or extend capability.

Culture / identity Schein; culture and organisational-identity Reinforce values, belonging, behaviour, or identity.

Power / political Pfeffer; power and authority [23].

Reallocate authority, resources, incentives, or
participation.

Sensemaking / narrative Gioia and Chittipeddi [10].

Reframe change or communicate meaning.

Socio-technical

Orlikowski; work-system design [22].

Reconfigure tools, tasks, routines, roles, and

arrangements.
Learning / knowledge Argyris and Schén [1]. écsigiinl;lqulry, feedback, reflection, or assumption
Institutional / legitimacy Meyer and Rowan [16]. S&L?ogrtthen policy, conformity, external acceptance, or

Paradox / polarity

Lewis; Smith and Lewis [15; 17; 28].

Surface both poles and govern the polarity.

Source: developed by the authors based on the purposive conceptual corpus [1-31]. Models may contain several logics; classification follows the

response that governs action in use.
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Table 2 — Contributions and excluded demands of dominant change logics

Dominant logic Contribution

Blind spot under dominance

Excluded demand

Mobilisation, leadership support,

Activity replaces real changes in

measurable benefits [9; 13; 20].

Activity / campaign visible action [14; 29]. work; fatigue rises. Action > altered work
. . Targets substitute for purpose-
Goal / KPI Direction, accountability, relevant outcomes; gaming Measures <> purpose

follows.

Sequence, regular review, and

Process / governance control [14; 29].

Formal compliance limits new
responses.

Discipline « discretion

Commitment and adoption

Readiness / adoption capability [2; 26; 31].

Ambivalence and identity defence
become capability deficits.

Adoption < self-protection

Fit among strategy, structure,

Alignment / system fit systems, work, and culture [4; 18].

A useful tension is treated as poor
fit.

Fit <> adaptation

Experimentation, feedback,

Priorities drift and autonomy loses

continuity claims [11; 27].

Agile/adaptive responsiveness, local learning [6]. | coordination. Experiment <> coherence
- Digital, data, platform, and Al Implementation replaces wider - . .
Technology / capability enablement [12; 30]. change; workarounds remain. Capability — work in practice
Assumptions, belonging, . . .+ .| Identity continuity <> identity
Culture / identity professional meaning, and Symbolic commitment or identity adaptation and operating

language replaces changed work.

discipline

Interests, groups, resources,

Power / political authority [23].

Political positioning hides learning
and practical limits.

Authority <> voice

Interpretation and communication

Sensemaking / narrative of meaning [10].

Communication replaces changes
in roles, tools, or decisions.

Meaning « action

Combined design of tools, tasks,

Socio-technical routines, and roles [22].

Identity, power, or legitimacy is
treated as a design problem.

Design < lived meaning

Inquiry, feedback, error correction,

Learning / knowledge assumption revision [1].

Reflection continues without
altered commitments.

Learning < closure

Norms, regulation, external

Institutional / legitimacy acceptance [16]

Formal policy is mistaken for real
practice.

Compliance <> practice

Paradox / polarity Governance of interdependent

tensions [15; 17; 28].

Reflection expands without
ownership or execution.

Reflection < execution

Source: developed by the authors based on the purposive conceptual corpus [1-31]

Fatigue becomes insufficient communication; indicator
manipulation becomes weak accountability; deviation
becomes poor discipline; ambivalence becomes low
readiness; and workarounds become a training deficit.
Managers then choose the intervention their tools can
observe and their governance can authorise. The new
intervention reinforces the frame that selected the evidence.

Paradox neglect is the failure to identify, accept,
and govern demands that remain contradictory and
interdependent during change [8; 15; 28]. It differs from
uncertainty, where material knowledge is missing, and
from conflict, where actors hold incompatible positions or
interests. Stability and renewal, autonomy and coordination,
standardisation and local adaptation, experimentation
and delivery, and short-term performance and long-term
capability are common change tensions. Giving one pole
temporary priority may be necessary. Removing the other
pole’s legitimacy and influence is the critical move.

The excluded demand then returns through the
symptom management is attempting to remove. Consider
a goal-dominant programme in which movement towards
a target is treated as the decisive evidence of progress
[20]. Employees may protect unmeasured values through
informal behaviour. Reported performance improves
while material outcomes remain unchanged. If managers
interpret the gap as weak accountability, they tighten
targets and control. Honest reporting becomes more costly,
and indicator manipulation becomes more sophisticated.
The intervention has strengthened its own blind spot.

The same mechanism can operate under other logics.

When low adoption is defined only as a knowledge or
willingness deficit, redesign of roles and decision rights
receives less attention. When deviation is read only
as poor discipline, additional governance reduces the
local discretion required to solve emerging problems.
When technology availability is accepted as evidence
of transformation, workarounds may be treated as user
resistance rather than information about work design.

This mechanism is organisational as well as cognitive.
A dominant logic directs attention, resources, sponsorship,
and decision rights towards one explanation. Its
interventions also reshape the environment from which
later evidence is collected, allowing the frame to partly
confirm itself. Dominance should therefore be diagnosed
only when evidence from other logics cannot materially
affect a decision. Strong execution within one logic is not
sufficient evidence of one-sidedness.

Six propositions follow from this mechanism:

P1: Perceived single-logic dominance in a change
initiative is positively associated with perceived paradox
neglect.

P2: Perceived paradox neglect is positively associated
with resistance-related symptoms, including fatigue,
formal compliance, manipulation of indicators, lack of
coherence, and low adoption.

P3: Perceived paradox neglect mediates the negative
association between perceived single-logic dominance and
perceived change performance.
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P4: Dominant logics are expected to show diffe-
rentiated, but not exclusive, symptom profiles: activity
dominance may be more strongly associated with fatigue,
goal dominance with manipulation of indicators, process
dominance with formal compliance, adaptive dominance
with fragmentation, and technology dominance with low
adoption.

P5: At the individual or team level, paradox mindset
weakens the positive association between perceived
paradox neglect and resistance-related symptoms [17].

P6: Perceived multi-logic integration, the consequential
use of evidence from more than one relevant logic, is
positively associated with perceived change performance,
controlling for initiative type, intensity, and technical
complexity.

The propositions specify probable relationships, not
established causal effects. P4 is deliberately comparative
and exploratory: the proposed profiles are tendencies, not
diagnostic signatures, and each symptom has plausible
alternative causes. A paradox mindset may help actors
recognise competing demands, but it cannot by itself
correct governance that rewards only one side. Employee
voice and open leadership may allow excluded evidence to
enter review. Time pressure, unequal power, and regulatory
demands may prevent this correction.

Empirical testing also requires separation of levels and
sources. Dominance can be operationalised at initiative
level as shared perceptions of leadership priorities and
the treatment of discrepant evidence. Paradox neglect
concerns the absence of consequential governance for an
interdependent demand. Symptoms concern employee
experience and behaviour, while performance requires a
separate assessment of achieved change. Individual paradox
mindset should not be treated as an organisational property
without an aggregation argument. Leader reports, employee
reports, decision records, and outcome evidence should be
separated where possible to reduce common-method bias. A
survey association would support the proposed relations, but
it would not establish their temporal order.

Managerial implications and validation agenda.
Before increasing the strength of a familiar intervention,
managers need to test the diagnosis that produced it.
Which explanation currently dominates? What evidence is
accepted as progress? Which conflicting evidence has been
relabelled as resistance, low readiness, or poor discipline?
Which demand remains necessary but lacks legitimacy,
ownership, or decision rights? The answers indicate where
a complementary action may be needed.

The intervention should match the excluded demand.
Change fatigue may call for an evidence threshold that
permits closure, rather than another activity campaign.
Agile ceremonies without real autonomy may require
revised decision rights, not further coaching. Low use of a
platform may require changes to tasks, roles, or incentives
before additional training. These responses do not reject the
original logic. They restore a condition that the dominant
frame cannot manage alone.

Multi-logic integration does not require the use of all
fourteen logics in every initiative. That would replace one
form of rigidity with another. Managers can identify the
two or three tensions most material to the expected change
and give both sides of each tension an owner, relevant
evidence, and a legitimate route into decisions. At each

review point, the sponsor and affected teams can record
four items: the current dominant explanation, evidence that
could challenge it, the interdependent demand at risk of
exclusion, and one complementary action with an owner
and review date. Paradox awareness becomes governance
only when an excluded demand can alter action.

The first unresolved issue is category quality. Expert
assessment is needed for relevance, clarity, distinctiveness,
completeness, representative mappings, and the place-
ment of purpose. Classification reliability raises a different
problem. Comparative cases should show whether inde-
pendent coders infer the same governing logic from dash-
boards, review records, escalations, resource allocations,
and accounts from affected employees. Survey items and
logic-specific symptom profiles would be premature before
those two issues are resolved. Cross-sectional data could
then identify associations and statistical mediation, but not
causal sequence; observing the sequence itself requires
longitudinal or quasi-experimental work.

Several rival explanations must remain in the design.
Fatigue and weak performance may follow from initiative
volume, duration, technical complexity, limited resources,
prior change experience, or external disruption. Change
stage may also alter the effect of a logic. Activity and
process dominance can support early mobilisation yet limit
later learning. Adaptive dominance may help exploration
while increasing coordination costs during scaling.
Negative cases are essential: a one-sided initiative that
performs well and an integrated initiative that fails would
both sharpen the proposed mechanism.

The purposive corpus is selective and does not
represent every change model or research stream. Category
construction remains interpretive because it was not
independently coded, and the proposed empirical unit was
not observed directly. The blind spots were theoretically
derived rather than measured. The propositions concern
perceptions and require validated measures; each symptom
profile has plausible alternative causes. P4 carries the
greatest risk of equifinality because fatigue, gaming,
compliance, fragmentation, and low adoption can arise
under several logics or without logic dominance. The
taxonomy does not establish that planned approaches are
obsolete or that adaptive and paradox-oriented approaches
are superior. It provides a classification and a mechanism
for later tests of when a valid logic becomes one-sided.

Conclusions. A change model becomes diagnostically
dangerous when it decides in advance what counts as
evidence against itself. The fourteen-logic taxonomy
changes the basis of comparison: models are read through
the explanation that governs action after results weaken,
not through age, label, or component count. Each logic
makes a consequential condition visible. The blind spot
appears when evidence attached to another interdependent
demand loses practical standing.

The recursive mechanism offers one explanation for
repeated intervention. A governing frame filters discrepant
signals, translates them into familiar categories, and
authorises another response of the same type. The excluded
demand remains operative and may return as fatigue,
formal compliance, indicator manipulation, fragmentation,
low adoption, or another symptom. Even paradox logic can
fail in this way when reflection expands without ownership
or execution.
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The immediate managerial test is whether contrary
evidence can alter a consequential decision. If it cannot,
adding more activity inside the accepted frame is unlikely
to correct the diagnosis. Managers should identify the
excluded demand and give a complementary response
evidence, ownership, and a review date. For research, the

next task is narrower than testing all six propositions at
once: establish whether experts recognise the categories
and whether independent coders can infer the same
governing logic from actual decisions. Until then, the
taxonomy is a disciplined diagnostic proposal rather than a
validated instrument.
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Hayionanvnuii ynieepcumem «JIvgiscoka nonimexuikay

JOMIHAHTHI JIOTIKM MOJEJIEIl OPTAHI3ALNINHUX 3MIH
TA IXHI MAPAJOKCAJIBHI CJIIII 30HHA

Ilpoepamu 3min mosicyms 0ocseamu 61ACHUX NOKA3HUKIE | 600HOUAC He 3MiHiosamu opeauizayiro. Ilnamgopmy
8Np0BadICeHo, ane npayieHuku ii yHukaomoe, agile-yepemonii 36epexceno 6e3 asmoHOMii piuieHb; NOKA3HUKU
NOAINWEHO, X0Yad 8MOMA, (POPMAlbHA GIONOGIOHICMb, MAHINYIIOEAHHS IHOUKamopamu, gpazmenmayis abo ciadke
nputinamms 3aruuwiaiomocs. Cmamms po32asioac yro po30idcHicme K 0iaeHOCMUYHY npodiemy: NposioHe NOACHeHHs
Mooice 8U3HaAYamu, AKi 00KA3U GUHAIOMbCA SHAYYWUMU MA AKe GMPYHUAHHS 00Upacmsbcs Hacmynuum. Mema nonseac 'y
Kracugixayii QOMIHAHMHUX NOSICHIOBANILHUX JI02IK MOOeNell OP2aHI3AYIUHUX 3MIH | BUSHAYEHHI NAPa0OKCANbHOI Cinol
30HU, WO BUHUKAE, KOAU OOHY NO2IKY 88ANCAIOMb OOCMAMHbLOIO Y NPAKMUYHOMY 3acmocysanni. Llinbosuti kopnyc i3
31 gynoamenmanvroi, 021200601, MemoO0N02IUHOI MA YMOYHIOBAILHOI NPAY] NOPIBHAHO 3A NPUYUHHUM NOACHEHHAM,
NPUTHAMUMU OOKA3AMU, MUNOBOI0 PEaKyicio Ha cIaOKULl npozpec, BHECKOM i NOMEHYIUHO GUKIIOUEHOI0 6UMO02010. AHani3
0a8 HOMUPHAOYAMb Kame2opiu: JiAlbHICHY, YiNbOBY, NPOYECHO-YAPABLIHCHKY, 20MOGHOCTI 1l NPUUHAMMS, CUCHEMHOT
V320021CeHOCMI, 2HYYKO-A0ANMUGHY, MEXHON02IUHY, KYIbMYPHO-IOeHMUYHICHY, 61A0HO-NONIMUYHY, CMUCIOMEOPYY,
CcoYyiomexHiuny, HAGUANbHY, [HCMUmMYYilHy ma napadoxcaivhy. Kamezopii onucyromes mooeib y 6UKOPUCMAHHI, a4
He AKicmb 3a6epuieHoi Memooono2ii. JJominyeants nOYUHAEMbCA MOOI, KOMU 83AEMOOONOGHIOBANbHI OOKA3U Bdice
He MOJCYymb 3MIHUMU 0iazHo3, pO3NoOil pecypcis, 8i0N08I0ANbHICMb abo HAcCmMynHe 8MpPY4aHHA. 3anponoHosaHull
PEKYPCUSHUL MEXAHI3M ONUCYE, AK GUKNIOUEHA 8UMO2A NOBEPIMAEMbCA Y QOPMI CUMNIMOMY, RICIA 4020 MeHedwcepu
ROCUNIOIOMb PAMKY, WO CAPUYUHULA NOYAMKO8Y NOMUIKY. [[isl npakmuku MaxkCoOHOMis 3a0ac KOPOMKull nopsooK
nepegipKu: GU3HAYUMU KepigHe NOACHEHMS, OONYCMUMU O00KA3U, 30amHui 1020 nOCMAasumu ni0 CyMHI8, HaA38amu
BUKTIIOUEHY B3AEMO3ANENHCHY SUMO2Y MA 3AKPINUMU 83AEMOOON0BHIOBANLHY Oil0 3a I0N06I0ANLHUM 6LACHUKOM.
Knacughikayia zanuwaemocs konyenmyanonorn. Excnepmue oyinroeanus mae nepegipumu peneeaHmuicms, YimKicms,
8IOMIHHICMb | NOBHOMY Kame2opill, d NOPieHAIbHE KOOYBAHHS KellCi8 — Yl MONCYIMb He3ANeHCHI 00CAIOHUKY 0OHAKOBO
BUSHAUUMU KePIGHY N02IKY 34 (hakmuuHumu piuleHHsMuU. /o makux nepegipox MAaxkCOHOMIIO CAi0 pO32asdamu SK
OUCYUNIIHOBAHY 0iA2HOCMUYHY NPONO3UYII0, d He 8ANI008AHULL ITHCIMPYMEHM.

Kniouosi cnosa: opeawizayivini 3sminu, Ynpaeuinua 3MiHAMU, OOMIHAHMHA 102IKA, NAPAOOKCATbHA Clina 30Hd,
Op2ani3ayitiHull napaookc, napadoKCalbHe MUCIEHHs, onip sminam, yugpoea mpancpopmayis, IT-opeanizayis.
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